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TABLE 2.

VARIABLES IN NATIONAL AND LOCAL JEWISH SURVEYS

National Surveys

1970/71
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1990 1979  Phila-
NJPS L.A.

1985

delphia Boston

Age

Sex

Household size
Marital status

No. of marriages
Secular education
Occupation

Type of employment
Household income

Current religion
Religion at birth
Religion raised
Conversion
Parents’ religion(s)
Spouse’s religion

Place of birth

Year came to U.S.

Mother’s place of birth
Father’s place of birth

No. grandparents born in U.S.
State of current residence

Zip code of current residence
Country size

Year moved to current city
Year moved to current address
Status of previous residence
Previous State of residence

5 years mobility status

State lived 5 years ago

Home ownership

Moving plans

Status of future migration
State/Country moved to
Spend 2 months away
State/Country spend away
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Jewish denomination

Synagogue membership
Importance of being Jewish
Bar/Bat Mitzvah

Type of Jewish education

Light candles on Friday

Buy kosher meat

Use separate dishes

Fast on Yom Kippur

Religious service attendance
Attend Seder

Light Hanukkah candles

General organizational membership
Jewish organizational membership
Subscribe to Jewish periodicals
Visited Israel
Plan to visit Israel
Jewish friends
Jewish neighborhood
Contribution to Jewish Charities
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TABLE 2. VARIABLES IN NATIONAL AND LOCAL JEWISH SURVEYS (CONT.)

National Surveys Local Surveys

1983
1970/71 1990 1979  Phila- 1985
NJPS NJPS L.A. delphia Boston

Jewish ldentification Variables

X
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Jewish denomination

Synagogue membership
Importance of being Jewish
Bar/Bat Mitzvah

Type of Jewish education

Light candles on Friday

Buy kosher meat

Use separate dishes

Fast on Yom Kippur

Religious service attendance
Attend Seder

Light Hanukkah candles

General organizational membership
Jewish organizational membership
Subscribe to Jewish periodicals
Visited Israel

Plan to visit Israel

Jewish friends

Jewish neighborhood

Contribution to Jewish Charities

b

XK KK
EE i P I S

b

DD DG D D4 B K K G D D4 K K K K X
>

PR R R T S S P o e e e

MooX M KK XK MK

X
X
X X

An attempt to compare patterns of geographic mobility encounters several
obstacles. The data from all five surveys provide adequate basis for comparison of
lifetime migration through questions on place of birth and place of current
residence. However, only the national studies and the Greater Boston study
requested place of residence five years prior to the survey. Hence, neither five-year
mobility nor repeat movement can be comprehensively compared. Further,
information on five-year migration status for Greater Boston omits the name of the
state of origin of the migrants. As far as future mobility is concerned, all surveys
indicate the likelihood of moving, but in-depth comparison is limited since the
Greater Philadelphia study didn’t ask for likely destination.

Some limitations also exist for comparing patterns of Jewish identification. As
Table 2 shows, only five Jewish identificational variables were included in the two
national and three communal surveys: current denomination, synagogue
membership, membership in Jewish organizations, proportion of Jewish friends, and
philanthropy. While the two national surveys yielded 21 comparable identification
variables, only 8 of them were included in the Los Angeles County study, 14 in the
Greater Philadelphia study and 12 in the Greater Boston study.
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It should be noted that comparisons quite often required preliminary adjustments
and regrouping of categories of variables. This operation involved four types of
adjustment, the easiest being a change of value labels to a uniform format. Another
type of adjustment was the merger of two, or even three, variables in a certain
survey in order to gather information which in another survey was covered by a
single question. For example, in the 1970/71 NJPS a single question on place of
birth provided both the specific state of birth for native born Jews and the country of
birth for the foreign borns. The same information in the 1990 NJPS was collected
using a separate question on country of birth followed by a question directed only to
native borns on the specific state of birth. Likewise, the earlier national study asked
whether a person was married, and for the non-married an additional question was
asked as to whether the person was divorced, separated or widowed. All this
information was collected in the 1990 NJPS by a single question on marital status.

