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DIGEST 

Three questions concerning the St. Louis Reform Jewish community 

are asked in this thesis. First, what attitudes do Reform temple mem-

bars hold toward interfaith marriage? Second, to what extent do these 

congregants actually observe certain traditional Jewish rites? Third, 

is there an identifiable relationship between attitudes toward tradi-

tional Jewish rituals and points of view toward interfaith marriage? 

To answer these questi.ons, a questionnaire was mailed to a sample 

of St. Louis Reform congregants. Results were tabulated by hand and 

extensive cross tabulation of selected data was done by computer ana-

lysis. Follow-up intervj.ews were conducted with selected respondents. 

The fact that most Reform pulpit :rabbis in St. Louis will o.f!fici-

ate at a marriage between a Jew and a non-Jew is not an indication 

that their congregants favor such marriages. Most believe that inter-

faith marriage contributes to assimilation and desire that their child-

ren marry other Jews. However, almost two-thirds of our respondents 

support their rabbis' actions in performing interfaith weddings. 'rhose 

whom we interviewed personally_ tended to believe that a rabbi should 

1) attempt to reduce the social and familial stigma attached to re-

ligiously exogamous marriage; 2) strive to establish or maintain the 

Jewish identity of the interfaith couple. They do not believe that he 

can accomplish either of these goals if he refuses to officiate. 

Has this non-halachic position on rabbinical officiation at inter-

marriages discouraged St. Louis cong:regants from observing various 
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rituals associated with traditional Judaism? Our data indicates that 

the answer is no. Most St~ Louis Reform Jews whom we surveyed see 
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themselves as moderately or very observant of Jewish tradition, About 

three-fourths of them maintain positive attitudes toward such tradition-
I' :I 
d 

:I 
al Jewish practices as wearing a tallis or yarmulkah, cant,orial music, 
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and yahrtzeit observance. A majority attend services at least eight 

times annually. Seven out of 10 light candles on Shabbat at least oc-

casionally and a substantial number would like to be more traditional 

than they are. Positive attitudes toward and actual prac·tice of Jewish 

rituals are widespread among St. Louis Reform congregants. 
I 

:I Our respondents believe that those who are more traditional are 

"' d more opposed to interfaith marriage. TM.s did not, however seem to be 
·I 
•I 
,\ 
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the case. St .. Louis Reform Jews whom we questioned, almost without 
rl 
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exception, were not favorable toward in·termarriage. This attitude 

prevailed regardless of a person's traditional behavior or attitudes. 

Respondents who ·were less traditional were just as likely to oppose 

interfaith marriage as were their more traditional fellow congregants. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

More than 40 million people have immigrated to the United States 

mh the last century and a half. 'With them has come the cultural bag-

gage of hundreds of different circumstances. Once in America, most 

of these people clung to others of similar origin to form a myriad of 

cultural enclaves. Somehow, this country must have seemed much less 

foreign through the windowpanes of a more familiar milieu. 

However much these immigrants tried to retain their tradi.tj.onal 

ways of life through the:tr various institutions, they, nevertheless, 

labored, learned, and socialized in the world outside. Conflict be-

tween the two worlds was inevitable. Understandably, the immi.granUs 

darkest fear was that his children would abandon the mores and folk-

ways of their parents, embracing the culture of the outside world .. 

To prevent this loss of the young, these ethnic communities took an 

interest in "updating" their tradiM.onal institutj.ons to more closely 

resemble those of the general American environment. The community 

itself, therefore, facilitated the modification of traditj.onal culture. 

The original culture of these immigrant groups often prepared its 

members for some particular kind of economic endeavor. A special 

skill served as a kind of port-of ~entry into the economic system of 

the larger comm.unity and was often expanded and exploited by members 

of the group. A great majority of the Jews, for example, who migrated 

to the United States during the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries found employment in the "needle trades. 11 Soon the manufac

ture of wearing apparel came to be regarded as a 11 Jewish industry.nl 
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As a result, the early imm:i.grant often became involved in some 

special category of skilled labor, retail trade, or skilled profession. 

With time, however, members of these enclaves sought status beyond the 

bounds of the:i.r ethnic professions and communities. Children of immi-

grants began to see Americans of various ethni.c origins as people to 

be reckoned with, competed with, and befri.ended. As a result of this 

association with their new fourt,d peers, they were even more open to 

the culture of greater America. Such change was further facilitated 

by the fact that traditional community institutions themselves adapted 

to the new milieu, thereby sanctioning the values of the larger culture. 

Were this trend to continue, one might reasonably expect the amal-

gam.ati.on of most if not all ethnicity into a composite American 

national identity. It was just this trend in American society which 

led Frederick Jackson Turner, a young historian from Wisconsin, to 

present a paper to the American Historical Association in 1893, en-

2 titled, ttThe Significance of the Frontier in American History. 11 In 

it Turner endorsed what has become famous as the 11Melting Pot11 theory 

of assimilation. Turner's thesis was, essentially, that the experi-

encea crEt.ated by the western front.ier, its challenges and environment, 

aeted as a solv·ent for the separatist tendencies of many national 

groups. It was the special nature of the Midwest, accord:ing to this 

thesis, to encourage cultural mixing. 

It is not merely that the section was growing rapidly 
and was made up of various stock with many different cul
tures • • • what is more significant is that these elements 
did not remain as separate strata underneath an established 
ruling order, as was the case particularly in New England. 
All were accepted as intermingling components of a forming 
society, plastic and absorbtive.3 

For Turner, not only was America a melting pot, but the very 
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melting proceeis was carri.ed on most efficiently on the Midwestern 

frontier. What is more, going west often meant leaving behind the 

ethnic enclave of one's parents and the support offered by that com-

munity for traditional values. Even today, the Eastern seaboard cities 

of the United States bear visible testimony to our nation's poly-ethnic 

origin, while the Midwestern cities show a relative dearth of that very 

ethnicity. 

Though the "Melting Pot 11 theory of assimilation has been subject 

to much critid.sm4 in the last twenty-five years, Turner might easily 

have predicted the highly acculturated character of the present day 

St. Louis Jewish community. Certainly we would expect such a large 

Midwestern metropolis to give evidence of the melting pot effect. The 

Reform segment of that community has traditionally dominated the C.on-

servative and Orthodox groups. 

Jews have hi.storically become members of Reform congregations for 

economic as well as religious or philosophical reasons. At the turn 

of the century it was the Reform temple to which the wealthy, estab-

lished German Jews belonged. Orthodox shules were reserved largely for 

the Eastern European working class. The Conservative movement itself 

was inaugurated, to some extent, to give the lower and middle class 

working Jew a form of Judaism more in keeping with A:mer:i.ean culture 

without admitting him to the elitist Reform temple. To join a Reform 

temple has been a mark of social status and, therefore, the aspiration 

of many within the J ewj.sh community. The rich went to temple while the 

not-so-wealthy attended synagogue. The temple itself became as much a 

status institution as a religious one. Whatever the nature of Reform 

Judaism as a religfous system, Reform Jews have tradit:i.onally been more 
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acculturated than their more traditional brethren. The Jews who affili-

ated with Reform temples were of as high or higher socio-economic class 

than their non-Jewish neighbors. Through contact with these neighbors, 

their lives transcended ethnic boundaries. 

The Reform Movement in St. Louis is certainly as strong or stronger 

th.an in other .American communities. While s,t. Louis's central location 

certainly was a factor, it was no surprise that the anti-halachic As-

sociation for a Progressive Reform. Judaism chose that city in which to 

hold its first organizational meeting in 197h. In St. Louis, the 5273 

affiliated Reform families make up 5.5% of the entire synagogue affili

ated Jewish cornnmnity.5 Most affiliated Jews in the United States do 

not belong to Reform temples but to Conservative synagogues. While 

Reform Jews remain highest in socio-economic level, the Conservati.ve 

movement claims fou:i:• hundred thousand more followers nationally. 6 Yet, 

members of Reform temples far outnumber those of either the Conservative 

or Orthodox movements in St. Louis. Furthermore., St. Louis claims 

seven- Reform. temples and fourteen Reform rabbis actively enga.ged in 

Jewish activities. As a. pri.mary Midwestern stronghold of liberal 

Judaism, St. Louis is not among the strongest of candidates for tra

ditional movement wi.thin its Reform institutions. Yet, a greater in

terest in things traditional had made substantial inroads even in St. 

Louis. 

Theodore Lenn's study of Reform Judaism in America7 indicated 

that only 41% of Reform rabbis would officiate at a marriage between a 

Jew and a non-Jew who had not converted prior to the marriage ritual. 

Yet, in St. Louis, membership in any of the seven Reform congregati.ons 

brings access to at least one rabbi who will perform an interfaith mar-
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riage. Of the thirteen rabbis presently retained by Reform temples in 

St. Louis, 8 eleven of them will officiate at such marriages. One of 

the two remaining pulpit rabbis only requires that, the non-Jewish part-

ner be in the process of conversion at the time of the ceremony. The 

other has been in St. Louis less than one year at this wri.ting. It is 

also noteworthy that one rabbi, who consistently refused to perform 

int,erfaith marriages at his previ.ous congregation in another strongly 

Reform, Midwestern community, agreed to do so under certain conditions 

at his temple in St. Louis. 

'fhe numerical dominance of Reform Judaism in St. Louis and the 

willingness on ·the part of St. Louis Reform rabbis to perform inter

faith marriage might easily lead one to expect a Reform community in 

which traditional ceremon:i.es, whether synagogue or home oriented, are 

infrequent. Why would Ileform Jews, far from the tradition supporting 

enclaves of their immigrant ancestors, retain such religious behavior 

while striving for status within this Midwestern, American community? 

It comes as some surprise, therefore, to find a regeneration of inter-

est in traditional ceremony within St. Louis Reform congregations. 

Yet, where only a decade ago the cantor was seen as an exclusively 

Conservative and Orthodox functionary and the yarmulkah and tallis 

seemed to serve as the very banners of Orthodoxy itself, we find two 

of the largest temples in St. Louis with professional cantors and at 

least three rabbis who regularly don a tallis on F'riday night. This 

anomaly led the researcher to question the depth of the apparent neo

traditional trend within St. Louis congregational life. Could a com-

munity accept many of the values and ceremonies of Jewish tradition 

While lending official sanction to marriages proscribed by that vecy 

tradition? 



II. METHODOLOGY 

Three areas for study were determined in order to answer this 

question: 1) To inqui.re concerning the attitudes of St. Loui.s Reform 

congregants toward interfaith marriage; 2) To investigate the extent 

to which these congregants actually practice certain key traditional 

rituals and observances; 3) To determine whether an identifiable re-

lationship exists between congregants 1 viewpoint,s toward tradUional 

observance and various aspects of interfaith marriage. To this end a 

questionnaire was dev'ised and sent to a sample of Reform congregants 

in St. Louis. 

Development of the questionnaire began with a pilot study of 

Rockdale Temple in Cincinnati, Ohio. With the cooperation of Rabbi 

Harold Hahn and Dr. Norman Mirsky, a preliminary questionnaire was 

designed (see Appendix II) to test questions for clarity and to in-

quire concerning those Jewish practices which were considered tra-

ditional by a group of Midwestern Reform Jews outside of St. Louis. 

The sample chosen consisted of every ten.th name from an offici.al list 

of Rockdale Temple members. Questionnaires were mailed to 84 different 

households with two questionnaires enclosed for married couples. While 

a cover letter explained that both husband and wife were asked to re-

spond, only in two instances were questionnaires from both spouses re-

ceived. Eight mai.lings were returned as not deliverable, leaving a 

domain of 76 congregants who were actually contacted. From these 

Rockdale families, 39 people or 51% of the total sample completed the 
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questionnaire. Results of this pilot study are reported in Appendix II. 

Before the St. Louis questionnaire was composed, various rabbis and con-

gregants in the St. Louls area were consulted for suggestions and guid-

ance in drawing up the instrument. 

Questionnaires were mailed to a sample of 557 congregants chosen 

(every tenth name) from the rosters of the seven St. Louis Reform con

gregations current in mid-October of 1975. Each congregant received 

one questionnaire, a cover letter (copies of these may be found in 

Appendix I), and a self-addressed , stamped return envelope. In the 

case of' married couples, mailings were alternately addressed to the 

husband or wife. Fifty-one envelopes were returned as not deliverable, 

leaving a domain of 515 congregants contacted. Of these 292 or 57% 

returned their questionnaires. This amounts to slightly less than 6% 

of the total affiliated Reform community. 

·Results were tabulated by hand and extensive cross-tabulation of' 

selected responses was done by computer analysis using the 11Statistical 

Package for the Social S.ciences." This study owes much to the help and 

cooperation offered by the Behavioral Science Laboratory of the Universi

ty of Ci.ncinnati. Fina1ly, follow-up interviews were conducted with 25 

congregants selected at random from a list of respondents who indicated 

that they would be willing to be interviewed. This list included 100 

respondents or 34% of' those who returned our questionnaire. 
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III. THE SAMPLE: WHO ARE TIIE:Y? 

TM.s study is not an effort to provide an infallible description 

of the entire St. Louis Reform community. Rather, we attempt herein 

to. delineate the nature and attitudes of a reiatively large segment of 

that community. Our actual returns ~~e from over 5% of all households 

affiliated with St. Louis Heform congregations and provides an insight

ful picture of their feelings about Jewish tradition and interfait,h mar-

riage. 

1. Gender 

Male congregants were somewhat more likely to respond than were 

female. Fifty-five per cent of our sample came from men while only 

44% came from women. Forty-eight per cent of our original mailing was 

addressed to women. 

·------ - ----

Female I : ~ ~: ==~] 44% N 292 

NR 1% 

'--~~~~~--~-----------------·~~~--i 

Figure 1. 
Sample by Gender 
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Sixty-five per cent of our sample crune from people between the 

ages of 31 and 60. The 1973 National Jewish Population Study reported 

that 62% of the .American Jewish community over the age of 25 crune fro~ 

that age bracket.9 The three per cent difference, though not signifi

cant, came primarily from those between the ages of 31 and !~O. Since 

we were sampling only those affiliated with congregations, this dif-

f erence might have been anticipated. Jews in their thirties are most 

likely to have religious school age children. 

Age 

25-30 6% N:289 

31-~0. 21% 

I 41-50 23% 

51-60 21% 

61 ... 70 19% 

71 up g1j, 

Table 1 

Sample by Age 

The very old (71 and over) seem to represen·t a smaller portion 

of our affilia·ted sample than of Jews nationally. While Massarik 

and Chenkin10 reported 12% from this age group, they represent only 

9% of our sample. In addition, only 6% of our responses came from 

those between 25 and JO years old. NJPS reports that this age group 

makes up 10% of those Jews in America over 25 yea-rs old. Should we 

anticipate a reluctance on the part of the very young and very old to 
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join congregations? This reluctance is not conclusive from our figures, 

though such a trend is indicated. 

J. Synagogu~~mb~~~hiE 

During an informal discussion, one St. Louis congregant commented 

that "temple hopping" was widespread practice in St. Louis. She ex-

plained that congregants, dissatisfied with their present temple, rabbi, 

religious school, or dues struct.ure would readily drop their member• 

ships and 11 shop 11 for a more amiable situation. Competition between 

Reform temples for members is intense in St. Loui.s. The temple with 

the longest membership list is,!not coincidentally, also the one with 

the lowest dues rate. This mobility among congregants has prolifer

ated in the last fi·ve years through the establishment of two new con

gregations, expanding the number of temples from S to 'f,i. 

Our sample seemed to bear out this mobility. For·ty-one per cent 

of St. Louis respondents reported that they had been members of their 

present temple for less than thirteen years and more than half of 

these for less than five years. We do not know how many of these mem-

bers are new residents in the Ste Louis area. St. Louis county, how-

11 ever, is not a growing area. 

Sixty-one per cent of our respondents were previously members of 

other temples or synagogues. Chances are very good that a respondent 

belonged to a Reform temple prior to affiliation with his present Re-

form congregation. Sixty-two per cent of those who reported previous 

membership in another temple or synagogue indicated that i't was Reform. 

Twenty-four per cent had been members of Conservative synagogues. 

Fourteen per cent came from Orthodox congregations. Figure 3 tells 
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us that 39% of the entire sample had previously belonged to another 

Reform temple. This would seem to confirm the perception of St. Louis 

Reform Jews as "temple hoppers. 11 

27% 
21%'. 20% 

15% 
10% 

6% 

I I 
·1 

1-5 6-13 ll.~-23 24-30 31-J~o l.~1-

Years with Present Temple 
NR:l% N:290 

Figure 2 

. ,,. Sample by Years Affiliated With Present Temple 
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Respondents to our questionnaire came from households which were 

slightly larger than the American Jewish average. Ej.ghty-three per 
.. ' 

cent of our sample was married and the average household had slightly 

more than 2 children. According to our sample the household of the 

average St. Louis Ref~rm Jew consists of 4.0 persons. According to 

the National Jewish Population Study the average size of an American 

Jewish household was 3.1 persons in 1973 • 

Sample 
by 

Number 
of 

Children 

Number of Children --- - --··- - -·· ----
None 11% - -

One 13% --
Two· 37% 

Three 32% 
1--· -

Four 5% F---... - ... --
Five 2% 

-· ---·-
Six 1% ---

Table 2 

N: 292 

.. ~ A"">ll-

Nine per cent said they had been divorced, though over half of 

these had since remarril!ed. Fourteen per cent had been widowed. Only 

9 respondents or 4% of the sample had never married. The largest 

number of responses (55%) came from people married between 6 and 30 

years. Only 25% had been married longer while just 6% were married 

less than 6 years. Once again, one might anticipate that a large num

ber of congregants would belong to a temple at the tlln.e when ·their 

children can take advantage of the life-cycle ceremonies, religious 
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school, and youth activities. 

