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Intermarriage is probably the most important challenge facing American Jewry 
today because of its potential impact on the composition of the Jewish population. 
As the rate of intermarriage increases, two kinds of population changes are potentially 
possible. First, to the extent that mixed-married Jews assimilate, the absolute size of 
the Jewish population will decrease. Second, to the extent that mixed-married Jews 
continue to identify themselves and their children as Jews. the Jewish community's 
traditional understanding of what constitutes the 'typical Jewish family' will change. 
The Jewish population of the next century may well contain a significant proportion 
of non-Jews as family members in Jewish households. 

Sociological writing prior to the 1970s. particularly that of Marshall Sklare (1964. 
1970). noted increasing intermarriage rates and the potential problems this would 
present. However, it was not until the National Jewish Population Study findings on 
intermarriage were published in the American Jewish Year Book (Massarik and 
Chenkin, 1973) that intermarriage emerged as an issue of popular Jewish concern 
(Silberman, 1985; Waxman, 1982). 

Sklare (1970, p. 5) suggests that American Jews have difficulty confronting inter­
marriage because it presents a fundamental and bitter dilemma. While remaining 
committed to the values of Jewish continuity. Jews have pressed hard and long for 
full participation in American society. Intermarriage is the unexpected outcome of 
that full participation because... "such unions after all represent the logical culmina­
tion of the quest for full equality". Singer (1979. p. 48) has similarly commented that: 
"A non-Jew might well wonder, then, if American Jews are pleased or saddened by 
the recent Gallup Poll finding that fully 69% of Americans now approve of marriages 
between Jews and Christians". 

Intermarriage has increased along with acceptance of Jews. As early as the I960s, 
Stember (1966) noted a long term trend toward acceptance of Jews as marriage part­
ners. It was during this same period that intermarriage began to increase at what is 
commonly called an 'alarming rate', 

This paper examines five factors associated with intermarriage in the United 
States: age and generation, migration, gender, remarriage and socioeconomic status. 
The analysis is based on population studies conducted in three communities in the 
Western United States (Denver. 1981: Los Angeles, 1979: and Phoenix, 1983), regions 
where intermarriage is highest. The three population studies were conducted identi­
cally using Random Digit Dialing (Phillips, 1984). 
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The Definition and Measurement of Intermarriage 

Defining Intermarriage 

There are two ways to define intermarriage and two ways to measure it. The broad­
est definition of intermarriage, to quote Gordon's (1964, p. I) classic formulation ...... 
is generally applied to those married persons whose religious, racial or ethnic back­
ground is or was different from each other's, either prior to or after their marriage". 
A second way to define religious intermarriage is by current status. This applies only 
to religious intermarriage because religious identification can change while ethnic and 
racial status cannot. 

The distinction between current and original religious status is not always made 
clear in the use of the term 'intermarriage' which is typically used to describe both 
marriages with non-Jews by birth and marriages with non-Jews by current religion 
(Sherrow, 1971). This double usage of intermarriage is confusing because a single term 
describes two very different situations. A person who converts to Judaism is both reli­
giously and sociologically distinct from a person who does not. To avoid this confu­
sion, this paper uses Charles Silberman's set of intermarriage definitions which distin­
guishes among intermarriages, mixed marriages, and conversionary marriages (1985, 
p. 188). Intermarriage or out-marriage designates marriage to a non-Jew by birth. The 
term mixed marriage applies only where the spouse is not currently Jewish. 
Conversionary marriage is used to identify those out-marriages in which the spouse 
has converted. 

Measuring Intermarriage 

Intermarriage can be measured in two ways: as a percent of all married individuals 
or as a percent of all married couples. The couple rate is always higher than the indi­
vidual rate because two Jews married to each other count as one couple, while two 
other Jews married to non-Jews count as two couples. The individual rate is better, 
then, because out-married and in-married Jews are counted equally. The availability 
of two measurement systems thus causes confusion as to what the 'rate' of intermar­
riage means (Besanceney, 1965). Since most people think of intermarriage as an indi­
vidual phenomenon, they tend to think of the couple rate as the individual rate and 
are constantly doubly alarmed by the result. Sherrow (1971, pp. 17-18), for example, 
has commented that 

The frequent dire conclusion about the growing 'danger' of intermarriage among 
members of various groups and the derived implication that commitment to 
group membership is falling, are often greatly exaggerated because the rates 
referred to are based on couples and not on individuals. 

To avoid both confusion and exaggeration, then, the individual rate is considered 
the preferred method for reporting intermarriage. Four individual level rates are dis­
cussed in this chapter and are defined as follows: 

l. In-marriage: The percent of all born Jews married to other born Jews. 
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2. Conversionary marriage: The percent ofall born Jews married to converts. 
3. Mixed marriage: Percent ofall born Jews married to non-Jews (by current reli­

gion). 
4.	 Intermarriage or out-marriage: Percent of all born Jews married to non-Jews 

by birth (i.e. religion of origin). The rate of out-marriage = the mixed marriage 
rate + the conversionary marriage rate. 

Age and Generation 

Age 

A dramatic recent increase in the rates of both out-marriage and mixed marriage 
in the Western United States is evident from an examination of age-cohort rates. Lon­
gitudinal data from studies which have been replicated over time are the best source 
of information about change. but no such data are available from the West. Age cohort 
analysis can be used as an approximation of longitudinal trends. Younger age cohorts 
are taken to represent the most recent trends. 

Table I reports the type of marriage ofborn Jews controlling for age. The discussion 
is divided into three sections: out-marriage, mixed marriage and conversion. 

Out·marriage 

Jews over the age of 40 are predominantly in-married. Between 82% and 92°/11 
(Phoenix) and about 90% (Denver and Los Angeles) of Jews were married to a person 

TABLE I. BORN JEWS, BY TYPE OF MARRIAGE AND AGE (PERCENT) 
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Jewish by birth. Out-marriage is a phenomenon of the young, and thus it increases 
greatly for persons under 40. with the highest rates found among Jews under the age 
of 30. Thus, in Denver. 40% of Jews between 30 and 39 are out-married and 65% of 
Jews under 30 are out-married. In Phoenix 29% of Jews between 30 and 39 and 47% 
of Jews under 30 are out-married. In Denver and Phoenix the rate of out-marriage 
among Jews under the age of 30 is 1.5 times the rate among persons between 30 and 
39. In Los Angeles the rate of out-marriage more than doubles from 15% of Jews 
between 30 and 39 to 37% of Jews under the age of 30. 

