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The study presented in this dissertation focused on the
patterns of intergroup contacts and relations that exist between
Jews and non-Jews, residents of the middle class suburbh of Newton
Mearns.

The investigation focused on four main spheres of soclal
behaviour: 1. Leisure time activity; 2. Formal associations;:

3. The economic environment; 4, Neighbourly relations. Farticular
reference was made tc the contribution of each of these spheres

towards the fommation of intergroup friendships, which constituted

the fifth sphere of social behaviour.

The method employed was a survey, supplemented by observation
and extended interviews. T™wo samples, a Jewish and a anon—-Jewish,
stratified by sex, were drawn. The Jewish sauple was drawn from
a list complled through information cbtained from various Jewlsh
organlisations, and the non~Jewish sample was drawn from the
Asgessor's Valuation Roll. Twe separate schedules were drawn and
the field work was carried out by two teams of interviewers (a Jew-
ish and a non-Jewish team), in the period between July 1973 and
April 1974. Altogether 28C interviews with Jewish and 221 with
non-Jewish heads of household were completed.

The findings showed that, of the four spheres-exaﬁine&,
leisure time activity seemed to be the most segregated sphers of
sccial behaviour. Formal associations were somewnat less segregated
but, in a large number of cases, affiliation with a wmixed association
did not involve meaningful interactions between Jews and non~Jews.

The neighbcourhood and work were the two spheres which brought most



(iv)
Jews and non-Jdews into contact. These were alsc the spheres in
which ethnic considerations were the least prewvadlent.

Very few of these contacts were transformed into cleose

6]

friendships:ef the four spheres, the work and neighbourhood were
the most conducive to the formation of intewroup friendships.

A number of factors were related to fommation of these friend-
ships. The mest important cnes were: {1} the tvpe of situvation
in which the contact has occurred and the extent to which behaviour

was prescribed by relatively fimed and accepted rules of conduct;
{2} the centrifugal and centripetal forces both operating within
the Jewish communlty; most important were the centripetal forces
and thelr concomitants of social insulation, the fesling of unease

-

in the company of non-Jews the suspicion that most non-Jews are

and
anti-Semitic: and [(3) the wide:

Tlive and let live' type, towards any fuxther contact with Jews,
amongst the non-Jewish respondents.

Zven when close intergroup friendshi

not compare very favourably with ingroup

intensity, ¢

anxieties and sensit

[

By and large, rel

surrounded by an

were friendly, but did not go bevond a

little emotional suovstance or personal lavolvement.
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PART O N E: INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER l: INTRODUCTION

A, The Direction Established

The present study is an empirical investigation, at the micro-
sociological level, of the relations between Jews and non-Jews in
Newton Mearns. It differs from other micro-level studies in the
field of ethnic relations insofar as the main interest does not lie
in documenting the existence of prejudice (Blalock Jr. 1367, pp.2-10;
Schermerhorn 1970, p.6). Rather it aims at studving patterns of
intergroup contact and interaction amongst both Jews and non-Jews.

The need for such an investigation has been recently pointed out
by various sociologists involved in the study of Jewish communities in
Britain (Freedman 1955, p.226; Davis in Gould & Esh 1964, p.xi; Gould
in Gould & Bsh 1964, p.197; Krausz 1965, pp.207-208). It has been
pointed out that there is a basic gap in our knowledge and understand-
ing of Jewish life in modern Britain, and that the various investigations
in the field have been of extremely %inward loocking', "parochial’
nature, "that is to say, they examine the subject either without
adeguate reference to the total environment, or to the varying Jewish
experience outside the immediate local framework"” (Davis in Gould & Esh
1964, p. xi). Az a result it has been suggested that further studies
of Jewish life "must be complemented by detailed studies of the non~
Jewish group, and the two aspects must become integrated” (Krausz,1965,
PPR.207-208) . In spite of these strong indications, not much was done
to correct the bias. Research into the various Jewish communities
in Britain has continued along this ‘inward locking® line (Carrier

1969; Harris 1969; Gottleib 1970; Cromer 1873) and fell within the



four main forms of Jewish sociclogy cutlined by Gould. These were:

{2} minority studies; (b) statistical and demographic studies; (c¢) studies
of the structure of Jewish life and (d) studies of the social psychology
of the Jew (Gould 1961, pp.55 ). The field, however, has not been
completely overlooked in Britain. Some aspects of the relations
between Jews and non-Jews, namely those relating to affiliation with
non-sectarian associations, intermarriage and sociability/friendship
patterns, have been studied. However, they were seen through these
so-called 'inward locking' spectacles,; as part of the larxger problem

of Jewish identification and integration into the wider social structure
(Krausz 1963) pp.125-134; Krausz 1965, pp.l7, 157-1756; Harris 1969,
pp.1l2, 130~-132+¢ Cromer 1973, p.?S—Sl).(i) As such;accounts produced
by these studies can hardly be-seen as adequate accounts of intergroup
relations, nor was it attempted to see them as such.

While the construction of the present study came as a direct response
to the inadeguacies revealed by Jewish sociclogy, on further examination
of the field of ethnic relations in Britain not much reference was found
to the relations that exist between members of the 'core society’

(2}

(Gordon 1964, p.72) and those of the Jewish minoxrity group. Any

reference in that direction took the form of studying anti-Semitic
prejudices and the personality structure of the Anti-Semite (Eysenck 1353

, Ch.l4; Robb 1954).(3)The recently increased interest in ethnic and

1. See further Bernard Lazerwitz's account of the measures developed to
study Jewish identification (Lazerxrwitz 1973, p.204).

2. Milton Gordon uses this temm to refer to the majority group in America
being composed of 'white, Protestant middle class®.

3., For one of the most influential studies in this field in America see
adorno et al 1950 and Christie & Jahoda {(eds.) 1954 for a critique.



race relations in Britain has left the Jewish community untouched.
Most of these studies centred around the direct source of this
interest, namely the coloured immigrant. The study of intergroup
relations was thus confined to specific incidents or areas of dis-
crimination and conflict (Daniel 1368; Rex & Moore 1971), and the
contribution toc the ongeoing debate as to the relative usefulness
of the immigration wversus the race relations perspective (Banton
1967, pp.36B£f; allen 1971, pp.l163ff; Richmond & Assistants 1973).

It is obvious that studies of prejudice alone cagnot encompass
the type of problem this study is concerned with. Eysenck himself is
well aware of the need for other than psychological studies to account
for intergroup relations {(Evsenck 1953, p.26l). The inadeguacies of
explaining behavicur in temms of attitudes alone are by now well
docurented in the social psychological literature. There is a
recognition that attitudes are only one of the varlables in intergroup
situations and that, in order to understand the lattexr, an examination
of these situations themselves is needed (Brockover 1952,p§.196—202).(l)
Thus, the present study was further shaped by this need tc go beyond
parochial observations as regards the Jewish and non~Jewish groups,
towards an examination of the situations in which members of these
two 'groups' are involved together.

Finally, the investigation was further directed by some gaps in
the socioclogical understanding arising from the local scene. According

(2)

to the Jewish Yearbock, there are scme 13,400 Jews in Glasgow, some

1. For further discussion see Lindzey & Aromson 1965, Vol.5, Ch.37,
op.42-44,

2. This number remained unchanged for at least the past 15 years.
For the pericd of this present study see: The Jewlish Year Book,
p.121; 1973, p.119; 1974, p.120.



1)

60% of them, by a rough estimate,( rresiding in the predominantly
middle class suburbs of Giffnock, Whitecraigs and NHewton Meaxns. As
far as the Jewish community is concemed, there has been one oreliminary
, , N . . o 2
study of Jewish youth in Newton Mearns and VWhitecraigs (Millar 1971),( )
but no studies of adult members of the community. Similarly, the
Scottish middle class is, perhaps, the most neglected section in
otk (3)
British soclety.

Thus, in effect the present study treads virtually unexplored fields
of study both in texrms of Jewish sociclogy, sociology of inter-ethnic

(4}

relations and the sociological understanding of the middle class

way of life in Scotland. as a result, it i1s exploratory in nature

1. Estimated by Dr E.Golombok, the editor of the "Jewish Echo", the
local Jewish newspaper, on the basis of the area-distribution of the
paper in Glasgow. An identical estimate was made by Mr Paul Vincent,
Senior Lecturer in Scociclogy, University of Strathclyde, observer of
The Jewish community in Glasgow.

2y This study was conducted for the purpose of obtaining the B.AR. degree
in sociology. The chief interest was in examining assimilation
tendencies of middle class Jewish vouth (age groups 14-22), with
particular reference to comparisons between members of the Orthodox

and Reformed movements. (Millar 1971, pp.44-45.) It should be noted
here that the Reform movement 1s somewhat more 'liberal’ than the
Orthodox one in interpreting the religious cocdes. For further details
see Krausz 1863/64, pp.82-

3. It should be stated here that the study of the English middle classes
suffered from a similar neglect, though to a somewhat lesser extent.

It has been recently noted by Colin Bell that the middle classes form
the stratum that the soclcologist mémtly mixes with but rarely writes
about. The position that the widdle classes occupy in British
sociology has been described by him as "peculiar® to the effect that
they are usually relegated to a footnote but are included in a paradiom
for the sake of theoretical symmetry (3ell 1968, p.l). Aas if to
demonstrate the point made zbove, Goldthorpe & Lockwood have complained
of the lack of detailed studies of the life stvles of the British
middle class. This was stated in a footnote (Goldthorpe, Lockwood

et al 1965, p.21).

4. Only two sets of studies centred (amongst other topics) on the
relations between Jews and non-Jews in America - The Cornell University
Studies (Williams Jr. 12¢4; Dean 1955 and Dean in M.Sklare 1958) and
the Lakeville Studies (Ringer 189€7).



and represents an attempt at deriving both basic data and hypotheses
for further research.

Before proceeding with a more detailed discussicn of the study,
the choice ¢f the suburb and the method of investigation, a short note
as to the use of the temms ‘ethnic’® and "non-Jewish ' group is needed.
The term 'ethnic group' is generally understood to designate "a
collectivity within a laxrger society having real or putative common
ancestry, memories of a shared historical past and a cultural focus®
(Schermerhomm 1970, p.l1l2). Some important elements added to this
definition from the field of anthropology serve to specify the tewnm
further to relate to a group which “"is largely biologically self-
perpetuating...makes up a field of communication and interaction”
and "has a membership which identifies itself, and is identified by
others as constituting a category distinguishable from other categories
of the same order” (Barth (ed.) 1969, p.9). Thus defined, it is clear
that the Jewilish minority constitutes an ethnic group. They have a

(1)

shared historical past, a cultural—reiigious basis, gstrict rules of
endogany, a closely knit network of interaction, and finally also

gelf identification and definition by others. On the other hand,
treating non~-Jews as a ‘group’ is purely a matter of convenience. It
is not used to imply any generic characteristic relating to membership
of this ‘group®. Furthermore, while some of the characteristics
involved in the definition of an ethnic group micght be vaguely applied

to non-Jews by virtue of common nationality, these certainly do not

involve self identification as ‘non~Jews'. In other words, in

1. Jewry is sometimes referred to as “"a civilisation®. See
in Freedman 1955, p.4.



speaking of a “non~Jewish group', no reference is made to a group in

the social psychological sense of the word (Sprott 1958, »p.9-22). The
definition comes from within the Jewish group, for whom '"non~Jews' form
the external world as exemplified by the Hebrew ternm ’GOYEMﬁf(l)
widely used to refer to all those who are not Jewish. It iz in this

loose frame that the term ‘non-Jews' is used hexe, for want of a better

concept.

E. The Study-3cope

2s stated earlier, the chief aim of the stuly lies in a wish to
understand the complex nature of interxgroup relations as experienced by
members of both the Jewish and non~Jewish group. These relations,
however, do nct occur in a sccial wvacuum. Contacts and interaction
across ethnic lines usually occur in situations and settings which
vary in the degree to which they are structured, or within which inter-
action is predetermined by role and status cbligations and require-
ments. Bccepting the fact that the number of such situations can be
infinite, some limits had to be established. This was done on the
hasis of the two sets of studieg (Cornell and Lakeville) mentioned
earlieriz)and of an exploratory study that I conducted in Newton Mearns
in 1897Z. Four main spheres of social bshaviour were selected for a
close examination, with particular reference to their potential
contribution towards the formation of intergroup friendships. The
latter constituted the fifth sphere of social behaviour. Thus the

study centred around the following fields of interaction:

1. Literally means ‘nation’.

2. See footnote.4; p.4.



1. Leisure time activity
2. Formal associations

3. The work environment
4, Weighbourly relations

and 5. Friendship relations.

Within each of these spheres, the types of situation that bring
Jews and non-Jews into contact have been examined and the nature of
the interaction that followed has been assessed. additional
reference has been made to attitudes which the respondents held in
relation to intergroup relations in general and in specific spheres,
as well as attitudes directed towaxrds the group as a whole. Further
attention has alsoc been directed towards some aspects of Jewish
identification and basic social and demographic factors in an attempt
to achieve a general picture of the background for these relations.
The underlying assumption was that when individuals enter a situation
and interact with each other, this is not done on a ‘tabula rasa’'
basis. Each individual brings intc the situation his own personat
history of past contacts, attitudes, feslings, expectations and values.
in Schutz'’s terms, these are all elements of a social world ftaken
for granted' (Schutz 1964, pp.230-232). As such, they form an
integral part of the problem under investigation and are relevant to
the un8erstanding of intergroup relations.

It is hoped that this study will be a contribution to the existing
body of sociological knowledge, to the extent that it permits an
integration of both the Jewish and non-Jewish accounts of the current
nature of the relations that exist between them. Any further
contributions towards a non-parochial uwnderstanding of Jewish life in

Britain and towards an increase in our empirical knowledge of the



middle class way of life would be a by-product of the study.

C. The Choice of the Suburb

Hewton Mearns was chosen as the area in which the investigation
would be anchored for a number of reasons mostly related to the pesition
of the Jewish community in Glasgow.

A realistic assessment of the character of intergroup relations
could only be achieved within a setting which reflected the socio-
logical position of the Jews in Glasgow. Since the Jewish community
as noted earlier was mainly concentrated in the middle class suburbs
south to the River Clyde, Newton Mearns was thought of as represent-
ative of a large section of the community. Furthermore, with most of
its Jewish population being second and third@ generation highly
acculturated Jews, it reflects fairly accurately the position of the
Glasgow Jewish community.(i} This latter point was also very important
since it allows analysis within a frame of reference other than
‘immigrant-host’ or 'first generation foreign speaking minoxity' and
the wider society. Any such frame would not reflect accurately the
type of intergroup relations in which Jews and non-Jews are involved
in Glasgow.(zi

Further consideration was given to the fact that Newton Mearns is
the only suburb in Glasgow (and in Scotland) to accommodate two syna-
gogues which represent different streams in Judaism (Reform and Ortho-
dox) . At the same time, it alsc includes four parishes of the
Church of Scotland (Church of Scotland Yearbook 1971, pp.169, 171;

1972, pp.169, 171;: 1973, pp.169-171) and a small Catholic community

(The Catholic Directory for Scotland 1971, p.243; 1973, p.257), thus

1, 2. See Appendix.



representing the two mainstreams of both Christian and Jewish
religious life in Scotland.

In addition to the above considerations, the compactness of the
area and the relative ease of accessibility by bus were clear advan~
tages as far as fieldwork was concerned. The cholice of the area was

based, therefore, on both practical and theoretical considerations.

D. Methodology

The nature and scope of the study have suggested the survey
method, supplemented by participent cobservation, as the most sultable
for my purposes. The possibility of using the latter technigue,
however, wasg strongly limited by wvarious factors. Flrstly, it was
only possible for studying relations developed locally. As regards
the contacts and interactions which were maintained outside Newton
Mearns, it was practically lmpossible to use the observation technigue.
The utilization of this technigue locally was further limited by othex
factors. Financlially it was not possible to establish residence in
the area due to the hicgh rent charged. Conseguently, it was decided
to establish some locel links and use them for cbservation. This
proved to be very easy as far as members of the Jewish community in
the area were concerned, due to my Israsell nationality. The first
preliminery interviews resulted in other social invitations and the
number of links esteblished was large encugh to allow cbservations of
soine meanind. The number of links was further increased through
various other channels, Since 1872 I have been teaching Hehrew in
Langside College and Links House (the central office for the various
Zionist organisations) and was in close contact with the varicus
Israeli delegates to Jewish organisations in Glasgow (Habonim,

Bnei-Akiva - two vouth organisations and the Jewish Agency and



Maccabi).:k I also freguented meetings and functions organised bv
various Jewish organisations and synagogues, the Association of Jews
and Christians and the Sharing of Faiths Committee. A1l of these
provided further useful links and discussicons which, in turn, have
provided further insights intoc the position of the Jews in Glasgow
in general and in Newton Mearns in particular,

Penetrating non-Jewish circles in Newton Mearns proved much more
difficult. The first interxviews in the area did not result in further
invitationsrané the lack of loecally based organisations have severely
limited the possibility of applying the observation technigue to non-
Jews in the area. Az a result, the discussion concerning non-Jews is
based on the survey results, whereas that concerning the Jews in the
area gains further insights.from impressions derived through direct
obsexvgition.

(19 The Samples

The formulation of the sampling frame for the survey and the
decision as to the unit to be sampled were strongly affected by the
well-docmented problems of sampling a Jewish population through a
definition other than self-identification in answering a direct guestion
(Neustatter in Freedman 1955, pp.59-63). The problem was even more
complicated in the present case. Previous research has revealed that
the religion of the interviewer might affect responses to attitude
guestions (Selltiz, Yahoda, Deutsch and Cook 1965, p.548+¢ Krausz 1967,
pRp.71-75; Allen and Williams Jr. 1968, pp.410-422). Furthermore, due
to the different tvpes of information that were needed from Jewish and
non-Jewish respondents (mainly relating to Jewish identity and inter-
group attitudes), interview schedules were not completely identical.
These considerations made a strong case for establishing the religious

identification of the respondents prior to the interviewing stage in

10



order to avold a state of total chaos.

i

Arising out of the sbove consideration was the problem of
establishing two sampling frames which would be sufficiently similarx
to enable comparisons between the Jewisgh and non-Jewish accounts.
To meet this =nd, attention was first turned to compliing a scurce
list which would be sufficiently complete to form the sampling frame
for the Jewish reszpondents. Membership and mailing lists of nine
synagogues and of twenty Jewish corganisations wers inspected. In
addition to these, in oxder to cope with the problem of "non~affiliated”
Jews, a list of some 10C typically Jewish surnames was complled. Since

. 5

names provided by the varicus lists related malnly Lo heads of families,

1)
. P - v e N . " 5
it was decilded to use households as the main sempling wit.

iy

The list of Jewish families complled throush information gathered

.

from the varicus Jewish organisations was checksed against the Valuation

0ll for the Parish of Mearns 1272-73 {issued by the County Council office
in Paisley), as was the list of typically Jewish swmanes. In that way,
scme 59¢ househelds, of the 3,618 houssholds listed wmderx
Mearns”, were identified sz Jewish. These then formed the source list
For a sample of the non-Jewish population, the total list under
in the Valuation Roll was flrst taken. A small sub-
group of Jewish household heads appeared in this second sample. These

= i

were used as a statistical check to the assumption that the number of

.

unidentified Jews in the area was marginal. It was assume

O
£
o
t
5]
0
o
¢F

-

cf the Jews entering the general sample would have already besen

1.'Household' was defined in the same way as used by XKrausz following
the census lines: “One person living alone or a member of persons
living together, partaking of meals preparsd together and benefitting

from a common household” (Krausz 1865, p.212}.

11
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identified by the Jewish source list. Thus, this sscond sample could

be used to test the vallidity of the Jewish source list a5 a sampling
frame, After eliminating Jewish households thus identified from

e 4 . e s 2 oy e R o b P %
this sample, the remainder was used to provide the

()

<o be compared with the Jewish one.
The sampling frame described zhove forms a modified version of

the stratified random sampling technicgue (Selltiz, Janhoda, Deutsch

and Cook 1965, pp.526-533; Parten 1950, p.212-228) to the effect that

P g &

only one of the source lists related to universe sampled, that is, the

source list for the non~Jewish semple included Jews and, as such,

-~ I8

nors than the “wniverse

L

]

h
T

These represent a response rate of 72.0% of all those contacted and

o

, e m L2} - -
identified as Jewish and a refusal rate of 28.0%.

1. These were ncot, as could have been expected, households identified
through the list of typically Jewish names. In fact these wers two
names drawn from the lists of contxibutors to Jewish organisations.

2. These 280 respondents were identified as J
the Interview Schedule. The rest were identified as such by virtue of
elther a "Mezuzah® on the door or self identification.

12



For the general sample, some 487 households were drawn at
random from the Valuation Roll: 53 of these were identified by the
Jewish scurce list as Jewish households. GI the remaining 434 house-
holds, 100 turned cut to bhe “non-contact™; 70 on account of moving

(1)

out of the area:; 20 on account of being “never in® and 10 deceased
or hospitalized at the time. Thus, in effect, contact was made with
only 330 household heads, a further 5 of which were found to be Jewish.
The small number of Jewish households which were not identified as

such prioxr to the contact shows that the Jewish source list accounted
for over 90% of the Jewish households in the arez and that any sample
drawn from that list according to the proper principles of random
selection would be fairly representative of the Jewish population in
the area. In the final count, then, 325 non-Jewish household heads
were contacted and interviews were completed with scme 221 respondents,

120 men and 101 women. This represents a respconse rate of 68.0%.

(2, The Interview Schedules and Pilot Studies

The construction of the two interview schedules was based partly

on existing samples of such schedules (Krausz 19¢5, Willmott and Young

- the zschedule

O
h
p]

1967 and Goldthorpe and Lockwood 1368}, and on parts
used by B.Ringer (1967), made available to me by the "Jewish Emerican
Committee” Library in Jerusalem in the summer of 1972, Most
importantly, however, the construction of the interview schedule was
bazed on an exploratory study I conducted in Newton Meamms and on

two pilet studies carried out in preparation of the suxvey in the
neighbouring suburbs of Giffnock and Wnitecraigs. The exploratory

study consisted of in~depth interviews and discussions with leading

1. See discussion in Appendix.
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mewbers in the Jewish community, 4 ninistersof the church, the vouth

District Council at BEastwood Toll and in

such interviews were recorded,

The first pilot study was

1973,y which tine a rough copy

completed, Some 15 Jewlsh and 10 non~Jewish household heads from the
neighbouring suburb of Giffnock were interviewed. Subseguently, the

asked, thelr wording and order and in the design of the schedules for
zase of completlon.

The second pllot study was cavried out by the interviewsrs as

(2) The Interviewers and Field Work

Great care was ¢iven to the selection of interviewers both in
terms of experience and approach to the orodech. By the end of June
1873, 18 interviewers had been selected. These formed two teams: a

team of 9 Jewish and 2 non-Jewish interviewers. All, except 3 of
at lsast one degree in the social
sciences and, in addition,; 12 of them had prior interviewing
experience. 211 of them received two training sessions conducted

alonyg the lines suggested by Parten, Schofield and otherxs (Partem 1950,

op.332-369; Schofield 1969, pp.58-565; Goode & Hatt 1952, pp.184-207),

14



and modified to accommodate my personal experience of 4 vears as an
interviewer for the Institute of a&pplied Social Research in Jerusalem.
Bach interviewer was then sent to Whitecraigs and conducted at least

two interviews as part of his or her training. These were checked at

individually with each

The fieldwork proper started in the middle of July 1973, aiming

Fod

at 300 completed neads of households and the
same number with the non~Jewlsh ones. By the end of Avril 1974, afterx

nine months of field work, it was decidsed to stop the interviewlng

process in spite of the fact that the orxiginasl obidective was not

achisved.
it be noted that within this perliod thers was a ma‘tor war

¢h might have affected the

awareness of Jews in the ares amongst the non-Jewlsh respondents. For

&

2se reasons, interviewlng was ztopped for a period of six weeks from

the day the war broke out (3xd Octoher 1273} . Cr the whole, most of
the interviews with Jewish heads of household werse completed prior to
the war (73.9% crx Most of the intexviews conducked

wi other hand, were completed after

of ﬁ%BEf}m I+ is there-

responzes to the varlous gues ng was negll 3 If at all, it

-

would show up in greater salien lents in the area
amongst the non-Jewish respondents. (I personally checked each inter-

view schedule that was completed and failed to notice any considerable

change in the tyre of answers produced by the respondents whe were

¥,
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interviewees are either rigidly categorized or arxe fixed a priorxi.

Hence a deliberate attempt was made to include as many “open ended”
probes or follow-up questions as possible. In this way a more accurakte
judgement of the attitudinal position taken by the respondents was

posszible.

P SO S,
thalt the

rere elinminakted

the pilot studies discussed earlier. Farthermore, in

this respect, again, the "open ended
an attempt to assess the wvarious ways in which the guestions and some
of the concepits used were lnlterpreted. Although these cannot rzsolve
the problem completely, they have contributed towards a satisfactory

analysis of the issues under investigation.

nas been dealt with extensively by Goldthorpe

and Logiwood {1962, »p.49+3L1), rzlates directly to the accuracy znd

credibility of the respondents’ rapori; thers ls the possibllity

;,,l
o
}
o
h
o
[
o
0

occurring in the data as 2 result of the spondents’ attempt to present

thenselves in a favourable light to the interviewer. The same authors

have also conter

o FRREN T BN e gy o oD - SR
are ryarely able to maintain a

Ffrontg!

e

asted

average) . Thus, waile these limitations and possible sources of bias

in the intervisw naterial mwust be bome in wind, these are common to

most sociologlcal zesearch which relies heavily on interview material.
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resulted in 280 completed interviews with Jewish and 221 with non-
Jewish heads of household. Alternating between male and female
(wvhere this was possible), interviews were completed with egual
numbers of Jewish men and women (140 each). Amongst the non-Jewish
respondents the position is slightly different, with 120 completed
interviews with men and 10l with women. These, however, should not
be seen as representative of the relative proportions of male to
female amongst the household heads in Newton Mearns, since no attempt
at such a representation was intrcduced into the sampling procedure.

Turning to an examination of the age distribution, Table 1
reflects the extent of self-selection in moving into Newton Mearns.
Very few of the respondents were found in the youngest age groups.
#ith house prices in 1973 being between £17,000 and £25,000, depending
on size,(l) this is not surprising. The relatively higher proportion
of non~Jewish respondents in the younger age group is explained by
some of the ministers in the area in occupational terms. They noted
that a large proportion of the non~Jewish residents were "striving
young executives” working for the big national firms who are being
transferred evexry five to six years, and for whom mortgages are
readily available.

Most of the respondents can be found within age groups 30-39,
although the non-Jewish respondents were slightly younger than the
Jewish respondents.

The women form a somewhat morxe hetercgeneous group than the men,
with a somewhat larger proportion of vounger and older women, amongst

both the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents.

1. Figures cbtained from estate agent's window display.
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TARBLE l: AGE BY SEX - JEWISH AND NON~-JEWISHE RESPONDENTS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

Age AlL

Groups Respondents Male Female
20-29 24 8.6 10 7.1 14 10.0
30-39 72 25.8 41 29.3 3% 22.1
40-48 &3 23.2 36 25,7 29 20.7
50-59 67 23.8 31 22,1 36 25.7
6069 39 13.9 15 10.7 24 17.2
70+ i3 4.6 7 5.0 6 4.3
TOTALS 280 10C.0 140 99.9 140 100.0
NOH~-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

Age All

Groups Respondents Male Female
20~29 23 10.4 6 5.0 17 16.8
30~-39 &6 29.9 44 36.7 22 21.8
40~49 54 24.4 31 25.8 23 22.8
50-58 38 17.2 22 18.3 18 15.8
60569 24 10.9 12 10.0 1z 11.¢9
To+ 15 7.2 5 4.2 11 i0.9
TOTALS 221 1060.0 120 100.0 101 1co.0

C. Marital Status and Family Size

It has been noted by Clark that suburban houses typlcally
attract familles with young children (1968, pp.121-194). Indeed,

most of the respondents (87.9% ~ 246 of N=280 amongst the Jewish

21



and 86.5%, 192 of N=221 amongst the non-Jewish respondents) werxe
married and lived with their spouse. Only 1.1% of the Jewish

{3 of MN=280) and 2.6% of the non~Jewish respondents (6 of N=221)
were never married. As shown in Table 1 in the Appendix, amongst
the Jewish respondents these were all men, whereas amongst the non-
Jewish respondents only 2 were men and 4 wers women. A further
2.9% of the Jewish (6 of N=280) and 0.5% of the non-Jewish respond-
ents (2 of N=221) were either divorced or separated.

The remaining 8.9% of the Jewish (25 of N=280) and §.5% cf tThe
non~Jewish respondents {21 of N=221) were widowed. These, as shown
in Table 1 in the Bppendix, were mostly women aged &0 or over. This
is the only age group in which the proportion of non-Jewish widowsed
women surpassed that of the married ones.

The average number of children in the family was 2.09 amongst
the Jewish and 1.88 amongst the non-~Jewish respondents. Both these
figures f£fall short of the 2.2 guoted by Kelsall (1967, p.20) and
Johns (1972, p.4) as the number that is needed to replace the
parents. However, although these figures suggest that the Jewish
families are somewhat lavxger than the non~Jewlsh ones, both of these
figures do not represent completed families. Taking 40 as the
average age at which a family is completad;(l} a somewhat larger
proportion of completed families was found amongst the Jewish
respondents, as compared with the non-Jewish ones, which again
reflects the somewhat vounger age composition of the latter. The
(2}

figures were 65.0% amongst the Jewish (181 of N=277) and 59.5%

1. Figures presented by SEEAR (1971, p.l2) suggest that in £fact there
is a considerable decrease in the number of women giving birth after
the age of 30 and certainly after the age of 35. The age of 40 was
suggested by Myrdal and Klein (1968, p.59) and seems safer as we have
no data relating to age at marriage.

2. Percentages calculated only for respondents who were not single.
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amongst the non~Jewish respondents (128 of N=215).(l)

The average size of the completed family was found to be 2.07
amongst the Jewish and 1.86 amongst the non~Jewish ones. This
shows that Jewish families tend to be somewhat larger than non-
Jewish families, with the most prevalent type of family amongst
both the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents being that with 2
children, but with a larger proportion of one child or childless
families amcngst the non~Jewish, compared with the Jewish respond-
ents.

Thus, the evidence presented here does not support Neustatter's
tentative proposition that the average Jewish family is smaller than
the non-Jewish one (1955, p.35). Both the Jewish and non~Jewish
families tend to be small and conform to the pattern amongst middle
class families (Bracey 1964, p.B8; Halsey 1972, p.22; Johns 1972,

Pp.13-14).

D, Household Size

Households are distinguished from families in that they may
include unrelated persons or may not consist of the parents and all
their children. Indeed, although the average household size for
both the Jewish and non—-Jewish respondents was very similar, they
differ to the extent that they include others who are not part of
the family. . The average size of household amongst the Jewish
respondents was 3.4 and the parallel figure amongst the non-Jewish
cnes was 3.2. Both these are very near to the average size of

private households in the three electoral districts of Newton Mearns

1. Percentages calculated only for respondents who were not single.

23



which was 3.1 in 1971 (1971 Census for Scotland, County of Renfrew,
Table 3, page 3). The similarities alsoc extend to the average
number of children actually living in the household. This was 1.37
amongst the Jewish and 1.34 amongst the non-~Jewish respondents.

Ihe main differences between the Jewish and non-Jewish respond-
ents relate to the finding that there is a higher tendency amongst
the former to have ‘others', who are not part of the elementary
family, living in the household. Some B.5% of the Jewish respondents
(24 of N=280) had a relation living in the household and some further
11.8% (33 of N=280) had resident domestic staff. The comparable
figures amongst the non-Jewish respondents are 3.6% (8 of N=22) and
1.4% (3 of N=221) respectively.

Resident staff are generally restricted to the middle and upper
classes (Dewis & Maude 1949, pp.247-258). However, they do not
always constitute a status symbol as such. Furthermore, while it is
possible that not many families in the area could afford to have
resident staff, many of those who could were quite satisfied with the
services of "the dalily”. The latter was found toc be very nrevalent
amongst housewives in Newton Mearns,(l) However, no gquestion about
this was included in the interview schedule and, as a result, I
cannot elaborate on this point any further. I would only like to
note here that over half of the Jewish respondents who had rssident
staff in the household saw them as a necessity. Scme 3 of the
respondents were economically active lone parents, a further 3 had

large families with 4 children in the household. another respondent

1. "The daily” forms a vexry salient topic of conversation amongst the
Jewish women in the area. Many women complained of the lack of proper
agencles for domestic service and there was a great deal of borrowing
a friend's “"dally” for a couple of hours.
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had 3 children and an old parent in the house and a Ffurther 10

households consisted of economically active male and female heads

of household.

E. Generation and Descent

tost obviously one of the main differences betwsen the Jewish

and non~Jewish respondents is found under this heading, as Table 2

shows.

TABLE 2: CGENERATION IN THE U.K.(l)

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWLSH RESPONDENTS
Generation No. Pct. No. Pct.
First generation 29 10.4 & 2.7
Second generation 139 49,6 5 2.
{a) second
generation
mixed {60) (21.4) (3 (1.4)
(o) fully
second
generation (79) (28.2) {(2) (C.92)
Third generation 90 32.1 2 0.9
Fourth generation
or more 16 5.7 - -
Not immigrants 6 2.1 268 94.1
TOTALS 280 99.9 221 100.0

1. Generations were defined in a similar way to Goldstein & Goldscheider
1968, p.42. "First generation” refers to respondents who were foreign
born; "second generation” refers to U.K. born persons with foreign born
parents; "second generation mixed” refersz to U.K. born respondents with
cne foreign born and one U.X. born parent; "third generation® refers to
U.K. born persons with U.K. born parents; “fourth generation and over”
refers to all U.K. born respondents with one or bhoth sets of grand-
parents born in U.X.

25



Most of the non~Jewish respondents wers found to be non-—
immigrants as defined by their grandparents' background. Amongst

the Jewisih respondents the only 6 who wers not immigrants in this
sense were converts to Judaism. The vast majority of the respond-
ents were born in the U.X, This demonstrates that the foreign
element in Newton Meamms is marginal.

It is guite possible that the first generation is wnder-
represented in Newton Mearns, due to socio~esconomic self-selection.
In this respect, the figure of 10.4% foreign born gains in weight
and reflects the quidt pace of social advancenent achieved by these
respondents, particularly if the state in which they were found upon
arriving in Glasgow is consiéere&,{l) However, the generational
composition amongst the Jewish respondents reflects falrly accurately
the general coumposition of Glasgow Jewzy.(2>

The fact that most of the respondents wers second and third
generation Jews 1s very important to the study of intergroup
relations. The acculturation of immigrante is usually opresumed to
take place in these generations and this is closely linked with inter-
group relations, according to various writers in the field (Herberg
1355, pp.16~23 ; Kramer and Leventman 1961). Furthermore, it is
the second generation Jew who is most often doomed to the fate of
marginality and of mediating between two cultural worlds, their
parents' and their new environment (Stoneguist 1961, pp.96-120;

Kramer & Leventman 1381, Chapter 1}, thus carrving the lakel of a
Ycultural hybrid" and “chronic maladjustment” (Stonequist 1961,
Pr.-85, 138).

An examination of generation by dJdescent amongst the Jewish

respondents shows that most of the respondents came from Sastern

1, 2. See appendix.
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Eurcpe. Table 2 shows most of these to be second and third
generations in this couwntzv. This pattem is reversed for respond-
ents of German and Austro~Hungarian descent. Almost half of these

respondents are of the immigrant generation themselves.

TRELE 3: GENERATION BY DESCENT - JEWISH RESPONDENTS (EXCLUDING THE

"OTHER"AND U.K.™)

Descent: German &
Generation Poland & Russia Austro-Hungarian

N, Peot, NG, Pect,
First generation 13 15.5 13 44.8
Second generation 129 54.9 & 20.7
Third generation 82 34.9 & 20.7
Fourth and over 11 4.7 4 13.8
TOTAL 235 100.0 22 100.0

When the non-Jewish respondents of foreign descent ars considered,
it is very difficult to discuss anything in terms of pattemms. of
the 13 who came from immigrant families, 3 came from Ireland;, 3 from
Italy, 2 from Germany, 1 from Holland, 1 from Norway, 2 from Belgium
and 1 from Canada. 211 except for one came from West Europe and,

in terms of "culture”, all came from the Western cultural sphere.

F. Length of Residence

The parish of Mearns has experienced population growth since
1911 (McCallum 1862, p.387). Most of the respondents, however, moved

into the area some fifteen to twenty vears ago, as Table 4 shows.

This coincided with the new post-war developments in the area during
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The figures also show that the situation in Newton Meamns is
very diflferent from that found in Winston (Elias and Scoktston 1865),

Banbury (Stacey 1969) and in the only study of Jewish~Gentile

-

relations in the United States where this is reported {Ringer 1967).

We are not confronted here with the classical case of a community

TABLE 4: LENCGTH OF RESIDENCE IN NEWTON VMEARNS ,JEWISH AND NON-JEWISH

W gt

RESPONDENTS

No. of years JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
of residence
No. Pct. No. Pct.

1-5 74 26.4 92 41.6
6-10 100 35.7 439 22,2
11-15 53 18.9 33 14.9
16-20 12 6.8 22 6.0
21-25 18 6.4 5 2.3
26 and over 16 5.7 20 3.0
TOTRL 280 100.0 221 100.0
Mean 1l.1 11.6

with a relatively old settlement at its core, invaded by ‘newcomers'.
Beoth the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents are relatively new to the
suburk. Furthermore, the relatively short-term residence and the
fact that various people entered the suburb at different times probabiy
contributes tco the lack of community atmosphere found in the area.

The last five vears show that fewer of the new-arrivals wers

Jewish. This is mostly due to the somewhat lower proportion of the

1. See aAppendix.D.
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. . . 1
respondents entering the area some thres to five yvears %@J and
dees not at all indicate that

degirablility of Newton Meamns

attraction o members of the Jewish comunity, Indes
ohgervations in the arza nfirm that new Jewizh familiesz are still

moving inte the area. Furthermors,

relatively new additicn {it was built in 1936}

membhers, Alsc,; new housses axe |

(2) s .

{ .
expansion, all of which might bring in

Jewisn and non-Jewish.

G. Pattemmns of Res ntial Mobility

In the study of human ecclogy, many sogiologists have stressed
the link between socio-aconomic status and residential mobility
(Duncan & Duncan 1955, pp.493~-503; Lieberson 1963; Uyeki 1964).

Table 5 presents the residential position of the respondents
at three periods in their lives - their birth, childhood and the
period just prior te moving inte Newton Mearns.

Two main points of interest emexge. Firstly, the Jewish
respondents have changed residence somevhat more often than theilr
non~Jewish neighbours. Some 17.1% (48 of N=IB8Q) of the Jewish

respondents changed residence

compared with

10.9% of the non-Jewish respondents (24 of W=221). A Ffurther 30%

of the Jewish respondents (24 of W=280) moved from the

1. Some 11.0% of the Jewish respondents (31

of the non~Jewish respondents sntered the ar
prior to the interview. Before that, 15.
and 29.8% of the p@rwuewash respondents (&
between 3 to 5 vzars prior to the interview.

a'”@tween 1

2, See Appendix.
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in which they spent their childhood prior to moving into Newton
Mearns, compared with only 11.3% (25 of N=221) of the non-Jewish
respondents. This is the clearest indication of the changes in
status that have occurred during a relativelv short period of time
amongst the Jewish respondents.

Secondly, a large proportion of the respondents moved into
Wewton Mearns from neighbourhoods “somewhat lower in standard” (as

one of McTaggart and Mickel's planning enginsers stated) , but from

. . : (Ll ,
within the boundaries of the county of Renfrew. '™ This was more so

amongst the Jewish than amongst the non-Jewish respondents.

Cn a closer examination, the pattern of residential mobility
amongst the Jewish respondents reflects most accurately the zocial and
gecgraphical historv of the Jewish community in Glasgow, as described
by Chaim Bermant. “The main area of settlement; ... ; Was across
the Clyde to the South in Hutchesontown and the Gorbals, and from
there the main line of advance was southwards, straight from Victoria
Road to Crosshill, spreading round both sides of Queens Park to
Langside and Shawlands, and from there in a joint thrust to Giffnock
which, by the outbreak of the Second World War, was the local
Jerusalen. When the war ended, the march southwards was resumed on
to Whitecralgs and Newton Mearns.” {(Bemmant 1969, p.55.)

In accordance with the shove described pattern, very few of the
Jewish respondents came to Newton Meamns directly from the low status

§ o~

fGhetto’ of the Gorbals. Almost half of the respondents were born
in the Gorbals and in the Central South area, the latter being the

first stepping stones of the exodus from the ‘ghetto’ and, at the

l. See Map 1 in Appendix ®.

31



classes (Cowan 1974: Bermant 1968, ».11). Giffnock, a stburb of
higher status than the Central South neighbourhnods, figures high
only as a place of residence immediately prior o moving into

Hewton Msarns.

Amongst the non-Jewlsh res
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different. Although some of the regpondents were born and spent
their childhood in neighbourhoods which had 2 sizesble proportion
of Jewz in the 1930's and 1948‘351)most of them originated in neigh-
bourhoods that were remote from any known areas of Jewish settlement.
Almost half of them were born outside of Glasgow. Not much change
is observed as far as the compunities in which the non-Jewigh
respondents spent thelr childhood ars examined, The move, when it
occurred, was more directly to Newton Mearns, Whitecraics and
Gliffnock. In a similar way, Giffnock and Newton Mearns absorbed
most of the movement that occurred prior to the time of the inter—
view.

Generally speaking, the pattern of rezidentizl mobility amongst
the Jewish respondents shows the gradual (although cuick) advancement

in terms of wealth and status. The pattern amongst the non~Jewish

respondents, however, is of a more direct move, This latter pattexn

1]

is more characteristic of the ceographical mobility of people in the

professional occcupations (Watson 1964, pp.l47-148) and managexrs

{(Pahl and Pahl 1971,

3

<,

0 ,53~59) vhich iz nsually assocliated with an

jo

occupational transfer. Watson refers to these people as ‘spiralists’

who combine =ocial and spatial mobility (Watson 1964, p.l147).

-

The conseguences of these twoe patterns of residential mobility

1. See Appendix B
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respondents belong teo the more "advantaged¥ stratum of society.

i

jou

the minimum leaving

]

age in Scotland and England, Table & shows that most of the

respondents stayed in schoel bevond the official leaving age.

HON-JZWISH RESPONDENTS

ALL Male FPemale 51l Male Female

29 24.5 27 18.3 42 30.0 43 19.5 28 21L.7 17 16.8
211 75.4 113 B0.7 98 70.0 178 80.3 94 78.3 84 83.2

TOTALS 280 1000 140 10C.0 140 1L00.0 221 100.0 120 130.0 101 100.0
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COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY EDUCATION

JEWISH

¥
8

1
-

Yo college/
university
education 193

TOTALS 280

RESPOHNDENTS
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140 100.0

RESPONDENTS

Female

50.0 38 37.6

50.0 63 62.4

100.0 101 100.0

When the

the trends are somewhat different.

figures for college/university education are considered,

& larger proportion of the non-

Jewish respondents, compared with the Jewish onass, had some college or

g
’m)u
“
{®
%]
w
}—l»

women, had such

zmongst the

e}

ty education.

However, amongst both the Jewish and non-

This trend is significant statistically

cn-Jewlish respondents and is obvious amongst the Jewish

respondents in spite of the lack of statistical significance.

On a closer examination, it is mostly the younger respondents,

both men and women, who had some college or university education,

as Table 5 in the Zppendix shows.

Although this relationship is

only significant statistically amongst the Jewish women and the non-

Jewlsh men, the

and non-Jewisn women.

.ooking &

university deg

trend is very apparent amongst the Jewish men

the suvbiects for which a2 college certificate or a

rea was obtained, gxeat differences were found between

the Jewish and non~-Jewish respondents and betwesen men and women.
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TOTALS 76 99.9 43 100.0 33 100.1 96 99.9 60 100.1 100.0
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The Jewish men zhow a hicher concentration in subilects leading

towards the “"hicher® or more "traditional® nrofessions such as medicine,

or law, whersas sh men tended to

tovards the “newer' nrofessions such as engineering and the natural

sclences (Sussex and Watson 1962; Klein 1965, ».307).

The women usually entered coursas leading to typically feminine

Klain

a8 clerical, teaching a2nd nursing Mfrrdal

occupations

3

1968, oo.58F8). However, the Jewish women held a secrets

certificate to a larger extent than the non-Jewlszh ones whereas,
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amongst the latter, teaching and nursing certificates are more
prevalent.

These differences both in relation to university/college education
and to subjects studied are better understood in the occupational

context, which is the topic we turn to next.

I. Economic Activity

Economic activity amongst men in societies where their traditional
role is that of the "bread winners” in the family is directly related
to age. This is more so amongst those who are emploved by others, as
ocpposed to those who are self emploved. Whereas the former leave the
economic sphere at the age of retirement, the latter have no obligation
to do so. Conseqguently, although a similar proportion of both the
Jewish and non-Jewish male respondents were at the age of retirement,
due to the higher rate of self employment amongst the former,(l) a
larger proportion of the Jewish men were economically active (95.0% or
133 of N=140) , as compared with the non-Jewish male respondents
(88.3% or 106 of N=120).

The employment of women poses a different problem. hge is
important not only as regards retirement but also as an indicator of
life phase (Myrdal & Klein 1968, pp.31£ff). Maxrital status and the
presence of small children in the house are also important factors in
the employment of middle class women, for whom the economic drive does
not always exist (Myrdal & Klein 1968, .85).

Turning to an examination of economic activity amongst the female
respondents, a remarkaeble difference between the Jewish and non~Jewish

respondents was found. Some 42.1% of the Jewish women (59 of N=140)

1. See discussion; page 48
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were economically active at the time of the survey, compared with

only 27.7% (28 of N=101) of the non-Jewish ones. However, some

57.6% of the Jewish women who were economically active (34 of N=48)
were in part-time employment. The comparable figure for the non-—
Jewish women was 50.0% (14 of W=28). In addition to these, a further
5 of the Jewish (3.6% of §=14) and 6 of the non-Jewish women (5.9 of
N=10l) were retired. Three ofcthesetamongst the Jewish female
respondents were in part-time employment, thus bringing up the total
to 62, or 44.3% economically active Jewish women.

Ho cone single factor can account for this great difference found
between the Jewish and non-Jewish women. Rather it is in the com-
bination of a number of factors that an adequate explanation can be
found. Firstly, as the Pahls noted, having a job er a career for
themselves is relatively unimportant for managers’® wives (1971, pp.126-
139). Even amongst the Jewish women a iarge proportion of those who
were economically active had part-time jobs and helped their husbands
in their businesses,(l) an ecuployment which does not entail a separate
career. This proves to be one of the main differences between the
Jewish and non-Jewish women and is related to the historical back-
ground of the Jewish community in Glasgow.<2}

Other differences merely seem to point back to the historical
background of the community. For example, age is usually considered
to be an important indicator in the life of women. Married women
under the age of 40 are in what was referred to as the ¥second phase
of adulthood" (Myrdal & Klein 1968, pp.27-41). This is usually a
"familial phase", whereby women are still at the childbearing age and

have voung children in the house. As such, this is typically a phase

1,2. See discussion, pages 48 & 55-56.
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whereby most married women are not economically active.