Number of Years Married --· 
1-5 6% N:249 I 

6-10 8% 

11.-20 19% 

21 ... 30 2~% 

31 ... 40 15% 

41 ... 50 7% 

over 50 3% 
-·1 

• I . 'r ., '" ·-- • • 

Table 3 
Sample by Years Married 

5. Income 

Rather than request that congregants specify an approximate annual 

income, they were asked to estimate whether their income was greater 

than, less than, or the same as other St. Louis Reform Jews. Most re-

spondents (53%) said that their income was the same as others. Twenty

one per cent estimated that they made less while 19% said that their 

income was greater than their fellow congregants. 

6.~ 

St. Louis Jews who are affiliated with Reform congregations have 

little problem finding a ~abbi who will officiate at their children's 

intermarriage.12 Some American rabbis deal with the problem of inter

faith marriage by refusing to perform one under any conditions. Others 
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deal with it by encouraging the conversion of the non-Jewish partner 

prior to the marriage ceremony. St. Louis Reform rabbis, for ·the most 

part, deal with such situations by ag~eeing to officiate. Many of these 

rabbis will only perform the ceremony if certain criteria are fulfilled 

or certain circumstances exist. For example, one rabbi requires a prom-

ise t,hat the children be given a Jewish rel1.gious education. Others, 

however, will officiate in virtually all cases. 

Were this a systematic st1~dy of the entire St. Louis Jewish tiom-

munity, we might expect to find a larger number of couples who are 

intermarried than in cities where intermarriages are not as openly per

formed by rabbis. However, only 8% of our respondents who were married 

said that, at the time of their marriage, either they or their spouse 

were not Jewish. Nine per cent of those Jews in America who are now 

married, according to the National Jewish Population Study, are inter

marriect.13 No certain conclusion can be drawn from the similari'ty of 

our figure with that of Massarik: and Chenkin. Their study included un-

affiliated and affiliated Jews from the entire Jewish community. In 

addition, their definition of intermarriage stipulated that one spouse 

was non-Jewish at the time whe~~he ?_o~le first~. Some portion of 

their respcmdents, according to this definition, probably converted 

prior to the ceremony. Our study limi·ts interfaith marriage to cases 

in which one spouse was non-Jewish at the time of the marriage ritual 

itself. 
- •lot• 

It is very possible that a much larger number of intermarried 

couples were excluded from our questionnaire because they were not 

members of temples. Since the dramatic rise of the intermarriage rate 

took place between 1966 and 1972,14 many of these people would very like-
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ly be between the ages of 25 and 30. Only 6% of our sample actually 

came from this age group. Taking this into consideration, our 8% figure 

might be interpreted to indicate a very high number of interfaith mar-

ried Jews in St., Louis. It should be kept in mind that all intermarried 

couples who were non ... affilia.ted were excluded from our sampling domain. 

, I 
I 

I< 
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IV. INTI~RF'J.\ITH MARHIAGE ATTITUDES 

Historically, even Reform Jewlsh communities have, to a varying de-

gree, attached a strong stigma to incidents of religiously exogamous 

marriage among its members. This stigma applies as much to the parents 

of the Jewish partne1• as to the intermarried couple. Somehow, these 

parents have 11 f al:}.ed" in training their child as a Jew. In the eyes of 

many, Jews who intermarry have not been properly educated by their fami

lies, and therefore cannot understand the signj.ficance of Jewish life. 

Parents bear the responsibility for tM.s lack of understanding and com

mitment.15 'l'he Jewish community has customarily taken the attitude 

that, if the f amHy had been more observant, thej.r children would not, 

face the inevitable problems of such a marriage. However, whatever thei 

causes and effects of intermarriage, the problem confronts the American 

Jewish community with more vigor and breadth today than ever before. 

One conclusion of the most recent data concerning interfaith mar

riage16 is that our projections of the rate of intermarriage have great

ly underestimated the incidence of such marri.ages. 17 Jews who were party 

to interfaith weddings never constituted more than 7% of all Jews who 

wedded during any peri,od prior to 1960. Between 1961 and 1965 this fig

ure more than doubled to 17% and jumped again to almost 32% between 

1966 and 1972. Because inmarriages involve two Jews while intermarriages 

involve only one Jewish partner, intermarriages now constitute about half 

of all Jewish marriages. 

Intermarriage has become nearly as common as inmarriage and can no 

16 
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longer be viewed as a form o.f rebellion or conscious effort to assimi-

18 late. Once, intermarriage was seen as an overt act of rebellion 

against family and community. Today, however, "The Jew who intermarries 

does so because he wishes to marrz rather than intermarry. 1119 It is no 

longer socially inconsistent to be Jewish and to marry someone who is 

not. F\1rthermore, the connection between intermarriage and assimilation 

is not so clear as it once was. We live in a time in which contact be-

tween Jews and non-Jews is frequent and unavoidable. In the late 1960 1s, 

Sklare reported a growing resignation among "Lakeville" residents to the 

inevitability of intermarriage. UThey feel that intermarriage is the 

law of life, that it cannot, be resisted, that it may occur at any time. 11 

Similarly, one congregant who responded to our own study commented that 

he had no choice but to anticipate the possibility that his son might 

well marry a gentile. 11After all," explained the father, 11we sent him 

to a college with mostly gentiles. 11 

A second implication of the National Jewish Population Study is 

that the ve-ry stigma, once a strong deterrent to religiously exogamous 

marriage among Jews, may be considerably less potent. The reason is 

that the difference between the inmarried and intermarried is less per

ceptible today. There is a much smaller behavioral and attitudinal dif

ference between the inmarried and intermarried. The child who inter-

married has not been banished from the family. He has, in fact, been 

able to maintain "both his family and Jewish ties because the ties re

quired are minimal, and because he is not in fact so different from the 

rest of the family. u20 This similarity displayed itself on the National 

Jewish Population Study in the small differences between the inmarried 

and intermarried in their Jewish identity and plans for their children 1 s 

! 
I 
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religious education. 21 With this diminution in the distinctions be-

tween the inmarried and intermarried, how long will the traditional 

stigmas be maintained? 

The comparisons offered by Ms.ssarik and Chenkin are suggestive 

rather than conclusive. However, the study indicated that 98% of the 

children of intermarriages, in which the wife was Jewish, were being 

raised as Jews. 1'he percentage drops to 63% in cases where the husband 

is Jewish. Ultimately, however, the difference is small. While 70% of 

the intermarried couples said that they intended to give their children 

a Jewish education, 85% of the inmarried did so. 

The Jewish community may be learning to live with intermarriage • 

But this does not, imply, as we shall see, that Reform Jews in St. Louis 

look upon such marriages with favor. The comment of one respondent, 

made in an interview conduct.ed by the researcher some weeks after the 

questionnaire was distributed, was very revealing. 

Q: You indicated that you felt that intermarriage contributes 
to assimilation. Would you prefer that interfaith 
marriages were illegal? 

A: Of course not. It 1s my daughter's right to choose whoever 
she wants. Only ••• that doesn't mean I think it 1s good. 
It's her life, but I would think it's a mistake. After 
all, we've always belonged to a temple and my son now 
lives in Israel. But I can 1t lock my daughter up. 

This congregant, like most St. Louis Reform Jews, is not in favor of 

interfaith marriages and believes that such a match would not be in his 

daughter's interest. He is,, however, resigned to the possibility. 

Another congregant comment,ed in regard to two sons who are present

ly living with non-Jewish girls. "It's how we raised them. We were 

never especially religious. We taught our sons that everyone was the 

same. Why shouldn't they decide to marry anyone they want? 11 This con-
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gregant indicated on her questionnaire that she preferred that her child 

choose a Jewish spouse. It is eviden-t, nonetheless, that she considers 

interfaith marriage to be a real possibility. She also indicated that 

interfaith marriage contributed to assimilation. Whatever the realities 

of intermarriage may be, St. Louis Reform Jews do no·t consider it to 

promise well for Judaism or for their children. 

l. Preference.· That Children Inmarry -------.. ,,_ - ..... -·-
Attitudes among American Jews may have become more resigned to the 

possibility of interfaith marriage. However, there is no question that 

almost every Jewish parent prefers that his child marry another Jew. 

Ninety-three per cent of our sample preferred that their child choose a 

Jewish spouse. Three per cent indicated that they did not have a prefer-

enoe. 

2. Does Intermar.riage .9.9~~t.e to .A~on? 

In a paper delivered at the Biennial Convention of the Union of 

American Hebrew Congregations in October of 1969, Rabbi Joseph Klein 

observed, 

If the rate of intermarriage continues unabated and young 
Jews continue to display the kind of indifference to Judaism 
that has brought on the crisis, it may well be that we are wit
nessing the beginning of the end for Jewish life in America. 
It takes only a single generation of indifferent Jews to 
obliterate what a hundred generations over a period of more 
than 3,000 years have fought to preserve.22 

One of Rabbi Klein's beliefs, it would appear, is that marriages between 

Jews and non-Jews could lead to assimilation and thereby to the destruc

tion of Judaism in America. This is certainly the attitude of many rabbis 

and laymen. And most St. Louis Reform Jews whom we surveyed (61%) agreed 

---------
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that interfaith marriage leads to assimilation. Only JO% did not be-

lieve intermarriage to be assimilatory. 

In your opinion does 
interfaith marriage 
con.tri.bute to assimi
latfon? 

30% 

No 

N: 292 
NR: <Jfo 

Figure !i 

61% 

Yes 

Congregants were also asked how affirmatively Jewish they guessed 

the children of ·the intermarried to be when compared with those of the 

inmarried. While 56% thought that they would be less affirmatively 

Jewish, 29% guessed that they would be just as affirmatively Jewish as 

the children of the inmarried. Only 6% said that the children of the 

intermarried would be more affirmatively Jewish than those of the in-

married. 

Less 

Same 

More 

··-·~=~-] 
--1 

' ·--

6% 

Figure 5 

56% 

N: 267 
NRt. 9% 

In comparison 
with the children 
of the fomarried 
(two Jewish parents) 
how affirmaM.vely 
Jewish would you 
guess the children 
of the intermarried 
(one Jewish parent) 
to be? 

--
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J. Sho~'.h9. ;Refo£m Rabbis 0£.ficiate a~erfai~~Marri"!-g~s? 

At least on the face of it, it is perplexing that our respondents, 

by and large, neither want their children to intermarry nor believe that 

such marriages are beneficial to Judaism, yet agree that rabbis should 

officiate at such marriages. Congregants were asked if they agreed that 

"Reform rabbis should refrain from officiating at marriages in which the 

non-Jewish partner has not conver·t;ed to Judaism. 11 Seventy-two per cent 

disagreed that rabbis should refrain and over a third of these strongly 

disagreed. Only 25% of respondents agreed that rabbis should not o.ffici-

. ate while about a third of these indicated strong agreement. 

Table 4 

Do you agree that Reform rabbis should refrain 
from officiating at marriages in which the non
Jewish partner has not converted? 

How could the overwhelming majority of St. Louis congregants feel 

that interfaith marriage is assimilatory and undesirable .for their own 

children and yet desire that their rabbis perform such marriage rituals? 

One answer is that these congregants do not believe that the rabbi solves 

the problem or prevents such marriages by refusing to officiate. In·~er-· 

Views with congregants revealed that, like their fellow Re.form tTews in 

Lakeville, they see intermarr:l.ages as unavoidable. In their eyes, the 

rabbi only serves to irritate an already exasperat:lng situaM.on by re·· 

fusing to officiate. One congregant asked, "Why must a rabbi turn his 

back on children and their families just when they need him most?" 

F'urthermore, St. Louis Reform Jews may believe that the rabbi has a 
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helping rather than a preventing role to play. His officiation might 

encourage the couple's continued identification with Judaism. Many 

indicated that because a rabbi officiated at the wedding ceremony, 

there would ex:Lst a greater likeli.hood that their child would cont:inue 

to be identified as Jewish and that the children of that marrj_age would 

be raised as Jews. _For them, the central consideration is that the 

couple sought out a rabbi to begin with. "How can we expect them to 

remain Jewish if our rabbi won 1t marry them?" The rabbi 1s central role 

is to help his congregants through what may be a crisis period. He can 

do little to prevent such a match. This topic is dealt w:i.th in greater 

depth in tihapter VII. 

h. Interfaith Marriage and Divorce ____ ...... + ---

11'l'here are enough problems in marriage. Marrying outside of the 

faith is like starti.ng out with two stri.kes against you .. tt This "two 

strikes against you" theory is perhaps the most popular method of de-

nouncing intermarriage. While a higher divorce rate has frequently 

been reported among the intermarried, this difference has become less 

clear with the rising number of divorces in so many sectors of our 

society. One rabbi-therapist reported, 

[There is] no ev:i.dence to show that mixed couples have a 
harder time achieving mm•ital success. When Jewish-Gentne 
couples have difficulties they are the same kind of diffi
culties all couples have, and the mixture almost never seems 
to be either the issue or a fact.or in another issue; indeed, 
often their marriage is going better than those of siblings 
who married among their own.23 

Our St. Louis congregants were undecided on this issue. Slightly 

more of them (h9%) did not believe divorce to be more likely among the 

intermar1•ied. Forty-fj.ve per cent guessed that it was more probable. 
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5. Does A~ke a Difference? 

Attitudes Toward In~~i~ by Age 

By and large, those congregants who would presumably be expected 

to have children of marriageable age were most likely to believe that 

interfaith marriage contributes to assimilation. Seventy-seven per cent 

of those between the ages of 41 and 60 agreed that intermarriage is as

similatory. This was true for only 58% of older respondents and 62% of 

younger ones. 

Age 

25-30 . 
~"'---·-· 

62% 38% ~~:16 
I 

(100%) ' 

___ 21-40 61% 39% N:57 
I 

1--""-J.1.l ... t)O 77% 23% N:62 ____ , 

~-21-60 77% 23% N:56 i 

6:i. ... 70 60% _49% _!:48,,._,_ 

71 up 51.i% 46% N:24 I 

Yes No 

Table 5 

In your op!Ln:l.on does interfaith 
marriage contribute to ass±Jililation? 
Sample by Age. 

Individuals between 41 and 60 were no more likely to view divorce 

as a greater possibility among intermarried couples than were other re-

spondents. Congregants between the age.s of 61 and 70 were somewhat 

· niore likely to ascribe to the tttwo-strikes theory," claiming that the 

intermarried are more prone to divorce. Fifty-six per cent of this 

group believed that greater possibility for divorce and interfaith mar

riage were positively related. No substantial deviation was shown, how

e-ver, for those congregants likeily to have marriageable children. 

.w 



Virtually everyone (93%) in our sample preferred that their child-

ren marry Jews. No difference was found in respect to age. 

About two thirds (62%) of our respondents thought that the children 

of the intermarried would be less affirmatively Jewish than those of the 

inmarried. Difference according to age group was relatively insignifi-

cant. Of those in the middle age bracket, 62% thought that children 

from interfaith homes would be less affirmatively Jewish. S:i..xty~eight 

per cent of the 25-40 year olds agreed with this estimation while only 

58% of those aged 61 and over so agreed. 

While it might be expected that congregants between the ages of 

lil and 60 would be more desirous that rabbis perform interfaith mar-

riages, almost no difference between age groups could be detected in 

this regard. Only older congregail'ts were somewhat more likely to oppose 

rabbinic al officiation. Even members of tM.s group, however, by and 

larg,e, approved of such officiation. Thirty-five per cent of older 

,-,· congregants believed that rabbis should refrain from officiating. 

Should rabbis refrain from officiating at intermarriages? 

--.. -
25-.lQ_ 19% 6% 38% 37% N:.16 (~9%) -
31-40 7% 17% 48% ~- N:~6o ----
41-50 11% 17%_ 48% _ _1_4%_ N:66 -
51-60 10% _J]!_ __ J±]% 30"fo N:60 

61-70 71_ ____ 18% 46% 29% N:55 

'71 up 8% 27% _24% 11% N:26 -
Age Strori.gly Agree Disagree Strongly 

Agree Disagree 
Table 6 

Rabbinical Officiation at Interfaith Marriages 
$,ample by Age 
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6. Does Sex Make a Difference? 

Women a.re generally considered more likely candidates for open 

expression of religious identification. 24 Yet, we found in St. Louis 

only an insignificant dif f erenoe between men and women in their re-

spective attitudes toward various traditional observance. St. Louis 

Reform women, to the same extent as their male coun·terparts, tended to 

see intermarriage as contributing to assimilation. Sixty-nine per 

cent of the males who responded saw in·terfaith marriage as assimila-

tory while 67% of females did so. 

Nor was any great difference found between men and women with 

respect to their predictions about the children of the intermarried. 

Sixty-four per cent of the women and 60% of the men believed that the 

chil.dren of interfaith married parents were likely to be less affirma-

tively Jewish than those of the inmarried. Twenty-nine per cent of 

the females said that they would be as affirmatively Jewish as did 34% 

of the males. Seven per cent of women respondents and 6% of men re-

spondents predicted that they would be more affirmatively Jewish than 

those of two Jewish parents. 

As was previously noted, virtually everyone preferred that their 

child marry a Jew. This sentiment was true for 97% of t.he males and 

95% of the females. 

