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Background Information on Poll
We polled 1547. 1366 remained valid after data scrubbing.  

When we analyzed the results 1157 of those identified themselves as religious in a meaningful way. This led us to reduce our survey base to the religious alone, in view of not having a significant enough alternative group.

What this means is that our survey teaches us about the views of people who consider themselves strongly religious. The responses toward religious leaders therefore come from their FOLLOWERS, in practice or in potential. It should therefore be considered as a way of bringing the voice of the community to our leaders. It also allows us to draw meaningful correspondences between our essays and the survey results.

We also note that among respondents 94% identified strongly with their religion and 63% considered themselves more religious than 5 years ago. We are thus dealing with a group that is dynamic in their religious identify and commitment, moving toward deeper engagement and commitment. Again, this means this group should be sympathetic to the concerns of religious leaders and leaders would want to hear what the polled group has to tell them.

Almost half (54%) the people poled were from a Christian background, with the rest coming from a variety of other religious communities. Our lessons are drawn both from the composite responses of all religions, where there were no meaningful statistical differences and from an analysis of results per religion.

While the survey was international, 52% came from North America, 11% from Australia, and 37% from other countries, including  Israel, India, a few countries in Europe and a few countries in Africa. 

Moreover, of the  respondents, 59% were either in college, had a college degree or higher. 86% of polled subjects were either enrolled in graduate school or had already obtained a graduate degree

The results of our survey thus tell us us about the hopes and expectations of a large sample of educated people who are deeply committed religiously.

 Survey Findings

A. How Central is Leadership to the Religious Lives of Believers?
94% of those in our survey base consider religious identity to be central to their identity.

At the same time, only 77% consider religious leadership to be important to them, while only 57% attribute getting closer to their religion to a religious leader.

This seems to suggest that while religion plays an important part in many people’s lives, it is not always mediated through religious leadership. While leadership is important to religious people by a ratio of 4:1, there are about 20% of strongly identified believers who do not consider leadership central to their religious lives.

B. The Importance of Interreligious Dialogue
A fascinating result to emerge from the survey has to do with “other” religions. When asked, “do you look to another religious tradition for inspiration?” 45% said that they did so regularly. Alternatively, 41% said that they never did. This is an important result. We see here a clear separation between our respondents: almost half sought inspiration elsewhere regularly, and the other half never did. Remembering that we are dealing with a group of people who are strongly affiliated with their religions and highly educated, it is striking to note that almost half of these are comfortable seeking inspiration elsewhere. This speaks volumes for the importance of interfaith dialogue and communication.

The importance of interfaith relations also emerges from the open questions we posed concerning issues that are being overlooked and skills that needed strengthening. Of the open ended answers to the question in what way should (local) leaders be better trained, 24% of a wide array of answers, across the different religions,  focused on better training in other religions and in interfaith dialogue. 

A third parameter further supports this broad view. Respondents were asked about the appropriateness of their religious leaders’ involvement in interfaith work. For national leaders, the figure was 81%, and for national/international leaders it was 90% (statistically meaningful difference). It is worth noting the related figures on involvement in peace work, 86% for local and 92% for national. Clearly, religious leaders are perceived as having an important role to play in peace making and in interreligious relations. The close results between the two suggest a significant overlap, in light of which the importance of interreligious relations is to be appreciated.

It is worth noting that not all activities received such wide support. Social work received 80/78%, (first number local, second national/international) ecological work 66/73%, and political involvement got 39/54%. Clearly, religious leaders are not expected to do everything, and there are some areas from that are considered inappropriate for their involvement. Peace work and interreligious dialogue rank as the most important kinds of activities, outside the leaders’ immediate community, in which leadership, both local and international, is expected to engage.

C.What is a Religious Leader?
There are varying possibilities to view what a religious leader is and what are his/her most important traits. We created a list of 16 items, that rank the skills and functions of a leader. The expectation of what makes a leader was consistent throughout the traditions. With minor variations between them, the following qualities emerged as the most important qualities: Inspired Teacher (89/90), Spiritual Mentor (89,82), Role Model (89,87). 

The centrality of Role model fits completely with the definitions proposed by our think tank regarding what makes a religious leader. People thus expect from their leaders exactly what the traditions themselves consider to be their ideals. The centrality of Inspired teacher and spiritual mentor again confirms our understanding of the primacy of teaching in the vocation of the religious leader.

The two following qualities are speaker (82,88)and being creative (81, 82)Leaders are expected to be creative in their exercise of leadership while also being effective speakers, who can represent their tradition. 

It is interesting that these qualities come before scholarship and academic knowledge in the overall survey. Within the individual religions, the perspectives change, with some religions, like Buddhism, Islam (first place! )and Judaism, moving scholarship to the top five qualities.