In bringing variables to a common format, we sometimes had to ignore detailed
information. Although not discussed in this article, the variable on visits to Israel
demonstrates this type of adjustment. The 1970/71 NJPS dichotomized those who
did not visit Israel and those who did, while in the 1990 NJPS the latter were listed
according to the number of visits; hence, we had to regroup into a single category all
persons in the 1990 study who visited Israel. Another type of adjustment was carried
out when the labels describing the intensity of Jewishness were not uniform. Such
was the case with the question on the proportion of friends who are Jews. Both the

1970/71 and 1990 NJPS distinguished between those with none, few, some, most, or
all/almost all Jewish friends. Each of the community surveys adopted a slightly
different classification. The division in the Los Angeles survey was between none,
almost none, some, most, or all; in Philadelphia between none, just a few, less than
half, half, about half, nearly all or all; and in Boston between most friends not Jews,
half Jews, most Jews, or all Jews. Several tests, including crosstabulations with other
identificational variables, provided the basis for regrouping of categories to
maximize inter-survey comparison.

Substantive Comparisons

Lifetime Migration

Despite various limitations, the data sets do provide for sufficient and adequate
comparability. Attention is first directed to levels of lifetime migration among the
total American Jewish population. The findings in the upper part of Table 3 point to
a substantial increase in the tendency of Jews to move between states: while in
1970/71, 29.1% of all native born adults (aged 18 and over) lived outside of their
state of birth, this was true for 52.3% of their counterparts in 1990. This recent
figure suggests that every second adult Jew in the U.S. today lives in a state other
than that in which he or she was born.

TABLE 3. LIFETIME MIGE

OVER (PERCEN
Age Total ™)
Total 100.0  (12,605)
18-24 1000 (2,143)
25-44 1000 (3,718)
45-64 100.0  (4,578)
65+ 100.0  (2,166)
Total 100.0  (1961)
18-24 1000 (140
25-44 100.0  (941)
45-64 1000 (432)
65+ 1000  (448)
Total 1000 (800)
18-24 100.0 (60)
25-44 1000  (347)
45-64 1000 (276)
65+ 1000 (117)
Total 1000 (1,389)
18-24 100.0 (85)
25-44 1000 (532)
45-64 1000 (479)
65+ 1000 (293)
Total 100.0 (1,382
18-24 1000 (125)
25-44 1000 (649)
45-64 1000 (379)
65+ 1000  (229)
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TABLE 3. LIFETIME MIGRATION STATUS, BY AGE — JEWS AGED 18 AND

OVER (PERCENTAGE)
Lifetime Migration Status Different
State/area
Same State/ Different Foreign of U.S.
Age Total o) area® State/area® Born born
1970/71 NJPS*
Total 100.0  (12,605) 56.9 233 19.8 29.1
‘ 18-24 1000 (2,143) 79.0 13.8 72 14.9
25-44 100.0 (3,718) 65.5 26.6 79 289
45-64 100.0 (4,578) 523 293 18.4 359
65+ 1000 (2,166) 259 17.3 56.8 40.1
1990 NJPS*
Total 100.0 (1961) 436 4717 8.7 523
18-24 100.0 ( 1490) 54.2 389 6.9 41.5
25-44 100.0 (941) 420 50.9 72 54.8
45-64 100.0 (432) 454 47.0 7.6 50.9
65+ 100.0 (448) 39.7 46.7 13.6 54.0
1979 Los Angeles®
Total 100.0 ( 800) 17.1 60.4 225 71.9
18-24 100.0 ( 60) 49.0 389 12.1 444
25-44 100.0 (347) 25.1 59.8 15.1 70.4
4564 100.0 (276) 72 73.7 19.1 91.1
65+ 100.0 (17 0.9 41.0 58.1 97.8
1983 Philadelphia®
Total 100.0  (1,389) 67.0 23.0 99 25.6
18-24 100.0 (85) 47.1 494 35 512
25-44 100.0 (532) 68.1 259 6.0 276
4564 100.0 (479) 733 18.8 ) 7.9 204
65+ 100.0 ( 293) 60.8 17.1 22.1 219
1985 Boston®

Total 1000 (1,382) 49.7 410 9.3 43.7
18-24 100.0 (125) 37.6 56.8 5.6 60.2
2544 100.0 ( 649) 40.7 52.7 6.6 56.4
45-64 100.0 (379) 65.2 27.0 7.8 29.3
65+ 100.0 (229) 55.9 227 214 289

a.  For national surveys ‘same state’ for local surveys ‘same area’. It should be noted that inmigration
to the local communities often reflects a meaningful geographic distance. Of those who were
identified as migrants, as many as 97% in Los Angeles County and 90% in Greater Boston were
interstate migrants (the data of the greater Philadelphia study do not distinguish between persons
born outside of the Greater Philadelphia area within Pennsylvania and those who moved from other
States).

b. All houschold members aged 18 and over.

