






 
 

 
1 

The Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 
 

I.   INTRODUCTION 

The Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 (Community Study) was 
commissioned by the Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta, and was carried out by Ukeles 
Associates, Inc. (UAI) of New York as the primary research consultant.  UAI worked with its 
partners: International Communications Research (ICR) which completed the interviewing under 
UAI supervision, and MSG-GENESYS which provided sampling design, population estimation, 
and survey data weighting support. UAI, two Federation committees, and Federation’s 
professional leadership worked together to design the study, select the topics to be included, 
define the questions to be asked, and decide the geographic areas to survey.  
 
Why the Study Was Conducted 
 
The purpose of the Community Study was to develop scientifically valid and reliable information 
about the Jewish population of Greater Atlanta in order to inform communal policy decisions and 
programmatic actions.  
 
Specifically,  the Community Study was designed to:     
 

 Develop an estimate of the size of the Atlanta Jewish community in 2006; 
 

 Describe the basic population characteristics of the Atlanta Jewish community in 
2006;  

 
 Identify major trends since the last major study in 1996;  and,  

 
 Support more informed decisions in planning, fundraising, service delivery, and 

connecting people to Jewish communal life — including developing baseline data 
that could be used for setting community priorities.  

 
The Final Report and the Survey Data File  
 
This Final Report summarizes study results in terms of Jewish household and population 
estimates, demography and income, health and human services, Jewish connections, marriage 
and raising children Jewish, philanthropy-Tzedakah-Israel, and geographic area diversity within 
the Greater Atlanta Jewish community.   
 
This Final Report also contains a Research Note on Methodology, and includes copies of the 
survey questionnaire and the screening questions used to determine if a household was Jewish. 
 
In addition, the electronic data file has been transferred to the Community Planning & 
Partnerships Department of the Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta.  Staff members have 
been trained in using the electronic data file.  This data set (over 400 variables) provides the 
capacity for the community to continually analyze critical policy issues and to answer additional 
questions for future planning purposes, and will also be deposited and archived at the North 
American Jewish Data Bank (www.jewishdatabank.org).  
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INTRODUCTION  
 
Non-Jewish Household Interviews 
 
Over 10,000 Greater Atlanta households gave sufficient information for their identity to be 
established.  Approximately 9,000 of these households were not Jewish.  Information collected 
in these brief interviews was an essential component of estimating the number of Jewish 
households in the study area. The cooperation of the non-Jewish households was critical to the 
survey’s success. 
 
Survey Sampling Error 
 
Because so many screening interviews were completed at random from contacts with Jewish 
and non-Jewish households, and over 1,000 interviews were completed with Jewish 
households, the quantitative data are statistically reliable.  Survey data reported for the entire 
interviewed sample of 1,007 Jewish households are accurate within a potential maximum error 
range of +/- 3.3% (at the traditional 95% confidence interval). Thus, survey responses are 
statistically representative of the Atlanta Jewish Community, and very closely reflect the results 
that would have been achieved by a prohibitively costly census of all Jewish households in 
Greater Atlanta. 
 
Comparative Information in the Report 
 
In addition to the results of the 2006 Study, this final report includes comparative information in 
order to help put the findings in perspective.  At times, data from the Jewish Community 
Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 are compared to the Atlanta 1996 study (also 
undertaken by Ukeles Associates), to national data from NJPS 2000-01 (the National Jewish 
Population Survey) and to other credible local community studies. 
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CHILDREN, MARRIAGE & RAISING CHILDREN AS JEWS 
 
 
 Informal Jewish Experiences 
 
In addition to formal Jewish educational experiences, children ages 6-17 in Atlanta Jewish 
households are significantly involved in informal Jewish experiences, including summer camps 
with Jewish content, Jewish youth/teen activities, and Jewish sports programs and sports 
leagues.  Survey respondents were asked if any child (ages 6-17) in their household had been 
involved in any of these informal Jewish experiences: 41% report that a child had gone to a 
Jewish summer camp, 35% report a child’s involvement in Jewish youth/teen group activities, 
and, 33% report a child participated in a Jewish sports league or sports program. 

Informal Jewish experience involvement is much higher for inmarried and conversionary 
households than for intermarried households, where levels of informal Jewish experience 
involvement are minimal. The majority of children in inmarried Jewish households report 
informal Jewish educational experiences.  Seventy percent (70%) of inmarried parents with 
children ages 6-17 report Jewish summer camp experiences for a child in the household; 74% 
also report Jewish youth group experiences, and 53% report that their children participate in 
Jewish sports programs. 
 
Conversionary inmarried Jewish households appear (number of interviews is limited) to be less 
connected to informal Jewish experiences for their children; 33% report Jewish summer camp 
experiences, 23% Jewish youth group, and 28% Jewish sports activities for children.  Among 
intermarried Jewish households, informal Jewish experiences for children are minimal. 
 
Exhibit   42 Percent of Households Which Report that Children Ages 6-17 Are Involved in  
  Informal Jewish Experiences by Type of Marriage,

31
 

  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  
 

 Type of Marriage  

Type of Informal 
Experience  

Inmarried 
Jewish 

Households 

Conversionary 
Inmarried 

Jewish 
Households 

Intermarried 
Jewish 

Households 

All Jewish 
Households 

Jewish Summer Camp 70% 33% 11% 41% 

Jewish Youth Group 73% 23% 5% 35% 

Jewish Sports 
Activities 53% 28% 12% 33% 

 

                                            
31

 In this table, the conversionary inmarried respondents have been analyzed separately (despite 
relatively low numbers of interviews) because their levels of reported informal Jewish experiences are 
very different from the inmarried households where both partners are Jewish-born. 
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CHILDREN, MARRIAGE & RAISING CHILDREN AS JEWS 
 
 
The Cost of Being Jewish 
 
The cost of being Jewish limits the involvement of children in some Jewish households in both 
informal Jewish educational experiences and formal Jewish education. Respondents were 
asked a series of questions about whether financial cost had prevented them from sending a 
child to a Jewish summer day camp, a Jewish overnight camp, a fulltime day school, or to a 
Jewish preschool.   
 
Approximately one-out-of-four Atlanta Jewish households report that they had not sent a child to 
a Jewish overnight summer camp (29%), to a Jewish day school (26%), to a Jewish summer 
day camp (25%), or to a Jewish preschool (25%) because of the costs involved at some time in 
the five-year period preceding the study.   

Inmarried Jewish respondents with children are the most affected by the ―cost of being Jewish‖ 
for their children: 39% report cost prevented them from sending a child to a Jewish summer 
overnight camp, 37% report cost prevented them from sending a child to a Jewish summer day 
camp, 36% state that they could not send a child to a Jewish preschool due to cost, and 31% 
report that cost prevented them from sending child to a fulltime Jewish day school.32 

 
Exhibit   43 Percent of Households With Children Which Report that Cost Prevented Them From  
  Having Children Engage in Jewish Educational Experiences by Type of Marriage,

33
 

  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  
 

 

                                            
32

 All inmarried households combined: classic inmarriages and conversionary inmarriages. Comparable 
percentages for intermarried Jewish households are: overnight camp 21%, day camp 13%, preschool 
12%, day school 24%. 
33

 Question asked whether cost had prevented the household from sending a child to camp, preschool or 
day school in the five years preceding the 2006 survey. 

 Type of Marriage  

Cost Prevented Sending a    
Child to:   

Inmarried and 
Conversionary 

Inmarried Jewish 
Households 

Intermarried 
Jewish 

Households 

All Jewish 
Households 

Jewish Summer Overnight Camp 39% 21% 29% 

Jewish Summer Day Camp 37% 13% 25% 

Jewish Preschool 36% 12% 25% 

Jewish Day School 31% 24% 26% 
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VII.    PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH 
 
Charitable giving is crucial for Jewish communal life. Tzedakah, the Jewish commitment to 
charity and social justice, is a central focus of Jewish thought and education.  The Jewish 
Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 explored the related issues of Tzedakah 
and Jewish charitable donations. 
 
Tzedakah 
 
Jewish survey respondents were asked how important they viewed the Jewish commitment to 
charity, Tzedakah.  Half (50%) of the Jewish respondents report that Tzedakah is ―very 
important‖ to them and another 34% think it is somewhat important.  Only one-out-of-six feels 
that Tzedakah is either not very important, or not at all important. 
 

 Denomination is strongly related to views on Tzedakah; 92% of Orthodox Jewish 
respondents, 53% of Conservative respondents, 44% of Reform Jews, and 38% of the 
non-denominational/secular Jewish respondents view Tzedakah as ―very important.‖  

 
 Support for Tzedakah is relatively strong among younger Atlanta Jews; 45% of Jewish 

respondents under age 40 view Tzedakah as very important, compared to 50% of 
Jewish respondents 60 and over, and 52% of those 40-59.  

 
 Lastly, while the overall percentage of Jewish respondents who view Tzedakah as very 

important is 50% — a sharp dichotomy exists between inmarried Jewish respondents 
(67% ―very important‖) and intermarried Jewish respondents (26% ―very important‖). 

 
 
Exhibit   44 Percent of Jewish Respondents Who View Tzedakah as Very Important, 
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

Very Important 

50%

Not At All 

Important

5%

Somewhat 

Important

34%

Not Very 

Important

11%
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PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH  
 
 
Philanthropic Donations 
 
The vast majority of Jewish households in Atlanta contribute to charitable causes.  Over nine-
out-of-ten (93%) survey respondents report that their household made a charitable contribution 
in the year preceding the study.  Jewish households in Greater Atlanta contribute to non-Jewish 
as well as to Jewish charities: 78% of Jewish households report a charitable donation to a non-
Jewish cause/charity, as well as 83% who report contributing to Katrina relief charities (some of 
which might have been a Jewish agency). 

