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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of t he Study 

The survival of their· culture , im. ti tutions and 

values is a prime concern of the Jewish people . The dis

tinguished Jewish historian Salo Bar on takes note of t his 

in commenting : 

What really matters in the Jewish religion is not the 
immortality of the individual Jew , but that of the 
Jewish people . Even when .. . Judaism adopted t he 
belief in the immortality of the soul and in the resur
rection, t he central point remained the eternal life of 
the Nation . 1 

Underpinning t his fundamental value of group sur-

vival are numerous services for Jewish persons on local , 

national and international levels . Jewish communal serv-

i ces form an integrated support system which has impor t in 

addition to meeting individual or family needs . In a very 

real sense , communal services become the social institu-

tions which support the continuity of Jewish lif'e . When 

viewed within this frame of reference , the significance of 

American Jewish philanthropy, defined for purposes of t his 

study as the raising of funds for communal agency support , 

1s alo W. Baron , The Social and Religious History of 
the Jews , 1 5 vols . (New York : Columbia University Pres s , 
1936). 1 : 1 J6 . 
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becomes apparent . 

For effective planning , Jewish lay and professional 

leaders need to know who supports and uses their sectarian 

services and why , the nature and relationship of Jewish 

identity and commitment to philanthropy and its functional 

and dysfunctional ~spects . 

This study , conducted in Long Beach with the coop

eration of the Long Beach Jewish Community Federation, 

seeks to answer the following questions : 

1 . Is there a significant relationship between 

level of contribution to the United Jewish Welfare Fund and 

socioeconomic level of givers? 

2 . Is there a significant relationship betv.·een 

knowledge of community services and level of giving to the 

United Jewish Welfare Fund? 

J . Is there a significant relationship betwee11 use 

of community services and level of giving to the United 

Jewish Welfare Fund? 

4. Is there a significant relationship between 

synagogue affiliation and level of giving to t he United 

Jewish Welfare Fund? 

5. Is there a significant relationship between 

type of Jewish education and level of giving to the United 

Jewish Welfare Fund? 

6 . Is there a significant relationship between 

organizational membership and level of giving to the United 

Jewish Welfare Fund? 2 



I 

In addition, the study addresses itsel£ to a br~;a:-1 

range of social and economic characteristics , type of 

Jewish education, Jewish denominational preference and 

affiliation and organizational membership and participation 

of Jewish people in Long Beach. 

Significance of the Study 

Considering the enormous importance of fund raising 

to the American Jewish community , this researcher has been 

astounded by the lack of significant research on motiva

tions related to giving . This situation may be partly 

explained by the inherent difficulty in measuring motives . 

Where motives are concerned , the techniques of science 
falter. We can seldom know all the complex factors 
that move another person to action , and he himself , 
with every attempt at honesty, may be quite mistaken . 2 

Although extensive writing in the field of philan

thropy has been sponsored by the Russell Sage Foundation, 

the foundation acknowledges that 

currtnt information about giving is fragmentary and 
biased . . . few objective students have made philan
thropy their central concern . . . {?:nd] the bulk of 
what has been written on the subject consists of essays 
explaining personal points of views about giving , 
exhortations to generosity for a variety of reasons 
limited only by human imagination . 3 

Beyond this 

not even elementary facts a bout donors and their 

2P . Emerson Andrews , Attitudes toward Giving (New 
York : Russell Sage Foundation , 1953) , pp . 6-7 . 

) Idem , ?hilanthropic Giving (New York : Russell 
Sage Foundation , 1950 ), p . 5. 
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objectives are known with r easonable accuracy and com
pleteness . This seems out of char acter in a society 
which takes pride in efficient planning of its 
affairs . 4 

In 1974 philanthropy in the United States raised 

$26 billion , with individual contributions accounting for 

72 percent of that figure . Undoubtedly , favor able tax pol-

icies influence philanthr opic givjng . Hutler n otes , how

ever , that it "was not American tax policies {!na~ . . . 
fathered American philanthropy" but rather that "tax incen

tives are a reflection and outgrowth of deep r ooted (Ehilan

thropi~ impulses in the Amer ican character . "5 The encour 

agement of giving is created by federal , state and local 

governments by allowing tax deductions for contributor s and 

permitting tax exempt status to char itable , educational and 

religious or ganizations . Ther efor e , " in effect , the govern-

mental bodies join the giver by waiving their share of 

taxes on the amount given ."6 

American Jews donate a greater proportion of their 

incomes to charity , both Jewish and non-Jewish, than do 

Protestants or Catholics . In accounting for this phenom

enon , Kertzer indicates t hat 

Dr . Mordecai M. Kaplan ' s phrase "the education of t he 

4r bid . , p. 6 . 

5Alber t Hutler , "People Give to People , " San Diego , 
P· 2JJ . 

6r bid ., p . 2J6 . 
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conscience" is probably the best explanation of Jewish 
giving . An embattled people , faced with annihilati on , 
expulsion , harassment and exploitation over the cen
turies , cultivated t~chniques of self- preservation 
which involved t he closing of r anks , mutual assistance 
and the responsibility of the privileged for those 
less for tunate . ? 

The combination of historical memory and minority 

status of American Jews serves to perpetuate group life 

and community. These have become t he prime functions of 

American Jewish philanthropy . For many, t he cvntinuation 

of Jewish life is a factor in motivations for giving , 

since in a minority community 

social solidarity that der ives from a sense of s har ed 
destiny leads to a concerted effor t to improve t he 
minority situation . . . . The informal traditional 
mutual aid is reinforced by the formal associat i ons of 
the community that has acquired adequate resources . 8 

Beyond t he preservation of gr oup life in t his 

country , American J~ws continue to regard themselves as 

part of the Jewish peoplehood , inexorably linked with 

brethren i n I s r ael and the diaspora . The unprecedented 

amount of monies r aised on behalf of I srael substantiates 

this point . Even those who disagree with Israel ' s domestic 

and foreign policies rarely go so far as to withdraw 

support f r om i ts welfare agencies . 

I srael has become t he major unifying symbol in the 
community, in effect replacing traditional religious 
values as the binding ties linking Jews of varying 

?Morris N. Kertz.er , Today ' s American Jews (New 
York: McG r aw-Hill Book Co. , 1967 ) , p . 94 . 

8Judith R. Kramer , The American Minority Community 
(New York: Thomas Y. Cr owell Co., 1970), pp. 258- 259 , 
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persuasions and interests . Fund- raising for Israel has 
not only come to dominate all communal activity , but 
has been the stimulus for the general increase in fUnds 
r aised for acrosc- the-board Jewish purposes in the 
United States since the end of World War II.9 

In searching out motivations for giving , unques

tionably the subtleties and complexities of Jewish identity 

play a significant role. Despite an extensive literature 

on Jews in America , significant research on the nature of 

Jewish identity is lacking . Although some work has been 

done on Jewish identity measurement scales, none of the 

instruments so far developed "have been adequately tested 

for validity and reliability on a large enough sample to 

make it possible to use them with any kind of confidenc~·lO 

While it is difficult to speak scientifically about 

the ways in which Jews define their identity, 

it would be a mistake to underestimate the commitment 
of most American Jews to Jewish identity. . .. To a 
large extent , the social scientist cannot measure the 
depth or str ength of Jewish identity, much less 
uncover its bases. The best that can be done is to 
judge the behavioral r esponses of American Jews and to 
recognize that in a time of communal emergency when a 
threat to Jewish survival is perceived , the reaction 
is likely to be exceptiona1 .11 

9Daniel J . Elazar , "Decision Making in the Ameri
can Jewish Community , " in The Jewish Community in America , 
ed . Marshall Sklare (New York: Behrman House , Inc., 1974), 
P · 78. 

10Irving Canter , "The Ethnic Dynamic : Problems 
Related to the Jewish Component ," in Research Readings in 
Jewish Communal Service , ed . Irving Canter (New York : 
National Association of Jewish Center Workers , 1969) , p. 20 . 

11Charles S. Liebman, "American Jewry : Identity 
and Affiliation, " in The Futur e of the Jewish Communitv in 
America : A Task Force Report , ed . David Sidorsky (New· 
York: The American Jewish Committee, 1972), p . 127 . 6 



Despite a decline in Jewish observance and a high 

level of acculturation , Jews maintain a strong pattern of 

associational Jewishness . In this respect , notwithstanding 

dive r gent ideologies, religious practices, cultural and 

social backgrounds , fund raising has a f'unctional signifi-

cance . Hence, 

the campaign for funds , itself , has become , intended or 
not, th~ means by which millions of Americans visibly 
identify themselves as Jewjsh , as belonging to an 
entity known as the "Jewish community. 11 12 

In summarizing this point , Winter indicates 

Jewish identity comes to focus each year in t hese 
campaigns ; through a contribution one can expr ess one ' s 
membership in Jewish life . Moreover , the overseas 
giving symbolizes the universal aspects of Jewish iden
tity , reaching not only beyond ethnic and communal 
groupings , but also far beyond American identity ,l J 

The motivations for giving thus far delineated and 

t he traditions of Tzedakah discussed fully in a subsequent 

chapter are what Yaffe refers to as "public rea sons . 11 14 

However , other motivations for giving exist . Not the least 

of these is community pressure fostered by the mechanism of 

the campaign--peer solicitation, "card- calling" at public 

dinners and annual publication of donor contributions . In 

12Robert I. Hiller and Meyer Schwart~ , " Fund Raising 
as a Social Work Process ," Journal of Jewish Communal 
lService J6 (Fall 1959} : 59. 

lJGibson Winter , Religious Identity (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1968), p . 77 . 

14James Yaffe , The American Jews (New York : Random 
House , 1968) , p. 171. 
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most cities membership in Jewish countr y clubs is contin-

gent upon a substantial gift to the United Jewish Welfare 

Fund . 

Unquestionably many find t hese techniques repugnant 

while at the same time acknowledging their successfUl 

result . Rabbi Kaelter addresses himself to this dilemma 

in noting : 

The central problem , as I see it , is tre question of 
whether living a Jewish life is a private and volun
tary affair or whether Judaism in its essence and the 
interdependence of the Jewish people , to which most 
Jews would bear witness, do not limit , if not eliminate 
altogether , claims to privacy and voluntarism . . •. I 
imagine that even severest critics would have to agree 
that without the instruments , strategies and tactics 
which we now employ , imperfect though they no doubt 
are , the Jewish enterprise here and abroad would 
grind to a deadly halt . 15 

In responding to criticism of "arm-twisting " 

techniques associated with Jewish philanthropy , Kertzer 

makes an interesting point : 

Social pressure is one of the devices society at large 
employs to impose certain norms of behavior . In an 
atmosphere where so many of these pressures a re 
exerted to promote conspicuous consumption (of material 
goods ) ..• a community which compels its members to 
maintain a high level of concern for the afflicted , 
the homeless and the innocent victims of injustice , 
can hardly be condemned for its social zeal . lo 

Among large contributors social prestige and vanity 

undoubtedly play a role in motivations for giving . Kramer 

l5Rabbi Wolli Kaelter , "A Question of Ts ' Dakah ," 
Long Beach Jewish Federation News, April 15 , 1975 , p . 6. 

16 Kertzer , p . 98 . 
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---
and Leventman equate Jewish philanthropic contributions 

1wi th " potlatch , " 

the Indian ceremony in which individuals give away or 
destroy large amounts of their property as a symbol of 
their status , measured by how much they can affo~d to 
waste . The more a man gives away , the higher his 
status and the greater the mortification of those who 
have been outdone. 17 

Plaques , testimonial dinner s, prestigeous board 

memberships accrue to those who give generously . Of 

course , the motivations of social prestige and vanity are 

not unique to th e Jewish community. The number of' colleges , 

!institutes and foundations generously endowed by non- Jews 

'bear witness to the fact that "charity has traditionally 

b f f . t. . Am . ,.18 een a orm o conspicuous consump 1on in er1ca . 

In his study, Andrews indicated that volunteer work 

has a larger correlation with large gifts than any other 

factor he isolated . Of course there is a question as to 

which i s cause and which is effect . 

Did large gifi.s , or hope for such gifts result in 
invitation to board membership and other activiti es? 
Or did work with the agency sharpen interest and result 
in increasingly generous giving? Either may have been 
true in particular cases and probably both ; but it is 
certain that the volunteer seldom fails to be , within 
his means , a generous giver . 19 

Some Jewish giving may be motivated by guilt in that 

"we all feel a little guilty for having been spared , so 

17Judith R. Kramer and Seymour Leventman , Children 
of the Gilded Ghetto (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1961). p . 100. 

18 Yaffe , p . 175 . 
19Andrews , Attitudes toward Giving, p . 26 . 
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there is expiation in giving . " 20 

In addition , professional fund raiser s r ecognize 

habi~ as a factor in giving--hence the drive to solicit 

"new"gifts , even modest ones , with the expectation of cul-

tivating a "giving habit ." In his 1955 study Massarik 

found that 6J . J percent of large givers , 55 .6 pP.rcent of 

medium givers and 41 . 2 percent of small givers consider 

. . t t• 21 giving as au oma ic . 

Andrews , Hutler and Massarik all acknowledge a 

small percentage of givers who contribute to philanthropy 

because of the good feelings they derive from such an act . 

For some , giving is an opportunity for the donor to " share 

blessings" and increase his "self- respect . 1122 It is 

somewhat ironic that what has traditionally been considered 

the "real" reason for giving in fact motivates so few . 

Clearly the motivations for giving are complex and 

overlapping. It is hoped , of course , that the examination 

of a broad range of variables related to this subject will 

be useful to this community and others . 

I n addition , the results of this study are expected 

to provide a set of relevant statistics that could serve as 

a factual basis for Federation and affiliated agency 

2°Kertzer , p. 99 , 
21 Fred Massarik , "What People Think about the 

UJWF, " Research Service Bureau , Los Angeles Jewish Commu
nity Council, 1955 . (Mimeogra phed . ) 

22Andrews, Attitudes toward Giving, p . 121 . 
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planning and policy determination , particularly if the 

attitudinal and behavioral data reveal new insights about 

tha nature and dynamics of Jewish commitment . 

Plan of the Report 

Succ eeding chapters will present the historical 

and sociological background of the study , reviewing rele

vant literature . This will be followed by a discussion of 

the methodology , including sampling plan and instrument 

used for the collection of data . 

The data will be analyzed in two parts . Part I 

will demographically describe the sample and Part II will 

be concerned with the relationship of variables associated 

with levels of giving . The report will conclude with a 

summary of the f indings , their implications and recommenda

tions . 

11 



CHAPTER II 

THE HISTORICAL AND SOCIOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 

This chapter will present the historical and socio

logical context of the study . The tradition~ of welfare 

and philanthropy as well as the tradition of community in 

Jewish life will be discussed . In addition , the transla-

tion of these traditions in the United States will be 

described . Finally , the history of the Jewish community in 

in Long Beach , California, the setting of this study , will 

be presented . 

Jewish Traditions of Welfare and Philanthr opy 

" l'hou shalt not harden t hy heart nor shut thy hand 

from thy needy brother ."1 The literature on Jewish philan

thropy , from ancient days through modern times , tradition

ally cites as its foundation the concepts of Tzedakah and 

Gemilut nasadim . Although not wishing to repeat anew mate

rial that is expounded more thoroughly and expertly by 

others , 2 a brief overview of these concepts is in order. 

1neuteronorny 15:7. 
2Boris D. Bogen , Jewish Philanthropy (New York : 

Macmillan Co., 1917) and Ephraim Fri sch , An Historical 
Survey of Jewish Philanthropy (New York : Macmillan Co., 
1924). 

12 



While acts of char ity and benevol~nce are uni versal 

and feelings t hat pr omote care and concern for others are 

basic human tra i ts , i t is wi thin Judaism t hat philanthropi c 

acts take on t he character of duty and obl igation . 

From t he Biblical comm~ndmen~s to car e for the 

poor, detailed rules for t he dispensi ng and receivi ng of 

alms and assistance were elabor ated in t he Ta lmud , 3 refor

mulated by Maimoni des and codified i n t he Shulhan Ar ukh .4 

Who is obligated to give , who is el igi ble to receive , how 

much s hould be given and in what manner have be en car e -

fully delineated . 

The wor d Tzedakah , although often used synonymously 

wi t h charity , has been given deeper and broader i nter pr e -

tation . Meaning "righteousness " or " justice ," Tzedakah is 

"perhaps better r endered as assistance a s a right and 

social equality ,"5 and i s consider ed t he highest appl i ca

tion of Jewish ethical values . 

The concept of Tzedakah must be viewed in relation 

to the traditional Jewish view of t he poor wh ich holds t hat 

3Talmud : the collection of laws known as Mishnah , 
redacted by R. Judah and t he comment ary t hereto , known as 
Gemara . 

4shulhan Arukh : commentary and synopsis of Jewish 
l aw written by Joseph Car o in the sixteenth century . 

5Alfr ed J , Kutzik , Social Work and Jewish Values 
(Washington , D. C.: Public Affairs Press , 1959 ), p . 34 . 
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poverty is not a weakness of character nor a stigma of 

disgrace . The pr ophets did not condemn t he poor for having 

brought poverty upon themselves . Rather the condition of 

poverty was viewed as hav ing been brought about by social 

injustice and evils in the social order . 

Tzedakah as delineated in the scriptural litera

ture was not to be an act of charity to be bestowed upon 

t he poor but was rather a right to which t hey were enti

tled . By accepting alms , the poor enabled the donor to 

Perfor m a ml.. tzvah. 6 "Th d f th h e poor man oes more or e ouse -

holder ~n accepting alm$l than the householjer does for the 

poor man ~y giving him chari tyJ . "7 

Jewish tradition does not consider aid to the poor 

a matter of personal choice , f'or "benevolence is viewed , 

not as a matter of grace out as an imperativs duty ."
8 

1'zedakah was an obligation and every person was obliged to 

give assistance according to his means . No one was ~o be 

exempt from the obligation of helping others . The poor 

were to be both beneficiaries and contributors . 

Beyond the receiving of alms , the Bible commands 

that t he poor were to benefit f r om the growth of the 

fields . A~ every harvest a corner of all grain fields , 

6Mitzvah : a commandment . In common usage , rnitzvah 
has taken on the meaning of a good deed--a meritorious act . 

7Lev. R. J4 :8. 8Frisch , p . 0 • 
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the gleanings and the forgotten sheaves were to be left 

for the poor and the Ftranger . 9 Further , the vineyards 

were not to be stripped bare and fallen grapes were to be 

left for the poor . 10 

While to help persons in need was conceived as 

doing what was right and just, Mordecai Kaplan cautions 

against regarding acts of benevolence as based solely on 

lt . t' t' 11 a ruis ic mo ives . Noting the traditional religious 

belief in God ' s r eward and punishment of good and evil 

respectively , "it was inevitable t hat the practice of 

charity should be brought under the category of 'meritor

ious deeds , 1
"
12 thereby assuring reward in this world and 

thereafter . Hence, Kaplan concludes in t he early days of 

the religion the "Jewish system of charity was vulgarized 

by the belief in reward and punishrnent . 111 3 

A corollary to Tzedakah is the value of Gemilut 

Hasadim , whicfl means bestowing acts of loving kindness . 

It is the giving of oneself in doing good deeds as con

trasted with Tzedakah, which is usually taken to 111ean the 

giving of mor.ey (alms). I t is so valued an ethic that 

"whosoever denies the duty of gern:i.lut hasadim denies t he 

9Lev . 19: 9 and 2) : 22 . 10 Lev . 19: 10. 
11Mordecai M. Kaplan , "Jewish Philanthropy: 

Traditional and Modern ," in Intelligent Philanthropv , ed . 
Ellsworth Faris et al . (Chicago : University of Chicago 
Press, 19JO) , p . 70. 

12Ibid.' p . 71. 13Ibid , I P• 76 , 
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fundamentals of Judaism . .. f4 

The significance of Gemilut Hasadim in Jewish tra

dition is apparent when we consider that the three pillars 

of Judaism "on which the entire world depends are Torah 

(;-j sdo~ , Temple ~ervic~ and Gemilut Hasadim ~he bestowal 

of loving kindnes~ . ,, l 5 

While the foundations of Jewish charity are based 

on scriptural commandments , its communal character .:as 

nurtured by the realities of Jewish life. The history of 

the Jewish people is replete with accounts of expulsions 

and persecutions--inevitably strangers in strange lands . 

