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FOREWORD

The Worcester Jewish Fede;ation Demographic Study will
provide our community with a sophisticated primary instrument
capable of allowing us to reflect on the past, evaluate the
present, and grow into our future.

The study has educated us about the complexities of our
community. It will énable us to turn our weaknesses into
strengths and evaluate our successes.

Now Federation, our local Jewish agencies, and synagogues
must accept the responsibility to study the data and determine
how to utilize it as a diagnostic tool.

It has taken us almost two years to complete the Demographic
Study. There are many wonderful people who are responsible for

taking it from its conception to its triumphant completion. . .

Nancy Leavitt, the President of Federation, who inspired

the community to finance the study.

The Demographic Study Committee, who read numerous drafts
and worked endless hours developing the methodology

utilized in the study.

Dr. Gary A. Tobin and his staff at the Center for Modern
Jewish Studies of Brandeis University, who shared their
vast expertise with us and set the high standards

necessary to create a fine quality study.



Joseph Huber, Executive Director of the Worcester Jewish
Federation and his staff, especially Yisroel Cohen, Avram
Rothman, and Bric Stillman, who coordinated the entire

study with undaunted dedication.

Our community is fortunate to be the recipient of their hard
work. They have given us a cornerstone for community growth.

It is now our responsibility to carry on the commitment to
strengthen and secure a vital future for the Worcester Jewish

community.

Phyllis-Roberta Freilich, Chair
Demographic Study Committee
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PREFACE

Conducting a demographic study allows me the opportunity to
really know a community. The data certainly tell one story, but
the individual flavor and character of a community is learned
only through the many visits that are part of each study, and the
time spent with the Demographic Study Committee, Jewish communal
professionals, and lay leadership.

Now, "Woostuh" (as it is pronounced by natives) is a
wonderful place. It is characterized by a strong sense of
community, a solid institutional structure, and the feeling of a
good place to live. I like being there.

Thanks, of course, go to the Demographic Study Committee,
who labored hard and creatively to complete the study. They were

fun, too.

Phyllis Freilich was a diligent, thorough, and excellent
chairwoman of the Committee. She was great to work with, and
kept the process moving. I know she will be just as effective in
the follow-up work.

Nancy Leavitt, the Federation President, was a supportive
influence from the beginning. She, along with other key
leadership, will help ensure maximum use of the findings.

Yisroel Cohen, now in Miami, Eric Stillman, now in
Baltimore, and Avram Rothman, now in Worcester, were all
extremely helpful at different stages in the study. Many thanks.

Sandy Ezrine of Survey Research Associates did an excellent
job in conducting the field work.
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Jocelyn Goldberg, who completed the field wqu in Worcester’
County, was a delight to work with, as always. She was minding
her own business working with AT&T and Kodak, and now finds
herself submerged in Jewish communal work. The field is better
for it.

Rosie Pratt completed all the data processing. What a
trooper! It is never easy, but she says, "Oh Lord, let's get on
with it," and we do. Thanks, Rosie.

Sharon Sassler helped prepare the Executive Summary, did the
graphics, and added an extra touch to the reports. It is good to
have her as part of the team.

Vicki Ibera is the coordinating force in all of my studies.
I really could not do this work without her.

And, now, Joe Huber - a dedicated pro and excellent
executive. I am impressed by his management ability, his
creativity, and his instincts for solving problems. I cherish my
friendship with Joe. He makes me laugh, a rare and wonderful
'gift for friends to share. See you at the poker game.

Gary A. Tobin, Ph.D.

Center for Modern Jewish Studies
Brandeis University
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

Fund raising in the Jewish community in recent years has
become increasingly complex. The demographic study undertaken by
the Worcester Jewish Federation provides a rich background to help
evaluate patterns of philanthropy and volunteerism in the
Worcester area. This report, Analysis of the Fund Raising
Campaign of the Worcester Jewish Federation, is designed to help
guide long-range campaign planning for the Federation.

A substantial portion of the demographic study was devoted to
exploring campaign issues. 1In addition to questions regarding
attitudes about Israel, whether or not one gives to Jewish
philanthropies and how much, and a few select gquestions on the
image of the Federation, the Worcester Federation asked series of
questions about solicitation history, why people give and don't
give, philosophies of philanthropic behavior, giving histories,
and many other campaign~related issues. The data collected
provide a thorough profile of the campaign structure of the
Worcester Federation. The data also provide a market profile of
Worcester givers and non-givers, as well as identification of
giving sub-markets. While additional research may be needed in
the future, in terms of monitoring the changing attitudes of
various sub-markets, and market testing to help evaluate changes
in campaign approaches and techniques, the data in this report
provide a starting point against which future efforts, both in
terms of research and programming, can be evaluated.
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The analysis and interpretation in the report represent the
views of the consultant. Other interpretations, of course, can be
made. Furthermore, the report does not contain all possible
permutations of the data. Other questions may arise that relate
to campaign issues. Further manipulation of the data can be done
as particular campaign questions or issues arise which must be
addressed in the community.

Many of the issues explored in this report relate to
attitudes about giving, Israel, and other dimensions of Jewish
life. Attitudes change, and sometimes they change rapidly. The
data represent the views of Worcester respondents in 1986. World
or local events, national policy, or the efforts of the
organizations and institutions within the Worcester area may
influence and change attitudes. Therefore, planning should take
place with the premise that the data indicate where the Worcester
population is in 1986, and not as if these attitudes were
immutable.

The data on fund raising were examined in many ways. Each
variable was evaluated in terms of age, length of residence in the
Worcester community, marital status, geographic location, income,
family composition, religious identity, as well as others,
Together these variables constitute thousands of tables.
Obviously, not all of them could be included in this report.
Tables were selected for inclusion in report on the basis of the
most important findings or most distinguishing characteristics

that appear in the tables.



This report is the third in an initial series of four reports
commissioned by the Federation to analyze different aspects of the
demographic study. As noted in each report, sampling error
increases as the number of cases decreases. Therefore, where
tables have a small number of interviews, one must view the data
with extreme caution. General trends and broad outlines may be
inferred from these small data sets, but no more. This issue is
discussed more fully in the section on methodology.

The ability to support Israel, local needs, and Jews around
the United States and the rest of the world, depends on the fund
raising capacity and efficiency of the Federation. The
utilization of this report in the campaign planning process can
serve as a useful tool in realizing fund raising goals in the .
Worcester Jewish community.

Matters pertaining to campaign planning are affected by the
geographic distribution of the population. The sample was
stratified, therefore, to provide for enough cases in a number of
geographic areas for sub-area analysis. For this report, as well
as the others, three geographic areas, defined by zip code, have

been chosen. They are:

Inner area: Worcester, Holden, Paxton, and Shrewsbury

Middle area: Boylston, West Boylston, Northborough, Westborough,
Grafton, Millbury, Auburn, and Leicester

Outer area: Royalston, Winchendon, Ashburnham, Athol,
Phillipston, Templeton, Gardner, Westminster,
Fitchburg, Lunenburg, Petersham, Hubbardston,
Princeton, Leominster, Lancaster, Harvard, Sterling,



Bolton, Clinton, Berlin, Southboro, Marlborough,
Barre, Rutland, Hardwick, Oakham, New Braintree,
Brookfield, West Brookfield, North Brookfield, East
Brookfield, Sturbridge, Southbridge, Warren, Dudley,
Charlton, Spencer, Oxford, Webster, Sutton, Douglas,
East Douglas, Northbridge, Uxbridge, Upton, Milford,
Mendon, Millville, Blackstone

The designations, inner area, middle area, and outer area, will be

used in subsequent text and tables where pertinent data are

presented by geographic area.

Notes on Reading this Report

Summary tables of the most important findings are presented
throughout this report. Obviously, in a study of this size, all
data cannot be included. Copies of the detailed tabulations have
been provided to the Worcester Jewish Federation, and are
available for analysis at greater depth than is possible in this
report.

Data have not been included if the percentage bases were too
small to be considered statistically significant. 1In cases where
percentage differences may not be strictly significant, but where
a consistent pattern of responses occurs, we have regarded them as
suggestive of real differences.

Throughout this report, where percentages do not add to 100%,
it is because of computer rounding, multiple answers, or "not
reported,"” (i.e., respondent refused to answer a question).
Where --- appears on a table, it indicates less than one-half of

1% or zero responses and, therefore, zero percent.



When reading the tables, columns add down when total line at
bottom adds to 100%. The tables add across when the right-most
column contains sums of 100%. The (n= ) notation which appears
under the column heads on each table refers to the number of
respondents interviewed. It should be noted that the total (n)
varies, based on the number of responses to the questions. Some
individuals may have chosen not to answer a question, so that

(n)'s are not always the same.



SECTION 2
METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This methodological discussion is divided into three parts:

sampling, interviewing, and data processing (including weighting).

A. Sampling Procedures

Our 530 completed interviews were comprised of two

sub-samples, derived as follows:

- 400 "listed" respondents, culled from lists provided by the
Federation. These lists had been derived from an
unduplicated merging of membership rosters from various
synagogues, organizations, agencies, etc., as well as the
Federation's own campaign~based listings. The sample
culling process involved the selection of every Nth name,
on a rotating basis, until the 400th interview had been
completed.

- The final 100 interviews represented 100 random digit
dialing (RDD) derived respondents, contacted at random from
a cross section of telephone exchanges throughout Worcester
County. All towns in Worcester County were included.

Based upon a minimum of 100 and a maximum of 500
completed screening calls per telephone exchange an
estimated 7,100 contacted households were designated as
either Jewish or non-Jewish. A "Jewish" household is
defined as one in which at least one member currently
considers himself or herself to be Jewish, and/or was
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born/raised a Jew. Factoring in the number of households
with multiple phone lines, as well as the estimated
percentage of Jewish households reluctant to identify
themselves as Jewish - and calculated against a baseline
1985 census estimate of the total population, the Jewish
population was calculated.

Jewish households identified during the RDD screening process
were interviewed with the same survey questionnaire used for the
400 list-derived interviews.

| The methodological rationale for a sample which includes both
listed and randomly-derived sub-populations is the relatively
efficient (i.e., cost-effective) means of attaining the former,
coupled with the more projectable cross section represented by the
latter. The process of combining the two sub-populations requires
the statistical weighting of the listed portion to the RDD portion
so as to factor out the systemmatic bias inherent in tﬁe use of
lists, which are by definition non-random.

"Marketing™ efforts undertaken to raise awareness of - and
enthusiasm for - the survey effort could be presumed to have
reached more listed than RDD respondents, the latter by definition
more likely to be non-affiliated or only marginally affiliated
with the Jewish community and its channels of communication. It
is the opportunity to access this less affiliated portion of the
Jewish community non-active and thereby unidentified by lists,

which underscores our sampling strategy.



The combined weighted sample (N) of 500, within a community
of Worcester's magnitude, is associated with a statistical
precision interval of approximately +5-1/2% at the 95% confidence
level. Ninety-five times out of 100, in other words, the findings
we derive by weighting these 500-plus responses can be expected to
fall within 5-1/2% ofrthe findings we would have if every Jewish
household in the Worcester area had been interviewed.

Basic Randqm Digit Dialing Sample

The primary sampling units used were telephone central office
areas. For each of these areas, a random sample of specific
telephone numbers was generated, with prefixes separated by
geographic area. This was done by selecting numbers randomly from
the telephone book, and then systematically adding small random
numbers to get the numbers actually called. For instance, if the
number actually selected was 343-3111, we would call a sequence of
numbers starting with 343-1112, and continuing with 343-1113,
343-1114, etc. In this way we were able to assure that the
numbers called would include unlisted as well as listed
telephones. 1In all, anywhere from 7 to 33 numbers were generated
from each number actually sampled from the telephone directory,
depending on the projected proportions of Jews in each sub-area.