Locking at the figures for economic activity according to age
(Table §), it is clear that the non-Jewish women are much more
restricted by the "familial phase" in their life than the Jewish
women. The younger women amongst the non-Jewigh respondents are the
least economically active. Amongst the Jewish women the differences
between the younger and those who are over 40 vears of age is not so
remarkable, Furthermore, whereas the presence of young children in
the house is important to understanding the participation of women
under the age of 40 in the labour force, it is somewhat less so
amongst the Jewish women, Locking at the figures for the presence
of children in the household (Tables 2 and 3 in the Appendix) we see
that, at this younger age group (20-39), some 40 of the Jewish and
36 of the non-Jewish women had at least one child in the house.
Hdowever, of these some 42.5% of the Jewish women (17 of N=40) compared
with 19.4% of the non-Jewish ones (7 of N=36) were economically
active. All the 7 non-Jewish and 15 of the ecconomically active
Jewish women in this age group were in part-time employment.

Women aged 40-59 are in the third phase of their life {(Mvrdal
and Klein 1968, p.53ff), which signifies the end of the active
motherhood periocd. Their children are grown up and do not need the
mother's full attention. Conseguently, a larger proportion of the
women I this age group are in employment, mostly full time, This
general trend i1s again more marked amongst the non-Jewish women than
amongst the Jewish women.

Another difference between the Jewish and non-Jewish women
relates to the extent of economic activity amongst the higher educated
women . Table 10 shows very clearly the extent to which higher

education is related to economic activity amongst the Jewish women.
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Most of those who went to college were in employment, wheresas this
was not the case amongst the non-Jewish women although here,; also,

a larger proportion of the higher educated women as compared with
women without any college/university education were economically
active, Furthermore, Table 6 in the Appendix shows that, when
Jewish women have a university education, they are more likely to

go out to work,even when there are young children in the house, than
women without a university educaticn. This was not the case amongst
the non-Jewish women under the age of 40. Most of them, regardless
of education, were not economically active.

When these latter trends are seen in conjunction with the type
of qualification obtained by the Jewish women (mainly clerical and
secretarial, see Table 7, page 35} and the high rate of self employ-
ment amongst them,(l)all this forms part of a pattern whersby women
are not only expected to help in their husbands® or in the family
business, they also prepare themselves for this purpose through the
type of gualification or course that they chcose. We shall retumn
to this point when a broader picture of the occupational distribution

amongst the respondents is cbtained.

TABLE 10: ECONOMIC ACTIVITY BY COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY EDUCATION AMONGST

THE WOMEN
JEWISH NON-JEWISH
FEMALE RESPONDENTS FEMALE RESPONDENTS
Some Ne Some No

College College College College

Education Education Education Education
Economically

Active 25 82.5 32 39.0 16 42.1 189 30.2

Housewives 15 37.5 &l 61L.0 22 57.% 44 6&9.8

TOTALS 40 100.0 100 100.0 38 100.C 63 1l00.0
p £ 0.02 p £ 0.3

1. See discussion, page 48.
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J Socio-Economic Groups and Industrial Distribution

The discussion in this section is based on the 17-fold
classification of socio-economic groupings used by the Office of
Population Censuses and Surveys (Classification of Cceoupations
1970, pp.x-xil).

Table 11 presenting the socio~economic distribution amoggst
the respondents, both men and women, shows very clearly the special
attraction Newton Mearns has for men in the managerial and pro-
fessional occupaticns. This is further supported by a comparison
with the socio-economic groups amongst the married male heads of

households in Scotland.{l)

The 1966 Sample Census showed some
38.2% of these to be in the socio-economic group of foremen, skilled
manual and own account. Only 10.7% of the Jewish male respondents
and B.3% of the non-Jewish ones were in that category . Further-
more, only 10.0% of the married males in Scotland were in the
employers and managers category and 3.8% in thevprofessional
occupations, compared with 65.7% and 20.0% amongst‘the>Jewish and
48.3% and 37.5% amongst the non-Jewish male respondents respectively.
Although both the Jewish and non-Jewish men can be found mostly
in these two socio-economic groups, over 60% of the Jewish male
respondents are in the managerial group, compared with less than 50%
amongst the non~Jewish men. Furthermore, a larger proportion of the

non-Jewlsh men, as compared with the Jewish ones, are in the Pro-

fessional occupations soccio~economic group.

1. See Sample Census 1966, Scotland, Household Composition Tables,
Table 25, p.82. There are some problems in comparing the Census data
with data cbtained from our samples, since the Census table includes
only married males, whereas our sample includes 9 Jewish and 6 non-
Jewish males without a spouse. However, these form a very small
rroportion of the males, and their effect would prcbably be negligible.

42



6766 Ve 6°66 001 6766 V4T TTOOT 9 O°TCOT OFT 6766 ¥0C SIVLOL

Atal=ts e g
® Fetae °

6'c T 80 I O S - - - - -

O

£°8 Ct T T CULT T Aot i Lzt 97 UGS
UMD puR Tentep
peTTIYaf vararod °g

oy

®
™
™5

£°¢2 1 - 500 L 9T i - §'o  1IT BEOHIOH
B0 TAIDES [RUCEIS, °f

ve 9% % AN ARG OTICM TP -UOK €

=t

«
=
i
(e}
~
O

.
(el
Ne]
[an

o
<t
=
o5

3
Te
T~
o

€5y 21 GULE

-

B
&~
oy

LS 52T 8 0°0g B 9" LT 9¢ suoTIedanss
TRUOTEESIOT S 7

sxeowie

puw axslforduy o

oo
2
o
¥y
%
3
o
=
o
Ly
]
bt
[
2
oy
O
N
o
o)
A
Wy
~3
=i
ood

9°6¢ 19 L°TE

sewod even  sauspuodsey BTUWDL BTRH  EAUSDUCUSDY
: TTY TIV HOTIRANID0 81,

(LI ARV BAIIOV ZTTUOINONCOE) XHS 48 NOTLOATHISIO "YNOIINANDDO  ¢TT HIgw.

43



The women, particularly the non-Jewish ones, can be found more
freguently in the non-manual category as secretaries, teachers and
NUrses. The Jewish women, however, are mostly found in the clerical
occupations, whereas the non-Jewish women are found in the latter two
occupations. Further tc that, almost a third of the Jewish womsn
are found in the emplovers and managers group, whersas over a third
of the non-Jewish ones are in the professional occupations group.

The differences between the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents
extend to the industry in which the respondents are involved. Table
12 shows a very large proportion of the Jewish men in the distributive
trade, professional and scientific services and in the manufacture of
clothing. A point of interest relates to the high involwvement in
the distribution of clothing amongst these men (17 of the 41 men
involved in the distributive trade). Anongst the non-Jewish men
there is a higher concentration in the professional and scientific
gervices and, to a somewhat lesser extent, in the dlstributive trade
(6 of the 17 in this trade were involved in the distribution of
clothing) . There is a total absence of Jewish men in shipbuilding,
construction, transport and public and administrative gervices.

The industrizl distribution of the women is closely related to
that of their male counterparts. Thus it is seen that a wvery
large proportion of the Jewish women (larger than that of the men)
are found in the distributive trade, mainly in the distribution of
clothing (17 of the 27 in this industry), and in the professional
and scientific services. This last industry accounts for 50.0% of
the non~-Jewish women in the labour force. Another marked difference
between the Jewish and non-Jewish women is that, apart from the

large concentration of non-Jewish women in the professional and
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scientific services, they tend to be more or less evenly distributed
amongst the other industries, whersas the Jewish women seem to
concentrate in three main industries: the professional and scientific
services, the distributive industry and the clothing industry, which
is in line with both their husbands and the industrial distribution
of Angle-Jewry (Aris 1970, p.21).

Of all the factors that can be brought forward to accowmt for
these differences, two are of primary importance. These are self-
selection in moving into the area and the historical background of
the Glasgow community, of which the Jewish respondents form an
integral part.

&s noted earlier, a large proportion of the non-Jewish
respondents would f£it Watson's description of the 'spiralists' as
"the progressive ascent of the specialists of different skills
through a series of higher positions in one or more hierarchical
structures, and the concomitant residential mobility..."” (Watson
1964, p.147). Eowever, as Watson notes, some professions are
more likely to produce spiralism than others. "Those professions
entirely dependent on salaries are likeliest to produce spiralists,
while those who still take fees as part or the whole of their reward
are not” (Watson 1964, pp.147-148). Engineering was put forward as
the profession most likely to produce such an effect, as opposed to
medicine and law which are the “older", more traditional professions.
.Thus, with a considerable proporticn of the non-Jewish respondents
in the professional occupations being in the various engineering

(1)

professions, it is more than likely that the higher proportion of
non~-Jewish respondents in this socio-economic group is a result of

spiralism and self-selection.

1. See Table B.
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It was suggested by C.Bewmant that a similar process is
operating.within the Jewish community in Glasgow and, as a résultE
many young professionals are leaving Scotland altogether. He
ztated that "Today, young Jews are taking degrees in subjects as
improbable as refrigeration, naval architecture, aerodynamics and
even economics, but openings in Scotland itself are comparatively
few and most gualified men tend to move south for a living” (Rermant
1963, p.13). It is possible that this can, in part, account for
the lower proportion of engineers amongst the Jewish respondents,
particularly since none of the Jewish or non-Jewish engineers had
such a gualification as mentioned by Bermant.

However, C.Bemmant also agrees that,by and large, the élasggw
Jewlsh community is "still overvhelmingly a business community"
{(Bexrmant 1968, p.12), and this cen explain the predominance of
managers and smployers amongst the Jewish respondents. |

Historically, the distributive trades in Glasgow Juring the
last decade of the 1%th century de8veloped very quickly and showed a
movement towards “"bigger and better business” (Cakley 1967, p.l77).
At that time Glasgow was described as the city with the "most
diversified industries in the Empire™ (Oskley 1967, p.73) and was
full of workers. Opportunities for new adventures in the retail
business were open and the Jewish immigrants with a firm background
in business and trade were well gualified to take advantage of these
opportunities. With the help of interest-free loans obtained from
the various loan socleties within the community, these immigrants
established themselves in businesses which, in time, were passed on

. 1
to their sons and formed the avenus for thelr economic success.( )

1. For further discussion see Appendix B.
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The above account shows how closely the Jewish respondents
reflect the historical badkground of the community. It alsc explains
the lower proportion of respondents who wers in the professional
cccupations. Since the Jewish community in Glasgow ig z relative
“newcomer” to the professional occcupations, this proportion should

1

be considered as very high. The historical backgrowmd alsc high-~
lights another difference found between the Jewish and non-Jewish
respondents in relation to self-employment. Some 113 of the

Jewish male respondents were found to be self-employed. These
represent 20.7% of the Jewish men to be compared with 28.3% amongst
the non-Jewish men (34 of Nzl2o). Furthermore, some 40 of the
economically active Jewish female respondents, or 62.5% were self-
emploved, compared with 8.6% of the non~Jewish women (3 of W=35}.
Table 13 shows most of these to be gelf~emploved business men in the
managerial category.

Emongst the Jewish women thexe 1s a larger proportion of self~
employment amongst the third occupational group. This is largely
‘e to clerical and sales services for a business owned by the husbkhand
or a family business.

Most of these businesses involved the labour of other members of
the family; it is, however, difficult to establish to what extent they
were owned by the family. However, some 20 of the Jewish women who
stated that they were self-employed worked with their husbands; & stated
they worked in a family business and 12 stated theyv owned their own
business. In addition to these, 24 of the self~employed male
respondents stated that their wives worked with them in the business.
amongst the non~Jewish respondents, one of the women stated she owned
her business, whersas the other two worked in a joint family business.
Cnly 4 of the self-employed non-Jewish men stated that their wives

worked with them in the kusiness.
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Most of the self-employed respondents had employees and, in this
respect, nC great differences were found between the Jewish and non-~
Jewish ox male and female respondents. Some 55.0% of the self-employed

¥=113) and scome 32.4% of the non-Jewish men {28 of

Amongst the women, some 82.5% of the Jewish

{33 of N240C) and 2 of the 3 non~Jewish women who were self-employed

although a larger proportion of the Jewish

in business of their own, in terms of status notgreat
differences were found between the Jewish and non-Jewish self-employed

reszponcants.
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it zzsentially a2 middle class suburb. The respondents reflect this
both in temms of education and occupation. A gimple categorization
by occupations, using the Registrar General's classification, reveals

this very clearly. If we classify households by the socico-economic

e males (both respondents and husbands of female respondents

{r

[s]
th
>
19}

group
who were not single), and of the economically active female respondents
who were not married, the vast majority of these will be classified in

13
social classes % and,Ilg ! Less than 20% of both the Jewish and non-

Jewish respondents were found in soclal class III. All these, however,
ars classified oy Kanan (1966) and by the Reseaxch Services (Marsh 1963)
as typically forming the middle class range of occupations.

Josephine Klein suggested that 'House ownership and the residen—

tial area are, in affluent conditions, obvious criteria for class

1. Some 184 of the Jswish households were headed by a male in the
managerial group and a further 46 were in the professional cccupations.
group. Thus some 84.6% (230 of N=272}) in social classes I and II and
only 15.4%({42 of N=272) in social class III. Amongst the non-Jewish res-
pondents 106 in the managerial and 74 in the professional occupations
socic~economic group make for 82.2% in social classes I and II(180 of
N=219) and 17.8% in social class III (39 of N=219).
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identification” (Klein 1965, p.424). Amongst our respondents, since
mest of the houses in the area were of the owner-occupler tvpe, only
4 of the Jewish and 3 of the non-Jewish respondents did not own

thelr house. Of the 4 Jewish respondents, 2 were widowed women and

A

the houses were listed as the property of their late husbands, and

the cother two houses were listed as the property of

the respondents. Amongst the non-Jewlsh respondents, one house was
owned by the employers and the other two were rented. Thus, by and
laxge, the respondents satisfy Xlein's criteria for inclusion in the
middle class ranks.

Houses, however, vary in size and in condition. This is mostly
refiected in the rateshle value of the property (Rex & Moore 1967,
B.32) . If we look at the distribution of the rateable value of the
househeolds by the soclo-economic groupings (Tsble 14), two main feat-
ures become fairly cbvious. (a) It is very clear that a distinction
between the managexial and professional ceoupations soclo~aconomic
groups is impractical in terms of sopial class. Respondents of
these scclo-economic groups are very similar in the type of housing
cthey enter, both axongst the Jewish and non~Jewish raspondents. The
main differences ars to be found between these two socilo-econcmic

L the respondents in that the latter tend to own

]

groups and the rest «

o

somewhat smaller houses. {b} On the whole, the Jewish re spondents
own socmewhat lavger houses than the non~Jewish ones. Within each
socic-economic group, almost twice as many Jewish respendents own

houses with a rateable value of £201 or over, as compared with the

> differences are not as drastic when the

non~Jewish ones
third occupaticnal grouw &8 sonsidered, although over a thirxd of the

Jewish respondents, compaved with less than a sixth of the non-~Jewish
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TABLE 14: RATLABLE VALUE OF HOUSES BY SCCIO~ZCONCMIC GROUPS

JEWISE HEADS OF HOUSEHQOLD
(1 __

Rateable All heads Emplovers Professziconal The
Value of househocld & exs Qooupations Rest
Under £200 109 40.1 67 36.5 16 36.4 26 63.4
EZ201-E£300 11lz 41.2 82 45.8 12 40.9 12 29.3
Over £300 51 18.7 33 1s.7 12 22.7 4 7.3
TOTALS 272 100.0 184 100.0 46 100.0 42 100.0
Mean

rateable

value 222.0 233.9 238.8 85,7

rat ‘ The
Value of i sehold & ag Occupations Rest
Underx £200 145 6&.2 &5 61.9 456 £62.2 34 87.2
2201-£300 c2 28,3 34 22.4 23 21.0 5 12.%8
Over 1z 5B 7 6.7 5 2.2 - -
TOTARLS 219 1o0.0 106 100.0 74 1000 32 100.0
Mean

rateable

value igo.a 192.6 184.7 144.4

- L

pondents, huscands oL ale respondents
and divorced aznd single women who were seconomically active.

The missing observations relate to widowed, divorced and saparated
women who wers not economically active and whe did not provide information

S S S S L PR -
ipo LOClUuded gere arg mase x

E;\a(;‘uu —L,.A.é. .g..{: &b ’ TR

auspend’ s smp .&.&.3‘ went.

Z,4: when levels of significance were calculated for the differsnces
oetween the managerial and prolessional socio-sconomlce groups these were
not significant at p < 0.7 for the Jewish and p < 0.9 for the non~Jewish
respondents. Levels of significance for the differences Detween these
two groups as one unit and the rest wers very nig“n with p< 0.0l for both

tae Jewish and non-J




ones, owned larger houses with a rateable value of £201 or more.

Thus, on the whole, we can conclude that, in terms of housing
and occupational distribution, the main differences are tc be found
between regpondents of the first two cccupational groups and those
of the third occcupational group. Further to that, the differences
found between the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents are large enough
te imply different standards in choosing a house, particularly since
these differences persisted within each cccupational group.

L. Sumnary

In many respects the findings discussed in this chapter reflect
a process of self selectlion in moving into the arsa. In terms of
housing, Newton Mearns, composed of mainly detached and semi-detached

houses, typically attracts pecple who can afford to pay the price

b

and to lead the type of life expected of a highly middle class popula-
tion.

Hot surprisingly, most of the respondasnts were in the middle age
groups. The suburban nature of the area is further demonstrated by
the very small proportion of respondents who wers single. Suburban
houszes, as noted earlier, are designed to accommocdate families and,
in that respect, our respondents comply with this trend.

Most of the respondents entersed the suburb during the fifties
but the patterns of residential mobility found amongst the Jewish
and non-Jewish respondents reflect the differences in the background
of these respondents. The Jews being part of what originally was
an immigrent community (in the historical sense), reflect the gradual
socio—~econonmic advancement of the Jews in Glasgow and their economic

SUCCesSs . Belng mostly second and third generation in this country,
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they fit Kramer and Leventman's description of the high occupational

mobility and involvement in commerce, mainly as self-employed

4
it

business men and professionals (1961, p.10). The tensions of these
second gensration Jews are said to be those of success, whereas the
tensions of the third generation are those of status (Kramer and

ILeventman 1961

; P20, These generations also witness the emergence
of the "ethnic community” (Herberg 1933, p.16) and an increased
access to non~Jewish values and social contact which becomes more
widespread amongst the third generation (Kramer & Leventman 1961,
DD, 13-20% , These background considerations contribute towards a
petter mderstanding of the position of the Jewish respondents in
their relationships both within and across ethnic lines.

hmongst the non-Jewish respondents, various indications were
found which show the ‘spiralist® nature of z large proportion of
these respondents. The pattern of direct move into the area, the
somewhal younger age structure and the socio-sconomlc groupings,
particularly the high concentration in the professions, ooint to
this direction. It is hard to say what the implications of such a

status would be for intergroup relations. It is, however, indicative

of the type of

in

oclal relationships in which these respondents will

be involved. The physical distance from kin and old friends would

[
. . - {1 . .
make for a greater reliance on nelghbours, and for new friendships

£

the local context,i

)

some of which might prove to be

of the intergroun tvpe.

The differences in status between the Jewish and non~Tew
respondents can alsc be seen as a result of these differences in

background. Iin that respect, the Jewish respondents are not only

1. See Mogey, guoted in V.KIein 1965, p.131.

2. Such a finding was reported by Picket and Baulton in M
very few of their respondents were spiralists. 1974, p.l10

cghall,although
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different from the non~Jewish ones, but are alsc somewhat different

=

rom Anglo~Jewrv. Whersas thev closely approximate the industrial
diztribution found amongst parents of the Camel Collece children,

the only exciusively Jewiszsh public schoo and f(Aris 1970,

pp.20-21) ., and that found amongst Edgware Jewry (Kransz 19585, p.72),

that thev are meostly in the distributive trades and various

some 66.7% (1963, ©.77} self-emploved Jewish men, comparved with

respondsnts in Newton Mearns. The explanations for this

o

in Newion

Jew will

gar of discrimination in the economic field when seeking employment
or promotion® (Krausz 1965, p.77). Aris, on the other hand, suggested

that this hich rate of self-emplovmant is due to the fact that JTews

nrefer to work for zelves rather than for

1870, ».22). This is not an issue on which T

ca. Howeveyr, 1t iz clear that thers are many
factors involved, and that the histor I hackground of the community
iz not one to be overlooked in this contexi.
ckground
of higher

rate of economlc activity smongst the Jewish women as compared with
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AND JEwiSa IoENTITY

A. Religion

Thersz are many levels at whidh contemporam

&i‘l&};”’”‘"i; synagogue m@""“@“\’”?‘l'

can be discussed. These xangs £

attendance to selfi-identification and helief (Martin }_éé%"?, o, 34,
in this section touches on these
and, as such, it also touches on some of the problems raised hy the
study of religlon.
The term ‘secularization’® and the argument that society is
beconlng increasingly secular has been put forward by various
- Wt

often the criti

atmant of
ES S A i

queried

theorstically and expiricallv.

different

the declining




in institutionalized religion (i.e. church/synagogue affiliation
figures). Both point out that, as far as Judaism is concerned,
synagogue affiliation is but cne facet of religious behaviour, and
that an increase in such affiliation does not necessarily involwve
a revival of religious observance, which is central to Judaism
(Gould 1961, p.10; Sharot 1973, pp.l152~162).

As for the claim that this return to religion implies a fomm
of identification reflecting "the growing other directedness of
our middle class culture” and its particular impact in the suburbs
as a response to the funcamental need of "belonging” (Herberg 1960,
p.59}), Gordon found nc such signs in suburbia. In fact, he con-
cluded that the suburban Jew possesses a "crisis religion” (Gordon
1959, p.152).

In Britain, D.C.Thorns, in studving suburbia, fownd it imposs~
ible to reach any firm conclusions as to the place of religion in
suburbia. However, he did find some indication of greater
religious activity in middle class, as compared with working class
suburbs (Thorns 1972, p.131). This finding is also supported by
the Woodford (Willmott & Young 1960, p.83) and Banbury (Stacey 1960,
Ch.4 & Stacey et al 1975, Ch.3) studies, in which middle class
respondents seemed to have been more active in the religious
institutiocons. Krausz, on the other hand, found no signs of
religious revival in Leeds or in Edgware (1963, p.135 and 1965,p.49),
and Sydney Harris and G.Cromer found a severe weakening of Jewish
religicus adherence amongst Bristeol and Wembley Jews (Harxis 1969,
p.175; Cromer 1873, p.54).

(1) Denominational Identification,Membership and Involvement with

the Religious Imstitutions

Bearing in mind the limited usefulness of membership figures,
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respondents were first asked to identify themselves in terms of
religiols denominations. &s Table 1 shows, only 6 of the non-

Jewish and none of the Jewish respondents professed to no religion.

TABLE l: RELIGIOUS DENOMINATIONS BAND CHURCH/SYNAGOGUE MEMBERSHIP

AMONGST THE RESPONDENTS

A. NON~-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

The Dencominations Membership

Pct. of all Pct. of those
No. Pct. No. affiliated within each

denominatiof

Church of Scotland
{(Presbyterian) 181 8l.S 127 35.2 70.2
Roman Catholics 13 5.9 10 5.7 76.9
Other (non-Roman
Catholic)
denominations 21 9.5 12 8.1 57.1
No religion & 2.7 - - -
TOTALS 221 100.0 149 100.0 -
B JEWISH RESPONDENTS

No. Pct.
Affiliated with an
Orthodox Synagogue 248 88.5
affiliated with the
Reformed Symagogue 18 6.5
Kot affiliated 14 5.0
TOTALS 280 100.0

Most of the non-Jewish respondents identified themselves with the
largest ecclesiastical body in Scotland (Highet 1960, p.19).
2s far as nembership figures are concerned,some £7.4% of the

non~-Jewish respondents belonged to a congregation (149 of N=Z2Z1).
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Although this figure is somewhat higher than the 55.0% guoted by
Highet for the Glasgow adult population (1960, p.SB),(l) it is
much lower than the figure of 95.0% amongst the Jewish respondents
(266 of N=280). This shows very clearly that affilistion carries
much: more weight amongst the Jewish than amongst the non-Jewish
respondents.

The pattern of ‘demominational’® church/synagogue affiliation
closely reflects the structure of organised religion in Newton Mearns.
This accommodates four parishes of the Church of Scotland, a Catholic
Churxch, and two synagogues, one Orthodox and the cther Reformed
{the "New Synagogus"}.

Self ldentification and affiliation alone are not sufficient
measures for either secularization or heightened religious awareness.
Attendance of services and involvement with Church/Synagogue affairs
are two further measures of religious behaviour. However, there
are some difficulties of comparxability here, Traditiconally, a
devoted Jew is expected to attend synagogue daily. In Christianity,
attendance of Sunday Mass has greater saliency in the Catholic
scheme of wvalues than regular weekly attendance in Protestantism.
However, 1f such complications of meaning and saliency are kept in
mind, the evidence produced in Tables 2 and 3 1§ of great interest
as far as relligious behaviour is concerned.

Tables 2 and 3 show the Jewish respondents who were affiliated
with the Reformed Synagogue to be better attenders as well as mors

involved in the affairs of their synagogue, as compared with the

1. For a discussion of the difficulties in comparing membership
figures of the various denomimations, see Spencer 1962, alsc
Highet 1960, pp.54-55,
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TABLE 2: SYNAGOGUE/CHURCH BATTENDAENCE BY SYNAGOGUE l)/CEURCE GROUPS -

MEMBERS CNLY

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

Orthodox Reform Non-Catholics  Catholics
1l x & week or more 28 11.3 7 38.9 36 21.7 7 7C.C
1-3 x a month 51 20.6 4 22.2 54 35.1 3 30.0
5-6 x a year 50 20.2 3 16.7 21 15.2 - -
High Festivals
only 78 31.5 - - - - - -
Less often 32 12.9 3 16.7 18 13.0 - -
Rever 9 3.6 1 5.6 15 10.9 - -
TOTAL 248 100.1 18 100.1 138 99.9 10 100.0

TABLE 3: INVOLVEMENT IN SYNAGOGUE/CHURCH AFFAIRS BY BRANCH OF

SYNAGOGUE /CHURCH , MEMBERS ONLY

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

All members Orthodox Affiliated Reform Affiliated

Active 59 22.2 53 21.4 6 33.3
Not active 207 77.8 195 78.6 12 66.6¢
TOTAL 266 100.0 248 100.0 18 99.9

MON-JEWISH RESPCONDENTS

All members Non-Catholics Catholics
Active 17 11.4 17 1z2.2 - -
Mot active 132 88.6 122 87.8 10 100.0
TOTAL 149 100.0 139 100.0 10 100.0

1. It should be noted that, of the 14 Jewish respondents who were not
affiliated with a synagogue, 8 attended synagogue once or twice a year
on one of the High Festivals.
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Orthodox affiliated Jews. It is possible that the more regular
attendance amongst the members of the Reformed Synagogue is due to
the higher propoxtion of converts to Judaism,(l)amongst the members,
and attendance of religious classes and services form a part of
such a conversion. However, the higher rate of involvement in
synagogue affairs confirms Dr Golombok's comment as to the nature
of the Reformed congregation when he stated: "In only cne Synagogue
in the city can one say that the congregation feels deeply involwved
in a living movement. The New Synagogus promotes a version of
Judaism with whose philecsophy we profoundly disagree. Yet they
have an awareness of the interplay of Jewish practice and belief
with the world of today that the more traditicnal congregations
could well emulate.” (The Jewish Echo, 22.3.74.) The Orthodox
affiliated respondents, to a large extent, fit Sklare's description
of the Jew who is "heterodox in personal behaviour but who, when
occasionally joining in public worship, prefers to do so in accord-
ance with traditional patterns” (Sklars 1953, 9.46).(2}
amengst the non-Jewish respondents, attendance at church is
much more regular than amongst the Orthodox affiliated Jews, and
the greater saliency of ﬁass attendance in Catholicism is reflected
in the attendance figures. A very small proportion of the
respondents were involved in the affairs of their church, but this
figure is not strictly comparable with that for the Jewish respond-
ente for the reasons stated ecarlier. When the flgures of affiliation

and attendance of services amongst the Jewish respondents are

1. See discussion on po. 80 -82 -

2. Bbout 'personal behaviour’ see the proceeding discussion under
the heading 'Religicus Factors in Identification' in this chapter.
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compared with other Jewish communities inm Britain, it is clear that
the link with the Synagogue as an institution is stronger in Wewton
Mearns Tthan in Edgware and Wemblev. Krausz found some 81.5% of the
adgware househeld heads and Cromer found 80.0% of the parents in the
Wempley sample to be affiliated with a synagogue (Krausz 1965, p.113;
Cromer 1973,p.%4). As for attendance figures, it is confirmed that
the Orthodox affiliated respondents attend synagogue scmewhat less
regularly than Jews affiliated with a more liberal synagogue. Harris
found 15.0% of the Orthodox affiliated, comparsd with 25.0% of the
liberal affiliated Jews attending synagogue at least once fortnightly
(1969, p.6o).

Involvement with synagogue affairs is very closely related to
attendance at services. Table 4 shows tﬁat the majority of regular
attenders were involved in synagogue affairs, and the proportion of

active respondents decreases with a decrease in attendance. Amongst

EELE 4: ATTENDANCE OF SERVICES AND INVOLVEMENT IN SYNAGOGUE/CHURCH

AFFALRS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

Attending
1 x aweek 1-3 x a month Less often Never

hetiwve 24 68.6 18 32.7 17 10.2 - -
Not actiwve 11 21.4 37 ©7.3 148 89.8 10 10G.0
TOTALS 35 10C.0 55 100.0 166 100.0 10 100.0

NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

Active 9 24.3 7 12.3 1 2.6 - -
Not actiwve 26 T70.3 56 87.7 38 97.4 15 100.0
TOTALS 37 10G.0 57 100.0 39 100.0 15 100.C
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the non~Jewish respondents, this is not the case. Most of the
regular attenders were lay members, although the highest proportion
of active respondents is found amongst the regular attenders.

Bs far as secularization in institutional religion is concemned,
the figures presented for self-identification and synagogue/church
membership do not support the thesis that the church or synagogue's
attraction is diminishing. Attendance figures also suggest that
a large proportion of the respondents have not severed the link with
the religious bodies in Newton Mearns.

Herberg's thesis alsc does not find great support amongst the

Jewish respondents. Tables 5 and & show no significant relationship

TABLE 5: SYNAGOGUE ATTENDANCE BY GENERATION ~ JEWISH RESPONDENTS ONLY

Fixst Second Third
Generation Generation and Over

1 x aweek and more 4 13.8 16 11l.5 15 13.4
1-3 % a month 4 13.8 33 23.7 18 16.0
5-6 % a year 8 27.6 23 16.5 22 19.6
High Festivals only 5 17.2 41 292.5 35 31.3
Less often 6 20.7 20 14.4 14 12.5
Never 2 6.9 & 4.3 8 7.2
TOTAL 29 100.0 132 19%.9 112 100.0
Level of significance p « 0.7

TABLE €: INVOLVEMENT WITH SYNAGOGUE AFFAIRS BY GENERATION - JEWISH

RESPONDENTS ONLY (MEMBERS OF SYNAGOGUE)

First Second & Third
Mixzed and Over
Active 3 10.7 34 25.8 22 20.8
Not Actiwve 25 89.3 g8 74.2 84 79.2
TOTAL 28 100.0 132 100.0 106 100.0

Level of significance p < 0.198
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between attendance of services, involvement with synagogue affairs
and generation. Thers is no sign of the centrality of religion

for respondents of the first generation (Herberg 1260, p.18); of the
second generation rejection of religion (1960, p.l6); or of the
third generation return to religion (1960, p.31). In fact, the
higher attendance and involwvement in synagogue affairs amongst
regpondents of the second generation stands in dirsct comtradiction
to Herberg's description of the second generatiocn being "consciously,
even bltterly, religiousless™ (1960, p.12}). It is poszible that
Hexberg's approach is useful in a developmental analysis of the
transition from "CGhetto® to "Gilded Ghetto" (Xramer & Krameyman 1961);
it certainly does not reflect the contemporary pattern amongst the
Hewton Mearns respondents.

(2) Structural Factors and Religious Behaviouxr

Tables 7-14 in the Zppendix display the relationships between
religiocus behaviocur and factoxs such az sex, age, education and
occupation. The only statistically significant relationship found
was between sex and svynagogue attendance amongst the Jewish respond-
ents. This is most probably due to the fact that, in order to
conduct a public service, the presence of ten confirmed males (of
the age of 13 or over) is necessary. Further, Jewish men are
traditionally reguired to attend services more than women. Thus
the Jewish men attend synagogue more often than the women. Oon
High Festivals, however, there is a higher female attendance.

In spite of the lack of statistical significence, a few trends
can be distinguished. Amongst both the Jewish and non-Jewlsh
respondents, younger people and the better educated attend services

somewhat less often than the older and the less educated respondents,
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although a high preoportion of the better educated non-Jdewish respond-
ents attended church fairly regularly. This is very much in accord
with Argyle'’s findings that younger pecple, those under the age of

30 in particular, attend church less thian older people (Argyle 1938,
Pp.65-70) . Farthermors , amongst both the Jewish and non-Jewish
respondents, those of the middle age group (40-59) were more

involved in the affairs of the church/synagogue than both the younger
and older respondents.

So far we have seen that affiliation with a synagogue was much
more widespread amongst the Jewish respondents than amongst the non-
Jewish ones, although a large proportion of the latter were affiliated
with a church. It was also clear that the proportion of regular
attenders was particularly low smongst the Orthodox affiliated
respondents, but that very few of the respondents have completely
severed their attachment to the synagogue. However, despilte being
poor attenders, a £ifth of the Orthodox and a third of the Reform
affiliated respondents were active in synagogue life via holding
posts, being active on commlttees and performing some voluntary
sexvice for the congregation. Both these types of religlous
behaviour were not found to be strongly assoclated with any of the
structural factors, although there was a tendency for the vounger
and better educated respondents to be somewhat less .megular attenders.

We shall now turn to examine in somewhat more detail the problem
of Jewish identity, which is said to be closely related %o whether or

not good intergroup relations develop{Lewin 1948, pp.l169-200j.

B. Jewish Identity

Sydney Harris contends that, in principle, the Jew cannot be
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distinguished from the non~Jew in any legal or political sense, yet
he contends that many Jews and non-Jews “believe and act as if the
Jew can be identified and distinguished from cther groups in a
similar way to which an Englishman can be distinguished from a
German or a Russian®. Furthermore, he claims that this iz taken
to an even deeper level as many Jews and non~Jews “"Think and act
as 1f there were an essential guality of Jewishness® (Harris 1862,
p.1l), and thus "Jewish identity® becomes a metaphorical category,
"an unchanging essence” (Harris 1969, p.l).
It is very difficult to grasp the full extent of what is
meant by “Jewish identity”, or to measure it fully, and the various
attempts at meesuring it only prove this point. It is, howewver,
certain that there is some guality which holds the group together and
accounts for its existence and cohesiveness. It is alsc certain
that this guality is not an “unchanging essence”, as the various
studies show.(l}
Bernard Lazexwitz, summarising former research on this toplc,
has counted some nine specific measures developed by students of

Jewish i&entity.{z) These were widely used to varying degrees by

. e . e e 3} .
writers koth in the United States and in ﬁrltaln.( All these

at the focal point of Jewish identity has shifted from the religious
to the ethnic-communal focus; Cromer 1973, pp.58-60 who found a
similar trend away from religiocus identification; Sklare and Greenblum
1267, who found sectarianism rather than religion to be the focal
roint of identification in Lakeville, and there are many others.

2. The 9 measures are: "l.Religious behaviour; 2.Jewish education;
3.Activities and contributions to Jewish oxganisaticns; 4.Type of
Jewish ideology; 5.Attitudes towards Israel; €.Concentration of
courtship and friendship among Jews; 7.The Jewish rearing of one's
children; 8.Jewish home backgrowmd when a child; and 9.Encounters
with anti-Semitism and anxieties over soclal interaction with
Gentiles”. Lazgzerwitz 1273, ».204.})

3. See Rethman 1965; Krausz 19€5; Sklare & Greenblum 1967; Harris
1969; Cromer 1973 and therxe are many others.
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various measures,@fRtre arownd two main poles ~ the relicgiocus behaviour
pole and the ethnic-commumal pele, including intergrouwp attitudes
These two alsc formed the basis for the verv elzborate multivarizate
model of Jewlish identification dewveloped bhv Lazerwitz,

I shall briefly discuss the findings with relation to these two
peles of identification, and attempt to achieve some idea as to the
strength of Jewish identitvy and the nature of such identification

amongst the Jewish respondents.

x(l) The Religious/Traditional Factor in Identification

Historically, the distinctive religion of the Jews was claimed
to be largely responsible for the perpetuation and survival of the
Jewish group. This is mainly duwe to the all-embracing nature of
Jewish religiocus life, The traditional Jew was guided by the code
of behaviour prescribed in the pentateuch and later interpreted hy
the Rabbis. Laws were lald down to regulate almost svery aspect
of the individual's life from washing and food habits to sexual
behaviour (Gantzfield 1927)

Today, however, there is growing evidence that most of the
Jewish people tend to exercise a kind of selectivity in ritual
cbservance (Harris 196%; Cromexr 1973). They do not accept the
full traditional pattern of ritual prescribed by the Jewish religion,
rather “"they select those obsexvances which they feel are cbiectively

poszible to practice and subijectively possible to identify with”

g

{(Cxromer 1873, p.55). That this is s case amongst the Newton
Mearns respondents becomes wery clear from results presented in
Table 7. as shown, the most widely observed traditions are the

-

festivals of Passover a2nd Chamuka, and the lighting of candles on

the Friday night. It is worth noting that these festivals usually

entail a wider family gathering and are often regarded as a family
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TABLE 7: OBSERVANCE OF JEWISH TRADITION ITENMS

Favourable The Juesstion No. Pot,

Answer

SYEST 1. "Do you have the Sabbath 234 83.6
candles lit in your home
on Friday night?”

'YEB® 2. "Do vou fast on 224 80.0
YOM-KIPPUR?Z"

TYES? 3. "Do you eat only Kosher 220 78.6
food at home?"

NO? 4., "Do you eat bacon 163 58.2
outside vour home?”

'PYEST 5. "Do vou keep separate 186 66.4
milk and meat dishes?®

FNOT &. “"Do you eat non-Kogher 33 11.8
food outside your home?”

NOT 7. "Do voufvour husband work 81 28.9
on the Sabbath?”

NOE 8. "Do you travel on the 11 3.9
Sabbath?”

TYES?® 9. "o vou light candles on 234 84.6
the Chanuka?”

YRS 10. "Do you dbserve the 257 91.8
Passover Festival:”

TOTAL N = 280

cccasion or an excuse for family gathsrings rather than of

theological sionificance. Another point is that bhoth the Passover

Seder and the Lighting of Candles on Chanuka have traditionally

been among the most child-centred festivals
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the Chanuka and Passcover festivals are very close to Christmas and
Easter and, as such, the high observance of these festivals can be

.

zeen as an attempt to countasr-balance the effects of these labter

Over two thirds of the respondents keep a Hosher home, but

- . 4 2

cbservance of the dietary laws cutside the home is very low. Only
11.8% of the respondenis stated that they do not eat non~Kosher

food outside the home. Thiz, coupled with over 40.0% of the

respondents who eal bacon cutside the home shows that, as far as

h

the dietary laws are concerned, only a very small proportion o
the respondents can be said to be strxictly Orthodox.

Enother widely observed practice was that of fasting on the
"Yom-Kippur®, However, the Sabbath observance is restricted to
the symbolic lighting of candles. Very few do not travel or work
on the Sabbath.

In addition to the traditions displaved in the table, a
Lurther wo practices were found to be widely cbserved. Some 96. 3%
{135 of =140} of the nale respondents were Bar—ﬁitzvah,(l} and ©
some 95.4% of the respondents for whom information was available
{250 of N=262) had a “Mezuzah" on their door.

Similar to the situation described above, in Edgware it was
alsco found that some practices are meore widely cobserved than others.
In fact, the same practices that were widely observed in Newton
Mearns ranked somewhat higher in Edgware. Thus, some 96.8%

observed the Chanuka festival; 94.0% cbserved the Passover festival;

1. The religious conflwmmation ceremony for boyvs of 13 vears of age.

2. A small case attached to the docrpost, containing a scroll of
"Biblical verses.
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85.6% lit candles on the Friday night and 80.3% reported of fasting
on Yom~Kippur (Krausz 1965, p.120).
There has alsoc been & slackening of the chservano

2 of the

dietary laws. When compared with the New

on Mearns respondents,
however, a larger proportion of Edgwars Jewry [31.4%) &id not eat

non-~-¥osher food ocutside the

vy
3

2@ with 11.8% of the Newton

Mearns Jewish respondents), but only 37.0% had separate milk and
meat dikhes {compared with 66.4% of the Jewish respondents in
Newton Mearns). Thus, in effect, home chservances are kept to a

larger extent in Newton Meamms than in Bdgws

,,l

while a largex

proportion of the Edgware Jews observed the distary laws outside
their home than the Newton Meamns respondents, The Sabbath also
seems to be somewhat more cobserved in Bdgware than in Newton Mearns,
with 30.1% not working, and 11.2% not travelling on the Sabbath
{Krausz 1965, p.125).

Thus, similar to the position in Edgware, it is wmmrealistic

g"!‘

to examine “degrees” of "Orthodoxy® since the latter implies strict
adherence to all the laws laid down by the Shulchan-aruch

{Ganzfield 1527} . It is, howevar, possible to sxamine degrees of

f

‘traditionalism® which implies the cbservance of some of the
traditional customs,

It is at this point that the small Jdifferences in the patterns
cf ohservance amongst the Nawton Mearns and Edgware respondents have
the greatest impact. In Edgware responsaes to the traditicnal
cbservance items zatisfied the reguirsments of the Guttman scaling
technigues whereas, in Newton Meamms, although the responses

approximated the minimal regulrements, they were found to be not



scaiable,(l)

This suggests that the Sdgware communily shows =
somewhat greater uniformity in the selection of items which are
chserved. It also shows a greater consistency in the cholice of
items, although this does not necessarily imply that the EZdgware
respondants were more traditicnal In their behaviour. It doess
imply, however, that they were more consisztent in their trad-
itional behawviour.

Cromer, although not giving a detailed account, also found a
pattern of hiohly subiective selectivity in traditional practice

b

in Wemblev. He contended that this was

ot

largely due to the fact
that ritual observance has become a symbol of Jewish identity,
rather than an act of religicus and sacred significance... These
rituale are usually maintained simply to remind them that thevy

are Jewish®" (1273, p.56). There is no doubt that Cromer's
chservation is applicable to a large proportion of the NVewton Mearns
Jewish respondents. Eowever, traditionzl behaviour, even when
it is symbolic, is of relevance to intergroup relations in that
it contributes towards Jdifferences in life styvle. The Qbsezvénce
of the Sabbath through lighting candles on the Friday nichit means
a short business day in the winter time when Sabbath enters with
dusk. The children are sent home earlier from school, and there
was an cbserved tendency for the whole family to stay at home for

the evening and attend a traditional Fridav nicht meal.

1. A valid Guttman scale | cogfflicient of reproduclbility
of cver 0.9 £3 zhility well above 0.6, (Ses
Stoufrfer et The scale produced by the
icient of reproducibility of
uf 0.37. Ewven the atiempt of
¥ the shorter scalogram had a

£ icxsnt ozf I@p&wamtiﬁixlty of U.90, a coefficient of scalability
of 0.58, and 1iC respondents of the non-scale tvpe.
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To gauge the extent to which traditional behaviour is

prevalent amongst the respondents, the items relating to the

cbsexvance of the Szbbath and of the dietary law were combined

These are provided in Teble 15 in the hppendix. Anen the two

oy
anongst the

shows the

majority of the res

spondents to Le concentrated around the central

scores of 3, 4 with wvery few atbt elther extreme 3C0res. An elght

Bir

point index, however, is somewhalb cunbersome to work with, znd it

was therefore decided to regard all those with score

)

of

on
1
=3

as

y

being hich on the traditional indew; those with scores 5-4 as
moderately traditicnal; those with scores of 3~2 low on the

traditional index and those with scores of 1-0 not traditional’.

the senzitlivity of the index mlgﬂ* be somewhat reduced buk
the mors concise index, with 4 categorles, will be more manageable.

The more concise index, presented in Tasle 1o(3) shows, as in the

full index, the majori

o
o
]

the respondents to rank moderately or

low on the index, wI

traditional or not traditional.

. See Selltiz, Jahpua, Cook and Deutsch 1371, pp.366-370C.
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(B) THE CONCISE INDEX

Level of

Score Ho. Pct. Traditionalism No. Pct.

Highest 7 4 1.4 High ie 5.7
& 12~ 4.3 Moderate 119 42.5
5 38 13.6 TeOw 106 37.8
4 81 28.2 Mot traditional 3 13.9
3 78 27.9
2 28 10.0 TOTAL 230 100.1
1 24 8.6

Lowast O 15 5.4

TOTAL 280 100.1

Levels of traditicnalism, as Teables ¥-12 show, axe highly
related to synagogue and branch of synagogue affiliation, attendance
of services and involvement with synagogue affairs. Al#lough a very
small proportion of the respondents wexe found to be highly trad-
itional, virtually half of those who were affiliated with a synagogue,
and with an orthodox synagogue in particular, were moderate or high
on the index of traditionalism. Thus, although the Reform affiliated
respondents were better synagogue attenders, most of them do not
cbserve the dietary law or the sabbath. Furthermore, regular
attendance and involvement in the affairs of the synagogue are highest
amongst those respondents who were found to be high on traditionalism

and lowest amcongst those who are either low on the traditionalism

ke non-traditiconal.
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alns no support as far as generation is
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TABLE J: AFFILIATION WITH A SYNAGOGUE AND LEVELS OF TRADITICONALISM

Levels of Affiliated with Not affiliated
Traditionalism: a synagogue with a synagogue
High 16 6.0 - -

Moderate 118 44.4 1 7.1

Low 100 37.6 & 42.9

Not traditional 32 12.0 7 50.0

TOTALS 266 100.0 14 100.0

TABLE 10: INDEX OF TRADITIONALISM BY BRANCH OF SYNAGOGUE AFFILIATION

Level of Orthodox Reform
traditionalism Affiliated Affiliated
High 16 6.5 - -
Moderate 115  46.4 3 16.7
Low 92 37.1 8 44.4
Not traditional 25 10.0 7 38.9
TOTALS 248 1100.0 18 100.0

Level of significance p < 0.001 (significant)

TABLE 1l: ATTENDANCE OF SERVICES BY INDEX OF TRADITIONALISM

High Moderate Low Hot Traditional

1l x a week
or more 8 50.0 18 15.1 7 6.6 2 5.1

1-3 x a month 3 18.8 30 25.2 18 17.9 3 7.7
5-6 x a year 3 18.8 23 19.3 22 20.8 5 12.8

High Festivals 2 12.5 37 31.1 33 3L.1 9 23.1

Less often - - Q 7.6 18 17.0 13 33.3
Never - - 2 1.7 7 6.6 7 17.%
TOTALS 16 100.1 119 100.0 106 100.0 39 99.9
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TABLE 12: INVOLVEMENT WITH SYNAGOGUE AFFAIRS BY INDEX OF TRADITIONALISM -

ONLY AFFILIATED RESPONDENTS

Involvement: High Moderate Low Not Traditional
Active member 11 68.7 31 26.3 15 15.0 2 6.2

Not actiwve 5 31.3 87 73.7 85 85.0 36 ©3.8
TOTALS 16 100.0 118 100.0 100 100.0 32 100.0

Level of significance P £ 0,000

TABLE 13: TRADITIONALISM BY GENERATION

Level of First Second Generation Third Generation
Traditionalism Generation & Mixed Parentage and Over

High 3 10.3 9 &.5 4 3.6
Moderate 8 27.6 69 43.6 42 37.5

Low 12 41.4 44 31.7 50 44.6

Not traditional 6 20.7 17 12.2 16 14.3

TOTALS 29 100.0 139 100.0 112 100.0

Level of significance p C0.12

concerned. Most of the respondents, regardless of generation,were
either moderate or low on the index of traditionalism. The highest
prcoportion of non-traditiocnalism was, in fact, found amongst
respondents of the first generation. This is not difficulE o
account for. As we have already seen (Table 5, Chapter 2}, a large
proportion of first generation respondents were from Western Europe,
mainly Germany. While it is not the case that German Jewry was

"assimilated” as Cahnman remarked (Cahnman 1965, pp.l7-27), their
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Jewishness was difficult to define in the sense that it ranged
from rejection and repression, via a balanced fusion, to orthodox
intensity, with the majority occupving probably the broad middle
spectrum between self-hatred and Zicnism" (Strauss 1971, p.77).
Thus, a large proportion of the first generation respondents of
German descent would not have a firm traditional background.
Indeed, evidence presented in Table 16 in the Appendix shows almost
70.0% of the respondents of German and Austro-Hungarian descent to
rank either low on the index of traditionalism or be "not trad-
itional".(l) When traditionalism was examined by descent and
generation simuyltanecusly (Table 17 in the Appendix), in spite of
the small numbers involved it is confirmed that first generation
respondents of German descent are less observant than those of
Eastern European descent. Further, althouch the pattern for
second and third generation respondents is very similar, a large
proportion of respondents of German descent are not traditional,
compared with those of an Eastern European descent. Thus it

seems that an analvsis by generation alone is an oversimplification
which does not reflect the complexities of the current situation.

