Demographic

Los Angeles Jewry: A Demographic Portrait

AS A CITY, Los Angeles is quite unlike New York. New York is
concentrated and urban, while Los Angeles is spread out over hundreds of square
miles. As a Jewish center, too, Los Angeles differs from New York. New York has
the Lower East Side as a visible link to the Jewish immigrant past; Los Angeles is
a continent away from such links. Moreover, in New York, *“Jewish” is a conspicu-
ous ethnic identity; in Los Angeles it is easy for Jews to get lost.

Still, Los Angeles has developed a Jewish community with identifiably Jewish
neighborhoods, an impressive range of institutions, and a dynamic cultural life. For
older communities in the Southwest, and especially for a host of new “pioneering”
communities, Los Angeles has become the great Jewish center.

This article presents a portrait of the Los Angeles Jewish community: its develop-
ment since earliest days, its demographic characteristics, and the patterns of partici-
pation by Jews in community activities and institutions. Data for the study come
from three primary sources: a 1979 survey carried out by the author for the Jewish
Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, three earlier surveys (1951, 1959, 1967)
conducted by Fred Massarik, and the 1980 U.S. population census.

GROWTH OF THE LOS ANGELES JEWISH
COMMUNITY

Early History

Unlike the major urban centers of the East and Midwest, Los Angeles was
never a city of direct disembarkation for immigrants during the nineteenth cen-
tury. Since it did not emerge as a city until the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury, its Jewish community is relatively young. While there were some German
Jews living in Los Angeles in the nineteenth century, San Francisco was the cen-
ter of population in California for Jews and non-Jews alike.! The dramatic
growth of the Los Angeles Jewish community occurred as part of the growth of

'Robert E. Levinson, The Jews in the California Gold Rush (New York, 1978), p. 7.
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Los Angeles itself and can only be understood within that context. (Table 1
traces the growth of both the Jewish and the general populations over a 100-year
period.*)

In the 1870s Los Angeles began making the transition from a dusty frontier town
—not much larger than the original Spanish pueblo—to the second-largest city in
the United States. Between 1870 and 1880 the population grew by 101 percent, and
by another 213 percent between 1880 and 1890. As the general population of Los
Angeles County increased, so did the number of Jews, except that the Jewish
population grew at a faster rate. During the last two decades of the nineteenth
century, when the general population of Los Angeles County grew fivefold, the
Jewish population increased almost 20 times: from 136 Jews in 1880 to 2,500 at the
dawn of the new century.

Even before the Southern Pacific Railroad had arrived in Los Angeles, speculators
were busy turning open land into new towns. The “SP” itself was busy promoting
southern California through excursions from the East and Midwest, and even sold
plots of land in the city.? As Los Angeles journalist and social historian Carey
McWilliams has noted:

Every city has its booms, but the history of Los Angeles is the history of its booms.
Actually, the growth of Southern California since 1870 should be regarded as one
continuous boom punctuated at intervals with major explosions. Other American
cities have gone through a boom phase and then entered upon a period of normal
growth. But Los Angeles has always been a boom town, chronically unable to
consolidate its gains or to integrate its new population.’

A “bust” in 1888 following a boom in 1887 caused growth to slow down in the
1890s, but it resumed again after the turn of the century. The first two decades of
the twentieth century saw the general population of Los Angeles County multiply
fivefold and the Jewish population twelvefold. While great waves of Eastern Euro-
pean Jewish immigrants continued to settle in New York, Philadelphia, and Chi-
cago, smaller but still significant numbers made their way across the continent. In
addition to the attraction of expanding business opportunities, the area’s mild
climate drew sufferers from tuberculosis and the other respiratory ailments that
were common among the sweatshop workers of the East.

Not until the 1920s did the growth rate for the county as a whole (135 percent)
catch up to and even surpass that of the Jewish population (128 percent). The
1920-1930 period, which included a major land boom in 1923, brought over 200,000
people to California, the majority (72 percent) to the southern part of the state.
According to McWilliams, “The migration to Southern California in this decade has
been characterized as the largest internal migration of the American people.”* By

*See Appendix for tables.

*Carey McWilliams, Southern California; An Island on the Land (Layton, Utah, 1973), pp.
125-126.

Ibid., p. 114.

‘Ibid., p. 135.
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the end of the decade, the Jewish community of Los Angeles had become the sixth
largest in the country (just behind Detroit).

Although both Jewish and general growth rates slowed during the Great Depres-
sion, Jewish growth between 1930 and 1940 remained almost twice the general rate:
44 percent as compared with 27 percent.

Wartime and Postwar Period

The decade of greatest expansion for Los Angeles Jewry was the 1940s. During
the war, the entire Pacific coast, and the southland in particular, gained strategic
importance as a staging area for the Pacific theater and also as an aircraft manufac-
turing center. The combination of a land boom in 1943 and a burgeoning economy
sparked a new cycle of growth. Once again the Jewish rate surpassed that of the
overall population, and by the end of the decade the proportion of Jews in the county
had risen from 4 to 7 percent.

Between 1940 and 1950 more than 168,000 Jews came to Los Angeles—more
Jews than came in any decade before or after, and more Jews than lived in Detroit,
Boston, Cleveland, or Baltimore in 1950. Many of these were servicemen who had
been stationed in California—or had passed through en route to the Pacific—liked
what they saw, and decided to make it their home. As a result of this migration,
the size of the Jewish community almost tripled in the space of a few years. Indeed,
by 1955 the Los Angeles Jewish community had become the second largest in the
United States.*

In the 1950s Jewish growth slowed to the same rate as that of the county—if a
growth rate of 50 percent can be called “slow”!— and has remained close to the
county rate ever since. During the 1960s the rate of Jewish growth fell behind that
of Los Angeles County, while in the 1970s the Jewish growth rate was higher. This
is noteworthy because the decade of the 1970s also brought large-scale immigration
of Mexicans, Central Americans, and Asians to the area.

The dramatic growth of Jewish Los Angeles, as seen in the population figures,
can be explained only partially by the general westward migration to California.
Many factors undoubtedly served to attract Jews in such large numbers, among
them the promise of unparalleled business and professional opportunities, a benign
climate, the casual and glamorous lifestyle depicted in the movies, and ease of social
integration. Perhaps there was a greater willingness among those who came to pull
up roots and start over again and perhaps, too, a greater desire to break with the
past and start afresh in a place that seemed to embody the ultimate American dream.

Changing Jewish Residential Patterns Within Los Angeles

With growing population movement into Los Angeles, urban boundaries were
forced to expand, and the city’s physical appearance underwent radical change.

3As reported in the AJYB, Vol. 57, 1956, pp. 126-130.
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Hollywood, for example, which was largely rural as late as 1915, became entirely
urban within the succeeding ten years. During the various boom decades of Los
Angeles’ growth, the nature of Jewish settlement also changed, with Jewish neigh-
borhoods springing up in newer and more distant areas. Since World War II was
a watershed in the community’s development, the discussion of changing residential
patterns falls naturally into two main periods: 1900-1940 and 1940-1980. (The
areas referred to in the discussion that follows are shown on maps A-1 and A-2, pp.
130-131))

1900-1940

At the turn of the century Los Angeles Jews lived in the area now known as
“downtown,” with two additional concentrations in the nearby Westlake and Uni-
versity districts.® As Los Angeles changed from a frontier town to a city in the early
decades of the century, the Jewish population began to spread. Between 1910 and
1926, the percentage of Jews living in the older Jewish settlement shrank from 30
to 3 percent, while two nearby areas succeeded “downtown” as Jewish centers:
Temple Street (near what is now the new downtown Civic Center) in the teens, and
Central Avenue (south of what is now ““Little Tokyo™) in the twenties. However,
since both areas were close to what was then “downtown’ (and are in fact consid-
ered part of the contemporary downtown), Jews remained essentially urban, even
as the city itself was moving further outward. The real departure from ‘“‘downtown”
began only during the boom years of the 1920s, with the development of two
important migration trends: east across the Los Angeles River to Boyle Heights, and
west to the neighborhoods of Fairfax, Hollywood, and West Adams.

From the point of view of urban development, Boyle Heights can be considered
similar to areas of second settlement in older cities. Like the Roxbury section in
Boston, for example, Boyle Heights was built in the late nineteenth century as a
“streetcar” suburb, in the first ring of settlement outside the boundaries of the
“walking city.”” As happened elsewhere, upwardly mobile Jews replaced upper-
class Protestants, and Boyle Heights became a transition area between the ethnic
neighborhoods of the inner city and the residential urban mainstream.® Unlike
Boston, however, Los Angeles had no immigrant *“ghetto,” and newcomers to Boyle
Heights were predominantly newcomers to Los Angeles. Boyle Heights, then, func-
tioned simultaneously as an area of first and second settlement for Jewish Los
Angeles.

‘Max Vorspan and Lloyd Gartner, History of the Jews of Los Angeles (Philadelphia, 1970),
p. 117; Mitchell Gelfand, “‘Progress and Prosperity: Jewish Social Mobility in Los Angeles in
the Booming Eighties,” American Jewish History, June 1979, p. 414.

Sam Bass Warner, Street Car Suburbs: The Process of Growth in Boston, 1870~1900 (New
York, 1972), p. 58.

sRobert A. Woods and Albert J. Kennedy, The Zone of Emergence: Observations of the
Lower Middle and Upper Working Class Communities of Boston, 1905-1914 (Cambridge,
Mass., 1962), pp. 31-35.
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MAP A-1
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MAP A-2
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Boyle Heights grew from 1,800 Jewish households in 1920 to more than 10,000
in 1930, and to more than 14,000 by 1938.° It was the first visibly Jewish neighbor-
hood in Los Angeles: “On the main streets of Boyle Heights were stores where Jews
bought and sold, Yiddish was freely used, and Saturdays and Jewish holidays were
marked by festive appearances and many closed businesses. Such was Boyle Heights
of the late 1920s and the years following as mass immigration created a large-scale
Jewish environment.”’

Although numerically small as compared to the great Jewish urban enclaves of
the East and Midwest, Boyle Heights had an immense psychological impact on Los
Angeles Jewry. For Jews experiencing the inevitable anomie of the dislocated, Boyle
Heights was a link to communities left behind. Jews who lived in Boyle Heights
during the "20s, *30s, and ’40s exhibit a nostalgic affection for “the Heights” to this
day.

At the same time that Boyle Heights was undergoing its period of rapid growth,
important changes were taking place in newly developed neighborhoods on the
westside of Los Angeles, neighborhoods that had not even existed ten years earlier.
Los Angeles Jews, like other Angelenos, flocked to these new areas of the city.
According to Vorspan and Gartner:

More prosperous and acculturated Jews settled westward in such areas as Wil-
shire, West Adams and Hollywood. Affluent Wilshire, with about 310 Jewish
households in 1914, had 2,410 in 1926. Hollywood, still sylvan in 1914, had
hardly any; by 1926 there were about 3,287. West Adams rose during the same
period from 143 to 1,534."

As a result of the population movement that took place between 1920 and 1940,
there emerged two sides to Jewish Los Angeles: the Yiddish, Orthodox, working-
class eastside and the more affluent and acculturated westside, with its two main
centers in Beverly Fairfax and West Adams. The difference in socioeconomic status
between eastside and westside can be documented from the 1940 U.S. census. Five
census tracts were notably Jewish (using the “Russian stock” population to identify
Jews): three in Beverly Fairfax and West Adams and two in Boyle Heights. Using
occupation, education, and rent as indicators, the Beverly Fairfax and West Adams
tracts were of middle social rank, while the Boyle Heights tracts were of low social
rank."?

By 1940, the westside had replaced the older eastside as the leading Jewish
neighborhood of Los Angeles. In the meantime, a new “westside” was forming in
more affluent areas.

*Vorspan and Gartner, op. cit., pp. 118, 203.

©Ibid., p. 119.

Ibid., p. 118.

Eshref Shevky and Marilyn Williams, The Social Areas of Los Angeles: Analysis and
Typology (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1949), p. 70.
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1940-1980

As the population of Los Angeles mushroomed during the 1940s, the scope of
Jewish settlement widened beyond what Fred Massarik has termed the “Urban
Core™ areas, described above, to include two new areas: the San Fernando Valley
and the Western Area." Between 1950 and 1980 the new areas expanded and the
Urban Core declined, with the result that by 1980 there were almost equal numbers
of Jewish households in the San Fernando Valley, the Western Area, and the Urban
Core.

A few geographical definitions will be helpful at this point. The Urban Core begins
with Beverly Fairfax, Wilshire Fairfax, and West Hollywood and extends eastward
to Boyle Heights. The Western Area begins with Beverly Hills and Cheviot Hills-
Beverlywood and extends west to the ocean, taking in the exclusive hillside com-
munities of Westwood and Brentwood, the flats of West Los Angeles, Mar Vista,
and the ocean communities of Venice, Marina Del Rey, Santa Monica, Pacific
Palisades, and Malibu. While both the Western Area and Urban Core are separated
from the San Fernando Valley by mountains, they are divided from each other by
socioeconomic rather than geographic barriers.

The “westside” of Los Angeles—wherever its location in any particular decade
—has always been the most prestigious section of the city. Beverly Hills, legally an
independent city, is considered part of the westside by virtue of its affluence and
international social status. South of Beverly Hills are the communities of Cheviot
Hills and Beverlywood, which developed after the boom years of the twenties. Their
modern single-family dwellings on winding streets contrast markedly with the older
homes and many apartment buildings, laid out on square blocks, that characterize
Beverly Fairfax, Wilshire Fairfax, and West Hollywood—the three neighborhoods
that border Beverly Hills and Cheviot Hills-Beverlywood. Thus, the Western Area
can be distinguished from the Urban Core by neighborhoods that are more affluent
and less urbanized.

The San Fernando Valley lies to the north of the Western Area and Urban Core
and is separated from them by the Santa Monica Mountains. Ecologically, histori-
cally, and logistically it is entirely separate from the rest of Los Angeles. In the early
decades of the century, when the Valley was largely agricultural, it was accessible
only through the Cahuenga Pass (where the Hollywood Bowl is located). Even
today access to the Valley is limited to four winding canyon roads and three
freeways.

Two sections of Los Angeles have remained Jewishly marginal: the Eastern Area,
consisting of the San Gabriel and Pomona Valleys, and the Southern Area, extend-
ing south from Los Angeles International Airport, the Fox Hills and Baldwin Hills

1Fred Massarik, The Jewish Population Indicator Reports, 1971-1974, Community Plan-
ning Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, mimeo, 1976.
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areas, to San Pedro and the Palos Verdes Peninsula. These areas, which together
have never accounted for more than 15 percent of the Jewish population of Los
Angeles, are discussed separately below.

Beginning in 1951, Fred Massarik began to collect and publish estimates of the
number of Jewish households in over 20 named communities in Los Angeles. As
a result, it is possible to study population shifts both among and within the three
major Jewish areas—the San Fernando Valley, the Western Area, and the Urban
Core—during the period 1950-1980 (Tables 2A,B,C).