Mixed Marriage 

The rate of mixed marriage is a function of both out-marriage and conversion. 
While out-marriage may be stable. mixed marriage could increase ifconversions were 
decreasing. In the Western United States, the rate of mixed marriage increases with 
younger age groups faster than does the rate of out-marriage. 

As with out-marriage, the most dramatic increase of mixed marriage occurs under 
age 30. In all three communities the rate of mixed marriage among Jews under the 
age of 30 is at least double the rate among Jews between 30 and 39. In Denver 32% 
of Jews between 30 and 39 are mixed- married as compared with 61 % of Jews under 
the age of 30. In Phoenix the mixed marriage rates are 17% for Jews aged 30 to 39 
and 40% for those under 30.. In Los Angeles. 13% of Jews between 30 and 39 arc 
mixed-married vs. 33% under the age of 30. 

Conllersionary Marriage 

Out-marriages which result in conversion are important because they represent a 
potential new source of Jewish population growth and because they soften the emo­
tional impact of out-marriage on both the family and the community. We shall call 
the percentage of Jews married to converts the 'absolute' rate of conversion: it shows 
the increase or decrease in the proportions of Jews married to converts. 

In Denver and Phoenix. for those under age 40, conversion is on the decrease. In 
Denver the percentage of Jews married to converts declines by a little more than a 
third from 7% of Jews between 30 and 39 to less than 5% of those under 30. The num­
ber of Jews married to converts in Phoenix declines by almost half from 12% of Jews 
between 30 and 39 to 7% of those under 30. 

In Los Angeles. on the other hand, the proportion ofJews married to converts more 
than doubles from under 2% of Jews between 30 and 39 to just over 4% of Jews under 
30. This can be assessed by looking at conversion as the percentage of all non-Jewish 
born spouses who convert to Judaism. The 'relati ve' rate of conversion refers specifi­
cally to the non-Jewish spouses, as opposed to the 'absolute' rate discussed above 
which refers to all married Jews. In Los Angeles, the relative rate of conversion is the 
same (II %) for the spouses of out-married Jews between 18 and 29 and for the spouses 
of out-married Jews between 30 and 39. Because the rate of out-marriage is higher 
for Jews under the age of 30 than for Jews between 30 and 39. a steady relative rate 
of conversion causes the absolute rate of converts to increase. In other words, the pro­
portion of converts in Los Angeles doubles under the age of 30 not because there are 
more non-Jews converting, but because the rate of out-marriage doubles. 
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The relative rates of conversion in Denver and Phoenix decline even more sharply 
below age 30 than do the absolute conversion rates. The relative rates of conversion 
decrease 61 % (from 18% to 7%) in Denver and 64% (from 42% to 15%) in Phoenix. 
Because the non-Jewish spouses of Jews under age 30 are half as likely to have con­
verted as those of Jews over 30, the absolute rate of conversion decreases despite 
increasing out-marriage. 

The rise in the absolute rate of conversionary marriages under 30 in Los Angeles 
is offset by the low rate of conversion in that city in comparison with Denver and 
Phoenix. Thus the relative rate of conversion is stable in Los Angeles where conver­
sion is low, and decreasing in Denver and Phoenix where conversion is more preva­
lent. 

Generational Patterns of Mixed Marriage 

Mixed marriage is the result ofa reciprocal inclination on the part ofJews and non­
Jews to marry each other. This disposition to intermarry should be higher among third 
and fourth generation Jews because they are the more acculturated.) Similarly, non­
Jews would be most inclined to marrry third and fourth generation Jews because they 
would have the most in common with them culturally. 

Table 2 shows that mixed marriage takes place largely in the third and fourth gene­
rations (only mixed marriage is discussed by generation). In Los Angeles the rate of 
mixed marriage jumps from 6% in the first and second generations to 15% in the third 
generation and 25% in the fourth (regardless of age). In Phoenix the rate of mixed mar­
riage is less than 10% in the first and second generations, increasing to 17% and 26% 
in the third and fourth generations respectively. In Denver, the rate of mixed marriage 
is also below 10% in the first and second generations, but jumps to 27% and 48% in 
the third and fourth generations respectively. 

TABLE 2.	 BORN JEWS, BY PERCENTAGE OF MIXED MARRIAGE, AGE AND GENERATION 
(PERCENT) 

Generation 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 Total 

Loa Anaelea 

Firat and second 3.5 7.2 10.0 5.7 4.2 5.9 
Third	 43.1 16.3 1.5 9.1 5.6 14.5 
Fourth 45·.5 13.4 18.6 12.5 22.0 24.8 

Denver 

First and aecond 36.8 13.2 12.2 1.3 4.0 7.1 
Third	 53.7 38.5 6.9 14.3 15.4 27.4 
Fourth 73.4 38.2 11.1 0.0 0.0 48.4 

Phoenix 

First and s.cond 41.1 4.5 12.9 6.3 6.4 8.2 
Third	 56.6 18.7 11.1 5.4 7.2 16.9 
Fourth 31.7 22.8 21.6 26.0 37.4 26.3 
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Age and generation are related to each other. Fourth generation Jews tend to be 
younger than third generation Jews who in turn tend to be younger than second gene­
ration Jews. The higher rates of mixed marriage under the age of 30 are more a func­
tion of age than of generation. Differences in the rate of mixed marriage are greater 
among age groups within generation than among generation groups within age 
cohorts. In Phoenix. for example. the mixed marriage rate is higher among third gene­
ration Jews under 30 than among fourth generation Jews of the same age (57% and 
32%). In Denver the mixed marriage rate is the same for third and fourth generation 
Jews aged between 30 and 39 (38%). Further. younger Jews have higher rates of mixed 
marriage within both the third and fourth generations in all three cities. Thus. much 
of the increase in mixed marriage in the fourth generation is explained more by their 
younger age structure than by their generational status. 

The increase in mixed marriage under age 30. even when generation is controIled. 
suggests that mixed marriage is a newly emerging trend. Perhaps this is because of 
lower opposition or resistance to mixed marriage by Jewish parents increasingly 
resigned to it or because of a greater social acceptance of mixed marriage among Jews 
generaIly. 

Intermarriage and Migration 

Three Models 

The 24% rate of out-marriage estimated by Silberman for American Jewry under 
the age of 30 or 35 in 1981 is considerably lower than the out-marriage rates found 
among Jews under 30 in Los Angeles. Phoenix and Denver. While the West differs 
from America in general. there are also major differences in the out-marriage and 
mixed marriage rates observed in the three Western communities studied here. Three 
conceptual models potentiaIly explain the two patterns of difference in the rates of 
out-marriage and mixed marriage: propinquity. migration. and regional culture. 