(2) The Ethnocentric Factor in Identification

The discussion in the previous section makes it clear that
religion can no longer be regarded as the scle channel of Jewish
identification. This being the case, the guestion to be asked
next is whether there has been a shift in emphasis - or in

"orientation to Jewishness® (Cromer 1973). In other words, do

1. A similar finding was reported by Krausz 1965, p.l140.
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respondents identify themselves as Jews through familial (endogamy),
communal, zionist or cother channels or it is the case that
"Individuals are Jews merely if they think or asse¥t that they are
Jews" (Harris 1969, p.175c).

{a) Kinship and Intermarriage - The centrality of the family in

the Jéwish tradition is a widely acknowledge factor contributing to
the survival of the Jewish group (Schlesinger 1971, p.xi; Simpson &
:ih%53r1972' pPp.480-481; Cromer 1973, pp.S8-20}. One index of the

closeness of Jewish families is the extent to which the respondents,

their parents and other relatives exchange visits.

TABLE 14: KINSHIP VISITING PATTERNS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

Respondents Relations other
Respondents® Parents® Visiting than Parents
Visiting Visiting Relations Visiting

Their Parents Respondents Other than Parvents Resgpondents

At least

1l x aweek 107 71.4 81 54.0 135 48.3 149 53.2
1-3 x 2 :

month 20 13.3 35 23.3 86 30.7 81 2%.0
Less often 21 14.0 33 22.0 56 2C.0 47 1&6.0
Never 2 1.3 1 0.7 3 1.1 3 1.1
TOTAL 150 100.0 150 100.0 280 100.1 280 100.1

*These figures relate only to those who had at least one live parent.

Table 14 presenting the kinship visiting patterns shows a very
strong link between the Jewish respondents and their parents. The
pattern of visiting relations other than parents also shows a high
frequency of viSiting, although the intensity of the pattern is lower

than the one for the respondents and their parents. Comparability
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with results obtained for the non-Jewish respondents is problemmatic,
since the differences in the pattern of residential mobility make for
a greater accessibility ofrelations amongst the Jewigh respondents.(l)
However, when allowances were made for this factor, and kinship
visiting of those respondents who are likely to have relations in
Glasgow (i.e. those who moved into Newton Mearns from other neigh-
bourhoods in Glasgow) is considered, results presented in Table 16

in the Appendix show that the extent of parent visiting amongst

these respondents is much lower than amongst the Jewish respondents.
Furthermore, ties with other relations are also much more occasional
than those found amongst the Jewish respondents. Thus, it can he
sald that this dense visiting pattern found amongst the Jewish
respondents is an exclusiwvely group characteristic and is not an
outcome of class distribution, since it was not matched by a similar
pattemm amongst the non~Jewish respondents.

When the results for the Jewish respondents are compared with
results cbtained from the Edgware survey, it is confirmed that parents
visiting is very high amongst Jews (Krausz 1965, p.152). However,;
it seems that links with other members of the family (relations other
than parents) are somewhat stronger in Newton Mearns than amongst the
Edgware respondents (Krausz 1965, p.152).

The strength of the Jewish family system is witnessed in yet
another factor, namely the prevalence of ingroup marriages which was
found to be very strong amongst the Jewish respondents. Of those
who were ever married (N=277), only 17 (6.1%) married a non-Jewish
pPerson. These were 1l Jewish male respondents and 6 female respond-

ents, converts to Judaism. Thus, in effect, of all those who were

1. See discussion pp. 33, Chapter 2.
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born Jewish amongst the respondents and their spouse, the only ones
who were intermarried were men.(l) Only one of the respondents who
were intermarried was not affiliated with a synagogue. His wife
was a Roman Catholic, not converted, and did not plan to convert to
Judaism. Of the remaining 16, 1l were affiliated with the Reform
synagogue, with 9 of the women involved in these intemmarriages
having been converted and the other 2 wndergoing the process of
conversion to Judaism at the time of the survev. The remaining 5
were all members of an Orthodox synagogue, and all 5 women were
converts to Judaism.

The high proportion of intermarried respondents amongst those
who were affiliated with the Reform synagogue is an accurate
representation of the membership figures of this congregation. The
Rabbi of the Reform congregation has estimated the proportion of
mixed marriages amongst the members at higher than 50% and commented
that "It is the highest in the world, I am sure of that" (31.10.74).
This is a direct result of the severe stand taken by the Orthodox
movement on the issues of intermarriage and conversion (Freedman 1935,
r.234; Davis 1971, pp.12-13).

Intermarriage has been described, in view of the importance of

the family as the major agent for tramsmitting Jewish identity and

1. This is in line with Neustatter'’s findings that Jewish men tend to
marry out more often then women (1555,p.92; see alsc Simpson &

1972, pp.5C0~-502). It is quite possible that this finding is a result
of the sampling frame. Intermarried women, taking on their hushand's
name, would have a smaller probability of entering the sample, if they
have severed thelr contacts with Jewish organised life. However, there
iz some evidence that women intermarry less often than men. Only

one of the non-Jewish respondents was found to be married to a Jewess,
and, in addition, of the 14 children of the respondents who were inter-
married, 10 were male children (see p.82).
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as the centre of ritual cbservance, as "the most formidable assault
on the integrity of Jewry"” (Freedman 1855, p.233). "Marital
assimilation™, as it is usually referred to (Gordon 1964, pp.7LlEf)
is seen as the most serious threat to Jewish survival; the most
severe 'crime' 2 Jewlish person can commit, short of conversion to
Christianity (Benijamin guoted in Davis 1871, ».13).

Rabbi Gottleib, the head of the Glasgow Sethwminf(l) stated very
clearly that "Intermarriage means the dissolution of the communitv...
.o The Community should take every possible step to fight inteérmarriage™
{Jewish Echo, 26.3.65). This attitude is wvervy well illustrated in a
cartoon that has appeared in the Jewish Echo (2.4.63), illustrating

LH]

how intermarriage cuts through the "Golden Chala® of communal life' .

1

LETS NOT QREPETMEGD L&Y CHal

!

SeORCE! THE ‘lFU)‘SH E(_Lb"“ ;
Ath perdl 1265, P LA -

1. Beth~Din = The Jewish Rabbinical Court. It is the highest religious
authority in the commumity, and all the svnagogues affiliated with
the United Orthodox Congregations accept its authority.
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It is not suggested here that the Reform movement deliberately
encourages intermarriages. Both Orthodox and Reform Rabbis agree
on the dangers of intermarriage to communal survival (Jewish Echo,
14.2.68) ., Conversion, however, is somewhat eagier to obtain
within the Reform than within the Orthodox movemsnt. The Rabbi of
the Reform congregation has admitted that 95.0% of the intemarried
men in the congregation were originally members of an Orthodox
synagogue. They joined the Reform congregation only when all

attempts at conversion through their own synagogue had failed

When the marriazge pattern of the respondents? children was
considered, of the 97 respondents whe had any married children,
14 (14.4%) had children who were intermarriecd (none of these were
the offspring of an intemmarried couple) . This obvicusly is an
increase compared with the respondents' generaﬁiang‘i'aﬁd it may
still rise to an even higher proportion, as 37.3% (73} of those
with any unmarried children (N=204) thought their children might
possibly marry out; 6.4% (13) thought their children would definitely
marry out; 25.0% (51) said they couldn't possibly know what would
happen, and only 31.4% (64) thought their children would definitely
not marry out.

These 14 inteymarriages involved 8 conversions to Judaism of a
non-Jewish wife, and 6 cases in which there were no planned con-
versions. They were 10 male and 4 female children, and only 1 of

the respondents said that he did not object to his child's inter-
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marriage, However, 10 of the respondents said that after =2
years they accepted the marriage, whereas 3 still remained estranged
from theilr children.

The picture conveved by the data shows the endogamous factor to
be very strong amongst the Newton Mearns respondents, but it is
weakening amongst their children.

attitudes towards intermarriage in general were very negative.
Respondents were asked whether they could “give any reasons why

intermarriage could be a good thing?® (0.112, Jewish Interview

1}

Schedule, p.44) and then they were asked to "give any reasons for

opposing intermar:

443 . Some 202 (72.2%) of the
respondents thought that under no circumstances can intermarriage
be "a good thing", whereas only 19 (7.0%) of the respondents could
not think of any reason for opposing intermarriage.

Mest interesting are the reasons given as to why intermarriage
could be "a good thing”, and reasons for cppesing it. Results
presented in Table 15 show that, when the possibility of inter-
marriage being a good thing was considered, it was mainly because
it helped break down the barrisrs between pecples in general. The
rest of the answers were gualified by 'iff and ‘only’ statements,
which shows that a large proporticn of the respondents in this
group can see some venedflt in intermarriage only under certain
circumstances.

The reascons given for opposing intermarriage related mainly to
the possible outcome and problems created by such a marriage. As
such, reasons given here were more specific and had more relevance
te the dally life patterns and realities within the community than

the biological - or perhaps more glabal ~ considerations which were
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TABLE 15: REASONS GIVEN AS TO WHY INTERMARRTAGE COULD BE A

AT R TY T T,
GOOL/BAD THING

W, [ PR, L. PR AN, S R I T SO o T g
ao0se wino thought intermarriage could be a good thing:

No. Pct.
Intermarrlage helps to break down barriers
between peoples 35 44,9
It's only good if people are in love 18 23.1
It might be good biologically - a change of blood g 1c.2
Only good in an overall context 7 8.9
Only good if the non-Jew converts to Judaism 2 2.6
Other and D.K. 8 1o0.2
TUTAL 78 9g9.9
Those who gave a reason for cpposing intemarriage:
Poor prospect for mixed marriages 47 18.0
Discord within the marriage 5& 21.4
Problem for the offspring c¢f intermarriages &9 26.4
Social problens 13 5.0
Problems for relations & 2.3
Personal reasons 1% 4.2
Weakens Judalsnm 41 15.7
Other and D.K. 18 6.9
TOTAL 261 899.9

brought forth in favour of intermarriage.
The small proportion of respondents who objected on religious
grounds suggests that, for most of the respondents, intermarriage

does not represent a religious problem but rather an undesirable
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social disturbance.
A similar pattern can be obsexved in the attitude of the
respondents who had unmarried children to the

pogsibility of their

child's intermarriage, The wvast majority of the respondents,

X)
B

82.4% (168 of =204} said they would be unhappy if their child

Py

¢

rarried out; 7.8% (16 of W=204} said they would be indifferent;

5.4% {11 of =204} said that their reaction would depend on who

H

the non~Jewish person was; 4.0% (8 of ¥=204) were undecided, and

o

only one respondent said she would be happv.
Explaining their feelings, only 2 small proportion of the

regpondents related thelr personal feelings to concarn with the

majority of the respondents stressed various difficulties and

discords within the marriage, and the difficulties the offspring

il

Q7

¥

these marrlages would face rather than the religious probleums
connected with intermarriage. This is particularly obwvious
amongst those who saild they would not feel unhappy. Most of

these expressed the view that religion is not the most important
factor as far as narriage is concerned. This pattern is simil&;
to that found with the more gsneral attitude towards intermarriage,
whereby opposition is not on religious grounds but rather on social
and ethnic grounds, related to factors which affect the dally life
and routines of the respondents.

Most of the opposition would not be translated into action
intending to prevent the marviage, as some 47.5% (97) said they
would not act upon their feelings but would accept thelr child's
decision; 30.4% (&62) expressed a gualified acceptance - 10 would

accept 1f the non~Jew converted -~ 20 would try and talk theix
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children out of it, but accept eventually - and 32 =zazid thev would

try and prevent it but, falling that, they would accept eventually;
7.8% (18) sald they would not allow the nmarriage to take place;

2.0% (4) =

2

1d they would disown thelr child, while 12.3% {25} could
not anticlpate their reaction, Thus, the mazjority of the

intemarxiage, would not act very

would, aw wally, accept the
2% {122 of N=204)
and 1t would be

L€ the non~Jewish nerson

cppogite possibility of theirx

owrn chdlld’s conversion w suggested to the respondents, reaction

€41
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was very strong.

think their child was cyrazy™;: while 4.4% (9) were wndeciied and a
Further 14.7% (30} refused even to consider the possibility. Whan

ituation arose, only 7.8% (186}

Ly
(9]
frda
i
or
ol
b
o
i
n

at least make an attempt at

saying they would consider
To summarize, it seems that most of the respondents, although
opposed toe intermarriage, would agcept

some condltions. Thelir objection, on

and a large proportion of them would not actively object as long as

the problem of thelr own child's conversion was not

raised as & possibility to prewvent "discord within the maryiage”.

1. Shivah - seven days of mournlng the dead.
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The reaction to this possibility clearly shows that while
regpondents are not strictly observant Jews, thev feel strongly
encugh azbout their Jewishmess £o be shaken by the hypothetical

pogsibility of their
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Table 22 In the Appendix shows most of affiliated
with either the Bonnvton Golf Club or a Zionist ovganisation. The

o g =

nroporticon of
affiliested organisation is wery low (12.4%), which supports the

previous finding that rellgion 1s declining in Lts importance as a

et e N B e o
amongst the Wewton Mearns respondsnis.

Another measure of communal ildentification is the

which respondents restrict their or
informal groups within the lingroup. Tanle 17 shows thelb, both as

far a3 the largey clrcle cf fxiends and the close frds
concerned, a very small proporticn of the respondents had thenm

mainly amongst non-Jews. 3lso a much larger proportion of the
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raspondents had exclusively Jewish close friends, as compared with

TABLE 17; THE PATTERNING OF FRIENDSHIP ANONGST THE RES

People respondents

werz ‘on frisndly

terms with’ 'close friends’®
311 are Jewish 35 14.0 144 55.9
Mostly Jewish 149 53.6 50 34.2

Both Jewish and

non-Jawlsh g2 32.0 24 9.1

Mostly cr only
non-Jewish 1 0.4 5 1.0

None 2 - 17 -

~ 28

28 {-) 280 (=)
3 b Frgie ¢
278 100.0 283 100.0

are usually restricted o cother Jews maianlv, and the figurssz clearly
show how inward Jewish respondents ars in thelr sogial

3

Iif

H

. . . . . s
of the above findings, it iz not gsurcrising to see that,

£, b ] o . L [ PO £
of the 174 L with an informal clrcle of
ey ood
Lile W A

axclusively

- s

o g Sarm S mim @l T LN TR o e e o T
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the Wewton Mear mizes on an informal

basis, mainly
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in informal relations is explained in vart by the fact that more than
half of the respondents, 142 (50.7%), felt more comfortable in Jewish
COmpany . Of the rest, 132 (47.1%) sald thevy felt no difference, vwhereas
only 4 said they felt more comfortable with non-Jews, while 2 were
undecided. The basis of this discomfort in the presence of non-Jews was
mainly an awareness of differences and barrisrs betwesen Jews and non-Jews
{25 respondents - 17.35%), and a feeling that thev have to be on their
guard as to what thevy say and what is sald in their presence (28 respond-
ents - 19.7%).

A further 38 respondents (2£.8%) sald thev feel inhibited

in non-Jfewish company, while 28 (19.73%) =said they Ffeel 'co0ld’ and un-

)

attached when in non-Jewish company, and a further 7

(1)

3 (16.3%)

B

to non~Jewish company in thelr answer.

{c} Zionism ~ The importance of Zionisnm

]
5]
&

focal peoint of Jewish

did not refer

identity has been siressed bv various studies. Hransz

interest in Zionism in Edgware (19€5,p.17N

Bristol "Jewishness” comprised of a subjective feeling

non~Jews and identification with Israel

In Newion Mearns,we have already seen that some

respondents vho were affiliated with a Jewish organisation

0]
L5

one of the local Zionist bhodles. Also, some 56.1%

been to Israsel Ffor a visit., This

=3
3

16.0% found to have done so

of those who had never visited

expressed "a special desire to visit Isragl”
When agked about their personal feslingz 1f the

ceased to exist,
personal sense of losgs:

they would feel no sense of loss; one respondent

33.1%

(157

1.5% (88 of U=

found ogreat
found that in

of difference from

of the
belonged to

of =280} have

vuch hicher nronortion than the

89.6% (251) =zaid thev would feel a very deep

this possibility and a further cne refused toc answer the guestlon.

1. For further discussion on this topic see Chapter 4.
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It is, however, in explaining their feelings towards the possibility
of losing Israel that the full extent of their identification with
its fate and the sense of "peoplehood” and “togetherness", “oneness”
with the Israelis is realised, as Table 18 shows. Although only
two respondents said they wanted to settle in Israel, the majority
of the explanations were Jewish centred, with only 8.0% (22) of

the respondents saying their sense of loss would be the same if they
"heard that India had slaughtered all of Bangladesh. HWould feel
sorry £or any race, Jews or other®. The majority of the
respondents, however, referred to Israel as their owg country -

"It's my country, I feel T belong to Israel”; or explained their

TABLE 18: REASONS GIVEN BY RESPONDENTS AS TO WHY THEY WOULD FEEL

A PERSONAL SENSE OF LOSS IF ISRAEL WAS DESTROYED®

No. Pct.
Acknowledge an affinity with the
Jewish race 120 43.6
It is the natural homeland for Jews 68 24.7
Because of Israel's function for
diaspra Jews 55 20.0
Proud of Israel's achievements 18 6.2
It's a place for Jewish refugees : 13 4.7
Want to go and live there 3 1.1
Because of general humanitarian reasons 22 8.0
Other and D.K. 7 2.5
TOTALS 275%%

*Excluding the 5 respondents who expressed no personal sense of loss,
**As more than one reason was mentioned by some of the respondents,
figures do not add up to totals.
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feelings by stating: "They are my brothers and sisters”; or
"I associate myself with the Jewish race".

This feeling of "oneness” with Israel is also expressed,
though in a different way, by those who stressed how functional
Israel was for diaspra Jewry. The majority of those (26 out of
55) saw Israel as an insurance policy - "I suppose it's the final
refuge for Jews. If every nation turns sour or anti-Semitic, the
only safe place is Israel”, or "Basically I will feel a sense of
loss because of my own security. It is always a house to go to
should vou need it. You feel more secure knowing that Israel
is there®. Thus, for some 26 respondents, Israel represents
a place of refuge to which they can turn in case of need, and this
gives them a sense of security. But this is not the only way in
which Israel is seen as functional for diaspra Jewry. Many
respondents also thought that the existence of Israel has changed
the image of the Jew, thus changing the general attitude towards Jews,
and through that also acting as a distant protector of the Jews, as
the following statements show: "I think Israel will be the answer to
our problem in diaspra. Jews always used to just run away and not
fight., Now people regard Israel with respect and include us in that
respect”; "Because ... Israel's existence has given us a status and
respect we didn't hawve before. Since the establishment of Israel,
the Jews have been accepted”; or, "The fact that Israel is there
has kept anti-Semitism on the Hitler scale from raising its ugly
head”,

Thus it seems that Israel has become not only a place of
possible refuge, but alsc an influential factor in safeguarding

the position of diaspra Jewry.
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Underlying all the above statements there are three themes.
Firstly, there is a basic insecurity in their status and future in
diaspra - "We must have a country of our own - none of us is safe
you know" . Secondly, connected with this basic insecurity is the
fear that, basically, anti-Semitism is a very lively issue which
is only kept under control temporarily, and Israel forms part of
that control and thirdly, that the fate of the Jewish people in
diaspra is closely linked with the fate of Israel - which is verxy
well expressed in the following statement: "I consider Israel as
the backbone of my existence®.

The strong feelings revealed by the respondents towards Israel
do not represent a mere shift in the focal point of Jewish identity,
but are also very significant psychologically. In view of the basic
insecurity revealed above, identification with Israel, the fighting
nation, seems to give a sense of belongingness and security around
which their secular—national identification evolved. Israel has
become the topic which, more than any other single factor, evckes
their sense of peoplehood: it has become a symbol they were proud
to identify with. As was put by one of the respondents: "Israel I3
the Jewish people. It is the embodiment of the Jewish people. It's
loss would psychologically maim the Jewish people in Diaspra®”.

3. Structural Factors and Jewish Identity

Tables 18-21, 23 and 24 in the appendix presenting the various
items considered in this chapter according to sex, age, education
and occupation show the following patterns. As far as religious
identification is concerned, respondents of the younger age group
and the better educated are somewhat less traditional than the

older and less educated respondents, although the results were not
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significant statistically. Most of the respondents, regardless of
age, sex, education and cccupation were opposed to intermarriage,
had mostly Jewish friends and stated that they would feel a very
deep personal sense of loss if Israel ceased to exist.

Affiliation with Jewish organisations was found to be
significantly higher amongst men than amongst women, and amongst
respondents of the managerial than those of any other occupational
group.

No significant relationship was found between the expression of
Zionist feelings and the date of the interview. This means that
the overwhelming support for Israel is not a reflection of heightened
awareness caused by the 1973 war. Rather, thils represents a long
temm shift in the focal point of Jewish identification.

Further evidence to the effect that there has been such a shift
is presented in Teble 25 in the 2Appendix. Although a larger
proportion of the respondents who were traditional opposed inter-
marriage and exPYessed Zionist feelings as compared with the less
traditional respondents, the very high proportion of the latterxr
expressing similar feelings, and a similar tendency to be affiliated
with Jewish associations and have mainly Jewish friends is the
clearest indication of the strength of the ethnocentric factor amongst
the raspondents. Thus, respondents who were not traditional in
their religiocus kehaviour show a strong group identity expressed
through communal channels.

Table 19 presenting the relationship between the various ethno—-
centric factors and generation and descent again demonstrate the
uselessness of a generational analysis for the understanding of

current gewish identification. Most of the respondents, regardless

94



TABLE 19: ETHNOCENTRIC FACTORS OF IDENTIFICATION BY GENERATION AND DESCENT

A. Attitudes Towards Intermarriage by Generation and Descent

Generation: Descent:
Germany & Other
Attitude to First Second Third Poland & Austro- and not
intermarriage: Russia Hungary immigrants
Consider
intermarriage
a "bad thing” 28 96.6 132 95.0 101 20.2 223 94.9 27 93.1 11 68.8
Do not con-
sider it a
"bad thing® 1 3.4 7 5.0 11 8.8 12 5.1 2 6.9 5 31.3
TOTALS 29 100.0 139 100.0 112 100.0 235 100.0 29 100.0 16 100.1
p < 0.2

B. Close Friends by Generation and Descent

! Germany & Other
The Friends: First Second Thixrd Poland & Austro- and not

Russia Hungary immigrants

All are
Jewish 15 62.5 67 50.8 62 58.0 122 54.4 14 58.4 8 53.4
Mostly Jewish & 25.0 50 37.2 34 31.8 77 34.4 6 25.0 7 46.6
Both equally 2 8.3 13 9.8 9 8.4 20 8.9 4 16.7 - -
Mainly not
Jewish 1 4.2 2 1.5 2 1.9 5 2.2~ - - -
TOTALS 24 100.0 132 100.0 107 100.,1 224 99.9 24 100.1l 15 100.0

C. Affiliation with Jewish Organisations by

Generation and Descent

Germany & Other
Affiliation: First Second Third Poland & BAustro— and not
Russia Hungary immigrants
Affiliated 16 55.2 97 6%.8 80 71.4 164 69.8 18 62.1 11 ¢8.8
Not
affiliated 13 44.8 42 30.2 32 28.6 71 30.2 11 37.9 5 31.3
TOTALS 29 100.0 139 100.0 112 100.0 235 100.0 29 100.0 16 100.1
p <0.2 p £0.6
D. Zionist Feelings by Generatiom and Descent
Personal Germany & Other
sense of loss First Second Third Poland & Austro- and not
in case Israel Russia Hungary immigrants
ceased to
exist:
Very deep 29 100.0 129 93.5 94 B83.9 213 91.0 25 86.2 14 87.5
Scme sense
of loss - - 7 5.1 15 13.4 16 6.8 4 13.8 2 12.5
No sense
of loss - - 2 1.4 3 2.7 5 2.1 =~ - - -
TOTALS 29 100.0 138 100.0 112 100.0 234 99.9 29 100.0 16 100.0
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of generation, were opposed to intermarriage and expressed strong
Zionist feelings, although this was strongest amongst respondents
of the first generation. Another featurs displayved in the Table
shows some variation in the extent of affiliation with Jewish
organisations and the tendency to have "all Jewish" friends amongst
respondents of the different generaticms. However, no clear cut
pattem is found according to generation. In a similar way, no
clear cut patterns were found in relation to the ethnocentric
factors and descent.

C. Summary and Discussion

Attention in this chapter has been focused on the religious
behavicur of both the Jewish and non-~Jewish respondents, and on
Jewish identity.

ks far as religious behaviour is concerned, it was found that
the non—-Jewish respondents were somewhat less affilizted with a church
than the Jewish respondents with a svnagogue. In splte of this, a
very small propcrtion of the respondents declared themselves to be
atheists. When they were affiliated, the non-Jewish respondents
were found to be somewhat better attenders than the Jewish ones,
particglariy when compared with the Orthodox affiliated respondents.

is far as Jewish:i&entity is concerned, it was found that,
similarly to Leeds (Krausz 1963) , Edgware (Krausz 1965), Bristol
{(Harris 1269) and Wembley (Cromer 1973}, there has been a weakening
of the observance of the Jewish traditioms. Indeed, the observance
of the festivals with an additional two or three items sums up fairly
accurately the religious situation amongst the Newton Mearns
respondents.

Nevertheless, as Lenskl stated “the vigor of Jewish communalism
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more than compensated for the weekness of the religicus associations®
(1963 ,p.319). Kinship ties, resistance to intemmarriage, affiliation
with Jewish organisations and in group patterns of friendship were
found to be important channels of identification, both reflecting and
strengthening associational inbreeding (Dean 1958, p.»® ) amongst the
respondents. This comes through very clearly in the sympathy and
feeling of "oneness” with the Jews in Israel.

Zionism - or support for Israel - proves to be one of the
strongest ethnocentric factors amongst the Newton Mearns respondents.
It is through this factor that the strength of the social-psychological
sense of "peoplehood” (Gordon 1964,p.24) amongst the Jewish respondents
is realized. Zionism is clearly the new focal point of Jewish
identification, more so than in Leeds (Krausz 1963,p.135), Edgware
(Krausz 1965,pp.178~172) and Bristol (Harris 1969, p.175b). Indeed
Chaim Bermant has already noted that “"Zionism, though on the decline
everywhere, 1s strongexr in the provinces than in London and is stronger
in Glasgow than in any other provincial centre, At any national
Zionist gathering, Glasgow always provides the liveliest contingent ...
..Glasgow, compared to its size, has probably sent more people to
Izrael than any other Jewish community in the countyry” (Bexmant 1969,
p.538).

This apparent shift is accompanied by a parallel shift in
ideclogy. When respondents were asked to explain "What is a Jew?™
only 44.6% (116 of N=260),(l) described Jewishness as a guality related
te religion; 59.2% (154 of N=260) stated that "one is born Jewish®,

suggesting that 'Jewishness' is an ascribed status similar to sex and

1. 20 respondents (7.1%) said they could not explain Jewishness to
anyone.
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nationality, while 23.6% (62 of N=260) described a Jew in terms of
ethical life style.(l) The fact that over 50.0% of the respondents
do not appear to be able to justify Jewishness on religious grounds
and, moreover, the fact that there is no unanimous agreement over
the definition of Jewishness, has led Sydney Harris to conclude

that the Jewishness of his respondents seems to be "devoid of content”

(1969, »p.175b an

4

185¢). He also states that this reflacts a lack
of agreement as to the “behaviour necessary for a Jew® (1969,p.108).
Although the findings in Newton Mearns are similar to those
reported by Harris, I would disagree with his interpretation. I
would argue that, although the respondents might find it difficult

to explain ‘'Jewishness’ to others, this is not because their Jewish-

oba
jeh
[}

ness is devoid of content, but iz due to the changing character of

L.

Jewish identity as witnessed by the figures presented in thiz chapter.

Furthermore, it is not the case that the respondents have no model of

the behaviour necesgary to be considered a

2

cod Jew, and the svidence
oroduced in mable 26 in the Appendix prowves this polint. Resnondents
were asked to consider some 20 items and state whether, in their

opinion, they arxe szsentizl, desirable, have no bearing or should not

; . . 3 . (2)
be practised in order to be considered a good Jew.

-
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Locking at the gualitie
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to be essential, we fiad

{

the folleowing items to rank the highest:

1. Figures do not add up to totals since more than one type of
explanation was used by some respondents.

2. The actual question is presented at the top of Table 26 in the
Appendix. Howevar, for the zake of clarity, it is reproduced here:
¥In your opinion, for a Jew to be considered a good Jew, which of the
following must he do? ¥Which are desirasble but not essential? Which
have no bearing on whether or not he is considered a good Jew?

Which must he not do?" (2.132, Jewish Interview Schadule, ».53).
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"Recept his being a Jew and not try to hide it” 80.4%
"Lead an ethical and moral life" 74, 3%
"Belong to a synagogue" 72.1%
"Know the fundamentals of Judaism” 66, 4%
"Marry within the Jewish falth" 85.7%
“Help the underprivileged to improve their lot® 54.3%
“Support Israsl® £2.5%
"Support all humanitarian causes® 6l.1%
“attend services on High Holidays® E5.7%
"Gain respect of Christian neighbours"” 52.5%

"Promote civic betterment and improvement in the
community® 47.1%

The above list shows a clear shift from rast models of

h

religious piety, with only synagogue membership and attendsnce o

services on "High Holidasys" considered as essential. Thus the

list proves to be short of a religious nmodel. It is also short
of a Jewish cultural model with roots in traditional Jewish 1i%e

and history. It does, howewvex, include a “goo
model, nationalistic and ethnocentric models.
The iceal of Jewishness seems to be mainly that of the practice
of good citizenship and moral and ethical conduct. Thus, to be a
good Jew 1s to be a helpful person, interested in helping the
underprivileged and leading a clean and moral life. It is, however,
not clear whether the moral and ethical code of such a way of life
is derivative from the teachings of Judaism or not. But it is quite
clear that the ideal of the good Jew alsc means self acceptance and
an open acknowledgement and pride in one’s Jewishness. Another

important theme is to gain the respect of thelr Christian nelghbours.
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This seems to suggest that every individual, in his dealings with
the non~Jewish environment, is to be seen to be Jewish, and thus is
seen as a representative of the whole community, with his conduct
reflecting back on the whole community. "Thus the good Jew is
under the obligation of conducting himself in an exemplary manner
each Jew represents the Jewish group and is obliged to act accord-
ingly®{Sklare and Greenblum 1987, p.325).

Cn the whole,; then, the essential guaslitlzs of a "good Jew"”

are self acceptance, moral excellence and

in

ome knowledge and
practice of Judaism. The acts he is obliged to perform include
membership and attendance of synagogue {(on High Holidays only) .,
endogancus marriages, promotion of social welfare, and contribution
to good intergroup relations.

The "desirables” category shows a much more traditionzl bias,

with the following items ranking the highest:

Tattend weekly services” 5C.4%
"belong to Jewish crganisations® 59.6%
be well versed in Jewish history and culture” 58.9%
"chsexve the distary laws” 45.7%

The above list includes the well established religicus traditions
and a Jewish cultural model. t shows that, while Orthodoxy is
regarded as desivable, it is not essential to be considered a good
Jew, and it seems that our respondents comply with this model and
act accordingly.

Turning to the "no bearing” categoxy,- the highest ranking
are "Promote the use of ¥iddish"; "Have mostly Jewish friends”™ and
"Give Jewish candidates for political office preference™. These

suggest a decline in the use and knowledge of the distinctive
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Jewish language, hence a decline in ilts importance. The second
item might be an indication of a possible breakdown of the Jewish
inteyraction system, although this, uwnlike Bristel Jewxry (Harxis 1969,
p. 106}, has not yet taken place. The third item is also the cne
ranking highest on the "must not do” category. This idea is
rejected by some 40.0% of respondents and probably reflects a
defensive reaction based on the feaxs that Jews would be charged
with being more devoted to the advancement of their gxoup interests
than to the advancement of the common good.

There is no way of knowing whether the image of the “good

Jew" has een constructed to fit the type of Jewlshness which ouxr

(=7

respondents seem to practise. However, there is a clear shif
from the religiocus focal point to the naticnalistic-ethnic focal
point of ideclogy, which corresponds to the parallel shift in
practice and behaviour.

s

[

Inasmuch as this shift can be considerxsd
of the secularization thesis, it is clear thab, while membershlp

figures do not lend support for this thesis, the growing sew

on ethnocentric factors and the wvery low proportion of respondents
who were traditional in thelr behaviocur show a great deal of change
in the traditional patterns of Jewish life. Whether this will be
seen as evidence in support of the secularxization thesls would be
entirely dependent on the way Judalsm is defined.

As far as the three generation thesis is concerned, the findings
presented in this chapter can be added to the volume of evidence
against this thesis (Lazexrwitz & Rowitz 1964; Axelrod et al 1567;
Goldstein & Goldschelider 1968; Sharot 1973). it seems to me that

generations do not-make a meaningful index for the understanding of
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the present day communal pattern. As Lazerwlitz and Rowltz suggest,

"The attempts by Herberg and others to plcture all the complexities
of religious change as a result of,or illustrated by generations, is

an endeavour to use a crude index on too many scoclal forces and

Feln o e m T e e T
g TV Sl TesSud

5

5" (1969, p.538).
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CHAPTER 4: THE ATTITUDINIL BACKGROUND: THE JEW AND INTEGRATION,

Having diseussed the background for intergroup relations in
terms of religious behaviour and Jewish identification, we can now
turn to discuss attitudes which bear on the issue of intergroup
relations. Ultimately, these relate to the way the Jewish respond-
ents perceived themselves in relation to non-Jews and vice versa.

Simpson and Yinger, following L.Wirth, have distinguished four
main ultimate objects that minority groups might strive to achieve
{(Wirth 1945,p.354; Simpson & Yinger 1972, p.14). These range from
a desire for complete absorption into the larger soclety, thereby
casting off their distinct&ve culture (‘Assimilation’), to going
bayond the desire for egquality to a desire for domination (*Militant').
Between these two extremes are a desire to co—exist with the
majority and other minorities ('Pluralism’) and a desire for Eoth
cultural and political independence (‘Secessionist®). They have
also postulated six major policies which dominant groups might adept
in their dealings with minorities. These range from a wish to
assimilate the minority {(forced or pemmitted) to the complete
extermination of the minority while pluralism, legal protection of
minorities, population transfer and continued subjugation of the
minority are seen as intermediate goals between the above-mentioned
extreme goals (Simpson & Yinger 1972, p.l7). Stated this way, the
question which poses itself is whether and to what extent the Jewishg
respondents wish to integrate intc the wider society on the one hand
and whether and to what extent the wider soclety is open enough and

free enough of prejudice to pemmit the integration of the minority
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cgether, or are thelr goals too disparate?

A. The Jew and Integration

Findings presented in the previous chapter show very clearly
that the Jewish respondents do not wish to assimilate. Most of them
opposed intermarriage, even if this was not done on religlous grounds,
oxr conscilously out of concern for Jewish survival.

However, the problem is scmewhat more complex than a simple wish
to preserve the group. In addition to copposition to intermarriage,
respondents have alsoc expressed a wish to improve intergroup relations.
Thus, when asked asbout residential segregation, as many as 98.6%

{165 of N=280) rejected the idea of "many Jews living together in a
few Jewish districts"™ because it would affect the relations between
Jews and non-Jews badly. Only 3.9% (11 of N=280} thought that
residential segregation would actually improve interxgroup relations.
The remaining respcndents thought that residential segregation would
not affect relations with non-Jews (23.0% -~ 80 of N=280),‘or were
undecided on the matter (8.6%, 24 of W=280). Furthermore, it was
also clear that the respondents did not wish to segregate themselves
in theilr own neighbourhcod. When asked about their preference as
to the proportion of non—-Jews in the twenty houses nearest to their
own, the majority - 83.9% (235 of N=280) - were indifferents 10%

(28 of N=280) preferred a majoxity of 530.0% or more non-Jewish
residents, and only 2.6% (7 of N=280) expressed a preference for

)
less than 30.0% non—-Jewish residents.(z'

L. The prcblem was expressed by Krausz in terms of "A Jewish Dilemma”.

See Krausz 1864, p.ib.

2, 3.6% (10 of N=280) were satisfied with thelr present position.
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Further to that, the model of the essential gualities of the
good Jew includes "good citizenshipn”, which indicates a wish for

both improved Intergroup relations and for greater participation in

(1)

the community at large. 2l1l these reflect a wish to integrate
the general communilty, it iz clear what is

e T B, T I St U SORp N B
L RLTeUIOLIOn WaLlOh LE O LEBLIE .

integrate into

=

remainlng 244 respor aave all esxpressed at
least sowe wish te integrate and to Le
social network. dowever, all attempts

of the 87.1% who expressed som

(%3
4]

WLSH

[{H]

attempts at producing a meaningful index. When responses to the
varicus key items were arranged in an index form, the index did not
seen to have any Jifferentiating power among the various scores with

relation to traditionalism, feeclings of uneass in the campany of non-

1. See p. 99 Chaptex 3.

2. For a simlilar finding, see Cromer 1973, p.78
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TRELE l: “WHRAT PREVENTS MORE MIYXING BETWEEM JEWS BAND NON-JEWSY -

JEWISH RESPONDENTS WHO THOUGHT THERE

SHOULD BE MORE MIXING

Jewish clannishness and arrogance
Social differences between Jews and non-Jews
Religious~Traditional differences

Jewish fear of anti-Semitism

Jaewish fear of intermarriage and assimilation
Non-Jews don't want o mix with Jews

Both Jews and non-Jews don't want to mix

Lack of contact opportunity

Nothing

Other =2nd DX,

TOTAL

wo. (V)

54
28
25
22
is
16

i5 7.6

25

187

100.0C.
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TABLE 2:; WHY DO THEY THINKUTHERE SHOULDN'T BE MORE MIXING? -
JEWISH RESPONDENTS WHO THINK THERE SHOULDN'T BE MORE

MIYXING BETWEEN JEWS BAND NON-JEWS"

No. Pct.
Fear of intermarriage and assimilation 23 41.8
Bwareness of barriers and group differences 7 12.8
Not too keen ~ can't be bothersd making the
effort 7 12.8
Like to be with Jews 5 9.1
There is sufficient mixing as it is 4 7.2
Fear and distrust on both sides 2 3.6
Other and D.K. 7 12.8
TOTAL 55 100.1

TABLE 3: REASONS FOR FEELING UNEASY IN THE COMPANY OF NON-JEWS
{(THOSE RESPONDENTS WHO STATED THEY ARE MORE COMFORTABLE

IN THE COMPANY OF JEWS)

Answers relating to Jewish company: No. Bct.
Common cultural background - general 63 44 .4
Common cultural features - focused 71 50.0
Common social bond 5 3.5
Dié not refer to Jewish company 21 14.8
Answers relating to the company of non-Jews:

General differences and barriers 25 17.6
Focused cultural differences 28 19.7
Feel inhibited 40 28.2
No feelings at all 28 8.7
Quite at ease 17 11.9
No reference to the company of non-Jews 8 5,6

TOTAL 142¢Y -

1. Many of the respondents referred to both Jewish and non~Jewish
company and mentioned more than one factor. As a result, numbers
exceed totals and percentages exceed 100%.
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Three main factors are seen as obstacles to more mixing between
dews and non-Jews. First, it seems that a large proportion of the
respondents are aware of group differences which either deter them
from mixing socially with non-Jews or make them feel uncomfortable
in the company of non-Jews. Secondly, a large proportion of the
respondents have elther personally expressed underlying fears and
susplcicns, or thought that most Jews are directed in their contacts
with non-Jews by fears and anxietles relating to two main issuves:

A, A fear of intemmarriage and assimilation and B. Suspicions as to
the basic underlying attitudes of the non-Jew, i.e. fears of
rejection, rebuff and underlying hostile attitudes and feelings on
the part of non~Jevws. Thirdly, there is the accusation that the
Jews are clannish and actually do not wish to mix with non-Jews.

(1) Awareness of Group Differences

Respondents who were aware of group differences expressed this
awareness mostly in relation to ‘intrinsic'® cultural traits rather
than those of the ‘extrinsict type,(l) and when differences of the
latter type were mentioned, these were usually related back to some
sort of an ‘intrinsic' cultural value. Furthermore, awareness was
alsc expressed on two levels differing in thelr degree of abstraction -

the general level, and the more focused and practical type of group

differences. The former have produced rather general statements

1. "Intrinsic' tralts ave those characteristics which are essential
ingredients of the group's cultural heritage like religious beliefs
and practices, ethical values, norms, etc. 'Extrinsic'! traits are
those characteristics which are not part of the group's cultural
heritage but reflect grouw adjustment toc its local environment such
as dress, linguistic communications, etc. For further discussion
see Gordon 1964, pp.79~80.
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such as: "We have a different outlock to life. These are two
different ways of 1life” ox, "There arxe differences in our general
mode of life, different holidays and different mode of home life”.
These responses envisage a difference of normative and ideoclogical
premises and assumptions about life which, according to some of the
respondents, make for a completely "different emphasis on the concept
of life".

In contrast to this group, those who discussed more focused
cultural differences invariably mentioned either conversaticnal
difficulties and differences or more specific differences such as
drinking and gambling habits. The conversational barriers are
usually seen to be of three main kKinds.

A, Throughout the process of acculturation, the Jews have adopted
the English language as their native tongue, but at the same time
have retained a fair amount of Yiddish which they have incorporated
into English. The fact that non~-Jews do not understand Yiddish
makes conversation somewhat less relaxed and fluent, and forces the
Jewish respondents into a state of awareness of cultural differences
and a deliberate attempt at avoiding using well-worn Yiddish phrases.
As some of the respondents reported: "With non-Jews I feel samewhat
more reserved, less able to express my feelings. I can't use
viddish words"; or "We grow up with colloguial Jewish phrases which
we have in our language, and when we speak we understand what each
of them means. When speaking to non-Jews, one must be constantly
aware of whom one is speaking to®.

B. In addition to these barriers, there is the constant fear of
being misunderstood, of being cffended or of offending non-Jews when

no offence was meant. As a result, respondents are always alert to
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any emotional undercurrents and are on their guard, as the following
statements suggest: "Among non-~Jews you have to watch evervthing
you say in case you will offend someone™; or "There is always a
tension in case they make an anti-Semitic comment®”.

C. Some respondents also felt that some topics of conversation
need to be avoided as they might be misinterpreted as ‘boasting' or
‘showing off', as the next statement clearly suggests: "I feel
unccmfortable because one would feel that certain topics of dis-
cussion would appear big and blasé to non-Jews. For example
business and holidays, conversation like that, financial things,
ete.”

The foregoing discussion shows very clearly that the differences
mentioned by the Jewish respondents reflect the cultural pattern of
group life as described by Schutz (1871, p.31). The way in which
the Jewish respondents perceive these differences points to “an
accepted way of life ... , a conception of how to come to terms with
things and men® {(Schutz 1971, ».228) or, in other woxds, to a "cosmos"
of speech founded on a "world taken for granted"” (Schutz 1271,
PP.230—-234) which is not entirely shared with non-Jews. Thus ,- the
barriers mentiocned reflect the historical-~cultural heritage of the
Jews and the different interests they are thought to have in life.

As such, these seem to heighten the fears that various cues, correctly
understood by other Jews as a result of sharing this "world taken for
granted”, and of starting off with similar assumptions and premises about
1ife, would be misinterpreted by non-Jews as offensive or arrogant.

This contributes towards a deliberately heightened self awareness

when in the company of non-Jdews and an attempt at staying on safe

ground and aveiding controversial issues and topics which separate
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Jews from non-Jews, or which accentuate the differences between the
two groups. As some of the respondents stated: "I am careful about
the subjects I choose when I am with non-Jews"; or yet ancther
respondent who stated: "When I am with non-Jews we try to avoid
controversial topics”. It is clear that the foregoing account
shows that, in mixed situations, various strains are introduced
into the conversation, aé a result cflwhich some respondents might
feel that they "cannot be bothered making the effort® 7

Similar factors arise when drinking, gambling and other more
focused differences are discussed, as can be seen from the
following statement: "Non-Jews drink, I don't. They gamble, I
den't., Their idea of a good night ocut 1s a bocze~up. This is
not my idea. ¥iddish people aren't brought up this way. I'd
rather spend my money on my propercy or family™.

It iz quite possible that, in drinking habits, references are
made to Glasgow in general and the drinking habits of Glasweglans
rather than specifically to the non~-Jews in Newton Meamms. It is
guite possible that a similar reaction would have been achieved from
the non~Jewish respondents in reference to cther Glaswegilans and this
represents a class rather than ethnic reaction. However, it is
clear that the above differences, mentioned by some of the respond-
ents together with other differences ("I feel non-Jews are completely
different from us. Their outlock on life, food habits and clothes
are all different") are extrinsic in nature, but they are seen as
implyving or originating from intrinsic cultural differences in values
and attitudes. Whether thess differences in value relate to money,
property, family or life in general, they are all important factors

constituting the world taken for granted by the in group. This is
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clearly defonstrated by the following statement sbout the differences
between Jews and non-Jews in more gensrxal terms: "A way of thinking -
there are a lot of things vou don't have to sav when vou are in
Jewish company. You can take them for granted”.

