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The Jewish Federation Council of Greater Los Angeles. conducted a 
Regional Needs Survey in order to develop a valid and current informa­
tion base to assist JFC leaders in determining overall community priori ­
ties. 237 knowledgeable individuals were interviewed from the five JFC 
regions. These priorities will provide one input to determine how best 
to allocate scarce resources among programs and agencies in the 
community. 

EXISTENCE OF SOCIAL PROBLEMS 

- Social problems relate to individual and social functioning. Respon­
dents were asked about the existence of 22 social problems in their 
regions. Each of these problems was reported in all JFC regions by 
at least some respondents. These social problems, therefore, seem to 
be widespread. 

- In general, the number and variety of problems tend to be greater
in those regions having the larger Jewish populations. 

- Family problems and problems of the el derly are among the most fre­
quently cited problems in all regions. Permanent poverty and other 
poverty-rel ated probl ems tend to be more preval ent in regions with 
larger Jewish popula~ions. 

• MOST SERIOUS SOCIAL PROBLEMS 

- When all the JFC regions are considered together four social problems 
aye noted as the most serious: divorce/marital conflict, lack of 
affordable housing for the elderly, social isolation of the elderly, 
and emotional or psychological problems of children and adolescents. 
These four social problems include the three most serious as reported 
by all five regions. These are "first tier" problems. 

- There is a "second tier ll of five problems, considered to be among the 
more serious social problems in only some regions: emotional or psy­
chological problems of adults, lack of home care for the elderly, 
lack of transportation for the elderly, lack of institutional facili ­
ties for the elderly, and Jews living in permanent poverty. 

- The remaining 13 social problems comprise a IIthird tier,1I thought by 
only a small number of respondents to be among the three most serious 
social problems. 

- The reasons given by respondents for social problems being considered 
most serious can be grouped into four broad categories: 

1.	 Individual Impact
The problem is serious because individuals are at risk. 
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2. Large Numbers 
The problem is serious because many individuals are now or will 
soon be affected. 

3. Jewish Survival 
The problem is serious because Jewish survival is threatened. 

4. Jewish Responsibility
The problem is serious because the Jewish community has respon­
sibility for dealing with it. 

CHANGING STATUS OF SOCIAL PROBLEMS 

-Almost all of the nine most serious social ,problems in the five re­
gions are judged to have gotten worse in recent years. In all re­
gions and for all of the nine social problems, the respondents who 
said that conditions had gotten worse outnumbered those who said they 
had gotten better. 

- There is near consensus that three problems, 1i sted j n descendi ng 
order, have gotten particularly worse: lack of affordable housing
for the elderly, Jews living in a condition of permanent poverty, and 
divorce and marital conflict. 

AWARENESS AND ADEQUACY OF PROGRAMS ADDRESSING SOCIAL PROBLEMS 

- When asked about services available to address the nine most serious 
soci al probl ems, respondents were more apt ·to name Jewi sh than gen­
eral programs. The one exception was in meeting the transportation
needs of the el derly where twi ce as many respondents ci ted general 
rather than Jewish programs. 

- Respondents appear to be relatively unfamiliar with services in rela­
ti on to two "second ti er" probl ems of the el derly -- transportation 
in the case of the Jewish services, and home help in the case of the 
general services. 

- In general, only small minorities of respondents consider existing 
services to be adequate for any of the nine most serious social prob­
lems, and especially for the following three problems of the elderly: 
lack of transportation, lack of home care, and lack of affordable 
housing. 

- Taken as a whole, the perceived adequacy of the services provided by
Jewish and general agencies appears to be about the same. 

EXISTENCE OF COMMUNAL PROBLEMS 

- Jewish communal problems relate to areas of need specific to Jews and 
the Jewish community. Respondents were asked whether each of 25 
Jewi sh communal problems exi sted in thei r regi ons. Each of these 
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prob1ems was reported in all JFC regi ons by at 1east some respond­
ents. Jewish communal problems are seen as numerous and pervasive. 

- The regions are similar to one another with respect to the number and 

1, 
'~I vari ety of communal probl ems they experi ence, but they differ in 

their particular combination of problems. The influence of cults, 
the cost of Jewi sh educati on, anti -Israel propaganda, and especi ally 
the i sol ati on of immi grants from the mai nstream of Jewi sh 1ife are 
more frequently mentioned in those regions with larger Jewish popula­
tions, whereas the lack of Jewish recreational facilities and social 
and cultural activities are more frequently cited in those with 
smaller Jewish populations. 

- In all JFC regions, intermarriage, anti-semitism, low levels of affi­
liation with synagogues and Jewish groups, and the small number of 
UJWF contributors are frequently reported communal problems. 

MOST SERIOUS CO..,lJNAL PROBLEMS 

- When the regions are considered together, two communal problems are 
included among the three most serious in all JFC regions: intermar­
riage, and the large numbers of Jews unaffiliated with any Jewish 
groups or organi zati ons. Four other problems al so are regarded as 
among the three most serious in some regions: small numbers of UJWF 
contri butors, anti -semi ti cacti vi ty, low synagogue affil i ati on, and 
few children receiving a Jewish education. Taken as a whole, these 
six communal problems account for the three most serious ones named 
in all regions. These are "first-tier" problems. For four of the 
six problems, however, there is substantial regional variation. 

- The reaso,ns given by respondents for "first-tier" communal problems 
being considered most serious were almost exclusively linked to 
Jewish community survival. These problems were regarded as evidence 
of an eroding Jewish community or as contributing to that erosion. 

- There is a "second tier" of three problems, only considered serious 
in some regions and by relatively small percentages of respondents: 
the quality of Jewish' education, anti-Israel propaganda and lack of 
Jewish recreational facilities. 

- The remaining 17 communal problems comprise a "third tier," because 
they were named as among the three most seri ous probl ems ei ther by 
small minorities or, in some regions, by no respondents at all. 

CHANGING STATUS OF COMMUNAL PROBLEMS 

- Of the nine most serious communal problems identified by respondents, 
three were judged to have particularly worsened during the past three 
years: anti-Israel propaganda, anti-semitic activity, and inter­
marriage. 
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- Except for some improvement in the quality of Jewish education, more 
respondents thought that the problems had gotten worse than thought 
they had gotten better. Majorities in all regi ons thought that the 
lack of Jewish recreational and social activities had stayed about 
the same. 

- The Metropol itan region appears to have been sl i ghtly more affected 
by negative trends than the other regions. 

- Trends in relation to communal problems are less pessimistic than 
trends in relation to social problems. 

AWARENESS AND ADEQUACY OF PROGRAMS ADDRESSING COMMUNAL PROBLEMS 

- Survey resul ts suggest that two of the ni ne most seri ous communal 
problems, anti-semitic activity and anti-Israel propaganda are 
receiving the most programmatic attention. Receiving the least 
attenti on are low 1evel s of synagogue affi 1i ati on, low 1evel s of 
Jewish group affiliation, and intermarriage. 

- On average, respondents are more aware of program efforts directed to 
"second tier" than "first tier" communal problems. 

- Of the programmatic activities directed to the nine areas under re­
view, those aimed at anti-semitism and anti-Israel propaganda are 
deemed most adequate. Those judged least adequate address the prob­
lems of synagogue affiliation, intermarriage, and the quality of 
Jewish education. 

- Assessments of programmatic adequacy are on average somewhat more 
favorable for Jewish communal than for social problems. For seven of 
the nine communal problems, however, few respondents consider exist­
ing programs to be adequate. 

POPULATION GROUP AFFECTED BY COMMUNAL PROBLEMS 

- Of the ni ne most seri ous communal problems, two were reported as 
affecting almost everyone in the Jewish community: the small number 
of UJWF contributors, and the prevalence of anti-semitic activity. 

- Although the remaining seven serious problems affect specific groups, 
e.g., the general adult population, young adults, teenagers and 
children rather than preschoolers, single adults, ·single parents, the 
elderly, and immigrants, most communal prob"lems appear to affect 
everyone in the Jewish community either directly or indirectly. 
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RANK ORDERING OF SOCIAL AND COMMUNAL PROBLEMS .J' 

- Social and communal problems are intermingled among the most serious
 
problems confronting the Federation regions. Both types of problems
 
are equally represented among the ten most serious problems in every
 
JFC region.
 

- When weighted rank scores are used to order problems, five are among

the ten most serious in most regions: intermarriage, divorce/marital
 
confl ict, the eniotionalO'r'" psychol ogi cal probl ems of chi 1dren and
 
adolescents, the low number of Jews affiliated with Jewish groups or
 
organizations, and the lack of affordable housing for the elderly.
 

- Although problem rankings tend to vary by region, the following types
 
of problems rank among the most serious in all regions: family prob­

lems, problems of low levels of organizational affiliation, problems

of the elderly, and Jewish educational problems.
 

- In general, the survey findings indicate considerable diversity about 
the parti cul ar combi nati on of probl ems respondents in each regi on
 
considered the most serious; judgments are dispersed over many

problems.
 

POPULATION GROUPS MOST IN NEED OF ADDITIONAL RESOURCES 

- When respondents were asked about groups ; n thei r regi ons most in
 
need of additional resource allocations, the two groups most often
 
cited in all regions were the elderly and teenagers.
 

- The reasons respondents gave for nomi nati ng the el derlt as most in
 
need were related primarily to characteristics of the e derly, espe­

cially their physical vulnerability.
 

- Respondents who i denti fi ed teena~ers as most in need were concerned 
with teenagers' alienation from ew;sh life and their cultural vul­

nerability. Their eroding Jewish identity was of particular
 
concern.
 

- The groups least often cited as having such needs were preschoolers
 
and immigrants, although the latter ranked somewhat higher in the
 
Metropolitan region than in the others.
 

- Children, young adults, the general adult population, single parents
 
and single adults tend to fall into middle positions in terms of
 
need. Although chi 1dren were thought to have a greater need for
 
additional allocations than single adults in all regions, the other
 
relative rankings of the groups in the middle vary noticeably from
 
one region to another.
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This report summarizes the findings from the 1982 Jewish Federation 

Council Regional Needs Survey. The survey, conducted within the framework 

of the Federation's Community Priorities System, is one means of generating 

a valid and current information base to assist JFC leaders in determining 

overall community program priorities. The results of the survey, however, 

do not constitute final JFC community priorities; rather the data represent 

the aggregated judgments and perceptions of a knowledgeable cross section 

of individuals from the JFC regions regarding the problems and needs facing 

Jews in Los Angeles. This document coupled with the results of the 1979 

Los Angeles Jewish Population Study, therefore, provides information essen­

tial to an informed priority setting process. 

We want to emphasize the distinction between needs assessment and pri­

ority setting. Needs assessment is essentially a measurement process. It 

is a tool for collecting and analyzing accurate, timely data to assist 

deci si on-makers in pl anni ng programs, i dentifyi ng resources to meet prob­

lems, and, ultimately, allocating funds. Priority setting, on the other 

hand, is essentially a political process. It strives to sort out and 

choose among competing values and judgments; only one of these values is 

related to need. A needs assessment makes a contribution to an informed 

priority setting process; it is ot the total process. 

Formal needs assessments, whil e not yet common among human service 

agenci es, appear to be on the increase. t~ore and more, they are seen by 

such agencies not only as a useful part of the budgetary process but al so 

as a means of promoting awareness about the needs of particular target 

groups, ascertaining the seriousness of specific problems, and obtaining 

general jUdgments about the adequacy of services. 
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How the Survey was Conducted 

The findings presented in this report are based on information col­

lected through what is commonly referred to in the needs assessment liter­

ature as the "key informant" approach. The primary emphasis of this ap­

proach is to gather information about client needs and perceptions of ser­

vice utilization from persons who are designated as familiar with the com­

munity, its people, their particular needs, and ~he availability and use of 

services. 

As noted earlier, this Regional Needs Survey was conducted primarily 

to develop an information base to assist lay decision-makers in establish­

ing community priorities so as to best allocate scarce resources among pro­

grams and agencies in the communi ty. In order to achi eve that goal, we 

wanted to approach people involved with and knowledgeable about Jewish com­

munity life. Further, we recognized the other advantages of this approach: 

its relatively simple design, low cost, and short time frame. Considering 

the specific purpose we had in mind for undertaking this needs assessment, 

as well as the practicality of this approach, we judged the "key informant" 

method to be the most appropriate strategy. 

The useful ness of the informati on obtained from the "key informant" 

approach is based to a 1arge degree on the effecti veness of the proce­

dures for identifying respondents who are best qualified to provide the 

requested information. 

Respondent Selection Process 

The five regional directors of the Jewish Federation Council were con­

tacted by the Pl anni ng and Budgeti ng Department and asked to identify key 

individuals in their regions whom they regarded as knowledgeable about the 
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region, its Jewish residents, their problems and need for services, and the 

patterns of service received. We asked for a balanced set of nominees, as 

representative as possible of the entire region, and collectively familiar 

wi th the di verse popul ati on groups and human needs in the regi on. \~e de­

vised a checklist to ensure that balance was achieved, and that a broadly 

representative group had been selected in each region. It should be noted 

that respondents selected by the key informant approach are not intended to 

be representative of a community's population in a statistical sense. 

Respondents were in approximately equal numbers, male and female. However, 

they were more likely to be opinion leaders, to be more involved in Jewish 

and community affairs, and to be older than the population of any region as 

a whole. These factors 'should be kept in mind in interpreting their re­

sponses. The initial memoranda to regional directors, and a copy of the 

checklist, are in Appendix A. 

Description of Questionnaire 

Concurrently, we designed a questionnaire to be used as the basis of 

structured interviews conducted by trained interviewers. This systemati­

cally elicited the pertinent information about regional problems, needs and 

target groups from the identified individuals. With the promise of confi­

dentiality, a total of 33 questions were asked of all respondents, includ­

ing questions about their own affiliations and participation in Jewish 

affairs. The questionnaire was designed to elicit problem identification 

and diagnosis information as well as priority choices among problems and 

needs facing Jews in the JFC regions. Its specific content revolves around 

two extensive lists of problems divided into social and communal areas. 

Social problems relate to individual and social functioning. Jewish 
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communal problems relate to areas of need specific to Jews and the Jewish 

community. These two problem lists were formulated by the researchers in 

consultation with JFC agency executives, regional directors, the Planning & 

Budgeting Research Committee, and outside consultants. The final lists are 

extensive and cover a broad range of problem and need areas. 

Both closed and open-ended questions were included in the question­

naire. For each social problem item, respondents were asked: 

1. whether the problem exists in the region 

2. its degree of seriousness 

3. the specific geographic focus 

4. changing conditions surrounding the problem 

Respondents were then asked to sel ect the three most seri ous soci al 

problems and give a rationale for these selections. Further problem diag­

nosis was solicited through questions asking abo~t respondent awareness of 

Jewish and community programs dealing with these problems and the adequacy 

of these programs. Finally, respondents had the opportunity to offer sug­

gestions to JFC and it agencies for dealing with these problems. 

These same questions, following the same sequence, were asked in re­

gard to the Jewish communal problems. 

Respondents were fi nally asked to consi der soci al and Jewi sh commu­

nal service problems together. The three most serious social and Jewish 

communal problems were rank ordered by degree of seriousness. Lastly, 

Jewish population groups were ranked in terms of their need for additional 

resource allocations. 

A draft of the questionnaire was reviewed by all JFC agency execu­

tive directors, JFC regional directors, Planning & Budgeting Committee 
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Budget Review chairpersons, members of the Planning & Budgeting Research 

Committee, members of the JFC Administrative staff, and the chairperson of 

the Committee on Regions. The questionnaire was then revised and pretested 

with a small sample of respondents selected from all five JFC regions. 

Following this pretest, further modifications were made and the 

questionnaire was final"ized. A copy of the full questionnaire is available 

upon request. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Altogether, 237 key individuals were interviewed. The respondent 

sample, approximately proportional to the population size of each re­

gion,* was as follows: 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS 

Region Number 

Metropolitan 60 
San Fernando Valley 75 
Western 37 
Eastern 34 
Southern 31 

Total 237 

All findings reported here are based on the responses of these 237 

individuals. 

After the interviews were completed, the data were coded and checked 

for errors. Statistical analyses were perfonned by the· Institute of Social 

Science Research at UCLA. A detailed description of the methods used to 

compute the weighted rank scores appears in Appendix C. 

An analysis of possible biases was then undertaken to ensure that the 

jUdgments expressed by the respondents had not been unduly infl uenced by 

the affiliations or positions they held or by their particular areas of 

*A map of the JFC Regions and the communities included in each region can 
be found in Appendix B. 
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expertise. No serious biases were found. The respondents had displayed a 

hi gh 1evel of objectivi ty, open-mi ndedness and communal spi rit in thei r 

responses. 

An earlier draft of this report was circulated to a special Review 

Committee for review and comments. The small committee was composed of 

some members of the JFC Pl anni ng & Budgeti ng Commi ttee, the Pl anni ng & 

Budgeting Research Committee, the Planning &Budgeting Community Priorities 

Committee, and the JFC agencies' executive directors. This final document 

incorporates their thoughts and recommendations. 

Organization of Report 

The following chapters are organized in approximately the same se­

quence as the questions in the original questionnaire. In each chapter we 

begin with a broad review of problems, followed by a progressively narrower 

focus on the problems deemed by respondents as the most serious in their 

region. 

Chapter 1 deals with the variety of social problems identified by re­

spondents as existing in their region and judged by them as the most seri­

ous for Jews residing in the region. The chapter then discusses respon­

dents' views as to whether conditions surrounding the most serious prob­

1ems have gotten better, worse, or stayed the same duri ng the precedi ng 

three years. Fi nally, analysis of respondent awareness of Jewi sh and 

general community-sponsored programs is presented. 

Chapter 2 follows the same format but focuses on Jewish communal prob­

lems in the five JFC regions. This chapter also reports the respondents' 

jUdgments about Jewish population groups most affected by these particular 

communal problems. 
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Chapter 3 considers social problems and Jewish communal problems toge­

ther. The main focus is on the types of social and communal problems 

judged by the respondents as the most serious of all the probl ems faci ng 

Jews in the JFC regions. Wei ghted rank scores have been computed to hel p 

further di sti ngui sh among the most serious soci al and communal probl ems 

confronting Jews in the individual regions. Regional variations and simi­

larities are also highlighted. 

The chapter concludes with an examination of the population groups 

within the Jewish community most in need of additional resource alloca­

tions. The analysis points out the relative high level of consensus exist­

ing both within and across regions around the target groups most in need of 

additional Jewish community resources. 

The last chapter, Chapter 4, analyzes the meaning of the findings and 

their function in stimulating new ways of thinking about problems affecting 

the Jewish community. 

Each chapter i ncl udes a bol dface boxed summary of the fi ndings, fol­

lowed by detailed text which accompanies the tables in which findings are 

displayed. These tables tend to be long and, in some instances, complex. 

Because of this, we have qescribed what each table contains, and how it can 

be usefully read. 

We want to make one additional comment about the tables here, even 

though it will be repeated later on. Almost all of the tables have a 

"Total" column, in which the reported findings for all regions and for all 

respondents are combined. These aggregated findings can be taken as a con­

venient point of reference but should not be given any more emphasis than 

that, because respondents in the Needs Survey were asked questi ons about 
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their own particular region, and not about the greater Los Angeles Jewish 

community. The combined responses from the five JFC regions, while con­

venient for assessing overall patterns and trends, are nonetheless artifi­

cial and, therefore, require cautious interpretation. 

We turn now to the Survey fi ndi ngs. We begi n the presentati on wi th 

an analysis of the most serious social problems and needs facing Jews in 

the five JFC regions. 



1 M31dVHJ 



- 13 ­

1-1 
Social problems relate to individual and social functioning. 

Respondents were asked about the existence of 22 social problems 
in their regions. Each of these problems 
regions by at least some respondents.
therefore, seem to be widespread. 

was reported in all JFC 
These social problems, 

In general, the number and variety of problems tend to be 
greater in those regions having the larger Jewish populations. 

Family problems and problems of the elderly are among the most 
frequently cited problems in all regions. Permanent poverty 
and other poverty-related problems tend to be more prevalent in 
regions with larger Jewish populations. 

Respondents were asked whether the problems listed in the left-hand 

column of Table 1-1 exist in their region. The table indicates the pro­

portions who said "yes." Each row shows the extent of regional varia­

tion. The first five columns order the problems for the different JFC 

regions. The IITotal ll column on the right-hand side of the table dis­

plays the dat~ for all respondents and regions combined. The problems 

are 1i sted so that the ones ci ted by more respondents appear near the 

top, the ones cited by fewer near the bottom. 

Prevalence of social problems. The data clearly indicate that all 

problems were seen as existing in all regions. The 22 social problems 

studi ed thus appear to be wi despread, numerous, and di verse. However, 

the percentages sho·..m in the table vary, depending on the particular 

region and the specific problem to which the respondents referred when 

they answered the question. When only those problems thought to exist 

in their region by at least 50% of the respondents are considered, the 

tabulations show 20 such problems in the Metropolitan and San Fernando 
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1-1. Do These Socia1 Problems Exist In Your Region? 

