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Chicago completed its third Jewish population study in 1990, 
concurrent with the National Jewish Population Study..11Je artick 
reviews the methodology ofthe most recent Chicago study and analyzes 
some of the results, which show that whik Chicago does rejlect many 
ofthe national trends, the community is different than one would expect 
ITy interpolating national results to lhe local comnumity. The artick 
also demonstrates the value oflocal studies to the local community in 
its planning efforts. 

In 1990, the Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chicago conducted 
its third population study of the Chicago metropolitan area Jewish 
population in that many decades. It did so while fully aware that there 
are legitimate issues about the utility of local studies. Nevertheless, 
local studies will and should continue; however, they cannot substitute 
for a national study, which is needed to provide an overall picture and 
analysis of the American Jewish community (Goldstein 1987). 
Experience from the past decade shows that the sum of local studies 
does not make for an accurate national picture. Moreover. there is a 
value in continuing the local studies to provide a richer picture of local 
American Jewish life; for assisting with local planning efforts; for 
providing sufficient cases for analysis of certain sub-groups within the 
national population; and for doing comparative analysis using the 
community as the unit of analysis. At the same time, national studies 
may influence the direction of local studies as was the case with the 
1990 National Jewish Population Study (NJPS). 

This article presents some of the findings of the Chicago Jewish 
Population Study (CJPS) and makes some comparisons with the 
national results. In addition to providing an understanding of the 
findings of this particular community study, the analyses which follow 
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will address some of the issues which arise during the course of a local 
study and provide insights that may be applicable elsewhere, not only 
in other local studies, but in national studies. The topics covered 
include: a comparison of methods used in the past three local studies, 
the results concerning wWho is a Jew'!, W population size and trends, 
geography of the Jewish population, demographic trends, some selected 
Jewish identification indicators which show some interesting changes 
over time, and how the information from this study was used for 
planning putposeS. 

METHODOLOGICAL BACKGROUND AND EVALUATION 

Chicago's Experience with Popldation SllTVeJs: The Jewish Federation 
of Metropolitan Chicago has been a long time proponent of studies of 
the Jewish population of the city and metropolitan area. Support for 
applied research benefitted from an academic tradition of research into 
ethnic communities at the University of Chicago as well as strong 
professional leadership from the Jewish Federation, which sought to 
introduce data into decision-making throughout the modem history of 
the Federation. Louis Wirth, who wrote the first sociological work 
about the American Jewish community, The Ghetto (1928), conducted 
planning studies for the Jewish Charities in 1944 (renamed the Jewish 
Federation in 1948). The community was one of the first Federations 
to have a separate research department, established in the mid-19608. 
Although integrated with other departments in the late 19708, the 
function of a separate research capability was maintained. 

Prior to the use of survey research by the Jewish community, the 
Chicago Federation adopted various methods for estimating Jewish 
population size (Beverly, 1954; Rosenthal, 1952; Kaplan, 1966). 
However, for the past three decades, the community has relied upon 
results of survey research to develop population estimates and gain 
other insights into the characteristics of the Jewish population. 

The community's first venture into survey research for population 
projections occurred two decades ago, when the community agreed to 
expand the number of cases included in the National Jewish Population 
Study (NIPS) of 1971 so as to permit projections for the Chicago area. 
The sample design, dictated by NIPS, used a dual sample frame 
involving lists and area samples. Ultimately, there were 685 completed 
interviews with Jewish households in the Chicago area-428 selected 
from households originally selected from the Jewish United Fund (JUF) 
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list of contributors and prospects and 257 from housing units in ceDSUS 

tracts. Areas of projected high lewish popu1ation concentration were 
sampled disproportionately more than areas estimated to have moderate 
or low concentrations (lewish Federation, 1973). 

All of the interviews were conducted in person. However, since 
some of the initial results were considered suspect due to the small 
sample size, the three areas with the largest lewish populations were 
subjected to additional telephone surveys of 1,600 cases selected from 
listed telephone numbers. The surveys yielded basic household and 

I demographic information required to make lewish population estimates. 
I 
I. The NIPS data from Chicago were extremely helpful in assessing
1. 

environmental changes for the Community's Long Range Planning 
Project, which was completed in 1975 (lewish Federation of 
Metropolitan Chicago, 1975). 

Since the sample size did not permit projections for other regions 
and clusters of lewish communities within the Chicago metropolitan 
area, during the 19708, the Federation undertook surveys in addition to 
the initial survey used for validating the popu1ation size. The additional 
surveys, based upon samples derived from listed phone numbers, were 
used to obtain some relatively basic demographic information about 
lewish households. The surveys were conducted on a shoe-string 

"J budget using interviewers who called from their own homes. The 
f 

surveys were supplemented by additional sources of information about 
the areas covered including ceDSUS data, community histories, 
institutional service data and perceptions of community members and 
service providers about lewish community trends, needs and issues 
(Friedman and Nasatir, 1978). 

The second Chicago-wide study was begun in September, 1981 and 
completed in lanuary, 1982 (hereafter referred to as the 1981 study as 
most of the interviews were conducted in 1981). The questionnaire was 
based upon a review of questionnaires being used by other federated 
communities and the specific interests of the Chicago lewish 
community. A random digit dialing method was used to locate 
potentially eligible households. A screener was applied to select those 1 

I households for which it was reported that at least one lew (by self­
1 definition) resided in the household (policy Researcl1 Corporation 
, 1982). 

The 1981 study covered the entire metropolitan area. However,?

, , seven regions were disproportionately sampled. They were regions 
which either had a higher lewish density or about which there was 
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pluming interest. The response rate was favorable in that among Jewish 
households identified in the screener, 7S" completed their interviews, 
resulting in 1,248 interviews (82% more interviews than the 1971 
study). 

