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Introduction
In all honesty. this is not something I wanted to write. I did not envision spending the bulk of
my senior year of college behind a computer screen writing a hundred-page thesis. But like many
other scholars. I found myself insatiably curious on my topic of choice — the “true” reason behind
problems in contentious Jewish intermarriages. The more I learned, the more | was compelled to shed

light on the rampant misconceptions of those “true” reasons. From my own vantage point as a young

Jew —and. I admit. a very subjective one — it scemed as though my own family was the foremost

promulgator of the misconceptions for the reasons for problematic Jewish intermarriages. The

ultimate motivating force behind this thesis was their insistence that the different backgrounds of

each spouse will likely result in the doom of that marriage. | have been on the oppoesing end of that

insistence since 2006. when the whole argument started one night in October:

“l don’t like kosher cakes. They're drv.” Those were the words that 1gnited the argument that

has plagued my voung adulthood for the better part of a decade. There was nothing cxtraordinary

about this particular Shabbai, the mandatory day-of-rest in the Jewish religion. As was standard. a

cake was brought to the table after dinner. whereupon 1 declined the offer of a slice. Even more

v pical. my aunt teased me: if not cake. then what would | eat at my wedding? | countered, “Who

savs I'm going to have a Jewish wedding?”

Boom. It truly felt as though an apocalypse landed in my grandmother’s apartment building.

The room grew silent as the fifieen or so individuals who had been playing backgammon or watching

television. or drinking chai and gossiping, directed their attention towards my mother in anticipation

of her response 1o such heresy. Unsurprisingly, the rest of the evening was spent trying to convince

me that intermarriage would be a mistake 1 would regret — vociferously, | might add. This may read

like a run-on-the-mill “younger-generation opposes tradition of older-generation” kind of story — but

this was a real experience. And it is one experienced by many other young Jews in contemporary
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Amienca ” Other Jews, who have introduced the possibility of intcrmarriage. have been reprimanded

much like | was that evening.

Fhit reprimanding would turn into an argument that would be rehashed almost every Shahbat
night: My prandmothier, alviays the first 10 stan. would remind me that “imemarrizge is forbidden in
the Torah.™ Wrong Technically. the Torah forbids marriage with members af tribes sohes des ot
helweve in Him. By that definition. Christiuns and Mustims are A-OK. An uncle vould follov szving.
“Whatever the Torah commands. Jewish intermarriages don't vrork — the divorce rzie is higher.” Healf
true. The divorce rate for Jewish intermarriagres appraximaltely 32 percent - may be higher than
that for in-marriages  approximately 17 percent - but that means approximately G5 percent. or the
majority. of intermarriages do not end in divorce.” Another uncle would insist. “You sct the cxample
for all your younger cousins, 1§ you marry out, they might follow suit. and vou will break up this
tamily.” False? That iv an unverifiable conjecture. My mother would chime in. ~I'm going 10 kill
mysclf if you intermarry.”

Suicidce threats included. these somewhat cxasperating weekly routines leancd tow ards the
comical rather than the stressful. for they were hypothetical in nature. As might be expected
howecver. these hypothetical arguments Jost their humorous charm in time. with no real evidence 1o
support either side. Over time. it appeared as though my family members were more inferesied in

inculcating me with their opinions rather than discussing the truth of the matier. Lver the recalcitrant

' Throuughout this thesis. the term America will be used synonymously with the United Stztes - not any other North
American or South American country,

> The last ime this was measured was in the Jate 19405 in a Jewish Data Bank population study from 19%42-19%7,
Bam A. Kosmin. ¢t al.. Intermarriage: Divorce & Remarriage among American Jews 1942-19%7. Nonh American
qu.i:,h Data Bank. Family Research Series No. F. August 1989. 1 and 14, Coroborating that evidence is 2 nationally
representative survey conducted by the polling firm YouGov in 2010 that had similar reles for cxogzmous Jewish
marriage divorces (35%;) and endogamouws ones (16%). The small sample of Jews in that poll prevent us from
making definitive conclusions. but the similarily in rates suggest that they are approximately correct. Nzomi
Schacfer Riley. “Interfaith Unfons: A Mixed Blessing.™ Jhe New York Times. April 5. 2013 aceeswed February 26,
2014, hlln'f!t.-;s-. w0y limes.com/2013/04N6/epinian/interigith-marridecs-z-mixed-blesine himl? -0

* Jewish mothers have a history of emploey ing the threal of suicide 1o prevent (or varn) their children from doing
something. Like them. my mother is only hall-joking. Such mothers really mean that their child’s intermarriage
would make them so depressed they would have suicidal thoughts.




leenager, my stance became more obstinate by the week. Occasionally accompanied by a younger
family member, I insisted that there was no reason why intermarriage should not be acceptable and
that it is not prone to discord, while the elders of the family argued the opposite. Despite the years of

“debate.” neither my camp’s opinion nor theirs had budged. If either of us were going to sway the

opinion of the other. there needed to be some facts.

My first fact-finding spree returned inconvenient results: the evidence from a wide variety of
disciplines seems to verify that religiously €xogamous marriages are not as successful as

endogamous ones.? Naomi Schaefer Riley, a former Wall Street Journal editor who herself lives in

an intermarriage. came to that conclusion after conducting a national survey in conjunction with in-

depth interviews of married and once-married couples. sociologists, counselors. and clergymen.’ Of

the observed sociological experiments regarding the happiness of interfaith marriages. all seemed to

confirm that conclusion.® And the fact that there are so many advice books and workshops for

interfaith couples. especially Jewish-Christian ones, corroborates this notion. However. there is not a

consensus as to why these intermarriages have not been as successful as their counterparts. This

initiated my second faci-finding spree.

It was equally futile. Many Jewish lcaders have claimed. for quite a few decades now. that

intermarriage is unlikely to be successful because of the differences in the religious and cultural

* An ~unsuccessful” marriage will be defined as a marriage that does not meet the standards of the spouses
ty pically marriages that were unhappy. or became separated or divorced. ldeally. there would be well done
numerous studies with statistics on the harmony of intermarriages. but come in few numbers and |
dccades —there are none (that 1 found) which specifically study Jewish-American intermarriage either. which is w hy
this thesis refers to divoree rates as the next best baromeler ol an unsuccessiul marriage. in conjunction with case
studics of intermarried individuals, With regards to the time frame of this thesis. there was a change in the criteria by
which a marriage was judged to be successtul. around the turn of the twenticth century. or perhaps sooner for people
in high society. So the qualities of an “unsuccessful marriage really depend on the couple. For some. a lack of
financial stability or social acceptance would mean an unsuccessful marriage (institutional criterion). while for
others an emotionally unsatisfying conjugal relationship would mean an unsuccessful marriage (companionate
criterion). It is possible (and even common) for the success of a marriage o be judged by both institutional and
companionate criteria. Marilyn Coleman. et al.. Family Life in 20°"-Century America. (Wesliport. Conneclicut:
Greenwood Press. 2007). 16.

* Naomi Schacler Riley. “7il Faith Do Us Part: How Interfaith Marriage is Transforming America (New York.
Oxlord University Press. 2013).

“ Heer. 1974. Alston. et al.. 1976. Bumpass and Sweel. 1972. Glenn. 1982. Reiss. 1980.
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backgrounds between the spouses. ‘This idea has been reiterated since 1944, when Montreal®s Temple
Emanu-el was told “Peaple ol similar backgrounds economically, socially, and religiously have a
better chanee of having a suceesstul union than those whose backgrounds are dissimilar.”” It still
appears in contemporary arguments such as in Doron Kornbluth's 2003 book Why Marry Jewish? in
which he asserts “divergent religious and cultural herilages pose serious challenges to intermarried
couples and lead o significantly higher rates of divoree.””

This theory has been the principal reasoning against inlerimarriage for the better part of the
last hundred years. But, what il one shared the same culture as one’s spouse? What il the American
culure adopted important aspects ol the Jewish culture? That is evidently the case as America has
become philo-Semitic in the last half=century. The United States® entertainment industry — one
assessment ol mainstream popular culture — has become littered with elements of Jewish humor,
which is most evident on the screen (Seinfeld, Curb Your Iinthusiasm, and any Woody Allen film to
name a few). The FHolocaust has been a popular film genre that has generated many award winning
[itms hailed by bolh American audiences and critics; in addition, it is an imporiant event reviewed in
primary and sccondary schools acroess the couniry, Jewish delicatessens have become a staple of
American urban centers. Clearly, the dominant popular culture in the United States has adopted
several lacels ol Jewishness — and “essential™ ones at that. According 1o a 2013 Pew study on the
American Jewry, 73 percent of American Jews believe that remembering the FHolocaust is “essential
to being Jewish,” lollowed by 42 percent who believe having a good sense of humor is important.
and 14 percent who think eating traditional foods is fundamental 1o being Jewish.” It would not be an

overstatement (o say Lhat to a cerlain extent Jewish culture has pervaded mainstream America. That.

7 paul Spickurd, Mixed Blood: Intermarriage and Fthnic Ideniity in Teentieth Century America. (Madison. The
Universily of Wisconsin Press. 1989). 189,

# Doron Kornbluth. Why Marry Jewish? Surprising Reasons for Jews to Marry Jews (Southfield. Michigan: Targum
Press. Ing., 2003). 45.

Y A Portrair of Jewish Americans: Iindings from a Pew Research Center Survey of ULS, Jews (Washington D.C..
Pew Research Center, 2013), 535. accessed on October 5. 2013, hup://pewrsr.ch/16INSLU4.




then implies that cultural differences may not be a serious issuc il both partners are subsumed in
mainstream America, since there secems to have been generations of mutual assimilation.

By the same token, it seems logical to surmise that religion would not be an issue of
contention for irreligious couples. As it turns out, a significant portion of American Jews do not
identily with the Jewish religion. A 2013 Pew Center Study on the identity of American Jews
demonstrated that 22 percent of them are Jews of no religion, which the study categorized as “people
who describe their religion as atheist, agnostic or *nothing in particular’ but who were raised Jewish
or had a Jewish parent and who still consider themselves Jewish aside from religion.”!? Since a
substantial portion of the American Jewry is irreligious and culturally American. marrying someone
who is also irreligious and culturally American presumably should not send up any red flags.

Doron Kornbluth, however, disagrees with that conclusion as he elaborates in his book - a
small five-by-seven-inch paperback drowned in conjectures. That little nugget is .rny mother’s
version of a pocket dictionary. Any time she nceds an example for why imern'rarriage does not work,
that is her go-to. The only reason it is worth any mention is that it is widely circulated among
Southern California Jewish households — apparently it serves as other people’s pocket dictionaries
too. The book attempts (o validate the cultural and rcligious difference theory, yet hardly any of the
examples in its defense were convincing, since many of them were not even examples of a Jewish
intermarriage but of some other type of inlermarriage. Kornbluth apparently thought it apt to include
examples of Mormon-Christian or Protestant-Catholic interfaith marriages in a book subtitled
Surprising Reasons For Jews to Marry Jews, which encapsulates the absurdities found in this book.
A premise for his second chapter was that word-association games can reveal a person’s true feelings

and he included one example of a lewish-Christian couple’s therapy session which cmployed that

technique.” This was the couple’s reaction: appalled that her Jewish husband linked the words

10 et “The iner i i iof
In fact. *The increase in Jews of no religion appears to be

D Lax 1€ inc : ; part o' a broader trend in American life ‘eme
away [rom aftiliation with organized religious groups.™ © the movement

A Portraijt of Jewish A mericeans, 32.



“lesus™ and “eross™ Lo “fake™ and “idolatry,” she commented it was “no wonder™ his “pecople” get
into so much trouble. In livid reaction to her referencing Jews as “you people,” the husband retorted
by labeling her and her family as anti-Semitic. From examples like this, Kornbluth deduces that some
couples in love can convince themselves that they could be happy together despite “serious obstacles
in the way.” It is true that many couples gloss over their partner’s incompatible characteristics — in
this case the couple’s different religions were those incompatible traits. But that “until this
encounter” this couple did not realize that they wanted “nothing to do,” with each other’s religions,
which came four years into their marriage, really seems like an exceptional case. " Whether or not
this example is an outlier or common for most of the population, it is clear that the couple’s
substandard communication skills were part of the problem, at least as much as their religious
differences. if not more. A person who hurls negative comments directed at his significant other,
especially epithets, will only harm his relationship. But Kornbluth never accounts for the possibility
of bad communication skills in any of his examples, despite the fact that experts on marital
relationships belicve it to be “the heart” of martial distress. 12 Kornbluth’s book is litiered with
examples that were really only snippets of an exchange between an intermarried couple and pretends
that just that little bit is enough to demonstrate that the problems in that given relationship were
linked to intermarriage — which is really an incredible disservice to the complexity and
interdependent nature of a relationship.

In sum, that is the way the entire book is written, which is worth discussing because so many
Jewish parents might reiterate the faulty logic that Kornbluth employed throughout the book. He
included the aforementioned example in a chapter titled, “How Jewish Are You?” which makes the

case that a personal attachment to Jewishness grows with age; therefore, marrying someone who is

" Kornbluth. 20.

12 »Cammunication is the heart ol marital distress.” Chris Segrin and Jeanne Flora, Family Comnnnication. 2™ cd.
(New York: Routledge, 2011). 237.
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not Jewish might seem unproblematic ata young age. but as i person ages and becomes 1

attached to his backaround he might develop an antagonistic relationship with his non-Jewish spouse

in regards to religion (i.e. the man in the example was sensitive to the phrase “you people.” and
concluded that he wanted “nothing to do with Christianity 7). Howewver. Kornbluth writes that this
encounter. and the man's subsequent epiphany of his attachment to Judaism. happened lour years
into their marriage. 1t seems far-fetehed that a persen could develop so strong an attachment to his
roots that in four vears he would go from not caring it'he will spend the rest of his life with a
Christian 1o shouting ~1 want nothing to do with Christianity!™ We do not know this fora fact. but

then again that is because Kornbluth does not tell us. And that is the problent with most of the book

sives only snippets of scenarios with no citations or context. which fail 1o convince the reader of

-

as it

Wi

i

his point and ignore the plethora of questions the snippet invokes, ™ Mavbe there is something (o say
about an age-related attachment to one’s background. but » hatever it is Korabluth is not saying it.
and the subsequent chapters of the book follow the same pattem.

Nacrally. after reading Wy Marry Jowish? (which 1 found on my bed one day — a perfect
example of my mother’s subtlety) 1 remained unconvinced that religious and cultural differences
were the problem that explained higher dissatislaction rates in Jewish intermarrages. The theory
seemed to become further invalid against copious examples ol couples whose marriages thrived.
despite being from difterent religious and cultural backgrounds. The difference theory proved a
deficient lens for garnering a clear focus of intermarital problems. Contributing to my
incredulousness was the lact that religious and cultural dilTerences are not considered a reason for
American divorce. even though it would be plausible given the American population’s diversity.

Morcover. the contemporary divorce rate in the United Stalcs is between 40 and 50 percent

13 Most of the examples (of a liery verbal exchange between an inlermarricd couple) were only several lines fong.
and without an addendum it would be impossible Tor the reader to check the source of these exampices to see i5the
were taken out of context.
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(depending on how it is caleulated). which is higher than the Jewish intermarringe divoree rate ol
approximately 32 pereent. However, that reason is not applied to explain American divoree rates.
What, then, could be behind these unsuceesstul marriages in recent history?

As this thesis suggests, understanding the present phenomenon requires gaining a proper
perspective on it In order to do this, one must move his vantage point to a time in the past; one must
look at the history of marriage. Esther Perel, a renowned expert on cross-cultural sexuality and a
martiage therapist with multiple practices around the world, gave a 2013 TED talk in which she said
marriage used 1o be an cconomic institution in which a person was given a life partner from which he

~

derived children. succession, social status. and companionship. “But now.” she continued, “we want
our partner to stiff give us all these things. but in addition [ want you to be my best friend, and my
trusted confidante. and my passionate lover to boot, and we live twice as long.™"™ In other words.
contemporary marriage must satisfy all these romantic expectations. in addition to the institutional
and social ones that already exist. Despite the comical tone of her comment. these are unrealistically
high expectations to have of a marriage. and they can have serious consequences for its longevity and
its success. After going over several case studies. it became apparent that intermarried couples had
those such expectlations of their marriage. And. afler extensive research on the subject it seems that
an emphasis on the concept of romantic love, coupled with an individual ethos. is the root ol many
American divorces and of Jewish intermarried ones as well. But how did Jewish intermarriages come
to reflect the general trend of’ American ones?

The answer, it seems, is through generational assimilation, which is how Jews came to adopt
aspecls of American culture and vice-versa. Ever more compelling for successive generations,

integration facilitated immigrant Jews and their descendants to acculturate 1o these standards of

romantic love and individualism. Both are promoted extensively in American culture, and in Western

M Esther Perel. “The Secrel to Desire in a Long-term Relationship™ {TED 1z1k). posted February. 2013, accessed
August 14,2014, hup:/Avwav.ted.comftalks/esther_perel the secret_to_desire_in_a_long_term relationship




countries in general; the combination of the two induces & predilection for passionately satistying
relationships while paradoxically making it more difficult 1o attain said satisfaction. Although it owe
much in part o the seminal work ol Stephanie Coontz, and her book Marriage, a History: From
Obedicnce to hitimacy or How Love Conguered Marriage, this thesis is situated within a larger body
ot scholarship. T'his thesis drew from interviews, a varicty ol tests ranging from interpersonal
psychological studies to cross-cultural sociological studies, to texts on the history of tamily life,

Jewish immigration, and the United States, in addition 1o surveys and reports on Jewish American

and U.S. population dynamics. All difterent parts of the same picture, the brush that paints them

together is that of the Biographical texts of intermarried Jewish couples in the twentieth century. A

history ol American lamily life and the institution ol marriage provide a clear lens through which 1o

view how passionate love and individualism led many people 1o unsatisfying marriages. FFrom this, a

locused perspective can be teased oul 1o demonstrate how Jews, particularly those who infermanried,

acculturated 1o those standards that would weaken the foundation of their marriage.

As always with history, as often with the story ol a person's life, the exact time frame of o

cultural trend, popular idea, period or phase can never be unambiguously defined, which s the reason

why the time rames in the following sections will overlap. I'he first section be 1ins with g criminally
E D,

bricl discussion of the history behind the lactors that led 1o the romantic ideal ol marriage in the

United States: which goes from the Relormation to individualism 1o scll-actualization 10 the second

industrial revolution 1o the romantic ideal. The sccond section (which col!cc{ivcly has a time fiame

from approximatcly 1870 o 1930) clabo ates on the gencration of Jews who immigrated 1o America.

Through a discussion of the film Ficdter on the Roof the cullure and lilestyle of the LZuropean Jews

wheo came (o the States will be revea led, so that it can be understood how they reacted when they

came lo American shores and decided whether or not 1o assimilate. Then, the cullure into which they

had to assimilate will be disc ussed, which at the lime was undergoing a vansformation from

Viclorian lo Progressive. Last, the intermarriage ol' Anna Stronsky will he analyzed. The third section
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(with a time frame of roughly 1915 10 1960) reviews (he seenlarization of those Jews who were born
i the ULS o immiprant parents — referred to as the second peneration, as well as the Gireal
Depression cultuee in which they prew up, What [ollows is a discossion of the intermarriage of
Arthar Mitler, The tourth section (with a time frane of roughly 1940 10 1990) discusses the
assimiilation of the third generation of Jews, the culture ol divoree that arose in (their time, and the
marriages of Fern Kupler, ‘The conclusion includes an interview and a bricl analysis ol whal this

history means (or understanding Jewish intermarriage today.,

Background
From the Reformalion to Individualism

As a Jewish girl, | never thought that the Protestant Reformation of the sixieenth century
would have anything 1o do with my life. But, as it ums out, its long=lasting influcnces have had an
effect on my life. Recall my family's conversation about intermarriage; one of the reasons against it,
given by my uncle, was that it sels a bad example for younger members in the Jamily. 1le was
suggesting that | am not only responsible for my fate, but lor those of the people around me.
However, | Tind it unpalatable that I am supposed o marry for my family as much as for myself. 111
were to get married, [ would do it for mysell, to satisly my own needs, and because 7 want to - not
because it is what my Tamily wants, And that is an individualistic viewpoint — something [ have
evidently adopted while growing up in the United States. By contrast, my uncle and the rest ol my
family grew up in Iran, where an individualist viewpoint is not promoted.

Unlikely as it may scem, the Relormation can explain this difference. Prior to the
Reformation, the whole of Burope was under the influence of the Roman Catholic Church. But the
sixteenth century saw the collapse of that as many European principalitics came under the infuence

ol various dissenters, like Martin Luther in modern-day Germany, or John Calvin in contemporary



Switzerland.'* Among the difterent doctrines that they promulgated was the doctrine of
predestination, which dictated that a person’s destiny was solely in the hands of God: therefore, no
matter what actions were laken, the living could do nothing to guaraniec their eternal salvation. The
result was that they began to focus on their present lives, rather than the eternal ones that they were

. . i i ject? A well-
hoping to spend in heaven. How might predestination have anything to do with this subje

iei istor ire, reveals the
Known scholar of late medieval and carly modern religious European history, Carlos Eire, reveal

answer: “Gone was the communion of saints, and gone too was the chance to carn salvation in the
world to come....This life and this world, then, became the sole focus of religion, as did the
individual over the community ' [n time, this new focus on the individual would become an ethos
ot individuality. It scems as though the forces and world views produced by the Reformation led 1o
the eventual production and disscmination of today’s individualist values.