In 1951 Jewish Los Angeles was still largely urban; over half (61 percent) of all
Jewish households were located in the Urban Core. The Western Area, the second
largest in the city, had fewer than half the number of Jewish households found in
the Urban Core. (Beverly Fairfax, now included in the Urban Core, was still
considered at that time to be on the “westside,” as evidenced by the naming of the
“Westside Jewish Community Center” in the early 1950s.*) The San Fernando
Valley, just beginning to open up to Jewish settlement, had less than half again as
many households as the Western Area (Table 2C).

In 1959 the Jewish community was still urban, but less so than it had been just
a few years earlier. The Urban Core entered a period of decline in the 1950s, while
the San Fernando Valley grew by 125 percent, increasing its share of Jewish
households from 9.5 to 19 percent. The Western Area, which grew by a more modest
25 percent, particularly in Santa Monica and Cheviot Hills-Beverlywood, was just
barely maintaining its position as the second-largest Jewish area (Tables 2B, C).

Jewish residential trends established in the 1950s continued throughout the 1960s.
Overall, the Urban Core lost another 9 percent of its Jewish households, the San
Fernando Valley grew by another 80 percent, and growth in the Western Area
accelerated to 53 percent. The result was that by 1970, the number of Jewish
households was almost evenly divided among the three major areas: 33 percent in
the Urban Core; 28 percent in the Western Area; and 26 percent in the San Fer-
nando Valley.

The rapid growth of Jewish population in the San Fernando Valley and the
Western Area was part of the postwar suburban growth that characterized all
American cities. It was also associated with economic changes and the movement
of minorities within the city.

The changing economic fortunes of the Valley, Western Area, and Urban Core
have been plotted over a 30-year period by the City of Los Angeles, using U.S.
census data from 1940, 1950, 1960, and 1970." Based on information on income,
education, and home value, all Los Angeles census tracts were assigned economic
ranks from *“1”’ (the highest) to “4” (the lowest). The 30-year period 1940-1970 saw

“Located two blocks east of the intersection of Olympic Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue.
131980 Los Angeles County Forecast, Appendix A, Community Development Department,
Community Analysis and Planning Division, City of Los Angeles, Sept. 1977.
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a marked decline in the socioeconomic status of the Fairfax area. Whereas in 1940
census tracts in Beverly Fairfax, Wilshire Fairfax, and West Hollywood had all been
either in the first (“upper economic’) or second (*‘above average”) ranks, by 1950
only three tracts were in the first rank, and by 1960 only one. Beginning in the 1960s,
tracts which had formerly been in the second (*“above average’”) rank had fallen to
the third (“below average”) rank. Only the exclusive hillside areas of West Holly-
wood remained in the first rank.

Even more dramatic change occurred in the San Fernando Valley. In 1940, when
all the census tracts in and around Fairfax were in the first or second rank, most
Valley tracts were in the second and third ranks—none were in the first. Little
change took place in the San Fernando Valley between 1940 and 1950. By the 1960
census, however, a number of second-ranked census tracts had moved to the first
rank, and a number of third-ranked tracts had moved to the second. This economic
upgrading took place primarily in a strip of communities hugging the Santa Monica
Mountains “south of the Boulevard™ (i.e., Ventura Boulevard): Encino, Sherman
Oaks, and Tarzana. Particularly notable improvement took place in Woodland Hills
(West Valley), which moved, between 1940 and 1960, from the third to the first
rank, and in Northridge (North Valley), sections of which moved, between 1950 and
1970, from the third to the first or second rank. Census tracts in North Hollywood,
the original area of San Fernando Valley settlement, either declined or remained
stable during this period.

By 1970, the areas in the Valley with the highest economic standing were also
those that had experienced the most Jewish growth: the North Valley and West
Valley (including Granada Hills, Woodland Hills, and Northridge), Encino, and
Sherman Oaks. Thus the move to the Valley, which in the 1940s and early 1950s
had commonly been a move to affordable single-family housing, became two decades
later a move upward in socioeconomic status.

Even more so did the shift to the Western Area reflect a movement of upward
social mobility. Beginning in the 1940s, Cheviot Hills came to occupy the first rank,
as did Westwood and Brentwood. Beverlywood, on the eastern slope of the Cheviot
Hills, was consistently in the second rank.

These trends continued until the mid-1970s. Between 1970 and 1974 the Urban
Core declined an additional 17 percent, losing more Jewish households in five years
(8,681) than it had in the previous ten (4,962). By contrast, the Valley gained an
additional 10,309 Jewish households and the Western Area an additional 7,745.

Beginning in the post-World War II period, the movement of Jews to the west
and the north was accompanied by a movement of blacks into the areas that the Jews
were vacating.'s The impact of this change was felt first in West Adams, in the late

1“An Ethnic Trend Analysis of Los Angeles County, 1950-1980, Community Development
Department, Community Analysis and Planning Division, City of Los Angeles, mimeo, Dec.
1977.
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1940s, after restrictive housing covenants were struck down by the Supreme Court.
When the extent of black migration into West Adams became apparent, the Jewish
Community Centers Association canceled plans for additional building that had
been contemplated in that area.”

Just to the west of West Adams, Baldwin Hills—which was the primary residen-
tial area for Sephardic Jews from Greece and Turkey'*—attracted growing numbers
of upwardly mobile, middle-class blacks, and by 1970 blacks had moved just east
of Beverlywood and just south of Wilshire Fairfax, adding to the black student
population of the two “Jewish” high schools—Fairfax and Hamilton." The same
year, after a major earthquake destroyed the predominantly black Los Angeles High
School, situated in the district just east of Fairfax, a number of black students were
transferred to Fairfax. In response to these changes, Beverly Fairfax, Wilshire
Fairfax, and West Hollywood lost Jewish households for the first time since the
1920s, thereby reversing a half century of growth. Cheviot Hills-Beverlywood,
located in the Hamilton High School district, experienced no change, ending a
period of growth that had begun before 1950. In contrast, neighboring Beverly Hills,
with its independent school district, grew by 30 percent in the years 1970-1974.

By 1974 it appeared that the Urban Core would eventually be eclipsed entirely
by the San Fernando Valley and the Western Area. However, a housing speculation
boom in the late 1970s dramatically reversed the trend. The recession at the begin-
ning of the decade had caused a slump in housing starts, even as the population
continued to grow. As a result of increased demand, existing housing appreciated
. rapidly, with prices fueled by heavy speculation. As housing costs became prohibi-
tive in more desirable neighborhoods, more Jewish families (and even single persons)
bought houses and rented apartments in what had been declining, and therefore less
expensive, neighborhoods. Thus, the Urban Core, which had consistently lost Jew-
ish households through 1974, showed a 40-percent increase by 1979 (for a net
increase of 16.8 percent during the decade 1970~1979) (Table 2B). For every house-
hold that moved out of Beverly Fairfax between 1974 and 1975, more than two new
ones moved in.” The turnaround in the area was so complete that by 1981 a report
commissioned by the Young Israel Community Development Corporation in the
Fairfax area warned that small shopkeepers and low-income residents were in
danger of being forced out by escalating rental charges.

"Fred Massarik, The Jewish Population of the West Adams Area: A Tentative Report, Jewish
Centers Association, mimeo, 1948.

*Eliezer Chammou, “Migration and Adjustment: The Case of Sephardic Jews in Los
Angeles,” Ph.D. dissertation, Dept. of Social Geography, University of California, Los An-
geles, 1976.

¥An Ethnic Trend Analysis of Los Angeles County, 1950-1980, op. cit.; map **1980 Ethnic
Clusters.”

*Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional Planning,
Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles,
1980, p. 30.
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In contrast to the Urban Core, growth in the Western Area, during 1974-1979,
slowed to 6 percent, but the picture was far from uniform. All the growth was
concentrated in the Brentwood-Westwood area, in which the number of Jewish
households more than doubled.” The Valley continued to grow, but in new ways.
Expensive areas such as Encino and Tarzana (ranked as “1” even in 1970) lost
Jewish households, while less desirable communities such as Van Nuys, Reseda, and
North Hollywood gained Jewish households.?> Communities in the West Valley and
North Valley that were in the first rank but further out from the urban center gained
new households as well.

SOUTHERN AND EASTERN AREAS

The Eastern and Southern Areas have always had an insignificant share of the
Jewish population of Los Angeles County. The San Gabriel Valley to the east never
held much attraction, probably for two reasons. First, it is geographically isolated
from the rest of Los Angeles, not only by mountains but by bumper-to-bumper
commuter traffic on the freeways. Second, the San Gabriel Valley as a whole is of
lower socioeconomic status than the rest of Los Angeles.

The Southern Area can be divided into three separate sections: the beach cities,
the midcities inland from the beach communities, and the promontory of the Palos
Verdes Peninsula. The midcities, located on the flat plains of South Los Angeles and
of lower socioeconomic status, have never attracted Jewish settlement. Nor have the
beach cities (Hermosa Beach, Redondo Beach, Playa Del Rey), though Jews did
move to other beach communities, such as Santa Monica and Venice, early on. The
probable reason for Jews avoiding the Southern Area is that these beach cities not
only did not welcome Jews but were the headquarters for a number of overtly
antisemitic organizations.? The exclusive and expensive Palos Verdes area was
largely off-limits to Jews until the 1960s, but has since experienced growing Jewish
settlement.

Distribution of Jewish Households in 1979

A striking feature of the Jewish population of Los Angeles is that it is widely
spread out, but also highly localized. If Jews were randomly distributed throughout
the county, any given community in 1979 would have had a Jewish density of about

2]bid. Although Cheviot Hills had been in the first rank economically in 1970, the continued
movement of the black population in its direction reduced its desirability. By the 1980s, high
prices in Westwood made Cheviot Hills once again attractive to Jewish home buyers.

2Valley neighborhoods that are south of Ventura Boulevard are more desirable and expen-
sive because they are either in or adjacent to the foothills. Reseda, Van Nuys, and North
Hollywood are all on the floor of the Valley.

BInformation communicated to the author by John Babcock, author of a forthcoming
history of Jewish Los Angeles.
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7 percent (the percentage of Jews in the population). Even if only those communities
outside the black concentrations of Watts, Compton, and South-Central Los An-
geles are considered, a random distribution would have produced approximately
10-percent Jewish density. In actuality, more than half of all Jewish households were
concentrated in 32 zip-code areas that had Jewish densities of at least 14 percent
—twice that of the overall Jewish density for Los Angeles.

Map B illustrates the concentration of Jews throughout Los Angeles County in
1979. More than 30,000 phone calls from a random-digit-dialing survey were used
to estimate the size of the Jewish population and its distribution by zip codes. (See
“Sociodemographic Profile,” below.) The zip-code percentages were then assigned
to four strata: the first with 30 percent or more Jewish households; the second with
15 to 29 percent Jewish households; the third with 7 to 14 percent Jewish
households; the fourth with less than 7 percent Jewish households.

The pattern that emerged was one of concentric rings of decreasing Jewish den-
sity. The area of highest density—the darkest on the map, shaped like a T with a
fat base—included both Valley and city (i.e., Western Area and Urban Core) zip
codes. The south, or city, side of this first stratum included Beverly Hills, Beverly
Fairfax, Beverlywood, and West Hollywood. These formed the stem of the T. The
Valley part of the first stratum, or the cross of the T, consisted of Encino, Van Nuys,
Sherman Oaks, Studio City, and North Hollywood. Thus, the Valley zip codes of
the first stratum were directly north over the hills from the city zip codes, indicating
that the most Jewish parts of the Valley were those closest to the city.

While the city had a smaller Jewish population, it was more densely Jewish than
the Valley, which occupied an extensive land area and offered a large selection of
acceptable places to live in. All but one of the first-stratum zip codes in the city had
Jewish densities of 40 percent or more, as contrasted with the Valley, where all but
one of the first-stratum zip codes had Jewish densities of less than 40 percent. An
interesting feature of the distribution is that in both city and Valley, the first stratum
consisted of both newer affluent areas and contiguous older areas (e.g., Beverly
Fairfax and Beverly Hills in the city, North Hollywood and Sherman Oaks in the
Valley).

In both Valley and city, the most densely Jewish areas included the communities
generally regarded as most desirable. These were Woodland Hills, Encino, Brent-
wood, Pacific Palisades, and, slightly lower in status, West Wilshire—including
Beverly Fairfax and West Hollywood—and West Los Angeles. An analysis of
census-tract characteristics in the 1970 census identified the residents of these
communities as having the highest per capita income and the most years of college
education, as well as homes with the highest real-estate values and rental costs.*

24 Trend Analysis of Los Angeles County, 1950-1970, Community Analysis Bureau, Office
of the Mayor, City of Los Angeles, mimeo, June 1, 1976.
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SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF LOS
ANGELES JEWRY

Sampling Methodology

The sociodemographic profile of Los Angeles Jews that is presented here is based
on a telephone survey of 800 randomly selected Jewish households that was con-
ducted in spring 1979.” A random-digit-dialing sample was stratified by area (with
an oversampling of the Southern and Eastern Areas due to need for planning) and
by the distribution of residential phone numbers within the area. The sample in-
cluded all of Los Angeles County (except for predominantly black areas in South-
Central Los Angeles) and those areas of Ventura County that are contiguous to and
form a Jewish cxtension of the West Valley (e.g., Agoura, Thousand Oaks, Newbury
Park, etc.).

A minimum of five calls was made to each phone number in the sample, at
random intervals including evenings and Sundays. Interviews were conducted in
English, Spanish, Arabic, Hebrew, Parsi (Persian), Yiddish, and Hungarian. All
persons answering the phone were read a short explanation of the survey based on
standard protocols used at the Survey Research Center of the Institute for Social
Science Research at UCLA. The purpose of the initial screening was to eliminate
nonresidential phone numbers from the sample. If the phone number was deter-
mined to be a residence, the respondent was read a further explanation of the study
and asked whether any Jewish persons lived in the household.

In addition to the 1979 survey data, comparable data are introduced into the
discussion from Jewish population surveys conducted in 1951, 1959, and 1967
(referenced in Table 3) as well as the 1980 U.S. census for Los Angeles County.
With the help of the older surveys it is possible to evaluate the extent of social change
that has taken place among Los Angeles Jews. The comparison with the non-
Hispanic white population made possible by the availability of data from the 1980
census highlights similarities and differences between Los Angeles Jews and other
whites in the population.”

*The study was funded by the Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles and
conducted by the author as Research Director of the Planning and Budgeting Department.
(See Phillips, op. cit.)