The third study, the focus of this article, was p1aDned to occur 
simultaneously with the 1990 National Jewish Population Study (NJPS). 
The intent was to provide some infonuation for comparisons between 
local and national populations. There were efforts to develop a 
cousortium among three communities which were planning studies so 
that a joint, efficient and possibly less costly approach could be used 
for the benefit of the participating communities. These efforts did not 
succeed for two reasons: the communities were in different phases of 
planning for participation in a study-one community did not undertake 
a study; and the organization which was the logical choice as contractor 
for the local study (and was eventual the contractor for one of the 
communities) was involved with the national study. Thus, each 
community made the decision to go it alone. However, they did share 
information about their studies with each other. (During the next round 
of studies around the year 2000, every effort should be made to use one 
firm for the national study and for as many local studies as feasible.) 

In Chicago, because of the successful experieuce with the 1981 
study, there was a strong interest in insuring comparability with the 
previous study as well as with the 1990 NJPS. Hence, the screener 
questions and the questionnaire design reflect elements of the 1981 
local study, the 1990 national study and areas of topical interest to 
Chicago when the study was undertaken. Interestingly, one consequence 
of the effort to use several reference points in the construction of the 
questionnaire is a survey that is not striedy comparable to either the 
1981 Chicago Study or the 1990 NJPS. 

The study used a dual sampling frame. That is, it sampled from 
both the list of Jewish United Fund (JUF) donors and prospective 
donors and conducted Random Digit Dialing (ROD). The overall 
sample was designed to be sixty-six percent larger than the previous 
study (projected completed interviews) so that more regions could be 
surveyed. The JUF list sample was selected from a database of nearly 
67,000 telephone numbers designated as residential phones representing 
donors and prospective donors. Separate samples were selected from 
each frame and, based upon the household screening results, separate 
estimates were made of the number of Jewish households represented 
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by the list and RDD responses respectively (Groeneman and Cue, 
1991). 

After a brief introduction, respondents in the household were asked 
the following three screener questions: 

1. Do you or anyone else 18 or over living in your household 
consider him or herself to be Jewish? 
2. Were you or was anyone in your household 18 or over raised 
Jewish? 
3. Did you or anyone in your household 18 or over have a Jewish 
mother or Jewish father? 

Persons who answered the first question negatively were then asked 
questions 2 and 3. If they answered positively to either question 2 or 
3, they were considered 'marginal Jews' and given a separate inter­
view. 

The screener and interview approach differed from the 1990 NIPS 
format in two important ways. First, the survey was designed as a one­
shot approach; if the appropriate household respondent qualified 
according to the screener, the interview was conducted at the same 
time, or a specific alternate time was set up for the interview. NIPS 
first selected its sample and then went back to interview them, having 
had several opportunities to confirm the nature of the household. 
Second, the screening interviewer was straightforward. Unlike the 
NIPS, the screening was not embedded in a larger fiamework of 
additional questions which could conceal the purpose of the interview. 
In the Chicago study, it was quite clear who was calling and for what 
purpose. Cost considerations and success with a similar screener in 
1981 influenced the choice of approach. 

A total of 19,427 household screenings were completed resulting in 
2,148 (1,593 list and 5S5 RDD) completed interviews plus 100 with 
marginal Jewish households. Interviews with marginal Jewish 
households were done on a quota basis did not include the full set of 
questions. The response rates of the sampling and screening process 
are shown in Table 1. It compares results from the List and RDD 
sampling frames. It allO compares the 1981 and 1990 studies. 

The level of cooperation in the 1990 study was lower than in the 
previous study. The decline in the screening cooperation rate of ten or 
eleven percentage points (depending upon the sample frame) may be 
understandable in light of the trend toward higher refusal rates for 
recent survey research studies. Even the interview completion rate for 
the List sample, although slightly above that of the RDD, was below 
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Table 1. Percentage Response Rates for 1981 and 1990 Chicago Jewish 
Population Studies 

44 

1990 1990 1990 1981 
Overall List ROD ROD 

Sample Sample Sample 

Screening 
cooperation rate 80" 81' 80" 91' 

Interview 
completion rate 6211 6~ S2!' 7Se 

, Screening rate is the number of completed screenings with Jewish 
households divided by [the number of completed scree.ninas and adult 
Jewish refusals]. 
II The interview completion rate is the number of completed Jewish 
interviews divided by [the number of completed interviews + eligible 
refusals that were not converted + eligible households that could not 
be reached after IIlOJ'e than 9 contact attempts.] 
e The number of completed interviews divided by eligible Jewish 
households 

that of the response of the previous decade, which used only an ROD 
sample. We had anticipated even more cooperation in both the 
screening and interview completion rates for the list sample. We are 
not certain whether the decline in cooperation reflects the specific 
questionnaire used, the sponsorship, the interviewers, the fact of 
greater difficulty in securing respondent participation in recent studies, 
or some other factor, e.g., increase in telemarketing. In light of 

, concern about the cooperation and completion rates, two further steps 
were taken. First, there was an analysis, based upon Distinctive Jewish 
Names (DIN) technique, of those who refused to participate or did not 
respond. It did not yield any significant differences between those 
participating in the study and those who refused (Marketing Systems 
Group, 1991). Second, a follow-up survey of the refusals was 
conducted. Results do not reveal any significant differences. However, 
the results are not fully conclusive since the analysis dealt with only a 
few variables. Moreover, in some instances, the number of cases is 
small, making it difficult to detect significant differences. 
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In addition, there was a separate study of Jews residing in institu­
tions, primarily long-term care facilities. A questionnaire was sent to 
300 long-term care institutions in the Chicago area requesting the 
number of Jewish residents above ad below 65 years of age. Overall, 
we received responses from fifty percent of the facilities. However, the 
response rate was much higher for those facilities which had previously 
been identified as having Jewish residents. The results yielded a 
projection of close to 3,150 Jewish residents. To be consistent with past 
projections, they are not included in the analysis below. 

From the viewpoint of the authors, an important contribution of the 
most recalt study derives from the analyses of differences ad changes 
over time between 1981 ad 1990. These show trends that seem to be 
consistent with other studies at the national or local level ad can be 
explained in the context of changes which are occurring both within the 
American Jewish and general communities. The lack ofa 1980 national 
study limits analysis at the national level to a tw<Hiecade span, 1970 
and 1990. 

