Demographic

Counting Jewish Populations: Methods and
Problems

THE COUNTING OF JEWISH populations has been reported since the
time of the Exodus from Egypt. From the very outset, the question of method has
been almost as significant as the question of substance. Not only how many Jews
are there, but how is the number determined? Who should be counted? Should all
Jews be counted or only men of war or only taxpayers? What of those who, though
not themselves Jewish, are part of Jewish households? What of those who once were
Jewish (and remain so by Jewish law) but who have since renounced their Jewish-
ness through conversion or simple drift away from the community? The question
of counts presupposes that we know “who is a Jew,” but that question is bedeviling
elements of the Jewish community at this very time. There is, too, the matter of how
to conduct the count. Shall we count individuals or households? And what kinds
of information are available—at what cost in dollars and effort and with what degree
of accuracy?

For the United States, the only Jewish population number of which we can be
certain is that of the 23 Jewish refugees from the Inquisition who landed in New
Amsterdam (New York) in 1654. For more than two centuries after that we have
only speculation as to the number of Jews in the United States as a whole and in
particular cities. The first set of estimates to which scholars have given serious
credence is that published by the Board of Delegates of American Israelites and the
Union of American Hebrew Congregations in 1880." Fortuitously, since the 1880
estimates came right at the beginning of the mass migration from Eastern Europe,
particularly Russia, they provide a fixed point that was found useful for making later
estimates.

For much of this century, Jewish population estimates were often speculative.
Using one or another ingenious method, sometimes with great sophistication,

'Board of Delegates of American Israelites and the Union of American Hebrew Congrega-
tions, Statistics of the Jews of the United States (Philadelphia, 1880), cited in Stephen G.
Mostov, “Migration Patterns of America’s German Jews,” in U.O. Schmelz, P. Glikson, and
S. DellaPergola, Papers in Jewish Demography 1981 (Jerusalem, 1983).
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sometimes with incredible naiveté, estimates of major centers were arrived at. In
many of the smaller communities, the *“estimate” was often merely the guess of a
communal leader. For years certain entries remained the same simply because no
one could be motivated to compute a new, perhaps more accurate, estimate. With
a mixture of annoyance and relief, one scholar commented, ** . . . not until 1948,
following three decades of grossly exaggerated estimates, did a reasonable calcula-
tion of the American Jewish population gain acceptance.’””?

The U. S. and Other Censuses

Jews as Jews have never been enumerated in the national decennial census. The
decennial census has never had a religion question, and even the ethnic identity
question on the 1980 census did not allow for a Jewish response. As far as the
decennial census is concerned, therefore, Jews (and Protestants and Catholics) do
not exist. While popular wisdom has it that the absence of a religion question reflects
the constitutional ban on the establishment of religion, this notion is not supported
either by judicial decision or legislation.’

The absence of good official statistics, necessitating resort to various ingenious
procedures, is attributable as much to Jewish concerns as it might be to fundamental
church-state issues. For example, the recording of Jews as Jews at ports of entry,
the official practice from 1899 through 1943, was decried by some of the very people
and groups that engaged in Jewish population estimating and was not viewed
happily by Jewish communal bodies and leaders.® The author of the Jewish popula-
tion article in the first volume of the American Jewish Year Book described the
enumeration of Jewish immigrants as * . . . a discrimination which has been properly
condemned, but is held by the officials to be expedient.””> Just a few years earlier,
Jews in Germany correctly viewed the inclusion of a religion question in the census
as the government’s acquiescence to the demands of organized anti-Semitic groups.*
During the hearings of the U.S. Immigration Commission (1907-1910), Jews ac-
tively opposed the enumeration of Jews as an ethnic group. They wanted to be
counted as either of Jewish faith or of Russian or Polish (as appropriate) birth.
Their sense of themselves as Jews was that they were members of a confessional

’Ira Rosenwaike, “The Utilization of Census Mother Tongue Data in American Jewish
Population Analysis,” Jewish Social Studies 33, nos. 2-3 (Apr.-July 1971): 156.

‘Dorothy Good, ““Questions on Religion in the United States Census,” Population Index 25,
no. 1 (Jan. 1959): 3-16.

‘For a history and analysis of the issue, see Nathan Goldberg, “‘Forty-Five Years of Contro-
versy: Should Jewish Immigrants Be Classified as Jews?” in Nathan Goldberg, Jacob Lest-
chinsky, and Max Weinreich, eds., The Classification of Jewish Immigrants and Its
Implications (New York, 1945), 90-105.

*Abram S. Isaacs, “The Jews of the United States,” AJYB, vol. 1, 1899-1900, 14-15.

‘See Solomon Neumann, Zur Statistik der Juden in Preussen von 1816 bis 1880 (Berlin,
1884), 6, cited in Jack Wertheimer, Unwelcome Strangers: East European Jews in Imperial
Germany (New York, 1987), 32, 210 n.18.
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community, like Protestants and Catholics. They denied that the Jews were a people
or nation (particularly in exile), convinced that affirmation of Jewish peoplehood
would threaten their status as members of the American nation.’

Once, in March of 1957, the Bureau of the Census did ask about religion on its
monthly Current Population Survey, a sample survey rather than a full population
enumeration. That 1957 estimate of Jewish population is extremely valuable in its
own right and valuable too as an aid to other inquiries.®* From 1850 through 1936,
the federal government conducted a Census of Religious Bodies. Based on the
reports of ecclesiastical officials rather than direct enumeration of the population,
the Census of Religious Bodies reported the number of members or communicants
a religious group had in various areas and in the nation as a whole. While this series
cannot be used for developing precise estimates of Jewish population, it can be used
to assess trends in Jewish population geography.’

State and local governments have conducted censuses as well, usually halfway
between two decennial censuses. Less inhibited by church-state issues and also less
constrained by demands for privacy, these nonfederal censuses have been valuable
sources of information. Both the state of Iowa and Hamilton County, Ohio (Cincin-
nati), conducted censuses with a religion question in 1935. The manuscript censuses
of the states of New York and Michigan have been made available to investigators.
In these instances, Jewish households are identifiable through a variety of “‘mark-
ers,” including name and national origin."

Other nations with substantial Jewish populations do identify and enumerate
Jews, in some instances as an ethnic group, in others as a religious group, and in
the Canadian case, as both. Among these are the Soviet Union, Australia, New
Zealand, and Switzerland.! The similarity of Canadian and American Jewish

"Charles A. Price, “Methods of Estimating the Size of Groups,” in Stephan Thernstrom,
ed., Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups (Cambridge, 1980), 1041.

!Good, *Questions on Religion.”

*Uriah Zvi Engelman, “Jewish Statistics in the U.S. Census of Religious Bodies (1850-
1936),” Jewish Social Studies 9, no.2 (Apr. 1947): 127-74.

"“For use of the New York State manuscript census as an aid in reconstructing Jewish
household structure and economic role in comparative perspective, see Herbert G. Gutman,
The Black Family in Slavery and Freedom (New Y ork, 1976), 521-30; for use of the 1925 New
York State census in the course of a New York City Jewish population estimate, see Samuel
A. Goldsmith, Jewish Communal Survey of Greater New York; First Section: Studies in the New
York Population (New York, 1928), 13-19. The Jewish responses to the 1935 Iowa State census
may be found in Rosenwaike, ““Utilization of Census Mother Tongue Data™: 141-59; on the
Hamilton County Jewish responses, see Ira Rosenwaike, *“The Utilization of Census Tract
Data in the Study of the American Jewish Population,” Jewish Social Studies 35, no.1 (Jan.
1963): 42-56.

'"For a useful discussion of Jewish populations as represented in recent official censuses, se¢
Ivor 1. Millman, *“Data on Diaspora Jewish Populations from Official Censuses,” in U. O.
Schmelz, P. Glikson, and S. J. Gould, Studies in Jewish Demography Survey for 1972-1980
(New York, 1983), 33-120.
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populations makes the Canadian census particularly valuable to the student of
American Jewry. Among other reasons, it sheds light on discrepancies between
ethnic and religious modes of Jewish identification. For example, in the 1971 Cana-
dian census, among those reported as Jews by ethnicity were 7,825 Protestants and
3,340 Roman Catholics.'” In part this is likely to occur by way of the census practice
of ascribing ethnic identity through the paternal line, while Jewish tradition ascribes
Jewish identity through the maternal line. In all, the 1971 Canadian census found
7 percent more people identified as being Jewish by ethnicity than were found by
religion. Since the American Jewish community experiences many of the same social
processes as the Jewish community of Canada, the availability of Canadian census
data compensates in part for its absence in the United States."

Census Proxy Indicators

On the American decennial census, through the census of 1980, three questions
have been of special interest for the study of ethnic populations generally and Jewish
populations particularly. These are race (white, black, other), country of origin, and
mother tongue. Each of these questions entered the census schedule in response to
a political concern and serves as a full or partial proxy for the identification and
enumeration of Jewish populations. (By proxy we mean an accessible and valid
substitute indicator. Thus, while Jews as such are not found in the census, any
attribute enumerated in the census that is largely or uniquely held by Jews can be
used as a substitute.)

RACE

The question of race was asked in the first American census in 1790 so that blacks
might be enumerated for the population base required for representation in the
House of Representatives. This is what led to the “three-fifths of a man” compro-
mise in the U. S. Constitution. Since Jews are overwhelmingly white, the student
of Jewish population can take into account broader ethnic succession from white
to black as a context for studying Jews. For example, one study was based on the
assumption that Jews were a stable proportion of the white non-Hispanic population
of New York City. An estimate of the Jewish population of the city for 1970 was
computed using the Jewish percentage as of 1957 and the number of white non-
Hispanics as of 1970. While estimates on the level of the tract and even the county

“J. A. Norland, ““Canadian Jewish Population, 1971,” Canadian Jewish Population Studies
3, no. 4 (1974): 2-3.

“Joseph Norland and H. Freedman, *“Jewish Demographic Studies in the Context of the
Census of Canada,” in U. O. Schmelz, P. Glikson, and S. DellaPergola, Papers in Jewish
Demography 1973 (Jerusalem, 1977), 59-78; Louis Rosenberg, **Births, Deaths and Morbidity
Among Jews in Montreal in 1950,” Jewish Social Studies 15, no. 2 (Apr. 1953): 101-12.
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were flawed, for the city as a whole the assumption was valid and the resulting
estimate was within the correct range."

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN

The question on country of origin was introduced in 1850 in response to the large
wave of immigration from the German states and Ireland in the 1840s. America
wanted to know where its new residents were coming from, where in the United
States they were residing, and other facts about the new “foreign” population. Two
decades later, when the children of the migrants of the 1840s were old enough to
be counted as adults, the census broadened its questioning to include not only the
country of origin of the non-American-born but the country of origin of the parents
of the American-born whose parents were born abroad. The two generations, par-
ents born abroad and their native-born children, were designated as “foreign
stock.”!?

The use of the decennial census for Jewish population counts was introduced for
the census of 1900 by Dr. Walter Laidlaw, founder of the New York Federation of
Churches and a major figure behind the development of the census-tract system.
Laidlaw’s motive was practical. He wanted his and other religious bodies to be able
to use the census as a planning tool for the delivery of religious-based services. He
appealed ““to the churches and synagogues not to allow the social and civic agencies
to distance them in deriving and bestowing benefit through it [i.e., the census].”"

Laidlaw’s workers interviewed thousands of households, determining both their
religion and their country of origin. Based upon his interviews he estimated that 90
percent of persons from Russia were Jews, 70 percent from Austria were Jews, and
so on. In principle, Laidlaw’s method was sound. His error was in generalizing to
a population other than that from which his sample of interviews was drawn. He
did no interviewing in Brooklyn and Queens but generalized to the entire city,
including those two boroughs. However, the relationship between country of origin
and religion was not the same in the areas in which he interviewed as in the areas
in which he did not interview. The result was that Laidlaw overestimated the Jewish
population by over 20 percent for 1900 and 1910. In subsequent years, i.e., 1920 and
1930, Laidlaw’s estimates became more credible as his methods improved and
Jewish population became more evenly distributed across the city."

