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It was clear from my study that Jews were entering corporate and other institutional life and 
were becoming involved in the United Way as a result of the way the latter recruited its 
leadership—through the corporate structure. However, these Jews were interested in Jewish 
causes, donated funds to Jewish charities, and belonged to synagogues in surprisingly high 
percentages. Moreover, they volunteered many hours to voluntary organizations, albeit non-
sectarian ones. 

TH E n u m b e r o f J e w s e n t e r i n g t h e 
c o r p o r a t e w o r l d is i n c r e a s i n g , a n d 

t h e s e J e w s r e p r e s e n t a reservo ir o f u n ­
t a p p e d r e s o u r c e s , b o t h f inancial a n d 
h u m a n , for t h e J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y . T h i s 
is n o t a n e w o b s e r v a t i o n . J e w i s h aca­
d e m i c s a n d p r o f e s s i o n a l s h a v e b e e n 
wr i t ing a b o u t it for years . T h e y h a v e 
a r g u e d that the o c c u p a t i o n a l s t ruc ture 
o f the J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y is c h a n g i n g . 
T h e n u m b e r o f s e l f - e m p l o y e d , e n t r e ­
p r e n e u r i a l J e w s u p o n w h o m F e d e r a ­
t i ons h a v e t rad i t i ona l ly c o n c e n t r a t e d 
the ir f u n d ra is ing e f for t s is d e c l i n i n g 
a n d t h e n u m b e r o f p r o f e s s i o n a l l y 
t ra ined J e w s w h o are e m p l o y e d by large 
c o n c e r n s , e s p e c i a l l y g o v e r n m e n t a l 
a g e n c i e s a n d c o r p o r a t i o n s , is i n c r e a s i n g , 
a n d F e d e r a t i o n s s h o u l d b e p a y i n g at­
t e n t i o n to t h e s e c h a n g e s w h e n p l a n n i n g 
a n d i m p l e m e n t i n g the ir f u n d ra i s ing 
s trateg ies . 

S o m e F e d e r a t i o n s h a v e a p p r o a c h e d 
J e w s w h o work for c o r p o r a t i o n s or w h o m 
w e r e f e r to as c o r p o r a t e J e w s . 1 B u t for 

* Prepared for presentation to the Conference 
on Jewish Communal Service, June 7, 1983, and 
adapted for presentation to the Second Annual 
New Gifts Institute of the United Jewish Appeal, 
Chicago, June 16, 1983. 

1 Federations, for the most part, have ap­
proached Jewish-owned corporations for corpo­
rate gifts and for help in soliciting their Jewish 
employees. This is a worthy effort and probably 
one with the largest short-term payoff in terms of 
new gifts. Our comments are in reference to 

t h o s e F e d e r a t i o n s that h a v e not , or h a v e 
d o n e so wi th l i m i t e d e n t h u s i a s m , t h e r e 
is a p h e n o m e n o n wi th in c o r p o r a t e l i fe 
that s h o u l d p r o v i d e F e d e r a t i o n s wi th an 
i n c e n t i v e to pay a t t e n t i o n t o c o r p o r a t e 
J e w s . T h i s p h e n o m e n o n is t h e increase 
in s u c h c o r p o r a t e e m p l o y e e - g i v i n g p r o ­
g r a m s as d o n o r d e s i g n a t i o n , e m p l o y e e -
g i v i n g c o m m i t t e e s , a n d m a t c h i n g gift. 
W h i l e t h e f o r m e r p r o g r a m s are i m p o r ­
tant , it is p r o b a b l y to t h e latter that F e d ­
era t ions s h o u l d b e p a y i n g t h e m o s t at­
t e n t i o n b e c a u s e m a t c h i n g gift p r o g r a m s 
m a y h a v e t h e g r e a t e s t po tent ia l for t h e 
J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y . A n d w hi l e s o m e m a y 
d i smiss t h e po ten t ia l o f m a t c h i n g gift 
p r o g r a m s f o r J e w i s h F e d e r a t i o n s by 
c l a i m i n g that e d u c a t i o n a l ins t i tu t ions 
are t h e p r i m a r y benef i c iar ie s wi th h o s ­
pitals a n d h e a l t h c a r e a g e n c i e s c o m i n g 
in a d i s tant s e c o n d , let m e e m p h a s i z e t h e 
f o l l o w i n g statistic. In 1982, twenty-seven 
corporations matched gifts to all nonprofit 
501 (c) (3) organizations; in 1983 that fig­
ure had almost doubled. In that year, fifty-
seven corporations matched gifts to all non­
profit organizations.2 W h o k n o w s by h o w 
m u c h this f i g u r e will increase in the fu­
ture . F o r t h e p r e s e n t , h o w e v e r , t h e 

primarily non-Jewish owned corporations and the 
Jews who work for them. 

2 Case Matching Gift Details Washington, D . C : 
Council for Advancement and Support of Educa­
tion. Information in the 1982 and 1983 editions of 
the Guidebook were used to calculate this statistic. 
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t r e n d i n c o r p o r a t e e m p l o y e e - g i v i n g 
p r o g r a m s is t o w a r d t h e e x p a n s i o n o f 
m a t c h i n g gift el igibil i ty. 