Twenty-five percent (25%) of the respondents report a household contribution to the Jewish 
Federation of Greater Atlanta (JFGA).  Compared to other Jewish communities, this percentage 
is not high, but it is not exceptionally low in the context of comparable Jewish communities.    
UAI recent studies have found a Federation contribution percentage of 25% in Greater Phoenix 
and 28% in San Diego County, two western Jewish communities with growth patterns that 
resemble Greater Atlanta, and 28% in the New York eight-county area.  

A contribution to any Jewish charity was reported by 48% of all Jewish households.  Almost 
invariably, Jewish households which contributed to the Jewish Federation also contributed to 
other Jewish charities. 46% of the interviewed households report having made a contribution to 
a Jewish charity other than JFGA in the year preceding the survey. 
 
 
Exhibit   45 Percentage of Jewish Households Which Report Charitable Contributions, 
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006   

 

46%

25%

78%

83%

93%A Charitable Cause

Katrina Relief Charities

Other Not-Specifically Jewish Charities

Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta (JFGA)

Jewish Charity Other Than JFGA
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PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH  
 
 
Tzedakah and Donations 
 
The linkage between commitment to Tzedakah and charitable contributions by Jewish 
households is summarized in the exhibit below.  For Katrina and non-Jewish charitable 
contributions, there is some relationship between the degree of Jewish respondent commitment 
to Tzedakah and reported contributions, but an exceptionally strong relationship exists between 
level of importance attached to Tzedakah and contributions to Jewish charities.    
 

 Seventy-four percent (74%) of Jewish respondents who view Tzedakah as very 
important report a contribution to a Jewish charitable cause (excluding the Federation), 
compared to 34% of those for whom Tzedakah is ―somewhat important,‖ and only 16% 
of those for whom Tzedakah is not important.   

 
 Similar results shape Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta donations; 4% of those for 

whom Tzedakah is not important report a Federation gift compared to 43% of those who 
view Tzedakah as very important. 

 
Exhibit   46 Percent of Households Which Report Charitable Donations by  
  Level of Importance Attached to Tzedakah,   
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  
 
 

 Importance of Tzedakah to Jewish Respondent  

Percent Who Donated to:  Very Important 
Somewhat 
Important 

Not Very 
Important, Not  

At All 
Important 

All Jewish 
Households 

Any Charity 95% 94% 84% 93% 

Katrina Charity 83% 89% 68% 83% 

Other Non-Jewish Charities 82% 75% 63% 78% 

Jewish Federation Greater 
Atlanta (JFGA) 43% 22% 4% 25% 

Jewish Charitable Causes 
Other than JFGA 74% 34% 16% 46% 
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PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH  
 
 
Jewish Charitable Donations Other Than to Jewish Federation 
 
As noted above, half (46%) of all Atlanta Jewish households report donations to Jewish 
charitable causes other than the Federation. A number of factors shaped Jewish charitable 
giving: age, newcomer status, denomination, intermarriage status, income and travel to Israel 
(see Exhibit 47).34 
 
Age.  One of the key concerns in Jewish philanthropy is the issue of charitable contributions 
among younger Jewish households. In Atlanta, while younger adults are less likely to report a 
non-Federation Jewish philanthropic contribution (41%) than are older respondents (47% of 
those 40-64, and 49% of those 65 and over), the age differentials are slight; age is not a 
significant factor. 
 
Newcomer Status.  Similarly, newcomers are only slightly less likely to contribute to Jewish 
charities; 41% of the most recent newcomers to Atlanta (have lived in Atlanta less than ten 
years) contributed Jewishly (non-Federation), compared to 46% of those in Atlanta 10-19 years, 
50% of those in Atlanta 20-39 years, and 48% of those who were born in Atlanta or have lived in 
the area for at least 40 years. 
 
While age and newcomer status are only minimally related to non-Federation Jewish 
contributions, other variables show stronger relationships.  
 
Denomination.  The vast majority of Orthodox Jews (75%) and Conservative Jews (63%) report 
household non-Federation Jewish contributions.  In contrast, 43% of Reform and 40% of non-
denominational and secular Jews contribute Jewishly.  
 
Intermarriage.  Intermarried Jewish households are much less likely to report Jewish donations; 
only 18% of intermarried compared to 83% of classic (two born Jews) inmarried Jewish 
households.  Conversionary Jewish households do not contribute to Jewish causes (excluding 
the Federation) at levels that even approximate the two-born Jewish inmarriages — only 38% 
report a Jewish (non-Federation) donation. 
 
Income.  Income is also strongly related to Jewish contributions; 21% of households with 
incomes under $35,000, 40% of those with incomes between $35,000 and $50,000, 48% of 
those with incomes between $50,000 and $100,000, and 58% of those with incomes of at least 
$100,000 contributed Jewishly (excluding Federation donations). 
 
Israel Travel.  Three-out-of-four (76%) Jewish respondents who have been in Israel report a 
contribution to a Jewish charity, beyond any possible Federation donations, while only 35% of 
non-Israel visitors report a similar donation. 
 

                                            
34

 Exhibit 47 is on pages 61 and 62.  The extreme right-side column of Exhibit 47 summarizes Jewish 
Federation donations, while the middle column summarizes all other Jewish philanthropic donations. 
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PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH  
 
 
Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta Donations 
 
Twenty-five percent (25%) of all households report a Federation contribution.  Respondents in 
the 75% of Jewish households which did not contribute were asked how familiar they were with 
the Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta.  Over 70% of the Federation non-donors — almost 
32,000 Jewish households — report that they are relatively unfamiliar with the Jewish 
Federation of Greater Atlanta. 
 
Jewish Federation donation patterns (see right column of Exhibit 47) are very strongly related to 
the key variables identified above — age, newcomer status, intermarriage, denomination, Israel 
travel, etc.  

 Younger respondents (20%) are less likely to report household Federation donations 
compared to senior households (44% rate).   

 
 Newcomer status is critical: 14% of newcomers over the past ten years report a 

Federation contribution as opposed to over 30% of those who have been in Atlanta for at 
least 20 years.  

 
 Non-denominational and secular Jews are unlikely to support the Jewish Federation; 

only 10% report a Federation gift.   
 

 Only 3% of intermarried Jewish households report a Jewish Federation of Greater 
Atlanta donation; while 51% of classic, two-born Jewish inmarried households donate to 
the Federation, only 19% of conversionary inmarried households report a JFGA 
donation. 

 
 Fourteen percent (14%) of respondents with incomes under $50,000 annually report a 

Jewish Federation donation, compared to 25% of those with household incomes 
between $50,000 and $100,000, and 37% of households with incomes of at least 
$100,000.  Still, almost two-out-of-three Jewish households with $100,000+ incomes do 
not report a Federation donation 

 
 50% of those who have traveled to Israel report a Federation gift compared to 15% of 

those who had not been to Israel.35   
 
Given the strong relationship of Israel travel and Federation giving, encouraging Israel travel is 
an important issue for the communal agenda. Thus, it is instructive to note that thirty percent 
(30%) of all Atlanta 2006 survey respondents report that the cost of Israel travel had prevented 
them or their family from traveling to Israel (in the five-year period preceding the survey).   

                                            
35 17% of intermarried respondents, 24% of the conversionary inmarried, and 61% of inmarried 

respondents (two born-Jews) have traveled to Israel. 
 



 
 

 
61 

PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH  

 
Exhibit   47 Relationship of Key Variables to Percent of Households Which Report Charitable  
  Donations to Jewish Causes and the Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta,  
   Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

 
 

Key Variables 
% Households Donate 

to Jewish Causes, 
Excluding Federation 

% Households Donate 
to Jewish Federation 

of Greater Atlanta  

ALL JEWISH HOUSEHOLDS 46% 25% 

Age of Respondent:   

Under 40 41% 20% 

40-64 47% 21% 

65 and over 49% 44% 

Newcomer Status   

Lived in Atlanta Less than 10 Years 41% 14% 

Lived in Atlanta 10-19 Years 46% 21% 

Lives in Atlanta 20-39 Years 50% 36% 

Born Atlanta, or Lived 40+ Years 48% 33% 

Denomination of Respondent:   

Orthodox 75% 34% 

Conservative 63% 44% 

Reform 43% 27% 

Non-Denominational or                           
Secular  

40% 10% 
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PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH  

 
 
Exhibit   47 Relationship of Key Variables to Percent of Households Which Report Charitable  
  Donations to Jewish Causes and the Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta, 
   Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

 
 

 
 
 

Key Variables 
% Households Donate 

to Jewish Causes, 
Excluding Federation 

% Households Donate 
to Jewish Federation 

of Greater Atlanta  

Intermarriage Status   

Inmarried Households 83% 51% 

Conversionary Inmarried 38% 19% 

Intermarried Households 18% 3% 

Household Income   

Under $35,000 21% 14% 

$35,000 - $49,999 40% 14% 

$50,000 - $99,999 48% 24% 

$100,000 +   58% 37% 

Israel Travel by Jewish Respondent   

Yes  - Israel Travel 76% 50% 

No – No Israel Travel 35% 15% 
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PHILANTHROPY & THE VALUE OF TZEDAKAH  
 
 
Non-Jewish Only Donations. 
 
Forty-five percent (45%) of Greater Atlanta Jewish households report that they donate to non-
Jewish charities only.  Younger respondents are slightly more likely to donate to non-Jewish 
causes only; 48% of respondents under age 40 and 47% of those 40-64 report that their 
households contribute only to non-Jewish charities, compared to only 34% of those at least 65 
years of age. 
 
Intermarried Jewish households are most likely to contribute non-Jewishly only: 69% of the 
intermarried, 50% of the conversionary inmarried and 15% of the inmarried (two born-Jews) 
report donations to non-Jewish charities only. 
  