The Russian-stock indicator has been a useful proxy for the study of Jewish
population characteristics and geography but has been less useful for the study of

“Abraham C. Burstein, “Estimates of Jewish Population, New York City” (1974, mimeo),
cited in Jack Diamond, *“A Demography of the Jews of New York City: A Preliminary Survey”
(American Jewish Committee, Aug. 1976, typescript), 8.

5Price, ‘‘Methods of Estimating the Size of Groups,” 1033—44,

1sRosenwaike, “‘Utilization of Census Tract Data’: 43.

""Ira Rosenwaike, Population History of New York City (Syracuse, 1972), 122-25.
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Jewish population size, primarily because it neglects Jews of Poland, Hungary,
Rumania, and elsewhere in Eastern Europe. However, since the socioeconomic
characteristics of Russian Jews at the time of the great migration were largely the
same as those of other East European Jews, studies of educational and occupational
attainment and of population segregation and centralization based upon census data
have usually understood Russian to mean Jewish.!* More recently the country-of-
origin question has become useful in the study of the new Soviet Jewish immigration
to the United States as well as for the study of Israeli immigrants.'

MOTHER TONGUE

By the beginning of the twentieth century, need was felt to supplement the
country-of-origin question with one that would identify more precisely the ethnicity
of immigrants from southern and Eastern Europe, particularly those from multieth-
nic areas like the Russian and Austro-Hungarian empires. The mother-tongue
question, then, was introduced into the census in 1910 to develop a more refined
picture of the population.?®

The mother-tongue question has proved to be more useful than country of origin
in computing Jewish population numbers. While the wording of the language ques-
tion has changed from one decade to the next, it can be assumed safely that all those
who report Yiddish facility, childhood memory, or use in their parental households
are themselves Jews.?! In 1910, the first year of its use, 1,676,762 persons (both
native and foreign-born), an estimated 82 percent of American Jewry, reported
Yiddish as their mother tongue.? In 1970, two generations later, 1,600,000 persons
reported at least some familiarity with Yiddish. While the more recent number
constitutes a much smaller segment (approximately 27 percent) of the American
Jewish population, it is still substantial.?® The Yiddish-language census sample has

“Erich Rosenthal, “The Equivalence of United States Census Data for Persons of Russian
Stock or Descent with American Jews: An Evaluation,” Demography 12, no. 3 (May 1975):
275-90; Nathan Kantrowitz, Ethnic and Racial Segregation in New York City (New York,
1973), see particularly 31. For a historical perspective, see Stephan Thernstrom, The Other
Bostonians (Cambridge, 1973), 111-75.

YPaul Ritterband, “Israelis in New York,” Contemporary Jewry 7 (1986): 113-26.

*Price, “Methods of Estimating the Size of Groups,” 1033-44.

“The language question was included in every census from 1910 through 1980, with the
exception of 1950. Unfortunately, the wording of the question and the definition of the
responding population were not consistent over the 70-year period.

ZJoseph Jacobs, “Jewish Population of the United States,” AJYB, vol. 16, 1914-1915, 339.

“The comparability of the U.S. Census Yiddish mother-tongue population and the 1971
National Jewish Population Study Yiddish-competent population has been established in
Frances E. Kobrin, *‘National Data on American Jewry, 1970-71; A Comparative Evaluation
of the Census Yiddish Mother Tongue Subpopulation and the National Jewish Population
Study,” in U.Q. Schmelz, P. Glikson, and S. DellaPergola, eds., Papers in Jewish Demography
1981 (Jerusalem, 1983), 129-43.
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been used to estimate local Jewish population size, Jewish economic activity, and
Jewish fertility.* In one of its earliest uses, by virtue of establishing a well-grounded
minimum number, the Yiddish-language statistic was able to show that a 1910
estimate of Jewish population was too low.?> More recently, for a 1970 estimate, a
ratio was computed based on Jewish population as estimated in the 1957 Current
Population Survey and the number of Yiddish mother-tongue respondents in 1970.
Using this ratio, the number of Jews and their geographic distribution was success-
fully calculated for several metropolitan areas.?

Noncensus Proxy Indicators

The basic logic has been established. Where the number of Jews is not known from
the census, either one develops an estimate through a proxy indicator (e.g., mother
tongue), or, as we will describe in the next section, one conducts a community
survey, or both. In this section we discuss another method, the use of noncensus
proxies. The three that are commonly used are death rates, Yom Kippur absences,
and distinctive Jewish names.

DEATH RATE

The death-rate method is premised on two assumptions: first, that Jewish deaths
can be identified unequivocally, and second, that a Jewish death rate can be estab-
lished. The first of these turns out to be simple. In study after study, from the
beginning of this century to this decade, investigators have reported that death
certificates supply as a matter of course the name of the decedent along with country
of birth, the funeral home, and the cemetery of internment. Each of these entries
is an indicator of Jewishness. One finds very few misclassifications in the direction
of over- or underestimating the number of Jewish deaths.

#Barry Chiswick, “The Labor Market Status of American Jews: Patterns and Determi-
nants,” AJYB, vol. 85, 1985, 131-53; Ronald K. Watts, “Jewish Fertility Trends and Differ-
entials: An Examination of the Evidence from the Census of 1970, Jewish Social Studies 40,
nos. 3, 4 (1980): 293-312.

*Joseph Jacobs, “The Jewish Population of New York, American Hebrew 90, no.13 (Jan.
26, 1912); Henry Chalmers, “The Number of Jews in New York City,” Publications of the
American Statistical Association, 14, 1914-15 (1916): 74. In this instance the Jacobs estimate
was significantly off. It is the case, however, that in retrospect he was a major pioneer in the
development of Jewish population statistics in the United States, publishing his results in this
yearbook and various journals. An accomplished medieval historian, Jacobs first attempted
these methods in London, where he was employed by the Board of Deputies of British Jews
as secretary of the Russo-Jewish Committee and edited the British Jewish Year Book. His
estimates, even when wrong, are not rank speculation but are based on thoughtful method.
Jacobs tried to extend the death-rate method (described in the next section) by securing
mortality statistics from various part of the country. Unfortunately, the effort was not success-
ful.

*Ira Rosenwaike, “Estimating Jewish Population Distribution in U.S. Metropolitan Areas
in 1970,” Jewish Social Studies 36, no. 2 (1974): 106-17.
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The first death-rate study of which we are aware is one of Parisian Jewry for 1780,
published in 1878. The first contemporary death-rate study we know of was con-
ducted in turn-of-the-century Baltimore and was immediately followed by studies
in New York, London, Chicago, Detroit, and elsewhere in the United States and
abroad, ultimately developing into one of the basic methods of Jewish population
estimation.” The Baltimore study laid out the issues clearly.®® To calculate the
number of Jews, the number of Jewish deaths (326 in this instance) was divided by
the death rate. As a first approximation, the Baltimore white death rate was used
(18 per thousand), yielding an estimated Jewish population of 18,000, i.e., 326/.018
= 18,111, rounded to 18,000. The problem is that while we have confidence in the
number of Jewish deaths, the same is not true of the death rate. The Baltimore study
and all studies that followed it recognize that the Jewish death rate cannot be
assumed to be the same as the local white death rate. On the contrary, because of
differences in age structure, the sex ratio, immigration status, socioeconomic condi-
tions, and life-style associated with being Jewish, Jewish death rates are very much
unlike those of the populations among whom Jews live. This was as true in late
czarist Russia as in contemporary Providence, Rhode Island.?

As is clear from the algorithm, the lower the death rate, the larger the population
that is computed. Similarly, if the death rate employed is an overestimate, the result
will be an underestimate of the Jewish population. In the instance at hand, the death
rate was too high, thus producing an underestimate of the number of Jews in
Baltimore. The investigator, George Barnett, proceeded to divide the Baltimore
Jewish population into two major elements, the well-established German Jews and
the recent Polish and Russian immigrants. Through a sophisticated use of late
nineteenth-century census-collected Jewish vital statistics, along with vital statistics
of Jews in Germany (analyzed and published by Arthur Ruppin), Barnett computed
a death rate and then a size estimate for the German Jewish population. For the
East European Jews, Barnett computed a death rate for census-identified Russians,

“Isidore Loeb, Biographie d’Albert Cohen (Paris, 1878), 27, cited in Zosa Szajkowski, ‘“The
Growth of the Jewish Population of France,” Jewish Social Studies 8, no. 3 (July 1946):
179-96; George E. Barnett, “The Jewish Population of Maryland,” AJYB, vol. 4, 1902-1903,
46-62; Joseph Jacobs, “The Jewish Population of New York,” The Jewish World, Aug. 17,
1902: 8; S. Rosenbaum, “A Contribution to the Study of Vital and Other Statistics of the Jews
in the United Kingdom,” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society 68 (1905): 526-56, cited in
Steven Haberman, Barry A. Kosmin, and Caren Levy, “Mortality Patterns of British Jews
1975-79: Insights and Applications for the Size and Structure of British Jewry,” Journal of
the Royal Statistical Society 146, no. 3 (1983): 294-310. For references to other American
studies, see below.

*Interestingly enough, the impetus for carrying out a death-rate study in Maryland came
not from a social scientist or statistician but from a rabbi in a small town in the state. The
actual work of combing through the death records and establishing the basic facts was done
by Henrietta Szold, secretary of the Jewish Publication Society and an editor of the AJYB,
who later became the founder of Hadassah and Youth Aliyah.

®Alice Goldstein, ‘“Patterns of Mortality and Causes of Death Among Rhode Island Jews,
1979-1981,” Social Biology 33, nos. 1-2 (1987): 87-101.
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whom he assumed to be Jews (see above), borrowing his data from New York. He
then had the number of deaths, the death rates, and the population size of the major
elements in the Jewish community and was able to compute a total Jewish commu-
nity size of 25,000 persons, well above the estimate computed using the white death
rate.*

In the 1902 New York study conducted by Joseph Jacobs, the number of Jewish
deaths was collected as it was in Baltimore.’’ The Jewish death rate was taken
areally; that is, the death rate was computed for specific wards known to be popu-
lated overwhelmingly by immigrant Jews. It was then reasoned that since the living
conditions in these wards were such as to lower life expectancy, the overall death
rate had to be adjusted downward to compensate. To check his results, Jacobs
examined data on Jewish immigration to New York, natural increase (the surplus
of births over deaths), and marriage rates and found that the estimates from death
rates were consistent with those from marriages and natural increase.

Over time, the death-rate method became increasingly sophisticated. The Detroit
study computed and published several population estimates (for 1940) using differ-
ent death rates. The results based on death rates of Detroit Jewish tracts and
upper-income tracts (in which Jews and non-Jews lived) and constructed Canadian
Jewish death rates were extraordinarily close. By contrast, the use of general white
Detroit or Canadian death rates resulted in much lower population estimates (on
the order of one-third lower).*?

The Chicago study for 1930 also computed population estimates using more than
one set of death rates—in this instance one based on known Jewish tracts and the
other on white middle-class tracts. The results of the two sets of calculations differed
by approximately 7 percent, a small number but large enough to make the investiga-
tor check the outcome. Abram Jaffe examined the internal demographic characteris-
tics of each group and concluded that despite socioeconomic similarities, the Jewish
death rate was in fact different and produced more plausible results.*

YOM KIPPUR-ABSENCE METHOD

The logic of the proxy procedure as laid out in the discussion of the death-rate
and other proxy methods is the same. One counts the proxy indicator, computes the
proportion of the larger population which members of the proxy population repre-
sent (the appropriate rate), and then computes a ratio of the two. In the case at hand,
that means counting the number of pupils absent on Yom Kippur and then dividing

**Barnett, ‘‘Jewish Population of Maryland.”

3'Jacobs, “Jewish Population of New York.”