Propinquity affects the statistical likelihood of two Jews coming into contact with 
each other. The more Jews the greater the probability of finding another Jew with 
whom to form a romantic attachment. Propinquity may operate both for Jews who 
are strongly committed to the norm of endogamy as well as for those not strongly com­
mitted. Sklare (1971. p. 183) notes that "unless Jews seek each other out. or are 
brought together by special arrangements that allow the factor of propinquity to oper­
ate. very few marriages would occur between two Jewish individuals." Even when 
Jews do seek each other out, however. the ability of Jews to find each other is limited 
by their availability in the pool of potential partners. Thus. propinquity wiIl also limit 
the ability of Jews committed to finding Jewish partners. 

On the basis of propinquity. communities with smaller Jewish populations would 
be expected to have higher rates of out-marriage than communities with larger Jewish 
populations. and previous studies have demonstrated this relationship. For example. 
Sherrow (1971. p. 106) found that Jews in metropolitan areas with populations 
smaller than 100.000 were almost twice as likely to be mixed-married as Jews living 
in metropolitan areas of 500.000 and more: 17% vs. 9%. Since Jewish populations are 
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larger in larger metropolitan areas. Sherrow concluded that these differences demon­
strate the effect of propinquity. 

Previous studies have also suggested that migration is associated with intermar­
riage. Sherrow (1971. p. 229). for example. observed from the NORC data that 
"Catholic and Jewish intermarriers were more inclined to move away from the town 
in which they were raised than were their endogamous coreligionists". The differences 
were especially pronounced among the Jews: 39% of the in-married Jews stayed in 
their home town as compared with only 19°,.1) of the mixed-married. The Kansas City 
Jewish population survey of J977 found that the out-marriage rate among Jews under 
35 who stayed in Kansas City was lower than the out-marriage rate among Jews of 
the same age who had left. 2 The migration model hypothesizes that the relationship 
between migration and mixed marriage is due to the lack of roots among migrating 
mixed-marriers. The same lack of roots which leads Jews to mix-marry also takes them 
away from their home communities. 

The relationship between behavior and migration has also been discussed hy sociol­
ogists who seek to explain why migrants tend to be less religiously committed than 
non-migrants. Is this because migrants have weaker roots (as reflected by their lack 
of religious commitment) or are they simply adapting to a local regional culture with 
less emphasis on religious involvement? 

Using data from eight NORC General Social Surveys conducted between 1973 and 
1982. Stump (1984. pp. 292-301) compared the religious commitment of migrants 
and natives in various regions of the country. He found that "no migrant group dif­
fered significantly from their region of destination on either measure of religious com­
mitment". Using geographic data. Newman and Halvorson (1984) observed that thc 
large scale migrations which took place between 1952 and 1980 have not changed the 
distribution of denominational affiliation. They. too. concluded that migrants have 
been adapting to the religious norms of the local regional culture. 

Applying this discussion to mixed marriage. Cohen (1979. p. 10) has suggested that 
regional culture could explain the higher rates of mixed marriage in the West. positing 
that 'The West's subculture may place less emphasis or value upon traditional 
ascriptive categories such as ethnicity or religion". 

In the next sections we will examine the relative power of propinquity. migration. 
and regional culture in explaining differences between the West and the rest of the 
United States as well as differences between Denver. Phoenix and Los Angeles. 

Testing the Propinquity Model 

According to the propinquity modeL large Jewish communities should have lower 
rates of mixed marriage than smaller ones. Because a variety of sampling methodolo­
gies have been used in local Jewish community studies. differences in the rate of inter­
marriage might be explained solely or largely by methodological differences among 
studies (Phillips. 1986). A comparative discussion of intermarriage rates between the 
West and the rest of the country should be based on comparable studies. Two Mid­
western cities. Milwaukee and Chicago. conducted Jewish population surveys using 
the same methodology and sampling strategy as the three Western communities. and 
can be used to examine the effects ofboth propinquity and regional culture. Los Ange-
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les and Chicago each have a large Jewish population in terms of absolute numbers, 
but Los Angeles (503.000 in 1979) is more than twice as large as Chicago (248,000 
in 1981), Similarly, Denver. Phoenix. and Milwaukee are relatively smaller communi­
ties, but Denver and Phoenix (45.000 Jews each) are twice as large as Milwaukee 
(20.000 Jews). 

Table 3 shows the rank order of Los Angeles. Denver, Phoenix, Milwaukee. and 
Chicago by (a) size of Jewish population, (b) couple rate of mixed marriage under 30. 
(c) couple rate of mixed marriage between 30 and 39. 3 If propinquity explains mixed 
marriage, then the rank order of mixed marriage should be the opposite of the rank 
order of Jewish population size. In other words. Los Angeles. with the largest Jewish 
population should have the lowest rate of mixed marriage. 

TABLE 3.	 RANK ORDER OF JEWISH POPULATION SIZE AND MIXED MARRIAGE RATE OF 
COUPLES. BY AGE 

Place Year Je"'ish Rank Aae 20-29 Aae 30-39 
population 

Mixed Rank Mixed Rank 
marriaae lIIarriaae 

rate rate 

Los Anaeles 1979 503,000 1 50 3 20 5 
Chicaao 1981 248,000 2 28 5 30 2 
Denver 1981 45,000 3 60 1 40 1 
Phoenix 1983 45,000 3 60 1 24 4 
Milwaukee 1983 20,000 5 38 4 29 3 

There is no evidence for propinquity between ages 30 and 39. However. there is 
evidence for propinquity within the region under the age of 30. Denver and Phoenix 
have higher rates of mixed marriage than does Chicago. Further, all three Western 
Jewish communities have higher rates of mixed marriage under age 30 than does 
either Midwestern Jewish community. Thus. over age 30 there is evidence for neither 
propinquity nor regional culture. Under age 30 there is evidence for both. but evidence 
for propinquity exists only within the region. 