Individualism and the Paradox of Selfhactualiza tion

It then comes as no surprise that the countries ranked highest in individualistic cultural
patierns tend to be Protesiant countries according to rescar

ch done by intercultural researchers and

cross-cultural psychologists.'” Among emphasized individualist values

are¢ comfiort. hedonism_
personal autonomy. identity based on one’s personal

attributes. and the expression of rights over
duties. '

The mainstream of the United States is casily recognized as one of the highcsl—ranking

'* Protestants also opposed the Cathalic stance on marr
marriage was a necessary evil
coniended that marriage was -
economic importance and political independence
importance ol love between man and wife. Sic
How Love Conguered Marrigge. (2003). 13
' Carlos Eire. A Very Brief History
" The United Sta
conside

iage. which forbid clergy
16 continue humanity and

men from marrying insisting that
“a glorious estate

that it was a second-best existence to celibacy, They
and a core foundmion ol'society. This. in addition 10 th
of the nuclear Tamily ™ jed Protestamt

phanic Coonty. Marriage, 4 History: Fr
2,134, and 135.

of Liernity. (Princeton- Princeton
ws. Cunada. Great Britain, Australia, The Netherlan
red individualistic countries, Holstede, 1999 and 2001,
B Stella Ting-Toomey. ~A Mindtul Approach (o Managing Co
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York: Routledge. 2009). 35-36. Dion. Kenneth and Karen Dio
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University Press, 2009). 152,
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individualist societics, especially when thought ol in conjunction with the values of comfort,
freedom, and hedonism. ™ An example of his is the value placed on the trait sel l~actualization. which
is " personality dimension (hat rellects individualism,”™ according 1o intercultural psychological
sociologists, and is defined as the drive to fulfill one’s own potential.”® It is a psychological
characteristic that promotes the prioritization of oneself over others. Evidence from psychological
studies suggest that self-actualized individuals enjoy the feeling of being in love more than their
peers who are less self-actualized, but paradoxically care less for their partner.”’ That means they
would desire personal fulfillment in their marriage, but their personality trait would make that
fultillment harder to achieve. Such psychological studies have suggested that this trait, found 1o be
high in individualistic societies (like that in the United States) could partially explain high divorce
slatistics.

However. being part of an individualistic society is not tantamount to egocentricity. There are
layers of individualism that can emphasize personal need, like that which 15 found in the mainstream
United States, or immediate family need, like that which is emphasized n Sweden.” These layers
reflect a difference in psychological attitudes versus sociological attitudes towards individualism.
According 1o the cultural love sociologists Karen and Kenneth Dion. “there are differences within a
given society concerning the extent to which individuals personally endorse prevailing cultural ideas
or [isolated] ones.”* Thus, psychological collectivists can be found in individualistic societies. and
psychological individualists in collectivistic societies. People who go from a collectivist society to
settle in an individualist one can be tested for acculturation to the values found in an individualistic

society (i.e. self-actualization, hedonism, etc.) as a sign of assimilation. The results of sociological

1 Stella Ting-Toomey. 37.
= Dion and Dion. 13.

2! Ibid.. 14.

2 Ting-Toomey. 36-37.

3 Dion and Dion. 13.
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. A T : . lity trait have to do with the
modes of acculturation.™™ But what might a prototypical U.S. persona Y <

romantic love considered vital for a successful marriage?

They are incompatible, and yet paradoxically promote one another. Sell-actualization, a mix

of ambition and sell-prioritization, can be secn as the root ol'the second industrial revolution, which

is what spurred the change in family lifestyles that allowed the economic conditions in which

romantic ideals were cultivated, The idea that if one tries hard, one can succeed in America has been
a widely circulated notion: if one has the drive, he can achieve; il one realizes his ambition, he can do
anything. The United States is supposedly the world’s oysler for ambitious people who want 1o take
it. Whether or not that is actually true, successful entreprencurs who took themselves from rags 1o
riches displayed enormous ambition and sell-actualization, especially in the period ol'the second
Endustri.zlil- revolution in the late nincteenth century, which is important in (his Narrative for the
changes it wrought on family life.?

The Industrial Revoliution and the Romantic Idesai

The expansion of railroads in the second halfl of the nineteenth century gave way 10 the rise in
urban living, which is the nexi crucial concept for understanding the institution of marriage. Cities
were developed wherever railroad $tops were created, and many of them grew into bustling urban
centers. Additionally, the Northeast industria

I plants provided solid Job opportunitics that were

preferable to the onerous work for subsistence from farm life — the type of life most Americans had

2 Ibid.. 12,
** Andrew Carnegie and John D,
atlributed to their individual driv
emigrated from Scotland as

Rockeleller both grew immensely
¢ (and ruthlessness) to succeed
a monceyless leenager ang by the 18
accumulated a fortune worth hundreds ol millions of dollars. w
beginning 1o become the byword lor cnormous w
(New York: W.W. Norton & Company. 2012), 5

successlul in this period. and much ol that was
— in other words. their self-actualization, Carnegice
s dominated (he steel industry and had

hile John 1, Rockefeller roge from a modest

callh. Liric Foner, Give Me Liberty? .y Americen History, 34 o,
92 and 393.
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led. As Americans migrated from small, rural towns Lo metropolitan arcas, and as a houschold
became less a productive unit and more a consumptive one, the pragmatic reasons for marriage were
no longer necessary. Those reasons were prominent in the Victorian era of the nineleenth century,
and included a steady sexual partner for conceiving children, help with farming and housework, and
personal security because, “when households were primarily production units — making their own
food. clothing, furniture, and even shelter — it made sense to marry so that there would be someone to
help make ends meet.”

The modern era of the early twentieth century witnessed a change from the previous
Victorian era of the late nineteenth century, whereby the household became the place where the fruits
of production would be consumed. The esteemed social historian, Elaine Tyler May, conflirms this
shift: “After 1900. the communal values of [the Victorian era] were seriousily shaken by the rise of
urban culture, which brought altered sex roles and post Victorian expectations of marriage and family
life.™*” To elaborate. the mature industrial system in the United States that resulted from the second
industrial revolution demanded less manpower 10 activate the economy. As a result there was a shift
to urban lifestyvles. which meant women and men working in the cities did not need a partner or
children to help with farm work, or an institution 1o organize sexual companionship, or even help in
creating a home’s food. clothing, and furniture. since all ol those could be purchased in a city.?®
Thanks to the abundance from a maturing industrial system, an increasing portion of the upper
middle class dramatically benefited, as necessity no longer demanded a stable job and as higher
education allowed for a delayed entry into the work force, whereby “youth™ was stretched beyond

physical maturity.? This new youthful leisure class pionecred a new style of romantic courtship

¢ Coleman. 16.

7 Elaine Tyler May. Grear Fxpectations: Marriage and Divorce in Posi-Victorian America (Chica go: University ol
Chicago Press. 1980). 49,

= Coleman. 16.

=7 May. 40.
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the youth in adherence to the notion that romantic love was the primary rationale for marriage.

A

= S0 i - 2 = p y 2 proo
med by consumer spending and amusements.™” Ostensibly. this was the cause for the rise among

It then comes as no surprise that “Romantic passionate love has been tound to be a critical

compenent m the “falling in love” stage for many individualists™ and this is one reason why

individualists think it is “a disastrous action™ 10 get married without falling in love first. according

the research of interculral communication scholar Stella Ting-Toomey.*~ What she and others in

her field have found is that the term “love™ has different connotations in different cultures. In an

individualist culwre. love is perceived 1o be an emotional state one “falls into.™ and has a

“suddenness of onsel” like when someone says. it was love at first sight. ™ Individualists report

this emotional state 1o be a feeling characterized by ~a glowing feeling.™ in which “problems seem o

\anish.™ which is enhanced by the desire 1o “be ith the person all the time.™ because one is thinking
of that perseon all the 1ime.™ Individualists tend 10 perceive love as “any intense attraction that

imolhes the idealization of the other [i.e. they seem “perfect”]. with an erotic context.” the
experience of Which is “expecred 1o be all consuming. fultilling, and transcendent [italics mine]. ™3

7yl
H

e the mainstream American culiure is an individualist one. it makes sense that “in the United

74]

aies...intimate pariners desire 10 “lose” themselhes in a romantic love-fused relationship. ™ This

may be a reductive description of romantic marital expectations of love. so the follow ing serves o

clanfy what “love™ means in an American or individualist context.

Family historian Stephanie Coontz describes the association with love and a successful

marnage as many Americans have come 1o understand it

T\l el

* ibid. el

= Tinz-Toomer . 38,

* Dion and Dion. 7

= Ihd

T Ibid The word evpevied was not imalicizod in the reported rescarch. but here it will be beeause expoechtion is a
critical component behind the increasing div oree mates in the Unjted Statex, as will be demonstrated in the follow ing
ssYlons

= Ting-Toomer. 38

lo



Lusto ey must fove each other deeply
Pressue From then on, ¢

that relationship above

and choose cach other unsw aved by outside
ach must make the partner the

top prionty in life. putting
any and all competing ties. A hushand and wife, we believe
owe thew highest abligations and deepest loyalties 1o cach other and the children lh'uy
ranses Parents and in-faw s should not be allowed 1o interfere in the marriage. Married
vouples should be best riends. sharing their most intimate feelings and seerets. | hey
should express altection openly but also talk candidly about problems. And of course
they should be sexually faithtul 1o each other.

She further asserts that the love recipe for marital happiness, which prevails in contemporary
Western countries., is unprecedented. This romantic ideal of love became the heart of the post-
Victorian expectations of marriage that elevated passion over pragmatism. However. this concept of
love is not a universal one. Only certain people subscribe to iL.

and those people tend 1o live in
mdividu

alistic societies: “The ideology of romantic love centers on pursuing personal fulfillment and
following one’s personal wishes, even 1f they oppose those of one’s family and kin. This ideology is
less likely to be encouraged in collectivistic as contrasted with individualistic societies.” ®
Specifically, this ideology is a result of the mature industrial sociely that allowed the conditions for
its dissemination. which is why it prevailed in industrialized Western countries around the turn of the
twentieth century. The notion of romantic love was conceived of before 1900: however, it was in the
1900s that the United States witnessed the first time an abundance of people could afford 1o prioritize
romantic love. because of the efTects of the second industrial revolution. the prosperous 1920s. and
the extremely prosperous post-war years.

For those who were not in the United States at the turn of the twentieth century — specifically,
for those who were in secluded eastern European villages — the romantic concept of love was not a
requirement for marriage, let alone something that was sought afier. That is the setting for the next

section: it was the Old World of the Jewish immigrants who would later come to America and be

introduced 1o its romance infused culture.

Y Coontz, chapter 1.
' Dion and Dion. 8.
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the New World (1870-1929)

From the Immigrant Jew’s 01d Worlid to
Before 1880. the Jewish population in America was mostly composed of German and
Sephardic Reform Jews. but by 1924 Eastern European Orthodox Jews constituted the majority. The

dramatic change in demographics is due 1o the mass migration of Orthodox Jews out of Eastern
Europe. About 2.3 million came 10 American shores in those vears.”® Their descendants have
continued 1o be the lion's share of the Jewish American population. w hich is the reason the Eastern
European brethren and not their predecessors are the subject of this thesis.* The 1971 motion picture
Fiddier on the Roof may serve as an apt example for their lifestyle and culture prior to their
immigration 1o the United States — their New World.*" The film depicts the fictional life of Tevve. a
poor Orthodox Jewish man living in 1903 in a rural Russian village split betsween his fellow
coreligionists and their Russian compatriots.

As the film portrays. Jews self-segregated due 1o the oppression in tsarist Russia: they clung
tenaciously to Orthodoxy over Reform. to Yiddish over their nation's language. and they abstained
from the social and cultural life of their resident country.™ To a certain degree. the bubble thar
encased their communitics was self-imposed. however it was also Polish and Russians policies that
kept Jews from living in main citics. Permission to live outside the designated provinces in eastern
Poland. and western or southwestern provinces in Russia. were only granted 1o a few Jews. Most

were confined to an area known as the Pale of Scttlement. Within the Pale. Jews lived in small towns

* Spickard. 173.

% Before 1880. Reform Jewish Germans immigrated to the U.S.. and before them Sephardic Jews immisrated. But
ncither of these groups came in numbers as large as those of the Eastern European Jews. That is why this thesis
omits a discussion of other Jews — because they were a smaller portion of the Jewish-American population.

* Fiddler on the Roofwas based on ~Tevye the Milkman. ™ a series ol stories wrilten by Sholem Aleichem in the
1880s. which eilectively was a portrail of the changing society of the Orthodox Jewry. The Blmy Sholem Aleichem:
Laughing in the Darkness provides a wondertully insightful look at the history of the society behind the author who
so meticulously painted that portrait.

*2 Spickard. 167.
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villages, and citjes

< the smaller of which were the shretlekl.”

o . 5
" Small and relatively autonomous, [ife
within these Je

wish towns was poverned by “communal concerns,” rendering the ethos of the shrerl a
collectivistic one, which is an important distinetion to make since many ol the

m moved into a
country dominated by

an individualist ethos. ™

The shietl became known as “the Old World” as its inhabitants emigrated from their homes
m Lastern Lurope. An established collectivistic culture existed there amongst its prim

arily Orthodox
residents. The Orthodox Jewry exempli

fied the collectivist tendency to draw bound

aries between an
out-group (i.e.. “one of them™) and an in-group (i.e., “one of us™), w

hich can be demonstrated ina
scene from Fiddler on the Roof ¥

An hour into the Iilm the Jews are at their local tavern celebrating
a betrothal. when a si nging voice slices through the midst of their celebration. The scene cuts to
reveal a group of Russian men at the opposite end of the tavern singing a 10ast 1o the Jews on their
cause for celebration, The spatial arrangement of the scene alone demonstrates the Jewish lenacity

for distinguishing the Russians, “one of them.” from the other Orthodox Jews. “one of us.” Only
when Tevye hesitantly accepts the extended hand of a Russian (afier drinking much vodka) do they

cross that partition and start dancing together. This scene accurately depicts the gravity for Orthodox
Jews of mixing with those outside their own group.

To interact with gentiles, let alone to become romantically entangled with one. was evidently

ol dramatic consequence to Orthodox Jews. There were Yiddish terms for outsiders like shiksa. a

non-Jewish girl who might woo a Jewish boy away from his lamily; or goy, the derogatory version of
gentile. A pertinent example can be seen in the film when Tevye’s daughter informs him she wants to

; ; ' G relalion s
marry her gentile beau. He reminds her that she must not forget who she is in relationship to who

“that man 1s,” because “he is a differens kind of man™ and “as the good book [Torah] says, *each shall
¥ g X

Press, 1990). 9 and 13,
* Glenn, 9.
3 Ting-Toomey. 36.

B Susan Glenn. Danghiers of the Shietl: Life and labor it the Immigrant Generation. (Ithaca: Cornell University
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seck Ziix own Kind. 7 Tevye's words are reflective of Orthodox Jews obstinacy in distinguishing

themselves from outsiders. In order to maintain the integrity of their identity, they refrained from

blurring the line between who was “one of them.” or “on¢ of us™ they kept interaction with gentiles

to a minimum and forbid intermarriage.

\Marnving out of the faith was stricthy prohibited by Orthodox Jews in Eastern Europe and
was accompanied by harsh consequences. as Tevye reminded his daughter in the movie. Tevye had
let his two eldest daughters get away with breaking some traditions — like not using a matchmaker, or
asking for his blessing rather than his permission to marry — but he refused to accept the
intermarriage of his third daughter. He gravely warns his daughter that although their world was
changing “some things do not change for us [Jews]. Some things will never change.” referring to the
proscription of marrying a non-Jew.*” When she disobeyed him and married a gentile. Tevye did
what was the custom of the time — he treated her like she was dead. effectively disowning her.

True to Tevye's words, the taboo on intermarriage has not changed, and still exists within
Jewish communities.* However. other aspects of life in the Old World were beginning to transform.
A fine example of this is the matchmaking tradition: the Old World initiated marriages through the
use of a shadkhen. a matchmaker. the medium through which parents could select a new addition to
the family. Whether a potential spouse would bring viches, or prestige. 1o one’s family was the
benchmark against which the suitability of a spouse was delermined. One woman recalled.
~Although affluence and influence were considerations of importance [in picking a spouse]. yicites

usually involved learning and scholarship.™*® In the Old World, an individual would let a parent

* The quotations. and scene descriptions, are taken from the [ilm and not a script so point of emphasis (vwhich |
italicized) may not be exactly written the way it is in the script. All quotations from Fiddler lor the remainder ofthe
thesis come from the tellowing source.

“7 The vear in the movie is 1903 and change was upon Europe. Socialism was spreading fast. and the Russian
Revolution would soon take place. Orthodox communitics were suffering from stale sanctioned raids called
pogroms. In addition. there was 2 movement within the Orthodox youth for secularization. which undermined many
traditions of the Orthodox and their way ol life.

3 The receplion (o intermarriage essentially remains the same among Orthodox Jews to this day.

# M firiam Shomer Zunser quoted in Glenn. 37.



22

arrange a marriage that would bring prestige to the family, so the family as a whole could move
upwards on the social ladder. That represents the Jewish practice of placing group needs over
individual wants and desires — vet another example of the collectivistic tradition. ™

Even so. that was starling to change around the carly twentieth century. According to

historian Keren MeGinity. marriage as an economic and social arrangement had “begun to break

down in the Old World.™ where young adults would ask their parents permission (o marry a person of

their choice. In the movie, Tevye's eldest daughter exemplifies this trend. She begs her father not 10

condemn her to a life ol misery by freeing her from the arranged marriage he had just settled. Then,

she and her beau beg him to grant them permission to marry. When he reluses. they tell him that they

had given each other a pledge to marry one another.®! Rendered incredulous by this revelation, Tevye

exclaims. *| You| must be crazy! Arranging a match for yoursel?™ He continues, *Where do you

think you are? In Moscow? In Paris?...America®” The three places he lists were regions without the

tradition of arranged engagements and. not so coincidentally. those societies leaned more lowards
individualism % His questions are demonstrative of the collectivist tradition enshrined within

Orthodox communities. in which an unarranged marriage was “unthinkable!”

Choosing a mate lor onesell. was something Teyve considered “unheard ol.” and “absurd.”

because arranged marriages used (o be the norm in the shietl and ralling in love used Lo be an
alterthought. In Fiddier on the Roof, Tevye and his wile recall that they met each other on their

wedding day for the first time. Their parents told them that they would “learn to love each other”

after they married, which is something traditional collectivists observe according to Stella Ting-

Toomey, an intercuitural communication theorist. For collectivists, the concept of love is different

from the individualist one: being “in love™ requires “time to develop™ and “long lerm commitment,”

50 ing-Toomey. 36.

$1 Hle initially refuses because his daughter’s suitor is “a poor ilor.™ which was the least respecled occupation for a
man within Jewish communitics. Religious scholars were the most respected. followed by wealthy men.

52 Individualism and eollectivism lic on a continuum, and thus, there are varying degrees of each.



whereas individualists tend to identity love by its suddenness of onset, as if they fell in “love at e
sight.™™

Evidently. Westernized ideas of romantic love had begun to infiltrate the shtet! in the
1880s.™ Jewish girls increasingly begged to be released from arranged marriages and would instead
ask for permission to wed a person of their choosing. By the beginning years ot the twentieth
century. these ideas took hold as one girl took one look at her suitor and told her mother. “You marry
him. I am going to America!” Her intended was a butcher from another village nearly twice her

= = 2 T & - . 3 o
age. Years later, this woman’s granddaughter would write of the incident “It was all very Fiddier on

the Rorgf:“f'f’

Similarly, it could be said that all the dramatic changes wrought on the Orthodox Jewry were

“very Fiddler on the Roof” Though set in the year 1905, the chronology of the film should be

mterpreted as analogous to a thirty-year span. From a historical vantage point it becomes clear that

the film’s story line progresses as if it started in the 1870s and ended in the firs decade of 1900. with

some anachronism. The customs become more progressive, mirroring the effects of historical change

on the shtetl. First comes a young university-educated socialist who offers to give educational lessons
to girls, something more scandalous in 1870 than in 1905. Then the marriages of Tevye's three
daughters successively become more progressive:

his eldest daughter marries a man of her own

choice, the second marries without permission, and the third intermarries. Then the Jews are evicted

from the town by royal edict, because the tensions that would soon culminate in the Revolution of

1905 are being felt and Jews were considered socialist “trouble-makers, 57 Meanwhile Tevye is
struggling to make a living, which mirroreq the widespread poverty from economic duress in thi
is

* Ting-Toomey. 38.