Each household reached in this way was first screened to
determine if there were one or more individuals who were either
currently Jewish or had been born- and raised Jewish. In such
households a complete interview was then carried out, with any

adult over the age of 18 in the household. Attitudinal data are,
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therefore, from the respondent alone,

These interviews

constitute the basic random digit dialing sample.

chart.
percentages of households identified through the RDD process to

be Jewish, the total Jewish population was taken as a percentage

Calls are recorded by prefix and town.

of the entire general population as of 1985.

CHART 1

RANDOM DIGIT DIALING RECORDS

The disposition of the calls is allocated in the following

Using the

Numbers Jewish Non-Jewish
Prefix Town Dialed Households Households Refused Business
234 Whitinsville 253 001 099 000 013
248 Charlton 143 " 004 096 007 014
249 Athol 141 003 097 010 007
278 Uxbridge 265 000 030 003 008
297 Winchendon 207 002 098 008 008
342 Fitchburg 159 002 100 026 012
343 Fitchburg 122 001 075 014 010
345 Fitchburg 230 022 098 038 027
347 Sturbridge 500 001 084 002 032
355 Barre 500 002 058 009 013
365 Clinton 48. 000 025 006 001
366 Westborough 325 004 096 007 096
368 Clinton 162 000 060 002 010
393 Northborough 400 005 095 015 027
422 Sterling 282 000 023 000 001
436 Warren 500 000 000 000 000
464 Princeton 257 000 020 000 000
473 Milford 137 002 074 034 020
478 Milford 132 003 073 018 014
529 Upton 130 003 072 003 003
534 Leominster 74. 002 048 0l4 004
537 Leominster 172 001 099 029 014
575 Athol 500 000 000 000 000
582 Lunenburg 166 002 073 015 015
630 Gardner 99. 001 024 001 007
632 Gardner 164 001 099 027 0le6
724 Petersham 136 001 075 013 012



CHART 1 (continued)
RANDOM DIGIT DIALING RECORDS

Numbers Jewish Non-Jewish

Prefix Town Dialed Households Households Refused Business
752 Worcester 300 008 092 025 049
753 Worcester 245 010 090 014 064
754 Worcester 176 003 097 012 021
755 Worcester 194 009 091 012 031
756 Worcester 188 004 096 012 036
757 Worcester 239 008 092 050 040
764 Southbridge 104 001 075 007 006
765 Southbridge 88. 000 051 007 011
779 Bolton 132 003 072 006 011
791 Worcester 299 002 098 069 045
792 Worcester 389 009 091 0l1le 096
793 Worcester 360 000 001 000 031
795 Worcester 399 002 040 010 099
797 Worcester 500 000 000 000 000
798 Worcester 500 002 066 013 138
799 Worcester 384 005 095 025 201
827 Ashburnham 140 001 074 012 017
829 Holden 309 003 097 018 019
832 Auburn 295 001 099 003 040
835 West Boylston 500 002 092 001 022
838 Berlin 211 002 073 005 010
839 Grafton 281 001 099 000 017
841 Shrewsbury 500 000 000 000 000
842 Shrewsbury 231 006 094 002 025
845 Shrewsbury 500 006 052 017 011
852 Worcester 258 001 099 018 025
853 Worcester 156 000 100 003 021
856 Worcester 500 000 000 500 000
865 Millbury 330 001 099 022 021
867 N. Brookfield 341 001 099 016 015
869 Royalston 500 000 054 011 010
870 Westborough 282 000 002 000 055
874 Westminster 178 000 100 007 024
882 Oakham 500 000 015 011 0lo0
883 Blackstone 97. 000 035 010 001
885 Spencer 325 000 100 002 015
886 Rutland 281 000 036 003 006
892 Leicester 432 003 067 007 012
898 Westborough 500 000 000 000 000
928 Hubbardston 121 Q00 011 000 000
939 Templeton 133 000 100 006 006
943 Webster 78. 001 053 008 0lo0
949 Webster 173 001 074 008 013
987 Oxford 286 000 073 009 010
Totals 20,847 139 4,861 1,290 1,684
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B. Interviewing

A comprehensive survey questionnaire was developed (see
Appendix 1), through the combined efforts of the Demographic Study
Committee, Survey Research Associates of Baltimore, and Gary
Tobin., By incorporating into this questionnaire portions of
analagous questionnaires already yielded in other cities through-
out the United States, a context was established to interpret the
Worcester findings. An arbitrary finding of 28%, in other
words,would be more meaningful if we knew, for example, whether
Worcester's 28% was typical or in some respects, atypical of other
Jewish communities.

With the survey questionnaire thus designed, Survey Research
Associates then assumed responsibility for both the telephone
fieldwork and the data processing of the 500 completed interviews.
The specific methodological components of the sampling fieldwork
and data processing related to the community-wide survey effort
are detailed below.

The survey questionnaire developed for this phase of the
study contained two basic sections. The first section paralleled
the types of questions asked in conjunction with the U.S. Census,
and established a demographic profile of the household and each of
its members. The second section contained a series of questions
involving the perceptions and experiences of the respondent -
ranging from religious observance, to issues of anti-Semitism, to
feelings about Israel, to patterns of giving to Jewish and

non-Jewish charitable organizations. While many factors affected

11



the actual length of the interview (e.g., household size and
composition), the interview averaged about 35 minutes overall.

Interviewing did not take place on the Sabbath or any of the
Jewish holidays that occurred between May and July 1986.

During the first week of the field period, each interviewer
was required to come to the SRA office when he/she had completed
three interviews. At this time, the interviewers reviewed their
completed questionnaires with both the supervisor and an editor.
This effort ensured that the interviewer was following the correct
procedures and that any errors would be corrected éarly.

Interviewers continued to make weekly office visits to turn
in completed RDD sheets and interviews. At the time of their
weekly visit, they were assigned new work, reviewed corrections
with the editors, and discussed problems or individual interviews
with the supervisor,

Several debriefings were held during the field period to
boost morale, review editing decisions and introduce changes in
the field procedures. Debriefings were held to train on the short
interview and to introduce the sub-screening process.

Screeners

Telephone screeners were added to the field personnel. They
were trained only to identify Jewish households. The telephone
numbers of identified Jewish households were called in to the
office and then assigned to field interviewers for completion.
This process helped to increase the productivity of the

interviewers when we were calling in areas which had a lower

12



concentration of Jewish households.

RDD Procedures

Telephone numbers randomly generated by computer were used
for the RDD (Random Digit Dialing) phase of this study. The
purpose of random digit dialing is to obtain a final disposition
for each telephone number. A structure methodology was
implemented to obtain a final disposition for each telephone
number.

Non-working numbers and, in many cases, business numbers were
screened out before field assignment. Sheets with four telephone
numbers each were assigned. 1Interviewers were instructed to make
calls during the day (9:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.), evenings (5:30 p.m.
to 9:30 p.m.) and Sunday. A final disposition of at least six
attempts to contact was required for each number.

Completion Rates

For known Jewish households, 530 interviews were completed in
Worcester County. The completion rate for known Jewish households
was about 90% of identified Jewish households. There were no
differences in the completion rates between the list and RDD
sample, nor by geographic area.

Refusal Conversions

SRA made an effort throughout the field period to convert
refusals. These conversion efforts addressed two types of
refusals. The first was households that were Jewish, but refused
to participate in the study. The second was respondents who began

the interview but terminated the conversation before the interview
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was completed. 1In both of these situations, these telephone
numbers were identified and reassigned to specific interviewers
for conversion efforts. The majority of this effort was devoted
to areas in which it was particularly difficult to find Jewish
households.

Quality Control

Validations:

A 10% validation was performed of each interviewer's work.
The validations were completed by the supervisor and the assistant
supervisor. The validation process required that 10% of the
respondents be called and several of the interview questions be
re-asked. In addition, the supervisor asked if the interviewer
had been pleasant and if the respondent had any comments about the
interview.

Editing-Coding:

All editing and coding was supervised by Mrs. Barbara Herman.
Mrs. Herman contacted Dr. Tobin on a regular basis to make all
coding decisions. Every interview was manually edited and a 10%
second edit was performed by the editing supervisor. An edit log
was kept to provide a record of all decisions that were made.

Data Cleaning:

All interviews were keypunched and returned to SRA for data
cleaning. The Data Manager, Ms. Mary Emerick, wrote the data
cleaning programs for both range of values and logic specifica-
tions. Changes and corrections were made both to the interview

booklets and the data tape.
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C. Weighting and Processing

Weighting was carried out as a two-step procedure. The first
step was the projection sequence defined below. However, in the
weighting, we also compensated for probabilities of speaking to
different members of the household in gathering the household
data. In particular, we weighted only the household data to
compensate for differential response rates by age and sex, and
other factors to represent the total population, not just the
respondent. To do this we used the data from the questionnaire
itself; that is, because the questionnaire includes information on
every member of the household, we have reaéonable estimates of the
actual population age-sex cohorts.

In processing the data we used a large number of sub-breaks.
Most of these are self-explanatory. For instance, we used income
(question i05), place of birth (question 9), whether or not born
Jewish (question 12), age of individual (question 3), and sex
(question 4).

The tabulations by household type are also based on a created
variable. A conventional family is defined as man and wife plus
one or more children under 18 living at home. The column labeled
man-wife indicates married couples with no children living at
home, while single parents are one adult with one or more children

under 18 living at home.
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SECTION 3

CAMPAIGN HIGHLIGHTS

Contributions to Jewish Philanthropies

- About 64% of all households have someone who makes a
contribution to Jewish philanthropies.

- About 61% of all households have someone who contributes $100 or
less (including 35% who contribute nothing) to Jewish
philanthropies.

- Por households with incomes of $100,000 or more per year, 35% of
the respondents say they contribute less than $100 per year to

all Jewish philanthropies.

Patterns of Giving to the Federation

About 463% of all household have members who make a contribution

to the Federation.

-~ Respondents in 51% of all households say they contribute nothing
to the Federation, and another 31% say they contribute $100 or
less, for a total of 82%.

~ Respondents in 33% of the households with incomes of $100,00 -
$150,000 per year say they contribute $500 or less per year to
the Federation.

- Eighty-four percent of the respondents who have been in the
Worcester community for five years or less do not make a
contribution to the Federation.

- Twenty-three percent of the non-contfibutors to the Federation

said they did not give because nobody asked them to give.
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Respondents say the two most important purposes of the
Federation are support of the Worcester community (47%) and

support for Israel (27%).

Contributions to Non-Jewish Philanthropies

About 76% of all households have someone who makes some sort of
contribution to philanthropies sponsored by an organization
outside of the Jewish community.

About 63% of the households have someone who gives less than
$100 (including 23% who give nothing) to all non-Jewish

philanthropies.

Women's Division

Forty-four percent of all households make a contribution to the
Women's Division.

While 55% of those who contribute between $500 and $1,000 per
vear to the Federation also contribute to the Women's Division,
the proportion increases to 78% of $1,000-plus givers to the

Federation,

Israel

- About 13% of the respondents state that the Federation should

allocate less money for local services and more to Israel, while
47% state that the Federation should allocate less money to
Israel and more to local agencies.,

About 48% of the respondents said that support for Israel is a
very important factor in their decision to make a contribution
to Jewish philanthropies.