Natives and Migrants in the West 

Migration and regional culture are alternative models for explaining higher inter­ t 
marriage rates among those under 30 in the West. Comparing the intermarriage pat­
terns of natives and migrants to the West differentiates between the relative effects 
of migration and regional culture. Table 4 compares the intermarriage patterns of 
'Western natives' (Jews both in the Pacific and Mountain states) and 'migrants' (Jews I
born in other regions of the United States).4 

There is no consistent pattern of difference between Western nati ves and migrants 
in the rates of out-marriage, conversionary marriage. or mixed marriage. Western 
born natives in Los Angeles are slightly more likely than migrants to be both mixed­
married and out-married. but they are more likely than migrants to be married to con-
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AMERICAN BORN-JEWS AGED 20-39. BY TYPE OF MARRIAGE AND REGIO:-': OF 
BIRTH (PERCENT) 

TABLE 4. 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

In-aaE'E'iaae 57.7 44.4 57.6 67.1 70.4 75.8 
Out-..aE'E'iaae 42.3 55.6 42.5 32.9 29.6 24.2 

ConveE'sionaE'Y (7.6) (4.6) (15.2) (7.4) (2.3) (3.3) 
Mixed aa[,E'iaa. (34.7) (51.0) (27.3) (25.5) (27.3) (20.9) 

Ue.te"n MiaE'ant. U•• teE'n niaE'ants U.st."n Mia"anta 
bo"n bOE'n bOE'n 

Type ot 
..aE'E'iaae 

Denve" Phoenix Lo. Ana.l •• 

ge. 

D MIXED MARRIAGE RATE OF 

Aae 30-39:20-29 

verts. As a result. the difference in the rate of mixed marriage between migrants and 
Western natives is negligible. A completely different pattern exists in Denver where 
it is the migrants who are the most likely (1.5 times as likely as Western natives) to 
be mixed-married. 

Rank Mixed Rank 
lIIa[,E'laae 

E'at. 

3 20 1'> 

1'> 30 2 
1 40 1 
1 24 4 
4 29 3 

;; for explaining higher inter­
)aring the intermarriage pat­
between the relative effects 

le intermarriage patterns of 

) and 39. However. there is 
of 30. Denver and Phoenix 

_ Further. all three Western 
age under age 30 than does 
there is evidence for neither 
dence for both. but evidence 

Thus. Western natives and migrants in Los Angeles out-marry and mix-marry at 
similar rates. Western natives in Phoenix are more likely to out-marry than migrants. 
but their spouses are more likely to convert so that there are only negligible differences 
in the rate of mixed marriage. In Denver. it is the migrants who are the most likely 
to be mixed-married which further contributes to the already high rate of mixed mar­
riage in that community. 

These analyses suggest a pattern of self-selection within the West which has not 
been previously discussed in the literature. Western-born natives in Phoenix are more 
likely than Western-born natives in Denver and Los Angeles to have spouses who con­
vert. Similarly. migrants to Phoenix are more likely than migrants to Denver and Los 
Angeles to have spouses who convert. Western-born natives in Denver have a higher 
rate of mixed marriage than is found among Western-born nati ves in Los Angeles and 
Phoenix. Similarly, migrants to Denver have a higher rate of mixed marriage than 
migrants to Los Angeles and Phoenix. 

Self-selection could work in one of three ways. First. the marriage precedes migra­
tion and the move is made to the community where the couple best fits in: second. 
the individual is influenced by the norms of the community after moving there; or 
third. the individual moves to a community which best fits his/her norms and finds 
a person with similar values. 

Goldstein (1981. p. 162) has suggested that a number of factors can jointly influ­
ence the rate of intermarriage. including "the size. location, age and social cohesive­
ness of the particular community" His remarks are applicable here. as a number of 
conjoint influences are associated with the rates of out-marriage and mixed marriage 
in the West: 

"estern natives and migrants 
)r mixed marriage. Western 

1 states) and 'migrants' (Jews (a) The size of the community is associated with the rate of mixed marriage. but 
only within region under age 30. 

(b) mixed marriage is higher in any of the three Western communities than in either 
of the two Midwestern communities. 

I migrants to be both mixed­
ligrants to be married to con­

(c) What Goldstein calls 'social cohesiveness' and what we call 'local culture' seems 
to be the most important factor explaining the differential rates of mixed marriage. 

1
 



I

120	 Bruce Phillips 

(d) There are no consistent differences between Western natives and migrants. 
Rather. the migrants end up in the city where natives have the most similar patterns 
of intermarriage. 

(e) Finally. if the current trends continue. intermarriage will be more of an issue 
in the West overall. but the patterns specific to each community will vary. 

Intermarriage and Gender 

Because men in general have greater sexual freedom. Jewish men have had more 
opportunities to intermarry than Jewish women. Steven M. Cohen (1983) has 
affirmed that "historically. Jewish men have out-married something like twice as often 
as Jewish women". Sherrow (1971) found that men were more likely than women to 
out-marry among all religious groups and that 14% of Jewish men were out-married 
as compared with 10% of Jewish women. Similarly. 8% of Jewish men were mixed­
married as compared with 5% of Jewish women. 

As women continue to gain social equality and equal access to the society. they will 
also feel fewer pressures to act ditTerently from Jewish men as regards dating. Working 
with national data. Goldstein (1981) as well as Schmelz and DellaPergola (1983) have 
observed a rise in the intermarriage rates among Jewish women. 

This trend is also evident in the West (Table 5) where Jewish women have either 

TABLE 5.	 RESPONDENTS AND SPOUSES. BY TYPE OF MARRIAGE, AGE AND SEX (PER­
CENT) 

Type of 18-29 30-39 40-49 
ma.... iaae 

nale Female nale Female nale Female 

Los Anaeles	 t 
ITotal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 I 
I 

In-ma.... iaae 70.4 60.2 82.8 88.5 90.1 88.7 
Out-ma.... iaae 29.6 39.9 17.2 11.5 9.0 11.4 

Conve..siona..y (3.4) (4.6) (2.7) (0.7) (6.1) (0.9) r 
nixed ma.... iaae (26.2) (35.3) (14.5) (10.8) (2.9) (10.5) 

I
I 

Denve.. 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

In-ma.... iaae 39.9 47.3 57.6 71.1 86.6 95.9 
Out-ma.... iaa e 60.1 52.7 42.4 28.9 13.4 4.1 

Conve..siona.. y (8.2) (1. 1) (15.4) (1. 2) (3.3) (0.9) 
nixed ma.... iaae (51. 9) (51. 6) (27.0) (27.7) (10.1) (4.1) 

Phoenix iTotal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

In-ma.... iaae 41.6 52.3 65.6 80.9 74.4 87.5 
Out-..a .... iaa e 58.4 47.7 34.4 19.1 25.6 12.5
 

Conve..siona.. y (15.6) ( 3.2) (17.3) ( 1. 9) (11.8) ( 1. 1)
 
nixed ma.... iaae (42.8) (44.5) (17.1) (17.2) (13.8) (11.4)
 I 

l 
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caught up to. or are in the process of catching up with Jewish men in both their rate 
of out-marriage and their rate of mixed marriage. Out-marriage. conversion. and 
mixed marriage are discussed separately below. 