= Glenn.

* Fern Kupler., Leaving Long Isiand.,
* Ibid.

*? Though very few in the movic were M
first decade ol the (wenticth cenlury.

-and Other Departures (Ames- Culicidac Press. LLC.. 2012), 31,
arxists of any k; 3
s ol any Kind, many Jews had joined the socialist movement by the
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period brought by similar royal edicts, Sueh deerees restricted Jews to fewer aid fewer provinees in
the Pale, wherenpon competition was increased. These transformations in the dynamic ol dewish lite
were brought by ideas that oripinated outside the shietl, and were bolstered die (o cconomic
conditions that fostered Teaving the shietl, bringing, Orthodox Jews closer 1o the outside world.

Uhese ideas abraptly disrupted the Jewry's isolation, which until the 1870s had remained
cssentially undisturbed. Meskilin, the name ol the movement that started in the 1870s, promoted
westernized educations lor Jews ol both sexes as a way to modernize Jewish socicties. which was
essentinlly the first real efTect ol the Enlightenment o reach Eastern Buropean Jews. ™ The
infiltration ol some Westernized ideas (i.e. romantic love, selt=[utfillment. and Marxisn) in
conjunction with a movement that advocated the adoption of those ideas, undermined the
collectivistic bedrock of Orthodoxy within the shietl. Further, this middie class movement was a
prefude Lo the rise of socialist Jewish intellectuals who expanded on the movement’s critique ol
traditional cultural norms to promote better economic and legal conditions for Jews. *The dynamic
of the Eastern Luropean Jewry was clearly changing, and these translormations would exacerbate
once those Jews came 1o America. for Jewish immigrants would constitute a Jarge portion of the
socialist working class in the United States.

By the urn of the century there were many compelling reasons lor Jews Lo cmigrate:
they were cither running to the New World or from the Old World. Those who ran lo it were
individuals whose values were remodeled to Western, individualistic standards, One girl

explained that only in America could she “fall in love and marry.™® She had strayed Irom the

3% (ilenn, 35.

5 bid. The traditional culture, as Sholem Aleichem so pithily worded. viewed the madernization of their city
neighbors in negative terms: one ol his characters expressed that the modernized industrial wwns of “bustle and
smog” were monstrosities that men had “dignificd with terms like “progress” and *civilization.”” Sholem Aleichom:

Laughing in the Duarkness, direcled by Joseph Dorman (Filmmakers Library, 2012), accessed March 10, 2014,
hup:/movies.Netflix.com/.

0 Glenn, 46.
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Old World's collectivism — discernible because she spoke ol “love” before “marriage,
o , ) .
opposite of a collectivisl’s concept of love. Young socialist Jews, looked ahead to th

i iety “free f i ¥ ” whi iste much in
prospect of a democratic sociely “free from the stigmas of class,” which existed as

. - . . . 6}
the shtetl as it did in Imperial Russia.

Those who ran from the Old World found that they could no longer lead a safe,
sustainable life there. There was a “gnawing fear” of pogroms — state sponsored violent riots

inflicted upon Jewish neighborhoods, which led some to emigrate.*? Many left due to the

pititul economic opportunities in the Pale. The financial condition of the Jewish masses is

immontalized in Fiddler on the Roof"s famous score “If' | Were a Rich Man.” Poverty-

stricken as most of them were. they “eked oul™ a living in artisanal trades and small

commercial enterprises, in the words of historian Susan Glenn.® But even eking out an

income became difficult in (he period between 1880 and 1910, when (he restrictions on

residency in the Pale were tightened: Jews were uprooted from their homes and forced 10

move into a small selection of provinces in the Pale.” They lived their lives as pelly artisans,
shopkeepers, tailors, elc; these are all prolessions that were wiped out with industrialization,

making the shtetl even more impoverished.*® Mary Antin’s summary of the decision 1o

emigrate. included here in full, is reflective of the predicament experienced by millions:

It was not easy to live, with such bitter compelition
population made inevitable. There were ten times as Many stores as there should have
been, ten times as many lailors, cobblers, barbers, linsmiths. A Gentile, il he failed in
Polotzk [her hometown], could go elsewhere, where there was less competition. [But]

A Jew could make the circle of the Pale, only 10 Mind the sam
home.%

as Lhe congeslion of the

¢ condilions as at

" Glenn, 5. Recall Tevye lrom Fidedler on the Roof who refused 10 wed his eldest daughter o
because he was “a poor tailor,™ the lowest station for a man in the social hicrarchy of the shiet
2 [hid.. 43.

 Ibid.

“ Ibid.. 13.

“ Shotem Afeichem: Langhing in the Darkness,

% Mary Anlin, The Promised Land, 22 quoled in Glenn, 44,

her sweetheart
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Mary Antin left the Old World for the New, along with over two million Jewish immigrants. They
came 1o America, belicving it would be the Promised l.and, which is the phrase that Antin would
choose for the title of her memoir. As it was the name of her narrative, the backdrop to her
biography., so it was the setting to their stories, the theme of their tales. The concept of a promised
land would determine the Jewish American experience; how a Jew would interpret that idea would

define his way of life in the New World and possibly that of his descendants.

The New World: to Assimilate or Not to Assimilate?

To some, America held the promise of religious tolerance and the freedom to continue
traditions without persecution. Generally, it was the older immigrant Jews who demonsltrated an
attachment to their traditions. Most of them “wanted to maintain a distinctive Yiddish cultural life
while penetrating individually into American society and economy.”®” While many accomplished
this, they did so at the expense of their reputation. They appeared alien-like in the eyes of Americans.
A description of them appeared in Jacob Riis™ 1890 How ithe Other Half Lives: “The manner and
dress of the people, [and] their unmistakable physiognomy. betray their race at every slep....Men
[have] queer skull caps, venerable beards. and the outlandish long-skirted kaftan of the Russian
Jew.”% These tenements were located in the Lower Last Side of Manhattan, the mecca for Jewish
immigrants. [t was where most of the 2.3 million Orthodox immigrants settled.®® Wanting to remain
close to what was familiar, Jews settled with coreligionists in neighborhoods that were far removed

from the “uptown™ world ofgcnlile:s.70 With them, these Jews brought their Orthodox culture and

57 [rving Howe quoted in Spickard, 180.

3 |acob Riis. How the Other Half Lives, quoted in Christopher Bigsby. Arthur Miller: 1915-1962 (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press. 2009). 3.

5 Spickard. 173. There might have been more. bul the number of immigrants was cul ofT at 2,3 million because of
the 1924 Immigration Act, which virtually suspended all immigration.

7 Glenn. 56.



their segregationist mentality. To outsiders fike Americans, these Orthodox Jews appeared to be
“unclean, uncultured, [and] impoverished” people who were “given over to bizarre religious
practices.” and who decided to stake out a campsite in their cily.‘” But to immigrants, though
unsettled by the urban scale, these Jewish neighborhoods offered a large degree of “comfortable
familiarity.””™ They were replete with Yiddish-speaking vendors, push-cart peddlers, shops with
Hebrew and Yiddish signs, and all its inhabitants wore the familiar traditional Orthodox garb that
repelled Riis.” 1t was as if the Jews staked out a neighborhood to construct a surrogate shtetl,
allowing them 1o live their dream of continuing their traditions without persecution. A young
immigrant who grew up within the social environment of a su bstitute-shtetl would likely adopt the

lifestyle and values of his surroundings, perpetuating the Orthodox tradition. And because most

immigrants congregated in Jewish enclaves, they had fewer opportunities 1o acculturate, preserving

the integrity of the Jewish culture from oblivion.

Later generations of immigrants tended 10 be further acculturated than were earljer

generations. This distinction is important since sociological research has shown that there are
generational differences within the perceived desirability of daling — and of love — as a basis for

marriage. According 1o those results they concluded that those attitudes “can be viewed as key
indicators of different modes of acculturation,” ™ Meaning people who 20 from a collectivist society
to settle in an individualist one (like these Orthodox Eastern European Jews did) can be tested for
acculturation to those romantic values as a sign of assimilation.

Likewise, this thesis proposes that intermarriage is also a barometer for acculturation
especially to those values. It demonstrates the intermarrier’s flouting of his Jewish parents’ tradition
that forbids intermarriage. Essentially it

means he has abandoned that collectivist value of

" Spickard. 173.

2 Glenn. 36.

" |bid.
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overcoming his onn destres tor the pood of his tamily (or the good of the Jewish people in ferms off
continuiny ) v its stead, he has adopted the individualist prioritization of Tullilling his own desires
Overany obligations o a group, From this it becomes elear that not very many Orthodox immigrants
dcculated. because their intermartiage rate was less than 1% for either sex.” Evidently, one ol the
reasons was because the Orthodox immigeants continued to limit their contact with the American
mainsteeam by living in isolated neighborhoods. There are no statistics that have determined how
nay of these Jewish intermarriages broke up, making it impossible to conduet o comparison off
exogamous and endogamons marital dissatisfaction on a population seale for this period, However,
case histories of intermarried couples can be analyzed to determine whether they lend evidenee Lo

suppart this proposition.

The case o Anna Strunsky, a Jewish Russian immigrant who in 1906 married Willinm

Inalish Walling, a Protestant American from an altluent family, serves as evidence in support of this

theory. However, to understand the extent of her assimilation and how it afTected her marriage, it is

important to first observe the culture into which she assimilated. Cultures, multitaceted as they are,
can never be defined unambiguously, which explains the overlopping dates to which they are
attached in the Tollowing sections, tronically, that suits Anna Strunsky relatively well for she was a
product of both the Victarian and Progressive eras in which she lived, cherry picking whatever ideas
and attitudes she liked rom cach. Landing on American shores in 1886 with her tamily, Strunsky
immigrated right before the turn of the century as the country was moving from a Victorian era into a

Progressive (or “Modern™} era. These distinguished eras reler to the different, but oflen overlapping,

ideas that permeated the cultures ol their times.

 Spickard, 182.
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Marriage had a special place in the Victorian mind. It was where sentimental love was to be
realized. but not sex. Sex was conceived to be impure and mutually exclusive from love; it was
(incongruously) perceived as something that would taint women, even mothers who were believed to
be the angel of the house — the purest being in the home.™ It was where women and men were
separated into different spheres, into public and domestic spheres, or that of breadwinners and
homemakers. This established the breadwinning love-match marriage that held over into the

twenticth century as an ideal, though some aspects of it (mainly the different spheres and lack of sex)

began to be challenged by progressives at the tumn of the century.

The Breadwinning Man and Domesticated Woman

A woman’s place was in the home with her children. while 1 man’s was in the public

economic sphere. as was perceived by Victorian society. The social standards of American culture al)

but forbid married women from working, which was a sharp contrast to the custom of the Old World

in which wives would share the breadwinning role with pride. The custom in the United States

dictated that men bear the burden of the family’s living. One woman explained the social opinion

behind thal paradigm: “To be the mother of a child, and to have a ‘Job” [on the side] was not to be
thought of. unlcss one were at the same time

a widow or the wife of 3 very ill-paid workingman.””’

This male provider love-match ideal, which dominated the American mainstream wel] into the 1960s

was a holdover from the Victorian period, roughly 1840 to 1900 This ideal requireq that wives stay

strictly within their domestic domains. In other words, it w

as only socially acceptable for a married

7o Understandably . the awkward incongruence w
bed a bit of an uncomfortable neeessity. That pe
one’s children meant many marital bed
and women as the norn.
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woman 10 work, il'and only il'it was a last resort, and cven then the woman would be showered with
palpable pily.

What changed in the period that lollowed - the Progressive era — was the surge of “radical”
institutions in sociely. It seemed that the term “modern,” within the first two decades ol the twenlicth
century. developed into a vogue word and was used adjectively to describe new lifestyles, political
associations, behaviors, and traditions. The locus of modernity was in Bohemia: places where
Bohemians — or those who rejected conventionality — resided. There were a variety ol small hubs
around the country but particularly well-established ones were in San Francisco and New York’s
Greenwich Village, among other cities.™ One such institution was The Crowd, *a floating alliance of
the left and the literacy” based in San Francisco, sometimes referred Lo as “the seacoast of
Bohemia.”” Such an institution fit within a grander social circle of writers and artists who tended to
align on the lefi (or socialist) side of the political spectrum, were well educated, and had principles
for proper behavior that were “unconventional” by Victorian standards. The milieu of this lyrical lefi,
recognizable by the 1910s, was in discussion clubs, experimenlal theaters, and published magazines
that fused the radicalisms of its day — socialism, sexual freedom, female emancipation, to name a
few. “Exuberant individualism” was ourishing in certain niches of this bohemian society,
particularly in that of the “lyrical lefi,” according o United Stales historian Eric Foner.®® Among
these progressive and “radical” members of sociely. bohemians and socialists chiel among them, a
reaction would form against one aspect of the Victorian paradigm — the wife’s confinement to the

domestic sphere.

* Foner. 694.

™ James Boylan. Revolutionary Lives: Anna Strunsky & William English Welling (Amherst: Universily of
Massachuselts Press. 1998). 5.

8 Foner, 694.



i ¢ i alism
Bohemia - Emancipation, Sex, and Socla

~Socialists and feminists™ called for fundamental changes to the family to emancipate wives
from household “drudgery,” a popularized term that meant hard and menial work.®' That is what they
believed household duties to be, and they alleged that women were subjugated by it. Such
enslavement to the home, they argued, had hindered women’s individualism — another emphasis of
Progressive-era cultural thought. These feminists did not just share their opinions. but as activists
transformed their ideas into a reality: An organization by the name of the Feminist Alliance,
constructed “revolutionary™ apartments with “communal” kitchens. daycare centers and cafeterias, so

women would be free from the “constraints of the home.” which was something many feminists

advocated.®:

Charlotte Perkins Gilman, whom United States historians regard as a prominent and “prolific
feminist social critic.” argued women were oppressed within the home, because housewives were
little other than servants 1o their husbands and children.®* Gilman believed that prevailing gender

norms condemned women “to a life of domestic drudgery,” which left them unable lo experience

freedom or contribute to society.® This argument was articulated in her widely influential book

Women and Economics published in 1898, in which she hinted at another trend in female

emancipation — the growing sense women had of their individual and intellectual worth. She wrote,

“Few girls today fail 1o manifest some signs of this desire for individual expression,” since they want

to do “their own work for the sake of personal expression.”® Gilman's conjectures about increasing

independence among the most recent generation of adult women seemed to be substantiated by what

historians eventually called “the new visibility of women™ at the turn of the century. There was a

e S

81 Coontz. 203
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conspicuous presence of females “in urban public places,” as they either engaged in leisurely
activities or worked.* It seemed that younger women near the turn of the century were defying their
parent’s Victorian values of separate spheres. as they left the domestic one designated for women in

favor of the public one designated for men.

However, there was not a similar reaction against the man’s confinement to the public sphere,
presumably because the role of the male breadwinner was not subjugated like that of the female
housekeeper. Throughout the twentieth century, a man’s role in a marriage was to be defined by
economic input. Satisfying this gender-specific role was expected to be his “male pride.”®” In her
memoir. Elizabeth Stern’s “modern™ husband insisted he be the breadwinner. Even “modern”™ men
who adhered to features of Progressivism clung to the male provider ideal from Victorian times.
Despite her being a married woman, this modern husband said she “must do anything [she] wanted 1o
do, just as he did what he chose.” demonstrating some respect for the worth of a woman’s work,
~only. he added. he must earn [their] living.”*® Because Stern’s memoir was more a quasi-
autobiography than an accurate personal history. it is possible her husband never said those things,
yet those exchanges reveal the ideal marital dynamic of her time. She told her son I have to publish
[this] book! It makes me what | want to be [and] it shows our family as | want people to see us.”® It
seemed that Stern wanted to project the image that she was a woman in a modern marriage founded
on romantic love with some evidence of Victorian qualities, like the male provider, and some aspects
of feminist ideology, like the integrity of a married woman’s work. That was her vision of an ideal

matrimonial relationship in the 1910s, as it was more or less for the American mainstream.”® There

8 Foner. 683.

8 Stern. 108,

% |bid.. 78.

9 T Noel Stem. Secrer Family (South Darmouth, 1988). 191 quoted in Ellen M. Umansky. “Representalions of
Jewish Women in the Works and Lile of Elizabeth Stern.”” Modern Judaism. no. 2 (May 1993). 174. accessed
January 19. 2014, hup:/Awvww.jsior.org/stable/ 1396091

% The book was published in 1926, but the alorementioned quote was in the part of the book that described the
earlicr part of her marriage — @ la 1910s.
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ideas or to afford that kind of lifestyle.
resources to either read the literature that promoted these ideas or to afford the

. e wl i ion. “the most well-
Most of these idealizations were confined to small slices of the population

- 91
v : S F i : Coontiz.
published group. to be sure, but not the most representative,” as said by historian Stephanic

She was referencing those in intellectual, academic, and bohemian circles — typically people who
resided on the upper rungs of the economic ladder. The masses could not aftord a marriage without
practical benefits.”” The 1900s and 1910s are not decades remembered for their widespread wealth,
but for the consolidation of it within a few cntreprencurial and banking familics.” Very few people
could afford to support a household with a single wage, or without the “drudgery” of female
homemaking. Outside of those groups, unpaid housework was stil| “commonly regarded™ as a
woman’s “inevitable vocation,”®

Despite its commonality, or perhaps because of it, feminists fought against this status quo —
and they had the vounger gencration on their side. Alongside female domestication, they argued
against female chastity. Rejecting the Victorian convention of scparate spheres. men and women, in
typical bohemian fashion. began to socialize on more equal terms in the first (wo decades of the
twentieth century. and threw off the etiquetie of the previous century that had Made opposite-sex
interactions so stiff. One journalist quipped that it struck “sex o” clock™ mn the United States during
the Progressive era.”’ Indeed, there was a growing openness about sex that spread beyond

intellectuals and bohemians: mainstream culture was “saturated with sex.”™ The Ladies ' Home

' Coontz 183.

 Though Lhe idea that al) Americans should aspire to this was relleeted in the 1923 US. Suprenme Courl degision
that established marriage as one ol the “privileges...essential to the orderly pursuit of happiness.” Coontz. 256.

» Those familics reaped the benefits of the (corrupl) political and cconomic climate of the Gilded Apge. With
MErgers. acquisitions. and monopolies. a few American families gained control of g large, and lucrative, portion of
American resourees. Progressives founded their platform against this corruption in the carly vears of the twentieth
century. and fought back againsl the consolidation ol wealth among so few. o

“* Nancy Colt. Public Venes: A History of Marriage and the Nation (Cambridge: Hary
167. )

* Foner. 694,
“ Coontz, 198.

ard University Press, 2000).
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Jowrnal championed sex education, and in 1916 Margaret Sanger opened the first public birth control

clinic in the country.” Those are two examples of the widely disseminated sex information in the
early twentieth century.

Thanks 10 the unprecedented access to information about sexuality and birth control in the
1910s and 1920s. the sexual tensions and fears that had plagued Victorian marriages were relieved.™
For many women it dispelled their fear of dying during labor. Since birth control dissociated the link
between intercourse. pregnancy. and the possibility of death at childbirth. the ramitications of
intercourse were no longer so terrifying to women. Advancements in medicine and in physiological
knowledge also debunked the widespread beliet that an orgasm was a seizure.” With a better
understanding of sex. women felt more comfortable engaging in it and enjoving it.

This new emphasis on sexual pleasure “upped the ante™ for a successtul marriage: starting in
the 1920s. some began to say that a marriage without satisfying sex was unsuccessful. '™ Historian
Nancy Cott argued that “sex appeal” replaced “submission™ as a wife’s foremost duty to her
husband.'®' That idea was reflected in the popular culture and mass media of the day: a woman could
buy a book for just ten cents entitled How J Kepl My Husband. which gave instructions for
performing oral sex. 192 13 the 1920s. however. this emphasis on sex coexisted with Victorian odes to
the home. and the mother or the “angel in the house.”'®* That means the domesticated unsexualized
mother, an ideal from the 1800s, was still prevalent in the 1920s. Anna Strunsky. whose life spanned
both the Victorian and Progressive eras, adopted some ideas from each. mainly Victorian stiff

sexuality and Progressive female equality. What welded her principles together was her socialist

97 |bid.. 197.

% 1bid.
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193 Victorian mothers. remaining primarily in the home. were commonly praised as the angel in the house in the
oclry and literature ol the day. Coontz. 198.
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Anna Strunsky (1877-133°
Llias Strunsky's daughter Anna. would become a bit of a celebrity in her youth in San
Francisco for her intelligence (and outspoken socialism). and later for her mtermarriage in 1906 o
William English Walling, who came from a prominent and affluent American Protestant tamih '™
The marriage broke up in 1932 and the problems in it can be traced back to the contlicting
expectations that Anna and Walling had of each other. Those expectations were tounded in the

romantic-based Progressive circles in which both of them ran. Ama’s tormative years in the United

States best demonstrates how her contact with Progressive principles de eloped her comvictions and

standards. which were (oo hard 10 fulfill in her intermarriage. Her education is the key 0

understanding her life and her intermarriage. and it begins with her father's inclinations towards

secular educations.