17



Motivation for Giving

Thirty-seven percent of the respondents said that the method of
solicitation is somewhat important in their decision to give to
Jewish philanthropies, and another 34% said the manner in which
they are solicited is very important in their decision to give.
One half of the respondents said that tzedaka is a very
important factor affecting their decision to give to Jewish
philanthropies.

A high proportion, 71%, of the respondents said that ability to
give is a strong determinant in their decision to contribute to

Jewish philanthropies.,
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SECTION 4

CONTRIBUTIONS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Respondents in about 64% of all households say they or
someone in the household makes some sort of contribution to Jewish
philanthropies, which represents a total of almost 3,900
households. This includes all households making a gift to the
Federation. About 60% of all households have someone who
contributes $1 to $500 per year to Jewish philanthropies,
including 26% who give less than $100. If this 26% is added to
the 35% who give nothing, it totals 61% who give less than $100 or
nothing at all. About 20% of the households have a member who
gives $1,000 or more per year to Jewish philanthropies, and 11%

give between $501 and $1,000.

TABLE 4-1
CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Total
(n=521)

Do give 3,856
(64%)

Do not give 2,111
(35%)

Don't know 36
(1%)

Total 6,003
(100%)
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TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED)

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Amount contributed Total
(n=391)

Less than $100 1,017
(26%)

$101-8250 776
(20%)

$251-8500 535
(14%)

$501-$1,000 435
(11%)

$1,001-85,000 501
(13%)

$5,001-810,000 102
(3%)

$10,001~-$25,000 109
(3%)

$25,001-850,000 51
(1%)

$50,001-8100,000 7
Refused 213
(3%)

Total 3,871
(99%) *

*rounding error

Synagogue and Jewish Community Center dues are not considered
contributions in this analysis, but rather the purchase of
services, such as Jewish education or recreation programs.
Furthermore, such dues are not likely to constitute a major
inhibiting factor in an individual's ability to give to Jewish
philanthropies. Even if the combined dues tops $1,000 (and for
many households it does), these dues requirements should not be a
major factor for households with incomes of $75,000 per year or
more, or those with significant assets, who are potential big

givers.,
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The proportion of households with respondents who say they

give to Jewish philanthropies decreases with each younger age

cohort. While 84% of all those 65 and over contribute to Jewish

philanthropies, the proportion declines to 75% for those 55 to 64,

65% of those 45 to 54, 57% for those 35 to 44, and 38% for those

25 to 34. wWhile some of this change is likely to be a function of

age, it is also likely to be a function of generation and life

cycle. The exact net effect of each factor is difficult to

determine. Younger Jews are likely to have lower incomes, less

attachment to organized Jewish life, and are more likely to be

geographically mobile; all factors that negatively affect giving.

Nevertheless, a majority of Jews aged 25 to 34 do not give any-

thing to Jewish philanthropies, and this should be a cause of

major concern to the Worcester Federation.

TABLE 4-2

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES, BY AGE

18-24

(n=22)

Do give 154
(48%)

Do not give 160
(50%)

Don't know ' 7
(2%)

Total 321
(100%)

25-34  35-44
(n=69)  (n=97)

475 655
(37%) (57%)
784 497
(62%) (43%)
7 -
(1%) -

1,266 1,152
(100%) (100%)

45-54 55-64 65-74 74 +

(n=63) (n=80) (n=108) (n=82)

419 602 899 653
(65%) (75%) (91%) (79%)
212 204 79 175
(33%) (25%) (8%) (21%)
15 - 7 -——
(2%) —-- (1%) -
646 806 985 828

(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

Households headed by married couples are more likely to make

a contribution than those headed by single persons, 66% versus
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50%. Again, some of this differential is due to income, but some
is likely due to institutional attachment factors. Put another
way, singles and divorced individuals for example, are less likely
to be part of the communal structure because of discontent; lack
of contact; or the unavailability of services, programs, or other
factors to attract them. These marginal populations require
special institutional and organizational efforts to bring them
into communal life. Waiting for many of these people to come to
Jewish organizations may be a long wait indeed. Since the typical
Jewish family, which consists of two parents and at least one
child, is a distinct minority (36%) of all Jewish households in
Worcester, the marginal populations need special attention to
integrate them into institutional life. The lag time for
"cultivated"” giving may be many years, or never, if institutions
wait for "non-traditional" families to become attached.

TABLE 4-3

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,
BY HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

One Two Parents Single
Person Man and Wife with Children Parent Other
(n=117) (n=175) (n=193) (n=16) (n=20)
Do give 802 1,476 1,330 65 182
(65%) (75%) (59%) (31%) (55%)
Do not give 430 483 912 139 147
(35%) (25%) (40%) (66%) (45%)
Don't know - 7 22 7 -
—-——— - (1%) (3%) -
Total 1,233 1,967 2,264 211 328
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) {(100%)
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Households in the inner core area are only slightly more
likely to contribute to Jewish philanthropies than those in the
middle area, 69% versus 63%. Given the sampling error, no real
differences can be seen. About 44% of those in the outer area of
Worcester County make a contribution to Jewish philanthropies,
which is a considerably lower proportion than the inner and middle
areas, Gifts of $1,000 or more are likely to come from the inner
area. Jewish philanthropies are obviously doing a much better job
in reaching Jews in the most densely populated Jewish areas than

in outlying areas.

TABLE 4-4

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA

Inner Middle Outer

Area Area Area
(n=396) (n=45) (n=80)
Do give 3,044 379 434
(69%) (63%) (44%)
Do not give 1,351 220 541
(31%) (37%) (55%)
Don't know 21 - 15
- - (1%)
Total 4,416 598 989
(100%) (100%) (100%)
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Synagogue members are twice as likely to make a contribution
to a Jewish philanthropy than non-members, 81% as compared to 39%.
Nearly all contributors of $1,000 or more per year to Jewish
philanthropies belong to a synagogue. Synagogue members are the
most likely of all subgroups to make some gift; therefore, special

efforts via these institutions are essential.

TABLE 4-5

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,
BY SYNAGOGUE/TEMPLE MEMBERSHIP

Do Do Not
Belong Belong
(n=398) (n=123)
Do give 2,914 942
(81%) (39%)
Do not give 663 1,448
(18%) (60%)
Don't know 29 7
(1%) -
Total 3,606 2,397
(100%) - (99%) *

*rounding error
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Like those who belong to synagogues, organizational members

are more likely than not to make a gift to Jewish philanthropies.

Eighty-four percent of those who belong to a Jewish organization

make a contribution; while, 31% of those who do not belong make a

gift to Jewish philanthropies. Any efforts to increase synagogue

and organizational memberships are probably beneficial to

long-range campaign efforts. The more tied to Jewish life people

become, the more likely they are to make a contribution.

TABLE 4-6

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES
BY JEWISH ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP

Amount Contributed

0 $§1-3500 ~ $501-51000  $1000 +

(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)

Do belong 559 1,724 376 735
(26%) (74%) (86%) (95%)

Do not belong 1,537 598 59 36
(73%) (26%) (13%) (5%)

Don't know 15 7 - -——
(1%) - ~=- -

Total 2,111 2,329 435 771
(100%) (100%) (99%) * (100%)

*rounding error
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Do give
Do not
give

Don't
know

Total

As might be expected, the proportion of households with
someone making a gift to Jewish philanthropies increases as income
levels rise. While 61% of those with incomes of under $50,000
make a contribution to Jewish philanthropies, the figure rises to
75% of those with incomes of $50,000 to $75,000 and virtually all
with incomes of more than $150,000. Unfortunately, there are not
enough cases to analyze giving patterns by income and age,

especially for high-income households.

TABLE 4-7
CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,
BY INCOME
Under $20,001- $30,001~- $40,001- $50,001- $75,001- $100,000 $150,00¢
$20,000 $30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000 $150,000 +
(n=91) (n=50) (n=61) (n=41) (n=59) (n=37) (n=16) (n=22)
690 312 451 245 481 291 124 188
(59%) (52%) (53%) (52%) (75%) (82%) (47%) (100%)
474 284 396 213 153 57 139 ———
(41%) (48%) (47%) (45%) (24%) (16%) (53%) —-——
-— ——- ——- 15 7 7 -— ——
- -—- - (3%) (1%) (2%) - —-—-
1,163 596 848 473 641 356 264 188
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

Of the respondents in households Qith incomes of $75,000 to
$100,000, 16% say they contribute nothing to Jewish philanthro-
pies, and another 25% say they contribute less than $250, for a
total of 41%. These figures reveal a large gap between the
ability to give and actual gifts. Based on income alone, the data
show a much greater capacity for larger gifts, primarily in the

\
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$5,000 to $10,000 category. These assertions are based on
examination of income figures only. Data on assets are not
available, but they would probably reveal an even greater
potential for giving and a larger gap for the many high-income and
wealthy households that are contributing $1,000 or less to Jewish
philanthropies.

Those who describe themselves as Orthodox and Conservative
Jews are the most likely to make some sort of contribution to
Jewish philanthropies, 77% and 72%, respectively, as compared to
68% of Reform Jews and 42% of those who identify themselves as
"just Jewish." Most givers of $500 or more are Conservative and
Reform Jews, which is simply because there are many more
Conservative and Reform Jews than Orthodox Jews. Orthodox Jews
are also more likely to have lower incomes. Most givers of

$10,000 and more are Reform Jews.

TABLE 4-8

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,
BY RELIGIOUS IDENTITY

Do give

Do not give

Don't know

Total

*rounding error

Orthodox Conservative Reform Just Jewish Other
(n=33) (n=161) (n=277) (n=36) (n=6)
290 1,250 1,979 271 52
(77%) (72%) (68%) (41%) (32%)
88 475 937 367 111
(23%) (27%) (32%) (56%) (68%)
—— 14 7 15 ———

—— (1%) ——— (2%) ———

379 1,739 2,923 652 163
(100%) (100%) (100%) (99%) * (100%)
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About 69% of the households with members who have lived in
the community all their lives make a contribution to Jewish
philanthropies, as do 85% of those who have lived there since the
1940s, 77% of those who have lived there since the 1950s, and 55%
of those who have lived there since the 1960s. Only a little over
40% of those who have moved to the Worcester area since 1980 make
a contribution to Jewish philanthropies. The demographic study
shows that mobile households have members who are also younger and

often have lower incomes.

TABLE 4-9

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,

-BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE

A" _\,\68 - - 206 }-'\6 ‘5~G o
Always 1940~ 1950~ 1960~ 1970~ 1980~ 1984~

Lived Here 1949 1959 1969 1979 1983 1986

(n=171) (n=92) (n=47) (n=45) (n=111) (n=30) (n=213)

Do give 1,250 783 363 252 814 197 189
(69%) (85%) (77%) (55%) (58%) (37%) (47%)

Do not 564 131 108 203 562 331 213
give (31%) (14%) (23%) (45%) (40%) (63%) (53%)
Don't know 7 7 ——— - 22 - ——
-— (1%) - -— (2%) -— -—=
Total 1,820 921 471 456 1,398 527 402
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100¢%)
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SECTION 5

PATTERNS OF GIVING TO THE FEDERATION

About 2,700 households or 46% of the total report having
someone who contributes to the Federation. But this figure is
higher than the total number of households that give in any one
year. However, many households give one year and then skip or
plan to give the following year, and they are all likely to be
included in this total. Gift levels from the study have been
verified against Federation records.