Out-marriage 

In Los Angeles Jewish men over the age of 30 are more likely than Jewish women 
to be out-married. Jewish women under age 30 in Los Angeles have more than caught 
up with men. They out-marry close to one third more often: 40% of women vs. 30% 
of men out-marry under the age of 30. 

In Denver and Phoenix Jewish women are out-married less often than Jewish men 
at all ages. but the difference between males and females in the 18-29 year old cohort 
is smaller than in the older cohorts. Compared with the 40-49 year old cohort the 
younger women are clearly catching up to their male counterparts. In Denver. Jewish 
men are out-married 3.3 times as often as Jewish women in the 40-49 age cohort. 1.5 
times more often in the 30-39 cohort. and only 1.2 times more often under the age 
of 30. 

Conversion 

From the standpoint of Jewish law or halacha. conversion is required only of non­
Jewish females because Jewish status of any offspring is determined by the mother. 
Denver and Phoenix are traditional in this regard because Jewish women are almost 
never married to converts. In any age cohort in Denver. less than 5% of all out-married 
women are married to converts as contrasted with rates between 14 and 4S<Yo of out­
married Jewish men. Similarly, in Phoenix (where conversion rates are higher) no 
more than 10% of out-married Jewish women are married to converts as compared 
with rates of 27% to 50% of out-married Jewish men. 

In Los Angeles. however. the situation is slightly different. Over the age of 30, men 
are still far more likely than women to have spouses who are converts (16% and 37% 
of the out-married men. as compared with 8% or less of the out-married women). but 
under age 30 out-married men and women are equally likely to have spouses who con­
vert to Judaism. 

Mixed Marriage 

The rate of mixed marriage is the rate ofout-marriage minus the rate ofconversion. 
Although Jewish men are more likely than Jewish women to marry non-Jews by birth. 
female spouses are also more likely to convert than male spouses which has the effect 
of reducing differences between men and women in the rate of mixed marriage. In 
Denver and Phoenix. the rates of mixed marriage end up being very close for men 
and women (Table 5). Men and women under 40 have identical rates of mixed mar­
riage. In Los Angeles. too. the mixed marriage rates of men and women are close. but 
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Jewish women under the age of 30 in Los Angeles have a higher rate of mixed marriage 
and of out-marriage than do Jewish men because. as noted ahove. they out-marry 
more often to unconverted males. 

Intermarriage and Remarriage 

The prevailing wisdom has long been that marriages between Jews and non-Jews 
are rarely successful (Sherrow. 1971: Herherg. 1960: Gordon. 1964: Berman. 1968). 
The threat of divorce has been the most widespread and acceptable argument against 
intermarriage given by Jewish parents caught between an aversion to mixed marriage 
and an equally strong aversion to sounding undemocratic or even bigoted (Sklare. 
1970. p. 53). This point of view is not without substantiation. Schmelz and 
DellaPergola (1983) report that mixed couples have had higher rates of divorce than 
homogamous couples. 

While intermarriage has traditionally been thought to lead to divorce. the opposite 
relationship has not been examined: that is. to what extent is intermarriage the result 
of remarriage? In the West. mixed and conversionary marriages are more likely to be 
second marriages than are in-marriages (Table 6). I n Los Angeles. 90% of in-marriages 
are first marriages for hoth as compared with 74% of conversionary marriages and 
65% of mixed marriages. In Denver 88% of in-marriages are first marriages for both 
partners as compared with 63% of eonversionary marriages and 650/11 of mixed mar­
riages. In Phoenix. 98°;h of in-marriages are first marriages for hoth partners as com­
pared with 80% of conversionary marriages and 85% of mixed marriages. 

TABLE 6.	 RESPONDENTS AN 0 SPOUSES, BY NUMBER 01' TIMES MARRIED AND TYPE 01' 
CURRENT MARRIAGE 

Number of Type of current marriaae 
times married 

In-marrialle Conversionary Mixed marriaae 

Los Anaeles 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

First for both 90.2 7Z.9 65.2 
Rernarrialle 
Rernarriaae 

for 
for 

one only 
both 

6.4]
3.4 9.8 5.2]

21. 9 
27.1 25.6] 

9.2 34.8 

Denver 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

First for both 88.0 62.8 65.2 
Rernarriaae 
Remarriaa e 

for 
for 

one only 
both 

12.0] 
0.0 12.0 24.1] 

13.1 
37.2 21. 7]

13.1 34.8 

Phoenix 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

First for both 98.1 80.0 84.8 
Remarriaa e 
Remarriaa e 

for 
for 

one only 
both 

1. 9]
0.0 1.9 20.0] 

0.0 
20.0 12.1) 

3.0 15.1 
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Although mixed marriages are most likely to be second marriages. there is no con­
sistent pattern as to which partner was previously married (Table 7). In Los Angeles. 
mixed marriages are less likely to be the second marriage for the non-Jewish partner 
(15%) than for the Jewish partner (21 %). In Denver. Jews and non-Jews are equally 
likely (25%) to be married for the second time. In Phoenix. however. the non-Jewish 
partner is more likely than the Jewish partner to be married for the second time (26% 
vs. 6%). 

TABLE 7.	 RESPONDENTS AND SPOUSES. AGED 18-39, BY NUMBER OF TIMES MARRIED. 
RELIGION AND TYPE OF CURRENT MARRIAGE (PERCENT) 

Number of Type of lIIarriaae 
tiRes married 

Born Jew married to: Born non-Jew, 
currently: 

Born Jew Non-Jew Convert Non-Jew Convert 

Los Anaeles 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

First for both 93.7 78.8 72.4 85.4 70.8 
Previously married 6.3 21.2 27.6 14.6 29.2 

Denver 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

First for both 94.5 75.0 88.5 75.2 63.0 
Previously married 5.5 25.0 11.5 24.8 37.0 

Phoenix 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

First for both 95.9 94.1 81.8 74.0 72.0 
Previously married 4.1 5.. 9 18.2 26.0 28.0 

100.00 

65.29 
25.6]~] 27.1 34.89.2 

100.0.0 

65.2 
.1] 37.2 21. 7] 
.8 

34.813 .1.1 

100.0.0 

84.8 
.0] 20.0 12.1] 
.0 

15.13.0.0 

In conversionary marriages. however. it is the converts to Judaism who are the 
most likely to be married a second time. Even though the sample sizes for 
conversionary marriages are small. the patterns are strikingly consistent across the 
three communities. In Denver the converts are three times more likely than their 
spouses to be married more than once; in Phoenix they are 1.5 times more likely. and 
in Los Angeles converts are just slightly more likely than their spouses to be married 
more than once. Among all the types of marriages. born Jews married to born Jews 
are the least likely to have remarried. 