The capricious quality of life , coupled with economic 

uncertainty, was responsible in large measure for t he 

development of forms of mutual help and social assistance 

among Jews . Hence , 

not because of any innate or cultural superiority of 
the Jews but due to their particularly hazardous expe
rience , an extensive , considerably G~ecialized social 
service organization was developed . lo 

Records of the last three centuries which preceded 

the common era , althol.!gh somewhat incomplete, point to the 

fact that early assistance was provided the poor and the 

stranger through the synagogue . 17 Although the synagogue 

14Ecclesiastes R 7:1. 
15Maxim of Simeon the Just , Avot 1 : 2 . 
16Kutzik, p . 42 . 17Frisch , p . J4 . 
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1had pr imary religious and educational purposes , it also ----i 
lserved to collect and di stribute food and c l othi ng as well 

as provide temporar y shelter . Voluntary tithing furnished 

!the necessary revenue . 

During the Talmudic period (ca . 200 B. C. E.-ca. 600 

C. E. ) the public welfare system became institutionalized as 

a consequence of extreme need brought about by external 

soci al conditions both in Judea and di aspor a c~mmunities . 

The primary form of public charity was the Kuppah , 18 which 

was prevalent in virtually every Jewish community and 
I 
which exists even in moder n day . Somewhat less widespread 

was the Tamhui , 1 9 which disappeared .from use somewhere 

between t he .fifteenth and eighteenth centuries . 20 Addi

tional assistance was provided by a clothing fund and a 

bur ial fund . 

Although by ca . 500 C. E. the public welfare system 

appeared to be founded on a clearly delineated tax 

structure, the shift from an agricultural to a commercial 

economy made judgment o.f a citizen ' s income less precise . 21 

Consequently , contributions to the Kuppah and Tamhui were 

essentially voluntary and compulsion was used only as a 

last resort . 

18Kuppah: charity chest fund . 
19Tamhui : soup kitchen . 20Fr . h 1SC I P• J4 . 

21Al:fred J , Kutzik , "The Social Basis of Amer ican 
Jewish Philanthropy" (Ph.D . dissertation , Brandeis Univer
sity , 1967 ) , p . 88 . 
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Each individual was permitted to determine the amount 
contributed , provided it did not fall below the 
standard minimum which was one- tenth his income . . . 
overseers were , however, armed with power to e~force 
the minimum decency in case such action was found to 
be necessary. 22 

Supervision and administration of the public funds 

was the resnonsibility of Gabbaie Tz.edakah , 23 who were 

respected and honored members of the community. 

The basic forms of charity assistance previously 

described continued into the Medieval Period (ca . 700-1 800 

C. E. ). Extraordinary soc ial welfare needs as a consequence 

of the Crusades and the dislocation of Jews throughout 

Europe accounted for an expanded welfare system. In addi

tion to individual assistance available through the 

Kuppah , a variety of institutions and associations devel

oped to meet so~ial needs. Prime among these was t he 

Hekdesh24 which , while not universal , was found in many 

communities by the eleventh or twelf'th century. From 

about the thirteenth century on , a variety of associations 

developed for care of orphans , visiting and assisting the 

sick, sheltering the aged , burying the dead and educating 

children of the poor . 

Funding for these welfare activities came from 

vol~ntary contributions and compulsory assessment . In 

22Frisch, p . lOJ. 
23Gabbaie Tz.edakah : charity collector s or "treas-

urers. 

24Hekdesh: combination shelter for the homeless 
and hospital for the sick . 
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some communities members were assessed special taxes which 

were collected by the Gabbaie Tzedakah and "the public 

~elfare fund was augmented by various fines imposed by 

Jewish courts . "25 Individual philanthropy was also 

widespread during 'this period a1-o;hough "mos't voluntary 

L~aividial benefac'tions had such si;.rong social sanction 

and •ere so much a ~~ o: 'the r ole of a ce:ber o: 'the 

Jewish co~ry 'tha't ~hey were ac'tually co~pu:~ori . ·26 

~ewish social el.fare con'tinued in ~odern Euro~ 

in : '..lch -:he sace :ore. L'l'l -:he sh~e't1.s27 o: Easi:.ern. Eu.rope 

'the givL-ig of Tzedakah '1"2.s equated Yi'tn being a good Jew 

and re-ained an itlportani:. componen't of Jewish ideni;i-r:y . 

Pund raising and donations rather than ;;axes suppor~ed 

welfare institui;,ions . ~zedakah 

~s fil"t:L.y ~oven in~o 'the or ganization of 'the cc::::iu
~i-.;y--or rather , i't ~rovides ~~e Ce!'!-.xa: =echan:.s:: cy 
l!"hich the ccc::.uni ty ~ct ions . The in'terweaving o: 
indizid~a1 bene:ac~ion wi'th co::ec~ive cc~unii:.y 
service, of the volur.~ i ~h 'the ccr.:i~socy , o: 
religious injunc'tion ~i'th civic obliga-;::on , is essen
i;.ia: i;,o ~he crg-c:.niza~icn and 'the flavor of 'the 
sh~ei;.1 . 2 

Jewish ~ciition of Co::=unity 

a .;ew alone is nothing . If he is wi 'th o'ther Je.,.s he 

25Kutzik , "Social Basis of American Jewish Philan
thropy , " p . 90 . 

261 . d bi . , p . 91 . 
27shtetls : small , homogeneous cultural Je\'•ish 

communities of Eastern Europe . 
28~\a.rk Zborowski and Elizabeth Herzog, Life Is with 

People (New York : Scl"ocken Books , 1952) , p . 19 . 
19 
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is a force , because t hen automatically he inher its al l 
of the strengths and all of the tear s , all t he 
despa irs and all of t he joys of his ancestor s . A J ew 
alone cannot be Jewish . A Jew can be Jewish only if 
he is part of the community . 29 

The t r adition of group life for t he Jewish people 

has been historically documented . From t he time of 

ancient Palestin e when Isr aelites , as nomadic fa r mers , 

settled a r ound brooks or springs and cluster ed together to 

r es i st Bedouin attack , 30 through the Kehillot , 3
1 

shtetls , 

and ghettos of Eu r ope , Jews almost everywhere have had 

some form of or ganization to gover n their internal affair s. 

Both external and internal factors have been cited 

to explain this r eality . The h istoric segregation of Jews 

from the dominant society must , of course , be considered 

as an important determinant for this significant aspect of 

Jewish life . But , beyond t his , specific cultur al and 

religious needs have impelled Jews to seek community and 

maintain the integrity of group l i fe . 

The binding character of HalakhahJ2 upon Jews in 

29Elie Wiesel , "Teaching Jewish Identity , " Jewish 
Educati on 44 (Winter- Spring 1975 ): 7. 

3°s alo w. Baron , The Jewish Community (Philadel 
phia : Jewish Publication Society of America , 1942 ) , p . 5e . 

31Kehillot : plural of Kehilla , communi ty , t h e 
nucleus of Jewish local cohesion in small tovms and settle
ment s . 

32Halakhah : generi c term for t he Jewish legal 
system which embraces personal and social relationships as 
well as all practices and obser vances of Jewish life . 

20 



all areas of life from ritual and religion to laws of 

property , procedure , contracts , private and public inter

change , necessitated Jewish self government . The overrid

ing importance of Halakhah is demonstrated by the fact that 

when conf'lict arose between Jewish law and that of the gen

~ral society , rabbinic authority held that Jews must abide 

by their own law since it derived from the divinely 

ordained TorahJ3 and was binding upon all Jew~. 

Perpetually uprooted , 

Jews were always moving , either by choice or by neces
sity , and when they came to new places , they had to 
set up communities because Jews cannot live as Jews- 
cannot function Jewishly- -without organized communi
ties . 34 

At times the Jewish desire for group survival has 

been considered to have a mystical quality. From Baron ' s 

perspective , 

viewing historical developnents less supernaturally , 
one may see in such an urge only a conscious or uncon
scious group desire to preserve its identity and to 
develop its life along accustomed lines . The adapta
tion of institutions to new and unprecedented situa
tions may merely be the enf'orced modification of such 
a drive for continuity.35 

It is not necessary to weight the relative impor-

33Torah : The derivation of the word mea.ns "to 
teach , " although it is loosely used to designate the Bible 
(Old Testament) as a whole as well as the entirety of 
Jewish traditional law from the Bible to the latest devel
opment of Halakhah . 

34naniel Elazar , "Kinship and Consent in the 
Jewish Community : Patterns of Continuity in Jewish Com
munal Life ," Tradition 15 (January 1975 ): 66 . 

35Baron , p~. 21 -22 . 
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tance of these external and internal forces which have con-

tributed to the cohesiveness of the Jewish people. It is 

sufficient to aclrnowledge , as does Baron , t hat 

between t he two extremes of mystic inner urge and 
outward political pressure , one must find one ' s road , 
recognizing t he importance of both factors in varying 
degrees throughout the history of the disper son.J0 

In discussing the phenomenon of Jewish national 

existence , Sherman reiterates that 

Jewish history was what it was, and during its course 
there was hammered out a will to collective life 
which has no parallel in any other people. Whatever 
the original sources of this will , it is one of the 
great positive factors in Jewish existence and the 
molding of the Jewish fate. Reli~ion and group 
responsibility are the two most significant sources of 
the Jewish will to live . J7 

Antecedents of Jewish autonomy in int&rnal affairs 

date back to the Hellenistic-Roman diaspora. To a large 

extent , Jews were able to live according to their own laws 

and customs with the sanction of Roman authorities . The 

Jewish high priest had influence with the imperial govern-

ment ; 

thus Judaism became an officially recognized and pro
tected religion , and it is important to unde~stand 
that the Jewish sense of community had its origin in 
this context . With its center in the synagogue , the 
community became a remarkably effective , stable and 
enduring means of supervising , disciplining , instruct
ing and protecting its members.J~ 

J 6Ibid . I P· 22 . 

J7c . Bezalel Sherman , The Jew within American 
Society (Detroit : Wayne State University Press , 1961) , p. 
136 . 

J 8Frederick Schweitzer , A History of the Jews since 
the First Century A. D. (New York: Macmillan Co., 1971 ) , 
pp . 28- 29 . 22 



In Alexandria, Egypt there existed a large Jewish 

community which was not unified. Numerous separate syna-

lgogue-communities developed and functioned along side of 

each other . I n other cities in the di aspora , leadership of 

the community r esided with an ethnar ch and was later passed 

on to a council of alders . 

Thus , ther e were two structur al models of diaspora 

communities during ancient times-- the synagogue as the 

local center of an autonomous community and synagogues as 

1separate communal units . 

I t was during t he Middle Ages , wi th the emergence 

of cities and states, particularly in Christian Europe , 

that local community autonomy flourished . The formation of 

the European ghetto a~d a self determined life for segre

gated Jewry was due in par t to " feudalism ' s dissolution of 

European society into a hierarchy of corporate bodies , each 

with a separate function and political status ... J9 

Primary i nstitutions of each community were the 

synagogue and the cemetery . In Eastern Europe , the 

Kaha140 was officially recognized and empowered by the 

government to collect taxes from members of the Jewish com

crnuni ty . Other important functions of t he Kahal were the 

J9Baron , p. 209 . 
40Kahal : administrative body of Jewish communi-

ties . 
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organization and supervision of religious education , admin

istration of charitable institutions , super vision of 

Kashrut41 in public institutions , the er ection and mainte-

nance of Jewish cour ts of law and general snpervision over 

r eligious , educational , economic and social life of the 

community. 42 From this description , t ne control exerc ised 

over individual member s of the community is obvious . 

The imminent decline and dis integration of autono-

mous Jewish communities became apparent by t he middle of 

t he eighteenth century . A comb ination of early capitalism 

and ~he growth of an emancipated citizenry about t he time 

of the French Revolution contributed to the dissolution of 

self governing corporate bodies . "The forces of European 

and Jewish Enlightenment tended to undermine a l l inner 

forces of cohesion , "43 Hence the coalescing of a number of 

factor s brought about the end of Jewish self r ule . 

The imposition of heavy r esponsibil iti es on lay leaders 
by government and the inher ent soc i al str uctur e fostered 
oligar chic oppr ession . Emer gent social consciousness 
s harpened t he class str uggle of the poor and the guilds. 
I ndividuali stic tendencies mi t i gated against the social 
control of the Kahal . The Haskalah movement in Central 
and Eastern Eur ope became r eligiously iconoclastic and 
anti - t r aditional , launching its most venomous onslaught 
on the "forces of darkness" in control of the Kahal and 
o~ its despotic rule . The increasing complexity of 
business r elat ions after the Industrial Revolution did 
away with the s impler t r ansactions of the pr e- cap i tal
istic era when JeVJ i s h civil lav; was adequate for judges 

(Nevi 

41 Kashrut : di etary l aws . 

42oavid Bri dge r , ed ., The New Jewish Encyclopedi a 
York: Behrman House I nc ., 1962 ), p . 1J5 . 

4JB ~c:3 aron , p . j~ • 24 



to make decisions based on talmudic law. The old ban 
against gentile courts was increasingly disregarded ; 
th£ Jewish civil judiciary shrank. Finally , the force 
of religious values , which underpinned the medieval 
social con~rol, gave way to secularist and humanistic 
attitudes.'+l+ 

What is clear from this brief historical overview 

is that the specific nature of Jewish community that 

developed in areas in which Jews lived was shaped by the 

political , social and economic environment of the host 

country . The legislative and administrative regulations 

of the dominant society in large measure circumscribed the 

features of the Jewish community and interrelationships 

with the larger society . 

American Jewish PhilanthropY 

Here were the roots of a unique form of philanthropy. 
Because America represented a pragmatic civilization 
in which t he doer was more important than the thinker , 
the American Jew envisaged his contribution to the 
Jewish community in practical terms . In generosity 
and effic~ency American Jewish philanthropy had no 
parallel. 45 

Included in the baggage which Jewish immigrants 

brought to this country were traditions of philanthropy 

and community . These became the instruments which enabled 

them to make their way in their new land while still main

taining their religious-cultural distinctiveness . As t he 

44Encyclopedia Juda ica (New York : Macmillan Co ., 
1971) ' 5 :82J . 

45Howard M. Sachar , The Course of Modern Jewish 
History (New York: Delta Books , 1958), p. 526. 
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perennial minority "without a homeland for centuries , t he 

Jews . •. had a set of institutions already adapted to 

exile. "46 

The minuscule Jewish population of the ear ly colo

nial period was composed primarily of Sephardic47 Jews and 

a lesser number of Ashkenazi48 Jews . By the time of the 

American Revolution, Jews numbered only two or thrPP 

thousand of the three million population and wer~ about 

equally divided between Sephardim and Ashkenazim . 49 

Jewish communities were fairly homogeneous . "Sharp 

divisions and social stratification were aspects of commu-

nal living which did not become significant until the last 

decade of the 19th century."50 In most comm'.l?lities, Jewish 

communal activities originated with the establishment of a 

chevra kadisha51 for the care of the dead . Jewish communal 

life centere~ around the synagogues which, in addition to 

being houses of worship, were the center of educational, 

social and philanthropic activity . "Charitable effort was 

(New 
46Judith R. Kramer , The American Minority Community 

York : Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1970), p . 88. 
47sephardic : Jews from Spain and Portugal . 
48Ashkenazi: Jews from Central and Eastern Europe. 
49 Sachar , p . 166 . 

50H. L. Lurie , "Jewish Communal Life in the United 
States , " in The Jewish Peo le Past and Present , ed. R. 
Abramovitch et al . , vols . New York : Marsten Press, 
1 946 ) , 4 : 1 91. 

51chevra kadisha : burial society . 
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largely individual and unorganized with the more successful 

and charitable- minded assuming personal responsibility as 

leaders of their congregations . .. 52 Social service needs 

were met by mutual aid which was a major concer n of the 

synagogue community . The mutual aid character of assist

ance included the granting of "pensions" to the aged, 

widowed and infirm members of the community- congregatjon . 53 

It was through the synagogue that alms were distri

buted to the local poor, the transient and the newcomer . 

Funds for such charity depended upon membership dues , char

ity box collections and contributions made at weddings and 

funerals . 

The migration of large numbers of Ger!'l!an Jews in 

the mid-1800 ' s substantially altered the role of the syna-

gogue . An estimated 200 , 000 J ews arriving from Central 

Europe between 18JO and 1860 severely strained the ability 

of congregations to meet innnigrant needs . As a result , 

t here was a decline in the role of the synagogue as the 

focal point of Jewish life . 

I t was not only t he fragmentation of religious units 
... but also the multiplicity of Jewish communal 
activities which doomed the over-all synagogue domina
tion. The problem of raising funds for the crush of 
fr i ghtened , penniless Jewish immigrants . .. simply 
became too large for t he synagogues to handle. 54 

52Lurie , p. 191 . 

53Kutzik , "Social Basis of American Jewish Philan
thropy , " p . 190 . 

54sachar, p . 173. 
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The organizing of autonomous philanthropies , 

distinct from religious institutions, was consonant both 

with European custom and American practice. As discussed 

in the section on the " Jewish Tradition of Community 

Welfare ," in larg~r European communities Jewish philan

thropies and synagogi.:es were organized separately and that 

pattern was easily adapted to the new environment. Addi

tionally , philanthropy in America had a distinctive vvlun

tary character , with associations developed to support a 

wide variety of causes. With the German immigration the 

import of mutual aid societies waned and the charitable 

organization , with its attendant social prestige, grew in 

number and influence . Jewish philanthropy "was now 

sanctioned as an expression of Americanism and modern civ

ilization as well as Judaisrn ... 55 

Commitment to "taking care of their ovm" resulted 

in expansion of the Jewish welfare structure . 

In 1860 there were some thirty-five permanently organ
ized burial , mutual aid and charitable societies in New 
York , twenty-three in Philadelphia and several in

6
each 

of the small Jewish communities of the mid-West . 5 

In addition to relief societies, specialized social 

agencies such as orphan asylums and hospitals were estab

lished in the lar ger communities . 

55Kutzik , "Social Basis of American Jewish Philan
thropy , " p . 197 . 

56sachar , p . 173 . 
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Severe economic hardship , famin~ and pogroms of 

Eastern Europe served as the impetus for the great waves of 

Restrictive government Jewish migration to these shores . 

!policies , based on oppression and discrimination, were sue- I 
cessful . Between 1881 and 1924 the incredible number. of 

2 , )88 , 000 Jews immigrated to the United States . 57 

The absorption of so massive a population , most of 

whom were penniless , and the enormity of their needs mobil

ized existing philanthropic organizations and was the cata

lyst for the development of new mutual aid societies . 

Prime among these were the Landsmanshaften , self help 

groups promoted by the immigrants themselves for the 

purpose of creating a cultural framework by which to 

preserve the values of the old world. Serving the role of 

extended family , Landsmanshaften , secular and independent 

from congregations , were mutual benefit societies for new

comers f rom the same European town or community . In addi

tion to easing th~ shock of transplantation, these socie

ties offered mutual insurance and burial aid . 

The homogeneity of the earliest Jewish communities 

was shattered by the newcomers who came to this country 

with diverse political and economic iaeolog ies and a wide 

spectrum of religious practice . There were the orthodox 

and the secularist "freethinkers , " the "na tionalists" com-

mitted to Zionism , the Yiddish nationalists and the 

57Liebman Hersch , "Jewish Migrations during the 
Last Hundred Years , " in The Jewish People , Past and Present, 
ed . R. Abramovitch et al ., 1:415 . 
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socialists as well as others. 

Conflict and dissension among the immigrants mani

fested itself in the duplication of organizations and 

institutions t hey developed. By 1918 , in New York City 

alone there were 3 ,637 separate Jewish organizations . 

These included 858 congr egations , 69 schools, 101 recrea

tjonal and cultural agencies , 2 , 168 mutual a id societies 

and other economic agenc i es , 164 philanthropic and corr ec

tional agencies and 277 other organizations.58 

While most immigrants wer e able to become inde

pendent and self supporting soon after arrival , others 

needed more extensive assistance . Jewish welfare work of 

the early 1900 ' s was concerned with a broad range of immi

grant needs . Aid was required for t hose with long-term 

problems of immigrant adjustment , the transient , t he tuber

cular , deserted families , and delinquent children. 