Respondents in about 51% of the households say they do not
give to the Federation, and 3% did not know or refused to answer,
Thirty-two percent of all households have members who give less
than $100, for a total of 83% who give nothing or less than $100
per year to the Federation., About 15% of the respondents say they

or someone in the household gives $1,000 per year or more.
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TABLE 5-1

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION

Do give
Do not give
Refused

Don't know
Total

Amount contributed

Less than $100
$101-$250
$251-$500
$501-$1,000
$1,001-$5,000
$5,001-$10,000
$10,001-$25,000
$25,001-$50,000
$50,001-$100,000
Refused

Don't know

Total

*rounding error
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Total
(n=519)

2,734
(46%)
3,026
(51%)
52
(1%)
139
(2%)

5,951
(100%)

Total
(n=303)

97
(32%)
61
(20%)
44
(14%)
28
(9%)
31
(10%)
4

(1%)
8
(3%)
4
(1%)
1

13
(4%)
12
(4%)

303
(98%) *



Households with younger respondents are less likely to give
to the Federation than they are to Jewish philanthropies in
general., While 74% of the households with members 65 to 74 years
of age make a contribution to the Federation, the proportion is
54% for the age group 55 to 64, 47% of those 45 to 54, 38% for

those 35 to 44, and 24% for those 25 to 34.

TABLE 5-=2
CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION, BY AGE

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 74 +
{(n=22) (n=69) (n=97) (n=63) (n=80) (n=108) (n=82)

Do give 58 291 435 303 434 726 - 487
(18%) (243) (38%) (47%) (54%) (74%) (59%)

Do not give 248 879 658 321 357 259 304
(77%) (72%) (57%) (50%) (44%) (26%) (37%)

Refused ——— - 44 7 —-—— - -—-
—-—— - (4%) (1%) —— —— -—

Don't know 15 52 7 15 15 ——— 36
(5%) (4%) (1%) (2%) (2%) - (4%)

Total 321 1,222 1,145 646 806 985 828

(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
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Sixty-one percent of married couples make a contribution to
the Federation, as compared to 19% of singles. The proportion
drops to 17% for households headed by single parents. As with
patterns of giving to Jewish philanthropies in general, the
"non-traditional” households are less likely to give than the
households with two parents and children. Since "non-traditional"”

households constitute a large majority of all households, more

attention must be given to attracting these constituencies into

Jewish communal life and, therefore, the campaign.

TABLE 5-3

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION,
BY HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

One Two Parents Single
Person Man and Wife with Children Parent Other
(n=117) (n=174) (n=192) (n=16) (n=20)
Do give 462 1,171 978 36 87
(37%) (60%) (44%) (17%) (27%)
Do not give 698 759 1,168 160 241
(57%) (39%) (53%) (76%) (73%)
Refused -— 7 44 -— -—
——— -_— (2%) —— —_—
Don't know 73 22 29 15 —
(6%) (1%) (1%) (7%) -
Total 1,233 1,959 2,220 211 328
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
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Respondents living in households in the inner area are the
most likely to make a contribution to the Federation, 53%. About
33% of the households in the middle area have someone who makes
contributions, as do 22% of the households in the outer area of
Worcester County. The Federation is clearly not achieving much
breadth or depth in the campaign beyond the "core" Jewish area.
The further away from the inner area that families live, the less
likely they are to contribute. The lack of giving to the Federa-
tion represents a need for further outreach by the Federation

beyond the core area.

TABLE 5-4

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION,
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA

Inner Middle Outer
Area Area Area
(n=396) (n=45) (n=78)
Do give 2,336 196 202
(53%) (33%) (22%)
Do not give 1,984 344 698
(45%) (57%) (75%)
Refused 44 7 -
(1s%) (1%) -
Don't know 51 52 37
(1%) (9%) (4%)
Total 4,416 598 937
(100%) (100%) (101%) *

*rounding error
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Households with respondents who were born in the Worcester
area are more likely to make a larger contribution than those born
elsewhere in the U.S., but they are not very much more likely to
make a contribution to the Federation. Therefore, the Federation
has achieved some success in the breadth of the campaign for
non-Worcester natives but not in the depth. The lack of bigger
givers who are not native-born may reflect a need for the Federa-
tion to expand its human resource and leadership development
efforts, as well as provide greater openness to a larger circle of
Worcester residents. The biggest givers, being almost all natives
suggests a system that may be too closed or perceived as such.
More "new blood" needs to be integrated into the Federation's
inner circles.

TABLE 5-~5

CONTRIBUTORS BY THE FEDERATION,
BY PLACE OF BIRTH

Locally Born in Foreign
Born Another State Born
(n=302)-,. (n=162) ty (n=55)
Do give 1,588 796 350
(46%) 4 (413) G¢ (62%)

TS Yy

Do not give l,83l/L 1,000 195
(53%) 4¢3 (528%) (34%)
Refused —_— 52 —-——
——— (3%) —
Don't know 36 81 \ 22
(1%) (4%) (4%)
Total 3,456 1,929 567
(100%) (100%) (100%)
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Sixty-five percent of the respondents in households with
incomes of under $30,000 say they contribute nothing to the
Federation. Of those who do, the vast majority contribute $100 or &
less. For respondents in households in the $30,000 to $50,000
range, 60% say they contribute nothing to the Federation. For
respondents in households with incomes of $75,000 or more, 11% say
they give nothing to the Federation, and 40% of those who do give
contribute less than $500 per year. A substantial pool of
potential $5,000 plus gifts exists in the Worcester area. Not
only are these high-income households a source of larger gifts for
the next three to five years, but they have the potential to be
even larger givers in the next decade. A great deal of effort

must be made to attracting these individuals into the Federation

system.
TABLE 5-6
CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION,
BY INCOME
Under  $20,001- $30,001- $40,001- $50,001- $75,001- $100,000 $150,000
$20,000 $30,000 $40,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000 $150,000 :
(n=91) ~(n=50) ~(n=60) ~(n=41) ~(n=58) ~(n=37)  (n=16) ~(n=22)
Do give 363 254 304 181 371 269 65 159
(313)  (43%)  (38%)  (38%)  (59%)  (76%) (25%) (84%)
Do not 793 341 499 270 263 57 192 29
give (68%)  (57%)  (628)  (57%)  (41%)  (16%) (733) (15%)
Refused -— -— -— -—- -— -—- 7 -—
-—- —- -—- --- ——- - (3%) -
Don't 7 — am- 22 - 30 -—- —
know (1%) —- —- (5%) -—- (8%) - -
Total 1,163 596 803 473 634 356 264 188
——=  (100s)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (101%)*  (99%)*

*rounding error
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those who have been in the Worcester area since the 1940s, 60%

The Federation is receiving some contribution from 66% of

from those who have been in the area since the 1950s, and 51% of

those who moved there in the 1960s.

However, it is receiving a

contribution from only 35% of those who have been in the Worcester

area since the 1970s and only 16% of those who moved there in the

1980s.

to some other Jewish philanthropy.

Do give
Do not
give
Refused
Don't
know

Total

TABLE 5-7

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION,
BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE

Always 1940- 1950- 1960~ 1970~ 1980~
Lived Here 1949 1959 1969 1979 1983
(n=171) (n=92) (n=47) (n=45) (n=110) (n=29)
988 603 283 230 492 73
(54%) (65%) (60%) (51%) (35%) (15%)
825 289 167 210 781 410
(45%) (31%) (35%) (46%) (56%) (85%)
— —— — -—— 52 —
—— —_— ——— —-— (4%) o
7 29 22 15 66 -——
—— (3%) (5%) (3%) (5%) -
1,820 921 472 455 1,391 483

(99%) * (99%)* (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

*rounding error
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Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform Jews are all about as

likely to make a contribution to the Federation, 52%, 48%, and

54%, respectively.

"just Jewish™ make a contribution to the Federation.

Do give

Do not give

Refused

Don't know

Total

*rounding error

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION,
BY RELIGIOUS IDENTITY

TABLE 5-8

Orthodox Conservative
(n=33) (n=161)
196 843
(52%) (48%)
182 794
(48%) (46%)
—— 103
-—= (6%)
379 1,739
(100%) (100%)

Reform
(n=276)

1,557
(54%)

1,307

(45%)

Only 17% of those who identify themselves as

Just Jewish Other
(n=35) (n=6)
110 14
(17%) (9%)
462 148
(72%) (91%)
52 -
(8%) -
22 —-——
(3%) -
645 163
(100%) (100%)

Only 12% of the respondents in intermarried households make a

contribution to the Federation.

Federation and other institutions to integrate intermarried

Cooperative efforts between the

couples into Jewish life and reach out to them to involve them in
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the Jewish community will have long-term positive effects on
giving patterns and the growth of the campaign. Households headed
by intermarried couples represent a significant and growing group
that are marginal to the campaign. If special efforts are not
made, many of these households will be permanently lost to
Federation fund raising efforts,

Synagogue members are far more likely to make a contribution
to the Federation than non-members, 67% versus 14%., Wide dif-
ferences also result in other Jewish organizational membership
patterns. Nearly all givers of $500 or more to the Federation
belong to a synagogue. No other single variable shows such wide

differences in giving patterns.

TABLE 5-9

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE FEDERATION,
BY SYNAGOGUE/TEMPLE MEMBERSHIP

Do Do Not
Belong Belon

(n=397) (n=122)
Do give 2,407 327
(67%) (14%)
Do not give 1,111 1,916
(31%) (81%)
Refused 7 44
- (2%)
Don't know 73 66
(2%) (3%)
Total 3,598 2,353
(100%) (100%)
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Other facts can be noted about patterns of giving to the

Federation:

1) Contributors of $500 or more often rate the quality of services
offered in the Jewish community higher than contributors of
less than $500. High-quality or perceived higher-quality
services may be a reinforcing factor in campaign.

2) Seventy-seven percent of those who give $500 or more to the
Federation say that all three of their best friends are Jewish.
The data show, however, that the pattern of all three best
friends being Jewish declines in each younger age cohort.

Thus, as friendship patterns change.with each younger age
cohort, the Federation may not be able to rely on the informal
networks among highly integrated Worcester Jews as a means of
encouraging campaign contributions.

3) of the‘$500 plus givers to the Federation énd Jewish phil-
anthropies in general, about 70% have visited Israel, as
compared to about 40% who give less than $500 and 26% who do
not give at all. About 84% of the $500 plus givers to the
Federation say they intend to visit Israel, and 93% of these
$500 plus givers say they intend to or have visited Israel.
Like synagogue membership and residential choice, the larger
givers may come from a pool of individuals who are both more
likely to visit Israel and make larger contributions. However,
this relationship should not be assumed. Increased efforts to
bring more people to Israel are likely to have a positive

affect on the campaign, most likely in increasing the size of
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an individual's gift. 1Increasingly more substantial subsidies
to encourage people to visit Israel (who do not have a pledge

history), may have long-term positive affect on the campaign.

4) While 13% of non-givers to the Federation volunteer for Jewish

5)

6)

organizations, the figure increases to 26% for givers of under
$500, and climbs to 50% for givers of $500 or more. The same
general pattern characterizes other Jewish and non-~Jewish
philanthropies.