In an attempt to investigate these perceived group differences
still further, we have fumished the Jewish respondents with seven
statenents comparing Jews with "other people® and with six further
statements comparing non-Jews with Jews. Results presented in
Table 4, page 12 show some interesting differences between the
picture the Jews have of themselves and the pictures they have of
"other people” or of non-Jews. It seems that the Jews have accepted
the economic stereotype of the Jew as a person who is motivated by
ambition, monetary and business considerations morxe than other people.
This, needless to say, has always been an integral part of any anti-
Semitic ideoclogy (Beard 1942, pp.362-401l), and insofar as these traits
are seen as negative, this acceptance might represent what is usually
known in soclology as "Jewish self hatred” (Lewin 1948, pn.186-200).
We have no indication as to the extent to which these traits are
seen as negatlve; however, it can be safely assumed that they are seen
as negative in part, and foxm the basis of the viéw expressed by some
members of the community as to the materialistic values which
generally prevail in the cemmunity.(l) On the other hand, judging
by the formerly cited statement, it seems that these traits can be
moxe adequately seen as part of a general picture of a cautious and
responsible individual who thinks of the future rather than of the

present, who is able to postpone immediate gratifications for the

1. Editorial comment in the Jewish Echeo, 22.3.74.
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TRBLE 4: ANSWERS TO QUESTION 130 (p.52 OF JEWISH SCHEDULE) :
"I AM GOING TO READ A NUMBER OF STATEMENTS TO YOU WHICH
HAVE OCCARSIONALLY BEEN MADE IN CONTRASTING JEWS WITH OTHER
PEOPLE. I'D LIKE TO XKNOW YOUR REACTIONS TO EACH. TELL ME
WHETHER YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE STATEMENT.®

Statements comparing Jews with Agree Disagree No N=280
other people Coinion

. "Jews tend to be more clever
than most other people” 104 37.1 163 38.2 13 4.6 199.9

B. "Tews tend te be more money-
minded than most other
pecple® 182 65.0 93 33.2 5 1.8 100.0

C. "Jews tend to be more
ambitiocus than meSt other
people™ 227 81.1 47 16.8 6 2.1 100.0

D. "Jews tend to be more
aggressive than most other
people” 81 28.9 184 65.7 15 5.4 100.0

E. "Jews tend toc be more
interested in education than
most other people® 179 63.9 96 34.3 5 1.8 100.0

F. "Jews tend to be shrewder
businessmen than most other
people” 144 8l.4 12

N

43.6 14 5.0 100.0
G.."Jews tend to be intellect-
ually superior to most other
people” 60 21.4 208 74.3 12 4.3 100.0
Q.131: "Here are a few more, which compare mon-Jews with Jews.

Do you agree or disagree with each statement?”

Agree Disagree No N=280
Cpinion
A. "Non~Jews tend to be more
religilous than Jews™ 67 23.9 184 &5.7 29 10.4 0.0
B. “"Non~Jews tend to drink more
than Jews"” 230 85.0 33 11.8 9 3.2 100.0

C. "Non-Jewish families tend to
be less closely knit than
Jewish familiesg® 223 72.6 42 15,0 15 5.4 100.0

D. "Non~Jews tend to fight
physically more than Jews do" 215 76.8 41 14.6 24 8.6 100.0

E. "Non-Jews are more inclined
to go in for sports as
leisure time activity than
Jews do” 168 60,00 99 35.4 13 4.6 100.0

F. "Non—-Jews tend to be more
loose sexuvally than Jews” 56 20.0 153 54.6 71 25z4 100.0
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sake of long range goals such as educating his children, securing
their future, and caring for his family. Thus, the economic picture
of the Jew seems to constitute one facet of a general structure of
regponsibilities towards one's own children and family. The picture
arising here is that of a community consisting of aspiring and
ambitious individuals, very much interested in improving their
position in life through education and business, careful with money
and in investing it, and more interested in their family life than
in drinking or sports. In short, we get a plicture of a responsible
and reliable community.
Somewhat contrasting with this picture, the non~Jews are seen
as individuals who are more interested in immediate gratifications.
They are not motivated by ambition, familial or business interests
as much as Jews are. They are alsc seen ag heavier drinkers and
as having more extra~familial interests than Jews do. That they
are also seen as less responsible than Jews is further shown in that
they are seen as being more aggressive and tending to fight physically
meore than Jews do. This picture of the less responszible non-Jew
who 1s more interested in drinking than in his family or culture
and education was further conveved to me on various informal
occasions, with specific reference to drinking habits and irrespons-
ible hendling of money. 211 this seems to show that the differences
are not seen as extrinsic differences of manner, but rather as more
intrinsic differences of ideology, which bear on normative systems.
Here, again, it is possible that the picture of the non-Jew is
a rather generalized view of Glaswegians as a whole than of the
Hewton Mearns non~Jew and is engendered by class differences, although
1n some cases this picture definitely extended to include the Newton

Meamns residents.
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(2) The Underlyving Fears and Suspicions

@J The fear of assimilation:~ It is quite clear that, while most

of the Jewish respondents value integration wvery highly, the
integration which seems to be desired iz one which will not affect
their group life and culture too severely. In other words, the
Jewish respondents have expressed a wish to integrate and be
accepted by non-Jews, yel they do not wish to lose their identity
as Jews, be 1t through intemmarriage or acculturation., Statements
such as the following put this view guite strongly: "What is the
border line between social intercourse and assimilation! I am not
sure how I feel about this. I think so many Jews are so weak in

their hold on Judaism that the line is too easily crossed™; o

H

"We can become too anglicised. We want to maintaln our Jewish
identity”. The fear of assimilation and intermarriage was some—
what more prevalent amongst the respondents who valued integration
but not on the primary group level, as some of them cpenly stated:
“It would lead to intermarriage between their children ané mine
and I wonldn'’t want that” or, “When you are ralsing a family, one
of the most important things is the hope that & Jew will marzy a
Jew" ., The above statements only strengthen the previous cbserva-
ticons regarding the undesirability of "marital assimilation”™ amongst
the respondents. It also shows the ambivelent feelings: that the
Jewish respondents have towards structural integratioa,(l}that is,
towards informal socializing with non-Jews. While most of the

regpondents, as was shown, value structural integration, a larxge.

proportion see it as the opening for marital assimilation, which is

1. Por the use of the terms “structural assimilation™ and "structural
pluralism” see Gordon 1964.
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undesirable from their standpoint.

{(b) The Fear of antl-Semitism:~ Ancther substantial group is

formed by those respondents who thought that the Jews were "afraid
of exposing themselves"™, or who themselves were afraid of such an
exposure to unpleasant experiences and forces which are beyond
their control. It is; however, evident that most of the respond-
ents thought it to be an obstacle from within the Jewlsh group,
rather than one from without. Statements such as the following
serve to demonstrate this point: "I think that Jewish pecple
haven't got the confidence. They are afraid that the non-Jews
are anti-Semitic”; or "I think most Jewish people have a chip on
their shoulder about non~Jews. They think everyone is against
them", Some, however, put the respomsibility more directly om
the snti-Semitic feelings of non—-Jews, stating that “I alwavs

feel that even in the best of non-Jewish pecple there is a little
seed of anti-Semitism. They always say 'I don't mean vou
personally!. T've lived with them a3ll my 1ife'".

Some insight into the extent to which this basic feeling is
grounded in experience, as opposed to gossip and hearsay, is gained
from locking at responses to more direct guestions bearing on this
poeint. Thus, some 24.3% (68 of N=280) of the respondents reported
scme personal anti-Semitic encounter. A further 20.0% (56 of N=280)
have heard of anti-Semitic incidents that have cccurred in Yewton
Mearns, and as many &s 162 respondents, 57.9% (N=£B80) have reported
knowledge of some other discrimination practised against the Jews
in Glasgow. It seems that, while a considerable proportion of the
respondents have had some anti-Semitic encounters, the majorxity of
the respondents had some knowledge of such encounters, even though

they themselvesz have not personally experienced them. These
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figures, however, are somewhat nisleading, a8 guite a few respondents,

while not in a position to mention a specific anti-Senitic incident,

ostlility, but thought they could anot report 1t as an anti-Semitic
incident. The following sexve to demonstrate this point guite

clearly: "None, reallv, I alwavs feel it's fanti-Sasmitism) there

jote

though"; or "Glasgow 1s not too bad for thisg”. Others &id report
incidents even though they considered them to e very marginal,
stating: "Only snide remarks like 'vour peopls', sto.”; or "Nothing
severe, just a kind of nastiness, suggestive remarks, etc.”

Locking at the contexts within which the most severe anti-
Semitic incident pexsonally experienced by the respondents have
occurred, and those of which respondents had only secondary knowledge
{Tables 5, 6, 7), it should be borne in mind that the categories of
classification are not mutually exclusive. The reasons for this are
two., Firstly, while all incidents involving children were isclated
to form a separate category, some of these ccourred in the nsighbour-

hood involving neighbours and neighbours® children, while cothers might

have occurred Iin schools or clubs, and invoelved comments. Secondly,
many respondents who mentioned remarks and abuses did not mention the
contexts in which these were made, Bearing in mind these restrictions,
it seems that most of the personalily experienced anti-Semitic
encounters have coccurred in business or involved children and neilgh-
bours, while most of the encounters of which respondents had only a
sacondary knowledge referred te the exclusivist nractice of restricted
Jewish membership in prestigious clubs and asscclaticas. The latter
is substantiated by other secondary sources (Highet 1958,p.753) and

seens to be the maln area in which discrimination en masse is

118



TABLE 5: THE MOST SEVERE ANTI~SEMITIC ENCOUNTERS, PERSONALLY

EXPERIENCED BY THE JEWISH RESPONDENTS

No. Pct.
In business dealings and at work 13 18.1
Incidents involving children 20 29.5
Remarks and abuses - gensral 7 10.3
Incidents invelving neighbours 12 17.6
Within organisations 2 2.9
In buying/renting flats 2 2.9
In other matters 7 10.3
Refused to specify 7 10.3
TOTAL 6‘8{1}

AmT T & TV e I
TABLE 6: ANTI-SED

T TR NT T
i INCID

C OF PHICT SESPONDENTTSE IaD
2 OF WHEICH RESPCOHDENTS HAD

SECCHDARY KWOQWLEDGE , AND WHICH HRPPENED IN NEWTQN MIZARNS

No. Pct.
Refusal of mexbershlp in tennis and golf clubs 12 21.4
Remarks and sbuses 18 32.1
Vandallsn agalnst svynagogues and
Jewish owned shops 5 9.0
Discrimination in housing & 10.7
Bovs beaten up 2 3.6
Other 6 10.7
Refused to specify 7 12.5
TOTAL 56 i00.0

1. B3s more than one incident was mentioned bv some of the respondents,
figures do not add up to total and percentages exceed 100.0%.
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practised against the Jews in Glasgow.
On a closer examination, most of the incidents which were
experienced personally invelved dercgatory remarks such as "bloody

Jews", "Jewish bastards”, "money-grabbing old Jew", etc. Very few

of the incidents involved physical fights or resulted in bodily

harm, and when they did they were mostly confined to children

beaten up oxr spat upon by other children.
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The incidents inwvelving children often
adequately as "derogatory remarks incidente”, or as referring to

-

the neighbourhood context, as the following remaxks show: "Other

children called my children ‘dirty Jew' and other similar things™;
or "4 young boy of B wrote on a nelghbour’s ‘Ho Jews
e, Thess of concern,

TABLE 7: OTHER DISCRIMINATION AGRINST

No. Pct.
Refusal of membership in clubs 150 53.6
Refusal of membership in professional bodies 3 1.8
Refusal to sell houses to Jews 5 3.1
Discriminatlion at work ) 3.7
Remarks and sbuses 2 L.2
School guotes 4 2.5
Othexr i 0.6
Refusal to specify i C.6
TOTAL 162* (=)

*More than one tvpe mentioned.
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particularly az some of the respondents do not see them as isolated

incidents, but rathsr tend to

parents® or other

adults’ attltudes, as "When I told
one of my non-Jewish neighbours that she was having a new neighbour

The mother later apologised

heyr child 7e hzard something”.
This latter incident shows very clearly the "hyper sensitivity® of

the respondents to any remark which is aven remotely suggestive of

anti~Jewish feelings. The fact that the our apologised also
sDOWS SOme awareness amongst non—Jews to thessemsitivities of the
Jews .,

Incidents with neighbours usually involved vez

or putting up -~ a fence belween the two hack gardens to separate

the children. £-”A neighbour pushed past us with his dog and called
us 'Bloody Jews!'", and "The man next want children

to mix with my children. de even put up

from playing with min@“.i]
The incidents wiich coourred at work or in buying and renting

flats are seen as very severs, since invari

involve scue scrt of

U 4

involved on the basis

the following are typical: "I was a
fixm, & guarrel developed, and the firm split. As a result I
went to join ancther f£imm as a paritner, bul when it appeared in

the papers, at the last moment they said th

as a
partner because of my religioh. They said thelr clients wouldn't
like it" (11Ll78); or “when a neighbour was selling a house and had

& Jew interested in it, he wasn't going to sell it to him. He told
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me so himself”; or Further, "I went to rent a flat which turned
out to be filthy. I refused to take it and the man was very
unpleasant about it. He sald ‘Hitler should have dons away
with all vou Jews'",

It is not our task here to consider whether all of these

in

incidents, zg descril

o
9]
i3
ol
b
i

e ragpondents, were really due to the

anti-Semitlc santiments

)
th
+

f

the “"offender”, or to what one of the
respondents noted as "a sharp ear for anti-Semitism™ which iz due

tc Tour past®. The fact that they are regarded as such, or arouse
these sort of feelings and anxieties, coupled with the fact that a
sizeable proportion of the respondents have either experienced
personally, or heard cf such incidents is sufficient, in my opinion,
te explain the reluctance to enter situations which would
potentially expose the respondents to similar encounters. Thus
statements such as "When I am with non-Jews I am alwavs conscious of

b )

being a Jew" are better understood in the licght of this basic
fear of exposing oneself to unpleasant experiences.

ig not difficult to zee how the issuss involved in relations

b
{7

-

with non~Jews can lead to what is often labelled by both the Jewish

and non—~Jewish respondents as "clanunish behaviour®. As one of the

¥ Pas)

respondents has put it "a Ghetto syndrome - the feeling that if
vou stick together, you won't get hurt".

(3) Sumary

In this section, the discussion has centred around the Jewish

regspondents, how they are themselves in relation to the non-Jewish

environment, thelr feelings and ideas as to their status in "a gentile

bt

world” (to usse Grasber and Britt's term, 1242).

It was shown that the respondents have rejected the idea of a
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"ghetto” type neighbourhood; have expressed a wish to be involved in
the civic affairs of the general community and to gain the respect of
their Christian neighbours and have expressed a favourable attitude
towards more informal social mixing with non-Jews. All these show
that social integration into the general community is highly valued
by the Jewlsh respondents. However, alongside this rather vague

and general wish to integrate, there were also strong indications &f
an undercurrent of separatism. Respondents have expressed a wish to
retain their identity as Jews, and to avoid complete assimilation.
Statements such as the following, made by the respondents, highlight
this point very clearly: "I think there should be more mixing in
order that better understanding may be achieved, i.e. integration
without assimilation"; "There should be more mixing as long as

vou don't think that yvou will become so assimilated that you will

be regarded as anti-religious®.

Inasmuch as any conclusion can be derived from the statements
made by the Jewish respondents, these seem to indicate that the type
of integration desired approximates the pluralistic rather than the
assimilationist model as described by both Simpson & Yinger (1972,p.14)
and Gordon (1964, pp.132-159).

Pluralism means "a continuation of the minority group as a
distinct unit within the larger society” (Wagley & Harris 13858,
p.287), while at the same time it also means an acceptance of certain
general features of the society of which the minority group forms
part (Goxdon 1954, p.153). There are several dimensions %06 plural-
ism, Gordon (1954) distinguished between two main types of
cultural pluralism -~ A.Cultural pluralism at the "tolerance level”

of group relations and B.Cultural pluralism at the Hood group
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relations level®. The first entails a high degree of social
isolation and maintaining virtually all primary contacts within the
ethnic group, while most secondary contacts that would occur across
ethnic lines would be “completely accommodative® (1954, p.153).
The second type of cultural pluralism entails a maintenance of
"such degree and frequency of primary relationships as does not
threaten the existence of the respective ethnic group's subsystem
and identity, support of . ingroup institutions, and endogamous
marriage pattemns™ (1954, p.154). Bs far as secondary contacts
are concerned, this type of cultural pluralism implies employment
integration, inter-ethnic composition of civic organizations and
integration in various other secondary institutions (Gordon 1954,
p.154).(l)

The notions expressed by the Jewish respondents very clearly
approach the "good relations” level of cultural pluralism. Most
of the respondents think that there should be more mixing with non-
Jews but only insofar as this does not endanger the survival of the
group either through acculturation or marital assimilation. They
also have expressed a wish for greater civic involvement in the
community at large. Only a small proportion of the respondents
have expressed a wish for cultural pluralism "at the tolerance
level”.

Most of the respondents, however, were douvbtful as to whether
the non-Jews were prepared to accept such a goal on the part of the

Jews. They did not think that the general society is open enough

1. For further examination of some of the dimensions of pluralism
see Van Den Berghe 1967, pp.142-143. His usage of the tem is
somewhat different in that he sees 'secessionist' and 'militant’
goals also as expressions of ‘pluralism®.
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and free enough of prejudice to allow them to take that course of
action. Others went even further and stated that they were prepared
to accept complete assimilation of the Jewish group, provided that
religiocn was abolished completely as a frame of reference - they
doubted the possibility of this, as the following respondent
suggested: "If I could be guaranteed that nobody would come in

about f£fifty years and tell me ‘you must be a Catholic or a
Mohammedan' I think I would like us all to live on humanitarian
principles alone. We don't need these religions at all. They
have caused so many things"; and the same respondent went on to state
*I was in a non-Jewish school. There were only 5 Jews and 420
non~Jews, and nobody could convince me that thev are not anti-
Semites”,

These make it clear that, while most of the Jewish respondents
value integration, most of them do not think that the type of
integration they seek, the one that will retain their group
differences, both religiocus and cultural, can be accepted by non-
Jews as a legitimate goal.

This type of response is typical of the ‘cultural hybrid' or,
in Stonequist's terms, "the Marginal Man" (Stonequist 1961). Stone-
quist claimed that Jews represent the classical example of 'marginal
man' status in the Western World. They are cultural hybrids to the
extent that they are "half...derived from the traditional Hebrew
culture, half...moulded by Western culture® (1961, p.80). The
marginal man is characterized by a “double consciousness” to the
effect that he “sees himself from the Jewish standpoint and from
the gentile standpoint” (1961, p.145). This leads to an ambivalence

of attitudes and sentiments (1961, p.l46}; an excessive self-
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consciousness (1961, p.148) and hypersensitivity (1961, p.l150).
Statewments made by the respondents show these "typical”
characteristics very clearly. Even the type of cultural pluralism
professed by most of the respondents represents a form of accommo-
dation which is typical of the marginal man (Stoneguist 1961, p.130).
Thus, I would disagree with Stonequist's critics vho claim that his
approach picks on the ‘irregular' or problemmatic element of the
minority group and disregards the more prevalling element (Rothman
1867, p.43). The prevailing attitude of the Newton Mearns Jewish
respondents is that of self-consclousness, hyper-sensitivity and an

attempt at finding the "Golden Path” between assimilation and

segregation.

E. The Non-Jew and His Acceptance of the Jew

Tumming to an examination of the attitudes and feelings expressed
by the non-~Jewish respondents, Benjamin Ringer (1967, p.155), Robin
Williams,Jr. (1964, pp.112,223) and Milton M.Gordon (1964, p.5) have
noted that members of a secure majority are invariably unaware of
minority worlds and show a marked disinterest in intergroup relatioms.
That this is the case amongst the Newton Mearns non-Jewish respond-
ents is obvious from the data collected in the present study.

Firstly, it is guite obvious that, for the vast majority of the
respondents, the Jews as a group have no saliency or, in other words,
the Jewish influx into the area does not mseem to figure highly in
the system of relevances of most of the non-Jewish respondents. Only
4 (1.8% of N=221) of the respondents voluntarily mentioned the

to

Jewish influx into the area when relating/recent changes in the

community or factors which are attractive or unattractive in the
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area.

Secondly, it is alsc clear that most of the respondents were
indifferent towards mixing with Jews. Most of the respondents
(131 or 59.2% of N=221) estimated their opportunities of coming
into contact with Jews as being very small or non-existent.
However, only 45 of the respondents (20.4% of N=221) expressed a
wish for more contact opportunities with Jews, 19 (8.6% of N=221)
said that they did not wish to have more opportunities of coming
inte social contact with Jews, while the vast majority of the
respondents, 156 (71.1% of N=221) were indifferent to any further
opportunities for contact. Moreover, 103 of the latter came from
amongst those who estimated their opportunities for contact with
Jews as being very low or non-existent.

Apart from these who claimed that they "meet plenty of them
(Jews) already" and that "Everyone seems happy as they are®,
the majority of the indifferent respondents commented that "It
doesn't bother me one way or the other™; or "I don't feel inclined
to meet them any more than any other group. Why should one single
out the Jews for friendship?” B2all these seem to indicate that the
vast majority of the respondents do not feel any particular need
to engage in intergroup relations or to come into contact with
Jews, which is the exact opposite of what was found amongst the
Jewish respondents.

Very similar in their approach are the 19 respondents who did
not wish an increase in their opportunities to contact Jews. Most
of them expressed a satisfaction with their present opportunities
and with the friends they had. They also noted that their negative

answer does not in any way reflect upon the Jewishness of the
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person, but rather that they did not wish to enlarge their circle
of acguaintances, regardless of creed, as the following statements
show: "I am satisfied with ghe friends I have. I am not
particularly against Jews. It is just that I have got encugh
friends"; "I am not interested in making friends here®; or “I have
more than enough fxiends”. Others have stated that they were not
interested in the community at all, while vet others have noted
that the Jews are different and they feel they "have nothing in
common with Jews®. Only three respondents have declared that they
had an "in-built” or am "inherent" dislike of Jews, while a further
two respondents referred to certain Jewish trailts (arrogance and
clannishness) which they detested. The above account shows that,
apart from these five respondents who expressed some antipathy
towards Jews, the rejection of the remalning 14 respondents does not,
by and large, rest upon a rejection of the Jews as a group. Rather,
their responses show apathy and disinterest in intergroup relations
and, perhaps to a lesser extent, a feeling of social incompatability.
The lack of concern with intergroup relations is also very
apparent amongst the 45 respondents whe expressed a wish for
increased opportunities of social contact with Jews. Only 8
respondents in this group expressed some concern with or principal
interest in intergroup relations, stating that "With the‘percentaqe
of them in Newton Mearns, there is not enough contact with Jews®;
"I think there ought to be more contact. There is a lack of under-
standing. People are too self-centred, which is a wrong outlock®;
or "It would be better for everyone. We would wnderstand people
better”. The remaining 37 explained their wish for increased

cpportunities for contact on rather perscnal grounds, such as
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"Their faith intrigues me"; "I'd like to understand their religion
and general attitude to life”; "I'm interested in every aspect of
other pecple’s point of view"” or "I have a high regard for Jews”.

Generally speaking, it seems that the most adeguate way to
describe the position of the non-Jewish regpondents towards mixing
Wiéﬁ Jews is indifference, or simply a lack of any‘opinion or
attitude in this respect - a "non-attitude®”. Most of the
respondents® comments seem to indicate that thev had no reason to
wisk for, or to refrain from contact with Jews ("Quite immaterial
to me. I am indifferent to the whole thing™, or "I have no specific
reasons either way"). Thus, unlike the Jews, for the Newton Mearns
non~Jewish respondents there is no value comparable in scope to
'integration® that would commit them to live amongst and assoclate
with, or at least feel obliged to associate with and gain the
respect of, their Jewish neighbours. The only phenomenon that
seems to approach the large scale acceptances of the value of
integration is the widespread indifference to the whole guestion of
intergroup relations as far as the Jews are concerned.

Unlike the Jews, the non-Jewish respondents Jdo not have to
be accepted by Jews in order to feel secure in the soclal system.
While they may experience status tensions, these clearly bear no
relationship to thelr acceptance by Jews. Likewise, thelr identity
is not threatened by involvement and participation in intexgroup
contact, and lacking : . a long history of discrimination and
persecution, they do not manifest the anxletiss or sensitivities
which were so characteristic of the Jewish group. From the point
of view of the membex of the relatively secure nmajority, there are

no facteors from within to push him or to stop him from engaging in
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intergroup contacts. Thus, with the absence of ‘pushing’
factors from within and the lack of external factors that will
attract them to engage in intergroup relations, the non-Jewish
respondents remain indifferent to the possibility of further
contact with Jews.

Asking about wish for further contact with Jews in general
is somewhat different from asking about the Jews in Newton Mearns.
The first guestion is rather more general, whereas the second type
of gquestion asks for a rather more direct assessment of the way
the respondents see the Jews in their particular neighbourhood.
Results presented in Table 8 show most of the responses to be in
favourable or neutral terms.

On the whole, a large proportion of the respondents who 4id
not pass any value judgements on the Jews in the area claimed either
that the Jewish influx has not reached their particular street or
neighbourhood, or that they had no contact with the Jews im their
neighbourhood (37 out of 60). The remaining 23 respondents in
this group claimed that the Jews were not different from the other
residents in the area: "I think they must be like evervone else.
Some are good, and some not so good”; while others stated that
they were not bothered by the Jewish influx, as they had some
knowledge of it prior to moving into the area - "Well, all right,
it has always been Jewish here anywav"; oxr "I knew they were here
before we moved in".

Most of the respondents who expressed a favourable attitude
towards the Jews in Newton Mearns did so on the basis of some
personal experience with their Jewish neighbours and other Jews.

Their statements were usually to the effect that Jews made good
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TABLE 8: RESPONSES TO THE JEWISH INFLUX INTO THE AREA

No. Pct.
The response being:
Neutral in value &0 27.1
Pogitive in value 100 45,2
Negative in value 35 15.8
Mixed in value 26 il.8
TOTAL 221 99.9

meighbours,such as, "The Jewish lady across the road is marvellous”.

A further respondent commented: "How many criminals or vandals are Jew-
ish? Hardly any. On the whole I admire them. Once I didn't have a job
and only a Jew offered me one. If it were up to me, it is the only falth
I would accept”. Others have commented favourably on the Jewish family
life: "I like their idea of family life. They look after their children”.
On the whole; it is clear that the basic favourable attitude is closely
¢onnected with personal contact with Jews, and the statement "The ones I
know are very nice” is very representative of the feelingssexpressed by
this group.

In contrast to those who expressed a favourable attitude towards the
Jews, most of the comments made by the group of respondents with an
initially negative attitude seem tc be cbservations made by outsiders,
with very little contact with Jews. Thus we come across respondents who
commented: "I am neither aware of, nor have I particularly noticed any
Jews". However, the same respondent goes on te state "They are respons-
ible for the position Newton Mearns finds itself in the housing ladder,
pricewlse”. Others have noted some unfavourable characteristics which
they seem to imply from the behaviour they have cbserved: "They avre
aggressive., You only need to go to the shops to £ind out. To be blunt
about it, Jewish women are cheeky bitches"; "They are a bit arrogant,seem
to think they can do as they please, I dislike them”. The main complaint

of this group,however, was that the Jews do not wish to integrate, and

131



that they keep to themselwves. This,together with various cther cbserva-
tions, produce comments which are very unfavourable. For example: “"Jews
keep to themselves, they do not integrate socially. I would say one
hundred per cent that the Jews here have no social contact with non-Jews.

I am not anti-Jewish,but they have not endeared themselves to other
neighbours. They are compulsive noisy horn~-tocters. Don't get out of the
car to ring on the door bell when they come to collect friends but keep
tooting the horn. Brash,don't lock after gardens. If the gardner dcoes not
turn up they don't bother. Don't care about the external appearance of
houses. They are wuntidy. Their dust bins get f£filled and they don't bother.
For example, one néighbour's dust bin got filled with sanitary towels. They
are thoughtless®. (This respondent reportsd only two Jewish famklies resid-
ing in the nearest 20 houses to his,yet he unhesitatingly generalises his
observations to include all the Jews in the area.)} Other respondents

were less articulate in thelr observations and simply noted that

¥They will not integrate. Why must they put up & barrier to prevent
integration?" Thus, on the whole, although the main complaint of this group
wag the clannishness of the Jews, most of their comments are based on
cbservations of the type made by strangers attempting to interpret behav-
ioural items which deviate from thelr implicit "notions of the proper way
to behave"”, or behaviour which falls to cbserve an "unspoken code® which,
according to M.Banton, malntains the network of relations which con-
gstitute British society (Banton 1967, pp. 371-373). Only in two

cases did respondents relate their attitude to some personal exper-

ience with Jews, and only one of these involved a Jewish family

presently residing in the area. The tendency to categorise all

Jews as arrogant, nolsy, aggressive and clannish represents a

selective interpretation of the dbserved behaviour, and is usually
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an incdication of the existence of accepted cultural definitions

or, in other words, of stereotyped thinking (Tajifel 1969,
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The fourth group of respondents, those who have expressed
both likes and dislikes about the Jews, represent a combination of
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in general is extended to attitudes towards their Jewish neighbours.
Secondly, it showed that only a small proportion of the regspondents
demonstrated in their answers stersotvyped structures of thought in
relation to the Jewish group in Newton Mearng. It is culte possible
that this is due to some self selection in moving into the area.

A person with anti-Semitic attitudes is prcbahly less likelv to move
into an area which is known to have Jews than a person with no

such convictions. Thirdly, although, on the whole, contact with
and living in close proximity to Jews seems to nroduce a favourable
attitude to the Jewlsh influx, in some cases, as one respondent
noted, "Living nearby them (Jews) could heighten the dislike for
them, especlally if vou are anti-Semitic to begin with, as one of
our neighbours here is”. Where this ig the case, it will always

be easier to find supporting evidence for the assumed character-
istice of an individual -~ member of & certalin group - than to find
contradicting evidence (Tajifel 1969, .83}, and the result invariably
is highly stereotvped statements.

Although a large proportion of the respondents were elther
indifferent or favourable towards the Jewish inflws, it seems that
some would obdect to any further increase of the Jewish population
in the area. When asked about thelr prefersnces for the ethnic
compogition of the residents in the 20 houses nearest to theilr own,
gome 166 (75.1% of N=221) were indifferent , while only 55 respond~
ants (24.9%) have expressed a preference regarding the provortion
of Jews accepteble to them in the nsarest 20 houses. These
figures on the surface seem to suggest a basicdiscencern as to the
composition of the neicghbourhoods in which thev liwve. On a2 closer

exemination £Rls proved to be & somewhat oversimplified interpretation.
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TABLE 9: NEWIDON MEARNS ACCORDING TO

.

g T

iR THE RESPONDENTS HAVE EXPRESSED A PHEEFERENCE AS TO

.
WHE

NEIGHBOURHOOD COMEOSITION OR NOT

Expression Positive Both FPozitive
of Preference or Neutral Negative and Negative

Expressed a

preference 27 L&l 17 4t.¢ 1L 42,3
Lid not express

a preference

(indiffexrent) 133 B3.1 1B :l.4 15 B7.7

TOTAL 160 100.0 35 100.0 26 100.0

Level of gignificance P < 0.001
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but it ghould not be an overteking numbexr” (preferred proportion = 30%).

A further two respondents expressed an anti-Jewish attitude such as

to live zomewhere, let it be awav from here" {(preferred
proportion = nonel. This respondent later admitted to being anti-
nherited from my youth™..
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highest number of traits chosen being 11. The four traits most
freguently mentioned were clannishness, ambition, family-mindedness

and money-mindedness. Next are the following five in order of
frequency: shrewdness in business, hatred for manual work, an
inclination to "keep up with the Joneses", aggressiveness and

interest in culture and education. The remaining three, which are

the least agreed upon, are intellectual superiority, sexual promiscuity
and drinking habits (see Table 11, pl42, colun 4).

The widespread agreement on some seven of the traits confimms the
existence of cultural c@tég&rizaticn which is accepted by a large
proportion of the respondents. It also reveals the content of the
stereotype of the Jew held by these respondents. Thus the picture
conveyed relates to two main spheres - the economic and the social.
On the economic level, the Jew iz seen as an economically orientated
person, ambitious, moneyminded and shrewd in business. Socially, he
is a family-centred, inward looking, socially exclusive,ostentatious
person.

There is also a noticeable difference amongst the respondents
as to the type of accepted stereotype. Table 12 presenting the
number of traits in which the Jews are seen as different from most
other people shows the group of 39 respondents who chose less than
the average number of traits (1-4) to think of the Jews as being
mainly soclally exclusive, family-centred and ambitious. Only a
few of these respondents have shown an acceptance of the picture of
the economically motivated Jew. The second group, who chose between
5-to 7 traits, accept both the social and economic picture of the Jéw
while the third group, those who chose 8 or more traits, in addition

to the acceptance of both stereotypes also see the Jews as 'snobbish’®
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TABLE 11: NUMBER OF TRAITS CHOSEN AS CHARACTERISING JEWS BY THE

TYPE OF TRAIT CHOSEN

Affective The Tralt: Number of Traits(l)

Value
1-4 5-7 8+ Total Choosing
Tralts Traits Traits the Trait
Favourable Ambition 24 61.§2)87 88.2(‘“)80 9"7.6\(2§ 181 87.2(3)

Favourable PFamily-
mindedness 24 61.5 78 79.6 75 B1.B 177 80.8

Favourable Interest in
Education &

Culture 3 7.7 29 29.6 57 638.5 89 40.6
Mixed Money-

mindedness 15 38.5 76 77.5 79 96.3 170 77.6
Mixed - Aggression 4 10.3 34 34,7 59 7TL.9 97 44.3
Hegative Clannishness 26 66.6 89 90.8 82=-100.0 197 83.9
Mixed Shrewdness

in Business 12 30.8 71 72.4 76 92.7 159 72.6

Negative Inclination
to "Keep up

with the

Joneses" 13 33.3 43 43.9 71 86.6 127 58.0
Heavy drink-

ing habits 1 2.6 2 2.0 4 4.9 7 3.2
Promiscuity - - 6 6.1 23 28.0 29 13.2

Favourable Intellectual
Superiority 4 10.3 15 15.3 37 45.1 56 25.6

Negative Aversion to
Manual Work 3 7.7 58 5%.2 75 B8l.B 136 62.1

TOTAL 39(100.0) 98(100.0) 82 219(100.0)

(4) (4) (4)

17.8 44,7 37.5 100.0

Average number of traits chosen = 6.4
Largest number of traits chosen = 1l

(1) The two who did not choose any traits are excluded from these
Tables.

(2) Percentages in these columns represent proportion of respondents
who chose the stated number of traits

(3) Figures in these columns represent percentage of respondents
choosing every specific trait of all the respondents who chose
at least one trait.

(4) These represent proportions choosing the given number of tralts of
all the respondents who chose at least one trait.
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{ 'keep up with the Joneses®) oxr as 'impulse gratifying' in Eramer's
terms (1949,p.417) ; aggressive, and as being more interested in
education and culture. Also a much larger proportion of the
respondents in this group think of the Jews as intellactually
superior, when compared to the two former groups. ThHus, there is
an cbservable cumulative pattern here in two ways. Firstly, the
larger the number of traits chosen, the more articulate the picture
gets and secondly, the larger the number of traits chosen, the larger
iz the proportion of respondents agreeing on each individual statement
and, therefore, the more widespread is the agreement amongst the
respondents as to the traits which characterise Jews more than most
other people, and the firmer is the stereotype.

Probing further, respondents who said that the Jews differ from
other people with respect to a given trait were asked as to the
affective value attached toc that trait on its own ~ l.e. seen in
isolation and not as attached to any specific group. The resulting
division shows only three traits to be considered as initially
favourable - ambition (71.2% of N=191l}, family-mindedness (91.5%
of M=177) and interest in education and culture (91.0% of N=83). A
further three traits represented a mixture of "sometimes good and
sometimes bad” or of approval/disapproval "to a certain extent”.
These are: Money-mindedness (67.6% of N=170), aggression (51.5% of
¥=97) and shrewdness in business (585.8% of N=159). The remaining
five traits were seen as mainly negative traits, with intellectual
superiority being a further favourable tralt chosen by only a few
of the respondents.

Relating the affective component to the cholce of number of
traits, of the 39 respéndents who chose between 1 to 4 traits only

three (7.7%) did not select any favourable trailt, while only one
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gaw all four tralts as favourable. The three traits most agreed
upon in this group consisted of two clearly positive traits and

one clearly negative trait (clannishness). Of the second group,
whe chose between 5 to 7 traits, only seven respondents (7.1% of
N=98) did not choose any favourable traits and the largest number
of favourazble traits endorsed was 5 (only three respondents in this
group endorsed 5 favourable traits), with the majority of the
respondents (50.0%) choosing between 1 and 2 favourable traits only.
Locking at Table 12, it seems that of the six most agreed upon traits
in this group, two tralts are clearly favourable (ambition and
family-mindedness) , two are clearly negative (clannishness and hatred
for manual work), and two are mixed in orientation (money-mindedness
and shrewdness in business}. The third grcup was scmewhalt more
complex. Only two respondents in this group did not choose any
favoursble traits, while the largest number of tralts seen as
favourable was 7 {only three respondents, 3.7% of N=BZ). Mogt of
the respondents in this group saw between two to four of the traits
as being mainly favourable (68.3% of N=82). Of the 9 traits
mostly agreed upon by this group, 3 traits were seen as mainly
negative, 3 as mainly positive and 3 as mixed tralts, with an
additional 45.1% seeing the Jews as intellectually superior, a
trait towards which 61.3% of the respondents who endorsed it

(N=56) were favourably disposed.

On the whole, the picture presented here shows a mixed
affective orientation to the tralts attributed to the Jews as a
group. Only a small minority of the respondents were mainly
positively disposed towards Jews as a group (those who chose

between 1-4 traits), while most of the respondents held a stereo-
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type which was mixed in wvalue.

(2) A Typology of the Attitudes Expressed by the Non-Jewlsh Respondents

Given the discussion in the former section, bearing on the
cognitive and affective aspects of prejudice, a typology of the
attitudes expressed by the non-Jewlish respondents is now possible.

It was shown that, amongst the non-Jewish respondents, a wide-
spread indifference towards mixing socially with Jews prevailed side
by side with the belief that Jews as a group have some distinguishing
traits, which are not always seen as positive, yet neither axe they
seen as completely negative.

The variation in numbexr and type of tralts which are perceived
as characterising Jews 1s sufficient to divide the respondents into
three main groups: the low differentiators - those who chose between
1 to 4 traits; the average differentiators - those who saw the Jews
as being characterised by 5 to 7 traits; and the high differentiators -
those who saw the Jews as characterised by 8 or more traits. We saw
that respondents in these three main groups differ in the mental
picture which they have of the Jews as a group. While the low
differentiators were agreed upon only 3 traits, 2 of which were initially
positive, the average dlfferentiators show a greater agreement on
the negative than on the pogitive traits, while the ones on which
they seem to have agreed somewhat less ave the mixed tralts. Also,
there ls sane agreement with further unmfavourable tralts (“keeping
up with the Jeneses” in particular), which makes for a more negative
picture of the Jew than that held by the low differentiators. It is
amongst the high differentiators, however, that the highest consensus
of opinion zbout the Jews is reached, with over 85% agreement on 7

traits. It is also this group which conveys the most articulate

145



stereotype of the Jew, somewhat more negative than the one conveyed
by the average differentiators.

When this typology is related to other issues discussed in
this ch%ptex; Takles 27-28 in the Appendixz show no clear cut Jdiff-
ersnces amongst respondents of the varicus differventiation levels in
relation to a wish for more cpportunities for social contact with
Jews or to the initial response tco the Jews in the arsa. However,
the trend is clearly for a somewhat larger proportion of the nigh
differentiators to express a negative or mixed response to the
Jewisgh influx into the area. Turthermora, a larger proportion of
them have alsc expressed a prefeérsnce concerning the composition of
the residents in the twenty houses nearvest to their own (Tables2®
in the ZAppendix). This conforms to the previous observation that
respondents in this group are scmevhat more negative in their atti-
tude to Jews than the rest of the respondents.

Most of the respondents, however, showed a reluctance to express
an unfavourable attitude *towards the Jews. When they were asked to
express agreement or dissgteement with three statements which put the
Jews in a very unfavoursble light, very few of the respondents agreed
with the statements. Resultz presented in Table 12 show thiz very
clearly. The fact that the statement most agreed upon concermned the
economic stersotype of the Jew, coupled with the finding that this was
the statement over which a larger proportion of the respondents did
not wish to express an opinion shows that, although this is the most
prevailing stereotype of the Jew, there is a reluctance to admit that
Jews are unfair in thelr business dealings.

When results for all three statements were combined and shown

against the levels of differentiation, results presented in Table 30
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TABLE 12: AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT WITH THREE STATEMENTS ABOUT THE JEWS -

RAMONGST THE NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

The Statements: Agree Disagree No opinion
(N=221) (N=221) (N=221)

1. "One trouble with letting
Jews into a nice neighbour-
hood is that sooner or later
they spoil it for other
people” (Q.84,p.3L1, Non-
Jewish Interview Schedule) 19 8.6 187 84.6 15 6.8

2. "One trouble with Jewish
businessmen is that they
are so shrewd and tricky
that other people don't
have a fair chance in
competition®™ (Q.84,p.31,
Non—-Jewish Intexview
Schedule) 52-23.5 125 56.6 44 20.0C

3. "Persecution of Jews
would be largely elimina-
ted 1f the Jews would make
a sincere effort to rid
themselves of harmful and
offensive faults" (0.84,
p.31, Non—-Jewish Interview
Schedule} 45 20.4 142 64.3 34 15.3

in the Appendix were again not significant statistically. Most of
the respondents rejected all three statements, or endorsed only one
of them. However, a somewhat larger proportion of the higher
differentiators agreed with two or more statements, as compared with
the average differentiators, whereas none of the low differentiators
agreed with more than one statement. Furthermore, half of the high
differentiators agreed with at least one statement as compared with
only 32.7% of the average and 35.9% of the low differentiators.
Thus, on the whole, only a very small proportion of the non-
Jewish respondents showed a consistently stereotyped structure of

thought. These were mostly found amongsfi:the high differentiators,
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whereas the rest of the respondents were mainly indifferent to
intergroup relations, holding a stereotype which represents a
mixture of positive and negative traits attributed to the Jewish
group.

I

[

t is clear that these attitudes for the most part do not
reprasent & rejection of the Jewish group. On the other hand,
they do not represent a full acceptance. It is cbvious that, just
as it is invalid "to think of integration as a siangle process
cperating across the whole society” (Banton 1927, p.387), in a
similar way it is invalid to speak of a general “"rejection” ox
acceptance” amongst non~Jews. It ig Ppreferable to assume that
there are different processes of integration in separate spheres”

¢ P-387) and that the acceptance of Jews also varies

with these separate spheres.
N

C. Relating the Attitudes of Jews and Non-Jews

We have seen in this chapter that both Jews and non-Jews are
aware of group differences which serve as barriers to the integra-
tion of the Jewish group. It was further shown that the picture
the Jews have of themselves does not differ drastically from that
held by the non-Jews as far as various traits are concerned. Both
the Jews and non-Jews see the Jewish group as basically clannish,
a closed system, which is very difficult to penetrate, the only
difference being that the Jewish respondents have expressed a wish
to break out of this circle, while the non-Jewish respondents did
not seem to show an inclination to help them to do so. It seems
that, at least as far as attitudes are concerned, we have come

acrosg a vicious clrcle. The historical background of the Jewish
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group and the experience of survival surrounded by hogtile non-Jews
hag led to a group cohesiveness and to the perpetuation of the

dJewish group. It has also led to a creation of a separate comnuniky
with its own network of face-to-face primary relations which, as a
result, has brought a sense of security and a feeling that one is
safe amongst one's own kind. The holocaust im Eurcpe has serxved
further to strengthen the tie between members of the community and

to create a susplcion of the motives of non~-Jews. This, coupled
with a wish to remain Jews and not to lose their identity, has created
a cloged system. On the other hand, the non-Jew, aware of the
existence of the Jewish group who seem different in scme ways yet
about which he nevertheless lacks knowledge, seems to see them as
pesing an impenetrable united front. Some non~Jews repudiate a
group so defined, while others indicate a Jdesp-rooted indifference

to intergroup relatlions.

It is not difficult to see how this deep-rooted indifference,
composed of rather mixed stereotypes and a lack of interest in know-
ing any Jews better, can be taken to mean a2 hostile attitude towards
the Jews. That this is the case is gulte obvious from our results.
This is further supported by ancother £inding. The Jewish respond-
ents were asked to estimate the proportion of non-Jews who would
agree with the three statements unfavourable to Jews(l). Only 10%
of the Jewish respondents estimated correctly that the proportion of
non—-Jews agreelng to the statement about Jewish neighbours was under

10%; 11.5% egtimated the proportion of non-Jews agreeing with the

1. Ses statements on page 147, Table 12.
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statement about Jewish businessmen as being between 20.0% to 30.0%;

while 47.1% estimated it as being over 332.3% and only 12.8% estimated

the agreement with the statement about the persecution of Jews as
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of the Jews, when

reinforce self-segregating
tendencies amongst the Jews vho appear to be very sensitive to any
suggestion of wnfavourabls attitudes towards the Jews. Sensitlivity

in 2 similar way to prejudice makes for a selective interprstation

of experiences and behaviour. Thus, various comments and cuez are

-

interpreted in the light of the existing model created by the long

history of the Jews in Zurope. This is further accentuated by
various discriminatory practices dlrected against the Jews in Newton
Mearns which are not a secret to either Jews or non-Jews in the area.
Furthermore, a few of the Jewish respondents have experienced some
unpleasantness in their dealings with non-Jews. These experiences

do not remain the private knowledge of the person who has encountered
chem. Information 1z spread around the community, serving as further
££ other

reinforcement to segregationalist tendsncles by putiting
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members of the community from any further ventures beyond the scope

the group.

Thus, on the one hand, thers ls a widespread acceptance of the
value of "integration® amongst the Jewlsh respondents with an
explicitly favourable attitude towards cultural pluralism at "the

good group relations level®, There ig a similarly widespread feeling

that the non-Jews are not prepared to accept such a goal and that

they will ‘never’ be regarded by non-Jews as anything other than 'Jews'



with all the antipathies that were associated historically with such
a status.

On the other hand, the widespread indifference towards intergroup
relations amongst the non~Jewish respondents makes any discussion of
group goals unreallstic. Only a small proportion of the respondents
have shown in thelr statements that they wished the assimilation of
the Jewish group, or have expressed some vague notion of cultural
pluralism. On the whole, however, there seems to be an acceptance of
the idea of cultural pluralism at the "tolerance level” (Gorden 1954,
p.153) rather than "a wish” for cultural pluralism at "the good group
relations lewvel®. The Jews are tolerated and are alsc passively
accepted as part of the neighbourhocod. It still remains tc be seen
whether they are accepted as part of the social lives of the non-
Jewish respondents.

When these two attitudinal approaches interact, it is clear that
in practice the "wall of indifference” iz as difficult to break as the
defensive "wall of clannishness”™. This is particularly so when the
former is in fact seen as a "wall of antipathy®, and when no attempts
are made at penetrating the defensive “"wall of clannishness®. Milton
Gordon has stated, borrowing a folk saying,that "It tekes two to tango”,
and that White Frotestant America never extended "a firm and cordial
invitation to its minorities to dance” (Gordon 1964, p.llil). The
position in Newton Mearns is similar. If we continue this analogy,
not only has there been no such invitation, there ig also not likely
to be one, since the majority of the non~Jewlsh respondents have
showvn a cgreat indifference to dancing. Very few have shown a will-
ingness to tango, while the Jewish respondents would probably prefer

to waltz.
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PART TEHERETE

CHRPTER 5: IEISURE, FORMAL ASSOCIATIONW BND INTERGROUP RELATIONS

In this chapter, and for the rest of this dissertation, attention
is focused on the contacts and type of relations that exist between
Jews and non-Jews, given the similarities and differences in their

group characteristics and attitudes.

2. The Patterning of Leisure

Studles of middle class suburbs in Britain and in America have
presented two main contrasting views of the patteming of leisure
time activity.

The first view sses leisure activity in the svburbs as increas-—
ingly privatized with 2 strong emphasis on the family and home
(Rlesman 1927; Clark 1968, ».151: Pickett and Boulten 1874, pp.94-100).
The rise of the "new craftsmanshiz" (Willmott & Young 1991, pp.30-33),
the "do-it-yourself zbout the house!, is seen not only as a result of
ovnership pride but alsc as one manifestation of the "keeping up with
the Joneses” aspect of suburbia (Thorns 1972, ». 126}, This view,
then, presents the leisure activities of the suburban resident as
being highly domesticated, with not much involvement #wcultural and
communal activities, all of which remove the focal neint from the
home,

In direct contrast with the above described pattern is the view
which sees the suburban resident as over-active in communal and
social affairs, with too little private interests and not enough
concentration upon the family unit, home and self improvement (Whyte
1857, pp.350-268). This over-involvement with communal affairs is

explained not only =8 a status requisite and a fight sgainst
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%

rootlessness”, but also 33 a result of group pressure and demand
for group loyalty in suburbia. Whyte goes as far as calling it
Py ranny” .

middle class suburban

To these two views, emerging out of

1973, p.115), partake in communal and social activitiss (Rcberts
i870, p.354), and a minoxity show an interest in the arts, classical
music and ballet, although it is the middle classes where these
interssts are mostly found (Roberts 1970, p.256).