FINDINGS 

Rather than review all of the Chicago findings, we selected some 
findings which reflect on unique qualities of the Chicago Jewish 
community ad which also bear on issues of broader concem both to 
researchers and Jewish communal policy makers. 

Who Is Q Jew? One of the more interesting findings, in light of NIPS 
results, deals with the variety of Jewish identities within the Jewish 
population and their impact upon Jewish involvement. The following 
topologies owe a lot to the thinking done at a national level which 
stimulated us to seek ways to characterize the Jewish identity of our 
sample differently from those we had used in previous studies. Within 
the questionnaire, there is a series of questions about adult members of 
the household which permit more detailed analysis than was available 
from the 1981 CIPS. These included the following five categories with 
related options: 

1. ~lf-dejinition: The adult consider himlherself to be Jewish. 
2. Current Religion: The adult's current religion. 
J. Religion Born: The religion into which the adult was bom. 
4. Religion ReUsed: The religion in which the adult was raised. 
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5.	 Jewish Parentage: At least 0I1e of the adult's parents was 
Jewish. 

Children were identified by responses to two questions: one about the 
current religion, the other about the religion in which the child is being 
raised. We asked parents to indicate whether their children were being 
raised Jewish, non-Jewish, nothing or a mixture of Judaism and some 
other religion. 

Within Core Jewish households, i.e., households in which there is 
at least one person currently identified as a Jew, we differentiated 
among their occupants based on variations in religious and/or ethnic 
identity. Every adult and child in a Core household was analyzed 
individually to insure they were placed in the correct category. We 
subsumed them under two broad categories: Core Jews and Non-Jews. 
However, unlike the national study, we separated out children from 
adults among Core Jews as we did not have sufficient information to 
classify children into the sub-categories used for adults. 

The sub-categories were defined following the format of the 
national study. Among Core Jews we differentiated among: 1) Jew-By­
Religion: Adult who identifies himlherself as a Jew by religion and was 
bom or raised a Jew; 2) Jew-by-Choice: Individual neither bom nor 
raised Jewish (with no Jewish parent) who now identifies as a Jew, 
although there may have been no formal conversion. 3) &cu14r Jew: 
Adult who was born and/or raised Jewish, identifies as a Jew, but 
indicates helshe has no current religion. 4) Child BomlRaised Jewish: 
Child who is being raised as a Jew (and has at least one Jewish parent). 

Among non-Jews we included: S) Formerly Jewish-Adu1I: Includes 
both individuals who were bomIraised Jewish but who do not currently 
regard themselves or their religion as Jewish, as well as individuals 
who currently regard themselves as Jewish, but maintain another 
religion. 6) Non-Jewish Child: Child being raised in another religion or 
in no religion. The category -non-Jewish Child- includes children who 
are raised in both Judaism and another religion as well as children who 
are being raised in any religion other than Judaism and those who are 
not being raised with any identifiable religious upbringing. 7) Non­
Jewish Adult: Individual who was neither bom nor raised Jewish and 
either identifies with a religion other than Judaism or with no religion. 

The total population of Core Jews is 261,000. In addition there are 
41,400 non-lews in the core lewish households. Table 2 shows the 
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distribution of the various identity subgroups among the Core Jewish 
households. 

The study shows that while the peat majority (86") of persons 
living in Core Jewish households are Jewish, there is a significant 
minority (14") who are not, including even former Jews living with a 
currently Jewish petsOn(s). The 1981 study did not obtain this same 
level of detail about the Jewish identity of every adult available in 

Table 2. Population in Chicago Area in Core Jewish Households 

Identity of Persons in Numbers Percentage 
Core Jewish Households 

Core Jews 
BomIRaised Jews: Jewish by 
Religion 
Secular Jews 
Jew by Choice 
Child BomJraised Jewish 

Subtotal 

Former Jewish Adults 

Non-Jewish Child.ren 
Jewish and Other Religion 
Other Religion 
No religion 

Subtotal

f 
I Non-Jewish Adults 
! 

Ex-Christian/other 
Subtotal 

Total 

194,600 
2,500 
5,500 

58,400 
261,000 

5,550 

4,200 
3,200 
4,700 

12,100 

16,700 
7,050 

23,750 
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1.8 
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One of the C11ICW findings of the national study was the importance 
of being defined as a secular Jew as contrasted with Jew-by-Religion. 
The national study found that those who do not define themselves as 
Jews-by-Religion are less likely to be Jewishly identified or involved. 
(As we show later, significant differences are also observed between 
Chicago Jews who define themselves as Jews-by-Religion and those 
classified as secular Jews.) The Chicago study discovered relatively few 
secular Jews, even when we broadened the operational definition to 
include those who stated that their religion is Jewish, but 
denominationally define themselves as -secular. - When we look at 
secular Jews as a proportion of Core Jews, they represent 
approximately 1". Even when the broadened definition is applied, or 
when their children are included, the proportion rises to 2 ", but is still 
significantly below the proportion in the national study which 
categorized 20" of its core Jewish population as -secular. - We do not 
know for certain why we found so few secular Jews in the Chicago 
area. Perhaps it is related to the characteristics of the Chicago Jewish 
community or of the Midwest. We postulate that it is a combination of 
the large size of the Chicago Jewish community with a strong religious 
base and the more conservative nature of the Midwest. 