The least valued qualities are fundraiser, technical presence (on internet etc.), cultural criticism and management skills. In other words, despite the fact that leaders run organizations that require significant managerial skills, the expectations of what makes a proper religious leader focus on the spiritual and pastoral dimensions of their work, rather than on the effectiveness of their managerial activities. Attention should be drawn to Miroslav Volf’s paper, in our collection, that points to the dangers of religious leaders becoming efficient managers, at the expense of their spiritual vocation. The faithful certainly seem to be aware of this danger and prefer that religious leadership remain true to what it always was.

D. What are the Qualities of a Religious Leader?
We again created a list of 19 items, from which we could learn what were the qualities that were most expected from a religious leader, across traditions. The most important quality that believers look to their leader for is Wisdom (97/97). For the mission of Sharing Wisdom that is Elijah’s core mission, this is a gratifying recognition of the centrality of wisdom to the religious quest and to the vocation of the religious leader. The second and fourth position are taken by integrity (97,96) and honesty (95,96). Compassion occupies the third place (97,94), with love (94,93)and humility (93,93)following. All this supports the conclusion of our papers that the importance of a religious leader is in what he or she is, rather than in what they may do, or know. It corresponds well with the above indicated finding of the centrality of role model as the fundamental quality of the religious leader, hence the centrality of integrity and honesty. 

It is important to recognize that such qualities as moral excellence , spirituality and excellence in performance of rituals all ranked lower than these fundamental traits. Significantly, moral excellence ranked within the top five qualities when the data was analyzed in light of the question “How perfect, whatever your understanding of the term may be, do you expect your religious leader to be”. For those who had highest expectations, moral excellence ranked fourth, with 96%, for both local and international leaders. In other words, people who have a strong sense of perfection in their expectation, translate such expectation into moral terms, thereby expecting moral excellence as a key virtue of leadership. Less perfectionist approaches, (with overall expectation for perfection ranking at 62/76)privilege other qualities. It is worth noting that in any event there is a much stronger expectation for perfection from national/international leaders, than from local leaders. Clearly, those who have a representative role are expected to be more perfect. Similarly, believers are less forgiving for the faults of the more representative national/international leadership (70% would forgive faults), compared with their local leaders (83% would forgive; statistically meaningful difference).

Compared with the top qualities, it is also of interest to note what qualities were considered least important. These are fame, same ethnic background, prosperity, healing and appearance. Once again, this confirms that believers are seeking to identify in their leaders the classical expressions of the tradition’s values and are not being allured by externals in their reflections on  what matters most.

E. The Crisis of Jewish Leadership

We have noted that about 20% of overall believers do not deem leadership to be of importance. Many of the participants in our survey either did not have a local leader or an international leader. A total of 67% of respondents replied they did have a local religious leader, suggesting a ratio of 2:1, and only 54% have a national/international religious leader, that is just slightly above half the respondents. Thus, despite the theoretical importance attached to leadership, not all respondents have leaders on the local and international level. In some cases, such as Hinduism, this may be attributed to the structure and organization of the religion. But in many cases this also reflects difficulties and disappointments within our religions and could point to systemic issues of which leaders should be aware. Here it is more difficult to speak in generalities, and it would be helpful to make some observations on a religion-specific basis. 

In order to examine the meaning of these low figures, we should relate them to the results of the degree of trust in the leader, satisfaction with how the leader matches up to ideal criteria and the overall relevance of the message of the leader. When looking at these factors together, some interesting conclusions emerge. These conclusions are most meaningful when considered by the individual religion.

The two most striking groups are the Jews and the Sikhs. Based on the survey, the Jews seem to have significant difficulties and distrust in relation to their religious leadership. Jews attach the lowest significance to leadership (65%. Hindus are slightly lower, which could make sense in view of the structures of the religion, but the sample size is also much lower and may therefore not be meaningful). Christianity with 86% and Islam with 79% show statistically meaningful differences. 

Only 34% of Jews say they have a national leader. One might have attributed this to the American Jewish respondents, who may be viewed as lacking a central rabbinic leadership, but the percentage from Israel are X%, thereby suggesting alienation from national religious leadership.

Only 59% of Jews who strongly identify as religious have a local leader (only Hindus have a lower result, at 50%). Interestingly, for those who do have a leader, we note 84% trust in their leader (highest being 87% for Buddhists). On the other hand, national and international leadership receive only 58% trust, the lowest figure of all (compare to 100% of a small Buddhist sample, and 90% and 74% for Muslins and Christians respectively, constituting a statistically meaningful difference).  This correspondence to the comparative trust question, in which national/international leaders were contrasted with political leaders. Here too, Buddhists (small sample) trusted their leaders 78% more, Muslins 66% more, and Christians 64%. Again, results for both Christians and Muslins were statistically meaningful, compared with Jews, who showed only 49% trust. 

