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MOTIVATIONS FOR CHARITABLE GIVING

Preface

Philanthropy, or giving to charity, has a long and varied history in the United
States, Today it is probably one of the biggest single activities in our economy,
accounting for about $10 billion a year. While our national penchant for statistical
description produces a myriad of information on industrizl, agricultural and com-
mercial activities, very little is known about who contributes to what charities,
under what circumstances and for what motivations.,

About 10 years ago the National Opinion Research Center did a small pilot study
on motivations for chaxritable giving,under the direction of Josephine Williams,Ph,D,
This exploratory study provided many valuable clues and hypotheses on the giver's
thought processes and behavior, but adequate financing for further substantive re-
‘search was not secured, and many promising areas of research were left unexplored.

About a year ago a small fund was made available to NORC for renewed research
of motivations for charitable giving and this study is the result, With the limited
amount of funds available it was impossible to interview a national cross-section.
It was decided, therefore, to select a single metropolitan area, as a case study.
For administrative reasons, it was decided further to limit the research to an
intensive analysis of the Jewish segment of this metropolitan area. This group was
believed to contribute the largest share of its income to charity, and an under-
standing of its decision making processes was hoped would lead to a better general
understanding of the problem,

Essa2x County, New Jersey was selected for the study and cooperation was secured
from local authorities. Dr, Marshall Sklare, Director, Division of Scientific
Research, American Jewish Committee, as a specialist on Jewish Communities was in-
valuable in advising on all phases of the research, Herman Pekarsky, Executive
Director, Saul Schwartz, Director of Social Planning and Milton lLewis, member of
the Board of Trustees of the Jewish Community Council of Essex County were most
generous in theixr cooperation and support. Bob Banacki, as NORC field and coding
‘supervisor suffered through the many ordeals of gathering and processing the lengthy
intervicws. Bob Astalfi, of the J.C.C. was responsible for IBM tabulations. With
many thanks to all those who made this study possible, I assume full responsibility
for all aspects of the research efforts included in this report.

Paul N. Borsky
Senior Study Director
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I, SUMMARY

A study of a cross-section of contributors to the United Jewish Appeal of Essex
County, New Jersey, reveals striking differences in personal characteristics, atti-
tudes and behavior among the larger and smaller donors. The total study sample in~
cludes 527 persons who represent all UJA giving proportionate to the amount of con-
tributions, Consequently, when the expression "half of all respondents” is used,
what is meant is "persons contributing half of all UJA collections.” Tt does not
mean half of all donors who usually contribute less than 5% of all UJA funds, For
exemple, half of all UJA collections are contributed by persons earning a median
income of $27,000 a year. This does not mean that half of all contributors earned
this amount, since their median income was under $13,000 a year.

In general, UJA contributors earn substantial incomes, Almost 70% of the top
donors, giving $2500 or more to UJA, earn $50,000 or over a year. The smallest
donors, giving less than $100 to UJA, report a median income of $13,000, which is
well above the natiomal average, The bulk of all persons feel relatively secure
with their carnings and only ome out of five reports any difficulty in meeting all
their current needs out of income,

The median age overall of donorxs is 52 years but the top donors are 53 years
old, while the smallest donors average only 45 years. Since the latter represent
almost 90% of all persons contributing any money to UJA, they will strongly influence
future collections as they grow older,

About 85% of all contributions comes from suburban residents, with over 90% of
the top donors compared to 807 of the smallest donors living outside the city of
Newark, Many of the present Newark contributors indicate their intentions of moving
so that the shift to the suburbs is likely to continue,

About a fourth of all contributions comes from persons born outside the U,S,,
with one out of three top donors compared to only one out of five smallest donors
indicating they were foreign born., One half of all donations are made by first
generation U.S. citizens, and most of their parents are reported as born in Eastern
or Central Europe.

Over 90% of all donations are made by married persons living with their wives.
Only 8% of the smallest donors are ummarried compared to only 1% of the top donors.
Over 40% of all donations are made by families without any young children less than
18 years old. Reflecting their younger age, somewhat more of the smallest donors
report young children living with them. Indicative of the supplementary nature of
UJA gifts by women, over 40% of the smallest donors are women compared to only 1%
of the top donors.

UJA donations come predominantly from the self-employed business and profes-
sional groups. More than half report they are proprietors or mansgers, over 10%
lawyers, 9% doctors and 5% accountants, The smallest domors are often in these pro-
fessions and more often in other professional and semi-professional, clerical and
sales and crafts and operative occupatioms.
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Reflecting traditional Jewish emphasis on education, over 60% of all donations
cone from college educated persons., The top donors report somewhat more persons
with only grammar school education, while the smallest donors are more often high
school educated, although almost two-thirds of both have been to college.

In general, most donors reveal a strong attachment to their present residential
cormunity, Most of them work, visit their friends, shop and spend their leisure
hours within the Essex County area. All but one fourth have lived at their present
address at least five years, and only 4% have lived outside of Essex County during
the past five years., New York City attracts only one out of fouxr persons for shop-
ping and only one third of all respondents for eating out,

While overall only one out of five do not belong to a temple, over one-third
of the smallest donors report no temple affiliation. In general, however, member-
ship does not usually indicate great activity in temple affairs, but is mostly
linited to observance of High Holy Days. The smallest givers also indicate a
less Jewish origntation in their basic attitudes of what constitutes a good Jew.
They less often belong to Jewish organizatioms, but only one out of eight belong
to no organizations, non-sectarian or Jewish,

The smaller donors, those contributing under $500 to UJA generally have lower
standards of generous giving and actually donate smallex proportions of their annual
income., While the larger donors contribute close to 10% of their income, snaller
donors give only 2-4%. It is significant that all donor groups regard themselves
as more generous than their friends, business associates and neighbors, but in
practice they are not, This feeling of false generosity undoubtedly produces
complacency in their own levels of giving.

Reflecting their greater non-Jewish orientation the smaller donors contribute
less of their total charitable gifts to the UJA and to other Jewish charities. While
overall, two-thirds of all gifts go to Jewish groups, including over one-third to
the UJA, the top donors give more than three-fourths to sectarian groups, including
43% to UJA, while the smallest donors give only 61% to Jewish charities and only
one-fourth to the UJA, Next to the UJA, synagogues and non-sectarian health drives
are the biggest recipients of donations by the smallest donors. Overall an average
of 17 groups received donations from each person with the larger donors reporting a
few more charities on the average than the smaller donors.

A further measurc of preference is indicated by the voluntary reports of favor-
ite charities. Over 40% give UJA as their first favorite and an additional 18% nen-
tion it as their second favorite charity. Almost 70% of the top donors choose UJA
as their first or second favorites, while less than a half of the smallest donors
nake this selection, In general, Jewish charities are named as first favorites by
over 60% more persons than non-Jewish groups. But, second choice favorites are nore
predoninantly non-sectarian, reflecting the cultural pressures to concern oneself
with the larger community.

The top reason for selecting a favorite charity is that it fulfills an import-
ant need., This is clearly reiterated in a number of other questions on motivations
for giving, 'Need is great" is more often the top consideration for smaller donors
giving under $1000 to UJA, and only fourth in importance for the top donors of $2500
or more, The second reason for picking a favorite charity was loyalty and concern
about Jewish nceds -- helping Jews. This ethnic loyalty was the first ¥eason for the
top two donor groups., The third reason given was evaluation of performance of the



-3 -

charity -- was it doing a good job? Fourth in importance overall is the connection
with Israel and whether it helps overseas Jews. The top two donor groups which are
nore oriented toward Jewish needs gave this as their third most important reason,

In general, both the UJA and Community Chests are regarded favorably by most
persons. Only 6% had only critical corments when asked how they felt about the UJA
and less than 8% were completely critical of their Community Chests,

When asked why they felt others they know gave to charity, two-thirds felt
cultural and family traditions in giving were most important. Almost three-fourths
of the top donors stressed this point compared to only half of the smallest con-
tributors. The second najor recason for others' giving is to secure social status,
prestige and favorable publicity., This ""selfish reason” is attributed to others by
57% of all respondents but is only mentioned as onc of their own reasons for picking
a favorite by 5% of all respondents. The third most important reason for others’
giving is recognition of need, which is mentioned by one-third of all persons,

More direct questions on motivations for giving reveal general agreement on
noble and culturally acceptable reasons but sharp divergence on their own and others'
motives that may be classified as selfish or self-centered, Over 90% feel that
people give to relieve suffering, to help people learn to be good citizens, because
they feel that someday they themselves may need medical help or treatment or to
skre the cost of community services which they need or feel others need.

While almost three-fourths feel others at least partly have religious motives
in giving, only one-third feel this way themselves., Likewise, while 85% say
others seek favorable publicity, only 20% admit this for themselves. A similar num-
ber mention tax deducations as a consideration for others, but only 42% say it ap-
plies to themselves. About 83% also say others give to avoid criticism but only
one~-third say they feel this way.

A latent lack of support for central fund raising was a significant finding.
Less than half felt all of Essex County should be combined into one central drive,
with over 60% of the top givers compared to only 40% of the smaller givers support-
ing a central effort, When asked why they supported separate fund raising for each
suburban commmunity, the reasons most often given were, ‘'people in their own small
cormunities are closer to their own people and each town has an obligation to take
care of its own needs,”

Over three out of every four persons also approve of the government assuning
responsibilities in the field of charity. Almost half want to give government the
complete responsibility and eliminate private charity. The reasons offered are that
taxation was a fairer way to share costs, govermment had more adequate reasources and
was more efficient,

In inquiring about the decision making process, it was found that only a small
minority of 8% say they plan and select all drives they will support in advance,
Almost six out of ten say they make all selections spontaneously as they are solicited,
This lack of planning is reported by only 45% of the top donors, but by 70% of the
smallest contributors. When asked, 'How do you usually decide which ones to give
to?" a majority say they consider the importance of needs as nost important. Other
factors are costs of administration and general reputation, traditional patterns of
gifts, social pressures, effectiveness of operations and familiarity with persons
connected with the charity.
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Determining amounts of contributions is also more haphazard than planned. Only
one out of four say they have a total charitable amount in mind, in advance of
deciding about individual gifts. Almost half of the top donors have such a system-~
atic plan as compared to only 10% of the smallest donors. Income is mentioned by
three out of four persons as the major consideration in setting the overall amount
of giving, Consideration -of past precedent and year to year changes in need are
mentioned only by a fourth of all persons,

Deciding on the amounts for individual gifts is also largely a matter of chance.
Alnmost two-thirds say all decisions are spontanecous, BEven a majority of the top
donors admit that all decisions are not made in advance, while three-fourths of the

smallest donors say all donations are unplanned,

In general, donors are poorly informed about the UJA and the Jewish Community
Council of Essex County, and the smallest donors are the least knowledgeable. When
asked to name groups supported by their local UJA, 10% could name no groups, 15% only
one, another 14% only two, and more than half could name only three or fewer groups
out of a possible total of 36 different recipients of UJA funds, Likewise, when
asked to describe what the JCC does, only 62% could name at least one of its' func-
tions. Only 30% mentioned "coordination,” 17% "allocation.of funds,' 16% '"supports
UJA," and 11% "in charge of central fund raising.,” The smallest donors consistently
are the least informed, and the least in direct contact with UJA activities. When
asked whether they visit or use any UJA services, the smallest donors report the
least involvenent.

As a general evaluation of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with UJA activities,
all persons were asked to indicate their overall feelings. Less than half are entire-
ly satisfied; just over a fourth are only partly satisfied and almost a fourth were
unable or wouldn't express any overall fecelings. Most of the criticisms hiwever
were fairly constructive, with 14% saying ‘'they need more money,’ 6% indicating faci-
lities were inadequate and 3% that more staff was needed,

Further sources of dissatisfaction with UJA allocations policies and administrat-
ive expenses are also largely rcoted in misinformation, Only a fourth correctly re-
ported the correct share of all collections going to Israel and only 17% knew the
local share, In general, the Israeli and local allocations were more often under-
stated, When asked how the process could be improved, frequent answers were to in-
crease the Israeli and local shares, The top donors are generally better informed
and the smallest donors the least inforxmed, Sinmilarly, only one in six knew the
correct pegcent spent on general administration (10-12,5%) withalmost one-quarter of
the smallest donors believing the overhead costs were double the actual percentage.

Paralleling their greater distortioms of UJA operations, the smallest donors are
nost satisfied with the adequacy of UJA collections., Overall, only 407% felt UJA funds
were adequate but 53% of the smallest donors felt this way.

The Jewish News is reported to be by far the best single source of information
on UJA affairs, with over half of the smallest donors spontaneously naming this
source, Letters, other newspapers and personal comversation are most frequently
naned as the least informative,

While few people expressed dissatisfaction with the way they were contacted by
UJA, the bigger donors were generally given more personal attention than the smaller
donors. While 40% of the top donors usually attend a social function of the UJA;
only 6% of the smallest donors do so, Likewise, while telephone calls and personal
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visits are most usual for the smallest donors, over 40% are by strangers.

Over 80% say others contribute more if their gifts are announced at a UJA gathex-

ing, and over three-fourths say
altiost all top givers have been
the smallest donors report this
ners did not affect the size of
and enjoyable experience, Omnly
tribute nore if their gifts are

they have at some time attended such an affair, While
to a fund raising dinner or breakfast, less than half
experience., While half of all attenders say the din-
their gift, most people felt it was an informative
half of all persons, however, feel that others con-
published in a journal, with less than half of the

snmallest donors feeling that publication helps.

As a wind-up question on attitudes toward fund raising, over 407 said they ox
their friends had previously had sone unpleasant fund raising experiences, Resent~-

ment to too rwuch pressure, rude

solicitors, disappointment in the giving by others

and lost friendships were some of the experiences mentioned,



II STUDY DESIGN

Since one of the primary objectives of this research was to study differences
in motivations and behavior of different kinds of givers, all contributors to the
1960 United Jewish Appeal fund drive in Essex County were separated into six classes
of givers, according to the amount of their donations, Two types of approaches were
then considered, a straight sample of contributors and a sample reflecting relative
amounts of contributions, There were over 30,000 known contributors, and funds were
available for only approximately 500 intensive interviews, If it was decided to
select a straight random sample of contributors, then practically all respondents
would be small contributors, because those donating amounts greater than $100 ac-
counted for only 13% of all contributors, A straight random sample would have
selected only about 65 out of 500 (13%) contributing $100 or more. This would not

have provided enough interviews with larger donors and have defeated our study
objective,

The second approach, which was adopted, was to select a sample with numbers of
respondents proportionate to the amount of their contributions. Thus, if all persons
contributing under $100 each represent 16% of total collections, then about 16% of
them should be selected in the sample of 500, Table 1 indicates the proportions of
all contributors by size of contribution and share of total collections.

TABLE 1

CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNITED JEWiSH APPEAL OF ESSEX COUNTY
BY SIZE OF CONTIRIBUTION

1960%

Contributors Contributions
Size of Contribution Number Percent Number Percent
Under $10. , v . & o 4 . 14,200 47% $ 53,107 2%
$10-899, . . . .. . . . 12,115 40 298,059 14
$100-84992, , v v v o o . 2,991 ie 501,367 23
$500-5999, . . . . . . . 479 A 287,118 13
$1000-%2499, . . . . . . 270 1 371,398 17
$2,500 4+, . . ... .. 100 - 0.3 670,285 31

Total . . 30,155 100%  $2,181,334 100%
* Source: United Jewish Appeal of Essex County.

Practical problems of field work required some departure from the ideal scheme,
Since both men and women from the same household were often separate contributors,
it was decided to interview only one person in a household, This would insure a
maximum of independent viewpoints in the limited sample, Whenever a man and woman
from the same household happened to be selected, a substitute name for the woman was
made in a systematic procedure,



The actual sample selection and interviewing procedure were as follows:

1. Since persons contributing under $10 represented only 2% of all contributions,
it was decided that the 10 persons who might be selected in a sample of 500 would be
too few for separate analysis. The group was therefore, separated from all other
contributcrs, and largely excluded from the main study, This group was used in
selecting training interviews described below, and nine such completed interviews
were included in the study as part of the less than $100 contribution group.

2, All IBM cards for contributors were grouped into the five size-of-donation
classes and randomly sub-sampled according to the selection factors shown in Table 2.
For example, starting with the fifth card, every other 100th card was automatically
machine sorted until 135 persons were selected, Table 2 shows the numbers of
persons assigned and those with completed interviews.

3. To minimize interviewer effects, each interviewer was assigned to intexrview
persons in several different size~of-donor classes. Any interviewer effects would
then be averaged out in any comparisons among size-of-donox groups,

4. All interviewers used in this study were Jewish women. Because of the pos-
sible sensitivity of respondents to reveal their partiality to Jewish groups, it was
felt that using only Jewish interviewers, would facilitate frankness and validity of
responses,

5. All interviewers were intensively trained before actual field work was begun,
During August 1960, a general orientation and training session was held in which
general interviewing methods and techniques were reviewed and the specially designed
questionnaire to be used in this study was thoroughly evaluated, Then each inter-
viewer completed a number of practice interviews with a random sample of small
donors. Each of these questionnaires was individually reviewed by the field super-
visor and the interviewer was given his first assignment only after achieving an
accepted standard of performance.

6. Interviewing started in September 1960 and was completed three months later.
The unusually severe winter and the problems in keeping appointments with cach pre-
selected individual (for whom no substitute was permitted) created many difficult
situations. A number of letters, telegrams and personal follow-up visits were re-
quired to keep the non-response rate to an acceptable level. Overall, analmost
80% completion rate was achieved. Given additional time and money half of these non-
responses probably could have been intexviewed, but a cut-off date had to be estab-
lished before the Christmas holidays and, as Table 2 shows, sufficient interviews
were secured from each size of donor group by the cut-off date.

While actual completions totaled 77%, outright refusals totaled only 18%, the
rest were persons who were out of town, sick, moved, or otherwise unavailable. About
half the refusals involved second contacts and half involved third refusals.

Each interview averaged over two hours and provided a very detailed picture of
donor motivations and behavior,
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TABIE 2

ASSIGNED AND CCMPIETED INTERVIEWS
BY SIZE OF DONOR CONTRIBUTION

Completed Interviews

Size of Donor Number Sampling Percent
Contribution Assigned Rate Number Assigned
Under $100, ., . . 135 1% 112 83%
$100-8499, , . . . 206 5 152 74
$590-%999, . « 4 131 25 91 70
$1000-$2499, ., . . 120 50 102 85
$2500 + , ., . . . 95 100 70 74
Total , 637 - 527 77%

The interview begimswith free answer .responses about favorite charities and
other groups receiving contributions during the past year, General reasons for
giving to charity - are attributed to others and to the respondent himself., A series
of specific direct questions are then asked about possible motivations for general
giving, followed by detailed questions on the decision process of determining
amounts and charities to be helped, After these general attitudes and practices are
recorded a series of specific questions about the UJA and JCC are asked. Knowledge
and attitudes toward groups supported by the UJA are probed as well as questions
dealing with allocations procedures, expenses, and experiences and visits to sponsor-
ed pgroups., General personal experiences with fund raising are followed by specific
questions dealing with UJA procedures. Gemeral probes about sources of UJA informa-
tion ave followed by detailed evaluations of the Jewish News.

Only after an hour to an hour and a half of discussion are the sensitive ques-
tions asked about asmounts of donations and standards of generosity in giving., The
interview is concluded by a series of questions about personal characteristics and
beliefs in being a good Jew., Appendix A, includes a copy of the actual questionnaire,



ITI FINDINGS

A, Introduction

In line with the principal objectives of the study to explore differences among
different types of givers, the main analysis follows the sampling scheme and compaves
responses by size of donor groups. A number of alternate schemes of analysis were
contemplated by types of beliefs, experiences, personal characteristics, etc,
Limitations of time and funds prohibited these approaches at this time, but the main
currents and cross pressures are fully evident from the data presented below,

The meaning of "total” responses should be clearly understood to avoid any
misinterpretation of the data, The total sample represents a cross-section of givers
in relation to the relative amounts of their contributions, In this scheme the
fewer persons with large donations have a greater effect on the "total respomse’ than
the many smaller donors, It does not represent a cross-section of all 30,000 givers,
nor does it reflect the non-givers to UJA fund drives. The percentages for "total
can not be multiplied by 30,000 to estimate the total number of givers reporting a
given answer, To approximate such an estimate of total givers, the reader may take
the answers for the Yunder $100 group,’’ which represents 85% of all donors and use
it as a rough approximation of all donors. The "total’ used in this repori xre-
presents a cross-section of donors as a reflection of their relative importance to
the total amount collected,

B, Profiles of Personal Characteristics of Donor Groups

1. Reported Income

Compared to a recent report that the median income of all U.S. families in-
cluding farm and non-farm is only $5600, the income levels reported by UJA donors
are substantially above the national average. Since non-donors and very small
donors,of less than $10 each, are excluded from the NORC sample, the overall median
income of Jewish families in Essex County cannot be ascertained, and valid comparisons
with U,S. averages which include all groups are not possible,

The total median income reported by the entire sample of donors amounted to
$26,700, with the larger donors reporting more income, as expected. Since the top
donor group reported over 2/3 with incomes of $50,000 or more, it is not possible
to ascertain exactly the median income level for this group. Clearly, however, it
is over $50,000, Using the answers of the smallest donors as a rough guide, it can
be estimated that about 200 Jewish families in Essex County have incomes in ‘excess
of $50,000,

Since income is undoubtedly one of the most important factors in charitable
giving, the substantial median income levels reported by all sizes of domor groups
clearly offers favorable expectations for charitable giving in the Jewish population
of Essex County. Bven the smallest donor group, giving less than $10C to the UJA,
reports a median income level of almost $13,000. Clearly this is well above average
and offers favorable prospects for charitable drives, Almost 10% of the smallest
donor group reported incomes in excess of $30,000, while almost 1/4 had incomes of
$20,000 or more. Likewise, the group contributing $100-$492 to UJA reports a
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median income of $20,000, with almost one-~fifth earning over $30,000, Table 3 sum-
marizes the reported income levels,

It should be noted that about one-fourth of all persons interviewed refused
to report their income. In general this is not too different from most household
surveys of this type. The percentages shown in Table 3 are based on the 400 persons
who did report their income; hose who failed to report income are shown separately
as a percent of all respondents in each category.

TABLE 3
REPORTED FAMILY INCOME BY SIZE OF DONOR GROUP
1960 ‘

Cumulative Size of UJA Donation
Reported Income Total [32500%- [51000-2499 |$300~999 | $100-429 | Under $100
Don't know as percent
of all respondents . . . | _ 24%_ | 10% L .. 27% ). 5% | 30% __L....1 8. ..
(Number Respondents) . . [(400) (59) (74) (69) {106) (92)
Less than $70000 ¢« o+ o 6-270 1.770 1.34 1'4% 1-070 22-070
Less than $10,000, ., . . 11,5 o7 1.3 2,8 8.5 35,8
Less than $14,000, . . . 22.5 3.4 4,0 11,6 24,5 55.4
Less than $20,000, , . . 37.0 3.4 9.4 23,0 49,1 77.1
Less than $30,000, . , . 5643 11.9 32,4 63.6 83.0 91,2
Less than $40,000, , ., . 74,3 23,8 58,1 81,1 89,6 96.7
Less than $50,000, . . . 81,5 32,3 | 70,3 91.3 95.3 98,9
550,000 or more, o+ + o o 18,.5%1 67.7% 29.7% 8.7% 4.7% 1.1%
Median « « « « o o « » o [$526700 | $50000+ $36900 $26700 $20000 $12900

2, Feelings of Economic Security

In addition to the objecitive amounts of reported income, an extremely import-
ant consideration is the reported feeling of security or insecurity with respect to
expected future income flows, Presumably, a person who expects a sharp drop in
income will generally be less generous than a person who feels secure about future
earning levels, A series of questions was. asked about this general topic before and
after current income was recorded,

In general less than half of all respondents feel there is even a moderate
chance that they will experience a “substantial drop in income during the next five
years or s0.' Somewhat more of the larger donors feel there is such a moderate
chance, while almost half of the smaller donors feel there is “hardly any chance
at all” this could happen. Table & summarizes these answers.
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TABLE &

REPCRTED CHANCE OF SUBSTANTIAL DROP IN INCOME
DURING NEXT FIVE YEARS

Reported Chance Total {82500+ 1$1000-2499 | $500~999 | 8100-499 |{Under $100
(Number Respondents) . ., | (527) | (70) (102) (o1 (152) (112)
Greate » o o o o 0 0 4 1.,4% | 15.7% 12,7% 14,3% 2.2% 8.0%
Moderate o o 4 o » + » o | 35.7 47.1 40,2 33,0 30,9 33,0
Hardly any o o . « . . . | 40.1 | 28,6 37.3 35.2 45.4 49,2
Don't know , « & & + « & 11.8 8.6 9.8 17.5 14,5 9.8

Another reflection of feelings of ecconomic security or insecurity is answered by
the next question of how much the person "worries about this (drop in income) happen-
ing. Half of all respondents say they don't worry at all; only 9% worry a great
deal, There are no significant differences by size of donor group, although the
smallest donor group more often tends to worry about this, Table 5 summarizes this
question,

TABLE 5

EXTENT OF WORRY ABOUT SUBSTANTIAL DROP IN INCOME

Eitent of Worry Total [$2500+ {$1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 |Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (527) | €70) (102) (oL (152) (112)
Great deal ¢« &« ¢ & & & & 8.7% 4.3% 4,9% 8.8% 7.%% 16,1%
Modexrate o o o« o o o o 18,2 22,9 17.6 19,8 15.8 17.8
Alittle v « o 4 » o o« o 22,4 2040 17.6 23,1 26.3 22,3
Not at all . ¢ 4 o o o « 50,1 51,4 592.9 47.3 49,3 43,8
Don't KNOW « o o o o o « .6 1.4 - 1.1 .7 -

Also bearing on the question of feelings of economic security is the actual re-
ported past history of income fluctuations, When asked, "During the past five years
has your family income changed very much from year to year?" less than 1/3 answered
"Yes", Significantly, only 17% of the top giving group gave this answer, while 1/3
or more of the smaller -givers reported such experiences.

Respondents were also asked whether they had personally been through a time of
real hardship, or whether they had ever been "much better off than now," Almost 70%
said they had known real hardship in the past, and correspondlngly only 17% said
they had been much better off.
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Fewer small givers report past hardship, but more of them say they have been

better off,

Reports of :

Past Hardships Total {3$2500% [51000-2499 | $500-~939 | $100-499 {Undexr $100
(Number Respondents) . ., (527) t (70) (102) (91) (152) (112)
Has known hardship . . . 58.8% | 72.9% 57.8% 57.1% 63.8% 45,5%
Qualified yes. o« « « « » 11,0 7.1 2.8 12,1 9,2 16,1
Always comfortably off . 30.2 20,0 32.4 30,8 27.0 38.4
Reports Being Much

Better Off in Past

YeSe 2 o o o o 5 o o s & 14,0% | 10,0% 10,8% 9.9% 14,5% 22.3%
Qualified yes. v o » + & 3,0 1.4 1,0 4oty 3.3 4.5
NO o v ¢« o v v s s s ¢« s | 82,4 88.6 88,2 85,7 81.5 7.4
Don't RNOW o & 4 o o o .G - - - .7 1.8

Table 6 summarizes these questions,

IABIE 6

~ REPCRTS OF PAST ECONCMIC HARDSHIPS
AND TMPROVED LIVING CONDITIONS

A final question in this series asked for a direct
feelings of relative adequacy of current income to meet
so high, can your family meet all its

prices and taxes

evaluation of the respondent's
all family needs was, ‘'With
needs very easily on what it

earns, moderately easily, or do you have to do some managing to make all ends meet?"
Cver four out of 10 answered, they manage''very easily,” while only one out of five
said they require some ‘'managing.’” About a third of the smallest donors report some
"managing’ while only 11% of the top donors gave this answer., In gemeral, underlin-
ing feelings of economic security, over 807 report no real managing’ is necessary,
Table 7 gives these answers,

TABLE 7

Family Manages: Total |$25004 [$1000-2499 |$500-999 [$100-499 |Under $100
Number Respondents). . . (527) | (70} (102) (oL (152) (112)
Very easily., o o o o » o | 43.1% | 61.4% 55.9% 50,6% 37.5% 21.4%
Moderately easy. « « o« » | 37.4 27.1 34,3 38.5 38.8 43.8
Sorle MANAZINge + o o o o 18.8 11,5 9,8 8.8 22.4 34.8
Don't I{HOW . . » % & e 9 .7 - - 2.1 1.3 -

AMOUNT OF MANAGING REQUIRED
TO MEET ALL FAMILY NEEDS OUT OF CURRENT INCOME
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3. Occupation of Main Earner and Respondent

Related to the relatively high income and feelings of economic security are
the findings on occupation of the main earner in each household. Over two-thirds of
all contributors reported being in business for themselves, with nine out of 10 top
givers compared to only one in four smallest givers so reporting. DMore than half of
all main earners are said to be proprietors or managers, over 10% lawyers, 9% doctors,
and 5% accountants., Clerical and sales account for only 5% and lower paying crafts
and operative occupations total only 1% overall.