PopulDlion Trends: During the two decades under study (1971 through 
1990), the Jewish population has remained relatively constant at around 
one-quarter million Core Jews. Taking into consideration that the 
estimates are affected by the different methodologies and sampling 
areas, the consistency in numbers is noteworthy. Among the factors 
which affect the numbers are: a) an influx of Jews from the former 
Soviet Union and b} young adults who continue to move into the city. 
The first factor, immigration, is a result of national and local Jewish 
communal policy. From 1971 to 1990, close to 12,500 refugees, 
primarily from the Soviet Union, came through the formal channels of 
resettlement via the Chicago Jewish community (An additional 7,000 
have arrived through mid 1994.) The influx of younger Jews to 
Chicago is apparent in the comparison of birth place by different age 
cohorts. Table 3 compares the 1981 findings with those of 1990. It 
shows there is a higher proportion of young adults (18-29 years old) 
moving into the Chicago area in 1990 than in 1981. They gravitate to 
Chicago for a variety of reasons related to education and employment, 
although for some the presence of a large Jewish community is also 
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attractive. The latter group is also the most mobile. Those in it could 
move elsewhere if their needs are not met. 

The population size is, of course, also influenced by outmigration. 
Unfortunately, we cannot measure outmigration effectively. However, 
we do know that in addition to young single adults, elderly have also 
left the city. 

Finally, it is clear that the population is changing with regard to 
family composition, age composition and Jewish identification. Each of 
these factors will have some bearing on the future population size of the 
Chicago Jewish metropolitan community. 

Table 3. Percent Distribution of Birthplace by Age: Respondents and 
Spouses: 1981 and 1990 

18-29 30-39 40-64 65+ Total 
1981 1990 1981 1990 1981 1990 1981 1990 1981 1990 

Chicago 72 50 64 62 72 65 51 59 66 61 
Other 

USA 21 41 30 33 17 27 29 23 21 29 
Foreign-

Born 7 9 6 5 11 8 20 18 13 10 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Individual and housmold c1ulraeteristics: The age distribution of the 
Jewish population is important since it has a strong bearing upon 
communal planning for service needs of different age groups. During 
the two-decade period in which we have studied the Chicago area 
Jewish population, the age structure of the Jewish population shows 
predictable trends. For example there is the continuing impact of the 
baby boom (ages 40-49) generation (see Table 4). As the baby boomers 
mature, the average age increases. However, the increase in the 
average age is mitigated by an increase in the number and proportion 
of Jewish youngsters, age five and under, who are the children of the 
baby boomers. The percentage of children five and under in 1990 was 
8.0" compared with 4.6" nearly one decade ago (and is reflected in 
the growth of early childhood programs). This rate of Jewish. 
population growth among the youngest cohort will not be repeated in 
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the following decade- since the baby boom generation will be followed 
by a smaller cohort and because of the intermarriage rate. 

Interestingly, the non-institutionalized elderly population (65 and 
older) did not grow over the past decade. It remains relatively constant 
at 14.3%. Such consistency may be due to migration of elderly to the 
West and South. However, when looking at households, we find that 
one out of every five households has one or more elderly persons living 
in it. 

Table 4. Percent Distribution of Ages in Chicago Jewish Population: 
1981-1990 

AGE 1981 1990 

0-5 4.6 8.0 
6-17 15.3 14.2 

18-29 19.3 14.0 
30-39 16.5 16.3 
40-49 13.0 17.2 
50-64 16.8 16.0 
65+ 14.5 14.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Household Structure: The trends in household structure found in the 
present study are consistent with previous changes, although the rate of 
change is declining and the current structure is remarkably similar to 
the national slnlcture. The trends are shown in Table 5. The last 
column presents data from the NIPS and enables a comparison with the 
results from the 1990 Chicago study. 

First, there continues to be an increase in the number of Core 
Jewish households in Chicago, from 97,700 in 1971 to 120,000 in 
1990. Concomitantly, there has been a decrease in the number of 
Jewish persons per Core Jewish household from 2.58 in 1971 to 2.17 
in 1990. 

The two most dramatic shifts relate to the increase in single adults 
and the corresponding decline in two-parent households with children 
at home. The percentage of married couples without children has stayed 
constant while the actual number of such households has grown during 
the two decade period. 
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Similar to the national study, so-called -normative- Jewish house­
holds with two Jewish parents and Jewish children (below 18 years of 
age) are a minority of the population. They constitute 20~ of all 
households. The national figure is close to 17 ~ • 

During the period 1981 to 1990, the rate of change in the kinds of 
households was much less dramatic than in the previous decade. For 
example, while there was a reduction of nine points in the percentage 
of married couples with children at home during the 19708, there was 
only a drop of another two percentage points from 1981 to 1990. 
Similarly, the percentage of single adults grew by nine points in the 
19708 and by less than two between 1981 and 1990. National studies 
of the general population have also noted the slowing down of changes 
in household structure. 

Table 5. Percent Distribution of Core Jewish Household Structure: 
1971-1990 

1971 1981 1990 1990NJPS 

Married Couples 29 28 29 28 
without children at home 

Married Couples 45 36 34 32 
with children at home 

Single-Parent Families 4 5 4 6 
Single Adults 22 31 33 34 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Total HHs (n: 000s) 97.7 107.7 120.0 2,700.0 

At the same time, there are some important changes which are 
accelerating within families. Remarriage is a prime example, as shown 
in Table 6. The 1981 study noted that a significant proportion (15~) 

of intact families with children at home involved family mergers 
through remarriage. The percentage has now risen to 24~. Table 6 
shows that in 1990 one married couple in five (20~) whose oldest child 
is six or younger includes a previously married spouse. The percentage 
of remarried families rises to 28 ~ in households with the oldest 
children in the 6 to 17 year age range. The increases between the two 
studies are consistent with higher divorce rates. Another way oflooking 
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at the data is to SUUest that although at anyone time single-parent 
families c:omprise slightly more than ten percent of all households with 
children under eighteen years of age, given current rates of family 
dissolution, one of four Jewish children could be living in a single­
parent household some time during their childhood. 