The satisfaction indicator similarly suggested crisis in relation to Jewish leadership. Jews occupy the lowest place with 53% satisfaction with national/leaders, compared with Christianity (66%), Islam (83%)and Buddhism (96% on small sample). Similarly, in relation to local leaders, the degree of satisfaction is 69% (Hinduism, with a very low sample, that may be insignificant, comes in at 57%). Compare this with Christianity and Islam at 75%, and Buddhism at 87%.

Given that overall there is greater trust of local leadership than of national and international leadership, the finding is still of concern to Jewish leadership. 

On the question of relevance of the message of the Jewish leader we again note the low results. Only 53% of respondents found the message of their national/international leader meaningful. This is significantly below the 75% of the Christians, the 84% of the Muslins, and the 96% of the Buddhists. On the local level the numbers are more encouraging, though Jews still are at the bottom of the relevance chart (together with Hindus, who are a small sample group; as Hindus do not often have local religious leaders, the comparison with the figure for the Hindus, if it is considered meaningful is itself problematic). 71% of Jews find their local leader’s message relevant, compared with 75 and 77% of Muslins and Christians respectively and and 83 and 87% of Sikhs and Buddhists respectively.

Expectations seem to play an important role in reinforcing perspectives. The perfection expected of Jewish national and international leaders is only 69%, the lowest of all religions and 60% for local leaders (a surprising 53% for local Christian leaders is out of step with other findings). The highest expectation for perfection is found among Muslins and Sikhs, at the statistically meaningful 93%.

Indeed, expectations of Jewish leaders are the lowest on some key questions. Consistently, Jewish leaders are given the lowest percentages concerning expectations to either preserve the tradition or to transform it. Preservation receives 73/61%, while transformation receives 57/67%. Contrast this with figures between 80 and 90% for preservation in other religions for local and transformation from 70 to 84% for the local (compared to 57 for the Jews). For national leaders expectations are from 84-93% for preservation and 78-92% for transformation. Consistently, expectations of Jewish leadership fall much below what expectations are of leaders of other religions. 

The indications of low expectations repeat themselves time and again. Both on the local and the international level, the lowest figures of expectation for involvement in peace work, social work, ecological work, interfaith dialogue are on the Jewish side, in almost all cases by significant percentage differences. There is one surprising point, that might hold the key, or one of the keys,  to interpreting the data. When asked about the appropriateness of the involvement of Jewish leaders, on the national level, in political life, we note that the highest response indicating it is appropriate comes from Jewish respondents. 59% of respondents consider it appropriate. Even though Christians fall closely behind with 58%, and the lowest reliable figure is only 54%, what is striking is not the number itself, but the reversal of the almost universal view of leadership and its tasks. There is room to consider that Jewish leadership is so implicated in politics as to have become identified by it. The view that of all fields, political life is a legitimate arena for manifesting Jewish leadership, may be best accounted for by the actual involvement of leadership in the political process. This issue was raised in Meir Sendor’s paper as one of the problems facing contemporary Jewish leadership. It may also hold the key to why Jewish leaders consistently score so low on all other counts. It may be that the politicization of religion, either by affiliation with the political process or by association with politicized state bodies, leads to alienation, dissatisfaction and lowered expectations. 

We also note that Jews have the lowest level of willingness to forgive their leaders for their faults, 71% for locals and 61% for national leaders. (a small sample size suggests Hindus are even more stringent with their national leaders).  This reinforces the perception of negativity, or at least criticism, toward leaders, even within their own religious constituency. 

All facts point in the same direction. Jewish leadership seems to be suffering a crisis. When these facts are compared with some of the data relating to other religions (Buddhism is particularly noticeable here, though in some instances the sample size is small) this might suggest one of the causes why Jews seek spiritual inspiration from teachers of other traditions. This may find further corroboration in response to the question of becoming more religious over the past 5 years.  Jews are the only group to have answered below 50%. Only 39% of Jews have become closer, compared with 57-86% in other religions. Perhaps even more significant is the fact that Jews have the highest number of members who have become actively less religious, at 13%, almost twice the figure of any other religion. This fact is particularly noteworthy, as it speaks of those who continue to identify themselves as religious. If practicing Jews still report a move away from religion, this cannot be dissociated from their views of leadership, regardless of how we construct cause and effect