T h i s p a p e r will d e s c r i b e t h e c h a n g e s 
in t h e o c c u p a t i o n a l l y r e l a t e d d e m o ­
g r a p h i c s o f t h e J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y a n d 
t h e character is t ics o f var ious c o r p o r a t e 
e m p l o y e e - g i v i n g p r o g r a m s . T h e p a p e r 
will s u g g e s t s t eps that F e d e r a t i o n s m i g h t 
take to d e v e l o p the ir r e s p e c t i v e c o r p o ­
rate J e w i s h c o m m u n i t i e s , a n d it will d i s ­
cuss t h e po l icy i m p l i c a t i o n s o f s u c h d e ­
v e l o p m e n t in re la t ion to the U n i t e d 
Way , t h e tradi t ional r ec ip i en t o f c o r p o ­
rate e m p l o y e e - g i v i n g p r o g r a m s . 

Changing Demographics 

T h e first d e m o g r a p h i c s u r v e y t o s u b ­
s tant iate o b s e r v a t i o n s that c h a n g e s w e r e 
o c c u r r i n g in t h e o c c u p a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e 
o f t h e J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y was p r o b a b l y 
t h e 1975 Community Survey c o n d u c t e d by 
t h e C o m b i n e d J e w i s h P h i l a n t h r o p i e s 
(CJP) o f B o s t o n . B e c a u s e a s u r v e y o f t h e 
B o s t o n J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y w a s c o n ­
d u c t e d in b o t h 1 9 6 5 a n d 1 9 7 5 , c o m p a r i ­
s o n s o v e r t h e t e n - y e a r p e r i o d c o u l d b e 
easi ly m a d e . T h e 1975 Community Survey 
r e p o r t e d that: 

the most notable change in occupation over the 
past decade has been the decline in managers 
and proprietors among males. Traditionally, 
many Jewish men who owned their own busi-
nessess have played an important role in the 
Jewish community . T h e percentage of male 
Jews in this category has declined from 37% to 
27%. T h e primary corresponding increase is in 
the rate at which male Jews are employed as 
professionals, but there also is a slight increase 
in the rate o f male Jews employed in clerical 
and sales j o b s . 3 

S t e v e n C o h e n c o n d u c t e d a s e c o n d a r y 
analys is o n t h e B o s t o n data a n d f o u n d 
t h a t t h e i n c l i n a t i o n t o w a r d J e w i s h 
char i tab le g i v i n g was pr imar i ly r e l a t e d 
to a n i n d e x o f J e w i s h i n v o l v e m e n t a n d 

3 Floyd J. Fowler, Jr., 1975 Community Survey; 
Boston: T h e Combined Jewish Philanthropies of 
Greater Boston, 1977, pp. 1 6 - 1 7 . 

t h e l eve l o f g i v i n g was r e l a t e d to o c c u ­
p a t i o n . H e s ta ted that o l d e r p e o p l e , w h o 
f o r t h e m o s t par t w e r e t h e e n t r e p r e ­
n e u r i a l g e n e r a t i o n , w e r e t h e m o s t 
J e w i s h l y i n v o l v e d a n d t h e larges t g iv­
e r s , a n d t h a t t h e y o u n g e r g e n ­
e r a t i o n o f J e w s n o t o n l y h a d a dif­
f e r e n t o c c u p a t i o n a l base t h a n t h e o l d e r 
J e w s ( 5 0 % o f t h e J e w s in t h e 3 0 - 3 9 a g e 
bracket s w e r e c a t e g o r i z e d as p r o f e s s i o n ­
als w h e r e a s o n l y 2 5 % o f t h e J e w s a g e 6 0 
a n d o v e r c o u l d b e s o d e s c r i b e d ) , t h e 
y o u n g e r J e w s w e r e a l so less i n v o l v e d 
J e w i s h l y t h a n the ir e l d e r s . C o h e n t h u s 
c o n c l u d e d that t h e c o m m u n i t y o f J e w i s h 
g i v e r s has b e e n d e f i n e d by "other f o r m s 
o f J e w i s h i n v o l v e m e n t " t h a n p h i l a n ­
t h r o p y , s u c h as m e m b e r s h i p in J e w i s h 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s , "age , a n d to a lesser e x ­
t e n t i n c o m e . " In other words, "those who 
give at all tend to be heavily involved in 
Jewish life, and, to a lesser extent, they are 
over 40 and are upper middle-class." C o h e n 
c o n t i n u e d , "in t e r m s o f t h e s ize o f g i f ts , 
t h e c o m m u n i t y is d e f i n e d p r e d o m i ­
nant ly by i n c o m e " ( the h i g h e r i n c o m e 
m a i n t a i n e d by t h e s e l f - e m p l o y e d e n t r e ­
p r e n e u r s ) "and to a l e s ser e x t e n t by 
J e w i s h i n v o l v e m e n t a n d o c c u p a t i o n . 
T h a t is t o say, b i g d o n a t i o n s c o m e 
pr imar i ly f r o m t h o s e w h o s h a r e t h e s e 
traits: t h e y c a n a f f o r d b ig gi f ts , t h e y a re 
i n v o l v e d in o t h e r J e w i s h activit ies , a n d 
t h e y w o r k as b u s i n e s s p e o p l e . " 

I n t e r m s o f t h e F e d e r a t i o n c a m p a i g n , 
C o h e n f o u n d that "above a n d b e y o n d 
o t h e r character is t ics , the business people of 
sufficient means as well as attorneys (many of 
whom are also part of the business world) are 
the mainstays of the Federation community of 
givers. E v e n w h e n the ir m o d e s t i n c o m e s 
are t a k e n in to a c c o u n t , p r o f e s s i o n a l s 
a n d o t h e r s a re s i m p l y less g e n e r o u s i n 
the ir chari ty t h a n a re t h o s e in t h e w o r l d 
o f c o m m e r c e a n d indus try ." 