#Special tabulations for the non-Hispanic white population in Los Angeles County were
ordered from the California State Demographic Office, from Summary Tape File #4, Part B,
as described in 1980 Census of Population and Housing, User’s Guide Part A. Text, PHC80-R1-
A, Mar. 1973; and User’s Guide Part C. Index to Summary Tape Files 1 to 4, PHC80-R1-C,
Sept. 1983, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

“The effect of the one-year difference between the 1979 Jewish population study and the
1980 census is minimal. The validity of the comparison was enhanced by including only
non-Hispanic whites in the analysis. Although many Hispanics classify themselves as white
in the census, they constitute a distinct linguistic, cultural, and ethnic group. Because
of significant differences in family size and socioeconomic status between Hispanic and
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Impact of Mobility on the Jewish Population

Los Angeles has long been described as a community without roots, and this is
true of Jewish Los Angeles as well. In every decade there have been significant
numbers of Jewish newcomers who have been living in Los Angeles less than ten
years (Table 3). The proportion of new arrivals rose to its highest in 1951, after the
population explosion of the 1940s. At that time the majority (62 percent) of Jewish
households reported being in the city five years or less; a mere 16 percent of Jewish
households in Los Angeles in 1951 had lived in that city before World War II. In
effect, a whole new community came into being in the space of a decade.

In the 20 years following 1959, newcomers constituted a small but sizeable
element in the city. In that period, between one-fifth and one-quarter of all Jewish
houscholds had been in Los Angeles less than a decade. The significance of this can
be highlighted by noting the proportion of Jewish households in 1979 that were
resident in Los Angeles when earlier population surveys were conducted: 75 percent
in 1967; 55 percent in 1959; and 25 percent in 1951. Another indicator of the
youthfulness of the community is the proportion of households in 1979 that had
been in the city 21 years or longer (Table 3)—55 percent. The comparable figure
for a more established community, such as Milwaukee, was 75 percent.?

While all the Jewish areas within Los Angeles benefited from movement into the
city, it was not evenly distributed in terms of either period or rate (Table 4). The
Urban Core, for example, experienced an upsurge between 1974 and 1979—20
percent newcomers as compared with a citywide newcomer rate of 14 percent. The
San Fernando Valley, which experienced major growth in the 1950s and 1960s, saw
a tapering off in the 1970s. In Santa Monica, Pacific Palisades, and Malibu, which
were relatively new areas of Jewish settlement, 45 percent of Jewish households had
moved in just in the ten years prior to 1979. By contrast, the populations of Beverly
Hills and other Western Area communities were older and more stable; in Beverly
Hills, 68 percent of Jewish households had been in the city 20 years or longer, as
compared with 55 percent citywide.

As might be expected in a community made up largely of newcomers, rela-
tively few Jewish adults were native-born Angelenos. Between 1951 and 1979 the

non-Hispanic whites, inclusion of the former can either spuriously accentuate, or accidentally
mask, the differences between Jews and other whites, making it harder to evaluate the extent
to which Jews are “blending in” to mainstream American society.

Because the census does not ask about religion and there is no way of identifying Jews, Jews
are included in the data for the non-Hispanic white population (of which they constitute about
10 percent in Los Angeles County). The effect of comparing the Jewish population with a
larger population that includes them is to underestimate differences between Jews and non-
Jews. Thus, if a comparison could be made between the Jewish population and the non-
Hispanic white, non-Jewish population, the differences would be even greater than those
reported here.

#Bruce A. Phillips and Eve Weinberg, The Milwaukee Jewish Population: Report of a Survey,
Milwaukee Jewish Federation, Jan. 1984, p. I-25.
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proportion of Jewish adults born in Los Angeles increased from 8§ to 14 percent—
almost doubling but still remaining relatively small (Table 5). The effect of post-
World War II migration is to be seen in the fact that 39 percent of 18-29-year-olds
—those born since 1950—were native-born (Table 6). With regard to the future,
assuming that in-migration remains constant, as the current cohort of 18-29-year-
olds ages, and as children under 18—three-quarters of whom are native Californians
(Table 8)—become adults, native-born Angelenos will come to predominate in the
community.

While the proportion of foreign-born Jews in Los Angeles decreased from 37
percent in 1951 to 29 percent in 1979 (Table 5), the late 1970s brought a new wave
of immigration from abroad. Fully one-third of all born-Jewish respondents who
arrived in Los Angeles between 1974 and 1979 had been born in other countries
(Table 7). Included in this immigration were three particularly visible groups: Soviet
and Iranian Jews and Israelis.

There were an estimated 12,000 to 15,000 Israelis living in Los Angeles in 1979.
While popular estimates generally put this number much higher—anywhere from
50,000 to 150,000—the 1979 estimate was corroborated by a study of immigration
data from the Immigration and Naturalization Service” that was later confirmed
informally by statisticians from the Central Bureau of Statistics in Israel.

In comparison with the white population as a whole, Jews were more likely to
have been born either outside of California or out of the United States (Table 8).
Jews were more than twice as likely as all American-born whites to have been born
in the Northeast (comprising the Mid-Atlantic and New England regions).

Age and Household Type

AGE

Jewish demographers and federation planners tend to focus on the oldest and
youngest ends of the age distribution in order to track the extent to which the
American Jewish population is aging—thanks to increased life expectancy—and
declining in numbers—due to low fertility. Surprisingly, the common assumptions
about these demographic indicators were not confirmed——or at least not totally—
for Los Angeles Jewry. Thus, while Jewish fertility had declined, it was actually
slightly ahead of the rate for non-Hispanic whites. Similarly, while the proportion
of the aged had increased over several decades, by 1979 it had leveled off. Indeed,
the proportion of the aged was higher among non-Hispanic whites in Los Angeles
than among Jews.

Following the baby boom of the 1950s, the proportion of children (aged 0-19)
in the Jewish population rose from 27 percent in 1951 to 35 percent in 1959 (Table

Pini Herman and David LaFontaine, “In Our Footsteps: Israeli Migration to the U.S. and
Los Angeles,” master's thesis, University of Southern California School of Social Work and
Hebrew Union College, Los Angeles, 1983.
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9). With the end of the baby boom and the start of a trend away from childbearing,
the proportion of children dropped to 32 percent in 1967 and to a low of 23 percent
in 1979. The change was most dramatically apparent in the proportion of children
under age 10, which declined from 20 to 10 percent between 1959 and 1979. While
the drop in fertility was a cause for concern, the Jewish fertility rate was actually
slightly ahead of the non-Hispanic white rate (Table 10), as reflected in the propor-
tion of the population under 5 years of age.

On the national level, Jewish planners work on the assumption that the Jewish
population is becoming increasingly aged.* In Los Angeles, however, Jews are not
older than the non-Hispanic white population. In fact, in 1979 non-Hispanic whites
as a group had a greater proportion of the elderly (60 and older) than did the Jews:
20.2 as against 16.4 percent (Table 10). Moreover, Jews and non-Hispanic whites
had nearly identical proportions of children aged 0-9 and 10-19. The only signifi-
cant differences were in the higher proportion of Jews aged 30-39 and the lower
proportion aged 20-24. The latter may well be accounted for by the large number
of Jews attending college and graduate school outside the county.

HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND DISTRIBUTION

While the overall contours of household type and family structure of the non-
Hispanic white and Jewish populations were similar, Jews were more likely to be
married, to have children, and to be married with children (Table 11). Thus, 58
percent of all Jewish households contained married couples as against 50 percent
of non-Hispanic white households; 28 percent of all Jewish households had children
as against 25 percent of non-Hispanic white households; and 24 percent of all Jewish
households contained married couples with children as against 20 percent of non-
Hispanic white households.

As would be expected from the preceding figures, fewer Jewish households were
headed by single persons (42 vs. 50 percent), and far fewer were single-parent
families (non-Hispanic white households were 1.4 times as likely as Jewish
households to be single-parent families). This was not because Jews did not divorce,
for the percentage of divorced persons in the Jewish population rose steadily from
1951 on.*' However, 22 percent of all ever-married Jews under age 54 had been
divorced, as compared with 33 percent of non-Hispanic whites (Table 12). Jews were
also more likely to be remarried. Approximately one-third of all married persons
had gone through divorce, yet more Jews than non-Jews were currently married.

As with the geographical distribution of the total Jewish population, Jewish
household types were not homogeneously distributed throughout the city. Rather,
particular household types were more numerous in some areas than in others. The
analysis of the distributions is complicated, however. An attempt was made to

%See, for example, Jewish Environmental Scan to 1990, Council of Jewish Federations, Long
Range Strategic Planning Committee, mimeo, Oct. 1984, p. 2.
YPphillips, op.cit., p. 9.
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include as many separate communities as possible, even while bearing in mind that
small subsamples have large variances which are reflected in over-large or -small
proportions of particular household types. Two typologies were employed for the
analysis: “household type,” combining the marital status of the respondent with the
presence or absence of children; and “family-cycle stage,” grouping households
according to the ages of respondents and children.

The Valley and the Eastern Area had higher proportions of married couples with
children (37 and 30 percent respectively) than any of the other areas or the Jewish
community overall (24 percent) (Table 13). Conversely, never-married households
were least likely to be found in the San Fernando Valley.

The San Fernando Valley, with a Jewish population ten times as large as that of
the Eastern Area, was the premier family area in Los Angeles. Over half (56 percent)
of the Jewish married couples with children lived in the San Fernando Valley, the
majority (58 percent)* concentrated in the North Valley and West Valley (running
from Woodland Hills and Agoura north through Granada Hills and Northridge).
In fact, a majority of Jewish households in these two areas consisted of married
couples with children: 53 percent as compared with 24 percent in Los Angeles
overall (Table 14).

The communities contiguous with the North Valley and West Valley—Encino,
Tarzana, and Sherman Oaks—would have been expected to have the next highest
concentrations of married couples with children, but this was not the case. These
communities actually had the lowest proportions of married couples with children,
and it was the Central Valley that contained the next highest (30 percent) proportion
of married couples with children in the San Fernando Valley. Since Encinco, Tar-
zana, and Sherman Oaks were the most expensive areas in the San Fernando Valley,
it is likely that they were too costly for younger families. This observation is
confirmed by looking at the ages of the children in the households (Table 15). The
less expensive Central Valley had the highest proportion of families with children
under age 6 of any area either in the San Fernando Valley or Los Angeles.

While the area breakdown shows the Urban Core and the Western Area as having
the lowest proportions of married couples with children and the highest proportions
of never-married and divorced household heads, closer analysis reveals a more
complex picture. The Western Area, for example, includes such disparate communi-
ties as Beverly Hills and Venice-Mar Vista—Culver City. Beverly Hills, renowned
for its excellent school system, had the highest percentage of married couples with
children in Los Angeles (35.1 percent), while Venice-Mar Vista—Culver City, an
area with many small apartments near the beach, had the lowest (6.7 percent).

The figures for Beverly Fairfax-West Hollywood may also be misleading. These
Urban Core communities, which experienced a rejuvenating influx of young fami-
lies, showed the third-lowest proportion of married couples with children. However,

7]bid.
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these were largely families with young children. If only households with children
under the age of 6 are considered, the Urban Core proportion (7.4 percent) was
almost the same as that in the North Valley and West Valley (10 percent), which
were highly suburban areas, strongly identified as family centers.

Just as the Eastern Area was identified as being family-oriented, so the Southern
Area stood out as having large numbers of single-parent families. Single-parent
families were relatively rare (4 percent) in the Los Angeles Jewish community as
a whole, but they accounted for 13 percent of all Jewish households, and 36 percent
of all households with children, in the Southern Area. While there were numerically
more single-parent families in the Western Area and Urban Core, this is explained
by their much larger Jewish populations. Only the Central Valley came close to
having the same proportion of single-parent families as that in the Southern Area
—38 percent of all households and 22 percent of all households with children. What
these two areas had in common was availability of apartments and relatively low
housing costs.

Marriage and Divorce

The 12 years between the 1967 and 1979 surveys saw the rise of a new marital
pattern—Jews delaying marriage longer, in many cases not marrying until their 30s.
Although the 1979 survey questionnaire did not include an item on age at first
marriage, by comparing the relationship between age and marital status in 1967 and
1979 it is possible to document the dramatic shift that took place (Table 16A).

The most striking difference is found in the cohort aged 30-39. In 1967 only 6.2
percent of 30-year-olds had never been married, whereas in 1979 the proportion had
more than doubled (16 percent). Tracing this shift in detail is made difficult by the
use of ten-year intervals in the 1967 survey, which masks significant five-year
changes. That five-year intervals are important can be seen from Table 16B, which
presents data from 1979 only, but broken down into five-year cohorts. The percent
never-married in 1979 drops by half (from 80 to 38 percent) after age 25, and then
again by three-fourths (from 23 to 8 percent) after age 335.

Changing patterns of divorce since 1967 are also striking, particularly in the 30-
and 40-year-old age groups. In 1979 the percentage of Jews aged 30-39 who had
been divorced was three times as high as in 1967 (12.6 as against 3.9 percent),
while the percentage of those aged 4049 was twice as high (13.6 as against 6.8
percent). Overall, the percentage of divorced persons more than doubled during
the period.

Intermarriage

Religious intermarriage (defined as marriage to a non-Jew by birth who has not
converted to Judaism) dramatically increased in the decade of the 70s. This can be
seen by comparing the percentage of born Jews married to non-Jews in different age
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groups (Table 17). Whereas 13 percent (an average of the male and female figures)
of those in the 30-39 age group had non-Jewish spouses, some 30 percent of Jews
under age 30 had non-Jewish spouses. Thus, the individual intermarriage rate for
Jews under age 30 was nearly one-third. As against this, the couple intermarriage
rate for the same age group was 49 percent, or one-half (Table 18). The difference
in the two rates is due to the method of reporting. When individuals are counted,
each born-Jew counts as one. When a tabulation is made of all couples, however,
two Jews who marry persons not born Jewish are counted as two marriages, but two
Jews who marry each other are counted as one. This reduces the total (the denomi-
nator) on which the percentage is taken and results in the higher rate.

Sex differences in intermarriage show no consistent patterns, although overall a
slightly higher percentage of females was intermarried. In the 30-39 age range,
Jewish males were 50 percent more likely to be married to non-Jews than were
Jewish females. Under age 30, however—the age group in which intermarriage rates
increased sharply—Jewish females were 35 percent more likely to be married to
non-Jews than were Jewish males. Similarly, Jewish females in their 40s were more
likely to be married to non-Jews than were Jewish males of the same age.

The relationship between conversion and intermarriage is characterized by a
sharp break between the over-40 and under-40 age groups (Table 18). While in
absolute numbers conversion was on the increase—because the total number of
exogamous marriages (marriage to a born non-Jew who may or may not have
converted) was increasing—the proportion of convert marriages to the total of all
intermarriages actually showed a steep decline, dropping from 31.4 percent for
40-49-year-olds to 11 percent for those under 40. Thus, the rate of conversion
declined as the intermarriage rate increased.

That the intermarriage rate for couples under age 40 was in fact higher than in
the past is borne out by a comparison with earlier studies (Table 19). First, however,
a methodological problem has to be clarified, involving the computation base used
in earlier studies. Whereas in 1979 intermarriage was computed against a base of
all current marriages (couples)—the standard practice—in 1951, 1959, and 1967
intermarriage was reported as a percentage of all households. The number of total
households is always greater than the number of married couples, since the former
includes single as well as married household heads. A comparison between the 1979
and earlier studies cannot proceed, then, without a common denominator of
households. Because married couples made up 58 percent of all households in 1979
(Table 13), the 20 percent of all couples who were intermarried (Table 18) is
equivalent to 11.7 percent of all Jewish households.