In the top donor group, over 30% are proprietors or managers, 6% accountants,
3% lawyers, 47 other professional and semi-professional, and only 3% are in clerical
and sales activities., Contributors of $500-100 report a concentration of 18% lawyers,
10% doctors, and 8% accountants, The next donor group of $100-500 reveals a clustexr
of doctors (18%), lawyere (11%) and other professionals (6%). The smallest donor
group has the largest salaried group (55%) and the largest number of othexr profes-
sionals (20%)., Likewise, the under $100 donors have 10% of their main earners in
clerical and sales and 5% in crafts and operative occupations, These findings are
presented in Table 8 below.

TABLE 8

CCCUPATION OF MAIN EARNER

Occupation Total | $2500+ [$1000-2499 |$500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents). . . £527) 70 (102) {(°L) (152) (112)
Self-employed, « o« « « «» | 67.2% | 90,0% 78.4% 75.8% 64.5% 39.3%
Employed by others . . . | 26.9 8,6 17.6 15.4 28,2 54,5
Don't KNOW o « o o o « « 5.9 1.4 4.0 8.8 7.3 6.2
Proprietors & managers . | 55.0% | 82,9% 68.67% 45,0% 49,3% 41,1%
LaWYCrSe « o o o o o o 10.6 2,9 12,7 17.6 10.5 8.0
DOCLOTS.e 4 o ¢ o o o o & 8.7 - 4.9 9.9 18,4 3.6
AccountantsS, « « » « « » 4.9 5.7 2.9 7.7 3.3 6.2
Other professional and

semi~professional, ., . 8.3 4,3 3.9 5.6 5.9 19.7
Clerical and sales . . . 4.9 2.9 2.0 3.3 5.3 9.8
Crafts & operatives, . . 1,0 - 1.0 - 1.0 5.4

Of interest in interpreting personal attitudes and experiences discussed in
subsequent sections of this report is the respondent's own occupational status. Cver
eight out of 10 respondents were the main earners themselves with 99% so reporting
in the top donor group as compared to only 65% in the smallest donor group. This
difference is largely due to the fact that 417 of the smallest donor group are women
and 22% are housewives, Table 9 shows the sex and occupational status of the
respondent himself,
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TABIE 9

SEX AND OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENT

Sex Total | $2500+ |$1000-2499 [$500-999 | $100-499 [Under 5100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) | (70) (102) (€20 (152) (112)
Male * - . 1] L] L] . . L . 81.0% 98.6% 94.100 78.0% 82.20/0 58.970
Female .+ 4 v o o o o« o & 19,0 1.4 5.9 22.0 17.8 41.1

Occupation

Main €arners « o« » o o o 80,8% 98.6% 94,1% 73.6% 79.0% 65.1%
Not main earner. e @ o » 1307 - 1.0 17.6 15.1 28.6
All retireds o o o o« o 5.5 1.4 3.9 8.8 5.9 6.3
If Not Main Earner:

WOI‘kS full timec o e & 1-3% - - 70 - 70 2.0% 3.670
Works part times o o o « 1.0 - - 1,1 o7 2,7
StUdentl " e & s & 2 s @ oz - - 1-1 - -
HouseWife. & ® @& & o & » 1102 - 1.0 1504 12.5 '22.3

4. Age

Only adults 21 years and over were interviewed in this study so that the
median age discussed below should not be confused with the median age of the total
population. In contrast to the overall median age in New Jersey for all adults 21
vears and over, which is about 43 years, the median age for all respondents was
51.9years, The top four donor groups report median ages of over 50 years, while the
smallest donor group reports a median age of 44,6 yecars, Since this latter group may
be taken to be typical of all 30,000 UJA donors, the overall median age for all
donors is close to the overall state average. But the overall median age of all
donors considered in relation to their amounts of contributions to UJA (the NORC
survey total) is about 8 years older than the general population average., The cleax
implication of this finding is that the younger generation most prevalent in the
smaller donor classes will become increasingly important in the years to come, and
unless their attitudes and patterns of giving change, the future of UJA giving could
be seriously affected, Table 10 presents the age distributions by donor group.
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TABLE 10

RESPONDENT 'S AGE

Cumulative Percent Total | $25004 | $1000-2499 | $500-999 |3$100-499 |Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) (70) (102) o1 (152) (112)
Under 35 4 o o o ¢ o o o« 7.6% 2.9% 1.0% 1.1% 7.3% 22.5%
Under 40 o o o o o o o o 17.2 11.5 6,0 12.0 16,7 36,0
Under 45 o o o o o o o @ 28,7 25.8 15.9 19,7 27.4 51.3
Under 50 o o o « o o ¢ o 44,1 37.2 36,7 31,8 44,8 63.9
Under 55 ¢« e ® 8 B s s ® 59.5 57-2 5205 47-2 6202 72-9
Undet 60 4 o o ¢ = o o o 73.9 72,9 66.4 67,0 75.6 83.7
Under 65 o o« o o o 5 o @ 87.3 87.2 82.2 85.7 88.4 90.9
85 and OVELe « o o 5 » 12,7% 12.8% 17.8% 14,3% 11.6% 2.1%
Median a8 « o o o o o » 51,9 53.2 54,2 55.7 51.5 44,6

live in the suburbs in comparison to only roughly 80% of the two smaller

5. Place of Residence

ZTroups.

About 85% of all UJA money is raised in the suburbs and consequently 85% of
all NORC respondents live in the suburbs.

As expected, about 93% of the top givers

donox

A special analysis of personal characteristics of suburban and Newark respond-
ents also reveals the following differences:

a) Newark residents are older
b) Newark residents report lower incomes

¢) Overall temple membership is the

manent,

same but Newark residents

are more often Orthodox or Conservative while suburbanites
are more often Reformed,
d) Newark residents have less education
e) Newark residents arc more often foreign born
£} About one-third of the Newark residents compared to one-fifth

0f the suburbanites do not regard their residence as per~-
In other words, the trek to the suburbs is still

not over,

Table 11 indicates the place of residence of all respondents,
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TABLE 11

RESPOMDENT 'S PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Place of Residence Total [$2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 |5100-499 |Undexr $100
(Number Respondents) , . (527) (70) (102) (oL) (152) (112)
Suburbs, * o ¢ 8 o+ 4 ® @ 84;870 92;979 89.2% 87.9% 78.3% 82. 1%
Newark o o o o o o o s » 15,2 7.1 10.8 12.1 21.7 17.9

6., Place of Birth

About one-fourth of all donors are foreign born, one half are first genera-

tion U.S. boxn and about 10% are 1% generation U.S, born (one parent born in U,S.),
and the rest are second generation or more U,S. born. The top donor group reports
the largest number foreign born (36%), which is double the percent foreign born in
the smallest donor group. Since in terms of numbers of donors the smallest donor
group represents 85% of all UJA contributors, it is quite clear that the U.S. born
contributors are more often found in the smallest donor group. In terms of the
future continuity of UJA this reinforces the problems raised in the discussion of
age where this same group was found to be predominantly younger.

An analysis of origin of birth of respondent's parents reveals that about two-
thirds come from Eastern and Central Europe, Data are presented in Table 12 only
for parents but the pattern is similar for grandparents,

TABLE 12

RESPONDENT 'S AND PARENT'S BIRTHPLACE

Respondent’'s Birthplace Total |$2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-9929 | §100-499 |Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (G27) | (70) (102) (91) (152) (112)
Foreign born «. 8 9 8 s 9 2670 36% 20% 330/0 25% 1870
First Generation U.S. . 51 46 55 48 47 58
1% Generation U,S., , . . 9 9 8 8 11 10
2nd Generation U,S., . . 8 7 10 7 7 7
2% Generation U,S. . « . 2 1 3 1 3 2
3rd 4 Generation U,S., . 2 - 3 3 4 2
Don't know s ¢ e » ® e 2 1 1 - 3 3
Father's Birthplace ‘

United StatESo 5 & & @ o 1570 13% 17% 13’0 170/0 1370
Germanye « o « s o o o o 21 19 22 24 22 16
Eastern & Central Europe | 62 65 58 62 59 68
All Other. @ o e o o o @ 2 - 3 1 1 3
Don't know s 6 & & % & o - - - - 1 -
Mother ‘s Birthplace

United States. o « » « . 20% 16% 21% 19% 247 19%
Gernany. « « « « o « « o 18 17 22 22 18 13
Eastern & Centxal Europe | 60 67 54 3 57 65
All Other. 6« & ¢ » & » @ 2 - 3 1 - 3
Dot know o o o & o o - - - - 1 -
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7. Marital Status and Number Young Children

Only 3% of all respondents are single, about 1% divorced and 4% widowed; the
remaining 92% are married, As expected, slightly more small donors are single (8%)
but 867% are married,

Reflecting the age distributions previously discussed, over 40% of all respond-
ents report no young children under 13 years of age. The smallest donor gwup, of
course, reports only one-third without small children. The top donor group, however,
more often reports a larger family of three or more younger children, while the .
younger smallest donor group more often reports only two younger children. Table 13
presents these findings,

TABIE 13

MARITAL STATUS AND NUMBER OF YOUNG CHILDREN

Marital Status Total |$2500+ [51000-2499 | 8500-999 | $100-499 | Under 5100

(Number Respondents) ., . | (527) | (70) (102) (o1) (152) (112)
Single * 4 © @ ¢ @ o 3 @ 3.4% 1.40/0 2.070 : 1.170 3.370 8-00/0
Marrieds « ¢ o o o o o 91.6 28,6 93,1 93,4 90.1 85.7
Divorced o o o o o s » o N - 1.0 - o7 1,8
Widoweds o o 2 o o o o & 4,2 - 3.9 5.5 5.9 3.6

Number Children
Under 186 Years 01d

NONE & o o o o o o » & o | 42,4% | 41.4% 48.0% 52.2% 39.3% 34.2%
ONne. ¢« ¢ ¢ v« « o« = o o o 15,7 17.1 12.7 14,4 20.7 11.7
TWOe o ¢ o o o o o s » = 24,7 17,1 18,6 21.1 27.3 34,2
Three Or MOYCe o & s o « 17.2 24,4 20,7 12,3 12.7 19,9

8, Education

In striking contrast with the 1950 average educational level of all white
residents in New Jersey, which is reported at nine years of schooling, the total
average schooling for UJA donors is 4 years of college or 16 years of schooling.

This high educational achievement follows the traditional Jewish emphasis on learning.
Over 60% of all respondents have graduated from college with 31% taking post~graduate
college work. The smallest donor group reports a concentration of high school grad~
uates while the donors of $100-500 have the highest educational levels, with over
three-quarters graduating from college and one-third having postgraduate education,
This high education group also reported a concentration of doctors, lawyers, ac-
countants and other professional occupations which lends validity to the reports of
educational levels. Table 14 presents a summary of these educational characteristics,
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TABLE 14

EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF RESPONDENTS

Highest Grade Completed Total | $2500+ 1$1000-2499 | $500-999 | §100-499 | Undexr $100
(Wumber Respondents) . . (527) | (70) (102) (o1) (152) (112)
No formal education, . . 3.6%| 4.,3% 5.9% 4,4% 2.6% 1.8%
Some grammar school, . . 3.8 7.1 2,9 1,1 4.6 3.6
Graduated, + + % ¢ ¢ o o 3.8 4.3 4,9 6.6 2.0 2,7
Some high school , . . ., 5.7 | 14,3 5.9 2,2 3.3 6,2
Graduated high school, , 12,5 4,3 11,8 13.2 2.2 -22.3
Some college « & » - » . | 14,8 | 10,0 12,7 16.5 17.8 14.3
Graduated college, . . . | 25.2 | 32,9 26.5 20,9 25,0 22,3
Post Graduate college. . | 30.6 | 22,9 29,4 35.2 34,9 26,8

9. Attachment to Area

Most donors reveal a strong attachment to their residential communities.
Most of them work, visit their friends, shop, and spend their leisure hours within
the Egsex County area. All but one quarter have lived at their present address for
the past five years., About 44% have lived at their present address 10 or more years.
The top donors more often have lived at their present address 10 or more years, but
they also spend more time in New York City away from Essex County, at business,
dining out and shopping,

Only 7% regard their community as part of Greater New York, but likewise only
42% consider it as part of Greater Newark; almost half consider their place of
residence (mostly suburban) as independent areas., This lack of identity with the
central city of Newark is further revealed in connection with hostility to central
fund raising discussed in a later section,

A series of answers reflecting feelings of attachment to their home communities
is presented in Table 15,



SUMMARY OF

Place of Business¥®

(Number Respondents

Newarko » & & ¢ @
Other Essex County
Other New Jersey .
NGWYOT:k. ¢ o s @
All others o o o
Don't kKnow., + « «

)

s » . o -
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TABLE 15

ANSWERS REFLECTING ATTACHMENT TC RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY

¢« & & & s o

Length of Residence at

Present Address

- 5 y2arS,., « 4 o
5"9 yearsn ¢« 5 ¢ o
10 + years ¢ « o »

If Less Than 5 Year
Present Home,
Former Residence:

s

at

All Wewark + o« o o ¢ .

All Other Essex County

Part Newark, « o & o« .«

Part Essex « ¢ & @

All New York City,
Part New York City

All Other Jersey .
Part Other Jersey,

All Other, . . . .

Regard Present Home
As Permanent

YeSe o o 4 o o o
Qualified Yes, . .
No . L] . » L] L L] *

Regard Present Community

As Part of:

L]
.
.

Greater New York
Greater Newark .
Independent. . .
Don't know . ., .

Total |$2500+ 1$1000-2499 |$500-999 | $100-499 |Under $100

. | 27y | (70) (102) (91) (152) (112)
o | 53.1% | 47.1% 56.9% 53.9% 57.2% 47.3%
. 17.6 15,7 18.6 19,8 17.1 17,0
. 17.3 25,7 17.6 12.1 15.1 18,7
. 9.7 20,0 5.9 2.9 7.2 8.9
. 2,3 7.1 1,0 1.1 2.0 1.8
. 7.2 1.4 4.9 8.8 7.9 10,7
L] 24.9% 12.970 21.570 19‘8% 25.670 38.4%
o | 317 35.7 31.4 27.5 29.6 35.7
o | 4344 514 47,1 52,7 44,8 25,9
. 6.5% 1.4% 2.9% 5.5% 5.9% 14.3%
. 13.5 10,0 15,7 13.2 13.8 13,4
. alﬂ' - - - ;7 .9

. 08 - - - 2.0 .9

L 3 .4 - 1.0 - .7 -

. 3.0 1.4 2.0 .1 2.6 7.1
. - - - - 2.7
. .8 -~ - - 1-3 .

. | 78.,0% | 82,9% 83,3% 85.7% 7L.1% 73.2%
. 608 2.9 5.9 303 10.5 800
. 15,2 14,3 10,8 11,0 18,4 18.8
.| 6.6% | 7.1% 7.8% b, 43, 6.6% 7.1%
. | 42.5 |50.0 45,1 41,8 40.1 39.3
. {4106 [4la 41.2 48,4 51.3 51.8
. 3 1.5 5.9 5.4 -2,0 1.8

% More than one answer

possible.
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TABLE 15 CONTIWUED

Where Usually Goes Total | $2500+- | 81000-2493 | 3500-999 | $100-499 | Under$100
0,,t to Eat¥
Does not go out, + o « 5.7% 403% 2.,9% 9.%% 3.9% 8.0%
Ar()und hOme. '] [ . » a ] 42'7 40.0 45.1 37‘4‘ 4'9.3 37.5
Newark « « « » s 8 s o @ 9.3 4’.3 9.8 4.4 11,2 13v4
Other ES‘S’»eX. * e 2 s & @ 7.6 7.1 4‘.9 9.9 10.5 4.5
Total EsseXe o o 59.,6% | 51,4% 59.8% 5Le7% 71,0% 55,4%
New York City- « & & w @ 37.2 40;0 37;3 41.8 32.2 38.“4
Other Jel’.'sey - e » *» @ » 7;8 7.1 8.8 2'2 5.9 14‘.3
All otheTe « ¢ o % o s » 2.3 2,9 2.9 2.2 2,0 1.8
Don't KNOW o 4 4  « o o 3.4 4.3 2.0 b.b 3.9 2.7
Usually Shop for
Clothes & Housewares®
Around home. o« o o o « o | 3%3%{ 44.3% 52.0% 53.9% 65.1% 48.2%
Newatk o« o o o o o o ¢ « 18.2 11.4 16.7 16,5 15.1 29,5
Othet ESSCXe o o « o o o 9,1 2.9 2.3 11,0 7.2 13,4
Total EsseXs » o 81,6% | 58.6% 78.5% 81.4% 87.4% 91.1%
New York City. + o o & & 24,5 40,0 29.4 30.8 15.8 17.0
Other Jersey « o« « « o o 3.6 2.9 4,9 3,3 3.9 2,7
All Othern e & & o o o & 1-1 1.4 1.0 - 1.3 1;8
Don't kn.OW « o @ o & o o 3.8 7.2. 4.0 4.4 2.6 207
Close Friends Live:®
Around home, o+ « « = o » 56,6% | 72.9% 70.6% 67.0% 65.1% 60.7%
Newark o o o o o ¢« « o o 6.5 5.7 3.9 4,4 7.2 9.8
Other ESSEX, « o « o o 12,0 8,6 12,7 8.8 13.8 13,4
Total EsseX. « « 85.1% | 87.2% 87.2% 80.2% 86,1% 83.9%
New York CitVe o« o o o « 10,2 8.6 8.8 2.9 8.6 15,2
Other Jersey o« « o o & « 6.6 5.7 4,9 6.6 5.3 10,7
All othefs o « o o o o« o 3.2 4,3 5.9 1.1 2,6 2.7
Don't know « « & o ¢ & & 4,7 | 4.3 2,0 7.7 5.3 4.5

* More than one answer possible.

10, Religious Involvement

Almost three-fourths of all respondents had Hebrew school training as child-
ren, but the smaller donor groups report less such training and less temple member-
ship and activity at the present time, As will be discussed subsequently, the smaller
donors are generally less oriented toward Jewish groups and practices,

Overall, only 8% say they are non-religious, but 19% do not belong to any
temple, There are only small differences in non-religious identification, when
people are merely asked to identify whether they are orthodox, conservative, reform
or non-religious, When they are asked to name the temple they belong to, only 6%
of the top givers reveal they are non-members, while 26% of the $100-500 donors and
36% of the smallest donors report no temple membership,
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About 7% belong to Orthodox temples, 43% to Conservative and 31% to Reform
groups. The patterns of membership are similar in all donor groups.

Membership differences tend to blur, however, when actual religious practices
are evaluated, Most people only attend religious services during the High Holy
Holidays, and a majority are either not members or belong to no committee or other
temple activity, The top giver group more often supplies the leadership in the
temple, but only 29% of them are officers or chairmen of any committee. Men's
Club and Sisterhood membership are the most common forms of temple activity among
the smaller donor groups, with 4297 of them reporting such membership, Table 16
presents these findings.

TABIE 16
RELIGIOUS INVOLVEMENT

Attended Hebrew

School as a Child Total | $2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500~999 | $§100~499 |Under 35104
(Number Respondents) . . | (527) | (70) (102) (1) (152) (112)
Yesl £ ] [ ] * L ] L] 2 . - - L) 73% 83% ‘69% 770/0 740/0 6870
NO L] * * . L[] L] » - - - - 27 17 31 23 26 31
Religious Identification
OrthodoX o 4 ¢ o o « & » 9,6% 7.1% 10.9% 10,0% 11.9% 6.4%
Conservative + + « « « « | 45.6 50,0 44,6 50,0 38.4 50.0
Refoim o o o 4« ¢ o o o 35,6 35,8 36,6 36,7 37,1 31.8
Non-religious. « + o+ & 7.7 7.1 7.9 3.3 9.9 8.2
Other and Don't know , . 1.5 - - - 2,7 3.6
Temple Membership
OrthodoxX ¢« v » & o ¢ « & 6.8% 2,9% 7.8% 5.5% 7.2% 8.9%
Conservative o + ¢ o o o 43,6 48,6 48,0 53.9 37.5 35.7
Reform " ¢ ® s e 8 8 & 30.6 40.0 36.3 33.0 28.3 19.7
Not member . o o s « o & 12,0 5.7 8.9 7.6 25,7 35.7
Don't KNOW o « o o « o o - 2.8 - -~ 1.3 ~
Attend Temple Service:
Mostly weekdays, o« « « « 1.5% 2.9% 2.2% 1.3% . 9% 1.5%
Mostly Fridays « « o « 13.1 10.0 11.8 18,7 12,5 12,5
Mostly Saturdays + « « . 4.9 1.4 4.9 7.7 4,6 5.4
Mostly High Holy Days. . 74.0 84.0 84.0 86.0 68,0 56.0
Most holidays. ¢« + « « 22.0 24,0 21.0 24,0 20.0 22.0
Other participaiion
in Temple Work®
Not member 4 o « o « o » 19.0% 5.7% 8.8% 8.8% 25.7% 35.7%
No other 31,5 40,0 42,2 36,3 23.3 17,0
Total none, . . 50,5% | 45.7% 51,0% 45,1% 54, 0% 52,7%

*All regponses free answers.



TABLE 16 CONTINUED

Other Participation
in Temple Work *

Officer. s & 2 s &
Chairman committee-
Men's Club ., . .
Sisterhood , . .
Attend meeting .
Fund raising ., .
Socials. , « + &«
Youth group. «

L]
-
.
-
.
-
*
-

- . . - - - . .

® o #& e @ e

s » . . . L I 3

22 -

Total |$2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500-599 | $100-439 | Under $100
16,1% | 25,7% 20.6% 16.7% 11,8% 9.8%
1.7 2,9 1.2 2.2 2.0 .9
16,1 10.0 15,7 13.2 21,7 15.2
20.1 14,3 16,7 20.9 19.7 26.8
13.5 21.4 10,8 17.6 10.5 11.6
3.2 2,9 4.9 3.3 2.0 3.6
6.6 7.1 6,9 2.9 4.6 6.3
3.6 5.7 2.9 - 2.0 8.9

% All responses free answers.

11. Selected Standards of Judaism

As indicated previously the smaller donor groups appear to be less oriented

to traditional Jewish values.

When asked what a good Jew must do or must not do,

they less often feel they must contribute to charity, support Israel, belong to a

temple or have a basic knowledge of Judaism.

Table 17, there are no significant differences.

Values Must Have

{Number Respondents) .

Contribute to charity.
Support Israel , . .
Belong to temple , .
Know fundamentals of
Judaism. s s ® o & @
Accept being a Jew , .

L]

[

.

Provide Jewish education

for children , + + &
- Attend temple on

hOlidays » 5 » ¥ o @
Observe dietary laws .
Gain respect of

Christians . . + +
Help underpriveliged .
Marry within faith . .

*

TABLE 17

REPCORTED VALUES A GOOD JEW MUST HAVE

On other value questions listed in

Total |$2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(527) | (70) (102) (91) (152) (112)
60% 77% 75% 65% 51% 443,
51 59 63 56 45 41
56 67 58 63 49 49
57 67 58 66 47 58
88 89 91 83 84 91
60 66 61 69 51 61
47 46 53 54 41 46
4 3 3 4 3 8
64 56 69 74 62 61
69 70 72 80 64 62
46 41 38 50 51 47
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12, Mémbership in Local Orgzanizations

Only one out of 10 donors do not belong to any organization. Generally, all
donor groups are "joiners,” with the top donors belonging to more different organiza-
tions. About half of all respondents belong to only three or fewer organizations,
but half of the top group belong to five or fewer groups. In contrast, a majority
of the smallest givers belong to only two or fewer groups.

Only 18% of all persons interviewed said they did not belong to any Jewish
organization, but more than half of these pe ople said they were not members of any
non-Jewish group, Of course, the question asked was non-directive, it merely asked
for a listing of all groups or organizations in which the respondent was a member,
Temple membership leads the list of Jewish organizations while Jewish social and
fraternal groups are second in impoxrtance with about one-third reporting such member-
ship., About a fifth of all donors report membership in Israeli, Jewish welfare and
youth organizations,

As expected, only one out of 10 top donors do not belong to a Jewish sponsored
group, while twice as many small donors report no membership in any Jewish group.
The non-Jewish organizatioms to which the donors belong are the PTA, health and civic
groups, Only the PTA's and social clubs have as many as 10% belonging, Table 18

summarizes these data.
TABLE 18

GROUPS IN WHICH MEMBERSHIP IS REPORIED

Cunnulative Number

of All Groups Total | 25004 | $1000-2499 | $500-399 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) (70) (102) (1) (152) (112)
None 3 [ 3 L3 L ] * L] [ ) . - L] 10Q6% 4.370 5-97@ 8-80/0 170170 11.6%
One or 1eSS. 4 o s o o & 22,0 11,4 14,7 14.3 33.6 25.9
Two OF 1eSSe 4 o o & o+ 38.3 20,1 31L.4 28,6 48,7 54,5
Three or 1€5S. ¢ o o« « « 55.1 31.5 52.0 45,1 63.8 63.8
Four or 1e85 4 o o o + 639.3 47,2 69.6 60,5 75.6 81,3
Five or 1655 ¢ 4 o o « o 759.7 62.9 78,4 75.9 82.8 91.2

6 OF TOXC. o o « o « » o | 20.3% | 37.1% 21.6% 24.1% 91.4% 8.8%

Belong to Jewish Groups

Ndne ® % & & & & @ s » @ 18% 10% 10% 12% 28% 21%
Community relations, . . 10 18 17 11 7 2
Israel o o o o o » o o s | 21 13 17 31 19 24
Welfaree o o o o o o o & 20 36 23 22 13 16
Youth. s o & a 3 s o e @ 18 37 £ 25 20 11 10
ASEd ¢ o ® o B & & e = = 7 19 8 8 3 4
Religious education, . . 7 20 8 : 8 2 3
Social v o o o 2 & o o 32 32 37 34 28 25
Temple o « o o o o = o & 81 94 91 91 74 64

Health * & ¢ * o e e s » 11 20 9 10 11 11
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TABLE 10 CONTINUED

Belong to Total | $2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 |Under $100
Non-Jewish Group

None o+ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ « o o & 52% 40% 55% 4L6% 59% 547%
Social o & & ¢ 4 ¢ o o 26 40 29 23 20 17

PTAe v o 4 o ¢ o o o o » 11 13 6 11 9 15
Health 4 o ¢ o o o o o @ 8 6 2 14 7 9
CiVic. » * » - L] » . [ ] Ll 7 9 8 9 7 6
Youthn ® 4 o ¢ & & & ® @ 6 7 4 4 5 8
I’Jelfare. s o & & & & & @ 5 3 6 7 9 -

C, Patterns of Giving

1. Introduction
This section will focus attention on different standards and levels of actual

giving, Tt will compare motivational differences and general conceptions of prevail-
ing behavior by others with personal reports of charitable giving.