PROBLEMt	 f¥ETRO SF VALLEY WESTERN EASTERN SOUTHERN TOTAL 

Divorce/marital conflict 93% 97% 95% 85% 94% 94% 

No afford. elderly housing 95 92 100 82 68 90 

Isolation of elderly 90 80 97 91 87 88 

Child/teen emotional probs. 83 89 92 82 77 86 

No elderly transportation 85 85 81 79 77 83 

Adult emotional problems 83 00 73 79 77 79 

Drug abuse 75 79 70 59 68 72 

No elderly home help 70 72 76 71 68 71 
I
1	 

No elderly institut'l care 72 69 78 65 74 71 

Permanent poverty 83 65 84 47 23 65 

Adult unemployment 77 75 43 62 45 65 
Elderly nutritional needs 75 63 78 59 39 65 

No poor legal services 78 60 73 50 29 61 

No emergency money 62 68 60 59 42 60 

Immigrant adjustment 78 63 46 44 52 60 

No disabled opportunities 67 65 57 41 48 59 

Teen unemployment 60 65 43 56 52 57 

No immigrant jobs 68 59 46 35 48 54 

Juvenile delinquency 57 63 43 26 36 49 

Child abuse/neglect 55 49 40 38 26 45 

Alcohol abuse 45 52 43 15 39 42 
No child institutional care 37 44 49 41 23 40 

Totals * * * * * * 
Number of Respondents (60) (75) (37) (34) (31) (237) 

tFor the actual survey wording of each problem, see List 0-1 in Appendix D. 

*Respondents were asked whether each problem existed in their region. Since roost said yes to 
more than one problem, the column totals exceed 100%. 
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Valley regions, 14 in the vJestern and Eastern regions, and 11 in the 

Southern region. The number of different problems existing in each 

region roughly parallels the variation in the size of its Jewish 

popul ati on.* Those regi ons with the largest Jewi sh popul ati ons have 

the greatest number and variety of problems. Perhaps this finding is 

not surprising, since the composition of the Jewish population in the 

heavily settl ed regions of Greater Los Angel es generally tends to be 

heterogeneous; thus, people's problems are likely to be more diverse. 

Regional variations among problems. The regions do appear similar 

to one another with respect to some problems. For example, divorce/ 

marital conflict is reported as a problem by about the same proportion 

of respondents in all five regions. The same holds true for some of the 

problems faced by the elderly. 

In contrast, the regions differ quite substantially with respect to 

other problems. For example, Jews in a condition of permanent poverty 

is a problem .noted much more frequently in the Metropolitan and Western 

regions than in the Southern region where it is mentioned by fewer than 

a fifth of the respondents. The San Fernando Valley and Eastern regions 

occupy an intermediate po;sition on this problem. The findings for per­

manent poverty in the Metropolitan and Western regions can be attributed 

to the large number of elderly and immigrant Jewish residents, the lat­

ter particularly the case in the Metropolitan region. Other social prob­

lems often linked with poverty -­ the lack of 'legal services for the 

*Simil ar resul ts are obtai ned even when different cut-off poi nts are 
used. Thus, if only the problems cited by at least 80 percent of the 
respondents are consi dered, the data i ndi cate that the Metropol i tan 
region has 7 such problems, the San Fernando Valley and Western regions 
have 6 each, the Eastern region has 4, and the Southern region has 2. 
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poor, child abuse/neglect, or lack of institutional care for children - ­

are also less frequently mentioned in the Southern and Eastern regions 

than in these other regions. 

The problems which seem to be known by nearly all respondents (90 

percent and above) in their region are as follows: 

For Metropolitan:	 No affordable elderly housing
 
Divorce/marital conflict
 
Isolation of elderly
 

For	 San Fernando Divorce/marital conflict
 
Vall ey: No affordable elderly housing
 

For Western:	 No affordable elderly housing
 
Isolation of elderly
 
Divorce/marital conflict
 
Child/teen emotional problems
 

For Eastern:	 Isolation of elderly 

For Southern: Divorce/marital conflict 

Regional variations among perceived problems thu's fonn a complex pattern 

which will be clarified somewhat by subsequent tables and discussion. 

Patterns among problems. An exami nati on of vari ati ons among the 

problems reveals a few distinct patterns. For instance, drug abuse is a 

more frequently mentioned problem than is alcohol abuse in all regions. 

Similarly, lack of appropriate institutional care for the elderly is 

more frequently cited in all regions than lack of institutional and fos­

ter care for children and adolescents. Drug abuse, permanent poverty, 

adult unemployment, lack of legal services for the poor, lack of emer­

gency money for the poor, and the problems of immigrants are frequently 

cited but they are not perceived as existing equally in all regions. 
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It is not clear whether these problems do not in fact exist equally 

in all regions or whether the particular sample of respondents is un­

aware of them. For example, respondents may not be aware of problems 

which are not visible to them, e.g., drug abuse, permanent poverty. 

The cluster of problems faced by the elderly -- lack of affordable 

housing, social isolation, lack of transportation, inability to obtain 

home care or housekeeping assistance, lack of institutional care facili­

ties, and unsatisfied nutritional needs -- are among the most frequently 

mentioned problems. This pattern is consistent even though specifics 

vary regionally, for example, as to whether unaffordable elderly housing 

or social isolation is the greater problem. Unaffordable elderly hous­

ing ranges from a low 68 percent recognition factor in the Southern 

region to unanimous concern among Western region respondents. 

Another cluster of frequently cited problems could loosely be 

designated as family-related, namely, divorce/marital conflict, and the 

emotional or psychological difficulties of children, adolescents, and 

adults. Here too, there are variations. While divorce/marital conflict 

is clearly of great concern to respondents in all five regions, in the 

Western region in particular, the emotional problems of youngsters seem 

more visible to respondents than do the emotional problems of adults. 

Less frequently cited but still noticeably high in the Metropolitan and 

San Fernando Valley regions is child abuse/neglect with these two re­

gions also perceiving problems in juvenile delinquency and teen unem­

ployment. The other three regions identify these particular problems to 

a lesser degree. 
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When all the JFC regions are considered together four social 
problems are noted as the most serious: divorce/marital conflict, 
lack of affordable housing for the elderly, social isolation of 
the elderly, and emotional or psychological problems of children 
and adolescents. These four problems include the three most seri ­
ous as reported by all five regions. These are "first tier" 
problems. 

There is a "second tier" of five problems, considered to be. 
among the more serious in only some regions: emotional or psycho­
logical problems of adults, lack of home care for the elderly,
lack of transportation for the elderly, lack-of institutional fa­
cilities for the elderly, and Jews living in permanent poverty. 

The remaining 13 social problems comprise a "third tier,· 
thought by only a small number of respondents to be among the 
three most serious problems. 

The reasons given by respondents for social problems being con­
sidered most serious can be grouped into four broad categories: 

1.	 Individual I~act 
The problem 1S serious because individuals are at risk. 

2.	 Large Numbers 
The problem ;s serious because many indjviduals are now or 
-nll soon be affected. 

3.	 Jewish Survival
 
The problem ;s serious because Jewish survival is
 
threatened.
 

4.	 Jewish Responsibility
The problem ;s ser;ous because the JewiSh community has re­
sponsibility for dealing with it. 

In the Needs Survey, respondents were asked to des i gnate from the 

list of 22 problems the three they considered to be the most serious in 

their region. The results are displayed in Table 1-2, and serve to 

clarify and simplify the complicated patterns found in the preceding 

table. 

Social problems seen as most serious. The most noteworthy finding 

is that the four problems that respondents identified as most serious 
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1-2. What Are the Most Serious Social Problems In Your Region? 

PROBLEM t-£TRO SF VALLEY WESTERN EASTERN SOUTHERN TOTAL 

Divorce/marital conflict 43% [2] 61% [1] 51% [2] 59% [1] 77% [1] 57% 

No afford. el derly housing 65 [1] 36 [2] 76 [1] 35 [3] 19 47 

IsoTation of el derly 32 [3] 28 22 44 [2] 48 [2] 33 

Child/teen emotional probs. 23 29 [3] 27 [3] 21 39 [3] 27 

Adult emotional problems 12 24 11 21 23 18 

No elderly home help 10 17 22 21 7 15 

No elderly transportation 12 13 8 21 13 13 

No elderly institut'l care 5 15 14 9 26 13 
Permanent poverty 23 8 22 6 3 13 

Drug abuse 8 13 11 12 7 10 
Adult unemployment 12 5 3 12 7 8 

No disabled opportunities 12 11 5 0 0 7 

No poor legal services 10 3 11 3 0 6 

No emergency money 3 11 5 6 3 6 

No child institutional care 5 7 5 6 7 6 

Teen unemployment 3 1 3 12 7 4 
Inmigrant adjustment· 8 4 0 0 3 4 

Elderly nutritional needs 5 0 5 3 7 3 

Child abuse/neglect 3 3 0 6 0 3 

abuse 2 3 0 3 3 2 

No inmi grant jobs 2, 4 0 0 3 2 
Juvenile delinquency 2 3 0 0 a 1 

Totals * * * * * * 
Number of Respondents (60) (75) (37) (34) (31) (237) 

[1][2][3] These symbols signify that the problems so designated rank as the most serious, second 
most serious, and third most serious in the region, respectively. These ranks were assigned to 
the problems chosen by the highest percentages in each region. 

espondents were asked to select from the full list of 22 social problems the three most 
serious ones facing Jews in their individual region. The totals for each coluITmltnerefore 
~ceed 100%. 
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are the same ones that have already appeared as the four most frequently 

identified in the preceding table. That is, for these four problems -­

I) divorce/marital conflict, 2) lack of affordable housing for the 

elderly, 3) social isolation of the elderly and 4) emotional and psycho­

logical problems of children and adolescents -- most respondents saw 

them as both present and most serious in their region. Their importance 

is thus corroborated. Although each problem is not seen as equally 

serious in each region, jointly the four include the three most serious 

problems in all five regions. They will therefore be called "first 

tier" problems and will receive the most analytic attention. 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS 

Divorce/marital conflict: ranks as the most serious problem 
in the San Fernando Valley, Eastern, and Southern re­
gi ons; and as the second most seri ous problem in the 
Metropolitan and Western regions. 

No affordabl e el derlti housi n9: ranks as the most serious 
problem in the Me ropolitan and Western regions, as the 
second most serious problem in the San Fernando Valley
region, and as the third most serious problem in the 
Eastern region; it does not rank among the top three (or 
even the top five) in the Southern region. 

Isolation of the elderly: ranks as the second most serious 
problem in the Eastern and Southern regions, and as the 
third most serious problem in the Metropolitan region; 
it barely mi sses bei ng ranked in the top three in the 
San Fernando Valley and Western regions. 

Child/teen emotional ~roblems: ranks as the third most 
serlOUS problem lne San Fernando Valley, Western, and 
Southern regions; it does not rank among the top three 
in the Metropolitan and Eastern regions, but is tied for 
fourth in both. 

In sum, di vorce/marital confl ict ranks among the top three problems in 

all five regions; lack of affordable housing for the elderly ranks among 

the top three problems in four of the five regions; and social isolation 
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of the elderly, as well as child/teen emotional problems, rank among the 

top three problems in three of the five regions. To repeat, these four 

are therefore designated as "first tier." 

Table 1-2 also shows the existence of a "second tier" of problems 

those named as among the three most serious by at least 20% of the 

respondents in at 1east one regi on. These five problems, and the 

regions in which they were thus ranked, are the following: 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

Adult emotional problems - ­ in the 
Eastern, and Southern regions. 

San Fernando Valley, 

No elderly home help - ­ in the Western and Eastern regions. 

No elderly transportation - ­ in the Eastern region. 

No elderly institutional care - ­ in the Southern region. 

Permanent poverty - ­ in the Metropolitan and Western regions. 

These fi ve probl ems thus compri se a "second ti er," bei ng sel ected by 

substantial minorities in at least some regions for inclusion among the 

three most serious problems in those regions. 

Finally, the remaining 13 problems on the list presented to respon­

dents were said to be "most serious" by 10% or fewer of the respondents 

overall, and by 13% or fewer of the respondents in any single region. 

They comprise a "third tier" of problems, having been selected by rela­

tively small minorities or, in some regions, by no respondents at all. 

The intent so far has been to identi fy the most serious soci al 

problems in the five regions, and thus to direct attention to them. Of 

the original list of 22 problems, nine -- four in the first tier and 
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five in the second tier -- deserve further examination and are analyzed 

in tables that follow as to whether or not conditions are worsening; and 

as to the services available to deal with them. 

Reasons for problems being considered serious. It is interesting 

to explore the criteria which respondents used in order to make distinc­

tions between serious and less serious problems. For each problem they 

designated as "most serious, II respondents were asked why they considered 

it so serious. A variety of answers were given, but they can be grouped 

into four broad categories. 

1. Individual impact. The problem is serious because individuals 

are at risk. For example, respondents saw the problems of the elderly 

in terms of immediate personal hardship: "People have to have shelter, 

they canlt live in the street." "They are unable to solve the problem 

themselves or even help themselves." For chil~ren and young people, 

they were likely to note the long-term effects of having individuals 

continue at risk. "If we canlt help children, we are jeopardizing their 

adjustment to later life." IIIf they donlt get help, they will never be 

any good." And, "We are raising a group of children who are not able to 

assume the responsibilities of adulthood and who have no respect for 

others. II 

2. Large numbers affected. The problem is serious because many 

individuals are now or will soon be affected. Some respondents noted 

the present extensiveness of the problem: "I know a lot of kids in big 

trouble, seriously disturbed." Others emphasized the likelihood that 

the problem will become even more widespread in the near future because 
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of social conditions: "Stress is higher," "People donlt have extended 

families," "We live in complicated times with changing values," "Infla­

tion and high interest rates make it difficult for people on fixed in­

comes to survive." Others thought of the ripple effect which occurs 

when families break up: "The children are the sufferers as well as the 

parents." Still others saw that large numbers of people could be 

affected by the problems in the future: "It costs more later and for 

longer. People become problems in the community, have bad marriages." 

3. Jewish survival. The problem is serious because Jewish survival 

is threatened. For example, "[Divorce and marital conflict] eats away 

at the basic fabric of the family which is the backbone of Jewish 

society," and "When a family has dissolved, it is extremely difficult to 

recreate that joyful Jewish experience." The problems of the elderly are 

also seen as problems for Jewish survival: "We are losing their value 

to the communi ty. II 

4. Jewish responsibility. The problem is serious because the 

Jewish community has responsibility for dealing with it. Respondents 

suggested that there were some basic human rights to which people were 

enti t1 ed and that the Jewi sh community shou1 d ensure that peop1 e had 

them. This came out most strongly in relation to the elderly: "Food is 

a basic human need," "[Services] are life-sustaining to them." "Their 

lack is very detrimenta1. 11 "[The elderly] have a right to a choice. We 

should not force people to be institutionalized." 
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1-3 
Almost all of the nine most serious social problems in the
 

five regions are judged to have gotten worse in recent years. In
 
all regions and for all of the nine social problems. the respon­

dents Who said that conditions had gotten worse outnumbered those
 
who said they had gotten better.
 

There is near consensus that three problems. listed in descend­

ing order. have gotten particularly worse: lack of affordable
 
housing for the el derly. Jews living in a condition of pennanent
 
poverty. and divorce and marital conflict.
 

The respondents in the Needs Survey, after identifying the problems 

in their regions, were asked whether the conditions surrounding these 

problems had gotten better, worse, or stayed the same during the preced­

i ng three years. The most common response was that they had gotten 

worse as Table 1-3 illustrates. 

Problem trends seen as getting worse. The percentages in the table 

represent those who said that the specified problem had gotten worse. 

For example, the figures in the upper left-hand corner of the table 

indicate that 69% of the 49 respondents in the Metropolitan region con­

sidered the problem of divorce/marital conflict to have worsened in that 

region over the preceding three years. The figures immediately to the 

right indicate that 71% of the 69 respondents in the San Fernando Valley 

think the same for that region. The remaining figures in the body of 

the table represent the other problem-region combinations. The "Total" 

column displays the figures for all regions and respondents combined, 

albeit separately for each problem. 

When examined as a whole, the data in Table 1-3 show that for most 

problems and in most regions, majorities among the respondents believe 

that conditions have worsened during the past three years. Thus, in 34 
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1-3. Are the Serious Social Problems Getting Worse In Your Region?t 

METRO SF VALLEY WESTERN EASTERN SOUTHERN TOTAL 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS 

69'1 7a 81'1 54~ 74~ 71~Divorce/marital conflict 
(49)	 (69) (30) (26) (23) (197) 

9~ 96~ 92S 90%* 93'£No afford. elderly housing	 am, 
(57)	 (67) (33) (26) (20) (203) 

44~ 5m 53't ~ 3m 4mIsolation of elderly 
(50)	 (58) (34) (27) (26) (195) 

441; 53't 59'1 32't sm 49.tChild/teen emotional probs. 
(41) (62) (29) (25) (20) (177) 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS-
49%* sm 52%* 68t sn S5'lAdult emotional problems 

(43)	 . (55) (25) (25) (2l) (169) 

53%* 6S%* 6m 6m 30%* 58tNo elderly home help 
(38)	 (52) (23) (20) (20) (153) 

53%* 48%* 41%* 6at 38%* SOtNo el derly transportation 
(49)	 (64) (29) (25) (24) (191 ) 

54%* 59%* 50%* 55%* 41~ 53'tNo elderly institut'l care 
(37)	 (49) (26) (20) (22) (154 ) 

74~ 77%* 71'1 62%* 80%* 7mPermanent poverty 
(47) (47) (30) (13) (5) (142) 

TRespondents include only those who thought the problem existed in their region and who expressed 
an opinion about its severity. 

*Fewer than 20% of the respondents thoughts these problems were among the three most serious in 
their region (see Table 1-2). Nonetheless, data about the worsening of the problem are included 
here for purposes of comparison. 



- 26 ­

of the 45 problem-region combinations, 50% or more of the respondents 

state such a belief. In the remaining 11 combinations, only four fall 

below 40%. These somewhat less pessimistic results are mostly attri­

butable to 1arger percentages of respondents who say that condi ti ons 

have remained about the same. 

In all regions and for all problems, respondents who thought that 

conditions had improved were outnumbered by those who said that they had 

gotten worse. Although these results are not displayed in the table, 

this was the case without exception. 

Finally, the table indicates a high level of respondent agreement 

that lack of affordable housing for the elderly is a worsening condition 

in ~ll five regions. Divorce/marital conflict, and Jews living in per­

manent poverty, were al so i dentifi ed as worseni ng problems by subs tan­

tial majorities in four of the five regions. 

According to respondents, the three year trend, especially for 

family problems, for problems faced by the elderly, and for economic 

problems, has been bleak. The prevailing perception, therefore, among 

the respondents in all the regions is that these particular problems 

have become more serious and debilitating over the past few years. 

These findings are not surprising in light of a combination of factors. 

The worsening economy, high unemployment levels, government cutbacks in 

social services, have adversely impacted Jews along with the general 

popul ati on. In addi ti on, the agi ng of the Jewi sh popul ati on and the 

growing divorce rate among Jews have had serious repercussions upon 

family stability and functioning. 

"i 
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1-4 
When asked about services available to address the nine most 

serious social problems, respondents were more apt to name Jewish 
than general programs. The one exception was in meeting the trans­
portation needs of the elderly Where twice as many respondents
cited general rather than Jewish programs. 

Respondents appear to be relatively unfamiliar with services in 
relation to two ·second tier· problems of the elderly -- transpor­
tation in the case of the Jewish services, and home help in the 
case of the general services. 

In general, only small minorities of respondents consider ex­
isting services to be adequate for any of the nine most serious 
social problems, and especially for the following three problems
of the el derly: 1ack of trarlsportation, lack of home care, and 
lack of affordable housing. 

Taken as a whole, the perceived adequacy of the services pro­
vided by Jewish and general agencies appear to be about the same 
as judged by respondents. 

As part of the Needs Survey, respondents were asked whether they 

knew of any programs or services in their region which addressed the 

prob1ems they had designated as the most seri ous. They were asked to 

identify both Jewish and general programs, as well as the agencies that 

sponsored them. After they had named the programs and agenci es, they 

were then asked to assess the adequacy of services in terms of staffing, 

money, and other resources all ocated to them. The resul ts are summa­

rized in Table 1-4. 

Awareness of problem-related services: Jewish and general. As the 

table indicates, at least some respondents were able to identify ser­

vices for each of the "first tier" and "second tier" problems. Aware­

ness differs, depending on program sponsor and on the problem being 

considered. The results, as a whole, show that respondents were more 
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1-4. Do You Know of Programs that Address Each of These Social Problems? 
How Adequate Are They? 

, ,.~AWARENESSt ADEQUACY*
 

Jewish General Jewish General
 
Programs Programs Programs Programs
 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS
 

m 53'£ 2m 3m
Divorce/marital conflict 
(135)	 (135) (124) (71 ) 

70'1 62'1 1m 13'1No afford. el derly housing 
(112)	 (112) (79) (69) 

am 59t m 4CIsolation of el derly 
(78)	 (78) (67) (46) 

am 5m 26~ 3mChild/teen erootional probs. 
(65) (65)	 (57) (36) 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS
 

81~ 5& 2m 2m
Adult erootional problems 
(43) (43)	 (34) (24) 

567. m	 1m 1~No elderly home help 
(36) (36)	 (20) (14) 

No el derly transportation 321 
(31) 

64~ 

(31) 
1m 

(10) 
1m 

(20) 

No elderly institut'l care Em 
(30) 

411 
(30) 

m 
(18) 

291 
(14) 

Permanent poverty 61~ 

(31) 
5m 

(31) 
32S 

(19) 
1m 

(17) 

tRespondents who selected a problem among the three most serious in their region were asked 
whether they knew of any Jewish or general coommity programs deal ing with the problem.
The percentages represent the proportions of respondents who said they did. 