 
Exhibit   48 Non-Jewish Donations Only and Intermarriage Status,  
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  
 

69%

50%

15%

45%
All Atlanta Jewish

Households

Inmarried

Households

Conversionary

Inmarried 

Intermarried

Households
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VIII. GEOGRAPHY: SUB-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS 

 

The preceding discussion and analysis of the Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater 
Atlanta: 2006 Community Study focused on the total Atlanta Jewish community.  In this chapter, 
geographic contrasts are emphasized. The ultimate goal of the 2006 Study was to provide a 
portrait of Jewish Atlanta as a combined Jewish community, as well as a portrait of Jewish 
Atlanta as a series of different — at times radically different — geographic sub-communities. 
Jewish Atlanta in 2006 is as much a collection of diverse geographic communities as it is one 
cohesive Greater Atlanta Jewish community. These sub-community differences provide 
significant challenges to Jewish communal policy and planning decisions, which need to be both 
macro and micro in their conception and implementation.  
 
Geographic Sub-Areas 

At the same time that the UAI research team, the Federation staff, and the Population Study 
Committees were developing the specific questions to be asked in the survey, simultaneous 
decisions were being made regarding geography and interviewing strategies.  Based upon 
budget and time constraints, seven geographic sub-areas were identified; in five of those 
geographic sub-areas, sufficient interviews would be completed for detailed sub-community 
comparisons, while in the other sub-areas, there would be sufficient interviews with Jewish 
households (and briefer interviewers with non-Jewish households) for baseline Jewish 
population estimates, but not for detailed sub-area analysis. 
 
The five major areas were defined as:  

1) Intown,  

2) Sandy Springs-Dunwoody,  

3) East Cobb,  

4) North Metro, and  

5) Gwinnett.   

The two areas included for population estimates were: 

6) The area North & West of the Perimeter and  

7) Areas and zip codes in the South.   
 

Please see the map of the sub-areas on the inside cover.  The zip codes included in each sub-
area are listed in Appendix Exhibit A2.   
 
The sampling design allowed for random telephone dialing within each of the seven sub-areas 
in order to estimate Jewish population numbers and to complete the main survey 
questionnaire.36   

                                            
36

 After interviewing was completed, a few minor modifications occurred; for example, two zip codes 
(30188 and 30189) were added to East Cobb to create East Cobb ―expanded‖ and zip codes adjacent to 
Gwinnett were added to that area to create Gwinnett and East Perimeter. 
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GEOGRAPHY: SUB-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS 
 
 
Number of Jews 
 
Atlanta’s Jewish population in 2006 is estimated to be 119,800 Jewish persons.  Intown, North 
Metro, East Cobb expanded, and Sandy Springs-Dunwoody are the most populous Jewish sub-
areas.  Intown’s 16,000 Jewish households included 28,100 Jewish persons, slightly more than 
the relatively new North Metro Atlanta area which had 27,500 Jews.  East Cobb Expanded 
included  fewer than 18,000 Jews.  The areas North & West of the perimeter (8,700 Jewish 
persons) and the South (5,400 Jews) were the least populous areas of Jewish residence.    
 
 
Exhibit  49 Number of Jewish Persons, Jewish Households, and Average Household Size in  
  Geographic Sub-Areas,  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  
 
 

Geographic Sub-Area  Number of Jewish 
Households 

Number of Jewish 
Persons  

Average Number 
of Jewish Persons 

Per Household 

Intown 16,000 28,100 1.8 

North Metro Atlanta 11,900 27,500 2.3 

East Cobb Expanded
37

 8,100 17,900 2.2 

Sandy Springs-Dunwoody 6,300 15,300 2.4 

Gwinnett + East Perimeter 8,400 13,500 1.6 

North & West Perimeter 5,500 8,700 1.6 

South 3,800 5,400 1.4 

Unknown, Zip Code 
unavailable 1,400 3,400 x 

TOTAL  61,300
38

 119,800 1.95 

 
 

                                            
37

 East Cobb expanded includes zip codes 30188 and 30189; these areas were added to East Cobb by 
UAI after a review of the relatively dense Jewish household in these zip codes which are contiguous to 
East Cobb, as opposed to other less dense areas in the North & West Perimeter. 
38

As noted previously, numbers and percentages may not add exactly due to rounding for presentation.  
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GEOGRAPHY: SUB-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS 
 

 
Intermarriage and Non-Jewish Persons in Jewish Households 

Intermarriage varies enormously by sub-area within the Atlanta Jewish community. Sandy 
Springs-Dunwoody Jewish household couples have only a 10% intermarriage rate, while 
Gwinnett & East Perimeter Jewish household couples are intermarried at an 80% rate.  
Intermarriage rates in the other three major Jewish residential living areas are: Intown 41%, 
North Metro 44%, and East Cobb 55%.39  

 
Exhibit   50 Percent of Currently Married Couples Who Are Intermarried by Geographic Sub-Area: 
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  
 

 

                                            
39

 Intermarriage estimates for the North-West and South are not reliable, given the relatively few 
interviews completed there, and the even fewer interviews with married respondents (under 50 in each 
sub-area).  Based on the minimal number of interviews, intermarriage rates in these areas are probably 
very high. 

80%

55%

44%

41%

10%

50%
All Atlanta Jewish
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Gwinnett + East
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GEOGRAPHY: SUB-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS 
 
Non-Jews in Jewish Households 

 
Of the 156,900 people estimated to be living in Greater Atlanta Jewish households, 37,100 
(24%) are non-Jews — either non-Jewish spouses or children not being raised as Jews.  Based 
on the high intermarriage rate in Gwinnett & East Perimeter, a substantial number of non-Jewish 
persons live in this sub-area, while fairly few live in Sandy Springs-Dunwoody Jewish 
households.   
 
The percentage of Jews living in the sub-communities provides a background context for Jewish 
communal connections and disconnections.  Enormous differences exist in the percent of non-
Jewish persons in the Jewish households: Sandy Springs-Dunwoody, for example, has only a 
4% non-Jewish population in Jewish households, while Gwinnett & East Perimeter is 40% non-
Jewish. 
 

 
Exhibit   51 Number of Jews, Non-Jews, and Total Number of People in Sub-Areas,  
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  
 

 

Geographic Sub-Area  
Number of 

Jewish 
Persons 

Number of 
Non-Jews 

Total Number 
of People 

% Non-
Jewish 

Intown 28,100 7,500 35,600 21% 

North Metro Atlanta 27,500 4,900 32,400 15% 

East Cobb Expanded 17,900 6,700 24,600 27% 

Sandy Springs-Dunwoody 15,300 600 15,900 4% 

Gwinnett + East Perimeter 13,500 8,800 22,300 40% 

North & West Perimeter 8,700 5,100 13,800 37% 

South 5,400 3,400 8,800 39% 

Unknown Zip Code  3,400 100 3,500 x 

TOTAL 119,800 37,100 156,900 24% 
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GEOGRAPHY: SUB-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS  
 
 
Demographic Patterns 
 

The Atlanta sub-communities also vary significantly in terms of demographic characteristics 
(see Exhibit 52): 

Children in Household   

East Cobb, North Metro and Sandy Springs-Dunwoody Jewish households are most likely to 
include children; 50% of East Cobb, 47% of North Metro and 44% of Sandy Springs-Dunwoody 
Jewish households include children, compared to the 37% overall rate. Only 23% of Intown and 
29% of Gwinnett & East Perimeter Jewish households include children. 

 
Seniors-and-Seniors-in-Waiting  

Intown (35%) and Sandy Springs-Dunwoody (32%) have the highest percentage of households 
with someone at least 60, while the other areas have less than 20% of households with an older 
person. 
 
Newcomers  

The rapidly growing North Metro Atlanta area has the highest rate of newcomers; 42% of North 
Metro survey respondents report that they moved to Atlanta during the ten years preceding the 
survey.  Gwinnett & East Perimeter has a 36% newcomer rate, Sandy Springs-Dunwoody has a 
32% newcomer rate, and Intown has a 29% newcomer rate.  In contrast, only 16% of East Cobb 
respondents have moved to the area over the past ten years. 

 
Old-timers   

Intown has the highest percentage of survey respondents who have lived in Atlanta for at least 
twenty years, or were born in Atlanta: 58%.  Sandy Springs-Dunwoody also has a majority 
(53%) of ―old-timers.‖   North Metro has the lowest percentage of long-term Atlanta residents: 
29%, lower than Gwinnett & East Perimeter 37%, and East Cobb at 41%. 

 
Household Income   

Except for the Gwinnett area, the Atlanta Jewish community is relatively affluent.  Household 
incomes of at least $100,000 are reported in 52% of Sandy Springs-Dunwoody, 50% of East 
Cobb, 43% of North Metro and 43% of Intown Jewish households.  Only 23% of Gwinnett & 
East Perimeter Jewish households have incomes of $100,000 or more. 
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GEOGRAPHY: SUB-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS  
 

Exhibit   52 Demographic Comparisons, Geographic Sub-Areas,  
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

 
 

 Percent of Households in Geographic Sub-area with 
Demographic Characteristic

40
   

Geographic Sub-
Area  

Children in 
Household 

Anyone 60 
and Over 

Newcomers 
Last 10 
Years 

Old-timers,  
20+ Years, 

Born 

Incomes 
$100,000 + 

Intown 23% 35% 29% 58% 43% 

North Metro 
Atlanta 47% 20% 43% 29% 43% 

East Cobb 
Expanded 50% 19%1 16% 41% 50% 

Sandy Springs-
Dunwoody 44% 32% 32% 53% 52% 

Gwinnett + East 
Perimeter 29% 15% 36% 37% 23% 

All Atlanta Jewish 
Households 37% 24% 32% 45% 37% 

 

                                            
40

 Data on North & West Perimeter and the South are not included, given the relative low number of 
interviews in each of these sub-areas, which were included for Jewish household and population 
estimates only. 
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Jewish Connections 

The ―Jewish nature‖ of the Atlanta Jewish sub-communities reflects, in many ways, 
intermarriage patterns and the percentage of non-Jewish persons living in the area’s Jewish 
households (see Exhibit 53).  In general, Gwinnett & East Perimeter households show the 
lowest level of Jewish connections, while Sandy Springs-Dunwoody and Intown show the 
highest levels of Jewish connections.  North Metro and East Cobb Expanded Jewish household 
connections to Jewish life varies according to the indicator of Jewish connections used: 
 
Importance of Being Jewish    
 
Sixty-eight percent (68%) of Sandy Springs-Dunwoody and 60% of Intown Jewish respondents 
report that being Jewish is ―very important‖ to them, as do 56% of East Cobb Expanded Jewish 
respondents, and 51% of North Metro Jewish respondents. Only 30% of Gwinnett & East 
Perimeter Jewish respondents see being Jewish as very important. 
 