Table 6. Two-Parent Families with Children at Home in Which 
OnelBoth Married Spouse(s) Were Previously Married: 
1981-1990 

Perc:eDt of Married Couples 
Age of Oldest Child 1981 1990 

Under 6 17 20 
6 - 17 18 28 
18+ 6 20 

Employment of both spouses is another major c:omponent of 
c:ontemporary family structure. Table 7 shows the employment status 
of married c:ouples c:ontrolling for whether or not there are children at 
home and the age range of the children. Within each category there is 
a c:omparison of 1981 data with 1990. The subtotals reflect the 
percentage ofhouseholds in which both spouses work, full or part-time. 
Several trends and differences are evident. The proportion of 
households with dual employed spouses has increased (ifonly marginal­
ly) in all households. In fact, among all categories, the majority of 
married c:ouples are both within the labor force. 

The largest change is among the families with small children. In 
1981, only 36~ of both spouses were employed; now that figure has 
risen to 52~. In all categories, we find more c:ouples engaged in full­
time work. The increase in the percentage of c:ouples working may 
reflect economic necessities in c:ombination with changing expectations 
about women in the labor force. That is, families may find it necessary 
for both spouses to work to provide for their children and to create a 
lifestyle they deem desirable. Needless to say, the increase in the 
number of working c:ouples may have c:onsequences for childcare needs 
and for the level of involvement in Jewish c:ommunal activities, given 
the c:ompetition for their time. 
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Internl41'1'Ulge: Another change which is affecting the Jewish family is 
the increased rate of intermarriage. We looked at intermarriage by 
couples, rather than by individuals, in order to compare the 1990 

Table 7. Labor Force Participation of Married Couples: Percent 
Distribution: 1981-1990 

Married with Children at Home: 

Both Full-time 
FulllPart-time 

Subtotal 

Full-timelAt Home 
Other 

Total 

Age of Oldest Child 
Under 6 6-17 18+ 
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compares current information about intermarriage with data from the 
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previous study. Data for three kinds of c:um:nt marriages are shown: 
1) those in which both spouses were bom and raised as Jews and now 
identify as Jews, 2) those in which one spouse was bom and raised as 
a Jew and one spouse has either formally converted or informally 
identifies as a -Jew-by-choice, - and 3) those in which one spouse was 
bom and raised as a Jew and one spouse is not c:um:ntly Jewish. 

The percentage of marriages between someone bom Jewish and a 
spouse who was not, i.e., an intermarriage, among all marriages 
increased by only seven percentage points. However, this increase 
represents nearly a fifty percent increase over the percentage of 
intermarrieds from the previous decade. ~ 

The data show significant changes when age groups are compared ­
between 1981 and 1990. Among the 40-49 age group, the percentage 1
of intermarriage has more than doubled; it rose by more than 33 ~ in ­00 

01
the 30-39 age group and by close to SO~ in the youngest age group, ­
18-29. Since many Jewish adults do not marry until their 308 and 408, 
the impact of the number of intermarriages among the 18-29 age group 
is lessened. However, the trend toward intermarriage is very apparent. 
We are also beginning to see, in small numbers, intermarriages of 
Jews-by-ehoice to non-Jews or to other Jews-by-Choice. These kinds 
of marriages are expected to increase in the next decade. 

The figures for intermarriage in Chicago are still below the national 
figures, which according to the NIPS show that 28 ~ of all marriages 
involving at least one currently identified Jewish spouse are mixed 
married couples. We are inclined to attribute the difference to the 
particular characteristics of either the Chicago Jewish community or of 
the Chicago community at large. For example, the size of the Jewish 
community has been found to be negatively correlated with rates of 
intermarriage. A study of the relationship among various community 
characteristics, based upon secondary analysis of local Jewish 
population studies conducted during the early to mid 19808, shows that 
the absolute number of Jews in • city is an important correlate of 
certain Jewish characteristics. Both synagogue affiliation and 
intermarriage rates are inversely correlated to city size, that is, the 
larger the Jewish population, the lower the synagogue affiliation rate 
and also the intermarriage rate. An explanation for this correlation lies 
in the fact that • higher absolute number (and hence density) of Jews 
provides both more opportunities for in-marriage and alternatives to 
affiliation for Jewish involvement and interaction. (Rabinowitz, 1988: 
69,74). 

-~
'I
 
~­00 

01-

-

-~
~­00 

01-

~ 

01­
fPI 

0­
fPlOO 

01-
-~

_ ~ 00 
00 ­

01-


-r-. 
00 
00 

-r-. 
-



~YJEWRY 

.f curreat marriages are shown: 
:)ID and raised as Jews and now 
, spouse was bom and raised as 
-mally converted or informally 

those in which one spouse was 
ISe is not currently Jewish. 
=en someone bom Jewish and a 
DlU1'iage, among all marriages 
points. However, this increase 
::teaSe over the percentage of 
e. 
when age groups are compared 
.Q-49 age group, the percentage 
d; it rose by more than 33 % in 
iO~ in the youngest age pup, 
)t marry until their 30& and 405, 
ages among the 18-29 age group 
I intermarriage is very apparent. 
1&11 numbers, intermarriages of 
Dr Jews-by-Cboice. These kinds 
in the next decade. 
icago are still below the national 
show that 28 % of all marriages 
tified Jewish spouse are mixed 
attribute the difference to the 

:bicago Jewish community or of 
example, the size of the Jewish 
:atively correlated with rates of 
ISbip among various colDllJUDity 
uy analysis of local Jewish 
e early to mid 1980&, shows that 
.ty is an important correlate of 
th synagogue affiliation and 
mted to city size, that is, the 
II' the synagogue affiliation rate 
planation for this correlation lies 
ber (and hence density) of Jews 
in-marriage and alternatives to 
interaction. (Rabinowitz, 1988: 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I
 
I
 

; 
I 

!
 
I
 

i 
1 , 

!

I 
I 

[ 
J 

\ 

( 

!
\ 

r 
( 
I 
I 
I 

t 

II') 
II') 

In c.. 
..J­
..J-

c.. =
 
0 

~ 
~ 
::s 
0 

;:u:l 

~ 

~ -
." 

-00 

Ii 

01-

,~-
oS
'C 
til 
is 

J
 -

I
is 

I:lt:...