*The respondents who said they know of one or more programs deal i ng wi th the problem were 
asked to assess how adequate those programs or services were: livery adequate t " " adequate t " 

"less than adequate," "not at all adequate," or "don't know." The percentages represent 
the proportions of respondents who said livery adequate" or "adequate." 
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aware of Jewish than general programs or agencies. This is understand­

able given the criteria by which the respondents were initially selected 

-- they were to be knowledgeable, after all, about the Jewish population 

and its needs in thei r regi on, and coul d thus be expected to be more 

aware of the existing network of Jewish communal agencies than those in 

the general sectors. Many respondents are lay leaders or professionally 

employed by Jewish communal agencies. The sole exception to this pat­

tern of awareness is in meeting the transportion needs of the elderly. 

Twice as many of the respondents for whom this was a serious problem 

were aware of general rather than Jewish services. Based on this diver­

gence from the prevailing pattern, one could assume that meeting the 

transportation needs of the elderly is in fact dealt with more by gen­

eral than by Jewish agencies. This is indeed the case as evidenced by 

the existence and popularity of local city and community senior trans­

portation and escort services and other elderly transportation arrange­

ments. It is not surprising, then, that awareness of Jewish programs 

dealing with transportation for the elderly appears to be low, while, in 

contrast, with respect to the other eight problems, higher percentages 

of respondents named Jewi sh than general programs or agenci es. These 

percepti ons are confi rmed by an exami nati on of Jewi sh communal agency 

services currently provided. 

Respondent awareness of Jewi sh services vari ed accordi ng to prob­

lem. Questioned about their knowledge of Jewish programs, many indivi­

duals named services or agencies that dealt with the "first-tier" prob­

lems of divorce/marital conflict, the isolation of elderly and child/ 

teen emotional problem~ somewhat fewer could identify services or 

agencies providing affordable elderly housing. 
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The table indicates that for "second tier" problems -- the inabi­

1ity of the el derly to obtain home care, the needs of the el derly for 

appropriate institutional care, and conditions of permanent poverty 

among Jews -- Jewish services are less well-known. 

Among general services, home help programs for the elderly appear 

not to be well known; neither are programs dealing with proper institu­

tional care for the elderly. 

Judgments of service adequacy. With regard to the adequacy of the 

services actually provided, the findings indicate that only minorities 

of respondents deemed themselves satisfied. As the two right-hand 

col umns of Table 1-4 show, 1ess than 50 percent of the respondents 

designated existing programs as livery adequate" or "adequate" regardless 

of the problems they addressed. Indeed, for most of the problems the 

percentages are substanti ally below 50 percent. Even though many of 

these percentages are based on relatively small numbers of respondents 

and must therefore be treated wi th cauti on, the pattern is consistent 

throughout, and can thus be relied upon as useful information. Taken as 

a whole, only minorities of respondents consider existing services to be 

adequate for the "first tier" and "second tier" problems. 

Beyond that general finding, the data warrant two additional com­

ments, although they must be offered with more caution. First, the ade­

quacy of the services provided ty Jewish and general agencies appear to 

be judged about equal by the respondents. In the mai n, the percentages 

for the two sets of services are quite similar and, where they are not, 

percentage differences in one direction for one service are offset by 

comparable differences in the opposite direction for another service. 
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Second, the problems for which the existing services are judged by 

respondents to be least adequate pertain exclusively to the elderly: 

lack of transportation, lack of home care, and lack of affordable 

housing. Services for these three problems are judged least adequate in 

both the Jewi sh and general servi ce sectors. Because of thi s consi s­

tency the fi ndings deserve attenti on, despite the small number of re­

spondents on whom some of the percentages" are based. In general, it 

appears that inadequate 1evel s of resources are targeted to certai n 

problems of the elderly. In this respect, the elderly stand out as a 

distinctive group of service recipients. They are perceived to be 

facing serious social problems with currently inadequate service respon­

ses, both from the Jewish" and general service sectors. 

In spite of the heavy involvement of Jewish communal agencies in 

services for the elderly, the problems facing this group are still per­

ceived as outdistancing existing efforts. 

The reasons gi ven by respondents for j udgi ng servi ces or programs 

as adequate or inadequate were not analyzed probl em-by-probl em. How­

ever, an impressi oni stic overvi ew of respondent expl anati ons i ndi cates 

that most peopl e justify' thei r responses based on inputs rather than 

outcomes. For example, in describing inadequate services, people cite: 

i nsuffi ci ent funds, too few staff, inadequately trai ned staff, program 

too small, lilt is not speaking to the people and therefore not reaching 

1Itheir problems," "There is a need for new programs. In describing 

adequate services, respondents said, "There are a lot of dedicated 

people handling the situation,1I IIThey are well publicized but could be 

publicized better,1I IIThey are making a big effort; they are doing their 

best. II 
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Only a very few noted that the outcomes of programs were effec­

tive. As evidence of ineffective outcomes, people said, "They are not 

meeti ng needs; they do not produce resul ts," They don I t do outreach," 

IlProblems are too overwhelming. N 

It is interesti ng to specul ate on why most respondents I judgments 

do not focus on outcomes. Perhaps because the problems are so complex 

people cannot easily see the direct relationshtp between attempts to 

deal with them and their amelioration. Staffing, funding, facilities 

are things that can be immediately and visibly increased or changed, 

whi 1e reslJl ts are harder to assess. Perhaps, in addi ti on, respondents 

did not have access to infonnation about general outcomes but did have 

personal contact wi th or knowl edge of the servi ce provi ders. I:Jhatever 

the reasons, their evaluation of adequacy of services seems to have been 

made less in tenns of service effectiveness and mQre in terms of levels 

of effort. 
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2-1 
Jewish communal problems relate to areas of need specific to 

Jews and the Jewish community. Respondents were asked whether each 
of 25 Jewish communal problems existed in their regions. Each of 
these problems was reported in all JFC regions by at least some 
respondents. Jewish communal problems are seen as numerous and 
pervasive. 

The regions are similar to one another with respect to the num­
ber and variety of communal problems they experience, but they 
differ in their particular combination of problems. The influ­
ence of cults, the cost of Jewish education, anti-Israel propa­
ganda, and especially the isolation of immigrants from the main­
stream of Jewish life are more frequently mentioned in those re­
gions with larger Jewish populations, whereas the lack of Jewish 
recreational facilities and social and cultural activities are 
more frequently cited in those with smaller Jewish populations. 

In all JFC regions, intermarriage, anti-semitism, low levels .of 
affiliation with synagogues and Jewish groups, and the small num­
ber of UJWF contributors are frequently reported communal prob­
lems. 

In the Needs Survey, respondents were asked about the social prob­

lems which were discussed in the preceding chapter, and also about com­

munal problems distinctive to Jewish communities. The latter are listed 

in the left-hand column of Table 2-1, and the body of the table reports 

the percentages of respondents who said that the problems existed in 

thei r regi on. 

Table 2-1 follows the same format as Table 1-1. Each row shows 

regional variations on particular problems. The fi rst fi ve col umns 

order the problems for the different JFC regions. The "Total" column on 

the ri ght-hand si de .di spl ays the combi ned data for all respondents and 

regions. The problems enumerated in the table have been arranged so 

that the ones cited by more respondents appear towards the top, the ones 

cited by fewer appear near the bottom. 
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2-1. Do These Communal Problems Exist In Your Region?
 

PROBLEMt METRO- SF VALLEY l-JESTERN EASTERN SOUTHERN TOTAL--
Intennarriage 95% 93% 89% 91% 97~{' 93~{' 

Low synagogue affil. 90 92 84 100 97 92 

Low Jewish group affil. 92 91 89 97 84 91 

Anti-semitic activity 92 91 81 100 81 ~ 

Few UJWF contributors 92 89 81 85 97 89 

No Jewish child educe 88 00 89 82 84 84 

Influence of cults 90 91 70 74 74 83 

Synagogue member costs 77 84 76 79 74 79 

Jewish educe costs 82 88 70 62 61 76 

Anti-Israel propaganda 83 76 81 62 64 75 

Less religious observance 80 69 70 71 74 73 

No Jewish adult educe 63 71 62 74 74 68 

No young org. leaders 72 61 57 71 64 65 

No singles social opport. 67 57 65 71 71 65 

Jewish summer camp costs 62 68 46 59 55 60 

No Jewish recreatll facil. 47 48 73 85 64 59 

No Jewish child care 67 57 62 59 42 59· 

Quality of Jewish educe 53 57 54 59 71 58 

No Jewish social activo 50 55 46 79 61 56 

No outsider interactions 58 56 46 41 36 50 

No disabled Jewish activo 55 61 46 29 36 49 

No political/legis. activo 58 43 51 38 42 47 

Immigrant isolation 73 52 35 12 29 . 46 

Jewish chaplaincy needs 40 37 32 35 42 38 

No Jewish campus activo 42 33 27 35 45 36 

Other 30 32 19 26 32 29 

Totals * * * * * * 
Number of Respondents (60) (75) (37) (34) (31) (237) 

t For the actual survey '\\Ording of each problem, see List 0-11 in Appendix o. 

*Respondents were asked whether each problem existed in their region. Since most said yes to 
more than one problem, the column totals exceed lOOt. 
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Prevalence of. communal problems. As the figures in Table 2-1 

clearly indicate, all 25 communal problems studied are reported to exist 

in all regions by some respondents. Like social problems, then, commu­

nal problems are reported as pervasive. 

Regional variations among problems. Nevertheless, the percentage 

of respondents reporting problems by region varies, so further analyses 

can be made. As Table 2-1 indicates, overwhelming majorities in practi­

cally all JFC regions say that intermarriage is a problem, that low syn­

agogue affiliation and low Jewish group affilication are problems, that 

there are too few contributors to the United Jewish Welfare Fund (UJWF), 

and that too few Jewi sh chi 1dren are recei vi ng a Jewi sh education. In 

addition, large majorities cite as a problem the prevalence of anti­

semitic activity (vandalism, discriminatory literature, etc.). While 

the regi ons differ to some degree, these probl ems are menti oned by at 

least four-fifths of the respondents in all regions. All respondents 

from the Eastern region agreed that low synagogue affiliation and anti­

semitic activities are problems. 

The regions also appear to be quite similar with respect to other, 

less frequently mentioned problems. For example, the cost of synagogue 

membership, declining levels of religious observance, the small number 

of Jewish adults receiving a Jewish education, the lack of young leader­

ship for JeWish organizations and synagogues, and a lack of organized 

opportunities for single Jewish men and w~men to meet and socialize were 

cited as problems by similar sized majorities in all regions. 

Other problems appear concentrated in particular regions. The 

influence of cults and missionaries is mentioned more frequently in the 
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Metropolitan and San Fernando Valley regions than in the Western, 

Eastern, and Southern regi ons. The same is true wi th respect to the 

cost of Jewish education, which is cited more frequently in the 

Metropolitan, San Fernando Valley, and Western regions than in the 

Eastern and Southern regions. This may be attributed to the fact that 

most Jewish schools and Jewish children are located in the Metropolitan, 

San Fernando Valley, and Western regions and 'that tuition costs have 

greatly increased over the past several years. A similar regional pat­

tern holds regarding the reported lack of cultural and Jewish educa­

tional programs for individuals with disabilities and handicaps. 

The regions differ most noticeably about the degree to which the 

i sol ati on of immi grant groups from the mai nstream of Jewi sh communal 

life is a problem. This problem in noted by three-fourths of the re­

spondents in the Metropolitan region, about half of the respondents in 

the San Fernando Valley region, only about a third of the respondents in 

the Western regi on, and is the 1east frequently menti oned of all the 

communal problems in both the Southern and the Eastern regi ons. The 

heavy concentration of new immigrant Jewish populations, e.g., Soviets, 

Iranians, Israelis, primarily in the Metropolitan region, with large and 

growi ng numbers in the San Fernando Vall ey regi on contri butes to re­

gional variations in the responses on this item. 

In the Eastern, Western, and Southern regions, the lack of recrea­

tional facilities and leisure-time activities carried on in Jewish set­

tings is mentioned as a problem far more frequently than in the Metro­

politan and San Fernando Valley regions. Similarly, respondents in the 

Eastern and Southern regions cite a lack of Jewish social and cultural 
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acti vi ti es more frequently than thei r counterparts in the other re­

gions. The variations here may not be surprising. There are, in fact, 

r no Jewish community center facilities in both the Southern and Eastern 

regions, while the Western region has one small center and a senior 

, 1 adult facility. In the communal system, Jewish social and cultural pro­

gramming are most closely associated with Jewish centers. Thus, it fol­

lows that both the absence of local facilities and the inadequate level 

of Jewish cultural programming are perceived most acutely by the respon­

dents in the Southern and Eastern regions. 

In Chapter 1 it was pointed out that regions with larger Jewish 

populations also tend to have a greater number of social problems when 

compared with regions wi'th smaller Jewish populations. Partly because 

of the countervailing pattern noted above, however, the regions do not 

appear to differ very much with respect to the total number or range of 

communal problems reported. Respondents in all five regions agree about 

the exi stence of the most frequently ci ted probl ems and they al so agree 

about the existence of many of the less frequently cited problems. In 

sum, the regions do not greatly differ from one another in terms of the 

number and variety of communal problems, but diverge around the severity 

of certain particular problems.* 

"'" 

*Using a similar analysis to that in Chapter 1, one gets the following 
resul ts. When only the communal probl ems ci ted by at 1east 50% of the 
respondents are considered, the data indicate that the r~etropolitan 

region has 22 such problems, the San Fernando Valley has 21, the 
Western regi on has 18, the Eastern region has 19, and the· Southern 
region has 18. There is thus a slight tendency for the regions with 
the largest Jewish populations to have a greater number, and therefore 
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The problems which seem to be known by practically all respondents 

(90 percent and above) in their region are as follows: 

For Metropolitan:	 Intermarriage

Low Jewish group affiliation
 
Anti-semitic activity

Few UJWF contributors
 
Low synagogue affiliation
 
Influence of cults
 

For San Fernando	 Intermarriage
Vall ey:	 Low synagogue affiliation 

Low Jewish group affiliation 
Anti-semitic activity 
Influence of cults 

For \~estern:	 None 

For Eastern:	 Low synagogue affiliation
 
Anti-semitic activity
 
Low Jewish group affiliation
 
Intermarriage
 

For Southern:	 Intermarriage
 
Low synagogue affiliation
 
Few UJWF contributors
 

Patterns among problems. An examination of the variations among 

perceived problems reveal sdi sti nct patterns. The low level of syna­

gogue affiliation and of association with Jewish communal groups and 

organizations are cited much more frequently as problems in all five 

regions than is the lack of specific social, cultural, or other activi­

ties. The lack of organizational affiliation thus appears to be judged 

(cont.l a greater variety of communal problems, but the regional differ­
ences for communal problems are not as large as they are for social 
problems. Similar results are obtained when only the communal problems 
cited by at least 80 percent of the respondents are considered; the cor­
responding numbers are 10, 9, 9, 7, and 6 respectively. These regional
differences for communal problems are also not as large as for the so­
cial problems. It is legitimate to say that the regions do not differ a 
great deal in terms of respondents' perception of the number and variety
of communal problems. 
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as more critical to sustaining communal life than is a lack of direct 

participation in specific activities. Respondents seem to believe that 

bel ongi ng to the formal insti tuti ons of Jewi sh 1i fe is essenti al. Com­

I munal membership is seen as basic to a personal Jewish life style.

rl The lack of a Jewish education for children is cited more fre­

quently in all five regions than is the same lack for adults. Persons 

interviewed recognized that meaningful Jewish education must begin while 

children are relatively young. 

The high costs of synagogue membership and of Jewish education are 

identified more frequently as problems in all regions than is the cost 

of summer camps. One possible interpretation is that respondents regard 

formal Jewish schooling as basic while participation in summer camps is 

supplementary. Although both forms of Jewish experience are important, 

respondents may bel i eve that the formal school represents the primary 

setting for J~wish education in the Jewish community. An alternative 

expl anati on is that respondents see parents more affected by the costs 

of many years of school education than by one-time or short-term camp 

experiences. 

The small number of 'children receiving a Jewish education is cited 

more frequently as a problem in all regions than is the low quality of 

the education provided. Although Jewish education may vary in quality, 

respondents appear to bel i eve that efforts must be made to expose as 

many children as possible to some form of religious education. The data 

in Table 2-1 allow distinctions to be made among problems. These pat­

terns will be explored further in the tables that follow. 
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When the regions are considered together, two communal problems 
are included among the three most serious in all JFC regions:
intermarriage, and the large numbers of Jews unaffiliated with any 
Jewish groups or organizations. Four other problems also are 
regarded as among the three most serious in some regions: small 
numbers of UJWF contributors, anti-semitic activity, low synagogue
affiliation, and few children receiving a Jewish education. Taken 
as a whole, these six cORIJIUnal problems account for the three most 
serious ones. named in all regions. These are Bfirst-tierB prob­
lems. For four of the six problems, however, there is substantial 
regional variation. 

The reasons given by respondents for Bfirst-tierB communal 
problems being considered most serious were almost exclusively 
linked to Jewish community survival. These problems were regarded
as evidence of an eroding Jewish community or as contributing to 
that erosion. 

There is a Bsecond tierB of three problems, only considered 
serious in some regions and by relatively small percentages of re­
spondents: the quality of Jewish education, anti-Israel propaganda 
and lack of Jewish recreational facilities. 

The remaining 17 communal problems comprise a "third tier,· 
because they were named as among the three most serious problems
either by small minorities or, in some regions, by no respondents 
at all. 

In addi ti on to speci fyi ng the Jewi sh communal problems in thei r 

region, the Needs Survey respondents were asked to indicate the three 

problems they considered to be the most serious. The results, displayed 

in Table 2-2, reveal substantial regional variation. 

Communal problems seen as most serious. It is worth comment that 

two top problems which most respondents said existed in their region - ­

intermarriage and the low level of Jewish group affiliation -- also head 

the list of problems selected by respondents as most serious in all five 

regions. But the next four problems appearing in Table 2-2 are among 

the most serious only in some regions. Further, problems now appear in 
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2-2. What Are the Most Serious Communal Problems In Your Region?
 

I 
I 
I 

PROBLEM 

Intennarriage 
Low Jewish group affil. 
Few UJWF contributors 
Anti-semitic activi~ 

Low synagogue affil. 
No Jewish child educe 
Quality of Jewish educe 
Anti-Israel propaganda 
No Jewish recreat'l facil. 
Synagogue member costs 
No singles social opport. 
Jewish educe costs 
No Jewish child care 
Influence of cults 
Other 
No young org. leaders 
No Jewish adult educe 
No outsider interactions 
No political/legis. activo 
J~sh summer camp costs 
Less religious observance 
No Jewish social activo 
No disabled Jewish activo 
Jewish chaplaincy needs 
No Jewi sh campus acti v• 
Immigrant isolation 

Totals 
Number of Respondents 

~(Z1(3] These symbols signify that the problems so designated rank as the most serious, second 
1st serious, and third most serious in the region, respectively. These ranks were assigned to 
r problems chosen by the highest percentages in ·each region. 

t'ponctents were asked to select from the full list of 25 coommal problems the three most seri­
o ones facing Jews in their individual region. The totals for each column therefore exceed 100%. 

METRO SF VALLEY WESTERN EASTERN SOUTHERN TOTAL 

40% [1] 32% [1] 38% [3] 44% [2] 58% [1] 4at
 
35 [2] 27 [2] 43 [1] 38 [3] 29 [2] 34
 
28 23 41 [2] 12 26 [3] 26
 

30 [3] 26 [3] 14 35 10 24
 

8 26 [3] 11 53 [1] 26 [3] 23
 

23 23 19 9 26 [3] 21
 

13 8 16 21 16 14
 

17 10 22 9 10 13
 

5 4 24 17 20 11
 

5 18 5 12 13 11
 

15 12 3 9 13 11
 

13 15 5 3 3 10
 

15 11 8 3 3 9
 

12 11 3 3 7 8
 
5 8 5 9 7 7
 

3 7 5 6 13 6
 

2 5 11 6 0 5
 

7 5 5 3 3 5
 
7 4 11 0 3 5
 

5 8 0 0 3 4
 

3 3 5 0 3 3
 
2, 3 a 6 7 3
 

2 4 3 0 0 2
 

0 4 0 0 3 2
 

5 1 0 3 0 2
 

0 3 3 0 0 1
 

* * * * * * 
(60) (75) (37) (34) (31) (237) 
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a different order than they did in Table 2-1. The low level of syna- JIgogue affiliation has moved down since few respondents in the 

r1etropolitan and Western regions saw it as among their most serious ~I 
problems, although Eastern region respondents judge it as the most seri ­

ous; and it is third in the San Fernando Valley and Southern regions. (I 
The quality of Jewish education has moved up from its middle position in ITable 2-1 while the problem of declining religious observance has moved 

down. Finally, the isolation of Jewish immigrants from the mainstream I 
of communal life -- a problem prominently mentioned in the Metropolitan 

region and, to a lesser extent, in the San Fernando Valley region - ­ I 
drops to the bottom of the roost serious problems list. In short, the ,
pattern of problems shown in Table 2-1 is different from that in Table 

2-2. J 
When social problems were discussed in Chapter 1, it was noted that 

1four IIfirst tier ll problems constituted the pool for the three "most seri ­

ous problems in all regions. By contrast, Table 2-2 indicates that, for ) 
the most serious communal probl ems, respondents I judgments vary across 

and wi thi n regions. Thus, in order to encompass all those probl ems ~ 
included among the three most serious in all regions, six communal prob­

lems have to be placed in the IIfirst tier ll 
: 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS 

Intermarriage: ranks as the most serious problem in the
 
Metropoli tan, San Fernando Vall ey, and Southern regi ons;
 
as the second most serious problem in the Eastern region;
 
and as the third most serious problem in the Western
 
region.
 