A comparison using a consistent intermarriage rate essentially confirms the ex-
pected rise. The 11.7-percent household intermarriage rate reported for 1979 repre-
sents a 100-percent increase over the 1967 rate of 5.4 percent and a 125-percent
increase over the 4.8-percent rate reported in 1951. The one apparent inconsistency
in the figures—a decline from 6.3 percent in 1959 to 5.4 percent in 1967—is a
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methodological artifact.” Given the tendency toward later marriage, it is probable
that the 1979 figures do not reflect the full magnitude of the trend toward increased
intermarriage. As more of the 20-year-olds who were surveyed in 1979 marry in

their late 20s and early 30s, an even more dramatic increase in the intermarriage
rate is likely to be seen.

Socioeconomic Status

EDUCATION

Jewish males and females in 1979 were better educated than non-Hispanic whites.
Across all age groups, Jewish males were between 40 and 50 percent more likely
than non-Hispanic white males to have gone beyond high school, and twice as likely
to be college graduates (Table 20). Jewish females, too, had more education than
non-Hispanic white females. Jewish women under age 65 were twice as likely to have
gone beyond high school, and between 50 and 60 percent more likely to be college
graduates.

Among Jewish males, educational attainment was inversely related to age. The
percentage of those who had attended college jumped from 43 percent among those
aged 65 and over to 75 percent in the 45-64 age group. The increase in college
attendance was less pronounced, but still steady, for males under age 45, 90 percent
of whom had attended college. College attendance among Jewish females showed
a similar pattern—increasing from 30 percent of the over-65 age cohort to 59
percent of the cohort aged 40-49, to 79 percent of the cohort aged 25-44. The
biggest gain among Jewish females was in the proportion graduating from college:
those under age 45 were twice as likely as those aged 45-64 to have graduated from
college, while the latter, in turn, were twice as likely to have completed college as
those over age 65.

The educational gap between Jewish males and Jewish females narrows with age,
though never completely closing. Jewish males over age 65 were 1.4 times as likely
to have gone beyond high school as Jewish females of the same age group; Jewish
males aged 45-64 were 1.3 times as likely to have gone beyond high school, and

“When intermarriage is calculated as the proportion of all households-—as was the case in
the 1951, 1959, and 1967 studies—single household heads are counted as if they were in-
married couples. As long as the proportion of single-headed households stays constant over
time, this does not present a problem. In 1959, however, the percentage of single-headed
households was 50 percent lower than in 1951 and 25 percent lower than in 1967. Thus, the
high intermarriage rate reported in 1959 reflects the lower proportion of singles, rather than
a lower proportion of in-married households. See Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish
Population of Los Angeles, 1959, Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of
Greater Los Angeles, November 1959; and A4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles,
1968, Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1968.
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Jewish males under age 45 were 1.14 times as likely to have gone beyond high
school. Similarly, Jewish males over age 65 were 2.6 times as likely to be college
graduates as Jewish females of the same age; Jewish males aged 4564 were 2. 1 times
as likely to be college graduates; and Jewish males under age 45 were 1.4 times as
likely to be college graduates.

OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE

As would be expected, increased education was accompanied by an increase in
professionalization, most conspicuously in the years between 1951 and 1967 (Table
21). The proportion of males employed professionally grew by 63 percent between
1951 and 1959, and then by another 42 percent over the next ten years. Beginning
in 1967 the professions were the modal category for employed males, although the
percentage dropped slightly over the next 12 years. The percentage in the category
of “proprietors, managers, and officials” was lower than it had been in the 1950s
and 1960s, but was slightly higher than in 1967. The employment of Jewish males
in clerical and sales positions declined during the 1950s but leveled off at about 21
percent after 1967. The proportion of males employed in skilled, craft, and unskilled
occupations also decreased after the 1950s.

Jewish males worked in higher-status occupations than non-Hispanic white
males, with the greatest differences appearing in the professional and retail catego-
ries (Table 22). Just as Jewish males were twice as likely as non-Hispanic white
males to be college graduates, so also were they twice as likely to be professionals:
32 as against 17 percent. As to choice of profession, Jewish males were more likely
to be working in the health area (e.g., as physicians and dentists) and in law, while
non-Hispanic white males were more likely to be employed as engineers (Table 23).

The biggest difference between Jews and non-Hispanic whites was in the category
of retail business, with Jewish males almost 8 times as likely as non-Hispanic white
males to be in self-employed retail management and proprietorship.** Still, retail
ownership was not a primary Jewish occupation in Los Angeles. More Jewish males
worked in the professions than in any other category, followed by managerial (21
percent) and sales positions (exclusive of self-employed retail managers and proprie-
tors) (18.2 percent). One out of every five employed Jewish males worked in a
clerical, service, skilled, semiskilled, or unskilled position.

Since no occupational data were reported for working females in earlier studies,
it is not possible to chart employment trends for Jewish females in Los Angeles.
However, in 1979 the differences reported between Jewish and non-Hispanic white
males applied to females as well, with the exception of managerial positions and sales

“The U.S. census reports “Retail self-employed managers” separately from *“‘Supervisor,
self-employed,” in Sales, as shown in Table 23. The two categories are reported together in
Table 22, “Retail-mgr./proprietor.”
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employment, where the proportions of Jewish and non-Jewish females were about
the same (Table 22). Like Jewish males, Jewish females were more likely to be
employed in the professions and in retail ownership than their non-Hispanic white
counterparts.

. Although Jewish females were most likely to be employed as professionals, they
tended toward such traditionally female professions as teaching (13.1 percent),
librarianship (3.4 percent), and social work (5.5 percent) (Table 23). However, they
were also clustered in two “male” professional areas: lawyers and judges (4 times
as likely as non-Hispanic whites) and “writers, artists, and athletes” (2.3 times as
likely as non-Hispanic whites).

After the professions, Jewish females were next most frequently employed in
clerical (i.e., “‘administrative support™) occupations, but less so than non-Hispanic
white females, for whom clerical work was the largest category. Jewish females were
also much less likely than non-Hispanic white females to be employed in service
occupations (5 as against 12 percent) or in skilled, unskilled, and craft positions (5
as against 9 percent).

The biggest difference between Jewish and non-Hispanic white females was in
self-employed retail management and proprietorship—Jewish females were 5.4
times as likely to be so employed. Overall, however, only 2.7 percent of working
Jewish females were self-employed retail managers and proprietors. They were more
likely to be employed in sales (exclusive of self-employed proprietorship), where
their rate of participation (14 percent) was almost the same as that of non-Hispanic
white females. Within this occupational category, however, Jewish females were
more likely to be salaried supervisors and financial representatives than cashiers or
retail workers.

Despite differences in occupation and education, the labor-force-participation
rates of Jewish females were virtually identical to those of non-Hispanic white
females (Table 24). Married females with children in both groups were equally likely
to be in the labor force, and in both cases females with children aged 617 were more
likely to be working than females with children aged S and under. In both groups
employment was highest among single mothers—78 percent for non-Hispanic white
females and 81 percent for Jewish females.

PATTERNS OF PARTICIPATION IN JEWISH
COMMUNAL LIFE

Except for the neighborhoods around Fairfax Avenue, the Jewish community of
Los Angeles is largely invisible. It is the formal institutions and organizations of the
community that provide it with its structure. For that reason, it makes sense to
employ institutional affiliation as the measure of Jewish identity. Formal affiliation
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is defined here as participation in one or more of three major types of associations:
synagogues, Jewish organizations, and the local Federation.*

Findings

Of all Jewish households in Los Angeles, 44 percent had some kind of formal
affiliation, and 56 percent had none (Table 25). If a Jewish household was formally
affiliated, it most likely had a single kind of affiliation. Only 12 percent of Jewish
households had two affiliations, and only 5 percent had all three kinds.

Although the Federation is the largest, wealthiest, and most visible Jewish organi-
zation in Los Angeles, it was the synagogues and Jewish organizations that were
the primary points of formal affiliation. Among Jewish households with one or more
affiliations, 39 percent belonged to a synagogue or a Jewish organization (or both),
as compared to 14 percent who gave to the Federation. If a household had only one
affiliation, it was much more likely to be a synagogue (11 percent) or an organization
(12 percent) than the Federation (4 percent). Similarly, those households with two
affiliations were much more likely to belong to both a synagogue and an organization
(7 percent) than to either of these two and the Federation (2 and 3 percent).

Membership in synagogues and Jewish organizations was divided almost equally
between those who were affiliated with either of the two and those who were
affiliated with both. Of the 39 percent of Jewish households that claimed member-
ship in either a synagogue or a Jewish organization, 13 percent belonged to a
synagogue and not to an organization, 14 percent belonged to a Jewish organization
and not to a synagogue, and 12 percent belonged to both. Stated another way, just
under half of all synagogue members (48 percent) belonged to a Jewish organization,
and just under half (46 percent) of Jewish organization members belonged to a
synagogue.

Over the years, the level of synagogue affiliation has remained at about one-
quarter of all Jewish households: 24 percent in 1951;* 27 percent in 1967;*" and 25
percent in 1979. When the growing rate of intermarriage is taken into consideration,
the synagogue affiliation rate may actually be seen as increasing since 1967. Inter-
marriage increased 100 percent between 1967 and 1979, and only 7 percent of
intermarried couples had a congregational membership. Thus, if the overall rate of
congregational membership remained stable in the face of rising intermarriage, the
affiliation rate of in-married couples must have increased. The unusually high rate
of congregational membership of 34 percent®® observed in 1959 is linked to the

»For a more extensive discussion of affiliation and Jewish identity in Los Angeles, see Neil
C. Sandberg, Jewish Life in Los Angeles: A Window to Tomorrow (Washington, D.C., forth-
coming).

*Massarik, Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1959, p. 31.

*’Massarik, Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1968, Table 20.

*®Massarik, Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1959, p. 31.



LOS ANGELES JEWRY / 151

higher marriage rate found in that study, corroborating the positive relationship
between marriage and synagogue affiliation that is discussed below.

Federation giving was closely related to other forms of affiliation. Only 4 percent
of Los Angeles Jewish households claimed Federation giving as their only formal
affiliation, and less than a third (31 percent) of all Federation givers had no other
affiliation. Exactly half of all Federation givers were synagogue members, and just
over half (53 percent) belonged to an organization. The vast majority (68 percent)
of Federation givers were affiliated either with a synagogue or with a Jewish organi-
zation.

Respondents could name up to five separate Jewish organizations to which they
or their spouses belonged. When the individual Jewish organizations were grouped
into eight categories, the most popular in terms of membership (11.7 percent of all
households) was that of clubs and social organizations. This category included a
diverse range of associations, from Jewish community center groups to groups for
singles, young adults, and seniors, and a Jewish Masonic lodge. The next most
popular category was women'’s organizations, such as Hadassah, ORT, Mizrachi
Women (now AMIT Women), and the National Council of Jewish Women; 10.4
percent of all Jewish households claimed a membership in a women’s organization.

The other categories were all named by less than 5 percent of households. Thus,
4 percent were affiliated with Jewish health and welfare organizations, such as
Jewish Big Brothers, Cedars-Sinai Hospital, and the Jewish Home for the Aged.
This category was followed by Israel-oriented organizations, such as Habonim,
Histadrut (Labor Zionists), ARZA (Reform Zionists), and support groups for Isra-
eli hospitals and universities, which were mentioned by 2.5 percent of the respond-
ents. Jewish “defense’ organizations, such as the American Jewish Committee, the
Anti-Defamation League, and the American Jewish Congress, drew 1.8 percent of
households, followed by voluntary activities in the Los Angeles Federation, such as
working for the Welfare Fund or participation in a Federation committee. Educa-
tional and cultural groups were mentioned by 0.8 percent of respondents, and
special-interest groups, such as Jewish Marriage Encounter and Jewish homosexual
organizations, were mentioned by 0.4 percent.

Affiliation Variables

Affiliation with the Jewish community is related to two sets of social variables:
those relating to the type of family or household, and those relating to the place
of the household in the social structure of the Los Angeles Jewish community.
The family and household variables examined here are age, household type,
family-cycle stage, and Jewish status of the spouse (i.e., intermarriage status). The
two social-structure variables considered are length of residence in Los Angeles
and income.



152 / AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK, 1986

Family and Household Variables

AGE

Synagogue membership was only loosely related to age: households with respon-
dents aged 36-50 were the most likely to belong; households with respondents 18-35
years old were the least likely to belong; and households with respondents over age
50 were in the middle (Table 26). Organizational membership, on the other hand,
was very much related to age—the older the respondents, the greater was the
probability of one or more memberships. Federation giving, too, was related to age,
with respondents over the age of 36 being between 4.6 and 9 times as likely to give
as those under age 36.

Overall patterns of affiliation increased with age, from 26 percent for those under
age 36, to 44 percent for those aged 36-50, 58 percent for those aged 51-65, and
68 percent for those aged 65 and over (Table 27). The sharpest increase in affiliation
(one, two, and three affiliations) occurred with a move into the 36-50 age group.

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Single parents, separated or divorced persons, and the never-married were the
least likely to be affiliated with any institution (Table 29). Married couples with
children and widowed household heads were the most likely to be affiliated. Married
couples with children were the most likely to have all three kinds of affiliation (8
percent) as well as two out of the three (21 percent).

Married couples with children were the most likely to belong to a synagogue (44
percent), followed by married couples without children (24 percent), and widows
(23 percent) (Table 28). Married couples with children were also the most likely to
be Federation givers, along with married couples without children (22 and 20
percent). Widows and widowers were the most likely to belong to a Jewish organiza-
tion (45 percent), followed by both kinds of married couples (31 percent).

FAMILY-CYCLE STAGE

Synagogue affiliation was lowest for families with no children and a household
head under age 40 and highest for families with children aged 6-17 (with a slight
dip for families with only teenagers) (Table 30). Synagogue membership was 44
percent higher for families with children of bar-mitzvah age than for families with
children under age 6 only. (This is undoubtedly related to the desire for bar-mitzvah
preparation, which is a significant—often the only—inducement for Jewish educa-
tion.)

Although married couples with children were the most likely to belong to a
synagogue, fewer than half of them actually did so, and fewer than half (42 percent)
of Jewish children aged 6-13 were receiving any Jewish education. Among children
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past bar-mitzvah age, religious-school enrollment dropped to 18 percent; in the San
Fernando Valley, where most Jewish children lived, only 7 percent of teenagers were
enrolled in a Jewish educational program.”

Although children tend to leave Hebrew and religious school after bar mitzvah,
their parents apparently maintain ties to the sponsoring synagogue. Synagogue
affiliation was the same for families whose children were all past bar-mitzvah age
as for those with 6-13-year-olds. Moreover, Jewish families with only teenage
children were the most likely to belong to a Jewish organization (43 percent) and
to give to the Federation (36 percent).