C o h e n c o n c l u d e d that his f i n d i n g s d o 
s u p p o r t 

the vague fears of veteran Jewish fund raisers: 
young people are giving less often, profession-
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als do give appreciably less than business 
people , and less identified Jews give less than 
their more involved counterparts. Since young 
people are increasingly turning toward the 
professions and since Jewish involvement is to 
some u n k n o w n ex tent permanent ly lower 
amo ng today's younger Jews, one can readily 
anticipate a decline both in the numbers of 
givers and in the size of their gifts. 4 

O n e v e t e r a n f u n d ra iser , S a n f o r d 
S o l e n d e r , m a k e s s imi lar o b s e r v a t i o n s 
a b o u t d e m o g r a p h i c c h a n g e s in t h e 
J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y , b u t is m o r e u p b e a t 
t h a n C o h e n in that h e s u g g e s t s that 
J e w i s h F e d e r a t i o n s c a n a d a p t t h e i r 
f u n d - r a i s i n g t e c h n i q u e s to take a d v a n ­
tage o f t h e r e s o u r c e s r e p r e s e n t e d by t h e 
p r o f e s s i o n a l , J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y . I n 
1 9 7 8 , S o l e n d e r w r o t e a b o u t "a s t eady 
shift in the e c o n o m y o f N o r t h A m e r i c a n 
J e w r y . " H e w e n t o n t o s a y t h a t 
"tradit ional f o r t u n e s are d i s a p p e a r i n g 
as o ld fami l i e s d r o p away. S o m e n e w 
wea l th r e p l a c e s t h e m , b u t there is u n ­
certa inty a b o u t o u r f u t u r e e c o n o m i c 
base . T h e y o u n g e r g e n e r a t i o n o f the 
fami l ies o f m e a n s o f t e n p r e f e r s careers 
in t h e p r o f e s s i o n s a n d t h e a c a d e m i c a n d 
i n t e l l e c t u a l w o r l d , w h i c h p r o d u c e a 
smal ler n e t w o r t h t h a n if they s u c c e e d e d 
t h e i r f a t h e r s in f a m i l y b u s i n e s s e s . " 
S o l e n d e r c o n c l u d e d that "there is s ig­
ni f icant J e w i s h a f f l u e n c e u p o n w h i c h to 
base o u r q u e s t for s u p p o r t , but the 
c h a n g e s c a n e f fec t t h e re lat ive d e p e n ­
d e n c e o f c a m p a i g n s o n var ious g i v i n g 
leve ls , t h e n e e d for a b r o a d e r base for 
a d v a n c e gifts , t h e style o f sol ic i tat ion, 
a n d t h e s o u r c e s o f l e a d e r s h i p . " 5 

I n 1 9 7 8 I c o n d u c t e d a c o m p a r a t i v e 
s t u d y o f J e w s s e r v i n g as l e a d e r s in the 
U n i t e d W a y a n d J e w i s h F e d e r a t i o n 

4 Steven M. Cohen, "Will Jews Keep Giving? 
Prospects for the Jewish Charitable Community," 

Journal of fewish Communal Service, Fall 1978, pp. 
5 9 - 7 1 . (emphasis in the original) 

5 Sanford Solender, "The Changing Situation in 
the Jewish Community and Implications for Fed­
erations," fournal of fewish Communal Service, Win­
ter, 1978, pp. 1 4 8 - 1 5 4 . 

l e a d e r s , a n d m y f i n d i n g s l e n d s u p p o r t 
to S o l e n d e r ' s c o n c l u s i o n s . 6 I f o u n d that 
m o s t o f the J e w s w h o s e r v e d as l e a d e r s 
in t h e U n i t e d W a y w e r e e m p l o y e d by 
c o r p o r a t i o n s . T h e s e s a m e J e w s a g r e e d 
that t h e y w o u l d b e g l a d to s erve as l ead­
ers in the J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y i f o n l y t h e y 
w e r e a s k e d . I n a d d i t i o n , m y data d e m ­
o n s t r a t e d that J e w s w h o w e r e l e a d e r s in 
the U n i t e d W a y w e r e be t t er e d u c a t e d 
t h a n t h e F e d e r a t i o n l e a d e r s ( a p p r o x ­
imate ly twenty - f i ve p e r c e n t o f t h e F e d ­
era t ion l e a d e r s h a d n o t g r a d u a t e d f r o m 
c o l l e g e , w h i l e less t h a n t e n p e r c e n t o f 
the U n i t e d W a y J e w i s h l e a d e r s h a d not ) . 
T h e U n i t e d W a y l e a d e r s w e r e m o r e 
l ikely to b e sa lar ied ind iv idua l s t h a n 
F e d e r a t i o n l e a d e r s ; s e v e n t y - f o u r p e r ­
c e n t o f t h e U n i t e d W a y J e w i s h l eaders 
w e r e employees, w h i l e o n l y t w e n t y per ­
c e n t o f J e w i s h F e d e r a t i o n l eaders w e r e 
so e m p l o y e d . It was c lear f r o m m y s tudy 
that J e w s w e r e e n t e r i n g c o r p o r a t e a n d 
o t h e r ins t i tut ional l i fe a n d w e r e be­
c o m i n g i n v o l v e d in t h e U n i t e d W a y as a 
resul t o f t h e w a y t h e latter r e c r u i t e d its 
l e a d e r s h i p — t h r o u g h t h e c o r p o r a t e 
s t ruc ture . H o w e v e r , t h e s e J e w s w e r e 
i n t e r e s t e d in J e w i s h c a u s e s , d o n a t e d 
f u n d s to J e w i s h chari t ies , a n d b e l o n g e d 
to s y n a g o g u e s in surpr i s ing ly h i g h p e r ­
c e n t a g e s . M o r e o v e r , t h e y v o l u n t e e r e d 
m a n y h o u r s to v o l u n t a r y o r g a n i z a t i o n s , 
albeit n o n - s e c t a r i a n o n e s . 