Low Jewish group affiliation: ranks as the most serious 
problem in the Western region; as the second most serious 
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problem in the Metropolitan, San Fernando Valley, and 
Southern regions; and as the third most serious problem in1I	 the Eastern region. 

Few UJWF contributors: ranks as the second most serious 
problem 1n the Western region, and is tied for third inTi I 

I 
the Southern region; it barely misses being ranked in the 
top three in the Metropolitan and San Fernando Valley
regions, but is ranked quite low in the Eastern region. 

Anti-semitic activity: ranks as the third most serious 
problem in the Metropolitan region, and is tied for third 
in the San Fernando Valley region; it barely misses being 
ranked in the top three in the Eastern regi on, but is 
ranked quite low in the Western and Southern regions. 

Low synagogue affiliation: ranks as the most serious problem 
in the Eastern region, and is tied for third in the San 
Fernando Valley and Southern regions; it is ranked very 
low in the Metropolitan and Western regions. 

No	 Jewish child education: is tied for third in the Southern 
reg; on; does not rank among the top three in any other 
region, and is ranked very low in the Eastern region. 

In	 summary, two problems -- intermarriage and low levels of Jewish 

group affi 1i ati on -- rank among the top three most seri ous communal 

problems in all five regions; low levels of synagogue affiliation is 

ranked similarly in three of the five regions; the small number of UJWF 

contributors and anti-semitic activities are comparably ranked in two of 

five regions; and the small numbers of children receiving a Jewish edu­

cation ranks among the top three in only one of the five regions. These 

rankings of serious problems are more dispersed than were the parallel 

rankings of social problems. Further, even though these six communal 

problems rank among the three most serious in some regions, four of the 

six have low percentages in a few regions. These regional variations 
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shoul d not be overlooked when the "fi rst ti er" problems are di scussed 

1ater on.* 

Table 2-2 also shows a small set of "second tier" problems, 

composed of those named most seri ous by at 1east 20 percent of the 

respondents in one or more regions. These problems and the regions in . 

which they were thus ranked are the following: 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

Quality of Jewish education -- in the Eastern region. 

Anti-Israel propaganda -- in the Western region. 

No Jewish recreational facilities -- in the Western and 
Southern regions. 

The remaining 17 problems on the list were said to be most serious 

by fewer than 11 percent of all respondents, and by fewer than 18 per­

cent of the respondents in any si n91 e regi on. Unl ike the pattern among 

social problems, there is no sharp percentage decline between "second 

tier" and "third tier" communal problems, and the demarcation between 

the two tiers is thus relatively arbitrary. Between 15 and 18 percent 

of the respondents in selected regions perceived the following four 

probl ems as among the most serious in thei r regi ons: synagogue costs 

(San Fernando Valley region), lack of organized opportunities for Jewish 

singles to meet (Metropolitan region), Jewish education costs (San 

Fernando Valley region), and lack' of Jewish-sponsored facilities for 

child care (Metropolitan region). 

*One example is for the Metropolitan region. The low level of syna­
gogue affiliation is included in the "first tier" list because it ranks 
among the three most serious problems in three regions. However, in 
the Metropolitan region it is superseded in seriousness by 11 other 
problems. 
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In the earlier discussion of the data in Table 2-1, it was pointed 

out that the low 1evel of affi 1i ati on with ei ther synagogues, communal 

groups or organizations was a more frequently cited problem in all re­

gions than was the lack of specific social, cultural, or other activi­

ties. Table 2-2 corroborates this finding. 

It was al so poi nted out that the 1ack of a Jewi sh educati on for 

chil dren was a more frequently ci ted probl em than was such alack for 

adults. Table 2-2 reveals that this finding holds even when considering 

only the most serious problems. The Eastern region is the only one 

where nearly similar jUdgments are made about participation of children 

and adul ts in Jewi sh educational programs, perhaps because so few re­

spondents thought that the small number of adul ts and of ch i 1dren re­

ceiving a Jewish education were among the most serious problems for that 

region. 

It has already been pointed out that in all regions synagogue mem­

bership costs and Jewish education were more frequently regarded as 

problems than were summer camp costs. Since relatively few respon­

dents ranked the three IIcostll problems as among the most serious in 

their region, the pattern is not as clear in Table 2-2 as in Table 2-1. 

In the Metropolitan region, however, the high cost of Jewish education 

is ranked as a more serious problem than are the other costs. Respon­

dents in the San Fernando Valley consider the three cost problems as 

more serious than do respondents in the other regions. 

Finally, it should be pointed out that, in all regions, more re­

spondents saw low enrollment in Jewi sh education as a probl em; fewer 
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cited low quality of education as a problem. Table 2-2 indicates that, 

in tenns of seriousness, this remains the case for the San Fernando 

Valley, Metropolitan, and Southern regions. In the Western region, how­

ever, low enrollment and low quality are considered as equally serious 

problems, and in the Eastern region low quality is considered by far the 

more serious problem. Since both these problems fall into the first and 

second tiers, more information will be provided about them shortly~ 

Reasons for problems being considered serious. The six IIfirst­

tier ll communal problems appear somewhat disparate at first glance. How­

ever, the reasons that respondents gave for choosi ng each probl em were 

remarkably similar across problems. For example, the seriousness of the 

intermarriage problem was justified by statements such as, IIIt breaks up 

Jewish family life,1I IIIt speeds up assimilation,1I and IITraditionally, 

the Jewish family is the basis of the survival of the Jewish culture. 

Continually diminishing this is endangering the continuation of the 

cUlture. 1I 

The low levels of affiliation with Jewish groups or organizations 

was seen as a serious problem because IIIf we cannot get Jews in this 

[Eastern] region to affiliate with anything, they eventually will dis­

appear as Jews entirely,1I and IIJews with no affiliations are the ones 

that become non-Jews. 1I 

In the mi nds of respondents, it appears that i ntermarri age and 

non-affiliation of Jews with Jewish groups or organizations are both 

serious issues, not because individuals are at risk, nor because indivi­

duals are leading non-fulfilling or unrewarding lives, but because col­

1ective Je\'1i sh i denti ty is endangered. Respondents express the fear 



- 49 ­

that Jews may disappear into the general society. The survival and con­

tinuity of the Jewish community are thus threatened by these problems. 

This same sense of foreboding about the future is evident from the 

reasons given for the four remaining IIfirst-tier ll problems. Some re­

spondents said that the seriousness of the small number of contributors 

to the UJWF is due to the lack of sufficient money to run programs. But 

many did note that lithe UJ\~F fails to involve Jews in communal life ll and 

lI[non-participating Jews] are not of value to the community. They don't 

accept the fate and 'responsibility of being Jewish. 1I 

Anti -semi ticacti vi ty is a seri ous problem in the vi ew of some 

respondents because it is on the increase due to social and economic 

pressures and IIThis is a'foretaste of what happened in Germany.1I 

Low 1evel of synagogue affil i ati on, 1ike the low 1evel of affi 1i a­

tion with Jewish groups, is specified as a seri~us problem by respon­

dents because it is an indication of a potential loss of Jewishness. 

"Without the 'synagogue, I don't think we have a chance to survive. 1I 

Respondents who chose thi s as a seri ous problem regarded the synagogue 

as a cohesive bond for Jews. Their fear that this bond was loosening 

was synonymous with their fear that the community was being weakened. 

The same rationale was used by respondents who saw the large number 

of Jewish children not receiving a Jewish education as a serious prob­

1em. Thei r comments can be captured by two quotes. IIJewi sh educati on 

insures Jewish survival. We need some way to reach the unaffiliated and 

pull then into Jewish education. 1I liThe fewer Jewish children to receive 

a Jewish education, the fewer Jewish adults in the next generation to 
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.support the Jewish community. Without Jewish education, there will soon 

be no need at all for the Jewish Federation Council." J 
Respondents, then, regarded these six problems as serious either 

because they saw them as evidence of an eroding Jewish community or as 

contributing to that erosion. Unlike in the social arena, where the 

suffering of growing numbers of people, or Jewish attitudes about human 

rights were used to justify the seriousness of Rarticular concerns, the 

serious problems in the communal arena were almost exclusively linked to 

Jewish community survival. 

2-3 
Of the nine most serious communal problems identified by re­

spondents. three were judged to have particularly worsened during 
the past three years: anti-Israel propaganda, anti-semitic acti­
vity, and intermarriage. . 

Except for some improvement in the quality of Jewish education, 
more respondents thought that the problems had gotten worse than 
thought they had gotten better. Majorities in 'all regions thought 
that the lack of Jewish recreational and social activities had 
stayed about the same. 

The Metropolitan region appears to have been slightly more af­
fected by negative trends than the other regions. 

Trends in relation to communal problems are less pessimistic
than trends in relation to social problems. 

Respondents, after identifying serious communal problems in their 

region, were asked whether these conditions had gotten better, worse, or 

stayed the same during the preceding three years. The results are pre­

sented in Table 2-3 in.terms of the percentage of respondents who said 

that the specified conditions had worsened. 
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2-3. Are the Serious Communal Problems Getting Worse In Your Region?t

-\1 
i
l 

- III 
~1ETRO SF VALLEY WESTERN EASTERN SOUTHERN TOTAL

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS -. -	

- ­

81$ 6m n$ n$ Em 70$Intennarri age.
 (53) (68) (31) (31) (30) (213)

~ 
a . _ 

69% 48$ 61$ sm m 54$Low Jewish group affil. 
(51) (65) (31) (32) (23) (202) 

5~ sm 33%* 49$Few UJWF contributors ~	 4~ 

(54) (63) (24) (27) (28) (196) 
~ ~ 

89% 7m 720;/ 8~ 76%* amAnti-semitic activity 
(53) (67) (29) (34) (25) (208)(I 

60%* 4m 40%* 5~ 4& 49$Low synagogue affil. 
(48) (64) (25) (31) (28) (196)I)

" 
59% sm 37%* 46%* 39't 49$No Jewish child educe 

(49) (58) (27) (28) (23) (185) 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS -
39%* . 17%* 17%* 2m 14%* 2~Quality of Jewish educe 

(28)	 (41) (18) (20) (21) (128) 

82%* 86%* am 90%* 74%* 83'tAnti-Israel propaganda 
(49)	 (57) (30) (21) (19) (176) 

29%* 14%* 2m 22%* 101 21$No Jewish recreat'l facil. 
(24) (35) (25) (27) (20) (131) 

tRespondents include only those who thought the problem existed in their region and who expressed 
an opinion about its severity. 

: *These problems were classed by fewer than 20% of the respondents among the three most serious in 
this region (see Table 2-2). Nonetheless t data about the worsening of the problem are included 
here for purposes of comparison. 
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Problem trends seen as mixed. As indicated in the table, sub­

stantial majorities said that three problems had gotten worse in all 

regions: anti-Israel propaganda, anti-semitic activity, and inter­

marriage. 

In contrast, only small minorities said that the lack of Jewish 

recreational and social facilities, and the quality of Jewish educa­ ]
J

tion had worsened. ~4ajorities in all regions said that the problem of 

Jewish recreational and social facilities had remained much the same. 

The second problem cited in the preceding paragraph -- the quality 

Jof Jewish education -- evoked a different pattern of responses. In all 

regions, the majority of respondents said that the problem had changed 

during the past three years. Of these, more said it had improved rather 

than worsened. This was true in all except the t-4etropolitan region, 
'-
I 

where respondents who thought the problem had worsened outnumbered those 

who said it had improved. Despite this lack of unanimity, respondents 

viewed the trend in the quality of Jewish education more favorably than 

they did the trends for other communal problems. 

Four problems remain to be discussed: low Jewish group affilia­

tion, the small number of UJWF contributors, low synagogue affiliation, 

and the small number of children receiving a Jewish education. For all 

regions combined, about half of the respondents considered each of these 

problems to have worsened. In spite of some regional variation, there 

is no region in which respondents seeing improvement outnumbered those 

reporting deterioration. Where the figures are below 50 percent, the 

remaining respondents thought that the problem had remained about the 

same. 
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In conclusion, when the findings are considered as a whole, the 

~ I 

--: 

\ \ 
I ' ,
 
r,
 

trend for communal problems appears somewhat less negative than the cor­

responding trend for social problems described earlier. Of the nine 

most serious communal problems, one appears to be somewhat improved, and 

one has stayed the same. Although overall, tendencies were reported as 

negative, they were not as negative as those for major social problems. 

One more observation from the findings presented in Table 2-3 is 

warranted. For seven of the nine problems, the highest percentages of 

respondents indicating that conditions have worsened are in the 

Metropolitan region. Conversely, for five of the nine problems the low­

est respondent percentages i ndi cati ng deteri orati ng condi ti ons are in 

the Southern region. These two regions clearly differ from one another 

on this matter. This may be attributable to the fact that in the 

Metr~politan region Jews tend to reside in neighborhood clusters and 

problems may be more readily visible. In contrast, Jews in the Southern 

regi on are not as densely popul ated and therefore people may not be as 

aware of changi ng trends. The survey resul ts suggest that trends over 

the past three years in the Metropol i tan region may be more negative 

than in other regions. 

..
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Survey results suggest that two of the nine most serious com­
munal problems, anti-semitic activity and anti-Israel propaganda 
are receiving the most programmatic attention. Receiving the least 
attention are low levels of synagogue affiliation, low levels of 
Jewish group affiliation, and intermarriage. 

On average, respondents are more aware of program efforts di­
rected to ·second tier· than -first tier- communal problems. 

Of the programmatic activities directed to the nine areas 
under review, those aimed at anti-semitism and anti-Israel propa­
ganda are deemed most adequate. Those jUdged least adequate ad­
dress the problems of synagogue affiliation, intermarriage, and 
the quality of Jewish education. 

Assessments of programmatic adequacy are on average somewhat 
more favorable for Jewish cOlllRUnal than for social problems. For 
seven of the nine communal problems, however, few respondents con­
sider existing programs to be adequate. 

As part of the Needs Survey, respondents were asked whether they 

knew of any programs or services in their region'addressing the communal 

probl ems they had desi gnated as most seri ous. If they i dentifi ed pro­

grams or sponsoring agencies, they were then asked to assess the ade­

quacy of the services in terms of staffing, money, and other resources. 

Since these questions were specifically directed to Jewish communal 

problems, respondent jUdgments pertain exclusively to programs and agen­

cies under Jewish auspices and sponsorship. The results for "first 

tier" and "second tier" communal problems are in Table 2-4. 

Awareness of problem-related services. The table indicates that at 

least some respondents were able to identify existing programs for each 

of the problems listed. Respondent awareness varied, however, depending 

on the particular problem being considered. 

J 

I .. 
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2-4. Do You Know of Programs that Address Each of These Conmmal Problems? 

1
 
l
 
1
 
1
 

r
 
r
 
I
 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS 

Intermarri age 

Low Jewish group affil. 

Few UJWF contributors 

Anti-semitic activity 

Low synagogue affil. 

No Jewish child edUCe 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS . 

Qua1i ty of Jewi sh educ. 

Anti-Israel propaganda 

No Jewish recreatll facil. 

How Adequate Are They? 

AWARENESSt 

54'1 
(95) 

54'1 
(79) 

7fJ1 
(61) 

9m 
(57) 

43'1 
(54) 

6fJ1 
(49) 

84'1 
(32) 

94'1 
(31) 

70'1 
(27) 

ADEQUACY* 

18'1 
(54) 

28'1 
(43) 

.217, 

(48) 

63'1 
(54) 

13'1 
(23) 

29'.t 
(34) 

18'1 
(27) 

52'1 
(29) 

26f; 

(19) 

TRespondents who classed a problem among the three most serious in their 
region were asked whether they knew of any Jewish coolllmity programs 
dealing with the problem. The percentages represent the proportions of 
respondents who said they did. 

*The respondents who said they knew of one or ITDre programs dealing with 
the problem were asked to assess how adequate those programs were: livery
adequate, II II adequate, II "l ess than adequate, II " not at all adequate, II or 
"don 1 t know. II The percentages represent the proportion~ of respondents 
who said livery adequate" or "adequate." 
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Awareness was highest for "programs dealing with anti-semitic acti­

vi ty and anti -Israel propaganda. Next in 1evel of awareness were pro­

grams or services dealing with the quality of Jewish education, the num­

ber of UJWF contributors, the availability of Jewish recreational and 

social facilities) and the number of children receiving a Jewish educa­

tion. 

Somewhat more than hal f of those for whom intermarri age and low 

levels of Jewish group affiliation represented serious problems thought 

that there were exi sting programs addressi ng them. Fewer than hal f of 

the respondents for whom the low 1evel of synagogue affi 1iati on was a 

seri ous problem coul d i denti fy agenci es or programs seek i ng to solve 

it. All these problems are "first tier." The pattern of responses 

coul d be interpreted to mean that more effort and attention are cur­

rently devoted to "second tier" than "first tier"' communal problems. An 

alternative explanation is that the nature of some of the first tier 

problems, especially the affiliation problems, do not lend themselves 

directly to specific programs and services. They can be seen as condi­

ti ons of Jewi sh 1He or symptoms of other more basic probl ems rather 

than as conc rete, spec i fi c problems wh i ch are amenab1e to di rect pro­

grammatic solutions. 

Judgments of service adequacy. Estimates of programmatic adequacy 

vary substantially. Small majorities consider programs dealing with 

anti-semitic activity and anti-Israel progaganda to be adequate or bet­

ter than adequate. For the remai ni ng seven probl ems few respondents 

Forconsider existing programs either livery adequate II or "adequate." 
... 

the problem of low synagogue aff; 1i ati on, only a few of those respon­

dents who know of efforts to deal with this problem think that they are 
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J. 
- I adequate. Also rated inadequate are programs dealing with intermarriage 

and the quality of Jewish education. Programmatic efforts regarding 

levels of Jewish group affiliation, numbers of UJWF contributors, num­

bers of children receiving a Jewish education, and provision of Jewish 

recreational and social facilities also are not seen as adequate. 

To summarize, the problems of anti-semitism and anti-Israel propa­

ganda seem to have stimul ated program responses of which peopl e are 

aware and which they perceive as adequate. At the other end of the 
-s.. 

- scale, specific programs to address the problems of low synagogue affi­
I \ 

l 
liation and high rate of intermarriage are not widely known, nor are 

they deemed adequate by those who do know about them. Respondent 

answers suggest that for these two probl ems, efforts ei ther do not 

~\; 
exi st, or have not been well publ; ci zed. Whatever the cause, exi sti ng 

efforts are not regarded as adequa:te. In fact, there have been few 

effective programs to increase levels of synagogue participation. The 

growing problem of intermarriage is seen as something that in the short 

run we can do little about. 

The remaining programs occupy intermediate positions of various 

sorts. Programs dealing-with the quality of education rank fairly high 

on recogni ti on, but qui te low on adequacy. The probl ems of inadequate 

numbers of properly trai ned Jewi sh teachers, and the percepti on that 

some aspects of Jewish education have only limited positive impact may 

contribute to the feeling that Jewish education is in serious trouble. 

Programs dealing with low levels of Jewish group affiliation rank 

qUite low on recognition, but average on adequacy. Programs designed to 

deal with the small number of UJWF contributors, the small number of 
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children receiving a Jewish education, and the lack of Jewish recrea­

tional and social facilities rank about average on both dimensions. 

With the exception of the rel atively favorable judgments expressed 

about programs aimed at anti -semi tic activi ty and anti -Israel propa­

ganda, respondent assessments of the communal and soci al programs are 

remarkably similar and relatively low.* 

Nevertheless, the intensity of effort and r~source deployment that 

characteri ze exi sti ng programs to combat anti -semi ti SID and anti -Israel 

propaganda can potenti ally serve as model s for other programs desi gned 

to deal with other important communal issues. According to the judg­

ments expressed by the survey respondents, there is nothi ng el se even 

remotely comparable in terms of "success rate" in the realm of the 

Jewish communal services. 

*On average, 24 percent of survey respondents jUdged the social 
programs under Jewish auspices reviewed in Table 1-4 to be adequate. 
The corresponding average" for the Jewish communal programs reviewed in 
Table 2-4 is 31 percent. Thus, the adequacy of the latter is judged 
somewhat more favorably on average. However, -when the assessments of . 
the programs dealing with anti-semitism and anti-Israel propaganda are 
not included in the computation, the average for the communal programs 
drops to 23 percent, which is practically the same as for the social 
programs. With the exception of the two most "successful" program 
areas, then, only an average of one person in four considers either 
communal or social programs to be adequate. 

l 
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2-5 
Of the nine most serious communal problems, two were reported 

as affecting almost eve~one in the Jewish community: the small 
number of UJWF contributors, and the prevalence of anti-semitic 
activity. 

Although the remaining seven serious problems affect specific 
groups, e.g., the general adult population, young adults, teen­
agers and children rather than preschoolers, single adults, single 
parents, the elderly, and immigrants, most communal problems ap­
pear to affect eve~one in the Jewish community either directly or 
indirectly. 

r
 
r
 

[.
 

For the communal problems chosen by respondents as the most serious 

in their regions, an additional question was asked in the Needs Survey: 

"Which groups are most affected by the problem?" The results for the 

nine most serious problems, and the groups to which respondents were 

asked to refer, are presented in Table 2-5. 