¢. Respondents only.
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While the act of migration is more characteristic of young adults than older
persons — despite the selective movement among the latter around retirement age
— the opportunity to participate in lifetime migration increases with age (Lee,
1966). Thus, the supposedly lower percentage of young persons having migrated
should gradually increase among the older segments of the population. The findings
from the 1970/71 study largely coincide with this assumption: 14.9% of U.S. born
Jews aged 18-24 were living outside their state of birth, against. 28.9% of the 25-44
age group, 35.9% among age group 45-64, and 40.1% among the elderly (65 and
over). By 1990, the age-lifetime migration relationship had weakened somewhat; a
substantial increase occurred between ages 18—24 and 25-44 after which the level
remained beyond half of the population with only slight fluctuations between age
groups. This pattern suggests that for the Jewish population of 1990, a strong
propensity to migrate already existed early in the life cycle which was probably
associated with acquiring academic education and the subsequent move into the job
market.

Considerable variation was found between the Jewish communities of Los
Angeles, Philadelphia and Boston in relation to lifetime migration status (Table 3).
The findings show a higher proportion of migrants in Los Angeles of over three-
fourths, as compared to approximately one-fourth in Philadelphia and less than half
in Boston. Moreover, the direction of change in the percentage of lifetime migrants
across the age cohorts differs from one community to another. In Los Angeles, a
relatively recent area of massive Jewish settlement, the percentage of migrants
sharply increased from 44.4% among the youngest to almost all those above the age
of 65. By contrast, in Philadelphia and in Boston the rate of migration reached a
peak at the youngest age cohort after which it declined. To a large extent, this
reflects the very particular character of Philadelphia and Boston as leading academic
centers which attract many young adults. The high rate of inmigrants at ages 25-44
in Boston is most likely associated with the accelerated economic development and
the wide range of high-technology industries which operate as a holding factor for
many of the alumni, at least as a first experience of professional work. Boston is
also likely to attract many graduates of universities from other parts of the United
States.

A comparative examination of all five sets of data shows that no single
community can adequately represent the national profile; there are real differences
between the mobility profiles of each community and the national scene. This is true
for the overall lifetime migration rate as well as for specific age groups. The time
gap between the local and national surveys calls for further caution. However, had
the local surveys been carried out closer to 1970/71, or to 1990, I still doubt that we
would see data significantly closer to the NJPS results.

Jewish Identification

In the past, Jewish identity was strongly anchored in religious behavior, ritual
observance, and traditional Orthodox identification with *“...detailed patterns of
prescribed actions and fixed roles” (Medding, Tobin, Fishman and Rimor, 1992.
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p.16). Jewish identity was multifaceted (Goldstein and Goldscheider, 1968; Lenski,
1963), and the collective boundaries and group membership were rigidly defined.

Secularization and acculturation, as well as the weakening role of religion as a
formative factor, have significantly transformed Jewish cultural behavior in
contemporary American society. As they became more “Americanized”, Jews also
became less religious; they “view[ed] religion as less central in their lives, and
mold[ed] their religious observances to fit in with the dominant American culture”
(Goldscheider, 1986. p. 151). Traditional religious expression remained essential for
some Jews, but for the vast majority Jewishness today is a combination of secular
and cultural elements that include home-centered rituals, social connections,
community involvement and both interpersonal and institutional contacts with
Israel.

In this study, 1 juxtapose four indicators of Jewish identification which
encompass both religious and social dimensions, and are assumed to represent
different strategies for ensuring Jewish vitality and continuity. These indicators are:

a) Ideological orientation, as expressed by denominational preference. This self-
definition is not necessarily formalized by ideological affiliation. A distinction
was made here between Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, and Other, the latter
including Jews who lack any ideological orientation;

b) Synagogue/temple membership, as a proxy for religiosity. This variable
distinguishes between those who reported synagogue membership and those
who did not;

c) Jewish charitable donations. Established and organized fundraising is evidence
of cohesion and a well integrated Jewish community. Conversely, not giving
suggests loose bonds between individuals and the community (Cohen, 1980).
Those who donated to Jewish causes during the twelve months prior to the
(specific) survey were distinguished from those who did not;

d) Jewish friendship networks. Individuals were classified according to the
proportion (all, most, some, none) of their (closest) friends who were Jews.