F. The Sikh Predicament
Some interesting data emerges in relation to Sikh leadership. Sikhs have the lowest ratio of local to national leaders. Only 45% of them identify themselves as having local leadership. This is lowest figure of any religion. By contrast, 55% recognize a national leadership. This is the highest figure after Christianity, and it is shared by Buddhists. Concerning satisfaction with leadership, local leadership receives 71% of satisfaction. However, satisfaction with national leadership drops to 62%, higher only than Judaism’s 53%, with the highest score going up to 96%, and the highest statistically meaningful score, for Islam, at 83%. This situation seems to corroborate the description in Balwant Dhillon Singh’s paper, pointing to problems in Sikh leadership. Central and institutionalized leadership is the most prominent form, and it draws relatively low satisfaction rate, even among believers. By contrast, only a minority of Sikhs enjoy a relationship with a religious leader, probably the kind of charismatic and spiritual leader described in Singh’s paper. Based on how the survey was distributed, their voice seems to have carried over into our survey, possibly making the results even brighter than they are in fact. The data suggests there are many lost Sikh sheep awaiting to be fond by their shepherds. Perhaps related to this are some of the answers on the open questions, regarding what issues leaders are overlooking. 39% of the answers obtained by that method suggest overlooking the needs and problems of youth and youth education.
G. How should our leaders be trained
Most of our survey was based on fixed questions. A couple of questions invited open answers, that allow us to get a sense of what our followers expect of future leadership and how it should be trained. The following emerges from the open answers.

The answers break down into several major categories, which in turn show some diversity between the religions.

We have already noted the centrality of training in interfaith. Overall 24% of comments related to this issue, and they were balanced more or less equally between the religions, with slightly lesser emphasis by Jews and Sikhs.

Issues of theological education were also prominent in the responses. Again, about a third of respondents in all traditions felt the need for better theological training, continuing education for leadership. It is worth noting that Buddhist in particular felt the need to equip their leaders with better linguistic skills (15%). 

Pastoral skills, psychological and human relations components seem to also be an important desideratum for the better training of religious leaders. Overall, about 20% of respondents highlighted these issues in the open questions. Buddhists give the lowest emphasis to this, at *%, possibly suggesting their leaders are adequately trained in this respect. Christianity and Islam at 19 and 17% respectively point to a greater need. But the greatest need is felt by Jews, who gave as much as 27% of their responses to improved skills in this domain. Jews also had the highest score (18%, followed by 17% by the Sikhs) concerning developing greater responsiveness and listening skills by the leader towards the congregation. 

16% of respondents also highlighted the need for better training in contemporary issues, methodologies and challenges. Hindus were particularly high (41%), though their sample may be too small to be meaningful.  Muslins follow with 24%. 

Some issues found particular note in individual traditions.  Buddhists and Hindus were particularly high in suggesting the need for training in spirituality with 19% and 13% (small sample) respectively. Buddhists pointed to above average interest in training in sexuality and its pastoral challenges (14%, compared to a 4% average). Muslins had a particular interest in training to handle youth problems (18% compared to a 7% average). Similarly, women’s role in Islam as it affects leadership drew 13% from Muslim participants in the survey, compared with the average of 4%.

H. Looking to another tradition and expecting perfection from one’s leader: Is there a correlation?

Analyzing the data, one intriguing possibility for correlating the data arose. Religions that had very low expectations for perfection in their leadership also reported a high degree of looking to other religions for inspiration. Conversely, religions that had a high expectation of perfection from their leaders drew much less inspiration from other traditions. Thus, 51% of Christians looked to other religions, the highest number in the survey. They also had the lowest expectation of perfection for local leadership, at only 53%. Similarly, 48% of Buddhists look to other religions, while their own expectations of their local religious leaders’ perfection  are at 66%. Contrast this with Muslins and Sikhs. Muslins have 93% expectation for perfection and only 20% look to other religions. Similarly, Sikhs have 93% of expectation for perfection and only 23% look to other religions. Judaism may be an interesting in-between case. Expectation for perfection is only 60%. However, only 32% look to other religions. This may be a consequence of the historically deep seated suspicion and reticence of involvement in other religions, that has characterized Judaism for millennia, and may therefore have to be accounted for independently of the proposed relationship between expectation of perfection and openness to other religions.

What would the meaning of this correlation be? It seems that the more perfect one expects one’s own leader and tradition to be, the more one is centered exclusively within one’s tradition and therefore less open to outside influences. Conversely, contact with the outside may bring with it a more realistic and relativistic view of one’s own religion and its leadership and thereby lower the expectation for perfection among one’s leaders. It would seem that at this juncture the attitude to one’s religion within bears close relationship to one’s openness to another religion. Inasmuch as engagement with other religions is also a process of self exploration, this correlation seems to suggest that one’s views of the outside and one’s views and expectations within must be explored simultaneously. 