M y s t u d y s u b s t a n t i a t e d C o h e n ' s 
f i n d i n g s that t h e J e w s i n v o l v e d in the 
U n i t e d W a y w e r e less i n v o l v e d J e w i s h l y 
t h a n F e d e r a t i o n l e a d e r s , b u t it a l so 
s e e m e d to p r o v e that S o l e n d e r was cor­
rect in s ta t ing that if t h e s e J e w s w e r e 
a p p r o a c h e d by F e d e r a t i o n s , they w o u l d 
b e i n c l i n e d to serve . It s e e m s to m e that 
the f u n d - r a i s i n g potent ia l r e p r e s e n t e d 

6 Deborah Kaplan Polivy, "The Differential As­
sociation of Jewish Volunteers Between Voluntary 
Community Organization Agencies: T h e Jewish 
Federation and the United Way" (unpublished 
Ph.D. dissertation, Brandeis University, 1978) 
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by different forms of corporate em­
ployee giving programs may provide 
Federations with the incentive to ap­
proach Jews employed by corporations. 

Corporate Employee-Giving Programs 

Corporate employee giving programs 
are mechanisms created and adminis­
tered by the employer through which 
employees can make charitable contri­
butions at the worksite. T h e most com­
mon program is payroll deduction to 
the United Way campaign. Employees 
receive pledge cards upon which they 
indicate their gift to the annual United 
Way campaign and their preference for 
m o d e of payment. Most employees 
choose to have their gift paid in in­
s t a l l m e n t s d e d u c t e d f r o m t h e i r 
paycheck. As a matter of fact, many 
nonprofit organizations and critics of 
the United Way have claimed that the 
United Way has a monopoly over work­
site campaigns and payroll deduction, 
a n d m a n y c o r p o r a t i o n s and gov ­
ernmenta l agencies have e x p a n d e d 
their employee giving programs to allow 
access by other charities. Let there be no 
mistake, however; the number of em­
ployers to implement such new pro­
grams is small—but growing, particu­
larly in the case of matching gift. 7 Some 
of the newer models adopted by em­
ployers are described below. My de­
scription is of the general characteristics 
of the programs since employers are 
known to implement their own idiosyn­
cratic requirements. 

7 It may be that a new trend in giving programs 
is occurring—the expansion of employee charita­
ble payroll deduction programs. In just this past 
year (1983) , A T & T , New York Te lephone , and 
the St. Paul Companies opened their payroll de­
duction programs to allow for donor designation 
of recipient charities in the two former cases and 
the expansion to two charities in addition to the 
United Way in the latter case. It may be that with 
such well-known companies leading the way, other 
companies will follow suit. 

Donor Designation 

Donor designation allows the em­
ployees to indicate one or more charities 
to which he or she makes a contribution 
through payroll deduction. T h e com­
pany collects the funds and at various 
intervals forwards payment to recipient 
organizations. Usually all 501 (c) (3) 
health and welfare organizations are 
eligible; some companies include public 
television and radio, environmental 
groups , and arts organizations. Al­
though somewhat unique, TRW in Re-
dondo Beach, California allows desig­
nations to all nonprofit organizations, 
including churches and synagogues , 
and no geographic boundar ies are 
placed on the location of the donee. 
Donor designation is different from 
United Way donor option programs. 8 

Donor designation is administered by 
the employer; administrative costs are 
assumed by the employer; and no "fa­
vored charities" are "pushed" by the 
employer. Although United Way pro­
duced advertising material is often used, 
it is usually modified to meet the em­
ployer's requirements. 