Some difference was found according to gender in the degree of 

success which respondents predicted for parties to an interfaith mar

riage. Men were 10% more likely to believe that :intermarriage leads 

to divorce than were women. Fifty-two per cent of the males answering 

thought that divorce was more likely among the intermarried. This was 

,J-•_'._;:,._I 
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true for only 42% of the females. Males were slightly more desirous 

that their rabbis officiate at interfaith marriages. Sevent,y-eigh·t 

per cent of male respondents thought that rabbis should perform such 

weddings while 71% of females so agreed. 

In general, no difference could be discerned according to gender 

with respect to a-ttitudes toward intermarriage. 

Gender 

Male Strongly 
Agree 

F'emale 

Male 
Agree 

Female 

Male 
Dj.sagree 

Female 

Male Strongly 
Dis- Female agree 

l6% 
r 12% 

·-· 
16% 

17% 

··-

---------
·- -

~~ 

.,.,"'!' ... ·1 
' 

__ _.,,.,_.,:,,,,M_""~'MJ 
29% 

Figure 6 

Male N:l57 
Female N:127 

Rabbinical Off iciat:i.on at Interfaith Weddings: 
Sample by Gender 

I 

~ 



27 

7. Does Backgrou~~ Maj£e ~-Differenc~? 

Attitudes T~d ~.erf~th Mar~~~~us Aff!liatio~ 

We observe a tendency among those who had previously been members 

of Orthodox or Conservative congregations to be more traditional in 

some areas of Jewish observance. 25 Are they different than others in 

their opinions about intermarriage? After all, Orthodox and Conserva-

M.ve Judaism are certainly more halachicly oriented than is Reform 

26 
Judaism. Interfaith marriages are proscribed by halacha. It is 

interesting to observe how these formerly Orthodox and Conservatj_ve 

c·ongregants responded to questions about interfaith marriage. 

Those prevj.ously affiliated wj.th Conserva.ti.ve synagogues were 

somewhat more 11.kely to view intermarri.age as assimilatory. Seventy .. 

six per cent of tM.s group said that~ 1.ntermarriage contributes to as-

similation. However, of those who had belonged to Or~hodox synagogues, 

only 62% agreed that intermarriage contributes to assimilation. This 

fi.gure for previ.ous Orthodox affiliates leads us to interpret the 

higher figure for the previously Conservativ·e group with caut.:1.one 

Four per cent !!!£r~ lifelong Reform affiliates (66% in all) said that 

intermarriage leads to assimilation than did. those prevj.ously of Orth<>-

dox membership. Coming from a more traditional synagogue, therefc>re, 

does not necessad.ly mean that one is more likely to be convinced of 

the assimilatory nature of interfaith marriages.· 

Only slightly more congregants of previous Orthodox membership 

tended to think that the children of :i.nterf ai th marriages would be 

less affirmatively Jewish than did those of non-Orthodox backgrounds. 

Sixty-seven per cent of the former Orthodox held this opinion. Sixty-

one per cent of former Conservati.ve and 61% of lifelong Reform congre-

4 
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gants agreed. Once again the difference is inconclusive. 

Orthodox 
N:24 

ConservaM.ve 
N:44 

-------~~-·-·----~·--- --1 67% 

---~--- '=1 61% 

Re~~~2 '"""""',,,........,,.,,..,,,. ______ ··~· ....... "_-~-·] 6i% 

Figure 7 

By prevfous affiliation, percent.ages predicting 
that children of the j_ntermarried would be less 
affirmati.vely Jewish them those of the inrnarried. 

Lifelong Reform affili.ates were less likely to believe th.at inter

faith ma.rri.ages are more prorie to divorce. Only 48% of this group re-

garded divorce as a greater possibility for the intermarried. Among 

respondents who had previ.ously· been members of Orthodox congregati.ons, 

75% said divorce was a greater likelihood, This was the case for 58% 

of former members of Conservative congregations. 

Once again, no significant d.iff erence could be seen in desire that 

children inmarry. Virtually everyone, regardless of previous affili-

ation, desired that their children marry Jews. 

We turn now to the issue of rabbinical officiation at interfaith 

marriage rituals. Those St. Louis Reform congregants formerly aff:i.li.-

ated with Orthodox or Conservative congregations were slightly more 

likely to agree that Reform rabbis should refrain from such officiation. 

Among the entire sample, 72% agreed with rabbinical officiation. For 

oneti.me Conservative affiliates, however, this fj_gure drops to 6c;% and 

drops again to 52% for former Orthodox members. Seventy-nine per cent 
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of lifelong Reform congregants disagreed that their rabbis shoud re-

frain from performing interfaith weddings. 

Previous 
Affili.- Strongly Strongly 
,_l!tis,>..p.;:.-~--""'A,...r ... e.,..e,..,.~--.;;;:;A;&;>.;;;.r"""e .... e __ D.,.;;is~ee ~ree,_'1"-_ 

Orthodox 20% _,... 28% -~ 36% . ____ _!~--·- __ N: 2.2_ __ ._. 

Conserva1;1. e J 4% 
• 0 16% 47% 23% N:43 ___ .. ____ ,__ ---

lL~%_o --i-----~C/fo-___ 30!_ __ -~-~-Reform 7% ..... -...... -~··~-.-........................ ...,..,,-._,.,_......,.,.,. __ _ . 
Table 7 

Do you agree that Reform rabbis should refrain from officia.M.ng at 
marriages in which the non-Jewish partner has not converted to 
Judaism? Sample by previous membership. 

The attitudes of congregants formerly affiliated with Orthodox 

or• Conservative congregat:!.ons toward rabbinical officiation at inter ... 

faith marri.ages may reveal something to us about how they view inter-

marriage and the rabbi's role in generale Previous exposure to the 

halachio stance of Orthodox or of Conservative Judaism may have insti.1-

led the point of v·iew that rabbis should never officiate at interfaith 

--non-halachic--weddings. Those who take this point of view often 

find an extra ... halachic justification for it in the "two-strike t'heory. 11 

As one formerly Conservative woman remarked in reference to interma.r-

r:lage, 110il and water just don't mix. 11 This might account for the pre-

Valent vi.ew among formerly Or~hodox and Conserv·atj.ve congregants that 

divorce is more likely among the intermarried. The rabbi's role, under 

the circumstances, becomes one of preventer rather than helper. Many 

lifelong Reform Jews felt that rabbis should perform intermarriages, 

as one respondent explained, "because it can only hurt to turn them 

away. 11 The greater ambivalence among those of Or:ghod.ox and Conserva

tive backgrounds might stem from the view that the rabbi must prevent 

q 
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such marriages at all costs. To perform one would be anathema. 

Ultimately, though our previously Orthodox and ConservaM.ve con

gregants did differ somewhat with respect to intermarriage attitudes, 

their similariti.es with fellow congregants far outweighed thej.r dif

ferences. Just because those with more traditional backgrounds tend 

to be somewhat more observant does not mean, according to our data, 

that they are consequently any more strongly opposed to interfaith 

marriage than are other Reform Jews. Perhaps the very fact that their 

views on interf a:l..th marriage closely resemble those of lifelong Reform 

congregants was an important consi.deratj.on by former Conservative and 

Orthodox affiliates in joining Reform temples. 

8. ~ Income M~e a Differ!~ 

Attitudes Toward Interfaith Marria e b I~ 

What was the case in comparing formerly Orthodox and Conservative 

congregants with lifelong Reform affiliates in their respective atti

tudes toward interfaith marriage is similarly the case when these of 

¥aryiii.g incomes are compared. No significant. differences were found 

in desj.re that children inmarry or speculations about the extent to 

which children of interfaith marriages identify with Judaism. Opinions 

concerning the assimilatory nature of intermarriages, the future suc

cess of interfaith marriages, and desire that a rabbj. officiate at such 

rituals did appear to be related to income level. 

Those who reported that their income level was less than most 

St. Louis Reform Jews were most likely (62%) to believe that divorce 

is more likely among the intermarried. This opinton held sway among 

only 46% of those who said that their income was the same as other con-
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gregant.s and 40% of those who guessed that their incomes were greater. 

Like congregants who have only been affiliated with Reform temples, 

those in the upper income brackets were most likely (80%) to desire that 

a rabbi officj.ate at interfaith weddings. Among those who believed their 

income to be the same as other congregants, 75% expressed this opinion. 

The figure drops to 66% for those whose income was less th~m most others. 

s·~rongly 

---·'" }.]r~~-. 
Strongly 

Agr~e= .. ~. ,,,......,_~.~sag~e~- Disagree ... 

4% 16% 51% 29% N:55(100% 
,----11---~-----· --- . ~-,-·--

28% N:l50 'lfo 15% 47% 
~=.;;i-ii"";.,....,..~--+---~-+-------t--~--......... ~------·------~-. 

Table 8 

Do you agree that Reform rabbis should refrain from offic:tati.ng at 
marriages in which the n.on-"Tewish partner has not converted to Judaism? 
Sample by how respondents perceived their incomes relative to othe)r 
St. Louj.s Reform Jews. 

It is noteworthy that respondents who believed that their incomes 

were higher than other Reform congregants tended to classify themselves 

in the lower half of our observance index and were less favorable to 

such traditional institutions as Hebrew liturgy and cantors. 27 The dif

ference in the attitude of these congregants toward interfaith marriage 

and that, of congregants i.n lower income brackets was not, however, tre

mendous. 

9. The Intermarried Loo~at Intermarriage 

Those respondents to our questionnaire who were themselves inter-

marr:i.ed held not a few attitudes toward interfaith marriage which were 
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dissimilar to those of other congregants. For example, a greater per-

centage of those respondents who were intermarried saw interfai.th mar-

riage as contributing to assimilation than did other congregants. 

Seventy-five per cent of the intermarried held this opin:i.on while 67% 

of the inmarried did so. WM.le the difference is only 8%, it is some-

what surprising that the intermar:r·ied were more inclined to vd:ew inter-

faith marr:i.age as assimilatory. Why would the intermarried reject the 

notion of interfaith marriages by labeling them assimilatory? One 

wonders if assimilatfon is not a positive value for these congregants. 

A second possibility is that the actual experience of these congregants 

tends to confirm the assimilatory nature of :i.nterfai.th marri.age. 

A greater percent,age of the intermarr:i.ed tended to believe that 

children of' interfaith households would be as or more aff:i.rmatively 

Jewish than those of the inmarried. Only 50% of the intermarried pre-· 

dieted· that their own children would be less aff:i.rmatively Jewish than 

those with two Jewish parents. This was true of 6li% of inmarried re-

spondents. 

A great difference was found between the irunarried and intermarried 

in regard to the success they predicted for interfaith marriages in 

general. Seventy-nine per cent of the intermarried felt that divorce 

was more likely in a rel.ig:i.ously heterogeneous home. Only 51% of the 

inma:rried held this opini.on. 

It is also interesting that 30% of the intermarried did not prefer 

that their children choose a Jewish mate. Virtually all other respond

ents (96%) preferred that their children marry Jews. 

Finally, the intermarried were somewhat more likely to prefer that 

rabbis be willing to perform interfaith marri.ages. Whi.le 73% of the in-
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married desired that rabbis officiate at intermarriages, 86% of' the 

intermarried so agreed. 
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v. TRADITIONAL BJmAVIOR AND AT'rITUDJl~S 

Historically, the .American Reform Movement in Judaism has exhibUed 

much in the way of negative reaction, especially on the part of its 

leaders, to many traditional Jewish strictures and prohibi.tions. The 

early reformers, for example, took a dim view of prescribed ritual garb, 

the role of the chazzan or cantor, and particularism in general. Further, 

they did not hesitate to introduce previously prohibited instrumental 

music into the "divine service" no:V to serve foods proscribed by Jewish 

dietary laws, even upon the dinner table of the first ordination class 

from the Reform rabbinical seminary in J.883. The Jewish nationalist 

movement, indeed the very noti.on of a Jewish state was altogether ana-

thema to many, if not most•, Reform founding fathers. For these men, it 

was America's destiny to set the stage upon wM.ch a new messianic era 

would be conceived. They expected 11nel.ther a return to Palestine 

nor the restoration of' any law conce1•ning the Jewish S,tate. 1128 

• • • 

Yet, the Reform Movement neither remained static nor developed in 

a vacuum. New restrictions upon immj.gration revealed that America was 

not the goldina medina they had once fashioned it. Just a few years 

later the mass murder of millions of Jews in Nazi Europe showed the 

world to be a much less friendly, universalistic place than the earlier 

Reformers had anticipated. With this revelation came a renewed interE-}St 

in the particularism once despised by most early Reform spokesmen. 

Spurred on by a vital State of Israel, Jewish particular identificati.on 

has been further strengthened in recent years. The .Arab threat to Israel 

3L 
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and a new emphasj.s upon ethn1.city in America have left few bastions of 

classical Reform untouched by this neo-particularistic emphasis. Today 

not a few Reform temples and synagogues, once ardently universalistic, 

have begun to reexamine the particularism of traditional Jewish practice. 

One goal of this study was to determine just how "observant," in both 

practice and attitude, the Reform community of St. Louis is becoming. 

One of the most difficult tasks for the researcher was to find a 

functional definition for ''traditional.ism" in the context of Reform 

Judaism. Because the notion of "traditionalism" is itself a vague one, 

· the research was designed to delineate a few behaviors and attitudes 

which seemed to represent a departure on the part of Reform congregants 

from the anti~traditionalistic position of classical Reform to a posi

tion more receptive to particularistic observance. A series of twelve 

multtple choice questions were offered to our sample of St. Louis Reform 

cong1~egants. The determinati.on of which attitudes to consider was made 

in conjunction with rabbis and Jewtsh congregBnts in the St. louis area, 

with the aid of the pilot study conducted at Rockdale Ten~le, and with 

Dr. Norman Mirsky of the Hebrew Unj.on College-Jewish Institute of Re

ligion in Cincinnati, Ohio. 

1. Index of Traditional Jewish Observance 

The initial question posed wh~ch dealt with observance asked congre

gants to rate themselves on an index of "traditional Jewish observance." 

In the Rockdale Temple pilot study29 members were asked to choose from 

either "Classical. Reform, 11 "Mainstream Reform, 11 or ''11raditional" in 

specifying their individual perceptions of the extent to which they ob

served Jewish traditional practices. It was found that 80% of the 39 

---:----- -
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members who responded to ·that question chose "Mainstream Reform. 11 These 

distinctions were apparently unclear and, of course, ·told us little more 

than the extent to which Roc.kdale members see themselves as simUar in 

orientation to other Reform Jews. Rather than simply eliminating that 

classification, leaving respondents the stark option of "Classical Re

formll or 11Tradj.tiona1, 11 a scale of one (1) to six (6) was presented to 

congregants in St. Louis. 

On a scale of one (1) to six (6) how would you rate yourself 

in terms of traditional Jewish observance? 

6 (most observant) 

_5 

_h 

_3 

2 

1 (least observant) 

This Observance Index can, of course, only be interpreted to measure 

congregants 1 views of themselves as observing Jews, rather than the actu-

al extent of their observance in practice. One might, with justification, 

anticipate that mos·t of those answering the questionnaire would evaluate 

themselves as either one (1) or two (2) on this scale. Lenn 1s "Particu

larism-Universalism Index" of Reform congregants showed that while 52% 

of Reform congregants considered themselves to be "strongly universal

istic" only 10% claimed to be "strongly particularistic. n30 Traditional 

observance is doubtlessly one expression of particularistic orientation. 

Judging from the Lenn report we should expect a strong concentration of' 

answers at the "least observant" extreme of our scale. This should be 
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especially true in a city like St. Louis where Reform is numerically 

and institutionally so strong. Our data, however, revealed the St. 

Louis Reform Jew to be, at least in his own self-image, moderately 

observant. Table 9 shows that while 31% of those responding on the 

index chose either options one (1) or two (2), 59% opted for choices 

three (3) or four (4) seeing themselves as moderately traditional. 

Observance Index 
--,,,,_~-.---.. ..........,...-......... -· 

1% ----
--··-----~----~--2... __ j! __ _ 

____________ JL_,, __ 1~ . .._% __ 

. ------·---~--- ~ . 
2 . __ .1.,~--

,_L_e_a_st_, _Q1?~~!.Y'.'.i!:.!1t ____ l __ ..... __11=L_ 
Table 9 

Observance Index Dist.ribution 

N: 286 I 

NR:2% . 

While this study does not pretend to conclude that Reform Jews in 

St. Louis have become markedly observant, it j_s also apparent that the 

opposite is not the case either. A subs·t.antial majority of Reform Jews 

in Sto Louis see themselves as neither fore:i.gn to nor immoderate in 

their approach to traditi.onal Jewish observance. 

In order to obtain a better idea of just who the more observant 

and less observant groups included and to test our traditional Observance 

Index as a measure.of actual traditional practice let us turn to a few 

selected characteristics of the sample cross tabulated aga:lnst the Ob-

servance Index. 
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Female congregants, in general, tended to view themselves as 

slightly more observant than did their male counterparts. The dif-

ference between men and women in this matter, however, was surprisingly 

small.. Throughout our study, very little difference could be detected 

between men and women. 

Least 
Observant 

•rable 10 

Observance Index by Sex 
~HHHHh'Hl-

Most 
Observant 

Whereas 75% of the male respondents classified themselves as less 

observant (chose answers one (1), two €~), or three (3) on the Observance 

Index), 67% of the females did so. Thirty-one per cent of the females 

opted for the more observant classifications while only 25% of the males 

chose to do so. 