Although much assistance was offered the immi

grants by already established wealthy German Jews , tensions 

developed between the two groups . The German Jews were 

fearful that the huge influx of impoverished brethren 

would damage their relatively secure status. In fact , 

during the early period of the mass migrations , initial 

attempts were made to restrain and impede Eastern Eu~opean 

immigration.59 

58Harry L. Lurie , A Heritage Affirmed (Philadel
phia : Jewish Publication Society of America , 1961), p. 187 . 

59Kutzik , "Social Basis of American Jewish Philan-
thropy ," p . 210 . 30 



When it became clear that the new immigr ation was ines
capable , American Jewry offered help that was unstint
ing , energetic , spontaneous . That t he immigrants were 
fellow- Jews , and , if pe1U1iless , must not be permitted 
to fall into the hands of the caretakers of the poor 
or be consigned to the miserable almshouses of t he 
day , was beyond question . This obligation was assumed 
as naturally by the thoroughly Americanized German 
Jews of the 1880 ' s as it had been by their ancestors 
in every country for centuries . 60 

Assistance German Jews provided the needy masses 

had a "noblesse oblige" quality. Although Sachar reports 

that influential German Jews "in virtually all instances 

. . . demonstrated the highest degree of good will and 

concern for their less fortunate brethren ,"61 he does take 

cognizance of strain in the relationship between the two 

groups . Referring to organizational plans which resulted 

in the formation of ~he American Jewish Committee , he 

notes that the German Jews 

had no intention of creating an organization based on 
democratic elections; a mass francise , after all , 
would inevitably r eturn a number of Russ i an-Jewish 
delegates , and . .. result in the use of undisciplined 
and irresponsible mass pressures . 62 

The approach- avoidance character of r elations 

between German and Eastern European Jews impacted on the 

latter ' s access to positions of status in alr eady estab

lished philanthropic institutions . Kutzik delineates this 

issue by noting that 

60Herman D. Stein , "Jewish Social Work in t he 
United States 1654- 1954" (Ph . D. dissertation , New York 
School of Social Wor k, Columbia University, 1958 ) , p. 64 . 

61 62 . Sachar, p . 520 . Ibid., p . 521 . 
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for a quarter of a century after tha Civil War Jewish 
philanthropy was monopolized by Jews of German 
background. The socially superior but numerically and 
financially inferior cld- line "Sephardic" Jews were 
further integrated with the "Germans " through involve
ment in philanthropic activity , but the exclusion of 
even those East Europeans who had arrived in the 1840 ' s 
divided them from the dominant group , forcing them to 
"prefer" to devote their energies and funds to the 
mutual aid organizations which they controlled . The 
consequent effect of the philanthropy of the dominant 
group in forming a separate East European sub- community 
was intensified in the period of mass immigration when , 
in addition to the exclusion of East European philan
thropists, the beneficiaries were mainly Ea~tern Euro
pean immigrants who resented the treatment they 
received , also pr eferring their own mutual aid beyond 
the extent normal for lower class groups . 63 

It was philanthropic efforts that eventually drew 

the two groups together. As Eastern European Jews rose in 

socioeconomic status from lower to middle class and increas-

ingly participated in established charities , philanthropy 

was "in these years ..• the lone area of social encounter 
64 between uptovm and downtovm Jews . " 

The need to coordinate the plethora of local char-

ities , each reple~e with its charity socials or other exten

sive fund raising devices , resulted in a move to federate 

Jewish philanthropies . Combining hundreds of separate fund 

raising campaigns into one had obvious advantages . It not 

only curtailed unnecessary duplication of expenses but 

served to conserve vast amounts of energy required for the 

6 ~utzik , "Social Basis of American Jewish Philan
thropy," p . 333. 

64Moses Rischlin , 
Jews 1870-1914 (Cambridg e : 
p . 111. 

The Promised City : New York ' s 
Harvard University Press, 1962) , 

32 



lfund raising process. In addition to these pragmatic 

reasons geared toward sound management and economy, feder

lated fund raising was useful in limiting the extreme com

petition between agencies and the resultant harassment of 

potential donors. 

The first formal federation structure was created 

in Boston in 1895. Although not without problems , its 

success was soon apparent and led the way for a steady 

increase in the number of Jewish communities to establish 

federations . By 1917 , when the New York Jewish Federation 

was organized, there were forty-five federations and that 

number grew to ninety-three by 1969. 65 

Under the aegis of most federations are the welfare 

serving agencies of the Jewish community which include 

family agencies, community centers, hospitals, homes for 

the aged and vocational guidance clinics . 

Duplication of fund raising endeavors also devel

oped among groups whose purpose was to raise funds for 

overseas relief directed toward the increasing needs of 

European Jews following World War I . Religious, labor , 

Zionist and fraternal orders participated in the formation , 

of individual organizations as the Central Relief Committee 

(Union of Orthodox Congregations) , American Jewis~ Relief 

Committee, and People ' s Relief Committee. Recognition of 

65Kutzik, "Social Basis of American Jewish Philan
thropy," p. 349. 



the need for more efficient and effective collection and 

distribution of overseas relief led to the merger of t he 

aforementioned groups and the 1915 formation of the Joint 

Distribution Committee , which concentrated its efforts on 

European aid. 

The need for resources for Palestine was the 

impetu~ for the creation of the United Palestine Appeal , 

which was engaged in central fund raising for the major 

programs in Palestine . Notwithstanding severe ideological 

differences related primarily to the percentage of fund 

distribution for European and Palestinian requirements 

respectively , in 1939 the Joint Distribution Committee 

mer ged with the United Palestine Appeal to form the United 

Jewish Appeal. Local causes were also united under t he 

combined Jewish Appeal and for many years Jewish communi

ties conducted two separate campaigns for local and over

seas needs . Today , in almost every city , funds are raised 

through one campaign , the United Jewish Welfare Fund , c on

ducted by the federation. 

That philanthropy occupies a central role in Amer

ican Jewish life is not to be disputed . Its primary 

thrust was relief of the settled poor and Americanization 

of immigrants . However , the upward mobility of immigrant 

families and the growth of public welfare (for those whose 

period of residency was sufficient so as not to threaten 

their immigrant status ) substantially reduced the original 

function of philanthropy. What appears to have developed , 
34 



1in a sense, is goal succession , since 

despite the virtual elimination of the domestic welfare 
problems which had always been its major concerns, 
American Jewish philanthropy expanded during these 
decades (since 1920 ) at a greater rate than ever befor e , 
particularly after World War II when the welfare needs 
of the Jews . . . were at an all time low. While 
meeting the enormous welfare requirements of Jews over
seas , the social requirements of American Jews that 

66 Jewish philanthropy met were more than ever apparent . 

In the years between 1920 and 1945 , Jewish philan-

thropy took on important new community relations dimen

sions . Related to t he rise in anti- Semitism was the growth 

and support of "civic defense" agencies : American Jewish 

Committee, American Jewish Congress , and the Anti- Defama

tion League of B' nai B' rith. 

The traditional raison d'etre for Jewish philan

thropy has always had , in addition to pure welfare needs , 

the component of group survival . The system maintenance 

aspect is clear in that "in addition to its historic sig

nificance in American Jewish life it ~hilanthrop~ continues 

to be the major mechanism for the maintenance of Jewish 

communities and the social identity of [j;hei~ members . •· 67 

This point is expanded by Lurie , who sets forth the major 

aims of the programs of federations : 

1 . To organize the Jewish community for t he purpose of 
promoting the welfare of individuals and to help 
individuals , families and groups to adjust to the 
conditions of t heir environment . 

66Kutzik , "Social Basis of American Jewi sh Philan
thropy ," pp . 646-647 , 

67Ibid . I p . 653 . 



2. To organize the Jewish community in order to assure 
the continuity of the traditional Jewish culture 
and Jewish religious beliefs and practices and to 
counteract tendend PS toward loss or abandonment of 
Jewish cultural values and traditions . 

3. To organize the Jewish community in order to facil
itate the processes of cultural evolution and of 
adaptation to American life . Such programs may at 
the same time strive for t he integration of the 
historical continuity and traditional values of 
Jews with the conditions of a multicultural envi
ronment , or to the evolution of current religious 
ideas. 

4. To organize for t he protection of Jews in what may 
be considered an unfavorable or hostile environ
ment ; to help avoid the undesirable aspects of 
prejudice and of discrimination; to improve group 
relationships and help resolve the difficulties 
arising from minority status . 

5. To organize the community in order to retain , con
tinue and expand the close group association of 
Jews , so that they may effectively assist Jews in 
other lands , and to help the state 9f Israel cope 
with its pr oblems and difficulties.68 

The connection and interrelationship between the 

functions and roles of federations and successful fund 

raising is made explicit by Zucker : 

The basic strength of the campaign lies in the year
round performance of the Federation and its agencies . 
If Federation is a sound planning instrument , if its 
agencies perform in a manner to commend themselves to 
the contributing community , if the board and staff of 
the Federation and its agencies are convinced of the 
soundness of the effort to the point where they 
themselves contribute liberally , if a large number of 
laymen participate year- round in the work of the Feder
ation and its agencies , then the campaign will be 
looked upon as a joint effort to enable the Jewish com
munity to carry on its work . Otherwise it tends to be 
viewed as the province of fund- raisers who dun people 

68Lurie , A Heritage Affirmed, pp. 210-211. 
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once a year for a contribution . 69 

There appear s to be universal agreement among com

mentators on modern Jewish life with regard to the unifying 

function of Jewish philanthropy . Typical of many is 

r.in~berg ' s statement : 

. . . the marked degree of heterogeneity which long 
characterized American Jewry- - largely a reflection of 
successive and continuing waves of immigrants from dif
ferent parts of Europe--placed almost inseparably 
hurdles in the path of group action; for a long time , 
the only meeting ground was "charity . " Irrespective of 
one ' s social or economic status , or political or reli
gious beliefs , it was possi ble to join with others to 
raise funds for the Jewish needy at home and abroad . 70 

That American Jewish philanthropy also has a dys

:fUnctional aspect appears to be increasingly acknowledged . 

The basic thesis of the Kutzik dissertation is that , in 

addition ~o its positive features , American Jewish philan-

thropy is concomitantly dysfunctional in that 

philanthropy has been the primary influence in dividing 
communities , preventing upward mobility of otherwise 
qualified individuals of immigrant background , bringing 
about status loss ior most beneficiaries , etc . 71 

Additionally , American Jewish philanthropy 

has been the pri~ry_means of maintaining the Jewish 
group in America @n~ . . • has done so by integrating 
Jewish communities through the social ranking of indi
viduals whose statuses have depended primarily on their 
r elation to this institution. 72 

69Henry L. Zucker , "What Ever~ Social Worker Should 
Know about Federated Jewish Fund-Raising ,." Journal of 
Jewish Communal Service 45 (Fall 1968): 01 . 

70Eli Ginzberg, Agenda for American Jews (New York : 
King ' s Crown Press, Colum ia Un1vers1ty , 1950) , p . 17 . 

71Kutzik , "Social 
thropy ," p . J8. 

72Ibid . ' p ._ J 7 . 
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That benefits accrue to those who sit on federation 

boards , often by virtue of their own substantial contribu-

tions , is clear . 

What i s really happening is that power lies in the 
hands of those who give the money , and by far the 
largest portion of the total funds available to the 
Jewish community is provided by the small minority of 
contributors . The equation becomes simple ; the elite 
are the equivalent of the large donors ; the subjects of 
the elite ar e the smaller givers . 7J 

Those in positions of power often perpetu~te a 

closed system. 'Such people cften form a locked and blocked 

hierarchy with no way in for other members of the commu

nity ... 74 

Elazar takes a somewhat more positive view regard-

ing the governance of the Jewish community . He conceives 

of community leadership as a "trustee of doers ," self 

selected because of their interest and willingness to par

ticipate . 

They perceive of their function as managing the communi
ty ' s affairs in trust for its members , t he Jewish people 
as a whole. just as earlier generations of leaders saw 
themselves as managing the community ' s a£fairs as 
trustees of God . It is this sense of trusteeship which 
keeps the communal leadership from being an oligarchy , 
or a small body that manages the community for its ovm 
profit . Every significant Jewish interest has the 
right to claim a place in the trusteeship of doers and 
is accorded that place once it brings its claim to the 

7JJudah J . Shapiro , "How Democratic is the Jewish 
Community?;' New York . (Mimeographed .) 

74Morton I . Teicher, "What Are the Criteria for ' A 
Good Community ' ? ," Jewish Social Work Forum 3 (Fall 1966) : 
18. 
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attention of the appropriate leadership by "doing • .,75 

Beyond the social stratification aspect of American 

Jewish philanthropy, the fact that community finance plays 

such a central role in the life of the Jewish community a 

priori leads to the avoidance of public stands on contro

versial ideological issues. Bubis correctly highlights t he 

''leveling" function of fund raising by indicating that 

the need to raise maximum sums for legitimate services 
necessitates minimizing conflict ~hereforej problem 
solving and decision- making must frequentry be at the 
lowest common denominator of consensus . 76 

In explaining this avoidance of conflict , Elaza r 

indicates that it 

reflects the traditional desire of a minority to avoid 
risking any weakening of t he ties t hat bind its 
members together . But , in part , it also r eflects the 
fact t hat the voluntary leaders in the American Jewish 
community ar e overwhelmingly recruited from the world 
of business and commerce where open conflict is con
sidered "bad form " and decisions are reached in such a 
way as to minimize the appearance of conflict if not 
its reali"ty. 77 

The extensive communal concern with fund raising 

may also be dysfUnctional in that the energies required for 

successful campaigns drain the talent and vigor of both lay 

leaders and professionals . Wide ranging issues in t he 

areas of Jewish education and social planning are not given 

75Daniel J . Elazar , "Decision-Making in thP Ameri
can Jewish Community ," in The Jewish Community in America , 
ed . Marshall Sklare (New York : Behrman House Inc ., 1974), 
p. 109. 

76Gerald B. Bubis , "Brokha Brokers and Power 
Brokers , " Jewish Spectator 40 (Spring 1975): 59 . 

77Elazar , "Decision-Making in the American Jewish 
Community, " p . 107. J9 



equal priority . Rabbi Simon G. Kramer 3peaks to thi s point 

in asserting 

there are many disturbing features in all t his hub-bub 
of f'und-raising and the successes we rejoice over . The 
lay leader , the volunteer worker who seeks the recogni
tion of a grateful community and the professional who 
seeks both the glory and the high remuneration that 
come with success will after a while tend to regard 
fund - raising as a game to be played . Winning t he game 
becomes the all important desideratum . The purposes 
and goals for which the game was established can very 
easily be forgotten. Fund- raising in our day tends to 
become not a worthy means to a worthy end but rather an 
end in itself.78 

Without underestima ting the tensions herein 

described, there are few participants in the organized 

Jewish community who would not agree with Kutzik ' s conclu-

sion that "the positive effects of Jewish philanthropy for 

both communities and individuals , historically and cur

rently , outweigh i ts negative ones ... 79 

A History of the Long Beach Jewish Community8C 

Early records indicate that the first Jewish .family 

arrived in Long Beach in 1898 , .followed slowly by several 

others . By 1910, when the total Long Beach population was 

55 , 381 , there were less than a dozen Jewish families in t he 

78simon G. Kramer , " Fund- raising in America ," 
Jewish Observer and Middle East Review JO (July 29 , 1966) : 
15 . 

79Kutzik , "Social Basis of American Jewish Philan
thropy ," p. J8 . 

80The material in this section , through 1957 , is 
drawn substantially from Sidney A. Hart mann , The History of 
the Long Beach Jewish Cornmunitl (Long Beach : Long Beach 
Jewish Community Co1mcil , 1957 . Mr . Hartmann was Public
ity Relations Director of the Council from 1957 to 1963. 
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area. For the most part they were scattered throughout the 

city and unconnected with each other . 

The year 1913 marked the occasion of the first High 

H 1 D . L k. . Bl b t . o y ay services . ac ing a minyan y one , a rip was 

made to Boyle Heights, the area of heavy Jewish population 

in Los Angeles , and a participant was recruited. 

The Jewish population had grov.n to about twenty

five families by the spring of 1915 . That was the year the 

first organizational attempt was undertaken with t he 

developnent of the Long Beach Benevolent Association , which 

had religious , social and philanthropic purposes . Its 

original project was the establishment of a religious school 

which received little support and was quickly abandoned. 

The dissolution of the Long Beach Benevolent Association 

itself soon followed . Attempts to establish a B' nai B'rith 

Lodge also met with no success. 

The need for religious expression resulted in the 

formation of a group of men who met in each other ' s homes 

~or Friday evening services. 

By 1919 t he Jewish community began to take r oot , 

assisted by an increasing Jewish population . The newcomers 

came to Long Beach as a result of business opportunities 

brou1;ht about by the general growth in population L·esul ting 

from numerous wartime government contracts . Individuals 

w)th prior organizational experience and traditions of par-

81 Minyan: quorum of ten males for public religious 
services . 41 
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ticipation in their former communities formed the nucleus 

of a B' nai B' rith Lodge in 1920 and spearheaded the 

launching of' the Jewish community with attendant social and 

philanthropic activities . 

The concept of a community building which would 

serve as a rallying point for all Jewish activity was 

proposed by one family who offered to donate property con

ditional upon the raising of additional funds to er ect a 

suitable structure . Successful fund raising efforts 

resulted in the completion of a Community Building in the 

spring of 1922. The building served as a meeting place for 

Jewish groups including B' nai B' rith , t he Community 

Building Association, Jewish Women ' s Club, Jewish Mother's 

Alliance , ladies' and men's gym classes , and Young Folks 

Section. 

Attempts to develop a formal religious institution 

through the Long Beach Jewish Congregation met with 

conflict and difficulty . Consensus could not be reached 

between r eform and orthodox Jews , and tensions escalated . 

When discussions of the formation of a temple culminated in 

a motion to establish i t as r eform, orthodox members who 

had previously joined the Long Beach Jewish Congregation 

resigned. The Jewish Community Building became Temple 

Israel, reform , while orthodox Jews met for a brief period 

in the Odd Fellows Building before disbanding. 

Tension between reform and orthodox Jews was not 
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unique to Long Beach . Referring to mid- nineteenth century 

efforts to unite the American Jewish community , Sachar 

reports that plans "floundered because the devotees of 

Orthodoxy and Reform were constantly at each other ' s 

throats . 1182 

The need for a conservative congregation providing 

a full range of religious services resulted in the organi

zation of Temple Sinai in 1924. Hartmann reports that 

"the life of the Long Beach Jewish Community for many years 

to come was to revolve around Temple Israel and Temple 

Sinai with B' nai B' rith serving as the common meeting 

ground for both groups . "83 

By 1927 t here were 375 Jewish families in the Long 

Beach area including several in Wilmington and San Pedro. 

Succeeding years saw the development of the National 

Council of Jewish Women and B' nai B' rith Women . 

The forerunner of t he United Jewish Welfare Fund , 

"United Jewry ," was created in 1929 and raised approxi-

mately $J,900 . 

From its inception , regardless of community tensions 
that were bound to develop from time to time , the 
United Jewish Welfare Fund was to act as a uniting 
force around which the Jewish community rallied year 
after year fulfilling its obligation of raising funds 
for local , national and overseas philanthropic needs . 84 

In 1937 Temple Sina i affiliated with the National 

82 Sachar, p. 178 . 83 Hartmann, p. 18. 
84Ibid. , p . 24 . 
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Jewish Welfare Board and assumed the responsibijity of pro-

viding Jewish associations for the Jewish sailors stationed 

in Long Beach . Out of this development grew a Navy YMHA . 

The increasing growth of Jewish population and its 

movPm~nt to the eastern part of the city , as well as the 

disrepair of existing buildings , led to the relocation of 

both Temple Israel and Temple Sinai in the early_1940's . 

While the outbreak of World War II resulted in 

major changes in most American communities , its impact on 

t he coastal community of Long Beach was overwhelming. 

Long Beach , because of its airplane industry, oil wells 
and refineries and its harbor facilities was recognized 
as a prime target for enemy bombing . It was one of the 
cities in the country to feel the impact of the change 
from peace to war. The ocean front became a gigantic 
fenced- in barracks with large guns at intervals along 
the entire length of the city. Huge barrage balloons 
floated overhead at strategic points . Douglas Aircraft 
Co . was completely covered with a mottled camouflage 
net . Empty fields were dotted with anti-aircraft bat
teries . Recreation Park was completely surrounded with 
tall wire fencing and was covered from one end to the 
other with tents and barracks. This was true of many 
other locations in th~ city. Something had to be done 
to entertain the tremendous number of men who were 
being rushed here . BS 

The need to join together to provide for the social 

needs of all servicemen , with special attention to the 

religious needs of Jewish personnel , had a unifying effect 

on heretofore disparate Jewish organizations . Following 

the war , the idea of developing a community organization 

uniting all Long Beach Jewish groups began to take hold. 