Jews married to other Jews' twice in a row - both in the previous and current match 
- and Jews married to non-Jews twice in a row make up the majority of second mar­
riages (Table 8). In Denver. 56% ofre-married Jews married either a Jew or a non-Jew 
twice in a row (17% married Jews both times and 39% married non-Jews both times). 
In Phoenix. 57% of remarried Jews married a Jew or a non-Jew twice in a row (about 
28.5% married Jews both times and the same percentage married non-Jews both 
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times). Remarrying Jews who do not repeat the pattern of their previous marriage are 
four times as likely to marry a non-Jew after a Jew than the other way around. In 
Denver 35% of remarried Jews married a non-Jew after marrying a Jew as compared 
with only 10% who married a Jew after marriage to a non-Jew. In Phoenix. the corre­
sponding figures were 34 and 9% respectively. 

TABLE 8.	 BORN JEWS AGED 18-39. MARRIED MORE THAN ONCE. BY RELIGION OF PREVI­
OUS AND CURRENT SPOUSE WERCENT) 

Previous spouse Current spouse Denver Phoenix 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Jew 
Non-Jew 
Non-Jew 
Jew 

Jew 
Non-Jew 
Jew 
Non-Jew 

17.3 
38.5 

9.6 
34.6 

28.6 
28.6 
8.8 

33.9 
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The impact of remarriage on the rate of mixed marriage can be seen by comparing 
the rate of mixed marriage in first marriages6 with the rate of mixed marriage in sec­
ond marriages. In Phoenix the mixed marriage rate nearly doubles from 37% of first 
marriages to 63% of second marriages. In Denver. it increases from 48% of first mar­
riages to 73% of second marriages. Second marriages are primarily found among Jews 
in their 30s. 7 which means that the difference in the rate of mixed first marriage 
between the 18-29 and 30-39 cohorts is even sharper than reflected in the analysis 
of current marriages. When the 30-year olds who have remarried were in their first 
marriages in their 20s. they were less likely to have been mixed-married than in their 
second marriages. Thus. if the mixed marriage rate of 20-year olds today were to be 
compared with that of the 30-year olds ten years before. the differences would be even 
greater than reflected in the age cohort analysis. 

Intermarriage and Socioeconomic Status 

Ethnic and socioeconomic status tend to be strongly associated with each other. 
In the case of the Jews. where there is a heavy concentration in the middle class. the 
downwardly mobile individual tends to be isolated from the group. Earlier demo­
graphic studies of communities have shown that intermarriage is associated either 
with high or low economic status. Berman ( 1968. p. 107) concludes from this that: 

Intermarriage may have high instrumental value for a Jew who is strongly ori­
ented toward either upward or downward mobility. Whoever feels 'out of step' 
with the Jewish group may seek affiliation through dating and marriage with a 
more congenial group. 

Sherrow (1971. p. 109). too. found that intermarriage was associated with social 
class. Intermarriage rates were highest in families where the father was a professional 
or a blue collar worker. 

Education 

In-married Jewish male~ 

males: and both of these ar 
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marr 

Total 100. 
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Total 100.1 
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SOlie colleae 9. ~ 

Colleae araduate 78 .• 



I 

Bruce Phillips 

lheir previous marriage are 
the other way around. In 

tarrying a Jew as compared 
-Jew. In Phoenix. the corre­

:lNCE. BY RELIGION OF PREVI-

at' Phoenix 

) 100.0 

~ 28.6 
5 28.6 
5 8.8 
5 33.9 

?;e can be seen by comparing 
Ie of mixed marriage in sec­
.y doubles from 37% of first 
::ases from 48% of first mar­
,rimarily found among Jews 
:lte of mixed first marriage 
tan reflected in the analysis 
emarried were in their first 
mixed-married than in their 
J-year aids today were to be 
,e differences would be even 

.ic Status 

associated with each other. 
.tion in the middle class. the 
m the group. Earlier demo­
narriage is associated either 
concludes from this that: 

or a Jew who is strongly ori­
J. Whoever feels 'out of step' 
1 dating and marriage with a 

;e was associated with social 
the father was a professional 

Intermarriage in the Western United States	 125 

An analysis of socioeconomic status and intermarriage is complicated by sex differ­
ences in occupation and education. Males can only be compared with males and 
females with females because the male is more likely to be the primary wage earner 
according to whom the status of the couple is usually determined. The following analy­
sis is centered primarily around males because marriages between female born Jews 
and male converts are rare. Four groups will be examined: in-married males. mixed­
married males. conversionary males. and mixed-married females. For the first three 
categories the analysis is direct: that is. the occupation and education of the male is 
used to measure the socioeconomic status of the couple. In order to include the mixed­
married females in the analysis. the occupation and education of their non-Jewish 
spouses is used to measure the socioeconomic status of the couple. A comparison 
among in-married. out-married. and non-Jewish females is also made to check for con­
sistency with the socioeconomic status conferred by the occupation and education of 
the males. 

Education 

In-married Jewish males under 40 are more educated than mixed-married Jewish 
males: and both of these are more educated than non-Jewish males (Table 9). In Los 

TABLE 9.	 MARRIED PERSONS AGED 18-39. BY EDUCATIONAL An'AINMENT, SEX, RELI­
GION AND TYPE OF MARRIAGE (PERCENT) 

Educational Males Females 
attainment 

Bot'n Jew Bot'n Jew Non- Bot'n Jew Born Jew Non­
in- mixed- Jewish in- mixed- Jewish 

married married married married 

Los Anaeles 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Less than US arad. 1.6 0.0 5.0 1.2 0.0 7.0 
US graduate 8.5 0.0 29.2 21.1 19.3 20.7 
SOlie colleae 17.6 33.8 37.1 20.9 40.0 28.7 
Colleae araduate 72.3 66.2 28.7 56.8 40.7 43.6 

Denver 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Less than US arad. 0.0 2.3 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
KS araduate 1.7 0.9 4.4 7.1 1.0 5.3 
SOlie colleae 13.9 15.9 25.0 41.8 22.5 25.0 
Colleae at'aduate 84.3 80.9 69.2 51.1 76.6 69.5 

Phoenix 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Le•• than US arad. 1.0 1.8 4.0 1.4 3.9 0.0 
KS araduate 10.9 5.3 19.9 8.7 7.5 18.0 
SOlie colleae 9.7 33.6 44.9 28.4 47.1 40.0 
Colleae at'aduate 78.4 59.3 31.2 61.6 41.4 42.0 
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Angeles. 72% of in-married Jewish males are college graduates as compared with 66'Y!, 
of mixed-married Jewish males and only 28% of non-Jewish male spouses. In Phoenix 
78% of in-married Jewish males are college graduates as compared with 59% of mixed­
married Jewish males and 31 % of non-Jewish spouses. 