A greater difference between the sexes in traditional observance 

might have been expected. What was formerly the case of the laity of 

many Christian groups in America has become true of many American non-

Orthodox Jews as well. Females are more likely to openly express their 

relig1.ous belief than are males. Any number of psychological and social 

psychological explanations are available for this phenomenon. Women 

face certain crises in their lives because of child-bearing and may, 

therefore, be more religiously inclined. 31 Females with feminine per-

I 
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sonalities show significant differences from males with male personali-

ties on the Allport-Vernon=Lindzey scale. In addition, women rank 

higher on esthetic and religfous values using the same scale.3 2 Other 

explanations attempt to trace extensive religiosity among women to 

rigid training in moral and ethical behavior relative to that of men. 33 

Further, the family role of women may be more consistent wUh the values 

and mores taught by religious institutions than the independent bread·

winning role of the man.3h 

Lenn reports a more substantial difference between men and women in 

the American Reform Jewish community than our data indicates exists among 

the Reform Jews of St. Louis. Women were more likely (20%) to express 

their religiosity, according to Lenn's data.35 While in our own sample 

women did tend to see themselves as sl:i.ghtly more observant of Jewish 

tradition than did men, the difference was not substantial. This could 

be caused by the nature of our question. We asked congregants to rate 

themselves. Even the more traditional may have been reluctant to ex-

press their observance by marking the most traditional answers. If 

many women are among this group, it would account for the less dramatic 

distinction between men and women which our data shows. In other words, 

it may well be that while women are more open and affirmative in their 

Jewishness, they do not, in ·t:.his case, tend to view themselves as such 

to the same extent. 

'rhis less substantial differentiation between men and women might 

well be the result of greater emphasis in the St~ Louis Reform Jewish 

community upon traditionalism. '11raditional Judaism is a male centered 

religion. This move toward tradition might be expressed in the greater 

Willingness of males to bear a large share of the "Jewish responsibility." 
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Similarly, no significant difference was found. between men and women in 

such areas as lighting Shabbat candles, service attendance, desire for 

greater Jewish observance, or in attitudes toward cantors, tallaisim, 

and yarmulkahs. Our data shows, in almost all areas, as strong tradi-

tionalism on the part of Reform Jewish males as females. 

Just a few years ago, Lenn reported that oldest congregants are the 

most concerned and strongiy identified of American Reform Jews. However, 

the younger among St. Louis congregants appear to be ·t.he most likely to 

identify themselves with traditional observance according to our own 

findings. Younger responden-t.s (age 25-50) tended to choose three (3) 

and four (4) on our scale of one (1) to six (6) with greater frequency 

than did older ones. In addition, they chose options one (1) and two (2), 

the least traditional choices, with much less frequency than any other 

age group. 

Age ·--
0 
-
0 

25 ... 3 

31-4 

25% 
,,,..,_.,,.....,..,,,,, .... .., ..... ,~ .......... ,_ 

28% 
....... _,, .. ~"""-""""'""_"'...,.,,, ................. 

41-5 0 
--

' 51-6o 

61-7 
...... u, ...... 

0 
--

71. u p 
" 

2 

28% 
............ ,_._ __ ,.,,,_.,..r,<•,_,.,.......,., 

40% ,,., ___ ... _;. 
32% 

'"'·-----·-
41% 

Least l or 
0 bservant 

69% 6% N:l7 (loo%) 
.............. ,_......., ...................... ·---------... --.-~ 

61.i% 8% N:6>1 
-----·-

66% 6% N:67 
....... ~ ..... - .... ,..~-<tb.,>K ..... 

54% 6% N:60 
' 

~-.... --· ) 

59% 9% } N:53 ! -·----· ·-' 50% 9% ~ N:26 
l 

3 or 4 5 or 6 Most 
Observant 

Table 11 

Observance Index by· Age 

, I 
. ~ . 



No pattern seems apparent among age groups in tendency to opt for 

the most traditional responses. However, the greater willingness on 

the part of the younger congregants (25-50) to choose from the moder

ately observant ca.tego:ries is apparent. Greater interest in things 

religious on the part of the young is a phenomenon easily observed in 

ou:r now more religion conscious society. The appeal of modern Orthodox 

and Hasidic groups on college campuses ha~ claimed great success in re

cent years. While the more rationalistic approach of Reform Judaism 

has not made the headway on campuses which has characterized such move

ments as Chabad, Campus Crusade for Christ, and even some Eastern re

ligious groups, the more experimental tone of the period may have in

fluenced the younger members of Reform congregations. E:ven apart from 

its religious content, ethnicity is viewed in a much more positive 

light among younger congregants. Ethnic traits may be highly prized by 

recent college graduates as a kind of cultural key to social identity. 

Wit.h so much emphasis upon ethnicity in American society, a greater wil

lingness among those just beginning a career or family to view them

selves as moderately traditional is not unreasonable. 

1.3 Observance_~n~e~-~y P~~vious Affi~tion 

Among congregants who indicated that they had belonged to either an 

Orthodox or Conservative synagogue prior to joining their present temple, 

there was a greater tendency to view themselves as more traditional. 

Whereas only 29% of' all those answering the ques·tionnaire chose one of 

the more traditional answers as representing their degree of observance, 

32% and 34% of those who indicated previous membership in Orthodox or 

Conservative synagogues respectively, opted for these answers. It is 
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possible to cit,e any number of possible reasons for this tendency, many 

of which are obviou,s. '!'his self-view among previously more traditional 

congregants is probably accentuated by the relatively weaker emphasis 

on traditional ceremony in St. Louis Reform temples than in the Orthodox 

and Conservative synagogues from which these individuals came. It is 

natural that more of these congregants would see themselves as '1more ob-

servant" thM their peers who had never belonged to Orlbhodox or Con-

servative congregations. Lenn reports similar results. However, since 

the difference between these groups in our study was only 5%, we see 

more in the way of a consensus than a discrepancy. 

Most 
·--~-t_6 _____ 4L___ ·----- 0%_, __ _.11 __ 

t---·-·····-"""-'""''"""""'"'"""""'-'"""''"'-"''"'-''""'"'§~--.... ,, __ ., ·---~·---i,_........_..=1)---1 

.3 40% : 46% 
~-----·---· 

37% 

2 
·-asi--

16% 11% 25% 

.. ..9!?.~~.!:vant 1 12% % 2 
l 

Onthodox Conservative Reform 

-----~ ............ --.. ·--------·--·--!-~_?_,_. ___ j ___ .. ~~----N __ 22~-

Table 12 

Observ·ance Index by Previous Affiliat:i.on 

l.l .. 1 Observance p~_In<lo~~ 

Previous research indicates that a negative correlation may exist 

between religious orthodoxy and income. Highest orthodoxy among Mormons 

was observed in those with incomes of less t~an $8,000 per year. Lowest 
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orthodoxy occurred among those in the highest income bracke-t;s .36 A 1964 

study reports that ''Generally the degree of ethnicity and group identi-

fication seems to be inversely related to socioeconomic status among 

college-level Jewish teenagers • • • • As social mobility brings the 

Jewish teenager into increasing contact with the dominant American mid

dle class teenage culture, ethnicity diminishes.1137 

Among mature Jews as well, it is commonly assumed that socioeconomic 

status is a key variable affecting religious observance and degree of 

ethnic identification. A recent study of the St. Paul, Minnesot,a 

Jewish community revealed that the achieving of advanced degrees, and 

consequent higher income expectations among young Jewish men reduced 

their distinctive Jewish self-conception.38 

St. Louis congregants were asked to compare themselves to most 

other St. Louis Reform Jews in income. The categories 0Greater, 11 11Less," 