Employee-Giving Committees 

These committees are usually incor­
porated as nonprofit 501 (c) (3) organi-

8 Donor option is a program used by several 
local United Way organizations wherein donors 
may choose to give a gift to the general United 
Way campaign, a United Way member agency, or 
a non-member agency. When gifts are designated 
to non-member agencies , administrative costs 
(between 9 and 10% of the total gift) are com­
monly deducted by the United Way. T h e United 
Way does not encourage the use of donor option. 
T o the contrary, the United Way encourages giv­
ing one gift to the general campaign because 
studies have shown that most people who choose 
to designate were once givers to the general cam­
paign. T h u s , designations assume that funds are 
s iphoned from the general campaign and thus 
from the United Way allocations process. 
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zations under the Internal Revenue 
Code; they have their own names, such 
as " E m p l o y e e F u n d , " " E m p l o y e e s 
Charitable Organization," "Community 
Services Fund," and frequently they 
have their own administrative staff paid 
for by the employer. Employees con­
tribute to the committee which then uses 
volunteer employees representing dif­
ferent parts of the work force (e.g., 
management, clerical, unions, operating 
divisions, etc.) to allocate the funds. 
Some of these employee committees 
traditionally allocate over ninety percent 
of the collected funds to the United 
Way. However, others allocate consid­
erably lower amounts to the United 
Way—about fifty to sixty percent of 
their total funds. T h e common charac­
teristic of these committees is that they 
are not only willing to receive requests 
for funds from organizations in which 
their employees are interested, they 
prefer to allocate funds to charities sup­
ported by employees. Some of these 
commit tees actively e n c o u r a g e em­
ployees to suggest beneficiary agencies 
for the committee funds . 9 

It should be noted that in some cor­
porations where employee giving com­
mittees exist, des ignat ions are also 
allowed. In such cases, the employee can 
give to the committee, to a charity or two 
of his or her choice, or to a combination. 
Finally, it should also be noted that 
employee-giving committees are dif­
ferent from corporate giving commit­
tees where employees may play a role. 
In the latter case, corporate funds, as 
distinguished from employee funds, are 
allocated to donee groups by commit­
tees on which employees are invited to 
serve. 

" For example , printed in the T R W literature 
describing its fund is the following statement: 
"Any T R W Employee or ECHO (Employee Char­
ity Organization) member may refer requests for 
charity to the Governing Board for considera­
tion." 

Expansion of Payroll Deduction to Include 
One or More Charities 

This is an adaptation to the campaign 
that solely benefits the United Way. In 
this model, access to payroll deduction is 
given to individual charities on a one-
by-one basis. Charities that have gained 
access to payroll deduction are Black 
United Funds; health agencies, both 
singly such as the Heart Association, or 
in f e d e r a t i o n s such as C o m b i n e d 
Health Appeals; arts councils; and some 
social action federations. 1 0 There are 
very few companies, however, that have 
a l lowed such access , a l t h o u g h the 
number grows annually. 

Corporate Matching Gift Programs 

Matching gift is the process whereby 
an employer will match a gift made by 
an employee to a nonprofit organiza­
tion. T h e match may be equal to the 
amount given by the employee or a 
multiple of the amount. For example, 
t h e A r c o F o u n d a t i o n ( A t l a n t i c 
Richfield) will match gifts to all non­
profit institutions on a two for one basis. 
Most matching gift programs are still 
limited to educational institutions, but 
they are e x p a n d i n g their eligibility 
rapidly as noted in the beginning of 
this article. T h e mechanics and eligi­
bility requirements for matching gift 
programs vary from corporation to cor­
poration. For example, some will in­
crease the match if the donor serves on 
the Board of Directors of the recipient 
organization or volunteers a certain 
number of hours per week. Others limit 
their matching gift eligiblity only to indi­
viduals who serve on the board of di­
rectors of recipient organizations or 

1 0 T h e St. Paul Companies has published a pol­
icy wherein it is stated that any federation of five 
or more agencies may apply for access to its 
payroll deduct ion system. 
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v o l u n t e e r a m i n i m u m n u m b e r o f h o u r s 
to a n a g e n c y . Re t i rees are e l ig ib le for 
m a t c h i n g gift p r o g r a m s in s o m e o r g a n i ­
zat ions ; p a r t - t i m e w o r k e r s are e l ig ible in 
o t h e r s , e tc . I n s o m e c o m p a n i e s , t h e r e 
are l imits to t h e a m o u n t m a t c h e d p e r 
e m p l o y e e a n d / o r p e r e m p l o y e e p e r re­
c i p i e n t o r g a n i z a t i o n . W h i l e m o s t 
m a t c h i n g gift p r o g r a m s d o n o t a l low t h e 
gift to b e p a i d t h r o u g h payrol l d e d u c ­
t i on , o t h e r s a l low for p a y m e n t by that 
m e c h a n i s m . 

I m p l i c a t i o n s o f C o r p o r a t e 
E m p l o y e e G i v i n g P r o g r a m s 

f o r J e w i s h F e d e r a t i o n s 

C o r p o r a t e e m p l o y e e - g i v i n g p r o g r a m s 
h a v e i m p l i c a t i o n s for J e w i s h F e d e r a ­
t ions . First, c o r p o r a t e w o r k e r s are ac­
c u s t o m e d t o s u c h p r o g r a m s — 
part icular ly p a y m e n t t h r o u g h payrol l 
d e d u c t i o n . T h e y are u s e d to h a v i n g 
the ir c h a r i t a b l e gifts d e d u c t e d f r o m 
the ir salary. T h e p r e m i s e u p o n w h i c h 
payro l l d e d u c t i o n is b a s e d — p e o p l e will 
g i v e m o r e if p a y m e n t s are d e d u c t e d 
o v e r t i m e f r o m the ir p a y c h e c k — m i g h t 
b e u s e f u l f o r F e d e r a t i o n s to c o n s i d e r . 
J e w i s h e m p l o y e e s s h o u l d b e m a d e t o 
rea l ize t h e po ten t ia l o f s u c h p r o g r a m s 
for the ir o w n s u b - c o m m u n a l a g e n c i e s . 