2. Standards of Giving

All donor groups feel that their standards of giving generously are twice as
great as their friends', business associates' and neighbors'. In answer to a series
of probes on what each respondent himself considered very generous giving, the
median pevcent of income considered very generous giving was 7,2%. Half the top
givers however felt that 11,5% of income was very generous giving, while the smallest
donor group felt less than 5% was very .generous. In general the three top giving
groups (over $500 or more) feel 8% of income or more is very gemerous, while the two
smaller donor groups feel 5-6% is very generous.

When asked what percent of income do you think most of your friends, business
assoclates and neighbors contribute, each group felt its own standards of generosity
were twice as high as those of others. Table 19 presents these data.

IABLE 19

STANDARDS OF GENEROSITY IN GIVING

Self:

Percent Very Generous Total | $2500+ |$1009-2499 | $500-999 |$100-499 j¥Under $100
(Number Respondents) (527) | (70) (102) (o1) (152) (112)
Over 170. ® o & 85 © 9 e 270 "70 270 ‘% 470 570
Over 5 v ¢ ¢ o o o o o 30 7 24 18 37 52
Over 10, o o 4« v » o« = « | 76 43 67 71 87 93
Over 12, o v ¢ o o o o 79 54 70 72 89 94
over 14" * . . * . . - * 80 57 73 73 89 94
Over 16, , ¢« ¢ o o « o o 38 68 84 o7 93 96
Cver 18, & & o v ¢ o o o 8¢9 72 86 88 93 96
Over 20, v ¢« o o o ¢ & 95 92 95 92 94 98
21% and over . . .« . . . 96 98 96 94 94 98
Don't KNOW ¢« « ¢ o o o « 4 2 4 6 6 2
Median 4 4 4 o o 4 s o« o 7.2% | 11.5% 8.0% 8.0% 6.3% 4, 8%
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TABLE 19 CONTINUED

Friends: Total | $25004- |$1000-2499 | $500-992 | $100-499 | Under $100
Income Contxibuked

Under 1°q ¢ 8 & v e e o @ 3.600 3.770 4.6% 3.470 4-8% 1.5%
Undet 2% « 4 & o o s & 16,4 5.5 13.8 8,5 21,7 29,2
Under 3% o « o o o o o « 35,7 18,2 27.7 32,2 42,2 53.8
Under 4% ¢ o ¢« o s o o 47,0 30,9 38.5 44,1 53.0 64.6
Undet 5% ¢ ¢ o o o o » o 56,2 38,2 47.7 61,0 61.5 69.2
Under 6% . o v o v « & & 83.1 69,1 72.3 84,7 92.8 92.3
Undexr 8% 4 4 o o« « o & & 92.0 g9.1 84,6 93.2 96,4 95,4
Under 10%, « o o o o « & 94.8 89.1 90.8 96,6 98.8 96,9
Under 15%. + o o « « « « |LOO,0 106,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Median o v ¢ 5 ¢« o o » & 4,.3% 5.4% 5.1% 4,3% 3.7% 2,8%
Business Associates:

Income Contributed

Under 17 ¢ . . & o « 4 & 3.2% -% 1.5% 7.3% . 5,0% 1.5%
Undex 2% v ¢ o « o o « 15.3 6.2 20,0 12,8 10.0 25.4
Under 3% v o ¢ ¢ ¢« » « 33.1 14,5 38.5 32.8 31.2 43.3
UndEr 4‘% 5 & % & 8 o * e 42¢3 33.3 47.7 36-5 37o5 53.7
Undet 57 v o o & ¢ ¢ o & 51.8 45,8 56.9 49,2 46,3 59.7
Under 5% o o & o ¢ « « 79.1 62,5 76,9 78.2 86.3 85.1
Undel‘ 8% s & & & e o e o 88.3 85.4 84.6 85.5 92.5 91.1
Under 107. o o « « « « & 91.2 89.6 89.2 87.3 95,0 92.6
Under 15%. «+ + « +» » « « [1O0,0° | 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0 160.0
Median o o « o « o o o & 4.8% 5.3% 4&.3% 5,.0% 5.1% 3.6%
Neighbors:

Income Contributed

Under 1% & o ¢« o o o o & 13.1%} 15.8% 11.1% 8.7% 16,2% 13.90%
Under 2% o o o « o o o o 38.1 29.0 33.3 32,6 42.7 43.2
Under 3% o « o o o o « & 60.0 44,8 48,1 63.0 70.6 66.7
Under Z{‘"/o s & & * & e & 68.5 60-6 51.8 69-5 82.4 72.3
Under 5% o ¢ ¢ o o o o & 74.7 71,1 62.9 78.2 83.9 74.2
Undexr 6% v « o o o o o & 91.6 31.6 85.1 55.6 95.6 96.4
Under 8% o« o o o o o o o 95.08 86.9 %4.4 97.8 98.5 98.2
Under 107%e o o o s o o o 96.9 89.5 96.3 100.0 98.5 98.2
Undexr 15%¢ o+ o » « « « « (100,0 160,0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0
Median . » » " L] . . L] L] 2'5% 3‘30/0 3.570 25670 2.30/0 2‘10/0

The feeling that others are less generous than themselves is further revealed
by a series of attitude questions, When asked, "In general do you consider people
in your community very generous, moderately gemerous, or not so generous in their
contributions?® only 12% felt others were very generous, and almost half felt they
were not so generous oxr did not know the answer. The smallest donor group is most
satisfied with their communities; 167 feel they are very generous, and 52% moderately
generous, Table 20 presents these data.
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TABLE 20

RESPONDENT 'S APPRAISAL OF COMMUNITY'S GENEROSITY

Consider People: Total | 52500+ | $1060-2499 | $500-999 1$100-499 | Under 3109
(Number Respondents) . . (527) (790) (102) oL (152} (112)
Very Senerous. . « » « » | 12% 10% 14% 9% 12% 16%
Moderately generous., . . 41 30 39 45 35 52

Not Zenerous « « o « + o 35 53 39 34 36 17
Don't knOW o & o o o v @ 12 7 8 12 16 15

When asked why people weren't more generous, 42% felt people were generally self-
ish, 21% felt they can't afford more, 19% felt they don't realize the need, and 7%
felt that people live above their means. Almost half the lowest donor group felt
peonle couldn't afford more, one-third said people were selfish and only 11% felt
people weren't aware of needs.

Early in the interview, each person was asked, "What about most of your friends
today -~ do they generally feel that giving to charity is very important, moderately
important, a little important, or hardly important at all?” About 40% of all people
felt their friends considered charity very important, another 43% said moderately
important and only 12 percent said their friends felt it was only a little or not
important, The remainder didn't know or wouldn't say how their friends felt, This
reported high regard for charity was about the same in all donor groups and indicates
that the socially accepted perceived standard of giving is moderately or very import-
ant to most people.

Two parallel questions were asked about the respondent's own views. The first
dealt with early child influences, When asked, 'As far as you can remember, were you
taught as a child to feel that giving to charity was very important, moderately
important, a little important or hardly importamt at all?” about two-thirds answered,
"Wery important.” The top givers, however, more often reported this influence, with
73% of them compared to 60% of the smallest donor group giving this answer.

Toward the very end of the lengthy interview, two indirect questions were
asked about the importance of social prestige and respect by the Jewish community and
the relative importance of charitable giving to such respect. The answers reinforce
earlier findings that the bigger givers more often seek public respect and prestige
and more often recognize that giving generously helps achieve these goals.

*Imost half of the smaller donor groups feel that getting great respect
from members of the Jewish community is ‘very important, and a comparable number feel
that Vcontributing substantially to Jewish philanthropies’is very important to achieve
this respect. This verbal awareness should offer a lever for increasing the size of
contributions from this group.
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3., Total Levels of Actual Giving

In contrast to the verbal standards of giving discussed above, actual reported
patterns of giving during the past year will be presented below. In general, there is
reason to believe that the reported levels of giving may be somewhat overstated
especially by the smaller domor groups, The patterns of preferences however indicated
by these reports are most revealing and generally believed to be valid, As the
questionnaire in Appendix A indicates, the amounts of contributions were asked foxr
each individual charity toward the latter part of the interview, after the confidence
of the respondent had been maintained by over an hour's conversation, All of the
totalling and classification of expenditures were done by NORC in processing the
reporits, At no time was the respondent aware of the analytical groupings planned by
NORC.

In one instance it was possible to compare the validity of respondent reports
of UJA contributions with actual records of the JCC, In most instances these respond-
ent reports were verified by JCC records, 1In only 3% of all responses were amounts
reported less than JCC records, and most of these differences were traceagble to book-
keeping variations in treating firm and individual contributions. In almost 15% of
all reports of UJA donations, the amounts exceeded the actual records, Not all of
these differences, however, can be interpreted as overstatements, since regpndent
reports were for total family gifts, while the JCC records were for individual gifts.
As will be discussed later in the report, almost half of all housecholds reported
gifts by both husband and wife, Consequently, some of the excess of respondent
reports may be legitimate differences. As a rough approximation, it may be concluded
that 90% of the respondent reports of UJA gifts were found reasonably valid,

Before presenting data on reports of actual total contributions, a few additional
limitations in the data must be mentioned. In tabulating the respondent reports, all
responses were grouped into class intervals, with $5000 or more, the top amount re-

" corded, Since 85% of all top givers report donating $5000 or more, it is impossible
to calculate the median or mean average precisely for this group, Likewise, in
order to calculate the mean averages for the other donor groups, in which some

42 respondents report giving total gifts of 35000 or more, an arbitrary total of
$7000 is used, The median is generally considered the best average measure of in-
come and total amounts of gifts. The mean average gives much greater influence to
the larger contributions and consequently boosts the overall average figure. The
mean 1s presented because it was possible to calculate the mean total contributions
for all donor groups from an independent source of records and thus provide an
additional test of wvalidity in reporting.

As seen in Table 21, there is a general tendency for respondent reports of total
gifts to exceed the independent estimates, which are considered more valid, It is
reasonable to assume, therefore, that this overstatement. is a general tendency that
affects all levels reported, but does not invalidate the relative distributions
shown in Table 21 and subsequent tables,




- 28 -

TABLE 21

REPORTED AVERAGE TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS
COMPARED TO INDEPENDENT ESTIMATES BASED CON RECORDS

Total | 52500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 |$100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (527) | (79) (102) (s1) (152) (112)
Respondent
Mean Tota].s. s e 3 s - - $4400 $2800 $1100 $ 380
Independent®
Mean Totals. + . » « « | $190 |$15,500 3500 1560 515 97

% The independent estimates were computed as follows: The mean proportion of reported
UJA gifts to total gifts was divided into the total amount of JCC recorded col-
lections for each donor group. This provides an independent estimate of total com-
tributions for all charities, By dividing these totals by the actual total number
of UJA donors in each group, the average estimates of total gifts are derived.

Table 22, which is based on respondent reports only, indicates that over one-
third of all $100-500 UJA donors said their total gifts exceeded $1000. Likewise
over one-quarter of the smallest donor group (less than $100 to UJA) reported total
gifts in excess of $500, Even if these levels are slightly overstated, there is
obviously enough margin in these amounts to conclude that substantially greater
giving is possible from these groups.

TABLE 22

REPORTED TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO ALL CHARITIES¥

Total | $25004- | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-493 | Under $100

(Number Respondents) . . | (464) | (65) (c2) (76) (127) (104)
Under $50. ¢ ¢ ¢« o « o o «9% -% -% ~% -% 3.7%
$50-99 . v 4 e 4 e . o . 2.7 - 1.0 - - 10.6
$100-249 . v o« & ¢ o o @ 8.5 - - - 4,7 32.7
$250-499 . 4 4 4 s e o 11.4 - - - 20.5 26,90
$500-749 4 4 4 4 o v o 8.6 - - 2.6% 20.5 11.5
$750-999 , . . 4 4 . . . 7.3 1.5% 1.1 % 3.9 18.1 5.8
$1000-1999 , 4 . « + » . 14.0 1.5% 6.5 % 31.6 20.5 7.7
$2000-2999 . . . . . . . 13.6 3.1% 21.8 36,9 106.2 -
$3000-3992 ., .+ ¢ ¢ « . . 7.3 3.1 19.6 9.2 4.7 1.0
$4000-4999 . . .+ 4 ¢ 4 . 4.7 6.2 16.3 2.6 - 1.0
$5000 + . . ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 e 20,9 84,6 33.7 13.2 .8 -
Median . « v ¢« o ¢ ¢ o & $1740 $5000-H $3995 $2320 $809 $278

% Small amounts may be due to differences in arbitrary divisions in firm and
individual gifts,
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donor groups indicate that ome quarter of their giving goes to miscellaneous Jewish
. charities, while only 14% of the two smaller domor groups' giving goes to other
sectarian groups.

Community Chest or United Appeals groups account for about 6% of all gifts, with
only minor differences among the donor groups, Health zroups, including Red Cross,
Cancer, TB, etc,, receive 11% of all gifts, with 15-17% reported by the smallex
donors and only 5-6% by the larger ones, Table 24 presents these summary reports of
mean average giving while Table 25 presents the individual distributions of giving
for each major type of charity,

TABLE 24

MEAN AVERAGE SHARES OF GIVING BY MAJOR TYPE OF CHARITY

Mean Percent Reported Given to Each Charity

Type of Charity Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (426) | (5%) {83) 2D (11) (26)
UJA ESS@Xe o « o » o s o 34,6% | 43.2% 36.2% 38.4% 32.5% 25.4%
Synagogues , + + 4+ .+ s 15.1 8.5 11.4 15,4 15.4 21.6
Other Jewish o, o & « « & 17.4 24,2 25,1 17.8 13,8 14,1
Total Jewish, . . . 67.1% 75.9% 72.7% 71.6% 61.7% 61.1%
~ Chest Appeals. . . . . . 5.4% 4.9% 5.7% 5.1% 7.4% 7.7%
} Health a & o 8 8 3 8 s o« 11.2 5.5 6-1 7.6 l4|8 17'4
Youthe « o o o o 5 5 « & 3.9 4,3 3.6 4,0 4,3 3.0
Other non-Jewish , + « 11.4 Q.4 11,9 11,7 11.8 10.8
Total non-Jewish, . | 32.9% | 24.1% 27.3% 28.4% 38.3% 38.9%
Grand Total. ., [100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
TABLE 25

REPORTED PERCENT OF TCTAL GIFTS GIVEN TO EACH MAJCR TYPE OF CHARITY

Cumulative Percent

Given to UJA Total | $2500+- | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (426) | (59) (83) (71) (117) - (96)

- 10%- s & a4 8 & & ¢ & b 7.9% '% 6.0% 1.4% 403% 24IO%

- 20700 s & e 8 8 ¢ ¢ @ 20'5 304 12.0 8.5 22.2 49'0

- 30%0 ¢ & ¢ & & o s e o 4000 22t0 24.1 2802 46|1 66-7

= 40%e ¢ o o v o 6 o o @ 56,9 38,9 43.4 56.4 59.8 77.1

- 50%‘ S s e @ & o o s = 75.0 55.8 67-5 69.1 82.0 89-6

« 00%e o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o 87.0 71.3 83.2 86,0 93.1 93.8
60% OF TOTCs o« o o « » o | 13,041 28.,7% 16.8% 14,0% 6.9% 6.2%
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Cumulative Percent
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Given to Synagogues Total | $25004 1 $1000-2499 | $500~999 | $100-499 | Under $100
None o o ¢« o o 2 ¢ o o 17.7% 5.4% 6.3% 7.3% 27.5% 31.3%
Under 10%. » o o o & o o | 46,3 64,3 50,0 34.8 44,2 43.8
“ 20%0 o « o o % o o o o 69.4 87.5 81.3 68,1 63.1 57.3
had 3070- s * o % » 2 s s 9 8307 100.0 93.8 85.4 81.1 67.7
- 4070- * ® @ ® w 5 v & @ 89.8 -~ 97.6 92-7 90.1 75.0
- 5070' ® 8 & e o ® v o 94-2 i 97'6 98.5 96.4 82.3
507 Or MO¥Cs & o o o o o 5.8% 0.90% 2,47 1,5% 3.6% 7.7%
‘Cumﬁlative Percent Given

to Hebrew Academy,Essex

HONE . o o « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o @ 67.6%| 35.7% 50.07% 57.9% 81.7% 90.6%
- 10%- « ® & & 6 & = & 31.7 64.3 48.8 40.6 18.3 8.3
10% or more. + . 4 o o . % =% 1.2% 1.5% -% 1.1%
Cumulative Percent Given

to Other Jewish

None ¢« & & 85 s s s s e = 1005% ‘70 10270 2.870 14-070 260170
=107 v 4 s 4 e e e e 45,2 33.9 32.1 42,2 50.9 58,5
- 20%. . 8 . » a & 2 & . 68-4‘ 55.3 61.8 67.6 75-5 7‘!‘01
- 30%- « & & 6 o s s s s 80.4 64.2 7504 81-7 87.8 84.5
- 4’0701 » & 8 & 8 8 o v @ 89.7 76.7 89.0 90.2 93.9 92.8
40% or more, + « o » o o | L0.3%| 23.3% 11.0% 9.8% 6.1% 7.2%
Cumulative Percent

Given to Chest Appeals

None o+ o« o ¢ o o ¢ o o @ 5.3% 3.5% 2.5% 4,4% 5.2% 9.4%
- 10%- ¢ ¢ & s e e & ° o 8502 9300 87'5 92.8 82.6 76-1
= 207’. *® 5 & P s e s v 96.7 100.0 96.3 100.0 95.6 93.8
20% Or MOXCs o« o+ s o o o 30370 - % 3» 7?@ - % 40470 60270
Cumulative Percent

Given to Health

NONe 4 o o o o ¢ o » s 1.270 1.870 "’7@ "% 2.6% 1.170
-~ 10%: 4 ¢ 4 o & o s v e 60,7 89.3 81.0 75.4 47.3 33.0
- 20700 * . . » L] . . [ ) 83.5 98.2 98.8 94.2 74.5 64.9
- 30%. » [ » L] LI . . ) 92,2 100.0 100.0 98.5 86.8 82.9
307 O MOX€@:s o v o s o 7.8% - % - % 1.5% 13.2% 17.1%
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Cumulative Percent
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Given to Youth Total | 825004 | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | §100-499 | Under $100
None ¢ ® 8 8 s 8 é e » s 30.3% 21.0% 22.5% 20.3% 34.2% 44.8%
- lo%n « B e e ® & & s @ 95.; 96.4 96.3 97.1 93.0 96.9
107 Or MO¥Ce o o o o o 4,3% 3.6% 3.7% 2,9% 7.0% 3.1%
Cumulative Percent Given

to Other Non-Jewish

NONe o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o« o 13.7% 12.5% 6,3% 13,0% 14.9% 19,8%
- lo%n " & 8 & & o s @ . 62.4 67.8 58.8 57.9 56.1 73.0
w 20%0 o 5 o 2 s 8 o o 80,7 78.5 76,5 79.7 8l.5 85,5
- 3070- . - . L3 . [ ] L 3 . '] 91.1 96'4' 89.0 91.3 9101 89'7
307 OF MOTC. o o o « o 8.9% 3.6% 11,.0% 8.7% 8.9% 10,3%

Overall the median number of different groups receiving gifts from

ents was 17.3-groups.

The top donors reported over 19 groups while the
donors reported only 14 groups on the average.

all respond-
smallest UJA

Table 26 summarizes the reported

numbex of different charities receiving gifts, as well as a ranking of the top ten

charities most frequently mentioned as receiving gifts.

This is not a ranking of

amounts of gifts, but rather of the number of times the group is mentioned as

receiving some gift during the past year.

IABLE 26

DIFFERENT CHARITIES RECEIVING GIFTS DURING PAST YEAR

Cumulative Number

Receiving Gifis Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (327) | (70) (102) (91) (152) (112)

- 10, . L T T T S TP R 7-3% 4.2% 10.9% 1.1% 7-3% 1106%

- 14 ¢ & o ® o » s s s @ 24.8 909 18.7 9.9 28.4 47.4

- 16 - . . [ . [ ] » 1] - [ 39.8 21.3 26.5 26-4 42'2 71-5

- 20 e & o ¢ o & 2 o o @ 72.3 57.1 60.8 62.6 79.7 90.2
=25 ¢ 4 o e s 0 2 s o a 92.2 85,7 86.3 87.9 97.4 98.2

b 7.8%1{ 14,3% 13.7% 12,1% 2,6% 1.8%
Median Number Groups . . 1(17.3) | (19.2) (18.7) (18.7) (16.8) (14.2)




TABLE 26 CONTINUED
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TOP TEN GROUPS MENTIONED

Total $2500+ $10C9-2499 $500-999 $100-499 Under $100
1, i{UJA UJA UJA UJA UJA UJA
2, {Chest Chest Chest Cancer Chest Chest
3. |Cancer Cancer Cancer Chest Cancer Cancer
4., [March Dimes {March Dimes Synagogue Dimes Dimes - Dimes
5. {Heart Red Cross Dimes Synagogue Heart Heart
6. |Synagogue Synagogue Heart Heart Synagogue Synagogue
7. |Red Cross Hadassah T.B. Red Cross Red Cross T.B.
8. {T.B. Heart Red Cross T.B. T.B. Mental Health
9. |Mental Health{Mental Health| Hadassah Mental Health Crippleghild 'Red Cross
10JHadassah Schools Schools Schools Mental Health Crippleshild

Other measures of preference among the different charities soliciting the vre-

spondents are derived from two other sets of questioms,

Before answering how much

they contributed to each charity last year, each respondent was asked the following
projective type question: '"Now suppose you had $10,000 to donate to charity this
year, how much would you give to each of the groups that usually ask you for money?”
Answers to this question are largely free from economic and social restraints and

reflect underlying preferences,

As Table 27 indicates the UJA is given an increased

share by the two largest donor groups, but a somewhat smaller share by the other

smaller donor groups.
smaller donors.

This indicates a lesser attachment and loyalty to UJA by the

Synagogues and other Jewish charities generally lose ground among
all groups sxd the non~Jewish groups generally gain, indicating the cross pressures
of general citizenship appeals.,

TABLE 27

DISTRIBUTION OF $10,000 IN PROJECTIVE QUESTIOCN

Cumulative Pexcent

Given to UJA Total | $25004 1$1000-2499 |$500-999 | $100-499 |Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (483) | (56) (96) (77) (143) (103)
Nome o« o o « o s o o o 9.9% 1.5% 2.1% 11.7% 14,0% 15,5%

- 10%- » & & B 8 & 8 & @ 14.0 1.5 3.2 13.0 21.7 22-3

- 20%. ¢« & 3 & & & 2 ° e 24.1 3.0 10.6 24,7 30.1 4‘1.7

- 3070. s &« & & ¢ & » s 40.9 12.1 21.2 42,9 5100 61.1

- 40‘700 e * s a s s ¢ & » 53.9 21.2 38.2 55.9 67.1 68.9

~ 507 ¢ ¢ ¢« s 6 « o 8 @ 62,0 29.0 52,8 63.7 75.5 71.8

- 60%. s & &8 % w & 8 & 87.9 71.3 81.9 92.2 93.0 93.2
607 & a2 4 o o ¢ 2 o s o 12,1% | 28,7% 18.1% 7.8% 7.0% 6.8%




TABLE 27 CONTINUED

Cunmulative Percent
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& N - - 3 - i
Given to Synagogue Total | $2500+- | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
Home o o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o @ 58,2% | 54.5% 58, 5% 53.9% 59.4% 67.0%
- 10%. * ¢ 4 a » 4 ¢ o 66;7 71‘2 71.3 60.5 64‘.? 79-6
el 20760 e & W & e & s s 84.3 86.4 87o2 92.1 80.5 90.5
- 30%. e 8 & & 3 ® s e » 93.2 95.5 96.8 97.1} 89.5 92.4‘
- 4‘0700 s & 4 @ & 3 s & » 95.5 98.5 100.0 98.7 91.7 93-4
40% -+ s o & & 6 & & 8 @ 4.5% 1.570 - 'Z. 1.37@ 8.3% 6.679
Cumulative Percent
Given to Othexr Jewish
None « v o « ¢« o o o s o | 51.,8%| 54.5% 47,3% 41,5% 54,5% 58,4%
- 1070. ¢« 8 » 5 @ & e e @ 62.5 71.2 55.9 5006 64.3 69.3
- 20%. ¢ 9 5 @ e w e e = 7809 86c4 72.0 71.4 79.4 85.1
bt 30%. * e 9 B ¢ @ 2 & o 86.8 97.0 81.7 80.5 85.4 91.9
30% + L 4 - L . L ] L] . L . 13.2% 3.00/0 8'30/0 9. 50/0 14‘.670 9. O%
Cumulative Percent
Given Chest
None « o v o« ¢ o o ¢ o o | 30,1%| 34,8% 34,4% 41,6% 44,3% 42.7%
- 1070. * * 9 B ¢ v v = !‘5‘709 73.6 5800 6100 57-0 54.4
~20%0 4 o o e 0 o v e 68,0 98,3 82.7 33,1 80.5 71.9
20 % o ¢ s 0 o e s o« | 32,0% 1.7% 7.3% 6.9% 19.5% 18,1%
Cumulative Percent
Given Heglth
None [ ] . - L[] s @ L] » 3 L] 33.170 47;070 40.40/3 37.7% 29.570 18~6a/o
- 10%0 e & 9 & & o s & 42.4 62.2 57.4 45.5 37.1 20.6
= 20% ¢ ¢ o 6 6 o e 0 58.9 78.9 75.3 67.5 54,5 31.4
- 30%0 ¢ 3 e & o e & 74.0 89.5 89‘1 80.5 71-2 5000
304 « ¢ o s 0 2 e o 26,0% | 10.5% 10.9% 19.5% 28.8% 50,0%
Cumulative Percent
Given Youth
NOME & & o o ¢ o o ¢ « o | 06,4%} 86,4% 81.9% 75.3% 81,8% 81,4%
bl 1070- * 4 » e © o & s 96.6 97.0 94.7 89.6 89‘4 89.2
1024+ v 4 6 o s o o o @ 3.4% 3.0% 5.3% 10,4% 10.6% 10,8%
Cumulative Percent Given
Other Non-Jewish
None ¢ * 8 o e @ 8 e o @ 37Q270 21.270 34.00/0 29.9% 40' 170 52.0%
- 100/0' " e = 5 & & B 9 47.6 37‘9 43.6 41.6 4‘9‘9 5809
~ 20%¢ 4 4 o 6 & o 0 o s 64.6 56,5 62,7 59.6 67.3 71.6
bt 30%0 e & 2 @ & 0 e [ T 79-7 70.1 80.8 81.8 84.0 79-4
30%F « o w e e s e e e . | 20,3%] 29,9%| 19,2% 18,2% | 16.0% 20.6%




TABLE 28 CONTINUED

Second Favorite

Norte v v o s o« o » »
UJA. . . - - * - [ ] L]
Synagogues . + » o o
Jewish sponsored

education, , .
YMHA or YWHA .
Other Jewish , .,
Community Chest,
Health , « . , .
Youth........
Non-Jewish sponsored

education. + + o+ .
Other non~Jewish , .

». ¢ & o =
» » e o &

UJA First choice , .
Second choice, .

.

Total

Health First choice,
Second choice

L)

Total

First Choice:

Jewish « v . « 4+ .

Non~Jewish o ¢ o« ¢ &

NOﬂe.-ooccon

Ratio Jewish to
non~-Jewish , , ., .

Second Choice:
Jewish o » & « & .« .
Non-Jewish o« & o &
Hone » & &« 4 &
Ratio Jewish to
non~-Jewish , ., , .