2§, Joseph Fauman and Albert J. Mayer, “Estimation of Jewish Population by the Death
Rate Method,” Jewish Social Studies 18, no. 4 (Oct. 1955): 315-22. “Constructed” rates are
calculated from life tables rather than from direct observation of mortality.

»Abram Jaffe, “*A Study of Chicago Jewry (1930) Based on Death Certificates,” in Sophia
M. Robison, Jewish Population Studies (New York, 1943), 131-51. See particularly 146.
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that number by the proportion of the Jewish population eligible for inclusion among
the absentees, i.e., the Jewish school population. The major advantage of the Yom
Kippur method over the death-rate method is that school records are kept centrally.
The investigator does not have to go through the arduous task of reading, classify-
ing, and coding thousands of records. Perhaps it was its simplicity that encouraged
early investigators to employ the method in London in 1892 and in Philadelphia in
1904.*

As with the death-rate method, the Yom Kippur method stands on the investiga-
tor’s ability to secure accurate counts, in this case, of Yom Kippur absences, and
to know what percentage of the Jewish population is in school. The latter is usually
represented by the proportion of the Jewish population that is of primary-school
attending age.” The ratio of the two gives the estimate of the number of Jews in the
community. Various objections have been expressed about this method. For one, in
schools that are largely Jewish, non-Jewish pupils also absent themselves on the holy
day. Investigators using the method respond that where Jews are a small minority,
parents may well send their children to school on Yom Kippur, so that the resulting
underestimate balances out the overestimate. To determine if his Yom Kippur-
absence count was accurate, one early researcher supplemented that number with
an actual count of Jewish pupils, identified by name, in the central school records,
concluding that the results ““ . . . are in close agreement.””*

A second major source of error is the misestimation of the Jewish age distribution.
Studies conducted in Pittsburgh and Minneapolis comparing the Yom Kippur
method with other procedures conclude that the Yom Kippur method undercounts
Jews. Closer examination reveals that the undercounts result from not adequately
taking into account lower Jewish fertility, which leads to both a smaller proportion
of Jews in the school-age cohort and smaller household size.)” What this error
demonstrates is that the various parameters used in calculating population by means
of proxies cannot be taken mechanically from either prior studies or general census
populations. Jews have had distinctive birthrates and death rates, and therefore age
structures, through most of this century. With the wrong initiating figures, the
outcomes will inevitably be wrong.

*C. Morris Horowitz and Lawrence J. Kaplan, “The Jewish Population of the New York
Area” (New York, 1959, mimeo), 85. See, too, Charles Seligman Bernheimer, The Russian Jew
in the United States (Philadelphia, 1905).

“In at least one instance the local school system is reported to have recorded pupils’ religion,
making it unnecessary to gather Yom Kippur absence statistics. See Maurice Taylor, “A
Sample Study of the Jewish Population of Pittsburgh, 1938,” in Robison, Jewish Population
Studies, 81-108. See particularly 88.

*Alexander M. Dushkin, ““A Statistical Study of the Jewish Population of New York,” in
The Jewish Communal Register of New York City, 1917-1918 (1918), 75-88. See particularly
78-80.

"Taylor, “Sample Study of Jewish Population of Pittsburgh”; Sophia M. Robison, “The
Jewish Population of Minneapolis, 1936,” in Robison, Jewish Population Studies, 152-59. See
particularly 155-56.
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THE DISTINCTIVE JEWISH NAME METHOD

While what has been called the Distinctive Jewish Name (DJN) method is usually
associated with the work of Samuel C. Kohs during the 1940s, we can trace its use
in the United States at least as far back as 1912 to the work of Joseph Jacobs in New
York.*® Jacobs, calling the procedure the ** ‘Cohen’ method,” realized that Jews had
a name distribution unlike that of non-Jews. Thus, names could serve as proxies for
Jews in the same way as deaths, Russian origin, Yiddish language, Yom Kippur
absence, and the like. The procedure, reduced to its simplest terms, is the same:
determine the proportion of Jews who bear distinctive Jewish names (from a source
such as a synagogue membership list or list of Federation donors). In a general
population source that includes Jews and non-Jews (such as a city directory or
telephone book) count the number of DIN entries. Knowing what proportion of
Jews have DJINSs, using simple division, compute an estimate of the total number
of Jews in that source. Problems with this method arise from biases in the lists and
sources that are not known or accounted for, such as unlisted telephones. Jacobs,
for example, underestimated the Jewish population using the ** ‘Cohen’ method.”
In computing the proportion of Jews who bore distinctive Jewish names, he inad-
vertently constructed a list of distinctive German Jewish names. His source was the
contributors’ roster of the predominantly German Jewish United Hebrew Charities,
a list that underrepresented the large and increasing population of Russian Jews.
When corrected for this bias, the * ‘Cohen’ method” did give a reasonable estimate
of the Jewish population, approximating that produced by the death-rate method.

There is a special irony in the use of distinctive names to identify and enumerate
Jews. When the 1924 National Origins Act was being put into force, the law
mandated that the manuscript censuses from 1790 through 1890 be searched, the
names collected and classified by ethnicity, and calculations made of mortality and
fertility, to determine the ethnic composition of the American population as of 1890
The purpose of this law, of course, was to exclude or minimize the number of
“undesirables” from southern and Eastern Europe, including Jews, who had been
entering the country. Be that all as it may, the name method has proven useful.”

More recently, debate has arisen over the accuracy of the method. One scholar
noted that the DJN method grossly overestimated the number of Jews in the area
he was studying. He used what he believed to be “standard” parameters, but the
proportion of Jews bearing one of the names on his DIN list proved to be too small.
Since this fraction is the denominator of the ratio, too small a fraction leads to too

*Jacobs, ‘Jewish Population of New York™; Fred Massaryk, “A Changing Era in U.S.
Jewish Population Research: Multiple Research Strategies—Indexes and Heuristics,” in
Schmelz, Glikson, and DellaPergola, eds., Papers in Jewish Demography 1981, 105-27; Stanley
Waterman and Barry Kosmin, “Mapping an Unenumerated Ethnic Population: Jews in Lon-
don,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 19, no. 4 (1986): 484-501.

»William S. Bernard, “Immigration: History of U.S. Policy,” in Thernstrom, Harvard
Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups, 486-95. See particularly 493.
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large a population estimate. In actuality, the proportion of Jews bearing DJNs varies
significantly by area of the country. Some of this may be due to the simple random
variation one finds in any population or sample. The variation also reflects regional
differences in treatment of immigrants at ports of entry, degrees of assimilation, and
differences in national origins.* The general point to be made is that with all of the
proxy measures, the investigator cannot assume an invariant relationship between
his proxy indicator and the number of Jewish households or persons. The number
of deaths per 1,000 Jewish population in a retirement area is different from that in
a suburb populated by young families. The DJN method requires knowledge of the
Jewish age structure and the Jewish name distribution. Each of these methods has
proven to be extremely useful, but unless used conservatively can be misleading.

Sample Surveys

JEWISH COMMUNAL AND GENERAL DATA COLLECTIONS

The various proxy methods are intriguing, at least in part because of their ingenu-
ity, but it is this very ingenuity that makes some uncomfortable. Would it not be
more accurate to go out and count Jews directly, the way the Bureau of the Census
enumerates the population of the United States? The answer is yes, but! Since the
Jews are a subpopulation, and one whose members are not identified as such by the
U.S. Census, it has fallen to Jewish communal agencies to conduct their own counts.
Again, the direct approach would be to visit every residence in town or call every
phone in town to locate Jews. The number of Jews in the town would then equal
the number of persons who say they are Jews along with the number of (Jewish?)
people in their households. Unfortunately, this kind of total enumeration of in-
dividuals is too expensive to carry out.

Where the town and the Jewish community to be studied are both small, it is
possible to make a master list of all known Jewish households and then, through
personal contacts, to identify others who do not appear on the master list. In larger
communities, however, those which contain the vast majority of America’s Jews,

“Mark Abrahamson, “The Unreliability of DIN Techniques,” Contemporary Jewry 7
(1986): 93-98; Bernard Lazerwitz, “Some Comments on the Use of Distinctive Jewish Names
in Surveys,” ibid., 83-91. One must take great care in using the DIN technique to note the
degree of acculturation of the local Jewish community and its “‘ethnic” mix. Recent Russian
Jewish immigrants to the United States retain more Russified spellings of their names than
do those who came to the United States at the turn of the century. Other Jewish ethnic groups
have distinctive Jewish-name patterns that do not appear Jewish to the outsider but make sense
to the insider. For Italian Jews, see Rosalba Davico, ‘“‘Les isolats” Israélites en Piémont
(XVIIIe-début XIXe s.): structure des familles et mémoire généalogique,” in Schmelz, Glik-
son, and DellaPergola, Papers in Jewish Demography 1981, 61-70. For German Jews, see
Rudolf Glanz, “German Jewish Names in America,” Jewish Social Studies 23, no. 2
(Apr.1961): 143-69.
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some form of population sampling must be employed. The main prerequisite of a
sample is that it appropriately reflect the population it claims to represent. Thus,
a sample drawn from lists of Jewish charitable contributors or synagogue members
will not accurately represent the larger Jewish community in terms of demographic
characteristics or social and religious attitudes and behaviors. (The oft-cited classic
example of bad sampling is that of the Literary Digest in 1936. The magazine
predicted that Franklin Roosevelt would lose the election, based on a sample drawn
from phone books. This apparently biased the investigation in favor of those who
could afford telephones—in the midst of the Depression—who were, presumably,
more likely to be Republicans.)

Since drawing a Jewish sample is no simple matter, some investigators have found
ways to avoid it. One method is to piggyback on a larger study of the total popula-
tion. For example, the Gallup Organization, one of the major polling firms, intro-
duced a routine question about religion on its interview schedules in 1939 and one
on national origin in 1941. Using Gallup surveys aggregated over several years, one
investigator developed a credible estimate of national Jewish population during the
mid-1970s.** Aggregated sequences of the General Social Survey of the National
Opinion Research Center offer another opportunity to study national Jewish popula-
tion characteristics. Large-scale general surveys in New York City in 1935 and 1950
produced both stable and valid population estimates and data for describing and
analyzing Jewish characteristics.*’ Local political polls can be used to estimate
Jewish population and to serve as a check on other estimates.®

Where a sample is drawn, the investigator is subject to two opposing constraints.
These are cost and representativeness. For a random sample—one in which every
household has the same probability of being contacted—if Jews are 10 percent of
the population, the investigator has to contact 100 households to reach 10 Jewish
households. In areas where Jews are a smaller proportion of the population, the
number of “screening contacts’’ would, of course, increase. Assuming Jews to be 2.5
percent of the American population, obtaining a random sample of 1,000 Jewish

“'Alan M. Fisher, “The National Gallup Polls and American Jewish Demography,” AJYB,
vol. 83, 1983, 111-26.

“’Nettie Pauline McGill, “Some Characteristics of Jewish Youth in New York City,” Jewish
Social Service Quarterly 14, no. 2 (1937): 251-72; Neva R. Deardorf, “The Religio-Cultural
Background of New York City’s Population,” Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly 33, no. 2
(Apr. 1955): 152-60; Ben B. Seligman, “The Jewish Population of New York City: 1952,” in
Marshall Sklare, ed., The Jews: Social Patterns of an American Group (Glencoe, Ill., 1960);
Morey J. Wantman, Morton Israel, and Leonard S. Kogan, Estimates of Population Character-
istics New York City, 1964—65-66—-68-70 (New York, 1972); Henry Cohen, “‘Jewish Popula-
tion Trends in New York City, 1940-1970" (Federation of Jewish Philanthropies of New
York, Jan. 1956, typescript); Nathan Glazer, Herbert Hyman, and S.M. Lipset, “Characteris-
tics of New York City Jews” (American Jewish Committee, Nov. 1952, typescript).