Groups affected by communal problems. As the table highlights, at 

least two communal problems -- the small number of UJWF contributors, 

and the prevalence of anti-semitic activity -- were hel d to affect 

Jewi sh groups across the board. Both of these are "fi rst ti er" prob­

lems, and majorities of respondents indicated that all groups were 

adversely affected. Thi's pattern provi des a cl ue to the reason for 

these problems being judged among the most serious in the majority of 

the regions: Anti-semitism and UJWF contributions are thought to affect 

almost everyone in one way or another. 

For the remaining seven problems, respondents paired specific 

groups wi th speci fi c probl ems. The hi ghest percentages chose the gen­

eral adult population as the group most affected by anti-Israel propa­

ganda and low 1evel s of affil i ati on wi th Jewi sh groups and synagogues. 
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c	 fuse and broader indirect impact, affecting multiple groups or, indeed, 

the community as a whole. Almost by definition, communal problems have 

an impact community-wide -- they affect the health and well-being of the 

total community and its future viability. 

T
 
r
 
r 

\ 

r
 

r,
 

Young adults were identified as most affected by intermarriage. Teen­

agers were di sproportionately chosen as the group most affected by the 

lack of Jewish recreational and social facilities. Finally, the highest 

percentages of respondents chose both teenagers and younger children as 

most affected by the quality of Jewish education and the small numbers 

receiving such an education. 

However, the main implication of the response pattern seen in Table 

2-5 is that the li nkage between probl ems and groups tends to be di f ­

fuse. Specific groups may be directly affected by particular problems, 

but respondents' common perception is that communal problems have a dif­



£; 1I31dVHJ 



- 65 ­

3-1 
Social and communal problems are intermingled among the most 

serious problems confronting the Federation regions. Both ~es 
of problems are equally represented among the ten most serious 
problems in every JFC region. 

Five problems are among the ten most serious ones in every re­
gion. Three are mainly family problems: intermarriage, divorcel 
marital conflict, and emotional or psychological problems of 
children and adolescents. The other two are low levels of Jewish 
group affiliation, and isolation of the elderly. 

Aside from these commonalities, the regions differ in their 
combinations and ordering of problems. 

In earl i er chapters the survey fi ndi ngs for soci al and communal· 

problems were treated separately. In this section the two sets of prob­

lems will be considered together, so as to understand the major problems 

facing Jews in the JFC regions.* The main focus will be on the social 

and communal probl ems judged by respondents as the most serious con­

fronting Jews in the JFC regions. 

Table 3-1, derived from already reported survey results, lists the 

10 most serious problems in each region and in all regions combined. 

The most serious problems. Social and communal problems are inter­

mingled among the top 10 problems with half of the 10 most serious prob­

lems in each region social, the other half communal; this despite 

*TwO additional sets of tables have been placed in Appendix D. One 
set combines the results from Tables 1-1 and 2-1, referring to the 
reported existence of social and Jewish communal problems, and are 
labeled Tables 0-1 through 0-6. The second set, labeled 0-7 through
0-12, displays the combined data from Tables 1-2 and 2-2, referring to 
the soci al and communal probl ems consi dered by the respondents as the 
most serious in their region. All these tables include findings on the 
47 problems presented in the inte~views. 
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3-1. What Are the Most Serious Problems In Your Region? 
(Social and Coomunal Problems Conbined) 

aFC Region Percent 

Metro 
No afford. elderly housing 65% 
Divorce/marital conflict 43 
Intermarriage 40 
Low Jewish group affil. 35 
Isolation of elderly 32 
Anti-semitic activity 30 
Few UJWF contributors 28 
No Jewish child educe 23 
Child/teen emotional probs. 23 
Permanent poverty 23 

Number of Respondents (60) 

Western 
No afford. elderly housing 76% 
Divorce/marital conflict 51 
Low Jewish group affil. 43 
Few UJWF contributors 41 
Intermarriage 38 
Child/teen emotional probs. 27 
No Jewish recreatll. facil. 24 
Anti-!Srael propaganda 22 
Isolation of elderly 22 
No elderly home help 22 

Number of Respondents (37) 

Southern
 
Divorce/marital conflict 77%
 
Intermarriage 58
 
Isolation of elderly 48
 
Child/teen emotional probs. 39
 
Low Je\~sh group affil. 29
 
Few UJWF contributors 26
 
Low synagogue affil. 26
 
No Jewish child educe 26
 
No elderly institutll care 26
 
Adult emotional problems 23
 

Number of Respondents (31)
 

JFC Region Percent 

SF Valley 
Divorce/marital conflict 61% 
No afford. el derly housing 36 
Intermarriage 32 
Child/teen emotional probs. 29 
Isolation of elderly 28 
Low Jewi sh group affi 1• 27 
Anti-semitic activity 26 
Low synagogue affi1• 26 
Adult emotional problems 24 
Few WWF contributors 23 

Number of Respondents (75) 

Eastern 
Divorce/marital conflict 59% 
Low synagogue affil. 53 
Intermarriage 44 
Isolation of elderly 44 
Low Jewi sh group affi 1• 38 
No afford. elderly housing 35 
Anti-semitic activity 35 
Quality of Jewish educe 21 
Child/teen emotional probs. 21 
Adult emotional problems 21 

Number of Respondents (34) 

Totals 
Divorce/marital confl ict 57% 
No afford .el derly housing 47 
Intermarri age 40 
Low Jewi sh group affi 1• 34 
Isolation of elderly 33 
Chil d/teen emoti0 na1 probs. 27 
Few UJWF contributors 26 
Anti-semitic activity 24 
Low synagogue affil. 23 
No Jewish child educe 21 

Number of Respondents (237) 
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differing regional problems and variations in the order of problems. 

Both soci al and communal problems thus rate equally as among the most 

serious in all JFC regions. 

The problems in Table -3-1 are already familiar as "first tier" and 

"second tier" problems presented earlier. Among the five problems in­

cluded as the 10 most serious in every region, three are family related: 

intennarriage, divorce/marital conflict, and emotional or psychological 

prob1ems of ch i 1dren and adolescents. The other two on every regi ona1 

list are: large numbers of Jews unaffiliated with any Jewish (non-syna­

gogue) group or organization, and isolation of the elderly. These five 

problems, although ranked differently in each region, are judged as 

among the 10 most serious problems everywhere. 

3-2 
When weighted rank scores are used to order problems, five 

are among the ten most serious in most regions: intermarriage, 
divorce/marital conflict, the emotional or psychological problems
of children and adolescents, the low number of Jews affiliated 
with Jewish groups or organizations, and the lack of affordable 
housing for the elderly. 

Although problem rankings tend to va~ by region, the following 
types of problems ra~ among the most serious in all regions:
family problems, problems of low levels of organizational affilia­
tion, problems of the elderly, and Jewish educational problems. 

In general, the survey findings indicate considerable diversi~ 

about the particular combination of problems respondents in each 
region considered the most serious; judgments are dispersed over 
many problems. 
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Near the end of the interviews wi th respondents, after they had 

selected the three most serious social problems, and the three most 

serious communal problems in their region, they were asked to consider 
~I 

together and rank all six problems, from one to six, in terms of their 

seriousness. On the basis of this commingled ranking of social and JI 
communal probl ems, rank scores were computed for each probl em in each 

regi on, and for all regions combi ned. These scores were wei ghted and 

standardized so as to make them comparable across regions.* 

Weighted rank scores as an indication of seriousness. There is one 

major advantage in the use of such wei ghted standardi zed rank scores 

rather than percentages for ordering the most serious problems. Percent­

ages reflect the proportion of respondents who choose a problem as seri­

ous, but do not reflect the intensity of respondent feeling about that 

particular problem in relation to others also selected as most seri­

ous. Table 3-2 orders problems using weighted standardized rank scores. 

Such scores take into account not only the number of respondents who 

choose a particular problem as one the six most serious social and com­

munal problems (3 from each list), but also the priority rating they 

assign that problem relative to the other five problems they have desig­

nated to the most seri ous category. Thus, a probl em chosen by fewer 

respondents to whom it is the most serious among the six in their region 

*Rank scores were cal cul ated by a mathematical formul a based on two 
factors: (a) the number of respondents who i denti fi ed the problem as 
one of the most serious in their region, and (b) the rank they assigned 
to the problem (1-6) among the six most serious ones they had chosen. 
A weighting factor was included in the calculations, and the raw scores 
were standardi zed to promote comparabi 1i ty. Under the method used, 
rank scores can range from 0 to 200. For a more detailed description 
of the methodology, see Appendix C. 
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11 
I can obtain a rank score as high as a problem chosen by more respondents ., I 

who have designated it as the least serious of the six. The higher rank 

scores are assigned, of course, to those problems designated by many 

respondents as most seri ous of thei r six, and the lower rank scores 

characterize problems chosen by only a few respondents who designate 

them as least serious. Table 3-2 lists the ten problems in each region 

receiving the highest rank scores in that region. 

I 

Family problems are ranked as serious across regions. As the table 

indicates, even when all problems are considered together, family prob­

,-I 

1 lems still rank high in all the regions. Divorce/marital conflict is 
I 

ranked as the most serious problem in the San Fernando Valley, Eastern,

l~ and Southern regions; as'the second most serious problem in the Western 

region; and as the third most serious problem in the Metropolitan re­

gion. Intermarriage ranks second in the Metropolitan, San Fernando 

Valley, and Southern regions; third in the Eastern region; and fifth in 

the Western region. Both of these family problems are among the top 

five ranked problems in all regions. A third family-related problem-­

emotional or psychological problems of children and adolescents -- is 

found in all regions although with somewhat lower rankings -- sixth in 

the San Fernando Valley, eighth in the Metropolitan and Southern re­

gions, and tenth in the Western and Eastern regions. Emotional or psy­

chological problems of adults is tenth in the San Fernando Valley but 

not among the top 10 of any other region. 

Lack of affi 1i ati on also ranked as seri ous across regi ons. The 

lack of organizational affiliation, like the major family problems, also 

ranks high in all regions. The large numbers of Jews unaffiliated with 
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3-2. What is the Rank-order of the Most Serious Problems In Your Region? 

(Social and Communal Problems Combined) 

J.iJ 
] 

..lFC Region 

Metro 

Rank 
Score Rank 

JFC Region 

SF Valley 

Rank 
Score Rank J 

No afford. elderly housing 
Intermarriage 

78 
63 

1 
2 

82 
51 

Divorce/marital confl ict 
Intennarri age 

1 
2 J 

Divorce/marital conflict 45 3 42No afford. elderly housing 3 
Low Jewish group affil. 42 4 35Low Jewish group affil. 4 ~ 
No Jewish child educe 39 5 32Anti-semitic activity 5 
Few UJWF contributors 38 6 32Chil d/teen eootiona1 probs. 6 

Anti-semitic activity 37 7 30Few UJWF contributors 7 
Child/teen emotional probs. 31 8 29No Jewish child educe 8 
Isolation of elderly 31 9 29Low synagogue affil. 9 

Permanent poverty 22 10 29Adult emotional problems 10 
Number of Respondents (60) (75)Number of Respondents 

-Western Eastern 
No afford. el der1y housing 
Divorce/marital conflict 

94 
66 

1 
2 

Divorce/marital conflict 76 
Low synagogue affil. 70 

1 
2 ] 

Few UJWF contributors 54 3 Intermarriage 65 3 
Low Jewish group affi1.. 
Intermarriage· 

50 
47 

4 
5 

Anti-semitic activity 57 
Low Jewish group affi1. 50 

4 
5 j 

No Jewi sh recreat11. faci1. 
No Jewish child edUCe 
Anti-Israel propaganda 

29 
22 
22 

6 

7 
8 

Isolation of elderly 43 
No afford. elderly housing 32 
Quality of Jewish educe 31 

6 

7 
8 

I 
Isolation of elderly 22 9 No e1 der1y home help 26 9 

Child/teen emotional probs. 22 10 Child/teen emotional probs. 22 10 
Number of Respondents (37) Number of Respondents (34) 

Southern Totals 
Divorce/marital conflict 89 1 Divorce/marital conflict 70 1 
Intermarriage 87 2 Intermarriage 60 2 
Low Jewish group affi1. 54 3 No afford. elderly housing 55 3 
Iso1 ation of e1 der1y 44 4 Low Jewish group affil. 44 4 
Few UJWF contributors 38 5 Few UJWF contributors 35 5 
Low synagogue affi1. 38 6 Iso1ation of e1 der1y 32 6 
No Jewish child educe 37 7 Anti-semitic activity 32 7 
Child/teen emotional probs. 30 8 No Jewish child edUCe 29 8 
No Jewish recreat 1 1. facil. 25 9 Chi1 d/teen emotional probs. 28 , 9 

Quality of Jewish educe 24 10 Low synagogue affi1• 28 10 
Number of Respondents (31) Number of Respondents (237) 
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Jewish groups or organizations ranks as the third most serious problem 

in the Southern region; fourth in the Metropolitan, San Fernando Valley, 

and Western regions; and fifth in the Eastern region. It is one of the 

top five problems in all regions. Low levels of synagogue affiliation 

ranks as a lower overall problem except in one region. It ranks as the 

second most serious problem in the Eastern region, sixth in the Southern 

region, and ninth in the San Fernando Valley; but not among the top 10 

problems in either the Metropolitan or Western regions. In the Eastern 

region it ranks as a more serious problem than the lack of affiliation 

with non-synagogue groups or organizations. 

Problems of the elderly regionally concentrated. Turning to prob­

lems of the elderly, one 'also finds a mixed picture. Lack of affordable 

housing for the elderly ranks as the most serious problem in the 

i~etropolitan and Western regions, third in the San Fernando Valley re­

gion; seventh in the Eastern region, and not among the top 10 in the 

Southern region. Isolation of the elderly, among the top 10 problems in 

all regions in Table 3-1, looks different in Table 3-2 where rank scores 

are used. A compari son of the two tabl es shows that the probl em has 

dropped from fi fth to nf'nth in the Metropo1i tan regi on; from fi fth to 

out of the top 10 altogether in the San Fernando Valley region; from 

fourth to sixth in the Eastern region; and from third to fourth in the 

Southern region. It retains the same ninth ranking only in the Western 

region. This means that when respondents were asked to rank their six 

most serious problems, they tended to assign higher rankings to problems 

other than the isolation of the elderly. Nevertheless, the problem 

remains highly ranked in the Southern and Eastern regions. Further, the 
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Eastern region ranks the inability of the elderly to obtain home care or 

housekeeping assistance as among its top 10 problems. Problems of the 

elderly are present in all regions, but particulars vary in seriousness 

from one region to another. 

It is interesting to note that although lack of affordable elderly 

housing is highly ranked in the Metropolitan, Western, and San Fernando 

Valley regions, as noted above, the disparity in their rank scores re­

veals differing perceptions of the seriousness of this particular prob­

lem relative to others in each region. Thus, this problem is regarded 

as more than twi ce as seri ous in the Western regi on as in the San 

Fernando Valley region. Similarly, the Western region sample is more 

united in its belief than the Metropolitan sample that affordable 

elderly housing is the most serious problem, even though the problem 

achi eves the number one ranki ng in both. regi ons.. Simil ar rank score 

comparisons can be made with other problems on the lists in Table 3-2. 

Other communal problems vary regionally. The small number of UJWF 

contributors, and the prevalence of anti-semitic activity, both appear 

to be considered as serious problems although not equally so in all re­

gions. The lack of UJWF contributors ranks among the top ten problems 

in all but the Eastern region. Anti-semitic activity is among the top 

10 problems in the Eastern, San Fernando Valley, and Metropolitan re­

gions but not in either the Western or Southern regions. 

Anti -Israel propaganda ranks eighth in the Western region but is 

not among the top 10 problems in any other region. Like many of the 

earlier problem listings, the weighted standardized rankings of problems 

shows differences from one region to another. 
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Jewish education: problems of enrollment and quality. Table 3-2 

shows two Jewish educational problems: the small number of children re­

ceiving a Jewish education, and the quality of the education provided. 

The small number of Jewish-educated children is considered to be a 

more serious problem than the quality of the education in all regions 

except the Eastern, where the low quality of education is seen as more 

serious. 

Other serious problems. Two problems appear in Table 3-2 which 

are among the 10 most serious in only one or two regions. Jews living 

in a condition of permanent poverty is tenth-ranked in the Metropolitan 

region, but not among the top 10 in any other region. Lack of JeWish 

recreational and social facilities ranks as the sixth most serious prob­

lem in the Western region and as the ninth in the Southern region, but 

does not appear among the top 10 anywhere else. 

Problems summary. All problems in Table 3-2 have now been dis­

cussed but summing up is difficult, because most are not ranked among 

the top 10 in all regions. 

Once again, then, regional variations are significant. Only four 

of the 16 problems included on each of the five regional lists, are on 

all the lists. Three of the four are family problems -- divorce/marital 

conflict, intermarriage, and the emotional or, psychological problems of 

chi 1dren and adolescents -- and the fourth is the low number of Jews 

affiliated with Jewish groups or organizations. The remaining 12 prob­

lems appear on only some of the regional lists. For example, no afford­

able housing for the elderly is ranked first in the r~etropolitan and 

Western regions but does not appear as a serious problem in the Southern 
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region. Further, even the problems that appear on every list tend to be 

ranked differently within each region. The widely held view that there 

are marked and important di fferences among the JFC regions in terms of 

the existence and intensity of social and communal problems is substan­

tiated by this analysis. 

When categories of problems are discussed, some broad generaliza­

tions can be attempted. Family problems are important in every region. 

Problems of lack of organizational affiliation -- either with Jewish 

groups, or synagogues, or both -- rank high in every region. Problems 

of the elderly, while varying in particulars, seem serious in every re­

gion. Communal problems that affect all population groups, e.g., the 

small number of UJWF contributors, and the prevalence of anti-semitic 

activity, also rank among the top 10 in every region. Jewish educa­

tional problems of one sort or another are also found among tne 10 most 

serious problems in every region. The remaining two particular problems 

-- conditions of permanent poverty, and lack of Jewish recreational and 

social facilities -- rank among the 10 most serious problems in one or 

two regions, respectively. Altogether, these four problem categories 

account for 14 of the 16 individual probl~ms on the regional lists in 

the table. 

It is important to reiterate the point made earlier: the lack of 

consensus among respondents from a particular region is true for all re­

gions. No problem on any of the lists has a rank score above 100, even 

though the highest possible score is 200. The relatively low scores 

mean that there is no unanimity among regional respondents, either with 

respect to the problems chosen from the two 1i sts as most seri ous in 
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. their region, or with regard to the ranks assigned the six problems 

se1ected as most seri ous. Respondents I judgments in each regi on were 

~I . di spersed over many problems rather than bei ng concentrated on a few. 

This dispersion is most noticeable in the San Fernando Valley, where 

the top problem is ranked less than three times higher than the tenth­

ranked problem, and is least pronounced in the Western region where the 

top-ranked problem has a score more than four times hi gher than the 

tenth-ranked problem. Western region respondents demonstrate the great­

est consensus around the problem of 1ack of affordable housi ng for the 

elderly (rank score - 94). Table 3-3, which deals with groups con­

sidered most in need of additional resource allocations, shows that the 

judgments of respondents are considerably more concentrated on a few 

groups, and the pattern is clearer. 

I 

The groups least often cited as having such needs were pre­
schoolers and immigrants, although the latter ranked somewhat 
higher in the Metropolitan region than in the others. 

Children, young adults, the general adult population, single 
parents and single adults tend to fall into middle positions in 
tenns of need. Al though chfl dren were thought to have a greater 

,need for additional allocations than single adults in all regions, 
the other relative rankings of the groups in the middle va~ noti­
ceably from one region to another. 

The reasons respondents gave for nominating the elderly as most 
in need were related primarily to characteristics Of the elderly,
especially their physical vulnerability. 

Respondents Who identified teenagers as most in need were con­
cerned with teenagers' alienation from Jewish life and their cul­
tural vulnerability. Their eroding Jewish identify was of partic­
ular concern. 

3-3 
When respondents were asked about groups in their regions most 

in need of additional resource allocations, the two groups most 
often cited in all regions were the el derly and teenagers. 
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After respondents had ranked the most serious problems in their 

I
regi on, they were presented wi th a li st of ni ne popul ati on groups cur­

rently served by the JFC and its agencies, and were asked to select the I 
three groups which, in their opinion, were most in need of additional 

resource all ocati ons such as money, personnel, or programs. After the JIi,respondents had chosen the three groups, they were asked to rank them, 

from one to three, in order of need. Rank scores were subsequently cal­

culated for all groups in all regions, utilizing the method already 

described. Table 3-3 lists the groups and presents the results in the 

I.fonn of scores and ranks for each regi on, and for all regi ons combi ned, 

revealing a fairly consistent pattern across regions. J 
Groups most in need of additional resources. The elderly and teen­

agers are considered the two groups most in need in all regions. The B 
elderly rank first in the Metropolitan, San Fernando Valley, and Western I
regions; and, in all three, teenagers rank second. Conversely, teen­

agers rank first in the Eastern and Southern regions; and in both, the 

elderly rank second. These two groups are either first or second in all 

regions. When the weighted standardized ranks are examined, it is clear 

that the elderly get a particularly high score in the Western region, 

signifying consensus in that region that they are the group most in need 

of additional resources. Similarly, respondents in the Southern and 

Eastern regions emphasize teenagers as most in need of additional re­

sources. For each region there is greater consensus concerning the pop­

ulation group perceived to be most in need of additional resources than 

there is agreement on the most serious problem. 
. , 
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At the low end of the scale there is a fairly consistent pattern of 

rank i ngs. Immi grants and pre-school ch i 1dren tend to be cons i dered 

least in need of additional resources in most regions. These low rank­

ings may be attributed to the relatively low visibility, and few numbers 

of these groups in relation to other groups in the Jewish community. 