and ''Same 11 were offered. While there seemed to be no significant dif·· 

ference between those responding ''Same" and 11Less 11 on the Observance 

Index, those who answered "Greater" did exhibit a pattern. In general 

these respondents tended to classify themselves in the lower half of 

the Observance Index more often than did others. 

~~~ 23% 
·~--. .. -............... 

21% 

1 
Least, 
Observant 

2 

46% t---------- --~--~ 
38% 21% 

3 4 

~ 

J.~ 0% N:~6 ·- . 

7% 2% N:215 

5 6 
Most 

Observant 
• ....,..,_,.,.,...,.. .... ........,__...,.-,..,._.,_. _....,_..,.,.--=-_.,.,c ... ,. __ .....,.,...,_......., __ ,......__. __ ....,,_...,,,.~_..-,.=---

Table 13 

Observance Index by Income 
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This inverse relationship between income and traditional observance 

is confirmed in Lenn's "Religiosity Index. 1139 

l.S Does the Observance Index Measure 

Actual 'rraditional Practices? ----
Our data ind:Lcates that much of what has held true previously in 

studies of religiosity and ethnic identification also seems to be re-

presented to some extent in our own Observance Index. Females tend to 

see themselves as slightly more observant than males; the new religi-

osity among the younger elements of society exhibited itself on our 

scale; those coming from Or~hodox and Conservative backgrounds tend to 

see themselves as more observant; the rich tend to be less traditional 

then others. 

In order to check the extent to which our Observance Index measured 

the actual practice of traditional customs, cross tabulations were run 

between two questions of actual behavior. 

1'o the question, ''In your home, how often are Shabbat candles lit?", 

33% answered ''Frequently, 11 15% 11Special Occasions, 11 20% 11Sometimes" and 

31% responded "Never." Not surprisingly, when these results were broken 

down on our Observance Index, a positive correlation could be seen be-

tween the extent to which respondents lit Shabbat candles and also saw 

themselves as observing Jews. Forty-nine per cent of those who said 

they lit Shabbat candles 11Frequently 11 chose to rate themselves in the 

Upper half of the Observance Index, and the percentage of responden'ts 

Who chose those classifications dropped with the extent to which they 

chose to light, Shabbat candles. 
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_____ , ____ !± -~--
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~.~!!.~~t.L ___31_ __ _ 

Frequently 
N:95 

21% - ____ Jj!__ __J.1% _ 

-11~- ~--.. , _ __)J1._ _ 

i __ 2M_ 32.~ .. 

_J.1?_ __ .....____10~'~~·--?2.L_ 
Special 

Occasions 
N:43 

Sometimes 
N:59 

Never 
N:90 

Table 14 

Observ-ance Index by Frequency of Shabbat Candle Lighting 

Of those saying they lit Shabbat candles on "Special Occasions," only 

25% c:t).ose tl;ie li.igller observance categories while only 20% and 12% of 

those who indicated 11Sometimes 11 or "Never" respectively chose the more 

observant categories. This data tends to confirm the validity of the 

Observance Index for actual practtce as well as self •view. 

Further data showed that those males who tended to see themselves 

as more traditional were significantly more likely to have been Bar 

Mitzvah. While other factors, such as previous exposure to traditional 

Judaism, were at work in establishing this trend, the trend itself is 

apparent. Wi'th the data on Shabbat candles, the direct, relationship of 

Bar Mitzvah with traditional self-view tends to confirm the applicabili

ty of the Observance Index to actual practice. 
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Most 6 (No Males) 
Observant 

Least 
Observant 

Fi.gure 8 

-1 78% 

67% N:30 

65% N:63 

N:36 

Number of Bar Mitzvahs in Each Observance Index Group 

2. Traditional Ritual Garb 

N:9 

The difference between C~nservative and Reform Judaism was once de-

scribed in the following manner. A Conservative Jew confronts all of 

Judaism, discard~i:.!f! wha·t is irrelevant or meaningless. A Reform Jew 

confronts all of Judaism, s~~ectiJ!g what is relevant and meaningful. 

This differentiation is,, to be sure, an oversimplification. However, 

Reform Judaism has, in some ways, become this smorgasbord religion. 

Whether a Reform Jew is seen as traditional or non-traditional depends 

on how many and which practices he chooses for himself from the domain 

of Jewish custom and law. 'Which practices do make a Reform Jew more 

traditional? 

Just this question was posed to members of Rockdale Temple in our 
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pilot study. More respondents mentioned traditional ritual garb (tallis 

or yarmulkah) than any other form of obserYance save that of lighting 

Shabbat candles. One senior rabbi in St. Louis went so far as to suggest 

that positive attitudes toward ritual garb and cantorial music were the 

virtual hallmarks of more traditional St. Louis Reform Jews. 

Until recent years, the yarmulkah and t,allis were vir·t;ually unknown 

in the St,. Louis Reform community. As in many Jewish communities, these 

garments were seen as the veritable token seals of Orthodoxy. Suddenly, 

a few years ago, the senior rabbi of St. Louis 1 s largest Reform ·t;emple 

·began to don a neatly folded tall is during F'riday night services. Soon 

his assistant too began to wear a tallis. 1roday four S·t. Louis Reform 

rabbis observe this practice. Is this trend an expression of tradi-

tionalism solely on the part of these rabbis? Or is it only the tip of 

the iceberg? Has there developed a more open attitude toward traditional 

ritual garb among Reform congregants in St. Louis as well as among their 

rabbis'/ 

As part of our questionnaire, we chose to ask whether respondents 

would feel comfor"l:;able in a congregation in which many congregants choose 

to wear 1) a tallis; 2) a yarmulkah. The results were surprising. 

Sixty-nine per cent said they would feel comfortable with ."!?.~lla~sim 

while 75% felt positively about yarmulkahs. This trend held .true regard

less of differences in age, sex, or income. If these garments are, in 

fact, the very banners of traditional Jewish observance, then the at

titudes on the part of our congregants toward that observance is most 

positive. 
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Would you feel comfortable in a temple in which 
many congregants chose to wear a tallis? (N:284) 

Yes -------·-=---=- ] 69% No 28% 

Would you feel comfortable in a temple in which 
many congregants chose to wear a yarmulkah? (N: 288) 

Yes 

No 

__ ·] 75% 

23% 

Figure 9 

Attitudes Toward Jewish Ritual Garb 

2el Traditional Ritual ~arb b;Y: Service __ Attendance 

Those who attend services at least once per month are somewhat more 

likely to feel comfortable in a congregation in which many male congre·-

gants don a yarmulkah or a tallis. Seventy-five per cent held a positive 

attitude toward tallaisim and 81% were comfortable with yarmulkahs. 

Among those who attended services less frequently, only 68% and 75% were 

comfortable with talla~im and yarmulkahs respectively. 

2. 2 Traditional Ritual Garb by PEE!ious Affiliati~ 

Those who reported having been members of Conservative or Orthodox 

congregations prior to affiliating with a St. Louis Heform temple were 
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more likely to view the tallis and yarmulkah in a positive light. While 

76% of the respondents who were from Orthodox backgrounds (N: 25) and 84% 

of those from Conservative backgrounds (N:· 1~4) said they were comfortable 

with ~' only 6!1% of those from exclusively Heform backgrounds 

were comfortable with them. With :regard to yarmulkahs, 80% of the previ-

ously Orthodox and 8h% of' the previously Conservative felt, positively, 

while only 69% of those with Reform backgrounds (N: 223) were happy in 

a congregation i.n which many of the worshipers chose to wear a yarmulkah. 

The 69 respondents who came from Orthodox and Conservative back-

grounds were more likely to be at, home with traditi.onal ritual garb. 

However, even those with exclusively Reform backgrounds had a positive 

attitude toward these garments. 

3. Att:!:_~udes Toward Cantors 

, When Israel Jacobson founded the first Heform synagogue in Prussia 

in the late eighteenth century, one of his first changes was the eli.m:l-

nation of cantorial music. He considered chazzanut to be an oriental 

custom inappropriate in his ''enlightened 11 age. Regardless of thEl cor-

rectness of Jacobson's view of traditional Jewish ritual chanting, H.e-

form had generally viewed cantors, with tallai13im and yarmulkahs, as a 

symbol of Orthodoxy. With the approval given by Reform rabbis attending 

the Columbus Convention in the 1930 1 s, cantors were afforded the of

ficial sanction of the movement itself. However, St. Louis was late in 

accepting can to rial music in its Reform temples. Not unti.l the late 

1960 1 s was a can tor to be hired by the Reform Jewish community of St. 

Louis. Today thE~re are two temples which employ can tors. 
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Do tYOU prefer services which include the participation of a cantor? 

Yes 

No 

------ --=--~~:] 
22% 

Figure 10 

N:280 

Sample by Preference for Cantors 

~HHHHHH~ 

74% 

With greater exposure to the chant, the Reform Jews of' St. Louis 

see the participation of cantors in their services in a positive light. 

Overall, 7b% of our sample indicated that they preferred services which 

included cantori.al music. This held true regardless of age, sex, or 

previous membership. This was somewhat of a surprise. Only two summers 

ago (1973) the yearly sunnner joint services involving most of the Reform 

synagogues in St. Louis was disbanded partially because, when it came the 

turn of one temple to sponsor the service, many congregants objected to 

the cantor who took part. Our data would seem to indicate that either 

there has been a rapid change of opinion or that the objections of 1973 

came from a vocal minority. 1'he can.tor now seems to have a welcome 

place in St~ Louis Reform temples$ 

3.1 Attitudes 1'oward Cantors by Income 

While neither age nor sex made any considerable difference in de

termining preference for cantorial music in the prayer service, cross 

tabulation with income level did prove interesting. Those who saw them

selves as having incomes greater than their fellow Reform congregants 

-·--~ ... _ 

. F· 
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were .11% less likely to approve of the participation of' cantors than 

were others. 

Pref erred 
Cantors 

Did not 
Pref er 

Cantors 

Greater 

67% 

. ._,...,..,., ......... ...,_,,,_~.....,,._ 

33% 

-
N:53 

Same ·--
78% ____ .... 
22% 

N:l46 

Table 15 

Less 

19% 

21% 

N:62 

Respondents who 
said their incomes 
were greater/same/ 
less than other 
Reform congregants 

Attitude Toward Cantors by Income 

We previously observed a negative correlation between traditional 

attitudes and income. LO The cantor is generally seen as a functionary 

of more traditional Judaism. Many wealthier Reform Jews e:x.J>ress their 

antipathy toward traditionalism by rejecti.ng the idea of' cantor:lal music 

in the worship service. Of the three Reform congregations 1n St. Louis 

with over 800 members, the only one which does not employ a cantor is 

also the one best known for the prosperity of its congregants. Because 

the issue of "cantors" is an active one among Jews in St. Louis, this 

antipathy is more visible here than in other areas of traditional ob-

servance. 

l.i. s~andlet?_ 

Since the destruction of the 'l'emple by the Romans 1.n 70 c.e., the 

Je'l-1 has regarded his home as a kind of 'Eemple substitute or sanctu~ry. 
It was the di.nner table which replaced the al.tar while the meal itself 
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supplanted the sacri.fices of old. With this emphasis upon home life, 

the family became the central focus of Judaism. 11he home, for the tra-

ditional Jew, has been as much a. province for ritual observance as has 

the synagogue. Perhaps no observance so epitomizes Judaj.sm in the home 

as that of welcoming the Sabbath day with candles and blessing. 

More than any other ritual practice, Rockdale members mentioned 

lighting Shabbat candles as an indication of greater traditionalism. 

It is of no small import, therefore, for 68% of our St. Louis sample to 

Lit Shabbat Candles N:290 

Frequently 33% 

Special 
Occasions 

Sometimes 

15% 
i------' 

Never ~=~~~ -~-.--] 31% 

Figure 11 

Sample by Shabbat Candle Lighting 

report that Shabbat candles were lit in their homes. Almost, half of these 

(one third of the entire sample) lit them frequently. 

In his study of Reform Judaism in .America41 lieonard Fein reports 

that 50% of the temple members whom he surveyed "lit the Sabbath candles. 11 

Respondents to our St. Loi.ds survey were 18% more likely to do so than 
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were Fein 1 s congregant.s. 

4.1 Shabbat~dles bl A_g~ 

'rhose congrega.nts under 50 years of age tended to light Shabbat 

candles somewhat more frequently than did older congregants. While 

42% of those under 50 years olct42 lit candles "frequently," only 2.5% 

of those older than 50 did so. Conversely, 40% of these older re

spondents 11never11 lU Shabbat candles while only 22% of the younger 

congregants abstained from this observance. 

Special 
Fre uentl _Qcca~j..o~~- __ §_o,_m_e_. t_i_m_e_s ____ N_e_v_e_r __ -r 

Under 50 42% 11% 25% 22% N:289 

50 and older 25% 20% 15% 40% 

Table 16 

Shabbat Candles by Age 

We also observed the greater wUlingness on the part of younger 

congregants to v:i.ew themseJ.v·es as moderately observant on the Obser

vance Index. 43 While the Index is only a measure of self perception, 

lighting Shabbat candles is a significant expression of tradlLtional 

Jewish home life. To a great extent, it is younger congregants who 

are responsible for the neo ... traditi.onal trend among St. Lou:i.s Reform 

Jews. 



4.2 Shabbat Candle~ byg~vio~~iatio~ 

Those who reported having previously been affiliated with Orthodox 

or· Conservative synagogues were more observant with respect to lighti.ng 
I 

Shabbat candles than were those from exclusi.vely Reform backgrounds. 

Forty per cent of those formerly of' Orthodox affiliation (N: 25) and 

50% of those formerly of Conserv·ative affiliation 111; Sha.bbat candles 

"frequently$ 11 Only 26% of those with lifelong Reform affiliati.on 

(N: 223) did so. 

Lit Shabbat Candles 

Special 
Frequently Occasions Sometimes Never 

Orthodox 
---· --~-,.,... 

I 

40% 20% 12% 28% I 
I 
ii 

N:25 
I 

- ............................ ~ ........ , .. <n .,,, .. ,,...~, ... ,._."""·"'""'""'""' .................. 

Conservative 50% 20% 14% 16% N:4h 
................. ,...,.....,. _____ f>.-.. ______ 

Reform 26% 15% 19'/b 40';6 N:223 
--·~Ill'~ . 1• 

Table 17 

Shabbat Candles by Previous Membership 

Only 38% of the respondents to our questionnaire had been Bar or 

Bat Mitzvah. However, the ceremony of Bat Mitzvah is a relatiyely new 

innovati.on among Jewish life ct,c:}.e events. Not until recently have 

girls been allowed to take part in this 11ri te of passage. 11 Therefore 

a great part (66%)of those respondents who were not Bar or Bat Mitzvah 

'Were women. Among men, 63% had been Bar Mi.tzvah while only 13% of wo-
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men respondents were Bat Mitzvah. 

Male 
91% 

··~-.. ---
38% 

N:290 

Were Not[-,-~ · I --i 
:~~(~:~ ·-- F66%1:_~-----·--·-···------L __ M;i% ·--- 60% 

Figure 12 

Bar/Bat Mitzvah by Gender 

-lHHHHHHHHt-

5.1 ~r Mi_.!:zvah Pl Hebrew Liturgr 

Among male congregants who had not been Bar M:i.tzvah, 33% indicated 

that they preferred services 11 in which many of the prayers were read 

in Hebrew, 11 while 67% said they did not. >miose males who had been Bar 

Mitzvah tended, on the other hand, to be much more amiable toward Hebrew 

as a part of the religious service. Of these respondents, 43% said they 

preferred "many of the prayers in Hebrew" while 57% did not. Looking 

at the overall results for both men and women, the results are equal-

ly strik:ing. 
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Bar/Bat 
Mitzvah 

Not Bar/Bat 
Mitzvah 
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Do you pref er servj.ces in which many of the 
prayers are read in Hebrew? 

[
------~---·-·--·-· l 
-------------

48% N:106 

[ .. -.. - ... ----·-·--·-----] 
35% N:l70 

Figure 13 

Bar/Bat Mitzvah by Hebrew Preference 

5.2 Bar M_g,zvah bz._Traditiona.l ~itual Gar.£ 

How signifi.cant is it that Bar Mj_tzvahs were more likely to feel 

comjortable with traditional ritual garb than were those who were not 

Bar Mitzvah? As part of the Rockdale Temple pi.lot study, members 

were asked what customs, in their opinj.on, made some Reform Jews more 

traditional than others. Over 28% of those responding mentioned some 

form of ritual garb (tallis or yarmulkah) as a sign of greater tradi-

ti.onalism. For the classically oriented Reform Jew, these vestments 

are a sure token of traditionalism, indeed of Orthodoxy. Ever since 

Isaac Mayer Wiise praised the "sublime elements of universal religion, 1144 

doffed his tallis and donned formal tails in its place, traditional 

garb has been at least one hallmark of particularism among Reform Jews. 

Among those males who were Bar Mj.tzvah, 77% said they felt com

fo1•table in a temple in which. many congregants chose to wear a tallis, 

While only 43% of those who were not Bar Mitzvah responded in the af-
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fi.rmative to this question. Regarding yarmulkahs, the results were 

si.milar. While 82% of those who had been Bar Mitzvah said they felt 

comfortable, only 59% of those who were not Bar Mitzvah made that 

claim. 

Do you feel comfortable in a temple in which many congregants 
choose to wear a tallis? a yarmulkah? 

Tallis N: 154 'l'allis Yarmulkah N: 156 Yarmulkah 
' Jes No Yes No 

B~1::mr~~~ t -!-1 :=i: 
Table 18 

Bar Mitzvah by Preference for Ritual Garb 

5.3 Bar Mitzvah by Attitude Towa;:,d Cantor._!! 

However much Reform Jews in St. Louis have come to accept cantors 

in their services, those who were Bar Mitzvah are even mo:re receptive 

to cantorial music at Friday night services. Of 95 males who were Bar 

Mitzvah, 83% said they preferred hearing a cantor in the worship ser

vice. Only 71% of those who were not Bar Mitzvah welcomed the partioi-

pation of a cantor. 
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Do you prefer serV'ices which include the participation of a cantor? 

Figure 14 

Bar Mitzvah by Preference for Cantors 

5.4 Bar Mitzvahs Look at Yahrtzei.t Candles 

·To the question, ·11Do you (or would you) light a yahrtzeit candle 

for a deceased relative? 11 those who had been Bar Mitzvah were more 

likely to respond in the affirmative than were other respondents • 

While only 58% of those who had not had the Bar Mitzvah ceremony would 

or do light yahrtzeit candles, 84% of those who had served as Bar Mitzvah 

responded positi.vely. 
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Do you (or would you) light a yahrtzeit candle for a deceased relative? 

Bar Mitzvah 84% 16% 

Not 
Bar Mitzvah 58% N:59 

Table 19 

Bar Mitzvah by Attitude toward Yahrtzeit Candles 

-lHHHHHHH~ 

5.5 Bar M::i.tzvahs and Previous Membership_!, 

A Note of 9...~l11t<?!! 

'It has been observed that individuals who were previously affili-

ated with Orthodox or Conservative congregations are more likely, in 

many instances, to hold a more positive attitude toward traditional 

Jewish observance. Almost a third (33%) of those males who were Bar 

Mitzvah crune from Orthodox or Conservative backgraoun.ds. Therefore, 

some caution must be advised in interpreting the more traditional at-

titudes of those who have been Bar Mi.tzvah. These attitudes may, to 

some extent, be a function of, the traditional backgrounds of these 

individuals. They are not necessarily a result of the Bar Mitzvah cere-

mony itself. 

Among the most obvious distinctions between worship servi.ces in 
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a Reform temple and in other synagogues is the number of prayers which 

are recited in the vernacular. If America was to become the 11Gold:ina 

Medina," certainly the language of America was an appropriate vehicle 

with which to address the Almighty. During most of Jewish history, 

however, the primary vehicle for that address was Hebrew. 

Knowjng how to dav~ held a very important key to traditional 

Jewi.sh observance. Even within the Reform temples of today many pray-

ers continue to be recited or chanted :in Hebrew. In many St. Loui.s 

Reform temples the amount of Hebrew in the worship servi.ce has prolif-

erated in the last few years. 

Though this may well be the liturgical trend in St. Louis, con-

gregants do not seem to favor it. Fifty-eight per cent of our re-

spondents did not pref er services in which many of the prayers were 

read in Hebrew. Only 38% favored such services. This was the general 

rule regardless of age. 

6.1 Hebrew Pra;rer by G~_!!dex: 

A small difference was discovered between men and women in their 

preference for Hebrew in the worship servi.ce. Male respondents were 

5% more likely to approve of 11many prayers in Hebrew. 11 While 43% of 