E m p l o y e e g i v i n g c o m m i t t e e s c o u l d 
certa in ly b e a p p r o a c h e d for a l locat ions 
by J e w i s h o r g a n i z a t i o n s . T h e s e c o m ­
m i t t e e s r e p r e s e n t a ver i table n e w s o u r c e 
o f f u n d s f o r J e w i s h o r g a n i z a t i o n s , a n d , 
w h e n a p p r o p r i a t e , J e w i s h e m p l o y e e s 
m u s t b e m a d e to u n d e r s t a n d h o w t h e y 
c a n h e l p J e w i s h o r g a n i z a t i o n s g a i n ac­
cess t o t h e e m p l o y e e c o m m i t t e e al loca­
t ion p r o c e s s . 

T h e m o s t p o t e n t i a l l y l u c r a t i v e o f 
e m p l o y e e - g i v i n g p r o g r a m s is p r o b a b l y 
that o f m a t c h i n g gift. J e w s e m p l o y e d by 
m a t c h i n g gift c o r p o r a t i o n s , e spec ia l ly 
w h e n all 5 0 1 (c) (3) o r g a n i z a t i o n s are 
e l ig ib le for t h e m a t c h i n g p r o g r a m , s e e m 

to b e a frui t ful area for d e v e l o p m e n t for 
F e d e r a t i o n s for m a n y r e a s o n s . T h e m o s t 
o b v i o u s r e a s o n is that m a t c h i n g gift 
p r o g r a m s h a v e the p o t e n t i a l to p r o d u c e 
twice t h e a m o u n t r e c e i v e d f o r a s imilar 
e f for t in c o m p a n i e s w h e r e m a t c h i n g gift 
d o e s n o t ex is t . A n o t h e r r e a s o n for c o n ­
c e n t r a t i n g o n m a t c h i n g gift is that its 
po ten t ia l " p a y o f f is so vis ible a n d easy 
to u n d e r s t a n d that it c a n s e r v e as a n 
e x c i t i n g area for i n v o l v e m e n t by b o t h 
F e d e r a t i o n staff a n d v o l u n t e e r s . Early 
succes se s wi th e m p l o y e e s o f m a t c h i n g 
gift c o r p o r a t i o n s c o u l d s erve to crea te 
c o m m i t m e n t o n t h e part o f s taf f a n d lay 
l e a d e r s to f u r t h e r d e v e l o p t h e c o r p o r a t e 
J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y . 

S o m e S u g g e s t e d F irs t S t e p s 

H o w m i g h t F e d e r a t i o n s g o a b o u t 
ra i s ing f u n d s f r o m J e w s e m p l o y e d by 
local c o r p o r a t i o n s a n d h o w m i g h t they 
i n v o l v e t h e s e c o r p o r a t e J e w s in the ir 
o w n d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g a p p a r a t u s ? Obvi ­
ous ly , t h e local F e d e r a t i o n s m u s t m a k e a 
c o m m i t m e n t to t h e n o t i o n o f d e v e l o p i n g 
the ir c o r p o r a t e J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y , a n d 
t h e n b e firm in the ir c o n s t a n c y t o that 
c o m m i t m e n t . T h e area is a n e x p e r ­
i m e n t a l o n e , a n d w h i l e t h e f o l l o w i n g 
s teps a re s u g g e s t e d , spec i f ics will b e 
part icular to e a c h local J e w i s h c o m m u ­
nity a n d a d a p t a t i o n s a n d a l terat ions will 
p r o b a b l y b e neces sary as e x p e r i e n c e in 
this e n d e a v o r is g a i n e d . 

1. A c o r p o r a t e c o m m i t t e e m a d e u p o f 
i n d i v i d u a l s w h o a r e w e l l - p o s i t i o n e d 
wi th in the ir c o r p o r a t i o n s a n d w h o h a v e 
d e m o n s t r a t e d the ir c o m m i t m e n t to t h e 
J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y s h o u l d b e c r e a t e d . 
T h i s c o m m i t t e e s h o u l d s erve in a n advi ­
sory capac i ty in re la t ion to d e v e l o p i n g 
t h e c o r p o r a t e J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y a n d 
s h o u l d p r o v i d e t h e l e a d e r s h i p in t h e 
e n d e a v o r . 

2 . Data s h o u l d b e c o l l e c t e d o n t h e 
c o r p o r a t i o n s in t h e c o m m u n i t y a n d o n 
t h e J e w s w h o w o r k in t h e m . A c e n s u s o f 
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c o r p o r a t i o n s i n c l u d i n g s u c h i n f o r m a ­
t ion as sa les , i n d u s t r y , n a t u r e o f g i v i n g 
p r o g r a m s , n u m b e r o f e m p l o y e e s , s u b ­
sidiary o r p a r e n t c o m p a n y , etc . , s h o u l d 
b e taken . I n a s imilar f a s h i o n , a c e n s u s 
o f J e w i s h e m p l o y e e s w o r k i n g for t h e re­
s p e c t i v e c o r p o r a t i o n s s h o u l d a lso b e 
c o n d u c t e d . 