S5Ibid . , pp. 27-28. 
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In May, 1946, final plans were ratified for the institution 

of the Long Beach Jewish Community Council and the first 

executive director was hired . This was followed by the 

launching of a semi- monthly community newspaper . In that 

year the United Jewish Welfare Fund raised $101 , 5J1 . 

The year 1947 saw the development of a Jewish Young 

Adul~ Council , a Community Relations Committee , and a com

mittee to study the need for a Jewish Community Center . 

The pressing needs of Jews throughout the world following 

the Holocaust were reflected in the United Jewish Welfare 

Fund campaign , which reached $126 , 260 . 

The press for a Jewish state led to the growth of 

the Zionist Organization of America and Hadassah , both of 

which served to disseminate information and raise funds for 

Palestine . 

In Long Beach the 1948 United Jewish Welfare F'und 

drive raised $190 ,8J5 , reflecting commitments to the new 

state of Israel . That year saw the development of a Youth 

Division and a Women's Division of the campaign . The 

National Council of Jewish Women accepted the responsibility 

of resettling displaced families arriving from Europe . 

Premises were leased for the Jewish Community Center, which 

offered a wide variety of programs directed by volunteers . 

It became headquarters for the Jewish Community Council , 

served as a meeting place for local Jewish groups, and 

became the focal point for Jewish life in Long Beach . Late 

in 1948 the community ' s only orthodox congregation , Temple 
45 



Beth El, was established . 

By 1951 the Long Beach Jewish community provided a 

full r ange of services and activities , and the Jewish Com~ 

munity News was enlarged . Thirty- seven Jewish immigrant 

families had resettled in Long Beach . 

The Jewish community affiliated wi th the Long Beach 

Welfare Council , thereby achieving r ecognition by a non

Jewish civic organization . 

A newly formed conservative congregation, Temple 

Beth Shalom , established itself in 1952 and the increasing 

Jewish population pointed the direction for a more adequate 

Center facility to meet growing communal needs . The peti

tion of t he adjoining Lakewood Jewish Community Congrega

tion (a combined Temple and Center) for affiliation with 

the Long Beach Jewish Community Council was accepted . 

In 195786 Jewish Family Service was founded as a 

six- month pilot project . I t later incorpor ated as a separ

ate agency, thus qualifying for Community Chest support . 

That year also saw t he organization of the Long Beach 

Children ' s Jewish School (Kindershule) , offering a secular 

Jewish education . The United Jewish Welfar e Fund campaign 

raised $1J5,955. 

The following years saw the Jewish community come 

of age. In addition to congregation sisterhoods and 

86Material detailing the growth of 
from 1957 through the present was compiled 
researcher from copies of Council minutes, 
News , and General Assembly proceedings . 

the community 
by this 
Jewish Federa-
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brotherhoods there was the usual array of Jewish fraternal , 

social and philanthropic organizations . Joining groups pre

viously mentioned were Jewish War Veterans, Pioneer Women, 

Brandei s University Women , Young Judea , and Organization 

for Rehabilitation through Training (ORT) , as well as B' nai 

B' rith Girl~ (BBG ) anc Aleph Zadik Aleph (AZA) chapters . 

The year 1960 was one of great growth . Following 

much planning and fund raising activity , the new Jewish 

Community Center was constructed on Grand Avenue , its 

present address. That same year marked the inauguration of 

a B' nai B' rith Hillel unit on the campus of California 

State College (now Univer sity) at Long Beach . In adjoini ng 

Rossmoor a Jewish Men ' s Association was for med and affili-

ated with t he Long Beach Jewish Community Council. In 1960 

the United Jewish Welfare Fund drive resulted in $197,844 . 

The desire to determine how well agencies were 

serving constituents and to define unmet service needs pre

cipitated a study of the Jewish population . 87 Five hundred 

families were personally interviewed and provided demo

graphic as well as attitudinal data. 

In 1961 the United Jewish Welfar e Fund campaign 

raised $219 ,500 , and the Long Beach Jewish Community 

Council became the Jewish Community Federation with appro

priate structural changes to achieve a better balance 

87or . Fred Massarik , "A Study of the Jewish Popula
tion of Long Beach , Lakewood and Los Alamitos , " report 
prepar ed for the Long Beach Jewish Collliilunity Federation , 
1962 . 
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between agencies, organizational representatives and dele

gates-at-large . A smaller Board of Directors was to meet 

monthly with General Assembly meetings several times a 

year . 

The continued eastward movement of the Jewish popu

lation into adjoining Orange County communities resulted in 

t he establishment of a new reform congregation , Temple Beth 

David of Los Alamitos, which subsequently relocated in 

Westminster. 

Lakewood Jewish Community Congregation became 

Temple Beth Zion in 1962 , and a new conservative congrega

tion, Temple Beth Shalom , was founded in Long Beach . That 

same year saw the founding of the Jewish Free Loan Society 

to aid Jewish families and individuals experiencing tempor

ary financial difficulties where no bank or commercial com

pany would make a loan. 

By 1962 the Jewish population stabilized at approx

imately 15 , 000 , ana the major growth of the community 

slowed . (Appendix A lists United Jewish Welfare Fund 

totals from 1963 through 1975.) 

Subsequent developments included the construction 

of the Nathan Shulman Auditorium addition to the Jewish 

Community Center in 1967; establishment of the Long Beach 

Hebrew Academy, the first Jewish day school , by the Luba

vitch group ; purchase of a site in Lake Arrowhead in 1972 

for Camp Komaroff, the Jewish community resident camp ; 

merger of two conser•ative congregations , Temple Sinai and 
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Temple Beth Zion into Temple Beth Zion- Sinai in 1974; and 

the acquisition of a motel adjoining the camp for the 

developnent of the Camp Kom~roff Conference Center in 1975 . 

Future concerns to which the community is address

ing itself relate to the age shifts in Jewish population 

aui increasing needs of t he elderly , primarily in the area 

of l ow-cost housing. Plans are under way to relocate two 

Soviet Jewish families . Explorations of cooperative pro

gramming and relationships with the Orange County Jewish 

Federation Council are also of high priority. 

The development of the Jewish community of Long 

Beach parallels that of other small and medium size cities. 

The first step in communal organization in a small com
munity is for religious services and for religious edu
cation of the young and a temple or synagogue is 
usually the first and if the population remains small , 
the only Jewish institution in that community. 
Informal methods of self help are another spontaneous 
development as is the growth of various forms of associ
ation whose primary purpose may be social and recrea
tional relationships for their own sake or involving a 
function such as raising funds for some national or 
overseas cause . As the community grows somewhat larger 
there may be more formal organization on a fraternal 
basis or as part of the Zionist movement . With increas
ing population there are established replicas of the 
many types of association which exist in the larger 
cities such as varieties of Zionist groups, varieties 
of congregations , varieties of formal and in£ormal 
social clubs , professional associations and other 
groups . As the population grows voluntary self help 
may lead to organized services for families and the 
aged or interest in obtaining such services through 
regional organization. It is pertinent that differen
tiation in religious and cultural outlook and social 
and economic aspirations and status are the factors 
responsible for proliferation of agencies.88 

88tt . L. Lurie , "Jewish Community Organization-
Functions and Structures, " Jewish Social Service Quarterly 
26 (September, 1949 ) : )0 . 49 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the setting of the study , 

t he sampling plan and t he method of data collection. In 

addition , it discusses plans for analysis of the data and 

the limitations of the study . 

The Setting of the Study 

Located in Los Angeles County , twenty-five miles 

south of Los Angeles , the city of Long Beach, California 

has a population of J61 , 1101 which has remained relatively 

stable since 1960 . 

A study of the Jewish community made in 19622 

revealed a Jewish population of 14 , ooo or 15 , 000 individ-

uals . According to Federation records, there is a current 

estimated Jewish population of 15 , 000- 16 , 000 individuals , 

representing J?00-4500 families . Thus , the Jewish popula

tion figure also has remained relatively stable although 

1Long Beach City Planning Department , "Statistics 
on Long Beach Population and Housing, " Long Beach, January, 
1974 . 

2Dr. Fred Massarik , "A Study of the Jewish Popula
tion of Long Beach , Lakewood and Los Alamitos , " report 
prepared for the Long Beach Jewish Community Federation , 
1962 . 
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the age distribution has shifted during the years.J There 

has been a decrease in the number of younger families , with 

movement into nearby Orange County (served b~ its own autai

omous Jewish Federation) and an increase in the senior 

adult population. 

Accounting for the decrease in young family popula

tion is the availability in Orange County of new housing in 

a moderate price range. The increase in senior adult popu

lation is due in large measure to the Long Beach mean tem

perature of 6J . J degrees and the fact that Long Beach is 

increasingly viewed as a desirable community for r etirement. 

For the past ten years , units of membership in the 

Long Beach Jewish Community Center have also remained 

fairly stable with a small decrease in family memberships 

and a small increase in the senior adult category. 4 

The study was conducted in the service- solicitation 

area of the Jewish Community Federation of Long Beach. In 

addition to the cities of Long Beac11 and Lakewood , the 

service- solicitation area includes nearby communities in 

western Orange County : Los Alamitos , Seal Beach, West

minster , Fountain Valley and Huntir.gton Beach. 

Sampling Plan 

The sample ~as drawn from the Jewish Community 

)Interview with Sol Frankel, Executive Director, 
Long Beach Jewish Community Federation , Long Beach , 25 Feb
r uary 1976 . 

4Interview with Joseph Parmet, Executive: Director , 
Jewish Community Center, Long Beach , J March 1976 . 



Federa~ion mailing list, which includes members of local 

Jewish organizations and temples, Jewish Community Center 

members , contributors tu the United Jewish Welfare Fund , 

and individuals who have indicated their desire to receive 

the Jewish Federation News . As new people move into the 

area and become known to the Federation , their names are 

added . Organizational lists are updated annually. The 

1976 list has J,)48 names. 

The sample was stratified according to level of 

contribution to the United Jewish Welfare Fund . For pur

poses of this study, a contributor is defined as anyone 

who had made a contribution to either the 1972 , 197J or 

1974 United Jewish Welfare Fund campaigns . Although Fed

eration campaign records are based on separate contribu

tions from husband and wife , the researcher determined that 

contributors would be defined by family contribution . 

Hence , if either a husband or wife made a gift to the 1972 , 

197J or 1974 campaign , that family would be considered a 

contributor. 

As a first step in the sampling process , the entire 

Federation mailing list was addressographed on index cards. 

These were then alphabetized and cards representing persons 

outside the service- solicitation area were removed . The 

remaining J,18J cards were then checked against computer 

print- outs of contributors , and contributions for both 

husband and wife in 1972 , 1973 and 1974 were recorded. The 

J ,18J cards represented 2,119 contributors and 1 , 064 non-
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contributo1·~ . Contributors were divided into five cate---r 

gories according to the combined total in the year of 

their most recent contribution . 

It was determined that the sample would be 524 (see 

Table 1). Cards in each of the categories of contribution 

were shuffled out of alphabetical order . A stratified 

random sample was drawn, the specific number in each 

stratum determined by the proportion of contributors in 

each category . Similarly , a proportionate sample was drawn 

of Jewish persons on the Federation mailing list who had 

not made a contribution in either of the aforementioned 

three campaign years. In each stratum, every sixth card 

was drawn. 

The percentage of responses in each category was 

anticipated with the exception of the $1000-$2499 category. 

The expectation was that non- contributors would have the 

lowest return rate and givers in the highest stratum would 

have the largest response rate. In this study respondents 

in the $1000- $2499 stratum are underrepresented (see Table 

2). 

Strategies for Increasing Respondent 
Participation 

Several important procedures were utilized in an 

effort to gain a significant respondent return. In view of 

the fact that a 50 .95 percent return was achi eved without 

any additional follow-up , these procedures are worthy of 

mention. 
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I TABLE 1 

SAMPLING STATISTICS 

Contributor Total % of Total Number of 
Categories Cards Sample Sample Cards 

n0n- contributors 1064 JJ . 4 174 

$1 to $99 

$100-$499 

$500-$999 

$1000-$2499 

$2500+ 

Totals 

Contributor 
Categories 

non- contribu
tors 

$1 - $99 

$1 00-$499 

$500-$2499 

$2500+ 

Totals 

1J47 42 . J 

485 15 . 2 

111 J . 48 

124 J . 89 

_g 1. 6 

J18J 99.87 

TABLE 2 

RESPONDENT RETURN STATISTICS 

222 

80 

18 

22 

__.§. 

524 

Number in Total Responses Number of 
Sample Returned Usable Responses 

174 8J - 47 . 7% 70 - 40 . 2% 

222 114 - 51. J% 105 - 47 . 29% 

80 46 - 57 .5% 45 - 56 . 25% 

22 7 - Jl. 8% 7 - Jl. 8% 

__.§. -1. - 87 .5% -1. - 87 . 5% 

524 267 244 
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Several weeks prior to the mailing to the sample~ 

the researcher sent individually typed letters on the sta

tionery of either Hebrew Union College or University of 

Southern California , School of Social Work, to local 

temple rabbis and Jewish agency directors (Appendix B). 

The Jewish community clergy and professionals were advised 

of the study and asked to share this information with their• 

temple/agency boards and leadership. Therefore, a number 

of community leaders were apprised of the research project 

and were in a position to authenticate the legitimacy and 

value of the study, should questions be r aised by congre

gants or constituents . 

Questionnaires were mailed with a covering letter 

(Appendix C) which , although offset printed, was person

alized with individually typed address and salutation and 

hand signature . It was hoped that respondents would feel 

that their contribution to the study had value and would 

be significant . The use of University of Southern Cali

fornia , School of Social Work letterhead added the prestige 

and influence of the university to the study . 

The letter contained several important points . 

Recipients were being asked to participate in the project 

and assist the researcher in completing work for h2r 

Master ' s Degree . This "tapped into" the Jewish value of 

education. Although subtly , the respondents were being 

asked to perform a mitzvah . The many warm messages of 

"good luck on your project" and "wish you success" 
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included on returned questionna ires attest to the personal 

involvement of respondents and validates this conclusion . 

A number were returned with explanatory notes and good 

wishes even in instances where the respondent was unable 

to complete the questionnaire . 

Additionally , the letter aclmowledged that some of 

those receiving the questionnaire might not be currently 

interested or involved in Jewish communal l ife . By incll'd

ing that paragraph , the researcher attempted to reduce the 

number of those who would not respond because they did not 

consider themselves knowledgeable or in the mainstream of 

Jewish life . It emphasized the importance of their opin

ions and ideas, regardless of the extent of their partici

pation . 

The covering letter further indicated that respond

ent replies would assist in efficient and effective 

planning and t hat the study could become the basis of 

improved Jewish services for everyone . The questionnaire 

provided ample space for comments on specific questions or 

broad general issues , and respondents were encouraged to 

share their thoughts and feelings . 

Included with the covering letter and questionnaire 

was a self addressed, stamped envelope . Further , the 

researcher indicated that a summary of the findings would 

be available to those who returned the enclosed self 

addressed post card. One hundred seventy- six or 72 . 1 

percent of the respondents indicated a desire to receive
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the summary . As an additional motivational piece , a small 

scratch pad was included , imprinted with "Things to 

do .. . " On the first page of each pad the researcher 

wrote "Please f'ill in and mail questionnaire ," and signed 

her name , thereby again personalizing the research project. 

The questionnaire covered six pages on both sides. 

Concerned that recipients might be overwhelmed by its 

length, a notation was made at the beginning of the ques

tionnaire and underlined in red pencil that "this ques

tionnaire will take approximately 30 minutes to ~omplete . " 

It was expected that recipients would be more willing to 

become involved in the study if they were assured that the 

time involvement would be minimal. 

Although difficult to measure , another variable 

which may have contributed to the unusually high rate of 

return should be noted . The researcher and her f'amily 

have lived in the Long Beach community for eight years . 

For three years she worked professionally in the Jewish 

community as coordinator of Hillel at Calif'ornia State 

University at Long Beach and as coordinator of the Program 

for the Retired at the Long Beach Jewish Community Center . 

Consequently , her name may have been familiar to a number 

of respondents and this may have been a contributing f'actor 

to the high return rate . 

Of the twenty-three questionnaires returned but 

not usable , only one was returned undeliverable because of 

wrong address , attesting to the excellent record keeping 
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and accuracy of the Federation mailing lists . Table J 

accounts for each of the unusable questionnaires . 

Nu~ber of Unusable 
Ctuestionnaires 

1 

1 

2 

J 

1 

1 

1 

4 

8 

_1 

2J 

TABLE J 

UNUSABLE RESPONSES 

Reasons for Non- use 

undeliverable , wrong a1dress 

code number removed by respond
ent; unable to be analyzed by 
dependent variable , level of 
contribution to UJWF 

not Jewish although previously 
married to Jewish men 

recent death, illness and 
problems in family 

previous negative experience 
with a Jewish agency 

completed but received too late 
for data to be used 

on vacation and missed deadline 

"too personal, " "do not want to 
participate , " "sorry, do not 
fill out surveys" 

returned uncompleted without 
comment 

returned uncompleted but with 
general comments 

Data Collection 

The research instrument was pretested by four 

persons, two male and two female , who have varying levels 
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of involvement with the Jewish community . Their comments-----i 

indicated that the original questionnaire was too long , 

taking between thirty- five and fifty minutes to complete . 

It was felt t hat a question relating to whether respond-

ent's friends have us~d or would u~P services such as 

Jewish Family Service , Jewish Free Loan, Project Outreach , 

etc ., was difficult to answer since it dealt more with 

assumptions than with knowledge . I t is significant that 

each of the persons participating in the pretest had diffi

culty answering a question which asked respondent to note 

whether he or she felt listed Jewish organizations were 

"extremely prestigeous," "highly prestigeous, " or "pres

tigeous ." Three felt they did not have enough knowledge 

about the various groups , and one indicated that it was not 

a matter of pr estige- - all that was required was payment of 

dues . 

As a result of these comments , these two questions 

were deleted . Further , a question relating to degree of 

interest in speci!'ic features of' the Federation News was 

not used because of the need to abbreviate the instrument . 

This question was not central to the issues being studied. 

Two questions relating to purposes of the Federation were 

combined since there were areas of overlap. 

In final form the research instrument (Appendix D) 

consisted of five sections designed to collect (1) demo

graphic data ; (2) inf'ormation on Jewish practices ; 
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(J) organizational affiliation and participation1 

(4 ) knowledge , use of and attitudes toward Jewish community 

services ; and (5) attitudes related to Jewish identity and 

motivat ions for contr ibuting to the United Jewish Welfare 

Fund . Data was analyzed using the level of g iving to the 

United Jewish Welfare Fund as the dependent variable . 

Section I was concerned with demographic data . 

Of prime importance was question 13 relating to total 

fam ily income , since one of the questions being £tudied was 

t he r e l at ionship of giving to socioeconomic level . 

Section II requested information on Jewish educa-

tion , r eligious pr actices and s ynagogue affiliation to 

det~rmine if these factors are variables in level of givi ng 

to t he United Jewish Welfare Fund . 

Quest i ons in Section III pertained to Jewish 

organi~dtional affiliation, a variable to be tested as a 

factor in motivations for g iving . 

The questions in Section IV r elating to knowledge 

and use of Jewish services wer e salient in t hat they 

sol icited data r e levant to the i ssues under study. These 

questions also addr essed matters of import for future 

agency planning . 

Informat i on solicited in Section V r elated to 

attitudes towar d I s r ael , mo~ivations for giving to the 

United Jewish Welfare Fund , conceptions of \lhy respondents 

considered th ems elves Jewi s h, and se11se of r elatedness to 

the Jewish community . The data is pertinent as factor s to 
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be considered as components of Jewish identity. 

Plans for Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed in two parts . Part I is 

concerned with demographic features of the population and 

descr5ption of responses relating to Jewish self concep

tio~ . affiliation and attitudes . 