Within the middle ranks, the table indicates some consistent rela­

tive positions; for example, children rank from third to fifth and 

single adults from sixth to eighth. The two rankings do not overlap; 

single adults do not outrank children in any region. Other patterns in 

the middle groups do vary among regions. In summary, one can say that 

the groups judged to be the most and the least in need of additional 

resources tend to be similar in the five regions, but that the regions 

differ noticeably with respect to the judgments offered about the 

middle-ranked groups. 

Justifications Given for Groups In Need of Additional Resources 

Respondents were asked why they fel t the groups they had sel ected 

as most in need of additional resources were so needy. 

Those who nominated the elderly as most in need justified their 

choice primarily on the characteristics of the elderly, especially their 

physical vulnerability: They are the "most neglected," "l east able to 

care for themselves," "live in fear." They also "have concrete survival 

needs which are not being met," "have multiple problems -- lack of 

funds, lack of mobility, lack ·of health." Others emphasized the commu­

nity's obligation -- we should help the elderly "for theological rea­

sons. 1I "0ne can judge a society on how the el derly are treated. II 
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3-3. Which Jewish Population Groups Are Most 
In Need of Additional Resource Allocations? 

JFC Region Rank JFC Region Rank
 
Score Rank Score Rank
 

Metro SF Valley
 
El derly (65+) 89 1 El derly (65+) 99 1
 
Teenagers (13-18) 80 2 Teenagers (13-18) 75 2
 
Young adults (19-25) 64 3 Children (5-12) 59 3
 
Children (5-12) 48 4 Adults (26-64) 48 4
 
Adults (26-64) 44 5 Young adults (19-25) 41 5
 
Single parents 34 6 Single parents 36 6
 
Ill1lligrants 17 7 Single adults (all ages) 18 7
 
Single adults (all ages) 10 8 Inmigrants 13 8
 
Preschool age 7 9 Preschoo1 age 12 9
 

Number of Respondents (60) Nunber of Respondents (75)
 

Western Eastern 
El derly (65+) 132 1 Teenagers (13-18) 100 1
 
Teenagers (13-18) 70 2 El derly (65+) 80 2
 
Young adults (19-25) 43 3 Children (5-12) 57 3
 
Single parents 40 4 Adults (26-64) 47 4
 
Chil dren (5-12) 36 5 Single parents 41 5
 
Adults (26-64) 31 6 Young adults (19-25) 41 6
 
Single adults (all ages) 23 7 Single adults (all ages) 22 7
 
Preschool age 16 8 Preschool age 12 8
 

'Inmigrants 5 9 Il11lligrants 0 9
 
Number of Respondents (37) Nunber of Respondents (34) 

Southern Totals 
Teenagers (13-18) 110 1 Elderly (65+) 96 1
 
El derly (65+) 82 2 Teenagers (13-18) 84 2
 
Young adults (19-25) 56 3 Children (5-12) 50 3
 
Children (5-12) 39 4 Young adults (18-25) 49 4
 
Single parents 39 5 Adults (26-64) 42 5
 
Single adults (all ages) 34 6 Single parents 37 6
 
Adults (26-64) 28 7 Single adults (all ages) 19 7
 
Preschool age 9 8 Preschool age 11 8
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Inmigrants 4 9 Imnigrants 10 9 
Number of Respondents (31) Nunber of Respondents (237) , 
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By contrast, those who i denti fi ed teenagers as most in need of 

additional community resources did so for collective rather than indi­

vidual reasons. Some stated their concerns in personal terms: IIIt is a 

most problematic and difficult age,1I or IIThey are most vulnerable and 

1Ineed contact right now. But most were concerned with teenagers' alien­

ation from Jewish life and cultural vulnerability. Their eroding Jewish 

identify was of particular concern. 

liThe community is looking at a big assimilation problem. So if you 
are going to educate people with Jewish studies and traditions, you 
will have your best chance with youth. 1I 

IINot enough services to keep them Jewi.shly oriented -- [they have] 
primarily a non-Jewish development. 1I 

II They have no place to meet in a predominantly Christian 
community. II 

IIpost Bar and Bat Mitzvah is the period in which we are losing all 
our youth. 1I 

II[If we attended to teenagers] I think a lot of problems would be 
solved -- non-affiliation would be less [as well as] problems of 
intermarriage. 1I 

Differences in respondent perceptions among regions of the most 

serious problems are not surprising, since each region is confronted by 

different combinations of problems and each has a different set of demo­

graphic characteristics. Given these regional differences it is signi­

ficant that the respondents in each region are very similar to one 

another in their assessment of the two groups most in need of additional 

resource allocations, namely, the elderly and teenagers. The relation­

ship between perceived problems and those groups identified as being in 

need of additional resources will be discussed further in the final· 

chapter of this Report. 
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Thi s concl udi ng chapter hi ghl i ghts issues whi ch have been stated, 

suggested, or implied in the preceding sections of the report. We have 

sought to identify certain issues which, in our judgment, merit additional 

consi deration and di scussi on. The chapter hi ghl i ghts both consensus and 

variations in the findings and several poli'cy implications. 

The findings in this report are significant in their meaning and 

implications. They represent the collective judgments of 237 highly know­

ledgeable and diverse individuals, including Jewish communal professionals, 

key agency and federation leadership, rabbis, and users of Jewish communal 

services. Upon analyzing the data, it was clear that these individuals 

took a broad perspective on Jewish communal problems and needs and were not 

merely responding in terms of their own professional or volunteer interests 

and biases. 14hile not the sole determinant of community priorities, the 

fi ndi ngs in thi s report consti tute i nformati on central to informed and 

responsible priorities-setting and planning. 

Consensus Across Regions 

There is substantial agreement across regions as to the most serious 

types of problems confronting the individual regions in greater Los 

Angeles. The most serious problems can be broadly classified as (a) family 

problems, (b) elderly problems, 

Among the fami ly problems 

Angeles are divorce and marital 

and psychological problems of 

also appear and cluster across 

and (c) affiliation problems. 

ranked very seri ous throughout greater Los 

conflict, intermarriage, and the emotional 

children and adolescents. Elderly problems 

regions. They consist primarily of the lack 

of affordable housing and social isolation. Declining affiliation with 

Jewi sh communal i nsti tu"ti ons consi sts of vari ous el ements, i ncl udi ng 1ack 
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of organizational, synagogue and Jewish educational participation. In -\ 

short, problems facing Jews and the Jewish community are multi-faceted and Jt 
consist of a variety of related elements. There is value in thinking in JI 
terms of broad problem categories with specific problem manifestations when 

conceptual i zi ng and desi gni ng al ternative programmatic responses. u, 
It should also be underscored that there is a high level of consensus J 

I 
among the respondents as to the two target groups most in need of addi­

tional Jewish communal attention, namely, elderly and teenagers. As indi­

cated earlier in this report, these are the two population groups which are 

­most vulnerable. That is to say, the elderly are physically at risk; more JJ 
resources need to be allocated to them to ensure their physical survival 

jj
and comfort. The vul nerability of teenagers was analyzed in terms of 

Jewi sh identify and cul tural al i enati on. Thei r future connectedness wi th ~ 
Jewi sh 1i fe and communi ty was percei ved as bei ng endangered. The teenage
 

group is also most in need of increased resource investments. ]
 
It is interesting to relate respondent perceptions of the most serious j 

problems in the regions and the population groups facing the greatest need 

for additional resource assistance. For the elderly the case is rather 

clear cut. A number of specific elderly-related problems rank very high in 

seri ousness ina11 fi ve JFC regi ons. These problem-focused fi ndi ngs are 

consistent with and reinforced by the high level of consensus among regions 

that the Jewish elderly population is in greatest need of additional re­

sources to deal with their problems. 

For Jewish teenagers, the relation with the most serious problem list ­

ings is less direct and apparent, at least at first observation. Besides 

emotional problems of children and teens, no problems directly affecting 
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the teenage population are ranked on any region's most serious problem 

listings. Juvenile delinquency, drug abuse, teen unemployment, rank very 

low on "seriousness" across all regions. 

A closer analysis of respondent comments explaining their selection of 

teenagers as a high priority group in the community sheds light on this 

apparent discrepancy. The justification for this population group requir­

ing additional resources seems to deal primarily with the prevention of 

future problems which threaten the community's survival in physical, commu­

nal, and cultural terms. 

Greatest concern is expressed for those problems which await Jewish 

teenagers as they grow into adulthood, including divorce and marital con­

flict, intermarriage, and emotional and family breakdown -- problems which 

have proved extremely threateni ng and harmful to Jewi sh family and com­

munity integrity, stability and vitality. Put another way, teenagers are 

the most visible group who will shortly inherit many of the major problems 

cited in the survey. The relationship, therefore, between teenagers as a 

target group and the most serious problems, is based on future projection 

and concern that i nsuffi ci ent resources are bei ng targeted to thi s group 

during its most vulnerable years. 

Variations Across Regions 

Although the regions were in agreement in terms of identifying theTi 
same broad categories of most serious problems, there are important differ­

ences whi ch ought to be underscored. The problems are ordered and ranked 

somewhat differently in each of the regions' most serious listings. For 

example, only four of the sixteen problems ranked on the five regional 

lists as one of the ten most serious social and communal problems, are 
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included on each regional list. Three of these four items relate to family 

difficulties -- divorce and marital conflict, intermarriage, and the emo­

tional and psychological problems of children and youth. 

The fourth problem relates to the small number of Jews affiliated with 

Jewish communal groups and organizations. However, even these problems, 

which appear on every list, tend to be rank ordered somewhat differently by 

the five regions. Their -corresponding rank scores clearly vary across 

regions, further highlighting variations in respondent perceptions regard­

ing the seriousness of these particular problem items. Divorce and marital 

conflict is a good example of this spread in rank scores across regions. 

Among the remaining twelve problems there is significant disparity in 

the regional rankings. For example, lack of affordable housing for the 

elderly is ranked first in the Metropolitan and Western regions but is not 

vi ewed as a seri ous problem in the Southern regi on and is ranked only 

seventh in the Eastern. These problems appear selectively on the regions' J 
top ten most serious problem listings. This pattern of variation substan­ J 
ti ates the view that important di fferences exi st among the Federation re.;. 

gions regarding the seriousness and urgency of specific problems. 

There is another distinction worth noting. The findings reveal 

greater consensus among the regions with regard to the most serious social 

problems than with regard to Jewish communal problems. This trend emerges 

from a comparison of the responses displayed in Tables 1-2 and 2-2. 

One explanation for this different response pattern may have to do 

with the nature of Jewish identification. There are diverse opinions among 

Jews about the components which are necessary for one to be consi dered a { 

"good Jew." Various behaviors and attitudes have different levels of 
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sal"lence and importance to members of the Jewish community. Thus, for 

example, items relating to reli'gious, cultural, or organizational involve­

ments may be scored high by some Jews and low by other Jews. This dispar­

ity among Jews with regard to the nature of Jewishness is reflected in the 

disagreement among respondents as to the importance of various Jewish com­

munal problems. As Table 2-2 indicates, there is only limited consensus 

about the three most serious Jewish communal problems facing the Federation 

regions. 

Policy Implications 

1. The nature of social and Jewish communal problems: Avoiding the 

"quick-fix" solution. Both social and Jewish communal problems are diverse 

and, in many cases, getti ng worse. Accordi ng to respondents, many of the 

problems analyzed· in this study have intensified over the last few years. 

Social pro.blems were seen as worsening at a more rapid pace than communal 

problems. Among the reasons cited for social problems being serious and 

getting worse are the following: individuals are at risk; large numbers of 

individuals are now or will soon be affected; Jewish continuity is under­

mined; and the Jewish community has the unique responsibility for amelior­

ating these situations. In regard to specific Jewish communal problems, 

respondents time and again indicated that collective Jewish identity is 

endangered through assimi 1ati on. Respondents expressed thei r fears that 

Jews may di sappear into the general soci ety. Therefore, i ndi vi dual and 

collective peril are being underscored in explaining the seriousness of 

problems. 

The survey uncovered a high level of awareness about services dealing 

with the most serious social and Jewish communal probler~s. Persons are 
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aware of programs geared to divorce and marital conflict, elderly problems, 

Iand are even more aware of Jewish programs dealing with communal threats as 

anti -Semi ti sm, anti -Israel propaganda and the qual i ty of Jewi sh education. I 
Our respondents score high on awareness but rate Jewish and general commu­

nity responses to these problems as woefully inadequate. The highest ade­ I 
quacy rating, where 44 percent of the respondents said that the program was 

Iadequate, was for general programs dealing ·with the isolation of the 

el derly. The hi ghest rati ngs for adequacy for Jewi sh programmi ng rel ated 

to programs to combat anti-Semitic activity, where 63 percent of the re­

spondents asserted the programs were adequate. However, on the whole, only 

an average of one person in four perceived either communal or general pro­

grams to be adequate. 

When one places the list of problems and the judgment of adequacy side 

by side, there is a natural inclination to concl.ude that the problems can 

be amel i orated simply by "more" and "better" services of the ki nd al ready 

-in existence. While this may turn out to be a correct interpretation for 

some problems, e.g., lack of affordable housing for the elderly does beckon 

a direct and concrete response, it does not fully take into account the 

complexity of social and Jewish communal problems. Indeed, the existence 

of a problem does not prove the existence of an effective solution. It may 

be desirable to solve all the 47 pro,blems noted in the survey, but solu­

tions are not necessarily easily attainable. 

Problem solutions might not necessarily be achieved by investing more 

money in existing programs directed toward the worsening conditions. Prob­

lems are caused by a variety of factors, only some of which can be control~~ 

led by particular Jewish communal interventions. For example, the problem 
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of Jewish intermarriage has worsened over the past decade. It is, however, 

doubtful that by i nvesti ng more fun,ds in current programmi ng we can reverse 

this trend significantly. Jewish intermarriage may be caused by a multi­

plicity of family, educational, peer group, or other life experience fac­

tors. It is difficult, if not impossible, to isolate a specific cause and 

to propose a specific solution and thereby solve the overall problem. Such 

"quick-fixes" only deal with a single manifestation of a highly complex 

social phenomenon. 

The implication of this analysis is the need to take a more systemic 

approach to the definition and solution of social and Jewish communal prob­

lems. Many problems do not fall neatly within strict organizational bound­

aries. Given the broadness and complexity of problems, it may be necessary 

to consi der responses across agenci es and across Jewi sh communal func­

tions. Innovative linkages between agencies and other institutions, such 

as synagogues and other Jewish communal organizations, have great potential 

in this regard. 

It may also be necessary to begin reconceptualizing our approach to 

some problems. For instance, Jewish communal leaders have noted with grow­

ing alarm the disconnectedness of significant numbers of persons from or­

ganized Jewish life. The problem is often seen as lack of affiliation and 

this sometimes tends to be the end of the diagnosis. Thus, lack of affilia­

tion with Jewish organizations, groups, or educational institutions is most 

frequently handled by encouraging membership drives or outreach campaigns. 

However, our data indicate that given the complexity of such problems, 

other more innovative approaches may be warranted. We might begin focusing 

on trying to ascertain why large numbers of Jews are unaffiliated. Are 
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there some lacks in our current infrastructure that discourage their parti­

cipation? Rather than simply claiming that the unaffiliated are IImis­

directed,1I it might be more productive for Jewish organizations to undergo 

self-scrutiny to determine the extent to which they are in harmony with the 

needs of the unaffiliated. Flexibility and receptivity to new service 

approaches and to new constituencies are required. To sum up, in many 

cases, there is no one-to-one correspondence between particular problems, 

especially Jewish communal problems, and solutions. Problems are multi­

-dimensional and complex and so should be the approaches to their solution. I 

1 " 

2. Inputs to priorities setting. In applying these data to the pri­
L 

orities setting process, it is important to make two points. First, the [ 
Los Angeles Jewish community is not monolithic in its demographic charac­

[teri sti cs and needs. Greater Los Angel es covers a tremendous geographic 

spread, incorporating over half a million Jews with diverse problems and L 
needs. Therefore, the stress of this report has been both upon the common­

-
i: I 

alities and specific differences within the community and its various ! 

IJ..J 

regions. 

Thi s report encompasses the vi ews of a hi ghly knowl edgeabl e group of 

individuals affiliated in diverse ways with the organized Jewish commu­

nity. In order to determine community priorities in the most informed 

manner possible, these views should be augmented by other infonnation 

sources, such as the Los Angel es Jewi sh Popul ati on Study, census data, 

agency budgetary material, user statistics and other expert opinion. In 

addition, similar needs surveys should be conducted in the future, pollin~" 

other Jewi sh groups in the communi ty, i ncl udi ng the huge. non-affi 1i ated 

population, users of agency services, and specific target groups. 
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itI. In conclusion, the Los Angeles Jewish community faces a number of ma­

jor challenges. The community has exhibited, particularly over the last 

decade, a tremendous amount of progr~m innovation and experimentation. The 

Je\'Ii sh Federati on Council and its network of agenci es have been at the 

:1 forefront of thi s movement. We therefore are confi dent that the probl ems 

and challenges del ineated in this report can be successfully addressed. 

To paraphrase Pirke Avot, lilt is not our duty to complete the task, but 

neither are we free to desist from it." 

...... 
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REGIONAL DIRECTORS: MYKE BARASH, HERMAN GILLMAN,

TO: JACK GOLDOWITZ, ALAN KASSIN, LEE WIEDER DATE AUGUST 17, 1981 

FROM: SAUL ANDRON 

SUBJECT: KEY INFORr·1ANT NEEDS ANALYSIS (KINA) 

Background 

As you are aware, the Planning & Budgeting Department has been asked by 
the JFC Officers to design and implement a Community Priorities System 
for JFC allocations purposes. Although the final decisions about alloca­
tions are a central P&B responsibility, regional input regarding the 
relative importance of programs and services is indispensable to a more 
effective and participatory decision-making process. Most importantly, 
knowledgeable persons in the regions are among the people closest to the 
human conditions underlying programs and services. We need the input of 
such persons to make the allocating process more reflective of human 
need - and we are asking you to help in this process by selecting "key 
informants" in each of the regions for the upcoming Key Informant Needs 
Analysis. 

\~ha tit i s 

The	 Key Informant Needs Analysis (KINA) is a simple and inexpensive way 
of estimating relative needs· for Jewish communal services in each region. 
Essentially it involves: 

1.	 Identifying persons knowledgeable about needs for services 
("Key Informants"), .and 

2.	 Asking them what those needs are, and how important they are. 

We expect the KINA to provide one of the information bases for the subse­
quent rating of program needs within the region. The KINA will generate 
the best information and opinion that is available about human needs of 
Jews in the different regions. 

Advantages of KINA 

1. It is simple, fast, and inexpensive. 
2. It can give information about relative needs and severity of problems. 

3. It permits wide participation in planning and priority setting. 

4. It can generate enthusiasm about problem solving. 

5. It can open lines o~ communication among agencies. 
6. It can often develop community support for program continuation or change. 
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Limitations of KINA Ud 
1. It cannot develop quantitative estimates of need for services. 

2. Unserved or "invisible" populations may be overlooked (especially L~
those without effective advocates). 

3.	 It reflects the existing organizational perspectives regarding 
needs and priorities. (We hope that by involving users and poten­ L 
tial users of services, this limitation can be minimized). 

Implementation of KINA 

There will be six phases to the KINA: 

1.	 Design - This phase is now underway and is largely completed. 
P&B staff has met with regional directors, agency directors, 
JFC lay leaders in this task, and has arrived at an overall 
study plan. A consultant has been retained to assist in the L 
overall management of the study, and a survey research agency 
has been contacted regarding assistance in the design of the 
KINA instrument and in data analysis. L 

2.	 Selection of Key Informants - Key Informants will be selected by
 
regional directors. Guidelines for this are given later in
 Lthis memorandum. Technical assistance from P&B staff will be
 
available on request. We expect that this process will be
 
completed by October 2,1981.
 L 

3.	 Data Collection - A questfonnaire will be designed, pre-tested, 
and administered to the Key Informants "in each region. Inter­
viewers will include volunteers from each region and a few pro­ L
fessional interviewers. Training will be provided. Our expec­
tations are that the questionnaire will be completed by the end 
of October. All completed interviews are expected by December 15, 
1981 • 

4.	 Data Analysis - The data will be analyzed and a preliminary re­

port of findings prepared for each region over the winter months.
 

5.	 Feedback Meetings - Copies of the preliminary reports will be
 
sent to Key Informants for thei r review and comment, and a feed­

back meeting will be held in each region to discuss the findings,
 
receive further input, and arrive at interpretations and program
 
implications.
 

6. Report - A final report to each region will be prepared by P&B 
staff. These reports will also be made available to the central 
Planning & Budgeting Committee. . \' . \ 
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Selecting Key Informants (KIs) 

The most important criterion for selecting KIs is their knowledge of the 
re ion its eo le, needs for services, and atterns of service bein 
received. Political power, position, or influence, while important in 
their own right, are not necessarily mandatory selection criteria for 
KIs). Key Informants should also have an understanding of the region, 
or of a significant part of it, which results from: 

providing professional services, i.e., in both Jewish 
and non-Jewish agency settings 

- providing volunteer services 

- involvement in Jewish affairs and community activities 

- status as a consumer or consumer advocate 

- long-term residence or conduct of business 

We expect the KINA to be ,advisory to the regional P&B 
in their task of rating program needs within their own 

Committees 
regions. 

and 
To 

Boards 
broaden 

the base of participation, members of the following groups should not be 
selected as key informants in your regions: regional P&B Committee mem­
bers; regional board members; central P&B Committee members. In addition, 
try to avoid selecting KIs who are members of the central JFC Board of 
Directors. 