In Denver the pattern is different. The educational attainment of mixed-married 
Jewish males is only slightly lower than that of in-married Jewish males (84% vs. 81 %). 
While the non-Jewish male spouses are less likely to have completed college than 
either group of Jewish males. their educational attainment is closer to that of 
in-married Jews than is the case in Los Angeles and Phoenix. In both Phoenix and 
Los Angeles in-married Jews are 2.5 times as likely to be college graduates as non­
Jewish male spouses. while in Denver they are only 1.2 times as likely to be college 
graduates. Moreover. the non-Jewish male spouses in Denver are more than twice as 
likely to have a college degree than their counterparts in Los Angeles and Phoenix: 
69% in Denver vs. 31 % in Phoenix and 28% in Los Angeles. 

The patterns found among women are similar to. but not as extreme as. those 
among men. Like their male counterparts. in-married Jewish women in Los Angeles 
and Phoenix are more likely to be college graduates than mixed-married Jewish 
women and non-Jewish female spouses. In Denver. however. the opposite is true: 
in-married Jewish women are less likely to be college graduates than mixed-married 
Jewish women and non-Jewish female spouses: 77% of mixed·married Jews and 70% 
of non-Jews vs. 59% of in-married Jews have graduated college. 

To sum up, in-married males in Phoenix and Los Angeles are more likely than 
mixed-married males and much more likely than non-Jewish males to have completed 
college. The same pattern is true for women. but the differences are not as large. In 
Denver. the differences in educational attainment between in-married and mixed­
married Jews are smaller than in Los Angeles and Phoenix. In-married males are only 
slightly more likely than their mixed-married counterparts to have completed college, 
and non-Jewish male spouses do not lag as far behind mixed marriage males as they 
do in Los Angeles and Phoenix. In fact, the non-Jewish male spouses in Denver are 
more likely to have completed college than their counterparts in the other two cities. 
Again unlike Los Angeles and Phoenix. in-married women in Denver are the least 
likely to have completed college. 

Occupation 

In order to examine the relationship between occupation and intermarriage. OCCl' ­

pations were grouped into seven categories according to census standards: profession­
als. managers. self-employed retail managers and proprietors. sales. clerical, service. 
and blue-collar (Table 10). 

(a) Professionals include architects, engineers, and scientists, teachers, health diag­
nosis occupations (i.e. physicians. optometrists. etc.), health assessment (i.e. nurses. 
pharmacists). elementary and secondary school teachers. college teachers and librari­
ans. social, recreation and religious workers, and writers, artists and entertainers. 

(b) Managers include public administrators (mostly employed by public utilities 
or the government), manufacturing managers (both self-employed and salaried), sala­
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Occupational 
cateaorv 

Bor~ 

Total 100 

Profe•• ional. 39 
tlanaaer. 22 
Self-employed retail 2
Sale. 19 
Administrative support 3 
Service 5 
Skilled/unskilled 1 

Total 100 

Professionals 40
lIanaaer. 23 
Self-e.ploved retail 14
Sale. 15

•Ad.inistrative 8upport
 
SerVice
 o 
Skilled/unskilled 1 

Total 100. 

Profe.sional8 36.
lIanaaers 32. 
Self-employed retail 13.
Sale. 12_ 
Administrative 8upport 1.
SerVice O. 
Skilled/unskilled 3. 
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ried retail managers. other management categories, and management related occupa­
tions (for the most part accountants and other financial officers). 

(c) Retail self-employment has traditionally been associated with Jews. and has 
been made a separate category here by combining two specific census categories: self­
employed retail managers and 'supervisors, sales-retail: self-employed: also identified 
as 'proprietors'. 

(d) Sales includes sales representatives for financial services and commodities. 
cashiers, and sales clerks. 

(e) Clerical ('administrative support') includes bookkeepers. secretaries. typists 
and data entry operators. 

(f) Service workers are made up mostly ofpolice and fire fighters. as well as personal 
and household service workers. 

(g) Skilled, unskilled and semi-skilled occupations are grouped together (blue­
collar). For the most part the workers in this category are skilled workers. particularly 

TABLE 10.	 EMPLOYED MARRIED MALES AGED 18-39, BY OCCUPAnON AND TYPE OF MAR­
RIAGE (PERCENT) 

Occupational 
cateaory 

j	 Total 

I	 Professionals 
"anaaer.. 
Self-e.ployed retail 
Sales 
Administrative support 
Service 
Skilled/unskilled 

Total
 

Prof .... ional.
 
"anaa.r.
 
S.lf-e.ploy.d r.tail
 
Sale.
 
Ad.ini.trativ••upport
 
S.rvice
 
Skill.d/un.kill.d 

Total 

Professionals 
"anaaers 
Self-e.ployed retail 
Sales 
Administrative support 
Service 
Skill.d/unskilled 

Born 

Born Jew 

100.0 

39.1 
22.8 
2.8 

19.1 
3.1 
5.6 
7.2 

100.0 

40.9 
23.7 
14.2 
15.0 
4.9 
0.0 
1.3 

100.0 

36.6 
32.6 
13.6 
12.1 
1.5 
0.2 
3.4 

Jew married to: "ale spouse 
currently 

Non-Jew Convert Non-Jew Convert 

Los Anaeles 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

7.3 73.7 39.9 28.9 
22.7 13.2 3.2 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

24.1	 0.0 21.2 71.1 
16.3	 0.0 2.5 0.0 

3.9	 0.0 2.6 0.0 
25.6	 13.2 30.7 0.0 

Denver 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

47 .3 38.1 30.9 34.3 
9.4	 0.9 14.8 0.0 
6.9 0.0 8.3 0.0 

24.3 38.2 19.6 65.7 
6.9 16.1 9.3 0.0 
0.6 0.0 4.4 0.0 
4.5 6.7 12.7 0.0 

Phoenix 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

20.0 11.1 26.5 18.8 
22.7 28.5 22.1 49.4 
7.1 18.7 6.1 0.0 

24.8 27.9 16.9 31.8 
4.7	 0.0 3.7 0.0 
6.3 0.0 7.5 0.0 

14.5 13.8 17.2 0.0 
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in the building trades (such as carpenters and plumbers) as well as in the factories (such 
as precision machine operators). 