“Paul Ritterband and Steven M. Cohen, The Jewish Population of Greater New York: A
Population Profile (New York, 1984), 77-78.
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households across the United States would require contacting 40,000 American
households—a costly procedure. To keep costs down, investigators find various
ways of “enriching” the pool of households to be contacted so that Jews will be a
larger proportion of the pool than in fact they are in the city or town at large. One
way of doing this is to increase phone calls in telephone exchanges that have
higher-than-average proportions of distinctive Jewish names, producing a “strati-
fied” sample. Within these areas or phone exchanges, households are contacted
randomly, giving a “stratified random” sample.

Some studies use a list sample along with a random sample. The list sample,
consisting of members of synagogues, contributors to the local federation, and other
Jewish communal lists, gives access to households at minimal cost. The list sample
is supplemented by a random sample and the two are merged, with the list sample
weighted down. That is, each case on the list sample is worth less statistically than
one in the random sample. When properly weighted, the combined sample should
approximate the results of a pure random sample, and at less cost. To estimate the
Jewish population from a random sample, the investigator computes a ratio of all
completed household calls in the denominator and completed calls to Jewish
households in the numerator. This gives the proportion of all households in the area
that are Jewish. The household figures are multiplied by average Jewish household
size; Jewish population size is then estimated as a percentage of total population size.

Both the stratified sample and the list sample introduce bias in that not all Jews
will have an equal probability of being interviewed. With appropriate statistical
procedures, much of the bias can be handled. The investigator must decide how
much bias or distortion the study can tolerate, a question for which there is no
simple a priori answer. Precision is sought but is balanced against costs.

The sample survey is by far the most common mode of Jewish population estima-
tion currently used. Though expensive, the survey collects information on a wide
variety of issues in addition to population size. What are the characteristics of Jews
who belong to synagogues? Who gives to the federation campaign and why? Who
is intermarried and what is happening to the children? The number of questions
asked is limited only by the imagination of the investigator, the patience of the
respondent, and the budget of the sponsor. Interviews of 30 to 45 minutes are not
uncommon.

In reviewing recent population studies using Jewish communal survey methods,
the authors identified several problems that require additional discussion.

WHO IS A JEW?

The basic issue for this and other methods is determining who is a Jew. Studies
done during the immigrant period had relatively little to worry about in this regard.
There were few “patrilineal” Jews, few Jews who would not be buried as Jews, few
intermarriages, few Jews who would not keep their children out of school on Yom
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Kippur, few Jews for whom Jewish identity was not of primary salience. As accultu-
ration took its course, the question of Jewish identity arose, not just as a religious
or communal concern but as a practical research matter. The Pittsburgh study (data
collected in 1938) explicitly stated:

A Jew was defined as one born of Jewish parents or of a mixed marriage. In
addition, a gentile married to a Jew or related by marriage to a Jewish person in
the same household and identifying with the Jewish group was included in the
count. No one, born a Jew or not, who was unwilling to be so identified was
included in the count. Children of mixed marriage not being brought up as Jews
and not so considered by the parent or parents were likewise not counted.*

A recent study in Denver attempted to deal with some absurdities of self-defini-
tion by excluding persons who were

Jews for Jesus, individuals who have no Jewish parents or grandparents but who
identify with the Jewish community, and children or grandchildren of intermar-
riage who do not currently identify as Jewish (these actually disqualified them-
selves). But including “‘Jewish Buddhists”. . . who continue to identify as Jews.*

In these and other surveys a Jew is someone who thinks of him/herself as a Jew
or is thought of as a Jew by the interviewed respondent, who is usually a head of
household. Thus, persons who by traditional Jewish law are not regarded as Jews
might well be counted as Jews, if they are married to Jews and identify with the
Jewish people or are children of a Jewish father and non-Jewish mother. Most
investigators have accepted this definition or something like it for their own surveys.
Some have gone one step further and have included in the Jewish population counts
spouses and children who are not Jewish and show no ‘“identification,” however
defined, with Jews or Judaism. The logic of this procedure leads to a paradox and
an irony. Since one Jew is enough to make an entire household Jewish, the more
intermarriage there is, the larger the Jewish population! In Great Britain, with its
centralized religious structure (in emulation of the Church of England), the authori-
ties have been able to legislate a single definition of a Jew. For purposes of enumera-
tion, the Research Unit of the Jewish Board of Deputies defines Jews as “ . . . those
who are born of a Jewish mother or have been formally converted by an Orthodox
or progressive (Reform or Liberal) Beth Din.”*

Defining who is a Jew, which necessarily entails including or excluding individu-
als, is by no means a new problem. In his plan for Jewish territorial autonomy in
Eastern Europe, Simon Dubnow, the great Russian Jewish historian, proposed that
Jews who had been baptized could still be members of the Jewish people and be

“Taylor, “Sample Study of Jewish Population of Pittsburgh,” 83.

“Bruce Phillips and Eleanor P. Judd, The Denver Jewish Population Study 1981 (Allied
Jewish Federation of Denver, 1982), vii.

“B. A. Kosmin, “Demography and Sampling Problems,” in D. Bensimon, ed., Com-
munautés Juives (1880-1978), sources et méthodes de recherche (Paris, 1978), 263.
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counted as Jews if they so wished.”” For some purposes, e.g., asserting its electoral
strength, the community wants to cast the widest net possible. Thus, people are
included who are Jews by some definitions and not others as well as individuals who
are Jewish by no one’s definition at all.

UNCOUNTED JEWS

The survey method is based on calling households and asking if there is anyone
in the household who is Jewish. Usually, the caller identifies him/herself as someone
who is associated with a university and calling on behalf of the local Jewish federa-
tion. A number of persons who are Jews do not respond affirmatively to the ques-
tioner. Some simply do not believe that the call is not for fund-raising purposes.
Others do not want to be bothered, though they may well be committed Jews. Still
others are uncommitted Jews who no longer wish to identify with the Jewish
community, even to the point of responding to questions on the phone. Studies have
determined that 4 to 5 percent of Jews who are affiliated with the Jewish community
refuse to acknowledge being Jewish when called in a Jewish community survey.*

One researcher reports that, in his experience, Jews are more active outside the
home than non-Jews and are therefore more difficult to reach by phone. While this
is probably not a major source of undercount, it is a source nevertheless.*

Since Jewish communal surveys are surveys of households, they almost always
miss institutional populations of particular interest to the Jewish community,
namely, students in dormitories and residents of nursing homes and geriatric facili-
ties. (We estimate from various national sources that about 1.5 percent of the
American population is in geriatric/nursing facilities.) Since only some residents of
institutions have individual telephone lines and are accessible to Jewish community
surveys, various characteristics of these people as well as their numbers are missing
from many surveys. Some studies, but not all, use the Bureau of Census definition
of households, excluding from enumeration dependent members of the household
who are living elsewhere in student housing.

Improving Methodology

It is amply clear that we do not know with exactitude the number of Jews in the
United States as a whole, not even in any given state, city, town, or village—not for
lack of trying on the part of either the researchers or the communal lay leadership

“Reported in Robert M. Seltzer, “Jewish Liberalism in Late Tzarist Russia,” Contemporary
Jewry 9, no.1 (1988): 57.

“Michael Rappeport and Gary A. Tobin, A4 Population Study of the Jewish Community of
Metro West (East Orange, N.J., 1987), 12; Gary A. Tobin, Jewish Population of Greater
Baltimore (Baltimore, 1986), 29.

“Ira Sheskin, The Jewish Federation of Palm Beach County Demographic Study (1987), 15.
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but simply because the issues are complex and uncertainty is built into the research
process. One procedure that might lead to greater precision in estimates is triangula-
tion, i.e., the use of multiple methods. Many of the studies we cited, particularly
those up to the 1940s, used multiple methods. They compared results achieved by
methods that were independent of one another. At times these methods gave signifi-
cantly discrepant results. One scholar noted that discrepancies arose, not because
of the methods but because of the ways in which Jews thought of themselves.

Many who would admit being Jewish when so questioned would keep their
children out of school on the holidays and would bury their dead according to
Jewish ritual. Some, however, might send their children to school on the holidays
and retain only the Jewish burial ceremony. On the other hand, some persons,
although buried as Jews, might not have admitted being Jewish if questioned
during their lifetime. Thus it is that three somewhat different populations would
be arrived at according to three somewhat different definitions.*

A multimethod procedure built into a study design from the beginning does not
add significantly to the cost but does add significantly to the quality of the estimates.
Some of these “‘second opinions” are free for the asking, such as the use of general
surveys that have large enough sample sizes to warrant their use in Jewish popula-
tion estimation. The early Chicago study that we cited above examined discrepant
results by comparing age and sex distributions generated by two different assump-
tions. This procedure could easily be adopted by other investigators irrespective of
method. Social facts uncovered by the survey can be compared with external sources
that are well documented. While these will vary by community, they may include
the number of recent Soviet immigrants, the number of Israeli-born, the number of
pupils enrolled in Jewish day schools, and other relevant data. It is up to the local
community to choose its ‘“‘validators,” but they do exist.

The “time series” is one of the most interesting and useful sources of validation.
Where there is a good estimate at one point in time and an independent estimate
made at a second point in time, a test estimate can be constructed for the second
point by using the estimate for time one, the volume of in- and outmigration between
the two points, and the number of births and deaths. The federal government’s
record of Jewish immigrants into the United States between 1899 and 1943 and
other sources are available for domestic Jewish migration, as are sources for birth
and death rates.”

There is not even the hint of a possibility that the U.S. government will include
a religion question in the 1990 census. The Yiddish-language and Russian-origin
items will clearly be of less use in the 1990 census than they were in the past. Some

*A.J. Jaffe, “The Use of Death Records to Determine Jewish Population Characteristics,”
Jewish Social Studies 1, no. 2 (Apr. 1939): 144,

*'For a superb use of the immigration data for describing and analyzing American Jewish
population, see Simon Kuznets, “Immigration to the United States: Background and Struc-
ture,” Perspectives in American History 9 (1975): 35-124.
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of our other proxies are also becoming a bit worn about the edges. In light of these
facts, the community’s obligation to create and maintain good population records
is all the greater.

PAuL RITTERBAND
BARRY A. KOSMIN
JEFFREY SCHECKNER



Jewish Population in the United States, 1987

THE JEWISH POPULATION OF the United States in 1987 was estimated
to be 5,944,000. While this figure is somewhat higher than that reported for 1986,
it may not signify an actual increase in the Jewish population. Rather, a combination
of factors led to the new figures. First, several growing communities recently com-
pleted demographic studies and thus reported significant population gains. Second,
we have expanded our list of communities to include a number of places that had
never before reported a Jewish population. Finally, we have adjusted population
estimates to meet some of the problems described in the preceding essay.

While the Jewish federations are the chief reporting bodies, their service areas
vary in size and may represent several towns, one county, or an aggregate of several
counties. In some cases we have subdivided federation areas to reflect the more
natural geographic boundaries. Some estimates, from areas without federations,
have been provided by local rabbis and other informed Jewish community leaders.
In still other cases, the figures that have been updated are from past estimates
provided by UJA field representatives.

The state and regional totals shown in Appendix tables 1 and 2 are derived by
summing the individual estimates shown in table 3 and then making three adjust-
ments. First, communities of less than 100 are added. Second, duplicated counts
within states are eliminated. Third, communities whose populations reside in two
or more states (e.g., Kansas City and Washington, D.C.) are distributed accord-
ingly.