It would be in?ppropriate for these groups to advise themselves through 
this process. We recognize that these conditions might restrict your abi­
lity to select a list of knowledgeable key informants within your particular 
region. However, please make every effort to involve others in this process. 

We suggest the following strategy for developing the most knowledgeable and 
balanced panel of KIs. Identify an initial list of 8-12 knowledgeable per­
sons, and ask them who el~e should be part of the panel. Board and com­
mittee members might prove helpful in this task - they probably have this 
knowledge. Explain the KINA process to this initial panel and share the 
criteria listed below with them. Try to get as many names as possible, 
covering all categories that are relevant to your region. Back-up names 
may prove useful, if first choices are on vacation or otherwise unavailable. 

Criteria for selection include: 

1.	 Persons knowledgeable about the region and its needs (see above). 

2.	 In selecting KIs, the ultimate list should be as balanced as 
possible, so that it is as representative of the entire region 
as it can be. Obviously, there will be differences in each 

Ii' UlJli dO' ... l..l HIA" 

:H .<9 W·» n·".·~10 i'n1:UJ1 a"') 
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region, but as you select KIs, consider the following cate­
gories. There may be cases where one person can reasonably 
represent more than one interest. In the interest of 
achieving broader participation, try to minimize those situa­
tions. 

a.	 Representatives of Different Characteristics of Service 
Users 

1)	 Age: Children and adolescents, adults, elderly 

2)	 Type of service needed: Jewish education, recrea­

tion, cultural activities, family services,
 
nutrition, employment, health,etc.
 

3)	 Ethnic Subgroups: Russian immigrants, Israelis,
 
Iranians, etc.
 

b.	 Regional Jewish Communal Agency Personnel (including 
Jewish Communal Workers located in Regions, such as JFS, 
JBB) 

1 )	 Administrators 

2)	 Profess i ona 1s and program staff (including "frontline 
workers" ) 

3)	 Vol untee rs 

4)	 Boa rd membe rs (not serving on regi ona 1 P&B Committee 
and Board) 

c.	 Community Leaders 

1)	 Organizations: community centers, synagogues, day 
schools, B'nai B'rith, AJC, etc. - include lay leaders, 
rabbis, etc. 

2)	 Unaffiliated persons who are knowledgeable about 
regional needs: long-time residents with a "sophisticated" 
view of Jewish services and needs. 

d.	 Consumers of Services 

1 )	 ~1ay be found in b.3 and 4 or c. above 

2)	 May be recommended by other KIs 

3)	 May be "potenti a1 users" (i .e. someone who would use a 
service "if••• ") 

J\
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e.	 Geographic Balance 

1)	 KIs should represent all parts of the region 

2)	 Where one location has been extremely vocal, a separate 
representative for that community might be considered 

f.	 Experts and university types who might be knowledgeable 
about your region, its people, and their needs for Jewish 
communal services 

g.	 Representatives of general community agencies (including 
police, public school personnel, political leaders, hospi­
tal workers) 

h.	 Any other knowledgeable persons in your region that you 
feel can be helpful in this process 

Number of KIs-
Because of resource limitations at both regional and central levels, we 
have limited the overall number of KIs to 175. We have allocated these 

r- to the regions based upon the size of their Jewish populations. The pro­
jected allocations are: 

~	 Eas tern 25 Metrorolitan 40 
Southern 25 San Fernando Valley 60 
Western 25 

,.. 
We would like you to try and keep the number of key informants in your 
regions within these numbers. If you really cannot develop a representative 
panel of key informants, we are ready to adjust the numbers. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. If you have any questions or 
need for assistance pleas~ contact either Saul Andron or Dr. Allan Shoff, 
a consultant to the project (396-3413). 

SA: sws 
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TO: Myke Barash, Herman Gillman, Jack Goldowitz, Alan Kassin, DATEOctober 6, 1981 
Peter Braun 

FROM: Saul Andron 

SUBJECT: Regional Needs Survey 

Based on your input at the Regional Planning Seminar, we have rethought a 
number of aspects relating to the upcoming needs survey in the regions. I 
hope that the proposed changes described below meet your concerns. 

1.	 The name of the project has been changed from the Key Informants Needs
 
Analysis to the Regional Needs Survey. IIKey Informants ll will hence­

forth be referred to as IIRespondents. 1I
 

I2.	 We recognize that a certain number of the respondents from your lists
 
will decline being interviewed. Therefore, to ensure that we maintain
 
the regional sample sizes as specified in the original KINA memo, dated
 
August 17,1981, we request that you include an additional ten names on
 
the respondent rosters you are currently preparing.
 

Following is the revi sed number of respondents we reques t to be included 
on your regional ros ters as well as the number of i ntervi ews we project 
for each region. 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS NUMBER OF PROJECTED 
REGION REQUESTED INTERVIEWS 

l. San Fernando Valley 70	 60 il: 
2. Metro 55	 45 

3. Southern 35	 25 l 
4. Eastern 35	 25 ,"
5. Western 35	 25 

3.	 The success of the proposed Regional Needs Survey depends on our care­
fully generating a knowledgeable and diverse group of respondents from 
each of the regions. I urge you to consider very carefully your choice 
of respondents so that they will reflect the diversity and complexity 
of needs facing Jews in your regions. 

In response to your request, the deadline for submitting the respondent
 
rosters is.extended to Friday, October 23rd. This will ensure that you
 

. ~,have adequate time to complete the selection process.	 . \ 
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4.	 I have attached the roster form to be used in listing the names of the res­
pondents and some basic information about them. Please submit the original 

, copy to me and keep copies for your use •. 

We will review the respondent rosters centrally and then schedule meetings 
with you to review your choices and make any necessary revisions, additions, 
etc. 

5.	 In conducting the Regional Needs Survey, we are committed to a process of 
maximizing the involvement of individual Jews from the community in genera­
ting a valid profile of needs in the regions. Utilizing volunteer inter­
viewers is part of this goal. We recognize the practical difficulties in­
volved in recruiting volunteers and insuring that they follow through on 
their designated assignments. Nevertheless, we believe the regions will de­
rive important benefits by promoting lay participation in this planning 
activity. 

In response to your concerns, we have attempted to devise an interview pro­
cess whereby the bulk of the actual interviewing is handled by paid pro­
fessionals • 

Following is the proposed allocation of interviewing responsibilities be­
tween the paid personnel and the volunteers from the region: 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

REGION TOTAL NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS	 01 STRI BUT! ON 

San Fernando Valley 

Metro 

Southern 

Eastern 

Wes tern 

TOTALS 

PAID PERSONNEL REGIONS- ­
60 35 25 

45 30 15 

25 15 10 

25 15 10 

25 15 10 

180 110 70 

If this proposed division of labor creates hardships for any particular re­
gion, please notify me and we will consider alternative arrangements. I 
will contact you at a later date regarding the timetable for submitting the 
names of volunteer interviewers and the date of the interview training session. 

However, please begin giving thought now to those individuals from your 
regions who might be called upon to participate as interviewers in this 
project. In selecting your region's interviewers, it is desirable for each 
interviewer to conduct two or three interviews. 

We look forward to working with you on this exciting planning project. We 
sincerely intend not to overburden the regions with unmanageable and un­
realistic work expectations. It is our responsibility to remain in close 
contact with each other as we proceed in this collaborative venture. 

SA/st 
cc:	 Stanley Weinstein, Larry Rauch, Vivian Barnert, Leo Hirsch, Frank Maas 
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Regional Needs Survey - Addendum October 6, 1981 1J 
In response to your request we have reconsidered the guideline in ] I 
the August 17th KINA memo excluding regional P&B committee and board 
members from participating as respondents in th~ upcoming Regional 
Needs Survey. In compiling your respondent rosters, up to one fifth JIthe size of your regional samples can now be composed of regional 
boa rd membe rs • 

Following is a breakdown per region of the number of regional board J~members you may include in your samples: 

REGION TOTAL NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS NUMBER OF REGIONAL BOARD MEMBERS 
, PERMITTED FOR SAMPLES J'~ .. 

1. San Fernando Valley 60 12 

~ 2. Metro 45 9 
~' 

3. Southern 25 5 

4. Eastern 25 5 I I.
, I
I..J 

5. Wes tern 25 5 
:1,

Please apply the same selection criteria to your choice of regional board i! 
'l..l

members as for the rest of your respondent sample, i.e., a knowledgeable 
group refl ecti ng the di versi ty of needs in your 'regi on. 

We hope this change will assist you in the process of selecting your 
respondent samples. 

.. ", 
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REGIONAL NEEDS SURVEY

.1 RESPONDENT ROSTERS 
VALIDATION CHECKLIST

I 
REGION

i ·I!, Respondent Category	 ChecklistI
Over­ Under or Not 

Represented Represented Represented 
1. Knowledgeable about Fields of
 

Communa 1 Acti vi ty "
 

Jewi sh Educati on
 
Community Relations/Social Action
 
Fundraising/Campaign
 
Health and Social Welfare
 
Cultural and Recreational Activities
 
Religious/Synagogue Activities
 
Other ~	 _ 

~ 

2. Knowledgeable about Population Target r Groups1 

Pre-School Children (0-5)
r Pre-Teens (6-12)
I Teenage Youth (13-18)
 

Young Adults/College Age (18-25)
 
Adults (26-64)
- Singles 

Si ngle Pa rents
 
Elderly (65+)
 
Immi grants
 
All ages, fami ly
 

3.	 Jewish Communal Agency Professionals
 
Jewish Family Service
 
Jewish Vocational Service
 
Jewish Centers Association
 
Jewish Big Brothers
 
Community Relations Committee
 
Bureau of Jewish Education
 
Jewish Day and Supplementary Schools
 
Professionals in non-JFC Sponsored
 

Jewish Organizations {e.g. Young
 
Israel
 

Hillel

Other	 _ 

continued •.• 
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4. Community Lay Leaders 

- 104 -

Represented 

Checkl i st 

Over­
Represented 

Under or Not 
Represented 

JI 
~ 

Rabbis 
Synagogue Involvement 
JFC Agency Involvement 
JFC Region Involvement 
Interfa ith Work 
Other Jewish Organization Involvement 

(e.g. AJC, Blnai B'rith) 
Women's Organizations 
Other--------------­

j :J 

JI 
JI 

5. Consumers of Service 
~ 

JI 
6. Geographic Diversity 

v~ 
", .. 

Representatives of Different
 
Subareas within Region
 

7.	 Representatives of General Human Service 
Agencies (including police, public schools, 
political leaders, United Way) 

8.	 Outside Experts 

Researchers
 
Academi cs
 
Other


COMMENTS ~I 
__J 

~ 
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EASTERN REGION 

I Alhambra 
Altadena 
Alta Loma 
Arcadia 
Azusa 
Brea (part) 
Claremont 
Covina 
Cucamonga 
Downey 
Duarte 
Eagl e Rock 
Glendora 
La Canada 
La Habra (pa rt) 
La Mi rada 
La Verne 
Monrovia 
Montclair 
Montebe 11 0 

Monterey Park 
Norwa 1k 
Ontari 0 

Pasadena 
Pi co Ri vera 
Pomona 
Rosemead 
San Dimas 
San Gabriel 
San Marino 
'Santa Fe Springs 
Sierra Madre 
South Pasadena 
Temple City 
Upland 
Walnut 
West Covi na 
Whitti er 
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COMMUNITIES BY REGION 

METROPOLITAN REGION 

Bel Air
 
Beverly Hi lls
 
Beverlywood
 
Century Ci ty
 
Culver City
 
Hollywood
 
Inglewood
 
Ladera Hei ghts
 
Los Angeles
 
Wes tches te r
 
Westwood
 

SAN FERNANDO VALLEY REGION 
Agoura
 
Burbank
 
Canoga Park
 
Canyon Country
 
Chatsworth
 
Enci no
 
Glendale
 
Granada Hill s
 
Moorpa rk
 
Newha 11
 
North Hollywood
 
Northridge
 
Pacoima
 
Reseda
 
San Fernando
 
Sepul veda
 
Sherman Oaks
 
Studi 0 Ci ty
 
Sun Valley
 
Sunland
 
Sylmar
 
Tarzana
 
Thousand Oaks
 
Tujunga
 
Valencia
 
Van Nuys
 
Verdugo City
 
Westlake
 
Woodl and Hill s
 

SOUTHERN REGION 

Bell 
Compton 
El Segundo 
Gardena 
Harbor Ci ty 
Hawthorne 
Hermosa Beach 
Huntington Park 
Lawndale 
Lomita 
Lynwood 
Manhattan Beach 
Palos Verdes 
Redondo Beach 
San Pedro 
South Gate 
Torrance 
Wilmington 

WESTERN REGION 
Brentwood 
Los Angeles (part) 
Malibu 
Mar Vista 
Marina del Rey 
Ocean Park 
Pacific Palisades 
Pl aya del Rey 
Santa Monica 
Venice 
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1(1 METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX 

Standardized Rank Scores 

Iii 

each given rank for each problem is multiplied by its corresponding weight. 
~'I" These individual computations are then summed to produce a raw rank score 
~ for each problem. The assigned weights were as follows: 

a) indicate whether or not each of the 48 problems existed in their Regions,
 
b) select the three most serious problems in each category, and
 
c) rank in priority order the six problems selected in (b) by their seriousness.
 

Evaluating the data collected by steps (a) and (0) involved no more than 
counting the number of times each problem was mentioned. The ranking process 
presented more difficulty. In one analysis, for instance, we found that the 
group of respondents affiliated with synagoguges ("Affiliated") gave the 
following sets of ranks to the problems "social isolation of the elderly 
("isolation") and "small number of Jewish children receiving a Jewish educa­
tion ("Education"): 

"Isolation" "Educa ti on" 
Rank Assigned # ~lenti ons # Mentions 

1 2 14 
2 4 9 
3 7 8 
4 17 7 
5 12 2 
6 13 5 

Total 55 45 

.,
 Wh·ith problem was perceived to be more serious? "Isolation" has more mentions
 
but "Education" seems to have more mentions at higher ranks. 

I
•


The Regional Needs Survey requested detailed information about 26 Jewish 
Communal and 22 Social Service problems. In order to determine the per­
ceived relative importance and priority of these problems, the respondents 
were asked to: 

I
 
To provide a less awkward and more meaningful measure of comparison, a formula 
was developed to provide a single rank score for each problem. This score 
took into account both the number of times a problem was mentioned as one of 
the 6 most serious and the ranks assigned by the respondents. The formula in­
volves three steps:--- . 

1) A weight is assigned to each given rank. The total number of mentions at 

Rank Assi gned Wei ght 
1
 6
 
2
 5
 
3 4
 
4
 3
 
5
 2
 
6 1
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Referring back to the example above, the following raw rank scores were 
derived for the IlAffiliated. 1l 

IlIsolation ll	 IlEducation ll 

Rank Assigned # of Mentions X Wei ght # of Mentions X Wei ght 
1 2 x 6 = 12 14 x 6 = 84
 
2 4 x 5 = 20 9 x 5 = 45
 
3 7 x 4 = 28 8 x 4 = 32
 
4 17 x 3 == 51 7 x 3 = 21
 
5 12 x 2 == 24 2 x 2 = 4
 
6 13 x 1 = 13 5 x 1 == 5
 

Raw Rank Scores 148	 191 

On the basis of the raw rank scores, we can say that the IlEducation ll 
problem is perceived as being more serious than the IlIsolation ll problem. 
By performing this calculation for each problem, we can order them re­
liably on the basis of their raw rank score. I 
2)	 The raw rank score, however, does not allow us to compare the per­

ceived relative seriousness of a given problem among different groups 
of respondents. A group such as the synagogue-affiliated, with 183 Jrespondents, would almost always yield a higher raw rank score than
 
the group not affiliated with synagogues (Unaffiliated), with 54 res­

pondents, simply because there are more chances for the problem to be
 Imentioned. 

To eliminate the effect of group size, we sim~ly divide the raw rank 
score for each problem by the highest possible score obtainable in J 
that group (that is, the score obtained when all members of the group 
choose the same problem as rank 1). For our sample groups, these 
scores are (183x6)=1098, and (54x6)==324, respectively. J 
Performing this calculation results in the following standardized scores: 

Respondent Group IlIsolation ll IlEducation ll 

Affil i ated 148 191 _
1098 = .135	 1098 - •174 

Una ffil i ated 80	 12 = .037324 = .247 327 

Thus, we can see that although the raw rank score for the Affiliated was
 
much higher than the Unaffiliated for the IlIsolation ll problem
 
(148 vs. 80), the standardized rank score was considerably lower
 
(.135 vs •• 247).
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,I- 3) To make the standardized scores more readable, we multiply them by 200. 
This results in a set of standard scores with a range of 0 (if no one

I in the group sleeted the problem as one of the 6 most serious) to 200 
(if everyone in the group selected the same problem as most serious). 
The standard scores for our sample would then be: 

Respondent Group II Isola t ion II IIEducation ll 

Affil i ated 27.2 35.2
( Unaffiliated 49.4 7.4 

We can now conclude that those respondents affiliated with synagogues 1 
consider IIEducation ll to be a far more serious problem than do the un­
affiliated. On the other hand, the unaffiliated group regards IIIsola­
tion ll as a more serious problem than does the group affiliated with 

l' synagogues. 

1
 
The same procedure, yielding the same type of standard scores, was ap­

plied to the priority ranking of the top three population groups most
 
in need of additional resource allocations.
 

~, Average Ranks 

In the discussion of Standprdized Rank Scores, we were addressing the problem 
of overall perceived seriousness of a problem. It is also of interest to 
look at the relative intensity of the respondents· feelings about a problem. 
In this instance, the focus is on how high a rank is assigned to a problem by 
those who consider it a serious problem. 

We can estimate intensity by computing the average rank assigned to the prob­
lem, ignoring those respondents who did not select it as one of the 6 most 
serious. For the sample data for health and welfare experts described above, 
the average ranks are: 

IIIsolation ll = (2xl )+(4x2)+(7x3)+(17x4)+(12x5)+(13x6) _ 4.355 -

IIEducation ll = (14xl )+(9x2)+(8x3)+(7x4)+(2x5)+(5x6) = 2.845 

On the basis of these results, we can say that the synagogue-affiliated who 
reported that IIEducation ll was a serious problem felt more strongly about it 
than those who felt that IIIsolation ll was a serious problem. 

As with the Standardized Rank Scores, Average Ranks can be (and have been) 
computed for the population group ranking analysis. 
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D-I. LIST OF SOCIAL PROBLEMS USED IN NEEDS SURVEY
 

Problems as Worded in Questionnaire 

a.	 Alcohol abuse. 

b.	 Divorce and marital conflict. 

c.	 Emotional or psychological problems 
of children and adolescents. 

d.	 Emotional or psychological problems 
of adult-age individuals. 

e.	 Juvenile delinquency. 

f.	 Adult unemployment. 

g.	 Inability of teenagers to obtain 
part-time or summer employment. 

h.	 Drug abuse. 

i.	 Lack of institutional and foster care 
for children and adolescents. 

j.	 Child abuse/neglect. 

k.	 Lack of affordable legal services for 
the poor. 

1.	 Jews in permanent poverty conditions. 

m.	 Social isolation of the elderly. 

n.	 Inability of elderly to obtain in-home 
care or housekeeping assistance. 

o.	 Lack of affordable housing for the elderly. 

p.	 Lack of appropriate institutional care 
for the elderly when necessary. 

q.	 Nutritional needs of the elderly. 

r.	 Lack of transportation for the elderly. 

Table Designations 

(Al cohol abuse) 

(Divorce/marital conflict) 

(Child/teen emotional probs.) 

(Adult emotional problems) 

(Juvenile delinquency) 

(Adult unemployment) 

(Teen unemployment) 

(Drug abuse) 

(No child institutional care) 

(Child abuse/neglect) 

(No poor legal services) 

(Permanent poverty) 

(Isolation of elderly) 

(No elderly home help) 

(No afford. elderly housing) 

(No elderly institutll care) 

(Elderly nutritional needs) 

(No elderly transportation) 
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s.	 Lack of opportunities for the disabled, 
i.e., deaf, blind or developmentally 
disabled to obtain socialization and 
community living skills. 

t.	 Emergency financial needs of Jews 
caught in life crisis situations. 

u.	 Inability of immigrants to obtain jobs. 

v.	 Difficulty of immigrants to adjust to 
American society and life styles. 

(No	 disabled opportunities) 

(No emergency money) 

(No immigrant jobs) 

(Immigrant adjustment) 
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r.	 Isolation of immigrant groups from 
mainstream of Jewish community life. 

s.	 Large number of Jews not affiliated with 
any Jewish (non-synagogue) groups or 
organizations. 

t.	 Declining levels of religious
observance by Jews. 

u.	 Lack of Jewish-sponsored child-care facilities. 

v.	 Lack of young leadership for Jewish
organizations/synagogues. 

w.	 Small number of contributors to 
United Jewish Welfare Fund. 

x.	 Insufficient community relations 
activity, e.g., lobbying, information 
programs related to current political 

(Immigrant isolation) 

(Low Jewish group affil.) 