The ideological preferences of the total American Jewish population and those of
the three local communities are reported in Table 4. In 1990, 5.8% of American
Jewish adults identified as Orthodox showing a significant decline to about half the
level of 1970/71. Conservative Jews also experienced a substantial decrease from
43.9% to 34%. As opposed to the data of the 1970/71 NJPS, the relative majority
(36.8%) of Jews in 1990 defined themselves as Reform. Perhaps the most salient
and meaningful change is the sharp increase in the percentage of Jews who did not
identify with any of the major denominations from 12.9% to 23.4%. Generally, the
direction of change was similar among all age groups.
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TABLE 4. SELECTED INDICATORS OF JEWISH IDENTIFICATION, BY AGE —
NATIVE BORN JEWS AGED 18 AND OVER (PERCENTAGE)

Synaogue
“ Number Member- Jewish
? of Cases Denomination ship  Charity Jewish Friends

Orth. Cons. Reform Other Yes Yes All Most Some None

1970/71 NJPS

Total 12497 108 439 324 12.9 482 419 296 454 247 03
1824 2099 75 449 328 14.8 50.4 36.5 27.1 451 2717 0.1
2544 3738 56 415 376 15.3 44.5 36.0 242 462 294 0.2
45-64 4581 104 467 310 119 521 46.1 306 458 231 0.5
65+ 2079 240 414 257 89 44.6 49.1 404 426 167 0.3

1990 NJPS
Total 1897 58 340 368 234 327 344 119 270 535 7.6
18-24 128 76 319 263 342 39.0 154 49 262 56.9 12.0
2544 913 43 289 412 256 26.7 223 71 204 635 9.0
45-64 420 41 339 382 23.8 36.6 41.6 145 296 499 6.0
65+ 436 103 457 292 148 397 58.6 214 389 3438 49
1979 Los Angeles

Total 762 57 308 318 31.7 253 63.4 267 360 273 100
18-24 56 16 194 3138 47.2 18.6 347 126 294 419 161
2544 329 35 276 376 313 24.1 514 168 360 361 11
45-64 266 36 343 343 27.8 277 80.3 340 397 169 9.4
65+ 111 179 271 320 23.0 26.8 65.7 458 296 179 6.7

1983 Philadelphia

Total 970 43 418 249 29.0 442 834 139 521 260 8.0
1824 43 12 235 271 48.2 376 62.8 24 306 517 153

2544 411 26 345 284 34.5 433 757 55 482 357 10.6
45-64 345 29 474 240 257 46.6 9238 146 59.1 211 52
65+ 173 106 510 192 19.2 437 88.4 31.5 540 9.0 55
1985 Boston
Total 1292 52 365 413 17.0 47.1 95.8 67 446 352 135
18-24 118 1.7 390 373 220 472 90.8 32 256 408 304
24-44 627 32 308 450 21.0 342 954 23 373 435 16.9
45-64 353 45 427 416 11.2 59.6 97.5 79 556 288 11
65+ 194 134 409 332 12.5 62.4 96.9 183 570 200 4.7

a.  Minimum number of cases

Significant differences appeared between Los Angeles, Philadelphia and Boston.
In 1979, Los Angeles’ Jewry was characterized by a nearly balanced distribution
among Conservative, Reform and Other with each group constituting 31%—32% of
the local Jewish population. By contrast, in Philadelphia the majority of the Jews
identified as Conservatives (41.8%) with the Reform constituting one-fourth. Los
Angeles and Philadelphia did not differ greatly from each other in the percentage of
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Orthodox Jews, at one end of the ideological spectrum, and of Other, on the other
end. Boston Jews were more heavily oriented toward Reform, and overall included a
smaller share of Jews not identified with one of the major ideological movements.
Substantial inter-community variations obtained among the different age groups.
Dissimilarities existed not only between local communities; salient differences were
found between local ideological profiles and those of the national Jewish
population.