0 

~ 
~ 
G 

•CIO 

's 
j 
oS 
aO 

~
 

il-

1 
~~I 

~~I
 
."i_ 

00 
0 - 111')01 

il 
01 ­
~il
-

il 

01­
f"l 

I
0­
f"l00 

01-

i­~ 

_ I	 00 
00	 ­

01-


... G
0­

~t 
~U 

rt 

f"l 
00 

II') 
01 

f"l 
01 

-
I"'" 

00 
00 

f"l 
II') 

-I"'" 
N 
II') 

~ 

il 
il '~ 
'i .... 
.... ~ 
e= 
&~ 

\C 

•
 

-

-

01 

f"l 

01 

\C 

-

I"'" 

8 
'0 

.c~ 
'i~ .... ~ 

e~ 
&~ 

~ 8-
f"l- 8-
• 8-
\C 8-
~ 8-
00 t 

00 
f"l 8-
f"l 
N 8-
I"'"• 8-
I"'" 
N 8-

Ai 
&~ 
e z ! 

oG .s 

1
 
s 
8 
."-

~ 
8­
~ 
oS 
Co 
:I 

~
 



0-5 

56 CONTEMPORARY JEWRY 

Interestingly. results from the Chicago study show that even within 
a metropolitan area. those persons who are intermarried tend to live in 
areas of lower density Jewish population. That is. 43 ~ of all mixed 
married households live in areas which account for only 16~ of all 
core Jewish households in the metropolitan area (parts of the city. the 
south and west suburbs). The move to these regions may occur after 
the intermarriages and reflect an interest in finding areas which are not 
as overtly Jewish as the more deuse. areas in the north-northwestem 
suburbs and north side of the city. 

The consequences of intermarriage will be felt by the children in 
these families. The total number of children living in all Core Jewish 
households is 70.400. Some 58.300 (83.9~) of these youths are being 
raised Jewisbly. In mixed married households. i.e.. households in 
which there is one Jewish spouse and one non-Jewish spouse. with 
children under 18 living at home. 37 ~ of the children are being raised 
as Jews; 53 ~ are being raised in some other religion or in a mixture 
that may include Judaism; and slightly over 10~ of children in 
intermarried households are not being raised in any religion. The 
national figures revealed that in the same kinds of households. 29 ~ of 
children below 18 are being raised Jewish. some 41 ~ are being raised 
in a non-Jewish religion. and nearly 31 ~ are not being raised in any 
religion. The figures do show that in Chicago there are more children 
being raised Jewisbly and in some kind of religion and relatively few 
being raised with no religion at all. 

It is also interesting to look at how children are being raised in 
mixed households in Chicago. when controlling for their age. Table 9 
shows that the percentage being raised as Jews in intermarriages varies 
by age. from 24 ~ for those under six years old. to 50~ for those in 
the 6-12 age group; and to 40~ for those between 13-17. There are 
two possible interpretations. neither of which can be fully supported 
without additional information and more cases. The first is that families 
with younger children are different from families with older children 
and that the proportion of children raised exclusively Jewish will 
remain at on~uartereven when these children are older. Perhaps. as 
a recent analysis of NJPS data suggests (Keysar. Mayer and Kosmin. 
1993). the characteristics of the parents are important. The analysis 
discussed the impact of the parents' religious identification. education. 
secular and Jewish. and generation-in-tho-U.S•• among other factors 
in reviewing the likelihood that a child of a mixed married household 
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Table 9. Religion of Children From Mixed Marriages by Age of 
Children: Percent Distribution 

0-5 6-12 13-17 Total 
Jewish 24 50 40 37 
Other Religion 24 27 51 29 
Mixed (Jewish/other) 35 17 5 24 
None 16 6 4 10 
Total gga 100 100 100 

• Adds up to 99% due to rounding. 

would be identified as Jewish. The other possibility is that intermarried 
parents change their views when children reach school age and they are 
confronted with decisions about religious education. This suggests a 
dynamic view towards childhood Jewish identity formation. 

Jewish Involvement: Another area of the study worth discussing 
involves the various indicators of Jewish identity and involvement. The 
1990 study used some of the indicators from the previous study and 
added some others. The wording for the various indicators, however, 
was not consistent either between the two studies or between the 1990 
Chicago study and NJPS. Thus, some attention must be paid to the 
wording of the survey questioas when drawing inferences.2 As with 
NJPS, some indicators related to the involvement of the respondent, 
while others pertained to practices observed by the household. 

The various indicators pertain to: 1) religious practices; 2) civic­
organizational involvement; 3) ties to Israel; 4) Jewish social ties; and 
5) Jewish education. The data were analyzed for metropolitan Chicago 
as a whole for 1990, then compared with the NJPS results for core 
Jewish households, and by various sub-groups in our Chicago sample: 
secular Jewish respondents (using a broad definition of secular Jew to 
include respondents who indicated they were Jews by religion, but 
-secular- by denomination), entirely Jewish households (i.e., in which 
only core Jews reside) and mixed households (with at least one core 
Jewish household member). The data are presented in Table 10. 

Several observatioas can be made. First, comparisons between the 
NJPS and CPS show, for the most part, that the Chicago community 
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bas a higher level of involvement and identification than the national 
population. NJPS, of course, represents an average of all areas within 
the United States. The data also show that secular Jews have a much 
lower level of identification and involvement. Differences also exist 
between the households which are entirely Jewish and those (mixed) 
households which include both Jews and non-Jews. These data parallel 
the differences observed in NJPS. 

There are two additional questions which can be raised about the 
findings. The first relates to any bias in the response because the 
respondent over- or understates their level of identification or 
involvement. Such bias may result from a social desirability pressure 
to respond positively to questions regarding Jewish involvement or 
from general ignorance on the part of the respondent who either is not 
aware of certain behaviors on part of themselves or other members of 
the household or is confused about them (see Sudman and Bradburn, 
1982). The second question refers to the dynamic nature of Jewish life 
and the fact that at different points in time a respondent may be active 
and at other times inactive. We certainly know that there are higher and 
lower periods of involvement during the different phases of the life­
cycle. The most recent questionnaire does obtain information about past 
and current synagogue involvement and past and current Jewish 
education. However, the relevant questions pertain to long timespans, 
while for communal policy makers, shorter term changes are important. 
We will provide an example below that relates to annual decisions to 
be involved with the federated campaign. 