This thizd approach, drawing heavily on studles of managerial

~

leisure {(The Director 1965; Leigh 1967; Thoms 1372) represents the
middle way between the first two contrasting views of the suburban
leisuzxe.. it is alsc somewhat more general in nature in that it
is not restricted to suburban middle class alons, but iavolves a
somewnat laxger stratum within society.

The guesticn to be asked next is how do the Newton Mearns
respondents compare with these three accounts or pattemms of lelsure
time activity, and to what extent do the Jewish and non-Jewish
respondents sharve leisure time interests. This latter is an lmport-
ant guestion to the matier undsr inmvestlgation, since shared

interests form one of the main bases for the fommation of friendships

{Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954, p.23).
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(1) Leisure Interests and Most Enjoved Leisure Time Activity

Tables 1-4 present the findings concerning the type of
activity which the respondents enjoved most in their leisure time;
theilr special leisure interests, and both the extent of affiliation
and the type of fommal asscociations with which the respondents

were affiliated.

A8 can be seen, the respondents cultivated a large variety

’«("'

of interests, some of which were shared by both the Jewish and
noen-Jewlsh respondents, cthers were only shared by the women ox
the men, while yet others were specific interests which separated

Jews and non~-Jews. Furthermore, scme interests were carried cut

1,

3

within an instituticnal context (golf, spoxts, bridge, ete.),

ot

whereas other interests were not given an institutional exnression

5

(yardening, cocking, sewing, etc.).

Generally speaking, nusic, particularly classical music, was

(1)

rounda to e the main shared interest between Jews and non-Jews.

1]

ancther feature that was comnon for both the Jew . non~Jdewlish
respondents was cultivating a hobby. However, here both group and

sex differences exist. &mongst the Jewish respondents the most

prevalent type of hobby was collecting various cbiects, The men
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china and silver. Amongst
some had collections of a similar nature, the most prevalent type

of hobby was the home-centred one. This was expressed amongst the

i

men in hobbies such as gardening (16 of the 25 with home~centred

hobbies) and home improvement whereas, amongst the women, hobbies

1. Indeed, in 1975 a new "music club”, mixed in membership, was
formed in Newton Mearns, supported by both Jews and non-Jews.
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TASBLE 1: LEISURE ACTIVITY MOST ENJOY‘ED(U BY JEWISH AND NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

JEWISH SAMPLE NON-JEWISH SAMPLE
All Male Female All Male Female
Relaxing - doing nothing 27 9.6 13 9.3 14 10.0 7 3.1 5 4.1 2 1.9
SPORTS 92 32.0 67 48.0 25 18.0 113 SL.1 78 65.0 35 34.6
Golf 40 14.3 35 25.0 S 3.5 54 24.4 42 35.0 12 11.8
Football [ 2.1 5 3.5 1 0.7 8 3.6 8 6.6 - -
Squash 4 1.4 4 2.8 - - 4 1.8 4 3.3 - -
Fishing 3 1.0 3 2.1 - - 7 3.1 6 5.0 1 o0.9
Swimming 8 2.8 4 2.8 4 2 15 6.7 8 6.6 7 6.9
Tennis 8 2.8 5 3.5 3 2.1 18 8.1 9 7.5 9 8.9
Boating 5 1.7 5 3.5 - - 12 5.4 11 9.1 1 0.9
Shooting 2 0.7 2 1.4 - - 2 0.9 2 16 -~ -
Walking 23 8.2 14 1l0.0 9 6.4 17 7.6 7 5.8 10 9.9
Skiing 4 1.4 3 2.1 1 0.7 7 3.1 5 4.1 2 1.9
Horse Riding 3 1.0 3 2.1 - - 3 1.3 2 1.6 1 0.9
Yoga 4 14 - - 4 2.8 3 1.3 - - 3 2.9
Athletics 1 0.3 1 0.7 - - 4 1.8 3 2.5 1 0.9
Sports General 7 2.5 3 2.1 4 2.8 15 6.7 12 10.0 13 2.9
Camping 2 0.7 2 1.4 - - 16 7.2 9 7.5 17 16.9
- HOME-CENTRED 146 52.1 62 44.3 84 60.0 125 56.5 49 40.8 73 72.2
Needlework . 14 5.0 - - 14 10.0 28 12.6 - - 28 27.7
Cooking & Housework 9 3.2 - - 9 6.4 S 2.2 - - S 4.9
Family Life . 14 50 5 3.5 9 6.4 6 2.7 2.5 3 2.9
Reading . 52 18.5 18 13.0 34 24.3 32 14.4 9 7.5 23 22.7
T.V. 28 10.0 18 13.0 10 7.1 16 7.2 11 9.1 S 4.9
Mustc 25 8.9 10 7.1 15 10.7 12 5.4 6 5.0 6 5.9
Collections 5 1.7 2 1.4 3 2.1 - - - - - -
Gardening 27 9.7 19 13.5 8 5.7 46 20.5 35 30.0 14 13.8
House Repairs - - - - - - 10 4.5 9 7.5 1 0.9
ARTS 52 18.5 18 13.0 34 24.2 23 10.4 8 6.6 15 14.8
Painting 14 5.0 8 5.7 6 4.2 4 1.8 2 1.6 2 1.9
Theatre & Drama 28 10.0 9 6.4 19 13.5 7 3.1 3 2.5 4 3.9
Music 5 1.7 1 0.7 4 2.8 P 0.9 - - 2 1.9
Poetry 1 0.3 - - 1 0.7 - - - - - -
Photography 4 1.4 4 2.8 - - 3 1.3 3 2.9 - -
Arts - General S 1.7 - - s 3.5 - - - - - -
Flower Arranging - - - - - - s 2.2 - - 5 4.9
Handicraft - - - - - - 2 0.9 - - 2 1.9
CARDS 59 21.0 29 20.0 30 21.4 11 50 5 4.1 6 5.9
SOCIALIZING 50 18.0 17 12.0 33 23.5 36 16.0 15 12.5 21 20.9
Home-entertaining 34 12.0 12 8.5 22 15.7 21 9.5 8 6.6 i4 13.8
.
Eating out 10 3.5 S 3.5 5 3.5 2 0.9 1 o.8 1 0.9
pancing . 6 2.1 - - 6 4.2 7 31 2 1.6 5 4.9
Drinking - - - - - - 8 3.6 7 5.7 1 0.9
COMMUNAL WORK 31 1l.1 13 9.3 18 12.8 11 5.0 5 4.1 6 5.9
roraL‘? 280 100.0 140 100.0 140 100.0 221 100.0 120 100.0 101l 100.0

1. Table constructed from answers to question 10, p.3 on the Jewish Schedule, and question 20, p.7 on the
non-Jewish one.

2. More than one activity was mentioned, therefore nvmbers do not add up to totals - also percentages were
.calculated from the general totals.
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_- - 1
TASLE 2: SPECIE'IED( ) IEISURE TIME INTERESTS - JEWISH AND NON-JEWISH RESPCNDENTS(4)

JEWISH SAMPLE NON-JEWISH SAMPLE
Special interest All Male Female All Male Female
in sports )
KO 130 46.4 43 30.0 89 63.6 75 33.9 31 25.8 44 43.5
YES 150 53.3 99 70.0 51 3.4 146 66.1 83 74.2 57 56.5
The SEI‘C:(z) .
Golf 49  32.7 39 29.7 10 18.1 54 36.9 33 37.0 21 36.8
Football 28  18.7 28 28.5 - - 14 9.5 14 15.7 - -
Tennis 23 15.3 7 7.1 16 29.0 10 6.8 - - 10 17.5
Rugby - - - - - - 11 7.5 11 12.3 - -
Bobby -
KO 173 61.8 83 59.2 90 64.2 117 53.0 75 62.5 52 51.5
YES 107 38.2 57 40.8 50 35.8 104 47.0 45 37.5 49 48.5
The Hobby: 2)
Collections 52 48.5 28 49.2 24 48.0 22 21.0 7 16.0 15 30.6
Home—Centred 29 27.2 10 17.6 19 38.0 52 50.0 26 59.0 26 53.0
Arts 24 22.5 18 31.4 6 12.0 22 21.0 12 27.0 10 20.4
Gz=e Playing
NO 105 44.0 49 35.0 56 40.0 120 54.2 62 51.7 S8 57.4
YES 175 56.0 91 65.0 48 60.0 101 45.8 58 48.3 43 42.6
The Gaze: (?) .
Bridge B 119 70 77.0 42 50.0 56 55.4 26 44.8 30 69.7 ~ .
Koon~Kan . 54 14 15.4 40 47.0 - - - - - -
Other Card Games 42 34 37.3 8 9.5 56 55.4 37 63.7 18 44.1
Special Interest
is ¥osic B
®O 60 21.5 35 25.0 25 17.8 47 21.3 30 25.0 17 16.8
YES 220 78.5 105 75.0 115 82.2 174 78.7 90 75.0 84 83.2
Tvoe of Music: @
Classical-Operatic 112  50.9 57 54.2 48 41i.7 78 44.8 40 44.4 38 45.2
Light 37 16.8 14 13.3 23 20.0 39 22.4 20 22.2 19 22.6
All xinds 37 16.8 17 16.1 20 17.3 22 12.6 10 11.1 12 14.2

Zntertainzent Attended at(3)

lea2st Cnce During the
Past Year

Plays 180 64.3 89 63.5 91 65.0 70 31.7 31 25.8 39 38.6
HMusical Plays 106 37.9 56 40.0 50 35.7 44 19.9 18 15.0 26 25.7
Cpera 61 21.8 22 15.7 39 27.8 27 12.2 10 8.3 17 16.8
Concerts 116 41.1 54 38.5 62 44.2 73 33.0 36 30.0 37 36.6
Filss 244 87.1 123 87.8 121 86.4 127 56.6 73 60.8 52 51.4
Social Dances 208 74.3 117 83.5 91 65.0 162 73.3 95 79.1 67 66.3
Disco ’ 28 10.0 19 13.5 9 6.4 21 9.5 13 1l0.8 8 7.9
Fantozime 52 18.6 26 18.5 26 18.5 47 21.3 22 18B.3 25 24.7
Ballet 50 17.9 16 11.4 34 24.2 9 4.1 4 3.3 5 4.9
Dining Qut . 282 93.6 132 94.2 130 92.8 202 91.4 112 93.3 90 9.1
TOTAL 280 140 140 221 120 101

1. ¥able compiled of answers te Q.11~13 pp.4-5 on Jewish Schedule,and Q.21-23 pp.58-9 on the Non-Jewish one.
2. Percentages for the special sports,hobbies,games,etc. were calculated only of those who expressed interest
in the activity - not cut of the total sample.

3. Percentages calculated of the total sample for male & female, of the totals for that group.

4. Activities which were only taken up by less than 10 respondents were not included in the Tables.
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TABLE 3: AFFILIATION WITH FORMAL ASSQCIATIONS BY SEX

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

ALl Male Female
Affiliated zZ15 7..8 11& 24,3 o7 62.3
Not affiliated ES 23.2 22 15.7 43 30.7
TOTALS 280 100.0 140 100.0 140 100.0
r < 0.004

NON-JEWISH RESPONTDENTS

a1l Male Pamale
Affiliated 143 65.8 27 72.5 58 57.4
ot affiliated 75 34,4 33 27.5 43 2.6
TOTALS 221 100.0 120 100Q.0 10l 100.0
n (L 0.02
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TABLE 4: TYRE OF THE
NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS, BY SEX
JEWISH RESPONDENTS
All Male Female
Religious affiliated 24 11.2 17 14.4 7 7.2

Charitable & Welfare 56

social, Cultural and

Educational 103

Masonic Lodges 14

Professional Bodies 41

AT el e

LA N J0 A 0 W S W I

Organisations 3

Golf Club &b
&4

MO -

Peligious affiliated 23
Charitable & Welfare 33
Social,Cultural and
Zducational 70
Masonic Lodges &
Professional Bodies 67
Political

Organisations 12
Golf Clup 53
Other sports Clubs 95
Zionlst Organisations -
Bridge Clubs -
Other 7

b=t
e
(%3]

TOTAL

47.2 57
6.5 14
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were very domesticated and inmcluded the traditional Feminine
precccupation with baking, knitting, crochet and ewling.
another type ol activity in which Jews and non~Jews differed

was the larger involvement of the Fformer

both toe Jewisn and non-Jewlsh respondents
to play oridge.

e o om e

L€ Aell, Loth Jewish share a GXoRi interest

1

eden o am e

ils sport in and arcund Hewton Mea:

.J

dowever, a consideraple proportio
interested in fooithall, an interest which was not zatched to a great

extent oy the non-Jewish respondents.

men also differ in the type of houe-centred activity thev sntoy mosh
54 S8y

The non-Jewish men enjoy wmostly gardening, which

Riesman as “a tax imposed by neighbourhood conscol

pP.139). This was only partly shaved by

whose home-centred interests were much nore
The women, on cthe other hand, share a strong domestic bias in
their leisure interessts. Most of them stated that the home-centred

activities were the ones they sujoyed nost. Zowever, the Jewlsh

women do not share the non~Jewlslh women's

in gardening, with the only shared intern

to that, the women more than the men expresssd an interest in the

Arts, the Jewish women in particular, with thely main intersst being

the Theatre and Drama, yet another specific in which they
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differ from the non-Jswishuwomen. Even as far as playing cards is
concerned, great differences persist both in the centrality of caxd-
playing anongst the Jewish as compared with the non~Jewish women,
and in relation to the type of card game played. Although, as

|8}

widespread card game mentioned by a large proportion of the Jewish

women was “Koon~Kan®”,; best known as "Kalooki™.

Aish communiliy. it zepresents

j, and can be

I TR . T, - ROt SN NI e I [
Al @Lal0Laced Lo O ol oluny (oilSQl Ldiay Dedf

conslidered as the local Jewish caxd game. None of the non~Jewlsh

respondents mentioned it, and it is doub whethery many oi them
would know how to play it.

Another difference between the Jewish and nou-Jewlsh women
relates to interest Lnx sSport. & larger proportion of the non~-

Jewlsh women, compared with the Jewish ones, sxpressed such an

interest and shared the men’s lnterxest in golf. Yhais interest was

type of sport.

Turning to &

enterctalnments and the pursult of interests within an organizational
context, it is clear that the Jewlizn respondents attendsd toese much

more than the non~Jewlsh ones and teanded to give expression to their

interests within a formal association Lo a somewhat greater extent
than the ncon~Jewish respondents.

As Ffar as attendance of various entertainments 1s concerned,

dining out in restaurants seems to be one of the mosi prevalent

%

typesy Over 9C.0% of the respondents dined out at least once
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Guring the past vear. AEnother type of activity which ls vexry
prevalent and shared by both Jews and non-Jews is attendance at

soclal dances and going to the plctures. & much larger proportion

the Jewish respondents, however, attended and,; to a lesser

extent, concaerts, waldh

pacterns betwesn Jews and non—Jews.

amongst the non~Jewlsh

amongst the Jewish ones.

On the woole, then, although the gensral pattern is siudlar

with men interested madnly in sport and howe-centr

i their

leisure activities pursued. Thus the type ©i nome—-centi

activities differed, as well as some ©L the sSports intere

Further, a Larger proportion oL

in cultural and intellectual pursulis as coupar

ad wich The non-

Jewish respondeints. This was particularly the case amongst the

L
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{2) The Differences and Similarities in Zooroach

-

nd differences in

Just az there ars areas

{

their leisure interests, zo can we find differences and similar—

meet a7 o R e e
[P LS g e 7§ e E e U e Ll

SHOL—-ENLC

e e gy
P L N

LY ILG ¥

ey o g

Lazmougn

i 22 G0

entertairnmnent.

porcion of

a.sc attend

bDeing the most

we Jewish end non~Jewish

1. See the Family Expenditure Surveys, produced annually by the
artment of Em 13 Productivity, H.M.S.0.
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2.0

De

163



TABLE 5: AVERAGE NUMBER OF TIMES RESPONDENTS HAVE ATTENDED

ENTERTAINMENT DURING THE PAST YEAR

Nén=Jewish Respondents

Jewish Respondents

Plays
Musical Plays
Opera
Concert

Film

Social Dance
Disco
Pantomime
Ballet
Dining Out

0.8
2.2
3.1
2.9
5.1
6.9
2.3
1.4
2.2
21.2

6.3
2.3
3.0
5.4
10.6
6.9
4.5
1.3
1.8
38.7

TABLE 6: TYPE OF PARTICIPATION IN SPORTS OF THOSE WHO EXPRESSED

PARTICULAR INTEREST IN SPORT

Non-Jewish Respondents

all

Jewish Respondents

Male Female all Male

Female

Play it le]
Watch it 56

TOTAL 14e

61.3 48 53.9 41 71.9 79 52.7

38.7 41 46.1 16 28.1 71 47.3 49

100.0 89 100.0 57 100.0 150 100.0

50 50.5

49.5

99 100.0

29(56.8)
22(43.2)

Sl(100.0)

TABLE 7: HOURS PER

SEASON

WEEK SPENT WORKING IN THE GARDEN DURING THE

Non~-Jewish Respondents

All

Jewish Respondents

Male Female A1l Male

Female

1-5 hours 118

6-10 ¢ 48
11+ " 14
None 10
Has a gar-
dener 10
Does not
have a
garden 21
TOTAL 221

53.4 63 52.6 55
21.8 28 23.4 20
6.3 11 9.2 3
4.5 4 3.3 6

4.5 4 3.3 ]

2.5 10 8.4 11

100.0120 100.@ 101

5
1

1

9
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4.4 81 28.7 50
2.8 21 7.5 11
2.9 280 7.2 11
5.9 32 11.5 14

5.9 111 39.8 14

0.2 15 5.3 7

9.8 280 100.0 140

35.7
7.8
7.8

10.0

33.5

99.8

31 21i.8
10 7.1
2 6.5
18 13.8

64 45.1

& 5.7

140 100.0
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TABLE 8: LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT IN ASSOCIATIONS BY SEX

Jewish Respondents Non-Jewish Respondents
Index® a1l Male Female A1l Male Female
High 124 57.7 58 48.2 66 68.0 67 46.2 38 43.7 29 50.0

Moderate 16 7.4 11 9.3 5 5.2 26 17.9 14 16.0 12 20.7
Low 44 20.5 27 22.9 17 17.5 24 16.6 13 14.9 11 19.0

Nominal
Members 31 14.4 22 18.6 9 9.3 28 18.32 22 25.3 17 29.3

TOTALS 215 100.0 118 100.C 97 100.0 145 100.0 87 99.9 58 100.0

p < 0.06 p < 0.09

*This is a Likert type of index (Selltiz, Jahoda, Cock and Deutsch 1971,
pP. 366-370) . The index was formed into 4 ranks as follows:

High: Rank 1: Voluntary service and/or being an office bearer
and attending most of the functions in at least one
assoclation.

Moderate: Rank 2: Do not bear an office or perform a voluntary
sexrvice for the assoclation but attend most of the
functions in at least one asscciation. Alsc included
here are 4 Jewish and 6 non-Jéwish respondents who were
office bearers in assoclationscbut did not attend
regular meetings.

Low: Rank 3: Do not bear an office or perform vocluntary service,
attending only some of the functions.

Nominal: Rank 4: None of the above and not attending any of
the functions of any organisation with which he is
affiliated.
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respondent is perforning some voluntary service for any of these
Orgendisaticons; B.whether the respondent holds an office in anv of
the groups with which he is affiliated, and C.Regulaxrity of
attendance at functions and meetings crganised by the formal
association., Tables 32-34 in the Appendix show very clearly that
the Jewish respondents tead to be active in associations mainly
through performing some voluntary service for the organisation.

This is mostly the case amongst the women. The non-Jewish respond-
ents, on the other hand, are active through being office bearsrs
but mostly through regular attendancs at functions, which is
significantly higher amongst the women. All these, however, do not
give an adequate overall picture of the level of involvement. To
achieve tnat, all three indicators were combined into the one index.
Table & presents the distribution of the Jewlish and non-Jewish
respondents on this index.

On the whole, the Jewlsh respondents are more active in the
assoclations with which they are affiliated. This is particularly
the case amongst the women who wers mainly involved through perform—
ing a voluntarv sexvice for the association.

Generally speaking, the Jewish respondents made more use of the
entertainwent facilities which ars available and were more actively
involved in fommal associations than the non-Jewish respondents,
while the latter attended to their gardens more often than the
Jewish respondents, and led a somewhat less "outgoing” life,

{ 3) Evening Visiting

However different the two pattemns of suburban leisure presented
on pages 151-153 way appear, both are agreed on the point that the

middle class suburbanite is given to neighbouring and to friendly
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personal contact. In fact S.F.Fava maintains that "the most inter-
esting observation on the suvburban way of life is that residential
suburbs are said toc have a high degree of neighboring and other
informal primary-type contacts” (Fava 1956, p.35).

We have already seen that kinship visiting was a widespread
practice amongst the Jewlsh respondents. When evening visiting is
censidered, results presented in Table 9 show two main things,
Firstly, they show that the Jewish respondents were engaged in this
activity more often than the non-Jewish onés, and secondly, that
friends have somewhat replaced kin in evening visiting. Evening
visiting between neighbours is more the common practice amongst the
non~Jewish than amongst the Jewish respondents, although amongst
both less than 50.0% of the respondents were engaged in a visiting
relationship with a neighbour. This is in direct contradiction to
Pickettand Boulton's findings in Maghull, who reported that neigh-
bours have replaced kin (1874, p.108). The findings also do not
fully substantliate Fava's statement about the nature of social life
in the suburb.

The famlly as an institution agaln seems to be more central in
the visiting pattern and value system of the Jewish respondents.
This is particularly noticeable from the comments made bv Jewish
respondents who reported no kin wvisiting. Invariably they felt
obliged to make statements such as "I have no relations in Glasgow";
or "All my relations here are dead”. Thesze show the high wvalue
placed on the family amongst the Jewish respondents and the perception
that a "non-visiting™ relationship with kin is an abnormality which

needs further explanation.
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(4) Intergroup Contact and Leisure Time Botivity

Most of the activities enjoyed by the respondents were of the
highly sociable type and required the participation of cthers.(l)

Turning to an examination of the people who shared the leisure
activities of the respondents, Table 10 shows most of these to be
friends and relations. As such, and in view of the segregated
friendship patterns amongst the respondents, it igs not surprising to
see that most of the participants were also members of the in group.
Thus different interests, coupled with a segregated pattern of friend-
ship, make for increased segregation in leisure time activity,
particularly when the more specific types of leisuxe activity are
concerned,

Evening visiting and affiliation with formal associations were
found to be somewhat less segregated, although here there is alsc a
tendency to exchange wvisits within the confines of the group and to
be affiliated with ethnicallv segregated associations.

A peculiar pattern is presented by the intergroup evening
visiting reported by the Jewish respondents. 2 larger proportion
reported being entertained by their non-Jewish neighbours and friends,
rather than entertaining these friends at home. It is difficult to
understand how guch a non-reciprocal pattern can emerge. In reality
this is probably not the case, but it is interesting to note that the
Jewish respondents were under the impression that they were entertained
by more of their non-Jewish friends than thev in fact entertained.

Rnother interesting feature which 1s apparent in the findings

relates to the tendency for a larger proportion of the Jewish, compared

1. Since sports interests were usually pursued within an organizational
context, these will be discussed in Section B of this chapter.
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TABLE 10: PERSONS INVOLVED IN RESPONDENT'S LEISURE ACTIVITY

JEWLSH RESPONDENTS

Hobby
Involves Playing Games

Watching Participa~
Soort i tion of ALl M=n Yomen
riends &0 23.0 17 &g:.o 130 &85.7 73 7%.0 77 92.%

elations 13 30.2 8 40.0 49 28.0 23 25,0 26 31.¢
.6 8 9.4
7 4 4.7

- - - - 13 10.2 14 15.2 4 4.7

Fusiness
Asscciates - - T 5.0 3 1.7 1 1.1 2 2.4

TOTAL L3kE - S0FH - 1FERE o Gl . [awd o

Religion:

BLL oxr mos:?
Jewish 34 78.1 11 585.0 147 84.C 68 74.7 79 94.0

Uixed or more
non-~Jews 9 20,9 g 45

no oA
Jews 9 20.9 o 22 2B

TOTAL 43 100.0 20 100.0 175 100.0 921 100.0 84 10C.0Q

Games

SR Women
=% PN 5w o Tl s - bt - - LRy o
Trd S & | oL B 25 TFEL7T 52 Gl a5 8.3 27 62.8
e 2w 4

Telations 21 41.2 7 21

°
[ae]
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14.0
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7 9.3
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Religion:
21 00,0 1 2400 g5 SLl.3 32 S9.& 40 93.0
- ~ 2 £.0 9 2.1 & 10.4 3 7.0

o 121 10c.0 B8 100.0 43 100.0

the participation of

**Totals include only those whose act
i ; o was mentlioned,

~ S Tien ROre TRAam o o
A0 SLILCE LQXe dlan one o

numbers do not add up to totals.
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Persons the Respondent Perzons Who Vislited
has Visited During the the Recoondent

e Pazt Yeaor

37 13.3 43 15.8

=
B
¥
(4
ol
U
0
H
o
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3
0
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'm‘
™
o
w

e dhe

L LD

TOTELS 213 100.0 212 100.0

TEBLE 12: AFPILIATION WITH ETANICALLY MIXED ASSOCIATIONS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON~TEWISE RESPONDENTS

22 42.8 49 38.0

Not affiliated with
Bl

icalliy

hssociations 123 57.2 80 62.0
I&
RES50C 213 100.C¢ 129% 100.0

*o information about ths nature of the assoclation for which these
respondents performed some valumtaxv service was collected, therefore
thers are g
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with the non~Jewish respondents o be invelwved in intergroup contact
through thelr variocus leisure activities. This is best understood
in relation to the size of the Jewish group. Being part of a minority
cgroup, a relatively large pool of potential contacts in the majority
group exist for the Jewish respondents. Thiz is not the case for

the non~-Jewish respondents whose contacts with Jews are severely
restricted by the size of the minority group. The higher probability
that the Jewish respondents will be found in intergréoup contact also
increases the probability that thev will meet some non-Jews with
simnilar interests. This probability is much lower amongst the non-
Jewish respondents, hence the differences in pattern.

(3% Summarvy of Findings for Leisure Time Activity

The findings presented in the vpreceding sectionsgzof this chapter
show very clearly that Newton Mearns is not a centre of the "new kind"
of privatized home-centred activity. Neither is it a place where
gsocial participation and nelghbourliness have reached an “all time
high level" in Thorn's temms. Rather, the picture that emerges is of
a svburk, in which residents are equally interested and engage in
indoor and outdoor activities. Although the interests of the non-
Jewish respondents were somewhat more home-centred than those of the
Jewish respondents, there is not enough evidence to support the
"privatized" as opposed to the more "actiwve” patterns presented in
the outset of this chapter. Thus it is clear that, while the Jewlsh
regpondents led a somevwhat busier leisure life than the non-Jewish
respondents, both are nearer to the third pattern, the one relating
to middle class in general than to any of the two opposing suburban

patterns.

Leisure interests, some of which were found to be ethnically
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segregated, have led, as we have seen, to z highly segregated pattern
of leisure time activities. However, we have alsoc seen that some

of the interests were shared by both the Jewish and non-Jewish
respondents, and that they were affiliated with sufficiently similar
types of clubs and organizations which can provide a basic setting
for intergroup relations. However, such a setting cannot be
established on the basis of these similaritiss alone. Common
interests need to be communicated, and thiz is done more dlrectly

in the various aseociations with which the respondents are

affiliated.

B. The Formal Asscclations

Formal associations provide a context within which individuals
can pursue their special interests and meet others who chare these
interests. However, not all formal assoclations perform such a
specialized service, and many associations cater for a number of
interests. For example, Bonnyton Golf Club, which ig the Jewish
high status asscciation, has a bridge section and various other
gsocial functions are organized, such as social dances. Members can
go to Bonnyton for a meal and for social purposes, not only in order
to play golf. In a similar way, the Rotary Club provides a setting
in which business men can meet and, at the same time, it also
engages in charitable work and has social functions. Eastwood and
Bellahouston sports centres cater for various sporting activities, and
various other clubs provide a setting in which social as well as
gspecialized interests can be pursued.

Thus, in an urban setting, associations are also seen as

providing a setting for meeting new people and widening the range of
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acguaintances (Kuper 1953, p.l26 : Mann 1985, p.1l04). In a
broader context they are Ffurther seen as “key structural elements®,
inasmuch as they are the means through Which individuals cope with
their enviromment and transcend their routinized day to day
activities by establishing links with the broader community
{(Bausknecht 1564, pp.207-215).

Formal assocliations thus form one of the settings within which
links between Jews and non~Jews can be established. This is of
particular relevance amongst the Uewton Mearns respondents since
affiliation wiéﬁ formal asscciations is invarlably found to be more
characteristic of middle class than of working class cammmﬁties;(l)

lnost seen as one of the concoaitants of

in
e

S50 much 30 that it is
higher status. Axelrod attempted to account for this by reference

to the greater varlety of specified interests and the status-wmaintaining
nature of affiliation for members of the middle class. He stated

that: "Hlgh status represents a convergence of many kinds of interests
arising in part from higher education, more and Bore varied contacts,
and interactlion arising from demands of the occupational role...Apart
from these specifics which contribute to and are related to status,
status once achileved becomes a value which must be maintained,

Bxclusive clubs, rather than inexclusive clubs, are ianstruments for
maintaining this high status” (1956, p.l1l6). This is alsc true of
middle ¢lass suburban communities, as has been demonstrated by many

82D

other studies. Since both the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents

1. See Cauter and Dunham 1954,0.66; Bottomore 1954; Goldthorpe &
Lockwood 1969, p.93 and there are various other studies with similar
findings.

2. See Willmott & Young 1971,p.82,Table XIII; also Thorns 1972,pp.131-
141. He found a higher rate of affiliation with Fformal asscciations
amongst members of the middle as compared with the working class
although he contends that this is not sufficient evidence to justify
the claim that the suburb is a "hotbed of social participation”.
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are found to be highly middle class suburbanites, membership in

exclusive and prestigious clubs would not only reflect but also
feed back into thelr status positions.

Thus we have seen that a large proportion of the respondents,
particularly the men, were affiliated with formal asssciations.(lk
These to a large extent are exclusive clubs (golf and sports clubs
in particular] of the status-conferring type. Professional
sssociations, apart from their disciplinary nature, are alsc of the
statugsconferring type. Although some of the professional
assoclations carry with them the full monopoly of the registering
body in Britain (meinly the Law Soclety and the Pharmaceutical
soclety) , other assoclations monopolise the profession only to a
certain degree (medical associations, architecture and a few others -
Lewis! & Maude 1832, p.66j). However, membexship of professional
bodies, with the exception of these few cases,; is by and large
voluntary. These bodlies attract members by offering special
gqualifications, which would not only ensure that the holder will
have advantage over others when applying for a post, but which will
alsc confer prestige and ensure the gaining of "the best and most
wealthy clients® (lLewls & Maude 19532, pp.60-567).

The importance of affiliation with status-—conferring associa-
tions puts the Jewish respondents in a vulnerable position, since
it is exactly in this sphere of prestigious and exclusive clubs
that the “golf club syndrome” type of discrimination in Percy
Cohen's words (1963}, or in Parson's terms “snobbish” anti—Semitism(z)

is exercised. It has been noted by Banton that “the principal

1. See Table 4, page 158.
2. Quoted in Simpson and Yinger 1972, p.275.
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sphere of regular discriminaticn is the exclusion of Jews from
suburban golf, tennis and other social clubs® (Banton 1967, ©p.382).
We have zlsc had some indication that such an exclusivist policy

is practised by the varicus clube in the area. It is ocbvious, then,

. {sports and golf in

9‘*
i’)
e

that if the interests which were mostly shs
particular) ave pursued in segregated assoclations, such interests
are not communicated and therefore will not Fform the basiz for
intergrovp friendships.

However, even when interssts are

in an organiza-

tional setting, there is no assurance that Ffriendly intergroup

-~

relations will follow. This, to a largs extent, will depend on

special interest requires team work or not; on the type of atmos-

i3]

phere that

the proportion of Jews

who are & ated with these assocliations: and the variocus attitudes

wilch bear dlrectly on the situation. The first two conditions
do not apply to intergroup zelations alone IZf people wno are

affiliated

wihen they come to watdh a

£1lm, it is tituation will result in
friendships of who the meubers are. When Tthere arse
additional reservations would serve as further harrviers. On

the other hand, when scme voluntary ssarvice iz

ethnlcally mixed association, oy w

[

of sudh assocliations, they are bound. To be in mors contact with
other members, and such a setting can be more conducive to the
formation of friendships.

i~

ALl these issues are of great importance to the understending
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of the type of relations which develop within the various associa-
tions, and form the focal point of the rest of this chapter.

(1) The Ethnically Mixed Associations

Locking at the type of assoclations within which the respond-
ents were in contact across ethnic lines, Table 13 shows Very
clearly the impact of exclusivist pollcy on such affiliation. Only
3 of the Jewish and 6 of the non-Jewish respondents were affiliated

with a golf club that was mixed ethnically.

TABLE 13: THE ETHNICALLY MIXED ASSOCIRTIONS WITH WHICH THE RESPONDENTS

Fewish Nen-Jewish
Respondents Respondents
Special Hobby Clubs 10 10.9 5 10.2
Cultural 20 2L.7 S 18.4
Educational & 6.5 2 4.1
Social 3 3.2 2 4.1
Bridge 8 8.7 - -
Masonic 3 3.2 3 6.1
Charitasble and Welfare 11 12.¢ - -
Professional and
Commercial 41 44.6 25 51.0
Sports: 27 40,2 22 44.9
Multi-purpose 10 10.9 2 4.1
Specific 27  29.3 20 40,8
Golf 3 3.2 & 1z.2
Political 4 4.3 - -
Mixed purpose and
other & 6.5 i 2.0
TOTALS (32} (1L00.O) {45} (100.0}

& furthesr noticeable trend relates o
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respendents did not join associations whose fun
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goal, in which soclabhili

if at all, be the "latent function®,
In fact, amongst the Jewish respondents, affiliation with ethnically

mixed associstions tends to occcur most often in those areas in which

example, there are no trade or comsmercial azsociaticns, professzional

bod

various interests are 2lso not sulfficient
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agszcocliations

some of structural.

Others relate more to special interssts and abtitr the latter

men in the various sporcs

In a2 similar way, Lt was w

1. For a list of available Jewish organisations see
Appendix. C.
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with ethnically mixed associations, although neo clear division
along cecupational lines was found since most of the men, regard-
less of ccoupational differences, were affliated with formal
assoclations (8ee Tables 36, 42 and 44 in the Appendix).

The lower proportion of non~Jewlish women, compared with the

Jewigh female respondants, who were affiliated with ethnically

ated with

o

L S .
WALCL JF

Winen the atmosphere

respondents

approved of such an affiliation, as can be seen from Table 14.

E oty

Howevexr, a large proportion of the women
Jews would disapprove of non-sectarian affiliastions, and it iz
guite possible that this might in part swplain the lower proportion

iliated with ethnically mixed associations. is

i
o
;w

of women aff

highly likely that women, more than men, respond here to scue

1. See Table 4, page 151.
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TABLE 14: WITH

ETHENICALLY MIXED ASSOCIATIONS -~ JEWLSH RESPONDENTS ONLY

Perxceived Communal all Male Female
Attitudes

Stréngiy Boprove i35 7.0 10 8.5 5 3.2

Approve 55 23.5 54 zZo.8 2% 21.06

Indiffarent 72 33.6 45 38,1 27 27.8

Disapprowve 26 12.0 7 5.9 18 19.5

Strongly Disapprove 2 0.3 - - 2 2.1

Don't Xnow 45 21.0 27 2.2 23 23.7
215 1o0.i 0 lig o 99.9 97

TABLE 15: PERCEIVED COMMUNAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS AFFILIATION WITH
ETHUICALLY MI¥ED ASSOCIATIONS AMONGST RESPOND WHO
MIXED ASSOCIATIONS

PE”C&lV@d Communal Respondbnta Affiliated n@spondﬂnts Affiliated

; eing R Wi rnically ¥ ! 3 v Jewish

@ssoc1at10ns Gxganlsations

Approval 34 37.0 36 29.3

Disapproval 7 7.6 21 17.1
35 38,3 37 30. 4

- TLVEL 15 17.4 22 22.5

9z 0T.0 123 100.C

P <« 0.07
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vpercelved gensral feelings of communal disapproval, particularly when
tiese perceived attitudes sre examined in relaticn to the type of

associations with whilch respondents are affliliated.

'()

It is clear that a somewhat largeyr proportion of the respin
wio were affiliated with ethnically wmixed assoclations thought that
most wembers of the Jewish community elther approved or were
indifferent to such aiffiliation more than respondents who were not
affiliated with such associations. Furthermore, a somewhat larger
proporcion of the latter thought that the communal atmosphere was one
of disepproval, or were not completely certain about the communal
atmosphere. On further inspecticn, these were found to be mainly

WOILET » Results presented in Table 16 show that women are somewhat

JEWLSH RESPONDENTS

BY SEX
Pexrceived communal
attitude as being
that ol Male Fenale
Approval 20 33.9 le 25.0
Disapproval & G.B 17 25647
Indifference 22 zi.s 15 23.4
DKo i3 22.0 pc 5.0
TOTAL 59 100.0 64 110Q. 71
Level of Siqnificance‘_p < O.0L
more sensltive to mnunel aporoval or Lo
to their idesas of what is sxpected of them.

When they are not certain of whether there is communal approval to
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“guch an affiliation, they would rather not risk disapproval.
Thus, of the 23 women who were uncertain of communal attitude,
16 were affiliested with exclusively Jewish associations.
Looking intc the way in which the respondents explained their

percelved attitudes, resulits presented in ° / show that not

kg
5
o
]
t/ !
wd

o 4 i o 5 N - i l
these who thought that "most Jews®™ approved

r were indifferent

=

1
ot
Chode

0

to the subject thought that they were so uncoaditionally. Some
14.3% of the respondents wno perceived the communal attitude as
being that of approval, and some 4.:% with a perceived attitude of
indiiference qualified their answers with statements such as: "it
will depend on the type of club. For example, there was an anti-
Semitic bridge club, and there was hostility towards the Jews in

the club. Jewish people would not like to join clubs of this type”
(nale - perceived attitude of “aApproval®); or, "I think this would
only apply to professional organisations” (Female, perceived attitude
of "Indifference").

The largest proportion of those who perceived the communal
attitude to be that of approval thought so because affiliation with
non~sectarian associations is seen as an achievement, a status
symbol. As some of the respondents state, “Jewish people want to
join because it has some social status” (Male, “BApproval”); "It

gives them social standing, not social acceptability” (Male, “Indifferent“h:

A further 12.9% have expressed interests prevailing in the community
with regard to improved relations with non-Jews, stating that "I
think the majcrity of the Jewish people think it is a good thing

and a healthy thing to belong to non-Jewish organisations for the
sake of better relations® (Male, "Approvael");"It's a good thing to

have close soclal contacts. 1t helps for mutual understanding and
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TARLE 17:

COMMIMAL ATTITU

AFFILIATION WITH

VMIHED ASBOCIATIONS
CIA s

GIVEN TO

PLELN THE RUTITUDE

The Perceived Attitude

Thae Zxplanaticn: Brproval Disapproval Indiffarence

affiliation because of inter--
est in activity 9 12.9 - - 7 9.7
Affiliation would improve
Jewzsh—non—Jewish relations g 12.9 - - - -
Approval/disapproval would

depend on the tvype of club
they wished to join 0 14.3 1 3.6 3 4.2
Jews like fto be with Jews
only - clannish attitude - - g 32.2 17 23.6
Jews don't want to appear

¢clannish 2 2.8 - - - -

Jews feel tney are not
wanted Lla non-
orqanlzatlons & 1i.4 11 39.3 17 23.6

Fear of assimilation and
intermarriace

[FUI S

It is not important

o answer/don't know & 1l.4 .4, 14.3 8 1i.1l
TOTAL 170 100.0 28 100.1 72 100.1
tolerance® (Female, "Apnrowval®}. However, some 12.8% of those
whe had an initial perceived attitvde of apnroval, 50.0% of the

“Disapproval” and 29.2% of the “Indifferent” have expressed some
deen~rocted znxleties that are
These related mainly to fears of not being accepted and fear of

zssimilation and intermarriage. 2s some of the respondents

to non—-Jewish corganisations are

a L ez
tecusly treated; and that's sbout it

(Male, "Indifferent"}; "Most Jews don't belong to non-~Jewish
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organizations as they fear they will be rejected” (Male, "Indiff-
erent”) ; or, "The majority regard themselves as not wanted, a bit
uncomfortable and accepted with reservation” (Male, “Disapproval®).
These statements reveal simllar anxleties to those dlscussed in
the previous chapter and show how fear of non-acceptance or rejec-
tion seems to create an attitude of social distance, of a wish to
avoid situations in which rejection might be expressed.

Another type of response which is very prevalent amongst
those who perceived an atmosphere of disapproval or indifference
relates to what can conveniently be grouped under "clannish
attitudes”, thus 32.2% of the "disapproval” and 23.6% of the
"indifferent" expressed such views as: “They feel they are happier
in Jewish organisations. It is less complicated. It is folkish-
ness only, not their religious attitude® (Male, "Indifferent"); or
"If they have any free time they want to devote it to helping
Jewish people” (Female, "Indifferent®); or "I think we are mostly
taken up with our things and not interested in non-Jewish organis-
ations” (Male, "Indifferent"). This feeling of wishing to direct
most of their activities inwardly, and lack of interest in non-
Jewish activities, 1s expressed by a further 18.1% of the
indifferent: "This is not a subject for conversation; no one ever
really bothers to talk about it" (Male); and "I don't really think
they'd think about it - they'd automatically go to a Jewish organisa-
tien” (Female).

Thus, it can be seen that, although a large proportion of the
respondents thought that the general atmosphere within the
community is favourable towards affiliation with non-sectarian

groups and only a small proportion thought it was unfavourable, when
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the responses of the group who thought that the communal atmosphere
was neither one of approval nor disapproval were examined, the
picture was somewhat different. The majority of those who felt
there was an atmosphere of indifference within the community, when
asked to explain their feeling, did so in terms which were closer
to disapproval than to indifference. Also, when the type of
explanation is examined, on the whole the impression conveyed is
more that of disapproval or qualified approval than that of
straightforward approval.

We have also tried to elicit responses on two further
questions, somewhat more hypothetical than the former, and those are
communal approval-disapproval of non-Jews trying to enter Jewish
organisations, and the respondents' personal attitude on the matter.
(See questions 96, a, b, ¢, p.38 on the Jewish Schedule.)

Results presented in Tables 18 and 19 show some interesting
trends. Firstly, half of the respondents who were affiliated
with formal associations perceived communal atmosphere to be
unfavourable towards non-Jews joining Jewish associations, compared
with only 17.1% who perceived a similar atmosphere with regard to
Jewish participation in non-sectarian associations. Moreover, when
the respondents expressed their own persomnal attitudes, some 56.3%
appeared to be in favour of non-Jews entering Jewish organisations,
in spite of perceived communal disapproval. When the relationship
between the perceived communal attitude and personal attitude was
considered, some more subtle trends could be oisserved.: Table 19
clearly shows that most of the respondents tend to conform to what
they perceive to be the communal attitude. Thus, only 4.5% of the

respondents who disapproved of non-Jews trying to enter Jewish
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TABLE 18: ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 96: "DO YOU THINK THAT THE MEMBERS
QF THE JEWISH COMMUNITY WILL APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE OF
NON-JEWS TRYING TO ENTER JEWISH ORGANISATIONS?";
96b: "HOW ABOUT YOU, PERSONALLY. WOULD YOU APPROVE OR
DISAPPROVE OF NON-JEWS TRYING TO ENTER JEWISH ORGANISATIONS?®

% 962
Approve 56 25.9 121 56.3
Disapprove 109 50.5 46 21.4
Don't care 28 13.C 38  17.7
It dossn't arise 2 4.2 1 1
Susplcious - - 7 3.3
D.K. 13 6.3 3 1.4
TOTAL 215 100.1 215 100.1

TABLE 19: PERSONAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS NON-JEWS TRYING TO ENTER
JEWISH ORGANISATIONS, BY PERCEIVED COMMINAL ATTITUDE
ON THE SAME TOPIC.*

Perceived PERSQNAL ATTITUDE

Communal

Attitude Bpprove Disapprove Don't Care Suspicious D.K.
Epprove 48 42.1 2 4.5 4 10.5 - - - -
Disapprove 46 40.4 35 79.5 20 52.6 4 57.1 - -
Don*t Care 9 7.9 4 9.1 i1z 31.s 1 14.2 2 66.6
It doesn’t

arise 3 2.6 2 4.5 1 2.6 2 28.6 1 33.3
D.K. 8 7.0 1 2.3 1 2.6 - - - -
TOTAL 114 100.0 44 99.9 38 99.9 7 99.9 3 99.9

*There are 9 missing observations from this table due to some
punching error.
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organisations thought that there was a communal atmosphere of
approval, while 79.5% thought that the communal atmosphers was
disapproving. Similarly, the ones who sald they wouvuld be sus-
picious of non~Jews who tried to enter Jewish organisations per-
ceived an atmosphere of disapproval, or dismissed the whole gues—
tion by saylng that this has not happened sc it is a purely
hypothetical guestion. The only ones who seem to deviate somewhat
from this pattern are those who pexsonally approve and those who
do not care. However, when their explanations are taken into
account and the proportion of those who gave gualified explanations
is considered, it is seen that actually a large proportion of those
who said they approve, or do not care, are nearer to disapproval
than to approval.

Tables 20 and 21 show a considerable proportion of the explana-
tions forx both perceived and personal attitudes of approval and
indifference to be gualified. Thus one respondent started off with
a perceived attitude of indifference and finished with a qualified
approval and disapproval when he stated: "If there were a dozen
Jewish perscons on some sccial committee or such like, and two or
three non-Jews joined, it would be 0.K. If a dozen non-Jews joined,
this would change the balance and they would perhaps disapprove”
(Male) . Another respondent started off expressing a perscnal
attitude of gpproval, and ended up not knowing whether he actually
approved - "In so far as excluding religious activities, I would
approve...pbut then what about the children, when they want to get
married?” (Male).

Thus it seems that, on the one hand, it is easier teo say that

most of the Jewish community disapprove than to personzlly express
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disapproval. On the other hand, the respondents themselves are
samewhat ambivalent about their own feelings. They want to be on
good terms with non-Jews, to improve intergroup relations and,
hopefully, to lead towards the reduction of anti-Jewish feelings,
but they are not prepared to do so at the expense of losing thelr
own identity. It is in this light that we should sse the contra-
dicting statements, two of which were cited above.

On the whole, the wmajority of those who perceived communal
attitudes to be favourable, and who themselves expressed a favour-
able attitude, did so for the sake of better relations with non-
Jews or, as one of the respondents explained: "I think more non-
Jews should be allowed in to create an atmosphere where cross-
fertilisation of ideas and cultures would occcur. Cne of the best
ways to stop religious antagonism is to teach more and undexstand
more about the cother religions”; or, more briefly, "It's the best
way to improve relations®”.