LI R}

[ . . L . .

- 36 -

Total| $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Undexr $100
20,9%| 22.8% 14,7% 28.5% 20.4% 18.7%
16,3 15,7 14,7 13.2 21.1 14,3
4,9 7.1 7.8 Lol 3.9 2.7
vs 2.9 1.0 - .7 had
o2 - 1.0 - - -
12.0 14,3 11,8 12,1 12.5 9.8
16.9 14,3 25,4 13.2 18.4 11,6
21,1 8,6 15,7 19.8 19,1 37.5
.9 2.9 1.0 - 1.3 -
2.1 7.1 1.0 3.3 - 1.8
4.0 4,3 5.9 5.5 2.6 2.7
42% 53% 54% 41% 38% 33%
16 _ 16 _ 15 13 21 14
58% 69% 69% 58% 59% &7%
16% 3% 10% 15% 20% 249,
21 2 16 20 19 38_
38% 12% 26% 35% 39% 62%
57% 63% 67% 60% 53% - 53%
35 24 26 29 40 43
8 13 " 11 . L
1.6 2.6 26 2.1 1.3 1.2
347 407, 36% 30% 38% 27%
45 37 49 42 42 54
21 23 15 8 20 19
.75 1.1 W74 .72 .91 .50




D, Motivations foxr Giving

1, Reasons for Giving to Favorite Chaxities

After the respondent named his first and second favorite charities, he was
asked a completely neutral question, "What makes you like to give to (favorite
charity)?’’ Answers to this probe were completely spontaneous and offer valuable
insights into the forces which influence charitable giving. These answers will £first
be analyzed without regard to the type of charity which is named as a favorite, and,
then in terms of UJA and the Community Chest as favorites.

Overall the top reason for first and second favorites is ""The need is great,
fulfills important need, helps needy unfortunates.' The emphasis on need is con-
sistently reported on other questions that will be discussed later, clearly indicat-~
ing this is one of the major factors. About 40% gave “neced” as their reason for
giving to their first favorite and 37% gave this same reason for selecting their
second favorite, It is significant to note that "need” was the top reason on first
favorites for those giving UJA $100-1000, but was second most important for those
giving $1000-2500 and for the smallest donors of under $100, Top donors consider
nmeed” as only fourth in importance.

Part of the difference attributed to "'need" as a first favorite motivation is
undoubtedly related to the fact that UJA represents over 42% of all first favorite
selections and over half of the two top donor groups. Consequently, it is under-
standable that the second most popular reason for picking them first favorite is,
"It helps Jews, a sense of loyalty and responsibility to my own group.” Actually
this second reason was given by only two fewer respondents than those giving need as
the first reasom, so that in a statistical semse, the first and second reasons are
about the same. "Helping Jews" was given as the first reason by the two top donor
groups, as seccond reason by those giving $500-1000 and as the third most important
reason by the two smaller donor groups,

The third most important reason for picking first favorites deals with the
evaluation of performance of the charity. About 30% overall gave such reasons as,
"They're doing a good job, work efficiently, cost of operation is low, they do a
lot of worthwhile things.” This evaluation of performance was given as the second
most important reason by the top donors and those giving $100-500, as first in
importance by the smallest donors, and as third and f£ifth reasons by the third and
second biggest donors.

Fourth in general importance in picking first favorites is the connection with
TIsrael, Over a fifth of all respondents said, "It helps Israel, overseas Jews,
refugees,” The top two donor groups, which are more oriented toward Jewish charities,
gave this as their third most important reason, the $100-500 donors gave this as
their fourth reason, while the two smallest donor groups mentioned "lsrael’ as
their £ifth reason,

“Parsonal or family involvement, being active in the group's operations' is given
as the fifth most important reason for all respondents as a group. The two smaller
donor groups give this as their fourth major reason while, the $100-500 donors give
this as their fifth reason. The two top donor groups mention 'involvement" as sixth
in importance, The top donors feel "helping local civic groups, taking care local
needs’ is the £ifth most important reason, while the second largest domors pick
iTnvolvement’ as their fourth reason and “doing a good job'' as their fifth reason,
Table 29 summarizes these reasons for picking first favorite charities.
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TABLE 29

REASONS GIVEN FCR SELECTING FIRST FAVORITE CHARITIES*

Reasons Total | 32500+ |{$1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | €4836) | (61) (95 ¢ (142) (107)
Need is great. « « + « « (1)39.97% 4)24,6%!2)35,8% 1)37,0% | 1)33.8% | 2)30,8%
Helps Jews o o » o o « « |2)39,5]1)42,6 {1)36.8 2333.3 3)29.6 3)26,2
Do good jobs » ¢« « « « o [3)30401]2)37.7 {5)23,2 3)25,9 2330,3 1)34,6
Helps Israel « « « o « o [4)21,613)32.8 {3)28.4 4y24,7 5)16,9 5)13.1
Involvements o« « « » « o [53)18,1 16)14,8 {6)13.7 5)17.3 4)21.1 4)20,6
Help Local group « « « . [6)14,415)22,9 {4)25.3 6)12,3 7)10.6 7) 6.5
Tradition-cultural

background e & 8 e+ o 4 907 14.8 2Q1 6.2 13;4 11.2
Social Status~Prestige . 4,3 8.2 6.3 2.5 2,8 3.7
Religious. + o 4 « o « o 3.9 4,9 2,1 4.9 4,9 2.8
Assure future help for

s8elf v 4 ¢ o s a4 o ¢ o 3.3 1.6 442 1.2 4.9 2,8

*Percentages add to more
cach person,

than 100% because more than one reason could be given by

As mentioned previously the most important reason for selecting the second
favorite charity was given by all groups as the significance of the needs it meets.
Over a third of all persons @gave this reason, and 43% of the smallest donors men~
tioned ''need” as most important, Since non-sectarian charities were more frequently
selected as the second favorite, it is not surprising that helping local civic needs
is the ¢hixd most frequent reason and that "doing a good job is the 2nd = major
reason given, ‘Personal involvement" is given as the fourth and "helping Jews'' as
the fifth most frequent reasons for picking second favorites., Table 30 summarizes

the reasons given for picking sccond favorite charities.

When motives for seclecting UJA as a first or second favorite charity are analyzed
the patterns that influence charitable giving come into even sharper foeus,

The top reason for picking UJA as their favorite charity is loyalty to their
ethnic group, '"Because it helps Jews," A typical comment is, "If my kind dn't give
who will give-~-certainly the non-Jew is not going to support them.” All donor groups
gilve this as their first reason, but the top donors more often express this Jewish
loyalty,

The second important reason for all donors is that UJA helps Israel, for whom
there is great support and admiration. A4s in the first reason, the larger donors
more oiten cite this reason, Third in importance for all donors except the $500-
1000 group,. is the good job they feel UJA does, For this latter group, ''doing a good
job™ 1is given as the fourth reason, while one more respondent mentions "importance of
need,” thus making it the third ranking reason, Fourth in overall order of mention
is ‘need,’ which is cited as the fourth reason by the $100-500 donors, as the fifth
reason by the two top donor groups and as the sixth reason by the smallest donors.
Loyalty to local civic needs is next in importance overall,
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TABLE 30

REASONS GIVEN FOR SELECTING SECOND FAVORITE CHARITIES*

Reasons Total $25004+ $1000-2499 $500-999 $100-499 Undexr $100
(Wumber Respondents) . .  (416)  (54) 37 (65) (121) (82)
Need is great- * 2 & » @ 1)36087@ 1)290670 1)40-270 1)3805% 1)32.270 1)4-2.7%
Do 200d jobye « o & o « « 2)25.7 5)16,7 2)24,.1 2)20.0 1)32,2 2)28,1
Helps local groups . . .» 3)16.3 2)22.2 2)24.1 4)15,4 3)16.5 ?7) 5,6
Involvemente o« « « o s 4)12.5 6)14.,8 4)13.8 3)18.5 7) 8.3 3)11,2
Helps Jews ¢ o @« e ¢ s 5)11.3 3)20‘4 5)12.6 6)10.8 4)15.7 3)11.2
Helps Israel - & e » o @ 10;1 13.0 8.0 6.2 5)14.1 7.9
Tradition-cultural _

background ¢ « o & s 10,1 4)16.7 5,7 9,2 5)14.1 5.6
Assure future help for

Self « o * & 9 & o s 8 7v0 7-4 3.5 4)15.4 3.3 S) 9.0
Social Status-

Prestige s ® & » o o » 4.8 - 5.7 4.6 5.0 6.7
Religiouse s o o v o & 4,3 7.4 8.0 3,1 3.3 1.1

* Percentages add to more than 100% because more than one reason could be given by
each person,

Over 40% of all persons did not mention UJA as a favorite charity, so they were
asked the neutral question, "How do you feel about giving to the local UJA drive?"
Only 16% of non~favorite responses were completely critical of UJA; 84% had some
favorable comments., Criticisms were largely in terms of too much pressure and fund
raising methods, About 9% criticized the allocations of funds and 6% the administra-
tive costs, Considering all 527 respondents as a combined group, 94% had some
favorable comments abuut UJA, indicating a very sympathetic general image.

The favorable answers were somewhat different in ranking from those reported for
favorite charities. Loyalty to UJA because it helps Jews is still the top reason
overall, "Importance of needs” is second, "Helps Israel" is third, "Tradition and
cultural background” is fourth and "Loyalty to local civic needs” is fifth in import-
ances In general, these are the top five reasons for liking UJA given by all
groups but the size of the samples are small and the differences may be due to
sampling variability. Table 31 summarizes the reactions to UJA by all groups.,



- 40 -

TABLE 31
REACTIONS TO UJA AS A FAVORITE-NON FAVORITE CHARITY

Reasons for Favorite Total 825004 181000-2499 | $500-999 [8100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) , . (309) (48) (70) (49) (89) (53)
Helps Jews & & o o ¢ « o {1)58,9%i1)70,1% 1)52.9% 1)57,1% 1)56,2% | 1)62,3%
Helps Israel « & o+ o o {2)43.7 |2)51.1 | 2)47.1 2)38.8 2¥41,6 2)39,.6.
Do good job, + . . . . .« {3)28,8 [3)31.3 | 3)27.1 4)24.5 3)32.6 3)26.4
Need is greats o « o » o [4320.7 |5)16.,7 5)24,3 3)26.5 4)24,7 6) 7.5
Help local groups. . . . [5)15.2 |4)18,8 | 3)27.1 5)14.3 7.9 5) 9.4
Involvements o« o o + + & 11.3 3,3 17.2 14,3 2.0 7.5
Tradition. o« o« o s & & 11,0 |5)16.5 5.8 8.2 13.5 4)11.3
Social status,. o+ o o « « 5.5 3.3 8.6 4,1 4,5 7.5
Religious‘ L ] [ ] ] ] ) [ ] » 3.2 6‘3 et 2.0 4‘ 5 3.8
Favorable Reactions
by Non-Favorites
{Number Respondents) . . (213 (22) (32) (42) (63) (59)
Helps JeWsS o o o o o « » 30,7%) 27.0% 31.0% 19,0% 30.2% 40.7%
Need is grests o« o o« o o 28,0 31,0 31.0 23,6 27.0 23.7
Helps Israel o o o o o & 24,8 27,0 25,0 23,6 28.6 16,9
Traditfione « o o s o » 22,0 18,0 3.1 26.2 20,6 16,9
Help local groups, » + 11,5 14,0 12,0 16,7 11,1 6.8
Centralized effort ‘

more efficient , . . . 7.8 5.0 3.0 16,7 4,8 3.5
Involvement, « « o« o « » 7.3 2,0 16,0 4,8 9.5 1,7
Do 2004 jOBe o o o & « & 6.4 9,0 6.0 7.1 4,8 6.8
Social statuS. o o « « « 3.7 9,0 3.0 2.4 4,8 1.7
Unfavorable Reactions
by Non-Favorites
(Mumber Respondents) (218) 22) (32) (42) 63) (59
None favorable . . +» .+ . 15,6% 14,0% 12.0% 11.9% 17.5% 18,6%
Too much pressure

collecting o« o v o & & 10,6 5.0 2,0 9,5 11.1 13,6
Allocations of funds , , 8.7 5,0 12,0 16,7 6,3 5,1
Administrative costs

high . * - L d . * Ld . » 600 5.0 3.0 7.1 7.9 5‘1
Other collection method, 5.0 9.0 3.0 2.4 6,3 6.8
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TABLE 31 CONTINUED

Reactions from All Total | $2500- | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-439 | Under $100
Persong Combined

(Number Respondents) . . | (527) | (70) (102) (°L (152) (112)
‘Favorable Rezotions:

Helps Jews ¢ ¢ a4 @ o o o 47.2% 57.10/0 46.170 39.670 4‘5.409 50.9%
Helps Israel o & « » o o | 35.9 4443 40,2 34,1 36,2 27.7
Need isc greatsy ¢ o o » o 23,7 22.9 26,5 27.5 25.7 16.1
Do good jobs « 4 ¢ & .« 19.5 24,3 20.6 16,5 21.1 16,1
Personal involvement . . 17.3 3,6 16,7 9.9 2.2 4,5
Tradition~cultural . . . 15,0 17.1 13.7 16,5 16.4 14.3
Help local groupS. « o » 13.7 17.1 22,5 15.4 9.2 8,0
Social status-prestige . 5.3 8.6 6.5 3,3 4,6 4,5
Religious, « 4+ ¢« o o & o 2.3 4.3 - 1.1 3.9 1.8

Unfavorable Reactions:

None favorable . & « « « 6,5% 4,3% 3.9% 5.5% 7.2% 9.8%
Too much pressure. « » 4.4 1.4 2.9 4,4 4,6 7,1
Allocations of funds , . 3.6 1.4 3.9 7.7 2.6 2,7
Administrative costs , . 2.5 1.4 1,0 3.3 3.3 2.7
Other collection method, 2.3 2.8 1.0 1.1 2,6 3.6

It may be appropriate before concluding our discussion of attitudes toward UJA
to present some other findings on attitudes toward Israel which are closely related,

Toward the very end of the interview everyone was asked, 'Do you think the
existence of the State of Israel haa had any effect on the status and security of
American Jews?' and, if the answer was Yes, they were asked furthex, ‘Would you say
it has been a vexry beneficial, moderately beneficial, a little beneficial, or not a
very beneficial effect?” Almost one in five felt Israel has had no effect, with
all donor groups answering about equally, About 60% felt the effect was very bene-
ficial with 70% of the top donors expressing this feé¢ling as compared to 54% of the
smallest donors,

A second group of questions asked “Do you think American Jews should help the
Jews in Israel in any of the following ways?" Almost everyone felt they should
raise money for Israel, 70% said they should try to influence US foreign policy in
favor of Israel and eight out of ten said they should buy bonds. Oanly one out of
five felt that Israeli welfare needsshould receive a priority over local Jewish
needs, showing intense loyalty to local requirements, Likewise only 4% felt they
should encourage their children to emigrate to Israel, Table 32 presents these
attitudes toward Israel.
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TABLE 32
ATTITUDES TOWARD ISRAEL

Effect of Israel

On American Jews Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
{Number Respondents) . . (527) (70) (102) €29) (152) (112)
None v « v ¢« 4 o o ¢ o & 19.2% | 17.1% 19,6% 17.6% 19,7% 20.5%
Very beneficial, . . . . | 60.2 70,0 60.8 63,7 57.2 54,5
Moderately beneficial, . 16,1 10,0 15,7 16,5 16.4 12,6
Little or Don't know , . 4.5 2.9 3,9 2.2 5.6 5.4
Jews Should Help Byv:
Raise money for Israel . | 97.0% ! 99.0% 99.,0% 95,0% 98,07% 25,0%
Influence U,5, policy., . | 71.0 71.0 70.0 66,0 72,0 73,0
Buy Israeli bonds, . . . 80,0 79,0 74.0 80,0 32,0 84,0
Give priority over

local needs. o« & & » 20,0 20,0 15.0 20.0 22.0 21,0
Encourage children to

migrates o o o o « o+ 4.0 3.0 4,0 3.0 3.0 4,0

Community Chests were named first and second favorites in 29% of all responses,
All these persons and others who failed to name them as favorites were also asked
how they felt about giving to their local "Community Chest or UnitedAppeal”, About
92% of all persons had some favorable comments, but only 83% of the smallest donors
had favorable feeclings toward the Community Chests, The two major reasons for liking
Cormunity Chests were a ""loyalty to local needs and that they do a good job." The
third most frequent favorable reason concerned the importamce of local needs, Only
3-5% criticized collection methods, or operations of sub-groups., Table 33 presents
these findings,

TABLE 33

ATTITUDES TOWARD LOCAL COMMUNITY CHESTS

Favorable Total | $2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (492) | (68) (4) (87) (143) (100)
Loyalty to civic group ., | 40.0% ! 51.5% 50.0% 41.4% 37.1% 26.0%
Do good job, . » « » « « | 36.8 39,7 34,0 36.8 28.7 49.0
Need is great, « ¢« « « 28,0 27.9 31.9 32,2 26.6 23.0
Social statuS., + « « « o

3.7 3.9 6.4 4,6 7.7 3.0

Unfavorable

No favorable , « « o o+ & 7.9% 8.8% 2,1% 4,6% 7.0% 17.0%
Not inclusive. e o 8 & 8.9 1.5 8.5 6.9 8.4 17.0
Criticize collections. . 5.3 7.4 4.3 3.5 4.9 7.0
Criticize sub-groups . . 3.5 1.5 1,1 4.6 2.1 8.0




- 43 -

2. General Reasons for Contributing to Charity

Irmediately following the discussion of favorite charities, every respondent
was asked, "I suppose people have different reasons for giving to charity, but why do
you think people you know give to charity?” This is a projective type question which
uses other persons as a reference point to reduce any reluctance to talk about one-
self, In areas of psychological sensitivity, answers to such indirect questions
often reveal underlying personal feelings. Invariably, they also reveal a person's
image of the group norm, which may or may not include himself.

Almost two-thirds of all persons felt that cultural and family traditions of
giving prompt most charitable gifts, Some direct quotations on this theme are: 'L
give because I was brought up that way. . .I was always taught 'Tsedukeh'...if you have
a nickel you share it,..We feel it is important to give and if we can't give of our-
selves, we give of money....most people have been educated to give and people with
higher income feel a moral obligation...,.I think the Jewish people are brought up to
give; it's part of our heritage.” Almost three-quarters of the top donors stressed
this point, while only half of the smallest donors felt this way, This ties in with

a previous finding that fewer smaller donors report charity was stressed while they
were children,

The second major reason given by over half of all persons was that people give
to secure social status, prestige, respect, avoid pressurc and criticism from
others, to make them feel better off and successful, Some actual quotes on this item
are: “There are some that think they gain stature by giving, "It gives them a feeling
of well being, 'I'm a big shot'’ 'Because of publicity. His name will appear on the
door or there may be a luncheon and your name is called out, You feel like a big
shot when you give a big amount,” 'Most people give because of pressure socially,™
T don't think that they give it out of goodness of heart, most people give as little
as they can to avoid embarrassment.” This 'social prestige’ motive is mentioned by
57% of all pexsons in sharp contrast to only 5% who gave it as their own reason for
supporting their favorite charity, It is also interesting that 69% of all top
givers ascribe this reason to others while only 45% of the smaller givers do so.

The third most important reason for others giving is recognition of need. About
one third of all persons mention this reason, with 42% of the smaller donors and 23%
of the top donors making this statement,

TABLE 34

REASONS FOR GIVING TO CHARITY ATTRIBUTED TO OTHERS

Reasons Total | $25004- | 51000-2499 ] $500-999 |$100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (5G9) (70) (100) (36) (143) (110)
Tradition~cultural . . « 65.0% | 72.9% 69.0% 70.9% 63.0% 54,5%
Social statusS., « « o o « 56.6 68.6 62.0 66,3 50,4 44,5
Need 1is grcats « o « o o 32.6 22.9 28.0 29,1 35,7 41,8
Personal involvement . . 7.3 8.6 7.0 2.3 7.7 10,0
Future help for self ., . 7.3 7.1 5,0 8.1 7.0 2.1
Tax deduction. « « « o 6.7 7.1 6.0 4,6 2.1 5.5
Religious feelings . « . | 6.3 2.9 5.0 5.8 2,1 6.4
. Loyalty to local nceds . 5.3 2,9 7.0 5.8 6,3 3.6
Loyalty to own ethnic . 2,2 1.4 3.0 1,2 1.4 3.6
Relieve guilt feelings . 2.8 - 6.0 2.3 4,2 -
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Following the general free discussion on motives for giving, a specific series
of statements were read to each respondent and he was asked whether each statement
was one of the reasons ""most people you know" have for giving to charity, Then he was
asked whether the same statement represented one of his views or not, This is another
projective series and reveals a sharp divergence of one's own views and one's view of
others, The most typical reasonsfor giving which are reported for oneself as well as
for others are views generally held acceptable in our American culture, Over 90%
feel that people give to relieve suffering,to help people learn to be good citizens
and avoid trouble -~ because they feel that some day they themselves may need help
and treatment (medical) -- to help share the cost of community services which they
themselves need or feel the community needs, or because they feel a loyalty to their
own sectarian group.

Only a minority feel that religion plays an important part in motivating giving.
While almost three-quarters feel others at least partly feel that it is a religious
duty to God to give to charity, only a third say they feel that way themselves, Like~
wise, only a third feel others partly give because they believe they will be judged
in heaven by their good deeds on earth, while only 10% feel this way themselves.,
Lastly, only about one-third feel that others believe their wealth and good fortune
are dependent on God's will and may change if they don't give, while only 15% say
they themselves agree,

Most of the so~called "selfish motives” are attributed to others but denied for
oneself, This is conmsistent with the general answer already discussed, Almost 85%
sald others give because they seek favorable publicity and social approval, but only
20% adnit this feeling for themselves., A similar number feel others give because of
tax benefits, but only 42% state this as one of their own motives, About 83% also
say others give because they fear criticism if they didn't, but only one-third say
they also give to avoid social pressures., Lastly, over 40% say others give to
relieve feelings of guiltthat they haven't been as good as they could be, but only 9%
say this is true of themselves. It is difficult to assess precisely these projective
type answers but it is fair to assume that many people who attribute these socially
unacceptable motives to others, partly feel this way themselves.

Another approach at the problem was attempted indirectly toward the
end of the interview. Those persons (87%) who had reported some personal experincces
in raising money for charity were asked, "How do people feel about being asked to
give?""What sort of people are casy to ask for money?" "And what is the most effective
way to make people give?” More than half of all respondents said that others don't
like to be asked to contributej only 11% said others don't object if aware of the
needs, while 11% felt others usually give token giftsy; 23% object to pressure and
10% that there were too many drives,

About 17% felt no one was particularly casy to solicit, while 14% felt friends
were easy. Traditional givers and those who recognize need were mentioned by 11%
while rich and poor were each mentioned by 9%, It is interesting to note that 24% of
the smallest givers, compared to only 9% of the larger donors felt no one was easy to
ask,

In answer to the question about the nmost effective collection methods, more than
half stressed arousing awareness of nced, one third spoke of applying social pressure,
17% favored personal contacts and under 10% mentioned sending a friend, getting
people in a group, or emphasizing moral issues. Table 35 summarizes these answers,
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TABLE 35
ATTITUDES OF FUND RAISERS TOWARD MCTIVES OF OTHERS TOWARD GIVING

How Others Feel

About Being Asked Total |$2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (458) (65) (96) (86) (123) (88)
Do not like it , . , ., . 56% 59% 56% 52% 56% 56%
No objections at all . . 43 34 49 45 42 41

- If know needs~-OK , ., . . 11 15 4 14 13 11
If generous-OK , . ., ., . 5 6 6 6 2 2
Give token . + + & . . . 11 12 14 11 11 9
Too many drives, . . . . 9 5 10 6 9 11
Object to pressure , , , | 23 25 27 30 20 14
Pcople Easy to Ask '
Noone « o« o v v o o « 17% 9% 127 15% 20% 247,
GEeneToUS & & & o s o o 23 34 32 19 20 14
Friends, + ¢« o v « o + & 14 17 3 . 23 i3 17
Traditional givers . . . 11 17 15 13 6 8
Recognize need , ., , . . 11 8 15 11 11 8
Prominent, . . &+ o+ + . . 8 8 4 6 9 3
Rich ¢ 4 v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ « & 9 8 9 8 11 6
POOY 4 « o o ¢ o o o o o 9 3 14 7 7 11
Most Effective
Way to Ask
Arouse interest in need. 56% 55% 52% 52% 62% 57%
Social pressure. . « . » 31 35 34 38 29 21
Personal contact . . . . 17 22 17 20 11 19
Get in ZroupPSe o &+ o« o 9 12 9 13 8 4
Send friend., + « 4 & & . 7 15 7 9 2 8
Stress moral factor, ., . 7 6 10 7 7 1
NO Pressure, o+ o« o o o 6 - 5 3 7 7

3. Attitudes Toward Central Fund Raising and Government

At the very beginning of the interxview everyone was asked, "Who do you think
should be responsible for supporting local social welfare agencies?’ All answers were
spontancous and unprompted, Over half said, "local people, people who live here, the
community,” About a fifth said the govermment by itself, and 15% said the government
together with othexs., Only 10% mentioned a central fund raising agency, 7% said
people who can afford it and only 4% said religious groups. Table 36 presents these
answers,

Following the above general question, everyone was asked, "In your opinion, do
you feel the social and welfare neceds of Newark and all its suburbs should be combined
into one overall drive or should each separate community take care of its own nceds?"
Less than half felt there should be one centxral drive, with over 60% of the top givers
compared to 407% of the smallest givers reporting these feelings, When asked why they
felt this way, about one-third of those favoring a separate drive felt people in
their own small communities are closer to their own people; almost the same number
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TABLE 36

WHC SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CHARITY?

Group Mentioned Total] $2500%| $1000-2499 | $500-999 |$100-499 | Under $100
(Mumber Respondents) . . {527) (70) (102) (21) (152) (112)
Local people + » « & + & 52.3%! 47.8% 56.0% 52.3% 56.4% 50.9%
Government alone . . . . 20.8 23,9 17.0 18.6 20.8 24,1
Government with others . 15,3 11.9 15.0 13.9 18.8 13.9
People in general. . . . 10,2 8.9 2.0 12,8 8.1 13,0
Central agency « « + « o 10.6 10.4 10.0 10.5 10.1 12,0
Business people. « . . . 3.3 7.5 8.0 - 2,0 92
Rich peoples v ¢ v & 4 7.1 8.9 12.0 7.0 6.0 2.8
Reputable., . . o 4 « « & 2.0 6.0 3.0 - .7 1.8
ReligiouSe « « o ¢ o o & 3.7 7.5 4.0 3.5 2.7 2.8

felt each small town should take care of itsown problems; 18% said one drive doesn't
collect as much, and 10% felt one drive was inefficient,

Of those favoring one drive, 46% felt it was more equitable, 38% said it cost
less and was more economical, 26% felt ipundriesand interests of people criss-cross
in Essex County, 18% said it was less bother and more convenient and 15% felt it
collects more, ‘

This widespread preference for separate fund raising is corroborated by previous
reported feelings that suburban communities were considered separate and independent,

TABLE 37

ATTITUDES TOWARD CENTRAL FUND RAISING

Kind of Drive Favored Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 [$100-499 |Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) | (70) (102) (1) (152) (112)
One drive, + o « o o ¢ o | &7% 62% 55% 38% 457 40%
Separate drive « « + o & 10 6 10 9 11 12
Depends: o o o o« ¢ » « o | 37 31 30 42 40 40
Don't kNOW & « o o o o 6 1 5 11 4 8

Why favor one drive

(Number Respondents) . . | £247) | (43) (56) (35) (68) (45)
More equitable ., . . . . | 46% 47% 38% 49% 49% 437,
Costs 1eS8 o 4 o o o & & 38 35 32 43 41 38
Boundaries €ross . « o » 26 33 27 29 . 25 20
Collect MOY2 4 o o « » 15 9 11 20 16 18

Less bothefe o o . 18 16 14 17 19 24
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TABLE 37 CONTIWUED

Why Favor Scparate Drives | Total { $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (233) | (24) (35) (44) (73) (57)
People closer to owmn . . | 31% 42% 40% 34% 27% 25%
E-ch one take care own . 30 33 51 - 59 -
Collect MOYC o« o « o » o 8 50 17 16 12 12

Big drive inefficient. . 10 13 9 5 10 14

Toward the middle of the interview, cveryone was asked in a provocative way,
"Now over the years the govermment has gradually increased its services to the needy,
the handicapped, the aged and other special groups, How do you feel about the govern-
ment taking over these responsibilities?' Over 75% approved of the government role,
with almost half favoring govermment taking over all responsibility and 30% saying
government should share its role with other groups. Even 73% of the top donors, com~
pared to 80% of the smallest domors approved the government's role. When asked why
they felt this way, the reasons for favoring government expansion were that taxa-
tion was a fairer way to support charity, that the govermment had more resources, and
was more efficient, Those who opposed government encroachment pointed to the inef-
ficiency of govermment, the character building role of private efforts, and the
additional tax burden in order to pay for the expenses. This willingness and in
some cases eagerness to divest themselves of the burdens and responsibilities of
private charity present serious concerns for the future stability of private efforts.
Table 36 presents these answers on govermnment's role in charity.