male respondents liked Hebrew liturgy, only 38% of female respondents 

held this positive attitude. In most matters of tradi.ti.onal observance 

very little difference exists between men and women. 45 

6.2 Hebrew ;pray:er by; Incqw.~ 

A small difference could be seen among those who considered them-

selves more prosperous than thei.r fellow congregants in regard to Hebrew 
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liturgy. Sixty·~three per cent of these respondents did not favor 

itmany Hebrew prayers. 11 This was true of only 59% of those who saw 

themselYes in the same income category as other St. Louis Heform Jews. 

Of those who said their income was less than others, only 57% held a 

negative attitude toward "many Hebrew prayers 11 in the worship service. 

The difference is, however, inconclusive. 

7. ~p:e,or~ fo'::. I~£~~1 

Perhaps no singular menace since the Holocaust has so dramatical-

ly affected the level of Jewish identification among American Jews as 

has the Arab threat to the State of Israel since the Six Day War of 

1967. Repeated warnings that Israel would be pushed into the sea 

brought scores of young American Jewish volunteers to the aid of that, 

beleaguered little nation. In addi't:ton, the aid offered on the part 

of the American Jewish communj_ty went far beyond traditional philan

thropic purposes. "The objective was to :indicate solidari·ty with 

Israel as well as to help provid13 the financial means to defend the 

state against annihilation., 11 46 A great number of checks during the 

crisis came from American Jews who had never given money to Israel 

before, as well as from people who had previously given only modest 

runolmts.'-t7 A significant port.ion of the financial assistance offered 

to Israel came from marginally identified .American Jews. Marshall 

S.klare cites the case of a group of 11 Jewish Unitarians 11 who wished to 

show their solidarity with the State of Israel by sending money. hB 

The effects of the 1967 threat to the State of Israel upon the 

American Jewish communHy have long survived the war's end. American 
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immigration to Israel increased significantly after the 1967 hostili

ties 49 and extensive economic aid continues even today through such 

agencies as the Israel Emergency Fund and the Uni.ted Jewish Appeal. 

More important for this study is the effect which American Jewry's 

more outspoken commitment to the State of Israel has had upon Jewish 

identification in this country.50 Fein reports that 82% of adult re

sponents in his 1972 study of American Reform Jewry51 felt that; to be 

a good Jew, "it is either essential or desirable that one support 

Israel. 11 Sklare and Greenblum, on the other hand, report only a 68% 

positive response to the same question in their Lakeville studies52 

published immediately prior to the Sj_x Day War. 

In response to ·the question 11With respect to the State of Israel, 

how supporti'lre should American Jews be?" 92% of responding St. Louis 

congregants felt that support should be either the same or somewhat 

more than at present. Only 5% were for somewhat less support for 

Israel. 

As an important new inroad to Jewish identification in America, 

patronage of the State of Israel is an important criterion for the new 

traditionalism among St. Louis Reform Jews. We turn now to a few char-

acteristics of the strongest Israel advocates among St. Louis Reform 

congregants. Who are they and how do they behave in other realms of 

Jewish observance? 
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Support for Israel should be: 

Somewhat !:-------] 41% 
More -·--·-·----

Same 

Somewhat 
Less 

Figure 15 

Sample by Support for Israel 

N:283 

Our data revealed no si.gnificant dHference between men and women 

in regard to their support for Israel. We did find, however, that 

younger congregants (ages 25-40) were more likely to favor stronger 

support than other respondents. Wh:i.le )47% of these congregants said 

that American Jews should be somewhat more supporti've with respect to 

the State of Is:i:lael, only 41% of all congregants respond:Lng concurred. 

Mo st respondents ( 51%) said tha·t support should remain the same. 

This was especially true of t,he 41-60 year old age bracket. Fifty-five 

per cent of these congregants indicated that they desired no change in 

the level of support while only 41% reported that they felt suppor·~ 

should be increased. The fact that the great bulk of financial support 

I' 
I 
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for Israel comes from individuals of this age bracket is probably a 

major reason .for their conservatism in ·t.his matter and should not be 

interpreted as a lack of support on their part for the State of Israel 

itself. If we view support for Israel as a function of tradi·t.ional 

observance however, the more liberal point of view on the part of 

younger congregants makes sense. In general, younger respondents were 

more willing to chose higher ratings on our Otraervance Index ·t.han were 

their older counterparts. 53 This would also account for the more con-

servative point of view of older congregants. 

With respect to the State of Israel, 
how supportive should American Jews be? 

25-40 (N::74) 

41-60 (N:l24) 

61. up (N:Bl) 

More Same 

47% 47% 

41% 55% 

43% 52% 

Table 20 

Support for Isr•ael. by Age 

Less 
•-•-~It-.. ]"-·-· 

6% 

4% 

5% 

By and large, those who cla~ned that their incomes were smaller 

than the incomes of most other St. Louis Reform Jews tended to desire 

increased support for the State of Israel in greater numbers than other 

congregants responding to the questionnaire. While 41% of all respond-

---
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dents indicated that American Jews should support Israel more than 

they do presently, 52% of those who claimed that thei.r incomes were 

below those of their fellow congregants did so. 

With respc:Jct. to the State of Israel, how supportive should American 
Jews be? 

More Same LefilL 
!'!-"''"'"'"'""' ....... ~'"'·-·-----......... ..,~~ ---·· ------

Income Greater 
Than Other 
R'eform Jews 

Income Same 
As Other 
Reform Jews 

Income Less 
Than Other 
Reform Jews 

46% 

-... -~ 

40% 

........... _.,, .. _,,,. 

52% 

.......__.. 

Table 21 

48% 

' 
56% 

' 

43% 

Support for Israel by Income 

5% N:56 

i 

·-· ! 

4% N:l4? 

5% N:6J 

·-. 

The most conservative group in this regard was made up of those who saw 

their income as the same as other St. Louis Reform Jews. Only 40% of 

these individuals felt. that American Jewry's support of Israel was in-

sufficient. 

Since our data points ·to an inverse :relationship between tradj.-

5!.i. tiox1al Jewish observance and income, those at the lower end of the 

economic ladder would be expected to desire more support for Israel 

than would others. This support, as has been pointed out, is an im-

Portant key to Jewish identification and is seen as a significant part 

of being a good Jew. 
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7 .,3 .§~or~ ±:Clr _l~~~_§_ervic~__M_~~ 

Sklare and Greenblum, in their Lakeville studies, found that at

tendance at religious services was associa·l;ed with pre-Israel 1mpport$55 

While 48% of the most frequent attenders in Lakeville favored the high-

est category of support for Israel (raising money, influencing United 

States policy, and additional action), only 21% of non-attenders did 

so. 

What was the case in the Lakeville of 1967 seems now to be true 

of St. Louis Reform Jews whom we studied. Fifty-four per cent of the 

most frequent service attenders in St. Louis felt that American Jews 

should be somewhat more supportive of Israel, while only 40% of those 

who S.aid that they attended only on special occasions agreed. Our data, 

however, did not display the direct, relationship between service attend

ance and Israel support which Sklare and Greenblum found in 1967.55 

Attended 
Services: 

With respect to the State of Israel, how 
support:Lve should American Jews be? 

More Same Less 
... -,----.-..-·--~ 

% 0% N:24 

.. 

Frequently 

Bi··Monthly 

Monthly 

--46 

50 
- ______ ..... ,_ 

50% 
·--·-·· .. ···-·--·---.. i-----% 0% 

_____ 35% ___ _ 61 % 4% 

% 2% 51 8 times per year 47% "'"" __ ... ,.. .. ___ .-....,. ............ 
% - ~ ... -Special Occasi.ons _40%, __ .......__21._ 

Table 22 

Support for Israel by Serv-ice Attendance 
~HHHHHHt· 

N:22 

N:26 

N :85 ,, ·-
I N:l~~- _ .. 

"' 

We found very little difference (only 3%), for example, between those 

Who attended services eight times per year and ·(;hose who went twice per 

month. This may be representative of a basic change in the American 
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Jewish community since the Six Day War. Reform Jewry's support for 

Israel is no longer limited to those active in temples. Once, one 

heard pleas to help Israel primarily in synagogue, and then only if 

one's rabbi was predisposed to support Israel himself. Today, Israel's 

needs are publicized far beyond the sanctuary walls. Even the most 

secular of Jews find it difficult ·t;o escape the year round publicity 

of the Jewish National Fund and the United Jewish Appeal. The six-

o'clock news bears nightly witness to Israel's tragedies and triumphs. 

Supporting Israel has become, for many, a unique manner of Jewish 

.identification apart from temple membership. As a consequence, this 

support is found as strongly among frequent; service attenders as 

among those who, while they may belong to a temple, attend only Bar 

Mitzvahs and High Holiday services. 

As well as the wider support on the part of the American Jewish 

community which Israel has enjoyed since the 1967 war, those Reform 

Jews who practice various forms of Jewish ceremonial observance in 

their homes ·tend to be even more pro-Israel than others. This seemed 

to be the case even prior to the war. T.he Lakeville studies, conducted 

before the 1967 hostilities, reported that, 

11 ••• home observance is ••• strongly associated with pro 
Israel support. While only 10 per cent of the non-observant 
favor our highest category of support, 60 per cent of the 
more observant group do. Furthermore, those who neglect 
home observance evince e-ven less S'!!Eport than those who ab
stain from attendance at services.57 

The si"IJua·IJion in the 1975 St. Louis Reform dommunity reflects 

1Utle change from the Lakeville of eight years ago. Home observance 

seems to be highly correlated with support for Israel. While 55% of 
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respondents who said they light Shabbat candles frequently, agreed 

that American Jews should be somewhat more supportive of Israel, only 

30% of those who never light Shabbat candles so agreed. Unlike our 

cross tabulation of extent of service attendance with Israel support, 

the breakdown of extent to which Shabbat candles were lit in the home 

by Israel support revealed a constant posit.ive association bet.ween 

these two phenomena. This strong association of home observance and 

support for Israel is further enlightening when compared to service 

attendance as a function of Israel support. 'Wh:.i.le 40% of those who 

only attended services on special occasions desired increased support 

for Israel, only 30% of those who never lit Shabbat candles did so. 

Lit Shabbat 
Candles: 

'Frequently 

Special 
Occasions 

Sometimes 

Never 

With respect to the State of Israel, how 
supportive should American Jews be? 

More Same Less , .. 

55% 44% J.% N:9l 

....... , __ 
l ----·-· .~ ...... -

55% 
: 41% 4% N:44 

~i!lf".;..,"",,.,;-....;.,...,..,,,. ... ~.,,..,.~ ............ ~,,.,,--~ ----~ 

36% 63% 1% N:59 
---·-, ... - ....... ~-............ ~- -~---~ ........ --.....Mbll.-· -··-

' 
30% 60% 10% N:88 

_ ............. ,., - ·--
Table 23 

Support for Israel by Shabbat. Candles 

ijltl""'"' 

.. 

.... 

I ... ··-

I 

: 

i 
I 

I 

' 

l 

' 
I 

This information further justifies our view of support for Israel 

as a function of traditional behavior. Prior to 1967, those who ob-

served Jewish ceremonies in the home were more likely to support Israel. 

The same is true of today's St. Louis Reform Jews. However, with the 

Proliferation of aid to Israel on "the part of American Jews after 1967 
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has come a neo-traditionalism which finds at least one of its many 

expressions in that, very aid. For .American Jews, to support Israel is, 

at the very least, a manner of Jewish identification traditionally as-

sociated with the more observant. 

7.5 ~EP..2r~ for _I~rae~~l.P~sJ.r.e for Qbservance 

A little more than 4l.i% of our sample indicated that they would 

like to be more observant than ·they presently are. Within this group 

we found a greater support for Israel than among those who did not de-

sire more observance in their lives. Fi~y-five per cent of those who 

indicated a desire for greater observance than they presently experi-

enced also said that American Jews should be more supportive of Israel, 

while only 33% of all ot,hers desired more pro-Israel support. Only 1% 

of our sample indica·ted that they desired to be less observant than 

they were. 

With respect to the State of Israel, how 
supportive should Ameri.can Jews be? 

Desire 
Greater 
Observance 

55% 42% 2% N:l25 
·~·---·····-......... -... ------ ·····------1-------------

Do Not 
Desire 
Greater 
Observance 

33% 60% 7% 

'!'able 24 

Support for Israel by Desire for Observance 

N:l62 
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It seems that the more one desires Jewish observance and looks 

favorably upon tradition, the more likely one is to feel strongly 

about supporting Israel. Indeed, support for Israel has become a 

stricture of the neo~traditional movement within St. Louis Reform con-

gregations. 

Attending services may be the most public form of religious ex-

pression in which American Jews are engaged. It is also one in which 

they do not engage frequently. Perhaps the best known reproof heard 

from the Reform pulpit is that which chastizes those congregants who 

do not choose to attend worship services. So often, a rabbi.' s success 

or faj.lure is measured by the magnitude of his Friday night. assembly. 

However sparce this assembly may be, it is, with the possible excep-

tion of religious school, the primary convoca·tion where:in congregan·t;s 

interact. 

The extent of this interaction is about the same in St. Louis as 

in other Reform communities. Both our study and the Fein report.58 

found that 24% of Reform Jews sampled attended services more than 

every few mon"l:.hs. This trend was relatively constant regardless of 

age, previous membership, length of membership, income, or genders 

It is noteworthy that only one respondent to our pilot study of Rock-

dale Temple mentioned "service attendance" as a sign of traditionalism. 
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N:289 44% 

31% 

8% 7% DD 
9% 

r-1 
Weekly 2X/Monthly Monthly BX/Year Special 

Occasions 

Estimate of Service Attendance 

Figure 16 

Sample by:SerV:ice Attendance 

It is well known that, most religions give adheren·ts an e:x:planat,ion 

of the universe as well as of seemingly inconsistent problems and events 

in man 1 s experience. 59 Not every person will encounter every crj.sis 

which life affords, but no one escapes the enigma of death. The prob

lem of death poses the most difficult and serious crisis which religion 

is expec"t;ed to resolve. It is especially problematic for the practicing 

Jew when he confronts the death of a close family member who may well 

have played an important role in conveying religious instruction in 

mourning practices. Since paren-ts are the primary transmitters of re

ligious beliefs and practices to their children, it :!.s pf no small ac-
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count to a surviving child that the custom of lighting a yahrtzeit 

candle on the anniversary of the parents 1 death be observed. This 

Do you (or would you) light a yahrtzei't candle for a deceased relative? 

--·-~~~-~·~ --~--~] Yes 
... -- ~ 

76% 

No c=J 23% N:290 

Figure 17 

Sample by Willingness to Light a Yahrzeit Candle 

practice is extremely widespread as our data shows. A full 76% of our 

sample 'claimed to practice the custom. 

9.1 Ligh~ing a Yah:i;~~.~l_C·B~~~~!lge 

1'hose most willing to observe the custom of lighting a yahrtzeit 

or memorial candle for a deceased relative were the youngest of our re-

spondents. Eighty-eight per cent of those 30 years old or younger and 

82% of all those under hO years were willing to observe this custom. 

The most reluctant were the very old. Only 52% of all those 71 years 

or older would light a memorial candle. 1'he closer a respondent was 

to death, the less likely he was to ritually commemorate the death of 

his own parents and close relatives. 
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9.2 ~a Yahrtzeit Candl~_bl Gender 

Women were slightly, but not significantly more likely to ligh'~ a 

yahrtzeit candle. Seventy-eight per cent of women respondents would 

observe the custom while 71.t/o of men respondents would do so. 

9.3 Lighting a Yahr~~eit C~ndle bl In~ 

Of those who saw themselves in a higher income bracket, only 67% 

were willing to light memorial candles. Willingness to observe this 

custom, like many others, seems to have an inverse relationship to 

wealth. Seven-~y-six per cent of those who said their incomes were the 

same as other congregants would light a yahrtzeit candle, while 83% of 

those whose incomes were less than others would do so. 

Do you (or would you) light a yahrtzeit candle for a deceased 

relative? 

Income Greater Than 
Other Reform Jews 

Income Same As 
Other Ref arm Jews 

Income Less Than 
Other Reform Jews 

Yes No 
":'·----~·---------

67% 33% 

76% 21.t/o N:l51 

f.'-··--····---.... -·-··-·-·--------·-

83% 17% N:64 

Table 25 

Lighting Yahrtzeit Candles by Income 

i 
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10. Desire for Observance -- - -
In order to understand more clearly the attitude of St. Louis 

Reform congregants toward traditional Jewish observance, we asked 

whether, in their own observance, these congregants would like to be 

more, the same, or less observant than at present. Forty-four per cent 

of our respondents would like to be more observant while 54% were 

satisfied with their current extent of observance. Only 1% said they 

would like to be less observant than at present. 

In your own observance, would you 
like to be more, same, or less 
observant than you are? N:290 

54% 

1% (' __ .::J: 

M6re Same Less 

Figure 18 

Sample by Desire for Observance 

{HHHHHHHHI-

No significant correlation could be seen when 11desire for observ-

ance 11 was cross tabulated with age, gender, length of temple membership, 

or previous affj.liation. Those who said that they would like to be 
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more observant do tend to be more supportive of the State of Israei.
60 

10.l Dest.!:~ £.:or ..sB'l!!~~v~ce k InC0...!!)!1 

Those who perceived their income to be smaller than other St. Louis 

Reform Jews were more likely to desire greater observance of Jewish 

tradition in their lives than they presently experienced. Over half 

of these respondents (52%) said they would like to be more,)observant. 

Among wealthier congregants, only 39% desired greater traditional ob-

servance. Forty-three per cent of those who perceived their incomes 

to be the same as fellow congregants desired more observance. 

How do you compare your income to that, of most other St. Louis 

Reform Jews? 

People Who 
Desire 
Greater 
Observance 

People Who 
Do Not, 
Desire 
Greater 
Observance 

More Same Less ---· _l _____ ,........;:._,. ___ 
39% 43% 52% 

-
61% 57% 48% 

~· ...... _ .... ~ .. 

N:.56 N:152 N:.64 

Table 26 

Desire for Observance by Income 

------'C-~........-
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10.2 Desire for Obs~~ce bl Service A~end~ 

Those who ex.pressed a greater desire for observance attended 

services less frequently than did those who were satisfied with their 

present level of Jewish observance. Thirteen per cent of those who 

were satisfied attended services weekly and 32% at least monthly. 

Only 4% of those who desired more observance attended services weekly 

and only 19% at least once per month. 

A'litend Services 

Desired 
.J!~~k;bx._ __ g_t{119n:!ill). Mo11J..!l.lY.: BX 

Greater 4% 9% 6% 32% 
Observanc 

48% N:l27 
..... ,,.----~-...-· 

Same '13% 7% 11% 28% 39% N:l58 
.... ~ .... ...,.., ......... _,.,>"I ...... _ _ _...~ 

Less 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% N:4 
... -........... _ ..... 

'rable 27 

Desire for Observance by Service Attendance 



VI. TRADITIONAL OBSERVANCE AND IN'rERMARRIAGE ATTITUDES: 

IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP? 

The third objective of this study was to determine whether an 
~ . 

identifiable relationship exists between St. Louis Reform congregants 1 

viewpoints toward traditional observance and their attitudes toward 

various aspects of interfaith marriage. Are St., Louis Reform Jews who 