Part II examines the relationship of variables 

associated with motivations for giving. Chi square , a non

parametric test of significance, was used to test signifi

cance of relationships. 

A typographical error in Section V of the ques

tionnaire caused some difficulty . Section V, soliciting 

information about attitudes toward Jewish issues , was to be 

answered on a four- point scale : "strongly agree ," "agree ," 

"disagree," and "strongly disagree ." Unfortunately , 

"strongly agree " i n the first column was mistyped and read 

"strongly disagree." ~he great majority of respondents 

caught the error and made the correction . On those ques

tionnaires where there was no correction , ii' responses 

were checked in both "strongly disagree" columns, it was 

assumed that the respondent recognized the error and 

answered appropriately without noting a correction . In 

situations where "strongly disagree" was checked in only 

the first column, the resear cher checked the questionnaire 
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for internal consist~ncy. Thus, if "strongly disagree" in 

the first column was checked in r esponse to "Jews should 

!contribute money to support humanita~ian (welfare) services 

in Israel" and the respondent indicated membership in 

Hadassah or contributions to the Israel Emergency Fund or 

Bonds for Israel , it was assumed that column 1 was intended I 
to mean ·•strongly agree . " In six cases it was impossible 

to make a clear determination of respondent's sentiment and 

hence these were coded as'no response ." 

The drawing of a proportionate stratified sample 

presented difficulty in analyzing data, since there were 

too few cases in each of the three top giving stratum to 

test for significance . Contributions in the three highes t 

giving strata ($500-$999 , $1000-$2499, $2500+) represent 

~ . 83 percent of the usable responses . Therefore , it was 

necessary to collapse categories for purposes of analysis 

as shown in Table 4. 

TABLE 4 

CATEGORIES USED FOR DATA ANALYSIS 

Contributor Number Number of Usable 
Categories Sampled Responses 

non-contributors 174 70 - 28 . 7% 

$1 - $499 J02 150 - 61 . 5% 

$500+ 48 24 - 9. 8% 
524 244 100. 0% 
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There were too few r esponses in specific codes of 

other questions. I t was thus necessary to collapse the 

categories in order to test for significance . In both age 

and income distribution , there were only nine responses in 

the lowest category of each question . Hence , these were 

collapsed with the next highest category of response . Sim

ilarly , only twelve respondents indicated Sephardic ances

try and those responses were shifted to "other." Sunday or 

Hebrew school education accounted for 64 , 5 percent of 

responses . Therefore , all other i;ypes of Jewish education 

were collapsed into "other ." With regard to Section V, 

relating to attitudes toward Jewish issues , very few 

questions evoked a "strongly disagree" response ; hence , 

"disagree" and "strongly disagree " codes were collapsed. 

Limitations of Study 

The data collected from non- contributors cannot be 

generalized to all non- contributors since those in this 

study have some Jewish "connection ," even if limited to a 

desire to receive the Jewish Federation News . This study 

did not sample those members of the Jewish population who , 

for whatever reason , did not affiliate or identify formally 

with Jewish institutions or organizations . 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA : PART I 

This chapter will pres~nt and discuss the demo

graphic description of the sample and responses relating to 

Jewish education , religious affiliation and organizational 

membership, as well as attitudes toward Jewish issues . 

Demographic Description of Sample 

An analysis of the data supports statements made in 

t he previous chapter indicating a trend toward an increas

ing aging Jewish population in the Long Beach area . As 

s hovm in Table 5, J2 . 6 per cent of the population is six+,y 

years of age or older . This percentage of senior adults 

is double that of the National Jewish Population Study . 1 

Only J.7 percent of the sample are between twenty and 

twenty- nine. It is likely that there may be a greater 

number of young adults in the community who were not repre-

sented in the sample , since by and large this age group 

does not af'filiata with the established Jewish community . 

1Fred Massarik and Alvin Chenkin , "United States 
National Jewish Population Study : A First Report , " in 
American Jewish Year Book 1 , ed . Morris Pine et al. 

Philadelphia : Jewish Publication Society of America , 
1973) ' p . 271. 
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20- 29 

30- 39 

40- 49 

50- 59 

60- 64 

65+ 

TABLE 5 

RESPONDENTS BY AGE 

(%) 
(n=242) 

J .7 
16 . 9 

23 . 6 

23 . 1 

7 , 4 

_£Ll 

99 , 9 

The Jewish population of the community i s scattered 

throughout Long Beach and nearby Orange County communities 

vd th no cluster s of Jewish population in any specific area . 

In the sample 31 . 5 percent reside in Orange County (Table 6 ) . 

The fact that Long Beach is a relatively stable 

community is clec...r from an examination of the data . New 

families moving into the a r ea represent 2 . 0 percent of t he 

sample ; 76 . 5 percent of the Jewish population has resideo 

in t he community for more than nine years , and 86 . 3 percent 

indicate that it is unlikely that t h ey will move from the 

Long Beach/Oranp;e County area . 

Three- fourths of t he population is married , 14 . 5 

percent is widowed , 8 . 2 percent divorced or separated , and 

2 . 1 percent never married . 

In small or medium sized cities , most Jews are 

either lower middle or upper middle class . Table 7 sh ows 
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TABLE 6 

RESPONDENTS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 

Area 

Rossmoor , Los Alamitos, Seal Beach 
(Orange County) 

Lakewood 

Los Altos 

Belmont Shore , Naples 

El Dorado 

Westminster , Garden Grove, Fountain 
Valley (Orange County) 

Bixby Knolls 

Cypress (Orange County) 

Cerritos 

Park Estates 

Other , Long Beach 

Other , Orange County 

(%) 
(n=244) 

18 . 9 

16 . 8 

11. 5 

8 . 2 

7 . 0 

6 . 1 

4 . 9 

4 . 9 

J . 7 

J . 7 

12 . 7 

1.6 
1 00.0 
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that 22.2 percent of the Jewish population in Long Beach 

earn upwards of $35 , 000 , The median income is $20, 500 , as 

compared with a median income of $12,6JO for the national 

Jewish population , 2 and $10,282 for t he general Long Beach 

~ommunity . 3 It is possible that the median income figure 

for L~ng Beach Jewish people might be somewhat diminished 

had this study included individuals who were not known in 

any way to the Jewish community . The high income for 

Jewish families obviously correlates with level of educa-

tion and type of occupation. Approximately 70 percent of 

the popula~ion has had some college education , with 22 . 8 

percent completing college and 21 . 2 percent receiving 

graduate or pr ofessional training . 

Not to be disregarded , however , are the 14 . 7 

percent who r eport incomes below $6 , 999 . While there is 

increasing awareness t hat not all Jews are affluent , the 

relatively large percentage of the sample at the lower 

income levels may be related to the high percentage of 

Jewish aged in Long Beach . 

Table 8 shows t hat professionals account for 27 .5 

percent of the Jewish population . The fact that 20 . 3 

percent are retirees corresponds to the fact that 25 . 2 

2Fred Massarik , "Demographic Highlights : National 
Jewish Population Study" (New York : Council of Jewish 
Federations and Welfare Funds , 1971) , p . 10. (Mimeographed.) 

JLong Beach City Planning Department, "Statistics 
on Lo~ Beach Population and Housing , 1974 , " Long Beach , p . 
8 . (Mimeographed. ) 



Income 

under $2 . 900 
$) , 000- $6 , 999 
$7 , 000-$11 , 999 
$12 , 000- $17 , 999 
$18 , 000-$22 , 999 
$2J , OOO- $J4 , 999 
$J5 , 000+ 

TABLE 7 

RESPONDENTS BY INCOME 

TABLE 8 

(%) 
(n=225) 

4.o 
10 . 7 
14.2 
14 . 6 
13. 7 
2() . 4 

22 . 2 
99 . 8 

RESPONDENTS BY OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION 

( %) 
Occupation (n=2J2 ) 

student 2 .2 
unskilled J . O 
ski lled 5 . 2 
clerical/sales 14 . 6 
manager ial J . O 
proprietor 2 . 2 
professional 27 . 5 
homemaker 21.5 
retired 20 .3 

99 .5 



percent of the Long Beach Jewish community are sixty-five 

or older . 

Jewish Background , Affiliation and 
Education 

Whe11 vr~ferences for branch of Judaism (percentage 

of Orthodox , Conservative , Reform , etc .) between respond

ent and his or her mother and father are exami~~d , a 

decrease in Orthodox preference and an increase in Reform 

identification are noted (Table 9). With regard to com

parison of preference between r espondent and oldest child, 

Orthodox and Reform preferences are stable . However , 

there is a decrease of 21 .1 percent in Conservative pref-

erence between respondent and oldest child . There are 

suggestio11s that this decrease in Conservative preference 

among the third generation is not idiosyncratic to Long 

Beach but represents a national trend . 4 Additional data 

that requires further study is the 11 percent increase in 

identification of "Jewish by birth" by respondent ' s oldest 

child as compared with respondent . The analysis of gener

a tional difference is an important tool in understanding 

the Jewish community and the changes taking place within 

it . 

Table 10 shows t hat 46 . 6 percent of the sample do 

not affiliate with a congregation . This is somewhat lower 

4sidney Goldstein and Calvin Goldscheider , 
Americans : Three Generations in a Jewish Comrouni 

Englewood Cliffs, N.J .: Prentice-Hall , Inc. , 19 
177. 

Jewish 

) ' p. 
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TABLE 9 

PREFERENCES FOR BRANCH OF JUDAISM 

Respondent ' s Respondent ' s Respondent ' s 
Mot her Father Respondent Oldes t Child 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 
(n=222) (n=225) (n=2J2 ) (n=180 )* 

Ort hodox Jl. 5 J5 . 6 2 . 6 2 . 8 

Conservative 40 . 0 J4 . 2 40 . 5 19 .4 

Reform 14. o 12 . 0 28 . 9 28 . J 

Reconstructionist o . 4 0. 0 0 .4 J . J 

Non- religious 
6 . 8 15 . 6 cultural Jew 10 . 2 1J . J 

Jewish by birth 4 .5 4 . 9 11. 2 22 . 2 

Ot her _hl 3,1 -1:..Q ~ 
99 . 9 100 . 0 99, 9 99, 9 

* In accounting for t he si~ificantly smaller n , it is important to note 
t hat twenty respondents had no children , and of t hose havinc children , twenty 
were under the age of fi ve . 



than the national Jewish population figure of 51.3 percent. 

While on the surface it would appear the Long Beach Jews 

affiliate at a higher percentage than do the national 

average , it is likely that the 46 . 6 percent of non-affili- I 
ation cannot be generalized to all Long Beach Jewish I 
people inasmuch as the sample was drawn from those who 

have Jewish "connections ." A survey of the entire Jewish 

community would undoubtedly show a larger percentage 0f 

non-congregational affiliates , perhaps approaching the 

national figure . 

TABLE 10 

RESPONDENTS BY MEMBERSHIP IN 
CONGREGATIONS 

Congregation 
(%) 

(n=2J6) 

Temple Beth Shalom (Conservative) 
Temple Beth Zior.- Sinai 

(Conservative) 
Temple Israel (Reform) 
Temple Beth David (Reform) 
Congregation Shalom, Leisure World 
Congregation Lubavitch 
Other 
None 

10. 6 

9. 7 
17 . 8 

2.5 
4 . 2 
2.5 
5.9 

46 . 6 
99 .~ 

It is important to note that data regarding mem

bership in congregations is idiosyncratic to the Long 

Beach Jewish community . Communi ty surveys with which this 
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researcher is famil iar, 5 as well as t he National Jewish 

Population Study, find that Jewish people affiliate more 

with Conservative than with Reform congregations . Table 

10 shows an equal number , 20 . J percent , affiliated with 

each of the two branches mentioned . 

Nearly 40 percent of Jews sampled attend religious 

servicea occasionally. These figures indicate a higher 

percentage of syna.gogue attendance than that found in 

Jewish population studies of other communities and again 

may be related to the focused nature of t he sample. In 

explaining non-affiliation, several respondents cited the 

high cost of synagogue membership . The following 

statements are typical: 

"I do not practice many of the religious aspects of 
being Jewish but I do believe in the traditions and 
past culture . What bothers me and many of my genera
tion about being Jewish today is the cost . Many 
people that I talk to who do belong to a temple are 
resentf'ul about the high price of membership . I have 
heard the term ' blackmail ' used when referring to what 
they must do to have a child Bar Mitzvahed . I have 
not made any first-hand inquiries yet so all my infor
mation is ' s econd hand ' but not very encouraging . " 

"I feel that Jewish parents who wish to give their 
childr en a Jewish education should be accerted without 
the parents having to j oin and pay a membership fee, 
which they may not be able to afford . This happened 
to a family member of mine . Their son was unable to 

5Goldstein and Goldscheider, p . 179; Morris Axel
rod et al. , A Community Survey for Long Range Planning 
(Boston: Combined Jewish Philanthropies of Greater Boston , 
1967), p . 14J; Mervin F. Verbit , "Characteristics of a 
Jewish Comrnuni ty , " Jewish Federation of North Jersey , 1971 , 
p. 15 . (Mimeographed .) 
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be Bar Mitzvah or go to Hebrew School unless t hey 
joined the Temple and paid for membership they could 
not affor d . We will lose our young if t his pr actice 
continues . We belonged to a Temple for many years 
and we cannot a£for d to now . . . . How can I or my 
children or grandchildren continue as partici pating 
Jews and be i nterested in a social religious life . 
. . . I am proud to be a Jew . What will my grand
children feel ?" 

"Mos t Jewish couples t hat I know do not support a 
Temple because they usually can find other things to 
do wit h t heir money . Such as decor ating t heir homes , 
cars , nice clothing , trips , microwave ovens , and a 
lot of other luxur ies . I know it ' s the wrong way to 
think , but I' m afraid we fall into the same categ0ry 
of people . Sometimes when we want to go to high holi
days we don ' t feel like paying the price for four 
seats . In other words , to have to pay for rel i gion . 
Yet , I understand that all temples need money and some 
a r e merging with other temples to survive . People are 
very spoiled in this day and age . We have wants for 
things and go and buy them . Also , we are so busy , it ' s 
hard to fit another organization into our lives with 
more committee meetings , banquet dinners, etc ." 

"I can ' t begin to tell you how many times the churches 
have invited us to services and marr ied couple groups . 
Their pr e- schools are practically free and their youth 
gr oups and campouts are also priced reasonably and 
everyone is encouraged to come and made to feel 
welcome . No wonder Jews are losing the interest of 
the y oung ." 

Several respondents echoed the following statement: 

"I do not believe membership in a Temple has any 
bearing on whether a person is a ' good Jew.' One can 
worship in his ovm heart and mind ." 

Responses to the question on type of Jewish educa

tion received by respondent reveal that two- thirds of the 

sample have attended either Sunday school or Hebrew school 

while 20 . J percent have had no formal .1ewish education. 

In r esponse to the question , "How concerned are 

you , or were you , with providing your children with an 
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understanding of Jewish culture and religion?" approxi

mately one half of the sample were very much concerned 

while 8 . 4 percent did not consider it an important issue . 

Several questions attempted to study social 

network relationships . Sixty- three and three- tenths 

pc>rcent of the population have more Jewish than non-Jewish 

friends , and 52 . 7 percent socialize primarily with Jewish 

people ; 68 . 4 percent indicate that thei r friends belong 

to substantially the same organizations as they do . As 

shown in Table 11 , Hadassah claims the largest percentage 

of membership , followed by B' nai B' rith and temple sister

hoods . 

Among community- wide organizations , respondents 
I 

affiliate most fre~uently with Parent Teacher Associations . 

While many respondents hold memberships in a number of 

organizations , both Jewish and community-wide, the 

greatest percentage respond that they are inactive (Table 

11) . 

Approximately 50 percent of the population join 

Jewish organizations for sociability and because of Jewish 

commitment . Only 8 percent join for reas ons of business 

benefits . 

Knowledge and Use of Jewish Services 

As shown in Table 12 , the greater percentage of 

the sample indicates familiarity with the major Jewish 

agencies serving Long Beach. This is not surprising 
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TABLE 11 

RESPONDENTS BY ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIP 

Organization Very Fairly 
Active Active Inactive 

( %) (%) (%) 

Men ' s Club 1. 6 2. 5 7.8 
Sisterhood 2 .5 5.7 11. 5 
Temple Board 2 . 9 2. 9 6. 6 
B' nai B'rit h 3 ,3 2. 5 13 . 9 
Hadassah 4 . 5 9.8 9.4 
Jewish War Veterans o. 4 0.4 5.7 
National Council of Jewish Women 1.6 2. 5 6. 6 
Brandeio Univer sity Women 0.4 4 .1 2. 0 
Pioneer Women 2. 9 2. 0 0.8 
Other 2. 5 J . J 2. 5 

Total 
(%) 

11. 9 
19. 7 
12 . 4 
19. 7 
23 . 7 
6. 5 

10.7 
6. 5 
5.7 
8.J 



since , as stated before , the sample was drawn from the 

Federation mailing list . Individuals on this list receive 

the Federation News , which interpr~ts agency services . 

TABLE 12 

RESPONDENTS BY LEVEL OF KNOWLEDGE 
OF JEWISH AGENCIES 

No 
Agency Knowledge 

(%)* 
Knowledge 

(%} 

Jewish Community Feder-
ation 80 . 0 20 . 0 

Jewish Community Center 95 . 7 4 . 2 
Jewish Family Service 87 . 2 12. 8 
Hillel, c.s. u . L. B. 63 .5 J6.4 
Project Outreach 59 .7 41.2 
United Jewish Welfare 

Fund 94.8 5.2 
Jewish Free Loan 46 . 7 53 . 2 
Long Beach Hebrew High 

School 45.1 54 . 8 

n 

225 
2J6 
227 
214 
221 

2J1 
216 

217 

* Two dummy agencies , American Hebrew Foundation 
and Commission on Jewish Youth , were included and approxi
mately 10 to 17 percent indicated knowledge of these organ
izations . Therefore , it is suggested that the percentages 
included in this table may also perhaps reflect a 10 to 17 
percent inflationary f actor. 

Thirty- three and two- tenths percent of the sample 

never uses the facilities or participates in activities 

sponsored by the Jewish Community Center , while 16.7 

percent participates at least once a month . There was no 

significant correlation between age of respondent and 



degree of participation at the Jewish Community Center . 

The low percentage of participation is interesting in view 

of the fact that 64. 7 percent would recommend to a Jewish 

family that they joi n t he Center . 

With regarc to clientele served by Jewish Family 

Service, 60.7 percent indicate that the agency serves 

people of all income levels ; 69. 2 percent would recommend 

that Jewish persons having marital , family or child and 

parent problems contact Jewish Family Service . 

As shown in Table 1J , Jewish agencies ar e consid

ered particularly important in the areas of senior citi

zen~ · activities , day and resident camping , and teenage 

recreation. 

This study indicates a higher preference for Jewish 

sponsored services that does the Axelrod sur vey referred to 

earlier . Again , this may be explained by the select nature 

of the sample as compared with the broader population 

surveyed in the Axelrod report. 

Housing needs for elderly are given priority among 

potential ne~ services for older adults . About half of the 

sample rate low cost housing and a home for the aged as 

most important , follcwed by housekeeping assistance , infor

mation and referral and day care . 

Table 14 shows the ran.king of importance ascribed 

to various purposes and responsibilities of the Jewish Com

munity Federation . 
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TABLE 13 

RESPONDENTS' PREFERENCE FOR USE OF JEWISH 
SPONSORED AGENCY BY AGENCY TYPE 

Yes (%) No (%) Doesn ' t Matter (%) 

Financial assistance 20 . 0 18 . 5 61. 5 

Nursery school 56 . 6 8 .6 J4 . 7 

Recreation for younger children 55 . 7 5 , 7 J8 . 6 

Help in finding job 20. 2 12 . 7 67 . 1 

Help with a marital problem 50 . 2 8 . 9 40 . 8 

Help with a child behavior 
probJerr. 4) .1 8 . 1 48 . 8 

Senior citizens ' activities 81. 5 1. 8 16.6 

Children ' s day camp 72 . 1 J . 7 24 . 2 

Children ' s ~esid ent camp 71.4 4 . 6 23 9 

Teenage recreation 72 . 4 J . 7 2) . 8 

Adult recreation 54 .1 4 . 5 41. 7 

--

n 

216 

210 

210 

213 

213 

211 

222 

215 

213 

214 

222 



TABLE 14 

RANK ORDER OF RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS 
OF IMPORTANT PURPOSES OF THE JEWISH 

COMMUNITY FEDERATION 

Purpose 

1 . Give help to Jews in need . 