Parallel to the shift in their ideological orientation, American Jews also
experienced a decline in synagogue membership: from approximately half in
1970/71 to one-third in 1990. This trend was observed among all age groups (Table
4), As for the. individual communities, a quarter of Los Angeles Jews held
membership in a synagogue, half the proportion of the national level of 1970/71,
and seven percent lower than the proportion of the national community in 1990. The
proportion of synagogue membership in Philadelphia and Boston resembled that of
the total American Jewish population of 1970/71. The inference is that Philadelphia
and Boston Jews were comparatively slower at weakening formal ties to Jewish
religious institutions.

When comparing the philanthropic patterns of different Jewish populations and
across age groups, it is important to note that previous research found that personal
income does not effect the act of giving but only the amount given (Cohen, 1980).
The findings reported in Table 4 show that 41.9% of the 1970/71 Jewish population
contributed to Jewish causes in the twelve months prior to the survey. By 1990, this
level had declined to 34.4%. These national profiles differed greatly from some of
the major local communities in which the propensity to contribute varied from
63.4% in Los Angeles to an almost universal level of 95.8% in Boston. Likewise,
the various Jewish populations differed in their philanthropic behavior by age;
whereas among the national population, the rate gradually increased from lower to
higher age, in Los Angeles and Philadelphia the proportion of contributors increased
up to the age group 45-64 after which a decline was observed. In Boston, beyond
the age of 25 the level of charitable giving remained fairly stable. These findings
suggest that philanthropic giving is largely associated with stages in the life-cycle,
reaching a peak among the more aged population. The Jewish population of Greater
Boston is exceptional in that also young Jews appeared to be highly committed to
the financial well-being of their own community and of the wider Jewish
institutional system.

The intensity of informal interaction among Jews in the U.S. weakened
substantially, as is seen in the proportion of Jewish friends. The percentage of those
Jews who reported that all of their closest friends were Jews declined from 29.6% in
1970/71 to 11.9% in 1990, and those most of whose friends were Jews declined
from 45.4% to 27%. Likewise, by 1990 there was a relatively large proportion of
Jews with no Jewish friends at all. These trends, which characterized all age groups,
were probably associated with the increasing tendency to acquire an academic

education which exposes young Jews to a non-Jewish environment of intense social
activity, to more frequent passages from self-employed to employee, and to the
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increase in rates of mixed-marriage. Further, each community had its specific ' TABLE 5. PERCENTAGE L

characteristics and differences from the national profile. In Los Angeles, the ] IDENTIFICATIO
distribution between the various proportions of Jewish friends was more balanced 3 AND OVER

while in Philadelphia and Boston, for the overwhelming majority most or some 1 ,

friends were Jews. From this point of view, Los Angeles was more similar to the 3

national profile in 1970/71, while Philadelphia and Boston more closely resembled 3 Denomination

the national profile of 1990. Part of the explanation for the stronger social networks

among Los Angeles Jewry may be hidden in the high numbers of new migrants,

both internal and international, for whom the organized Jewish community or _

Jewish individuals are a major vehicle of absorption in the new place of residence. ! Total 756 746 634 65(
1824 864 872 839 832

. . . . . . 25-44 69.8 783 678 615
Migration-ldentification Relationships 45-64 788 668 535 569

Table 5 reports on the proportion of Jews living in their place of birth according to : 65+ 62.6 673 444 636
different patterns of Jewish behavior. As to the relationships between migration and
ideological orientation, the findings from the 1970/71 NJPS show a substantial drop