The reader should be aware that population estimating is not an exact science and
that collection procedures can result in annual fluctuations in community or state
totals. It is also important to note that the results of a completed local demographic
study often change the previously reported Jewish population figure, even where
there has been no actual demographic change. Thus, even though the 1987 totals
for Pennsylvania and Wisconsin show Jewish population increases over 1986, these
new higher figures are solely the result of adjustments of previous data.

In determining Jewish population, communities count both affiliated and nonaf-
filiated residents. In most cases, counts are made by households, with that number
multiplied by the average number of self-defined Jewish persons per household.
Most communities also include those born and raised as Jews but who at present
consider themselves of no religion. Non-Jews living in Jewish households, primarily
the non-Jewish spouses and any non-Jewish children, are not included in the 1987
estimates presented in the appendix below.

Where non-Jews have been included in the local population count and the number
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of Jews (minus non-Jews in the household) has not been reported, we have reduced
the Jewish population count by 7 percent, which is the average proportion of
non-Jews we have found in such surveys. In surveys which have not included Jews
who publicly deny being Jews (see “Uncounted Jews” section of previous article),
we have adjusted upward for this source of error. Regarding institutionalized Jews:
where the local community has not included this population in its count we have
augmented the estimate by approximately 1.5 percent. This includes nursing homes
and the population living in student dormitories, some of which were not included
heretofore. Some areas, such as in the Sunbelt region, often include part-time
residents in their totals. In the interest of accuracy and consistency, adjustments
have been made for such overcounts.

In analyzing those communities that show increases, several distinct patterns
emerge. The continued growth of the Sunbelt and West Coast communities, particu-
larly those in coastal Florida and northern California, seems unabated. College
towns, state capitals, and resort areas show similar growth patterns. The exurbs,
those small towns and rural areas just beyond the traditional boundaries of a
metropolitan area, are also experiencing significant growth.

The community reporting the largest numerical Jewish population gain since the
last estimate was completed was the San Francisco—Oakland—-San Jose Consolidated
Metropolitan Statistical Area, whose increase exceeded 50,000 persons. Addition-
ally, six communities that had no prior enumeration of a Jewish population each
report a Jewish population of at least 500 for 1987: Fairfield and Chico, California;
Naples, Pasco County, and Stuart—Port St. Lucie, Florida; and Medford, Oregon.

Since the 1986 estimates were provided, 15 communities have reported more than
doubling the size of their Jewish populations. These include: Anchorage, Alaska;
Napa, Redding, and San Luis Obispo, California; Aspen, Colorado; Vero Beach,
Florida; Augusta, Maine; Harford County, Maryland; Greenfield and Cape Cod,
Massachusetts; Hoboken, New Jersey; Las Cruces, Los Alamos, and Santa Fe, New
Mexico; and Myrtle Beach, South Carolina.

Other communities showing significant Jewish population increases over the 1986
estimates include Phoenix, Arizona; Antelope Valley, Bakersfield, Eureka, Modes-
to, Salinas, and San Bernardino, California; Colorado Springs, Colorado; New
Haven and New Milford, Connecticut; Washington, D.C.; Ft. Pierce, Orlando,
Palm Beach County, and Tampa, Florida; Atlanta, Georgia; Iowa City, Iowa;
Aurora and Rockford, Illinois; Baltimore and Frederick, Maryland; Worcester,
Massachusetts; Ann Arbor, Michigan; Rochester, Minnesota; Laconia, New Hamp-
shire; Ithaca, Poughkeepsie, and Rochester, New York; Eugene, Oregon; Green-
ville, South Carolina; Austin and Beaumont, Texas; Burlington, Vermont; Norfolk
and Roanoke, Virginia; and Tacoma, Washington. It should be noted that some of
these increases may have occurred over a period of time and are just now being
substantiated. In contrast, declines are reported more regularly and tend to be less
dramatic.
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The footnotes detailing the areas included in particular communities have been
expanded and grouped by state. Also: one asterisk indicates that the population
includes the entire county; two asterisks indicate a two-county area; three asterisks
indicate that the Jewish population figure has not been updated for several years.

BARRY A. KOSMIN
PAUL RITTERBAND
JEFFREY SCHECKNER
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TABLE 1. JEWISH POPULATION IN THE UNITED STATES, 1987

Estimated
Estimated Jewish
Jewish Total Percent
State Population Population* of Total
Alabama............... 10,000 4,021,000 0.2
Alaska................. 2,600 521,000 0.5
Arizona. ............... 69,200 3,187,000 2.2
Arkansas .............. 2,000 2,359,000 0.1
California.............. 868,200 26,365,000 33
Colorado. . ............. 49,000 3,231,000 1.5
Connecticut .. .......... 113,300 3,174,000 3.6
Delaware .............. 9,500 622,000 1.5
District of Columbia. .. .. 25,400 626,000 4.0
Florida................ 549,200 11,366,000 4.8
Georgia................ 62,500 5,976,000 1.0
Hawaii ................ 8,000 1,054,000 0.8
Idaho ................. 400 1,005,000 0.1
Illinois ................ 259,800 11,535,000 22
Indiana................ 19,900 5,499,000 0.4
Towa.................. 6,700 2,884,000 0.2
Kansas ................ 15,200 2,450,000 0.6
Kentucky .............. 12,200 3,726,000 0.3
Louisiana .............. 16,800 4,481,000 0.4
Maine................. 8,800 1,164,000 0.8
Maryland ........... ... 209,700 4,392,000 4.8
Massachusetts .......... 286,600 5,822,000 4.9
Michigan .............. 84,600 9,088,000 0.9
Minnesota, .. ........... 31,400 4,193,000 0.8
Mississippi .. .. ......... 2,400 2,613,000 0.1
Missouri............... 63,600 5,029,000 1.3
Montana............... 450 826,000 0.1
Nebraska .............. 7,300 1,606,000 0.5
Nevada................ 19,500 936,000 2.1
New Hampshire. ........ 7,000 998,000 0.7
New Jersey............. 427,700 7,562,000 5.7
New Mexico............ 6,400 1,450,000 0.4

New York ............. 1,891,400 17,783,000 10.6
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Estimated
Estimated Jewish
Jewish Total Percent
State Population Population* of Total
North Carolina ... .. 15,300 6,255,000 0.2
North Dakota ...... 850 685,000 0.1
Ohio.............. 136,000 10,744,000 1.3
Oklahoma. ......... 5,500 3,301,000 0.2
Oregon . ........... 12,500 2,687,000 0.5
Pennsylvania ... .... 347,000 11,853,000 29
Rhode Island . ... ... 17,500 968,000 1.8
South Carolina. . . . .. 8,300 3,347,000 0.2
South Dakota....... 450 708,000 0.1
Tennessee .. ........ 19,700 4,762,000 04
Texas ............. 97,800 16,370,000 0.6
Utah.............. 2,700 1,645,000 0.2
Vermont........... 4,600 535,000 0.9
Virginia. . .......... 65,300 5,706,000 1.1
Washington . ....... 22,700 4,409,000 0.5
West Virginia. ... ... 3,300 1,936,000 0.2
Wisconsin. . ........ 37,000 4,775,000 0.8
Wyoming .......... 450 509,000 0.1
US. TOTAL ... .. **5.943,700 238,740,000 2.5

N.B. Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

*Resident population, July 1, 1985. (Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current
Population Reports, series P-25, No. 957.)

**Exclusive of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, which recently reported
Jewish populations of 1,500 and 350, respectively.
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TABLE 2. DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. JEWISH POPULATION BY REGIONS, 1987

Total Percent Jewish Percent
Region Population  Distribution  Population Distribution

Northeast 49,859,000 209 3,103,900 522
New England . ...... 12,660,000 5.3 437,800 7.4
Middle Atlantic .. ... 37,199,000 15.6 2,666,100 44.9
North Central 59,197,000 24.8 662,800 11.2
East North Central .. 41,642,000 17.4 537,300 9.0
West North Central.. 17,555,000 7.4 125,500 2.1
South 81,859,000 343 1,114,900 18.8
South Atlantic ...... 40,227,000 16.8 948,500 16.0
East South Central... 15,122,000 6.3 44,300 0.7
West South Central .. 26,510,000 11.1 122,100 2.1
West 47,826,000 20.0 1,062,100 17.9
Mountain. .......... 12,789,000 5.4 148,100 2.5
Pacific............. 35,037,000 14.7 914,000 15.4
TOTALS............. 238,740,000 100.0 5,943,700 100.0

N.B. Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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TABLE 3. COMMUNITIES WITH JEWISH POPULATIONS OF 100 OR MORE, 1987
(ESTIMATED)
Jewish Jewish Jewish
State and City Population State and City Population  State and City Population
ALABAMA Hot Springs (incl. *Modesto. . ........ 450
***Anniston ....... 100 in Little Rock total) Monterey Peninsula
*Auburn .......... 100 **Little Rock .... 1,250  .............. 1,500
*Birmingham .... 5,100 Pine Bluff ........ 100 Napa ............ 450
Decatur (incl. in ***Wynne-Forest City Oakland (incl. in
Florence total) ... ............. 110 Alameda County)
*Dothan........... 150 Ontario (incl. in
Florence. ......... 150 CALIFORNIA Pomona Valley)
Gadsden. ....... .. 180 Alameda County (listed Orange County . 80,000
Huntsville .. ... ... 750 under San Francisco Palmdale (incl. in
**Mobile . ....... 1,000 Bay area) Antelope Valley)
**Montgomery Antelope Valley ... 700 Palm SpringsN .. 9,500
.............. 1,650 Bakersfield (incl. Palo Alto (incl. in
Selma............ 210 in Kern County) South Peninsula)

Sheffield (incl. in
Florence total)

Tuscaloosa. ....... 315

Tuscumbia (incl. in
Florence total)

ALASKA
**Anchorage. . ... 2,000
***Fairbanks. ...... 210
Juneau........... 100

Ketchikan (incl. in
Juneau total)

ARIZONA
*Flagstaff. ......... 250
*Phoenix ....... 50,000
*Tucson........ 18,500
Yuma............ 100
ARKANSAS
Fayetteville . . .. ... 120
***Ft. Smith....... 160

Berkeley (incl. in Contra
Costa County total)
*Chico............ 500
Contra Costa County

(listed under S.F. Bay

area)
***E| Centro....... 125
***Elsinore . ....... 250
*Eureka........... 500
Fairfield. ......... 800

Fontana (incl. in San
Bernardino total)
*Fresno ......... 2,000
Kern County. ... 1,400
Lancaster (incl. in
Antelope Valley)
Long Beach (also incl.
in Los Angeles total)N

............. 13,500
Los Angeles Metro area
............ 501,000
Merced. .......... 170

Pasadena (also incl.
in L.A. Metro Area)
.............. 2,000
Petaluma (incl. in
Sonoma County)
Pomona ValleyN. 3,500

Redding.......... 145
Riverside . ...... 1,325
Sacramento™ ... 10,000
Salinas ........... 500
San Bernardino area
.............. 2,800
*San Diego ..... 37,000
San Francisco Bay
areaN.. ... 196,000

San Francisco . 45,500
North Peninsula22,000
South Peninsula 19,500
San Jose...... 32,000
Alameda County30,500
Contra Costa County

............. 21,000

NSee Notes below. *Includes entire county. **Includes all of 2 counties. ***Figure not

updated.
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Marin County Danielson. .. ...... 130  DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
............. 17,000 Greenwich. ..... 3,900 Greater Washington
Sonoma County Hartford™ .. ... 28000 ............ 165,000
.............. 8,500 Hebron (incl. in
*San Jose (listed under Colchester total) FLORIDA
San Francisco Bay Lebanon (incl. in Boca Raton-Delray
area) Colchester total) Beach (listed under
*San Luis Obispo Lower Middlesex Southeast Fla.)
.............. 1,000 CountyN ...... 1,475 Brevard County . 2,250
*Santa Barbara... 3,800 Manchester (incl. *Crystal River. .. ... 100
*Santa Cruz ..... 1,200 in Hartford) Dade County (listed
Santa Maria. ...... 200 Meriden........ 1,400 under Southeast Fla.)
Santa Monica (also incl. Middietown. .. .. 1,300 **Daytona Beach . 2,000

in Los Angeles total)