Those respondents who prefer Jewish-sponsored services are
slightly more likely to make a contribution to the Federation.
Professionals are slightly more likely to be non-givers than
other occupational groups. But those professionals who do
contribute are likely to make gifts of $500 or more. Those who
are self-employed are the most likely to make a gift, and they
are the most likely to make a gift of $500 or more.
Occupation, then, or self-employment, are not necessarily
barriers to the campaign. Entrepreneurs will continue to be
represented in all age groups (they are not disappearing),
including many professionals who are also entrepreneurs. The
campaign should not suffer in the long run because of
employment and occupational changes. However, it will have to
make special efforts to reach out to new circles of

professionals and "new" entrepreneurs.
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SECTION 6

REASONS FOR NOT CONTRIBUTING TO THE FEDERATION

In households where no contribution was made to the Federa-
tion, the respondent was asked to give the reasons for not con-
tributing. The most common reasons that were given are similar to
those found in other communities. Twenty-eight percent of those
who did not give said that the reason was that they could not
afford to give. Another 23% said that nobody asked them to give.
Fifteen percent said there was no particular reason for not
giving, while 11% said they gave to a different philanthropic
cause. About 7% of the respondents said that they are not
involved enough in the Jewish community to give. Negative
reasons, such as not liking the Federation, not wanting to give to
the Federation, finding that the purpose of the Federation is not
worthwhile, or not liking the solicitation methods, account for
about 10% of the responses. About 9% said they did not know

enough about the Federation to make a contribution.
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TABLE 6-1

REASONS FOR NOT CONTRIBUTING TO THE FEDERATION

Total

(n=207)

Not asked to give 704
(23%)

Could not afford to give 883
(28%)

No particular reason 461
(15%)

Gave to different cause 327
(10%)

Don't like the Federation 131
(4%)

Don't want to give 103
(3%)

Gave through family 21
(1%)

Purpose of Federation not worthwhile 59
(2%)

Don't like solicitation methods 73
(2%)

Just moved to area 7
Not involved in Jewish community 214
(7%)

Don't know enough about Federation 293
(9%)

Don't give to charity 15
Other responses 72
(2%)

Refused 14
bon't know 110
(4%)

* Percents total to more that 100%, since some respondents
may have indicated more than one reason for not giving.

Percents and totals based on those responding to the
question.

42



Some differences emerged between subgroups. Intermarried
couples, for example, were much more likely to say that they were
not involved enough in the Jewish community to make a contribu-
tion, as almost one out of four gave that response.

Almost two of every five individuals between the ages of 35
and 44 said they did not give to the Federation because nobody
asked them to give. Individuals between the ages of 18 and 24
were more likely to say that they did not know enough about the

Federation to give.
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TABLE 6-2

REASONS FOR NOT CONTRIBUTING TO THE FEDERATION, BY AGE*

Not asked to give

Count not afford to give

No particular reason

Gave to different cause

Don't like the Federation

bon't want to give
Gave through family
Purpose of Federation

not worthwhile

Don't like solicitation
methods

Just moved to area
Not involved in Jewish
community

Don't know enough about
Federation

Don't give to charity

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 74 +
(n=14) (n=37) <(n=47) (n=25) (n=29) (n=29) (n=26)
296 407 166 262 51 87 36
(27%)  (18%)  (39%)  (15%)  (10%)  (34%)  (12%)
116 272 80 117 87 43 168
(47%)  (29%)  (12%)  (35%)  (23%)  (17%)  (55%)
-— 169 132 15 103 21 21
-—=  (18%)  (20%) (4%)  (28%) (8%) (7%)
-— 14 51 73 88 50 52
-— (2%) (8%)  (22%)  (24%)  (19%)  (17%)
-— 21 -— 30 37 29 14
-— (2%) -— (9%)  (10%)  (11%) (5%)
- - 59 7 15 7 15
- - (9%) (2%) (4%) (3%) (5%)
- — -— -— -— -— 21
-—- -—- -—- -— -—- -— (7%)
-—- 44 -— - 15 - -
-— (5%) -— -— (4%) - -
- 29 22 7 15 -— -—
-— (33%) (3%) (2%) (4%) - ——-
—-— — - -_— —-— 7 _——
-—- -— - - -— (3%) -—
-— 89 81 -— -— -— 44
-——  (10%)  (12%) -— -— -———  (15%)
73 155 22 -7 7 21 7
(29%)  (17%) (3%) (2%) (2%) (8%) (2%)
-— _— -— 15 -—— -— _—
_— - -— (4%) S ——— —_—

* Percents total to more than 100%, since some respondents
may have indicated more than one reason for not giving.

Percents and totals based on those responding to the question
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TABLE 6-2 (CONTINUED)

REASONS FOR NOT CONTRIBUTING TO THE FEDERATION, BY AGE*

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55=-64 65~-74 74 +

{n=14) (n=37) (n=47) (n=25) (n=29) (n=29) (n=26)

Other responses —— 43 15 —— - 7 7
- (5%) (2%) - - (3%) (2%)

Refused ——— —-—— —— - -— 7 7
- — -— —-— —-— (3%) (2%)
Don't know —-— 44 14 22 15 —-— 14"
-— (5%) (2%) {6%) (4%) -— (5%) |

* Percents total to more than 100%, since some respondents
may have indicated more than one reason for not giving.

Percents and totals based on those responding to the question

Most of the non-givers who said they could not afford to give

were, indeed, among the lower income respondents. Of those who
said they could not afford to give, nearly half had incomes of
less than $20,000 per year. Few respondents with incomes of
$50,000 or more per year said the reason they could not give was

because they could not afford to.
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Respondents who live in the inner area and those who live in
the outer area of Worcester county who do not give said that they
were not asked to give in about the same proportion., Only 6% of

the respondents in the middle area said that nobody asked them to

give,
TABLE 6-4
REASONS FOR NOT CONTRIBUTING TO THE FEDERATION, BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA*
Inner Middle Outer
Area Area Area
(n=132) (n=20) (n=55)
Not asked to give 480 22 202
(24%) (6%) (26%)
Could not afford to give 737 59 87
(37%) (17%) (11%)
No particular reason 300 66 95
(15%) (19%) (12%)
Gave to different cause 139 79 109
(7%) (23%) (14%)
Don't like Federation 116 —-— 15
(6%) - (2%)
Don't want to give 58 44 -
(3%) (13%) ——
Gave through family 21 —-——— —
(1%) -—— -——
Purpose of Federation 59 -—— -—
not worthwhile (3%) - -
Don't like solicitation 73 -— -—
methods (4%) -— : -—-
Just moved here -—— -——= 7
-—— -— (1%)
Not involved in Jewish 89 15 110
community (4%) (4%) (14%)
bon't know enough about 191 73 29
Federation (10%) (21%) (4%)
Don't give to charity ——— —— 15
- - (2%)
Other responses —_—— —-—— 72
—-—- -—- (9%)
Refused 14 —-_—— —-——
(1%) -—— —-———
Don't know 14 7 88
(1%) (2%) (11%)

* Percents total to more than 100%, since some respondents
may have indicated more than one reason for not giving.
Percents and totals based on those responding to the question.
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Similarly, not being asked to give is clearly a function of
how long a person has been in the Worcester area. For example,
while about 10% of those who have lived in the Worcester area all
their lives and 12% of those who moved there in the 1940s listed
nobody asked them as a reason for not giving to the Federation,
the proportion jumps to about 24% of those who moved there in the
1960s and '70s, 38% of those who moved there in the early '80s,

and nearly 44% of those who moved there in the last three years.
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TABLE 6-5

REASONS FOR NOT CONTRIBUTING TO THE FEDERATION,
BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE*

Always 1940- 1950- 1960~ 1970- 1980- 1984

Lived Here 1949 1959 1969 1979 1983 1986

(n=64) (n=24) (n=14) (n=15) (n=51) (n=22) (n=16

Not asked to give 86 36 7 50 196 175 148
(10%) (12%) (4%) (24%) (24%) (38%) (44%)

Could not afford to give 278 130 36 110 183 43 102
(34%) (45%) (20%) (52%) (23%) (9%) (30%)

No particular reason 214 36 87 —_— 58 52 15
- (26%) (12%) (48%) -—- (7%) (11%) (4%)

Gave to different cause 102 - 7 22 14 116 66 -
(12%) (2%) (12%) (7%) (14%) (15%) -—-

Don't like the Federation 80 29 7 -—= 15 -—- -—-
(10%) (10%) (43) -—- (2%) ——— ——

Don't want to give 37 7 - 14 44 - -—-
(4%) (2%) ——— (7%) (5%) -—— -——

Gave through family - —-— -—— 21 -— -— -—-
—-— -— -— (10%) -— -— ——

Purpose of Federation 59 —-—— -——— -— —-— -— -—-
not worthwhile (7%) -—— -—— -— -— -— -—-
pon't like solicitation 51 —_— 7 -— 14 —— -—
methods (6%) —-— (4%) - (2%) —— ——
Just moved here — 7 —-— —-— -— -—— -
—— (2%) -— -— - -—- -——-

Not involved in Jewish 89 44 -— -—- 15 -—— 56
community (11%) (15%) -— - (2%) === (19%)
Don't know enough about 43 —— -—- -— 125 89 29
Federation (5%) - -— -— (16%) (20%) (8%)
Don't give to charity - -—— -——- 15 -—- -—- -
—— —_—— - (7%) -— - -

Other responses 14 — - —-— 36 21 -
(2%) —-—— -— - (4%) (5%) -—

Refused 7 -—— -—— -—— -—— 7 -—
(1%) - - -—- -—- (2%) -—

Don't know 14 7 15 -—— 29 44 —-—
(2%) (2%) (8%) - (4%) (10%) -——

* Percents total to more than 100% since some respondents
may have indicated more than one reason for not giving.

Percents and totals based on those responding to the guestion.
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In terms of marketing the Federation, more attention will
have to be given to locating new households. This is a very large
factor in people not giving to the Federation. Some proportion
who do not give simply cannot afford to do so; therefore, the
number who do not give at all is not as high a potential market as
one might first assume. Similarly, the data do not reveal that
the people generally do not give to the Federation for negative
reasons: not liking the Federation, not thinking the causes
worthwhile, and so on. Therefore, the Federation has little
negative response to overcome, in order to increase the proportion

of Jews who give to the Federation.
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SECTION 7

THE ROLE OF ISRAEL IN THE CAMPAIGN

About 34% of the households had somebody in them who has
visited Israel at least once. This is about the norm for Jewish
communities around the United States. Furthermore, about 62% of
the households said that they intend to visit Israel. Many of
these, of course, are the same households. Combined, about three
of every five households say that they have either been or intend
to visit Israel again. There is a strong correlation between
visits to Israel and giving patterns. About 70% of those who have
contributed $500 or more per year total to Jewish philanthropies
have been to Israel at least once, as compared to 34% of those who
contribute less than $500 and 16% of those who contribute nothing,
There are, of course, two ways to look at the data. The first is
that those who have a predilection to visit Israel in the first
place are more likely to give. The other is that people who visit
Israei are positively reinforced to give something or more than
they already give to Jewish philanthropies. Whichever way the
relationship develops, which is probably both ways, the evidence
points to an effective role that a visit to Israel plays in
increasing giving patterns. Therefore, even individuals who do
not have an "innate" predilection to visit Israel on their own
should be induced or persuaded to visit Israel. The effects upon

giving may be substantial.
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At the same time, it should be pointed out that 31% of those
who give $1,000 or more per year to Jewish philanthropies have
never been to Israel. Since this group is already inclined to
make some substantial contribution, it is incumbent upon the
Federation to seek out its larger givers and those who give to
Jewish philanthropies in general and see that these people visit
Israel on a mission. Conversely, about half of those who have
been to Israel give less than $500 per year total to Jewish
philanthropies. This constitutes a potential market for increased
giving. Efforts must be made to identify those individuals who
have visited Israel and are low givers, and the Federation should
increase its efforts among this group with personal solicitations,
increased feedback, or perhaps a second trip to Israel to rein-

force higher giving patterns.
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TABLE 7-1

CONTRIBUTORS TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,

Did visit Israel

BY VISITORS TO ISRAEL

Amount of Contribution

Did not visit Israel 1,732

Total

Intend to visit
Israel

Do not intend to
visit Israel
Don't know

Total

*rounding error

Respondents

] $1-5500 $501-S1000 $1000 +
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
329 782 304 530
(16%) (34%) (70%) (69%)
1,547 131 240
(84%) (66%) (30%) (31%)
2,111 2,329 435 770
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
1,205 1,391 318 625
(57%) (60%) (73%) (81%)
664 750 102 79
(31%) (32%) (23%) (10%)
243 189 14 66
(11%) (8%) (3%) (9%)
2,112 2,330 434 770
(99%) * (100%) (99%) * (100%)

were asked to what degree particular variables

had an affect on their decision to make a contribution to Jewish

philanthropies.