Importance of Being Connected 
 
There were significant differences among Jewish respondents in the geographic sub-areas in 
terms of the percentage who thought it was ―very important‖ to be connected to the Atlanta 
Jewish community.  Only 10% of Gwinnett + East Perimeter Jewish respondents thought that 
being part of the Jewish community was very important to them, compared to 22% in North 
Metro, 36% in East Cobb, 39% Intown, and 52% in Sandy Springs-Dunwoody. 
 
Feeling Part of the Jewish Community  
 
In East Cobb expanded, while 36% of Jewish respondents feel it is very important to be 
connected to the Atlanta Jewish community, only 17% of East Cobb Jewish respondents feel ―a 
lot‖ connected.  In contrast, in the Intown area, not only do 39% feel it is very important to be 
connected, 36% of Intown Jewish respondents feel ―a lot‖ connected.   The percentage of 
Jewish respondents who feel ―a lot‖ connected to the Jewish community is under one-out-of-ten 
in both the North Metro Atlanta area and in Gwinnett + East Perimeter. 
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Exhibit   53 Key Subjective Jewish Connections Comparisons for Jewish Respondents,  

  By Geographic Sub-Areas: 41  
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

 
 

Geographic Sub-
Area  

Being Jewish is 
Very Important 

Being a Part of the 
Jewish Community 
is Very Important  

Feel “A Lot” 
Connected to the 

Jewish Community  

Intown 60% 39% 36% 

North Metro Atlanta 51% 22% 9% 

East Cobb Expanded 56% 36% 17% 

Sandy Springs-
Dunwoody 68% 52% 39% 

Gwinnett + East 
Perimeter 30% 10% 3% 

All Atlanta Jewish 
Households 56% 30% 19% 

 

                                            
41

 Data on North & West Perimeter and the South are not included, given the relative low number of 
interviews in each of these sub-areas, which were included for Jewish household and population 
estimates only. 
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Denomination 
 
 Intown has the highest proportion of Jewish respondents who self-identify as Orthodox Jews 
(16%).  Intown (33%) and East Cobb Expanded have the highest proportions of Conservative 
Jewish respondents (35%). Two-out-of-three (67%) North Metro Jewish respondents self-
identify as Reform Jews.  

 

Exhibit   54 Denomination of Jewish Respondents by Geographic Sub-Areas:  
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

 
 

 Geographic Sub-Area42  

Denomination    of 
Jewish Respondent Intown 

North Metro 
Atlanta 

East Cobb 
Expanded 

Sandy 
Springs-

Dunwoody 

Gwinnett + 
East Perimeter 

All Atlanta 
Jewish 

Households 

Orthodox 16% 8% <1% 3% 5% 10% 

Conservative 33 13 35 37 19 27 

Reform 34 67 37 47 40 45 

Non-Denominational 
and Secular No 
Religion  

17 12 28 13 36 18 

TOTAL  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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 Data on North & West Perimeter and the South are not included, given the relative low number of 
interviews in each of these sub-areas, which were included for Jewish household and population 
estimates only. 
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Exhibit 55 summarizes Jewish congregation affiliation patterns and Jewish ritual practice 
observance by geographic sub-area: 
 
Congregation Membership   
 
While the community-wide average is 33%, Gwinnett & East Perimeter Jewish households are 
significantly lower, with only 7% reporting temple/synagogue membership. In North Metro 
Atlanta, even with a high proportion of newcomers in the area, the congregation affiliation rate is 
30%, essentially the same statistically as the community-wide 33% affiliation rate.    
Congregational membership is much higher in Intown (41%), East Cobb (53%), and Sandy 
Springs-Dunwoody (67%).  
 
Jewish Ritual Observance 
 
Seder attendance (―usually/always‖) in Greater Atlanta in 2006 is reported by 62% of Jewish 
households, a significant reduction from the 1996 estimate of 74%.  While 80% of Sandy 
Springs-Dunwoody, 75% of Intown, and 74% of North Metro Jewish households report 
Passover Seder attendance, 56% of East Cobb and 44% of Gwinnett & East Perimeter 
respondents say that a household member always/usually attends a Seder. 

 
Sub-community differences are not as marked for Chanukah candle lighting, which is reported 
(always/usually) in 64% of Gwinnett & East Perimeter households, the highest level of Jewish 
observance in that sub-area.  In the other sub-areas, Chanukah candle lighting is reported by 
74% of East Cobb, 83% of Intown, 86% of North Metro (high percentage children), and 87% of 
Sandy Springs-Dunwoody Jewish households.  
 
Shabbat candle lighting, fasting on Yom Kippur and keeping kosher all display the basic 
geographic sub-area Jewish practice gradient: Sandy Springs-Dunwoody Jewish households 
are much more likely to follow traditional Jewish practices than are Jewish households in 
Gwinnett + East Perimeter, while North Metro Atlanta and East Cobb Jewish households are 
only somewhat less likely to follow Jewish practices than Sandy Springs-Dunwoody and Intown 
Jewish households. 
 
―Taking Off From Work for the Holidays”   
 
Finally, Jewish respondents were asked whether they ―took off‖ from work on Jewish holidays, 
focusing on the High Holy Days.  The overall percentage of Jewish respondents who took off for 
the Jewish High Holidays was 73%, almost the same as the percentage who reported 
usually/always lighting Chanukah candles. 
 
Sub-area patterns of Jewish connections were replicated with this new question.  ―Taking off 
from work‖ on the Jewish High Holidays was least likely to be reported by Gwinnett + East 
Perimeter Jewish respondents (60%) of Gwinnett Jewish respondents, and most likely to be 
reported in the Intown area (82%) and in Sandy Springs-Dunwoody (86%).43 

 

                                            
43

 For retired Jewish respondents, the interviewers asked whether they took off for Jewish holidays when 
they were working.  
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Exhibit   55 Jewish Practices by Geographic Sub-Areas,  
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

 
 

 Geographic Sub-Area44  

Denomination    of 
Jewish Respondent Intown 

North Metro 
Atlanta 

East Cobb 
Expanded 

Sandy 
Springs-

Dunwoody 

Gwinnett + 
East Perimeter 

All Atlanta 
Jewish 

Households 

Percent Households 
Congregation 
Members 

41% 30% 53% 67% 7% 33% 

Percent Households 
Always/Usually 
Attend a Seder 

75% 74% 56% 80% 44% 62% 

Percent  Households 
Always/Usually Light 
Chanukah Candles  

83% 86% 74% 87% 64% 74% 

Percent Households 
Always/Usually Light 
Shabbat Candles 

30% 24% 19% 45% 10% 23% 

Percent of Jewish 
Respondents Who 
Fast on Yom Kippur 

69% 66% 66% 82% 53% 64% 

Percent of Jewish 
Households Keeping 
Kosher 

18% 5% 2% 18% 2% 13% 

Percent of  Jewish 
Respondents “Taking 
Off From Work” on 
the High Holy Days 

82% 75% 73% 86% 60% 72% 

                                            
44

Data on North & West Perimeter and the South are not included, given the relative low number of 
interviews in each of these sub-areas, which were included for Jewish household and population 
estimates only. 
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GEOGRAPHY: SUB-COMMUNITY COMPARISONS  

Philanthropy and the Value of Tzedakah  

Patterns of support for Tzedakah and patterns of philanthropy vary significantly by sub-
community in Greater Atlanta, and reflect the varying levels of  ―Jewishness‖ that exist in each 
of the sub-areas (Exhibit 56) .  For example, Tzedakah is viewed as ―very important‖ among 
higher proportions of Sandy Springs-Dunwoody and Intown Jewish respondents than in the 
other sub-areas.  
 
Jewish charitable donations also vary significantly among the sub-areas.  While East Cobb 
Expanded Jewish households reflect the overall community rate of 46%, Sandy Springs-
Dunwoody (72%) and Intown (65%) Jewish households exceed the overall rate, and provide 
much of the Jewish charitable support in Greater Atlanta.  Only 38% of North Metro and 29% of 
Gwinnett & East Perimeter Jewish households report Jewish donations. Finally, Jewish 
Federation donations (25% community-wide) are reported by 48% of Sandy Springs- 
Dunwoody, 43% of Intown, 30% of East Cobb, 13% of North Metro, and 9% of Gwinnett & East 
Perimeter Jewish households.  

Exhibit   56 Jewish Charitable Practices by Geographic Sub-Areas, 
  Greater Atlanta Jewish Community Centennial Study: 2006  

 Geographic Sub-Area45  

Denomination    of 
Jewish Respondent Intown 

North Metro 
Atlanta 

East Cobb 
Expanded 

Sandy 
Springs-

Dunwoody 

Gwinnett + 
East Perimeter 

All Atlanta 
Jewish 

Households 

% Jewish Respondents: 
Tzedakah Very 
Important 

60% 46% 33% 64% 30% 50% 

% Households Donate 
to Jewish Causes Other 
Than Jewish Federation 

65% 38% 45% 72% 29% 46% 

% Households Donate 
to the Jewish Federation 43% 13% 30% 48% 9% 25% 

 
Greater Atlanta or Mini-Atlanta(s)? 
 