Since we used a dual sampling frame, including a sample of 
households in the Jewish United Fund (JUF) files as well as a random 
sample of households that were not in the files, there is an opportunity 
to review these two questions by comparing the responses in the survey 
to the questions about contributiing during the previous twelve months 
(1989) to the JUF, the local federated campaign, with the information 
in the files.' Of course, such analysis cannot serve as a proxy for all 
other indicators of Jewish involvement or identity, nor does it reveal 
intentions or reasons for behavior-only the fact that the behavior is the 
same or different from that reported by the respondent• 

The initial response to a question regarding campaign contributions 
in the previous twelve months yielded results that showed more than 
half of the respondents maintained that they had given to the JUF in 
1989. The other half either said they did not, were not sure, refused to 
answer the question or were not asked as they had stated that they did 



60 CONTEMPORARY JEWRY 

not make any philanthropic contributions·in general or specifically to 
Jewish c:auses. The results of the verification of the responses are 
shown in Table 11. Overall, there is a high percentage overlap between 
stated and verified behavior. Almost all (88") of the verified 
contributors to the JUF are, in fact, aware that they are contributors. 
Of the 12" who were not aware they were contributors, more than half 
were not aware they contribute to Jewish c:auses. Among the non­
givers, four of ten matintain they do not give at all to Jewish 
philanthropy. Close to a third, however, are mistaken contributors (i.e., 
say they give but are not listed as contributors). In addition to the social 
desirability bias, there may also be other factors working, such as lack 
of knowledge, a contribution by some other member of the household, 
etc. In Chicago, many non-contributors also receive a few editions of 
the federated newspaper, the JUF News, which is sent to the entire 
mailing list two times a year. They may be confusing receipt of the 
newspaper with contributing. 

Table 11. Verification of Stated contributions to the Jewish United 
Fund: 1989 

Verified status 
wContributed to JUF Giver Non-Giver 

in Past 12 monthsw (1989) 
Yes 88 32 
No 3 22 
Do Not Know 2 4 
Did Not Give to 
Jewish Charities 7 42 

Total 100 100 

Finally, some of the contributors or non-contributors may also be 
mistaken about whether they made a pledge in 1989, since their status 
may change from year to year. We selected a subsample of 212 cases 
from the total sample for further analysis. Unfortunately, analysis 
indicated that the subsample is not a completely random sample of our 
population study. Nevertheless, the results are very interesting. When 
we trace actual giving experience during a three year period, 1991 
through 1993 (excluding 43 cases, 21", which could not be verified as 
we could not locate accounts perhaps due to a change of address), we 
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found that: a) six out of ten contributors from 1989 continued to pve 
during the three year period. bot that 17 (11 ~ of the verified givers 
from 1989 in this subsample) became non-givers; but, conversely. b) 
a significant proportion. slightly over half. of the non-givers in 1989 
became contributors sometime during the 1991-93 period. Evm if this 
result proves to be overstated. it shows there may be changes in Jewish 
idmtification and involvement over a short period of time. 

The issue raised by this analysis goes beyond the question of who 
contributes one year or another. For example. it raises the question of 
whether contributors feel they are in any way contributing to the central 
community organization or simply to just another organization. It also 
raises the issue of whether a contribution is based on a long term 
commitment or merely on a fluctuating interest or the availability of 
what they conceive to be disposable income. The issue also touches 
upon the relationship between the larger community and the federated 
system. The issue. of course, can also be framed vis-'-vis other 
institutions as well. For example, there is the question of the meaning 
of affiliation with synagogues or Community Centers to those who are 
members. These organizations are, of course. different from JUF. 
fulfilling different functions, but the question of whether their 
constituencies relate to them as "consumers" and not as members with 
some commitment to the institution should be examined. Our analysis 
of available data will not give us the answers to these questions; 
however. they may provide important background information to help 
us better frame the issues before us. 

USE OF SURVEY RESULTS FOR PLANNING 

Each of the Chicago area studies has been used by the local 
community for a variety of educational and planning purposes 
including: a) the decision to locate facilities, b) providing a rationale 
for service initiatives, c) educating the community d) campaign, and e) 
facilitating better relationships between Federation and congregations 
by providing information which is of assistance to them. Our experi­
ence bas led to the conclusion that the data from a survey are only one 
of the pieces of information needed to be factored into planning or 
policy decisions. Sometimes survey data merely serve as background 
information for policy discussioas (Friedman 1984). At other times. the 
data are valuable for a particular decision (e.g.• placement of a facility 
in relationship to the size and age of the Jewish population in a specific 
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area). However, in DO case have the data alone been sufficient to fully 
address the issues surrounding communal policy. The data need to be 
supplemented by information about needs, about institutions, agency 
service statistics, organizations, the role of Jewish and non-Jewish 
organiDtions (if related to service need) in providing service; the kinds 
of resources available; values and priorities. A thirty to forty minute 
survey of a random sample of individuals should not be expected to 
provide all of the data needed in the complex process of communal 
decision-making. 

Goldscheider (1991) addresses the lament of policy makers that it is 
often difficult to translate the data from surveys into communal policies 
to improve the quality of Jewish life. He notes that one of the problems 
is the focus of surveys upon individuals, while policies focus upon the 
institutions. He cautions, 

Until we examine the linkages of these community and 
institutions contexts to the quality of Jewish life, our 
understanding of the continuities and changes of the American 
Jewish community will be limited and our policy and planning 
will not be effective. 

Although his caution refers to the -quality of Jewish life, - it holds for 
many other planning and policy issues as well. 