Included among these variables were the way one

was solicited, the Jewish tradition of giving, the ability to

give, and other factors.

In total, about 48% said that support

for Israel was very important in their decision to give, and 37%

said it was somewhat important,

important at all.

Twelve percent said it was not

These findings are somewhat surprising when
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looked at in toto: 1less than half of the respondents said support
for Israel is a very important factor in their decision to give to
Jewish philanthropies, and 12%, which is not an insignificant
proportion of the Jewish population, said it is not at all
important in their decision to give. Furthermore, when examined
by age, 25% of the 35 to 44 year olds and 18% of the 25 to 34 year
olds say that support for Israel is not at all important in their
decision to give. Only about one-third in each age group said
that it is very important in their decision to give.

TABLE 7-2

IMPORTANCE OF SUPPORT FOR ISRAEL IN
DECISION TO CONTRIBUTE TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,

*rounding error

54

BY AGE

18-24 25-34 35-44 45~54 55-64 65-74 74 + Tot e

(n=22) (n=69) (n=97) (n=63) {n=80) (n=108) (n=82) (n=5:

Very 191 387 393 333 472 645 492 2,91
important (59%) (30%) (34%) (51%) (59%) (65%) (59%) (483
Somewhat 109 520 473 255 276 303 263 2,1¢
important (34%) (41%) (41%) (40%) (34%) (31%) (32%) (379
Not 21 226 286 58 43 36 © 51 77
important (7%) (18%) (25%) (9%) (5%) (4%) (6%) (125
Refused -—- —— -—- - 7 - 14 :
——— - ——— - (1%) —_——— (2%) --

Don't know -— 133 ——— —-—— 7 - 7 14
—_—— (10%) ——— —-—— (1%) —— (1%) {25

Total 321 1,266 1,152 646 906 985 828 6,0(
(100%) (99%)* (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (995



Support for Israel is clearly reflected in giving patterns.
For those who give $1,000 or more per year to Jewish philanthro-
pies, 77% say that support for Israel is very important in their
decision to give, as do 75% of those who give $500 to $1,000. The
proportion falls to 50% of those who give $1 to $500 per year and

31% of those who give nothing to Jewish philanthropies.

TABLE 7-3
IMPORTANCE OF SUPPORT FOR ISRAEL IN
DECISION TO CONTRIBUTE TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,
BY AMOUNT CONTRIBUTED

Amount of Contribution

0 $1-3500 $501-51000 $1000 +
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
Very important 649 1,174 326 597
‘ (31%) (50%) (75%) (77%)
Somewhat important 870 1,033 72 137
(41%) (44%) (17%) (18%)
Not important 459 109 30 36
(22%) (5%) (7%) (5%)
Refused -—— 7 7 -
—— ——— (2%) —_———
Don't know 133 7 - -
(6%) - -— —-——
Total 2,111 2,330 437 771
(100%) (99%) * (101%) * (100%)

*rounding error
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About 31% of those who identify themselves as "just Jewish"”
say that support for Israel is not at all important in their
decision to give to Jewish philanthropies. This compares to 14%
of Reform Jews, 5% of Conservative Jews, and only 2% of Orthodox
Jews. On the other hand, the sequence reverses in terms of those
saying it is very important, with Orthodox Jews (66%) far more
likely to say that support for Israel is very important in their
decision to give, as opposed to Reform Jews (44%), and those who
identify themselves as "just Jewish" (32%). Conservative Jews
show about the same proportion, 65%, as Orthodox Jews who say that

support for Israel is very important to them.

TABLE 7-4

IMPORTANCE OF SUPPORT FOR ISRAEL IN
DECISION TO CONTRIBUTE TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,
BY RELIGIOUS IDENTITY

Orthodox Conservative Reform Just Jewish Other

(n=33) (n=161) (n=277) (n=36) (n=6)

Very important 248 1,136 1,294 205 22
(66%) (65%) (44%) (31%) (13%)

Somewhat important 116 495 1,215 248 52
(31%) (28%) (42%) (38%) (32%)

Not important 7 94 399 199 ——
’ (2%) (5%) (14%) (30%) -—

Refused 7 7 7 —-—— -——
(2%) —_—— —-— —-——— -——

Don't know - 7 7 - 89
- —— — —-— (55%)

Total 3,606 379 1,739 2,923 652
(101%) * (98%) * (100%) (99%)* (100%)

*rounding error
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Support for Israel remains very or somewhat important to a
majority of Jews in each age cohort or other subgroup in their
decision to give to Jewish philanthropies. It cannot be assumed
that support for Israel is not a major incentive in the decision
to give. On the other hand, the strength of the relationship
between feelings about Israel and the decision to give vary a
great deal by age and religious identity. The strength of support
for Israel in terms of philanthropic dollars diminishes as the age
group and religious identity decline. Two marketing approaches
must be considered. The first is to emphasize messages other than
support for Israel in soliciting funds from certain subgroups,
i.e., the young or the less identified Jew. At the same time,
efforts must be made to educate and familiarize younger Jews about
the importance of Israel in the Jewish community, how money to
Israel is spent, and so on. In other words, at the same time that
multiple marketing approaches are used in the short term, the
long-range marketing strategy must emphasize the importance of
Israel in American Jewish life. It cannot be assumed that because
Israel is not very important to a large proportion of younger Jews
that this attitude or belief is a permanent one. Increased
efforts on the part of the Federation and Jewish organizations to
acquaint and educate younger Jews to the importance of Israel to
all Jews will aid in ensuring improved attitudes with regard to
Israel. Unless attention is paid to this finding, the long-term
affects on Jewish fund raising can be quite serious. Younger Jews

may be supportive of Israel, but it does not mean that this

57



support will translate into gifts to Jewish philanthropies,
according to these data.

Once the decision has been made to give, there is also the
question of allocation. Respondents were asked whether or not
they believe the Federation should allocate more money to local
Jewish agencies serving local needs and less money to Israelf
Conversely, they were asked if they thought the Federation should
allocate more money to Israel and less to local agencies and local
needs. Forty-seven percent of the respondents agreed that the
Federation should allocate less money to Israel and more to local
agencies, while 31% disagreed, 15% had no opinion, and 6% did not
know. Those who contribute $1,000 or more per year to Jewish
philanthropies were less likely to agree with this statement than
those who contributed less than $1,000, with 31% versus 50%. It
should be noted that 31% of the $1,000 plus givers is not an

insub-stantial number of givers,
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TABLE 7-5
RESPONDENTS' FEELING REGARDING ALLOCATION OF FUNDS -
LESS TO ISRAEL, MORE TO LOCAL AGENCIES,
BY CONTRIBUTION TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Amount of Contribution

0 $1-$500 $501-51000 $1000 +

(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)

Agree 1,070 1,095 253 239
(51%) (47%) (58%) (31%)

Disagree 503 750 138 393
(24%) (32%) (32%) (51%)

No opinion 460 304 29 73
(22%) (13%) (7%) (9%)

Don't know 79 181 15 66
(4%) (8%) (3%) (9%)

Total 2,112 2,330 435 771
(101%) * (100%) (100%) (100%)

*rounding error

There is no strong plurality of sentiment for contributing
less to Israel and more to local needs. However, there is a
subgroup in each category. For example, 71% of those who identify
themselves as "just Jewish" agree with the statement that the
Federation should give less money to Israel and more to local
services. This compares to 47% of Reform Jews, 39% of Conserva-
tive Jews, and 35% of Orthodox Jews. Younger Jews are more likely

to agree with this statement than older Jews.
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TABLE 7-6

RESPONDENTS' FEELINGS REGARDING ALLOCATION OF FUNDS -
LESS TO ISRAEL, MORE TO LOCAL AGENCIES,
BY RELIGIOUS IDENTITY

*rounding error

Orthodox  Conservative Reform Just Jewish  Other

(n=33) (n=161) (n=277) (n=36) (n=6)

Agree 131 669 1,383 463 104
(34%) (38%) (47%) (71%) (64%)

Disagree 161 560 1,019 95 7
(42%) (32%) (35%) (15%) (4%)

No opinion 43 314 435 51 7
(11%) (18%) (15%) (8%) (4%)

' Refused -=- -—= 7 -—- -—-
Don't know 43 197 79 43 44
(11%) (11%) (3%) (7%) (27%)

Total 379 1,739 2,923 652 163
(98%) * (99%) * (100%) (101%) * (99%) *

When asked the question the other way, whether the Federation
should allocate less money for local services and more to Israel,
only 13% agreed, and 65% disagreed with this statement. Sixteen
percent had no opinion, and 6% did not know. When the two
questions are cross—-tabulated together, only a small proportion
answered "yes" that the Federation should allocate less to local
services and more to Israel than the other way around. Therefore,
the question "worked," in that people were not iikely to agree
with everything. It should be noted, that those who contribute
$1,000 or more per year to the Federation are much more likely
than not to disagree with the statement that the Federation should
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send less money to Israel and more to local services. While 29%
agree with this statement, 59% disagree. These are about the
reverse of the attitudes of people who contribute nothing to the
Federation. At the same time, about 24% of the $1,000 plus givers
to the Federation agree with the statement that more money should
go to Israel and less to local services, and, 64% disagree. Thus,
larger givers are more inclined to some small degree to prefer
that more funds be allocated to Israel rather than local services.
There is no overwhelming sentiment among $1,000 plus givers,
however, to allocate more money to Israel and less to local
services.
TABLE 7-7
RESPONDENTS' FEELINGS REGARDING ALLOCATION OF FUNDS -

MORE TO ISRAEL, LESS TO LOCAL AGENCIES,
BY CONTRIBUTION TO THE FEDERATION

Amount of Contribution

0 $1 - $500 $501-31000 1000 + Total

(n=I27) (n=230) (n=49) {n=82) (n=488)

Agree 232 311 74 109 726
(8%) (17%) (27%) (24%) (13%)

Disagree 1,943 1,182 175 291 3,591
(64%) (66%) (63%) (63%) (65%)

No opinion 605 202 29 43 879
(20%) (11%) (10%) (9%) (16%)

Refused ——— - -—
Don't know 239 87 - 15 341
(8%) (5%) - (3%) (6%)

Total 3,019 1,782 278 458 5,537
(100%) (99%) * (100%) (99%) * (100%)

*rounding error
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There is not a large enough sample of the biggest givers to
distinguish whether or not they believe that the Federation should
allocate more money to Israel and less to local services or vice
versa. Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain whether or not the
largest givers are more supportive of Israel than of local
services. Further study would be required for a detailed analysis
of these attitudes. However, the data indicate that there are
enough splits in terms of age, income, and other factors that
individuals will probably fall in the same distribution.
Therefore, it should be expected that there is no singular set of
attitudes on the part of the biggest givers in terms of support
for Israel versus local services. They are inclined to be more
supportive of Israel in terms of allocations, but not

universally so.