The significant differences in Jewish connections, Jewish behaviors, and Jewish thinking among 
the Atlanta Jewish sub-communities highlighted in this chapter are only the quantitative 
manifestation of important qualitative differences among these sub-areas. The differences are 
both a challenge for the organized Atlanta Jewish community’s planning and policy decisions, 
and an opportunity for targeted policy-making and Jewish communal investment.  

                                            
45

Data on North & West Perimeter and the South are not included, given the relative low number of 
interviews in each of these sub-areas, which were included for Jewish household and population 
estimates only. 
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CONCLUSIONS & IMPLICATIONS 

FOR COMMUNITY PLANNING 
 
 
The Jewish community of Greater Atlanta is now the eleventh largest Jewish community in the 
United States, with a Jewish population which exceeds the size of many Jewish communities 
traditionally defined as major centers of American Jewish life.  The large number of new Jewish 
households which have moved to the area in the past five years suggests that it is likely that this 
growth will continue. 
 
This rapid growth of Jewish households, the continuing attraction of Atlanta for Jewish families, 
and the sheer size of the community represent both a formidable challenge and a critical 
opportunity for community leadership and institutions. Geographic dispersion and significant 
differences in Jewish connections among the various sub-communities of Jewish Atlanta 
constitute another set of challenges and opportunities.   
 
The dynamic emergence of Jewish Atlanta as a premier American Jewish community has 
defined the need for augmenting current activities which build Jewish community, while at the 
same time posing significant obstacles to that task. 
 
SERIOUS CHALLENGES 
 
 Large numbers of newcomers and younger people not presently known to the community 

and not presently connected to Jewish life in Atlanta;  

 The Jewish community is geographically dispersed; 

 Rapid growth of Jewish persons and their families in several geographic sub-communities; 

 Enormous differences in connections to Jewish life and Jewish practice among the 
geographic sub-communities in Atlanta, exacerbating the impact of dispersion and growth 
for program and policy development; 

 One-fourth of the Jewish community households are ―just managing‖ financially, or are not 
managing; 

 A sizeable proportion of households seeking help with job or career assistance, or for 
household members with physical or developmental disabilities or children with learning 
disabilities have experienced difficulty in getting assistance;  

 Only one-out-of-five survey respondents feel ―a lot‖ connected to the Atlanta Jewish 
community,  while among newcomers, the proportion is one-out-of-ten;  

 A relatively low congregation affiliation rate and relatively low levels of Jewish study;  

 High intermarriage rate; 

 Intermarriage rates have increased for the cohort married since 1990, so that two-of-three 
recent marriages are intermarriages; 
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Challenges (continued) 

 Over 40% of children in the community reside in intermarried Jewish households  

 Low percentage of children being raised Jewish among the intermarried, while over one 
fourth are being raised in another religion; 

 Low rates of Jewish formal and informal education among children of the intermarried; 

 Lower rates of giving to the Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta among newcomers and 
younger respondents; and, 

 Only about one-third of affluent Jewish households with incomes of at least $100,000 
contribute to the Federation. 

 
SUBSTANTIAL ASSETS 
 
In facing these challenges, the community does have substantial assets: 
 
 As a young, growing community, the Jewish population has kept pace with the explosive 

growth of Greater Atlanta; 

 Relatively few seniors who live alone, do not have adult children in the area, and are not 
connected to a Jewish congregation; 

 A highly educated community of all ages; 

 A healthy and active community, with an especially active older population. 

 A significant percentage (which has remained steady since 1996) who feel being Jewish is 
very important (including many intermarried households); 

 A high percentage who feel connected to Israel and who feel that Jews have a special 
responsibility to assist Jews in need worldwide; 

 A high percentage of inmarried parents of Atlanta children who feel it is ―extremely/very 
important‖ for children to know and appreciate Jewish customs and beliefs, and to feel 
positive about being Jewish; 

 Relatively easy-to-get assistance for fairly common human services needs: chronic illness, 
depression-anxiety-stress-emotional disorder; 

 A relatively high rate of utilization of Jewish agencies for assistance with physical and 
developmental disabilities or assistance for the elderly; 

 A high percentage who believe in Tzedakah and contribute accordingly to all types of 
charities; 

 Significant Jewish charitable giving among the young; 

 Affluence: almost four-out-of-ten households have incomes of at least $100,000; 

 The quality of life in Greater Atlanta, which attracts Jewish families, and which results in only 
3% of respondents indicating that they will move out of the area in the next years.  
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CONCLUSIONS & IMPLICATIONS 

Some Specific Planning Issues 

Ukeles Associates, Inc., would like to highlight a few key findings fro the 2006 Jewish 
Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 which have planning implications. 

 Large numbers of newcomers and younger people seem to be disconnected from Greater 
Atlanta’s Jewish life. Unless additional special efforts are made to welcome newcomers, the 
patterns of minimal-to-moderate Jewish communal involvement over the last ten years will 
be repeated.  

 A small group of Jewish households is strongly connected to Jewish life.  For a significant 
majority, the importance of being Jewish and the strength of connections to Israel are 
positive building blocks for the emergence of Jewish community.  

 But, most Jews in Greater Atlanta are not even known to the Federation. A community-wide 
effort to encourage Jewish households to connect to Jewish life is necessary to grow the 
sense of Jewish community. 

 By American standards, the rate of congregational membership is low.  A community-wide 
effort to encourage people to join a congregation is important, since congregational life can 
serve as a gateway to the Jewish community. The community may need to experiment with 
ways to overcome resistance to congregation membership, especially financial costs 
associated with Jewish communal engagement.  
 

 The large number of children residing in intermarried Jewish households, and the small 
percentage being raised ―Jewish,‖ suggest that the Jewish community has a substantial 
stake in interfaith households.  Interfaith parents do not stress equally some common 
Jewish values, such as Tzedakah. Programs to help Jewish interfaith households (and 
unaffiliated non-intermarried Jews) become familiar with critical Jewish values which have 
universal appeal, such as Tzedakah and making the world a better place, might help alter 
the landscape of Jewish life. 

 
 The study found a number of vulnerable households: low income households, seniors living 

alone, single parent households, and households that report difficulty in getting assistance 
for several human service needs. This suggests that the community needs to seriously 
consider what can be done to improve access to services, and to assist individuals and 
families seeking assistance from both Jewish and non-Jewish auspices.  The community 
must also review and develop strategies for assisting caregivers, especially given the reality 
of multiple needs populations, and the aging of the baby boomer generation in the Greater 
Atlanta area.  

The Future 

Hopefully, this portrait of Jewish households and the people living in them can help the 
continuing efforts of Jewish agencies and organizations in Greater Atlanta to build a stronger 
21st century Jewish Atlanta.  The completion of the Community Study should mark the transition 
to the next stage of community study, analysis, and action. 
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A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY 

The Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 

 
 

Overview 
 
1,007 telephone interviews were conducted between November 11, 2005 and February 10, 
2006 with Jewish households living in the Greater Atlanta area, who were randomly selected so 
that they would be representative of all Jewish households living in the county.  
 
Survey questions were designed by a project team which included: (a) the Centennial Study 
committee co-chaired by Mindy Wertheimer and Joel Marks; (b) a Steering Committee chaired 
by Ralph Levy, (c) the Federation staff, coordinated by Shira Ledman, Director of Planning & 
Funds Distribution, and (d) the principal research consultants for the project: Dr, Jacob B. 
Ukeles, President for Ukeles Associates, Inc. of New York (UAI), and Dr. Ron Miller, the UAI 
Research Director. 
 
Interviewing was conducted by ICR, International Communications Research of Media, PA, 
using their computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system, with appropriate 
supervision and review by Dr. Miller. 
 
The UAI team also included Dale Kulp, Founder and CEO of MSG-GENESYS Sampling 
Systems, which provided the sampling design and sample for the study,  and calculated Jewish 
household/population estimates and completed interview weights for the study, and the data file.  
 
Survey questions were discussed, selected and revised by the combined project group to 
provide information about the size and characteristics of the Greater Atlanta Jewish community 
and to allow comparisons to the Atlanta 1996 study, other Jewish community studies, and to the 
National Jewish Population Study, NJPS: 2000-2001.  A major focus of question development 
for the Centennial Study was the Domestic Community Outcome agenda which had been 
previously developed by a series of Federation sponsored and supported task forces. 
 

Research Definitions 
 
 For this study, a Jewish household is defined as a household including one or more Jewish 

persons at least 18 years old. 

 For the purposes of this report, a Jewish person is: 

 An adult who self-identifies as a Jew, or  

 A child who is being raised Jewish. 
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A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY 

 
Geographic Definitions 
 
After survey interviewing was completed, interviews were organized into seven geographic 
areas: Intown, Sandy Springs – Dunwoody, East Cobb expanded,1 Gwinnett and the East 
Perimeter, North Metro, the North-West Perimeter and the ―South.‖ 
 
The zip codes included in these areas are summarized in Appendix Exhibit A-2. 
 
The goal of the sampling and interviewing processes was to develop Jewish population 
estimates for the overall Greater Atlanta area, as well as to describe Jewish connections and 
―outcome‖ related measures for the entire geographic area. In addition, Jewish population 
estimates were constructed for all seven geographic sub-areas — but detailed demographic, 
Jewish connections data were presented only for the five largest geographic sub-areas, 
excluding the North-West Perimeter and the South. 
 
The Interviewing Process 
 
The interviewing process included two interrelated steps using the ICR CATI system: 

(1) An initial ―screening‖ interview with randomly selected potential respondents, which 
was designed to identify both Jewish and non-Jewish households; and,  

(2) A ―Jewish household interview‖ with respondents in Jewish households, which 
typically required 18-22 minutes to complete. 