Age Orth. Cons. Reform Othe

Total 719 457 459 43¢

in the proportion living in their native state among the Reform as compared to the 1 1824 (X)) 556 626 628
Conservative. With only one minor exception, all Orthodox and Conservative age i 2544 132 427 444 442
cohorts had higher percentages of natives than did the Reform and 1 45-64 748 574 494 29
nondenominational Jews, who were more likely to be migrants from outside their 1 65+ 712 386 413 501
current state of residence. By 1990, only the Orthodox maintained relatively high ]
levels of geographic stability with slightly more than 70%, regardless of age, ’ Total 132 185 215 26C
reporting they were born in their current state of residence. The proportion dropped ' R 1824  (x) 543 534 618
significantly with negligible variations between the Conservative, the Reform and I 2544 241 311 275 31(
the nonaffiliated. Likewise, while in 1970/71 among all age groups the nonaffiliated ] 4564 (x) 63 112 15
were less likely to be natives of the state of residence than the Conservatives, by g 65+ 00 00 00 98
1990 we observe the opposite: with the exception of ages 4564, the nonaffiliated " )
displayed a higher proportion of native born than the Conservatives. i Total 692 790 728 69
An attempt to examine inter-community variations was limited by the fact that ‘ 18-24 (x) 400 478 553
there were too few cases of Orthodox Jews within many of the age groups. ] 25-44 (x) 784 T18 67
Nevertheless, the available data point to a different relationship between lifetime 1 45-64  (x) 810 819 75(
migration and denomination in each of the three communities. The percentages of 65+ 800 832 67.3 75
those who always lived in Los Angeles were higher among the nondenominational ‘
than among the Orthodox, Conservative or Reform Jews; this was true both for the ' Total 612 617 569 32
total Jewish adults as well as for each age group separately (with the exception of ‘ 18-24  (x) 478 415 29.
ages 45-64). In Boston, the nondenominational displayed the lowest percentages of ' 25-44 429 469 484 27
state natives. 45-64 933 768 69.1 37
Because synagogue/temple membership is strongly connected to the local scene, 65+ 473760 750 63
both the direction and extent of any change in its relation,with migration status over 1 |
the last twenty years is very meaningful. While in 1970/71, within each age group, ‘ *  Fewer than 10 cases.
the percentage of state natives was higher among those reporting non-membership, ~ a.  All household members aged 18+
in 1990 the opposite was apparent: geographic stability was positively correlated ' b. Respondents only.

with synagogue or temple affiliation. A higher percentage of natives among
synagogue members was also evident among the Jewish populations of Los Angeles
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TABLE §. PERCENTAGE LIVING IN STATE/AREA OF BIRTH BY JEWISH

IDENTIFICATION, AND BY AGE — NATIVE BORN JEWS AGED 18

AND OVER

Synagogue Jewish

Denomination Membership Charity Jewish Friends

Age Orth. Cons. Reform Other Yes No Yes No All  Most Some None
1970-71 NJPS°
Total 756 746 634 65.0 662 719 68.9 68.6 69.8 636 60.6 479
18-24 864 872 839 832 838 86.1 847 849 86.8 81.1 840 (%)
2544 698 783 678 615 693 727 714 707 723 670 60.7 (x)
45-64 788 668 535 569 58.7 654 613 6l.1 63.1 550 513 240
65+ 62.6 673 444 636 485 639 60.3 53.6 53.7 515 384 (x)
1990 NJPS’
Total 719 457 459 436 52.7 43.7 485 447 51.5 532 443 416
18-24 (x) 556 626 625 619 555 63.6 552 (x) 588 620 523
2544 732 427 444 442 513 431 46.1 450 486 559 423 420
45-64 748 574 494 290 534 45.1 541 404 493 620 457 33.1
65+ 712 386 413 501 510 398 448 412 53.7 416 420 409
1979 Los Angeles”
Total 132 185 215 260 239 212 18.7 268 150 230 228 286
18-24 (x) 543 534 618 622 548 429 630 529 645 505 559
2544 241 311 275 310 323 282 323 272 292 322 265 313
45-64 (x) 63 112 75 126 174 95 70 115 82 35 164
65+ 00 00 00 9.8 27 00 26 0.0 00 67 00 (x)
) 1983 Philadelphia®
Total 692 790 728 697 73.7 150 749 67.1 789 792 676 623
18-24 (x) 400 478 553 548 45.1 462 533 (x) 520 412 539
2544 (x) 784 718 679 719 728 718 656 762 1783 678 63.2
45-64 (x) 810 819 750 76.6 823 80.1 792 79.7 816 766 66.7
65+ 800 832 67,3 756 77.8 782 752 706 788 81.1 737 (%)
1985 Boston”

Total 612 61.7 569 328 62.4 48.1 552 392 712 606 46.7 52.6
18-24 (x) 478 415 292 464 338 422 2713 (x) 483 333 432
2544 429 469 484 216 515 395 435 404 (x) 463 397 476
45-64 933 768 69.1 375 718 69.0 722 (x) 840 733 612 815
65+ 473 760 750 632 732 676 714  (x) 739 699 794 (x)

*  Fewer than 10 cases.
a. All household members aged 18+.
b. Respondents only.
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and Boston. Conversely, the type of relationship between lifetime migration status
and synagogue/temple membership for Jews in Philadelphia more closely resembled
that of the national Jewish population in 1970/71, although with somewhat marginal
differentiations between movers and non-movers.