The data again raise questions about how to market the
campaign to those who are less interested in Israel than they are
in local services, and vice versa. Certainly, multiple appeals
will be required, with a wide range of approaches necessary to
reach all constituencies. There is some predisposition for
greater allocation towards local services than to Israel. Agen-
cies and services will have to be marketed more effectively in the
campaign messages. At the same time, support for Israel needs to
be emphasized to the most supportive constituencies. 1In all,
though, the data indicate a need for greater emphasis on the kinds
of local services that are available and what the Federation does

in the local community.
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SECTION 8

THE NEED FOR MARKETING AND
CENTRALIZED GIVING VERSUS GIVING TO LOCAL AGENCIES

The Need For Marketing

Respondents were asked what they believe to be the most
important purpose of the Worcester Jewish Federation. Forty-seven
percent said it was to provide services for the Worcester Jewish
community; while 27% said it was funds for Israel. Another 10%
said to provide funds for the American Jewish community was the
most important purpose. A variety of other answers were given,

but most had to do with supporting local services and programs.

TABLE 8-1

MOST IMPORTANT PURPOSE OF THE FEDERATION*

Total
(n=521)

Funds for Worcester Jewish community 2,827
(47%)

Funds for American Jewish community 602
(10%)

Funds for Israel 1,618
(27%)

Fund for Jews worldwide 239
(4%)

Community relations 486
(8%)

Overall local need 590
' (10%)

Leadership training 80
(1%)
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TABLE 8-1 (CONTINUED)

MOST IMPORTANT PURPOSE OF THE FEDERATIONY*

Program sponsorship

Other

Jewish education

Public awareness

Fighting anti-Semitism

Political action group

Refused

Don't know

* Percents total to more than 100%,

Total
(n=521)

678
(11%)

320
(5%)

308
(5%)

95
(2%)

15

66
(1%)

29

3,339
(56%)

since some

respondents may have indicated more than one

purpose,
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Few differences appeared in terms of age, income, and other
factors in the responses to this question. Larger contributors to
the Federation, however, are far more likely to mention funds for
Israel as an important purpose of the Federation, as opposed to
non-givers. For example, 13% of those who give nothing to the
Federation believe that funds for Israel is the most important
purpose, as compared to 37% of those who give $1 to $500, 61% of
those who give $500 to $1,000, and 57% of those who give $1,000 or
more per year to the Federation. Only givers of $1,000 or more
are as likely to mention both funds for Israel and funds for the
Worcester Jewish community as the most important purpose of the
Federation. It may be interpreted that those who do not give do
not understand the Worcester Federation's role in supporting
Israel, and alternately, thpse~who give $1,000 or more per year
are well atuned to the multiple purposes that the Federation
serves. Those who do not give may simply not be as supportive of
Israel. This may require increased marketing on the part of the
Federation to appeal to weak or non-supporters of Israel or to
educate potential givers about Israel to a considerably larger

extent than is currently being done.

65



MOST IMPORTANT PURPOSE OF THE FEDERATION,
BY CONTRIBUTION TO THE FEDERATION

TABLE 8-2

Amount of Contribution

0 $1 - $500 501-31000 $1000 + Total
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82) (n=489)
Funds for Worcester 1,261 977 146 276 2,827
Jewish community (42%) (55%) (53%) (60%) (47%)
Funds for American 225 231 58 43 602
Jewish community (7%) (13%) (21%) (9%) (10%)
Funds for Israel 391 659 168 263 1,618
(13%) (37%) (61%) (57%) (27%)
Funds for Jews 102 108 7 - 239
worldwide (3%) (6%) (3%) —-—— (4%)
Community relations 282 138 21 43 486
(9%) (8%) (8%) (9%) (8%)
Overall local needs 168 247 44 110 590
(5%) (14%) (16%) (24%) (10%)
Leadership training 44 7 7 21 80
(1%) - (3%) (5%) (1%)
Program sponsorship 336 261 14 44 678
(11%) (15%) (5%) (10%) (11%)
Other 175 108 15 14 320
(67%) (6%) (5%) (3%) (5%)
Jewish education 198 58 22 22 308
(7%) (3%) (8%) (5%) (5%)
Public awareness 66 7 14 7 95
(2%) - (5%) (2%) (2%)
Fighting anti-Semitism -— -—- —-——- ——- -—-
Political action group 59 7 -— -—- 15
(2%) —-—— -— -—— —-——
Refused ——— 14 —— —-— 14
—— (1%) —— —— ———
Don't know 2,319 546 —-— 58 3,339
(77%) (31%) —— (13%) (56%)

* Percents total to more than 100%, since some respondents

may have indicated more than one purpose.
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Forty-three percent of the respondents said they would give
more to Jewish causes if they felt more inspired or understood
better where the money was going. Forty-six percent disagreed
with this statement, and 9% had no opinion.

TABLE 8-3

: RESPONDENTS WHO WOULD GIVE MORE
TO JEWISH CAUSES IF UNDERSTOOD ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

Total
(n=521)

Agree 2,595
' (43%)

Disagree 2,774
(46%)

No opinion 563
(9%)

Refused 6
Don't know 65
(1%)

Total 6,003
(99%) *

*rounding error

Non-contributors, either to Jewish philanthropies or the
Federation specifically, were much more likely to agree with this
statement, About 54% of the non-contributors, both to Jewish
philanthropies in general and to the Federation, agreed with this
statement. This compares to 18% of those who gave more than
$1,000 per year to Jewish philanthropies and 14% of those who gave
$1,000 or more per year to the Federation. Substantial
proportions of those who give $1 to $500 to either Jewish
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philanthropies in general or to the Federation specifically agree
with this statement: 39% of those who give $1 to $500 to the
Federation and 46% of those who give $1 to $500 to Jewish philan-
thropies in general. The data clearly indicate that, among the
non- and under-givers, more information regarding allocation of
funds, as well as campaign themes would increase giving patterns.
Those who identify themselves as "just Jewish," those who are

younger and those who are non-synagogue members are more likely

than not to agree with this statement. It corroborates the notion

that diverse messages are required and that more outreach,
publicity, and marketing are needed to attract under- and
non-givers to give at all or more than they presently give.
TABLE 8-~-4
RESPONDENTS WHO WOULD GIVE MORE TO JEWISH CAUSES

IF UNDERSTOOD ALLOCATION OF FUNDS, BY CONTRIBUTION
TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES AND THE FEDERATION

Amount Contributed Amount Contributed
to Jewish Philanthropies to Federation
$501- $501-
0 $1-$500 $1000 $1000+ 0 $1-$500 $1000 $10004
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82) (n=203) (n=202) (n=28) (n=48)
Agree 1,139 1,062 131 138 1,591 691 65 65
(54%) (46%) (308%) (18%) (53%) (39%) (24%) (14%)
Disagree 678 1,051 303 618 1,019 975 212 371
(32%) (45%) (70%) (80%) (34%) (55%) (76%) (81%)
No opinion 287 181 -— - 14 388 101 -— 22
(14%) (8%) -—- (2%) (13%) (6%) - (5%)
Don't know 7 36 - —-—— 29 14 —-— -——
- (1%) - - (1%) (1%) - -—-
Total 2,111 2,330 434 770 3,027 1,781 277 458
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (101%)* (101%)* (100%) (100%)

*rounding error
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Central Campaign versus Contributions to Local Agencies

Respondents were asked whether or not they would prefer to
give to local Jewish agencies, rather than to a central Federation
campaign. Fifty-two percent of the respondents agreed that they
would rather give directly to specific local Jewish agencies than
to a central campaign; while, 37% disagreed. Nine percent had no
opinion. Little difference was recorded for this question in
terms of synagogue membership or between those who identify

themselves as Conservative, Reform, or "just Jewish."

TABLE 8-5

PREFERENCE FOR CONTRIBUTION TO LOCAL AGENCIES
VERSUS CENTRAL FEDERATION CAMPAIGN

Total
(n=521)

Agree 3,122
(52%)

Disagree 2,220
(37%)

No opinion 516
(9%)

Refused 8

Don't know 137
(2%)

Total 6,003
(100%)
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Larger contributors to Jewish philanthropies were more likely
to disagree with this statement. Sixty-two percent of those who
contribute $1,000 or more per year to Jewish philanthropies
disagreed with this statement, as did 52% of those who contribute
$500 to $1,000. This compares to 35% of those who contribute up
to $500 and 30% of those who contribute nothing.

TABLE 8-6

PREFERENCE FOR CONTRIBUTION TO LOCAL AGENCIES VERSUS CENTRAL
FEDERATION CAMPAIGN, BY CONTRIBUTION TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Amount of Contribution

0 $1-5500 §501-51000 $1000 +
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
Agree 1,241 1,256 204 283
(59%) (54%) (47%) (37%)
Disagree 623 821 224 480
(29%) (35%) (51%) (62%)
No opinion 211 217 7 7
(10%) (9%) (2%) (1%)
Don't know 36 36 ——— -
’ (2%) (1%) —-—— -
Total 2,111 2,330 435 771
(100%) (99%) * (100%) (100%)

*rounding error

Similarly, 67% of those who contribute $1,000 or more per
year to the Federation disagreed with the statement that they
preferred to give directly to local agencies, as did 63% of those
who give $500 to $1,000. This was in comparison to 44% of those
who give up to $500, and 28% of those who contribute nothing, all
of whom disagreed with the statement., Larger givers, either to

the Federation directly or to Jewish philanthropies in general,
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are more inclined to disagree with the notion that they prefer to
make a gift directly to local agencies. Nevertheless, substantial
proportions, almost one-~third of those who contribute $1,000 or
more per year to the Federation and more than one-third who
contribute that amount to Jewish philanthropies in general agree
with the statement that they would prefer to give to local
agencies rather than to a central Federation campaign. It may be
that a non-centralized campaign would attract more dollars from
non-donors than from under-givers; yet it would also attract a
substantial proportion of those who already give to the central
campaign. On the other hand, the biggest givers tend to favor the

central campaign.
TABLE 8-7

PREFERENCE FOR CONTRIBUTION TO LOCAL AGENCIES
VERSUS CENTRAL FEDERATION CAMPAIGN,
BY CONTRIBUTION TO THE FEDERATION

Amount of Contribution

0 1-S500 501-$1000 1000 +
(n=203) (n=202) (n=28) (n=48)
Agree 1,837 834 103 138
(61%) (47%) (37%) (30%)
Disagree 848 776 174 306
(28%) (43%) (63%) (67%)
No opinion 292 151 J— 14
(10%) (8%) —-——— (3%)
Refused —_—— —-—— -— -—
Don't know 50 21 —— —-——
(2%) (1%) _—— _——
Total 3,026 1,782 277 458
(101%) * (99%)* (100%) (100%)

*rounding error
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Respondents were also asked if making a central gift to meet
many kinds of Jewish needs was an important factor in their
decision to make a gift to Jewish philanthropies. About 33% of
the respondents said it was very important, while 47% said it was
somewhat important, for a total of about 80%. Fifteen percent
said it was not at all important, and 5% either refused to answer
or did not know. Making a central gift was very important to 62%
of those who contribute $1,000 or more per year to Jewish
philanthropies, 45% of those contributing $500 to $1,000, 32% of
those contributing $1 to $500 per year, and very impbrtant to only
23% of those who contribute nothing. It is also not at all
important to 25% of those who contribute $500 to $1,000 and about
19% of those who contribute nothing to Jewish philanthropies. The
pattern is similar for those making contributions to the

Federation.
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TABLE 8-8

IMPORTANCE OF MAKING CENTRAL GIFT IN DECISION
TO GIVE, BY CONTRIBUTION TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Very important

Somewhat important

Not important

Refused

Don't know

Total

*rounding error

Amount of Contribution

$1 - $500 $501-51000 S1000 +
(n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
747 195 474
(32%) (45%) (61%)
1,277 123 188
(55%) (28%) (24%)
232 110 95
(10%) (25%) (12%)
22 7 ——
(1%) (2%) -
51 -— 14
(2%) - (2%)
2,329 435 771
(100%) (100%) (99%) *
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Total
(n=489)

1,896
(33%)

2,652
(47%)

835
(15%)

29

235
(4%)

5,647
(99%) *



*rounding error

While a decision to give is affected by the desire to make
one central gift for nearly half of those between the ages of 55
and 75, the proportion drops to 31% of those 45 to 54, and, it
falls further to 20% of those between the ages of 25 and 44. For
those aged 45 to 54, a central gift is not at all important to 23%
of the respondents and, likewise, for 28% of those who are aged 35
to 44. It is not at all important to those aged 25 to 34, as only
13% agreed with the statement, and another 11% in that age group
don't know.