Elias Strunsky. an Eastern LEuropean Jew. was inspired to emigrate in the mid-1880s after

reading Alexis de Tocqueville in Russian translation.™ The title of Tocqueville™s waork thar inspired

Strunsky was presumably Democracy in America. which among other things highlighted the United

States® economic opportunities. something that was lacking in the Pale of Settlement in Russia. And

Elias Strunsky was not a man shy of economic achievement: he was described as a v orldly Jew and

businessman.”'* A worldly Jew of the 1880s. who could read a secular language like Russian,

despite living in an Orthodox com munity within the Pale, is reminiscent ot the maskilim influenced

individuals of the period. Ostensibly, that was Elias Strunsky’s guiding principle for he favored

'™ She was known as the “Girl Socialist ol San Franeisco
Imn:Msnu|1acus—cducnf.immi.com!l ISAstrunsky. him

' Boylan. 6.

10 1bid.
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economic achiev ar rolinine: .
2 cment over religiosity, and evidently sought to integrate himself in the outside world

(which was the core ambition of the maskili). There really is little room for doubt that this is the
reason he moved his family to the Lower East Side of New York in Seplember of 1886.

The maskilim movement advocated secular education for both sexes in order to “modemize,”
or integrate with the larger world of gentiles, which seems to have been a goal of his."” Elias
Strunsky favored an education for both his sons and daughters; and his daughter Anna, proved
extremely smart. Only six years after immigrating, she was deemed the brightest student at Public
School 49 in New York, praised for “her scholarship, her fluency in languages, her writing (she had
already been published in a magazine), and her sweet temper.”'® Anna continued to receive a higher
education at UC Berkeley, and Leland Stanford University, at a time when fewer than ten thousand
American women a year were able to enter colleges.'® Clearly. she lived above the standards of the
United States™ mainstream. Moreover. she was eventually drawn into elite American reformist

networks of artists, writers, socialists, feminists, and bohemians. No better example of this can be

found than in the context of her education.

Interaction with Reformers and Progressives

i i = - 110 Th;
Anna was noted for forming “strong friendships among the faculty.™ of her schools.”™™ This
becomes particularly important when considering the reputation of her school: Stanford was one of

the “new wave of universities, John Hopkins and Chicago among them, that were nurturing the

reformers-to-be of the Progressive Era.”'"! ]t is even recorded that Anna took a class from one such

reformist-teacher.'> Another influence from Stanford University came in the form of Jack London

-

197 Glenn. 33.
108 Boylan. 7.
107 1hid.. 8.
10 1hid.. 9.
i Ipid.. 8.
12 1bid.



who she met there, and who introduced her to *The Crowd,™ the Titerary bohemian society, '
Understandably, her biographer eredits Stanford lor “authenticating Anna™ as an iniellectual: “She
now moved eapriciously and comfortably in | San Francisco’s] Anglo-American literary culture, less
A foreigner than a slightly exotic Californian-American. ™™ Jack London described her as “a Russian,
and a Jewess, who has absorbed the Western culture.™ 't

v : - N e I . T Y H 3
To solidity the point: not only did Anna consider hersell an American, bu discriminating

Americans also did. When Anna Joined San Francisco's Socialist 1.abor Party around the age of

sixteen, she joined the “American”™ branch - “the term used 1o distinguish a norimmicrant local™

branch |italics mine|.'® Evidently. those who were born in the United States did not consider her an

inmigrant, even though she delinitely was.

Around the age of liNeen. about ayear betore Anna joined the Socialist Party, the St runskys

moved from New York o San Francisco in 18937 I'heir new home was where her father would

host an evening of debate. among “a low ol participants in the world at large,™ for whom the

Strunskys habitually held their doors open, ¥ Among them were exiled “messengers [of]

revolutionary socialism.™ anarchist Emma Goldman., who became “great [iiends” with Anna, and

classmates of the Strunsky children.' Thase exiles found their hub in the local American branch or

the Social Party, which “was notable for its advocacy of women's rights,” 2% [{ seems that feminist

topics would be discussed in addition 1o Marxist ideology at the Strunsky dinner table.

" Boylan, 5, “The Crowd™: Annag Strunsky Walling aulobiographic:
Boy lan, 5.
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By her own account, these were Anna’s most formative years: she recalled them as “perhaps
the most romantic and most precious memory™ of her life.'*' Those dinners were common
occurrences, so the sustained contact with “radical” ideas was bound to intluence Anna. And so it
clearly did, for she joined the same American branch of the Socialist Party as the exiles and adopted
their feminist ideas against drudgery for the remainder of her life. Looking back Anna recalled.
“From these personalities | got more than 1 ever got out of books or halls of learning. Here were truly
formative forces — meeting people in intellectual councils. budding genius. refugees. revolutionaries.
broken lives and strong lives. all made welcome. all et with reverence and warmth [italics
mine].”'?? It is irrefutable that her reverence for these characters led her to jump on their bandwagon.
Anna referred to these interactions as her “best school,” meaning what she learned from these people
shaped her principles and faith more than any other education.

However. she might have underestimated how much she absorbed from her education in
poetry. Jack London once wrote of Strunsky to a friend. and among high praise mentioned that
“Browning,” was her favorite poet — but whether he meant Robert Browning or Elizabeth Browning
is unknown.'? Thankfully. the difference is not all i0o great. for Robert and Elizabeth were involved
in one of the greatest perceived romances of their time —a true romantic marriage. Elizabeth. a poet
famous for her romantic poetry. wrote in flowery prose of the sentimentalities from the experience of
being in love.'” Robert, on the other hand, was in the Victorian period (in poetry there is a
distinction between Romantic and Victorian time periods). His poetry was more raw than flowery.
yet it is evident that he still appealed to the romantic ideal to some extent. It appears both the
Brownings, in addition to the influential characters she grew up with in San Francisco, would form

her convictions and expectations of life and marriage.

121 Anna Strunsky, quoted in Boylan. 8.

122 Bovlan. 8.

1233 1bid.. 9.

12* Elizabeth Browning. Senners from the Portuguese. http//www.online-literature.com ‘elizabeth-browning/
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Expectations and Problems in the Walling HMarriage

One of those expectations, was to do no drudgery in the home. She remembered how she ~did

endless drudgery” for the Socialist Labor Party in her college years. for w hich she later lamented
giving her “precious time™: “time for which my soul and my young fiery senses had other uses all
together."'?* Mirroring the advocates of the Feminist Alliance, she called for a “Revolution in the
home™ in a five-page essay on her views of marriage. She believed the “function of [a] woman as
home-keeper, home-drudge, or house-manager,” needed to change because “that eats away our

intellectual life, our poetry, our comradeship. [Therefore,] the home must be kept by both men and

women.”'2¢

This is ostensibly why she told Walling that she would not want to be a typical homemaker.
And she expected that he would respect her wish, for he was “arguably onc of the most open-minded

men of his generation” and “he was committed in principle 1o the full participation of women on

equal footing with men in public life.”'*? He wrote to his mother afier the wedding explaining that
“Strunsky was not a ‘maid in waiting” and would not be a professional wife.” but he did not mind
that because he was “accustomed to hiring others to do the menial tasks in life anyways.” 128

Naturally, Anna was annoyed and disappointed in her marriage as she progressed into more and more

of the menial drudgery she never expected to do. It became a contentious issue when Walling would

negate any responsibilities to the house by reserving time for himself 1o 80 out, not wanting to “tie

himself up,” which left Anna with the responsibility of taking care of the home and children. 12 And

when she verbalized her frustration, Walling felt henpecked. In the end, when push came to shove,

'** Anna Strunsky, quoted in Boylan. 10.
'* Anna Strunsky. quoted in McGinity. “Immigrant Jewish Women Who Married Out.” 284,

127 Sk Pros s : ;
Leon Fink. Progressive (niellectuals and the Dilemmas of Democratic Commitment (Cambridee: Harvard
University Press, 1997), 182, N

' McGinity. “Immigrant Jewish Women Who Married Out.™ 280.
2 Ibid.. 284,
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his “radical romantic love yielded 1o the conventional expectations of gender roles associated with
marriage.” making him “resentful of those like his wife who did not so easils bend with the wind.™'*
In fact, many of Walling's original open-minded beliefs backiracked 1oward the conventional
when push came 10 shove. In politics. he and Anna shared a socio-political belief: ~Initially. Walling
represented what might be termed a socialist-idealist stance. drawn from a mixture of middleclass
progressive and classical socialist thought.”**' To clarify. it was “an eclectic blend of European
Marxism. the American equal rights radition, and a romantic populism flavored with a Russian

=132

Narodnik [populist] twist.™ '~ Anna. who was an avowed member of the American Socialist Labor
Party. and who certainly appreciated equal rights for a woman’s work and a woman's role. in
addition to her being a defender of the romantic ideal of marriage understandably thought that she
had found her match made in heaven. However. push came to shove during World War I (which in
general was traumatic for the socialist mission) caused Walling 10 relinquish his ~youthful dreams of
socialist democracy™ in favor of ~a more attainable liberal nationalism.™ The First World War
transformed him into a win-the-war-first Wilsonian who would repudiate antiwar pacifists.

If a tapestry depicting their wedding can be considered an analogy to their relationship. then
by the time World War | happened. ten years of fluctuating love and disappointment had fra) od their
embroidery. but left it inllacl‘ The war was the event that started to pull the strings out.
Understandable though that is, it seems Walling was a tetchy character. Under the impression that
Anna was involved in a public antiwar statement. Walling wrote her ~1 think vour proposal to anack
in the back those who are giving up their lives for democracy. peace and anti-militarism is criminal
to the last degree...Neither I nor mankind, nor the genuine idealist and revolutionaries of the world

will forget or forgive what your kind has said and done in this great hour.”'** Their daughter. six at

13¢ Fink, 182.
B Ibid.. 117.
12 Ibid.. 122.

13¥ Walling. quoled in Fink. 169,



: W i Ity” for her parents: “When my
the time of the war, remembered that it was the first “great difficulty
il g o3
ised voice” during that period.
Father lost his temper, he raised his voice, and [there was] a lot of raised

His temper had detrimental effects on the harmony of their relationship.

For Anna, "an authoritative note in his voice,” would “depress™ her. for she interpreted it to
mean something that “is not loving — [for] it is not to be found in the spirit of a comrade.”** Soon
after their wedding date, she began 1o experience what would define the rest of their ma rriage —
“their silent dialogue of love and disappointment.”'*® Her incredibly high expectations followed by
$0 quick a disappointiment was a hard blow to the success of her marriage. She expected 1o

experience the romantic ideal of love in her marriage. not only because she was a proponent of it. but
also because her initial interactions with Walling proved promising in that regard,

When she first met Walling, sparks flew. and it seemed she had finally met the passionate

love that would meet her expectations for marriage. and for her devotion to the working world. They

met when they noticed each other at a picnic. in which they “talked long into the night.” which

provides the sense of intimate seclusion that romantic love requires."? Then in 1906, Strunsky went

to St. Petersburg where Walling joined her. The turbulent environment of the period preceding the
b=

Russian revolution no doubt added to their excitement and adrenaline, especially the moment jn

which they witnessed the shooting of a student who refused to sing “God sa ve the Crar.™ Since both

of them were members of the Socialist Party. this ragedy united thejr bassion and ideology

ared. It was in this moment that their love “blossomed.

into an
emotion they both sh . i
e Y and theijr romance was

“ignited.”!3% [ Strunsky’s own words, it “was the occasion which forced oyr love to oyr eves and
- ar

I Anna Walling Hamburger, quoted in Fink, 169.
" Anna Strunsky diary entry. quoted in Boylan. 115,
1 Bovlan, 123.

"7 McGinity, “Immigrant Jewish Women Who Married Oul,” 278.
1% Ibid.
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lips.” making 1l -
. g them feel “bo »139 Te v . .
rn again. Anna’s expressed sentimentality reflects the suddenness of

onset g T .
and transcendent impression of love. to which Anna Strunsky and William English Walling

a l s - -
dhered. News clippings revealed that Anna reportedly. “defended passionately the ideal of marriage

based on [the] romantic ideal.”™* Thus. she expected that hers would be a loving marriage. Yet, the
times she and Walling experienced discord, especially the multiple times it happened over a “trifling
matter,” would substantially subtract from that, especially because Walling would often raise his
voice.

She viewed the success of her marriage in terms of the Jove shared by the spouses — and hers
fell short of her own standards. This was due to their lacking communication, which left her feeling
lonely and unnecessary. Shortly afier their wedding, her journal entries reflected loncliness due to

_Walling’s inaccessibility, coldness, and faultfinding."*' The “love” in their relationship never fully
satisfied her as she wrote, “I must cut my heart in two, must starve myself, in order to have a little of
him — no full meal on the board. no deep drought.”"** This was not the engrossing, romantic conjugal
loyalty that would remain impervious to external forces she imagined when she married him. Before
they wed, Anna wrote that “He said he would show the world how a man a can love, that | would be
well beloved.” Given that he said he would love her, in the manner of the romantic ideal. she
expected him to; and when he fell short. it was disappointing and it made Anna believe that her
marriage, with regards o love. was not a perfect success.

Walling was often frustrated. and would raise his voice because he was constantly under
pressure from his brother to restrict his spending habits and so money became a contentious problem

throughout their marriage as well, especially in the 1920s. After an indicting letter from Walling’s

139 Anna Strunsky Walling to her tamily, 1 July 1906. ASW Yale. box 1. folder 153. reel 10 quoted in McGinity,
“lmmigrant Jewish Women Who Married Out.” 278.

10 hey Were in Love: Friend Pays Tribute to Jack London.” New York World Telegraph. n.d.. ASW Yale, box 37,
folder 435, quoted in McGinity. “Immigrant Jewish Women Who Married Out.”” 281,

M1 Boylan. 119.

M2 Apna Strunsky. quoted in Boylan. 10.



brother, Anna explained perhaps somewhat disdain fully to her mother-in-law that the recent drop in

their finances was Walling’s fault: “So to my mind whatever difficulty exists arises mainly from the

_ . . w143
fact that English, who is a genius, was not a bread winner and never intended 1o be one.™"* That

letter was written in 1926, and given the unprecedented prosperity of the 1920s. men were expected

lo be the primary wage earners now thai they were given the chance 10 fulfill the love-match ideal as
the male provider.'¥ Yet, Walling thought himself above wage work and had essentially spent his

entire inheritance by the time the stock market crashed. Consequently, he found himself under

financial pressures in the middle of the Depression. and he took it out on his wife. Even from the
beginning of their marriage, their relationship faltered because of the extent Walling valued money.
A few months aller their wedding. Anna’s relatives needed linancial assistance. bur Walling
“made the transaction difficult,” as described by his biographer, James Boylan.™* His resistance 10
share made it clear 10 her that what was his was not also hers. A cathartic diary entry reveals /‘\nnzl s
emotional reaction 10 the realization that her husband did not want (o share with her: “And at this

point precisely [,] the pain comes in — | begin to feel estranged from him, distanced by a brutal fact.
that he has and | have nol. that there is a barrier.” She cxpected there 1o be a barrier separating the
world from her and her loved one: she thought her marriage based on romantic

love would have 2
boundary around them, not a barrier between them.

Their relationship was not a very loving one. and no one can ascertain the extent to which

they made love. But, Anna Strunsky remarked to her daughter that their marriage remained

“unconsummated.”*® What, exactly, she meant by that is questionable, since it could not literally

" Anna Swrunsky Walling in letter to Rosalind Walling in 1926 quoted in Boylan, 264.
H Coontz. 209.

N5 James Boylan, 121. Within this marriage. this incident is (he only clue ol a reli
her desire to assist her family member is a resuit of her Jewish cultures collectv
members. then this might be a culturally influenced issue in their marriage.
background has no such convention.

H¢ Boylan. 119,

gio-culturally based dilTerence. I
e lendency Lo lake care of group
since his Protestant (individualistic)
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have remained unconsummated. for it it did then the ehildeen of their marriage would have belonged
oo ditterent man - and not o Walling. Whether she meant the childeen had a different father. or
their marital bed was not offen consummated, both denote the lack of love-making between this
husband and wike, whose relationship became seriously strained right betore the sexual revolution off
the 1920s, Walling's wisteess, who he took in this time period, can be put into context in that regard.

Part of her comantie ideal was a litelong marviage, which is one reason why she wanted (0
remain together aller he requested a divoree (1o be with his mistress), even though she expected
fdelity in his love. Even aller he died. she called him “my love, my joy. my Only One.™""
Furlthermaore, as progressive as she may have been, divoree was not regarded well in socicty.
“Divoree equaled disgrace.”™ in the words of one modern writer of the Progressive era. '™

Ulntil 1917, when there was a serious erisis in their relationship, it was the loneliness and
haphazard moments ol love that was raubling the two of them. Following the war, it was politics.
Phen in 1929, with the stock-market erash, their relationship experienced a cataclysmic crash due to
the drop in Walling's finances. Perhaps worsl ol all, he found new love with another woman, By the
lime their marriage dissolved in 1932, their apestry hung by threads: entirely unraveled. 1tis clear
that the distress they experienced in their intermarriage is due to the failure ol the high expectations

they had of it 1 had delinitively less to do with cultueal and religious differences.

Secularized Jews, Post-war Culture, and Arthur Miller

o

OF course. it is reasonable to think, “Well Anna Strunsky was an exception.” That is
undeniably true - she was purt ol the less than 1 percent that intermarried; she was clearly very

integrated into radical portions ol society: and her parents were not even practicing orthodox Jews
?

all of which were rarities in her time. But it should not be thought that such cases as hers were as rare

T Anna Suunsky, quoled in Fink, 178,
MR zabeth Stern, 12,
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The ZDocond Genarat ion Gecularizes (1930 1960)

the trend ol assimilation is more readily apparent in the second reneration of Jews. though i

was not uniformly applicable to the entire sceond pencration, wiho were generally born between 1910

and 1940."™" By the time these Jews had reached twenty years of age (from 1930 10 1960) the degree

10 which they had scculiuraed viould be delermined, A iy turns Gut. i substzntjzg number did. but

ot cnough o constitute i visjhle plurality in ihe Jewis), American population. As late as 1939,

almaost sixty years aller immigration fron, Fastern lurope began. Americans stjf| perceived Jews as
“ulten.” even il the proportion of Jevs v e 1t the Orthodoy description was smaller, '*! The Izastern
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ol their parents’ foreign culture.'™ A child of Jewish immigrants wrote 1o a Jewish advice column in
1933, the Bintel Brief, lamenting the fact that his parents spoke Yiddish in front of his friends though
he begged them not to: “They want 1o keep only to their old ways and don’t want 1o lake up our new
ways." '3 His parents, like many others of the first generation, were reluctant 1o assimilate. Referring
to people like them, the same Bostonian woman commented that Jews have retained their “identity as
Jew(s] — as an alien, if an alien means one who has not been absorbed into the main stream.”'>®

However, the same Bostonian would concede that there were more exceptions in the
American-born second generation of Jews. She gave tacit approval to the “large percentage of
modern and intelligent young Jews.” who looked “with alfectionate tolerance on [their parent’s
Orthodox] habits but eschewed them” for themselves.'>” She was correct in that there was definitely
a growth in the number of irreligious Jews in this period, however, a “large percentage,” might be a
stretch. Temple services recorded less attendance, and sale of kosher meat plummeted about 30
percent {a conspicuous amount!) in the years following World War 1, according to historian Henry
Feingold.'*® This substantiates that observance of Jewish law diminished among Jews in the inter-
war years, which was when second-generation Jews would have been growing up. It seems that, a
majority of Jews did not secularize but a noticeable amount did.

Stll. it is difficult to ascertain exactly how many secularized Jews there were compared (o
Orthodox Jews (who held on to wraditional religious lifestyles), in this period. However, the Pew
Research Survey of the United States Jewry published in 2013, titled “A Portrait of American Jews,”

conducted a generational assessment of Jewish identity. The survey sheds light on a portion of the

153 Bigsby. 25.

155 Rintel Briel. 138 and 139.
156} Married a Jew.”

137 | bid.

158 pMcGinily, Sl Jewish, 67.



second generation. most of whom were born berween 1900 and 1940." 5% The report demonstrates tiz
for those born between 1914 and 1927, 7 percent identified as Jews of no religion. (Recall the ierm
means ~people who describe their religion as atheist. agnostic or “nothing in particular” but who vere
raised Jewish or had a Jewish parent and who still consider[ed] themselves Jewish aside from
religion.”'*Y) By contrast. for those born between 1928 and 1945. 14 percent identified as Jews of no

religion.”" It can reasonably be concluded that within the second generation. there was a trend of

secularization that grew as the vears progressed: and given that trend. it becomes reasonable to
surmise that the second generation was more secular than the first.