3. I n v e n t o r i e s s h o u l d b e m a d e o f t h e 
potent ia l for g i v i n g a m o n g J e w i s h e m ­
p l o y e e s a n d c o m p a n i e s b o t h in-cash a n d 
i n - k i n d . T h e s e i n v e n t o r i e s s h o u l d in ­
c l u d e a l i s t ing o f e a c h J e w , his or h e r 
p o s i t i o n in t h e c o m p a n y , his or h e r gift 
to t h e J e w i s h F e d e r a t i o n a n d o t h e r 
J e w i s h chari t ies , m e m b e r s h i p in J e w i s h 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s , etc . T h e i n v e n t o r y s h o u l d 
i n c l u d e c o m m e n t s o n e a c h indiv idual ' s 
capaci ty to c o n t r i b u t e b o t h f u n d s a n d 
v o l u n t e e r t i m e , a n d s h o u l d n o t e areas o f 
e x p e r t i s e s u c h as r e s e a r c h , c o m p u t e r 
t e c h n o l o g y , etc . 

4 . T a r g e t g r o u p s s h o u l d b e i d e n ­
t i f ied. For e x a m p l e , if severa l c o m p a n i e s 
m a i n t a i n m a t c h i n g gift p r o g r a m s , t h e n 
J e w s in t h e s e c o m p a n i e s s h o u l d b e t h e 
p r i m a r y object o f a f irst-year d e v e l o p ­
m e n t e f for t . I f t h e r e are m a n y J e w s in a 
c o m p a n y or i n d u s t r y o r p o s i t i o n , e .g . , 
a t torneys or g e n e r a l c o u n s e l s , a n d t h e s e 
J e w s h a v e l i m i t e d h i s tor ies o f invo lve ­
m e n t wi th the F e d e r a t i o n , t h e n t h e s e 
p e o p l e s h o u l d b e the f o c u s o f a c o n c e n ­
trated e f fort . I w o u l d c a u t i o n aga ins t 
w o r k i n g o n t o o m a n y g r o u p s s imulta­
n e o u s l y , a n d w o u l d s u g g e s t that several 
( two or three ) spec i f ic g r o u p s b e i d e n ­
t i f ied for d e v e l o p m e n t in the first year . 
It s e e m s to m e that spec i f ic w e l l - p l a n n e d 
a n d m o n i t o r e d e f forts are w o r t h m o r e 
in t e r m s o f l o n g - t e r m g a i n s t h a n di­
m i n i s h e d e f for t in severa l areas . 

5 . O n c e the g r o u p or g r o u p s to b e 
c o n c e n t r a t e d u p o n are i d e n t i f i e d , t h e n 
the a p p r o a c h to the ind iv idua l s m u s t b e 
careful ly p l a n n e d . I w o u l d s u g g e s t that 
the e n v i r o n m e n t in w h i c h t h e ind iv idua l 
o p e r a t e s b e care fu l ly c o n s i d e r e d . F o r 
e x a m p l e , t h e c o r p o r a t e i n d i v i d u a l is 

usua l ly n o t d e p e n d e n t u p o n the busi­
ness favor o f a sol ic i tor not employed by 
t h e c o r p o r a t i o n n o r d o e s h e h a v e access 
to a b u s i n e s s a c c o u n t f r o m w h i c h to g ive 
his p e r s o n a l gift. S u c h c o n s i d e r a t i o n s 
m u s t b e care fu l ly m a d e w h e n p l a n n i n g 
t h e so l ic i tat ion. I n a d d i t i o n , s ince the 
majority o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l s w h o will b e 
a s k e d for f u n d s a re w e l l - e d u c a t e d a n d 
we l l -p laced p r o f e s s i o n a l s in the ir o w n 
r i g h t , t h e y m a y b e v e r y h e l p f u l in 
c r e a t i n g s trateg ies f o r a p p r o a c h i n g the 
c o r p o r a t i o n for a d d i t i o n a l f u n d s . I n 
o t h e r w o r d s , a s k i n g t h e d o n e e s to h e l p 
in o b t a i n i n g a d d i t i o n a l f u n d s f r o m t h e 
c o r p o r a t i o n m i g h t n o t o n l y f latter t h e m , 
it m i g h t b e a task to w h i c h they fee l 
i n d i s p u t a b l y neces sary a n d i rrep laceab le 
by a c o m m u n i t y e n t r e p r e n e u r . I n o t h e r 
w o r d s , I a m s u g g e s t i n g that c o r p o r a t e 
J e w s n o t o n l y b e d e v e l o p e d f o r their 
po tent ia l , b u t for the ir access to a c o r p o ­
rate gift. 