(Less religious observance) 

(No Jewish child care) 

(No young org. leaders) 

(Few UJWF contributors) 

and legislative issues.	 (No political/legis. activ.) 

y.	 Lack of organized opportunities for single
Jewish men and women to meet and socialize. (No singles social opport.) 
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0-1. Do These Problems Exist in Your Region?
 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, All Regions Combined)
 

Divorce/marital conflict 
Intermarriage 
Low synagogue affil. 
Low Jewish group affil. 
Anti-semitic activity 
No afford. elderly housing 
Few UJWF contributors 
Isolation of elderly 
Child/teen emotional probs. 
No Jewish child educe 
No elderly transportation 
Influence of cults 
Adult emotional problems 
Synagogue member costs 
Jewish educe costs 
Anti-Israel propaganda 
Less religious observance 
Drug abuse 
No elderly home help 
No elderly institut'l care 
No Jewish adult educe 
Permanent poverty 
No young org. leaders 
Adult unemployment 
No singles social opport. 

94%
 

93
 

92
 

91
 

90
 

90
 

89
 

88
 

86
 

84
 

83
 

83
 

79
 

79
 

76
 

75
 

73
 

72
 

71
 

71
 

68
 

65
 

65
 

65
 

65
 

Elderly nutritional needs 
No poor legal services 
No emergency money 
Jewish summer camp costs 
Immigrant adjustment 
No Jewish recreat'l facil. 
No disabled opportunities 
No Jewish child care 
Quality of Jewish educe 
Teen unemployment 
No Jewish social activo 
No immigrant jobs 
No outsider interactions 
No disabled Jewish activo 
Juvenile delinquen~y 

No political/legis. activo 
Immigrant isolation 
Child abuse/neglect 
Alcohol abuse 
No child institutional care 
Jewish chaplaincy needs 
No Jewish campus activo 
Other communal problems 

Total 
Number of Respondents 

65
 

61
 

60
 

60
 

60
 

59
 

59
 

59
 

58
 

57
 

56
 

54
 

50
 

49
 

49
 

47
 

46
 

45
 

42
 

40
 

38
 

36
 

29
 

* 
(237) 

*Since respondents mentioned more than one problem, the total exceeds 100%. 
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D-2. Do These Problems Exist in Your Region? 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Metropolitan Region Only) 

Intermarriage 95 

Divorce/marital conflict 

Low Jewish group affil. 92 

Anti-semitic activity 92 

Few UJWF contributors 92 

Isolation of elderly 90 

Low synagogue affil. 90 

Influence of cults 90 

No Jewish child educe 88 
No el derly transp'ortati on 85 

Anti-Israel propaganda 83 

Child/teen emotional probs. 83 

Adult emotional problems 83 

Permanent poverty 83 

Jewish educe costs 82 

Less religious observance 80 

No poor legal services 78 

Immigrant adjustment 78 

Adult unemployment 77 

Synagogue member costs 77 

Drug abuse 75 

Elderly nutritional needs 75 

Immigrant isolation 73 
No elderly institut'l care 72 

J 
J1'L 

No elderly home help 70 JNo immigrant jobs 68 

No disabled opportunities 67 

No singles s?cial opport. 67 

No Jewish child care 67 

No Jewish adult educe 63 

tJo emergency money 62 

Jewish summer camp costs 62 J 
Teen unemployment 60 

No outsider interactions 58 I 
. No political/legis. activo 58 

Juvenile delinquency 57 I
No disabled Jewish activo 55 

Child abuse/neglect 55 

Quality of Jewish educe 53 I 
No Jewish social activo 50 INo Jewish recreat'l facil. 47
 

Alcohol abuse 45
 

No Jewish campus activo 42
 ~ Jewish chaplaincy needs 40 

No child institutional care 37 

Other communal problems 30 

Total * 
Number of Respondents (60) 

*Since respondents mentioned more than one problem, the total exceeds 100%. 

\ ';.. . \ 
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0-3. Do These Problems Exist in Your Region?
1:11 (Social and Communal Problems Combined, San Fernando Valley Only) 

I Divorce/marital conflict 97%
 

Intermarriage 93
I No afford. elderly housing 92
 

Low synagogue affil. 92


I Low Jewish group affil. 91
 

Anti-semitic activity 91
 

Influence of cults 91
 

Child/teen emotional probs. 89
 

Few UJWF contributors 89
 

Jewish educe costs 88
 

No elderly transportation 85
 

Synagogue member costs 84
 
Adult emotional problems 80
 

Isolation of elderly 80
 

No Jewish child educe 80
 

Drug abuse 79
 

Anti-Israel propaganda 76
 

Adult unemployment 75
 

No elderly home help 72
 

No Jewish adult educe 71
 

No elderly institut'l care 69
 

Less religious observance 69
 

Jewish summer camp costs 68
 

No emergency money 68
 

Permanent poverty 65
 

~Since respondents mentioned more than 

No disabled opportunities 65
 

Teen unemployment 65
 

Elderly nutritional needs 63
 

Immigrant adjustment 63
 

Juvenile delinquency 63
 

No young org. leaders 61
 

No disabled Jewish activo 61
 

No poor legal services 60
 
No immigrant jobs 59
 

No singles social apport. 57
 

No Jewish child care 57
 

Quality of Jewish educe 57
 

No outsider interactions 56
 

No Jewish social activo 55
 

Immigrant isolation 52
 

Alcohol abuse 52
 

Child abuse/neglect 49
 

No Jewish recreat'l facil. 48
 

No child institutional care 44
 

No political/legis. activo 43
 

Jewish chaplaincy needs 37
 

No Jewish campus activo 33
 

Other communal problems 32
 

Total * 
Number of Respondents (75) 

one problem, the total exceeds 100%. 
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0-4. Do These Problems Exist in Your Region?
 
'(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Western Region Only)
 

No afford. elderly housing 100% No Jewish adult educe 
Isolation of elderly 97 No Jewish child care 
Divorce/marital conflict 95 No emergency money 
Child/teen emotional probs. 92 No young org. leaders 
Intermarriage 89 No disabled opportunities 
Low Jewish group affil. 89 Quality of Jewish educe 
No Jewish child educe 89 No political/legis. activo 
Low synagogue affil. 84 No child institutional care 
Permanent poverty 84 Immigrant adjustment 
No elderly transportation 81 No immigrant jobs 
Few UJWF contributors 81 Jewish summer camp costs 
Anti-Israel propaganda 81 No Jewish social activo 
Anti-semitic activity 81 No outsider interactions 
No elderly institut'l care 78 No disabled Jewish activo 
Elderly nutritional needs 78 Adult unemployment 
Synagogue member costs 76 Teen unemployment 
No elderly home help 76 Juvenile delinquency 
Adult emotional problems 73 Alcohol abuse 
No Jewish recreat'l facil. 73· Child abuse/neglect 
No poor legal services 73 Immigrant isolation 
Influence of cults 70 Jewish chaplaincy needs 
Drug abuse 70 No Jewish campus activo 
Less religious observance 70 Other communal problems 
Jewish educe costs 70 Total 
No singles social opport. 65 Number of Respondents 

*Since respondents mentioned more than one problem, the total exceeds 100%. 

62 

62 

60 

57 

57 

54 

51 

49 

46 

46 
46 
46 

46 

46 

43 

43 

43 

43 

40 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

35 l32 

27 

19 

* 
(37) 
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D-5. Do These Problems Exist in Your Region?
 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Eastern Region Only)
 

Low synagogue affil. 100%
 
Anti-semitic activity 100
 
Low Jewish group affil. 97
 

Intermarriage 91
 

Isolation of elderly 91
 

Divorce/marital conflict 85
 

Few UJWF contributors 85
 

No Jewish recreat'l facil. 85
 

No afford. elderly housing 82
 

Child/teen emotional probs. 82
 

No Jewish child educe 82
 

No el derly transportation. 79
 

Adult emotional problems 79
 

Synagogue member costs 79
 

No Jewish social activo 79
 

Influence of cults 74
 

No Jewish adult educe 74
 

No elderly home help 71
 

Les~ religious observance 71
 

No young org. leaders 71
 

No singles social opport. 71
 

No elderly institut'l care 65
 

Adult unemployment 62
 

Jewish educe costs 62
 

Anti-Israel propaganda 62
 

~Since respondents mentioned more than 

Drug abuse 59
 

Elderly nutritional needs 59
 

No emergency money 59
 

Jewish summer camp costs 59
 

No Jewish child care 59
 

Quality of Jewish educe 59
 

Teen unemployment 56
 

No poor legal services 50
 

Permanent poverty 47
 

Immigrant adjustment 44
 

No outsider interactions 41
 
No disabled opportunities 41
 

No child institutional care 41
 

Child abuse/neglect 38
 

No political/legis. activo 38
 

No immigrant jobs 35
 

Jewish chaplaincy needs 35
 

No Jewish campus activo 35
 

No disabled Jewish activo 29
 

Other communal problems 26
 

Juvenile delinquency 26
 

Alcohol abuse 15
 

Immigrant isolation 12
 

Total * 
Number of Respondents (34) 

one problem, the total exceeds 100%. 
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~i, 

D-5. Do These Problems Exist in Your Region? 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Eastern Region Only) 

,1 
I···. 

Low synagogue affil. 100% Drug abuse 59 
Anti-semitic activity 100 Elderly nutritional needs 59 
Low Jewish group affil. 97 No emergency money 59 
Intermarriage 91 Jewish summer camp costs 59 

r; 
Isolation of elderly 91 No Jewish child care 59 
Divorce/marital conflict 85 Quality of Jewish educe 59 
Few UJWF contributors 85 Teen unemployment 56 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

No Jewish recreat'l facil. 85 No poor legal services 50 
No afford. elderly housing 82 Permanent poverty 47 
Child/teen emotional probs. 82 Immigrant adjustment 44 
No Jewish child educe 82 No outsider interactions 41 
No elderly transportation. 79 No disabled opportunities 41 
Adult emotional problems 79 No child institutional care 41 
Synagogue member costs 79 Child abuse/neglect 38 
No Jewish social activo 79 No political/legis. activo 38 
Influence of cults 74 No immigrant jobs 35 
No Jewish adult educe 74 Jewish chaplaincy needs 35 
No elderly home help 71 No Jewish campus activo 35 
Les~ religious observance 71 No disabled Jewish activo 29 
No young org. leaders 71 Other communal problems 26 

No singles social opport. 71 Juvenile delinquency 26 
No elderly institut'l care 65 Alcohol abuse 15 

Adult unemployment 62 Immigrant isolation 12 
Jewish educe costs 62 

~hl * 
Anti-Israel propaganda 62 Number of Respondents (34) 

~Since respondents mentioned more than one problem, the total exceeds 100%. 
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0-6. Do These Problems Exist in Your Region?
 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Southern Region Only)
 

Intermarriage 97% 

Low synagogue affil. 97 

Few UJWF contributors 97 

Divorce/marital conflict 94 

Isolation of elderly 87 

Low Jewish group affil. 84 

No Jewish child educe 84 

Anti-semitic activity 81 

Child/teen emotional probs. 77 

No elderly transportation 77 

Adult emotional problems 77 

No elderly institut'l care 74 

Influence of cults 74 

Synagogue member costs 74 

Less religious observance 74 

No Jewish adult educe 74 

No singles social opport. 71 

Quality of Jewish educe 71 

No afford. elderly housing 68 

Drug abuse 68 

No elderly home help 68 

Anti-Israel propaganda 64 

No young org. leaders 64 

No Jewish recreat'l facil. 64 

Jewish educo costs 61 

*Since respondents mentioned more than 

No Jewish social activo 61
 

Jewish summer camp costs 55
 

Immigrant adjustment
 52 

Teen unemployment 52 

No disabled opportunities 48 
No immigrant jobs 48 ­
Adult unemployment 45 

No Jewish campus activo 45 

No emergency money 42 

No Jewish child care 42 

No political/legis. activo 42 

Jewish chaplaincy .needs 42 

Elderly nutritional needs 39 

Alcohol abuse 39 

No outsider interactions 36 

Juvenile delinquency 36 

No disabled Jewish activo 36 

Other communal problems 32 

No poor legal services 29 

Immigrant isolation 29 

Child abuse/neglect 26 

Permanent poverty 23 

No child institutional care 23 

Total * 
Number of Respondents (31) 

one problem, the total exceeds 100%: 
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0-7. What Are the Three Most Serious Problems in Your Region? 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, All Regions Combined) 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS 

Divorce/marital conflict 57% 
No afford. elderly housing 47 
Intermarriage 40 
Low Jewish group affil. 34 
Isolation of elderly 33 
Child/teen emotional probs. 27 
Few UJWF contributors 26 
Anti-semitic activity 24 
Low synagogue affil. 23 

No Jewish child educ. 21 

THIRD 

Synagogue member costs 11 

No singles social opport. 11 

Jewish educ. costs 10 

Drug abuse 10 

No Jewish child care 9 

Adult unemployment 8 

Influence of cults 8 

No disabled opportunities 7 

Other communal problems 7 

No young org. leaders 6 

No poor legal services 6 

No emergency money 6 

No child institutional care 6 

No Jewish adult educ. 5 

No outsider interactions 5 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

Adult emotional problems 18 

No elderly home help 15 

Quality of Jewish educ. 14 

Anti-Israel propaganda 13 

No elderly transportation 13 

No elderly institut'l care 13 

Permanent poverty 13 

No JewiSh recreat'l facil. 11 

TIER PROBLEMS 

No political/legis. activo 5 

Teen unemployment 4 

Jewish summer camp costs 4 

Immigrant adjustment 4 

Elderly nutritional needs 3 

Less religious observance 3 

Child abuse/neglect 3 

No Jewish social activo 3 

No disabled Jewish activo 2 

Alcohol abuse 2 

Jewish chaplaincy needs 2 

No immigrant jobs 2 

No Jewish campus activo 2 

Immigrant isolation 1 

Juvenile delinquency 1 



J- 128 ­

1, 
D-8. What Are the Three Most Serious Problems in Your Region? 

(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Metropolitan Region Only). 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

i~ 
Jt 

No afford. elderly housing 
Divorce/marital conflict 

Intermarriage 
Low Jewish group affil. 
Isolation of elderly 
Anti-semitic activity 

65% 

43 

40 

35 

32 

30 

Few UJWF contributors 
No Jewish child educe 

Child/teen emotional probs. 
Permanent poverty 

28 
23 

23 

23 

J 
J 

Anti-Israel propaganda 
No singles social opport. 
No Jewish child care 
Quality of Jewish educe 
Jewish educe costs 
Adult emotional problems 
No elderly transportation 
Adult unemployment 
Influence of cults 
No disabled opportunities 
No elderly home help 
No poor legal services 
Low synagogue affil. 
Drug abuse 
Immigrant adjustment 
No outsider interactions 
No political/legis. activo 
No elderly institut'l care 

Elderly nutritional needs 

THIRD TIER 

17 
15 

15 

13 

13 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

10 

10 

8 
8 
8 
7 

7 

5 

5 

PROBLEMS 

No child institutional care 
No Jewish recreat'l facil. 
Synagogue member costs 
Jewish summer camp costs 
No Jewish campus activo 
Other communal problems 
No young org. leaders 
Less religious observance 
No emergency money 
Teen unemployment 
Child abuse/neglect 
No Jewish adult educe 
No Jewish social activo 
No disabled Jewish activo 
Alcohol abuse 
No immigrant jobs 
Juvenile delinquency 
Jewish chaplaincy needs 

Immigrant isolation 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 
\ "-. , 

J 
I 

J 

I 
I 
I:

I 
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0-9. What Are the Three Most Serious Problems in Your Region? 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, San Fernando Valley Only) 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS 

Divorce/marital conflict 61% 

No afford. elderly housing 36 

Intermarriage 32 

Child/teen emotional probs. 29 

Low Jewish group affil. 27 

Anti-semitic activity 26 

Low synagogue affil. 26 

SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

Isolation of elderly 28 

Adult emotional problems 24 

Few UJWF contributors 23 

No Jewish child educe 23 

THIRD TIER PROBLEMS
 

-

\ " 

Synagogue member costs 18 

No elderly home help 17 

No elderly institut'l care 15 

Jewish educe costs 15 

No elderly transportation 13 

Drug abuse 13 

No singles social opport. 12 

No disabled opportunities 11 

No emergency money 11 

No Jewish child care 11 

Influence of cults 11 

Anti-Israel propaganda 10 

Quality of Jewish educe 8 

Jewish summer camp costs 8 

Other communal problems 8 

Permanent poverty 8 

No child institutional care 7 

No young org. leaders 7 

Adult unemployment 5 

No Jewish adult educe 5 

No outsider interactions 5 

Immigrant adjustment 4 

No immigrant jobs 4 

No Jewish recreat'l facil. 4 

No political/legis. activo 4 

No disabled Jewish activo 4 

Jewish chaplaincy needs 4 

Less religious observance 3 

No Jewish social activo 3 

Immigrant isolation 3 

No poor legal services 3 

Child abuse/neglect 3 

Alcohol abuse 3 

Juvenile delinquency 3 

No Jewish campus activo 1 

Teen unemployment 1 

Elderly nutritional needs o 
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0-10. What Are the Three Most Serious Problems in Your Region?
 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Western Region Only)
 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

No afford. elderly housing 76% No Jewish recreat'l facil. 24 

Divorce/marital conflict 51 Anti-Israel propaganda 22 

Low Jewish group affil. 43 Isolation of elderly 22 

Few UJWF contributors 41 No elderly home help 22 

Intermarriage 38 Permanent poverty 22 

Child/teen emotional probs. 27 

THIRD TIER PROBLEMS J 
No Jewish child educe 19 No young org. leaders 5 

Quality of Jewish educe 16 Less religious observance 5 J 
Anti-semitic activity 14 Other communal problems 5 

No elderly institut'l care 14 Adult unemployment 3 J 
Low synagogue affil. 11 Teen unemployment 3 

No JewisW adult educe 11 No singles social opport. 3 J 
No political/legis. activo 11 Influence of cults 3 

Adult emotional problems 11 No disabled Jewish activo 3 JDrug abuse 11 Immigrant isolation 3 

No poor legal services 11 Immigrant adjustment o 
No Jewish child care 8 No immigrant jobs o 
No elderly transportation 8 Child abuse/neglect o 
No disabled opportunities 5 Alcohol abuse o 
No ~nergency money 5 Juvenile delinquency o 
No child institutional care 5 Jewish summer camp costs o 
Elderly nutritional needs 5 No Jewish social activo o 
Synagogue member costs 5 Jewish chaplaincy needs o 
Jewish educe costs 5 No Jewish campus activo o 
No outsider interactions 5 



I~ - 131 ­

0-11. What Are the Three Most Serious Problems in Your Region? 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Eastern Region Only) 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

Divorce/marital conflict 59% Anti-semitic activity 35 

Low synagogue affil. 53 Quality of Jewish educe 21 
Intermarriage 44 Child/teen emotional probs. 21 

Isol ati on of el derl.y 44 Adult emotional problems 21 

Low Jewish group affil. 38 No elderly home help 21 
No afford. elderly housing 35 No elderly transportation 21 

11 THIRD TIER PROBLEMS 

No Jewish recreat'l facil. 17 Jewish educe costs 3

11 Few UJWF contributors 12 No Jewish child care 3 

Synagogue member costs 12 Influence of cults 3 

11 Drug abuse 12 No poor legal services 3 

Adult unemployment 12 Elderly nutritional needs 3 

11 Teen unemployment 12 No outsider interactions 3 

No Jewish child educe 9 No Jewish campus activo 3 

Anti-Israel propaganda 9 Alcohol abuse 311 No singles social opport. 9 No disabled opportunities 0 

Other communal problems 9 Immigrant adjustment 0 

No elderly institut'l care 9 No immigrant jobs 0 

Permanent poverty 6 Immigrant isolation 0 

No emergency money 6 No political/legis. activo 0 

No child institutional care 6 Jewish summer camp costs 0 

Child abuse/neglect 6 Less religious observance 0 

No Jewish adult educe 6 No disabled Jewish activo 0 

No young org. leaders 6 Jewish chaplaincy needs 0 

No JewiSh social activo 6 Juvenile delinquency 0 
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D-12. What Are the Three Most Serious Problems in Your Region? 
(Social and Communal Problems Combined, Southern Region Only) 

FIRST TIER PROBLEMS SECOND TIER PROBLEMS 

Divorce/marital conflict 77% No elderly institut'l care 26 
Intermarriage 58 Adult emotional problems 23 
Isolation of elderly 48 No Jewish recreat'l facil. 20 
Child/teen emotional probs. 39 
Low Jewish group affil. 29 
Few UJWF contributors 26 
Low synagogue affil. 26 
No Jewish child educe 26 

THIRD TIER PROBLEMS 

No afford. elderly housing 19 Immigrant adjustment 3 
Quality of Jewish educe 16 No immigrant jobs 3 
No elderly transportation 13 Jewish educe costs 3 
Synagogue member costs. 13 No Jewish child care 3 
No singles social opport. 13 Jewish summer camp costs 3 
No young org. leaders 13 Less religious observance 3 

Anti-semitic activity 10 No outsider interactions 3 
Anti-Israel propaganda 10 No political/legis. activo 3 

Influence of cults 7 Jewish chaplaincy needs 3 
No Jewish social activo 7 Alcohol abuse 3 
Other communal problems 7 No Jewish adult edUCe 0 
No elderly home help 7 No disabled Jewish activo 0 
Drug abuse 7 No Jewish campus activo 0 
Adult unemployment 7 Immigrant isolation 0 
No child institutional care 7 No disabled opportunities 0 
Teen unemployment 7 No poor legal services 0 
Elderly nutritional needs 7 Child abuse/neglect 0 
Permanent poverty 3 Juvenile delinquency O'~. , 
No emergency money 3 
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