Perhaps this difference between the generations comes from the fact that immigrant Jews

planned 1o live in the U.S. “on a permanent basis.” which “shaped the psyvchology of their adapiion.”
according 1o historian Susan Glenn.'®> With most of their life already lived. it would not be so
permanent a residence for immigranis of older ages. who displayed little desire 10 assimilaie. By

contrast. it would be very permanent for younger immigrants of the first generation who would spend

the majority of their life in this countrv. let alone for the second generation who would be bomn here

For that reason. it was more so the younger immigrants who displayed a yeamning to become

American and 1o assimilate.'®* The following is an eloquent description that porirays the differeni

ways Jewish immigrants could settle in the United States:

[The Jewish immigrants] carried their God with them [from the Old World to the
New ] but for some He would be lost along the wav or abandoned on arrival. in the
clamour of a society in which ambition and material advance constituted the axial
lines. A tension was thereby created between one generation and another. One set
about the business of recreating the world they had lefi behind. with its schuls. ritual
observances. Yiddish newspapers: the other [vounger one] threw itself into the new

*** This thesis utilizes a thin -vear span per generation. while the Pew Sun <y makes us2 of a fifteen-year spen. And
bevause it was conducted in 2013. it doesn’t account for second-generationers who may have already passad anay.
which might decrease the accuracy of the information. It more accuraiely represents those of the second generztion
\\no are still alive.

* ~The increase in Jews of no religion appears 1o be part of a broader trend in !\mmc:an life. ithe movement ana

rrorn ”II[II"‘LIU'I with organized religious groups.~ Porirair of American Jews. 3
** 1bid..

15 Glenn_ 6—..
= Spickard. 180.
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life, anxious to claim the possibilities and identity offered by a strange but seemingly
welcoming country. '

These younger immigrants relied on their old traditions to take them through the adjustment
of transitioning to a new life, but they “consciously attempted to interpret their behavior as
conforming to the social standards of their newly adopted country.™'®* For many, especially second-
generation Jews, Marxism was “the source of a displaced passion, as religion might have been for an
earlier generation.”'®® Their lifestyle, afler the immigration gates closed in 1924, would revolve
around survival and economic success instead of around Jewish observance or religious education, as
was the tradition in the Old World. The children of these Jewish immigrants (second-generation
Jews), who would be raised through the 1920s and 1930s. would likely shed their religious identitics
in favor of ethnic Jewish ones.'” In this manner. “Jewishness,” became separate from “Judaism.”'**
By the 1930s, enough Jews had unbraided their religious and cultural identities, so that they formed a
conspicuous presence in the mainstream United States. most notably in academia and intellectual
coleries.

Max Lerner is one such example of a secularized Jew in academia who shed his religious
identity. which meant that religion was not going to be a barrier to his assimilation. [n fact, Lerner
could be an archetype for the Jewish intellectual, given his primarily ethnic Jewish identity (*] never
had much use for Jewish [religious] rituals™). higher education (“He entered Yale in 1919™ and was a
professor at Sarah Lawrence College), his involvement in the intellectual scene of America as a
writer and scholar (he “wrote political articles for The Narion and The New Republic and scholarly

works about Oliver Wendell Holmes and Machiavelli”), and an advocate of lefi-wing politics (The

1% Bigsby. 2.
195 Glenn. 64.
146 Bigsby. 72.

167 Arthur Herlzberg. The Jews in America: Four Centuries of an Uneasy Encounter: a History (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1997), 259 paraphrased in McGinity. Sti/f Jewish, 67.
58 McGinity. Shilt Jerish. 67.
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Nation is the United States’ “oldest weekly [opinion] magazine,” and considered a “flagship of the

Lelt)."% Those were the markers of a secularized Jew that denoted an inclination towards
Americanization.,

This is not new information however, for contemporaries of the time noticed the trend too.
Irving Howe noted that especially among younger immigrants, there was a desire “to be an
American, dress like an American, and even, if only in fantasy, talk like an American.”'™ If a parent

worked hard to be an American, it would ostensibly make it easier for his children to identify as

Americans. One man, describing the mentality of his parents who immigrated at young ages, said

“They were cenainly Jews. but they were trying to become, and in some ways did become,

indistinguishable from anybody else.”'”! His parents’ openness o assimilation cleared the way for

his own secularization and Americanization. The name of this man is Arthur Miller. He definitely

identified as an American, was born in 1915 and died in 2005, and intermarried three times.

Unsurprisingly, the problems in his intermarriages reflect the same problems experienced in

American marriages of the period. For that reason it is Important to turn back to the history of

marriage in this period, and the culture surrounding it

The Depression and Post-war Culture (1929-1965)

Marriage in this time period, between the Depression and throy gh the post-war years

underwent a transformative stage, which mirrors how American society went through an enormous

transformation in this period, as well. The drastic economic effects of the Grear Depression “shifted

attention away from social and sexual issues 1o questions of survival,” while the affluence of the

1% Max Lerner, quoted in Paul Cowan and Rachel Cowan, Mixed Blessings (New York: Doubleday, 103 7). 102.
Cowan and Cowan. 98. and 95. Product Description of 7he Nation. Amazon.com subscription page. accessed
February 28, 2014, hllDZ”\\'\V\-V.itITIE]ZOH.COI‘I‘I!EDf}]\\.’fdiROOOCNEFRE/I'CF—'G\\' d_dsc_magazines

" Irving Howe. quoted in Spickard. 180.

"V Arthur Miller. quoted in Christepher Bigsby, Arthur Miller 19151962 (Cambridge: Harvarg Universily Press.
2009), 22,
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canght in=between, For them, it was as it their union was borm in one world, but was expected (o

mature in another,

Marriage in Transition: the Depression through the Post-war Fra
When the Depression hit, sex appeal and romantic love hit the back burner, as people could
not afford to live on love and sex during hard times. For couples who wanted 10 split up or divoree, it
was ollen not a feasible option; one couple “hung a blanket across (he living room Lo off their
individual tereitory,™ as an alternative.'™ Because the economic situation lacked optimism, many
people only got married il they became pregnant, ) 11 was hoped thal one’s spouse was tolerable at
the least, and could contribule financially at best. The ideal siluation was still to love one’s spouse,
but making passionale love the minimum emotional requirement for matrimony was a luxury the
populace could not alTord. This idea is reflected in the words ol one woman who commented on the
nature ol conjugal relationships during the Depression: “You didn’t really have choices. You
accepted what you had and made the most of it rather than to think, ‘if [ had something better, I'd
such and so.” Because you knew you couldn’t have it anyway.”'”> When the economy rebounded
alter the Second World War, there was a “huge relief” that two decades of war and economic
depression were over, which “profoundly” shaped the ensuing “hunger for marriage” and a domestic
haven.

17 For the youth who had lived through the 1930s, “the experience of family deprivation

during the Depression taught them to prize family as a resource in difficult ti mes.”'”” The reason

172 Coontz. 218,
'73 |bid.
™ Coontz. 219.

178 Jeane Weslin, Making Do: How Women Survived the 1930s (Chicago: Follelt, 1976), 46. quoted in Coontz. 218,
176 Coonlz. 230.

177 Jessica Weiss, To Have and to Hold: the Baby Boom and Social Change (Chicago: the University of Chicago
Press, 2000). 25. i
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those Depression kids reverted to the same male wage-earner. female homemaker model as their
parents, was because it was a model whose allure was bolstered by the Depression. If a husband Josy
his job. his wife would have to seck work. and this threatened the modern ideas of masculinity as it
applied to marriage.'” Because during the Depression, people conflated a working wife with the

failure of her husband. it “reinforced the appeal” of the male provider family model; in this sense, the

e 5 . . . . . 70
hard comeback of this ideal was a “reaction to the deprivation of the war years.”!”

As a result, the emphasis on a male breadwinner became extremel ¥ important. This explains

why. at the close of World War [1, women had to give up their jobs for the men returning from war.

It was something that women did without much of a fuss to keep up the morale and spirits of men.

One woman said she “missed the girls at work. ._but it was better this way because he felt like more

of a man when he was supporting the family on his own.” '8 With the new job opportunities for men

in the post-war era, which allowed aman to fulfill his duty as a provider, what woman would dare

stand in his way? This philosophy helped solidify the male breadwinner, female homemaker ideal

that came to dominate the post-war era.

Despite the prominence of male providers (an economically dominant position), social

scientists commented that marital roles were morphing towards more “egalitarian™ ones. 'S! Experts

said this was a transitional time in marriage, in which values were changing. for which reason
spouses should be lenient w

ith one another. There was an apparent transformation towards a “love-

based near-equality™ marriage. ' The psychiatrist Edmund Bergler constructed a book in the post-

war period on marital problems in which he wrote, “The relationship between the sexes is at present

In a period of transition — between the full emancipation of women and man’s smoldering rebellion

178 Coontz. 219.

172 Coonty., 222.

IS¢ Cora Winslow. interview
1 Weiss, 18.

52 Cootnz. 237.

ed by author. quoted in Coontz. 217,
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aus i H - » 183 = -
gainst that emancipation.”'®* He was addressing the small gains that were recently made in legal

equality i - . : : c :
quality for women.'*" Another marital advisor, Frances Strain, sanctioned egalitarian marriages on

the basis that it was “an age of progress in international, racial. and sex equality,” which she hoped
would manifest “in the marriage field.”'®® However, for marriages to adjust from the convictions of
the Depression era to those of the post-war era was easier said than done.

One aspect of the “new™ expectations in marriage to which couples in the post-war period
had a hard time adjusting was the resumption of the importance of sex, and the heightened
expectations for gratification along with it. One writer who co-authored a parenting manual believed
that the 1950s was a time of “fluctuating sex roles,” in which it would be hard for couples to
reconcile what was expected for either spouse.**® As a result of this kind of transitional haziness. she
advised couples to “tread a little gently and not build up demands that are out of accord with what the
mate is able or willing to do.”'¥ In other words. she advised couples to be flexible in what they
conceived their partner’s marital role to be, since it was clearly in the middle of a transformation. The
nation’s economic rebound is not the only reason sex is credited with making a comeback: “The war
had shown women to be autonomous, economically self-sufficient. and even sexual [italics
mine].”"¥ Ostensibly. this explains why sex came back into the marital picture with an increased
emphasis on gratification. To show the extent to which sex began to influence the concept of a
successful marriage in the post-war conjugal mind: a popular marriage counselor thought that “sexual
maladjustment was the main reason for the rising divorce rate.”'*® He advocated for “sexual

adjustment,” in order for marriage to assume its rightful place as “the ultimate in human

183 Edmund Bergler. Conffict in Marriage. quoted in Weiss, 18.

133 Weiss. 8.

135 Francis Strain. quoted in Weiss. 18.

13¢ [bid.

iS7 Constance Foster. Fathers are Parents, Too. quoted in Weiss, 18.
138 Weiss. 21.

1%9 Coonlz 213.
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This, wa the it chanes” moany people had 16 Yive out the dream of & romantic ideal: “a
privare Sassiils. happily exraomeed in it oun west,” 7 Help carme 16 thoee who did not know how to
it o1 that rormanicized decasn of a Samily life and marriage in the form of advice books and

snagazine anicles; many of the ideas that couples had about vhat marriage should e like, were

-

dieminated by wuch Iiterature, ~Fvery magazine, cvery marfiage manuzl. every
advertisnent. , avammed the famils was baed on the.. male wage-camer and the child-rearing.
smpe-managing howewife.” according 10 historian Doug Osram.'” This idea that marriage was
s 0o b the ultimate source of personal fulfillment. wexual gratification. and personal intimacy
e an idea that had lomg cxisted, bt ~was taken 1o new heights in that decade.” '™ It is not at all
Lurpriving that people began 1o think of the male-provider tove marriage as an ubiquitous and
timncdes, ideal. given how they were bombarded with information zbout (znd even avidly sought) it
pocensding 10 hisaerian Stephanie Conntz. couples ~devoured articles and books on how to get the
it ot of marviaze znd their sex lives.””

Yet aneaher vital linchpin to post-var marriages were the distinet roles designated to each
sprase. A woman’s duly was 1o be the homemaker. So much of the housewife’s role was defined by

sacrifice; which was corroborated by the advice and prescriptions seen in post-war marriage

literature. The magazine House Beautiful 10ld its female readers, “Your part...is to fit his home to

M ey, 235

T (desug Ornsam. quoted in Coontr. 229,
Al gy 233,

7 Jrid.. 230,
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him... forgetting your own preferences.” ™ It was the duty of the housewife, to take care of her
husband. which was also expected to be her ultimate source of contentment. That idea was quite
pervasive; another article said that a woman who was not fulfilled by her role as a housewife was
sick." Another magazine articulated that in return for giving up so much, housewives should be
shown appreciation for the role they had taken on. In 1945, women were thrown this bone when a
“leading” U.S. family sociologist, James Bossard, posited that a woman’s heart had to be “stoked to
“a white glow of appreciation.™ for her work.>*” Men, on the other hand, were expecied to remain
breadwinners, which was also idealized as a man’s source of personal fulfillment. The ideal was that
a husband would perform his duty by providing financial support for his wife and his family. despite
the lack of traditional patriarchal rights (since women were continually being afforded small bits of

legal equality}, and a wife’s role in turn was to provide meals, keep the home. and “[keep herself]

s 200 . - - . o
attractive. The ideal family - referred to by some as the “normal” family — was a “man who

specialized in the practical individual activities needed for subsistence and a woman who took care of

the emotional needs of her husband and children.”** The “attractive™ bit, was definitely something

that was influenced by the mass media of that time.

Several characleristics. promoted by the plethora of marital literature. appeared as the

centerpiece of a successful marriage. One was the resumption of the importance of marital sex —

some referred to this change as the hegemonic position of the “pleasure principle.”>** As historian

Stephanie Coontz argues. “The sexualization of mass culture continued in the 1950s.”** Wartime

production reenergized the economy. and with it the station of sexual gratification’s importance. For

"% Ihid.. 223.
' Coontz.

20 1bid.. 223,
M Jhid.. 237,
<2 Ipid.. 242.
=YY Coonls.

- 1bid.. 239.
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many people, as one marital counselor noted, it “has become a conlusing world of new-fashioned
women trying to live with old-lashioned men or vise-versa,”* Underslandably, that would create a
rilf between the spouses because of their diflering expectations. This was not the expericnce of all
couples, but many [elt the difficulties of such incongruous marital expectations. A culture that
promoted sexualized marriages was certainly part of the transformation. The multifaceted media
outlets painted the martial bed as a venue of pleasure that was key to the happiness ol a marriage.””
Despite the widespread insistence on sexual gratification, there was a movement 10 keep it safely
contained within the marriage to avoid adultery or premarital sex, as claimed by historian Elaine
Tyler May: during the Cold War, the containment policy manifested in family lile as containment
entailed tolerance of the pursuit of individual enjoyment and the sexual expression that had become
firmly entrenched in American life, bul with determined efforts to channel those aspirations into
matrimony.?’” However, in the literary world, which had always been slightly lelt of center, there
was an “cpidemic” of alfairs: Sartre “with the mysterious M,” Albert Camus with Patricia Blake, and
Simone de Beauvoir with Nelson Algren, among many others.>” Those in the literary world were not
quite conformists but were part ol the mainstream in many ways, since they had a hand in providing
what the mainstream read. Despite their somewhat unorthodox romantic liaisons, they were nol
completely isolated from the male provider love-marriage ideal.

This ideal was preserved through the long decade of the 1950s because the observations of
social scientists were incorporated into the college curriculum under “education for marriage”

courses, in the decade when “more Americans than ever before atiended college.”?” Even in those

205 Constance Foster. Fathers are Parents, Too. quoted in Weiss, |8,

206 hink of movies with Marilyn Monroe, the alorementioned articles, and the rising popularily ol musicians who

made use of sexual innuendo in a variety ol ways (Elvis Presley. The Beatles. cle.) as a few examples of the media,
27 [laine Tyler May, [Homeward Bound: American framilies in the Cold War Lira {Ncew York: Basic Books. 1988),
paraphrased in Coontz, 212,

208 Bigsby. 375.

209 Weiss, 19,



bl
collepe textbooks, it was advocated that youny, adulis should prepare for a marrizgze of cquels, since
‘s ‘ ; : P R S P spce Poae ] e ielea o
marriage was going throuph a tansitional period in which old-fashioned ideas were “cast aside™ fir
; sec @ elationehin *72M | sapilie Sdual wme it
“inereasing sex equality and role sharing in the relationship. Further, the ideal was o widely
disseminated idea, with which very few people disagreed. It was thought that the current epoch of

marriage was the ultimate in human achievement and that it was inevitable in mature indusirial

societius,

Toacertain extent, itis true that the model of a marriage is dependent on the economy of its

environment, but the idea of inevitability is dubious, Nonctheless, when the cconomy shot back 1o

unprecedented health and stability afier the war, the idea of romantic love resumed its important
status in marriages; it was more affordable than ever before for a large segment of the population 1o

live middle class lives, so this love ideal was achicvable for more people than ever before as well.
Consequently, love in marriage took a heightened position in marriages. This meant that 4 couple’s
marriage, which lacked those certain aspects of romantic love, would no longer be considered

successlul by mainstream standards. In 1948, sociologist John Sirjamaki claimed that because pcople
chose their partners on *the basis o [affection,” a successful marriage was marked by “the personal

happiness of [the] husband and wife, ™" The proliferation ol’expert opinion in magazine articles. TV

shows, and other mass media, that advocated a suceesslul marriage should be *a loving and near-
cqual romantic refationship® made it difficult for many people whose marriages were not that way lo
still Teel like their marriage was a success. In the words of one historian, this mass media discussion

of the ideal marriage promoted a “culture ol discontent. 22

2 Paul 11 Landis, Making the Most of Marri

age. (New York: Appleton-Century-Crolls, 1955), vi. 77. 84. quoted in
Weiss, 20,
1 Coonty, 224, John Sirjamaki. *Cultural Con figurations in the American Family.” American Journai of Sociotogy
53 (J948). quoted in Coonle, 224,
2
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A demographic trend that appeared in this golden age of marriage, was the youthful age at

which people would enter a marriage. “By 1959 almost hall of all women were marricd by age

nineteen, and 70 percent were married by twenty-four. Men were also marrying younger and in
greater numbers.”?"3 Correspondingly, couples would have their children at younger ages. and
complete the childrearing phase of their marriage at an earlier age — which lefi an increasingly larger
portion of their marriage for something other than childrearing. Those years would prove challenging

for couples who were unaccustomed to the renewed standards of love in marriage: an apt example of

this can be seen in Arthur Miller’s first marriage to Mary Slattery from 1940 10 1956.

Arthur Miller (1915-1962)

Arthur Miller, an acclaimed playwright for the American theater, was a second-generation
Jew who intermarried three times. When one thinks of seminal works for the theater in the twentieth
century, Arthur Miller is the name that comes (o mind; he really was a world renowned playwright.
Consequently, there are numerous pieces wrilten about his life and his work. However, the only
literature on Miller used for this thesis is the first volume of a biography written by Christopher
Bigsby. Through intervicws, documents. and careful analysis of Miller’s plays, Bigsby recreates
Miller’s life, including his marriages. In fact. all three of his marriages served as inspirations for
some of his plays, and can all be critically analyzed in that manner, but in the interest of brevity only
the first intermarriage (tc Mary Slatlery) will be discussed.

From that biography, it becomes clear that the problems in Miller’s intermarriage, like that of
his predecessors, were not due 1o his being Jewish and his wife’s being Catholic. Rather, like other
American marriages, the difficulties in his intermarriage had to do more with unmet expectlations

derived from variations of the romantic love-match. How he developed the ideal of the love-match

213 Coonlz, 225.



can be seen by his integration in mainstream America. Miller’s young adult life demonstrates hjs
secularization and assimilation into certain niches of American society, particularly literary and
socialist ones. Further, his upbringing reveals that his increased contact with American societ y
influenced his perception of a successful marriage, which changed over time depending on the sub-
culture with which he associated. The resulting hardship from that period of transition in marita)

culture was a source of the problems in his marriage with Mary, as it was for many other Americans.

Influence from American Li terary and Marxist Niches
From the story of his background and upbringing detailed in his biography. it is evident that
Miller grew up in a home that had more secular than religious influences. His father was illiterate but

Was a smart businessman and became an extremely successful garment manufacturer, That is how he

could afford buying an eight-bedroom apartment in Manhattan for his family — the home in which

Miller spent his adolescence and early teenage years. Miller’s mother was very well educated.

something uncommon for daughters of Orthodox immigrant parents; it was the reason the home of

Miller's youth was always filled with classical literature and art, the love of which his mother made

Sure o pass on 1o her children.2' Of his upbringing. Bigsby writes thai “[Arthur] was surrounded by

art. in the form of magazines,” among other markers of popular culture.?" “Slowly. he was absorbing

an aesthetic world by indirection. ., because of the nature of the 1920 with its popular music and

movies.”*'% Despite the abund

ance of popular American culture in his life, he Brew upin a firmly

e Technically. Miller js a second-geney
Jew from his mother’s side {(who w
than his father. o
*'* Bigsby. 30.
e 1hig.