Copies of the screening questions and the Jewish household interview questions follow this 
Note on Methodology. 

Respondents were asked in the screening process if they considered themselves to be Jewish.  
Respondents who said that they were Jewish were immediately switched to the Jewish 
household interview, and the same interviewer attempted to complete the interview. 

 Respondents who said that they were ―Jewish and something else,‖ or were ―not sure‖ if 
they were Jewish, were asked a series of questions so they could provide some more 
detail, and the interview was completed (if possible), unless the respondent indicated 
that he/she was a Messianic Jew.   

 
 Messianic households were not interviewed; they were asked a few key questions (e.g., 

number of voice telephone lines in the household) and then thanked for their 
cooperation. 

                                            
1
 In addition to the traditional East Cobb area, zip codes  30188 and 30189 were added to reflect current 

population migration trends.  These two zip codes (contiguous to Cobb county, although located in 
Cherokee County), included significant numbers of Jewish households, similar to East Cobb, but radically 
different from the low Jewish density areas which are more common in the remainder of Cherokee 
County.  
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 Non-Jewish respondents were asked if any other adult member of their household 
considers himself/herself Jewish.  If there was no adult in the household who was 
Jewish, respondents in these non-Jewish households were asked only a few additional 
questions, which were used for estimating the number of Jewish households in the 
Atlanta area. 

Non-Jewish Respondents in Jewish Households 

If another adult in the household was Jewish (but not the respondent), the CATI system 
switched to the Jewish household interview, and the interviewer tried to complete the interview, 
explaining the purpose of the survey in more detail.   

Interviewers attempted to be certain that a non-Jewish respondent felt comfortable answering 
questions about the household’s Jewish life experiences, but interviewers were instructed not to 
ask for the Jewish household member immediately.  Non-Jews in Jewish households who 
wanted to complete the survey were interviewed, although a series of questions about Jewish 
childhood experiences typically asked of  Jewish respondents were not asked.  The goal of 
including non-Jewish respondents (in Jewish households) was to insure a representative 
sample of intermarried households, since UAI was concerned that a missed opportunity to 
interview that household might result in an undercount of intermarried households, especially if 
the Jewish household member was not home at the time of the contact.  

If the non-Jewish respondent indicated that he/she felt uncomfortable or wanted the Jewish 
adult to answer the survey, the interviewer attempted (on this call and in ―callbacks‖) to 
complete the Jewish household interview with the Jewish household member.   92% of the 
1,007 Jewish household interview respondents were Jewish, 1% viewed themselves as ―Jewish 
and something else,‖ and 7% were non-Jewish.   In intermarried Jewish households, on the 
other hand, 32% of all respondents were non-Jewish. 

The key screener questions: 

 S3. ―Many people living in the Atlanta area identify with an ethnic or religious group. 
 group.  Do you consider yourself to be Jewish or non-Jewish?   
 
  1   Yes, Jewish           
  2   Yes, Jewish and Something Else       
  3   No, Not Jewish           
  4   Messianic Jew; Jew for Jesus (volunteered)       
  5   Not Sure 

 
Non-Jewish respondents were asked a second household screening question (if at least two 
people lived in the household): 
 
S5a. ―Are there any other adults in this household who consider themselves  Jewish?‖ 
 
   1  Yes , Jewish         
   2  Yes, Jewish and Something Else 
   3  No, ALL Adults Not Jewish 

4         Messianic Jew; Jew for Jesus (volunteered) 
5       Not Sure, Do Not Know     
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Callbacks and Number of Calls 
 
A total of 102,581 different telephone numbers were dialed to complete the screening and 
interview phases of the Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006. 
―Working‖ phones numbers were called a minimum of eight times in order to locate and 
interview Jewish households.2   
 

 23,885 residential households were contacted. 

 10,260 households provided sufficient information so that their group identification 
could be determined: 

 
 A total of 8,968 households were classified as non-Jewish for estimation and 

weighting purposes (including 30 Messianic households and 170 households in 
which no adult considered themselves to be Jewish, but one of the adults had a 
Jewish mother or father);  

 1,292 Jewish households were identified during the screening phase; 1,007 
interviews are included in the survey data file.3    

 
A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY 

Sampling Design: Stratified Random Sampling  

Each possible telephone number in the Greater Atlanta area was assigned to one of two broad 
sampling frames: 

(1)  Jewish Community List Sampling Frame 

A sampling frame representing households known to the Jewish Federation of Greater Atlanta, 
the Marcus Jewish Community Center of Atlanta, and other Jewish organizations.  The 
telephone numbers on the Jewish community list were electronically unduplicated by household 
for multiple entries by MSG-GENESYS (Marketing Systems Group, Inc.), which was responsible 
for sample design, Jewish household estimation, data file weighting, and overall statistical 
control for the project. Households with valid telephone numbers within the survey area were 
included in the ―List‖ frame.  In Atlanta, as well as in other Jewish communities studied by UAI,  
MSG-GENESYS indicated that a sizeable portion of names on any combined Jewish community 
list were duplicates, or incomplete. 

                                            
2 The screening phase allowed for a minimum of eight callbacks to each working number included in the 

survey samples, as opposed to the industry standard of four total calls. The goal of these extra callbacks 
was to make sure that the interviewed Jewish households were representative of the Jewish community, 
not just those available at home on a given night. Callbacks were rotated by the interviewing firm (ICR: 
International Communications Research) by day of the week, and time of night (or day). Thus, unless the 
telephone carrier indicated that a phone number was ―not working,‖ or a ―fax/data‖ line, or it was clear that 
the telephone number was non-residential, a minimum of nine phone calls was the standard interview 
default before a number was ―abandoned.‖ 
 
3
 The complete ―sample disposition‖  is summarized in Appendix Exhibit A3.  Just over 1,000 respondents 

(1,007) completed the interview; another 285 Jewish household potential respondents were either 
unwilling or unable to complete a usable survey interview.   
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A conservative approach was utilized, since a potentially Jewish household with semi-complete 
information that was eliminated from the List sampling frame would then be reachable through a 
residual random digit dialing (RDD) frame. Prior to field interview operations, MSG-GENESYS, 
UAI and ICR had planned for the likelihood that only 85%-90% of households randomly 
sampled from the Jewish Community List sampling frame would be Jewish, while 10%-15% 
would be non-Jewish.  

(2) Residual RDD Sampling Frames 

The second, independent and complementary sampling frame used for the survey was the 
residual RDD sampling frame — designed to represent all potential Jewish households not 
known to the Jewish community, as well as the vast majority of non-Jewish households in the 
county.   

The residual RDD sample was constructed using the GENESYS sampling system, so that every 
possible phone number in the Atlanta area defined by the zip codes in Appendix A2 was initially 
generated internally by the GENESYS system.  Then, telephone numbers on the Jewish 
Community List were electronically purged from the potential RDD pool, hence the term 
―residual‖ RDD sampling frame. 

The two complementary sampling frames included all potential numbers in Greater Atlanta, 
unduplicated and in separate sampling frames.  The Jewish Community List frame was 
assumed to have mostly working phone numbers, while the residual RDD frame was assumed 
to have many non-working phone numbers, as well as valid phone numbers.   

Within the residual RDD sampling frame, telephone exchanges were further subdivided by 
MSG-GENESYS into two broader residual RDD strata, based upon a system developed by 
MSG-GENESYS and UAI for prior MSG-GENESYS, UAI, ICR Jewish community surveys, and 
in many other studies conducted by MSG-GENESYS and ICR:  

(1) ―Published‖ Residual RDD telephone numbers — randomly generated telephone 
numbers from the GENESYS system which are not on the Jewish community List,  but 
which were ―published― in electronic telephone directories — were placed into a separate 
sampling strata.  These numbers were estimated to be 80%-90% working residential 
numbers.  

The ―Published‖ Residual RDD numbers were further stratified based on whether the 
published name for the telephone number was on a list of potential Jewish surnames 
(with a higher percentage expected to be Jewish) or was not on that list (with a low 
Jewish incidence expected); MSG-GENESYS, UAI and ICR utilized this information to 
provide the most efficient sampling design, especially given rising costs for Jewish 
community study random interviews.   

(2) ―Unpublished‖ Residual RDD telephone numbers — telephone numbers generated 
by the GENESYS total universe phone number system, which were not available via 
published telephone directories.  In general, the vast majority of these randomly 
generated phone numbers are not really working phone numbers, and they account for 
the majority of  survey costs, since they are often dialed and redialed and redialed, 
unless the exchange carrier identifies them as non-working numbers when first called.  
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Independent Random Samples 

The four sampling frames described above represented every possible telephone number in the 
Greater Atlanta area –  four independent, complementary sampling frames.  After sample frame 
construction, independent random samples were separately generated by MSG from the Jewish 
Community List and the three residual RDD sampling frames.  A total of just over 1,900 
telephone numbers were generated from the List sampling frame, and were sent to ICR for 
interviewing; 1,909 were ultimately called.   

Another 100,000+ telephone numbers were initially randomly generated from the high residual 
RDD sampling strata.   

Prior to the residual RDD sample being sent by MSG to ICR, MSG utilized its automated 
GENESYS ID-plus system to eliminate electronically in advance all phone numbers in the 
residual RDD sample that were non-residential (businesses, government offices), non-working, 
or fax-data lines.4 Over 40,000 phone numbers were eliminated as non-working, fax-data, or 
non-residential by MSG via ID-plus,5 so ICR received a pool of just under 60,000 residual RDD 
phone numbers for its residual RDD dialing and interviewing process.  