TABLE 38

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT

Favox: Total | $25004 | $1000-2499 | §500-999 | §100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . {527) | (70) (102) L (152) (112)
Complete Govt, role, . . | 45.4% | 38.6% 50.0% 35.2% 44.1% 55.4%
Govt. share role . . . . 30.2 34.3 27.5 36.3 30.3 25.0
No govt., role., . . . « . 24,4 27.1 22.5 23.5 25.6 19,6

Why feel this way?

Taxation more faivr . . . 12,5% | 20.0% 12.7% 8.8% 11,2% 12,5 %
More YeSOUYCES & 4 o « 11.2 2.9 13,7 6.6 13.8 14,3
More efficient + . . . . 12.0 8.0 7.8 7.7 11,8 21.4
less considerate . . . . 11.8% | 15.7% 15.7% 13,2% 2.9% 7.1%
Oppose encroachment., . . 16.7 15.7 9.8 15,4 21.7 17.9
Private charity builds

character. + + + « o+ « 6.8 11,4 3.9 9.9 7.2 3.6
Oppose more taxesS. « o « 4.k 1.4 5.9 2,2 7.2 2,7
Not as efficient . . . . 9.9 12,9 5.9 18,7 7.2 8.0




E. Decision Making Process

The previous section discussed the underlying motives and appeals that influence
a desire to donate to charity, This section will describe how these favorable inten-
tions are generally translated into charitable behavior.

1. Selection of Drives to Support

Everyone was asked directly, 'Do you usually plan in advance all of the fund
raising drives you will support, some of the drives you will support, or do you
generally make up your mind as each request is made?’™ Only a small minority of 8%
say they plan and select all drives in advance, with 14% of the top donors giving
this answer compared to only 3% of the smallest donors, The larger donors obviously
are more systematic in their selection of charities than the smaller donors, Overall,
almost 60% say they make selections spontaneously as requests are made, but only 45%
of the top donors are completely spontanecous compared to over 70% of the smallest
donors,

When asked, "Which drives do you usually plan in advance to support?' only about
407 mention UJA, 25% Gommunity Chest, less than one fifth health drives and 16%
synagogues., Almost half of the top donors say they plan in advarnce to support UJA,
while only 25% of the smaller donors express this traditional pattern., Similarly,
the top donors consistently express more deliberateness in selecting other major
charities in advance, Table 39 reflects these differences in prior selection of
charities. -

TABLE 39

TIME DECISIONS ARE MADE TO SUPPORT CHARITIES

Time Total | $2500+ {$1000-2499 | $500~999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . (527) (70) (1062) €91) (152) (112)
All advance, o + o o o 7.6% 1 14,3% 4,9% 6.6% 10.5% 2.7%
Some advance ¢ « « o o o 34,3 41,4 41,2 30,8 34.9 25,9
None advance o o o o o & 57.7 44,3 52.9 62,6 53.9 71.4
DOn't know. . o s o » s .4 - 1.0 d .7 -
Which in Adwvance

UJA) o o o o o 5 # o o o 38.5%1 52.9% 42.2% 34,1% 42,1% 25.0%
Cormunity Chest. o o« o o | 24.9 34,3 24,5 22,0 28,9 16,1
Non-Jewish health. . « 17.5 23.6 13,7 13,2 19.7 14.3
SYNagogute » o o 5 & s = 15.2 25,7 15.7 13,2 16.4 8.1
Other Jewish v v » & =« & 15.0 18.6 15,7 11.0 20,4 8.1
Non~-Jewish education ., . 11.2 18.6 12,7 7.7 13.1 5.4
Jewish education , . . . 9.3 18,6 6,9 6.6 12,5 3.6
Other non-Jewish . . . . 10.4 18.6 6.9 8.8 14.4 4.5
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To gain insight into the selection process, everyone was asked, "Do you some-
times find it hard to decide which campaigns to give to and which ones to say 'No'
to?" Then everyone was asked, ‘'How do you usually decide which ones to give to?
What are some of the things you want to know about them?” Only about a third say
they -sometimes find it hard to decide. A majority of all pewvsoms say they consider
the importance of needs, while over 40% consider the costs of administration and
general reputability of the charity. Lesser numbers mention traditiomal patterns of
past giving, social pressures of solicitors, personal association and experience with
the organization, whether their operations are effective, and familiarity with the
people who run it., These findings are presented in Table 40 and confirm previously
expressed notives for giving.

TABLE 40

FACTORS CONSIDERED IN SELECTING CHARITIES

Ever hard to decide? Total |$2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) {70) (102) (91) (152) (112)
Yes. . L] L] - . L 2 . v - L] 31'00/0 35!70/0 28'40/0 27.O% 2908% 35.570

- NO 4 o v ¢« o v s s s o+ | 69,0 64.3 71.6 73.0 70,2 65.5

Factors Considered

Inportance of needs, ., . | 50.5% | 55.7% 41.,2% 55.1% 54,3% 47.7%
Reputability o« o o o » o | 42.3 55,7 42,2 46,1 35,1 41,3
Tradition.s o« o « o o ¢ o 18,0 21,4 14,7 16.9 22,5 13.8
Social pressSures o o o o 15.7 15.7 15.7 13.5 15.2 18.3
Opevations goode o o &+ » 13.2 18.6 16.7 12.4 10.6 11,0
Personal association , . 12,6 12,9 7.8 15,7 8.6 20,2
Who runs itc ¢ & @& o« o 3 10.3 20.0 10.8 7.9 7.9 9-2

2. Determination of Amounts of Contributions

To determine the extent to which the amounts of contributions are a planned
or spontancous decision, everyone was asked, "Each year do you usually plan in
advance the approximate total amount you will give to all charities?” Only one-
fourth of all persons say they have a total charitable contribution in mind in
advance of deciding about individual gifts. It is important to note that alnmost half
of the biggest donors, and only 107 of the smallest donors make such overall planms.
In this regard, it is significant to remember that the bigger donors generally give
about 10% ox more of their income and are correspondingly more deliberate and aware
of their plans, The smallest donors, who give only nominal amounts overall of about
2% of their income, say they are only rarely aware of what their total contributions
are going to be,

When asked, "How do you usually decide how ruch this (overall amount) will be?”
income was mentioned by almost three-fourths of all persons making overall plams.
Incone alone accounted for 42% of all reasons while income and précedent was mentioned
by 17%, income and need by 9% and all three factors -- income, precedent and relative
need -- by 5%. About 10% merely consider the precedent of last year's total; another
5% say they start with last year's gift and adjust it by changes in perceived needs.
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Both precedent or past patterns of giving and estimates of year to year needs are
mentioned by one-fourth of all respondents. It is important to remember that these
are all spontaneous free answers and may not be as complete as direct answers to
specific questions., Their unprompted nature, however, gives them additional relevance
and validity, since some people will always say "Yes” to a direct question, while
these answers are the respondents' very own creations. The big differences among
donor groups should be moderated by the very few respondents in each group report-

ing these experiences. Table 41 presents these answers.

TABIE 41

OVERALL PLANNING IN ADVANCE OF TOTAL GIFTS

Total Gifts Planned: Total | $2500+4 {51000-2499 }5500-999 | $100-499 | Under 8100
(Number Respondents) , . (527) | (70) (102) (oL (152) (112)
In advance , + 4 o » o & 23.7% | 47.1% 27.5% 23.1% 21.1% 92.8%
Not advance. « « « o o & 75.9 52.9 72.5 76.9 77.6 90.2
Don't ICnOW s o 5 o ¥ e » ull‘ - - - - =

How Decide Total

(Number Respondents) . . | (121) | (33) (28) (13) (31) (11)
Income alone o+ o & o o o | 42.2%| 39.4% 42,9% 55,6% 25.8% 72,7%
Precedent alonee. « « o » 9.1 6,1 10,7 11,1 12,9 2.1
Needs 2lonee o « o s o 5,8 12,1 7.1 5.6 - -
Income and precedent , , 16,5 9.1 14,3 27.8 25.8 -
Incone and need. « o s 8 9.1 6.1 10.7 - 12.9 1802
Needs and precedent., . . 5.0 9,1 7,1 - 3.2 -

Income and precedent

and need , . . ¢ o o o 5.0 6.1 3.6 - 9.7 -
Social pressures . . o o 4,1 6,1 3.6 11,1 - -
Tax consideration, + . 5.6 2.1 7.1 - 9.7 -

The extent to which the amounts contributed to different charities are decided
in advance was revealed by the following question, "And do you usually plan in ad-
vance the amount you will give to every dzive, only to some drives, or do you general-
ly decide as each request is made?” Almost two-thirds of all decisions are spon-
taneous on the spot determinations. Even a majority of the biggest UJA donors
say all decisions are not planned in advance, compared to three-quarters of the
smallest donors, FEven though some of this reported lack of planning may be over-
stated, it is clear that many donors do not plan their gifts in advance,

When asked, "How do you usually decide how much to give to each drive?" appraisal
of individual needs is again stated as the most important factor, with almost 60%
giving this answer. Almost <three of every four top donors mention consideration of
need as compared to only half of the smallest donors, Of course, this emphasis on
need may partly represent a culturally acceptable answer, but there is every reason
to believe it is also an important and dynamic factor. Income and precedent, and
perceived social standards of giving also contribute to these determinations, Almost



- 51 -

a £ifth of all persons and one fourth of the smallest donors admit that most gifts
are token, nuisance avoidance measures,

In answer to a direct probe on the consideration of gifts by others, a fourth of
all persons, but 41% of the top donors admit such comparisons, A fifth of all top
givers further state that they tend to conform to their estimate of the average gift,
10% say these comparisons tend to increase their gifts and an almost equal number say
it usually reduces the amount of their gift.

Another follow-up probe on the extent of consultation in decision making re-
veals that 43% say they usually consult no one, over one-third sometimes consult
others and over one-fifth almost always consult others, In almost half of all con-
sultations, the spouse is involved, while the top donors say they often talk to
partners and other members of their families, Table 42 surmarizes this series of
aNnsSwWers,

TABIE 42

HOW AMCUNTS OF INDIVIDUAL GIFTS ARE DECIDED

Gifts Decided in Advance | Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 |$100-499 |Undex $100
(Number Respondents) , . (527) | (70) (102) (51) (152) {112)
Every drive., o« o o o o « 5.0% 7.3% 5.0% 6.,6% 4.6% 2.7%
Some driveS, « 4 o o« o 31.3 36,2 34.6 33,0 32,2 22.3
NOE & v 4 o o o o o » 63.7 56.5 60.4 60.4 62.5 75.0
How Decide Amounts
Need alone 4 o o o o o o 30,9% | 34.8% 31.3% 34,.8% 27.4% 29.6%
Income alone « ¢ « » o 13.9 7.2 14,1 5.6 16.4 21.3
Precedent alone, « o o o 11,2 3.7 2.1 19.1 8.9 11.1
Income and needs o o o o 14,7 10,1 14,1 15,7 4.4 17.6
Inconme and precedent . . 5,0 7.2 14,1 6,7 8.9 7.4
Precedent and need . . . 7.8 14,5 5.1 9,0 8.2 3.7
Income & precedent &

need 4 v 4 ¢ o o s o« . 3.9 11.6 2,0 4,5 4.1 -
Token iftSe o« « o o » o 18.0 13,0 19,2 14,6 16.4 25,0
Social standards ., « + 16.8 20.3 17.2 16.9 17,1 13,9
Consider Gifts of Cthers
YES: « o o o o ¢ ¢ o o« » 24.9% | 41,4% 33.3% 22,0% 21,1% 14.3%
O « o o ¢ 6 2 s 5 ¢ o o 75.1 58.6 66,7 78.6 78.9 85.7
If "Yes!, Influence:
NONE ¢ o o o o o o s « .8% 1.4% - % - % 7% 1.8%
None, if need great. . . 1.1 2.9 2,0 1.1 o7 -
Conform to average . . . 1G.8 20.0 16.6 8.8 7.2 6.3
Increase Zift. o o o + & 7.6 10.0 10.8 6.6 8.6 2.7
Decrease gifte o o o o o 6.3 12.9 7.8 5.5 5.9 1.8
Don't know o o o o « + » .9 - 1.0 1.1 o7 1,8
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TABLE 42 CONIN

TABLE 43

TABLE 42 CONTINUED

Discuss with others Total |$250C+ | $1000-249S | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
All self - - . » . * . L[] 42.90/0 38.60/0 52'000 37'40/9 46.10/0 37.5%
Some others. » o o o « » 35.7 40,0 27.4 39.6 35.5 37.5
All others v v o o v o & 21,4 21,4 20,6 23.0 18.4 25,0
With spouse., ¢« & & o« « » | 48,0% | 30,0% 39.2% 52,7% 52.6% 57.1%
With other family., . . . 6.1 22,9 5.9 bl 2,0 2,7
With partnerse. « « « « o 7.6 24,3 7.8 5.5 4,6 2,7
Business associates, ., . 2,5 5,7 4.9 3.3 o7 -
FriendS: o« o « o o o o o .8 1.4 1,0 - o7 .9
Misco e o @ @ o o ¢ B @ 08 - 1-0 1-1 = -9

F. Knowledge and Experiences with UJA

1. Knowledge and Experiences with Asencies Supported by UJA

In order to assess spontaneous recognition of UJA supported activities, every-
one was asked the following general question, "So far as you know, what groups or
activities are supported by the UJA of Essex County?" There are 36 different groups
receiving support from the loecal UJA, of which 12 are local organizations, 15 are
national and nine are Israeli groups, About 10% could name no groups at all, 15%
could name only one group, another 14% could name two groups and more than half of
all persons could name only three or fewer UJA supported organizations. The top
donors were only slightly better informed with about half of them naming more than
four organizations in contrast wih the smallest donor groups, which are least informed
and could name less than three on the average,

Another open question dealt with preferences among UJA sponsored groups. When
asked, "Are there someactivities or groups supported by UJA that you feel are
especially important?” or, Are there any activities now supported by the UJA which
you feel should be supported by some other groups?, patterns of preference emerged.
Israel was frequently mentioned as especially important, followed by Home for the
Aged, Y's, and Family Service, About one-quarter said all groups were important, and
an- almost equal number said no groups were important. An interesting observation is
the greater prevalence of mentions of Israel among the smaller contributors, as well
as the larger number who feel no activities are important, This greater ignorance
and lessexr attachment to UJA activitics among smaller donors is believed to be an
extremely important finding,

Only one out of five felt there were some activities which should be supported
by other groups., The unusual wording of the question was designed to overcome re-
luctance found in the pretest of the questionnaire to describe any UJA activity
as "unimportant,” Three tines as many top donors (34%) were critical of some groups
while only 12% of the smallest donors had any specific objections to UJA organiza-
tions, This indicates that the smaller donors are more ignorant and apathetic to~
wards UJA, rather than outright hostile, Table 43 presents a surmary of these ques-
tions.
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TABIE 43

KNOWLEDGE AND PREFERENCE AMONG UJA SUPPORTED CRGANIZATIONS

Number of UJA

Groups Named Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500~399 | $100-499 | Under 5100
(Number Respondents) . . (500) 67> (95) 87 (146) (195)
None o o v ¢« o ¢« & » o o 9% 9% 4% 13% 11% 10%
Less than 2, + & « « o o 24 15 22 20 26 30
Less than 3. e & o o & 0 38 31 36 34’ 40 45
Less than 4. « 4 o « o 58 40 53 55 64 69
Less than 5. + « « « + & 74 54 63 77 82 83
500 TI0CCs 4 4 4 o o o 26% 46% 37% 23% 18% 17%
Groups Especially

Important

(Number Respondents) . (527) | (70) (102) (91) (152) (112)
Alle v 4 4 o o o & o o s 27% 26% 30% 36% 26% 18%
None [ . * . L3 - L] L4 L ] . 21}' 18 28 20 21 31
Israel & 4 4 o o ¢ o « & 27 23 20 26 32 29
Home for Aged, + » « « & 16 30 14 14 17 11
- 1]. 16 12 7 11 12
Family Service , . . . . o 11 6 6 3 10
Child Caxe . . « . . . 6 9 7 6 5 4
Beth Israel. « . « & o« 4 4 A 2 5 4
Jewish Education Assn. , 2 3 1 1 2 4
Groups Should be

Excluded

Y8, o o « o 5 o o o o o 20% 347% 24% 17% 19% 12%
NO ¢ o o o o o o « ¢ o & 52 52 56 58 51 47
Don't knowe o+ & o o o o 28 14 20 25 30 41
Which?

All sectarian. + o+ o« « o 3% 6% 3% 3% 3% 2%
Jewish schools ., . . . . 6 11 13 4 5 -
Hospitals,Health . . . . 5 7 5 2 4 5
Y's. - * L] » r ] L} - L] » - 3 1 ll' 4 3 3
Aged ® & » & o e & s s 2 6 - - 3 ]-
Israel *» » & s > B & & @& 1 - - 1 1 1
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2, Knowledge of the Jewish Community Council of Essex County

Following the free answer questions on the UJA and its sub-agencies, everyone

was asked the following general question about the JCC:

you've heard of the Jewish Community Council of Essex County?"
"Yes," each person was asked, "What have you heard about them?

"Gould you tell me if

1£f the answer was
What do they do?¥

Almost 90% say they have heard of the JCC, but only 62% could describe at least
one of its many functions; 38% said they didn't know what the JCC did,
and smallest donors were the least informed, with 44% of the former and 47% of the

latter professing ignorance of JCC activities.

Both the top

Only 30% overall mentioned coordina-

tion of charities as one of the JCC functions, 17% mentioned allocations, 16% sup-
ports UJA, 11% central fund raising and 5% overall planning,
the smallest donors were the least informed of specific JCC Ffunctions,

TABLE 44

KNOWLEDGE OF JEWLSH COMMUNITY COUNCIL FUNCTIONS

As Table 44 indicates

Heard of JCC Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499] $500-999 [$100-499 |Under $100
(Wumber Respondents) . . (527) (70) (102) oL (152) (112)
YeSe o o ¢ o o « s o « & 83.2% | 91,4% 92.2% 97.8% 84,8% 79.5%
NOo. & ¢ v o o s o o o & 11.8 8.6 7.8 2,2 15.2 20.5
What JGC Does
Coordinates, ., + « . « o | 30.0% | 31.4% 37.3% 40,7% 23.8% 22,3%
Allocates. o 4 o 2 & & o 17.1 27.1 24,5 23.1 12.6 5.4
Supports UJA . + + + o« 16,3 20,0 21.6 15.4 17.2 8.9
Central fund raising . . 11,0 18,6 10.8 19.8 7.9 3.6
Operate Y'se o o o « o « 7.6 2.9 3.5 7.7 9.3 10.7
Planning « o 2 ¢« o = & 5.1 8.6 3.9 7.7 4.5 2.7
Operates Jewish

education. ¢« + ¢« « o @ 3.6 1.4 - 3.3 4,0 8.0
Supports Israel, . . . . 3.4 - 3.9 1.1 6.6 2,7
Operates Old Age home. . 3.2 1.4 2,0 7.7 2,0 3.6
Operates family

counseling « « + & o 3.2 1.4 2.9 2.2 4,0 4.5
Cperates public

information. « « « « . 3.0 1.4 2.9 2,2 4.0 3.6
Operates building

PrOgram. o« » ¢ s o » 1.9 1.4 2,0 &4 2.0 -
Community relations, . . 1.3 - 2.9 3.3 .7 -
Vocational work, . . « « 1.3 1.4 - 1.1 2.0 1.8
Operates health program, .9 - 2,0 1.1 .7 .9
Mention other agencies . 4,2 5.7 2,0 3.3 4,0 6.3
Don't know ox

not answered . ., . . . 37.6 44,3 32,3 26.4 37.86 47.4
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In an effort to assess the extent of personal contact and involvement, everyone
was asked in free answer form, ""Have you or your family used any of the local com-
munity services supported by the UJA?” Only 417 said they had used services of UJA
supported agencies, with 56% of the top donors compared to 33% of the smallest donors
acknowledging such service, It is possible that the number reporting such experiences
is so small partly because so few people could identify the names of local agencies
supported by the UJA, As discussed earlier, almost 60% could recall the name of only
three or fewer local agencies, If this is true, then it would indicate a serious
problem in communications since favorable experiences with UJA agencies would not
be associated with UJA programs.

The Ys are mentioned most frequently by 28% of all persons, with almost twice
as many top donors compared to the smallest donors reporting a 'Y experience. Beth
Israel Hospital is reported by only 15% of all respondents, while other groups are
mentioned in about 1-2% of the responses. Table 45 summarizes these answers.

TABLE 45

REPORIED USE OF UJA SUPPORTED LOCAIL SERVICES

Total |$2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500~999 | $100-499 | Under $100

(Number Respondents) , . | (527) | (70) (102) (1) (152) (112)
Ever used any, + « « « o | 40.7% | 55,7% 42.2% 42,2% 37.3% 33.3%
Never used any + « « « « 59,3 44,3 57.8 57.8 62.7 66.7
Agencies used

Y Se v v v o o o 2 o o o | 28,3% | 44.3% 23.5% 28,6% 27.0% 24,1%
Beth Israel, . . « « + & 15,0 20,0 19.6 18,7 12,5 3.0
Theresa Grotta + + + o 1.5 - - Lok 2,6 -
Home for Aged. . . . . . .8 1.4 - - 1.3 W9
Child Care ¢ v ¢« o « « & .8 1.4 .9 - o7 Y
Occupational Workshop. . .6 1.4 2,0 1.1 o7 -
Family Sexvice « « . . . 1.3 4.3 .9 - 1.3 .9
Jewish education . . . . 1.1 - 9 1.1 7 2.7

When those using UJA services were asked, "Were you entirely satisfied, partly
satisfied, or generally dissatisfied with the services?’ almost two-thirds said they
were entirely satisfied, with the top donors most often reporting less satisfaction.
When prompted by the next question to criticize the UJA, over two-thirds of all
persons refused to give any criticisms. Each person was asked, "Now very few human
organizations are entirely perfect., Do you have any ideas at all how the UJA or the
groups supported by them could be improved?”" Most of the criticisms were scattexed
among a variety of items, with only as many as 6% mentioning a single item. About
6% volunteered that administrative expenses were too high and that more money was
needed by the agencies. Others felt there should be more volunteers, more smaller
donations or that fund raising campaigns should be improved. Table 46 presents
these answers.,



TABLE 46
SATISFACTICN AND CRITICISM OF UJA AGENCIES

Satisfaction Expressed

by Users Total | $25004- | $1000-2499 | $500~999 | $100-499 | Undexr 5100
(Mumber Respondents) ., . | (213) | (39) (43) (38) (56) (37)
Entirely « o v « ¢ o o & 63.4% | 51.2% 65.1% 65.8% 67.8% 64.9%
Partly o « o o« o o o o @ 23.5 28.2 23,2 18.4 25.0 21.6
Dissatisfied « 4« o« o « & 8.9 15,4 4,7 13.2 3.6 10.8
Don't Know « » « o « + & 4.2 5.2 7.0 2.6 3.6 2.7
Specific Criticisms -
(Number Respondents) . . (527) | (70) (102) (o1) (152) (112)
None or don't know . . . 68,0% | 54.3% 65.7% 74.7% 67.1% 69.6%
Administration

eXpensive. . + o+ o« « @ 6.5 5.7 2,9 3.3 8.6 2.8
More money needed. . . . 6.1 15,7 13,7 4,4 1.3 .9
Need more volunteers , . 3.8 8.6 2,9 - 5,9 1.8
Better allocations

among local. . . . . . 1.5 1.4 2,0 1.1 2.0 .9
More allocations to

Israel o &+ « v v ¢ & & N3 - - - 1.3 -
More allocations to

local, « v ¢ v ¢ ¢ & & .9 .4 - - 2.0 .9
Dislike card calling . . .9 - - - 1.3 2.7
Dislike pressure

collection +. « &« « « & 1.5 - 2.0 - 2.6 1.8
Fund raising towsocial-

eXpPensive. « 4 o o o .9 - 9 1.1 - 2,7
Other criticism fund,

raising, + « ¢ o+ ¢ 3.4 2.9 4,9 2.2 3.3 3.6
Other fund raising

wasteful [ o o * o e @ 1.3 - -9 l.l .7 3.6
Need more small donors . 1.5 4.3 2.9 1.1 .7 -
Criticize personnel, ., . 3.2 4,3 3.9 2,2 3,3 2.7
Criticize Y‘Sq ¢« o o o = 1.1 2.9 .9 2.2 - 09
Critiecize other local

agenCiGS s & & 6 ¢ s @ 208 - - 4.4 303 504’
Should use more

professionals, . . « . 1.3 2,9 2,0 - 1.3 .9
Better puhliCity e ¢ + @ 208 507 2-9 202 303 09
Miscellancous. + o+ ¢ o 1.5 - 2,0 1.1 2,6 o9

A1l persons who said they, themselves, didn't use UJA services (60%) were asked,
"Have any of your friends or people you know ever used any of the services supported
by UJA?Y While not as direct as a personal experience, an experience by a friend
reported in a conversation could have a significant influence on a person's basic
feelings about a, group, About 177 reported the use of UJA services by friends, so
that personal or friend's use of services were rveported by almost 60% of all respond-
ents. Top donors indicated that 70% of them had such combined experiences as
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compared to only 52% of the smallest donors. It is quite gpparent that the smallest
donors report the fewest direct or indirect experiences with UJA groups.