Amongst those who expressed disapproval either on a communal
or personal level, most apparvent were the ones who wished to keep
Jewish organisations exclusively Jewish, or who thought that other
Jews wished it. This was usuvally expressed in short statements
such as "The railson d'estrxe of a Jewish orxganisation is to be Jew-
igh - for Jews”; or yet ancther male, expressing his own attitude,
said "If I could guarantee that in the long term they wouldn't take
it over and we would be back to sguare cne ~ then it would be 0.K.",
Ancther salient group were the ones who expressed elther communal
or personal fear of intermarriage, stating "I feel too much mixing
cf the various ethnic groups would bring on intemarriage and

weaken the Jewish sense of identity™; ox, as a female respondent
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TABLE 20: REASONS GIVEN FOR PERCEIVED COMMUNAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS

NON-~-JEWS JOINING JEWISHE ORGANISATIONS

THE PERCEIVED ATTITUDE

The reasons: 211 Approve Disapprove Don't Care
Approval/Disapproval Would

Depend on the organisa-

tion or on the person 17 8.8 6 10.7 5 4.6 6 21.4

Wish to keep Jewish
organisations exclusive-
or at least a Jewish

majority 24 12.4 2 3.6 20 12.4 2 7.2
Promotes better rela-

tions between Jews and

non~-Jews 26 13.5 21 37.B 1 0.9 4 14.3
Fear of assimilation

and intermarriage 17 8.8 1 1.8 16 14.7 - -

Show an example to

non-Jews 16 8.3 12 21.4 1 C.2 3 10.7
Retaliate for dis-

crimination practised

against Jews in

crganisations 13 6.7 - - 13 1i.¢ - -
Not enough in common -

barriers 2 #.2 - - 12 11.¢ - -
Clannish attitude i4 7.2 - - 14 12.8 - -
Non~Jews do not want it 1C 5.2 2 3.6 5 4.6 3 16.7
Some organisatiomns have

non~-Jews 11 5.7 5 8.9 1 0.9 5 17.9
Jewish errogance and

superiority feelings <] 3.1 - - & 5.3 - -
Other and D.X. 20 10.4 4 7.1 11 10.1 5 17.%
No answer 7 3.6 3 5.4 4 3.7 - -
TOTAL 193 99.% 56 100.0 109 100.0 28 100.1
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TABLE 21: REASONS GIVEN FOR PERSONAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS NON-JEWS

TRYING TO ENTER JEWISH ORGANISATIONS

THE RTTITUDE
The reasons: a1l Approve Tisapprove Don't Care

Only if the non-Jews
were sincere 23 11.2 17 1l4.0 1 2.2 5 13.2

Depends on the type of

crganisation or person 25 1z2.2 1o 8.3 7 18.2 8 21.1
Wish to keep Jewish

organisations exclusive -

or at least a Jewish )

majority 17 8.3 3 2.5 14 30.4 = =
Better relations,

good to mix 68 33.2 61 50.4 1 2.2 5 15.8
Fear of assimilation

and intermarriage 11 5.4 1 0.8 o0 21.7 - -
Makes no difference 14 6.8 4 3.3 S - 10 26.3
The organisation

might henefit 12 5.8 10 8.3 - - 2 5.3
No inhibition in

speech when there are

only Jewish members 5 2.4 - - 4  B.7 I 2.6
To show an example to

non~-Jews 4 1.9 3 2.5 - - S 2.6
Other and D.K. 15 7.3 5 4.1 7 15.2 3 7.9
No answer 11 5.4 7 5.8 2 4.4 2 5.3
TOTAL 205 10CG.1 121 100.0 46 100.0 38 1c0.1
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explained the commwmal attitude of disan epproval, "Tragic fear of
intermarriage®.
The oneg who wers indifferent, and the ones who perceived

the communal atmosphere +o be indiffern nee, on the whole saild they

did not really cars as they were not interestad iz

h
2
[¢

]
5]
[
n

religion, or they themselwes were not r religious ("It's the activity,

not the religion, that

0

ocunts"; "I wouldn't mind, religlion doesn't
bother me one way or ths other -~ it doesn't make any difference®).
However, a large proportion said that it would depend on the type

of orxganisation in question. As one of the rssg
"It all depends on what crganisation you are talking about. I

't see them joining the J.I.A. {Joint Israel Appeall ; but I can

see them joining the Golf Club" (Male).

gl

ommon to both those

{

One type of attitude which sppeared to bhe
who perscnally approved and those who were indifferent was an
underlying assumpticon that most non-Jews were hostile towards Jews,
which is verv apparent in the following quotes: “Whether we like it
or not, there is an invisible barrier. I consider myself to be a
liberal, incidentally, but I don't think we zhould kid ourselves
1 feel that by all means let's have good relations to the best of
our ability, but not to the extent of deluding ourselves inte

"

tonat one is

thinking that, in the mind of every non~Jew, thsz
Jewish is not always uppermost” (Male) or, more directly: "I dem't
see why we should keep them out. We should let them join and show
then we don't have horxrns!® (kon t »are male},s These statements,
coupled with a fear of "what would happen if non-Jews gained control
over Jewish organisations...” seem to suggest a basic attitude of

mistrust, and a suspicion that most non~Jews are basically potential

192



anti-Semites. This basic attitude was expressed directly by one
of the Jewish female respondents, stating: “They (the Jews) feel
non-Jews are anti-Semitic” (disapproval), and by ancther Jewish
male respondent who stated: "I think anyone who is not Jewish is
deep down a bit anti-Jew, no matter what they appear on the surface,
in the same way as a Protestant is anti~Catholich.

On the whole, attitudes expressed with regard to non-Jews
entering Jewish organisations brought up some deep-rooted fears
and anxieties which are found amongst the Jewish respondents and,
although basically a large proportion of the affiliated respondents
seem to value integration and improved intergroup relations very
highly, these deep~rooted fears seem to interfere and the result is
a feeling of ambivalence. Similar responses were found in discuss-
ing the attitudes towards more mixing between Jews and non-Jews and
integration.(l} This feeling of a wish to be accepted by non-Jews
and to integrate, but not to the extent of losing their own identity
as Jews, i3 widespread amongst the Jewish respondents, and is best
described by one of the Jewish men as a “basic survival need", as
he stated: "There is a basic survival need which may or may not be
correct, but does exist in Jews. A fear of losing their identity
as a race within a non-sectarian group”.

With such ambivalent feelings, it is not surprising to find
that affiliation with ethnically mixed associations is confined
to special interest groups. It is usually Jews who are very

interested in a certain type of activity, or wno are pursuing

l. See discussion in Chapter 4.
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business and professional interests, who join non-sectarian
associations., This is clear from the high proportion of these
respondents who were active in the non-sectarian associations that
they have joined. Only 15, or 16.3% of those who were affiliated
with ethnically mixed associations did not attend any of the meetings
or functions organised by their associations. These held membership
in some 6 cultural, 6 sports clubs, 5 professional associations and
4 others. On the other hand, some 17 of the Jewish respondents

were very active in these mixed associations, 32 (34.8% of N=92)
attended most of the meetings and 28 (30.4% of N=92) attended some

of the meetings. The parallel figures amongst the non-Jewish
respondents were 22.4% of nominal members (11 of N=49); 22.4% of
highly active members (11 of N=49); 42.9% (21 of N=49) regular
attenders and 12.2% (6 of N=49) who attend only some of the meetings.
These figures show that most of the respondents who were affiliated
with ethnically mixed associations frequented the club or organisation
guite regularly and, as such, it is valid to speak of intergroup
contact and to examine the type of relations that exist within these
associations.

(2) Intergroup Relations in Ethnically Mixed Associations

Respondents who were affiliated with only one mixed association
were asked to state how friendly thelr relations with members of the
"other group” in the association were. Those who were affiliated
with more than one mixed association were asked to state the associa-
tion in which thev experienced the greatest friendliness in their
contact with members of the “other group”. Results presented in
Table 22 show that, for the most part, these contacts seem pleasant and
comfortabla. The majority of the respondents tended to rank their

relationships with members: of the "other group” as "close" or "friendly"
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TABLE 22:

THE NATURE OF CONTACTS BETWEEN JEWS AND NON-JEWS IN

MIXED BASSOCIATIONS, BY SEX

All Jewish JEWISH RESPONDENTS
Respondents in
Mixed Associations Male FPemale
Friendly &8 72.9 50 84.7 18 54.5
Swperficial
and no
contack 19 20.6 7 11.9 12 36.4
Ho anzwer
and don't know 5 5.4 2z 3.4 3 9.1
TOTAL 22 ©3.8 59 100.0 33 100.0
All Non-Jewish NON-JEWISE RESPONDENTS
ondents in
Mixed Assoclations Male Female
Friendly 28 57.1 23 60.5 5 45.5
Superficial
and no
contact 17 34.7 11 29.0 6 54.5
None of the
‘ﬁf“"""tf“‘i”é "~ g_._s_. "i"}_c‘
particularly
Eriendly 4 2.2 L 10.5 - -
TOTAL 49 100.0 38 100.0 11 100.0
The figurss also show that not only is there a higher rate of

affiliation with ethnically mixed assoclations
that when affiliated they also report Ezienﬁlv relations to
a somewhat greater nt than the women.

An examination of the types of assoclations in which superficial
or no contact was reported Jdoes not show a clear pattern, although
in most cases these appeared to be in the sports clubs and some of
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further 3 of the non~Jewish and 4 of the Jewish women reported

no contact in a sports club. However, amongst the women, reference
was mainly made to a Yoga Club, at which team work is not needed.
Thus one of the non-Jewish women reported: "We don't really get
friendly as you don't go there to talk”. In other cases, when

Team work is reguired, this seems to be carried on with members of
one's own group, as a Jewish woman reported: "I go with Jewish
girls, we play tennis, and then we leave”. Another type of
assoclation which does not seem to promote contact iz that in which
members attend a lecture, see a film or listen to a concert.
Respondents usually did not develop contacts in associations of this
type. Thus one of the women reported: “We are very cordial, "good
morming®, etc. We are all busy people, we come in, listen to the
talk, and rush away like in .. a modemmn comedy"; or as cne of the
Jewish men stated: "There is no clcse contact there. The main

function of the organisation is to show unusual and award-winning

films and time is taken up by films”. thermore, one of the
Jewlish respondents, a member of the Association for Christians and
Jews, reported: ‘"There is no real perxrsomal contact. We Jjust attend
the meeting”. Even when tea is served at the 15 minutes break
between the talk and the guestions period in this latter association,
Jews cluster together and so do non~Jews.

Of the smaller hobby groups, the flower arranging club scems
to be the most divided ethnically, as one of the non~Jewish women
reported: “When they come they (Jewish women) seem to kesp to them-
selves. I have never spoken to any of the Jews in the flower

arranging group’. Thus, when Jewish women joln or attend an

196



ethnically mixed club two features arise. Firstly, they tend to
join as a group, i.e. they do not join it alone, but rather with
at least one other Jewish friend (this is illustrated by the state-
ment made by the woman who goes to play tennis with other Jewish
friends and it is backed by observations in the area), and secondly
they tend to stay together as a group. Thus, i1t is quite possible
to be active in these associations through participating in the
activities organised within them, without having any contact with
members of the “other group®.

When the type of associations within which the respondents
reported . friendly interxrgroup relations is considerxed, results

presented in Tabcle 23 show that most of these are of the “expressive”

{1} - .
rather than the “instrumental“i d type, except for the Jewlsh men,

56.0% of whom stated that they have experienced the greatest Ffrisnd~
liness in an instrumental type of group, mainly a2 professional

assoclation.

1. This sort of c¢lassification was used by Rose, 1956, Chapter 10:
Goxdoen and Babchuk 18539, pp.22-29: and Boskoff 1970, pp.172-190
(Ch.10). Gordon and Babchuk defined the expressive groups as
performing Ya function for the individual participants through
activities confined and self~-contained within the organisation itself...
they provide the opportunity for carrving on activities such as
recreation of direct interest to the participant, and help to provide
satisfaction of personal fellowship” (p.27). Boskoff adds that in
these assoclations "members merely desire to exchange ideas and
experiences in-some limited field of interest” (p.173). The examples
he gives are garden clubs, literarvy societies, hooby groups, fraternal
lodoes, etc. The instrumental groups were defined by Gordon & Babchuk
as "Croups which exist in order to attain goals that lie outside of
the organisations themselves” in that they "seek o maintain a
condition or to bring about change which transcends its 4mmediate
membership® (p.25). The examples Boskoff mentions are oolitical
groups, welfare, medicine, industry, agriculture, etc.
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TABLE 23: THE ORGRNISATION WITHIN WHICH RESPONDENTS HAVE EXPERIENCED

FRIENDLY INTERGROUP RELATIONS, BY SEX

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
Lxpressive Groups: Male Female Male Female
Speclal nobby and
cultural assoclations & 7 i 2
Educational i 4 e i
Social 1 2 1 L
Bridge 4 L - -
Mazonic 3 - 1 -
Sports 5 1 11 1
Instrumental Groups:
Charitable & Welfars 5 1 - -
Professicnal and
Trade Assocliations 21 - 7 =
Political 2 - 1 -
Other Instrumental - 2z 1 -
TOTALS 3¢ 13 23 5

These findings conform to those yeported by Boskoff. Alvin
Boskoff found sociability tc be the prims feature of the "expressive”
Sroups, even when these groups invelve specific activities, and
concluded that it probably indicates that expressive assoclations are
esgentially swplements to one's stock of orimary experiences™ (1270,
p.174}) . Ringer, in studying relations between Jews and non-Jews,
found that Bogkoff's hypothesis did net apply to intergroup situations,
He found that it was rather in azsscciationz of the instrumental type

that friendly relations between Jews and non-Jews developed (1967,
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Pp.202-203) . John P.Dean, on the other hand, found that in Elmira
friendly relations between Jews and non-Jews were egually likely to

occur in both fraternal associations and those of the Teivic,

Lsd

charitable or business nature” (1258, p.31L).

On a closer examination of the data cbtained for the Wewton
Mearns respondents, the findings were to a large extent due to the
type of associations with which the respondents were affiliated
rather than to some inherent feature or function of the assocclation.
Chart I shows this very clearly. Firstly, it is shown that the
Jewish men were affiliated mainly with the Ingtrumental type of
association, vhereas the Jewish women znd the non-Jewish respondents

weyxe affiliated mainly with the Expressive - pe of mixed asscciztions.

Secondly, it also demonstrates that proportionately there was no

great difference in the friendliness experienced in elther of these

of

WG types of associaticns. Thus, of the 29 Jewish men who wers
affilisted with Instrumental associations, 17.2% (5) said thev had
no contact with non~Jews and 82.8% (24 of N=29) experienced friendly
relations, In a similar way, of the 22 Jewish men affiliated with
expressive associations, 18.1% (4) said thev had nc contact with non-
Jews whereas £1.2% experienced friendliness in their associations.

A similar position exists amongst the women and the non~Jewish
regpondents.

Thus it seems that, if type of membership group is taken into
account, friendly organisational contacts between Jews and non-Jews
are likely to occur in both types of associations.and, to that extent,
the findings in Newton Mearns are nearer to those reported by Dean
rather than Boskoff or Ringer.

Further evidence is obtained from an examination of the
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respondents® accounts, presented in Table 24. It is cleaxr that

respondents do not see the type of association to be a very important

factor in the type of relations that develcop betwesen Jews and non-
Jews. Only some 10.2% of the Jewish respondents and 7.1% of the

non-Jewish respondents attributed the

within the assocciation to some factor inherent within the crganisa-

tion, whicdh could remotely be connegted to ! vressive~versus-Instru-

mental type of association and, even here, Iflve of the seven Jewish
respondents were referring to the friendly nature of the Instrumental
aszocliation and |

wish respondsnts,

<
@

the other explanations with, perhaps, the exception of the three

Jewish respondents and one non-Jewish to the

"nature of activity” as impovtant in promoting friendly relations,
could hardly be said to characterise the one rather than the other

type of assoclation. Rather, most of them ave related to factors

While the sharing of interests, as noted earliexr, is lmportant
for any friendly relations to develop, not only those between Jews

and non-Jews, the type of shared interes
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was mostly business or professional amongst the

hokby interssts amongst the women. Statements such as "We are all

s

businessmen and have & lot in common, snd this brings to a vexy
friendly atmospnere® (Jewizh male in a Professional association);
b1 e S

We have a common interest. We arve =2ll intelligent pecple doing

fmeswﬁsmﬁfmw;ammz®fmnmthdkmﬁmﬂ {Tewish nale in a

Professionzl association); or “Because we 21l like the same thing.
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assoclation”. This type of explanation was used to explain
friendliness in both the Expressive and Instrumental groups, as

is apparent in the following statements: "It has far more social
atmosphere than the other organisations; it's for local government”
(Jewish male, member of a political club); "The ==—- is friendly and
personal. The art clvb is somewhat less personal®” (non-Jewish
female, member of a social club).

The availability of persons of the "other group” within the
associations apparently seems to be more important to men than to
women. Proportionately it is also more important to the non-
Jewish than to the Jewish men.

This factér is of particular importance since, in a large
number of cases, availability decides accessibility. Thus, a few
of the non-Jewish respondents attributed their experience of
friendliness to the fact that "Perhaps because I come into contact
with more of them" (non-Jewish male, Rugby Club, estimated 5% of
Jewish membership); "Because there are no Jewish members in the
other clubs” (Non-Jewish male, Boximg Club, estimated 20% of Jewish
membership) ; or "There are more of them, and this club is a small
friendly place” (Non~Jewish male, Bowling Club, estimated 10% Jewish
membership) .

However, it is not only the physical presence of members of
the other group, but also the actual proportions that are of some
importance. Thus, if the proportion of Jewish membership is very
low, every Jewish member will have higher opportwnities to contact
the non—Jewish members than if the proportion of Jewish membership
was higher, since this would enable the formation of a separate

clique. For the non-Jewish respondents, however, the reverse is
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true. Too low a proportion of Jewish membership would create

very few opportunities, whereas a larger proportion would increase
their opportunities. This is somewhat paradoxical since, if the
proportion of Jewish membership is large enough to provide more
contacts for the non-Jews, it is quite conceivable that it is

large enough to enable cligue formation, in which case the amount

of contact opportunities for the non~Jewish members is not increased
at all. A hint to the effect that some of the non-Jewish respond-
ents are aware of this comes from a male respondent who is affiliated
with two associations which have some Jewish membership - a sports
club with a low proportion of Jews (about 5%), and a sports/social
club with "a lot” of Jews (in his terms). He found his friendliest
contacts within the association which had a lower proportion of Jews
and stated that relations were friendly because "there are quite a
few of them but not too many of them there”.

With no outside relevant information on the proportion of Jew-
ish membership in formal associations, this guestion cannot be
explored any further. The information dcbtained from the respondents
can only be a subjective estimate and most probably reflects the
salisncy that Jewish membership in a particular asscciation has for
the respondents.

Tabulation of the results presented in the Appendiz (Table 47)
seems to substantiate the claim made by the non-Jewish respondents.
Most of the Jewish respondents who reported friendly relations
estimated the proportion of Jewish membership at being under 5%,
whereas most of the non-Jewish respondents estimate the proportion
of Jews in the associations in which they have experienced friendly

relations at being between 5%~10%. However, most of the respondents’
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estimates were within this range and, as such, no walid claim can
be made zbout these findings without further szupport of outside
information, which is not available at present.

Two other types of statement are of importance, although
mentioned only by some of the respondents. The first relates to
the level-of activity within the association and the second to the
time span of the acguaintance. The position of the first group is
summarised well by one of the respondents who stated: “The fact
that I was chairmag and undertook a major job brought me into the
circle. Invelvement brings participation” (Jewish male, chairman
of a professional association). Thus it is not surprising to ses
that those who are active on boards find the assocliation frieandly
and rewarding. Zven when activity was confined only to participa-
tion in a council or a committee, satisfaction was high. As one
of the Jewish respondents comments: "Thev got to know me. They say
I am modest and voted me into the Council" (Jewish male, professional
association).

The second explanation related the friendliness experienced
within the assocliation to thelr long standing affilistion, and
stated that other activities followed these acguaintances. Thus
one of them reported: “If you play in a club you can meet the same
people and over the years you become friendly. We meet at bridge
and spend weekends together” (Jewish male). This type of experience
was menticned by ancther Jewish man and it seems that, in some cases,
sharing other interests 1ls both a result of and strengthens the
feeling of friendliness within the asscciation. A further three
men reported an opposite process. They stated that members of

the "other group® who were affiliated with the assoclation were
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part of thelr other role-sets, and thus not only does friendliness
originate outwith the association, it is also smstained by these
outside contacts. Thus we come across statements such as "The
people I meet within the organisation are pecple I meet profession-
ally. I have known many of them since my student deyv” (Jewish male,
member of a professional association); or "I know them through my
profession - hence I know them better and there is a better social
informal atmosphere in this club® (non~Jewish male, member of a
professional association).

The term "Friendly"”, however, is used by the respondents very
loosely to refer to pleasant, casual relations rather than to more
intimate meaningful relations. Within the associations, relations
are courteous but very much task-bound and relate to a friendly way
of performing the activity rather than to a Jdeeper personal involve-
ment. This is very clear from the type of statements made by
respondents who reported being invelved in "friendly" intergroup
relations. Some of these produced here show that most of the
respondents, also, do not expect relations to develop beyond the
scope of the activity performed within the association. Thus,
statements like the following are very common amongst the respond-
ents: "Relations stay very much on the acguaintance level. One
doesn't really get too friendly with them, in the same way as one
doesn't really get to know people all that well at work™ (Jewish
male, member of a professiocnal group); “There iz not too much
contact, but gulte friendly at meetings and dinners” {(non~Jewilish
‘male, professional association); or "Quite friendly, we only see
them at conceéts“ {(Jewish female, member of SNO Club). The only

cagses where relations extend to a deeper personal level are in those
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associations where the respondents are hichly active and where
there is either an overlap of role-sets or a long standing
affiliation which helps to transfer the relatiomship from an
acguaintanceship to a friendship.

Indeed, only 10 of the Jewish and none of the non-Jewish
respondents who had a close friend, member of the “"other group®,
reported meeting their friend in an asscciation. These were 6
Jewish men and 4 women. 4 of these met theilr friend through an
association with which they were affiliated in the past. A

]

further 5 met their closest intergroup friend through a cultural

£

or special hobby club, and one of the women met her closest friend

®

through her sick-visiting activities for = Jewish orgsnisation.
rormal associations, 38 a rule, do not seem to promote friend-
ships in general, and not only fyxiendships of the intergroup type.
Onlv some 11.6% of the Jewish (22 of N=130) and B8.2% of the non-
Jewish respondents (11 of N=134) who had an in group friend rsported

meeting this friend in an assoclation. Thus, anongst the Hewton
Mearns respondents, formal associaztions seem to promote only limited

friendliness, and cannot be seen as a maln source for frisndship,

whether of the in group or of the inter-group tvps.

C. Summary

Having presented the findings, we can now discuss the main
trends and evaluate them in the light of former research.
ﬁnfcrtunately there are not many studies of the British middle
class with which the findings can be compared. Of those studies
that have been published, comparisons are further limited due to

the differences in research technigues. Bearing these considera-
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tions in nind, we have seen thet, as far as lelsure interssts are

concerned, the regpondents conform with the accepted notions of

Thus findings seem to conform, also, to the image of the middle

class sivburban "jolner®. The proportion of the respondents who
were affiliated with a formal associlation is ustally higher than

(1)

theose found in varlous cther studies. B similar conclusion is
reached Ifrom a comparison of the findings for the Jewish respondents
with the results for the Edgware study. Only 54.0% of the latter
{(Krausz 19€3, p.158) were affiliated with formal associations,
compared with 76.8% of the Newton Mearns Jewish respondents.

alsc, a largsxy proportion of the Jewish, coumpared with the
non~Jewish respondents were affiiiated with ethnically mixed fLormal
assgciations, This proportion was also higher than that reported
by Krausz for the Edgware Jewish respondents €19.0%}.(2} However,
most of those whoe were affiliated with these asscociations attended
the nmeetings falxly regularly. Very few were found to be ncminal
members.

Attitudes towards such affiliation brought uwp issues discussed

op. LE5~-185)

Ul

in Chapter 4. Similar tc H.M.Brotz {1951, p.234 and 19533

1. Scme 76.8% of the Jewish and 65.6% of the non-Jewlish respondents
were affiliated with formal assocliations. Compare these with

£0.0% of the white collar worksars reported by CGoldthorpe & Lockwood
to be affiliated with such associations (1%6%, p.9); 52.0% in
Woodford (Willmott & Young 1971, p.82): 45.0% in Youth Wales (Rosser
& Harris 1965; p.107; and 43.0% in the Nottingham & Bristcl suburbs
{Thorns 1972, p.138).

2. E.Krausz 1965, p.158. His figures, however, referred to organisa-
+ions and clubs in the district and no figures are given as to
affiliation with associations outside the district, if at all,
whereas the Newton Mearns respondents were affiliated with
associations within the general nearest district, but ocutside of
Mearns, which does not have any formal assoclations.
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and Benjamin Ringer (1967 pp.134; 137), we find that a large
proportion of the Jewish respondents valus integration on the
secondary group level. But like Brotz's respondents (1951, pp.
234; 238-240) they do not wish teo lose thelr distinctive culture

and identity.

o}

Ve oo
Lk

s

za of iantegration comes under further attack

w,

from those who rewvealed desp-rooted fears of rejection by non~Jews.

It i3, however, gperceived communal attitudes which have great
influence upon one's attitudes, and thus serve as a controliing
agency to keep the Jewish group intact. It is particulaxriy
cbvious in the case of perceived communal attitudes towards joining
nen-sectarian associations. As we saw, there was a relationship
between the above attitude and whether or not the respondent is
affiliated with non-sectarian assoglations. More speclfically,
those who were affilliated excliusively with Jewish organisations,
the female respondents in particular, tended to perceive the
comnunal attitude towards affiliation with non-sectarian associa-
tions as being unfavourable or undecided to a greater extent than
was the case amongst those who were affiliated with ethnically
mixed assoclations.

affiiliackon with a mixed membership asscciation, however,
does not, in a considerable proportion of the cases, mean that
interaction hetween Jews and non-Jews was established. Even in
associations which reguired cooperation and team work, this was
mainly done within small ethnically segregated cligues. Even in
the Association for Christians and Jews, which is deliberately
aiming at bringing about such cooperation, interaction was very
limited, In meny cases cordial and polite relations developed,

but nc attempt was made at bridging group differences or establish-
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ing closer relationships which could extend beyond the

In other words, it is hard to speak of a special atmosphere,

in these associa~

52 2 LA T - S L S, - o on - h] 1
duties” 4if it is z chavitable zssocistion, or wabtch the movie,

listen to the talk or demeonstration irn

have tes “"together bu

served, and then go back home to their familial and closs . ingroup

tiesz, The impact of these assoclations on the g
friendship patterns amongst the respondents was found to be

211



The importance of the work and neighbourhood environments in
providing social contacts for the individual member of society is
acknowledged by most sociologists. There is also some agreement
as to the relative importance of each of these spheres as =z source
foxr friendship contacts amongst the nembers of the English middle
class. It seems that a large number of sociologists are agreed
on the point that the work situation is more important as a source
for friends, particularly amongst the men who engage in professional

relations during the day and entertain clients and other business

contacts in the evening. {(Willmott and Young 1571, pp.89-97.105-112).

Margaret Stacey found that, although the neighbourhood was ‘fermale
dominated’ Jduring the day, middle class women found their closest
friends elther in the traditional Banbury set or through thelr
husbands® colleagues. (Stacey 196G, p.ll4). Goldthorpe & Lockwood
found that white collar couples drew more heavily on friends made
thrcugh wexk thaen on kinsmen or neighnbours (1369, ».90), and Ellza-
beth Bott found that, among ths professionals, one of the fachors
contributing to locse-knit networks was the tendency to establiszh
friendly relationships with colleaguss and others who did not form
a paxrt of the neighbourhood nebtwork (1971, p.105). On the other
hand, Pickettand Boulton found that in Maghull “friendship crew from
daily contact with people, whether this contact was with neicghbours,
workmates, or with other mothers taking their children to school”
(1974, ».108). A1l these findings, however, related to the middle
class, unstratified by ethnicity, It is very interesting tc see

whether the intrcduction of an ethmic group intoe the neighbourhood,
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coupled with the characteristic of 'spiralism’® amongst some of the
non~-Jewish respondents, produces any changes in the above-described
ratterns.

The Newton Mearns residents, motivated and conditioned by
econcmic needs and occupational requirements, participate in a com~
plex economic systenm. They are involved in a web of status and
role-sets over which they most often have no real control. Who
cne's employers or employees are is quite often determined by the
position of the market at a given time, i.e. the availability of
posts. Similarly, as Mogey (1956, p.94) stresses, quite often
chance determines who one's neighbours are and although the choice
of the wider area of residence is given to the individual, the
actual placement of his house is more conditicned by what is avail-
able on the market than by ethnic preference, although this might
possibly be taken intc account. However, we have seen that the
Jewish respondents tended to live in houses with a somewhat higher
rateable value than the ﬁon—Jewish respondents.(l) This suggests
that they would be somewhat more concentrated in streets with
bigger houses. Thus, while it is the case that the size of the
house would be a more important consideration than who one's neigh-
bours are, this in effect might lead to a higher ethnic concentra-
tion in some streets and affect the opportunities for contact
acreoss ethnic lines.

That work and neighbourhood are important sources of friendly

contacts across ethnic lines is evident from the data gathered in

1. See Chapter 2, pages 51-53
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Newton Mearns. Some 47.3% (8§)§I} of the non-Jewish respondents
have pointed to the neighbourhood and some 20.2% (38) to the work
situation as the settings within which they have the greatest
opportunity to come intc friendly contact with Jews. Amongst
the Jewish respondents the parallel figures were 18.7% (Sl)(Z) for
neighbourhood and 49.1% (134) for work. This means that, as far
as intergroup relations are concerned, work and neighbourhood assume
varying degrees of importance according to group membership, some-
what mediated by the size of the minority group. In the case of
the Jewish respondents, the easy availability of non-Jews in various
spheres makesfor a pattern very close to that revealed amongst the
English middle classes. On the other hand, for the non-Jews, given
the size of the Jewish group and the concentration in a few trading
occupations, the largest pool of potential Jewish contacts exists in
the neighbourhood and, accordingly, for them the neighbourhood
assunes some speclial éignificanca as far as intergroup relations are
concerned.

Having assessed the relative importance of the neighbourhood
and work spheres in providing friendly intergroup contacts, we can

now proceed to a closer examination of the setting and social

relations within these two spheres.

A, THE WORK SITUATION

{1) The Occupational Enviromment

The organisation of work brings most Newton Mearns working

1. Of N=188. 33 respondents reported no opportunity for intergroup
contact.

2. Of N=273, 7 reported no opportunity for contact.
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residents in contact with other people who do not live in the

area, and with members of various other groups. The latter is
somewhat more representative of the position of the Jewish
respondents vis-z-vis non-Jews than of the position of non-Jewish
respondents vis-a-vis Jews. This is mainly due to the fact

that, by working in and around Glasgow where Jews comprise a much
smaller proportion of the working population than thev do in Newton
Mearns ., the possibility of intergroup contact is somewhaet lower for
the non~Jews when compared with the Jewish respondents.

The above point is homme out by the results presented in
Table 1. Disregarding those who dld not know the composition of
their work environment, some 33.8% of the non~Jewish respondents
for whom information was available reported no contact with Jews
at work, while none of the Jewlsh respondents reported having no
contact with non-Jews at work.

Table 1 also shows that the work enviromment seems to reflect
the size of the Jewish group rather than ethnocentric tendencies.
Both Jews and non-Jews, regardless of sex, work in predominantly
non-Jewish environments. Vexry few of the Jewish respondents work
mainly with Jews, and none of the non~Jewish respondents work in an
environment where over half of the persons are Jewish. This
tendency surpasses occupational differences (see Tables 48 and 48
in the Appendix); within each occupational group most of the
respondents, both Jewish and non-Jewish, work in environments which
are predominantly non-Jewish. Thus 1t seems that, regardless of
sex, occupation or whether the respondents were emplaved or self-
employed, the ethnic composition of the work envircnment is deter-

mined by factors other than ethnic preference.
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Ethnic Eco EoonActive
Composition Jewish Jewisgh
of Work Mals Female
Environment Respondents Respondents Respondents
All or most are
non—-Jewish 174 21.4 127 21.7 52

O
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Cnly some are

T oelm
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133 100.0
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58 100.1

NON~JEWISH CMDENTS
Ethnic 211 Economically Econ.hcotive Zcon.Active
Compoesition Active non~Jewish non—-Jewish
of Work Non~Jewish Male Femals
Environment Respondents Respondents Respondents
Hali are Jewish 5 3.7 2 1.8 3 11.1
Oniy some are
Jewish as 2.5 70 54,2 15 55.6
None are Jewish 46 33.8 27 33,9 9 33.2
DK, & N.A. 1° - 11 - 3] -
TOTAL 155 12¢ 35

Bdjusted Totals

136 100.0

109 100.0C

27 10G.0




This impression is further supported by the findings related
to who one's employers or cmployees are. CEf the 1532 self-employed
Jewish respondents, some 129 had employees. Of these, none
reported having predominantly Jewish smplovees, 4 reported a mixed
environment and 125 reported having mostly non-Jewish emplovees.
Bmongst the self-emploved non-Jewish respondents, of the 37 in this
category only 28 had employees, and of these only 2 had some Jewish
employees. Farther probed, most of the Jewish and all the non-
Jewish self-employed respondents stated that the ethnic composition
of thelr body of employees was not related to any personal prefer-
ences. Only 14 of the Jewish self-emploved respondents reported
that they preferred non-Jewish employees, and therefore the ethnic
composition of their body of employees was a direct result of their
own cholce. Amongst the salaried respondents, 8 of the non-Jews
{68% of N=117) worked for a Jewish emplover, while some 24 of the
Jewish respondents (47.1% of N=51) worked for a non-Jewish employer.
When further probed, again none of the non-Jewish respondents
attributed their work for a Jewish or non-Jewish employer to their
own personal preference, and only one of the Jewish respondents
working for a Jewish employer attributed this to some personal
vreference.

On the whole, then, it seems that who one's employers or
employees are is, to a large extent, determined by the position of
the market and tends to reflect the small size and the special
concentration of the Jewish group in a number of trades and
occupations rather than any ethnic preferences. These figures show

very clearly that there is a lack of salience in the employment

sphere of any ethnic considerations as regards Jews and non-Jews.
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Thus, the chief considerations of the self-employed respondents are
task bound and relate to the econcmics of running a business or a
firm rather than ethnic considerations. In a similar way, for the
salaried respondentsz factors other than ethnicity seem to be operative
in the choice of z post.

(2) The Context of Intergroup Contact

Throughout thelr working day, respondents come into contact

across ethnic lines in various contexts, within which they occupy
different positions vis-a-vis members of the "other group”. Thus,

for example, a Jewish solicitor whe was in business on his own reported
being in contact with his non-Jewish enployees, clients and other
solicitors from neighbouring offices, as well as cclleagues he meets

in court. In & similar way a ncn-Jewish respondent, self-employved
director of a linen hire company,reported contact with Jewish custonmers
and other Jewish business men whe sell him variocus linen products.
Another non—~Jewish respondent, a solicitor in partnership with a non-
Jewish colleague, reported being in contact with some Jewish solicitors
as well as having Jewish customers, whereas a Jewish antigue company
director reported having contact with his non-Jewish staff, buyers,
,(;,;sei.lers and overseas contacts. Thus, in one context, respondents
will come into contact across ethnic lines in what is usually termed

as “hierarchical” relations, in others as professional peers, and vet
in others in exchange, or "market” relations (Weberxr 1947, pp.181~-182).

With most of the Jewish respondents involved in business on their

own, it is not surprising to see that both Jews and non-Jews are

found most frequently in contact through the exchange of goods and
services. This, as can be seen from Tables 3 and 4, was most marked

amongst the self-employed respondents of the managerial and third
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Zmployers Frofessional
The Context % Managers Occupations The Rest
Market 2 14.3 1 8.7 9 47.4
Hierarchical 1o 71.4 2 13.3 2 16.5
Peer 1 7.1 5 33.3 3 15.8
Hierarchical & Peerx - - - - - -
Hierarchical & Market 1 7.1 - - - -
Peer & Market - - - - - -
A1l the same & other - - 7 46,7 5 26.3
TOTAL 14 39.8 15 100.0 19 "100.0

THE SELF EMPLOYED
Market 35 43.8 & 28,6 18 56.3
Hierarchical 34 38.2 3 14.3 S 28.1
Peer 2 2.2 3 14,3 2 6.3
Hierarchical & Peer 2 2.2 - - - -
Hierarchical & Market 7 7.9 3 14.3 - -
Peer & Market - - - - - -
all the same & cother 5 5.6 & 28.% 3 9.4
TOTAL 8 93.2 21 100.1 32100 0

i1. One nissing answey
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wmplovers Professional
The Context & Managers Occupations The Rest
Market 11 44.0 7 26.9 8 0l.5
Hierarchical 4 16,0 - - 1 T 7
Peer 8 32.0 5 19.2 3 23.1
Hierarchical & Peer - - - - - -
Hierarchical & Market - - - - - -
Peer & Market - - Z 7.7 - -
&1l the same & cther 2 8.0 1z 46.2 1 7.7
TOTRLS 25 10C.0 26 100.0 13 100.0

THE SELF ZMPLOYED
Marketb 8 ©&1.5 2 2Z5.0 4 100.0
Hierarchical - - - - -
Peer 2 15.4 4 50,0 - -
Hierarchical & Peer - - - ~- - -
Hierarchical & Market 1 7.7 - - - -
Peer & Market 2 15.4 1 12.5 - -
211 the same & othex - - 1 12.5 - -
TOTALS 13 100.0 g 100.0 4 102.0
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occupaticnal group. amongst the respondents who were employed by
someone else, it is mostly respondents of the third cccupational
group - salesmen and women - who are found in market relations with
members of the "other group”.

Thus, within this context, the contacts are usually between
a Jew and a non-Jew in managerial positions, or between a manu-
facturer and his suppliers and clients. This category also
iﬁcludes the transactions made between a salesman in the shop and
a customer buying goods for consumption, and the exchange of
professional services.

It is clear that a large variety of market positions and
market situations within which the respondents are involved in
intergroup contact exist. However, due to the nature of the
occupational structure and industrial distribution of the respond-
ents, most of these transactions are made at some Pintermediary’
stage of production (Moore 1970, p.64), particularly amongst the
Jews, who are more involved in the manufacturing industries than
the non~Jews. Furthermore, although a larger proportion of the
Jdewish respondents are involved in the distributive trades as
owners of shops and warehouses, this in most of the cases does
not entall a personal involvement in transactions at the shop
level.

The type of contacts that exist between a doctor and his
patients or a lawyer and his clients are clearly different in
nature from those that exist between sales representatives of two
different companies bound together.by a sales contract or negotiating
a sales agreement. In most cases, the former type of contact is

very much context bound and lacks the competitive nature of a
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business transaction. They were, however, classified underx

h i

"market rslations® followlng Ringer (1967, »p.189-121) =

imply

L

because they do involve the exchan of a professional skill on

the market (Weber 1243, ».182; Moors 1970, v.87). Furthermore,
a8 was reportad by one of the non—~Jewish respondents, law practice

was conducted very much along the lines of market relations. e

told the interwviewer of an incident when he was approached Ly one

0

{

of his Jewish clients who claimed that the fesez were too high, and
as a result he had to reduce his Ffees. Later he was tcld by
another ccolleague that lawyers usually "add to a Jew's bill so
that they can then knock a 2it off and sverybody 1s satisfied.

The sclicitor gsats the amount he wants and the Jew thinks he has

-

got some knocked off". While 1t 1s not clear whether such a

practice is widesprsad, as this respondent claims, and whether it

o

pplies only to lawyvers in thelr relations with Jews, or perhsaps
to other professicns as well, it is vexy relevant in this contex
A% a typlcally "market” relationship.

It is, however, clear that although Jewish doctors and lawyers
have nopn-Jewish patients and clients and non~Jewish accountants or
engineers have Jewish customers, this is so to a much lesser extent
than in other branches of industry or types of exchange.

It ig also clear that these types of exchange would vary in
the degres to which they involve further soclal contact outside
the work environment. Thus, a basic relationship of sellexr—to-
consumer will remain essentially impersonal, whereas transactions
gt the intermediary stage of production would involve entertaining

clients to a somewhat greater extent than both the formmer type of

relationship and the type of exchanges that occcur between a doctor
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or lawyer and their pabtients and clients.

Next to market-type relations, the most extensive type of

Tawlsl

¢

h/non-Jewish interaction at work is between a Jewlsh emnplover
and his non-~Jewish employees whereas, amongst the non-Jewlish

respondents, it is between managers or professionals and their

Jewish occcupational or organisaticnal peers.
Hierarchical relations exist mainly between salaried and
self-employed Jewish business cwners or managers and their non—

Jewish employvess. Although three of the salaeried managers have

a non-Jewlsh employer, only one of these reporied o having the
most frequent contact with his non~Jewlsh amplover, rather than

——

with non~Jews he supervises. Amongst the non-Jewlsh regpondents,
the only ones who are found in hierarchical wvelatlions vis-a-vis
Jews at work are the salarled respondents, mainly managers and
respondents of the third occupational group. The four managers
whose most freguent contact with Jews at work iz in the context
of authoritative-hierarchical relations have Jewish employees,;
while a further cashier works for a Jewlsh firm.
Very few Jewish respondents find themselves in frequent

contact with non-Jewish colleagues of equal status, i.e. profess-
ional or managerial peers. This is most marked amongst respond-
ents who are self-employed and the reasons for this are falrly
cbvicus. Being in a business or in professional practice on
their own, other preiessional or managerial peers do not form a
constant part of thelr dally contact. Clearly when thev do come
intc contact with other managers, it is wmostly with business
competitors or in a market relatilonship. On the other hand, when

they are not self-employed, it is mostly doctors or lawyers, meeting
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ont for the 32.8% {ses Tehle 1, page 216} of the non—Tewish

ntact with Jesws at work.

{3} Social Contact and Intergroup Relations

within which
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place ox work environment. Indeezd, soclialis with meusbers of

crevalent amongst

non-~Jewlsh respond-

ag Tacle ¢ shows, over 50.0% of the Jewist
respondents within each 3 siatus

envircament {gee Table 30 in the Appendlx] and of sex (see Tabls 51

in the Appendix). The low proportion of soclaliasing amongst the
self-employed respondents of the third cccupational group 1s largely
due to the lower paxrticipatd of the women of this group in
R (1)
socialising.
Amongst the non~Jewish respondents, socialising with Jewish

peysons met through work is somewnab wmore varlabple, depending on
the cccupatlion and ssx. Socialising was nore common amongst the

men, in the ewployers and managers occupational group and amongst

o

respondents of the professional cccupations (both smployed and self

o

¥
i

gmployad - see Table 52 in the Rppendix] . with the men of the third
secupational gxoue being the onses least engaged in this actlvity.

hmongst the women, only 3 socialised with Jewish persons they had

met through work.

1. It should be noted here that these were mainly women who helped
the family or in their husbands' businesses.
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HAVE

MET THROUGH WORK, BY SEX

SOCIALISING WITH MEMBERS OF TEE "OTHER GROUP" RESPONDENTS

Socialising with
members of the “other
group” respcndsnts

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

211 those who
reported of
contacts with

have met through work non~Jews at work Male Female

YES 110 57.7 81 £0.9 29 50.0

NO 81 42.3 52 39.1 29 50.0

TOTALS 1L 100.0 133 120.0 58 100.0
p < 0.20 (not significent)

Sccialising with
members of the “other
group” respondents

NON~JEWISH RESPONDENTS

A1l those who
reported of
contacts with

have met through work Jews at work Male Female

YES 29 32.2 28 &1 3 i6.6

e 31 c7.a 45 G3.9 is 33.4

TOTALS 20 100.0 72 100.0 18 1c0.0
o ¢ 0.03 (significant}
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TABLE

£+« INTERGROUP SOCIALTS

EMPLOYMENT /SELY EMEI

,..Mm

ITOVED

3 L=,

Profegsiconal

T

Occupations The Rest
Engage
sccialiszing with
people met through
WoOrk & 57.1 3 50.0 11
) b oengage in
lntergr socialising

with jakter

14 100.0

THE SELF

EMPLOYED

8 42.1

Employers Professional

% Managsrs Ocoupations The Rest
Engage in intergroup
socialising with
people met through work 58 65.2 1z 57.1 12 36.4
Do not engage in inter-
group socialising with
pacple met through work 31 34.3 9 42,9 21 63.6

TOTALS 89 100.0

100.G

p < 0.0L

2
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PONDENTS

Proﬁ@salonal
atlic Thae Rest
zngage i i
sscialxaing with
pacple met thious
woxk 10 40.0 6 23.0 3 23.0
Do not engage in
i LB XGLroup 30Ch lals
ising with people
mét through work 15 50.0 20 77,0 o T7.0
TOTALS (all those who
are in intergroup
contact at work) 25 100.C 26 100.0 13 100.0
DL 0.3

THE SELF EMPLOYE

Emplovers Professional

& Managers Occupations The Rest
Engage in intergroup
goclialising with
people met through
work G 46.2 3 33,32 1 2%5.0
Do not engagde in
intergroup socizl-
ising with people
met through work 7 53.8 5 06,7 3 75.0
TOTALS 13 100.0 9 100.0 4 100.0
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it seems as if the pattern here is different - almost opposing
the former - with only one Jewish respondent socialising with a
customer and four socialising with peers,; and with four of the

non~-Jews socialising with custcomers and only three with peers,

oz

conducive to

resnonoents L ols
e IR NLE

¥
[g]

o cther, nLowever,

Y I NP I
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thiat they do

These

tine pragoatic way

of business exchange. Indeed, &s shown in
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=g, WALO Depoiliad

PP SV S R I N : S S ORI UL S
wnlts wag Lind themselves LOoVolved 1n 1lntelgoup malkiet

the world of the businsss executives,

& 30 thoroughly bhound

selling process thab 1t ils often teken ifor granted. A

raging Girector of a distilling company called these occasioas

Yeooumercial soclels”, or as ancther self-employed owner of an

insurance company stated, 'We nave a business working relatlonship.
I go oub ifor a meal in the evening with a custouex. It increases

Thus Lt 43 clear that these activities arve not seen by wost of

the respoadents as parc of thelr soclal life. Sne of them put it
more exdplicitiy and stated: “There's a distinct varrier between

wrough work and people you want O meet soclally
{a seif~employed manufacturer's agent - involved in market

relations), or as another Jewish respondent scated: "It is purely

leisure hours”

company ~ involved in market and hierarchical relations).