I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r R e l a t i o n s 
w i t h t h e U n i t e d W a y 

I d o n o t t h i n k t h e impl i ca t ions o f 
t h e s e s u g g e s t i o n s f o r F e d e r a t i o n rela­
t ions wi th t h e U n i t e d W a y are at all seri­
o u s . A n a t t e m p t to raise f u n d s a m o n g 
c o r p o r a t e J e w s is " s u b - c o m m u n a l busi­
ness" a n d w i t h i n o u r m a n d a t e to p u r ­
sue . O n l y w h e n a F e d e r a t i o n m a k e s a 
d e c i s i o n to w o r k wi th c o r p o r a t e J e w i s h 
e m p l o y e e s to e n c o u r a g e c o m p a n i e s to 
e x p a n d s u c h g i v i n g p r o g r a m s as payrol l 
d e d u c t i o n d o w e h a v e t h e ob l iga t ion to 
c o n s i d e r o u r r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h t h e 
U n i t e d W a y . H o w e v e r , t h r e e facts m u s t 
b e k e p t in m i n d . T h e first is that s tud ies 
h a v e s h o w n that w h e n e m p l o y e e s a re 
e d u c a t e d a b o u t char i table g iv ing , a n d 
w h e n t h e y h a v e g r e a t e r c h o i c e in t e r m s 
o f t h e bene f i c iar i e s o f the ir gift , the ir 
hosti l i ty to char i tab le g i v i n g dec l ine s 
a n d o v e r a l l g i v i n g i n c r e a s e s . T h u s , 
U n i t e d W a y w o u l d p r o b a b l y b e n e f i t 

305 



C O R P O R A T E J E W S AND G I V I N G 

f r o m e x p a n d e d o p t i o n s avai lable at t h e 
works i t e . T h e s e c o n d fact is that t h e i m ­
p e t u s for e x p a n s i o n o f payrol l d e d u c ­
t ion re s ides in t h e e m p l o y e e , n o t t h e 
o r g a n i z e d J e w i s h c o m m u n i t y , a n d o u r 
e f for t s m u s t a lways u s e t h e e m p l o y e e s as 
o u r p a t h w a y to access ibi l i ty . F inal ly , 
m o r e a n d m o r e e m p l o y e r s are p a y i n g 
a t t e n t i o n to t h e c la im that t h e U n i t e d 
W a y h a s a m o n o p o l y o v e r works i t e giv­
i n g . T h e c o r p o r a t i o n , n o t r e c i p i e n t or ­
g a n i z a t i o n s , c o n t r o l s t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
o f t h e c o r p o r a t e c a m p a i g n , a n d in t h e 
last analys is it is t h e c o r p o r a t i o n that 
m a k e s t h e d e c i s i o n as t o w h i c h chari t ies 
will h a v e access to its e m p l o y e e g i v i n g 
p r o g r a m s . 

T h e U n i t e d W a y c o u l d b e n e f i t f r o m 

o u r s u c c e s s at t h e works i t e . W h e r e c o m ­
p e t i t i o n for e m p l o y e e do l lars a l r e a d y 
ex i s t s , local U n i t e d Ways a d m i t to i m ­
p r o v i n g the ir o w n in terna l o p e r a t i o n s 
a n d in s o m e cases U n i t e d W a y rece ip t s 
h a v e i n c r e a s e d o r at least b e e n m a i n ­
t a i n e d at f o r m e r leve ls . M o r e o v e r , J e w s 
h a v e a lways g i v e n f u n d s a n d p r o v i d e d 
l e a d e r s h i p t o the U n i t e d W a y . T h a t will 
n o t c h a n g e . H o w e v e r , a g r e a t e r in ter ­
c h a n g e b e t w e e n t h e o r g a n i z a t i o n s 
w h e r e l e a d e r s h i p a n d f u n d r a i s i n g 
k n o w - h o w a re s h a r e d c o u l d l e a d t o a 
p r o d u c t i v e a n d r e w a r d i n g p r o c e s s for 
t h e t w o o r g a n i z a t i o n s . A n d t h e c o r p o ­
rate w o r l d w o u l d b e far m o r e r e c e p t i v e 
to o r g a n i z a t i o n s that are n o t in conf l i c t 
wi th e a c h o t h e r . 

From this Journal 
Twenty-five Years Ago 

I wish t o say that w h i l e as an i n d i v i d u a l I ident i fy m y s e l f c o m p l e t e l y wi th t h e 
posi t iv ist v i ew , as a social w o r k p r a c t i t i o n e r I r e c o g n i z e t h e w e a k n e s s o f that 
p o s i t i o n in s o far as it d o e s n o t — i n m a n y o f its a s p e c t s — g r o w o u t o f t h e real i t ies o f 
t h e J e w i s h c o m m u n a l s c e n e in A m e r i c a a n d is n o t ful ly r e l e v a n t to t h e p r o g r a m 
i s sues a n d t h e serv ices o f o u r a g e n c i e s . H e n c e I c a n s y m p a t h i z e wi th t h e r e l u c t a n c e 
o f t h e p r a g m a t i s t s t o a d o p t a n a priori p h i l o s o p h y that is n o t so l id ly g r o u n d e d in 
c u r r e n t e x p e r i e n c e . H o w e v e r , w h e r e t h e p r a g m a t i s t s fa i led us is in t h e i m p l i c a t i o n 
that s u c h a p h i l o s o p h y s h o u l d b e f o r m u l a t e d by s o m e o n e e l se , that t h e y t h e m s e l v e s 
h a v e n o o b l i g a t i o n in that area b e y o n d a n objec t ive ( a n d a loof ) e x a m i n a t i o n o f 
w h a t e v e r p h i l o s o p h y m a y b e p r o p o s e d by o t h e r s . 

H a r o l d Si lver 
Fall , 1 9 5 9 
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