Each person who reported knowing a friend who used UJA services was asked how
satisfied that friend was with the services. Table 47 combines the answers for
personal and friend's experiences and satisfaction with UJA agencies, Almost two-
thirds were entirely satisfied, but only 517 of the top donors expressed such com~-
plete satisfaction,

TABLE 47

PERSONAL AND FRIEND'S USE OF UJA LCCAL SERVICES

Total | $2500+ | $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100

(Wumber Respondents) . . (527) (70) (162) (o1 (152) (112}
Personal use , o o« « » « | 40% 56% 42% 429, 37% 33%
Friend's use « « o & « & 17 14 13 19 18 19

Neither 1S€s o o » o o o« | 43 30 45 39 45 43

Satisfaction by Users
With UJA Agencies

(Number Respondents) . . | (301)| (49) (56) (55) (33) (58)
Entirely « &« ¢ « ¢ o « & 63% 51% 647 60% 69% 65%
Partly a 8 & & 8 9 5 e = 23 29 22 24 20 21
Dissatisfied + o &« & « . 3 15 5 9 4 9
Don't kKnOWe v e o « o« « | 6 4 9 7 7 5

Another possible direct experience with UJA sponsored agencies are personal
visits, To ascertain the extent of this influence, everyone was asked, “Have you
or your family ever visited any of the agencies supported by the UJA?" This ques-
tion applied only tc agencies other than those which provided direct services, al-
rveady discussed above., Over half of all persons reported some visits, with 81% of the
top donors compared to one-third of the $100-500 donoxr group, and 51% of the smallest
donors reporting such experiences, Over a fourth said they visited the Home for the
Aged, and slightly less visited the Y's, less than 20% having been in Beth Israel
Hospital and 15% have been to the Theresa Grotta Home, Smaller numbers are listed
in Table 48 as visiting other local agencies, As Table 48 indicates, the smaller
donors report the least visits in most instances, further confirming our obsexvation
that they are least attached or identified with UJA groups.

When asked to report on their relative satisfaction with their visits, less than
half said they were entirely satisfied, The top donors again are the most criticail;
with 317 expressing entirely satisfied feelings compared to 55% of the smaller
donors, The major source of dissatisfaction was reported to be inadequacy of
physical plant and buildings. New construction of the Home for the Aged may clear
up rwuch of this feeling., About one quarter feel more money is needed, with almost
twice as many top givers feeling this way as compared to the smallest donors, An
additional 15% or so feel the staff could be better and that coordination and
duplication of sexrvices leave much to be desired.



TABLE 48

REACTIONS TO VISITS TO UJA AGENCIES

Total | $2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500~999 [$100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (527)| (70) (102) (o1) (152) (112)
Have ever visited. . . . 54%, 81% 65% 58% 35% 51%
Never visited, . . . « & 41 17 29 39 58 46
Don't know, .+ « +« « « & 5 2 6 3 7 3
Which agencies visited
Home for Aged. o o« o o & 26% 46% 33% 30% 16% 17%
'S0 4 0 4 s e e e s e 22 37 390 22 12 20
Beth Israel, . . . « + . 19 31 29 21 10 12
Child Care + « « + o« o o 6 10 12 3 3 4
Family Service . « « « & 5 9 11 6 2 3
Opportunity Workshop ., . 4 9 6 1 3 2
Hebrew Academy o o o « » 4 10 4 2 2 3
Educational Assn. . . . 2 4 4 1 1 2
Satisfied with visits
(Number Respondents) . . | (285)| (57) (66) (53) (53) (56)
Entirely o o « o« o « o @ 48% 32% 56% 47% 47% 55%
Partly o o « o o s « o 35 8 36 3 32 31
Dissatisfied « » « v o & 8 9 3 8 15 9
Don't KNOWe o « o« » o 5 1 5 7 6 5
Why not satisfied?
(Number Respondents) , . (133) | (38) (26) (24) (25) (22)
Facilities inadequate. ., | 43% 40% 427, 38% 52% 46%
Need more £iONeY « o » 24 32 31 17 16 18
Better staff o o o. o « & 15 21 4 21 4 23
Coordination inefficient 15 11 12 29 8 23
Need more staffe o o o o 3 3 8 4 - -
Salaries too 1ow + « o 3 5 & 4 - -
Don't know any « « « o » 12 8 15 17 15 5

As a summary question, everyone was asked, 'Now generally speaking do you feel
that the groups supported by your local UJA are doing an entirely satisfactory job,
a partly satisfactory job or an unsatisfactory job of taking care of local needs?"
Less than half gave a completely clean bill of health to the UJA, but only 1% said
they were dissatisfied, Almost a fourth said they were only partly satisfied and
almost as many refused to express any overall judgement, The reasomns for this partial
dissatisfaction are similar to those already cited for specific agencies. It is
significant that almost one fourth feel sufficiently uninformed to be unable to ex-
press an overall evaluation of UJA agencies, Again it should he noted that the
smallest donors are the least informed with 28% of them saying, ‘Don't know,''compared
to only 8% of the top donors. Table 49 presents these overall evaluations,
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TABLE 49

OVERALL EVALUATIONS OF UJA AGENCIES

Extent Satisfied Total | $25004 |$1000-2429 | $500~-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Wumber Respondents)., . | (527)| (70) (102) (oL) (152) (112)
Entirely , v « & o « » o+ | 47% 53% 47% 37% 52% 46%
Partly o v o o o o « « o 29 39 33 31 24 25
Dissatisfied , » « & « & 1 - 3 2 - 1
Don't KNOW 4 & o o « o « 23 8 17 30 24 28

Why not Entirely
Need more money., +» « « o | 14% 21% 21% 18% 10% 6%

Facilities inadequate, , 6 7 4 6 G 7
Need more staff, « « o o 3 3 4 3 3 3
Need better staff, . , . 3 3 4 - 3 4
Coordination poor. . o+ 3 - 2 6 2 3
Salaries too low . . . . 2 4 3 - 1 -

As a final section of the discussion on the JCC and its sub-agencies, data will
be presented on the extent to which there is distortion in beliefs about the alloca-
tions and administration of JCC funds, Everyone was asked, "Now as you know the UJA
supports three types of activities -~ overseas groups in TIsrael and elsewhere,
national cultural and service organizations such as Hillel Foundation, and local
agencies such as Home for the Aged and the 'Y¥'. Out of every dollar collected by
the UJA, about how much do you think goes to Israel, National and local groups?”

In general the reported percents going to Israel and local groups are understated
and the percent allocated to national groups are overstated, When asked, Do you
think the way UJA allocates its funds is as good as can be expected, or do you think
it can be improved?" less than half were completely satisfied, 30% felt it could be
improved and about one quarter said they didn't know. When asked, ‘How could it be
improved?’ about equal numbers said give more to Israel and local groups, the very
thing which was actually being done,

Only a fourth <correctly reported the share going to Israel as 50-60%, with the
bigger donors being more knowledgeable, Overall, 36% understated the correct alloca-
tions and 19% overstated it, This tendency of greater understatement is observed in
Table 50 in all donor groups, Likewise, only 17% reported the correct alloca-
tions to local agencies as 40-49%, The top donors consistently are better informed
with 347 giving a correct answer compared to only 6% for the smallest domor class.
About 55% of the smallest givers understated the local share in contrast to only
147 overstating it. The same pattern of understatement is seen for all other donor
groups. ' '

The amount of misinformation is greatest with respect to the national share of
UJA funds. Only one out of nine (11%) could give the true percentage of under 10%.

With the don't know answers having about 20-25%, two-thirds overstate the national
share,
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TABIE 50

RESPONDENT BELIEFS IN ALLCCATING CF UJA FUNDS

Percent Going to Israel Total | $2500+ {(1000-2499 |8500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) | (70) (102) L (152) (112)
10-50% under » . . . . . 36.3% -% 33.3% -% -% 35.8%
10-40% under « « « . o . 35.9 35.6 32.4 29.7 42.8 34,9
10-30% under &+ & 4 & o o 33.4 32.8 32.4 27.5 40.2 30.4
10-20% unde® o o« o 5 - 25,2 30.0 25,5 20.9 31.0 17.9
10% under .+ 4 4 4 4 e 12.9 14,3 18.6 8.8 12.5 10,7
50-59% is correct. . . . 26.6 37.2 30.4 28,5 12.8 24,1
102 0ver &+ v v 4 4 « o o | 12.57% | 12,9% 14.7% 18,7% 10,.5% 8.0%
10-207% oVers o o« o o o 18.0 17.2 20.6 27.3 13.1 16,9
10-30% OVeLs o« o o o« o o 18.9 - 23.6 26,4 13.1 17.8
10‘407@ OVEE'y 4 o o o & o 19.5 - 24.5 - 1404 -
Don"t know v v « o o o & 17.6% | 10,0% 11.8% 15.4% 23,0% 22.3%
Percent Going to Local

10=407% under + o o o o 45.2% | 35.6% 43,17 -% 44.,7% 55.3%
10-30% under v o v ¢ o o 43.7 34,3 42,2 42,9 42,7 52.6
10-207 under « o o o« o 38.7 32,9 35,3 37.4 39.4 45,5
137 undery o 4 o 4 o o o 12,9 20,90 16,7 18,7 23,0 19.6
40-497 correect , + « o « | 16.7% | 34,3% 25,5% 17.6% 9.9% 6.3%
107 OVEE v v o o o o o = 11.0% | 14.3% 6.9% 14,2% 11,8% 8.9%
10-207 OVeTs o o o « = o 14,6 18.6 10.9 16,4 17,1 10.7
10-307 over. « v » 4 o 15,7 20,0 11.8 17,5 18.4 11,6
10-407 OVELY o -5 o o = 16.3 - - 18.6 - 13,4
Don't know . . . . . 21.8 10.0 19.6 20.9 27.0 25,0
Percent Going to MNational

10% corrects o« o o v « 11.5% | 27.1% 14.7% 2.9% 5.3% 7.2%
10% OVET 4 4 o o © o o o 29,8 36.0 33.3 45,0 25,0 20.5
10-20 % OVeT & o & o o o 51.2 48,6 56,8 61,5 43,7 42,8
10-30% overs « o » o o o 61.3 52.9 60.8 67.0 63.1 59.7
407, O MOTE OVEY « o & o 65.7 57.1 64,7 68.1 67.7 66,9
Don't KNOW o o » ¢ o o o 22,8 12.9 20.6 22,0 27.0 25.9
Satisfaction with

Allocations

As good as can be, . . . 44,2% 1 43,6% 50.0% 47,2% 39.7% 3%.7%
Could be improved, . . . 29.4 4,0 28,4 25,8 26.5 30.6
Dont't KNnow 4 o o » « o & 26.4 11.4 21.6 27.0 33.8 25,7
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A similar overall pattern ofdistortions is found with respect to the percent of
total funds believed to be used for administration. Everyone was asked, "From what
you've heard or read, could you tell me about what percent of all money raised by
UJA goes for expenses used in raising money?” Only one in six persons knew approx-
imately the right percent of 10-12,5%, Almost one-third overstated the administrative
expenses and one quarter either didn't know or understated the proportion. It is
significant that the three larger donor groups mocre often understated the expenses,
while the two smaller donors more frequently overstated these UJA expenses., Almost
one fourth of the smallest group of donors believed the administrative expenses to be
double the actual anount,

When asked their feelings about their beliefs in UJA expenses, about half felt

it was about right, a quarter too nwuch and only 2% felt it was too little, The top
donor groups were generally more satisfied with their beliefs than the smaller donors,

TABLE 51
PERCENT BELIEVED GOING TO UJA EXPENSES

. Percent going to

Adninistrative Expenses Total |$2500+ |$1000-2499 | $500-999 |$100-499 |Under $100
{Number Respondents) , . (527) (70) (162) (°1) (152) (112)
2.,5-10% under, + . o . . 25,8% | 37.1% 37.2% 34,.0% 17.1% 13.5%
2.5-7,5% undexr . . . . . 23.3 35,7 36.3 28.6 15,1 10.86
2-5“500% under e & s s o 1909 30;0 23-5 26.4 13.8 9.0
2.5 under o o+ s o o o o 2.1 15,7 11.8 12,1 6.6 3.6
16-12,47% correct + o+ o 16.7% | 20.0% 15.7% 2.9% 19.1% 17.9%
2,57 OVEYe 4 4 ¢ ¢ o o 4 3.0% 2.9% 4,9% 3.3% 2.0% 2.7%
2.5~5.0% OVETe o o « » & 11.5 10,0 15,7 14.3 9.2 9.8
2.5-7.5% OVEYe o o « o« & 13.2 14,3 17.7 15.4 10.5 10.6
2,5-12.5% OVEE & & +» o o 19,7 20.0 20.8 22.0 19.1 17.7
2.5-more than 12.5 over. 32.6 28.6 28.5 30.8 31.6 41.8
Don't KNOW o« o« o « o o & 24,5% | 14.3% 18.6% 25.3% 32.2% 26.8%
Attitudes Toward Beliefs

in Administrative Expense

Toomuch ¢ v ¢ ¢ o & « & 26% 23% 16% 23% 27% 38%
Too little « & o« w o o & 2 4 1 1 2 1
About right, & & « o « 52 64 66 54 43 41
Don't KNowe o 5 o o o 20 9 17 22 28 20

Another and final summary question relating to attitudes toward UJA and JCC, was
as follows: “From what yvou've read or heard, do you feel the amount of money raised
by your UJA is very adequate, moderately adequate, a little inadequate or very
inadequate to meet all needs?’ About 10% thought present funds were very adequate
and another 30% felt they were moderately adequate, About 12% could espress no
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opinion and almost half thought UJA funds were a little or very inadequate. The
snallexr donors who are as a group least informed about UJA activities, allocations or
expenses, are most satisfied with the adequacy of UJA funds. More than half of the
smallest donor group and almost half of the secondsmallest donor group ($100-5G0),
feel that UJA funds are at least moderately adequate in contrast to only about one-
third of the bigger donor groups, Table 52 presents these views.

TABLE 52

VIEWS ON ADEQUACY OF UJA FUNDS

Views Total | $2500+4 | $1000-2439 | $500-299 {$100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (527) | (70} (102) (oL) (152) (112)
Very adequat, ¢ o s « o 8,6% 5.7% 6,9% 4.b4% 8.6% 15.2%
I’IOderately " 2 s a2 e e & 31.9 31.4 21.6 28.6 36.8 37.5

A little inadequate., . 25,2 21.4 36,3 31.8 21.1 17.9
Very inadequate. . o « « | 22,0 35,7 24,5 23.1 12.7 13.4
Don't RNow & o s o o o » 12.3 5.8 10,7 i2.1 13,8 16,0

3. Sources of Information on UJA

To determine what channels of communication are generally used for informa-
tion on UJA, and which of these are considered most and least informative, a series
of questions were asked all respondents, First they were asked, "Could you tell me
where you get most of your information about the UJA?Y About 827 mention receiving
letters, 77% list the Jewish News and smaller numbers indicate as sources, temples,
Board of Directors meetings and other organization meetings or visits to agencies.

The smaller donors more often mention the Jewish News and least often mention
personal discussions or attendance at meetings, These differences shown in Table 53
are seen even more sharply on later questions.

TABIE 53

REPORTED SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON UJA

Sources Total | $2500+- | $1000-2499 | $500-999 [$100-499 | Under 3100
(Number Respondents) . , (527) (70) (102) {°1) (152) (112)
TetterSe « o » « o« « » o« | 81,5% | 87.1% 84,0% 84.47 77.3% 79.1%
Jewish HewS:e o o« o » » o 76,7 71.4 77.0 72,2 76,0 84,5
Personal conversation. . 76,9 82,9 86,0 86,7 70.7 - 65.5
Newark News, o o o o o » 23,7 17.1 24,0 24,4 23.3 27.3
Other newspapers . . . « | 33.3 47.1 28,0 38,9 31,3 27.3
UJA teetings o« o o« « o o 30.8 32.9 35,6 32,2 31.3 23.6
Other meetings or visits | 17.1 15.7 15.0 18.9 12.7 24,5

TerpleSe o « s « o o o o 12.5 7.1 11.0 11,1 14,0 16,4
Board of Directors « « « 13.8 30,0 22,0 16.7 5,3 5.5
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When asked which were the most informative sources, over 40% spontaneously men-
tioned the Jewish News, 15% said letters and personal conversations, 12% UJA meetings
and lesser nuwbers other sources, Over half of the smaller givers give the Jewish
News as the best source compared to about one-third of the top givers. Conversely
only 4% overall say the Jewish News is one of the least informative sources, while
over a fifth say letters are least useful sources of information, Table 54 presents
these findings,

TABLE 54

MOST AND LEAST INFORMATIVE REPCRTED SOURCES COF INFORMATION ON UJA

Most Informative Total | $2500+ ! 31000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 |Under $100
(Number Respondents) ., . (527) (70) (102) (21) (152) (112)
Jewish NewSs « o o « o » | 41.6%| 37.1% 28,47, 39.6% 46,7% 50,9%
LetteYSe o « « » s o o 15.2 18,6 12,7 14,3 16.5 14,3
Personal conversation, . 14,2 15,7 14,7 13,8 13.2 9.8
UJA meetings « o o« & & & 12,3 15,7 17.6 8.8 9.2 12,5
Board of Directors . . « 7.2 12,9 9.8 2.9 3.3 4,5
Other Papers « o « « » o 6.5 7.1 7.8 5.5 5.0 6.3
Temples' *« o & ® ® * v @ .9 - .9 - 2.6 -
Other oxrganizations. . ., 1.3 - .9 3.3 .7 1,8
Don't know, + « « o« « & 9,3 8.6 15.7 7.7 5.9 2.8
lLeast Informative

LetteXSe « 2 o o o o s » 22,0% | 21.4% 23.5% 23.1% 19.7% 23.2%
Other Papers « « o o o o 17,3 24,3 14,7 20.9 17.1 12,5
Personal conversation., . 15,6 8,6 15,7 15,4 17.1 17,9
Newark NewS. o« ¢ o o o o 3.0 8.6 6.9 6.6 7.2 10,7
Jewish NeWSe o o s o o @ 4,0 7.1 6.9 4,4 1.3 2,7
UJA meetings « o v o ¢ o 2,5 2.9 0 1.1 5.3 .9
TempleSe o o o« o o » o o 1.1 - - 2.2 7 2,7
Other meetings + o o » 1,7 - 2,0 11 3,3 .9
Don't XnoW.e v o« o o » &« 31,1 30.0 32,4 33.0 30,3 30.4

When asked which daily and weekly newspapers they usually read, 89% mention the
Newark News, two~thirds the New York Times and one~third other New York papers.
Weekly suburban newspapers which most frequently were mentioned are the South Orange
News Record, West Orange Chronicle, the West Essex Tribune and the Millburn-Short
Hills Item. Other papers received a scattering of mentions,
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TABLE 55

DAILY AWD WEEKLY PAPERS USUALLY READ

Daily Total | 32500+ |$1000-2499 | $500-999 ! $100-429| Undexr $100
(Numbexr Respondents) . , (527) 70) (102) (oL) (152) (112)
Newark HewsS. o o o « o o | 89.4% | 92.9% 89.2% 87.9% 20.8% 86,6%
New York Times . o+ o « & 62.8 77.1 66.7 62,6 5%.9 54,5
New York Post. o o o o o 5.3 10,0 3.9 5.5 3.3 6.2
Other New York papers. . | 34.5 44,3 40,2 47.3 25.7 25,0
Newark Star Ledger . . . 19.5 15.7 16,7 17.6 20.4 25,0
Weekly
South Orange News Record | 29.9% | 46,0% 34.7% 36.1% 26,1% 15,8%
West Orange Chronicle, . 2,8 7.9 9.5 13,9 9.4 8.9
Millburn~Short Hills

TECT & « » o o o o o & 5.3 1.6 6.3 5.6 6.5 5.9
West Orange Chronicle. . 4,5 1.6 2.1 1.4 5.1 9,9
Verona-Cedaxr Grove Times 2.1 - 1,1 1.4 2.9 4,0

Only 7% say they never read the Jewish News, About 40% say they read most of
the articles in the Jewish News and 897 say they read every issue. Over 90% find the
Jewish News very or moderately informative, 78% say they enjoy reading it and 90% say
they have moderate or great trust in what they read in the Jewish News. There is no
doubt that the Jewish News is considered by far the best source of information about
the UJA in Essex County.

G. Attitudes and Experiences with UJA Collection Methods

1. Personal Experiences in Fund Raising

Almost nine out of every 10 respondents reported some past personal particis
pation in fund raising activity. While the smallest domor group continues its ve-
ported pattern of lesser involvement, almost 80% of them report some fund raising
work compared to 93-95% of the larger givers.

Almost two-thirds of all donors interviewed said they had helped UJA raise
money, but only 43% of the smallest donors reported UJA involvement compared to over
80% of the top donors. Community Chest,Health drives and other Jewish fund raising
groups were mentioned by about 30% of all persons., Reflecting previously discussed
preferences and larger shares of giving, almost 40% of the smallest donors say they
assisted health groups compared to only 23% of the top donors,

When the 13% who never had personal fund raising experiences were asked, "How do
you think you would feel about asking people for money for some worthy cause?" almost
half said they wouldn't like it, saying they felt inadequate for the task or that the



work was too difficule,
experience reported they don't lile it,
ment, when asked, "How do you feel about asking people for money?"

An almost equal proportion of persons with fund raising
About 40% overall made this negative com-
Over half of

the smallest donor group disliked the experience compared to one-third of the larger

donors,

TABLE 56

Table 56 presents these personal fund raising experiences,

REPORTED PERSONAL PARTICIPATION IN FUND RAISING

Ever Helped
Raise Money
(Mumber Respondents)

HeSe o o 4 4 o o & @
WO o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o

Which drives?

UJA-U . L 2 L] L ] . * *
Health.....-
Community Chest, .
Cther Jewish , . .
Synagogue. « + o o o
Non-Jewish education
Other non~Jewish , .
Y's' * . * » * * * -
Non~Jewish youth . .
Jewish education . .

e & + ®

How feel to
Ask for money

(Number Respondents)

Not like ite o« « « &
Too difficult, . . .
Feel inadequate. .
Feel like beggar . .
Lose friends . . .

No objection ¢ + «
Necessary evil . . .
OK if good cause . .
CK if know people. .

L] - L] L) » . 4 & 0w

. s »

Prefer administration.

e + & e + & ¢ e =

Total |$2500+ |$1000-2499 |$500~999 |$100-499 | Under $100
(527) | (70) (102) (o1) (152) (112)
87% 93% 94% 95% 81% 79%
13 7 6 5 19 21
647% 81% 79% 77% 54% 43%
30 23 29 30 29 38
30 36 42 28 27 20
29 37 34 31 27 22
14 24 15 8 11 11
8 7 17 7 8 A
8 6 7 16 5 8
6 13 6 6 5 3
6 6 12 8 2 7
2 9 2 2 1 -
(458) | (65) (96) (86) (123) {88)
40% 34% 32% 50% 33% 52%
15 9 15 17 14 19
7 6 7 8 6 9
4 3 4 2 b 3
2 3 1 2 2 -
24% 29% 36% 15% 27% 10%
16 18 14 17 15 16
9 6 9 6 13 9
5 8 3 7 3 3
3 5 A 2 2 -
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2, Attitudes, Feelings and Experiences with Different Methods of Collecting
Money

In addition to the widespread experience at raising money, a series of ques~
tions were asked about donor reactions to diffevent ways of being asked for money.
The fivst questions concerned preferences of place of solicitation, About one~third
prefer the home as a place of contact, about one quarter place of business, a fifth
either home or business, and 5% direct mail, The top donors prefer their business
address, while the smaller donors who are less frequently self-employed, prefer
their homes,

When asked, "Can you tell me how you are usually contacted by the UJA for a
donation?” over a third said by telephone, 30% by personal visit, a fifth by social
affair, or by mail, and 137% by accepting a position in the fund drive. It is
significant that the top donors most often are reached by personal visit or by at-
tending a fund raising soclal affair, while the smaller donors are more often reached
by telephone and by mail. Even the personal visits to the smaller donors are less
personal since they more often are visits by strangers. None of the top donors re-
port stranger contacts, while 417 of the smallest donors and 25% of the second
smallest givers report contacts by strangers. It is not surprising that contribution
by the smaller donors are often merely token gifts to “brush off'" a stranger.

It is interesting to note that almost 90% of the respondents are entirely
satisfied by the way UJA contacts them. Only 17% of the smallest donors indicate
any possible dissatisfaction, with a desire for more personal visits by friends fre-
quently mentioned, Table 37 presents these findings on usual contacts,

Since there has long been differences of opinion on the effectiveness of the
announcement of gifts, a series of questions dealing with this practice were included
in the study. When asked, 'Do you think people give more if they are asked to
announce their contributions at a fund raising meeting?” over 80% said Yes. About
90% of the top donors felt people give more, while only 72% of the smallest donors
felt this way. When asked, 'Why do you say that?" almost half felt people are
shamed into giving more and one-third felt they seek favorable publicity so they
give more,

When asked, "How zbout publishing each person's contribution in a booklet --
Do you think people would give more if they knew the amount would be published?” only
56% said Yes., Less than half of thcsnallest donors compared to three-fourths of the
top donors felt publication of gifts would help, When asked further how their own
donation would be affected by such a public announcement, only 7% said they would
give more, 17% said less and almost two~thirds said it would have no effect. This
reluctance to admit personal weakness and selfishness was previously discussed under
the section on motivations for giving, Table 58 includes a summary of these
attitudes,
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(Number Respondents) .

Home o« o« o o o o
Business « « o+ «
Either + o« « o »
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No business,
Letter . +
Other., « + &

e & s e @
L]
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Usual UJA Contact

Telephone.: o« o« o o« o o
Personal visit + « « &
Social affair. « o « «
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TABLE 57

TYPES OF CONTACTS IN RAISING MONEY+®

Total | 52500+ |81000-2499| $500-999 | $100-499 |Under $100
. | (527) | (70) (102) (o1) (152) (112)
. | 32.3% | 25.7% 26.7% 17.6% 39.5% 43.8%
. 23,2 | 35.6 22.9 27.4 23,0 12,5
. | 19.8 | 32,9 26.7 22,0 15.1 2.8
. | 146 - 8.9 24,2 15.9 19.6
. | 5.1 2.9 6.9 bob 3.9 7.1
. | b2 2.9 6.9 2,2 2,6 6.3
. | 36.4% | 18.6% 30.2% 42,7% 42.,9% 39.4%
. | 30.1 | 2L.4 26.0 24,7 29.3 45,0
. |20.4 | 40,0 31,3 22,5 12,9 6.4
. | 18.2 | 10.0 16,7 14,6 23,1 21,1
. 12,9 | 17.1 16,7 18,0 12,2 3.7
. 2.9 - 1.0 - 2'7 9.2
. 4,3 | 12,9 5.2 2,2 2,7 1.8
o | 52.4% | 61.47% 62.7% 65.9% 44, 7% 36.6%
. | 25,0 | 20,0 27,5 24,2 30,3 19.6
. 20,9 7.1 18,6 13,2 23.0 34,8
. 2103 - 11.8 17.6 25.0 41'1
. | 16.3 | 28,5 18,7 13,2 15.8 9.8
. | 88.0% | 88.6% 92.2% 87.9% 88.8% 83.0%
. 8.5 7.1 3.9 8.8 8.6 13.4
. 3.5 4,3 3.9 3.3 2,6 3.6

* Totals do not add to

1007 because more than one answer is sometimes given.
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TABLE 58

ATTITUDES TOWARD ANNOUNCEMENT OF GIFTS

If Gifts Announced

at Dinner, Others: Total| $2500+ | $1000~2499 | $500-999 |[$100-499] Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . 32731 (70) (102) (°1) (152) (112)
Give MOYes o o » » o » + | 8L.7%| 90.0% 85.3% 84.4% 80, 8% 72.3%
Do not give moxre , , « 11.8 7.1 10.8 7.8 12.6 17,9
Don't know ., « + « « o o 6.5 2.9 3.¢ 7.8 6.6 9.8
Why Feel This Way
Shamed into more . . . o | 49.0%| 55.7% 44,1% 56,0% 50.7% 41,1%
Desire publicity « » o . | 33.8 3l.4 31l.4 30.8 32.9 41,1
Encourage competition, ., 7.0 11.4 6.9 Lol 4,0 10.7
People learn other's

StandardS. “a o & » s 0 3.4 11;4 4'9 1-1 2-6 -
People learn about need, 3.8 8.6 7.8 2.2 2,6 -
People avoid dinner, . . | 23,0 12.9 21,6 25,3 27,0 23,2
People pledge, not give, 5.5 2.9 3.9 3.3 5.9 9.8
People give what afford, 4.4 2.9 4,9 3.3 7.2 1,8
People want to avoid

PUbliCitY. e & s = & 208 - 2-9 3.3 2.0 504
Others give more if
Amount Publicized
YGS' ’ L] - L 2 . » » - » * 56'00/9 72'9% 52.00/0 60‘[!'c° 55.60/0 45.179
No 1 ] L » . - L 2 - L4 - L] » 34'4 20.0 38.2 27.5 35.1 44ll
Don't RNOW 4 o « o o & &« 9.6 7.1 2.8 10,1 2.3 10,8
Effect on Self
Of Publications
Give MOT@s & o v o o o & 6.74| 12.9% 7.8% 6.6% 4,0% 5.4%
Give 1e5S, « « o o o« 4 o 16,8 5.7 9.8 13,2 19,9 28,8
Give Same. « v +» » o » » 71.3 77.1 75.5 74.7 71.5 59.5
Don't kKnow o o & o o « » 5.2 4,3 6.9 5.5 4,6 6,3

To learn about the influence of direct personal experiences in attending fund
raising dinners, everyone was asked, "Have you ever attended any fund raising
affair such as a dinner or luncheon sponsored by the UJAY If Yes, "Can you tell me
about it? Was it an enjoyable experience?" Over three~fourths of all people said
they had at some time attended such an affair, While almost all top givers reported
such experiences, only 467% of the smallest donors ever have attended such a UJA
affair, About half sald it did not effect their gift, one third admitted that it
increased, while only 2% said it decreased their domation., The smallest donors
more often maintained that it had no effect on their giving. Over 60% overall, how-
ever felt it was an enjoyable cxperience, primarily because the speakers were
interesting and the social atmosphere was pleasant. Even two-thrids of the smallest
givers felt it was enjoyable, Almost half of ali respondents failed to verbalize
a reason for liking or disliking fund raising dinners. This could show lack of
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The other measure of charity preferences is given by the second question in the
interview, Each person was asked, "Are there any organizations or groups that you
specially like to give money to when you can? (Any others?)” The names of no groups
have been mentioned by the interviewer and any group mentioned is the spontaneous
choice of the respondent,

Over 40% voluntarily mention the UJA as their first choice, and a total of 58%
say the UJA is either their first or second favoritg charity, Over half the top two
donor groups pick UJA as their first favorite and almost 70% say it's their first or
second favorite, In contrast, only a third of the smallest donor group picks UJA
as their first choice and less than half mention it as their first or second favorite
charity. This corroborates the smaller share of giving received by UJA from the
smaller donor groups. Health groups and Community Chest are the most frequently
mentioned non~Jewish groups.