7 Ibid.. 52,

alion Jew from his fa

45 a second-gencration Je

ther’s side (who immigrated) and a third-generation
Ithough there are many others.

w). It is one reason why his mother was more educated
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Aler 1929, the very beginning of the Great Depression, the Miller family lid 10 lenve their

lavish Manhattan home lor another neighborhood in Brooklyn. *I'his kind of neiphbourhond ny ul

the heart of the American experience. It was o modest house.... 11 was the kind of honsc, though, in
which many Americans raised their Tamilies.™ "™ And it was the house in which Arthar Miller lived
through his leenage years until he went 1o the University ol Michigan, where his Marxist belicels were
solidified. Though they grew (o become a part of his core being al Michigan, they were founded back
in New York, at the start of the Depression,

When the stock market crashed, many people — especially those who experienced the drop
from riches 1o rags — lost their faith in the market. 11 was a gap that for many was (illed by Marxism,
As might be expected, Arthur Miller, whose instinets dictated that he Tollow the mainstream, also
became a Marxist, even a “radical.” Miller reflected on his own indoctrination with the “radical™
lifestyle associated with Marxism in one of* his novels. O the main character in thal guasi-
biographical novel, Miller wrole: “When he married, the 30s radical *vowed never w reconstruet the
burdensome houschold he had le behind, the pots and pans, the life of things. The god was the
unillusioned lifle, the opposite of the American Way in nearly all respects. The people were under the
pall of materialism, whipped on unto death ina pursuit of rust."?" Indeed. that is how Miller
envisioned the rest of America: as a people magnetically drawn to materialism, 1le saw himsell in
contrast 1o that, as when he complained that his own home became one subsumed in the material
consumerism of his time.??® The 1930s and carly 1940s were part ol a decade that he spent as a
“radical” — allending meetings with other Marxists — which established his firm beliefs against the

consumer culture generated by capilalist societies.”?! When he married Mary Slatiery in 1940, it was

28 1bid., 44.

2% Miller, Eohoes Down the Corridor (2000). 131, quoled in Bigsby. 375.

329 This only huppened afler he and his family had the money o beeome materialist — aller he became famous Tor his
plays and was actually drowing an income from them.

21 Those meetings he went Lo in the 1930s would esiablish the basis on which the House Un-American Activities
Committee (IHUAC) under the supervision of Senator McCarthy would famously interrogate him in 1956, Iy thal



61

( “The [Sec war... dissolved
i belielhe brought to the marriage. But a few years later, “The [Second World]

certain conventionalities and the puritanical backwash of ideology, [which] had largely disappeared

222

along with the intensity ol political convictions.”

When political convictions no longer dictated the path to a successful marriage, sex did — at
least according 1o the cultural niche of New Yorker lefi-leaning artists. And the mainstream agreed,
promoting sexualized films as never before. Take for example the plethora of films with Marilyn
Monroe and her sensual scenes. For a man who was inclined to follow the mainstream, it is

unsurprising that his sexual appetite became wel at this time (early 1950s). It would prove to be a

conlentious issue in his marriage with Mary Slattery, and would eventually contribute 1o their

divoree. In 1956, they filed for divorce alier having been married for sixteen years. The following

section illuminates how their (mostly Miller's) expectations changed with the culture of thejr times,

and how that significantly contributed 1o the fallout of their relationship.

Expectations and Problems in Marriage (1940-195¢6)

There are numerous indicalors that their marriage was not a love-match. For one thing, Miller

had an uncertain love for Mary when they wed, Numerous instances in his life verify this, from

stories he wrote based on his own life, 10 interviews he gave, fFor example, Miller wrote an

unpublished story in which the protagonisi confesses his guilt a1 feeling nothing when Kissing the

woman who is 1o be his bride.? | 4p, interview with Bigsby, Miller elaborated on his decision 1o
propose: “she was really anxious Lo get settled down so | thought, well, it probably a good idea. |

congression:) meeting (or interrogation) he Wi
thought 1o be communists oy Communist
This episade demonstrates that he w;
reveals the extent o which
2 Rigsby. 375.
' Bigshy. 172.

s asked 1o name those in the literary or Iollywood industry who were
Jsympathizers, Ve refused and was convicted of contempt of Congress.

Was widely viewed gy 4 Mursist and possibly 2 communist sympathizer — which
he was impacted by the 19304 political movement for Marxisi ideology.
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didn’t want to lose her but | didn’t terribly want to get married.”> That is not exactly the most
romantic approach to marriage, and neither is his description of his feelings for her at that time: “But
| really admired Mary a lot. | loved her. 1 had a great feeling of companionship with her. And we got
along great."m Even Bigsby commented that Miller’s choice of words “have something of a dying
fall.”*** And in another unpublished story, “in which he plainly revisited his marriage in an attempt
to understand what had drawn him and Mary together.” he wrote a plotline in which the marriage “is
seen less of a product of love than of a momentarily shared sensibility.”*’

That shared sensibility, it seems, was a shared political conviction. His biographer wrote that
Miller “had seized on Marxism as a response to the general social and political drift of the time.” and
consequently, he found himself, “on the evening of his marriage,” suspecting that “he had merely
drifted” into that marriage as well.228 This comes as no shock since theirs was a marriage that was
“born, in part, out of shared political loyalties.”**? In Miller’s own autobiography., he recounts the
weekend he was to wed Mary, and much of the account is lack-luster — without the excitement or
nerves typically associated with newly-weds. He recalls the uncomfortable relationship with his in-
laws. the hot train ride to Ohio (where her family lived) which he thought was too expensive, and the
frustration of the delayed marriage because of an unavailable priest, among other details that relate
the bleakness of the experience. [na list of what was propelled his suddenly overwhelming desire 10
wed Mary, the fact that he “felt” himself falling in love with her came last after a hoard of
insecurities and bottled up frustrations that were irrelevant to his feelings for Mary. Even “the fall of

France to the Nazis just weeks before,” was listed before his nascent love for his bride.*® Though it

224 pMiller, quoted in Bigsby. [71.
23 1bid.

26 Bigsby. 171.

27 Bigsby. 172.

8 Biesby. 171.

29 Bigsby. 398.

20 piller, quoled in Bigsby, 175.
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may seem unusual to marry someone because of shared politics, recal
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This makes e re sense when one
1930s. picking a mate inside the party was commonplace. This makes even mo
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i : 30s radic “of" which [Miller] was undeniabl
realizes that this was particularly common among 1930s radicals, “of w] [ | v

one.” " And it just so happens that Miller and Mary were essentially living together in New York
during the late 1930s.7** Even Miller pointed out that back then, to marry someone because that
person shared the same politics was “much more of an organic part in daily life, in the way thal
religion had once been.”>*

But political convictions only played a part in Miller’s decision to ask Mary to wed. A
principal factor in Arthur’s decision 10 marry her was that “she was necessary to his work.»! Even
his biographer noted “marriage offered Miller...a secure base from which to operaie as a writer,”?%*
She supported him with her income from a secretarial position until he was making enough money to
support them. and in addition (o that she ran their home: she was the provider, which gave him the
time and space he necded to write. He assured his friend in a letter that his domestic life was happy

as Mary “was the keel to an otherwise wayward shyp,#=0 Clearly, love was not the chief reason

behind their decision (o get married. All this, however. was initially fine because they married at the

tail-end of the Depression, when love fell second in priority to survivability in this economically

difficult time. In reality, “their marriage had been born in one world, one of political and social

enthus:asms...[bul] It was required (o mature in another” - that of romantic love and sexual

gratification. 2%’

=' Bigshy, 374.
2 Bigsby, 170.
3 Bigsby. 170,
31 Bigsby. 172.
5 Ibid.. 171.
¥ Ibid., 186
27 Ihid.,. 342,



It really should not surprise anyone that within seven years of thew marriage Mary would

come o resent performing the role of keel. ™ 7 Since they wed in 1940 tht places, them in the car
2447 which s in the affluent post-war period of the United States, and in which the standard for a
successful marmage were stanting 1o change back to love and sex, as opposed 1o political <imilardy
and ceonomic practicality. I is not surprising that it is in this period in which she begin 16 “accue
nim of giving her nothing. obsessed as he was with his career...she came 16 fecl that ohe wa
snvisible. keeping the family home going for a man whe worked night and day.”" " Before. duning

the il-end of he Depression when she was both working and keeping the home. ber role v

wx1aily acceptable. but by 1947 that had changed some: it cannol be seen a3 2 coincidence that ~he

he2an to nag about Miller's Jackmng lowe and attention at the same time that American culture reecred

hack 10 3 love-match marital standard. U is of course also possible fand even prohable) that b

hecame fed up ' ith that role after swven ycars. In her defene. it seemed that Miller complatel,

wmared her By his own accord, Miller was “totally immersed™ in bis work: "It aas da; and might. all

da. all nught. That's all 1 ever did, so | probably paid hittle or no attemtion 10 her She was vor

ey . arud she could have [done other thing-|. istead of waiting around for me 10 pay attention 1o

- —_ L
bt S | thinh that hedth things were stk ny aoanst the mamage.

e aheree a5 one of Muller speabing i retrspect B tewsk him a while to realize that he

pregod bt unfarriy W bt helped i conmie 1 this comelusion was »riting 11 out” frue 1o his calling 2

2 mracr. Milier would run o the Gypoanicr w hermewer fifked with self-doubt in an anempt 14 2na’y 2e

raerrct? | In doarg 0 he produced pleney of morh o wheme characters were accmate models for the

poopic = hey own bife In ome story. a2 man and wife cxperience mastuzl alenabon sewen vears imo

S relatomnbep. 23 Miller and Mary dsd The wife in this don accuses ham of ~fading o offer the
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small courtesics which seem to her a mark ol the respect she nceds.””* She suggests that her husbang
seems (o believe that reading his work is a sufficient sign of commitment. What she expects,
however, is clearly something more along the lines of the romantic ideal.

As aresult ol the lack of emotional intimacy between them, Mary was turned off by Miller's
sexual advances. Even his advances had the undertones of satisfying a martial obligation more than
fultilling a level of intimacy — and that repulsed Mary into rebuffing it. The characters in Arthur
Miller's play Afier the Fall, who were modeled on himself and Mary, experience some trouble seven

years into their marriage. There is a telling exchange in which the female character’s rejection is

framed as something that stems from the male character’s neglect. which substantiates that this was a

real problem Arthur and Mary experienced.

Quentin: You have turned your b

ack on me in bed, Louise. I am not insane!
Louise: Well. w

hat do you expeet? Silent, cold. you lay.your hand on me?

Because in 1991. Mary confirmed the accuracy of her portrayal in Afier the Fall, Louise’s response

confirms that Mary was put off by Arthur’s unfeeling request 10 make love, Her character’s retort

about what he expected. implied that Mary clearly insisted on a stronger intimacy between the two of

them — one that she was not receiving. and therefore not reciprocating. Afier a few more exchanges.

the characlers continue:

Louise [with an intense reasonableness]: Look. Quentin, you want a womarn to
provide — an atmosphere, in which there are never any issues, and you'll fly
around in a constant bath of praise —

Quentin: Well, [ wouldn®t mind a little praise, what’s wrong with praise?

Louise: Quentin, | am not a praise machine! | am not a blue and | am not your
mother! 1 am a separate person!24

Here again, the frustrated reply of the character Louise reflects how Miller expected Mary to care for

his needs, emotional and physical, without being sensitive to her needs in return. Looking back,

Miller “was amazed that he should have written [the relationship between him and Mary] so

242 Ibid.
23 Arthur Miller. Affer the Fall. quoted in Bigsby. 376,
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neglaciad Man, Ace %
saoiad Man . Accondingly. Miller was left in a state of sexual deprivation, which eventually

NIy
TN

i .
med him In his autobiography . Miller wiote that he would sometimes come fiiee o fivee with

Rz inper dosires : .
his inner Jesires on solian walks: “on these long walks, Nashes of accusatory trath would

somatimas Th a1 me. show ing up ) fraudulent pretensions to monogamous contentment when my
lust was truer and bewilderingly taunting.™* is close friend Flia Kazan, a Broudway and
Holh woad director. noticed in 1931 that Miller was “distraught: and i1, .1 le was longing: for
something nameless. .. His lite, he told me. scemed all conflict and tension. thwarted desives, styniied
impulsas. bewnildering but unexpressed conflicts. .. Above all, he had sex on his mind, constantly. He
was stanad for sexual relief.”=* Despite the abvious dificulty in doing so - which seemed to he
zatng Miller from the inside out — Miller restained himsel £ from adultery, attempting to sntisty his
desire with his wite. the only Kind of sexual gratitication that society condoned (which was also
deemad indispensable to a successtul warriage). The start of these escalating desires. il scems, wis
about seven years into their relationship w hen Mary became fed up with Miller's neglect, us After the
Fali demonstrates. The play lends evidence 1o Man s accusation of Miller's “sel (~eentered|ness|,
[and] of 7 [his] looking for praise and subse quenthy turning away rom her. 7 1o her credit, it seems
that is exactly what happened when Miller had his first encounter with fame.

In the words of Miller's biographer. “she began 1o resent his withdrawal, and when success
arrived she came 1o fear it as it...opened up possibilitics for him but not tor her,™ further separating
them.™ He would grow only more dedicated to a blossoming carcer and less dedicated to her. Ter

premonition was solidified on February 10. 1949: Afler the [irst night of Death of 'a Salesman — the

=+ 1bid.

= Bigsby. 298.
=5 Bigsby. 373.
=47 1bid.. 342.
= Ibid.. 186.
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i . i nd theater, and wh;
play that would make him an overnight sensation in the world of playwrights a vhich
. - — i ry at three in the
would scon be taught in American English classes — he drove home with Mary at t
morning, while listening to radio reviews. They were all positive. which was a sign that he was going
to be famous. Miller recounted the almost immediate effect it had on his relationship with Mary: “the

- TS L
aphrodisiac of celebrity, still nameless, came and sat between us in the car. Underslandab]y, Mary

needed some reassurance about the effects of his fame. and characteristically, Miller said “it never

occurred to [him]” that she might need it.**"

Mary spoke of the cvent forty years later and admitted there was a shift in power that night.

Until then, “he and Mary had had some kind of equality. She, after all, had sustained him when

suceess proved so elusive. Now he was being f¢1ed. lured more and more into another world. They

were no longer equals.”*! There is an unpublished novel that was probably written around 1953,

about three years belore their divorce, titled 7#e Best Comedians. In real life, as in the novel, “he is

the famous playwright. she the embitiered wife. He resists the idea that there is a power struggle

between them but acknowledges that she is weak. he powerful, not Jeast because of his public

reputation [and] he admits 10 feeling detached from her.” as a resujq. 252 Their relationship became

less egalitarian than it already was, and lurther concentrated its focus on Miller and his work.

Obviously. this did not sit well a1 a time when the €Xperts of marriage were advocating “egalitarian
marriages.” Mary was annoyed that her husband would “dedicate himself to various projects™ while

she dedicated herself 10 taking care of home and Managing their life. They were not dedicated to each

other, as she wanted, and as she came (o €xpect. She expected more from her marriage than to
become a maid, doing “lillle other”

than maintaining the house and “wait[ing] for him to emerge”

29 1bid.. 340,
30 [hid.. 341.
! Bigsby. 320.
52 Ihid., 495.
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from his writing.?* Hi _ :
.7 His work especially affected Mary, and created a tension between them, enough
to the point where Miller began (o see that his art “*slood between him and his wile and that the

solution was lo sacrifice that talent to his marriage in order to allow a more equitable balance off

pOWerl"’js"

Miller, commenting on the intrusion of his writing into his marital life elaborated “Lven
when I wasn’t locked away in a room | was doing that my wholc waking life.... Work occupies your
whole brain.”** But the romantic idea of love insists that the significant other should occupy one’s
mind. As Mary feared, fame locked him away in another world apart from her “in the virtual reality
generated by success.” % Even Miller agreed that this was the thing that really tore their marriage
apart: 1 think (that’s what did it. Had | not succeeded... | probably would have remained marricd.
What happens is that you get another mistress, and that is your carecer, and you gel absolutely
obsessive, crazy concentration on the work. ...In all justice to her, she was talking 1o the wall.”**7

Even so, work was not the only mistress he had. He started an afTair with a woman, and an
infamous one no less — Marilyn Monroe. 1t g0€s without saying that this dalliance with the
preeminent sex symbol of the world pul a strain on his conjugal relationship. His wile was already
suspicious of his “roving eye” and this only confirmed her suspicion that her husband was not 10 be
rusted.?*® Finally. be gave in to his desires. As he describes in his autobiography, he wanted to

“engorge experience forbidden in a life of disciplined ambition,” so he “let the mystery and blessing

of womankind break like waves over [his] head once or 1wice.”??

PR

252 |bid.. 180.
254 [pid.. 438.
255 |bid.. 342,
256 [bid.. 342.
257 Bigsby. 341.
2358 |bid., 377,
2%9 |bid.. 374.
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. . . . *s 93260
However, Marilyn was not the reason his marriage dissolved. “She was a symptom of it.

- : - - s E : S ) . : »261
['he reality was that Miller “had found it impossible to live with Mary’s sustained disapproval.

She disapproved of his art, as it occupied more of her husband’s attention than she did. She
disapproved of his fame, as it made their relationship unequal and brought him into a world of which
she could not be a part. Bigsby substantiates, “For her part, she withholds praise or even interest in
his work, since it is that very work which threatens their relationship and which has opened up a

»39? Because of her disapproval, she refused to give

wider world in which he is open to temptation.
him any love, which then led him into the arms of another woman. And Mary (understandably)
disapproved of that 100. In Miller’s autobiography, there is “an implicit description™ of his marriage
with Mary, which shows that it had “failed to offer [him] genuine fulfillment.” 2%

What really finalized the divorce was that she would not forgive him. This can be seen
through his play Afier the Fall, which really provides “a remarkable insight into his relationship with
Mary,” in the words of his biographer.?*" In it, 2 man is married to a woman who occupies the moral
high-ground in their relationship and is sexually inaccessible. Every time he expresses interest in her
it invites suspicion, in some respects because “her own confidence in her attractiveness had been
eroded” from her suspicions that he had been with other women. She insists on monogamy because
she fears the possibility against it, and in doing so, she “becomes his conscience and he becomes
impotent both within the marriage and beyond it.”%% The result is that he begins to entertain the
notion of acting on his desire for other women as a way to save his own marriage: “it is easy for the

man to convince himself that in some way the affair is not only unthreatening as far as his marriage is

concerned, but might be seen as some way strengthening it, since in restoring him to himself it will

20 1bid.. 300.
1 Ibid.. 494.
262 [bid., 496.
283 [bid., 374.
2% Bigsby. 475.
265 1bid.
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~imvigonate his relztiionship with his wife,”

o “ .
From Man s end. it was bad enough that her marriage

S2ilad 1o meet the rom: whichaonacs o s ..
f27ed o meRt tie romance and closeness she (and secieny ) expected of it. it was worse that her

2 bro\e aparn on matters of rust and iniidelin . espevially at a time when sex was supposed to
oe contained within @ mamage. From Milier's point of view. he found himself tning to work hard to
reesiablish a marriage ~only to find himself continually on trial and sexually alienated. ™
-Nonetheless. he did. like Quentin. accuse his wife of refusing responsibility for their failed
relationship as if his desire to insist on her own innocence. and hence his ineradicable guilt. was at
the root of their estrangement. ™™

This is why Miller thought Many was ~stubbormn.” which in his words. “was her undoing with
me. finalh "= They divorced in 1936. for reasons that were clearly due to their unmet expectations.
harbored more by changes in Amencan marriages than any thing that had to do with their different
religious and culiural backgrounds. Miller’s story is much like those of secularized second-
generaiion Jews. w hich explains their growing number of intermarriage and divorce. By the third
ceneration. a large portion of Jews. possibly a majority. would be almost fully assimilated into

American culture.

1y

Assimilated Jews, the Culture O Divorce, and Fern Kupfer

The course of the third-generation Jew is one of assimilation. and acculturation. Born after
world War 1. approximate!y between 1946 and 1970. the third generation game of age in the post-
war colden vears and counter—culture. Evidenced by surveys and case histories. Jews clearly

embraced American aditions. and let go of Jewish ones that distinguished them. In doing so. the

== 1bid.

=7 Bigsby. 373.

= 1pid.. 376.

== Miller quoted in Bigsby. 142
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third generation’s newly adopted lifestyles mirrored that of the American public — in short, they were

assimilating.

The Third Generation, Suburban Life, and Assimilation (1946-1980)

‘The members of the third generation were more assimilated than their predecessors, not only
because they were the children of American-born Jews, and thus more likely to share an American
experience, but they were the children who came after the Second World War, which played an
important role in the integration of Jews into American society. It was the war effort that prompted a
new and sustained intcraction between Jews and gentiles that contributed to the secularization of a
large portion of the American Jewry, particularly for the parents of the third generation.””” Because
they were interacting more with non-Jewish Americans, they were exchanging ideas and beliefs,
fashions and trends. So it is not surprising that when many Caucasian Americans moved to the
suburbs following the end of the war (dubbed the “white flight” from urban areas) Jews followed
suit.