Appendix Table A3 indicates that a total of 100,672 were called for the Jewish Community 
Centennial Study from the three residual RDD sampling strata by the combined efforts of MSG-
GENESYS and ICR: (a) 4,468 phone numbers were called from the ―Published Residual RDD 
Stratum  – with Jewish surnames,‖ (b) 33,025 phone numbers from the ―Published Residual 
RDD Stratum – no Jewish surnames,‖  and (c) a total of 63,179 phone numbers were called 
from the ―Unpublished Residual RDD Stratum.‖  

In addition to these four random sampling stratum/frames, the sampling design was stratified 
first by county, or a collection of areas.  The original sampling ―counties‖ on  which Jewish 
household estimates were based were: (a) Cobb, (c) DeKalb, (c) Fulton. (d) Gwinnett, (e) the 
―North‖ which included parts of Cherokee, Forsyth, and (f) the ―South,‖ including Clayton and 
Peachtree City. 

Sampling Frames, Calls, and Interviews 

The goal of the sampling design was to maintain random sampling procedures that would allow 
for proper estimation of the number of Jewish households in Atlanta, but which would also be 
efficient and economical.  Completing a residual RDD interview ultimately cost at least ten times 
the cost of completing a Jewish Community List interview, since so many calls needed to be 
made repeatedly to numbers where no answer was received, or the number was continuously 
busy and could not be immediately assigned as non-working.   
 
All respondents reached via the Jewish Community List random sampling design could have 
been reached through a ―pure‖ RDD approach, if MSG had not unduplicated the phone 
numbers.  However, they would have been contacted at much greater cost. 

                                            
4
 Interested readers should visit the MSG-GENESYS  website, www.m-s-g.com, for additional information 

about the company’s state-of-the-art sampling designs and innovative techniques to reduce/manage the 
costs of survey interviewing. 
5
 If these numbers had not been excluded by the less costly MSG pre-screening process, they would 

have increased survey costs by requiring interviewers to dial and redial the majority of these numbers. 

http://www.m-s-g.com/
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The sampling design was planned to provide the optimal number of interviews from each 
sampling frame/stratum, and to produce a representative random sample of Atlanta Jewish 
households. 

 (a)  A total of 685 interviews from the Jewish Community List sampling frame are included in 
the 2006 Jewish household survey interview data file.  These interviews required a total 
of 1,909 numbers to be called — 1 usable interview per 2.8 phone numbers called. 

(b)  In the published residual RDD stratum with Jewish surnames, a total of 170 interviews 
were completed from the original sample of 4,468 telephone numbers— 1 usable 
interview per 26.3 phone numbers; 

(c)  In the published residual RDD stratum with a low Jewish incidence expected, 109 
interviews were completed from a total of 33,025 phone numbers — 1 usable interview 
per 303 phone numbers included in the original sample.  

(d) Finally, in the ―unpublished‖ residual RDD frame, 43 interviews were completed from the 
original sample total of 63,179 phone numbers (many of which were non-working, etc) —  
1 interview per 1,469 sample numbers.  

In short, the sampling design used was the most efficient totally random sampling system that 
was possible, within cost parameters that were acceptable for the study. 

Response Rate 
 
The overall response rate for the screening phase of the study was 34%, calculated using 
the AAPOR response rate ―3‖ (―RR3‖) model that has become the survey research industry 
standard; that is, approximately 34% of all potentially working residential numbers were 
successfully contacted during the screening process.6  

The 34% overall response rate reflects the impact of the residual RDD sampling frame strata.  
Within the Jewish community List, the response rate was 60%, while the combined residual 
RDD strata produced a 33% response rate.  Within the residual RDD strata, response rates 
were 39% within the published residual RDD stratum with potential Jewish surnames, 27% in 
the published RDD stratum with these names/numbers removed, and 35% in the unpublished 
residual RDD stratum.7   
 

                                            
6
 Prior to the survey, the research team had estimated that a 35% - 40% response rate was an attainable 

goal, even though previous ICR-UAI studies had achieved higher response rates in other Jewish 
community studies.  Increasing telemarketing calls and increased use of privacy managers have reduced 
response rates for surveys on a national basis.  The NJPS 2000-01 study, for example, reported a 28% 
AAPOR-based RR3 response rate. 

7
 A different rate of response is often calculated in Jewish community studies, focusing on the percent of 

actually reached households which provided data. In the 2006 Atlanta Centennial Survey, 43% of the 
23,885 contacted households provided sufficient information on their household’s identity; this information 
was used to generate  Jewish household estimates for the study, using Claritas updates of the U. S. 
Census. 



 A9  

A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY 
 
Interview Cooperation Rate 
 
The identified Jewish household interview cooperation rate was 78%; that is, 78% of the 1,292 
identified Jewish households provided sufficient responses to the ―Jewish household interview‖ 
questionnaire to be included in the survey data file.8    

Estimation and Weighting Procedures 
 
Estimation and weighting procedures occurred independently within each sampling frame, and 
within each of the ―counties.‖9  The sampling design, estimation and weighting procedures 
effectively eliminate the potential bias caused by Jewish Community List households being 
more likely to answer a Jewish-related survey – and eliminate any concerns about bias being 
introduced by the use of this sophisticated utilization of published phone numbers with potential 
Jewish surnames.   
 
The number of Jewish households that each of the sampling frames represented was calculated 
independently for each sampling frame, and then the interviews in the data file were weighted 
independently so they reflect the number of Jewish households estimated for each specific 
sampling frame. 
 
(a) Jewish Community List Sampling Frame 
 
Within the List frame, a total of 897 respondents indicated the household’s identity — 137 
respondents said that they were not Jewish (including Messianic Jews and Jewish origin 
households), and that no other adult in the household was Jewish — 15.3% were non-Jewish 
(137/897).10    Over 90% of the Jewish households identified through this sampling frame 
completed the survey. 
 
The estimated number of Jewish households on the List frame was derived by multiplying the 
percentage Jewish (84.7%  = 760/897) by the total number of Jewish households which 
remained on the List sampling frame (over 14,500). Note that Jewish households which would 
not complete an interview were classified as Jewish for the Jewish ―incidence‖ estimation 
process; 760 potential respondents on the Jewish community List lived in a Jewish household, 
even though only 685 completed a usable interview.   
 

                                            
8 Prior to the study, the research team had projected a cooperation rate of 70%-80%.  Please see 

Appendix Table A3 for a detailed Sample Disposition analysis. 
 
9
 Jewish household estimates were based on the 2006 Claritas estimates of the total number of 

households in Atlanta. Claritas is a recognized leader among firms which update U.S. Census household-
demographic  estimates.  Please see the Claritas website: www.claritas.com for detailed descriptions and 
evaluations of the accuracy of Claritas estimates, as well as the procedures used to generate the 
estimates.   

10
 The 15% of the households on the Jewish Community List which were non-Jewish matched the pre-

survey hypothesis, which was based on prior UAI-ICR-MSG Jewish community survey experience.    

http://www.claritas.com/
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Thus, a total of 12,600 Jewish households were estimated to have been on the edited Jewish 
Community List, and this estimate was built into the data file with appropriate weights.  The 
public data file from the Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 has been 
available for the Jewish Federation planning staff’s use since June-July, 2006, and is available 
from the North American Data Bank: www.jewishdatabank.org   
 
The 685 fully completed List interviews were then weighted to reflect these 12,600 estimated 
Jewish households.  As a result, each Jewish List sampling frame interviewed Jewish 
household represents 18 Jewish households in Atlanta.11  These households represent 21% of 
all Jewish households in Atlanta. 
 
Important notes: First, the 12,600 Jewish households which appear in the data file as 
―Federation‖ List households should not be construed as the actual number of Jewish 
households on the Jewish Community Lists, since the data file estimate represents the 
households which remained on the Jewish Community List for sampling after it went through a 
series of adjustments by MSG-GENESYS.  It is a conservative estimate of the number of 
Jewish households reached through Jewish Community List phone numbers.   
 
Second, it is assumed that there are households which were reached through the residual RDD 
sampling frame which are known to the Jewish community; some had been purged from the 
Jewish Community List during ―cleaning‖ of the List (e.g., had missing phone numbers), and 
others might not have been on the List before MSG-GENESYS began the sampling process. 
 
(b)  Residual RDD Strata.   Within the residual RDD frames, separate estimation procedures 
occurred for each residual RDD sub-strata.   
 
(b1) Published Residual RDD Stratum with potential Jewish surnames. 
 
Based upon the survey interviewing, a total of  237 Jewish households were identified from this 
sampling stratum compared to 827 non-Jewish households (22.7% Jewish).  Seventy-one 
percent (71%) of Jewish households identified in this stratum completed an interview. Each of 
the 170 Jewish households which completed the interview was assigned a weight, with the 
cumulative total being 1,860 Jewish households.  The estimate reflects the Jewish incidence 
percentage of 22.7%, modified by the number of net telephone lines in the household, so that 
households with multiple telephones (larger number of people, greater affluence) are not 
overrepresented in the data file.  All Jewish household estimates were separately calculated 
within each ―county‖ first, and then combined.12  
 
Households reached from this stratum accounted for 3.0% of all Jewish households estimated 
to live in Greater Atlanta. 

                                            
11

 Researchers should use ―HHWT‖ for the number of households: the exact number is 12,646, but all 
presented data should be rounded to the nearest ―100‖ or ―1000‖ so as not to give the appearance of 
greater precision than is possible in an estimate. 
 
12

 Net telephone lines means number of telephone lines used for telephones, not counting lines used for 
fax, data, computer exclusively.  The number represents the number of phone numbers — not extensions 
— on which the household could have been reached. 

http://www.jewishdatabank.org/
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(b2)  Published Residual RDD Stratum  - after removal of potential Jewish surnames 

Total households estimated = 25,941, or 42% of the Atlanta Jewish household total. There were 
204 Jewish households identified (109 completed the interview), and 5,954 non-Jewish 
households (3.3% Jewish).   