Among households with no children, those with household heads over age 40 were
more likely to be affiliated than those with under-40 heads; the over-40 household
heads were almost twice as likely to belong to a synagogue, 6 times as likely to belong
to a Jewish organization, and more than 12 times as likely to be Federation givers.

Families with only teenage children were the most likely to have all three kinds
of affiliation (20 percent), and households without children with a head under age
40 were the least likely (only 15 percent had any affiliation at all) (Table 31).

INTERMARRIAGE

Intermarried couples had very little formal connection with the Jewish commu-
nity (Table 32). Only 8 percent belonged to a synagogue (as compared with 42
percent of in-married couples), and only 1.5 percent held membership in a Jewish
organization (as compared with 27 percent of in-married couples). None of the
intermarried couples in the survey were Federation givers. Overall, the total rate of
formal affiliation among intermarried couples was only 8 percent, as compared with
53.2 percent for in-married couples (Table 33).

The affiliation patterns of convert couples are puzzling because they differ subs-
tantially from those of in-married couples. The convert couples were more organiza-
tionally than congregationally involved, 37 percent claiming affiliation with a Jewish
organization and only 10 percent with a synagogue. Also, while a much larger
proportion of convert couples than of in-marrieds had all three affiliations, their
overall affiliation rate was lower than that of in-married couples. Since the number
of convert marriages in the sample was small, the anomalous patterns may simply
be a reflection of sample size.

Social-Structure Variables

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN LOS ANGELES

The number of years lived in Los Angeles was a significant factor in affiliation.
For synagogue membership, 6 and 11 years of residence were thresholds at which

»Phillips, op. cit., p. 20.
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membership increased (by 44 percent and 80 percent respectively) (Table 34). The
thresholds for membership in a Jewish organization were 6 and 31 years of resi-
dence; after 5 years in Los Angeles, organizational membership doubled, from 10
to 20 percent, and after 30 years it increased another 80 percent. For Federation
giving, 11 and 31 years were the thresholds, with the giving rate increasing by 55
percent after 10 years, and by 51 percent after 30 years.

The overall rate of affiliation was also related to length of residence, increasing
in the first 20 years, declining in the 21-30-year range, and climbing to its highest
in the 31-years-and-over range. Whereas just over one-fifth (22 percent) of Jewish
households present in Los Angeles for fewer than 6 years were affiliated, one-third
(32 percent) of those in the community 6-10 years, one-half (51 percent) of those
in the community between 11 and 20 years, and 57 percent of those in the commu-
nity 30 years and over had at least one affiliation (Table 35).

HOUSEHOLD INCOME

The relationship between household income and Jewish participation is clearly
evident in Los Angeles, with $30,000 being the threshold figure (Table 36). At
$30,000, synagogue membership increased by 56 percent, organizational member-
ship by 87 percent, and Federation giving by over 400 percent. The number of
affiliations also increased with income (Table 37). Households with incomes of
$50,000 and over were the most likely to have all three kinds of affiliation, followed
by households with incomes between $30,000 and $49,000. Interestingly,
households with incomes under $20,000 were more likely to belong to a Jewish
organization, give to the Federation, and have all three affiliations than households
with incomes between $20,000 and $29,000. This was due to the higher proportion
of older persons in the lowest income category, with older people being more likely
to participate in community activities.

Mean Affiliation Score

Table 38 summarizes the mean level of affiliation for the family and social-
structure variables discussed above with a mean affiliation score. Households were
coded as “0” for no affiliation, ““1” for one type of affiliation, ‘“2” for two types of
affiliation, or ““3” for three types of affiliation. The mean affiliation score does not
give the average number of total affiliations, but rather the average number of types
of affiliation. If all Jewish households had one type of affiliation each, the mean
affiliation score would be “1.” Similarly, if every household had all three kinds of
affiliation, the mean affiliation score would be *“3.” The mean affiliation score for
all Jewish households in Los Angeles was 0.065, less than 1, because there were more
Jewish households with no affiliations whatsoever—56 percent-—than there were
with two or three types of affiliation—16.8 percent (Table 25).
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Only three groups had mean affiliation scores of 1.00 or higher—married couples
with children (1.00); households with only teenage children (1.25); and born Jews
married to converts (1.05). Another 12 groups had mean affiliation scores of 0.70
or higher: born Jews married to born Jews (0.98); households headed by persons 51
years of age or older (0.89 and 0.98); households headed by widow(er)s (0.86);
households with children aged 6-13 (0.85); households in Los Angeles 31 years or
longer (0.84); households with incomes over $30,000 (0.80 and 0.84); households
without children, where the respondent was 40 years and over (0.83); households
in Los Angeles between 11 and 20 years (0.78); households headed by persons aged
36-50 (0.71); and married couples with no children (0.71).

Because several of the variables related to affiliation are also related to each other,
it is difficult to tell which are the most weighty. Age, for example, is related to
marital status (Table 16A), and also, among married couples, to the Jewish status
of the spouse (Table 17). Which of the variables discussed, then, are most strongly
associated with affiliation? A multiple-regression model was created to deal with this
question.

Multiple regression is a statistical technique that measures the degree of correla-
tion between a single dependent variable and a number of independent variables,
using a linear equation. The dependent variable that was employed for this analysis
is the mean level of affiliation discussed above, and called AFFILIATION in the
regression model.

Seven independent variables, based on the variables discussed above, were entered
into the equation as follows: AGE— Age was used as a continuous variable running
from 18 to 95. INCOME—The 13 categories for income used in the questionnaire
were entered into the regression equation rather than the 4 categories used in the
discussion above and in Tables 37 and 38. MARRIED-—Married was entered as a
dummy variable based on marital status of the respondent; a married household
head was coded ‘‘1” and a single househola head as “0.”” WIDOW—Widows were
seen to have particularly high organizational affiliation, so widowhood was entered
as a dummy variable with ““1”’ coded for widow(er) and “0” for all other marital-
status categories. KIDCYCLE—The family-cycle typology used above was altered
to emphasize both the presence and ages of children. Households with no children
were coded as “‘0,” households with children only under age 6 were coded as “1,”
households with children between ages 6 and 13 were coded as *2,”” and households
with children only aged 14 and over were coded as *“3.” LAYEARS— The number
of years in Los Angeles was coded as a continuous variable starting with “0” for
households that had moved to Los Angeles in 1979. MARRIAGE—Marriages
between two born Jews and between a born Jew and a convert were coded as ““1”’;
intermarried couples and single houschold heads were coded as “0.”

The stepwise regression model that was used for the analysis orders the indepen-
dent variables in order of correlation, starting with the variable that has the highest
individual correlation. Each subsequent variable is entered into the equation
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controlling for the effect of the previous variable(s). The results of the multiple
regression are found in Table 39. The simple R in the table is the independent
correlation coefficient, or the correlation between the independent variable and
AFFILIATION, without controlling for the other variables. The beta is the coeffi-
cient used in the regression equation for predicting the value of the dependent
variable. The R-Square is the amount of variance explained by the individual
variable combined with all the previous variables. An independent variable that
contributes to our understanding of the dependent variable is one that adds to the
R-Square. In other words, including it in the equation explains additional variance
in the dependent variable.

The variable called MARRIAGE is the first-ranked variable in the equation, with
the highest individual correlation (.36). In other words, being married to another
Jew (as opposed to not being married or being married to a non-Jew) is the factor
most predictive of affiliation. AGE is the next best predictor, followed by KIDCY-
CLE, which takes into account the presence and ages of the children. These are the
three most important variables because, taken together, they explain 21 percent of
the variance in AFFILIATION.

The remaining four variables, MARRIED, INCOME, WIDOW, and LA-
YEARS, together explain only an additional 2.4 percent of the variance in AF-
FILIATION. In other words, being married to a born Jew is more important for
affiliation than simply being married. Similarly, being elderly (as reflected in
AGE) is a better predictor of affiliation than the particular marital status of widow-
hood.

The biggest surprise of the regression analysis is the fifth-place rank and relatively
low correlation of INCOME with AFFILIATION. Once the family variables (mari-
tal status, type of marriage, and ages of children in the household) are held constant,
the correlation between INCOME and AFFILIATION is greatly reduced.

In summary, although all the variables were found to be associated with the
degree of affiliation presented first in the cross-categorical analysis (i.e., combina-
tions of affiliation with the Federation, a synagogue, and Jewish organizations), it
is the family-related variables that are the best predictors of affiliation. In-married
families with older children in the household had the greatest degree of formal
affiliation with the Los Angeles Jewish community.

IS LOS ANGELES DIFFERENT?

To round out the analysis, it would be well to take a brief look at Los Angeles
Jews in the broader context of American Jewry. Toward that end, Los Angeles is
here compared with the other “big three’” Jewish communities of New York, Chi-
cago, and Philadelphia. The comparison is based on three dimensions: age and
family structure, intermarriage, and affiliation.
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Age and Family Structure

Given the popular images of hedonistic, freewheeling California, one would ex-
pect there to be proportionately fewer Jewish families in Los Angeles than else-
where. This is partly true (Table 40). Los Angeles has a lower proportion of Jewish
married couples with children than does either New York or Chicago (24 percent
in Los Angeles vs. 30 percent in New York and 36 percent in Chicago), but it has
almost the same proportion as Philadelphia (26 percent). Thus, Los Angeles can be
said to be part of a larger demographic pattern rather than to stand by itself.

When age is taken into account, Los Angeles appears even less deviant, for it
has the same proportion of children as New York, Philadelphia, and Chicago
(Table 41). Los Angeles, however, has a larger share of the young-adult cohort
(aged 30-39)—17 percent of Los Angeles Jews as against 14 percent of New York
and Philadelphia Jews—a difference that may help to explain the smaller percentage
of married couples with children. As noted above (see Table 16A), since 16 percent
of the 30-39-year-olds in Los Angeles have never been married, and another 13
percent have been separated or divorced, 30 percent (including 0.8 percent who are
widowed) of this age cohort are single. With most of these individuals living in
single-person households, the effect is to lower the proportion of households with
children.

Los Angeles also has fewer elderly Jews than the other three communities: 22
percent of New York Jews and 23 percent of Philadelphia Jews are 60 and over,
as compared with only 16 percent of Los Angeles Jews. Or, put another way, there
are 1.4 elderly Jews in New York and Philadelphia for every 1 elderly Jew in Los
Angeles. In Chicago, 15 percent of the Jewish population is 65 and over as compared
with 11 percent in Los Angeles—again a ratio of almost 1.4 to 1.

The lower percentage of the elderly and the higher percentage of young adults
in Los Angeles are both associated with migration. Since Los Angeles is not the
retirement city that Miami is, migrants have tended to be younger rather than older.
Further, since half of all Jewish household heads have come to Los Angeles only
since 1959, they have not resided there long enough to become elderly.

Intermarriage

The intermarriage rate has historically been higher in the West than in the
Midwest or East. A study using data from 1964 found that Jews born in the West
were up to 2.6 times as likely to intermarry as Jews born in the Northeast and almost
twice as likely to intermarry as Jews born in the North Central states. Reviewing
more recent community studies (i.e., since 1979), Charles Silberman found that

“Fred Solomon Sherrow, “Patterns of Religious Intermarriage Among American College
Students,” Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University (University Microfilm #72-28, 099),

1971, p. 103.
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intermarriage rates continued to be higher in the West than anywhere else in the
country.*

Within the West, Los Angeles has the lowest intermarriage rate of any commu-
nity studied thus far (Table 42). For those under the age of 30—the cohort in which
intermarriage is highest—the intermarriage rates (for couples) are 66 and 60 percent
in Denver and Phoenix respectively, as compared with 49 percent in Los Angeles.
For the 30-39 age group, the couple intermarriage rate in Denver is 40 percent,
nearly twice as high as the 21-percent rate in Los Angeles.

Affiliation

Statistics on affiliation show that Los Angeles Jews are less likely to belong to
Jewish organizations than are Chicago Jews, and are much less likely to do so than
Philadelphia Jews (Table 43). Only 25 percent of Los Angeles Jewish households
belong to a synagogue, as compared with 41 percent or more in Philadelphia, New
York, and Chicago. The statistics on Federation giving follow the same pattern: only
14 percent of Los Angeles Jewish households gave to the Federation as compared
with 26 percent in New York.*

To sum up: it is clear that the Los Angeles Jewish community is different from
the large Jewish communities of the Midwest and the East in certain key aspects.
Its population is younger overall, it has a higher intermarriage rate, and its Jews
are much less likely to be affiliated with the organized community than Jews
elsewhere. At the same time, marriage and family patterns of Los Angeles
Jews closely resemble those in other communities.

Looking to the Future

If New York symbolizes continuity with the Jewish past, Los Angeles represents
the emergence of a new Jewish America in the Sunbelt, particularly in the West.
This second Jewish America is distinctive in that it has no significant European
roots, its cultural heritage is more Wild West than Lower East Side, and its members

“'Charles E. Silberman, A Certain People: American Jews and Their Lives Today (New York,
1985), p. 294.

A direct comparison of Western with Eastern and Midwestern cities is not feasible either
because the intermarriage data have not been published or because they are not clearly
comparable. However, to provide some basis for comparison, it is worthwhile to report
estimates of the individual intermarriage rate for the under-35 population, as cited by Silber-
man, based on correspondence with various study directors: New York Metropolitan Area,
13 percent; St. Louis, 14 percent; Chicago, 20 percent; Philadelphia, 24 percent; Cleveland,
24 percent.

“The Federation’s estimate of the number of givers is higher, but at any rate is not higher
than the giving rate in New York. See also Paul Ritterband and Steven M. Cohen, “The Social
Characteristics of the New York Area Jewish Community, 1981,” AJYB, Vol. 84, 1984,
p- 133.
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have few cultural reference points in common. Nevertheless, there is a growing
community in the West, with Los Angeles its acknowledged capital. This fact has
been recognized by the three main religious groups in Jewish life, which have
established branches of their schools of higher learning in Los Angeles.*

For Jewish communities in the West, the issues of intermarriage, migration, and
affiliation are particularly acute. Rather than counting on affiliation as part of the
natural course of the Jewish life cycle, the organized Jewish community is increas-
ingly thinking in terms of outreach. The Hebrew Union College, for example, is
developing a museum-outreach center situated in the Sepulveda Pass between the
westside and the Valley. The Council on Jewish Life of the Jewish Federation
Council sponsors a task force on synagogue affiliation as well as a commission on
outreach to intermarrieds.