To the extent that philanthropic giving is another indicator of community
attachment and integration, it is not at all surprising, and quite supportive of our
previous observations, that while in 1970/71 givers and non-givers had similar
percentages of state natives, by 1990 there were clearly more state natives among
those who gave. In most age groups, migration was associated with a weaker
tendency to contribute to Jewish charities also among the Jewish communities of
Los Angeles, Philadelphia and Boston.

Finally, we look at the relationship between migration status and the proportion
of close friends who are Jews. For 1970/71, low percentages of native born are
associated with smaller proportions of Jewish friends. This is true both for the total
population and for each age group separately. That migration is associated with
disruption of informal Jewish networks is supported by the data from the 1990
study: although the patterns are not very consistent, those with fewer Jewish friends
tend less to be natives of their current state of residence. The Jewish community of
Boston provides some clues to variations that exist between the local and national
scenes. Based on the 1985 study, the findings for the middle ages of 25—44 and 45~
64 show higher percentages of local born among those with no Jewish friends as
compared to those in social circles mostly consisting of Jews.

Summary and Conclusions

Despite our success in creating a uniform data set from five independently
conducted Jewish surveys, several methodological differences exist in the definition
of the target population, the sampling design, and the wording of questions. It is
difficult to assess the extent to which the results are biased due to different
methodologies. Moreover, in the inter-community comparisons, the time gaps
between local surveys may have influenced the findings. Nevertheless, I believe that
the results reflect real differences in behavioral patterns of the Jewish populations
discussed here. Over the last twenty years (1970-1990), American Jews experienced
rapid sociodemographic and identificational changes. The intensity of these
processes varied from place to place; the unique history and circumstances of each
locale led to significant differences between the respective Jewish communities.

We have here focused on the relatively narrow topics of lifetime migration and
Jewish identification, and on their mutual relationships. Since geographic mobility is
often a response to wider sociodemographic and economic trends, the unique level
of migration of each population is likely to reflect differences in education,
occupation, income, marital status, etc. Similarly, the social and cultural behavior of
Jews is influenced by processes evolving throughout American society. Although
these relationships are more difficult to quantify, between 1970 and 1990 America
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changed enormouslty overall, and different areas experienced different kinds of
change.

Although not presented here, a series of multivariate analyses shows that the
particular community of residence is statistically significant as an explanatory
variable of the variations in Jewish identification, after controlling for key
sociodemographic variables (Rebhun, 1992). For the national Jewish population, a
multivariate analysis of a merged file of the 1970/71 and 1990 studies suggests that
“time” plays a leading role in the changing demographic and identificational
patterns of American Jews (Rebhun, 1997). “Time” reflects modernization, and
pervasive political and sociocultural changes on the macro level. “Time” is not a
one-step passage from one date to another, such as 1970 to 1990; rather, it operates
in a continuum, it is beyond control, and its influences are seen in the total
American population as well as among sub-groups who wish to integrate into the
societal mainstream.

This paper was first presented soon after the 1990 NJPS data were released; its
publication is concurrent with the preparations for the next national survey of
American Jews, to be conducted in the year 2000. Recognizing the importance of
follow-up and comparisons over time, the 2000 NJPS should be based on a “core”
questionnaire in which basic demographic, socioeconomic and identificational
variables are included in the same format as in 1990. By this I refer both to the
wording of the questions and their labels. Further, since a national survey does not
permit insights into local communities, apart from a few large Jewish
concentrations, it would be useful if communities planning to undertake their own
studies would adapt the “core” questionnaire of the national survey, and attempt to
collect their data as closely as possible to the year 2000 thus allowing for better
comparisons and increasing the overall value of both the national and the local
profiles.

Scientific research on Jewish demography and sociology is relevant to the
community at large. Empirical quantitative findings form the basis for any planning
of communal services or policy making. Updated and truly comparable information
would enhance the evaluation of recent activities, and help to clarify the direction
toward which the American Jewish community is moving — whether toward more
cohesion and vitality, or the contrary.
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