.............. 8,000
Santa Rosa (incl. in

Sonoma County)

*Stockton. ....... 1,600
***Sun City. ....... 800
Tulare & Kings County
................ 500
Vallgjo........... 400
*Ventura County
.............. 7,000
COLORADO
Aspen............ 250

Boulder (incl. in
Denver total)
Colorado Springs 1,500

DenverN. ... ... 45,000
*Ft. Collins .. .. .. 1,000
Grand Junction. ... 100
***Greeley ........ 100

Loveland (incl. in
Ft. Collins total)

Pueblo........... 375

Vail ............. 100
CONNECTICUT

BridgeportN . ... 18,000

Bristol ........... 200

Colchester ........ 575

. DanburyN ...... 3,500

New Britain (incl.

in Hartford)
New HavenN. .. 28,000
New LondonN. .. 4,000
New Milford. ... .. 400
Newtown (incl.

in Danbury)

NorwalkN ...... 4,000
Norwich........ 1,800
Putnam .......... 110

Rockville (incl.
in Hartford)
Shelton (incl. in
Valley area)
Stamford/New Canaan
............. 12,000

Storrs (incl. in
Willimantic total)

Torrington. ....... 560
Valley areaV ...... 550
Wallingford . .. .... 500
Waterbury...... 2,700

Westport (also incl.
in Norwalk) ... 2,800
Willimantic area ... 700

***Winsted . ....... 110
DELAWARE
DoverN .......... 650

Wilmington (incl.
rest of state) ... 9,500

Fort Lauderdale (listed
under Southeast Fla.)
Fort Pierce (listed
under Southeast Fla.)
Gainesville. . . ... 1,200
Hollywood (listed
under Southeast Fla.)
**Jacksonville. ... 7,000

Key West......... 170

*Lakeiland ......... 800
Lee County (incl.

Ft. Myers)..... 3,500

*Miami (incl. in
Dade County)

Naples . .......... 750
*Qcala............ 100
OrlandoM...... 15,000

Palm Beach County
(listed under
Southeast Fla.)

**Pasco County .. 1,000
**Pensacola........ 775
**+*Port Charlotte. .. 150
**Sarasota....... 9,000

»**§¢t. Augustine. ... 100
*St. Petersburg (incl.
Clearwater).... 9,500
Southeast Florida
............ 481,500
Dade County. 241,000
Hollywood" .. 60,000
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Ft. LauderdaleN ILLINOIS Northwest Indiana-
............. 85,000 Aurora area....... 500 Calumet Region™3,000
Boca Raton- Bloomington-Normal Richmond ........ 110
Delray Beach ... 170 ***Shelbyville.. . . ... 240
............. 52,000 Carbondale . . ..... 100 South Bend™. ... 1,900
Palm Beach County *Champaign-Urbana *Terre Haute. .. .... 325
(excl. Boca Raton-  .............. 2,000
Delray Beach) Chicago Metro area owa
............. 55,000 s ..., 248,000 Ames (also incl. in
Stuart-Port. St.Lucie **Danville......... 130 Des Moines total). 200
.............. 3,000 *Decatur ..........225 Cedar Rapids . ....430
Fort Pierce ...... 500 East St. Louis (incl. Council Bluffs (also
Tallahassee .. ... 1,000 in So. Ill.) incl. in Omaha total)
*Tampa........ 12,500 Elgin¥ ........... 600 ...l 150
*Vero Beach....... 300 Galesburg ........ 120 Davenport (incl. in
Winter Haven (incl. *Joliet ............ 850 Quad Cities, Ill.)
in Lakeland total) Kankakee. ........ 200 *Des Moines. . ... 3,000
*Peoria.......... 1,000 *Jowa City ...... 1,200
GEORGIA Quad CitiesN. ... 1,650 ***Muscatine . ..... 120
Albany........... 400 **Quincy.......... 125 **Sioux City . ...... 655
Athens........... 250 Rock Island (incl. Waterloo ......... 235
Atlanta Metro area in Quad Cities)
............. 55,000 Rockford™...... 1,300  KANsas
AugustaN. ... ... 1,400 Southern IllinoisN Kansas City (incl. in
Brunswick ........ 100 ... 900 Kansas City, Mo.)
**Columbus ..... 1,000 *Springfield. .. ... 1,100 Lawrence......... 175
**Dalton .......... 225 **3Sterling-Dixon. .. 110 Manhattan. ....... 100
Fitzgerald-Cordele . 125 Waukegan . .. ... 1,200 *Topeka........... 500
Macon ........... 900 Wichita ... . ... 1,000
*Savannah....... 2,600 INDIANA
*Valdosta. . ........ 110 Anderson. ........ 105 KENTUCKY
Bloomington . ... .. 300 Covington/Newport
HAWAII Elkart (incl. in (incl. in Cincinnati,
Hilo............. 320 South Bend total) Ohio total)
Honolulu (includes ***Evansville .... 1,200 LexingtonN ..... 2,000
all of Oahu) ... 7,300 Ft. Wayne ...... 1,170 *Louisville. . .. ... 9,200
Kavai............ 110 Gary (incl. in Northwest s**Paducah........ 175
Maui ............ 250 Ind. Calumet Region)
**Indianapolis. .. 10,000 LOUISIANA
IDAHO Kokomo. ......... 100 Alexandria........ 350
**Boise ........... 220 LafayetteN .. ... ... 600 Baton RougeN... 1,400
Lewiston ......... 100 ***Marion......... 170 Lafayette . ........ 100
Moscow (incl. in *Michigan City..... 435 Lake Charles...... 300
Lewiston total) ***Muncie......... 175 Monroe .......... 525
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State and City Population  State and City Population  State and City Population
**New Orleans.. 12,000 Boston Metro Region™ Provincetown (incl.
*Shreveport ... ... 1,100 ...l 228,000 in Cape Cod)

South Central La.N 720
Tallulah (incl. in
Vicksburg, Miss. total)

MAINE
Augusta.......... 500
Bangor......... 1,250
Biddeford-Saco (incl.
in So. Maine)

Brunswick-Bath (incl.
in So. Maine)

***Calais.......... 135
Lewiston-Auburn .. 500
Portland. . ...... 3,900
Rockland......... 100
Southern Maine (incl.

Portland)Y .... 5,500
Waterville ........ 300
MARYLAND

*Annapolis ...... 2,000

**Baltimore. .. .. 93,000
Cumberland. ...... 265
Easton Park areaM . 100

*Frederick......... 600

*Hagerstown . ...... 300

*Harford County . 1,000
Howard County . 7,200
Montgomery and Prince

Georges counties

104,500

Salisbury ......... 400
Silver Spring (incl. in
Montgomery County)

MASSACHUSETTS
Amherst.......... 750
AndoverN ... ... 3,000
Athol area........ 250
Attleboro......... 200

Beverly (incl.
in Lynn total)

Brookline (also incl.
in Boston total) 26,000
Cape Cod (incl. all of
Barnstable County)

.............. 2,900
Fall River ...... 1,780
Falmouth (incl. in

Cape Cod)
Fitchburg......... 300

Framingham" .. 10,800
Gardner (incl. in

Athol total)
Gloucester (also incl.

in Lynn total). ... 450

Great Barrington .. 105
*Greenfield ........ 900
Haverhill ....... 1,500
Holyoke. ....... 1,100
*Hyannis (incl.
in Cape Cod)
Lawrence (incl. in
Andover total)
Leominster........ 750
Lowell ......... 2,000
Lynn-North Shore
areaV........ 26,200

*Martha's Vineyard . 260
New Bedford™ .. 2,700
Newburyport. . .. .. 280
Newton (also incl.

in Boston total) 34,000
North Adams (incl. in
N.Berkshire total)
North Berkshire County
................ 750
Northampton ..... 700
Peabody (incl. in
Lynn total)
Pittsfield (incl. all
Berkshire County)
.............. 3,100

Salem (incl. in
Lynn total)

Southbridge . ... ... 105
Springfield™. ... 11,000
Taunton area. ... 1,200
Webster .......... 125
Worcester™ . ... 12,000
MICHIGAN
*Ann Arbor ..... 4,500
Battle Creek ...... 245
Bay City ......... 280
Benton Harbor .... 500
**Detroit....... 70,000
*Flint........... 2,000
*Grand Rapids... 1,500
Jackson .......... 375
*Kalamazoo ..... 1,030
*Lansing ........ 2,100
*Marquette County . 150
Midland.......... 200
***Mt. Clemens . ... 420
Mt. PleasantN . .. .. 120
Muskegon . ....... 235
*Saginaw .......... 200

***South Haven.... 100

MINNESOTA
***Austin ......... 125
**Duluth.......... 800
***Hibbing ........ 155
*Minneapolis. ... 22,000
Rochester......... 400
**St. Paul ....... 7,700

Winona (incl. in
LaCrosse, Wis. total)

MISSISSIPPI
Biloxi-Gulfport . ... 150
Clarksdale . ....... 100
**Cleveland........ 120
**Greenville . ...... 480
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**Hattiesburg . ... .. 180 Littleton (incl. in Hudson County. 14,250
**Jackson ......... 700 Bethlehem total) Bayonne. . ... 5,000
***Natchez ........ 140 Manchester . . ... 3,000 Jersey City .. 3,500
**Vicksburg ....... 105 Nashua........... 480 Hoboken ... ... 750

Portsmouth area. 1,100 North Hudson
MISSOURI Salem (also incl. in ... .. ....... 5,000
Columbia. ........ 350 Andover, Mass. total) Jersey City (incl. in

Hannibal (incl. in
Quincy, Ill. total)

Kansas City
Metro area ... 22,100

***Kennett ........ 110
Springfield. ... .... 285
*St. Joseph ........ 300
**St. Louis ... .. 53,500
MONTANA
*Billings. . ......... 200
Butte ............ 110
Helena (incl. in Butte
total)
NEBRASKA

Grand Island-Hastings
(incl. in Lincoln total)

Lincoln .......... 800
OmahaN. ... ... 6,500
NEVADA

Carson City (incl. in
Reno total)
*Las Vegas ..... 18,000
**Reno ......... 1,400

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Bethlehem . . ... ... 100
Claremont .. ...... 200
Concord. ......... 450
Dover............ 450
Hanover-Lebanon
................ 360
***Keene.......... 105
***Laconia ........ 270

................ 150

NEW JERSEY
Asbury Park (incl. in
Monmouth County)
*Atlantic City (incl.
Atlantic County)
............. 15,800
Bayonne (incl. in
Hudson County)
Bergen County 100,000
***Bridgeton. .. . ... 375
Bridgewater (incl. in
Somerset County)
Camden (incl. in
Cherry Hill total)
Cherry HillN . .. 28,000
Edison (incl. in
Middlesex County)
Elizabeth (incl. in
Union County)
Englewood (incl. in
Bergen County)
Essex CountyN . 78,300

North Essex .. 16,000
East Essex.... 11,200
South Essex. .. 20,800
Livingston . ... 12,900
West Orange-Orange
............. 17,400
Flemington ....... 900

Freehold (incl. in
Monmouth County)

Gloucester (incl. in
Cherry Hill total)

Hoboken (incl. in
Hudson County)