2 . Build a strong Je .. tish community . 

J. Promote cooperation among all Jewish 
groups . 

4. Give leadership and direction to the 
Jewish community and its programs . 

5. Support Israel . 

6 . Promote good will between Jews and 
non- Jews. 

7 , Raise funds to support Jewish social 
services . 

8 . Perpetuate traditional Jewish values . 

82 .1 

75 ,5 

74. 0 

73 . 1 

72 . 2 

68 . 7 

66 . 7 

57 . 0 

n 

212 

212 

207 

208 

216 

214 

207 

207 

It is interesting to note that although giving help to Jews 

in need is conside~ed high priority , its operationalization, 

raising funds to support Jewish social services , is listed 

seventh . This suggests a perceived separation between the 

giving of needed help and the fund raising ~roces~ 

respondents spoke to this issue: 

Several 

"I became extremely annoyed by the methods used in col
lecting for charities , i . e . , hangir.g guilt , saying how 
much one contributed recently , telling one what he can 
afford and most importantly of all , publishing amounts 
people contribute. It seems to me as if charity should 
be voluntary and I am made to believe by those doing 
the collecting that they feel it is compulsory. I 
don ' t t hink they should have the right to tell me how 
to spend my money. " 79 



"I resent the emphasis placed on ' givers ,' <tnd the ----, 
publicity given to them , although I do admit I'd like 
to see my name in the paper . But yet I feel it is not 
in the Jewish t radition to be 'coved' seekers ." 

Attitudes toward Jewish Issues 

The following chart in Table 15 depicts consensus 

items and :-ieutral items among respondents relative to atti

tudes toward and feelings about Jewish issues . For t his 

purpose the researcher determined that if 65 percent or 

more of the respondents either agreed or disagreed on any 

issue , there would be consensus . Issues receiving less 

than 65 percent agreement or disagreement would be consid

ered neutral items . 

A number of respondents made comments relating to 

conception of how and why one considers himself or herself 

Jewish . The tensions were expressed with feeling : 

"As my answers indicate , I am Jewish by birth and 
belief , although I take no part in local Jewish affairs. 
I have had little formal Jewish training and rarely 
attend the synagogue . My children , too , are not being 
brought up in the Jewish tradition . In fact, since my 
wife is a non- Jew, they are attending church with her 
and mostly see the Christian viewpoint of religion . 
This troubles me and ! feel I should get involved with 
a Jewish congregation and expose my children to a 
Jewish education . But I have not yet taken any steps 
to this end . " 

"I believe you will find my answers in many instances 
contradictory because the Jewish part of my life repre
sents one of extreme conflict for me personally. Even 
though my parents were strongly Jewish, immigrants , 
business people , they had me reared in a non-sectarian 
boarding school , 100 miles upstate New York and far 
removed from their Brooklyn ghetto ...• There was no 
religious instruction except every Sunday morning we 
thanked God for all the good things in our lives . I 
didn ' t know I was Jewish until I was lJ. I didn ' t know 
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TABLE 15 

CONSENSUS ITEMS AND NEUTRAL ITEMS 
RELATIVE TO ATTITUDES TOWARD AND 

FEELINGS ABOUT JEWISH ISSUES 

Consensus Items 

I feel a personal concern in the outcome of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict . (97 , 0% agree, 
3.0% disagree) 

Israel has given American Jews a feeling of 
pride in Jewish accomplishment . (96.6% agree , 
3 . 3% disagree) 

Jews should contribute money to support humani
tarian (welfare) services in Israel. (91.0% 
agree , 9.0% disagree) 

I feel that Israel is the spiritual homeland 
of the Jewish people . (90.2% agree , 9 . 8% dis
agree ) 

I consider myself Jewish primarily because I 
believe in Jewish ideals and practices . (82.1% 
agree , 17 . 9% disagree) 

Neutral Items 

Israel is the only place 
where all Jews can live as 
Jews in the fullest and 
broadest sense of the term . 
(43.7% agree, 56 . 6% disagree) 

I consider myself Jewish pri
marily because of my religious 
practices. (41. 9% agree , 
58 .0% disagree) 

Jews should donate to Jewish 
causes before donating to 
other c~uses . (54,5% agree , 
45 .4% disagree) 
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TABLE 15--Continued 

Consensus Items 

I consider myself Jewish primarily because I 
had Jewish parents. (66 . 9% agree , JJ.0% dis
agree) 

I consider myself Jewish primarily because I 
was raised in the Jewish tradition . (69.1% 
agree, J0 . 8% disagree) 

People contribute to Jewish charities because 
they want to maintain Jewish life . (8J . J% 
agree , 16.6% disagree) 

Tzedakah (charity) is one of t he most 
important principles of Judaism . (85 . 4% 
agree . 14 . 5% disagree) 

The only way to become prominent in the Jewish 
community is to make a big gift to the United 
Jewish Welfare Fund. (20.9% agree , 79.1% dis
agree ) 

Jews should support Jewish agencies even if 
they themselves may not use them. (92 . J% 
agree, 7. 2% disagree) 

Neutral Items 

Of t he money collected in 
the annual United Jewish 
Welfare Fund drive , the 
greatest proportion sho~ld 
be sent to Israel. (5J .4% 
agree, 46.5% disagree) 

Services to the Jewish 
people locally (Jewis h Fam
ily Service, Jewish Community 
Center , Hillel , etc .) should 
receive the greatest propor
tion of money collected by 
the United Jewish Welfare 
Fund . ( 50 . 2% agree , 49 . 7~i 
disagree) 

Jewish people should try to 
do business with other Jews 
when po;;sible. (49 .4% agree. 
) 0. 6% disagree) 
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TABLE 15--Continued 

Consensus Items 

The continuation of Jewish life in the United States 
is very important to me. (92 . 7% agree , 7.2% disagree) 

That which binds Jews together is stronger t han that 
which separates them. (90 . 5% agree , 9.5% disagree) 

Support of social servlces for Jews was or is an 
important part of my parents ' philosophy . (68.1% 
agree , J0 . 9% disagree ) 

Social pressure from friends is what motivates 
pP.ople to give to Jewish charities . (25 .8% agree , 
74 .1% disagree ) 

Jews need to take greater responsibility for fellow 
Jews than for non-Jews . (67 . 1% agree , )2 . 9% dis
agree) 

Anti - semitism is likely to become a serious menace 
to Jews in the United States . (65.6% agree , J4 . 4% 
disagree ) 

It is important to me that my children select 
Jewish mates . (67. 5% agree, J2 . 5% disagree) 

I feel a part of the local Jewish community . (72.2% 
agree , 27 . 7% disagree) 

Neutral Items 
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there were different religions and that such beliefs 
could divide men and cause so much hatreds . This 
whole area of r eligion has caused me a great deal of 
stress . " 

"We are anti-religious but deeply Jewish , proud of our 
heritage and the handicaps we overcame and t he 
accomplishments of all my family . \'le suppor t many 
Jewish causes but don ' t join any religious or ganiza
tions . " 

" I consider myself as an anomaly . A study i n 
contrasts . . . I ' ve had no formal religious training 
and consider myself an agnostic yet I str ongly 
believe t hat in our ' assimilationist society ' our Jrd 
generation Jewish children should get the training I 
did not get . " 

"All I can say to sum it up is : as a child in a 
lovely all Jewish neighborhood , life seemed sweeter 
and mor e comfor table . Note , I mention as a child . " 

Summary 

In looking back over the data , we can describe the 

organized Long Beach Jewish community as follows . The 

population is stable , primarily middle- aged and older , 

living t hroughout Long Beach . One thir d of t he population 

in the service- soli c i tntion area live in Orange County . 

Although 14. 7 percent have incomes of below $6 , 900 , 

the median income is $20 , 500 , wi th 22 . 2 per cent earning 

$)5 , 000 or above . Over one quarter are professionals and 

20 percent are retir ed . Three quarters are married . 

In regard to preferences of a branch of Judaism , 

the largest percentage prefer a Conservative identifica

tion , followed by Reform . There appears to be a decrease 

in traditional religious orientation (Orthodox , Conserva

tive , Reform , Cultural) and an increase in self identifica-



tion as "Jewish by birth" with each succeeding generation. 

Slightly more than half of the population is 

affiliated with synagogues o~ temples , and 40 percent 

attend religious services occasionally . Two thirds of the 

population has attended either Sunday or Hebrew school , and 

half of the respondents regard Jewish educatior. for their 

children as an important concern. 

Jewish people continue to socialize primarily 

with other Jews and find that their friends belong to the 

same Jewish organizations as they do . 

Many people indicated concern that the ties that 

bind them to a Jewish life may not hold for t heir children. 

The following statement is not untypical and represents a 

fairly widespread concern: 

"What I consider important is not necessarily what my 
children consider so . I feel that despite thei r Jewish 
upbringing and my emphasis on a Jewish mate , my 
children will still choose their mate regardless of 
religion. Also , despite t heir temple and Center affil
iations , once they leave home t hey seem to select their 
friends and social activities away from Judaism . I 
think the synagogues and Center , despite all they do 
. . . have been ineffective. They have failed to keep 
our college youth secur e within the Jewish fold . They 
have failed to stem the growth of marriage outside the 
Jewish faith . I believe the future of Judaism in the 
United States is very uncertain ." 

There is a high level of knowledge about local 

Jewish agencies, although many who do not themselves use 

services would r ecommend them to others . 

There is a great deal of agreement regarding 

matters of concern about the fUture of Israel . 
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The Jewish population is split regarding the rela

tive importance of support for I srael and support for local 

service . 

Commenting on perceived stratification of the com-

munity , one respondent observed : 

As part of the responsibilities in their effort to 
build a strong Jewish community , the so- called leaders 
need to treat all members of the Jewish community with 
the same sense of fairness and compassion. Too fre 
quently the "big" supporter is catered to at the 
expense of those unable to afford t he same . " 
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CHAPI'ER V 

ANALYSIS OF DATA : PART II 

This chapter examines the relationship between 

factors associated with motivation for giving and contribu

tion size . The test of significance used in all analyses 

is chi squar e , and the level of significance is . 05 . 

The Relationship between Level of 
Giving and Socioeconomic Level 

of Contributor 

Although respondents were or iginally divided into 

six income categor ies , the small number of families in the 

s ample who gave $500 or mor e made it necessary to collapse 

income levels to produce a coh2rent table . 

Table 16 shows a significant relationship between 

level of contribution to the United Jewish Welfare Fund and 

socioeconomic level of giver . The collapsing of income 

categories just described and the collapsing of level of 

giving categories (see chapter on Methodology) leads this 

researcher to question the validity of this findi ng . More 

precise measur ement in both income and giving categories 

might lead to different findings in relation to this 

question . In any event , it is important to note that J9 .4 

percent of those who made no gift earn $2J , OOO or more . 
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TABLE 16 

LEVEL OP GIVING TO THE UNITED JEWISH 
WELFARE FUND BY INCOME LEVEL* 

No Gift $1 - $499 $500+ 
(%) (%) (%} 

Annual Income (n=66 ) (n=l 35) (n=24 ) 

under $11 , 999 34 . 8 JO . ) 4 . 2 

$12 , 000- $22 , 999 25 . 7 JJ . J 8 . J 

$2J , 000+ 39 , 4 36 . 3 8z . 2 

Total % 99 , 9 99 . 9 100 . 0 

*chi square = 23 . 47 , 4 df , p . <· 05 . 

The Relationship between Knowledge of 
Community Services and Level 

of Giving 

The data in Table 17 show t hat there is not a sig

nificant r elationship between knowledge of community serv

ices and level of giving to t he Uni ted Jewish Wel~are Fund . 

The two major agencies , the Jewish Community Center and 

Jewish Family Service , a r e well known to givers in the $500 

and oYer category . Among non- givers and those in the $1 -

$499 range , however, a larger percentage know something 

about the Jewish Col"U'!lunity Center t han about Jewish Family 

Service . This could be explained by t he fact that t he 

J ewish Community Center offers to the entire community 

basi c "social supplies " which ar e highly visible , while t he 

services provided by Jewish Family Service , as a family 

agency , are less public . Similar ly , it is not surprising 
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TABLE 17 

KNOWLEDGE OF JEWISH COMMUNI TY SERVICES BY LEVEL OP GIVING 

Know Something about Know Nothing about 

No No 
Jewish Community Gift $1 -$499 $500+ Gift $1-$499 $500+ 

Services (% ) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Jewish Community Fed-
eration 74 .6 80 .1 95 .5 25.4 19. 9 4 .5 

Jewish Community Center 92 .0 96 .5 100 . 0 7. 2 3.5 o. o 

Jewish Family Service 80 .2 68 . 2 100 . 0 19 .1 11 .8 o. o 

Hillel , Cal. State 
Long Beach 57 .6 63 .5 81. 8 42.4 36 .5 18 . 2 

Project Outreach 49 . 3 63 . 9 60 . 9 50 . 7 J6.1 J9 .1 

United Jewish Welfare 
Fund 90 . 9 95,7 100.0 9.1 4. 3 o. o 

Jewish Free Loan 41. 5 46 . o 65.2 50 .5 54 . o J4 . 8 

Lon~ Beach Hebrew 
High J9 .4 44 . 2 68 . 2 60 . 6 55 .0 31.8 

I 
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t hat a smaller percentage know something about Jewish Com

munity Federat i on since its function as a fund raising , 

allocating and social planning body is not visible and has 

relatively little impact on the daily life of the average 

.:ewish citizen . 

With all services except Project Outreach , the data 

reveal that the higher the contribution to the United 

Jewish Welfar e Fund , the higher the per centage of perso!"s 

who know something about an agency. This must not be 

construed as consti tuting a causal relationship. For obvi

ous reasons (including financial r esources ) greater 

knowledge of agencies in itself may not lead to a larger 

gift . The larger percentage of those in the $1-$499 cate

gory having knowledge of Project Outr each , a program for 

seni or adults , correlates with the fact that of persons 

sixty and older , 70 . 9 percent give in the $1 - $499 stratum. 

The Relationship between Use of Jewish 
Community Center and Level of Giving 

Table 18 shows t hat t here is neither a significant 

positive nor inver se relationship between use of facilities 

and/or participation in activities sponsored by the Jewish 

Community Center and level of giving to the United Jewish 

Welfare Fund. 

The Relationship between Synagogue 
Affili ation and Level of Givina 

Although Table 19 shows a significant relationship 

90 



TABLE 18 

FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN AND USE 
OF JEWISH COMMUNITY CENTER FACILITIES 

BY LEVEL OF GIVING* 

No Gift 
(%) 

Participates (n=69) 

Once a week 14. 5 

More t han 6 times a year 11 .6 

3 to 6 times a year 8 . 7 

Once or twice a year 24 .6 

Never 40 . 6 

Total% 100 . 0 

$1-$499 
(%) 

(n=145 ) 

9 , 7 

19. 3 

13. 8 

26 . 9 

30 . 3 

100 . 0 

*chi squar e= 5. 7513 , 8 df , P> . 05 . 

Affiliation 

Reform 

Conservative 

Other 

TABLE 19 

CONGREGATIONAL AFFILIATION BY 
LEVEL OF GIVING* 

No Gift 
(%) 

(n=68 ) 

14. 7 

16 . 2 

17. 6 

$1 - $499 
(%) 

(n=145) 

No affiliation 

Total 

-51.:.5. 
100. 0 

17. 2 

21. 4 

12 . 4 

49 . 0 

100 . 0 

*chi square= 26 . 54654 , 6 df , P< · 05 . 

$500+ 
(%) 

(n=2!!) 

8 . 3 

20 . 8 

12. 5 

29 . 2 

29 . 2 

100. 0 

$500+ 
(%) 

(n=2J) 

o.o 
17.4 

100. 0 
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between synagogue affiliation and level of giving to the 

United Jewish Welfare Fund, it is important to note that 

t he small number of cases in t he $500+ contr ibutor s t r atum 

and the fact that slightly more than an acceptable number 

of expected frequencies is less than five , t he chi square 

test of significance cannot be applied legitimately. 

Nonetheless , it is clear t hat those affiliating with 

Reform congr egations make larger gifts to t he United :ewish 

Welfare Fund than do either the non- affiliated or those 

affiliating with other br anches of Judaism . Further , of 

those making no gift , more t han half are not affiliated 

with a congregation . 

I n explaining larger gifts to t he United Jewish 

Welfare Fund by those affiliating with Reform congrega

tions , it was important to determine whether these gifts 

were a function of affiliation or income . Table 20 , which 

indicates respondents ' congregational affiliation by 

income , reflects the fact that those at the highest income 

levels affiliate most frequently with Conservative congre

gations . Therefore , it is significant t hat those who 

affiliate with the Reform movement contribute larger gifts 

to the United Jewi sh Welfare Fund . 

If this situation is idiosyncratic to Long Beach , 

two factors may be cited by way of explanation . Temple 

Israel , the lar gest Reform congregation in the ser vice

solicitation area , has established membership conditional 

92 



upon contribution to the United Jewish Welf~.re Fund . Even 

though this regulation may not be strictly enforced and 

some Temple members make merely token gifts , its intent is 

clear. More significant perhaps is the important communal 

role playc1 by the Temple ' s leader , Rabbi Wolli Kaelter . 

He actively pQrticipates on a number of Jewish agency 

boards and committees , and by his activity is a role model 

for his congregation. 

TABLE 20 

CONGREGATIONAL AFFILIATION BY INCOME * 

Conservative Reform Other No Affiliaticn 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Income (n=4J ) (n=44 ) (n=1 05) (n=105) 

under $6 , 999 2 . J 15 . 9 26.9 16.2 

$7 , 000-
$11 , 999 7 . 0 lJ . 6 11. 5 19 . 0 

$12 , 000-
$17 , 999 2 . J 9 . 1 19 . 2 21. 9 

$18 , 000-
$22 , 999 14 . o 20 .5 11. 5 10 . 5 

$2J , OOO-
$J4 , 999 J0 . 2 22 . 7 11. 5 18 .1 

$35 ,000+ 44 . 2 18 .2 12. 2 14.J 

Total % 100 . 0 100 . 0 99 . 8 99, 9 

* JS . 69985 . 15 df , p <· 05 . Chi squere = 
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The Relationship between Type of 
Jewish Education and Level 

of Giving 

The data in Table 21 indicate t hat formal Jewish 

education is not a variable in motivations for giving . 

Although t his study did not measure length or inte~sity of 

formal Jew~sh instruction, nearly 80 per cent of t he sample 

obtained some Jewish education with 64 . 5 percent attending 

either Sunday or Hebr ew school . Whether or not a persor. 

received formal J ewish instruction is not signi ficant in 

relation to level of giving to the United Jewish Welfare 

Fund . 

Jewish 

Sunday 

Hebrew 

Other 

None 

TABLE 21 

TYPE OF FORMAL JEWISH EDUCATION BY 
LEVEL OF GIVING* 

No Gift $1-$499 $500+ 
(%) (%) (%) 

Education (n=64) (n=126 ) (n=22 ) 

school 29 . 7 J4 . 9 45 . 5 

school J2 . 8 29 . 4 27 . 3 

10 . 9 16.7 18 . 2 

26 . 6 ~ _2..:..1 

Total % 100 . 0 100 . 0 100 . 1 

* Chi square = 5 . 21523 , 6 df , P.> . 05 . 
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The Relationship between Organiza
tional Membership and Level 

of Giving 

That a significant relationship exists between 

organizational membership and level of giving to the 

United Jev:ish Welfare Fund is clear from the data in Table 

22 : 62.5 percent of those making gifts of $500 or more 

belong to two or more Jewish organizations ; 58 .6 percent 

of those making no gift do not belong to any Jewish organ

izations . This seems to suggest that those involved in 

Jewish communal l i fe have a variety of overlapping commit

ments . This supports similar findings by Massarik in 

1955 . 1 

TABLE 22 

MEMBERSHIP IN JEWISH ORGANIZATIONS BY 
LEVEL OF GIVING'* 

Number of Jewish No Gift $1 - $499 
Organizational (%) (%) 

Memberships (n=70) (n=150 ) 

None 58 .6 J6 .o 
One 17 . 1 26 . 7 
Two or more ~ ...11.:.1 

Total % 100. 0 100 . 0 

* Chi square = 19 . 07863, 4 df, p < · 05 . 