TABLE 8-9

IMPORTANCE OF MAKING CENTRAL GIFT IN DECISION
TO GIVE, BY AGE

18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 74 +
(n=22) (n=69) (n=97) (n=63) (n=80) (n=108) (n=82)

Very 167 211 195 203 393 464 334
important (52%) (17%) (17%) (31%) (49%) (47%) (41%)
Somewhat 154 761 618 296 297 368 341
important (48%) (60%) (54%) (46%) (37%) (37%) (41%)
Not —— 160 325 147 94 124 66
important —-_—— (13%) (28%) (23%) (12%) (13%) (8%)
Refused —-_——— —— — —— 7 —— 29

—-—— —-— —_— —— (13) —— (3%)
Don't know ——— 133 14 - 14 29 58

- (10%) (1%) ——— (2%) (3%) (7%)
Total 321 1,266 1,152 646 806 985 828

(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (101%) * (100%) (99%) *



It is clear that making a central gift is still very or
somewhat important for the majority of Jews in all age groups and
all other subgroups. However, the strength of that commitment is
much weaker among younger Jews and Jews who are low-givers., Of
course, these people are often in the same groups. Nevertheless,
there is now a substantial submarket for which a central campaign
has no appeal. At the same time, these are the people who are
more likely to say that they prefer to give directly to local
agencies. The campaign is going to have to find a way to market
diverse messages, as well as promote the fact that the Central
Campaign supports local agencies and services. It may be that
potential donors are going to have to be "so0ld" particular parts
of the campaign. This is different from designating their dollars
for specific uses. It means emphasizing particular parts of the
service delivery system to potential donors. Unless the campaign
finds a way to segment its messages and components, an increasing
proportion of the population is likely to be either non-givers or
make gifts directly to specific agencies where they feel they have

better knowledge of where their money is going.
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SECTION 9

EVALUATION OF SERVICES AND GIVING PATTERNS

It is sometimes hypothesized that people give or do not give
to Jewish philanthropies based on their evaluation of the quality
of local services. For most services in the Worcester community,
there is no correlation between high giving patterns and positive
attitudes or between low giving patterns and negative attitudes.
The primary difference is seen in the proportion of large givers
who say they do not know about services in the Worcester Jewish
community. Givers of $1,000 or more per year are more likely to
know something about the services that are available., Still,
substantial proportions of even the largest givers do not know
enough about the quality of services to evaluate them.

For example, 28% of the $1,000 plus givers do not know enough
about the quality of the Jewish Family Service to evaluate it, as
do 11% concerning the Jewish Community Center, 24% of the Jewish
Service Center for Older Adults, 11% for the Jewish Home for the
Aged, 38% for the Solomon Schechter Day School, 33% for the
Yeshiva Academy, and 44% for the Hebrew High School. 1In each
case, a much larger proportion of smaller or non-givers do not
know enough about these agencies to evéluate them. Nevertheless,
for campaign purposes, the proportions of big givers who do not
know enough about the services to evaluate them constitute a
substantial number of individuals, and this indicates the need for
greatly increased feedback to the contributor. Since much of the
campaign is based on soliciting support for local agencies and
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services, it is incumbent upon the Federation to better publicize
local agencies and services and for the contributor to have a much
broader knowledge base about the services available.

The same is true for non-givers. Perhaps if non-givers knew
more about the kinds and quality of services available in the
Jewish community, they would be more likely to cont;ibute.

It should be noted that some agencies find that a substantial
proportion of the large contributors hold fairly negative atti-
tudes toward their services. For example, 30% of the $1,000 plus
givers to Jewish philanthropies say that the quality of the Hebrew
High School is fair or poor. Based upon only those who know
something about the agency, big givers are more likely to say that
the quality of the Hebrew High School is fair or poor than they
are to say it is excellent or good. Such negative perceptions
pose some potential problems; yet, as most agencies are viewed
positively by the large givers, perceptions of the agencies do not
offer a great barrier to fund raising efforts in the Worcester
Jewish community. 1Indeed, it can serve as a quite positive

marketing tool.
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TABLE 9-1

AFFECT OF EVALUATION OF SERVICES ON GIVING PATTERNS,
BY CONTRIBUTION TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Amount of Contribution

0 $§1-3500 .$501-51000 $1000 +
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
Jewish Family Service

Excellent 304 790 124 232
(14%) (34%) (28%) (30%)
Good 571 791 209 256
(27%) (34%) (48%) (33%)
Fair 88 21 7 43
(4%) (1%) (2%) (6%)
Poor 21 43 7 22
(1%) (2%) (2%) (3%)
Don't know 1,126 676 87 218
(53%) (29%) (20%) (28%)

Jewish Community Center
Excellent 516 725 108 261
(24%) (31%) (25%) (84%)
Good 856 913 . 209 364
(41%) (39%) (48%) (47%)
Fair 161 180 8l 58
(8%) (8%) (19%) (8%)
Poor 14 66 22 ———
(1%) (3%) (5%) -
Don't Know 562 437 14 87
(27%) (19%) (3%) (11%)

Jewish Service

Center for Older Adults
Excellent 442 920 204 333
(21%) (39%) (47%) (43%)
Good 555 792 173 196
(26%) (34%) (40%) (25%)
Fair 44 22 7 44
(2%) (1%) (2%) (6%)
Poor 7 15 -— 15
—-—— (1%) - (2%)
Don't know 1,062 573 51 182
(50%) (25%) (12%) (24%)
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TABLE 9-1 (CONTINUED)

AFFECT OF EVALUATION OF SERVICES ON GIVING PATTERNS,

BY CONTRIBUTION TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Amount of Contribution

0 $1-8500 $501-81000 $1000 +
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
Jewish
Home for the Aged
Excellent 684 1,227 153 480
(32%) (53%) (35%) (62%)
Good 564 645 239 189
(27%) (28%) (55%) (24%)
Fair 43 87 14 14
(2%) (4%) (3%) (2%)
Poor 73 29 15 ——
(3%) (1%) (3%) ——
Don't know 747 335 14 87
(35%) (14%) (3%) (11%)
Solomon Schechter Day School
Excellent 291 514 175 241
(14%) (22%) (40%) (31%)
Good 335 550 130 175
(l6s) (24%) (30%) (23%)
Fair 88 51 7 51
(4%) (2%) (2%) (7%)
Poor ——— 52 —-—— 14
- (2%) - (2%)
Don't know 1,398 1,148 123 290
(66%) (49%) (28%) (38%)
Yeshiva Academy
Excellent 344 404 21 153
(16%) (17%) (5%) (20%)
Good 452 640 262 247
(21%) (27%) (60%) (32%)
Fair 51 94 14 73
(2%) (4%) (3%) (9%)
Poor 111 89 29 44
(5%) (4%) (7%) (6%)
Don't know 1,154 1,096 108 253
(55%) (47%) (25%) (33%)
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TABLE 9-1 (CONTINUED)

AFFECT OF EVALUATION OF SERVICES ON GIVING PATTERNS,
BY CONTRIBUTION TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Amount of Contribution

0 $1-$500 $§501-31000 $1000 +
(n=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
Hebrew High School

Excellent 168 203 7 65
(8%) (9%) (2%) (8%)

Good 249 579 168 131
(12%) (25%) (39%) (17%)

Fair 52 102 51 169
(2%) (4%) (12%) (22%)

Poor 21 44 14 65
(1%) (2%) (3%) (8%)

Don't know 1,621 1,394 195 341
(77%) (60%) (45%) (44%)
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SECTION 10

MOTIVATIONS AND REASONS FOR GIVING

Respondents were asked a series of questions about how
important a number of factors were in their decision to make a
contribution to Jewish philanthropies. For example, they were
asked if the manner in which they were solicited by Jewish
philanthropies or the Federation was important. Thirty-four
percent said it was very important, and 37% said it was somewhat
important. Twenty-six percent said it was not at all important.

TABLE 10-1

IMPORTANCE OF MANNER OF SOLICITATION IN
DECISION TO CONTRIBUTE TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Total
(n=521)
Very important 2,045
(34%)
Somewhat important 2,199
(37%)
Not important 1,583
(26%)
Refused 29
Don't know 147
(2%)
Total 6,003
(99%) *

*rounding error

81



Larger givers to both the Federation and Jewish
philanthropies in general were more likely to say it was not at
all important. It can be assumed that larger givers make up their
minds as to what and how much they will give based upon factors
independent of the nature of solicitation. It is, of course,
possible and probable that certain solicitation techniques and
messages, and by whom one is solicited will be influential in the
size of the gift from larger givers. Nevertheless, there is some
evidence that it is not the nature of the solicitation that
matters the most. Where the money goes, to what organizations,
and how much, is very likely affected by the nature of the soli-
citation. The basic decision to give or not to give seems to be
less affected. It should be pointed out, of course, that 19% of
the large givers to the Federation say that the manner of
solicitation is very important, and 38% say it is somewhat

important.
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TABLE 10-2

IMPORTANCE OF MANNER OF SOLICITATION IN

DECISION TO CONTRIBUTE TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES,

BY CONTRIBUTION TO THE FEDERATION AND TO JEWISH PHILANTHROPIES

Amount Contributed
to the Federation

$501-

0 $1-8500 $1000 $1000+

{n=141) (n=178) (n=27) (n=48)

Very 1,196 535 73 87
important (39%) (30%) (26%) (19%)
Somewhat 1,044 682 116 175
important (34%) (38%) (42%) (38%)
Not 1,141 117 540 803
important (32%) (31%) (31%) (27%)
Refused 29 7 14 7
(1%) (2%) (1%) J— _—
Don't 36 ——— 14 37
Know (1%) - (1%) (1%)
Total 3,026 1,782 2717 458
(99%)* (100%) (100%) (100%)

*rounding error
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Amount Contributed
to Jewish Philanthropies

$501-
0 $1-$500  $1000  $1000+
(m=127) (n=231) (n=49) (n=82)
855 754 80 181
(40%) (32%) (18%)  (24%)
601 995 283 269
(28%) (43%) (658)  (35%)
530 573 65 298
(25%) (25%) (15%)  (39%)
7 7 7 -—-

— (2%) —_—
118 -— -— 22
(6%) - —— (3%)
2,111 2,330 435 771
(99%)* (100%)  (100%) (101%)



The data suggests therefore that the nature of the
solicitation is critical for s