are more traditional in both Jewish practice and outlook actually more 

·opposed to interfaith marriage than their less observant fellow congre-

gants? To begin with, respondents to our sample certainly believe 

that this is the case. Given the opportunity to pred·ict the answer to 

the question 11 Is there a relationship?" these congregants would have 

guessed, almost without exception, that a direct relatj_onship exists 

bet,we'en Jewish traditionali.Eim and oppositfon to interfaith marriage. 

Ninety-three per cent of our sample said that "people who are more 

trad1.tional are more opposed to j_nterf ai th marrj.age. 11 Only 4% actual-

ly disagreed with this estimati.on. Ninety ... two per cent of the Rockdale 

Temple pilot sample responded :in the same way. St. Louis respondents 

were also asked if they believed that 11people who are more traditional 

are more opposed to their rabbis' officiating at interfaith marriages 

than those less observant of Jewish laws and customs." Eighty-nine 

per cent responded positiv·ely to this question. Unquest;ionably, the 

belief in a strong correlat:i.on between trad:i.tional observance and 

intermarriage attitudes is widespread. 

A combination of historical circumstances moves us to questj.on 

78 
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this stereotype. The first concerns the era of the middle and late 

1960 1 s. This period was doubtlessly a crucial one in the development 

of present-day attitudes and pract:i.ces among American Jews. Foremost 

among the events of that time was the June, 1967 Israeli-Arab conflict. 

As we have observed, the threat of the destrucM.on of Israel had a 

dramaM.c effect upon the level of Jewish identification in our own 

country. Tremendous sums of money were donated to the beleaguered 

state on behalf of ·t;he American Jewish community. A large amount of 

this assistance came from individuals only marginally idenM.fied wj_th 

Judaism.
61 

This extensive aid continues even today. Since the 1967 

war, support for the State of Israel has become widespread and must be 

62 
considered an important key to 11being a good Jew. 11 

Israel 1 s dramatic victc>ry i.n the war gave Amerj_can Jews a new 

rallying point around which to base a neo-particularistic approach to 

Jewish identification. Perhaps, more than any one factor, increased 

suppo1•t for and ideni;i.ficat.i.on with the State of Israel has highlighted 

Jewish identificatj.on as a positive value. 

A second factor contributing to this more extensive identifica.ti.on 

by American Jews was a growi.ng populari:t;y of ethnid.ty which began to 

develop in America during the 60 1 s. Ethnocentric:i.ty among black Amer:i.-

cans eventually spread to other groups. Mexican Americans and Itali.an 

Ameri.cans began to announce their ethnic identity as a sj.gn that they 

viewed their own her1.tage as a boon rather than a stigma. Jews, too, 

saw their Jewishness as a new port-of-entry to social acceptance. 

Being Jewish was 11 in. 11 An interesting sign of these new values was 

that tTews, once active in the struggle for racial equality, were no longer 

welcome allies of the new "Black Power" advocates. Jewish causes, such 
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as Israel and Soviet Jewry, now began to occupy the attention of the 

Jewish community·. Prior to 196'/, the programming of the National Feder-

ation of Temple Youth, the youth auxiliary of Reform Judaism j_n America, 

strongly emphasized civil, domestic causes such as race and inter.faith 

relations. The late 60's witnessed a shift in programming interests to 

more particularistic subjects such as Jews in Arab lands, Soviet Jewry, 

and the Jewish aged. This trend in NFTY typifies the changing con-

cerns of the Jewish community at large. 

These circumstances, the rise of concern for Israel on a broad 

· scalle and a greater emphasis upon et.hnicity, gave birth to a Jewish 

community far more willing to identify strongly with traditional Jewish 

values. Whether identification with these values was religj_ous or cul-

tural in motivation is open to some quesM.on. Nevertheless, trad:Uional 

tTudaism, even within the aegis of the Reform movement, was grow:ing in 

strength. 

According to the belief that greater traditionalism among Jews 

means greater opposition to interfaith marriage, we could expect a 

drop in the intermarriage rate to occur shortly after 1967. However, 

quite the opposite has been the case. Rate of intermarriage jumped to 

almost 32% of Jews married in that period. As we have noted, this re

presents more than five times the rate during the period 19.56-1960.63 

This data might lend some doubt to the verity of the popular belief 

that opposition to interfaith marriage is an element of tradit:l.onalism 

in Jewish observance. This opposition is not evident in the way our 

contemporary, more strongly identified Jews choose their marriage part-

ne:rs~ 

Does St. Louis bear witness to a lack of rela.t:l.onship be-~ween these 
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two phenomena? As we have reported, Reform Jews in St. Louis, for the 

most part, see themselves as moderately traditional. They favor such 

traditional practices as ri.tu.al garb, cantori.al music and yahrtzeit ob-

servance by a ratio of three to one. A majori.ty attend services eight 

times per year or more. Sixty ... eight per cent 1:1.ght Shabbat candles in 

their homes and about half of these do so frequently. Finally·, 44% of 

these Reform Jews would li.ke to be more traditional than they presently 

are. It is evident that identification with and practi.ce of Jewish 

traditional observances is widespread among St. Lou:l.s Reform Jews. 

What kind of attitude toward intermarr•:l.age should we expect. from such 

a community? 

We began thi.s research, to some extent, because of the sanction 

provided to intermarriage by the St. Louis Reform community through 

their rabbis. As we have noted, virtually all rabbis in St. Louis per-

form ·interfaith marriage·er. Does this indicate that the St. Iouis Re-

form community approves of interfaith marriage? Jt'rorn the face of this 

situation one might readily conclude that they do. Overwhelmingly, 

however, Jews in St. Lou:i.s (93%) desire that the:i.r children take Jewish 

mates. Most of them (61%) believe that intermarriage is a contributing 

factor in assimilation. Likewise, 62% of those who responded to our 

question about the children of the intermarried indicated that such 

children would be less affirmatively Jewish than those of the inmarriea.64 

!_'urther, correlB;_t!Erw of responses to ,9.}les,tions conc,:~in_g in_!-e_!:~th 

marri~ge anc;!__attitudes toward traditt<?n ;y:i~lde.~po _si~nifi~..e_nt_ .relatio~

.§hi;e__p~twe~radit:i.onal ~~~ and attit.udes toward intert:_~i_t,!i 

!!!!rri-~· For example, individuals who rated themselves as more obser-

va.nt on our Observance Index, were no more or less likely to beli.eve 
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that intermarr1.age leads to assimHation than were those who rated 

themselves as less observant.65 This similarity between the more and 

less observant in attitude toward intermarriage held true throughout 

our survey. 

Two conclusions are evident. First, St. Louis Reform Jews, :in 

the age groups from which the majority of our sample comes, are not 

favorable toward :intermarr:i.age. Second, this attitude prevailed re-

gardless of the extent of a person's traditional behavior or attitudes. 

Almost no St. Louis Reform Jew in our study wants his child to inter-

marry or is unconcerned about the possibility. Most believe that 

interfaith marriages do not promise well for the future of Judaism. 

These were the op:inj.ons displayed in our sample. They obtained re-

gardless of the extent of :i.ndividual commitment to traditional obser-

vance. People who are more traditional, at least among St. Lou:l..s Re-

form Jews, are no more likely to oppose interfaith marriage than are 

their less tradi M.onal fell ow congregants. 



VII. BUT I WANT MY RABBI TO MARRY 'l'HEM. 

RABBINICAI, OFFICIATION AT INTERF'AITH CEREMONIE:S 

'l1hough we have touched upon it previously, one question remains unanswered. 

How could the majority of St. Louts congregants feel that intermarriage 

is assimUatory and undesirable for their own children, yet agree that 

rabbis should sanctfon such marriages by officiating at interfaith wed·-

dings? Let us examine a variety of possibiliM.es which might explain 

tM.s apparent inconsistency. 

First, it is possible that some kind of unconscious misrepresent-

ation is involved in the way congregarrlis responded. Perhaps they do not 

really desire that their children inmarry, yet are reluctant to admit 

this in a questionnaire. After all, congregants were aware that the re-· 

search was being conducted by a rabbinical student. 66 This could con-

ceivably exaggerate the responsibility which a congregant; feels to claim 

that he desires that, his children marry other Jews. The rabbi is a 

representati.ve of Jewish tradition as the Jew understands it. This 

understanding is acquireq, for the most part, from a congregant's own 

parents. To some, this researcher, as a fUture rabbi, might well repre-

sent the strj.cture of their own parents· which deems :i.ntermarr:i.age un-

equivocally wrong. 'rhis possibility seems hi.gh.ly unlikely, however, in 

view of the virtually unanj.mous sentiment among respondents ( 93%) that 

their chHdren should marry Jews. 

Let us suppose, on the other hand, that these congregant.s do not, 

in fact, desire that. rabbis perform interfaith marriages. This conten-

8.'3 
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tion, too, must be discounted. First, 72% of our sample disagreed that 

rabbis should refrain from offfoiating. This figure brings us to doubt 

that much ambiva1ence is at work in their responses. Second, virtually 

all the rabbis in St. Louis do perform intermarriages. It is unlikely 

that they would do so without extensive support from their congregants. 

We must conclude, then, that those who responded to our question

naire have been quite honest in representing their opinions to us. As 

we shall see, this honesty seemed to be confirmed by the interviews 

conducted rry this researcher some weeks after the questionnaires were 

returned. In additj_on, opin:Lons concerning the nature of intermarriage 

as assimilatory, desire that children inmarry, and desire that rabbis 

officiate remained true regardless of other factors. For example~ the 

opinions of the old and the young, those who see themselves as r:lch and 

who.see themselves as not-so-rich, the more and less observant were not 

signific.antly different concerning these issues. While some variance 

could be detected, general disagreement between groups could not be con-

eluded. 

In view of our respondents' candor, we must attempt to resolve 

the problem in question according to ·the face value of our responses. 

St. J,ouis congregants do not favor intermarriages but do desire that 

their rabbis perform interfaith marriage ceremonies. 

Let us turn to the interviews conducted with respondents in order 

to gain a fuller understanding of their feelings. Combining the empiri

cal with the phenomenological elements of this study will prove to be 

most helpful.67 

Why do congregants want their children to marry Jews? Here are a 

few of the reactions which our respondents gave in interviews. 
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1. Mr. L 

I don 1t think they would be happy. But more than 
anything, our relatives are very much against it. 
'They would make life miserable for Edie, [my wife]. 

2. Mrs. S 

If everyone intermarried the Jews would die out. 
Rabbi M didn't do those weddings when he was here 
and that's why they got rid of him. I'm really 
not sure. After what happened in Germany, I tM.nk 
we need t.o be careful • • • • If they marry 
Christians, they won't want to be Jewish anymore. 
Their children will grow up thinking they're 
Chris t:lans • 

3. Mrs. P 

[My granddaughter] marr1.ed a goy, but he converted 
before the wedding. I didn't approve, but, of 
course, they didn't listen to me. I don't think 
it will last. 

h. Mrs. T 

Both my sons are now living with Christian girls. 
Five years ago we wouldn't have said anything, but 
since we started the congregation, we 1ve done so 
many things that are Jewish • • • • I guess [Bobby 
and Dan] just can't share [our interest in the 
congregation] if they marry the girls. Since we're 
so active that's disappointing. 

5. Mr. K 

The reason is tha-t nobody cares what 1s happening 
to us. It's as bad as Germany. Jews are just go:ing 
to be like goyim. How can t.hey stay Jewish [if they 
intermarry)? 

6. Mr. N 

[My daughter's choice of husband] doesn't matter to 
me. Everybody thinks it 1s a sin to marry a Christian. 
Her grandfather would disown her. 

Throughout these interviews, three reasons were most often mentioned 

for wanting children to inmarry. First, some people thought that inter-

marriages would not succeed. As we have observed, about half (1_15%) of 
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our respondents indicated that divorce was more likely among the inter-

married. Second, many congregants referred to the stigma assigned to 

the intermarried by the Jewish community. They most often mentioned 

this stigma through some ref'erence to the opinion of a relative. "Her 

grandfather would disown her.'' :B'inally, 9 out of the 25 congregants 

contacted for interviews mentioned fear that intermarried Jews would 

not continue to 11be Jewish," retain contact with temples or the com-

munity, or raise their children as Jews. 

Let us turn now to some of the reasons given by congregants for 

.favoring rabbinical officiation at interfaith weddings. We recall that 

this sentiment was shared by 72% of our respondents. 

l .. Mrs. K 

If they decide to get married in a temple, at least 
there is hope. Why must a rabbi turn his back on 
children and their families just when they need him 
most? They are just going to go to a Catholic priest 
or city hall. 

2. Mr. R 

I don't think the rabbi can stop a marriage. Once 
they fall in love it's too late •••• If he marries 
them, there 1s a chance the kids will be Jewish. I 
feel very strongly about this. 

3. Mr. w 

Even if the kids don't want the Jewish ceremony [the 
rabbi] should do it for the family. That's why we 
hire a rabbi.. What gives him the :right to say if 
they should get married. Is he going to stop it? 
Of course not. So, if he tu:rns them down, what does 
he prove anyhow? 

h. Mrs. S 

Rabbi R. was wonderful. He didn't make [Randell, my 
son] out to be some criminal for getting married. 

Even the Catholics go along with [intermarriage] if 
they raise the kids Catholic. If we don't get them 
into a synagogue they 111 go to the church. 
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6. Mrs. N 

Because there is a better chance. If they get married 
at 'l'emple m.gybe the children might go to S.unday school. 
If not, what would make them Jewish? We'll loose them. 

What is most s:ignificant about the reactions of these respondents 

is their concern with the consequences of being married by a rabbi in 

a temple. First, these Reform Jews see a form of acceptance in the 

rabbi's consenting to officiate. It is important that he does not, treat 

them as "a criminal." By performing the wedding the rabbi reduces, even 

extinguishes the stigma of intermarriage. As we noted, this stigma re= 

presents one of the most basic reservations which these congregants 

have about interfaith marriage. 

In addition, those who were interviewed, almost without exception, 

men"t:.ioned the increased likelihood that the Jewish partner would remain 

Jewish if the rabbi consented to perform the ceremony. 

, They seemed to feel that the rabbi proves nothing by "turning them 

down. 11 His role, in their eyes, should be to save the intermarried Jew 

and his offspring for Judaism. 

If we take cognizance of the attitude among St. Louis Reform Jews 

that the possibility of intermarriage is unavoidable, we discover a co-

gent explana.tion for their acceptance of rabbinical officiation at 

interfaith weddings. Over and over again, congregants indicated that 

the problem of intermarriage is out of their own control. Moreover, 

they fear its consequences. Not one congregant, however, mentioned 

that it was within the power of the rabbi or even a part of his role to 

attempt to prevent the marriage. In their eyes the rabbi serves two 

functions on the occasion of an intermarriage: l) To reduce the stigma 

attached to the marriage; 2) To help establish or maintain the commit-
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ment of the interfaith couple to Judaism. 'rhey believe that he cannot, 

accomplish either goal by refusing to officiate at interfaith weddings. 

If this analysis is correct, then there is no inconsistency in the 

opinions of most S.t. Louis Reform congregants that interfaith marriage 

is bad, yet that rabbis should sanction them through officiation at 

interfaith ceremonies. 
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VIII. SUMMARY 

The numerical dominance of Reform congregants among affiliated 

St. Louis Jews, the willingness on the part of St. Louis Reform rabbis 

to perform interfaith marriages, and the growing popularity of tradi-

tional Jewish observance among these congregants led us to ask three 

questions in this study. First, what attitudes do Reform temple mem-

bers in this community hold toward interfaith marriage? Second, to 

·what extent do these congregants actually observe certs.in traditional 

Jewish rituals? Third, is there an identifiable relationship between 

attitudes toward traditi.onal Jewish rituals and points of view toward 

intermarriage? A sample of the affiliated St. Louis Reform community 

returned a questionnafre which gives us the following picture of their 

at t:i.tu.des. 

The fact that nearly all rabbis in St. Louis will offici.ate at a 

marriage ceremony between a Jew and a non-Jew who has not converted is 

not an indication that their congregants favor such marriages. A 

large majority (68%) believe that intermarriages contribute to ass~ni

lation. Most (56%) would guess that the children of the intermarried 

will be less affirmat:i.vely Jewish than t,hose of the inmarried, though 

less than half (45%) agreed with the common defense that divorce is 

more likely among the intermarried. Finally, and most significantly, 

almost every respondent to our questionnaire (93%) prefers that his or 

her ch:tld choose a Jewish spouse. By and large, however, these congre-

gants support their rabbis' actions in performing interfaith weddings. 



Seventy-two per cent feel that rabbis should not refrajn from of fici-

ating at such a wedding. Over a third of these feel strongly about 

the matter. These results were unrelated to such factors as income, 

age, sex, duration of temple membership, and previous affiliation. 

Interviews with congregants selected at random yielded the fol-

lowing rationale for this apparent anomaly. The Reform Jews whom we 

surveyed do not believe that either they or their rabbis can prevent 

the possibility that the young will marry out of Judaism. The fear 

the consequences of such marriages, yet perceive their occurrence to 

be outsi.de of their own control. St. Louis congregant.s whom we inter-

viewed felt that a rabbi should serve two functions on the occasion of 

an intermarriage. li'irst, he should attempt to reduce the social and 

f am:i.li.al stigma attached. to the marriage. Second, he should strive to 

establi.sh or maintain the Jewish identity of the interfaith couple. 

They' do not believe that he can accomplish either of these tasks if 

he refuses to off id.ate. 

It is not the task of this study to determj.ne whether these view-

points on the part of St. Louis congregants constitute a basis upon 

which to rest the case in favor of rabbis officiating at intermarriages. 

Ce:titainly, there are many other considerations to be weighed in a rab-

bi 1 s decision in this matter. One conclusi.on, however, is clear. If 

the opinions of our respondents represent those of the greater St. Louis 

Reform community, rabbis ·there have a clear mandate to continue making 

interfaith marriage under rabbinical officiation an opti.on for their 

congregants. 

Has this more liberal, non-halachic position on rabbinical offj.ci-

at ion at interfa1.th weddings discouraged St. Louis congregants from 
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observh1g vari.ous rituals associa·ted with tradii;ional Judaism? Our 

data indicates that the answer is no. Most St. Louis Reform Jews whom 

we surveyed (66%) see themselves as moderately or very observant of 

Jewish t.radition. About three fourths of them maintain positive atti.-

tudes toward such traditional Jewish practices as wearing a tallis or 

yarmulkah, cantorial music, and yahrtzeit observance. A majority (56%) 

attend services at least eight times annually. Only 5% felt that our 

support for Israel was too extensive~ Home ritual is not lacking 

among respondents to our questfonnaire. Sixty-eight per cent light 

candles to welcome the Shabbat and about half' of these do so frequent·· 