Additional help may come from an unexpected quarter. Situated as it is on the
eastern shore of the ‘Pacific rim,” Los Angeles has attracted growing numbers of
Asian immigrants—Japanese, Chinese, Thais, Filipinos, Koreans, Laotians, Cam-
bodians, and Samoans. In addition, because it is only a two-hour drive from Mexico,
Los Angeles is a natural destination for Spanish-speaking immigrants—both docu-
mented and undocumented. (Los Angeles is already the second-largest Spanish-
speaking city in the world, after Mexico City.) Immigration has had such an impact
on Los Angeles that Time magazine recently called it “‘the New Ellis Island.”* As
the population of Los Angeles becomes increasingly varied, ethnicity could easily
become the city’s dominant cultural motif. Such a development might spur Los
Angeles Jews to strengthen their own sense of identity and community as part of
the expanding ethnic mosaic.

Whatever the future holds, one thing is clear. Los Angeles will remain the largest
Jewish community as well as the Jewish institutional center of a rapidly growing
western region. This includes Dallas, Houston, Denver, Phoenix, San Francisco,
and Orange County—all with Jewish communities that have doubled their popula-
tions over the last decade. These communities represent the new face of American
Jewry.

BRUCE A. PHILLIPS

“These are the West Coast branch of the Hebrew Union College, representing the Reform
movement; the University of Judaism, which is the West Coast branch of the Jewish Theologi-
cal Seminary; and Yeshiva University of Los Angeles.

“Time, June 13, 1983, pp. 18-27.
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APPENDIX

TABLE 1. GENERAL AND JEWISH POPULATION GROWTH IN LOS ANGELES
COUNTY, 1880-1980: ABSOLUTE NUMBERS, GROWTH RATE, AND
JEWISH DENSITY

General Jewish Jewish
Growtha Growtha  Densityb
Year Population Size  (Percent) Population Size (Percent) (Percent)

1880 33,381 — 136 — 0.4
1890 101,454 200 No estimate — —
1900 170,298 68 2,500 — 1.5
1910 489,322 180 9,000 260 1.8
1920 880,862 80 31,500 250 3.6
1930 2,066,460 135 72,041 128 35
1940 2,621,372 27 103,634 44 4.0
1950 3,900,920 49 272,100 163 7.0
1960 5,615,748 44 400,000 47 6.8
1970 6,579,585 17 444,934 11 6.8
1980 7,116,066 8 503,000 13 7.1

Sources: U.S. Census of Population (not including Long Beach). Jewish population estimates
for 1880 to 1920 are from Max Vorspan and Lloyd Gartner, History of the Jews of Los Angeles
(Philadelphia, 1970). Estimates for 1930, 1940, 1950, and 1960 are extrapolated from the
AJYB figures for 1927, 1937, 1944, 1948, 1954, 1959, and 1964. The 1970 estimate was
provided by Dr. Fred Massarik in an unpublished report to the Jewish Federation Council of
Greater Los Angeles. The 1980 estimate is from Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Commu-
nity Survey: Overview for Regional Planning, Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish
Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980.

aRelative to the previous decade, for example:

(Population 1970 — Population 1960)

Changege0-1970 = Population
1960

bJewish households as a percent of Los Angeles County households, minus Long Beach
households.
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TABLE 2A. DISTRIBUTION OF JEWISH HOUSEHOLDS BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA AND
NAMED COMMUNITY, 1951-1979

Area & Community 1951 1959 1970 1974 1979

Urban Core 64,818 56,699 51,737 43,056 60,405
Wilshire Fairfax 8,446 9,294 9,188 8,790 9,890
Beverly Fairfax 8,627 9,371 11,725 8,547 13,619
Hollywood 18,096 15,337 23,517 21,509 23,416
Central Wilshire 7,815 5,308 3,149 1,256 5,642
Northeast-Downtown 2,228 5,228 764 1,256 3,852
East Los Angeles 8,069 4,967 743 159 0
Baldwin Hills-West Adams 8,728 5,813 2,131 1,053 1,915
Jefferson-University 2,809 1,381 520 486 2,071
Western Area 23,068 28,993 44294 52,039 54,877
B.W.-CH.-M.V..C.Ca 9,853 13,124 20,596 21,840 15,244
Beverly Hills 10,929 6,563 7,705 10,050 8,890
Westwood-Brentwood incl. above 5,038 9,112 10,299 22,626
Santa Monica 2,286 4,268 6,881 9,850 8,117
San Fernando Valley 10,165 22,827 40,997 51,286 72,136
North & West Valley incl. above 3,776 7,975 10,287 13,537
Reseda-Encino " " 3,767 9,992 14,113 14,043
Van Nuys-Sherman Oaks " " 4,157 10,743 12,722 19,900
North Hollywd-Burbank " " 6,456 10,007 10,405 16,168
Sunland-Glendale " " 4,671 2,280 3,759 8,488
Eastern Area 2,067 4,859 9,350 8,305 11,893
San Gabriel Valley 1,553 4,345 7,700 7,000 9,665
Pasadena-Altadena 514 514 1,650 1,305 2,228
Southern Area 6,780 6,982 10,200 8,670 20,805
Westchester-Inglewood 2,075 2,139 4,010 1,890 2,862
South Los Angeles 3,498 3,386 3,780 3,420 8,590
Beach Cities & South 1,207 1,457 2,410 3,360 9,353
Total 106,898 120,360 156,578 163,356 220,116

Sources (2A, 2B, 2C): Fred Massarik, A Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, Los
Angeles Jewish Community Council, January 1953; Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish
Population of Los Angeles, 1959, Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of
Greater Los Angeles, Nov. 1959; Fred Massarik, Jewish Population Indicator Reports I, 11, 111,
1V, and Special Analysis Memo Number 4, Jewish Federation Council Community Planning
Department, mimeo, 1976; Bruce A. Phillips, Analysis of the 1974 Jewish Population Indicator
Reports, Jewish Federation Council Community Planning Department, mimeo, 1976; Bruce
A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional Planning, Planning
and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980.
aBeverlywood, Cheviot Hills, Mar Vista, & Culver City
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TABLE 2B. CHANGES IN DISTRIBUTION OF JEWISH HOUSEHOLDS,

BY GEO-

GRAPHIC AREA AND NAMED COMMUNITY, 1951-1979 (PERCENT)

Percent Change

Area & Community 1951-59 1959-70 1970-79 [1970-74 1974-79]
Urban Core —-125 —8.38 16.8 [—16.8 40.3]
Wilshire Fairfax 100 -—1.1 76 [ —43 12.5]
Beverly Fairfax 8.6 25.1 162 [—27.1 59.3]
Hollywood —15.2 53.3 —04 [ -85 8.9]
Central Wilshire —-32.1 —-40.7 79.2 ([—60.1 349.2]
Northeast-Downtown 1346 —85.4 4042 [ 644 206.7]
East Los Angeles —384 -850 —1000 [—786 —100.0]
Baldwin Hills-West Adams —334 —633 —10.1 [-50.6 81.9]
Jefferson-University —50.8 —62.3 2983 [ —6.5 326.1]
Western Area 25.7 52.8 239 [ 175 5.5]
B.W.-CH.-M.V..C.C.a 332 56.9 —260 [ 6.0 —30.2]
Beverly Hills 6.1 17.4 154 [ 304 —11.5]
Westwood-Brentwood incl. above  80.9 1483 [ 13.0 119.7]
Santa Monica 86.7 61.2 180 [ 43.1 —17.6

San Fernando Valley 124.6 79.6 76.0 [ 25.1 40.7

North & West Valley incl. above 111.2 69.7 [ 29.0 31.6]
Reseda-Encino " ! 165.3 405 [ 412 —0.5]
Van Nuys-Sherman Oaks ” ” 158.4 852 [ 184 56.4]
North Hollywd-Burbank v " 55.0 61.6 [ 4.0 55.4]
Sunland-Glendale ! i —~51.2 2723 [ 64.9 125.8]
Eastern Area 135.1 92.4 272 [—11.2 43.2]
San Gabriel Valley 179.8 717.2 255 [ —9.1 38.1]
Pasadena-Altadena 0.0 220.8 350 [—209 70.7]
Southern Area 30 46.1 1040 [—15.0 40.0]
Westchester-Inglewood 31 87.5 —286 [-—529 51.4)
South Los Angeles -32 11.6 1272 [ —95 151.2)
Beach Cities & South 20.7 65.4 288.1 [ 394 178.4])

aBeverlywood, Cheviot Hills, Mar Vista, & Culver City
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TABLE 2C. JEWISH POPULATION OF GEOGRAPHIC AREAS AND NAMED COM-
MUNITIES AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL LOS ANGELES JEWISH POPU-
LATION, 1951-1979

Area & Community 1951 1959 1970 1974 1979
Urban Core 60.6 47.1 33.0 26.4 274
Wilshire Fairfax 7.9 7.7 5.9 5.4 4.5
Beverly Fairfax 8.1 7.8 7.5 5.2 6.2
Hollywood 16.9 12.7 15.0 13.2 10.6
Central Wilshire 7.3 4.4 2.0 0.8 2.6
Northeast-Downtown 2.1 4.3 0.5 0.8 1.7
East Los Angeles 7.5 4.1 0.5 0.1 0.0
Baldwin Hills-West Adams 8.2 4.8 1.4 0.6 0.9
Jefferson-University 2.6 1.1 0.3 0.3 0.9
Western Area 21.6 24.1 28.3 31.9 249
BW.-CH.-M.V.-CCa 9.2 10.9 13.2 13.4 6.9
Beverly Hills 10.2 5.5 4.9 6.2 40
Westwood-Brentwood incl. above 42 5.8 6.3 10.3
Santa Monica 2.1 35 4.4 6.0 37
San Fernando Valley 9.5 19.0 26.2 31.4 32.8
North & West Valley incl. above 3.1 5.1 6.3 6.1
Reseda-Encino " " 31 6.4 8.6 6.4
Van Nuys-Sherman Oaks " " 3.5 6.9 7.8 9.0
North Hollywd-Burbank " " 5.4 6.4 6.4 7.3
Sunland-Glendale " " 39 1.5 2.3 39
Eastern Area 1.9 4.0 6.0 5.1 5.4
San Gabriel Valley 1.5 36 49 43 44
Pasadena-Altadena 0.5 0.4 1.1 0.8 1.0
Southern Area 6.3 5.8 6.5 5.3 9.5
Westchester-Inglewood 1.9 1.8 2.6 1.2 1.3
South Los Angeles 33 2.8 24 2.1 39
Beach Cities & South 1.1 1.2 1.5 2.1 4.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

aBeverlywood, Cheviot Hills, Mar Vista, & Culver City
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TABLE 3. LENGTH OF RESIDENCE OF JEWISH HOUSEHOLD HEADS IN LOS AN-
GELES BY YEAR OF SURVEY, 1951-1979 (PERCENT)

Year of Survey

Years in Los Angeles 1951 1959 1967 1979
0-5 61.7 12.3 14.2 13.9
6-10 228 15.1 6.9 12.9

11-15 [15.6] 259 16.0 [17.9]

16-20 [ 1] [46.7] 19.2 [ ]

21-30 [ 1] [ 1] 26.2 26.7

30 + [ ] [ ] 239 28.5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Percentage in Los Angeles

10 years or more: 15.6 72.6 78.9 73.2

Sources: Fred Massarik, A Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Jewish
Community Council, Jan., 1953; Fred Massarik, A Report on the Jewish Population of Los
Angeles, 1959, Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles,
Nov., 1959; Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1968, Research
Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1968; Bruce A. Phillips,
Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional Planning, Planning and Budget-
ing Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980.
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TABLE 5. PLACE OF BIRTH OF BORN JEWS 18 AND OVER BY YEAR OF SURVEY,
1951-1979 (PERCENT)

Year of Survey

Place of Birth 1951 1959 1967 1979
Los Angeles 8.3 11.8 not 14.1
Other U.S. 52.1 53.6 available 57.3
Foreign born 39.6 34.6 28.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Fred Massarik, A Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1959, Research
Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, Nov., 1959: Table 18
compares 1959 and 1951; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview
Jor Regional Planning, Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of
Greater Los Angeles, 1980.

TABLE 6. PLACE OF BIRTH OF BORN JEWS 18 AND OVER BY AGE, 1979 (PER-

CENT)
Age
Place of Birth 18-29 30-39 4049 50+ All
New England 25 22 35 4.5 3.7
Mid-Atlantic 15.2 343 39.2 27.8 28.8
East North-Central 15.2 14.2 15.1 19.3 16.8
West North-Central 29 34 1.0 3.6 3.0
South Atlantic 29 3.0 0.5 3.2 2.6
E. & W. South-Central 1.5 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.7
Mountain 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.8
Pacific 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.2 03
Los Angeles 39.2 17.9 14.1 2.8 14.1
Other California 2.5 3.0 0.5 0.8 1.5
U.S. not specific 29 04 35 2.1 2.1
Foreign born 14.7 18.3 21.6 35.0 25.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional
Planning, Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los
Angeles, 1980.
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TABLE 7. PLACE OF BIRTH OF BORN JEWS 18 AND OVER BY LENGTH OF RESI-
DENCE IN LOS ANGELES, 1979 (PERCENT)

Years in Los Angeles

Place of Birth S or Less 6-10 11-20 21-30 30+
New England 5.5 7.6 1.6 2.0 32
Mid-Atlantic 29.5 36.2 41.9 24.1 25.1
East North-Central 13.3 21.6 14.2 16.3 17.6
West North-Central 4.4 2.1 0.7 2.8 3.7
South Atlantic 39 2.3 34 34 1.7
E. & W. South-Central 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.4 0.0
Mountain 1.1 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.1
Pacific 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.4 0.3
Foreign born 330 20.4 284 17.5 21.3
U.S. not specific 3.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.7
California 6.2 8.3 7.2 29.9 25.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional
Planning, Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los
Angeles, 1980.
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TABLE 8. PLACE OF BIRTH OF WHITE AND JEWISH POPULATIONS OF LOS AN-
GELES COUNTY, 1979-1980 (PERCENT)

Jewish Population Only

Place of Birth All Whites3  All Ages  Adults  Children
Born in California 41.2 29.9 16.0 73.6
Out of state 40.3 48.0 58.0 15.4
Northeast (10.4) (26.8) (33.5) (5.8)
North Central (16.8) (17.3) (20.4) 1.7
South (7.6) (3.0 3.49) (1.8)
Other Mountain & Pacific (5.4) (0.9) (1.2) (0.0)
Foreign born 18.5 221 25.6 11.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Summary Tape File #4, PB-25; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community
Survey: Overview for Regional Planning, Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federa-
tion Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980.

aAll whites, including Hispanics and Jews, are incorporated in this tabulation.
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TABLE 9. AGE DISTRIBUTION OF JEWISH POPULATION BY YEAR OF SURVEY,

1951-1979 (PERCENT)