$500+ 
(") 

(n=24 ) 

16.7 
20.8 
62. 'l 

100 . 0 

1Fred Massarik , "What People Think about the 
UJWF," Research Service Bureau , Los Angeles Jewish Commu
nity Council , 1955 , p . 12 . (Mimeographed . ) 

95 



The Relationship between Length of Resi
dence and Level of Giving 

The data in Table 2J support the findings by Mas

sarik2 and indicate a significant relationship between 

length of residence and level of giving to the United 

Jewish Welfare Fund . Nearly 80 percent of those making 

gifts of $500 or more have resided in the Long Beach area 

for fifteen years or longer . Of those making no gifts , 40 

percent have lived in the area over fifteen years. This 

suggests t hat those with long term residency tend to make 

an investment in the Jewish collllnunity . Among those who do 

contribute , there is an increasing percentage of people 

who contribute as length of residency increases . 

TABLE 2J 

LENGTH OP RESIDENCY BY LEVEL OP GIVING* 

No Gift $1-$499 $500+ 
(%) (%) (%) 

Length of Residency (n=70) (n=149) (n=24) 

Less than 8 years J8.6 18 .8 8 . J 

9 to 15 years 21.4 19 . 5 12 . 5 

Over 15 years 40 . 0 _21.:..Z z2 . 2 

Total % 100. 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 

* Chi square = 17. 46242 , 4 df , P<· C5 . 

2Ibid., P· J . 
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The Relationshi~ between Social Network 
and Level of Giving 

There is a significant relationship between the 

nature of one ' s personal friends and level of giving to 

t he Uni ted Jewish Welfare Fund . Of those contributing 

$500 or more , 7? . 2 percent have more Jewish than non

Jewish friends . ln the $1- $499 stratum , 67 . 8 percent have 

more Jewish friends, and among those making no gift , only 

48 . 6 percent have more Jewish than non- Jewish friends . 

The Relationship between Concern with 
Children ' s Jewi s h Education and 

Level of Gi vi ng 

The data i ndicate a significant r elationship 

between concern with giving children a Jewish education 

and level of giving to the United Jewish Welfare Fund . Of 

those in t he $500 and above category , 77 , 3 percent are 

very concerned about giving t heir children a Jewish educa-

tion , while 51 . 5 percent of non-givers show the same 

degree of concer n . 

In his 1955 study , Massarik notes that larger 

givers tend to have relatively larger families than do 

small givers . J The data available from this study do not 

support the Massarik findings . Of t hose with f~ur or more 

children , only 20 percent give at t he $500 and above level 

compared with 40 per cent each in the $1-$499 and "no gift " 

strata . 

Jibid.' p . 6 . 
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With regard to preference for use of Jewish spon

sored agency for social service needs , there was not a 

significant difference in response between levels of giv

ers . 

Respondents were asked to note what they regarded 

as the important purpo~es of the Jewish Community Federa

tion . Of the eleven purposes listed , o~ly one registered 

a significant difference in response between varying level 

givers . The statement "Federation should promote coopera

tive effort among all Jewish groups in the community " was 

considered very important by 100 percent of the $500+ 

giver s , 71 . 8 percent of those in the $1-$499 stratum, and 

68 . 3 percent of t hose who made no gift . This suggests 

that those who do not give have less concern about the role 

of the Federation in promoting cooperation . 

There is a significant positive relationship 

between level of giving and t he type of charities to which 

respondents contribute . In responding to whether they con

tribute more to Jewish or community- wide causes, or about 

the same to ~ach , 83 . 3 percent of t hose in the $500 and 

above stratum indicated that they contribute more to Jewish 

causes , followed by 69 . 0 percent of those in the $1 - $499 

category and 55 , 9 percent of non- givers. I t app~ars, 

therefore , that the greater one ' s gift , the larger one ' s 

felt commitment to Jewish causes . 
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Attitudinal Questions 

Included in the questionnaire were twenty- five 

attitudinal statements which respondents wer e asked to rate 

in terms of their degree of agreement or disagr eement . The 

statements were divided into four gr oupings and r elated to 

attitudes tov.rard I s r ael , self conceptions of why one consid

ers himself or herself Jewish, motivations for giving , per

centage of suppor t for local ser vices compar ed with over

seas needs, and several general statements . 

For the most par t , ther e was ver y little signifi-

cant difference in response to these statements in terms of 

level of giving . 
The deep and continuing concern with t he future of 

Israel is very apparent . In each of the giving categories 

there was over 90 percent agreement V>ith the statement , "l 

feel a per sonal concern in the outcome of t he Arab-Israeli 

conflict . " The same holds true for t he sta'tements . " I s rael 

has given American Jews a feeling of pride in Jewish 

accomplishment'' and " Jews should contribute money to suppor

humani tarian (welfare) services in I srael ." I t is inter-

esting to note , however , that of 'the small number disagree

ing with the t hree statements , the largest percentage are 

to be found in the $1 - $499 category rather than t he non

giving category as might be expected . 

There is a positive relationship between level of 

giving and the considt: ring of Tzedakah as one of the most 
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important principles of Judai sm . Agr eement responses 

range f rom 95 , 9 percent for t hose in the highest giving 

category to 75 . J percent for non- giver s . 

The statement " Jews should support Jewish agencies 

even if they t hemselves may not use them" showed a positive 

rela~ionship in responses by varying level contributors . 

The agreement ranged fromlOO per cent for contributors in 

t he $500 and over category to 86 . 9 percent in t he non

giver s ' category. 

There was less unanimity among t he giving levels 

with regard to t he statement , "Jews need to take gr eater 

responsibility for fellow Jews t han for non-Jews . " Agree

ing with that statement were 69 .6 percent of t he top giving 

category , 76 .6 percent of the $1 -$499 stratum , and 54 , 5 

percent of non-givers. 

The statement "Jews s hould donate to Jewish causes 

befor e donat i ng to other causes " shows a positive r elation

ship between agreement and levels of giving , ranging ~rom 

66 . 6 percent in the top giving category to 4J .4 percent in 

t he non- giving stratum . 

As might be expected , a larger percentage of those 

at t he $500 and above level of giving agree with the 

statement , "The continuation of Jewish life in t he United 

States is very important to me , " than those in Lile non

giving category . 

The data show that there are no significant differ -
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ences in response to the attitudinal statements with 

regard to respondents' age , ancestry (German or Eastern 

European Jews), and type o:f formal .Jt!wish education . 

Summary 

This chapter tested relationships between level of 

giving to the United Jewish Welfare Fund and key variables 

related to motiva~ions for giving . The findings show that 

there is a significant relationship between level of giviri6 

and socioeconomic level of contributor , Reform synagogue 

affiliation , and number of organizations in which respond

ents hold membership. 

Additional variables that are significantly related 

t o level of giving are length of residence in the com.~unity , 

Jewish social network relationships, and type of charities 

(Jewish or community- wide ) to which respondents contribute . 

Variables that did not correlate significantly with 

level of giving were knowle1ge of Jewish community services , 

participation in Jewish Community Center activities , and 

tn:e of formal Jewish education received by respondent . 

For the most part there was not a significant r ela

tionship between respondents ' level of giving and attitudes 

toward Jewish issues. 
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CHAPTER VI 

SUMMA RY, IMPLICATIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATI ONS 

American Jewish philanthropy has the dual function 

of meeting sectarian social service needs and perpetuating 

the continuity of the community . As Kutzik notes , it also 

stratifies and organizes the community " through processes 

of socializati on and social control of group members . 1 

However , t he existence of social norms which encourage and 

exhort Jews to contribute voluntarily and generously has 

not resulted in giving by the majority of American Jews . 

The fact remains that despite traditions of Tzedakah and 

community , only 40 percent of t he American Jewish popula

tion contributes to the annual combined campaign for Jewish 

philanthropies in non-war years . 

In an attempt to disccver why some people give and 

why some do not, this study was addressed to an examination 

of the variables that might account for differenc&s in 

giving patterns . 

1Alfred J , Kutzik , "The Social Basis of American 
Jewish Philanthropy" (Ph.D. dissertation , Brandeis Univer
sity , 1967), p . ) 2 . 
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Summary of Findings 

Several components of Jewish experience were tested 

to determine i f they were , in fact , key variables . Areas 

under study relating to levels of giving included religious 

affiliation , organizational membership , knowledge and use 

of community agencies , and aspects of Jewish identity . In 

addition , of course , was the question of whether level of 

giving is related to socioeconomic indices of contributors . 

The data confirm t he expectation that participation 

in Jewish life , whether religious or secular, is a key 

variable in giving . Thus , those who affiliate with temples 

and synagogues and t h ose who hold membership in a number of 

Jewish or ganizations tend to be larger givers t han those 

who are unaffiliatsd and non- joiners . Of course , as in all 

correlational research , it is difficult to define a causal 

relationship . We cannot be certain whether participation 

serves an educational role , thereby encourag ing giving , or 

whether those who give participate actively in Jewish life 

because their contributions give t hem a sense of propri

etorship and belonging . 

Another explanation for t he significant correlation 

between level of giving and communal participation may 

relate to income . One would expect t hat t hose in higher 

socioeconomic levels would participate to a grea~er extent 

in Jewish organizations . 

Jewish education in the United S-ia tes is generally 
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considered to be inadequate due to the fact that i-c appar

ently has little long- range effect on r eligious involvement 

and Jewish identity . Of further concern is the :fact that 

few students seem to learn very much about their history 

and tradition. 2 This , therefore , led to the expectation 

that whether or not one had received the typically avail

able formal Jewish instruction would not be an important 

variable in motivation for giving , and this expectation was 

con:firmed . Himmelfarb ' s findings pertaining to the effec

tiveness of Jewish education is particularly relevant . He 

indicates that 

supplemental types of Jewish education (Sunday schools 
and weekday afternoon schools) generally do not 
increase adult religious involvement ~ . e., Jewish 
identificatio!}Jbeyond the level obtained by those with 
r.o Jewish schooling unless one has more than 12 years 
of such schooling . ) 

The data confirmed the expectation that there is 

not a significant relationship between knowledge of agen-

cies and level of giving, al-chough the researcher was 

surprised by the large percentage of respondents in all 

categories who indicated kno\:ledge of available communal 

services . This finding appears to have important implica

tions for fund raising. Rat her than the standard r ecitation 

of agency services during the solicitation process , it may 

2ttarold S . Himmelfarb , "Jewish Educ<>. :.ion for Naught: 
Educating the Culturally Deprived Child , " Analysis , No. 51 
(September, 1975 ) : 1 . 

)Ibid ., p . J . 
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be more productive to interpret and relate the role of sec

tarian services to the future of Jewish life , particularly 

since 92.7 percent of the sample agreed with the statement , 

"The continuation of Jewish life in the United States is 

very important to me ." 

The finding t hat t here is a significant relation

ship between level of giving and socioeconomic level of 

contributor was not expected by t his researcher (see 

chapter on Analysis of Data: Part II). Nevertheless , it 

must be noted that 39 . 4 percent of those who earn $23 , 000 

or more make no gift . Further , of those earning $35 ,000 

and over , 25 percent make no gift and 35 . 3 percent give in 

the $1 - $499 stratum. 

As previously reported, Jewish people who live in 

the Long Beach area have a median income of $20, 500 , well 

above t he 1971 nationaJ. Jewish median income figure of 

$12 , 630 . Yet the Long Beach Jewish community ranked twen

tieth out of twenty-three medium-sized communities in per 

capita gifts to the United Jewish Welfare Fund (see Appen

dix E) , and the total number of gifts has declined by 464 

since 1973 (see Appendix F). 

Implications 

It is interesting to speculate on why such a dis

crepancy exists between income and giving in the Long Beach 
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the functions and roles of Federation and successful fund 

. . 6 . raising . He suggests that an active , visible Federation , 

involving large number s of committed lay leaders , tends to 

be the sine qua non for a successful campaign . Additional 

efforts must be made in the Long Beach community in t he 

a r eas of planning and programming so that t he Federation is 

seen as more t han just a fund raising entity . A dispropor

tionate amount of time and effort is spent in year - round 

campaigning to the detriment of other important and viable 

programs . 
I n this sample , opinions are fairly evenly divided 

with respect to whether local services or I srael should 

receive the greater pe r centage of funds collected . This 

appears to be in contr ast to priorities of other communi 

ties where it is almost axiomatic that funds can be r aised 

on ~he basis of a strong appeal regarding Israel ' s needs . 

Long Beach has never used t his part i cular kind of 

appeal , tending to be somewhat more even- handed in its 

campaign rhetoric with r elation to the needs of Israel and 

the local community , except , of course , during periods of 

crisis . Even- handedness in this case may constitute a 

somewhat excessively mild appeal . Bo~h the even- handedness 

and the mildness of appeal s hould be reassessed . 

The soliciting of funds i s not an easy - - and for 

6Henry L . Zucker , "What Every Soc ial Wor ker Should 
Kno\': about Federated Jev.'ish Fund Ra ising , " Journal of 
J ev· ish Communal Service '• 5 (Fall 196e) : 61. 
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most people--agreeable process . Yet the success of a 

campaign often depends on a corps of volunteers who are 

knowledgeable and motivated . Beyond the motivation and 

training, however , is the need for the development of a 

psycholog~cal sense of community among volunteers that 

forms a network of mutual support . lacking these vital 

supports , too of'ten volunteers are " turned off" by the 

campaign and are lost both as solicitors and contributors . 

Recommendations for Federation 
Programming 

1 . The Federation should review its list of con-

t ributors to determine whether differential strategies 

s hould be developed for different levels of giving . 

2 . The Federation should reconsider the structure 

of the campaign, particularly as it r elates to s hortening 

and intensifying the campaign . 

J . The Federation should , in addition to upgrading 

worker training, develop programs that will serve to psycho

logically support campaign worker s . 

4 . The Federation should develop more community

wide programs and thus become more visible on a year-round 

basis . 

5. The Federation should actively seek to broaden 

its leadership base and involve a larger segment of the 

community in decision making. 
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II 

I 

Recommendation for Future Study 

The entire subject of motivations for giving needs 

further r esearch . Particularly significant would be t he 

charting of generational differences as they apply to 

attitudes toward support of sectarian social services. 

Conclusion 

The motivations for giving in the Jewish community 

are unquestionably complex and intricate . Most J ewi sh 

people continue to feel a sense of responsibility for their 

fellow Jews and express concerns for t he future of group 

survival. 

I t is the differential manner in which people act 

on these feelings that causes concern in the Jewish commu

nity . We need to understand that agreement on values does 

not ensure that there will be agreement on how to opera

tionalize those values . A particular value does not give 

rise to only one course of action . There exists a universe 

of alternatives on how one may act on his or her Jewishness 

in our pluralistic society. 

The failure to acknowledge and act on t hat reality 

will mean the forfeiting of opportunities to decign and 

develop programs and campaigns that could reach the 

broadest segment of the Jewish community. 
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APPENDIX A 

LONG BEACH CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE UNITED JEWISH 

WELFARE FUND AND ISRAEL EMERGENCY FUND 
** 

U. J .W. F.* LOCAL EMERGENCY. I.E. F. TOTAL 

1962 $219 , 500 $219 , 500 

1963 230 , 000 

1964 247 , 250 

1965 247 , 250 

1966 242 , 900 

1967 218 , 000 $32 , 000 

1968 260,000 

1969 300 , 500 

1970 255 , 000 

1971 316 , 000 

1972 342 , 000 

1973 415 , 000 

1974 505 , 000 

1975 526 , 000 

*United Jewish Welfare Fund 
**Israel Emergency Fund 

230 , 000 

247 , 250 

247,250 
242 , 900 

$150 , 000 400 , 000 

36 , 000 296 , 000 

85 , 400 385 , 9uo 

89 , 000 344 , 000 

97,000 413 , 000 

70 , 000 412 , 000 

315 , 000 730,000 

191,000 696 , 000 

97,000 623 , 000 
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-~ PPENDIX B 

.£:> '\\17}1 Q. 

/~~~-_; 
(/'4L i.~ 

HEBREW UNlOr\ COLLEGE- JE\\"ISH INSTITUTE OF RELIGION 
Cino -.rioli • ':l.'tw York • Loi AnirlN • /truU!rm 

November 20, 1975 

In connection with ..-ork towards ~~sters de!jlrees in Social ~ork 
f r om t.:SC and Jewis!l Coc.':lunal Studies !rom lit.IC , I at11 e:nbarking 
on an excitinq i:iece o! rC?search that is expected to be of 
aignif icance to Jewish people residi:lQ in the greater Long Beach 
area . 

The focus of the project is to survey attitudes to·.tard and 
knowledge/use of Jewish co.=nal services , as well as to collect 
data concernin~ Jewis~ identity and sense of relatedness to the 
Jewish c011r.1unity and its institutions. 

It is expected that the !indings ..-ill be of value to the Feder
at ion, a ffi l iated agenc~es and local teoples in terms of both 
short and lon9 range planning . Additionally, the result~ nir.y 
have signi!icant implicatio:is for organizationa~ and co..'"lt'lunal. 
structures , partic:ul.acly i! the attitucinal findings su;qest 
important nev understandings about the dynamics of Je..-ish coo
mi tnent . 

A randomly selected saoplc of 500 , drawn from the Jewish com
munity mailinQ list , will be sC?nt questionnair~s in early January. 
I am particularly anxious that co.-:m:unity ~eaders be a~prized of 
this r esearch so that they can attest to its legitimacy and io
portance , should they be questione.;i by persons receivinc the 
question.riaire. 7o this end , I would be most graceful i! you 
woUld sr.are this letter with your Board and other leaders . And , 
of course, if you have a ny questi~ns , I hope you will call me . 

Manv thanka for your assistance. 

Cordially, 

Esther A. Shapiro 
598-6306 
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.a. PPENDIX C 

UHIYDOSITY OF 50UTHDtH CAUFORHIA 

KMOOC.. or aoa.AL W011.tC 

""twu1·n ~AJltlC 

~ ANGn,CI, C-M..tr'CNtN.t.A .000, 

January 5, 1976 

In connection with my work toward a Masters Deqree from the 
use School of Social WOrlt , I ~ involV'!d in an important and 
exciting research project for which I need your assistance . 

I am asking yo~ to participate in a survey to o~taL~ both 
demographic infor:tstion and attitu1es towar~s wie of Je"<lish 
community serv!ces. <our nt1111c is cne of 51)0 that have been 
randomly drawn frcm COlmlunity mailing lists of Jewish persona 
residing in the greater Long Beach area. 

"'1ether or not you a.re currently ucing Jewish services or in
volved and interested in Jevish community organizationa, your 
ideas and opinions are of great importance. The data you will 
provide is vital for efficient and effective planning and pro
c;ra:n develop:nent. 

Various leaders in the camnunity have agreed t.~at the findings 
will undoubtedly provide inform<ltion which can 'become the basis 
for improved services for everyone . 

I assure you that your replies will be used for statistical 
computation only. The questionnaire has been coded for purposes 
of c:>nfidentiality. 

I think you will enjoy filling out the enclosed questionnaire 
and participating in this significant research. if you \IOuld 
like to receive a report of the findings, please so indicate on 
the last page of the questionnair-. . 

Please return the completed qi:estionnaire in the enclosed solf
addressed sta111ped envelope no later than ' lOnday, .Tanuary 19th. 

Should you h:ive any questions, I hope you will call r.1e evenings 
at 598-6306 . I sincerely appreciate your assistar.ce. 

Cordially, 

Esther A. Shapiro 
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APPENDIX D 

IT WILL TAKE APPROXIMATELY 30 Mlt.r.,J'ES 'ro COMPLETE TflE OOESTIONNJ\IRE 

INS'ntUCTIONS: IF OVESTIONNAIR£ IS RECEIVED BY A MARRIED COUPLE. IT HAY 
BE COMPLETED BY E!WER HUSBAND OR WIFE. 

Please answer each question 'by placing a check ( v') next 
to the appropriate response. It is very iJDportant that 
each q~cat1on be answered . 

PLEASE RE1'1RN 'IR!: COMPLETED FOAA NO ....._'rc.R 1HAN 
MC?NDAY. JANUARY 19th 

If you have any questions, please call me evenings at 
598-6306. 