The “white flight” was made possible by government funds and held several major
consequences for American society, and the Jewish people. Wartime production had brought the
nation out of the Depression. and the government subsidized loans that were hauled out to returning
veterans were used to move 1o the suburbs and get better educations. [t is referred to as the “white™
flight because Caucasians were the principal beneficiaries of these government funds. Their move
was funded by the GI Bill of 1944, which doled out cheap mortgages and education grants to
returning veterans to reward them for their service. That piece of legislation “moved millions of
working-class Americans into middle-class occupations and lifestyles in the 1950s.”%7" As a result, it

increased the number of single family homes in the country — a marker of middle class status. United

0 McGinity. Still Jewish, 69.
A Coonlz, 223.
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Grates historian Eric Foner L
corroborates, “By 1960, suburban residents of single-family [or nuclear]
nes oulnu .
HOMED mbered urban dwellers and those living in rural areas.”*™ The establishment of a

predominately white middle class was one consequence of the move to the suburbs.

" ;
Jews, as well as gentiles, were part of that trend, and so they, like other Americans,

experienced a new kind of affluence promoted by federal loans in the post-war period. Those same

federal loans helped move them to the suburbs as well. As a result, the relocation from insulated
inner city neighborhoods 10 less insulated suburban areas helped fuel the assimilation of the third

generation. There, Jewish children (the third generation) would grow up with more gentiles than they

would have in urban Jewish enclaves, and consequently they would be more likely to acculturate.

There is a 1967 study on the Jewish family that observes the changes made from generation to

generation, which also notes the rise of suburban living among the most recent cohort of Jewish

families (those with third generation children). It reveals, « Almost 90 percent of the Jewish

households in suburbs were classified as nuclear [or single-family] compared to... 77 percent in the

older urban areas.”> Clearly, Jewish families were moving 10 the suburbs, and they were doing so

without their older family members — they were opting to live. like other Americans. in “single-

_ n— ) . - _ :
Family” m iddie class homes. [hat was a change from the older tradition whereby Jewish

grandparems would eften reside with the families of their sons and daughters in intergenerational

households. The author of the sam¢ study explains, “The family represents an instrument of cultural

continuity which serves as one of the socializing agents for the transmission of values, attitudes,

goals, and aspirations. Thus, the degree 10 which the structure of the Jewish family has changed is

one indicator of the strength of cultural continuity and, in turn, a measure of cultural assimilation,”*"

e

2712 Foner, 918.

213 Calvin Goldscheider and Sidney Goldstein. «Generational Changes in Jewish Family Structure.” Journal of
Marriage and Family 29, no. 2 (May 1967): 275. accessed December 7. 2013. hilp=//wwhw.jstor.org/stable/349687
2 Foner. 918.

275 Goldstein, 267.
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That change in the Jewish family was not (he only consequence of the move to the suburbs,
In addition to living in nuclear homes like other Americans, suburban life increased the likelihood
that Jews would adhere less to Judaism - cither by being irreligious or by practicing Reform Judaism
instead of Conservative or Orthodox. According to the alorementioned study, nuclear houschold
units were more likely to be found in the suburbs, and Reform Jews were more concentrated in
nuclear (single-family) homes.”™ And Reform Jews, given that they were less religious and more
secular than Conservative or Orthodox Jews, had onc Iess barrier to hold them from intermarriage.
The Pew Research Survey indicales that as ol'today, 19 percent of Jews who were born belween
1946 and 1964 identily as Jews of no religion, and 26 percent of Jews who were born between 1965
and 1980 identity as the same.*”” These ligures are greater from those ol the second generation,
which corroborates that the American Jewry was becoming increasing secular, and that change was
easily observed in those of'the third gencration.?” Additionally, the Pew Survey indicates that those
born in the third generation have their highest percentages in the Reform denomination or no
denomination.*” Ultimalely. all of this means (hat the third generation’s number of'irrcligious Jews
increased from the previous generation, and the rest ol the Jews who retained their religious identity
were not likely to be orthodox. This is a huge contrast from the first generation of Jews that
immigraled 1o the United States. who were almost completely orthodox. Clearly, by the third
generation, Judaism as a religion was not a required altribute of the American Jewry.

In addition, suburban life correlated with a higher education. Because the third generation
was the product of the post-war “golden™ years, they tended to receive a higher education because it

was atlordable for a greater portion of the population. The same generational study substantiates this

276 Ibid.. 275.

T Porirait of American Jews. 49, Receall third-gencration Jesws were typically born between 1940 and 1970,
7% As was discussed on page 47. the percentage was 7 percent for those born between 1914 and 1927, and 14
pereent for those born between 1928 and 1943,

A Portrait of American Jews. 50.
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nd: “Jews with the highest level of educali ,
tre ghest level ol education have the highest concentration in nuclear houschold

& ‘n\ \\fl.‘. o 1 a (19 - . o
umts ile among them “the more educated segments are generally more secular and
b i
acculturated.™™ As expecte st Je : - :
g i As expected, most Jews of the (hird-generation came (rom relatively com fortable

middle- ar —middle cl: " 3 ) . ,
\iddle- and upper-middle class homes, where interaction with genliles was frequent and Judaism

: : 281 :
W - ~ " o * . - .
was lightly stressed.™' 1Uis no surprisc that considerably more ol thosc Jews intermarried than those

in the previous generation.

For Jewish men who intermarricd, 8.5 percent of them did so between 1956 and 1960, 16.6

percent intermarried between 1961 and 1965, and 35.8 pereent intermarried between 1966 and

1972.2%2 Starting then, the number of Jews who ‘ntermarricd would outnumber those who marricd-

in.2%3 The combination of a higher education, @ less religious upbringing, and a suburban life

evidently highly correlated with intermarriage. Thal combination would present opporlunities to mecl

and integrate with gentiles in American socicty, which is why higher rates of intermarriage are scen

in the third gencralion. Examples ol this can be secn in the lives of those Jews who moved to Lthe

suburbs.

Carolyn Jasper is one such Jew whose parents “mo ved out of their ethnic [ncighborhood] in

the [city] leaving their Kinship networks along with their outsider status. behind.” 2 Growing up in

the suburbs afforded Jews the chance to mingle with gentiles in neighborhood programs like that of

the Scouls. For cxample, Jasper’s Congrcgational (Christian) Scout leader would later become her

: 285
molhcr-m-\aw.

280 Goldsiein. 275.

2 Gpickard. 184.

282 1hid.

3 pMeGinity. Still Jewish. 110,

283 |pid.. 73. Carolyn Jasper is still alive
Lense to deseribe her.

23 jbid.

(or at least she was as of 2012), which is why this Lhesis uses Lhe presenl
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One might think that because Carolyn Jasper grew up in the suburbs, she was more likely to
be better educated, and more aceulturated in general - following the pattern inferred lrom the
generational study. In reality, Carolyn Jasper only had educational aspirations — she felt she was
unable (o pursue them because she was hindered by the Jewish quolas that universities still had.? In
that way, she was nol actually of the cohort of suburban Jews who had betler educations. In another
manncr however, she may still be considered part of the secularized Jews who lived in the suburban
neighborhoods (she grew up in the suburb of Watertown, Massachusetts).?*” For one thing, she is
irreligious, lor she said in an interview, “I’ve never considered mysell a Jewish woman. But | never
considered Lhat | wasn’t Jewish."* Clearly, she identified with the ethnic aspect ol a Jewish identity,
but not the religious one. Additionally, she demonstrated an adherence to American cultural values:
Keren McGinity who interviewed Carolyn Jasper wrote “Her personal goal of escaping into the
majorily mainstream was stronger then her allegiance 10 her parents [italics mine].”* That she
prioritized individual aspirations over group obligations denotes her acculturation, in some respects,

to the individual ethos of the United States.

The Culture of Divorce (1860-1990)

That individual ethos is of special importance 1o the culture of divorce that seemed 1o
permeate through American society in the period during which the third generation had come of age.
In some ways, the individual ethos shares a counterproductive relationship to a romantic love, for it
requires that one prioritize one’s own aspirations and desires above anything else, and possible even

above one’s romantic pariner. There was a subsequent elevation of individuality during the 1960s

286 Jasper actually moved 1o the suburbs before the lime of white flight {which is why she expericnced trouble with
Jewish quotas in schools, wherceas fewer third-generation Jews did). so she was a bit ahead of the trend. Nonetheless.
she demoenstrates the correlation belween suburban life and cultural assimilation,

B McGinity. Stilf Jewish. 69,

Z8% [bid., 98.

9 Ihid.. 87.
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and 1970s that contributed to undermining the stability of such romantic relationships. Howe
. However.

heightened individualism wa :
‘ s not the only aspect of American culture that was undermining the

foundation of the institution of marriage.

T = S . - . = 2 g .
he increased importance of sexual gratification in marriage. and the increasing reliance on

love as the main proponent for marriage, helped to create a culture of divorce. One reason love

became the main proponent for marriage was the groundbreaking gains made in economic equality

for women in this period. Since women could make their own livable income, they no longer need 10

rely on that of their husband’s.2* As women could increasingly support themselves, the incentive to

marry (or remain unhappily married) for economic stability was taken away. Recall that when Anna

Strunsky's marriage was falling apart. she did not want a divorce for the sake of her children and

because she could not make it on her own as a divorcee; society looked down upon and effectively

reprimanded female divorcecs in 1932. Even Mary Slattery remat ned in an enduring marriage for

years, before her husband eventually served her the divorce in 195 6. She made it clear to him that she

was staying in the marriage for the children. but she also was not in a position (0 make a sustainable
= =

living wage as a divorced woman; WOMEN were not paid that well in 1956. But if those 1wo women

could have earned their living despite their marital status, they might have acted difterently.
(4 —

Observed in this period. then. is a correlation between divorce and women’s economic emancipation.

social and Economic Gains for Women

Given the independent ecONsMic Progress women had made since the end of the Second

world War, divorce was more feasible from a financial perspective. Single women, especially in the

first halfof the twentieth century, were considered ideal workers for they could be paid less, since

they did not have a family to support. But near {he second half of the century, specifically beginning

290 That cconomic aspeet 10 marriage had contributed 10 its stability

in the past, despite the destabilizing eflect of the
romantic ideal.
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after World War 11, people began to marry at younger ages, which left the applicant pool in Jack of
single women. FFor that reason, businesses made room for married women to take those positions.
That was something that would never have been done before World War 11, when married women
were still expected to spend their time taking care of the home and the children. By this time. when
wives were entering the work force, the conveniences of the post-war consumerism had appeared (i.c.
washers, driers, prepared foods), relieving mothers of certain time-consuming duties involved in
kceping a home. Additionally, because women were marrying at younger ages in the post-war period
(around 20 years of age). they would still be relatively young when their children had grown (around
40 ycears of age), and would be capable of working. Even though women were still expecled 1o do the
bulk of housckeeping, it became much simpler in the post-war period with the conveniences created
by appliances. Keeping the housc in order did not demand as much time. therefore a part-time gig

was understandably feasible. This change in the decade f'oliowing-l'};e war allowed women more time
10 be mothers and participate in the workforce.™!

Through the 1960s and 1970s, more women would postpone marriage to build a career as
their aspirations for personal achievement grew: whereas in the past it was cusiom for women to
marry. wait until the children had grown. and t/ren go back to work. The trend of marrving at a young
age began to be reversed in the late 1960s as a result of career aspirations. Because women started to
remain single longer, they opened the opportunities for a college education and a career. This served
as the foundation of the women’s movement that would bring better terms to women’s place in the
public sphere and accelerate their entry into higher education and into the workforce. By 1980,

gy
»292 |nstead of

“women’s workforce participation was beginning to look much more like men’s.
working as secretaries or nurses, women aimed for careers in fields that were male-dominated. To

compare, Jewish women played a huge part in the economic emancipation of women. In fact.

! Coontz, 252-253.
222 Ibid.. 259.
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PI.(,pm-uonmely speaking, they benefitted much more than aver
< <

age while Americans: an analysis of
the Jewish baby boomers (those in the third generation) reveals th

at 16.9 percent of Jewish lemale
baby boomers and 12.2

percent of i .
! Lol Jewish male baby boomers had professional specialtics as of 1990,

while the general white population had 16 percent.” Meaning, proportionately more Jewish female
baby boomers had prolessional occupations than their male counterparts, and than the Caucasian
population. Evidently, Jewish women prospered from the women’s movement, especially when
taking into account the fact that “there is much less dissimilarity between the occupational statuses of
men and women for Jews of the third generation than for the entire white population in the United

9] 5 i S i . .
States.”*™ Perhaps even more than white female Americans, Jewish American women were

beneficiaries of the occupational advancements garered from the women’s movement.

Correspondingly. their salaries grew too. which is why it makes sense that “Jewish baby boomers

[enjoyed a] relatively high income status.”? We can be sure that Jewish women. given their

numbers in professional. well-salaried occupations, were the recipients of that higher income. The

ability to support onesel Fwould prove to be a definitive factor in the decision to divorce. which is

part of the reason why this period saw a rise in the number of women who initiated a divorce.”® This

became especially rue if~the love™ in a marriage was gone — what was becoming the sole reason for

matrimony.

It’s All about Love and Sex in Marriage

As discussed in the previous section, sex resumed its place in expectations of marital

relationships afler the post-war period. Because there were other ways to attain the things that

s
293 Table 2-6 in Henry Waxman, Jewish Baby
vork Press. 2001). 30.

4 Waxman, 29.

5 1bid.

2% Coonlz.

Boomers: a Communal Perspective (Albany: State University ol New



marriage traditionally offered (like financial stability or social status), the remaining reason to marry
— and stay married — fell increasingly on “love.” And romantic love, as Americans have known it — as
an engrossing, transcendent emotion — is not something that will persist very long. Certainly. such a
mystical and vitalizing emotion would not last the length of a marriage.”’ This idea of love was
promulgated throughout the upbringing of the baby boomers. The earlicr cohort of baby boomers,
those born closest to 1946, shared their parents” trend of marrying at a young age, and so they had
some of the same characteristics of post-war marriages.

For example, some of them experienced the detriment of sex-specific roles (housewife and
working husband). which had the tendency of separating spouses and crippling marital intimacy. The
1960s women’s magazines were a staple of post-war consumerist homes that baby boomers either
grew up reading or watched their mothers read. They were filled with articles delineating how
marriage should be the institution that would grant fulfillment and satisfaction in one’s life. Yet the
method by which these magazines promoted marriage and its concomitant roles was
counterproductive to achieving personal happiness. Alongside prescriptions for how satisfying
marriage should be were lessons in femininity and homemaking, which would often separate a
husband and wife into distinctive domains rather than induce an intimate relationship.2% The 1950s
and 1960s housewives who experienced that separation first-hand. shared their thoughtson it in a
series of interviews. One such example comes from a woman interviewed in 1959 who stated that she
wanted her daughter “to make a living so the house [was] not the end of all things.”?*® Evidently, for

her, keeping the home alone was not fulfilling. People who were in male breadwinner marriages in

*7 The length of a marriage has been steadily incr casing over the last century as medical advancements have
prelonged human life. Today. when a couple can live well into their 70s. they could celebrate a 50 vear marriage. if’
they wed in their bwenties. { Earlier in the cenlury. marriages ended more olten because a spousc drcd not becavse of
divorce. And because the age ol death was younger carlier in the century. marriages tended to last closer to 25
years.) Il'the purpose for marriage is love. then for that marriage to fulfill the spouses” expectations they would need

lo suslain a feeling of romantic love for almost hall’ a century — which is very difficult and highly unlikely.
=% Coonlz. 250 and 252,

2% Jessica Weiss, 108, 206. and nole 7. 278.
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> 1950s and 1960s revealed | e
the Os revealed in later interviews that “the division of lahor in which they’d hoped 1o

tind fulfillment had so divided their lives that intimacy had become difficult, if not impossible.
As more people expected to gain personal happiness within their marital relationship. the
existence of unsatisfying or “emplty” relationships was viewed more critically, This was true in
previous periods as well, but because of the cconomic gains made by women across the States (which
contributed 1o the increasing emphasis ol marrying for love, and not financial siability). it became
feasible to actually adhere to the logical extension of a romantic ideal. If onc were unabl¢ 1o achieve

the sole purpose of one’s marriage, il would seem illogical to remain within it. It might have been

socially acceptable to remain in an enduring marriage earlier in the century. as Anna Strunsky and

Mary Slattery did for several years, but it became less acceptable in this period. Accordingly. 45 the
standards for a successful marriage became impossibly high, so the dissatisfaction among couples
substantially increased — which was the same time that single women became economically
independent, and the divorce rate grew respectively.

Before the no-fault divorce became legalized in the 1970s, a divorce could only be obtained
if there was foul play involved or adultery. The number of divorces grew incredibly in the years
petween 1950 and 1970, which saw plaintiffs who essentially falsified the grounds for a divorce in
order to obtain one. One of every three 1950s marriages eventually divorced.”' In fact. it was the
mounting number of couples who wenl through fraudulent lengths to obtain a divorce that eventually
coerced legislatures 10 reform the divorce laws to reflect the change that was happening in society.*”

One authorof a 1950s divorce study commented, “The number of cruel spouses in Chicago, both

300 Coontz, 250,

wi pMel.aughlin ct al.. 7he Changing Lives of American Women (sec ch. 13.n. 9} quoted in Coontz. 249.

02 ppany people believe thal the divoree rates rose as a result of the legislatures changing the law and making it
casier 1o obtain a divorce. But in reality the rates were on the rise before the Jegislatures changed their divorce laws.
The no-faull divorce was a rellection of the changes in society, Not the other way around.
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male and female, who strike their marriage partners in the face exactly twice, without provocation,
leaving visible marks, is remarkable.™%

The trend of divorce exacerbated greatly with the trend of female employment. The late
1980s was the portion of a decade in which women had substantially achieved a more equal footing
in the employment sector as their involvement in working fields “was beginning to look much more
like men’s.”*™ It is clearly no coincidence that 1980 is also the year at which the divorce rate stood at
50 percent, meaning half the people who married could expect to divorce sometime in their future.
However, calculating divorce rates are complicated and that one in particular “was a projection of
how many marriages would end before the couple reached their fortieth wedding anniversary.”3% |
may have overstated the actual figure, but other scholarship on divorce rates suggest that it was not
too far off the mark. and conclude that rates have been fluctuating between 40 and 50 percent since
1980, substantiating the concept of a culture of divorce.

Most interesting is how individuals who thought themsclves outside the culture of divorce
found themselves within it. Even assimilated Jews who still felt slightly outside the mainstream,
underestimated the affect their assimilation would have on them. Fern Kupfer is the example of an
intermarried Jew here. She obtained a divorce in 1988 from her husband Joey Kupfer.® Two years
later. she married her second husband, Joe Geha. who was a Lebanese immigrant. [t must be said that
Joey Kupfer, the first husband, was actually Jewish — theirs was not an intermarriage. However. that
marriage will be extensively analyzed for it serves to demonstrate that the extent of assimilation,
which both Fern and Joey Kupfer underwent, correlates to an adherence to values that are not

conducive to a sustainable and unproblematic marriage.

303 Maxine Virtue, Family Cases in Court (1956). wuoted in Katherine Caldwell, “Not Ozzie and Harriel: Postwar
Divorce and the American Liberal Welfare State,” Law and Social inguiry 23 (1998). quoted in Coontz, 252.

34 Coontz. 239.

305 Coontz, note 1. 395.

3% Because there is a repetition with names. Fern Kupfer will be referred to as “Fern.” Joey Kupler as *“Jocy™ and
Joe Geha as “Geha,™



Fern Kupfer (1946-1990)
FFern Kupfer is the author of several novels, one of which is her own memoir published in
2012, Leaving Long Istand ...and Other Departures. I is her story of the challenges encountered in
her life in the United States as a third-generation Jew, from the difficulties of aging to those of

loving. Within her memoir were ions | i
¢. Within her memoir were sections in which she discussed her childhood and upbringing —

from which the extent she assimilated can be ascertained.

Integration in American Soclety

As it turns out, she had the average middle class upbringing of a child raised in the post-war

cra. though she always maintained a sense of her Jewishness. She was in born in 1946 after her

father’s return from the war. Sh

¢ was one of the third-gencration Jews whose family moved 1o the

suburbs, and her father was ostensibly the beneficiary of Gl Bills that gave her family the kind of

money required to live in the suburbs.

Like many others of Fern’s generation. and several that came before her, marriage was what

family historian Siephanie Coontz called the “master event,” that dictated how young peopie lived

out their sexual lives. assumed adulthood. chose jobs. and became parents.*”’ For Fern and Joey

specifically, who were of the earlier cohort of baby boomers. marriage served all of those purposcs

except sex. They began their sexual activity before marriage, while they were still dating in college.