In order to simplify the analysis a single occupational score was created that corre­
sponds to the seven occupational groupings (Table II). A mean occupational prestige 
score was computed by assigning a score of 3 to professional occupations managerial. 
and self-employed business. a score of 2 to adminstrative support and sales occupa­
tions. and a score of I to skilled. semi-skilled, and service occupations. The mean occu­
pational prestige score is crude. but easy to interpret: a score of 2.5 or higher indicates 
that the group is predominantly in managerial and professional occupations and a 
score below 2.5 indicates a leaning towards sales, clerical. and skilled occupations. The 
mean occupational prestige scores are compared for in-married. mixed-married and 
conversionary married Jews and non-Jewish spouses controlling for sex in Table II. 

TABLE II.	 OCCUPATIONAL PRESTIGE SCORES OF RESPONDENTS AND SPOUSES. BY RELI­
GION, TYPE OF MARRIAGE AND SEX 

Community In-married IHxed-married Non-Jew 
Jew Jew 

lIales 

Los Anaeles 2.5 2.0 2.1 
Denver 2.8 2.6 2.4 
Phoenix 2.8 2.3 2.3 

Females 

Los Anaeles 2.5 2.4 2.3 
Denver 2.4 2.6 2.5 
Phoenix 2.4 2.2 2.0 

In all three cities the in-married males have higher occupational status than mixed­
married males and non-Jewish male spouses. The mean occupational prestige score 
for in-married males in Los Angeles is 2.5 as against 2.0 for the mixed-married males 
and non-Jewish male spouses. In Phoenix the occupational status score for in-married 
males is 2.8 as against 2.3 for the mixed-married males and non-Jewish male spouses. 
Even though the occupational status score is higher in Phoenix than in Los Angeles. 
the in-married males in both cities have a mean occupational prestige score that is 
0.5 higher than the mean scores of the mixed-married and non-Jewish males. In 
Denver the pattern is slightly different. In-married males still have the highest occupa­
tional status score (2.8), but the mixed-married males are not that far behind (2.6). 
As in Phoenix and Los Angeles, non-Jewish male spouses still have the lowest mean 
occupational status score (2.4). 

Two traditional patterns are evident in all three cities among in-married males. 
They have the highest proportion of self-employed businessmen and the lowest pro­
portion in skilled and clerical occupations. In all three cities, in-married males are 
twice as likely as mixed-married and non-Jewish males to be self-employed business­
men. That non-Jewish males are less likely to be self-employed retailers is not surpris­
ing since this has long been an occupational difference between Jews and non-Jews. 
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The low percentage for mixed-married males, on the other hand, is of interest because 
it suggests that 'Jewishly normative' marriage and occupational patterns are associ­
ated. In all three cities, the percentage of mixed-married and non-Jewish males in 
skilled and unskilled work is much higher than the percentage of in-married males so 
employed. In Los Angeles. 25% of mixed-married males and 31 % of non-Jewish males 
are in skilled or unskilled occupations as compared with only 7% of in-married Jewish 
males. In Phoenix, 15% of mixed-married males and 17% of non-Jewish males are 
employed in skilled or unskilled work versus only 3% of in-married males. As was 
found in other contexts, the mixed-married males in Denver resemble the in-married 
males more than in other communities: 1% of in-married males are skilled or unskilled 
workers versus 5% of the mixed-married males and fully 13% ofthe non-Jewish males. 

Although the mixed-married males and the non-Jewish males have the same mean 
occupational prestige score. there are large differences in the actual occupational dis­
tributions (Table 10). In Los Angeles, the non-Jewish male spouses are more likely 
than mixed-married males to be professionals (40% vs. 7%) while the mixed-married 
males are more likely to be salaried managers (23% vs. 3%). Mixed-married males are 
also more likely than non-Jewish male spouses to be employed in administrative­
support occupations (16% vs. 3%). In Phoenix, the distribution of the mixed-married 
and non-Jewish males are much closer to each other. 

The males of in-married couples in both Los Angeles and Phoenix are employed 
primarily in manageriaL self-employed business. and professional occupations (65% 
in Los Angeles. 83% in Phoenix), followed by sales (19% in Los Angeles and 12% in 
Phoenix). Mixed-married couples, on the other hand, are divided between those with 
comparable and those with lower occupational status than in-married couples (as 
determined by occupation of male). In Los Angeles. 54% of the mixed-married Jewish 
males and 64% of the non-Jewish males are employed in one of the four top strata 
(professional through sales) as compared with 84% of in-married males. In Phoenix 
75% of the mixed-married males and 72% of the non-Jewish males were in one of the 

I top strata as compared with 95% of the in-married males. 

I 
The pattern in Denver is similar with one important difference. In-married males 

have the highest score (2.8) and non-Jewish males scored lower (2.4) as would be 
expected on the basis of Los Angeles and Phoenix. but in Denver mixed-married males 
fall in between (2.6). This is because mixed-married males in Denver have the highest 
proportion in professional occupations (47%) and a relatively low percentage in skilled 
and unskilled work (5%). 

I 
Differences in occupational status among females arc smaller and the patterns less 

consistent than is the case among the males. In both Los Angeles and Phoenix, 
in-married females have the highest mean occupational scores (2.5 in Los Angeles and 
2.4 in Phoenix), followed by mixed-married females (2.4 in Los Angeles and 2.2 in 
Phoenix), and non-Jewish females (2.3 in Los Angeles and 2.0 in Phoenix). The overall 
range of mean occupational scores among females in Los Angeles is smaller than in 
Phoenix (2.3 to 2.5 in Los Angeles vs. 2.0 to 2.4 in Phoenix). 

In Denver. in-married women have the lowest score (2.4), mixed-married females 
the highest (2.6), and non-Jewish women are in the middle (2.5). The range is so small 
(2.4 to 2.6) that the similarities outweigh the differences. 

Taking the male and female patterns together, in-married couples in Los Angeles 
have higher occupational status than mixed-married couples, and mixed-married cou­
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