ly. Furthermore, a substanti.al number of these congregants (44%) would 

like to be more observant of Jewish traditi.on than they presently are. 

Only 1% would like to be less observant. Positive att.:l:tudes toward 

and actual practice of Jewish rituals are widespread among St. Louis 

Reform 'congregants • 
. ·: 

One exception to this trend exists. Those who saw themselves as 

.~ .J.. having a higher income than other St. I.ouis Reform Jews tended to be 

somewhat less positive toward traditional observance than orbher respond .. 

ents. Though previous social research wUh regard to differences in-

herent among denominations and sects gave some attention to the apparent 

negaM.ve correlation between :l.ncome and religious "orthodoxy" among 

non-Jewish groups, little information :i.s available about this phenome-

non among Jews. Our questi.onnaire did not ask for a precise estimation 

of income. Rather, each questionnaire recipient was requested to com-

pare his or her income to that of most other St9 Louis Reform Jews~ 

Those who sai.d that their incomes were greater, were less likely to be 

favorable toward some traditional Jewish practi.ces. This was the case 
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wi.th respect to the desirability of having more prayers in Hebrew, 

supporting Israel., stating a wilB.ngness to observe yahrtzeits, and 

desire for increased observance of other aspects of Jewi.sh tradition. 

Those congregants who perceived themselves as wealthier were also more 

likely to rate themselves in the less observant half of our Observance 

Index than were other congregants. Furthermore, these congregants were 

less likely to see interfaith marriage as assimilatory. However, they 

expressed reluctance to see their children marry non-Jews as did other 

respondents (93%). 

The common assumption that socio-economic status is a key· variable 

in determining degree of observance seems to be a reality among our 

respondents. Those who associate themselves with wealth seem to maj_n

ta:in a more negative att1.tude toward traditional Jewish rituals. 

Was there an identifiable relationship between St. Louis Reform 

congregants' viewpoints toward traditional observance and their atti

tudes toward j_nterfaith marriage? Our respondents certainly believed 

( 93%) that those who are more traditional are more likely to oppose 

:interfaith marriage. But they were not correct. Cross tabulations of 

attitudes toward interfaith marriage indicated that this belief did 

not in fact hold true, at least among our respondents. St® Louis Re

form Jews, in the age groups from which our sample comes (see p. 9), 

are not favorable toward intermarriage. This attitude prevailed re

gardless of the extent of a person's traditional behavior or attitudes. 

Respondents who were less traditional were just as likely to oppose 

:interfaith marriage as their more traditional fellow congregants. In 

brief, it is legitimate, I infer, to say that St. Louis Reform Jews 

feel. themselves to be no less concerned. about Jewish survival than 
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other Jews. Nor are they more favorably incl:ined toward seeing their 

children married to non-Jews. However, they seem to see the rabbi who 

officiates at intermarriages as a possible deterrent to further erosion 

of J'ewish solidarity. '.L'hese congregants showed themselves to be aware 

and sensitive to social issues of Jewish concern. They can neither be 

labeled unrealistic nor deluded in ·their beliefs. St. Louis Reform 

Jews are committed to Jewish continuity, indeed to the ultimate sur-

vi val of Jewish community and J1~wish heritage. 
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Dear St. Louis Temple Member, 

John s. Friedman 
c/ o Hebrew Union College 
3101 Clifton Ave. 
Cincinnati, Ohio h5220 

I am a senior student at the Hebrew Union College - Jewish Institute 
of Religion in Cincinnati, Ohio. As a part of my Rabbinic d:Lssertation, 
I have undertaken to survey a few members of the Greater St. Louis 
Reform-Jewish Cmmnunity to find out how modern, American-Jews feel about 
some important issues confronting us today. :My dissertation deals 
specifically with attitudes toward tradition and interfaith marriage. 
I have consulted with Dr. Norman Mirsky as.well aSWfth'"Teaaer8--of'the 
St. Louis-Jewish Community in preparing this questionnaire. I'm sure 
you will give these questions a. great deal of' thought because they are, 
as· you will see, vital in determining just what we think about our beliefs 
and practices as Reform Jews. 

A pre-posted, addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. 
Strict anonymity will be maintained. It would be a great help to me if 
you would complete the questionnaire and return it to me as soon as 
possible. 11hank you very much for your kind cooperation. A very healthy 
and prosperous New Year to you and yours, 

Very sincerely, 

(j_t}.-'i_,_ ~ ' ~f:~--~~~.~--
Jdhn s. Friedman 

JSF/jm 
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1. Are you Jewish? 

2. How many years ha:ve you belonged 
to your present temple? 

3. If you belonged to another temple or 
synagogue before you joined present 
temple was it: 

4. What is your age? 

5. Sex? 

6. Personal Status: 

l Divorced and Remarried? 

(1) ves 
(2)=yo 

(1) Orthodox? 
(2)-Conservative? 
(3)-Reform? 
(!~)~·-·Other? 

Present,, Spouse Jewish? (1) yes 
(2)-no 

Most recent former spouse Je"WiSh? (3)__yes 
o~) __ no 

2 Divorced? 
Most recent former spouse Jewish? (5)_____yes 

(6) ___ no 

3 Widowed and Remarried? -- Present, spouse Jewish'/ (7) yes 
(8)-no 

Former spouse Jewish? (9)---:yes 
(10)~.-.q no 

3 Widowed? -- Former spouse Jewish? ~il) yes 
12£' ·,:no 

-. 

-.-.:....1 



5_Married? 
Spouse Jewish? (13) yes 

( l).i) =---~-no 

6_Single? 

7. How many children do you have? 

8. If you are or were married, were ei'ther 
you or your spouse non-Jewish at the 
tlme of your marriage? 

9. How long have you been married to your 
present spouse? 

10. How do you compare your. income to that 
of mos·t other St. Louis Re.form Jews? 

11. In socio·-economic standing, would you 
guess that most St. Louis Reform Jews are: 

12. · On a scale of one (1) to six (6) how would 
you rate yourself in terms of traditional 
Jewish observance? 

13. Would you feel comfortable in a temple in 
which many congregants chose to wear: 

A. Tallts? (Prayer Shawl) 

A Yarrnulkah? (Skull Cap) 

(1) none 
(2)-one 
(3)--two 
(4)==three 

Present 
Marriage (l)__yes 

(2) no 
Former --

Marriage (1) yes 
(2)=:no 

(1) Greater 
(2)--Same 
(3)=:Less 

(1) Upper 
( 2 )-1,ower Upper 
(3)-Upper Middle 
(4)=-··:Middle 

6 (most observant) --5 
--4 

==3 2 
~l (least observant) 
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lh. Do you prefer services which include the 
participation of a Cantor? 

15. In your home, how often are Shabbat 
candles li·t? 

16. Were you Bar or Bat Mitzvah? 

17. Do you pref er services in which many 
the prayers are read in Hebrew? 

18. With respect to the State of Israel, 
supportive should American Jews be? 

of 

how 

19. Which estimate comes closest to the 
extent of your attendance at services? 

20. Do you (or would you) ligh·t a yahrtzeit 
candle for a deceased relative? 

21. In comparison to your parents, how 
tradi'tional do you see yourself? 

22. In your own observance, would you like 
to be more, same or less observant 
than you are? 

23. Do you agree that Reform Rabb:is should 
refrain from officiating at marriages 
in which the non-Jewish partner has not 
converted to Juda:lsm? 

(1) yes 
(2) no 

(1) Frequently 
(2)--·s,pecial Occasions 
(3)-Sometimes 
(4): _ _:)ever 

(l)_Jes 
(2) __ no 

(1) yes 
(2)_.no 

(l) somewhat more 
(2)-same 
(3):=somewhat less 

(1) weekly 
(2)-twice monthly 
(3 )--monthly 
0..i.)-8 times per year 
(5)~~specia1 occasions 

-only (High Holi
days, Bar/Bat 
Mi"tzvah, etc.) 

(1) yes 
(2)=~no 

(1) more 
(2)--same 
(3) ___ less 

(1) more 
(2)-same 
(3)--_:1ess 

(1) Strongly agree 
(2)--~Agree- · 
(3 )-·-Disagree 
(h)= Strongly disagree 



2t~. Would you prefer that your child 
choose a Jewish spouse? 

25. In your op1n10µ, does interfaith 
marriage contribute to assimilation? 

26. In comparison with the children o.f 
the inmarried (two Jewish parents), 
how affirmatively Jewish would you 
guess the children of the inter
married (one Jewish and one non
Jewish parent) to be? 

27. In your opJnion, is divorce more 
likely among the intermarried? 

28. Do you think that people who are 
more traditional are more opposed 
to interfaith marriage'/ 

29. Do you think that people who are 
more traditional are more opposed 
to their Rabbis' officiating at 
interfaith marriages than those 
less observant of Jewish laws and 
customs? 

30. Would you be willing to be inter
viewed? If yes, please fill in 
name, address and phone no. 

(l) _ _yes 
(2) __ no 

(l)__]!eS 
(2) __ no 

(1) More affirmatively 
-Jewish 

(2) As affirmatively 
-Jewish 

(3) Less affirmatively 
-Jewish 

(1) yes 
(2)=-no 

(1) yes 
(2)==no 

(1) yes 
(2)- ·no 

(1) yes 
('2)-::no 

~--------------111111 
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5 from 
·M.idwest Council, UAHC, St. Louis, MO 

January 5, 1975 
3 Shevat 5736 Date ___________ _ 

I .Rabbi John Friedman, HUC 
~~ To 
~t 

'£, Copy for information of _______________ _;... _____________ _ 
;;~£!-

{1 Subject------------------------------------
i--~~ 

In answer to your telephone inquiry, the following figures indicate 
~ member families. 
·~·' ~ 

REFORM 

B'nai El 325 

., 
Emanuel 250 

Genesis 64 

Israel 1,534 

~- ,-
Kol Am 42 

,-

Shaare Emeth 1,1331 
·\:. 

United Hebrew 1,925 

~- CONSERVATIVE 

B'nai Amoona 1,050 

B'rith Sholom-Kneseth Israel 575 

Shaare Zedek 720 

ORTHODOX 

8 congregations totaling 1,700 or 1,800 members. 

One congregation with both Conservative and Orthorodox 
.I 

member~ numbers 140. 
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Dear Rockdale Member, 

John S. Fr:i.edman 
Hebrew Union College 
3101 Clifton Ave. 
Cj_ncinnati, Ohio 4.5220 

As a part of my Rabbinic dissertation, I have undertaken to survey 
a few members of Rockdale Temple to find out how modern, American Jews 
feel about some important issues confronting us today. My dissertation 
deals specif:i.cally with our attitudes toward tradition and int.erfaith 
marriage. I have consulted with both Dr. Norman Mirsky, Professor of 
Jewish Sociology at the Hebrew Union College and with Rabbi Hahn in 
preparing this questionnaire. I'm sure you will give these questions 
a great deal of thought because they are, as you will see, vital in 
determining just what we think about our beliefs and practices as 
Reform Jews. 

It is important for me t,o define some of the terms in the question
naire. Though they are terms which we all possess in our "Jewish 
·vocabularies, 11 the scientific nat;ure of this study makes their meaning 
rather crucial to this whole enterprise. An understanding of these is 
especially important for the completion of quest.ions 14, 1..5, 18, 19, 
and JO. 

Traditional - One would be called "traditional!' if he/she felt posit:Lvely 
about wearing a tallit or a yarmulkah in services; about the im
portance of Hebrew in the service and Hebrew knowledge among the 
·congregation; and about identification with all Jews rather than 
only those of the Heform Movement. A traditionalist would feel 
negatively about a service in which all the prayers were read in 
English and would probably refrain from frequent violation of 
Jewish food taboos. 

Mainst.ream Reform - One would be called "mainstream Reform" if he/she 
felt positively about the State of Israel; felt that rabbis and 
congregants should be free to wear whatever Jewish religious garb 
they please; and ident1.fied with the Jews as a people while ma.:i.n
taining a genuine concern for the ideals for which Reform has 
stood (for example, freedom if individual expression, wUli.ngnef:is 
to confront yalue :i.ssues without feeling bound by Jewish law)., 

Classical Reform - One would be called "classical Reform" if he/she 
felt that Juda.ism were only a relig:i.on implying no ethnic com
mitment; completely rejected Judaism as a legal system; felt 
sfr1gular national allegiance to the land in which he/she lived 
thus ruling out, any commit.ment to the State of Israel; would be 
offended by Jewish traditional garb in the temple .. 

Of course some of these definitions overlap. While you may find 
yourself agreeing with items in more than one of the above ca.tegor:t.es, 
please choose (questfons 14 and 1.5) the category that best approximates 
your total outlook. If you are marrj.ed, there will be two copies of 

-



this questionnaire enclosed, one for each spouse. Strict anonymi.ty 
w:i.11 be maj.ntained. On completion of this study, results sheets 
may be obtained from Rabbi Hahn. 'rhank you very much for your kind 
cooperation. 

Very sincerely yours, 

U ~L s. ·1· .h .. :--~~--

Jofm s. Ji,riedman 
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Rockdale Temple Questionnaire 

1. How long have you been associated with Rockdale? _ __]fears 

2. Did you belong to another synagogue before you 
joined Rockdale? __ yes 

no 

3. Was it Reform, Conservative, ~- Orthodox, other? 

4. What is your age? _21-30, __ 31-40, ___ hl=50, __ 51-60 
__ 61-70, _71-over 

6. 

female What sex are you? --
Personal Status. 

Divorced and remarried? 
Present spouse Jewish? ___J1es 

no 
Divorced? 

Most recent former spouse Jewish? ____J1es 
___ no 

Married? 
Present spouse Jewish? __ yes 

no 
Widowed? 

Former spouse Jewish _yes 
no 

. ,. · _ _single? 

7. Number of Children. ____ 

8. If you are or were married, were either you or 
your spouse non-Jewish at the t:\.me of your marri.age? 

Present .. Marriage ___Jl0S ~-no 
Former Marriage ~~yes ~no 

9. How long have you been married to your present spouse? ____,years 

10. What is the extent of your education? _No High School, 
~Some High School, ~High School Graduate, ~~ome College, 
~College Graduate, ~Graduate or Professional School. 

11. What factor influenced you most in your decision to join Rockdale? 

12. Do you think that your income is greater or less than that of 
other members? greater, ~less, ~--same* 

13. Are most members of H.ockdale Temple Middle, __ .. _Upper Middle, 
Lower Upper, or Upper Class~ 
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14. As a Reform Jew, do you consider yourself ~Classical, 
_Mainstream Reform, or __More Traditional? 

15. Is there a trend at Rockdale to be Classical, 
__ Mains·tream Reform, or __ 'MO're Traditional? 

16. Is there a trend at Rockdale to be more or less supportive 
of the Sta.te of Israel than in the Past? 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

More Less -
Are you in agreement with this trend? __ yes no -
In your own observance, would you like to be _more, or __ same, 
or less traditional than you are? 

.Are you more, same, less observant of Jewish 
rituals, laws-;-alld customs ·than were your parents? 

What customs, in your opinion, make some Reform Jews more 
traditional than others? (list two or ·t.hree) 

21. Are you, or would you be, in favor of having all or par·t. of 
the Hebrew portion of the Union Prayer Book service 
chanted or sung at Rockdale? 

None Part All --
22. Would you prefer more or less Hebrew in the service? 

More Less 

23. Have you attended an adult education seminar at the temple 
in the last year? __ yes __ no 

211. How do you feel about the statement: 
"Reform rabbis should be discouraged from performing 

interfaith marriages. 11 

~~Strongly agree, ~Agree, ~Disagree, ~Strongly disagree 

25. Would you prefer that your child choose a Jewish spouse? 
___J1es ~no ~no opinion 

26. In your opinion, does int;erfaith marriage lead to assimilation? 
__J1es _._no 

27. Would you guess that the children of interfaith marriages are 
~more, or ~less affirmatively Jewish? 

28. Are you and your present spouse both Jewish? _ _Jles _no 

29. Does interfaith marriage, in your opinion, increase the 
possibility for divorce? _yes ___ no 
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30. Do you think that people who are more traditional are more 
opposed to interfaith marriage? __ _yes __ no 

31. Do you think that people who are more traditional are more 
opposed to their Rabbi's officiating at interfaith 
marriages than those less observant of Jewish laws 
and customs'( _yes __ no 
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Rockdale Temple Pilot Study Hesults~~ (N:39) 

1. How long have you been associated with Rockdale? 

1-10 years: 
11-20 

10'~ 
18% 

21-30 
31-40 
41-50 
51-60 
60 up 

28% 
: 13% 
:. 10% 
: 10% 

10% 

2. Did you belong to another synagogue before you 
joined Rockdale? 

Yes: 36% 
No: 64% 

3. Was U Reform, Conservative, Orthodox, Other? (N:l4) 

!i 8 

5. 

Reform 71% 
Conservative: 14% 
Orthodox 7% 
Other 7% 

What is your age? 

' 21-30: 0% 
31-40: 23% 
41-50: 15% 
51-60: 31% 
61-70: 15% 
71 up: 15% 

What sex are you? 

Male 17 
F'emale: 22 

6. Personal Status. 

Divorced: 

Married 

Widowed 

Most recent former spouse Jewish: 5% 
Most recent former spouse non-Jewish: 
Present spouse Jewish: 67% 
Present spouse non-Jewish: 3% 
Former spouse Jewish: 13% 

Sinp:le 10% 

--·---
* Maximum 1% error due to rounding 

(None remarried) 
3% 
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7. Number of Children 

One 10% 
'l'wo 49% 
'rhree: 15% 
Four 8% 
None : 18% 

8. If yiou are or were married, were either you or your spouse non
Jewish at the time of your marriage? 

Present Marriage Yes: 
Former Marriage Yes: 

13%, No: 
3%, No: 

54% 
13% No response: 17% 

9$ How long have you been married to your present spouse? 

Longest: LJ years 
Shortest: 1 year 
Median: 2L years 
Mean: 23.28 years 

10. Extent of education? 

No High School: 0% 
Some High School: 0% 
High School Graduate: 8% 
Some College: 28% 
College Graduate: h9% 
Graduate or Professional School: 15% 

ll. What factor influenced you most in your decision to join Rockdale? 

Rabbi Hahn: 31% 
'l'he Rabbi : 13% 
Family long-time Members: 15% 
Religious ]~due ation: 3% 
No response: 37% 

12. Do you think that your income is greater or less than that of 
ot,her members? 

Greater: 18% 
Same: 28% 
Less: 36% 

No Response: 18% 

13. ArE> most members of Rockdale Temple Middle, Upper Middle, Lower Upper, 
or Upper Class? 

Middle 8% 
Upper Middle: 79% 
Lower Upper 10% 
Upper 0% 
No Response : 3% 



ll1. As· a Reform Jew, do you consider yours(~lf Classical, Mainstream, 
Reform, or More Traditional? 

Classic al 15% 
Mainstream Reform: 72% 
More •rraditfonal 8% 

15. Is there a trend at, Rockdale to be Classical? Mainstream Reform? 
More Traditional? 

Classical 8% 
Mainstream Reform: 72% 
More Tradi tj_onal 10% 

No Response: 10% 

16. Is there a trend at, Rockdale to be or less supportive of the 
State of Israel than in the past? 

More: 95% 
Less: 5% 

17. Are you in agreement with this trend? 

Yes: 81.1% 
No: 8% 

No Response: 8% 

18. In your own observance, would you like to more, the same, or less 
traditional than you are? 

More: 21% 
Same: 72% 
Less: 5% 
No Response: 3% 

19. Are you more, the same, or less observant of Jewish rituals, laws, 
and customs than were your parents? 

More: 28% 
Same: 28% 
Less: 36% 
No Hesponse: 8% 

20. What customs, in your opim.on, make some Reform Jews more traditional 
than others? (List two or three) 

Shabbat Observance: 36% 
Passover Sedar: 10% 
Servi.ce Attendance: 3% 
Holiday Observance: 13% 
Singing in Services: 3% 
Home Customs: 3% 
Minor Holiday Observance: 3% 
Kashruth: 18% 
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Jewish Ritual Garb (tallis or yarmulkah): 28% 
Hebrew Knowledge: 15% 
Having been Bar Mitzvah: 3% 
Orthodox Background: 3% 

21. Are you, or would you be, in favor of having all or part, of the 
Hebrew portion o.f the Union Prayer Book service chanted or 
sung at Rockdale2 

None:; h8% 
Part: 51% 
All :; a%i 

22. Would you prefer more or less Hebrew in the service? 

More: 15% 
Same: 21% 
Less: h8% 
No Response: 15% 

23. Have you attended an adult education seminar at the temple in the 
last year? 

Yes: 8% 
No: 92% 

2h. How do you feel about the statemen·t: 

"Reform rabbis should be discouraged from performing interfaith 

marriages • 11 

Strongly agree: 3% 
Agree: 10% 

Di c:'l% sagree: :1 

Strongly Disagree: 36% 

Would you prefer that your child choose a Jewish spouse? 

Yes: 69% 
No: 3% 

No Response: 5% 
No Opinion (written :in): 18% 

26. In your opinion, does :int,erfaith marriage lead to assimilation? 

Yes: 62% 
No: 33% 

No Response: 5% 
2'7. Would you p:uess that the children of interfaith marriages are more 

or less affirmatively Jewish? 

More: 8% 
Less: 72% 
No Response: 21% 
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28. Are you and your present spouse both Jewish'? 

Yes: 67% 
No: 8% 

No H.esponse: 26% 

29. Does interfaith marriage, in your opinion, increase the possibility 
for divorce? 

Yes: 54% 
No: 41% 

No Response: 5% 

30. Do you think that people who are more traditional are more opposed 
to interfaith marriage? 

Yes: 92% 
No: 5% 

No Response: 3% 

31. Do you think that people who are more tradiM.onal are more 
Opposed to thelr rabbis I. Officiating at interfaith marriages 
than those less observant of Jewish laws and customs? 

Yes: 92% 
No: 3% 

No Response: 5% 
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