Nevertheless, these limitations notwithstanding, the availability of 
survey data certainly enhances the policy and planning process. Some 
examples from both the 1981 and 1990 studies suffice to show how the 
data may be useful: 

1993 Jewish FederoJ;on Priorilies Study: The data from the 1981 and
 
the 1990 studies were integrated with qualitative data as part of an
 
envirolUllCllltal &caD to show the major changes within the Chicago
 

. Jewish community over a three decade period. The &caD provided the
 
background for the discussion of priorities. 

1993 ldelll;ty tuIIi Colllinuity Task For«: The Task Force, which has 
involved direct participation of eighteen major Jewish organiDtions in 
the Chicago area and numerous other organiDtions through a series of 
local community forums, has provided an excellent opportunity to share 
the findings of the National and Chicago Jewish Population Survey with 
Jewish organiDtional professionals and volunteers. Data have been 
extremely helpful, more, it should be noted, in the comparison made 
among various groups in the total population than in examination of the 

FRIEDMAN 

percentages pertaining to a parbC1l 
For example, comparisons were . 
Jews in them and mixed househol, 
individuals and married couples \II 
and among married couples with 
years of age; 6-17; and 18 and I 

Further, the information on Jewisl 
context for discussing the needs oj 
held in different areas of Chicago 

Community Sub-regional PlanninS 
the Federation is looking at regi. 
assess their needs. The data fron 
combined with data from previou 
qualitative and institutional analy. 

Developmelll O/IM SyfUlgOgue 4IJi 
from the 1981 study led to a focus· 
affiliation. Specifically, data were 
that households join, drop out &I 

people are more likely to join at 
others. Regional meetings were hI 
the findings and to show that they 
zero-sum game in which ever] 
membership entails a loss of anol 
several communities, the congreg. 
fair in cooperation with the local CI 

there was no major conflict betw; 
While the results have been mode. 
individuals or families affiliate bee 
spread to all areas within metropo: 
relationship would not have been 
Population Study. The data pre 
congregations together. Moreover 
affiliation and the Jewish popuIatia 

CONCI 

There is clearly a need for a 
studies cannot provide a complete 



tYlEWRY 

Ita alone been sufficient to fully 
IDa1 policy. Tbe data Deed to be 
_, about institutions, agency 

role of Jewish and non-Jewish 
l) in providing service; the kinds 
orities. A thirty to forty minute 
!uals should not be expected to 
complex process of comDJImaJ 

ament of policy makers that it is 
I surveys into communal policies 
Ie notes that one of the problems 
Is, while policies focus upon the 

of these community and 
ality of Jewish life, our 
:lid changes of the American 
IDd our policy and planning 

ality of Jewish life,· it holds for 
; as well. 
withstanding, the availability of 
licy and planning process. Some 
) studies suffice to show how the 

.4y: The data from the 1981 and 
b qualitative data as part of an 
or changes within the Chicago 
Ie period. The scan provided the 
rities. 

"l'Ce: The Task Force, which bas 
:n major Jewish organizations in 
IOrganiDtions through a series of 
an excellent opportunity to share 

10 Jewish Population Survey with 
and volunteers. Data have been 
: noted, in the comparison made 
Jlation than in examination of the 

FRIEDMAN AND PHILLIPS 63 

percentaaes pertaining to a particular indicator of Jewish identification. 
For example, comparisons were made between households with only 
Jews in them and mixed households; among households with unrelated 
individuals and married couples without children (below 40; over 40); 
and among married couples with children of varying ages (below six 
years of age; 6-17; and 18 and over) and single parent households. 
Further, the information on Jewish identity bas been used to provide a 
context for discussing the needs of specific areas in community forums 
held in different areas of Chicago. 

Community SlIb-regional Planning: Concurrent with a Priorities Study, 
the Federation is looking at regions within the metropolitan area to 
assess their needs. The data from the 1D08t recent population study, 
combined with data from previous studies, provide a context for the 
qualitative and institutional analyses to assess needs. 

DevelopIMnt of1M Synagogue 4J!ilialionFairs: An analysis of the data 
from the 1981 study led to a focus upon the dynamics of congregational 
affiliation. Specifically, data were used to focus attention on the fact 
that households join, drop out and possibly rejoin and that certain 
people are more likely to join at certain points in the life cycle than 
others. Regional meetings were held with area synagogues to discuss 
the findings and to show that they need not think of the situation as a 
zero-sum game in which every increase in one congregation's 
membership entails a loss of another congregation's membership. In 
several communities, the congregations agreed to develop a synagogue 
fair in cooperation with the local community center to demonstrate that 
there was no major conflict between these two institutional spheres. 
While the results have been modest in demonstrating that many more 
individuals or families affiliate because of these fairs, the concept has 
spread to all areas within metropolitan Chicago. This cooperative 
relationship would not have been possible without the data from the 
Population Study. The data provided a basis for bringing area 
congregations together. Moreover, information from the study about 
affiliation and the Jewish population helped frame the issues discussed. 

CONCLUSION 

There is clearly a need for a national survey. The sum of local 
studies cannot provide a complete national picture. At the same time, 
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however, communities caonot rely merely upon national data for their 
local planning. 

Results of the Chicago Jewish Population studies show that while 
there are legitimate methodological issues IDd conceIDS which can be 
raised about local studies, on the whole, the trends reveal a picture 
which is consistent with the national picture, moderated by the 
perspective of a local community. Chicago is not simply a five percent 
view (its approximate proportion of the total national core Jewish 
population). It is important to take into consideration the context of the 
community IDd its institutions. There are SOllie interesting insights from 
the local study that can contribute to addressing SOllie of the issues 
raised at the national level or in other communities (e.g., the dynamics 
of philanthropic giving over time IDd the fact that many more 
households are involved Jewishly over time than is apparent when only 
a one-time saapshot is used). And finally, using the information in the 
appropriate manner can be helpful in local planning and policy 
developmmlt. 

NOTES 
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