Hudson County)
Lakewood (incl. in
Ocean County)
Livingston (incl. in

Essex County)
Middlesex CountyN

............. 40,000
Millville. . ........ 135
Monmouth County

............. 33,600

Morris County . 34,600
Morristown (incl. in
Morris County)
Mt. Holly (incl. in
Cherry Hill total)
Newark (incl. in
Essex County)
New Brunswick (incl. in
Middlesex County)
Northeastern N.J.N
............ 320,650
Ocean County. .. 9,500
Passaic-Clifton (also in
Passaic County total)
.............. 8,000
Passaic County™ 18,700
Paterson (incl. in
Passaic County)
Perth Amboy (incl. in
Middlesex County)
Phillipsburg (incl. in
Easton, Pa. total)
Plainfield (incl. in
Union County)
Princeton. . ..... 2,600
Salem............ 100
Somerset County™ 4,800
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Somerville (incl. in Elmira™ . ..... .. 1,100 **Oneonta......... 250
Somerset County) Fleischmanns. . . . .. 115 Orange County .. 8,950
Sussex-Warren counties Geneva........... 300 Oswego .......... 100
.............. 4,600 Glens FallsN ... ... 800 Pawling .......... 105
Toms River (incl. in ***Gloversville . . . .. 535 Plattsburg ........ 275
Ocean County) ***Herkimer....... 185 Port Jervis (also incl.
Trenton™ ....... 8,500 Highland Falls (incl. in Orange County
Union CountyN. 30,000 in Orange County) total) ........... 560
VinelandN .. .. .. 2,450 Hudson .......... 470 Potsdam.......... 250
Wayne (incl. in *Ithaca.......... 1,250 *Poughkeepsie. . .. 6,500
Passaic County) Jamestown........ 185 **Rochester. . . .. 23,000
West Orange (incl. in Kingston™ ... ... 4,500 Rockland County
Essex County) Lake George (incl. in  ............. 60,000
Wildwood ........ 425 Glens Falls total) Rome............ 205

Willingboro (incl. in
Cherry Hill total)

NEW MEXICO
*Albuquerque . ... 4,500

Las Cruces. ....... 525
Los Alamos. ... ... 250
Santa Fe ......... 900
NEW YORK
*Albany........ 12,000
Amenia .......... 140
Amsterdam ....... 450
***Auburn ........ 315
***Batavia. ........ 165

Beacon (incl. in
Dutchess County)
*Binghamton (incl.
all Broome County)
.............. 3,000
Brewster (also incl. in
Danbury, Conn.) . 300
18,500
Canandaigua (incl. in
Geneva total)

Catskill .......... 200
***Corning ........ 125
Cortland ......... 440
Dunkirk.......... 120

Ellenville .. .. ...

Liberty (also incl. in
Sullivan County total)
.............. 2,100

***Massena. ....... 140

Middletown (incl. in
Orange County)

Monroe (incl. in
Orange County)

Monticello (also incl. in
Sullivan County total)

.............. 2,400
New York Metro areaM
........... 1,718,000
Bronx........ 85,000
Brooklyn . ... 429,000
Manhattan. .. 282,000
Queens. .. ... 329,000

Staten Island .. 34,000
Nassau County 320,000
Suffolk County 112,000
Westchester County
127,000
New Paltz........ 150
Newark (incl. in
Geneva total)
Newburgh (incl. in
Orange County)

Niagara Falls. . . . .. 425
***Norwich........ 120
Olean............ 120

Saratoga Springs. . . 500
**Schenectady. ... 5,400
***Sharon Springs . . 165

South Fallsburg (incl.

also in Sullivan County

total) .. ....... 1,100
Sullivan County . 7,425
Syracuse™ ...... 9,000
Troy area......... 900
UticaV ......... 2,000
Walden (incl. in

Orange County)
Watertown. . ...... 170

NORTH CAROLINA
AshevilleN . .. ... 2,100
**Chapel Hill-Durham

.............. 2,400

CharlotteN. . .. .. 4,000
*Fayetteville . ... ... 500
Gastonia ......... 240
Goldsboro .. ...... 120
*Greensboro . . . .. 2,700
Greenville .. ...... 300
Hendersonville . ... 135
**Hickory ......... 100

High Point (incl. in
Greensboro total)

Raleigh ........ 1,375

Whiteville ZoneN . . 160
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Wilmington ... .. .. 500 OKLAHOMA **Harrisburg. . ... 6,500
Winston-Salem . ... 440 Norman (also incl. Hazleton area . . ... 425

NORTH DAKOTA

Fargo............ 500
Grand Forks...... 130
OHIO
**Akron ........ 6,000
Athens ........... 100
Bowling Green (also
incl. in
Toledo total). . ... 120
**Canton........ 2,500
CincinnatiN . . .. 22,000
**Cleveland. . . .. 70,000
*Columbus .. ... 15,000
**Dayton. ....... 6,000
East Liverpool. . ... 200
Elyria............ 250

Fremont (incl. in
Sandusky total)

Hamilton......... 560
*Lima ............ 365
Lorain ........... 600
***Mansfield. . ..... 600
***Marion......... 150
Middletown. ... ... 150

New Philadelphia
(incl. in Canton total)
**Newark ......... 105
Norwalk (incl. in
Sandusky total)
Oberlin (incl. in
Elyria total)

**Sandusky ........ 130
Springfield. ... .. .. 250
*Steubenville . . ... .. 165
ToledoN. . ... ... 6,300

Warren (also incl. in
Youngstown total)

................ 400
Wooster. . ........ 125
YoungstownM . .. 4,500

***Zanesville. . .. ... 350

in Oklahoma City

total) ........... 350
**Oklahoma City . 2,300
*Tulsa .......... 2,750

OREGON
***Corvallis ....... 240
Eugene......... 2,300
**Medford......... 500
Portland. ....... 9,000
***Salem.......... 250
PENNSYLVANIA
Allentown . ... .. 5,000
*Altoona . ......... 520
AmbridgeN ... ... 350

Beaver Falls (incl. in
Upper Beaver County)

Bethlehem . ....... 810
*Bradford ......... 120
***Brownsville . .. .. 100
*Butler. ........... 300

**Chambersburg. . . . 470
Chester (incl. in
Phila. total)
Chester County (also
incl. in
Phila. total).... 4,000
Coatesville (incl. in
Chester County total)
***Connellsville . ... 110
Delaware Valley (Lower
Bucks County)N14,500
***Donora (incl. in
Pittsburgh total)
Easton area . . ... 1,200
*Erie ............. 800
Farrell (incl. in
Sharon total)
Ford City (incl. in
Kittaning total)
Greensburg (also incl.
in Pittsburgh total)425

Homestead (incl. in
Pittsburgh total)

Indiana. .. ........ 135

Jeanette (incl. in
Greensburg total)

Johnstown .. ...... 410
***Kittanning.. . . ... 175
*Lancaster....... 2,100
*Lebanon.......... 400

Lewisburg ........ 125

Lock Haven (incl. in
Williamsport total)
McKeesport (incl. in
Pittsburgh total)
Monessen (incl. in
Pittsburgh total)
***#Mt. Pleasant . ... 120
New Castle . ...... 350
New Kensington

Norristown (incl. in
Philadelphia total)
*Oil City ......... 145
Oxford-Kennett Square
(incl. in Chester
County)
Philadelphia area
............ 250,000
Phoenixville (incl.
in Chester County)

Pike County ... ... 150
Pittsburgh™ . ... 45,000
Pottstown ........ 700
***Pottsville . . ... .. 500
*Reading........ 2,800
***Sayre .......... 100
*Scranton ....... 3,200

Sharon (also incl. in
Youngstown, Ohio

total) . .......... 260
State College . .. ... 550
Stroudsburg. ...... 410
Sunbury.......... 120
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Tamaqua (incl. in Jackson . ......... 100 Wharton ......... 170
Hazleton total) Johnson City...... 210 Wichita Falls. .. ... 260
Uniontown. . ... ... 290 Kingsport (incl. in
Upper Beaver County Johnson city total) UTAH
e 200 Knoxville. . ... .. 1,350 Ogden ........... 100
**Washington (also incl. Memphis . ..... 10,000 *Salt Lake City... 2,350
in Pittsburgh total)250 Nashville . ... ... 5,450
Wayne County ....210 Oak Ridge........ 240  VERMONT
Waynesburg (incl. in Bennington ... .. .. 100
Washington total) TEXAS Brattleboro ....... 150
West Chester (also incl. AmarilloN ........ 190 **Burlington.. . . .. 3,000
in Chester County) *Austin ......... 5,000 Montpelier-Barre .. 500
................ 300 Baytown.......... 300 Newport (incl. in
Wilkes-BarreN . . . 4,000 Beaumont ........ 800 St. Johnsbury total)
**Williamsport . . . .. 415 *Brownsville .. ... .. 325 Rutland .......... 450
York........... 1,600 College Station . ... 400 *+St. Johnsbury .... 100
*Corpus Christi .. 1,400
RHODE ISLAND **Dallas. ....... 24,500  VIRGINIA
Providence (incl. De Witt CountyN. . 150 Alexandria (incl. Falls
rest of state) .. 17,500 El Paso ........ 4,800 Church, Arlington,
*Ft. Worth ...... 4,100 & Fairfax counties)
SOUTH CAROLINA Galveston. . ....... 800 ... 35,100
*Charleston. ... .. 3,500 Harlingen (incl. in Arlington (incl. in
**Columbia...... 2,000 Brownsville total) Alexandria total)
Florence. ......... 210 **Houston. ..... 42,000 Blacksburg. . ...... 300

Georgetown (incl. in
Myrtle Beach total)
Greenville . .. ... .. 800
Kingstree (incl. in
Sumter total)
**Myrtle Beach . ... 425
***Orangeburg County
................ 105
Rock Hill (incl. in
Charlotte, N.C. total)
*Spartanburg. . ..... 320
Sumter™.......... 175

SOUTH DAKOTA
Sioux Falls........ 115

TENNESSEE
Bristol (incl. in
Johnson City total)
Chattanooga .... 2,000

Kilgore (incl. in
Longview total)

Laredo........... 420
Longview......... 200
***Lubbock........ 350

Lufkin (incl. in
Longview total)
Marshall (incl. in
Longview total)
*McAllen.......... 475
Midland-Odessa . . . 150
Paris (incl. in
Sherman-Denison

total)
Port Arthur....... 260
San Angelo ....... 100
*San Antonio .... 9,000
Sherman-Denison . . 125
Tyler ............ 450
WacoN........... 500

Charlottesville. . . .. 950
Chesapeake (incl.

in Norfolk total)
Danville. ......... 180
Fredericksburg . ... 140
Hampton (incl. in

Newport News)
Harrisonburg (incl.

in Staunton total)

***Hopewell ....... 140
Lynchburg........ 275
**Martinsville. . .. .. 130

Newport News (incl.

Hampton)N .. .. 2,500
Norfolk (incl.

Virginia Beach) 15,000
Petersburg........ 740
Portsmouth-Suffolk

(also incl. in

Norfolk total).. 1,100
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Radford (incl. in Tri CitiesN........ 240 *Kenosha.......... 200
Blacksburg total) Vancouver (incl. in LaCrosse ......... 150
RichmondN . . ... 8,000 Portland total) *Madison........ 4,500
Roanoke. . ... ... 1,050 MilwaukeeN. ... 30,000
Staunton™ .. ... ... 375 WEST VIRGINIA Oshkosh. . ........ 150
Williamsburg (incl. in Bluefield-Princeton *Racine ........... 375
Newport News total) ~ ................ 250 Sheboygan........ 190
Winchester™ ... ... 145 *Charleston. . . ... 1,025 Superior (also incl.
***Clarksburg. .. ... 205 in Duluth total)
WASHINGTON Huntington™ . ... .. 380 e 100
s**Bellingham ..... 120 Morgantown . ... .. 200 Waukesha (incl. in
Longview-Kelso (incl. ***Parkersburg. . . .. 155 Milwaukee total)
in Portland, Ore. total) ***Weirton . ....... 150 WausauN .. ... ... 240
***Olympia........ 145 **Wheeling ........ 500
Pullman (incl. in WYOMING
Moscow, Idaho total) WISCONSIN Casper ........... 100
*SeattleN .. .. ... 19,500 Appleton ......... 250 Cheyenne. ........ 230
Spokane. ....... 1,000 Beloit............ 120 Laramie (incl. in
*Tacoma ........ 1,100 Green Bay...... .. 260 Cheyenne total)
Notes
CALIFORNIA

Long Beach-includes in L.A. County, Long Beach, Signal Hill, Cerritos, Lakewood, Ros-
moor, and Hawaiian Gardens. Also includes in Orange County, Los Alamitas, Cypress,
Seal Beach, and Huntington Harbor.