The 109 completed interviews were weighted, within each county first, with number of telephone 
lines adjustment, to reflect the estimated total of 25,900 Jewish households — reflecting the 
vast size of this sampling frame. 
 
.As anticipated, not only was this sampling frame low in Jewish incidence — 3.3% of all 
households in this frame were Jewish — but Jewish households identified through this frame 
were exceptionally difficult to interview.  Just over half of all identified Jewish households 
completed the interview, after identifying themselves as a household with a Jewish adult; 109 
completed the interview, 204 identified as Jewish, 53% completion rate. 
 
(b3)  Unpublished Residual RDD 
 
The 43 completed interviews, when estimated and weighted by county, then combined, as 
noted above, represent 20,884 Jewish households in the area.  As anticipated, not only was this 
sampling frame low in Jewish incidence — 4.2% of all households in this frame were Jewish — 
but Jewish households identified through this frame were exceptionally difficult to interview.  
Fewer than half (47%) completed the interview (43 Jewish interviews from 91 Jewish 
households).  These households represent 34% of all Jewish households in Atlanta. 
 
Summary 
 
The sampling design anticipated that randomly selected respondents in the four independent 
and complementary sampling frames/strata would be differentially easy/difficult to reach, 
differentially easy/difficult to determine if they are Jewish, and differentially likely/unlikely to 
complete an interview with an identified Jewish household.  The data noted above strongly 
support the initial assumption, and the utility of the sampling design. 
 
Since the sampling and the weighting of these sampling frames occurred independently, and 
was first completed within each of the ―county‖ divisions, the combined weighted data file 
constitutes a representative sample of randomly selected Atlanta Jewish households, within 
acceptable cost limitations.  The separate sampling frames ensured that while we interviewed 
Jews on the Jewish community list, and some residual RDD  households with published 
telephone numbers and potentially Jewish surnames, we also interviewed Jewish households 
unknown to the Jewish community, including those with totally unpublished phone numbers.   
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Sampling Error Estimates  

All Jewish community sample surveys are subject to sampling errors. Two types of sampling 
error — potential error in household estimates, and potential error in survey data interpretation 
— are summarized below: 

 
Household Estimates 
 
The best estimate of the total number of Jewish households in Atlanta is 61,300 (61,331 precise 
number in the data file).  At the standard 95% level of confidence used in survey research, the 
estimate of the number of Jewish households is accurate within a range of +/- 5,700 
households, reflecting a potential error range for Jewish household estimates of approximately 
+/- 9.3% (1.96 standard errors).  Thus, the number of Jewish households could be as low as 
55,600 or as high as 67,000, but the most likely number is around 61,300.   
 
Survey Responses 
 
In addition to potential errors in the estimates of the number of Jewish households, the reported 
survey findings are also subject to error.  In political election surveys, for example, the reported 
survey findings are always expressed as the probable ―percentage,‖ but a range of possible 
error is always included. These sampling errors  are a function of both the sample design and 
the overall sample size, as well as the sample size of subgroups being analyzed. 
 
For the 2006 Community Study, the responses of Jewish household respondents to the 
interview questionnaire are also subject to sampling error.  While complicated, the discussion 
below and the table which follows should help the interested reader estimate potential survey 
error. 
 
(1) Appendix Exhibit A1 summarizes potential sampling error at  the 95% confidence level 

for the Greater Atlanta study. The number of cases/interviews is plotted across the top, 
and the actual survey percentage is plotted on the left side.  All standard error estimates 
have already been multiplied by +/- 1.96 for the standard 95% sampling error range.  

 
(2) The maximum sampling error for survey responses for which 1,000 respondents 

answered a question is +/- 4.6% at the traditional 95% confidence level.  In terms 
of traditional reporting of sampling error in public reports (such as political polls), 
the survey  sampling error is between 4% and 5%. 

(3) While essentially counter-intuitive, the closer the actual survey response percentage is 
to 50%, the higher the possibility of sampling error, and the further the percentage is 
away from 50%,  the lower the possibility of sampling error (see Exhibit A1). 
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Thus, in the survey, 33% of interviewed Jewish households report that they are 
congregation members. Since over 1,000 respondents answered this question, and the 
percentage was 33%, the 95% confidence level is approximately 33% +/- 4.6%.13 The 
percentage of households which are congregation members (from a statistical 
perspective) could be as low as 28.4% or as high as 37.6%, but the ―best‖ statistical 
estimate is that 33% of Jewish households are congregation members. 

 
In the survey, 19% of Jewish respondents were born in the Atlanta area.  Again, the 
maximum sampling error for 1,000 interviews and a percentage near 20% is +/-3.7%; at 
the 95% confidence level, while the best estimate is that 19% of Jewish respondents 
were born in Atlanta, the confidence interval is between 15.3% and 23.7%.  

 
(4) Survey sampling error increases (potentially) as sample size decreases.  
 

The intermarriage rate for Atlanta currently married couples is 50%, a percentage  based 
on just over 700 married households. Thus, the potential error for the percentage 
intermarried is approximately +/- 5.3%; the 95% confidence interval for the percentage 
intermarried is between 44.7% and 55.3%, with 50% being the most likely estimate.  

 
 In Sandy Springs-Dunwoody, the data show that 10% of the currently married 

respondent/spouse couples are intermarried.  But, there are only 150 completed 
interviews among respondents, so the potential sampling error is +/- 7.4% (midway 
between the 8.7% listed for 100 interviews in appendix Exhibit A1 and the 6.2% 
maximum sampling error listed for 200 interviews).  Thus, the percentage of intermarried 
couples in Sandy Springs-Dunwoody is between 2.6% and 17.4%, with 10% the best 
estimate. 

 
 
 

 

                                            
13

 All maximum sampling errors cited in the examples are bolded in Appendix Exhibit A1. 
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Appendix Exhibit A1 

95% Confidence Interval Estimates by  
Number of Interviews and Survey Data Percentage 

The Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 

 

 
 
  

   
Estimates of Survey Standard Errors:  

95% Confidence Level  

         

  Number of Interviews  

Survey %:  100 200 300 400 500 750 1000 

         

1% or 99%  2.9 2.0 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.1 0.9 

5% or 95%  6.3 4.5 3.7 3.2 2.8 2.3 2.0 

10 or 90%  8.7 6.2 5.0 4.4 3.9 3.2 2.8 

20% or 80%  11.6 8.2 6.7 5.8 5.2 4.3 3.7 

30% or 70%  13.3 9.4 7.7 6.7 6.0 4.9 4.2 

40% or 60%  14.3 10.1 8.2 7.1 6.4 5.2 4.5 

50%  14.6 10.3 8.4 7.3 6.5 5.3 4.6 

         

 NOTE:     
The standard errors in the above tables have already been adjusted for a 
95% confidence interval by multiplying the initially calculated standard 
error by 1.96.  Based upon the sample size and the actual survey 
percentage, the 95% confidence interval would be the survey percentage 
plus or minus the 95% confidence level number shown in the table. 
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Appendix Exhibit A2 

Zip Codes and Geographic Areas 

The Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 

 

 

Geographic Area Zip Codes Included 

North-West 

Perimeter 

  30080 30082 30101 30102 30114 30115              

  30122 30126 30127 30134 30168 

East Cobb 

Expanded 

  30060 30062 30064 30066 30067 30068                     

  30144 30152 30160 30188 30189  

North Metro   30004 30005 30022 30024 30040 30041                     

  30075 30076 30096 30097 

Sandy Springs - 

Dunwoody 

  30327 30346 30338 30346 30350 

Intown  30002 30030 30033 30305 30306 30307 30308 30309 30312 30313  

 30316 30318 30319 30324 30326 30329 30337 30339 30340 30341 

 30342 30344 30345 30363 30375 31150 

Gwinnett +        

East Perimeter 

 30003 30011 30017 30019 30038 30039 30043 30044 30045 30047   

 30071 30078 30083 30084 30087 30092 30093 30360 30518 30519 

 30548 30824  

South  30214 30215 30229 30236 30238 30248 30252 30253 30269 30274  

 30281 30290 30294 30296 30297 
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Appendix Exhibit A3: 

Sample Disposition 

The Jewish Community Centennial Study of Greater Atlanta: 2006 

 

 

 
LIST RESIDUAL 

RDD 
TOTAL 

Phone Numbers Called for Sample 1909 100,672 102,581 

A.  Non-Contacts + Non-Residential 598   78,098 78,696 

    A1    Fax/Data Lines 42 7,050 7,092 

    A2    Disconnected Non-Working Numbers 246 36,391 36,637 

    A3    Non-residential Phone (business, government) 72 13,332 13,404 

    A4    Chronic No Answer, Busy, Machine  113 12,553 12,666 

    A5    Privacy Managers  with Dialing Unresolved 125 8,772 8,897 

B.  Total Residential Households Reached 1,311 22,574 23,885 

      B1  Ineligible 8 131 139 

     B2   Refusals/Hang-ups  239 10,248 10,487 

     B3   Call Backs -  No Resolution 9+ Calls 164 2,808 2,972 

     B4   Says Duplicate 3 24 27 
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Appendix Exhibit A3 (continued): 

Sample Disposition 

 

 
 

 

 
LIST 

RESIDUAL 
RDD 

TOTAL 

C.  Households With Identity Information 897 9,363 10,260 

C1     Messianic Jewish Household 2 28 30 

C2     Non-Jewish 129 8,639 8,768 

C3     Jewish Origin Households  (Jewish 
parentage, but no one currently Jewish) 

6 164 170 

JEWISH HOUSEHOLDS 760 532 1,292 

C4     JEWISH - Unable, Refused, Partial 75 210 285 

C5      JEWISH -  Completed Interview 685 322 1,007 

Completion Percent:  % Usable Interviews /  
Total Jewish Households Identified 

90% 61% 78% 