Year of Survey

Age 1951 1959 1967 1979
0-4 8.2 10.0 7.1 4.3
5-9 7.7 10.4 7.4 5.5

10-14 5.8 8.7 10.3 6.3

15-19 5.3 6.4 8.3 7.2

20-24 49 3.5 4.5 6.2

25-29 6.8 5.0 3.9 10.4

30-34 8.0 8.0 4.7 9.2

35-39 11.0 8.6 7.7 8.1

40-44 9.1 8.1 8.9 5.3

45-49 7.1 7.0 6.0 6.8

50-54 6.4 6.5 5.0 6.8

55-59 6.2 5.2 5.0 7.5

60-64 5.3 44 4.2 5.3

65-69 [ 1 4.1 3.8 4.2

70-74 [ 6.9] 2.1 ] 3.1

75-79 [ 1] 1.1 8.4] 1.9

80 + [ 1 0.8 ] 1.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Jewish
Community Council, Jan. 1953; Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los
Angeles, 1959, Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles,
November 1959; Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1968,
Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1968; Bruce A.
Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional Planning, Planning and

Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980.
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TABLE 10. AGE DISTRIBUTION OF NON-HISPANIC WHITE AND JEWISH POPULA-
TIONS BY 5-, 10-, AND 15-YEAR COHORTS, 1979-1980 (PERCENT)

5-Year 10- & 15-Year
Cohorts Cohorts

Age White Jewish Age White Jewish

04 4.7 43 0-9 9.4 9.8

5-9 4.7 5.5 10-19 13.6 13.5
10-14 6.0 6.3 20-29 18.0 16.6
15-19 7.6 7.2 30-39 14.9 17.3
20-24 9.1 6.2 40-49 10.9 12.1
25-29 8.9 10.4 50-59 13.2 14.3
30-34 8.2 9.2 6069 10.6 9.5
35-39 6.6 8.1 70+ 9.6 6.9
40-44 5.4 5.3
45-49 5.4 6.8 Total 100.0 100.0
50-54 6.3 6.8
55-59 6.8 7.5
60-64 5.8 5.3 0-19 23.0 233
65-69 48 4.2 20-35 26.2 25.8
70-74 3.7 3.1 35-50 17.5 20.2
75-79 2.7 1.9 50-65 189 19.6
80+ 3.2 1.9 65+ 14.4 11.1
Total 100.0 100.0 Total 100.0 100.0

Sources: Summary Tape File #4, PB-1; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community
Survey: Overview for Regional Planning, Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federa-
tion Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980.
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TABLE 11. HOUSEHOLD TYPES, NON-HISPANIC WHITE AND JEWISH, 1979-1980

(PERCENT)
Household Type White Jewish
Married couple 50.1 57.6
With children 19.8 24.3
No children 30.4 33.3
Single-headed 499 42.4
With children 5.5 4.0
No children 444 38.4
Percent of all households that include children: 25.3 28.3

Sources: Summary Tape File #4, computed from Tables PB2, PB3, PB7, PBS, and PBIS;
Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional Planning,
Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles,
1980.

TABLE 12. MARITAL HISTORY OF ALL EVER-MARRIED PERSONS, AGED 15-54,
NON-HISPANIC WHITE AND JEWISH, 1979-1980 (PERCENT)

Marital History White Jewish
Never widowed or divorced 64.4 74.6
Widowed only 2.3 3.7
Ever divorced 33.3 21.7
Total 100.0 100.0

Sources: Summary Tape File #4, PB23; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population
Study, 1979.
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TABLE 13. JEWISH HOUSEHOLD TYPES BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA, 1979 (PERCENT)

Geographic Area
Household Urban  Western S.F. Southern  Eastern All
Type Core Area Valley Area Area Areas

Married couple

with children 11.4 16.3 37.4 22.5 29.5 243
Married couple

no children 29.7 36.4 33.2 36.9 29.2 333
Single parent 1.8 43 3.8 12.5 27 4.0
Never married 254 23.6 7.7 16.6 16.2 17.2
Widow(er) 16.5 7.7 9.1 35 12.5 10.2
Sep./div. 15.1 11.8 8.8 8.1 10.0 11.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
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TABLE 16A. MARITAL STATUS OF JEWS BY 10-YEAR COHORTS, 1967 AND 1979

(PERCENT)
Cohort and Year

Marital 20-29 30-39

Status 1967 1979 1967 1979
Never married 50.9 58.8 6.2 16.1
Married 43.6 34.0 87.8 70.5
Widow(er) 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.8
Sep./div. 55 72 39 12.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Marital 4049 50-59

Status 1967 1979 1967 1979
Never married 4.8 3.7 1.0 0.9
Married 86.5 81.2 91.1 83.1
Widowf(er) 2.0 1.6 4.2 8.2
Sep./div. 6.8 13.6 3.7 7.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Marital 60 + All Ages
Status 1967 1979 1967 1979
Never married 35 2.2 19.7 18.2
Married 68.7 61.9 69.3 64.2
Widow(er) 22.7 28.2 6.6 8.1
Sep./div. 44 7.7 44 9.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1968, Research
Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1968, Table S; Bruce A.
Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
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TABLE 16B. MARITAL STATUS OF JEWS BY 5- AND 10-YEAR COHORTS, 1979

(PERCENT)

Marital Cohort

Status 18-24 25-29 30-34 35-39
Never married 80.1 38.0 23.0 8.3
Married 12.6 54.8 63.5 78.5
Widow(er) 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.8
Sep./div. 7.3 7.2 12.7 12.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Marital

Status 4049 50-59 60-69 70 +
Never married 3.7 0.9 1.4 3.3
Married 81.2 83.1 72.1 48.4
Widow(er) 1.6 8.2 19.7 39.5
Sep./div. 13.6 7.8 6.8 8.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
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TABLE 17. INTERMARRIAGE STATUS OF SPOUSES OF CURRENTLY MARRIED

BORN JEWS BY AGE AND SEX, 1979 (PERCENT)

Age and Sex of Born Jew

Status of 18-29 30-39 4049
Spouse Male Female Male Female Male Female
Born Jew 70.4 60.2 82.8 88.5 90.1 88.7
Convert 34 4.6 2.7 0.7 6.1 0.9
Non-Jew 26.2 35.3 14.5 10.8 39 10.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Status of 50 + All Ages
Spouse Male Female Male Female
Born Jew 90.8 92.4 87.3 85.2
Convert 20 1.6 3.1 1.7
Non-Jew 7.0 6.0 9.6 13.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
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TABLE 18. INTERMARRIAGE STATUS OF MARRIED COUPLES WITH AT LEAST
ONE BORN-JEWISH SPOUSE, BY AGE OF RESPONDENT, 1979 (PER-

CENT)
Age of Respondent?
Status of All
Couple 18-29 30-39 40-49 50+ Ages
Born Jew-born Jew 44.8 76.5 80.6 83.9 75.5
Born Jew—convert 6.3 2.6 6.1 3.6 42
Born Jew~non-Jew 48.9 20.8 13.3 12.5 20.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Conversion rateb 11.4 11.1 31.4 22.4 17.3

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

aThe intermarriage rates by age in Tables 17 and 18 do not correspond exactly. Table 18 is
based only on the age of the respondent, Jew or non-Jew. Table 17 includes the ages of all
Jewish spouses, males and females, either of whom may have been counted as the respondent
in Table 18.

bMarriages to converts as a percentage of all exogamous marriages (i.e., marriages to converts
+ marriages to non-Jews).

TABLE 19. INTERMARRIAGE RATE (BORN JEW MARRIED TO NON-JEW) BY YEAR
OF SURVEY, 1951-1979

Year of Survey
1951 1959 1967 1979

Percentage of Households with Intermarried Couple 4.8 63 54 117

Sources: Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Jewish
Community Council, Jan. 1953; Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los
Angeles, 1959, Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles,
Nov. 1959; Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1968, Research
Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1968; Bruce A. Phillips,
Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
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TABLE 20. EDUCATION OF NON-HISPANIC WHITE AND JEWISH POPULATIONS
BY AGE AND SEX, 1979-1980 (PERCENT)
Males
White Jewish

Education 25-44 45-64 654+ 2544 45-64 65+
Elementary 2.2 7.8 25.8 0.5 0.9 17.9
Some h.s. 6.7 12.3 17.6 1.4 32 7.1
H.S. grad. 25.5 31.3 26.5 7.8 20.6 32.1
Some college 29.5 21.4 15.1 20.7 19.3 10.7
College grad. 36.1 27.2 15.0 69.6 56.0 322

Total 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Jewish/White Ratio2
Some college 14 1.5 1.4
Some college & college grad. 1.9 2.1 2.1

Females
White Jewish

Education 25-44 45-64 654 2544 45-64 65+
Elementary 22 6.8 25.6 04 2.7 19.4
Some h.s. 8.1 13.8 18.0 0.7 4.1 6.8
H.S. grad. 35.9 43.7 325 19.9 34.5 44.3
Some college 29.3 223 14.7 28.5 32.3 17.0
College grad. 24.4 13.4 9.2 50.5 26.4 12.5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Jewish/White Ratio2
Some college 2.1 2.0 14
Some college & college grad. 1.5 1.6 1.2

Sources: Summary Tape File #4, PB48; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population

Study, 1979.

3Jewish/White Ratio =

% of Jews

% of whites
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TABLE 21. OCCUPATIONS OF EMPLOYED JEWISH MALES BY YEAR OF SURVEY,
1951-1979 (PERCENT)

Year of Survey

Occupational Category 1951 1959 1967 1979
Professional & semiprofessional 15.3 24.9 354 337
Proprietors, managers, officials 355 30.5 235 28.8
Clerical and sales occupations 28.3 242 20.8 215
Skilled, crafts, and unskilled 19.2 17.5 16.6 13.6
Service occupations 1.7 2.9 3.8 42
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Jewish
Community Council, Jan. 1953; Fred Massarik, 4 Report on the Jewish Population of Los
Angeles, 1959, Research Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles,
Nov. 1959; Fred Massarik, A Report on the Jewish Population of Los Angeles, 1968, Research
Service Bureau, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1968; Bruce A. Phillips,
Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

TABLE 22. OCCUPATIONS OF EMPLOYED NON-HISPANIC WHITE AND JEWISH
POPULATIONS BY SEX: SUMMARY, 1979-1980 (PERCENT)

Males Females
Occupational Categorya White Jewish White Jewish
Managerial-excl. retail props. 16.8 21.0 11.4 11.6
Professional 16.5 315 15.4 35.7
Retail-mgr./prop. 1.0 7.8 0.5 217
Technicians 36 22 2.8 0.3
Sales-excl. retail superv. 10.9 18.2 12.1 13.7
Administrative support 7.8 33 36.2 26.5
Service 6.8 42 12.0 4.6
Skilled, unskilled, & craft 36.4 13.6 9.2 49
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Summary Tape File #4, PB57; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population
Study, 1979.
2Full and part-time employed males and females.
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TABLE 23. OCCUPATIONS OF NON-HISPANIC WHITE AND JEWISH POPULATIONS
BY SEX: DETAILED, 1979-1980 (PERCENT)

Males Females

Occupational Category2 White Jewish White Jewish
Executive, Administ.,, & Managerial
Public administration 0.2 1.1 0.1 2.7
Manufacturing 4.1 33 1.2 0.6
[Retail, self-employed] 0.3 2.6 0.2 0.6
Retail, salaried 1.6 1.1 1.1 0.9
Other 7.1 8.6 5.2 5.2
Management-related 39 6.6 3.8 2.1
Professional
Architects 0.3 31 0.0 0.3
Engineers 4.1 0.0 0.3 0.0
Surveyors 0.0 33 0.0 0.3
Nat. sci., math, computer sci. 0.9 1.3 0.5 03
Health, diagnosis 1.6 7.7 0.3 0.9
Health, assessment 0.5 1.3 33 37
Teachers, elem. & second. 1.5 1.3 5.1 13.1
Other teach. & librarians 1.3 1.1 1.8 34
Social scientists 0.3 0.9 0.4 0.6
Social, rec. & relig. wrkrs. 0.6 0.4 0.7 5.5
Lawyers & judges 1.6 7.0 04 1.5
Wrtr-Artst-Entrtnr-Athlte 36 40 2.7 6.1
Technicians
Health, excl. nurses 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.3
Lic. nurses 0.0 1.5 0.7 0.0
Other 33 0.0 1.3 0.0
Sales
[Supervisor, self-employed] 0.7 5.1 0.3 2.1
Supervisor, Salaried 1.5 35 0.9 2.7
Representatives:

-finance 3.2 4.0 2.8 5.5

-commodities, excl. retail 2.5 3.1 0.9 0.6
Workers:

-non-retail 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.0

Continued on next page
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TABLE 23—(Continued)

Males Females
Occupational Category@ White Jewish White Jewish
Cashiers 0.6 0.2 2.6 1.8
Sales-related 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.9
Administrative Support
Supervisors 1.1 0.9 1.9 1.2
Computer operators 0.4 0.9 0.7 0.9
Secretaries & typists 0.2 0.9 12.6 16.5
Bookkeepers & accts. 0.5 0.2 48 4.6
Financial processors 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.0
Mail & message distrib. 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.0
Material recording 2.0 0.4 1.7 0.3
Other 2.6 0.0 13.3 30
Service
Household 0.1 1.3 0.6 0.3
Police-firefighters 0.9 0.7 0.1 0.0
Guards 0.9 0.9 0.3 0.0
Other protective 04 0.0 0.0 0.0
Food 20 0.4 5.0 12
Health 0.3 0.0 22 0.3
Building cleaners 1.6 0.4 0.6 0.6
Personal 0.8 0.0 32 2.1
Farming, Fishing, etc.
Farm mgrs. 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.6
Other farm 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Related agriculture 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.0
Forest & logging 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fishing, hunting, trapping 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Craft & Repair
Auto mechanics 1.6 1.8 0.0 0.0
Other mechanics 39 0.2 0.3 0.0
Carpenters 1.5 0.7 0.0 0.0
Other construction 4.7 24 0.2 0.0
Extractors 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Continued on next page



TABLE 23—(Continued)

LOS ANGELES JEWRY / 183

Males Females
Occupational Categorya White Jewish White Jewish
Precision Production
Supervisors 2.7 0.2 0.7 0.0
Metal workers 2.0 0.0 0.2 03
Plant & syst. operators 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 1.3 0.0 0.9 1.5
Operators
Machine excl. precision 3.6 1.1 1.8 1.2
Fabricators, assembl. 1.5 0.4 1.0 0.6
Product inspectors 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.0
Transport & Material Movers
Vehicle operators 3.8 1.1 04 0.3
Other transport 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Material movers 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0
Handlers, Helpers, & Laborers
Helpers 3.6 0.7 1.8 0.0
Construct. laborers 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Handlers 1.4 0.0 0.4 0.3
Cleaners 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
Misc. manual 1.5 0.0 0.6 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Summary Tape File #4, PB57; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population

Study, 1979.

aFull- and part-time employed males and females.
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TABLE 24. LABOR-FORCE PARTICIPATION OF NON-HISPANIC WHITE AND JEW-
ISH FEMALES BY FAMILY AND MARITAL STATUS, 1979-1980 (PER-
CENT)

Family and Marital Status of Female White Jewish

Married, husband present

With own children 0-5 yrs. 419 42.2
With own children 6-17 yrs. 59.8 60.4
Without own children@ 46.9 524