Palm Springs—includes Palm Springs, Desert Hot Springs, Cathedral City, Palm Desert, and

Rancho Mirage.

Pomona Valley~includes Alta Loma, Chino, Claremont, Cucamonga, La Verne, Montclair,
Ontario, Pomona, San Dimas, Upland.

Sacramento—includes Yolo, Placer, El Dorado, and Sacramento counties.

San Francisco Bay area~North Peninsula includes northern San Mateo County. South
Peninsula includes southern San Mateo County and towns of Palo Alto and Los Altos
in Santa Clara County. San Jose includes remainder of Santa Clara County.

COLORADO

Denver-includes Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, and Jefferson counties.

CONNECTICUT

Bridgeport-includes Monroe, Easton, Trumbull, Fairfield, Bridgeport, Stratford, and part

of Milford.
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Danbury-includes Danbury, Bethel, New Fairfield, Brookfield, Sherman, Newtown, Red-
ding, Ridgefield, and part of Wilton; also includes Brewster and Goldens Bridge in New
York.

Hartford-includes most of Hartford County and Vernon, Rockyville, Ellington, and Tolland
in Tolland County.

Lower Middlesex County—includes Branford, Guilford, Madison, Clinton, Westbrook, Old
Saybrook. Portion of this area also included in New London total.

New Haven-includes New Haven, East Haven, Guilford, Branford, Madison, North Haven,
Hamden, West Haven, Milford, Orange, Woodbridge, Bethany, and Cheshire.

New London-includes central and southern New London County. Also includes part of
Lower Middlesex County and part of Windham County.

Norwalk-includes Norwalk, Weston, Westport, East Norwalk, part of Darien, part of New
Canaan, and part of Wilton.

Valley Area-includes Ansonia, Derby-Shelton, Oxford, Seymour, and Beacon Falls.

Waterbury-includes Middlebury, Southbury, Naugatuck, Watertown, Waterbury, Oakville,
and Woodbury.

DELAWARE
Dover-includes most of central and southern Delaware.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Greater Washington—includes Montgomery and Prince Georges counties in Maryland;
Arlington County, Fairfax County, Falls Church, and Alexandria in Virginia.

FLORIDA
Ft. Lauderdale-includes Ft. Lauderdale, Pompano Beach, Deerfield Beach, Tamarac, Mar-
gate, and other towns in northern Broward County.
Hollywood-includes Hollywood, Hallandale, Dania, Davie, Pembroke, and other towns in
southern Broward County.
Orlando-includes all of Orange and Seminole counties, and part of Lake County.

GEORGIA
Augusta—includes Burke, Columbia, and Richmond Counties and part of Aiken County,
South Carolina.

ILLINOIS
Elgin-includes Northern Kane County, Southern McHenry County, and western edge of
Cook County.
Quad Cities—includes Rock Island, Moline (Ill.), Davenport, Bettendorf (Iowa).
Rockford-includes Winnebago, Boone, and Stephenson counties.
Southern Illinois-includes lower portion of Illinois below Carlinville, adjacent western
portion of Kentucky, and adjacent portion of southeastern Missouri.
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INDIANA
Lafayette~includes Clinton, Montgomery, and Tippecanoe counties.
‘Northwest Indiana-includes Crown Point, East Chicago, Gary, Hammond, Munster, Val-
paraiso, Whiting, and the Greater Calumet region.
South Bend-includes St. Joseph and Elkhart counties and part of Berrien County, Mich.

KANSAS
Wichita—includes Sedgwick County and towns of Salina, Dodge City, Great Bend, Liberal,

Russel, and Hays.

KENTUCKY
Lexington—includes Fayette, Bourbon, Scott, Clark, Woodford, Madison, Pulaski, and Jes-

samin counties.

LOUISIANA
Baton Rouge-includes E. Baton Rouge, Ascencion, Livingston, St. Landry, Iberville, Pt.
Coupee, and W. Baton Rouge parishes.
South Central-includes Abbeville, Lafayette, New Iberia, Crowley, and Opelousus.

MAINE
Southern Maine-includes York, Cumberland, and Sagadahoc counties.

MARYLAND
Easton Park Area-includes towns in Caroline, Kent, Queen Annes, and Talbot counties.

MASSACHUSETTS

Andover-includes Andover, N. Andover, Boxford, Lawrence, Methuen, Tewksbury, Dra-
cut, and town of Salem, New Hampshire.

Boston Metropolitan Region—includes 14 towns in Essex County, 34 towns in Middlesex
County, 21 towns in Norfolk County, 15 Towns in Plymouth County, 1 town in Bristol
County, and all of Suffolk County.

Framingham-includes Maynard, Stow, Hudson, Marlborough, Framingham, South-
borough, Ashland, Hopkinton, Holliston, Milford, Medway, Millis, Medfield, Billing-
ham, and Franklin. Portion also included in Boston total.

Lynn-includes Lynn, Saugus, Nahant, Swampscott, Lynnfield, Peabody, Salem, Marble-
head, Beverly, Danvers, Middleton, Wenham, Topsfield, Hamilton, Manchester, Ipswich,
Essex, Gloucester, and Rockport. Portion also included in Boston total.

New Bedford-includes New Bedford, Dartmouth, Fairhaven, and Mattapoisett.

Springfield-includes Springfield, Longmeadow, E. Longmeadow, Hampden, Wilbraham,
Agwam, and West Springfield.

Worcester-includes Worcester, Northborough, Westborough, Shrewsbury, Boylston, West
Boylston, Holden, Paxton, Leicester, Auburn, Millbury, and, Sutton.
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MICHIGAN
Mt. Pleasant~includes towns in Isabella, Mecosta, Gladwin, and Gratiot counties.

NEBRASKA
Omaha-includes Douglas and Sarpy counties. Also includes Pottawatomie County, Iowa.

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Laconia~includes Laconia, Plymouth, Meredith, Conway, and Franklin.
Manchester-includes Manchester, Hookset, Merrimac, Amherst, Goffstown, Auburn,
Derry, and Londonderry.

NEW JERSEY

Cherry Hill-includes Camden, Burlington, and Gloucester counties.

Essex County~East Essex includes Belleville, Bloomfield, East Orange, Irvington, Newark,
and Nutley in Essex County and Kearney in Hudson County. North Essex includes
Caldwell, Cedar Grove, Essex Fells, Fairfield, Glen Ridge, Montclair, North Caldwell,
Roseland, Verona, and West Caldwell. South Essex includes Maplewood, Millburn, Short
Hills, and South Orange in Essex County and Springfield in Union County.

Middlesex County-includes in Somerset County, Kendall Park, Somerset; in Mercer
County, Hightstown.

Northeastern N.J.~includes Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Middlesex, Morris, Passaic, Somerset,
and Union counties.

North Hudson County~includes Guttenberg, Hudson Heights, North Bergen, North Hud-
son, Secaucus, Union City, Weehawken, West New York, Woodcliff.

Passaic County—includes all towns in Passaic County. Previous estimates for North Jersey
have been distributed between Passaic, Bergen, and Morris counties.

Somerset County—-includes most of Somerset County and a portion of Hunterdon County.

Trenton-includes most of Mercer County.

Union County-includes all of Union County except Springfield. Also includes a few towns
in adjacent areas of Somerset and Middlesex counties.

Vineland-includes most of Cumberland County and towns in neighboring counties adjacent
to Vineland.

NEW YORK

Elmira-includes Chemung, Tioga, and Schuyler counties. Also includes Tioga and Bradford
counties in Pennsylvania.

Glens Falls-includes Warren and Washington counties, lower Essex County and upper
Saratoga County.

Kingston~includes eastern half of Ulster County.

New York Metropolitan Area-includes the 5 boroughs of New York City, Westchester,
Nassau, and Suffolk counties. For a total Jewish population of the New York Metropoli-
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tan Region, include southwestern Connecticut, Rockland, Putnam, and Orange counties
in New York and northeastern New Jersey.

Syracuse-includes Onondaga County, Western Madison County, and most of Oswego
County.

Utica-Southeastern third of Oneida County.

NORTH CAROLINA
Asheville-includes Buncombe, Haywood, and Madison County.
Charlotte-includes Mecklenberg County. Also includes Lancaster and York counties in
South Carolina.
Whiteville Zone—includes Elizabethtown, Fairmont, Jacksonville, Lumberton, Tabor City,
Wallace, Warsaw, and Loris, S. Carolina.

OHIO
Cincinnati-includes Hamilton County. Also includes Boone, Campbell, and Kenton coun-
ties in Kentucky.
Toledo—includes Fulton, Lucas, and Wood counties. Also includes Monroe and Lenawee
Counties, Michigan.
Youngstown—-includes Mahoning and Trumbull counties. Also includes Mercer County,
Pennsylvania.

PENNSYLVANIA
Ambridge—includes lower Beaver County and adjacent areas of Allegheny County.
Delaware Valley—includes Bensalem Township, Bristol, Langhorne, Levittown, New Hope,

Newtown, Penndel, Warrington, Yardley, Richboro, Feasterville, Middletown, South-
ampton, and Holland.

Philadelphia—includes Philadelphia City, Montgomery, Delaware County, and central and
upper Bucks County. For a total Jewish population of the Philadelphia Metropolitan
Region, please include lower Bucks County, Chester County, and Cherry Hill area of New
Jersey.

Pittsburgh—-includes all of Allegheny County and adjacent portions of Washington, West-
moreland, and Beaver counties.

Wilkes-Barre-includes all of Lucerne County except southern portion, which is included in
Hazleton totals.

SOUTH CAROLINA
Sumter—includes towns in Sumter, Lee, Clarendon, and Williamsburg counties.

TEXAS
Amarillo-includes Canyon, Childress, Borger, Dumas, Memphis, Pampa, Vega, and Here-
ford in Texas, and Portales, New Mexico.
De Witt County-includes communities also in Colorado, Fayette, Gonzales, and La Vaca
counties.
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Houston-includes Harris, Montgomery, and Ft. Bend counties and parts of Brazoria and
Galveston counties.

Waco-includes Mclellan, Coryell, Bell, Falls, Hamilton, and Hill counties.

VIRGINIA
Newport News-includes Newport News, Hampton, Williamsburg, James City, York
County, and Poquosson County.
Richmond-includes Richmond City, Henrico County, and Chesterfield County.

Staunton-includes towns in Augusta, Page, Shenendoah, Rockingham, Bath, and Highland
counties.

Winchester—includes towns in Winchester, Frederick, Clark, and Warren counties, Virginia,
and Hardy and Jefferson counties, West Virginia.

WASHINGTON

Seattle~includes King County and adjacent portions of Snohomish and Kitsap counties.
Tri Cities—includes Pasco, Richland, Kennewick, and Yakima.

WEST VIRGINIA
Huntington—includes nearby towns in Ohio and Kentucky.

WISCONSIN
Milwaukee—includes Milwaukee County, Eastern Waukesha County, and Southern
Ozaukee County.
Wasau-includes Stevens Point, Marshfield, Antigo, and Rhinelander.