In a similar way, respondenis of the professional occupations

entertain their clients and "discuss a case over a umeal’. dowever,

when respondents in this group soclalise with colleagues, the
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connection to work is somewhat less direct. As one of the

Jewish respondents, an optician (self-emploved) reported, “I go out
for a drink with Gentile fellow opticians about once a fortnight.
It is connected to work just in that we will mainly 'talk shop'™
or, as snother Jewish doctor reported, the only connection to

work lies in the coccupational background of the participants in

that “it is lunch with other doctors and nurses®,
Given the widespread practice of using sccial settings to
facilitate business transactions,; such relations do not, as a rule,

develop much personal content. The businesg interest which
generatss this ryoutine sccialising is mutual and apparent to both
parties, A4s 2 result, they Jdo not expect friendships to follow

fhe whole attitude to the work and business

sphere ssems Lo o8 very insctrumental. This is further Jdemonstrated
by the fact that some 4§5.0% of the non-Jewish respondents who had
any contact with Jews at work (77 out of N=30), and some 74.0% of
the Jewisn respondents who reported contact wlith non-Jews at work
{142 of ¥=191) said they were completely indifferent as to who

They worked with. Purthermore, some 8l.2% of the Jewish respond-
ents (156 of N=1l9l) were indifferent as to whether they had any
further contact with non~Jews they had met through work. 53.9%

156) explained thelr attlitude in a mennex which

3 by one of the non-Jewish respondents: "You can’t

afford to notice religion in business” or,; as a Jewlish respondent

commented, “In business I am not interested in people’s religion™;

n

or, more to the polnt, as one of the Jewish respondents stated:
§ Py

"You are associating with them, ete., but there's not really any

h

guestion of being friendly”. in general, then, the competitive
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commercial in nature. Although the economic or professional motive
may still be part of the relationship, in some cases it ceases from

being the primary one, as we saw in the case of the respondents of

the professional cccupations (see page 235).

reported
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to intergroup friendships. Some 22 of the Jewish and 3 of the non-
Jewish respondents with close friends who are members of the "other
group” stated that they met their close friend through work. These
were 13 Jewish men, of whom 11 were inveolved in further socialising
with a business contact or a colleague. These 13 were equally
divided between market relations (7) and peer relations (6). The
two non-Jewish men were also invelved in socialising, but both were
involved in a market contact. Amongst the non-Jewish women, only
1 reported meeting her close Jewish friend at work, and she was a
colleague she met through past emplovment. Of the 9 Jewish women
who had a close friend they met through work, 7 were engaged in
intergroup socialising. As for the type of work context which
vroduced these friendships, 3 reported peer relations, 2 with a
market contact, 2 with employvees of a family business, 1 with a
person she met through her past employment (her ex boss) and 1 with
her husband®’s colleague’s wife.

Thus both the transfer of work contact into a more diffused
setting and peer relations are conducive to transforming work
relations into a more personal relationship. Proportionately,
however, as noted earlier, relations with colleagues are the ones

most likely to be transformed into a friendship.

B, THE NEIGHBOURHQOOD

We have already seen in the previous chapter that, while Newton

Mearns was not the type of suburb in which neighbourly socialising

was high, this was the least segregated type of leisure activity(l).

1. See Chapter 5, page 172, Table 1l.
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Being essentially a place of residence rather than a place
of work, "a dormitory suburb for the middle classes” as one of the
ministers described it, neighbourly relations vary according to a
number of factors found to be related to such status attributes
and residence. D.C.Thorns, in studving Bristel and Nottingham
suburbs, found that although these were by no means chiefly
characterised by informal neighbourly relations, the incidence of
informal participation varied with social class. He found that
*The higher the class ... the greater the amount of informal
participation" (1972, p.143). J.M. and R.E.Pahl found that most
of the managers’ wives in their sample made a clear distinction
between friends and neighbours, and described a successful relation-
ship between neighbours as being mainly ‘instrumental’ (1971, p.148)
vhereas Bracey found neighbourly rxelations on the English estates
{ooth council and private enterprise estates) to be characterised

v.181). In line

&=

by "aloofness, if not actual chilliness” {1964,
with the Pahls' and Bracey's findings, M.Stacey found neighbourli-
ness to be less intensive in middle class neighbourhoods, and the
notions of neighbourly relations to presume a much greater social
distance than the notions of the working class (1969, p.107). The
latter three zksc found that the 'alocfness' or social distance 1s
directly related to some notions of a "good neighbour” as being

someone who "was ready to help if help were needed, but who did

not othergise obtrude into a family's privacy” (Pahl & Pahl 1971,

p.l48).(1)

In Newton Mearns we gain some insight into the general notions

1. See alsc Bracey 1964, pp.74-86; Stacey 1969, pp.101-115% Willmott
and Young 1971, ».91.
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of "good neighbourliness" and the nature of neighbourly relations
from various comments relating to attractive or unattractive
characteristics of the area and from other comments relating to
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with life in the neighbourhood,

it seems that, for most of the respondents, the neichbourliness of
the area is not an important feature in their satisfaction with
their life in Newton Mearns. Although some 93.9% (263 of N=280)

of the Jewish and 22.8% (205 of N=221) of the non-Jewish respondents
were satisfied with their life in Newton Mearns, only 16.7% of the
satisfied Jews (44 of N=263) and 15.6% (32 of N=205) of the satis-
fied non-Jewish respondents attributed their satisfaction to good
neighbourly relations., 2mongst the dissatisfied respondents,
however, neighbourly relations seem to be more important. Thus
almost half of the dissatisfied Jewish respondents (8 of N=17) and
over 80% of the dissatisfied non-Jewish respondents (14 of N=16)
complained of the lack of, or of the formal nature of neighbourly
relations. However, when discussing the characteristic features

of the area, social relitlons seem to be more important. Firstly,
some 59.3% (166 of N=280) of the Jewish and some 60.2% (133 of N=221)
of the non-Jewish respondents mentioned some social and communal
factors. These referred to three main categories:~ (a) to the
people in the area in general (54.2% of the Jewish respondents -~

90 of N=166; 61.7% of the non-Jewish respondents - 82 of N=133);

(b) to their neighbours (31.3% of the Jewish respondents - 52 of N=166;
34.6% of the non-Jewish respondents -~ 46 of N=133) and (¢} to the
type of community relations and community atmosphere in the area
(19.3% of the Jewish respondents - 32 of N=1l66; 25.6% of the non-

Jewish respondents - 34 of N=133), Not all, however, were considered
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to be particularly attractive characteristics by those who
mentioned the people in the area; some 82.2% (74 of N=90) of the
Jewish and 65.9% (54 of N=82) of the non-Jewish respondents thought
that the people in the area were nice and friendly. However, over
half of the Jewish respondents, and 12 of the non~Jewish respondents
whoe thought so referred toc friends and relations they had in the
area whom they knew prior to moving intc Newton Mearns, rather than
te new acguaintances. The remaining 17.8% (16 of N=90) of the
Jewish and 34.1% of the non~Jewish respondents in this category
thought that the people in the area were characterised by sncbbkish
and materialistic attitudes and were not "too friendly®. Of those
who mentioned neighbours and neighbourly relations, 84.6% (44 of
N=52) of the Jewish and 69.6% (32 of N=46) of the non-Jewish
respondents thought that their neighbours were nice and friendly,
while the remaining 15.4% (8 of N=52) Jewish and 30.4% (14 of N=46)
nen-Jewlish respondents thought that the area was characterised by
rather formal or no neighbourly relations. The most wmfavourable
characteristic was lack of communai atmospheare. Thus, of the few
who mentioned this factor, only 37.5% (12 of N=32) of the Juwish and
17.5% (6 of N=34} of the non~Jewish respondents thought that Newton
learns was characterised by 'good' and ‘close' communal atmosphere,
whereas the remaining 62.5% (20 of N=32) Jewish and 82.4% (28 of
N=34) non-Jewish respondents in this catégory thought that the area
was characterised by a lack of communal atmosphere.

It was often difficult to assess or evaluate what the respond-
ents meant when they stated that their neighbours or the people in
the area were "friendly", "pleasant” or "not friendly”. Judging

by the available statements, these attributes were found to be
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closely related to some vague notions of what being friendly with
neighbours, or being neighbourly should mean, since it seems that
the type of neighbourly relations described by those who thought
that neighbours were friendly were not different from the type
described by those respondents who thought that neighbourly
relations in the area were not particularly friendly.

Two main notions were found to be prevalent amongst the
respondents. The first notion was wvery near to that described by
the Pahls as 'instrumental® (1971, p.148) and by Bracey as a type
of "alcofness” involving some notions of privacy (1964, pp.l8Llff).
This notion is diworced from the concept of ‘friendship®, as can be
seen from statements made by some of the Jewish gespondents: "aAs far
as I am concerned I don’t have too friendly relations with my
néighbours. It dossn't mean that I don't know them. When I meet
them, we have a chat, but neither of us wants to get too invelwed”,
or further, "You can be selective about the friends you have but
with neighbours they are there by chance and friendships can be
cultivated or not, according to one's own wishes”. Thus, for these
regpondents, neighbours do not form a group of people which represent
personal choice. They (the neighbours) do not figure high in the
cheoice of residencs for this group. Rather nelghbours are given,
in the sense that they are a by-product of the cheoice of houses.
They ‘exist’, should be acknowledged, but they are not one’s close
friends.

The second notion of neighbourliness iz nearer to the concept of
friendliness of the East End type described by Willmott and ¥Youmg
{1957) and expects more than cordiality in neighbourly relations.

This beccomes very clear from statements made by respondents who were
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dissatisfied with the nature of neighbourly relations in the area.
For example, one of the non-Jewish women reported that "neighbours
are not exactly neighbourly, thev are reserved. I mean they are
friendly enough but not exactly neighbourliy™. This respondent
implies that being neighbourly should mean more than being friendly
in a reserved way. Other dissatisfied respondents stated that
“people don't imvite thelr neighbours in. It is not a social area,
pecple don't talk to sach othex”. This implies that good neigh-
bourly relations should be characterised by more informal social-
ising and visiting each other, while vet another respondent stated:
"I prefer a more neighbourly atmosphere, not go official, You
have to make an appointment for your child to play with the child
next door®. The latter relates not only to sccialising in each
other’s homes but alsc to the fact that "dropping in” is not the
accepted practice in Newton Mearns and that calling on neighbours
mannounced is not considered a virtue.{l}

As can be seen from these statements, neighbourly relations in
Newton Mearns appear to be superficial and reserved. Satisfaction
or dissatisfaction with such relations would, to 2 large extent,
depend on expecéatiuns and notions of neighbourlinass.

It is perhaps not surprising to £ind that the more instrumental
or reserved notions of neighbourliness are scmewhat mors prevalent
amongst the Jewish than amongst the non-Jewish respondents, whereas
the more diffuse notion is somewhat more prevalent amongst the non-
Jewish respondents, a larger proportion of whom complained asbout

the nature of neighbourly relations in the aresa. We hawve

1. On this point, see Bracey 1964, p.94, who found a similar
phenomencn in the English estates he studied.
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already seen that, due to the pattern of residential mobility, the
Jewlsh respondents are more likely to have friends in the area.
Indeed, as shown on page 2HA , satisfaction with life in the area

was attributed by the Jewish respondents to a larger extent to having
Friends and velations in the area than by the non~Jewlsh respondents.
Thus, for the Jewish respondents neighbours do not form an important
part of thelr social life, noxr do these respondents think that
nsighbourly relations should form into friendships. On thes other
hand, due to the same factor of residential mchllity, it is the non-

Jews, the women in particular (Pahl and Pahl 1971, p

&)

. 54-55) ; who

&
are faced with the nsed to make new friends, and the nelghbourhood
provides them with a large pocl of new potentisl contacts. A3 a

s

result, these factors make for a different emphasic on the neigh-

th

bourhood and neighbourly relations.

Indeed, these two patterns, of the Jewish resldents having
more friends whom they met prior to wmoving into the area, but who
live in Newton Meamns, and the more spiralist nature of the non-
Jewish population were used by some of the non-Jewish respondents
to explain the nature of neighbourly relations in the area. Thus,
one of the non-Jewish respondents stated that "They (the Jews) make
the community more stable. Less of them come and go. 2ut they
have so many friends and stick te themselves and it spolls the
friendly atmosphere a bit"; or ancther respondeat referring only to
the spiralist nature of the non~Jewish population in the area stated:
"There iz no scope for socialising here. It is a floating popula-
tion. You hardly get to know people well enough to make Iriends
when they move away" . Thus, it seems that, although the non~Jewish

respondents showed a greater interest in developing neighbourly
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relations, the greater turnover in the non-Jewish pcopulation in

the area(l) on the one hand, and the reserved attitude found amongst
the Jewish respondents towards such relations make it somewhat
difficult to develop friendships with one'’s neighbours.

These considerations. however, do not rule ouft the possibility
of neighbourly interactions which transcend the level of instrumental
relations. It is by no means the case that all the Jewish respond-
ents possess the first type of notion compared with all the non-
Jewish respondents possessing the second type of notion. Further-
more, it is alsc not exactly the case that all the Jewish respond-
ents had friends in the area and all the non-Jewish respondents were
constantly "on the move”. This, however, mzkes it clear that, when
we come across statements such as "delightful neighbours™ or
"unfriendly neighbours”, we cannot judge what is meant by these
attributes without a further knowledge of the notioms of neighbour—
liness underlyving these statements.

In an attempt to study neighbourly relations in some more
detail, it was difficult to relate tc the whole suburb as one unit.
within which all the residents arse considered to be neighbours,

thus constituting the basic unit for neighbourly relations. Yet

3

at the same time it was also difficiilt to establish the Iimit: of

Q

such a wmit. Indeed, such difficulties are sncountersd by any
sociologist attempting to study neighbourly r relations in an urban
or suburban setting.

Mann stated that for the term 'neichbourhood’ to have a

-
«

1. Further support for this can be obtained from the larger proportion
of notential non-Jewish respondents who moved out of the area between

ﬁdry 1973 and July 1973, and were classified as 'no contact' house-
helés compared with the Jews in the area. See Chapter 1, page
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socliological meaning, two sets of factors must be considered - the
gecgraphical-physical and the social slement. The geographical-
physical element relates to physical boundaries and a certain homo-
geneity of housing. The socizal element relates te "a certain
homogeneity of social class within the given neighbourhood”™ (1585,
P.150) . These two were cperative in the choice of the suburk, but
as Stacey ncted they cannct form a unit for sccial relations betwesen
neighbours. She stated that a neighbourhood in the above sense
may run into several hundreds of houses, whereas a neighbourhood in
terms of the area from which nelghbourhood friends are drawn is nmuch
smaller (1969, p.l1l0Ll}. Purthermore, she found that the definition
of neighbours varied accoxrding te social class. Thus, in working
class streets, near neighbours were the most ilmportant source of
friendship and assistance whereas, above this level, amongst the
respondents of the middle and upper class, neighbours ceased tec be
relevant in the sense of next door neighbours, and the area from
which neighbourhood friends are chosen is scamewhat wider (1969,
pp.105-106) . As a result, she studied neighbourly relations on two
main levels, the next door neighbours and the street level
In Newton Meamns the plilot study revealed that although with

greater mobility due to the fact that virtually all the respondents

]
e

posseszed a car, the next door neighbours were not very important as

far as evening socialising is concerned, but they were very important

1. Stacey herself contends that the study was carried at three main
levels, 1. "the next door neighbour"”, 2. "Participation of housewives
in small groups in the street where they live™ and 3. "relationships
between neighbours in the street as a whole” (p.l1l0l1}. It seems to me
that the latter two levels are actually two diffesment types of neigh-
bourly interactions within z street and, as such, fall into the same
level even if the gossip groups tend to be located at a certain point
in the street.
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during the day amongst the women. Furthermore, defining one's
neighbours amongst the Jewish respondents was directly related to
whether they had met thelr neighbours prior to moving into the
area. Thus many of these respondents who had friends in the area

witn whom they were friendly prior to moving into Yewhon Yearns

referred to them as friends rather than neilghbours, even when thevy

lived on the same strsetl, In fact, in discussing neighbours they
usually did not refer to these friends. When this was pointed out

to them they commented "¥ is not exactly a2 neichbour ~ he isg an old
friend”. On the other hand, non~Jews and other Jews whom the

respendents did not know prior to wmoving into the area were defined

As a result, a compromise was reachad.

exteat of ethnic concentration in the arez, respondents were asked

about the rest to thelr owmn. On

the other hand, for the purposses of studying neighbourly rslations,

unit in their definition. owever, responses represent perscnal

accecunts of the unlt which was mean

as such, they are comparzble in spite of the possibl
the size of the uwnit so defined.

{ 1} ZEthnic Composition of the Reslidents in the Twenty Houses

6
1

]
o
i
m

MNearsst to the Respondentt

Table 10, presenting the respondents' reports of the ethnic
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oslition of the

shows that both the

in a predominantly non-Jewish

apparvent amongst

residents

in the 20

ey T

Jewish and non-Jewilsh respondents
envirooment, This is
the Jewilsh than amongst the non~Jewis]

houses nzarest to thekr owm,

find themeselves

TERLE 10: TION OF 1 TEER 20 HOUSES
WEAREST 70O RESPONDENT'S HOUSE

Ho. of non~Jewish  Jewish Ho. of Jewl Meon~Jewlsh

Residents in the Respondents Residents in the Respondents

20 houses nearest Regiding in 20 houses nearest Residing in

to the Jewish Heighbourheoods to the non~Jewish Neighbourhoods

Respondent’s House £ the Giwven Respondent's of the Given
Compesition Composition

None (0% non-Jews)
1-4 (5-20% " " )
5-8 (25-40%" " )
9-12(45-60%" " . )
13-16(65-80%" " )

17-19(85~-95%8" ¥ )

31 1l.1

63 22.5
91 32.5
46 16.4

39 13.9

100.0

None (0% Jews)
1-4(5-~20% * )
5-8(25-40%" }
9-12 (45-60%" )
13-16(65-80%" )
17-19({85-95%" )

DK

27 12.2

118 53.4
32 17.6

1° B.6

12 5.4

'«J
0
O
e

W

o

o

these findings are interesting and

7,

area do not have great sallency amongst non-Jews.

Whether a n

heavily mixed or not, most Jews and acn~Jews are

other®s presence in the

eighbourhiced wnit of

248
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well enough to identify them as such. That this iz the case 1ls

clear from the reports of some of the non-Jewlsh respondents who
stated: "The only Jewish person in this neighbourhood was pointed

out to me as a Jew . Thus 1t is certain that at leasht some

. {1} )
‘passive’ contacts

neighbourhood.

(2} HWelghbourly Relations

Some of the respondent

content to coniine theix

alone., For othe

YT
JEEW A

passive contacts or a mere acknowledgement

eighbourly relations fox them also msan

oo (2) e s :
CoOOperacion ailongside with &GV&EO@&[&Q sQiie

expressive relations with each cther (Willmott & PR
88-97) , although probably to a samewhat lesser sxtent than ls the

case in wozking class neighbourhoods (Stacey 1269,

Three main types of neignbourly relations were studied:

{(a) turning to neighbours for help; (&) socialising

-

and (¢} participation in neighbourly get-togathers for "a nelghbour-

hood party, a soclal evening or something of the sort” {(Question 68,
p.24 of the Jewlsh Interview Schedu w.4 of ths

non-Jewish Schedule).
It is clear that even a most independent housshold cannch
prepare itself to meet all the possible emergencies or situations

in which some help is needed. Indeed, as shown in Table 11, some

1. For further discussion on this po int see Festinger, Schacter & Back
1950, p.58; Beshexs 1964, pp.li3

2. See Eracey 1964, p.85; Stacey 1969, ».127; Pzhl & Pahl 1971,p.148.
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six of every ten Jewish and almost nine of every ten nomrJewish
respondents have turned to their neighbours for help. This type

of neighbourly activity is somewhat more prevalent amongst the women
than amongst the men, and is usually not confined to in group

nelghpours alone, as Table 12 shows. However, the Jew

"

seen to
be engaged in such activities with a non-Jewish neighbour to a
greater extent than the non—~Jewish respondents are with a Jewish
neighbour. hmongst both, it is the men somewhat more than the
women who engage in such intergroup activities, though differences
are not statistically significant.

Socialising with neighbours was also very prevalent amongst
the non~-Jewish respondents, with sixz out of every ten men and almost
eight of everv ten women socialising with some of their neighbours.
Amongst the Jewish respondents this was much less so, with almost
four of every ten men and six of every ten women scoclalising with
some of their neidhbours (see Table 13).

Neighbours form an important part of the social life of women.
During the day, nelighbourly activities typically involve women

Ty

having "a drink and a chat with next door neighbour" or “coffee,
just pop in for a drimk and a chat, nothing special®”. &s such,

it is mainly an unstructured activity, spontaneocus get-together of
women. Indeed, as can be seen from Table 17, page 257, only

15 of the Jewish and 17 of the non-Jewish respondents reported
organised coffee mornings or afterncon teas. Thus day-time
socialising is characterised by “popping-in” and it seems that this
is the only time of day when such an activity is legitimate.

Howevey, spontaneity is not to be eguated with friendship. it

seemg that, in spite of the spontaneocus nature of day-time socialising,
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Newton Mearns newspaper is talking about people drinking gin at

llam. instead of coffee, thev are probably talking sbout Jews®.

While I cannot

can confirm

respondents, I

habits clearlv cannot
relations.

Rezults presant

comment on this habit amongst

the non-Jewish
that in some Jewish housez people had

waere

T e

R e

How~

found in relation to neignoouriy assistancs. Jewish respondents
o socialisen with neighbours only revely restricted such activities
to the .ingroup alone, whereas the non-Jewish respondents socialised

malnly with other non~Jewis

the Jewish

h nelghoours.

Lnother difference between

and non—-Jewish respondents relates to the finding that a

largerproportion of the Jewish respondenits turned to neighbours for
help than soclalised with them, whereas amongst the non~Jewish
respondents a laxger proportion sccialised with neighbours rather
than engaging in an instrumental relationship. However, of those

ngaged in such acti

il

-

es, a larger propertion were invelwed in

ar intergroup neighbourly wisiting welationship than in intergroup

nelighbourly assistance.

fs3e

the exception cof the Jewi

This holds for most of

ks

men who were egually involved in both

types of intergroup activities.

BT

&%

eighbournood parties

rose a different guestion.

As Bracey

the respondents, with

noted, such an sctivity is more characteristic of Amexrican than of

5]

nglish neighbouxrhoocds and

suburbs (1964, pp.33~-109).

However,

the

type of parties reported by the Newton Mearns respondents were by no
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@‘a

wzs not mentioned by any of the Jewish respondents.
Rlthough very few of the Jewish respondents attendaed varties
in which other neighbours are present, when they did they usually

found themselves in an

@

thnically mixed environment. This was

vy T e Tde
non-Jewlish

Ux

‘erable

other Jews.

to wihich asighnb

WL \:&:-\»}J»—-\.&‘vu <

invited

()
4]
-
L5
¢
¢
z
&
P
¥
4
[
; )
0
s

friendly than her Jewiszsh one

5¢ far we have seen that all three types of neighbourly

activities were more prevalent amongst the non~Jewish than amongst

the Jewish respondents. We have also seen that the Jewish
respondents were much more inveolved in intergroup nsighbourly

activities, in spite of the fact that a smaller proportion of them

turmed to neignbours for help, scoclalised with them or attended

£

parties to which other nelghbours were invited.

it is cliear from Table 1Y that the low proportion of intergroup
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TABLE 19: INTERGROUP NEIGHBOURLY SOCIALISING BY ATTITUDES TOWARDS JEWS

AMONGST THE NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

A, RERCTION TOWARDS THE JEWS IN THE AREA

Both Positive
Neutral Positive Negative and Negatiwve

Socialised with
some Jewish
neighbours 7 15.9 26 38.2 4 17.4 4 21.1

Did not social-
ise with Jewish

neighbours 37 84.1 42 61.8 19 87.6 15 78.9
TOTALS 44 100.C 68 100.0 23 100.0 12 100.0
p <4 0.02

B. AGREEMENT WITH THE THREE UNFAVOURABLE STATEMENTS ABOUT JEWS

Did not agree

with either of BAgreed with Agreed with Agreed with
the statements one statement +two statements three state-
ments
Scocialised with
some Jewish
neighbours 31 31.0 5 14.3 4 26.7 1 25.0
Did not social-
ise with Jewish
neighbours 69 69.0 30 85.7 11 73.3 3 75.0
TOTALS 100 100.0 35 100.0 15 100.0 4 100.0

C. LEVEL OF DIFFERENTIATION OF JEWISH TRAITS

High Moderate Low

Socialised with

some Jewish

neighbours 16 30.8 18 25.0 7 24.1
Did not social-

ise with Jewish

neighbours 36 69.2 54 75.0 22 75.9
TOTALS 52 100.0 72 100.0 29 100.0

p L 0.7
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£
233

that

wish nelghbouxs.

£
Hoal

(w54

nelgnsouxs

aowe

are in these twenty houses.

1. See Chapter 4, pages 130-133.
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e N oo S m T e \
presentad In Tables 20

= Y e e .
and 21 show that

TETIETY DR,

THTT
S LA

T T AT TV
THNT Seednltdo

BY NEIGHBOURZOOD

T NI TEIT AT
[P 1000 COMPOSITI L

T RITEITITATVES TS TOMTIIT TR OO T AT TVITATY
e Sandels ATTINDED BY THER RESPOUDENTS,

Are the

rartles

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

attended % of non-Jews in the neighbourhood
mixed?

0% 5=40% 45~60% 55%4 Dole
Yes - - 8 8B.8 10 90.9 34 100.0 3 30.0
No 1 100.0 1 1L.2 1 g.1 - - 3 50.0
TOTALS
{attand~
ing) 1 100.0 9 100.0 11 100.0 34 100.0 6 100.0
Are the NON-JEWLSH RESPONDENTS
%ttended % of Jews in the neighbourhood

O% 5-40% 45~60% 55%+ D.K.
Yes 4 19,0 40 40.8 7 77.8 1 16c.0 2 50.0
No 13 61.9 44 44.9 1 11i.1 - - Z 50.0
D.X. 4 19,0 14 14.3 1 11.1 - - - -
TOTALS
attend-
ing) 2L 99.9 98 100.0 92 100.0 2 10C.0 4 100.0

proportion of those involved in intergroup nelghbourly activities

amengst both the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents rises together

with the rise in the estimated proportion of members of the “other

group” residing in the twenty houses nearest to the respondent®s
own house.
Another factor relates to the tendency to hold scmewhat differ—

ing notions of neighbouriiness amongst the Jewish and non-Jewish
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1. See Chapter 3, page 69.
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free of ethnic bias. Only a minority of the respondents who
socialised with their neighbours tended to restrict their neigh-
bourly activities exclusively to other Jewish neighbours, and
while these by no means were only women (see Tables 12 and 15, pp.
250 and255) , this practice was found to be more closely associated
with feelings of greater ease in the company of other Jews amongst
the women than amongst the men.

Neighbourly relations, particularly amongst the Jewish
respondents, do not tend to become particularly friendly, as Table
26 shows. A larger proportion of the non-Jewish respondents have
stated that they have formed a particularly friendly relatiomnship
with at least one of their neighbours. Howewver, amongst both the
Jewish and non-Jewish respondents, particularly friendly relations
with a neighbour are much more likely to develop amongst the women
than amongst the men. Furthermore, the Jewish respondents are
much more likely than the non-Jewish ones to form particularly
friendly neighbourly relations of the intergroup type, as shown in
Table 27. These findings are not surprising in view of the previous
findings that non-Jewish respondents soclalised with their neigh-
bours to a greater extent than the Jewish ones (Table 13, page251)
and that the latter socialised with their non-Jewish neighbours to
a greater extent than the non-Jewish ones with their Jewish neigh-
bours.

Results presented in Table 28 seem to suggest that, amongst the
Jewish respondents, being friendly with a non-Jewish neighbour is
related to feelings of ease in the company of non-Jews. As can be
seen, somewhat over 50.0% of the respondents who felt more at ease

in the company of other Jews, amongst those who formed a particularly
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friendly relationship with their neighbours, did sc with other

Jewish neighbours. This figure, however, is strongly affected by

TABLE 26: ARE THERE ANY NEIGHBOURS WITH WHOM RESPONDENTS ARE

PARTICULARLY FRIENDLY ~ BY SEX(l)

Does JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

respondent

have a

particularly

friendly

neighbour? A1l Male Female All Male Female

Yes 116 53.5 45 45.5 71 60.2 160 75.8 80 70.2 80 B2.5

No 101 46.5 54 54.5 47 39.8 51 24.2 34 29.8 17 17.5

TOTAL 217 100.0 99 100.0 118 10C0.0 211 100.0 114 100.0 97 100.0
P ¢ Q.05 p ¢ 0.05

TABLE 27: ONE'S PARTICULARLY FRIENDLY NEIGHBOUR STRATIFIED BY
ETHNICITY ZND SEX

The JEWISHE RESPONDENTS NON~JEWISH RESPONDENTS
particularly

friendly

neighbour

being: AlLl Male Female All Male Female
Jewish 43 37.1 15 33.3 28 39.4 2 1.2 1 1.2 1 1.2

Non—-Jewish 40 34.5 13 28.9 27 38.0 133 83.1 65 8381.3 18 85.0

Both equally 33 28.4 17 37.8 16 22.5 25 15.6 14 17.5 11 13.8

TOTAL 116 100.0 45 100.0 71 99.9 160 99.9 80 100.0 8C 100.0

o T.3

the yelationship found between neighbourly socialising and feelings of
case. When this factor is taken into account, two points of great

interest emerge. Firstly, that a somewhat larger proportion of those
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who were mostly in contact with other Jewish neighbours (36 of N=54,

or 656.7%) reported being particularly friendly with their neighbours,

TABLE 28: ONE'S PARTICULARLY FRIENDLY NEIGHBOURS, BY FEELING AT EASE
IN THE COMPANY OF NON-JEWS AND SEX AMONGST THE JEWISH

RESPONDENTS

ALI, FESPONDENTS

The particularly More at ease in the ‘No difference' and more
friendly neighbour conpanyyof other at ease in the company
being: Jews of non-Jews
Jewish 3L 51.7 12 21.8
Non-Jewish 12 20.0 27 49.1
Both egually 17 28.3 i6 25.1
TOTRLS 60 100.0 55 100.0
» ¢ 0.001

compared with those who were in contact mostly with thelr non-Jewish
neighbours {79 of N=163, or 48.5%). However, when the latter are
considered, only 17.7% of those who were particularly friendly with
their neighbours (14 of N=79) were so only with their Jewish neigh-
bours, whereas 48.1% (38 of N=79) were particularly friendly only
with a non-Jewish neighbour and the remaining 34.1% (27 of N=79) were
so with both their Jewish and non~Jewish neighbours. Thig was the
case regardless of feelings of ease as shown in Table 29. Three of
every four Jewish respondents who were particularly friendly with
their neighbours were so with a non-Jewish one even when they
expressed a feeling of greater ease in the company of other Jews.

Generally speaking it seems that although feelings of ease are
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TABLE 29: THE NEIGHBOURSWITH WHOM RESPONDENTS WERE PARTICULARLY
FRIENDLY BY FEELINGS OF EASE IN THE COMPANY OF NON-JEWS

AMONGST THOSE WHO HAD SOME CONTACT WITH THEIR NON-JEWISH

NEIGHBOURS
More comfortable 'No difference' and more
with other Jews comfortable with non-Jews
Particularly
friendly Jewish
neighbours 8 25.8 6 12.5
Particularly
friendly non-
Jewish neichbours 11 35.5 27 56.3
Particularly
friendly with both 12 38.7 15 31.3
TOTALS 31 100.0 48 100.1

P < 0.2

related to whether or not some of the respondents will interact with
their non-Jewish neighbours, once they do those who are more com-—
fortable in the company of other Jews are almost as likely to develop
particularly friendly relations with a non-Jewish neighbour as those
who do not experience any discomfort in the company of non-Jews.
These feelings, 1t seems, do not interfere significantly with neigh-
bourly relations to the extent that respondents will have differ—
entiated notions of neighbourliness, depending on the ethnic back-
ground of their neighbour. Indeed those who did not welcome neigh~
bourly relations stated that "I say 'hello' to all of them but that's
all really. I am not interested in my neighbours, Jewish or not”,
whereas those who socialised with their neighbours for the most part

did not make ethnic distinctions, rather when they were found to have
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mainly Jewish or non-Jewish contacts some of them stated that "all
my nelghbours are Jewish™ or "All around here are not Jewish", which
suggests that availability is vexy important in deciding the pattern
of intergroup neighbourliness and the development of friendly
relations.

Onn the whole, neighbourly relations, as some 76.8% of the Jewish
respondents stated (212 of WN=280) , were harmonious. Only 1.4%

(4 of N=280) reported disharmony in the relations between Jews and
non—~Jews in the neighbourhood, while the remaining 12.7% (35 of W=280)
reported no intergroup contact in their neighbourhoods.

These hammonious relations are disrupted only occasionally, when
neighbourly disputes occur. Tables 30 and 31 show these disputes to
be very rare, with thelr occurrence being higher amongst the Jewish
respondents. Both Jewish and non-Jewish respondents, however, were
more involved in disputes with other non-Jewish than with their
Jewish neighbours. Thus, the Jewish respondents reported scmewhat
more often of intergroup disputes. Most of these intergroup disputes
involved adults rather than dogs or children and, as such, were not
very different from in group neighbourly disputes. Neither were the
issues that were in dispute different from issues disputed with

neighbours of one's own grouwp. In mosh cases, whether the

TABLE 30: PARTICIPATION IN NELGHBOURLY DISPUTES AND UNFRIENDLY ACTS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISE RESPONDENTS
With Jewish neigh~
bours 34 12.1 15 6.8
With non-Jewish
neighbours ! 56 20.0 22 10.0
TOTAL N = {230) (221)
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TARLE 31l: PARTICIPANTS IN NEIGHBOURLY DISPUTES

JEWISE RESPCQHNDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
Participants Disputes Disputes Disputes Disputes
include: with - with non- with with non-

Jewish = Jewish Jewish Jewish

Neighbours Neighbours Neighbours Neilghbours
Dogs 4 11.8 S 16.1 3 20,0 4 i8.2
Children 2 5.9 11 1%9.6 - - 5 22.7
2dults 28 82.3 36 54.3 12 80.0 13 5%8.0
TOTAL 34 100.,0 56 100.0 15 1loo.0 22 99.9

dispute was between two Jewish, two non-Jewish or a Jewish and a
non-Jewish neighbour, the issues were those likely to be disputed
by any two neighbours. These relate to property disputes such as
over the location of the fence separating two back gardens; disputes
over building extensions to houses and garages; complaints about
noise and blocking the car exit from a garage. In some cases the
dispute was carried further and official authority was called upon.
However, in most of the cases, calling the police or County Council
officials was not related to who were the parties involved in the
dispute. In fact, the only difference between the intexgroup
disputes and other disputes can be found in relation to the Jewish
respondents only. It seems that, when the Jewish respondents are
in conflict with their non~Jewish neighbours, sometimes latent
suspicions and fears may become manifest and the incident often takes
on a different significance from the one it would have if both of
the parties were Jewish.

Generally speaking, a Jew in an open dispute with a non-Jew

does not remain long in doubt about whether the non-Jew is prejudiced.

274



Where the non-Jew uses anti-Semitic language, there is no doubt

in the mind of the Jewish respondent that his non~Jewish neighbour
is motivated by anti-Semitic prejudices. However, if he does not,
then the Jewish respondent is scmewhat more inclined to attribute
the non-Jew's behaviour o the issue at hand or to his bad character.
The following example illustrates this point gulte clearly: "I asked
my neighbour for a small favour. Her husband objected, but I cannoct
be too sure that it was anti-Semitism”. Where anti-Semitic abuses
are used, there is no doubt as to the prejudices of the non-Jews.

"We have an antl-Semitic neighbour. He zaid things I wouldn't care
to repeat™; or, "Some of the young boys here were bothering us, they
were abusive with anti-Semitic slogans, 'dirty Jews' etc.”.
Experiences of the latter nature, however, were in the minority.

only 15 of the 56 Jewish respondents involved in intergroup disputes
reported ethnically relevant comments and anti-Semitic abuses.

On the whole, then, the neighbourhood is characterised by
pleasant, casual, intergroup nelghbourly relations, and in some
cases these relations, which originated in & more or less relaxed
atmosphere, can also lead to more expressive intergroup friendly
relations. Even respondents who stated they felt more at esase in
the company of other Jews, when in contact with non-Jews tended to
form friendly relations with them.

Notions of neighbourliness, however, tc a large extent qualify
the type of friendliness that might develop between two neighbours.
Where these notions are similar, the possibilities would depend on
the type of notion which is shared.Where both neighbours share the
view that neighbourly relations should approximate notions of

friendliness, the possibility of a relationship developing such
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attributes is greater than when the shared notions do not imply

such a characteristic. Indeed, some 17 of the Jewish and 3 of

the non-Jewish rvespondents who reported having a2 close friendship
of the interxgroup tvpe said that thev had met their closest friend
in the neighbourhood. Most of these amongst the Jewish respondents
were wemen (12 of HN=17) who socialised with their neicghbours (2 of
N=12} . Furthermore , most of these were also women who did not
experience discomfort in the company of non-Jaws (8 of N=12}.

Cnly two of the Jewish and none of the non-Jewish respondents
who had a close friendship of the intergrour type which originated
in the neighbourhood made statements which showed that the notion
of neighbourliness they held was of the instrumental type. Indeed,
these two stated that thelr closest friend was not a next-door
nelghbour; they stated, rather, that they had met him in the
neighbourhood.

Thus it seems that when notions of neighbouriiness imply
greater friendship than a mere acknowledgement of one's nelghbours,
friendships ave likely to arise cut of a setting in which ethnic
considerations are not always the most sallent ones.

Where notions of neighbourliness clash, that is, vhere the
Jewish and non-Jewish neighbours or, for that matter, any two
neighbours, hold differing views as to what should constitute good
neighbourly relaticns, friendships, regardless of feelings of ease,
do not usually follow. Rather, misunderstanding and incidents
like the following might occur: "We borrowed a ladder from our
non-Jewish nelghbours and they werxe annoyed. They thought we
were taking advantage of them. We actually thought we were very
friendly™.
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When work and neighbourly relations are considered in thelr
relationship to ethnicity, as we saw in the preceding discussion,
the results are somewhat different from those polnted to by Willmott
& Yowmg, R.B. & J.M.Fahl and E.Bott.

It seems that although favourable woxk relatlons are seen as
an important part of the work situations, and many respondents,
particularly amongst the Jewish men and women and non—-Jewish men,
socialised with othesrs who were not members of their own group,
these in the most part did not lead to friendships, as was suggested
bylthe Pahls and Bott. Furthermore, it is the case that the
Eationality and profit motive which lie behind these relations are
nolt sasily transformed. Thus a meeting place can be changed, but
the nature of the rslationship does not always change correspond-
ingly. In the few cases where change in the nature of the relation-
ship did occur, this was more marked amongst those who were in
contact with othexr professlonal or managerial peers than amongst
those who were in market relatlonz, and much more marked amongst
those who were involved in these two types of contact than amongst
those who were in direct hierxarchical contact with members of the
"other group” at work.

Within the neighbourhood, the setting is somewhat different.
The atmosphere is much more relaxed. Very few of the respondents
were involved in open disputes with their neighbours, and these,
as shown in Table 57 in the Appendix, did not arouse feelings of
disconfort or fears of anti-Semitism amongst the Jewlsh respondents.
with the lack of an ultericr metive, which is so apparent in the

market type of relations, the opportunities for developing more
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expressive relationships are more apparent.

Various factors were found to operate in the neighbourhood
setting which are not conducive to the development of neighbourly
relaticns, whether of the intergroup tvpe or not. The existence
of friends and relations in the area mekes for a pattern whereby
neighbours are not very important for the Jewish respondents. On
the other hand, the zbsence of these amongst the non—~Jewish
respondents makes for a greater reliance on nelghbours and on the
neighbourhood for the recrultment of new friends. However, the
greater turnover in the non-Jewish population Iin the area doss not
facilitate the development of friendships based in the neighbourhood.

The tendency for a different emphasis on the concept of neigh-
bourliness amongst the Jewlsh and non~Jewish respondents isg also
closely related to the type of neighbourly relations in which these
respondents were involved. Thus we found that the Jews, who held
a more restrictive view of neighbouring.tended to assoclate with
their neighbours to a much lesser extent than the non-Jewish respond-
ents, who had a more diffuse view of neighbourliness. Similarly,
less of them tended to transform their neighbourly interactions into
mors expressive relations either through ilanviting their nelghbours
to spend an evening in their house, or going to thelr neighbours for
an evening's socialising, which involved ‘couples' rather than only
one neighbour. As a result, less of them reported being particularly
friendly with any of their neighbours.

In additicn to notions of neighbourliness, intergroup soclal-
ising and neighbourly relations were found to be related to some

other factors. Thus, we saw that, amongst both the Jewish and non-

0

3

Jewish respondents, avallability of mewmbers of the "other group” was
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an important factor in such relations. Furthermore, knowledge of
food restricticns served as an addlitional barrier to such intercourse
amongst the non~-Jewish respondents. kmongst the Jewish respondents
traditionalism was found to be completely unrelated to neighbourli-
ness. Rather feelings of ease or unease in the company of non-Jews
were related to such neighbourliness, mainly amongst the women.
However, only & few of the respondents who felt more at ease in the
company of other Jews restricted their neighbourly activities to
thelr Jewish neighbours only,as cne of the respondents who turned
for help to a Jewish nelghbour stated: "He just happens to be a Jew.
The religlon of my neighbours is immaterial”™, thus indlicating that
availability is more laportant then ethnic consideraticus.

Thug, wnen respondents did involve in neicghbourly activities
these, for the most part, were not stratified by ethnicity.
Particularly friendly relations, where they developed, were more a
function of availabllity and of a similar definition of the situation
than of ethnic prefaerences.

The term °‘friendly’ which was applied by many respondents to
the nature of neighbourly relations in the area was found to be
related to accepted notions of neighbourliness rather than to the
type of neichbourly relations. Generally speaking, it was not
stratified by ethnicity. The Jewish and non~Jewish respondents
did not hold two nofions of neighbourliness, one applied to in group
and the other to intergroup situations. The term was applied to a
wide range of neighbourly activities, from a simple borrowing
relationship to the more expressive type of relatlionship. in some
gases it was applied to what can be referred to as ‘passive contacts®,

Az one of the Jewlsh respondents reported, "I have no contact with
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my neighbours, therefore we are on good tems®. Thus, neighbourly
relations, while not characterised by conflict, for the most part
do not form particularly close friendships.

On the whele, intergroup contacts in the neighbourhood and
at work ave casual and perhaps even ‘friendly’® in a very vague sense

- &

of the word. In spite of Tthe restrictive naturs of such contacts,
the vocational and nelghbourly environments create atmospheres in

wiich ethnlc considerations are not the only crxiteria involved and,

the contacts made in

these spheres ls gresater than in any oth

exanined setting.
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CHAPTER 7: THE PATTERNING OF INTERGROUP FRIENDSHIPS

There is no general agreement amongst soclologists as to the
meaning of the term °friendship®. Georg Simmel distinguished
amongst various types of social relationships on the basis of the
degree of reciprocal knowledge among the participants. The most
important distinction was that between an “"ACQUAINTANCE" - a
relationship which does not involve "actual insight into the
individual nature of the personality” (Simmel translated by Wolff
1950, p.320) and "FRIENDSHIP” relationships "which do not centre
around clearly circumscribed "interests” but rather "are built upon
the person in its totality" (Simmel translated by Wolff 1930, pp.
324-325) . He further differentiated four types of such friendships,
which he refers toias "differentiated friendships” and which
represent "a very peculiar synthesis in regard to the guestion of
discretion, of reciprocal revelation and concealment” (Simmel trans-
lated by Wolff 1950, p.326). TheSe are "differentiated friendships
which connect us with one individual in terms of affection, with
another in terms of common intellectual aspects, with a third in
terms of religious impulses and with a fourth in terms of common
experience” (Simmel translated by Wolff 1950, p.326).

Becker and Useem defined a "dyad" on the basis of the tvpe of
interaction that exists between two persons. Thus "two persons
may be classified as a dyad when intimate, face-to-face relations
between them have persisted over a length of time sufficient for
the establishment of a discernible pattern of interacting
personalities™ (1942, p.1l3). They further distinguished amongst

different "dyads” according to the circumstances leading to their
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inception and according to the scope of the relationship. Thus
friendships emerge "because of voluntary selection® (1942, p.19)

and not because of cultural conditions, such as are characteristic

of the inception of teacher-pupil relations, or because of a biologic—
al determination such as is characteristic of the parent-child
relationship. Furthermore, friendships are ‘comprehensive' rather

i

than "segmented dya since "a relatively large portion of the
perscnalities of both are included in the relationshigh As to the
meaning of the temm ffriendship', they state that there is no general
agreement on this topic. "To some it signifies an ease of companion-
ship, an exchange of confidences without fear of misunderstanding,
censure, Or exposure. To others, it means an individual on whom one
can depend in time of crisis” (1942, p.21).

Merton and Lazarsfeld, on the other hand, were more interested
in "who tends to form friendships with whom?"™ and stressed the
importance of "value homophily" ("the tendency towards correspondence
in the values of friends", 1954, p.24) both in the formation and
sustaining of friendship relations. In a similar wav, Buck (1974)
discussed the importance of "personal constructs” in the Fformation
of friendships. These constructs form the subjective interpretations
of reality and, as such, operate in a similar way to Lazarsfeld and
Merton's concept of "value homophily" in the formation of friend-
ships.

As can be seen, this particular fleld of "friendship” relations
has generated some complex frames of reference and conceptualisations.
Regardiess of the differences in classification and conceptualisation,
there is some agreement among these various writers in relation to a

nuber of fesatures. Firstly, there is a realisation that social
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relationships vary in the degree to which they involve knowledge of
the “whole perscn“’as opposed to the person in a segmented role.
Secondly, there is some agreement on the point that friendships
differ in content and in thelr meaning to the individusls concerned.
Thirdly, there is an agreement that some conformity in the subjective
interpretation of reality exists between Ffriends, and fourthly to a
large extent sociologists are agreed on the point that friendships
are a result of volumtary selection,; personal to the individual,
rather than uncritical acceptance of persons with whom structured
relationships already exist.(l)
The formation of intergroup friendships, while conditicned by
the various elements mentioned above, is still further limited by
other factors, some of which are of particular ethnic relevance.
While the formation of friendships in general is affected by the
availability of contacts with other persons sharing similar interests,
attitudes or wvalues,for intergroup friendships, availability is
important in at least three wavs. As Williams found, interaction
between members of different groups is strongly dependent upon the
number of opportunities that exist for such interaction (1964, p.163).
Thus the size of the Jewish group affects opportunities for inter-
action amongst the non-Jewish respondents. Furthemore, as we
have seen, nct in every case where menmbers of hoth groups were
physically present, thus constituting an opportunity for interxrgroup
interaction, was such an interaction established.(z)Once it was, as

Caplow and Foreman noted, "the selection of intimate associates is

1. This was found toc be a feature characterising friendships amongst
members of the middle class in England. See Mogey 1956 Chapter 5;
Stacey 1960, pp.l74-179, 155 and Willmott & Youmg 1960.pp.127-9.

2. See Chapter 5, page 197.

283



in large measure a function of a social situation rather than of
individual whimsy” (1950, p.366), and indeed we have seen that some
situations at work and in the neighbourhood were more conducive to
the formation of friendships between Jews and non-Jews than other
situations. However, even when the situation allows an exchange
of information which is more perscnal in nature, such as communica-
ting personal tastes, interests and values, this does not always
result in friendships. The opportunity to communicate such tastes,
only forms a potential opportunity for friendship since an increase
of knowledge of what Williams calls “the inner life and personal
histories of other individuals" (1964, p.222) does not lead
immediately or directly "to friendship,agreement, or desire to
associate with the other®™ (1964, p.22-). Increased knowledge might
lead to greater ease in the company of that particular person, but
such a knowledge will sometimes simply reveal that the other person
has a completely different conception of life, different tastes,
interests and values.

Further to that, we have already seen that the Jewish and scome
of the non~-Jewish respondents were aware of great differences between
Jews and non-Jews. Some of the Jewish r=aspondents expressed a
feeling of greater ease in the company of other Jews, others revealed
a fear of being misinterpreted by non-Jews because of these great
differences in the "worlds taken for granted" by the Jews and non-
Jews, while a number of other respondents expressed a fear of anti-
Semitism and a strong "survival instinct”. all these, coupled with
the widespread indifference towards intergroup relations amongst the
non-Jewish respondents are hardly conducive to the formation of

intexgroup friendships. Indeed not many of the interactions
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established between Jews and non~Jews were successful in overcoming
these barriers and forming into friendships, as we shall see in the

next section.