Over 060% more Jewish groups are given as first choices as compared to all non~-
Jewish groups, The top two donor groups select 2% Jewish groups to every one non-
Jewish group, but reflecting the greater non-Jewish orientation mentioned earlier,
the smallest donor group splits almost evenly among Jewish and non-Jewish charities,

The second favorite, however, reflects the cultural pressures to be non-sectarian,
with more non-Jewish groups mentioned by all respondents. The top donor group selects
its second favorite charity almost equally from Jewish and non-Jewish groups, but

the smallest donors pick only half as many Jewish groups, Table 28 shows these pre=-
ferential choices,

TABLE 28

FIRST AND SECOND FAVORITE CHARITIES

First Choices Total | $2500+ [$1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 { Undex $100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) (70) (102) (21) (152) (112)
NORE o 6 ¢« ¢« ¢ s o o o » 7-8% 12.9% 6-970 11’0% 6-6% 4.5%
UJA‘ L ] L] L ] . » - - . - - 42‘3 52.9 5309 40.6 37'5 3300
SYnagogues « o« o o o o o 5.5 1.4 2,9 6.7 7.2 7.1

Jewish sponsored
education. e & @« o v @

YMHA or YWHA ¢« ¢ o o o « .
Ld

»
I
!
1
a

Other Jewish + « o « o«
Community Chest. . « &
Health.......--
Youth.....-...-
Non-Jewish sponsored
educatiOn. e % ® e ® @ 1'9 2
Other non-Jewish , . . . 7.8 4.3 2.

'—l
1 Lhwo Mot
. e »
SO O

.
QCO O
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crystalization of feelings or reluctamce to be critical. Criticisms of card calling
are the most frequently mentioned disliked aspect. Table 59 presents these findings.

TABLE 59

PERSONAL ATTENDANCE AT UJA FUND RAISING AFFAIRS

Past Attendance Total | $2500- | $1000-2499 | §500~999 | $100-499 |Under $100

(Number Respondents) . . | (527) | (70) (102) (cL) (152) (112)
YeSe 4 o o o ¢ 0 0 o o o | 76,7%| 98,6% 85.3% 87.9% 76.3% 46.4%
No . L] . L . * » L ] e . * 22.4‘ 1;4 14.7 11,0 21.7 52.7
Don't knDW e s & o o & o .9 Ll - 1.1 2:0 49

Effect on Gift

(Number Respondents) . . | (404) | (69) (87) (80) (116) (52)
Increased., o« o ¢ ¢ « » « | 33.0%] 43.5% 31.4% 37.5% 33.6% 13.5%
Decreased, o+ « o o o o 1.7 - 2.3 - 3.4 1.9
Wo effect, & o o o o « o 49,9 49,3 45,8 47.5 46,6 63.5
Don't KNOWe o o o s o = 15,4 7.2 17.5 15,0 16.4 21.1
Personal Reaction

Enjoyable. . v ¢« ¢« « « « | 60.47% ) 66,7% 62,1% 50,0% 59.5% 67.3%
Not enjoyable. « +» . « « | 28,7 30.4 27.6 33.8 27.6 23.1
Don'"t KNOW & o + » ¢ o 10.9 2.9 10.3 16.3 12,9 2.6
Reason for Reaction

Liked speakeXs o« o » o o | 21.3% ] 20.3% 19.5% 21.3% 23.3% 21,2%
Liked social feeling . . 6.9 4,3 10,3 2,5 2,5 5.8
Not 1ike Speaker s s s 8 909 10.1 12.6 11-3 708 707
Not like caxrd calling. . 11,1 4.3 10,3 16.3 12,1 11.5
Cthers gifts too small , 3.7 8.7 3.4 2.5 2,6 1,9

Embarrassed by

others Zifts o4 4 o o o 1.7 2,9 - 1,2 2.6 1.9
Expense of affair

Wasteful ¢« & 5 8 o s @ 2.0 - - 5.0 2.6 1.9
stopped gOing- 5 4 ¢ ® 6.2 7.2 1.1 6.3 10-3 3-8
Don't Know o« o o ¢ s s o | 45,1 44,9 49,4 40,0 40,5 55,8

As a wind-up on the attitudes toward different fund raising methods, everyone
was asked, "Have you or your friends ever had any unpleasant experiences (excluding
dinners just discussed) in connection with any fund drive?” Over 40% said they or
their friends had had some unpleasant experience. Over 40% felt resentment to
pressure, 107 specifically mentioned card calling, 15% were antagonized by rude
solicitors, one third were disappointed by the inadequate giving of others, 5% said
they lost friends in the process; were incensed by clerical errors or were invited
to affairs under false pretenses. The top donors more often complain about
inadequate giving by others while the smallest donors complain about rude solicitors
and clerical exrors,
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When asked if the UJA informs them of its appreciation for their gifts, three
out of four said, Yes, and less than half of the 18% who definitely do not receive
thanks felt they should be sent thank you notes. Table 60 summarizes these findings.

TLBLE 60
REPORTED UNPLEASANT EXPERIENCES IN FUND RAISING

Had Unpleasant

Experiences Total |52500+4 i $1000-2499 | $500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . (527) | (70) (102) (oL (152) (112)
Yes L ] - . L] L 3 . . » L) . 42. 270 45‘ 7°/° 44'. 60/0 44. 00/0 4‘0. 1°/° 39 [ 30/0
No - - L 2 - L ] > - L] * - . 54.0 54.3 50’5 49.5 55‘9 58.0
Don't knOW &8 5 & & o s ® 3.8 - 4.9 6.5 4.0 2.7
Kind of

Unpleasant Experience

(Number Respondents) ., . (223) (32) (45) (40) - (62) (44)
Resent pressure. + o » o | 42,0% | 43.8% 42,27 50.0% 41.9% 36.4%
Disappointed with donors | 32.3 46,9 44,4 30,0 30.6 13.6
Rude s0licitorsS. + o+ & 14,8 6.3 17.8 20,0 8.1 22.7
Resent name calling, + . 10,3 3.1 6,7 7.5 17.7 11.3
Clerical errorsSs o o o o 5.4 - 2,2 2.5 4,8 15,9
Lost friends + o +» & o « 4,9 12,5 2,2 5.0 3.2 4,5
False pretenscs: « + o o 4.5 9.4 4.4 - 4,8 4.5
UJA Thanks You

(Wumber Respondents) . . (522) | (70) {101) (89) (151) (101)
YCSs o 5 o s v o s s o » 75.,1% | 67.1% 73.3% 71,9% 78.1% 88.1%
NO 4« v« « o 0 ¢ 8 2 s o« 18.4 30.0 17.8 23,6 15.9 11.9
Don't KNOW 4 o o 5 o » o 6.5 2,9 8.9 4,5 6,0 -
Should Thank if Don't

Yes. . . ® * L] * - - [ ] 1 Y 6‘7% 17.1% 7.9% 7.970 4.6% l.oo/c
No . L ] L ] - 2 L ] s L] L] - [ ] 11.7 1209 9.9 15.7 11.3 10.9
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3. Attitudes Toward Giving by Women

Independent giving to charity by women has increased in recent years and a
series of questions were included to assess its importance, Almost half of all
wonen do not give separate gifts to UJA., About a fifth give less than 10% of the
fanily's total, 13% give 10-20%, 10% give from 20-49% and only 13% give 50% or more
of the total family gift. Clearly giving by women is still largely supplementary
giVing‘

When asked, "Do you think most men faced with this problem (separate gifts by
wife) would reduce their gifts or not?% one-third felt most men would cut their
own gift, but only one~f£ifth said they, themselves would reduce their gift under
similar circumstances.

Finally, when asked, "Do you think a marrvied woman should make her own contribu~-
tion to the UJA or do you think a husband and wife should mzke one joint contribu-
tion?" almost 40% said separate, about half said either and only 14% felt it should
be joint, Table 61 presents these findings,

TABLE 61
INDEPENDENT GIVING BY WOMEN

Actual Women's Gifts
To UJA as Percent Total

Fanily Donations Total |$2500+ |$1000-2499 | §500-999 | $100-499 | Under $100
(Wumber Respondents) . . | (429) | (59) (83) (72) (119) (96)
None L] . . L] L] [ ] - . » ] 4’4.570 50.8% 49.5% 41.7% [,'2-070 41. 7%
1"409% ¢ & & ¢ @& & e = @ 8.9 18-6 7.2 5-5 10;1 5.2
5-9-91 * ¢ * o ¢ 8 0o e 10’5 1002 18-1 8-3 9.2 703
10’1409% ¢+ e 2 4 e e e 7.5 10.2 3.6 13.9 9-2 201
15-1909% * * + « & e e e 5.4 5.1 3.6 8.3 6.7 3.1
20"29.970 * e & 5 » = o o 6-3 3.4’ 9.6 [“42 5.9 6'2
30"4‘9.9% * & 6 & e & o = 3.8 - 3.6 4-2 5.1 5.2
50% + e % e o & » ¢ 8 @ 1301 1-7 4.8 13-9 1108 2902
Men Reduce Own Gifts

(Number Respondeants) . . (527) (70) (102) (CID) (152) (112)
YeS. * e ¢ o s 0 e s e 32.6% 32.9% 26.5% 37.3% 30.3% 37.5%
NO W v v ¢ 0 o 0 v o o 55,0 60.0 62,7 48,4 55,9 48,1
Don't know o & o o o o & 12,4 7.1 10.8 14,3 13.8 13,4
Self Reduce Own Gift

Yes., ® & € o 9o & ® 9 o s 22-0% 816% 14.7% 26.4% 26.3% 27.7%
NO o o s v 6 0 o s s ¢ 72.7% | 90.0% 80,4% 68.1% 67.1% 66.1%
Don't know L J . * ® * L ] L] 5'3 1.4 4.9 5.5 6.6 6.2
Wonen's Gifts Should Be:

Separate .+ 4+ o « o o « | 27.3% | 38.6% 3L.4% 34.0% 21.7% 18.7%
Joint, ¢ o & o « ¢ « » o | 50.5 47.1 46,1 45.1 51.3 59.8
Bither « v« v o o o o & & 19.5 14,3 21,6 17.6 23.0 17.9
Don't knOW s & o o ¢ & o 2.7 - -9 3-3 4.0 306
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4. Attitudes Toward Including Charities in One's Will

A1l respondents were asked, ‘'Now here is an interesting question -~ Do you
think it is a good idea or not to leave money to charity after you die?" Almost
two-thirds of all people felt it was a good idea., About a quarter felt it depends
on whether the family has been well taken care of or not and only 8% felt it was a
‘bad idea, About 20% say they have already made a will leaving gifts to charity, with
407% of the top donors compared to 8% of the smallest givers saying this.

It is interesting to note that only 9% say UJA is one of the charities to whon
they would want to leave money. Health organizations are mentioned by almost 30%,
educational institutions by 19%, synagogues by 13% and other Jewish groups by 17%.
Table 62 presents these views,

ZABLE 62

ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUDING CHARITIES IN ONE'S WILL

Artitudes Total | $25004 | $1000-2499 | $500~999 [$100-499 |Under $100
(Number Respondents) . . | (527) | (70) (102) 1) (152) (112)
Good idea, v « o « « o 63.9% | 67.2% 66,7% 68,1% 59,9% 61.6%
Bad idea *. * ¢ @ « o ® @ 708 14‘;3 9.8 7.7 5.9 4-5
DGPEHdS. e & & ¢ & o o @ 25.2 17.1 21.6 23.1 27.6 32.1
Don't Know 4+ o o o » « o 3.1 1.3 1,9 1.1 6.6 1.8
If Good Idea,

Have Made Will

YeSe 4 ¢ o o o ¢ & o o @ 19,9% | 40,0% 22,5% 28,6% 12.5% 8.0%
NO ¢ v ¢ 2 o o v s o o 42,5 24,3 42,2 38.5 46,1 52,7
Don't know » v o 4 & « o 1.5 2.9 2.0 2,0 1.3 .9

Kinds of Charities
Would Include

Health . v o« 4 & & o . 29.4% | 24,3% 29.4% 24,2% 27.0% 40.2%
Education, + » s o + o & 19.0 21,4 23,5 23.1 14,5 16.1
SYnagoguC. o« + « o s o o 13.1 17.1 7.8 19.8 9.2 15.2
UTA, v o 4 v 6 4 o 4 o & 8.7 5.7 6.9 8.8 7.9 12,5
Other Jewish + o« « o & & 17.1 20,90 20,6 17.6 15.8 13.4
Y.O'Utha e & & & ¢ 8 s e « 5.1 5.7 3.9 2.2 4.6 8.9
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SURVEY 426 -2

Hello! I'm - S from the Nétlonél:0p1ﬁibn'Reséarch Center. As you
know, we're doing a survey on how people feel about glvxng to charlty and I'd 11ke
to get some of your v1ews.k The first question is'*>

1.

Some peopfe'feeiuthereiare far too many campaigns for money nowadays -- too

- -many. different appeals by welfare, health and other agencies? How do you feel?

Sy

(RECORD NAMES IN TABLE AND COMMENTS BELOW OR_OX - . DO _NOT_ASK FOR I 25

. Are ‘there -any (other) organizations or groups.that yoﬁ!spééialiy‘llke to give

money to when you can? (I mean any welfare, religious, health or educat10na1
groups or . any other worthy causes?). Any others?

OPPOSITE PAGE) . o . . AMOUNTS UNTIL Q.39

NAME OF ORGANIZATION : o CONTRIBUTION FOR LAST YEAR
“‘Other

Nott.e » « o X (Skip to Q. 3) S Resgondent __ Family

%A, What makes you like to give to (A)?

 %*B, How about (B), -what makes you like to“give,to'itl,

10~
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Note: Fill in names volunteered in (.3 which are not prelisted on Page 3.

NAME. OF ORGANIZATION

CONTRIBUTION FOR LAST YEAR

Other
Respondent . Family
Q') $ - §
W) $ - $
x) $ $
m $ $
(2) $ $
(AA) $ $
(BB) $ $
(cc) $ $
(DD) . $ $
(EE) $ $
(FF) $ $
(GG) $ $
(HE) $ $
Note: Total the amounts for the respondent and for
others and ask "C" _
‘PAGE 2 TOTAL{ $ $-

31« 36- ‘ '

32- 37- 'PAGE 3 TOTAL| $ $

33- 38- ‘

34- 39- PAGE 4 TOTAL} §$ $

35~ 40~ o ’ ‘ e ==

~ GRAND TOTALY}

C. If my arithmetic is right, that makes about

for others in your family during the past 12 months,
you?

specified,)

for yourself, and -

Does that sound right to
(If the answer is 'No", go back over the amounts and adjust items as
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4,

Ask only if "Communifty Chest or United Appeals" was not already discussed in 9.2,

How do you feel about giving to your local "Community Chest' or “United

Appeals'? (Why is that?)

41-
5. Ask only if "United Jewish Appeal' was not already discussed in Q. 2.
And how do you feel about giving to the local United Jewish Appeal drive?
(Why is that?)
42—
43~
6. By the way, are you yourself Jewish, Protestant or Catholic? (Do you consider
yourself Orthodox, Conservative, Reform or Non-religious?)
Orthodox. e » 8 & ¢ o @ 44"1
Consexrvative: o« o« s o o 2
RefOrm. o o o o o ¢ & o 3
Non-religious o « ¢ o+ 4
Cthex 5
7. I suppose people have different reascns for giving to charity, but why do
you think people you know give to charity? (Any othexr reasons?)
~45-

46-
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3. Who do you think should be responsible for supporting local social welfare
agencies?

47-

9. ‘A. In your opinion, do you feel the social and welfare needs of Newark
’ and all its suburbs should be combined into one overall drive or
should each separate community take care of its own needs?

One drive o « »
Separate drives
Depends o + o »
Don't know. +

4« e a e
a o o =
L . & e
e« & & o
SN

B, Why do you say that?

10, How, people give to charity for a number of reasons. I'm going to read
you a list of different reasons sometimes given and for each one I'd like
you to tell me whether or not you think most people vou know have this as
one of their reasons; and also how you yourself feel about it? The first
one is: i

A. Do you think most people vou know definitely feel this way, partly feel
this way or definitely do not feel this way?

B. Do you yourself definitely feel thxs way, partly feel this way, or
- definitely not feel this way?

A, Most People B, Self
Def. Def, Don't Def. Def, Dontt
Feel Partly Not Know Feel Partly Not Know

(a) People give to charity
because they believe they
will be judged in heaven by
their good deeds on earth. . 49-1 2 3 4 6 7~ 8 9

(b) People give because they
want to relieve suffering
and hardships of deserving
peoyple.c........,so-l 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

(c) People give because they
feel it is a religious duty .
tOGOduvuoobooa.dsl"l 2 3 4 6 7 8 9



“SURVEY 426 -7~

Question 10 Continued : - A, Mogt People . B, Self
Def, Def. Don't Def, Def, Don't
Feel Partly Not Know Feel Partly Not Know

{(d) People give to agencies dealing
with character building, youth
and recreation because they want
to help people learn to be good .
citizens and avoid trouble , , , 52~1 2 3 4 - 6 7 8 9

(e) People believe that their wealth
: and good fortune depend on God's
will and that unless they give
to charity their fortune may
Change.ol-,oclcdsbo53"1 2 3 4‘ 6 7 8 9

{£) People give because they hope the
favorable publicity will help
them in their business, social '
or other personal goals: . « « « 34~1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

(g) People feel they might as well
give to charity because they can
deduct it from their income
taKeS¢.....--o..-..55~1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

(h) People give to their owm
sect arian groups because they
want to show their loyalty and
help their groups improve ‘
thcmselves-..--.a-...56-1 2 3 li' 6 7 8 9

(i) People give to cancer and heart
research groups because they
feel that everyone, including
themselves, can benefit from
new cures and medical ' '
AiscovVeriCSe o« » o o « v o s o o 37-1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

(j) People give to local recreation
and other welfare agencies to ,
help share the cost of community
services which they themselves
need or feel the community needs 58-1 2 3 4 6 7 3 9

(k) People give to hospitals and
other health agencies because
they feel that someday they
themselves may need help and
treatment, o« « « » » » s » ¢ o o 29-1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

(1) People give because others
expect them to give and would
criticize them if they didn't, . 60-1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9

(m) People give to charity to
relieve feelings of guilt that
they haven't been- as good as
they could be in their every-
daylives............61-l 2 3 4

()]
~
=]
o
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11. As far as you can remember, were you taught as a child to feel that giving

to charity was very important, moderately important, a little important

or hardly important at all?
Very important, « . « .
Moderately important. .
A little important. . .
Not important « o o «
Don't k.nOW. * o & o o »

- ® &

62~

NFP(MIOIJ

12, What about most of your friends today -- do they generally feel that giving
to charity is very important, moderately important, a little impoxtant, or

hardly important at all?

Very important. s » o o o 03-1
Moderately important, . o 2
A little important. , + . 3
Hard].y importaﬂtu > 2 s 4
Donft knowoe o o o o ¢ o o X
13, Do you usually plan in advance all of the fund raising drives you will
support, some of the drives you will support, or do you generally make
up your mind as each request is made?
All in advances + » o o o 04-1
Some in advance + ¢ o o o 2%
Asmadeoccoocoqo 3
Don't KnoWe o o o « o o « X
%A, IF SOME IN ADVANCE: Which drives do you usually plan in advance to
support?
64~
14, A, Do you sometimes find-it hard to decide which campaigns to give to,
and which ones to say "No' to?
YeS......-»-. 65~1
No‘ . » » » L L] - . L[] L ] 2
Don't RKNOWe o o o o a o X

B, How do you usually decide which ones to give to? (What aré some of
the things you want to know about them?)

66~
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15, Each year do you usually plan in advance the approximate total amcunt you
will give to all charities?

Yes Q L ] R-J o L1 9 L) L L ] . 67"1*
NO| . * 0 0 & * L] L) L ] L] 2
Don't knoWe + o o o o o . X

*A. IF YES: How do you usually decide on how much this will be?

68~

16« A. And do you usually plan in advance the amount you will give to évery drive,
only to some drives, or do you generally decide as each request is made?

Every drive . « ¢ o o o 69-1
Some drives + o o o o« » 2
As request made , . + . 3
Don’t Xnowe o 6 o o o o X

B, How do you usually decide how much ‘to give to each drive? (Just how do
you decide the most you will give? The least?)

70~

C. Do you ever consider how much others are giving in declding the amount
of your own donation?
Yes . s ¥ @ * 5 ¢ 0 s @ 71‘1*
N'O._ - s 0 8 8 & 0 8 e @ 2
Don't RNow. o o . o e X

%D, IF YES: Just how -does it affect your decision?

E. Do you usually decide all gifts by yourself, some by yourself, or do you
discuss all gifts with others? i
72-1

All self, 4 o o o « o o

Some self o s 0 e v s 2%%
Others. o o « ¢ o ¢ o o i
Don't knOW'o s & 4 5 & @ X

*%F, IF "SOME SELF" OR "OTHERS'": With whom do you discuss the gifts?
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17. Now suppose you had $10,000 to donate to charity this year, how much
would you give each of the groups that usually ask you for money?

CGroups Amount

73~

74~

75~

76~

18. - So far as you know, what groups or activities are supported by the U,J.A. of
Essex County?
77-
78-
79-
80-

19. A, Are there some activities or groups supported by the U.J.A. that you
feel are especially important? Which ones? Any others?

6-
7-
8-
B. Are there any activities now supported by the U.J.A. which you feel
should be supported by some other groups?
Yes ¢ e + s 3 8 A 8 0 e s 9-1*
NOI * . . . - * L ] L L * * 2
Don't know. . . « + « + & X
*C, IF YES: Which ones? (Why is that?)
10~
11-
12-
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20, A, Now (as you know) the U,J,A. supports three types of activities --
overseas groups in Israel or elsewhere, national cultural and service
organizations such as the Hillel Foundation, and local agencies such
as the Home for the Aged and the "Y". Out of every dollar collected
by the U.J.4&., about how much do you think goes to Israel, National and
local groups?

Israel 13~

Nationmal 14-

Local 15«
Don't KNOWe & v s » o o « » 15-X

B, Do you think the way the U.J.A. allocates its funds is as good as can
be expected, or do you think it can be improved?

As 2004 4 4 4 o 4 o s e 16-1
Improved. o o o o o o o 2%
Don't know, « « o + « & X
*C, IF IMPROVED: How could it be improved?
17~

21, Now some charities get their support from the entire community; others are
dependent on special groups. Do you feel that the U,J.A, really depends
on people like yourself very much, a moderate amount, or could they just
as well get along without you? '

Depend very much, « . 18-1

Depend moderately « o o 2%
Get along without , . . 3%
DOn't know. ¢ a & o » @ X

*A, IF "DEPEND MODERATELY" OR 'GET ALONG WITHOUT': What other groups do you
think they depend on for
support?

22, From what you've read or heard, do you feel the amount of money raised by
your U,J,A, is very adequate, moderately adequate, a little inadequate or
very inadequate to meet all its needs?

Very adequate . « + o o 19-1
Moderately adequate . . 2
Little inadeguate . . . 3
Very inadequate . . + « 4

X

Don't knOW. ¢+ s e s e
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23. Now over the years the government has gradually increased its seyvices
‘to the needy, the handicapped, the agcd and other special groups, How
do you fcel about the government taking over these responsibilities?
(Why do you say that?)

20-

24, Could you tell me if you'lve heard of the Jewish Cormmunity Council of Essex
County?
Yes.'.t.'ltco 21"'1*
Nol.......'.l 0

*A, IF YES: What have you heard about them? (What do they do?)

25, Have vou yourself or your family ever used any of the local community 22~
services supported by the U,J,A.7 23~
Yesooocovoonn 24"9*
Not L d - - . Ed . - » L3 . 0**
Don't KNow. o « ¢ o o o X
*IF_YES, ASK “A","B","C"
A, Which ones?
B, Were you entirely satisfied with the services, partly satisfied, or
generally dissatigsfied with the services?
Entirely satisfied., . 25-1
Partly satisfied. « + » 2
Dissatisfied, « v « « o 3
Don't KNOWe o 5 o ¢ ¢ o X

C. Now very few human organizations are entirely perfect, Do you have
any ideas at all how the U,J,A, or the groups supported by them
could be improved?

*#%TF NO, ASK D" ON PAGE 13.: : 25~
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Question 25 Continued

*%IF NO, ASK "B" THRU “F"

D, Have any of your friends or people you know ever used any of the
services supported by the U,J.A.7
Yes o o ¢ o o s o o

Noooteowoo-c

Don't knC’W- o s & o s

. 26=1%*%%
. 2
. 3

#%%D, IF YES TO "D": Were they entirely satisfied with the services,
' partly satisfied or generally dissatisfied with the

services?
Entirely satisfied, .
Partly satisfied. . .
Dissatisfieds « + + .
Don’t know. ® s ¢ o o

QNN

« = & s

F. Now very few human organizations are entirely perfect. Do you have
any ideas at all how the U,J.A, or the groups supported by them could

be improved?

26, Have you or your family ever visited any of the {other) agencies supported

by the U,J,A,?
Yes “ 8 s e v v s e .
No. * . L] » . - - . L]

Don't KNoW., o o o « o
*IF YES, ASK "AM & "B"

A, Which ones?

. 27-9%

. 0

« X
28-
29~

B, Were you (they) entirely satisfied with what you (they) saw, partly
satisfied, or generally dissatisfied with the facilities or services?