SECTION ! - TRIS SECTION REQUESTS G&NERA!.. INFOR.'U>.l'ION TO DESCIUBE 'nfE 
SAMPLE POPULATION STATISTICALLY. 

l. L~ what area de you live? 
__ Belmont Shor e - Naples 
__ Bixby !iil la 
__ Bixby XZ\olls 
__ Downtown Long Beach 
__ P.l Dor ado 
_ _ Lakc\fOOd 
__ Los Altos 
__ North Long Beach 

Rossmoor - Los Al~~itos - Seal Beach 
--Westminster - Founuin Valley - Huntington Beach 

ot.her (specify>-----------------

2. ~1'1en did ycu move to ~e Long Beach or western O~angc County area? 
__ born here 
__ leas than l year ago 
__ 4 to R years ago 
_ _ 9 to 15 years ago 
__ over 15 years ago 

3. Is it likely that you will move, 'by choice or transfer, from the 
Long Beach/western Orange County area? 

__ not at all 

4 . Sex 

__ within l year 
__ within 2 to S years 

__ male 
__ female 
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s. Please check your age category. 
__ 20 to 29 
_30 to 39 
_ _ 40 to 49 
_so to S9 
__ 60 to 64 
__ 6S and over 

6. Please check your marital status. 
__ married 
__ widowed 
__ divorced 
__ separa ted 
__ neve r married 

7. Are you Jewish? 
__yes 
__ no 

e. If married , widowed or divorced, is or was your spouse Jewish? 
__yes 
__ no 

9 . How many children do you t ,ave? 
__ none 
__ 1 
__ 2 
__ 3 

_4 __ s 
__ 6 o r more 

10. ~"hat are the ages of your c~itdren? 
~ Number in that ace ar:uw 

o-s 
6 - 12 
13-19 
20 -2 5 
is-. 

11 . Wha t is your present occupation? Please be specific. 

2. 

12 . How much schooling have you had ? Please check highest level completed. 
__ no s-::hooiing 
__ 8th grade o r less 
__ high school 
__ vocational school 
__ some college 
__ college graduate 
____graduate or professional school 

degrees held _________ _ 
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13. Please check appropriate category for total family inccne. 
under 2, 999 
3,000 to 6,999 

__ 7,000 to ll,999 
12,000 to 17,999 
18,000 to 22,999 

_ _ 23,000 to 34,999 
_ _ 35.00~ and over 

SECTION II - TRIS S!:CTION rs CONCERNED WITP. Ifil'ORMATlON RELATING ro yQUR 
JEW!Slf BACICGRCUND 1\.1\D PRACTICE. 

l. Which of the following dc:scribes your ancestors ? Consider your 
f a thc:-' 11 ancestry only . 

__ German Jews 
__ Eastern European J ews 
__ Sephardic Jews 
__ Other (specify) __________ _ 

2. At what age d id you . your father, your grandfather and great grand
father immigrate to the United States . Consider your tather's 
ances try only. 

born here 
iJISn1grated 1mder age 12 
ir.lmiqra~ed c•1e:- age 12 
did not imoigrate to U.S . 
don' t know 

great 
gran.S- grand

~ father ftther father 

3. What kind of formal Jewish education did you receive? 
__ Sunday or other one dav a wtek school 
__ Hebrew or religious school mor~ than one day a weelt 
__ All day school ( parochial.) 

Yiddish or Jewish secular school 
--Hebrew ~~gh School 
-courses in College of Jewish Studies 
__ Colleqe degree in Jewish Studi~s 
__ other (speci fy >~-----------------~ 
__ none 

4. To whi ch congregati~n do you belong? 
Telt.ple Beth David 
Temple Beth Shalocn 
Temple Beth Zion-Sinai 

--Temple Israel 
Congregation Sholom, Leisure ~orld 

__ Congregation Lubavitch 
__ other (specify) _________________ ~ 
___ none 

3 . 
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5. Bow often 'WOuld you say you attend synagoque or temple? 
at least once a ..,eelt 

~occasion5.lly 
__ High Holidays only 
__ rarely 
__ never 

6. liol.t conccrr.cd are }·ou, or were you, ..,ith providing you:.- chlldren 
with an understanding of Jewish cu!ture and religion? 

__ very concerr.ed 
__ sOl!leWhat concerned 
__ slightly concerned 
__ not an important issu~ 

4. 

7. Which of the followir:g observances are or were pr~cticed regularly in 
your grandparent's home? Which are or ..,ere practiced in your parent's 
home? Which are practiced in your home? In your ol~est child's home 
if separate than yours? 

grand-
parent'¥ parent ' s 
holl1e :;h.,,om,.,.,.e __ 

your child 's 
~ hOme 

Kosher dietary la..,s 
Strict religious Sabbath observance 
Lighting Friday candles 
Mezzuzah on door 
Ya.'lrzeit (me.-noriall 
Giving or going tc a Seder 
Lighti.ng Chanukah candles 
Observance of other Je..,ish holidays 

8. On the High Holidays do you close you:.- business or stay home fran ..,ork? 
Answer que.stion only if you are ..,orking outside the home. 

Rosh Bashonah (1st day) 
Rosh Ha.shonah ( 2nd day) 
Yom Kippur 

al..,ays occasionally ~ 

9. Which of the following did your parents consider themselves? Which 
do you consider yourself? Which does your oldest child consider himself? 

Orthodox 
COr:servative 
Reco.nstructionist 
Reform 
Non-religious, cultural Je.., 
Jewish by b~h 
other (sp~cify) _____ _ 
none of the above 

your your your- oldest 
~ mother self £hi!£_ 
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SECTION III - THIS SECTION REQUESTS lNFORMATTON ON YOUR PAATICIPllTION IN 
ORGANIZATIONS !>.ND L"lSUfE 'IIME ACTTV:i'JE.<;. 

1. If you are a member of any of the following ~rqaniz~tions, please 
check the degree to ~hich you participate. 

§ynaqogue or ...,.-"1Dle 
Men's Club 
Sisterhood 
Tcnple Board 
Other~-----------------

JC"1ish Orgnnizations ~.g. 
B'nai B'ritt. 
Radassah 
Jevish War Veterans 
Nat' l Council of Jevish Women Other ______________________ _ 

Other~--------------------~ 
Other~--------------------~ 

Civic or Communitv Organizations e.g. 
Art Leaque 
Elu 
Lea9\1e of Women Voters 
Political Pu"ty Club 
PTA 
Symph~ny Association 
Ot.hcr~--------------------~ Other ______________________ ~ 

P£ofcssional Organizations 
Medical Associ ation 
Bar Association 
Oth~r----------------------~ Other ______________________ ~ 

Je~ish 59cial Service Agency eoards 
Jewish Com:nunity Federation Bourd 
Jewish Ccx:imunity Center Board 
Jewish Family Service Board 
Camp Komaroff Board 
Project Outreach Board 

Active Volunteer e.g. 
Hospital auxillary 
Jewish Community Center 
Jewish Family Service 
Project Outreach 
Other ______________________ ~ 
Other ______________________ ~ 
Other ______________________ ~ 

very 
active 

fairly 
~ inactive 

s. 
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2. Of your personal friends, do you have 
__ more Jewish friends 
__ mor e non-J~wish friends 
__ about equal 

3. Do you socialize primarily with 
__ Jewish people 
_____pon-Jewish people 
_ _ about the same 

4. Do your Jewish friends belo~g to substantially the same Jewish 
organizations as you do? 

__yes 
__ no 

5. For wh~t reasons would you join Jewish crganizations ? 
__ socialbility and f r iends 
__ comnuni ty needs 

Jewish ccr.rni~ent 
--invitation by f r i ends to JOin 
__ b.lsiness benefits 
__ other (explain ) __________________ _ 

6 . Please check the degree to w:'\ich you particip;ite in the following 
lei sure time activities. 

spectator sports 
participant spo.r ts 
hobbies 
cultural functions (plays, etc) 
card playing 
participation in clubs and 

organizations 
watching television 
visiting with friends 
visiting with relatives 
other (specify) ____________ _ 

very 

2ll.m 
moderately 
oft.en 

7. Most frequently. what have you done on vacation. Please checlt one. 
__ stay at home 
___go to reso1 ts 
__ take short trLps 
__ take extended travel trip& 
__ visit family 
__ other (specify) _________ ~·---~ 

8. Do you or your family take weekend vacations? 
__ never 
__ once or t wice a year 
__ 3 to 5 ti.mes a year 
_ _ 6 to 8 times a year 
_ _ more then 8 \.imes a year 

6 . 
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9. In your opinion, to what dcqree are the fol lO'~ing factors important 
i n contributing to a person's social standing in the Jewish com.~unity? 

of grea t of moderate not 
importance importance im!?!)rtant 

occuootion 
work ior Jewish causes 
educatio:t 
income 

\olC>r k for catnunity-\olide causes 
large gifts to Jewish charities 
personal attributes and behavior 
organizations to which one belong•~~ 
who one's friends are 

SECTJON IV - 'll!E QUESTIONS IN T!US SECTION REQUEST ll\'FORMATION ON YOUR POINT 
OF VIEW roWARDS ANO USf. CF .JEWISH CO!'IMUNI'!Y SERVICES. 

1. I n e ach of the following si tuatior.s would y~u pr ere!.' to use a 
Jewich- sponsor ed cr9anizati~n or ~gcncy? 

financial assistance 
nursery school 
re~reation for younger ch1ldrer. 
help i n finding a job 
help with a marital problem 
hel p with a child behavior problem 
activities fo~ senior ci ti zens 
da y camp for children 
r esident camp for children 
rec r eation for teenagers 
r ecreation for adults 

doesn't 
~ _!!2_ matU!.' 

2 . Please check how fa;:iiliar you are with the following Jewish agencies 
i n the Long Beach/western Orange County area. 

I 

7 

I know 
quite a 
lot ab:>ut 

I know 
something 
about 

I know 
nothing 
about 

never 
hurd of 

Jewish Community Federation 
J ewish Community Center 
Jewis h Pami l y Service 
Hillel , Cal . State Long Beach 
l\merican Hebrew Foundation 
Project outreach 
United Jewish ~elfare Fund 
Jewish Fr ee Loan 
Commission on Jewish Youth 
Long Beach Hebr ew High School 
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3. Whether or r.ot you are mP.mbers, how often do you or your family use 
the facilities or take part in activitie~ sponsored by the Jewish 
Community Center? 

__ once a week 
___ once a mer.th 
__ l'DOre than 6 times a year 
__ 3 to 6 tin:es <a year 
__ once or twice a year 
__ nt>ver 

4. If J~wish Co:mlunity Center activities, i .n which you were interested, 
took place c .l.oser to where you .!.ive (ior instance, in a local school 
or temple l would you or your flllnily participat.e m.ore often? 

___probably yes 
___probably no 
_ __ would not make a difference 

5. Would you reco:nrnend t" a J£.Wish family that they j.:iin the Je1o1ish 
COm:iunity Center? 

__yes 
__ no 
___ don ' t 'know 

6. What proqrams, activities or fac i lities not now available would you 
or your family li'ke to have at the Jewish Coamuni ty Cent.er? 

7 . Based on what you have seen or heard, is it your il::ipression that the 
Jewish Family Service serves 

____people at ~ll inc0111e levels 
___people at higher inc ome levels 
___people at lower income levels 
___ don't know 

8. I.f you were acquai nted with Jewish persons having marital, family or 
chi l d and parent problems, wo~ld you reconrnend that they contac t 
Jewish Fo.mily Service? 

__yes 
_ __ no 
___ don' t 'icnow 

9. ~'hat services or facilities for older adults would you li'ke to see 
sponsored by the J ewish can:nunity? Check the 2 which you regard as 
most important • 

.......... low cost housing 

.......... day care 

.......... Jewish home for aged 

.......... transportation 
information 3nd re!erral 
housekeeping 3ssietance 

___ other (speci!y l ..................................................................... .... 
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10. Of your totcu cont.ribut!ons f or last y ear, did )·ou contribute 
__ :no~e to Jewish causes 
__ more to community..,., ine cau~es 

about the sa.i:e to et1ch 
~made no contr1bution last year 

11. €xcludi na rE>qi,;lar tre:nbcrship due:_, to which Jewish orga.ni:r.at1ons do 
you contribute? 

__ Kind et' shule __ Te~ple ~r &yna9o;ue 
__ B'nai S'rith 
__ Bonds for Israel 
__ Brandeis liome.n 
__ Radassar. 

__ Long B<:ach Hebrew Acade=iy 
__ Nat'l Co\lncil o! Jewish Wa:ien 
__ ORT 

__ Pioneer ~en 
Israe l e:terg~ncy Fund 
Jewish Cor.i.-::unity Center 
Jewis h F&.~ily Service 
Jewish Nat1onsl Fund 

__ United Jewish Welfare Fund 
__ Zionist Or9ani:r.at1on of America 
__ other ( r.pec1fyl _ ______ _ 
__ other ( :pecifyl _ ______ ~ 

__ Jewish War Veterans __ none 

12. To which of the above organizations do you make the largest 
.financial contribution? 

13. Please check what you 'believe are the import !.nt purp!>ses and 
responsibilities of the Jew1sh Ccr-":!Wlity Federation. 

v~-y sa:ic~hat not 
il!>P9rt:unt ilT'lecri:ant ;,,,.oortant 

give help t o Jews in need 
build a strong Jewish ccx:muni ty 
suppor t Israel 
pranote good will between Jews and non- J ews 
help perpet~ate Jewish traditional values 
support Soviet Jewry 
9~ve Jews a sense of pr ide and identification 
raise funds t o SUf ?Ort Jewish social services 
support Jewish education 
give leadership end direction t~ the Jewish 

cor:m:un it y and i ts p:-og=-a::is 
prom:ite cooperative effort elll0fl9 a ll Je~ish 

groups in the commun:ty 

14. ~~at k inds of Jewish services not now be1ns provided !or you and your 
fam i ly would you like to see offered in the Long Ocnch/western Orange 
County area? 
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SECTION v - THE QUESTIONS IN nns PINAL SECTION ASK ABOlJT YOUR ATTIWDES 
TO;NARD JEWISH I SSlJES • 

l . For each of the following statements, please checx the one response 
'Which comes closest to i ndicating how vou feel about the statement. 

strongly 
disagree agree c!isagree 

strongly 
disagree 

I feel a pe~sonal concern i n the 
outcome of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. 

Israel has given American Jews a 
feeling o= pride in Jewish 
accomplishment. 

Jews should contribute money to 
support humanitarian (welfare) 
services in Israel. 

Israel is the only place where all 
Jews clan live as Jews in the fullest 
LnJ br~adest sense of the ter:n. 

I feel that lsr~el is the spiritual 
homeland of the Jewish people . 

I consider myself Jewish primariiy 
bec~uso ! h~d Jewish parents. 

I consider myself Jewish primarily 
because I was raised in the Jewish 
tradition. 

I consider myself Jewish primarily 
because of my religious prectices. 

I consider myself Jewish primarily 
because I believe in Jewish ideals 
and practices . 

People contribute to Jewish charities 
because they 1o1ar.t to maintain Jewish 
life. 

Tzedakah (charity) is one of the most 
important principles of Judaism. 

The cnly way to become prominent in 
the Je1o1ish community is to make a 
big gift to the United Jewish Wel 
fare Fund. 
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strongly strongly 
ag~eo agree disaarec disagree 

Support of aoci31 services for Jews 
was or is an import.ant. part of my 
parent's philosophy. 

Sccial pr-csure !~c:n !ri~~ds ls what 
moti\'atc11 peo!>le to give to ,.Tewish 
charities. 

Jews chould support Jewish agencies 
even if they themselves moy not use 
them. 

Jews need to take great.er respon
sibility for fellow Je--s than for 
non-Jows. 

Jews should donate to Jewish causes 
before donating to other causes. 

The continuation of Jewish life in 
the United St.ates is very un
por tant to me . 

Of the money collected in the ~nnual 
United Jewis~ Welfare Fund drive, 
the great.est propcrt.icn ahculd be 
l\ent to Israel. 

Services to the J ewish people 
locally (Jewish Fomily Service, 
Jewish Com.~unity Center, Hillel, 
etc.) should receive the greatest 
proportio~ of money collected by the 
United Jewish Welfare Fund. 

Anti -aemitis.~ is likely to become a 
serious mon3ce to Jews in the United 
States. 

Jewish people should try to do bus
iness with other Jews when possible.~~ 

It is important to me that my 
children select Jewish mates. 

1 feel a pa:t of the local Jewish 
COl!lnunity. 

1'1at which binds Jews together is 
stronger than that. which separates 
them. 

1 1. 
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I am deeply qrateful to you for CC'lllpleting this questionnaire and 
hope it has been an inter esting expe~·ie.nce. 

'nlere may have been sane questions which you feel require broader 
response. I would c;rcatly ~opreciate 70ur commen~s. either on a 
specific question or on a general issue . 

A summary of the fi ndings will be available this swrrner. If you 
would like to receive a copy of the report, please fill in and 
mail the enclosed self-addressed, st.amped post- card. 

Again, you have my most sincere thanks for your cooperation and 
participation . ,......., ... -...-o 

•C~ or • OC.&4 ... 'ftO• llC 
UNf'V'C111e:rrt' ~ .. , 

t..ee ANC.U . .&e. CAL.• O•"'-tA .... ,p 

12 . 



APPENDIX E 

PER CAPITA GI FTS AND RANKINGS 

1975 CAMPAIGN 
(Based on estimated finals ) 

15, 00'J to 40 , 000 Jewish Population 

QiE. Total per Capita 

Atlanta $JJJ . JJ 
Dallas 305 . 00 
Milwaukee 259. 41 
Houston 246 . 99 
Minneapolis 226 . 40 

Winnipeg 174.86 
Denver 161.10 
Har tfor d 153 . 62 
Kansas City 140 . 91 
Phoenix 1)4 . 67 

Cincinnati 12J . JJ 
Buffalo 121 . 28 
San Diego 116. 67 
New Haven 105 . 00 
Southern N. J . lOJ .85 

Hollywood , Fla . 97 . 00 
Central N. J . 94 . 29 
Oakland 88 . 10 
Rari tan Valley 55 . 56 
Long Beach 45 . Jl 

Orange County 24. 29 
Framingham 14 . 06 
Lower Bucks Co . 11 . 88 

Average $1)4. 56 

L_ 

Rank 

1 
2 

~ 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 
lJ 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
2J 
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GIFT CATEGORY 

§1 0 1 000 and over 
No . of Gifts 
Amount Contributed 

~1 1 000 to $21222 
No . of Gifts 
Amount Contributed 

~100 to ~222 
No . of Gifts 
Amount Contributed 

Under $100 
No . of Gifts 
Amount Contributed 

TOTAL 
No . of Gifts 
Amount Contributed 

LONG 

APPENDIX F 

BEACH CAMPAIGNS 

12.U ~ 1.215. 

5 10 6 
$56 ,ooo $1JJ ,160 $78 ,500 

192 174 1~ $402 , 412 $JJ0 ,545 $310,1 

836 726 656 
$225 ' 147 $188 , )49 $18il , 014 

1 ,812 
$48 ,581 

1. 705 
$44 ,446 

1 , 567 
$42 ,536 

2,845 2 ,615 2, J81 
$7J2,1UQ $696 , 500 $61 5 ,1 9u 
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APPENDIX G 

I~'JPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF THE LONG 

BE.4CH JEWISH COMJ't'!UNITY 

Demographically the Long Beach Jewish community has 

bee~ described as stable and aging (see Chapter IV). When 

one looks at the small percentage of young people in Long 

Beach , the small number of new residents , the Jl . 5 percent 

o: the population that reside in Orange County , and the 

increasing age of constituents , it becomes clear that 

there are no~ the ingredien"ts present :or a gro\'/ing , 

vibrant community . 

Increasing senior needs and a diminishing contribu-

~ion base (see ~ppendix F) plus the ravages of inflation 

and increased service needs due to a recessive economy 

have already placed great si:ress or. local agencies . 

On t he basis o: these fac"ts and the vis ion of 

service that an enlarged and vi~al community could provide , 

the researcher suppor"ts the concept o: merger wi"th Orange 

County Jev.-ish Federation Council which is HOW under dis-

ci.4ssion . Together , the two communities could provide for 

the needs o: Je·.·:ish citizens with a variety of intensified 

and expanded services . 

This proposed merger offers unlimited possibilities 
133 
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