A. The Patteming of Friendship

We have noted earlier that the respondents applied the term
‘friendly® to a wide variety of interxgroup situations, while the
terms "friendship’ or a ‘close friend' were only used in some
cases and served to explain situations in which relations with
cne's nelighbours, vocational colleagues or members of a formal
association were 'friendly’ but did not form ‘close friendships®.
Thus it is clear that the term "friendly’ in its usage signifies
a role-segmented relationship, or a relationship at the superficial
level "where we react more in terms of agreed social rules, formality
and ‘politeness® rather than in terms of a deeper knowledge of the
other" (Duck 1974, p.4). On the other hand, the concept of ‘close
friend' signifies greater psychological and personal involvement
in the relationship.

The everyday usage of these terms amongst the respondents
approximates the notions expressed by Georg Simnel, with a slight
modification - acguaintances should read as ‘friendly' acguaintances,
that is, a superficial relationship in which no conflict was
experienced. We have adopted this two-fold classification for the
purposes of studying the patterning of such relationships. Thus,
we asxed the respondents who were the people they were ‘on friendly
termst with, and of those’who were considered to be thelr ‘close
friends®.

As can be seen from Table 1, most of the respondents who were
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TABLE l: PEQPLE THE RESPONDENTS WERE 'ON FRIENDLY TERMS' WITE BY SEX

A, THE PATTERNING OF FRIENDLY RELATIONS

The pexsons respondents JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISE RESPONDENTS
were ‘on friendly terms®

with Male Female Male Female
A1l ingroup 21 15.2 18 12.9 44 37.0 39 38.6
Mostly ingroup 69 50.¢ 8¢ 57.1 75 63.0 B2 6l.4

Beth ingroup and

cutgroup 48 34,8 42 30.0 - - - -

Mostly outgroup

None 2 - - - 1 - - -
TOTALS 140 (-} 140 100.0 120 {-) 11 100.0
Adjusted Totals 138 (100.0) 118 (wo.m

p < 0.4 P < 0,8(1)

B. THE PATTERNING OF FRIENDLY RELATIONS AMONGST THOSE WHO WERE IN

INTERGROUFP CONTACT THROUGH EITHER OF THE SETTINGS HITHERTO EXAMINED

The persons respondents JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON~-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
were ‘on friendly temms'
with Male Female Male Female
Exclusively ingroup 20 14.7 12 10.5 2z 29.5 15 27.8
Some outgroup 116 85,3 102 89.5 &7 76 .5 39 72.2
TOTALS (211l those in 136 100.C 114 100.C 95 100.0 54 100.0
centact across ethnic
lines)

p¢ C.8 D¢ 0.3

1. Levels of significance were calculated without the 'None' category.
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in contact across ethnic lines defined these as being 'Friendly'.

This was the case regardless of sex differences.

It seems that,

although a larger proportion of the men, both Jewish and non-Jewish

{as Table 2 shows), are found in intergroup contact within the

various situations discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, when contacts were

established these were characterised by the respondents as 'friendly’.

TABLE 2:

ASSOCIATION OR LEISURE TIME BACTIVITY, BY SEX

INTERGROUP CONTACT THROUGH WORK, NEIGHBOURHOOD, FORMAL

JEWISH RESPONDENTS

All

Involved in
intexgroup
contact at
least through
one of these
spheres

Not involved
in inter-
group
ccontact
through
either of
the spheres

TOTALS

30 10.7

Male

4

280 100.0 140
B < 0.000

250 89.3 136 97.1

2.9

100.0

Female

114 81l.4

26 18.6

140 100.0

NON~-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

All Male

150 87.%9 96

71 32.1 24

221 100.0 120
p ¢ 0.000

80.0

20.0

100.0

Female

54 53.3

47 46.5

101 10C.0

Close friends form a different category of people.

Here both

psycheological and personal involvement are greater and, as such,

figures presented in Table 3 show that close friends, amongst those

who stated that they had such a relationship with other persons, are
mostly members of their own group.
is a strong tendency to select a close friend exclusively or mostly

from within the confines of the ingroup.

Amongst both men and women, there
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apparent amongst the nen-Jewish than amongst the Jewish respondents.
Although having a Jewish close friend was related to having contact with
some Jews through one of the spheres discussed in Chapters 5 and 6,

it is still the case that close friends are to a large extent confined

to one’s own group, as Table 4 shows.

TABLE 3: RESPONDENTS' CLOSE FRIENDS BY SEX

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
Male Female Male Female
Exclusively ingroup 66 51.2 77 58.2 37 80.5 a3 388.5
Mostly ingroup 43 33.3 47 35.1 19 17.6 11 11.7
Both egually or mostly
outgroup 20 i5.5 B 5.7 2 1.9 - -
TOTALS 129 100.0 134 100.0 108 100.0 94 1C0.0
p < C.l

TABLE 4: CLOSE FRIENDS BY INTERGROUP CONTACT THROUGH LEISURE ACTIVITY,
FORMAL ASSQCIATICNS, THE NEIGHBOUREOOD OR WORK SITUATION

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
Not in Has Not in Has
Regpondents® intergroup intergroup intexgroup intergroup
close friend contact contacts contact contacts
EZxclusively ingroup 20 74.1 124 532.5 59 93.7 111 78.9
Scme outgroup 7 25.9 112 47.5 4 6.3 23 20.1
TOTALS 27 100.0 236 100.0 &3 100.0 139 100.0
2 { 0,05 r ¢ 0.02

Thus while having intergroup contacts through one of the spheres

increases the possibility of intergroup friendships, this is not
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aufficient for the formation of such friendshinp. Rather it seems

that conce contact has been established, as we have noted earlier,

1t

cther factors such

versonal tastes, desires, ease of company,
likes and dislikes are operative, in addition to the strong sthno-
centric tendencies amongst memoders of the minority growp. Indeed,
as we have already seen in Chapter 3, having a non-Jewish close
friend was not stratified by any of the structural factors ox other
factors such as levels of traditional observance or generation in
the U.K.il} Traditional observance, which was found to be low
amongst the respondents, does not form a barrier for intergroup
socialising or friendship amongst the Jewish respondents. Genera=-
tions, on the other hand, were found to form an index wnich was too

crude and unsuitable for accounting for current pattexrns within the

Jewish community.

Being ‘on friendly terms’ with some non-Jewish persons orx having

TABLE 5: THE PATTERN OF FRIENDSHIP AND FRIENDLY RELATIONS BY FEELINGS

QOF ZASE AND SEX RAMONGST THE JEWISH RESPONDENTS

%, PEOPLE THE RESPONDENTS WERE 'O FRIENDLY TERMS' WITH

Male Tamale
More comfortable No More comfortable No
with other Jews Difference with other Jews Difference
Exclusively
ingroup 14 21.2 7 10.0 15 20.8 3 4.7
Some outgroup 52 73.8 53 390.0 57  79.2 61  95.3
TOTAL 66 100.0 70 100.0 72 10C.0 64 100.0
P ¢ 0.000 p ¢ 0.000
B. CLOSE FRIENDS
Male Famale
More comfortable No More comfortable No
. with other Jews Difference with other Jews Difference
mxclusively
ingroup 44 66.7 22 52.4 &5 73.5 17 30.4
Some outgroup 22 33.3 41 47.6 23 29.5 39 69.6
TOTAL 66 100.0 63 100.0 78 100.0 56 100.0
p < 0.000 p { 0.000

1. See Chapter 3, pp. 93-96, alsoc Table 25 in the Appendix.
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a2 non~Jewish close friend was found to be closely related to feeling

3

more at sase in the company of othar Jews. as shown in Table 5,
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the association is much more apparen
friends are considered. Thus, as shown, almost elght out of every
ten Jewish respondents who felt more at sase in the company of other
Jews were 'on friendly tems® with some non~Jews compared with only
three of everv ten of these respondents reporting a close friendship
with a non-Jew. It iz not swprising to £ind that the inception of
2 relaticnship sald to be based on an ease of companionship and
exchange of confidences without a fear of being misinterpreted

(Becker & Useem 1942, p.21) should be closely related teo the presence
of such feaxs, anxieties and feelings of discomfort. It is, however,
interesting that the differences betwesn those who were more at ease
in the company of other Jews and those who felt no differant in the
company of Jews or non~Jews are more apparent amongst the women

than amongst the men. It seems to indicate that when the women feel
at ease in the company of non~-Jews, the likelihocd of forming friend-
ships of the intergroup type are somewhat higher than amongst men who
expressed the same feelings.

Amongst the non~Jewish respondents, although feelings of ease in
the company of Jews were, by and large, not related to the patterning
of friendship, as amongst the Jewish respondents, such feelings are
more closely associated with having a Jewish close friend than with
being 'on friendly terms® with some Jewish persons, as Tahle & shows.
However, holding a stereotyped view of the Jews as a group is not

related to being 'on friendly terms’ with some Jews or having a

Jewish close friend, as shown in Table 7. This shows that these

beliefs are held at a very high level of abstraction and are not
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related

or applied to the individual Jewish pe

rson that they meet

RELATIONS BY SEX

FEELINGS OF EASE

AND THE

AMONGST THE NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

PATTERN OF FRIENDSHIP AND FRIENDLY

A, PECPLE THE RESPOUDENTS WERE 'ON FRIENDLY TERMS' WITH
Male
More comfortable More comfortable
with other No with other No
non—Jews Difference non-Jews pifference
Exclusively
non-Jews 9 47.4 34 34,3 g 72.8 31 34.4
Some Jews 10 52.6 65 65.7 3 27.2 59 65.6
TOLALS 12 100.0 99 100.0 11 19GC.¢ 9¢ 100.0
p< G.3 P ¢ G.C2
B. CLOSE FRIENDS
Male Female
More comfortable More comiortable
with other No with other Ho
non~-Jews Difference non~-Jews Difference
Exclusively
non-Jews 18 34,7 69 77.5 10 100.0 73 86.9
Some Jews 1 5.3 20 22.5 8] 0.0 11 13.1
TOTALS 19 1C0.0 82 10C.0 10 100.0 84 100.0
¢ Tl
and with whom they interact.
It seems that while amongsi both the Jewish and non-Jewlish
respondents avallability of suitsble conticts is very important for
+he formation of friendships, other factors such as feelings of ease
in each-other's company are alsc important. Furthernore, the fact
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TABLE 7: THE PATTERNING OF FRIENDSHIP AND FRIENDLY RELATIONS
BY LEVEL OF DIFFERENTIATION OF TYPICALLY JEWISH TRAITS -

MON~-JEWISH RESPONDENTS ONLY

A. DPERSONS RESPONDENTS WERE 'ON FRIENDLY TERMS WITH®

Levaels of differentiation:

Low Moderate High
Exclusively
ingroup 16 41.0 36 36.9 29 35.8
Some
cukgroup 23 59.0 62 ©3.3 52 64.2
TOTALS 39 100.0 98 100.0 81 100.0

p < 0.9

B. CLOSE FRIENDS

Lewvels of differentiation:

Low Moderate Bigh
Exclusively
ingroup 29 BZ.Y 80 88.¢9 6L 80.3
Some
ocutgroup 6 17.1 10 1i.1 15 19.7
TOTALS 35 106.0 90 100.0 76 100.0
p ¢ C.3
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those who do not hold such views zbout the Jews zhows that the
ovexrwhelming indlfference and lack of intersst in intergrous

relations foxm & morxe effective barrier to the formation of inter-
group friendships than stereotypes which are held at a high lewvel of

"

zgbostraction.

B. Close Friendship Pairs

In order to further the discussion of the formation of close
friendships, their intensity and content, respondents were asked a
series of questions about their closest ingroup and outgroup friends.
Questioned in this manner, a number of respondents stated that in
fact they were not very close to either of thelr friends. Thus data
was collected about 106 intergroup (30, or 75.06% of N=1l2 amongst the
Jewish, and 16, or 50.0% of N=3Z amongst the non~Jewish respondents)
and 324 ingroup friendship pairs or dyads (19C or 73.1% of N=260
amongst the Jewish and 134 or 66.3% of N=202 amongst tha non~-Jewish
respondents) .

in exanmlnation of the data reveals that ingroup Lfriendships
tend to be more intensiwve and have a longer time span than the
intexrgroup ones and that, in both cases, there are differences
between Jews and non—Jews. Thus the average time span of an
ingroup friendship is 20 years amongst the Jewish and 15 amongst
the non-Jewish respondents. An intergroup frlendship.on the cother
hand,is somewhat more recent, amongst the Jewlish respondents in
particular. On the average it is 10 vears amongst the Jewish

respondents and amongst the non-Jewish respondents it is 12 years.
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A. INGROUP CLOSE FRIENDS
JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

FFreguency of Meet their Visited HMeet their Visited in
meating and close in the close non- the evening
evening Jewish evening by  Jewish by their
visiting friend thelr close friend close non-
during the Jewish Jewish
past vear: friend friend

At least conce

a week 150 78.0 71 37.4 92 68.6 22 16.4
1-3 z a month 28 15,3 81 42.6 28 20.9 58 43.3
Less often 11 5.8 28 14.7 14 10.4 45 33,6
Never - - 10 5.3 - - 9 6.7
TOTALS 120 100.1 190 lo0.0 134 98,9 134 186.0
2. INTERGROUP CLOSE FRIFNDS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
T reguency of HMeet their Visited Meet their Visited in
meeting and close non~ in the close the evening
evaning Jewleh evening by  Jewish by their
visiting friend their close friend close
during the non~Jewlsh Jaewish
past year: friend friend
&t least once
a weaek 45 50,0 9 10.0 4 25.0 £ 12.5
1-3 =% a month 25 27.8 25 27.8 & 37,5 3 18.8
Less often 20 22.2 41 45.6 & 37.58 5 37.5
Never - - 15 16.7 - - 5 31.2
TOTALS 90 100.0 90 10C.1 16 100.0 16 100.0
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In addition, ingroup friendships are also more intensive. Here,
although the pattermn is similarx, group differences persist. The
Jewish respondents see their ingroup friends and are visited by
them in the evening somewhat more often than the non-Jewish
respondents. They alsc ses thelr non-Jewish clogs friends more
often than the non-Jawish respondents see thelr Jewish close

>

friends and, although ewvening visiting betwean intergroup friend-

ship pairs 1s not very freguent, a larger proportion of the Jewish

az compared with the non~Jewish resry

g

ondants were vislted by their
close outgroup friend, and this also ocourred more often.
This diversity of paktarn shown in Table 8, relzting to the

Iy 2

differences in intensity of mesting and evening visiting between

&4,

ingroup and cutgroup friends and between the Jewish and non~-Jewish

respondents, is somevhat related to the finding that ingroup friends

and ncn~Jewish respondents tend to ke local,

as shown in Table 2. Thiz is more so amongst the Jewish

ents, with most of thelr friends living in and arownd Newton Mearns.

he ingroup close friends resided in other urban centres in Scotland
and England and, as such, evening visiting pattems are zomewhat less
intensive. Intergroup friendships, on the other hand, show a

different pattern. mrongst the Jewish respondents, these friends

the non~Jewish

regularly in spite of the fact that some live at gulite =&

considerable hereas the non~Jewlsh respondents sce thelr
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Bl CLOSEST
. INGROUP FRIEZNDSHIPS
SI RESPOUDENTE MON-JEWISH B

Lacal(l) 143 75.3 57 50.0
Central South (Zlasgow) 22 11.6 14 10.4
Glasgow - other 13 5.9 18 12.0
Gut of Glasgow 12 £.3 37 27.58
TOTALS 190 106.1 134 100.0

B. IWHTERGROUP FRIENDSHEIPS

JEWISE RESPONDENTS

(1) 38 42.2

Local
Central Sowuth{Glasgow) 9 10.0
Glasgow ~ otherx 20 22.2

Out of Glasgow 23 25.5

TOTALS 20 9%.9

HON-JEWISH HRRSPONDENTS

1. "Local' meaning Newton Mearns, Whitecralg
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ragpondents, regardless of who the friend is. Thus ; when friends

- -

were local, only 20.9 of the were visited

b

&,&
3

i
e
[
{0
at

]
=

ing at lesast once & week by an ingroup close friend

;

{1é of H=0T) . A similar proportion (25.0%)or Z of N=8) were
visited by a Jewlsh close friend. Amongst the Jewilsh respondents
whose close friends were local, the pattern is more affected by the

athnic factor. Taus 44.1% (63 of N=143) were visited by their

G

close Jewish friend, compared with only 10.5% (4 of N=38) who
were visited by a non~Jewish close friend at least once a week
during the past year.

Although most of their Jewish, and a considerable proportion of
their non—Jewisgh close fFfriends were local, most of these friendships
amongst the Jewish respondents (Table 10) were not formed locally.

4 similar situation is found amongst the non-Jewlsh respondents,
although a larger proportion of the friendships, both of the ingroup
ané intergroup Lype,wers forméd in the neighbourhood. This
parcicular finding reflects two issues which have already been
discussed. Firstly, it reflects the previcus finding that the
Jewish respondents, who form a part of the closely knit network of

social relations which constiltutes the Glasgow Jewish community, were
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TARIE 10:

PHERE /STTUATION WHICH H2S

AT TN THE

INCEPTION OF CLOSEST FRIENDSHIPS

2, THNGROUP FTRIENDSHIPS
JEWISH RESPOMNDENTS NON-TEWISE RESPONDENTS

WGl 5 2.2 18 13.4
Meighbourhood 10 5.3 a2 23.9

Formal 2ssociations 22 11.6 11 2.2

Zchool (as children) 33 17.4 31 23.1

In other friends' and

relations® homes &5 34.2 18 13.4

Sporting actlivity (not
in an organisational

Lad
fob
e
o0
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ot
o0

-3
=Y

TOTALE 19¢

bt
3
®

O
fod
123
1SN

10G.0

= AT T T T
B, INTERGROUL

MON~-JEWLSE PESPONDENTS

Work 23 25.5 3 18.8
L7 18.9 5 3.2

Pormal iZssoclations i0 11.% - -

School (as children) o 0.0 1 6.3

-

relations® homes

pa
b
et
n
o

52}
L
¥ )
et
°

[ N]

Helidavs, parties and

£
o}
°
[¥¢]
e
%
%(al
3]
?
W

TUTALS 9¢  10C.1 16 100.0

*Twwo men ztated that they met their closest Jewish friend in London,
not stating the clrocumstances.
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TABLE 11l: THE SHARING OF INTERESTS BND OTHER FEATURES WITHIN

FRIENDSHIP PAIRS

A. INGROUF FRIENDSHIPS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS

General interests 52 27.4 22 16.4
Background,attitudes

and 'a way of life® 49-- 25.8 19 14.2
Family and business

interests 27 14.2 11 8.2
Leisure interests 19 10.0 42 31.4
‘Get on well' 27 14,2 11 8.2
Other and D.XK. 16 18.5 29  21.6
TOTALS 19¢ 100.1 134 100.0

B, INTERGROUP FRIENDSHIPS

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWLSH RESPONDENTS

General interests 24 26.7 4 25,0
Background,attitudes

and ‘a way of life®’ 13 14.4 - -
Family and business

interests 11 12.2 4 25.0
Leisure interests 7 7.7 1 6.3
'Get on well 20 22.2 - -
Politics - - 1 6.3

(1)

Other and D.K. 15 16.7 6 33.3
TOTALS 90 99.9 16 99.9

1. 3 stated they shared "a sense of humour”, another one shared
their "troubles"” and a further 2 could not specify.
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whereas amongst the Jewish respondents most of the ingroup

(85.3% or 162 of N=190) and outgroup friendships (75.6% ox 68

of N=90) were between pecple of the same sex, amongst the non-
Jewish respondents this only applies to the ingroup friendships.

While 88.0% of the ingroup friendship pairs amongst them (119 of
=134) were 'man-man‘' ‘woman-woman' pairs, only 50.0% (8 of N=16)

of the intergroup friendships were thus anchored. A further four

mentioned 'a couple' and the remaining four were heterosexual.

Of these, two were formed through an intermarriage between a close
relative and a Jewish person, and a further female noted that she

met her closest Jewish male friend through her husband. The

fourth was a courtship. It seems that further research is needed

to establish to what extent intexgroup friendships, particularly

those of the heterosexual type, are accidental and to what extent

they are prescribed by marital choices and friendship patterns .amongst
close ingroup friends and relations, particularly since three of the

heterosexual intergroup friendships amongst the Jewish respondents
(out of N=9) were alsc due to marital choice of others who were
close to the respondents, and a further ten met their closest inter-

group friends through other close Jewish friends.

The common basis of the intergroup friendships is somewhat
more similar in nature to that of the tyve of ingroup friendships
amongst the non-Jewish respondents. Thus, although a considerxable
proportion of the respondents stated that they shared general
interests with these friends, few of the Jewish and none of the
non-Jewish respondents stated that they shared a common background,
attitudes and a way of life. Only in a very few cases is an

intergroup friendship based on ®value homophily" in Merton's terms
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(1954, p.24). Rather "getting on well”™ which prcbeably signifies

an ease of companionship and mutual understanding seems to be one of
the most important features of intergroup friendships amongst the
Jewish respondents. Amongst the non-Jewish respondents, family

and work interests are operative in bringing Jews and non-Jews
together. It is also important to note the great variety of

differentiated qualities and interests which attract Jews to non-

Jews and vice wersa.

Thus intergroup friendships are much more differentiated than
the ingroup ones. This is particularly so amongst the Jewish
respondents. It seems that the ingroup friendships amongst the
Jawish respondents are baéed both on an "ethnic impulse®™, a sense
of 2 sharing of fate, and on the sharing of common experience
(Simmel, translated by Wolff 1950, p.326) ; whereas thelr outgroup
friendships and the friendships (koth outgroup and ingroup) amongst
thétgéwish respondents are much more differentiated and based more

on a sharing of specific leisure and other interests.

C. Ingroup-Intergroup Friendships: A Contrast in Intimacy

In spite of the small number of non-Jewish respondents who had
a close friendship with a Jewish person, the differences between
ingroup and outgroup friends seem to suggest that only in a very
few cases does the intimacy reached between intergroup friends
surpass the level of intimacy that the respondents have achieved
in their closest friendship with a member of their own ‘group’.
That this is the case is very clearly stated by the respondents
who were involwved in both types of friendships. Thus, only 10.0%
of the Jewish (7 of N=68) and none of the non-Jewish respondents

reported a closer relationship with their outgroup friend as
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“TABLE 12: TOPICS DISCUSSED WITH INGROUP CLOSEST FRIEND

JEWISH RESPONDENTS NON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
The children 166 86.9 107 79.9
Financial prcblems 114 58.7 82 1.2
Business matters 119 62.3 80 59.7
Controversial
political issues 133 89%.6 83 61.°
Community problems 142 74.3 70 52,2
Engage in gossip and/or
small talk 164 85.9 95 72.6
Personal anzietdies
and worries 159 83.2 97 73.4
Intimate marital diffi-
culties and problems 53  27.7 33 24.6
Jewish/non-Jewish
relations 97 50.7 28 20.9
Enti-Semitism 112 58.9 18 13.6
TOTALS 190 (-} 134 -)

TABLE 13: TOPICS DISCUSSED WITH INTERGROU? CLOSEST FRIEZND

JEWISH RESPOMDENTS HON-JEWISH RESPONDENTS
The children 70 77.8 i3 81.3
Financial problems 46 51.1 14 68.8
Business matters 53 58.9 14 87.5
Controversial
nolitical issues 62 68.9 7 43.8
Community problenms 50 55.6 4 25.0
Engage in gossip and/or
small talk &5 72.2 10 52.5
Personal anxieties
and worries 64 Ti.1 11 &8.8
Intimate marital diffi-
culties and problems 18 20.0 4 25.0
Jewish/non-Jewish
relations 66 73.3 10 62.5
anti-Semitism 50 55.6 4 25.0
TOTAL 90 () 16 (-}
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compared with the relationship they have established with an
ingroup close friend. As many as 63.2% of the Jewish respondents
(43 of N=68) and 45.5% (5 of N=11) of the non-Jewish respondents
said that they felt closer to their ingroup close friend, while
19.1% of the Jewish respondents (13 of N=68) and 54.5% of the non-
Jewish respondents (6 of N=11) said that they felt equally close
to both their Jewish and non-Jewish fri@nﬂs.(l)
an examination of the topics discussed between close friends
shows very clearly the differences between both the Jewish and
non~Jewish respondents and the ingroup and outgroup friendships.
Jewish ingroup friendships are generally more intimate than
such friendships amongst the non-Jewish respondents (Table 123.
Although differences are very small, a larger proportion cf the
Jewish, compared with the non-Jewish respondents discussed personal
anxieties and worries and engaged in gossip with their close
ingroup friend. The children, amongst both the Jewish and non-
Jewish respondents, form a very prevalent topic of conversation.
This was more so in friendships formed by the women, as shown in
Table 13. Indeed, sex differences in relation to topics discussed
are of great interxest. It seems that the women share confidences
of personal anxieties and worries, engage in gossip and discuss the
children to a greater extent than the men. On the other hand,
men are mostly engaged in discussing various aspects of thelr
career or business, financial problems and politics (this was more
the case amongst the non-Jewish respondents) to a greater extent
than women. They were alsc more engaged in discussing intergroup

relations and anti-Semitism than the women.

The general picture emerging out of these findings shows that

1. 2 gsimilaxr finding is reported bv Ringer (1967, p.244).
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ingroup friendships formed between women have more psrzonal content
than those formed between the men, and that women are probably also
more emotionally involved in these xelationships. Thev tend to
shareé their daily experiences and problems to a greater extent

than men do, whereas men tend to share interests rather than
confide In thelr close friends. Furthermore, the more intimate
nature and the wider base of the Jewilish ingroup friendships is
demonstrated by the larger proportion of respondents discussing
‘various communal problems and engaging in gossip. Since friends
and relations formed the main subjects of gossip amongst Jews,

this particular finding shows the extent to which these are shared
and reinforce friendships amongst these respondents.

Topics discussed with an outgroup friend are somewhat less
differentiated by sex than in lngroup friendships. Furthermore,
there is an observable asymmetry in toplcs discussed with outgroup
friends amongst the Jewish and non-Jewlsh respondents. While
amongst both the Jewish and non-Jewish respondents children still
form a salient topic of conversation, all except for two of the
non-Jewish respondents stated that they discussed business matters
with their Jewlish close friend. This does not compare very
favourably with the 58.9% of the Jewish respondents who reported
such discussions. Furthermore, a larger proportion of the Jewish
compared with the non-Jewish respondents discussed political and
comnunal issues, intergroup relations and anti-Semitism with an
outgroup friend.

When these are examined by sex, similar tvends to those fownd

between ingroup friends are revealed with some slight differences.

although men still discuss mainly interests, rather than confide
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in their close friends, and women tend to share experiences and
confidences with their outgroup friends to a greater extent than
men, this is so to a lesser extent than is the case with ingroup
friends. Furthermore, men, particularly the non-~Jewish ones,
discuss controversial political issues with an outgroup friend to
a lesser extent than they do with an ingroup close assoclate. It
also seems that such friendships involve somewhat more personal
contant amongst the non-Jewish than amongst the Jewish women, with
a larger proportion of them invelved in gossip and discussing
personal anxieties and marital difficulties with a Jewish friend
than was found in the mixed friendships reported by the Jewish
WOmen.

Although, on the whole, there is not a great difference in the
general pattern of the toplcs discussed between ingroup and outgroup
friends, the latter have much less personal content than the former.
This generalisation reflects the position amongst the Jewish
respondents and the non-~Jewish men, but is not exactly the case
amongst the non—-Jewish women. It is interesting to note that a
larger proportion of the latter confided in their Jewish friends
than in their non-Jewish ones, and a much larger proportion of them
discussed business matters with thelr Jewish friends. Thiz finding
is very difficult to interpret, particularly since only two of these
women met thelr close friend through a work connection. {Cne was
introduced to her close friend by her husband, the other met her
close friend at work.) However, two other respondents were them-
selves in the labour force, and an additional two of these friend-

ships were hetercsexual, thus the discussion probably centred

around the vocational experience of the friend.
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One of the main factors operating here, as noted earlier,
is the reinforcement that ingroup friendships receive from the
Jewlish communal network. Another factor relates to the percep~
tion of group differences of the type discussed in Chapter 4.
Thas the fact that two Jewlsh friends can get together and engage
in gossip about the recent "Bar-Mitezvah" or wedding party, common
friends, acguaintances or relations, local scandals involving the
clexrgy or other communal affairs, without the nesd for further
explanations as to the background of these "scandals™ is very
important. 25 {or 58.1% of K=43} of the Jewish respondents who
stated that they felt closer to their Jewish compared with their
aon~Jewish close friend made statements such as the following:
I have more in common with my Jewish friend. We have friends
and relations in common, our children get on well. Just more in
common’ ; another Jewish respondent stated: "I don’t know, I think
there is an affinity with a Jewish perscn that I don’t have with

a non-Jewish person”; or, "We have a 'rapport’ based on the fact

i

-,

ne 'thinks' Jewish. There iz an uwconscicus bond and so

ot

that
much is ‘understood’ and doesn't need to be said”.

In addition to these factors, it seems that the Jewish
respondents continue to worry that even a close non-Jewish friend
narbours anti-Jewish stereotvpes, as some of those who had both

wish and a non~Jewlish close friend stated: “"Jewish friends

€4

a
every time (closer to them). With non-Jewish friends I feel that
there is anti-Semitism with all of them, even vour best friend”.
The remaining 18 respondents expressed a cambination of the above
statements with an additional focus on the geographical distance

or the length of time that the relationshiy had existed, as the
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following statements show: "I have known them (the Jewish friends)}
longer and we are more at one together": or, "When the non-Jewish
friend was around I was very close to him but now he has faded out
of my life due to his studies and I am seeing less of him and more
of my Jewish friends so I have mors in common with them® .

Statements amongst the non-Jewish respondents are very
similar to the last two guoted above. one non-Jewlish respondent
who felt closer to his non~Jewish friend stated that "I've known
him longer and we have more in common soclally”, while yet another
respondent stated that "We have very different ways and I also see
my Jewish friend less often”.

Thus, even when close friendships between Jews and non-Jews
cccur, there are some psychological barriers which may inhibit the
possibilities of a growing attachment between ethnically mixed

pairs of friends. Even if there are no fears of prejudice and

o
@

stereotyped thought amongst the Jewish respondents, the sense of
cultural difference creates a greater distance in these friendships
than in ingroup friendship paixs. Thus ,in fact, intergroup friend-
ships and close relationships do not, by and large, approach the
scope and depth reached in ingroup friendships.

rmongst the non-Jewish respondents, with the lack of such
fears and suspicions, a semewhat largex proportion of the inter-
group friendships reach a degree of ‘closeness' similar to the one
they experience with their ingroup close friends. It seems that
awareness of group differences is a strong factor affecting the
type of relaticnship between Jews and non—-Jews, but when it is
couplad with various anxieties and suspicions, the effect is even

strongar,
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Any attempt at analysing the relatiomship between the type of
situation within which intergroup contact was established and the
type of relaticnship that will follow is severely limited by the
small number of respondents who formed intergroup friendships
within each specific context. Purthermore, the large proportion
of respondents who were invelved in intergroup £riendships which
dated back to their vouth, or who have met theilr close Irlends
through & relation or a friend complicate the picture still further.
Howevey, on a cioser examination of the date, z number of main
points emerge, which should be seen as tentative suggestions or,
perhaps, hypotheses for further research.

Flrstly, it seems that where childhood links or links through
other friends and relations are available, these are very important
in the formation of intergroup Ifriendships. Furthermores ;being

friend or a

w
[
fod
9]
1]
0}

introduced to a ‘member of the outgroup' by

relaticn in his/her home is a situation which is nmuch less structured

o

than any of those studied hers. These situations pemit or, in fact,
perhaps even create an atmosphere in which guestions of a more
perscnal nature are expected, thus facilitating exchange of informa-
tion ab@ut tastes and interests and, where the wish to extend the
acquaintanceship thus formed exists, a further invitation in most
cases does not seem to be cut of place. Indeed, as shown in Tables
58-59 in the Appendix, these characteristics,coupled with the fact
that these friendships had a longer time span than those established
in any other sphere of sccial behaviour, make for closer friendship
ties. Respondents who met their closest intergroup friend at

school or through other friends and relations stated that they shared
general interests and values to a somewhat greater extent than those
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who met théir friends in a different context (this is only the case

amongst the Jewish respondents). Mogt of these respondents shared

confidences in relation to personal anxieties and worries with their
close intergroup friends.

Friendships which were fomed with neighbours ssem to approximate
the level of intimacy experienced in the long-standing relationships
to a somewhat greater extent than those which originated in the
work situation. A larger proportion of these relationships
involved exchange of confidences of marital problems and difficulties
as compared with those fomed in a vocational setting, in spite of
the fact that the latter were of an average longer time span.

Finally, friendships formed through a formal association or on
a holidsy were the most segregated both in terms of interests shared,
and in that the likelihood of discussing personal matters was wvery

low.

Summary

If we put together the vocational, organisational, leisure and
neighbomrhood contacts between Jews and non~Jews, it is evident that
the opportunities for relations across ethnic lines are freguent.
Only 10.7% of the Jewish (30 of W=280) and 32.1% of the non-Jewish
respondents (71 of W=221) reported that thev had no contact with
persons who were members of the “"other group®.

B large proportion of these contacts do not developeinto an
interaction and, when thevy do, most of these do not ¢go bevond casual
acquaintance - i.e. bevond the social context in which thev arise.
Many of the situations in which Jews and non~Jews are found in contact
do not encourage the foxmation of more personal rslations, and make

it very difficult to exchange or communicate personal tastes and
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deslires. Interactions are usually f£riendly, but context-bound
and, to a large extent, are formal and superficial.

The transformation of these interactions intc close friend-
shins was found to be verv closely related to feelings of ease,
mongst the Jewish respondents, it seems that the copmon historical

an ultural hackground which ig shared with cther Jews has created

ndence of fate® amongst Jews. Additional

Family tiss and ties of mutual acgualntance promote the sharing of

>

interests with other Jews, which are already inbullt with:

Jewish community. Through thesze comon mutual bonds, an
associational inbreeding 1s created whidh serves to strengthen other
nondg between the members of the community, and this in tumm

perpetuates this asscociational inbreedin

gq

The latter, through
cutting down soclal contactz with non-JTews, tends to create social
insularity which strangthens bonds within the inoroup and serves to
craeate a guasi-soclal-cultural island, with its own rules of con-
duck and accepted norms of behaviour, all of which form thelr
world taken foy granted g terms). Cne of the
concomitants of such social insulation iz a fealing of dlscomfort
in the company of outgroupns, a fear of being misinterpreted and a
suspicion that non-Jews are potentially anti~-Semitic (Dean 1988,

2.317), Such perceptions can easlily lead to aveoidance technigues.

(ﬁ
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It is not sugg Jewlish respondents would tend to
avoild "contacts® as such, but rather that they would not tend to

ransform such contacts inte close friendships to the same extent

(1)

¢t

5 they would do with other Jews

1. For various types of avoidance see Simpson & Yinger 1972,
pp.268-213.

313



2mongst the non—Jewish respondents such fears and feselings of

unease are much less prevalent, and only In & few cases Jid these

'f“?;

interxfere with the fomation of intergroup friendships. Rather

such Irlendshlips were mors a function of personal Interests, tastes
and desires than of attitudes and lack of stereotyped structures of
thought. The most inhibiting factor was the lack of interest in
transfoming contact with Jews into friendships.

Apparently a mixture of Jewish anxlety and sensitivity on the
one hand and Indifference amongst the non-Jews on the other hand

are not very conducive to the fomation of friendships across ethnic

-“

lines., Indifference, as we have shown, can only too easily be

. .. i (1} .
interpreted to mean a dislike foxr Jews; which can increase dis-
comfort, On the cther hand, apparsnt discomfort can potentially

produce an uneasy atmosphiere through which the indlffersnce of the
non—~Jew towards intergroup relations might be reinforesd.

In the few cases where intergrcoup friendships were formed,
these were Zound to be based more on specific interests than on a
wider basis of sharing general values and attlitudes to life. The
contraszt between the ingroup and intergroup friendships were more
apparent in friendships formed by the Jewish than those formed by
the non-Jewish respondents. With the lack of a supporting coomwmal
network of marriage, kinship and other links, langroup friendships
amongst the non-Jewlsh respondents are almost as segregated in
nature as their intergroup ones. On the other hand, the presence
of such a reinforcement amongst the Jewish respondents makes for a
wider basis of ingrxoup as compared with the intergroup frlendships.
The common sharing of a minority status and life clrcumstances,

coupled by a strong feeling of affinity with cther Jews, creates a

1. BSee Chapter 4, vp.149-150.
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greater personal involvement in

-
outgroup

The strength of these feelings are clearly shown by the finding that,

in a large number of cases

formed by

the relaticnships that are fomed within the grou. s a result,

do not in most

ilmited in nature,

cazes constitute a long-standing

content to allow for an intimacy

ingroup
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PART FOUR: CONCLUSION

CHAPTER 8: THE NATURE OF INTERGROUP RELATIONS -

SOME GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

The present study has focused attention on a hitherto neglected
field of sociological studv. Having presented the findings concemm-—
ing the nature of intergroup relations and life in Newton Mearns, we
can now turn attention to a number of more general considerations.

Newton Mearns, as noted earlier, is a residential suburb with
particular attraction for the middle classes. Being a dormitory
suburb of Glasgow, with high cost houses and bﬁngalows, the charac-
teristics displayed by the respondents are, to a large extent, a
result of self-selection in moving into the area. Most of the
respondents were found in occupations broadly defined as those of
the upper and middle~middle class (Raynor 1969, pp.8-11). A
considerable proportion of the non~Jewish and most of the Jewish
respondents were self-employed in business on their own, which can
be seen as an expression of the dominant personal goal of ‘independence’
amongst the upper-middle class (Ravnor 1969, pp.87-88). bmongst the
Jewish respondents this is further linked with the historical dewvelop-
ment of the Jewish community in Glasgow.

Newton Mearns is, for the most part, ®a place for the folks to
sleep”, as one of the ministers in the area described it. "This
place has got no soul®. Indeed, there was no sense of commmity in
the suburb. Apart from the Church and church~affiliated associations,
there are no social clubs or other organisations in Newton Mearns,

and the residents usually go out of the suburb for their leisure
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time pursuits.

It is in their leisure time interests and activities that the
middle class features amongst the respondents are probably most
cbvious. A large proportion of the respondents cultivated a
variety of home-centred activities and hobbies and were affiliated
with formal associations of the exclusive, status—conferring type.
The widespread interest in sport, and the minority interest in the
By, classical music, ballet and varicus collections are again
part of the cultural patterns of members of the middle class (Roberts
1970, pp.26,54). Attendance at various functions, higher amongst
the Jewish than the non-Jewish respondents, is again more character—
istic of the wealthier class, and in a similar way the type of
collections (old coins, antigues, china and silver and rare stamps)
presuppose wealth. In addition to these, some households had
domestic staff and others 'home help'.

The family formed an important part of the social 1ife of the
respondents, particularly amongst the Jewish ones, although there
are some signs which show that friends have replaced kin in the
evening visiting pattern. Indeed, visiting in general is said to
be "a characteristic middle class habit" (Raynor 1969, p.74). In
this light it seems that the Jewish respondents display this, as
well as various other characteristics (interest in the Arts,
affiliation with formal associations, having resident staff, etc.), to
a greater extent than the non~Jewish ones. They also tend to live
in bigger houses and lead a somewhat busier social life than the
non-Jews in the area.

Turning to the main focal point of the study, the relations

between Jews and non~Jews, a number of factors were examined.which
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formed the background for these relations. Two main sets of
factors were found to operate amongst the Jewish respondents. A
strong ethnocentric identification with other Jews, which gained
its clearest expression in their feelings towards the state of
Israel and additional factors such as communal identificatiﬁn
through affiliation with Jewish formal associations, sociability
patterns and endogamy can all be seen as centripetal forces, drawing
the respondents into the Jewish group and acting as boundary
maintenance mechanisms. On the other hand, there is greater
involvement in the general community than was the case some 40-50
years ago. The decline in religious adherence, seeking a status
within the broader context of the general community, the increase
in contacts between Jews and non~Jews can be seen as forces which
draw them away from the core of Jewish distinctiveness. These can
be seen as centrifugal forces.

The operation of these two contradicting tendencies is very
well demonstrated in the statements made by the respondents. On
the one hand, they wish to integrate into the general community.

At the same time, there is a strong 'survival instinct® which
serves to modify the type of integration that these respondents
seek. Coupled with a fear of anti-Semitic reactions from non-
Jews, the centripetal forces gain greater support than the
centrifugal ones.

In contrast to this complicated attitudinal background, the
non-Jews have demonstrated a widespread indifference to intergroup
relations or to further contact with Jews. Stereotypes, although
reflecting a clear image of the Jew, are ambivalent in their

affective component and held at a high level of abstraction. A very
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small proportion of the respondents were found to hold anti~Jewish
prejudices, and this is possibly a result of self-selection into
the area.

These considerations, however, form only part of the intricate
web of interconnected factors which were found to be related to
intergroup relations. Factors such as the size of the Jewish
group, availability of contact and the type of situations in which
these contacts cccur; specific attitudes and perceived attitudes:
feelings of ease, interests, personal definitions and past cxperi-
ences are all very important to the wnderstanding of intergroup
relations. Additional cultural differences and the perception of
these differences serve as an additional factor which has a great
impact on intergroup relations.

It is obvious,but nonetheless worth mentiéning, that intergroup
relations cannot be formed without the existence of contact between
members of different groups. i1t was also clear in the findings
that the extent to which different persons within a given community
will be involved in intergroup contact is, to a large extent,
dependent on the type of role and status which they hold. Further-
mere, contacts are also dependent on the size of the minoxity, the
extent to which the roles that members of this group hold are
segregated ethnically.

Thus it was found that although, by and large, 'being Jewish’
did not form a separate set of roles and was not always relevant to

behaviour in many situations,(l)varieus factors channel and

1. Por a discussion of the extent to which ‘race’ forms a separate
role category in different social structures,; see Banton 1967,
Pp.55-75.
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restrict the amount of contact that non-Jews will have with Jews.
Thus, the small proportion that the Jewish group fomms in the
general population in Glasgow, coupled with thelr tendency to
concentrate in a limited number of trades and industries,; mainly
as self employed, restricts vocational contacts amongst non-Jews
to a number of specific occupations. Additional restrictive
measures regarding the participation of Jews in various formal
assoclations and differences in leisure interests further channel
these contacts intc specific contexts.

Indeed, it could be said that the Jewish respondents would be
in centaet with non~Jews through most of the roles or status that
they hold, whereas many non~Jewish respondents will have to go out
of their way "to seek interaction with a member of a minority
group” (Williams 1964, pp.162-163).

Men and women in Newton Mearns hold different roles and status
which entail different responsibilities and societal and communal
demands. Thelr patterns of daily activities are different and
the extent to which these require contact across ethmnic lines differs.
Thus men were found in intergroup contact to a larger extent than
women, and In different situations. Most of the men werxe in contact
through one of their vocational role-sets, whereas most of the women
were in such contact within the neighbourhood. Very few women
were found in intergroup contact through a formal association,
leisure time activity or a vocational setting. By and large, the
work and neighbourhood form the two settings within which most of
the intergroup contacts occur. Formal associations bring a somewhat
smaller proportion of Jews and non~Jews into contact, while the

pursuit of leisure interests (not in a formal context) was found to

320



be the most segrecated type of activity.

Situations in which members of the two groups are physically
present, however, vary in the extent to which they require or
encourage interacticns across ethnic lines. They alsc vary in the
degree to which behaviour is prescribed by relatively fixed and
accepted rules of conduct. Thus it was possible to be affiliated
with and active in a formal association drawing mewbers from both
groups, yet at the same time refrain frem establishing any meaning-
ful contact or interactions with members of the cutgroup., At work,
rules of the market place very strongly dominated the interactions
that were established, with the ulterior motive very apparent, In
the neighbourhood, the type of relationship which was established
with neighbours was more rslated to notions and accepted rules of
what should constitute neighbourly relations. In some cases, inter-
actions were formal and involvead a distant acknowledgement of neigh-~
bours, whereas in other instances, these involved a borrowing and/or
visiting relationship.

The fact that very few of these interactions assumed more

diffuse characteristics tends to suggest that even when the routine

4

.

lally activities or, in Williams'® terms, "the beaten paths® of
members of the two groups intersect, this does not happen in situa-
tions which could votentially lead to Eriendship, When their daily
activities require or allow for interactions in situations conducive
to the formation of friendships, the centripetal forces amongst the
Jewish and the widespread indifferences amongst the non-Jewish
respondents pose barriers which seem difficult to CIOSS.,

amongst the Jewish respondents the various factors which have a

centripetal effect combine together and reinforce each other. The
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strong ethnocentric identiflication crsates an aszociational inbreed-

ing, a sharing of common interssts and communal bonds between Jews

43

wiich in tum strengthens ethnic identification. One of the

)

i

concomitants of thiz socizl insularity is the feeling that one has
moxre in common with fellow Jews sharing 2 similar world taken for
granted. With most of their contacts with non-Jews being context-

bound, ignorance of the attitudes of non-Jews seems Lo nrevall.

o]
¢t
0

Behaviour of non-Jews is interpreted in the ligh £ the long a3l iAad

i

historical model of aznti-Semitism, and such fears and anxieties
further reinforce centripetal forces. Thus, respondents who

-

established intergroup friendships were mostly those whe 4id not
feel 111 at ease in the company of non~Jews.

Amongst the non-Jewish respondents, disinterest in intergroup
relations makes for a lack of incentive to develop intergroup friend-
ships unless some specific interest is shared. Thus, scarcity of
contacte with Jews who share similey interests, in situations which
allow the communication of these interests, coupled with verceived
group differences, make for a much smaller proportion of intergroup
friendships amengst these respondents,

Even when friendships between Jews and non~Jews occur, these in
most cases do not compare favourably with ingroup friendships. The
intimacy reached between intergroup friends does not, in most cases,
epproximate or match the type of understanding and knowledge of
the inner life that is experienced between ingroup friends. In a
large number of cases, these friendships do not, by and large,
eliminate the suspicions or overcome the anxieties and sensitivities
of the Jewish respondents.

Interactions examined in this dissertation were, for the most
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part, pleasant though not always devoid of conflict. Most of these
relationships do not go beyond a casual acguaintance, with vexry little
emotional substance or personal involvement. Very few of these
relationships were sought after and pursued in and for themselves and,
even then, the centripetal forces were still strong to the extent that
these friendships for the most part remained segmented and were not

as significant to the Jewish respondents as their ingroup friends.

In the final analysis, given the ambivalence of feelings and
attitudes amongst the Jewish and the mixture of tolerance and
indifference amongst the non-Jewish respondents, intergroup relations
are characterised by an alr of uncertainty and fantasy. Very few of
the Jewish respondents appear to be in a position to gauge the
reaction of non~Jews with any accuracy, while very few of the non-
Jewish regpondents indicated an awareness of the feelings and senti-
ments of the Jew. Benjamin Ringer (1967, p.267) noted a similar
"aura of unreality” in Lakeville, a community in which the Jews were
more acculturated, much less traditional than the Newton Mearns Jew
(Sklare & Greenblum 1967) and where intergroup friendships were more
the norm than in Newton Meamms. It is perhaps for this reason that
the second volume of the Lakeville studies, dealing with the relations
between Jews and non-Jews, was entitled "The Edge of Friendliness"”.

In its ambiguity, the metaphor accurately reflects the atmosphere
of uncertainty and ‘unreality® surrounding the relations between Jews
and non-Jews in Newton Mearns. In its subtlety it draws attention
to the thin line which differentiates between the ingroup and inter-
group friendships and to forces which coperate towards such distinctions.
I cannot think of & better metaphor which brings to the surface the

doubts and guestions which are involved in the relations between Jews
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and non~Jews, as the "Bdoe of Friendliness®™.
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