Entirely satisfied. .
Partly satisfied. . .
Dissatisfied. « o o o
Don't Knowe « o o o

%*%C, IF "PARTLY SATISFIED" OR "DISSATISFIED": Why do you say that?

- s ¢ &

30-1
' P
3%k

31-
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27. Now generally speaking, do you feel that the groups supported by your local
U.J,A, are doing an entirely satisfactory job, a partly satlsfactory job,
or an unoatlsfactory job of taking care of local needs?

Entirely satisfactory . 32-1
Partly satisfactory . . 2%
Unsatisfactory. « « « 3%
Don't RKNOWs s ¢ ¢ o o o b

%A, IF YPARTLY SAIISFACTORY" OR ""UNSATISFACTORY'": What more could they do?

33-
28, Have you yourself ever had any experience at all raising money for some
worthy cause?
Yesoooc.occo. 34"1**
No. ° » e L ] . L 4 * L2 L ] L] 0*

%*Aa IF "NO": How do you think you would feel about asking people for money
for some worthy cause? (PROBE)

34~

*#%IF 'YES", ASK “B" THRU "F"

B. For what organizations?

35~
C. How do people feel about being asked to give?

CONTINUE WITH "D'' THRU "F" ON PAGE 15 : 36~




SURVEY 426 e 15 -

Question 28 Continued

D, How do you feel about asking people for money?

37~
E. What sort of people are easy to ask for money?
38
F. So far as you can tell, what is the most effective (Is there any
other?) way to make people give?
39-

29, Aside from fund raising, have you yourself ever done any social work
professionally or as a volunteer, or been active in any of the organizations
that ask the public for money? (RECORD IN FULL: THEN CODE)

Yesco.onooaoo 40"1*
No’...lll..'. 2

#\, IF YES: What did you do? (In what organizations?)

41-
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30, A, Could you tell me where you get most of your information about the U.J.A.?
(Any other piace?)
42~
43~

UNLESS MENTIONED IN "A' ASK:

B. Do you ever taik to your friends, family or business associates about
the U,J.A.7 (Whe?)

C. Do you ever read about it in the newspapers? (Which?)

D. Do you ever hear about it at any of the meetings you attend? {Which?)

E. Do you ever receive any letters or brochures about it in the mail?

31, A, Of all the sources of information you've just told me about, which do
you feel gives you the most informatipn?

by

B, Which do you feel gives you the least information?

45~
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32, A, Which daily newspapers do you usually read?

Newark Star Ledger, . »
Newark Wews o o o o «
Jersey Journal., ., . . .
New York Times. ¢« « « «
New York Post . 4 o « «
Other Wew York papers .
None...-a...o‘-
Other

46-

¢« & & o & &

.
& s o B = @
L A

QNGBS WLWN e

B, IF NEW YORK PCST NOT MENTIONED: Do you usually read the New York Post?

Yes ® & 3 e s+ s X ¢ & 5 0 & o 46 - 9
NO. * e 2 & o & & 5 ¢ ¢ a2 B &5 » 0
Don ' £ knOW- £ ¢ & ¢ & & ¢« s e X

C, And which weekly newspapers do you usually read?

&
-3
]

Belleville Times. «
Caldwell Progress . .
East Orange Record. .
Hillside Tines. « « «
Independent Press . ..
Irvington Herald, - + «
Millburn-Short Hills Itenm
Montclair Times o« o+ v o
North Arlington Leader., .

.
-»
.
.
»

a & » & e »

Nutley Sune o + o« o « «
Orange Transcript . « .
South Orange News Record,
The Glen Ridge. e e e o
The Obsexver, e s e 4 o o
Verona-Cedar Grove Times,
Springfield Sun , , .
West Essex Tribune, .
West Orange Chronicle
Jewish News . & « « o
Other

g
[o4]
3

e & 4 & e ® e 8 & ®© & 5 & & » =2 s a
o » & & % - & « &8 s & o« s @ a » . [ ]
&4 & @& @4 & 4 & B 6 & 5 & & B B 92 " o+ »

e ® o =
. ® e o

O~ PLNNHKEMOWVOo~NOTULERSWN

D, IF JEWISH NEWS NOT MENTIONED: Do you ever read the Jewish News?

YeS o 4 o o o & » » 48-9 (Hisk Qs,33-38)
NOy o o 0 o 5 0 o & 0 (Skip Qs.33-38)
Don't know. » « o « X (Skip Qs,33-38)

NOTIE: Ask Q. 33-38 ONLY if Jewish News is read,
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NOIE:

ASK Os., 33-38 ONLY TIF JEWISH NEWS IS READ

33.

A, Do you usually just glance at the Jewish News, read it juét a little
or do you read most of the articles in the Jewish News?

B, How about other members of your family -- do they usualiy juét glance
at the Jewish News, read it just a little bit, or do they read most

of the articles in the Jewish News?

Not even glance ,
Just glance « + &
Read a little bit
Read nmost ¢ o e @
Don't Knows « « »

A, Self B. Others
1 (Skip Qs. 34-38) 7
2 (Skip Gs. 34-38) 8
9
0
X

L ] L . . L4
v - - L .

v W

. 34, When the Jewish News comes to your house, is it usually kept for a few

-days before it is thrown out, or is it kept until the next issue arrives?
Sam.eday-poov-ag-o-v 50'1
Fow dayse o o ¢ ¢ o0 o s o o o 2
Next issue or longer. o « v « « 3
Don'tknow..........-.- X

35, Can you tell me approximately how much time you yourself usually spend
reading the Jewish News during an average week? (Approximately how many
hours?
' ‘ Less than ¥ hour. o o 4 o « » « 51-1
¥ hour, less than % hour. . . , 2
% hour, less than ! hour, ., , . 3
1 hour, less thanl hours . . . 4
1% hours, less than 2 hours . . 5
2 hours OT TI0T€ 4 4 o o o s o o 6
DOZ‘.'tanV].oocv-u0u.o- X
36. 4s a rule do you read the Jewish News only once a month, two or three tines

a nonth, or every issue that comes to your house?
Once anmonthe o« o« s ¢ 6 o s =« 52-1
2 or 3 times amonth, « « + « & 2
Every iSSUC « « o o o o o o o & 3
Don'tkn()Woocoo-aocoao X
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37.  Now I1'd like to get your overall reactions to the Jewish News,

A, How would you rate it for being informative -- would you say it is
very informative, moderately informative, a little informative, or

hardly infprmative at all?

Very informative,

Moderately informative. .
A little informative, «
Hardly informative. « o «

Don’t knowe » « o

© o 8 @

L] « 9 . -
[ ]

B, How nwuch enjoyment do you get from reading the Jewish News -~ very
much enjoyment, a moderate amount, a little, or hardly

C. How trustworthy would you say it is -- very trustworthy,
trustworthy, a little or hardly at all?

*D, IF "MODERATELY', A LITTIEY,"HARDLY AT ALL": Why

Very much , « + &
Moderate amount..
A 1ittle. o e 0
Hardly any. « o «
Don't know., + + »

i

Very trustworthy,
Moderately, o o
A little. . s e o
Hardly at all , .
Don't kanow. + « o

any?

e o & & »
-

. o s 0
» ¢ o @
. » & o #
. ® & ® ®

» e & @

[
L ] » - L 2 »
e« o o @
. s s s &
®
.- 5 » @

ﬁoderately

s o & ®

do you say that?

BROWOHON

54-1

2%
3%
L%

55~
38, MNow newspapers, like supermarkets, are made up of many departments, I'd
like to read you a list of the Jewish News departments and have you rate
the interest of each one,
First, lsrael and foreign news =-- would you say it is very interesting,
moderatd vy interesting, or not very interesting to you?
Very Moderately Not Don't
- Interesting Interesting Very Know
Israel and foreign NeWS o« o v o o o ¢ » 356-1 2 3 &
National news about Jewish activities , 6 7 8 X
Local organization NCWS « o o o« o o o » 57-1 2 3 4
Synagoguenews............. 6 7 8 X
Local society NEWS, o« » « o 9 o« o« o o » 581 2 3 4
Stoxies about U,J.A., activities « 4 » 6 7 8 X
Other 10Cal NEWS: s o o » o o 2 » o 2 » 391 2 3 4
Advertising, displays about the
U‘J‘.A.' and its agencj.eSo s & 6 ¢ s o 6 7 8 X
Business advertising. « « o« « o« o« o« o o 060-1 2 3 4
Editorials....-.....,..-.. 6 7 8 X
" Feature articles about Jewish culture . 2 3 4

61-1
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39, Now in order for us to get a better statistical understanding of the

different kinds of givers, we have to have some idea of what you happened
to give to different groups last year.

A, For exzample, during the past year, how rmech did you, YOurself, give to
? (Turn to Pages 2-4 and record amounts in spaces provided,
asking Part B for each orgzanization.)

B, And how rmuch did any other member of your family give to ?

- NOTE: Ask C ounly if respondent absolutely refuses or is unable to give

anounts for each organization, and record answers on Page 4,

C. Well, can you tell me just roughly about how nwuch you contributed
altogether to all groups last year? O4nd how rwuech did any other
menbers of your family contribute last year?

NOIE: If female respondent does not know amounts of husband's contributionms,
arrange to call her back by phone after she has talked to husband,

40,

A. Suppose a family like yours gave 5% of its total (gross) income to worthy
causes and charities, (That's about 2% weeks pay per year) Would you call
that very generous, reasonably generous, or not so generous?

Very Sencrous « « o » o o 02-1%
Reasonably generous . » « 2%%
Not SO ZEenerous « « « » o 3%
Don't know’. . & & 3 & @ @ 4**

*B. IF VERY GENEROUS: How about 1% or 2% days pay a year -- for a family
like yours, would that be very generous, or
reasonably generous, or not so generous?

Very generous « « » o« o o 62-5
Reasonably generous . . . 5
Hot 80 ZQNELOUS & + o o 7
Don't KNOWe o « o o « o u. i

*%IF "REASONABLE", "NOT SO GENERCUS" OR "DON'T KNOW' TO "A", ASK "C"

C. How about 107 -~ Would that be very generous, reasonably generous or
not so generous?

Very generous ., . + + « « 63«1

Reasonably generous . . » 2%%%
Not SO Zenerous . + o + 3wk
Don't KnOWe o » o « ¢ o o 4k

*%%IF 'REASONABLE", "NOT S0 GENERQUS" OR "DON'T RNOW' TO 'G”, ASK "DV

D, What percent would be very generous?

11 - 12 percent o + o o o 54-1
13 - 14 Percent 2 s s s 2
15 - 16 percent “ e & o s 3
17 - 18 percent » o o & a 4
19 - 20 percent e 5 ¥ 2 5
21 or more percent, . o . 5
Don't KNowe o o » o o 5 o X
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41, A, What percent of their income do you think most of your friends
contribute to charity every year? % 65~

B, How about other peopie like you, in your (husband?s) business
-or profession ~-- what percent of their income do you think
they contribute every yeaxr? ’ % 66~

C, What about your neighbors around here, what percent of their
income do you think they contribute every year? % 67-

42, 1In general, do you consider people in your corrwunity to be very generous,
moderately generous, or not so generous in their contributions?

Very Senerous . o « « « o 08-1

Moderately, « « » o » o« 2%
Not SO Zenerous « « « « 3%
Donit 1{110“7@ o & s & s & 8 2{

%\, IF "MODERATELY" OR “NOT SO GENEROUS": Why do you think they aren't more
generous?

69-

43, Are there any special charities or building drives that you feel are
irmportant enough to justify a person giving money from his saviugs or

capital?
Yesllvcc‘o"--o 70"1*
HOu o o o 2 2 o o« o = o = 2
DependS.ie o o o o o v o » 3%
Don"t KNOWe ¢ o o o « o @ 4
*A\, IF YES: Which drives?
71~

#%B, IF¥ DEPENDS: On what does it depend?

72~
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4%, Now here is an interesting question -- Do you think it is a good idea
or not to leave money to charity after you die?

Good idea . . - n‘| ¢ o+ = 73-1%
Depends a e e 2 o 0 s 4 . 2%%
Bad ideds o o ¢ o« 5 o » = 3%
Don't Knowe o o v o o o 4
*IF GOOD IDEA, ASK "A" & "B
A, Which kinds of charities would you want to leave noney to?
74~

B, Have you actually made out a will leaving money to some charities?

Yes s o 9 » *® 6 & @ ‘e '. . 75"1
NOuw o v ¢« o % a % 0-3 ¢ » 2
Don't KNOWe o « « o » o o 3

#%C, IF "DEPENDS" OR ''"BAD IDEAY: Why do you say that?

76~

45, Now I'd like to get your opinion of the following situation,
A man has been contributing $1500 to the U,J,A, His wife is invited to a
U,J.A, Women's Luncheon and wants to contribute $200., The man agrees to
the $200 gift but decides to reduce his own contribution to $1300.

A, Do you think nost men faced with this problem would reduce their
gifts or not?

RedUCeas s o o o 5 ¢ o o 77-1
Not reduce.'.r. *» s s 9 @ ’ 2
Donlt KNoOWe o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ » 3

‘B, How about yourself, would you reduce your gift or not?

Reduce, . ; 8 8 e & o 0 77-5
Not reduces o o« o s o o &
Don't Knowe o » o o o o o 7

C. Do you think a married woman should make her owm contribution to the
UeJshe, or do you think a husband and wife should make one joint

contribution?
Separate. s 9 & & ¢ 5 o e 77'9
Joint e 2 2 o o 8 ¢ % e ¥ 0
EitheTe o o ¢ o o o o o « X
Don't know. e & & » o o & b4
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CONTINUE QUESTION 49 ON NEXT PAGE

46, As you know, there are a lot of different ways of raising money -- and 1I'd
like to ask which ones you like, and which ones you don't iike so well,
For iastance, do you prefer to have people coning to your home to ask for
noney or would you rather they called you at your place of business?
‘.Home-,..v......... 78"1
BusinesSe « o e ¢ o o« o o 2
Eithcr« - . . - . - L] - a 3
Not apply-only at home. . 4
Cther (specify) 5
47. A. Do you think people give more if they are asked to announce their
contributions at a fund raising meeting? ’
YeSoooootttott 79'}-
}300 . » L ] L] * . L] L] L ] L] . 2
. Don't knOW. [} . e e 0 LI 4 3
B, Why do you say that?
80~
43, A, How about publishing each person's contyvibution in a booklet ~-- do you
think people would give more if they knew the amount would be published?
Yesuuucoacv-oo 6'1
NO. -« L . * * » » - o » L] 2
Don't KNoWe o v o o o o & 3
B, How about yourself, do you think the amount of your contribution would
be affected? How? '
49, A. Can you tell me how you are usually contacted by the U.J.A. for a
donation? ,
7=
B. Are vou usually contacted by a friend, neighbor, business associate, or
a stranger? »
‘Friend...-.-’.«- 8'1
. . e ) . Neighbor. L A A LR 2
NOTE: Multiple coding pernitted Business associate. « « 3
Stranger... ¢ o e s v " e 4
Don't kno‘q; * o o« o o ¢ o 5
1- 2- 3= 4~ 5~ ‘
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Ques

tion 49 Continued

C. Are you entirely satisfied with this form of contact, or would you

prefer scme other way?

*D, IF "OTHER WAY": What would that be?

Entirely satisfied. + « + 8-7
Other WAY o o o o s o o « 8%
Don ! t knOWe 1 ] K} * . - . . X

50. Have you ever attended any fund raising affair such as a dinner or .

"luncheon sponsored by the U,J.A,?

YeS..lI.l“ODOU 10-1%

NO\D [ ] L) L . L d L . L ] . L L ] 2
Don’t KNoWe v o o « o » b4

*h, IF YES: Can you tell me about it? (Was it an enjoyable experience?
Do you think it affected the amount of your gife?)

11-

51, Have you or your friends ever had any (other) unpleasant experiences in

connection with any fund drive?

%A, IF YES: Can you tell me about then?

Yes ¢ o 8 2 8 0 s e 4 s e 12-1%
No. [ 3 » » . . . Ed - L 4 . . 2
Don't knows o o o o o « 3

52,

L., From what you've heard or read, couid you tell me about
what percent of all money raised by the U.J.A, goes for

expenses used in raising noney?

B. Do you consider the amount used by U,J.A. for expenses too rwuch, about

right or too 1little?

Tooruch, o o o o o o & o 15-1
About right [ I A ) 2
Too little, . " sk & s 3
Don't KnOWe 4 4 + o o & X
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53, Does the U,J.A. or their supported organizations ever let you know whether
or not they appreciate your contribution?
YES o o o ¢ o o o o o o o 16-1
Hou o o a o ¢ o v o s o 2%
Don't know. « ¢ o o o o » 3

~ %A, IF NO: Do you think they should? '

: YeS o o o # s s o » o « o 10-5%%
Noue ¢ o ¢ 6 a o a o s o 6
Don't Knowe « . svecscs o 7

*%B, IF YES TO “A'": What should they do?

17~

54, Now could you tell me, are you married or single?

1'Single- 6 ¢ ¢ & ® 3 & » s 718'1
I"'Ia.rried ® 4 2 ® 8 o a2 e = 2
Separated . o & 4w o s o 3
Divorceds o o« o o « + o o 4
Widowed ¢ o o 5 « o o o 5
‘55, /4nd how many are there in your family?
That's you and your. . .? (RECORD IN THE TABLE) | | 19-
20~

Relationship to Respondent Sex Age

,21-
Respondent
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56. Who is the main breadwinner in your family?

Respondent........-...a...-- 22~-1

Someone else {specify) 2%
No one WorkSe s o o o o o o 5 o o« ¢« 5 o v o » 3%k
*A, IF SOMEONE ELSE: Do you have a job? What do you do?
Respondent works full £ime. o o s o o o o o » 22-5
Respondent: works part tinmee o o « o o » & o -6
{Occupation) . Respondent does not work, but seeks work. . . 7
Respondent does not work; housew fe . . . . . 38
Respondent does not work; student . . « + . & 9
(Industry) Respondent does not work; retired, disabled . 0
#*IF NO ONE WORKS, SKIP TO QUESTION 53 , 23~
57. What kind of work (do you do) does the main breadwinner do?
A, Occupation: 24~
B, Industry:
C. In what town is his place of busgsiness located?
25-
:58. A, How much chance is there of your (his) experiencing a substantial drop
in income during the next 5 years or so? -- a great chance, a noderate
chance, or hardly any chance at all?
. Great Chance- « s ® s o o 26=1
Moderate chance « o & o » 2
Hardly any chance . . . 3
Don‘t know‘ L L] . . » * . 4
B, Do you ever worry about this happening -~ a great deal, a moderate
amount, a little, or not at ali?
Great deal, « v o ¢ « o o 26=6
A nmoderate amwount . . . 7
Alittleq'-nocoolo 8
Not at 2ll. & « « o o » & 0
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59. (HAND RESPONDEZNT CARD i) About how rwuch did you and your fumily earn

last year from all sources?

(1) Under $7,000, .

(2> §7,000-$7,999 .
(3) $8,000-$8,399 .
(4) $9,000-$9,999 .
(5) $106,000-511,999
(6) $12,000-$13,999
(7) $14,000-$15,999
(8) $16,000-519,939
(9) $20,000-524,999
(10)$25,000-$29,999
{11)$30,000-$34,999
(123$35,000-$33,999
(13)$40,000~$44,999
(14)$45,000~$49,999
(153559,000 or nore

Don't know. . .

~N
-~
t

e
kil
VP WK OWONOU L WN M

During the past four or five years has your fanily income

much from year to year?

Yes . . . .
NOw & o o &
Don't know.

changed

LI Y
e e -
* . -

e v o
2 o »
LI Y
2 e e
- 24 L
L] L -
« s 0
L B
. s .
. e V.
e o @
« o @
.« & e
¢ s o
* o @
¢ &

very

L - -
« s .
L] L4 o

W N =

61,

With prices and taxes so high, can your family meet all its needs very
easily on what it earns, moderately easy, or do you have to do some

nanaging to make all ends nmeet?

Very easily . .
Mederately easy
Sone managing .

Don't know.

. - v -

s @ * .

? -

c » > @
L] - - L]
* & s e

el
\D
L

RN W

62.

Have you personally ever been through a time of real hardship, like a

sharp drop in income, or have you always been confortably well off?

Has known hardship, . .
-Qualified ¢ o & o 8 o e
Always comfortably off,
DOD.‘?: knOW- o G e & o

. ® @ e

P N e

63.

Have you ever been much better off than you are now?

Yes._...
GQualified ,
NOw o o o &
Don't know.

* 5 o »
¢ o o 0
LI T R )
* * o

. e e »
. s ¢ e
- s e L[]

30-6

oo~
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68, Do you have any children now in a Hebrew school, or do you plan to send
then there?

YéS o % § ¢ @ e & e & & & 35"5
Noac-bc‘:oélon.o. 6
Doesn’t apply « o » o o » 7
DOﬂ’t KiiOWe o o o 5 o o o X

69, Are you pfésently a nember of any temple or synagogue?

YES o« o « ¢ o 5 ¢ 0 2 o » 36~-1%
No. s & 5 & 8 8 8 6 & 0o & 0

*LF_YES, ASK "A" THRU "DV

A, What Temple is that?

B. How long have you been a member there?

C. Do you usually attend religious services, mostly, occasionally, or

rarely on: Don't

Mostly Occasionally Rarely Xnow

WGEICdaYS. e e ¢ C & 8 % ¢ @& & ;37'1 2 3 lf
Friday nights ¢« H9 o e % ® o o 6 7 8 S
Saturday mornings « « ¢« ¢ o - o 38-1 2 3 4
High Holy holidaySe o + o o o « 6 7 8 9
Most Jewish holidays: « ¢« » » » 3%9-1 2 3 4

D. Do you or your family participate in any other synagogue activities?
‘ (Which?)

40-

70, A, Would you say it is very important for you to be greatly respected by
members of the Jewish corrwnity, moderately important or hardly important

at all?
Very important, » « o o o 4l-1
Moderately important. « . 2
Hardly important. « « o+ 3
Don®t RKNOWe o o o o » o o 4

B. How important is it for a person who wishes to be respected in the
Jewish cormunity to contribute substantially to Jewish philanthropies =-=-
very important, moderately important, or hardly important at all?

Very importants » o o o « 41-0
Moderately important. . . 7
Hardly important. « + « » 8
Don't know‘ v 2 % % s 2 @ X
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71. A, (WAND RESPONDENT CARD 2) Which of the following observances are now

practiced more or less regularly in your hone?

B, Which ones were practiced in your parents' hone when you were a child?

(1) Kosher food only served., . . . &
(2) Special dinner on Friday nights.
(3) Lighting of <candles on Friday .
(4)KiddUShon o & & 8 s ¢ » cﬂu .
‘(5) No snoking allowed in house on -

'Sabbath. P & 6 & 2 & e s a2 s 2 e @
{(6) Seder ont PasSOVETa s » s ¢ e s & s o
(7) Bread not eaten in home on Passover,

. ® & @
* . L] .

(8) Candles lit on Chanukah. o+ 4 & ¢ o o

A B
Your Parents?
Hone - Hone
42-1 43-1

2 2
3 3
4 4

5 5

6 6

7 7

8 8

72. Do you think that the existence of the State of Lsracl has
had any effect on the status and security of fAnerican Jews?

YeS 4 o ¢ ¢ 6 6 ¢ o s » b4y

No. * L] - L] L[] L L d L] ‘, » . 2
Don't knows « o » e & o e 3
%A, IF YES: Would you say it has been a very beneficial, moderately
beneficial, a little beneficial or not very beneficial effect?
Very beneficial . 4 + o+ o 45-1
Moderatelye o o o o« o o o 2
A Llittle, o« o o ¢ ¢ o o « 3
Not VLYo o ¢ o = o o o » 4
DOn't knOW. * 9 o o o o & X
73. Do you think American Jews should help the Jews in Israel in any of the.
 following ways:
Don't
Yes No Know
a) By raising money £Or ISTACL o o o o « o o o o o o hb-l 2 X
b) By encouraging their children to enmigrate '
S0 ISTaCl 4 ¢ 6 6 v s s b s s e s e e s s 47-1 2 X
¢) By secking to influence U,S, foreign policy o
. in favor of Istrael, « o o ¢ s o o s o 2 o o » 5 @ 48‘1 2 X
d) By giving a priority to Israeli'welfare needs - :
. cover local Jewish nceds o o o o s ¢ s o o ¢ o o o 49-1 X
e) By buying Israeli Bonds s % » o 9 PO s & 6 & ® ¢ 50"1 X-



7" SURVEY 426 - 31 -

74, - (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 3) Now I should like to ask you some general questions
about what you think makes a good Jew, For each statement I'11 read, I%d
like you to tell ne whether a good Jew must do it, whether it is desirable
but not necessary, whether it makes no difference, or whether a good Jew
must not do it,

Must Must “Don't
Do Desirable Difference Not Know

A, Lccept his being a Jew and not
trytohideit-touooooosl'l 2 3 . 4 X
B, Contribute to Jewish o }
philanthropies o v & 4 4 4 « o , 52-1 2 3 4 X
C. Support Israel o o o o o o . . » 53-1 2 3 4 X
D, Provide Jewish education for
children.‘.u....-..-..54—1 2 3 4 X
E, Belong to a synagogue or temple, 55-1 .2 3 4 X
F, Attend services on High k v
,HOlidaySomoocccoc~-056"l 2 ' 3 4 X
G, Observe the dietary laws . . . , 57-1 2 3 4z
H, Xnow the fundamentals of r _
‘Judaismo.q.oqn'ooo.osa_l 2 3 4 X
L. Gain respect of Christian
neighbors.....o......59~1 2. 3 4 X
J. Help the underprivileged
improve their lot. . , 4 4 o o » 60-1 2 3 ) X
K, Marry within the Jewish faith, » 6l1-1 2 3 4 Z
75.' A; In which loecal groups or organizations are you now a member? (Any others?)
Bs Are you or your (spouse) an officer of any of these groups?
C, 4re you or your (spouse) a uenber of the board of directors of any of
these groups?
D, Axe you orkyour (spouse) a nember of any cormittee in any of these grou: s?
B C D ,
A Officer Board HMember Cormittee Menmber
Group or Orzanizat:ion ] S21f ! Snouse Self 'Spouse Self Spouse
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 ' 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 A 5 6 |
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 1 4 5 6
i

62-

Y
w
]

64-
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76. When yoﬁ go out to eat, do you usually go to a place around your home, or
do you go someplace else?

Around hore e s 4 0 4 s . 63-1
Sonieplace elses o « ¢ o+ o 2%
Don't go out to eat + + 3
%)\, IF SOMEPLACE ELSE: Where is that?
77. Do you usually dovyour shopping for clothing and housewares around your
neighborhood or do you go someplace else?
‘ Around neighborhood ., . . 66+-1
Sorieplace else. + s ¢ o o 2%
*A, IF SOMEPLACE ELSE: Where is that? Don't know. o o « o o ¢ « 3
78, Do nwost of your close friends live around here (your home) or someplace
else? C
Around here « « o « » s o 67-1
L someplace elsep « a o o » 2*
%A, IF SOMEPLACE ELSE: Where is that? Donft kKNoWe o o s » 5 » « 3
79. Do you usually think of your cormunity as part of Greater Newark, Greater
: New York, or as a separate and independent area of its owm?
Newarki"&ooc-qt 68'1
New Yorke » ¢ 5 o o & & « 2
SeparatCe « o« o v o ¢ o o 3
Don't knoWs « o « o & ¢ o X
80, Now one last question and wetll be through,
A, In what country were you born? , _ 69«
- B, Your father? _ 70~
C, Your nother? 7n-
72-
D. Your father's mother? 73
“E, Your father's father? o | | 74-
~F, Your mother's nother? 13-
76~
G. Your nother'!s father? 77-
78~
79-

80~