Other marital status
With own children 0-17 yrs. 77.7 80.5
Without own childrena 54.4 57.4

Sources: Summary Tape File #4, PB23; Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population
Study, 1979.
a“Children” refers to children under 18 only.
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TABLE 25. PATTERNS OF AFFILIATION, 1979 (PERCENT)

Percent Percent

Number of Different of Particular of
Types of Affiliation Households Type of Affiliation Households
Three 4.8 Synagogue (current) 25.1
Two 12.0

Syn. & org. (7.2)

Syn. & Fed. 2.2) One or more Jewish

Org. & Fed. 2.6) organizations 26.1
One 26.8 Federation

Syn. only (10.9) (as a giver) 14.0

Org. only (11.5)

Fed. only 4.4)
None 56.3
Total2 100.0
OVERLAP AMONG TYPES OF AFFILIATION
Percent of synagogue members who

Belong to a Jewish organization 47.8

Give to Federation 279
Percent of Jewish organization members who

Belong to a synagogue 45.8

Give to Federation 28.2
Percent of Federation givers who

Belong to a synagogue 50.0

Belong to a Jewish organization 529

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

aThe total refers to the underlined percentages. The percentages in parentheses are subtotals

under the patterns of combined affiliations.
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TABLE 26. TYPES OF AFFILIATION BY AGE OF RESPONDENT, 1979 (PERCENT)

Type of Age of Respondent

Affiliation 18-35 36-50 51-65 65 +
Synagogue member (current) 20.0 328 26.6 28.6
Member of Jewish organization 13.0 25.8 36.9 4.7
Gives to Federation 3.7 17.0 24.1 20.1

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

TABLE 27. PATTERNS OF AFFILIATION BY AGE OF RESPONDENT, 1979 (PER-

CENT)
Number of Different Age of Respondent
Types of Affiliation 18-35 36-50 51-65 65 +
Three 0.6 6.7 8.8 6.3
Two 8.9 133 128 174
Syn. & org. a.n (7.0) 6.1) (9.8)
Syn. & Fed. (0.6) 4.0) 2.9 2.2
Org. & Fed. (1.2) (2.3) 3.8) 5.4
One 16.8 24.0 36.4 44.0
Syn. only (11.0) (12.8) (8.0) (11.8)
Org. only 4.5) .1 (19.8) (26.0)
Fed. only (1.3) “4.1) (8.6) 6.2)
None 73.6 36.1 41.9 32.3
Totala 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
aThe total refers to the underlined percentages. The percentages in parentheses are subtotals
under the patterns of combined affiliations.
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TABLE 28. TYPES OF AFFILIATION BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 1979 (PERCENT)

Household Type

Married Couple Single Household Head

Type of With No Single Never Widow/ Sep./
Affiliation Children Children Parent Married Widower Div.
Synagogue member

(current) 4.1 235 19.8 14.6 233 15.3
Member of Jewish

organization 31.1 314 21.3 7.2 449 15.3
Gives to Federation 215 19.6 4.0 2.5 12.4 6.6

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

TABLE 29. PATTERNS OF AFFILIATION BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 1979 (PERCENT)

Household Type
Married Couple Single Household Head
Number of Different  With No Single Never Widow/ Sep./
Types of Affiliation  Children Children Parent Married Widower Div.

Three 1.6 6.7 15 0.0 4.8 L6
Two 20.5 11.6 104 3.9 12.2 83
Syn. & org. (12.3) 55 (19 @7 @01 (50
Syn. & Fed. (4.9) (1.8) (25 (0.6 (1.0)  (0.8)
Org. & Fed. (3.3) 43) (00) (0.6 (1L.1)  2.5)
One 331 28.1 209 16.0 47.1 15.7
Syn. only (19.7) (7.1)  (1.1)  (10.8) (94) (6.6
Org. only (7.6) (41) (138 (39 (322 (14)
Fed. only (5.8) 69) (00) (1.3) 6.5 A7
None 389 33.6 67.3 80.0 36.0 74.5
Totala 100.0 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
aThe total refers to the underlined percentages. The percentages in parentheses are subtotals
under the patterns of combined affiliations.
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TABLE 30. TYPES OF AFFILIATION BY FAMILY-CYCLE STAGE, 1979 (PERCENT)

Family-Cycle Stage

Children No Children
Type of Under 6-13 14-17 Head Head
Affiliation 6 Only Only under 40 40 +
Synagogue member (current) 30.7 443 4.1 13.0 24 .8
Member of Jewish organization 255 269 426 6.2 369
Gives to Federation 9.7 15.8 357 1.5 19.1

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

TABLE 31. PATTERNS OF AFFILIATION BY FAMILY-CYCLE STAGE, 1979 (PER-

CENT)
Family-Cycle Stage
Children No Children
Number of Different Under 6-13 14-17 Head Head
Types of Affiliation 6 Only Only under 40 40 +
Three 0.0 3.6 19.9 08 63
Two 17.2 20.5 185 3.0 135
Syn. & org. a.s) (15.3) (7.8) 3.0 (7.0)
Syn. & Fed. .2) .2) (5.6) (0.0) .2)
Org. & Fed. .5 (0.0) ¢ (0.0) 4.3)
One 28 327 282 1.1 35
Syn. only (21.3) (19.5) (12.1) 8.4) (7.8)
Org. only (11.5) 6.3) (10.9) (1.9) (20.2)
Fed. only (0.0) 6.9) .2) (0.8) (6.5)
None 01 432 334 85.3 458
Total2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
aThe total refers to the underlined percentages. The percentages in parentheses are subtotals
under the patterns of combined affiliations.
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TABLE 32. TYPES OF AFFILIATION BY INTERMARRIAGE STATUS, 1979 (PER-

CENT)
Type of Born Jew Married to
Affiliation Born Jew Convert Non-Jew
Synagogue member (current) 41.1 10.2 79
Member of Jewish organization 27.2 36.9 1.5
Gives to Federation 11.9 30.2 0.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

TABLE 33. PATTERNS OF AFFILIATION BY INTERMARRIAGE STATUS, 1979 (PER-
CENT)

Number of Different Born Jew Married to

Types of Affiliation Born Jew Convert Non-Jew
Three 20 10.2 0.0
Two 23.0 200 L5
Syn. & org. (15.9) (0.0) (1.5)
Syn. & Fed. 4.1 (0.0) (0.0)
Org. & Fed. 3.0 (20.0) (0.0)
One 282 67 64
Syn. only (19.1) (0.0 (6.9)
Org. only (6.3) 6.7 (0.0)
Fed. only (2.8) (0.0) (0.0)
None 46.8 63.1 92.1
Total2 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
aThe total refers to the underlined percentages. The percentages in parentheses are subtotals
under the patterns of combined affiliations.



190 / AMERICAN JEWISH YEAR BOOK, 1986

TABLE 34. TYPES OF AFFILIATION BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN LOS ANGELES,
1979 (PERCENT)

Number of Years Respondent in Los Angeles

Type of Less than

Affiliation 6 6-10 11-20 21-30 31 +
Synagogue member (current) 13.0 18.7 33.5 29.7 27.4
Member of Jewish organization 9.9 204 28.8 25.1 37.2
Gives to Federation 6.5 8.1 14.6 13.1 21.1

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

TABLE 35. PATTERNS OF AFFILIATION BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN LOS AN-
GELES, 1979 (PERCENT)

Number of Years Respondent in Los Angeles
Number of Different Less than

Types of Affiliation 6 6-10 11-20 21-30 31 +
Three 0.0 2.8 4.6 3.3 18
Two 81 119 18.0 103 1.7
Syn. & org. (5.7) 8.6)  (11.9) (6.0) (5.4)
Syn. & Fed. 2.2) (1.5) (3.1) (1.0) 3.1)
Org. & Fed. 0.2) (1.8) (3.0) (3.3) (3.2)
One 134 16.8 285 28.8 31.5
Syn. only (5.7) (6.9) (146)  (15.9) (8.8)
Org. only (3.5) (1.9) (10.0) (93)  (21.6)
Fed. only (4.2) (2.0) (3.9) (3.6) (7.1)
None 18.4 68.4 48.9 35.9 43.0
Total2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

aThe total refers to the underlined percentages. The percentages in parentheses are subtotals
under the patterns of combined affiliations.
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TABLE 36. TYPES OF AFFILIATION BY COMBINED HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 1979

(PERCENT)
Combined Household Income
Type of Less than  $20,000- $30,000- $50,000
Affiliation $20,000 $29,000 $49,000 and over
Synagogue member (current) 204 21.2 330 34.0
Member of Jewish organization 219 15.9 29.7 279
Gives to Federation 8.1 4.1 21.2 26.9

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.

TABLE 37. PATTERNS OF AFFILIATION BY COMBINED HOUSEHOLD INCOME,
1979 (PERCENT)

Combined Household Income

Number of Different Less than $20,000- $30,000- $50,000
Types of Affiliation $20,000 $29,000 $49,000 and over
Three 3.7 2.2 6.8 9.8
Two 19 8.5 16.2 16.6
Syn. & org. (5.9) (6.9) 9.3) (24)
Syn. & Fed. 0.7) (1.1) (0.4) (7.9)
Org. & Fed. (1.3) 0.5) (6.5) (6.3)
One 240 184 27.3 21.6
Syn. only (9.8) (10.5) (15.0) (10.4)
Org. only (11.7) (1.5) 4.5) (8.3)
Fed. only (2.5) (0.4) (71.8) (2.9)
None 64.4 711 49.7 32.0
Totala 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, 1979.
aThe total refers to the underlined percentages. The percentages in parentheses are subtotals
under the patterns of combined affiliations.
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TABLE 38. MEAN AFFILIATION SCORE BY SELECTED VARIABLES

Mean Affiliation Score2

Age
18-35 0.37
36-50 0.71
51-65 0.89
65 + 0.98

Family-Cycle Stage
Children

Under 6 only 0.67
6-13 0.85
14-17 only 1.25
No Children

Head under 40 0.19
Head 40 + 0.83

Number of Years in L.A.

5 or less 0.30
6-10 0.49
11-20 0.78
21-30 0.65
30 + 0.84

Household Type
Married couple w/children
Married couple, no children
Single-parent family
Never married
Widow/widower, sep./div.

Household Income

Under $20,000

$20,000-$29,000
$30,000-$49,000
$50,000 and over

Jewish Status of Spouse

Born Jew
Convert
Non-Jew

1.00
0.71
0.46
0.24
0.86

0.51
0.42
0.80
0.84

0.98
1.05
0.18

aThe mean affiliation score is computed from a score of *'3” if the household has all three kinds
of affiliation (i.e., synagogue membership, organizational membership, and Federation giving),
a “2" if it has two out of three kinds of affiliation, a “1” if it has a single affiliation, and a “0”

if it has no affiliation.
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TABLE 39. MULTIPLE REGRESSION EQUATION FOR AFFILIATION

Correlation

Coefficient Signifi-
Variable (Simple R) Beta R-Square F-Test cance
MARRIAGE 0.365 0.375 0.132 95.35 .001
AGE 0.276 0.180 0.180 66.86 .001
KIDCYCLE 0.241 0.172 0.211 54.15 .001
MARRIED 0.234 —0.138 0.218 42.27 .001
INCOME 0.195 0.112 0.227 35.54 .001
WIDOW 0.086 0.095 0.232 30.41 .001
LAYEARS 0.152 0.064 0.235 26.51 .001
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TABLE 40. JEWISH HOUSEHOLD TYPES IN 4 CITIES, 1979-1984 (PERCENT)

Los Phila- New
Household Angeles delphia York Chicago
Type (1979) (1984) (1981) (1981)
Married couple w/children 24.0 26.0 300 36.0
Single-parent family 4.0 4.0 5.0 n/a

Sources: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, Overview for Regional Plan-
ning. Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980, p. 10; Federation of Jewish
Agencies of Greater Philadelphia, Summary Report of the Jewish Population Study of Greater
Philadelphia, June 1985, p. 18; Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago, Metropolitan
Chicago Jewish Population, 1981, p. 4, Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New York, The
Jewish Population of Greater New York: A Profile, 1984, p. 15.

TABLE 41. JEWISH AGE DISTRIBUTION IN 4 CITIES, 1979-1984 (PERCENT)

Los Phila- New Age Los

Age Angeles delphia  York | (by Life-Cycle Chicago Angeles
(by Decade) (1979)  (1984) (1981) Stage)d (1981)  (1979)
0-9 9.8 9.0 11.0 0-17 [21.0] [ 20.4]
10-19 13.5 14.0 12.0 [ 1] { ]
20-29 16.6 15.5 17.0 18-39 [35.0] [ 36.8]
30-39 17.3 13.5 14.0 [ ] [ ]
4049 12.1 13.5 12.0 40-64 [30.0] [ 31.7]
50-59 14.3 14.0 11.0 {1 ( ]
60-69 9.5 12.0 12.0 65 + [15.0] [ 11.1]
70+ 6.9 9.5 11.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 Total 100.0 100.0

Sources: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, Overview for Regional Plan-
ning, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles, 1980, p. 7; Federation of Jewish
Agencies of Greater Philadelphia, Summary Report of the Jewish Population Study of Greater
Philadelphia, June 1985, p. 13; Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago, Metropolitan
Chicago Jewish Population, 1981, p. 3; Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New York, The
Jewish Population of Greater New York: A Profile, 1984, p. 19.

3Based on different reporting method in Chicago study.
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TABLE 42. INTERMARRIAGE RATE (BORN JEW MARRIED TO NON-JEW) IN 3
WESTERN CITIES, 1979-1983

Percentage of Households with Intermarried

Couple
Los
Age of Angeles Phoenix Denver
Household Head (1979) (1983) (1981)
18-29 489 60.3 66.0
30-39 20.8 25.8 40.0
40-49 13.3 23.7 13.3

Sources: Bruce A. Phillips, Denver Jewish Population Study, Allied Jewish Federation of
Denver, 1982, p. 47; Bruce A. Phillips and William S. Aron, The Greater Phoenix Jewish
Population Study, Jewish Federation of Greater Phoenix, 1984, p. 11.

TABLE 43. AFFILIATION RATE IN 4 CITIES, 1979-1984

Percentage of Affiliated Households

Los Phila- New
Type of Angeles delphia York Chicago
Affiliation (1979) (1984) (1981) (1981)
Synagogue member 25.1 41.0 41.0 44.0
Member of Jewish organization 26.1 70.0 n/a 34.0
Gives to Federation 14.0 n/a 26.0 n/a

Sources: Bruce A. Phillips, Los Angeles Jewish Community Survey: Overview for Regional
Planning, Planning and Budgeting Department, Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los
Angeles, 1980; Federation of Jewish Agencies of Greater Philadelphia, Summary Report of the
Jewish Population Study of Greater Philadelphia, June 1985, p. 25 (includes data for other
communities); Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago, Metropolitan Chicago Jewish Popu-
lation, 1981, p. 18; Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New York, The Jewish Population
of Greater New York: A Profile, 1984, pp. 23, 31.