Additionally, they fit the family model most of society was following: breadwinner father and

homemaker mother. After they married at the end of her senior year in college, Fern’s plan was 10

1each a little while she waited for Joey to get his graduate degree 1o be a Philosophy professor. Her

post-college plans were centered on her husband, his career, and their potential family — not around

herself, She wrote in her memoir, “I had not given serious thought to ‘being’ something other than a

37 Caonty, 247.

82



supportive wage-earner, a wile, a mother.™"™ Even Fern's teaching jobs on the side were advocated
by American housewives ol the 19505 who did not want their daughters to be “just™ a houscwile. It
May seem that Fern's ideas were a bit traditional for a young woman in 1968 — but, in fact, Fern was
not in the minority. According to historian Stephanic Coontz, as lale as 1968 almost two-thirds of’
women aged tventy to twenty-lour still intended to become full-time homemakers. ™ Fern Kupler.
who married in 1968 when she was about twenty-two years old. clearly had beliefs that were cqual to
those of other Americans. Fern was bred to believe that a wile should “be home in time to make
dinner for her husband,” even if'she worked. as her mother told her. > She also told her that as a
teacher, which was *a greal prolession for a woman.™ she could still be a homemaker. The same was
reiterated by her high school guidance counselors in 19641 Evidently, that was an ide:
promulgated to many high school girls in the 1960s. Clearly, American popular culture bred women
to aspire 1o be a good wile and run a good home for their husbands.

FFern was an assimilated American as was her ex husband Joey. She writes “linally afler
assimilation, il was easy to be ourselves.”™ " They both went to public school in New York, Fern
lived part of her adolescent years in the suburbs of Long Island, she went to college in upstate New
York. lelt the lamily home as an unmarried girl, and she grew up in a Sam Hochman home - similar
to a constructed Levitlown.** Of her clichéd upbringing she writes, “Mather actually wore a Irilly
apron over her dress and had a snack ready lor me. Up and down dilferent blocks other children were

similarly greeted.™" They, like other suburban families, had brand new kitchens with the latest
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appliances. She even ate | :
P pork: That was something her grandparents generation (the immigrant one)

never did, although in her own words “all the next generations did.”"*

By that ti i i i
y that time, Fern, a third-generation Russian Jew, had been dating Joey Kupfer, her would-
be h i i i

usband, for quite some time. They were high school sweethearts. She fost her virginity to him.
Her whole romantic life involved him. They were in love.?'® Which is why it surprised all of their

friends that after almost twenty years of marriage, they would abruptly divorce.>"’

Problems and Expectations in Marriage with Joey Kupfer

However, their marriage had been on the rocks for quite some time. according to Fern’s
memoir. She expressed that if she had to describe the health of her relationship, she would have said
she was “in an enduring marriage,” meaning she was suffering patiently through it>'® For most of it.
she viewed her husband, Joey, as “a difficult man.”3'® She never Jabeled him as such. but she clearly
demonstrated in her memoir the many instances when he proved to be a selfish character. In her own
words. “he never did anything that he didn’t want to do.”32° Not even for their first childbirth class
did he inconvenience himself by accompanying her. He “was annoyed,” that he would miss a movie
on television he “really” wanted to sec when she reminded him that they had to leave.”' She ended
up going by herself to avoid making him “resentful for forcing him to participate.”** To demonstrate
the absurdity of Joey’s actions, Fern includes an anecdote: There was only one other woman who
was without a pariner in that class, and it was because her husband was fighting in Vietnam. “1 didn’t

tell her that my husband was at home watching a vampire movie.”?** This was one of the many

315 |bid.. 199.
36 |bid.. 61.
37 [bid.. 80.
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320 |bid.. 77-
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instances in which Joey refused Lo share something, whether it was an experience or something
tangible, like Jfoad. *Not even in a Chinese restaurant,” would he share, where tables spin and dishes
come in family size, which means there definitely would have been more than enough 1o share.*” |ie
would say 1 ordered just what / wanted,” which made Fem feel “alone.” Iiven when Fern would
look at other couples who did their grocery shopping together, or went on walks together, she would
think, “Not us.” Jocy and Fern, as it seems, did not share many things — and wanting to share is par
of the romantic concept of love. It is akin to the “commitment to the well-being ol the loved
person.” ¥ The lack of sharing was hard to reconcile with the concept of a successful marriage,

which o FFern was in some ways conceived as a romantic one, That was the fundamental problem: he
prioritized himsell over their relationship and it hurt Fern. Ultimately. when she divorced him - that
was the central issue. She could not trust him because he would put himself before the health of their
marriage. And she did not want to be in a relationship like that. Her concept of a successful marriage

is best demonstrated by her description of the early years of their marriage.

The happiest times in their marriage were those when Fern could say that it was “just us,”
which is closer 1o a prerequisite of the romantic idea of “preoccupation with one’s lover.”%2? Those
moments occurred at the beginning of their marriage, when they had just moved from New York 1o
Ames, lowa, where Jocy recently accepted a job teaching Philosophy at Jowa State University. That
was in 1970, when they were eslablishing a life together. Ten years later, it was “just them” plus
Joey's misiress. He had an affair with one of his students, Debbie. Amidst tears, proclamations of
love, self-doubt (“I don’t know why I did this™), and pleas for forgiveness. Fern forgave him. But

after the fiasco, Joey’s attitude was “hostile rather than chastened.”*** Which is why Fern “shouldn’t
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jave been [sur rised]” when s,
! [Fpie] he cheated again eight years later. Only this time their marriage came

crashing down.

In the m el :
onths before their split, Joey was distant, answering “No,” with a sigh every time
Fern would ask if he was alright, given that he seemed so preoccupied.™ It was clear their

relationship lacked the intense connection to the loved one as prescribed by notions of romantic love.

She thought his being distant was because he was on leave from the University and supposed to be

writing a book. Evidently,

it was because he had an ongoing affair with another student — this was the

second time he failed to meet her expectation of fidelity and trust. But when she found out this time,

he responded 1 don’t think 1 love you anymore.”**® That was the reason their marriage faltered — his

lacking love, which Jed him to break his vows to her and her trust.

1t was he that suggested marital counseling, but with the condition that he could still see his

girlfriend — yet another example of his self-interest, which in this case invokes incredulity. According

10 her memoir, when Fern told him that would be “impossible,” Joey explained: “Fern, if we go (o

counseling and it doesn’t work out between us, then | will have no one.”>3! More demonstrative of

his acute egomania is his behavior the night she found out about the affair, when they stayed up late

talking, crying. and fighting about it Of that event, Fern writes: He was “closed off from me. He did

not want 10 0 round and round. He did not want to answer all the questions I had. Finally he said: /

can 't do this anymore. Annoyed. Within the next few minutes, he urned from me in bed and was

soundly .°>lf:f:;)iflg-”332

The most telling example of their discord was what happened the night afier she found out

about the affair and Joey went to sleep, instead of at least answering her questions, let alone

apologizing. Since she could not talk to him, she tried to “make sense” of the situation by writing, as

S
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many writers often do. What she wrote was an article she would later sell to a woman's magazine
titled I Don"t Think I 1.ove You Anymore,” for two thousand dollars — and not as an anonymous
article. ™ In lern's eyes, this was the result ol Joey shutting her out when she wanted answers, so she
had to reason them out hersell - and capitalizing on her adversity was a perk. Jocy was appalled that
she wrote about their relationship as it was lalling apart and insisted that it demonstrated her
“controlling™ nature, as she probably wanted 1o control her version of the story. In the end, he
requested half of the two thousand dollars, contending "if'it weren't for me, you never would have
written that article.™* Fern expressed her frustration by quoting the words of her friend who claimed
that Joey's actions were akin (o Hitler asking for the royalties on Annc Frank's Diary, since without
him her diary never would have been published.?*

At some point later in the memoir Fern insinuated that Joey was the type of boy whose sense
ol entitlement encouraged unfaithfulness.”® That “sense of entitlement™ is remarkably similar 10
what one might call the trait self-actualization, That trait, present in many Americans. according o
cross-cultural psychologists, paradoxically promotes a belief in the concept of a transcendent,
romantic love, which requires self-sacrifice for the loved one, while it also makes that sclf-sacrifice
less likely.>” Evidently, Joey is a glaring example of a self-actualized individual. The point here is 1o
show that afier a certain degree of assimilation, whether the assimilated persons are in an
interimarriage or in a Jewish marriage, that American mainstream culture into which they assimilated
would be the reason behind their marital problems — as was the case here. As it turns out. Joeyis a
fourth-gencration Jew — one more generation than Fern. In a personal email from Fern Kupfer, she

wrote “Yes, my ex was more assimilated than my family. All his grandparents were born in this

3 1hid.. 78.
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country. none of them knew Yiddish (which was spoken in my home)

s133% .
Ifhis grandparents were
born in this country

then he was af least a 4™ generation Jew. The point is 1o show that the evidence
demonstrates that new cultural values based on romantic ideals (which both spouses sharc!) are what
really have had to do with the increasing distress of Jewish intermarriages — nol intermarriage itself.
Fern, at the time of her marriage in 1968, wrote that she “could never imagine divorce.™”
When she said her wedding vows, a woman scorned was not a position she expected to find herself

in, especially twice! The early years of their relationship were romantic, almost clichéd. Given its

promising start as the relationship of two people in love, why expect anything but a clichéd ending?
Fern can still recall-the moment they met as teenagers at a party: * We looked at each other across the
floor, then danced in steamy silence to Johnny Mathis singing “The Twelfih of Never.” [Her best

friend even] said. ‘Fern, Il bet you [will] marry him.”*® There was that suddenness of onset in their

relationship and romantic isolation as they danced in silence 1o a song she can recall almost fifty

years later. In her own words, she “felt bonded together with him in some ineffable way.” "' Since

their relationship started out like a modern love tale, it makes sense that she did not expect it to end

like the opposite of one.

Modern love tales do not include adultery. Correspondingly. her idea of a successful

marriage did not include cheating, though she did not necessarily expect it to be a contemporary

version of Cinderella either. which become evident in her memoir. She described a moment in her

college years when she chastised her girifriend for having an affair with a married professor. Her

friend tried to present the affair as a loving relationship, partly because il was true — she seemed to be

in love with him —and partly because she wanted 1o gain Fern’s approval, demonstrating that for

Fern to approve of a relationship, there had to be love within it. She wanted to convince Fern of that

18 e Kuplier. email messape 10 author, March 10. 2014,
39 Kupler. 61.
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Decause the professer Nattered her. called her beautiful. told her he was ~inspired by her vitality,” and
WIOle powms tor her. However. no matter how her friend spun it. Fern thought the professor was ~a
oullshit antist ard zn aleoholic.” and her —idea of romance did not include running out of the house at
midnight to give blow jobs in the back of a family station wagon, >

Cleariy. Fern’s eapeciations of a loving relationship stopped short of infidelitv. She did not
consider an adulterous riationship romantic. even if the peopie involved felt the emotions typically

socizted with romaniic love. It seems like Fern believed true love was monogamous and

b

A

stworthy .~ What can substantiate this are the rezsons behind her divoree with Joey. Whai
finaliized her Cecision for divorce was that she did not wani to ~continue a marmmiage with someone

who couldn™t o trusied ™ 7 Diespite Joes s preference for counseling she insisted on a divorce.

Her reasoning reflects the greater general trend of American divorce. In her memoir she

wroie that though she was making preity good money for a writer it was not enough 10 ~live on for

the rest of Ther] [i7e. 7 But she was siill y oung enough at age forts-1w.0 10 ~get a teaching job easily
encugh” that could provide her an income she could Iive on. Since she was hesiiant to continue 2
marriage wiih someone she did not trust 1o be faithful. 1his could bz her oniy chance to secure her
future. If she waited longer. 2nd he proved unfaithful again. she would be stuck in 2n unhapps
marmage for finzncial sunivabiin: — not love. For this reason. she rationalized: I moyved so quickly
ioward divoree because | was airaid not 10” — time was slipping for a woman who might want 1o
secure hier own fuiure. " Evidently. a mamiage without love and trust was a deal breaker for Fern.

Here. Femn fits within the larger trend of American marriage. The historian Siephanie Coontz asserts.

Sizggest thzi she belicn e those were the only ™o aspects 1o love. but they cerizinly seem to henve held

- —t=
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-\ omen’s heightened expectations of personal fulfillment interacted with their growing economic

independence.” which made rates of “divorce accelerate further ~347

Previously. married women could not get jobs with livable wages. Anna Strunsky
complained about it in her diary soon afier she wed: “If | cannot earn my bread and he can [then]

feel inferior 1o him.” For a married woman 10 work back then was something that was looked down

upon. Many Slattery perhaps could. but she was dependent on her husband — and that proved one

obstacle 1o divorce. which is ostensibly why. in addition to her children. she stayed in the marriage

despite how betrayed she feltand dissatisfied she was in her marriage. Mary knew Miller cheated and

vet she stayed in the marriage for another five or six vears. Fern. on the other hand. stayed in the

marriage in 1980. which was the first time he cheated. because Joey promised never to cheat again,

and begged her forgiveness. But by 1988 she had a window of opportunity. That window was closing

for a woman who might not be hirable at an older age. For this reason —a

nd the fact that she did not

1rust Joev — she accelerated the process for divorce. Her decision 10 divorce was clearly due in part 1o

the certain economic gains made by women in the 1970s and 1980s. It gave her an oplion 10 survive

economically outside of her marriage. That was an option that she. and many others of her generation

ook

Conclusion

All in all. the point I have spent ninety-some pages trying to make is that the statement,
~Jewish intermarriages are less likely to work because the spouses come from dif¥erent cultural and
religious backgrounds.” is only half correct. ™S The first half. that “Jewish intermarriages are less

=7 Coontz. 252

s W hat is happening is that people are mining up causation with correlation. Yes. Jewish-gentile couples are more
ikich 10 diviree: But their being Jewish and gentile is not the cause al their divorce: there soncilingelsen l{m-
intermarriage that is causing their problems. which explains how the fact that they are intermarried corchs ‘!I }‘IL"'
dinonce. . ates with



BRCIV o succeed. ™ s e 1if the detimtion of suecess is delined solely on the basis of not divorcing.
Lhere ape temonably rehiable statstios that demonstrate Jew ish mtermarriages are more likely 1o end
madnoree. However, tor the more meticulous among us, there is definilely room for more definitive
studies 1o be condueted. 1The second hall"of" the sentence is one 1 have found 1o be inaccurate through
the histony of marriage in conjunction with case studices ol intermarried couples. and the cultural
histories ol the Jewish people over the course of their migration from one continent 1o another and
ACTOSS generations.

Therefore, the argument that Jewish intermarriages do not work because of “cultural and
religious differences™ is one o I'questionable validity. One reason to dispute it is because the culture
and religion of Jewish-Americans is something that has changed as generations of Jews successively
assimilated and acculturated into American society. My research led me 1o believe that whatever
differences remained are not at the heart of the problems in a Jewish intermarriage — although it is
possible they can be part of it. From my research, it seems like the problems in Jewish intermarriages
are much like the problems in many American marriages — and they do not have as much 1o do with
culwural and religious difTerences as they do with high expectations of sustained romantic love.

In fact. that is a societal condition that afflicts contemporary America. One author wrote.

“[The American] ideology ol individualism may have helped to grease the main engine of change.
the movement of women into the labor force which subverted the model of marriage as an exchange
of’ goods and scrvices between men and women.”*" This left the model of marriage to become an
exchange of love and romance. According 1o one sociologist and marriage historian. the present
conditions of the instilution of marriage in the United States today, “virtually demand divorce.”>¢

Those words were written in 1990, but the conditions have essentially remained the same. in tandem

" Lurstenberg Ir.. Frank. “History and Current Status of Divoree in the United States.” The Futnre of Children 4.
no. | (Spring 1994): 34,
™ Divn and Dion. 15.
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with the near-30 peeeent divoree rate, Marriage scholars have pointed to the bigh divoree rate of
American marriages as a result of an impossible juxtaposition between believing that love is the only
(or main) reason 1o be married, with Americans™ very high expeclations that love should be life-long,
wranseendent, emotionally intimate, and sexually groundbreaking. But - as most people acknowledge
— Yove is not the mosl stable of emotions; it can, and often does, change with lime. And so making
that the primary loundation ol marriage will correspondingly make marriage less stable.

With respect to Jewish intermarriages that undergo distress, it seems that the spouses in those

marriages reflect an adherence 10 the aforementioned American values. So their acculturation o

American values — not the cultural or religious dilferences in their relationship — is (one ol the

reasons behind higher dissatisfaction and divorce rates between intermarricd Jewish couples and in-

married ones.™'

But the same can apply o acculturated Jews, as seen in the case of Fern and Joey Kupfer.

And their assimilation correlates Lo their generational slatus: Fern was a third-generation Jew. and

Joey was al least a lourth-generation Jew. When going over their story. | devcloped this idea that

Jocy's seltishness was in some part a reflection ol the American ethos for self-actualization, because

his tamily was more assimilated than hers. From the information in Fern’s memoir. though a one-

sided (and therelore probably biased) account of their relationship. | think Joey adopted the

American value ol individualism that made him prioritize his feelings and ambilions above anyone

else’s.>** I think Joey Kupfer might have adopted that value more than Fern Kupfer. perhaps because

his family was in the United States longer than hers was.

1y would be naive o give any kind of monocausal explanation for highly complicated problems. Religious and
cultural dillerences. is one such monocausal explanation for the higher divorce rates of intermarried Jews. though it
seems 10 be an inaccurale one. The assimilation of Jews into a culture that promotcs values that undermine stable

marriggpes seems 1 be a more accurale reason. however, | am nol Suggcsling it is the owhr reason behind higher
divoree rates ol imermarricd Jews. There are surely other factors. specilic o each couple.
separation o1 dissatis faction.

352 Recall that there is research 0 corroborate this — the trait of sell-actualization (present in many Americans
according 1o psychologists) paradoxically promotes a beliel'in the concept o I'a transcendent. Tomantic love, which
requires sell=sacritice for the loved one, while it alse makes that self-sacrilice less likely.

which contribuled to their
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Realistically, this was one of three examples that correlated with the general trend of Jewish
identity and American acculturation. However, personalities and identities are multilaceted and there
will be (and most certainly are) plenty of exceptions to the trend of divorced intermarried Jewish
couples. Even a psychological counselor and modern orthodox rabbi concurred that couples from
different backgrounds can have marriages that work, especially il they both adhere to an overarching
culture that connects both of them despite their different backgrounds.?** He expressed that many
intermarried Jewish couples can, and do, “have a good marriage, a good family and pass on good
values to their children.” | interviewed another woman who was intermarried, though not divorced.
Over the course of threc and a half hours, it became apparent that what made her Jewish
intermarriage work was that she and her spouse had flexible expectations of one another. In her own
words, “Respect for [one an]other...is huge...true respect.... If you really respecl someone’s wishes,
and what they stand for, and respect their freedom, and respect the individual for who they are.” then
your marriage will work. It is, she says, what keeps her marriage going. She does not expect her
husband to conform to the changing notions of “what a husband should be,” and simply admires him
for who he is regardiess of how others feel about him,*

[ am also not trying to make any moral Judgments on the issue. Is it better to have more than
one marriage and feel immersed in romantic love and be enthralled by your partner? Or is it better to
be in a single marriage despite the fact that it is probable that the later period of the relationship will

not have the same emotional romantic love connection it first did?*53 That is not for me 1o say.

33 Michael Sanders, interview by author, February 16, 2013, West Los Angcles. tape recording, private home. Los
Angeles. Dr. Sanders has requested Lo be defined as “a clinical psychologist and practicing [Orthodox] Jew: he is a
cultural anthropologist and a theistic existentialist at heart whose guiding principle is the W.1. Thomas Dictum.” I'm
nol quite sure what his definition of a “working marriage™ is. but from the context of our conversation 1 think it is
safe Lo assume that he meant something along the lincs of “they are happy. and not divorced.”

¥ Fiona O"Malley, interview by author. April 27, 2014. Wesl Los Angeles. tape recording. private home. Los
Angeles.

3% In a later period of the relationship, there will probably be a diflerent kind of love {i.e. not romantic. transcendent
love). Mosl rescarch suggesls that later stages ol a relationship replace the thrilling romantic love lecling with a
shared emotion of deep care and respect.
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The last thing that nee i :

4 & that needs 10 be said 10 a1 | ewish parents, and especially to my own, is an

L]

apology. I know my parents were excited when | started this project be

cause it initially appeared as
though they were correct —

and they certain ly w

¢re regarding higher dissatisfaction rates among
intermarried couples. However,

I'know the final version of m y thesis is not wh

at they (especially my
mother) had hoped to read. This multidimension

al history of Jewish intermarriage is a serics of
patterns and correlations extracted from statistical data and case studies 10 paint a cchesive picture of

Jewish intermarriage in the absence of one. By no means am I suggesting that divorce as a result of

acculturating to American standards of marriage is everyone’s story. There are many reasons that a
married couple will choose to divorce. Generalizing that reason is a huge disservice 1o the
complexity ol interdependent relationships, religion, and culture. | only hope to show that those who
suggest “a Jew would be wise to refrain from marrying a gentile” are reducing the complexities of a
marriage and its history as an institution to a cultural background theory of dubious veracity. A
Jewish marriage might not guarantee a more successlul one, if either spouse is immersed in those
incompatible va!ugs so widely disseminated throughout American society. For many American Jews,

this information will undoubtedly be hard to digest. Sorry, Mom. | know it is not what you wanted to

read but it is what the evidence is telling me.
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