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JEWISH WOMEN’S PHILANTHROPY

by Susan Weidman Schneider

PART ONE: Women’s giving to “mainstream” Jewish organizations
Jewish women today control more wealth than ever before—as wage-earners, beneficiaries of estates, direc-
tors of companies, board members of foundations and women’s funds, and as the ones in charge of running
family foundations while their brothers, fathers or husbands manage the family businesses. Despite their
potential to use this money for Jewish causes, Jewish women are giving a smaller percentage of their
tzedakah [charity] to Jewish organizations than ever before. While secular organizations are examining
women’s patterns of philanthropy and exploring ways of bringing women in (including Jewish women) as

major donors, many Jewish organizations still aren’t paying enough attention to women’s new “charity clout,”
6 LILITH Winer 1993



s the generation of extremely wealthy

men who are the mainstays of Jewish

philanthropy ages and dies, and the
burden of sustaining Jewish institntions
becomes shared by a broader base of donors,
women'’s contributions become an urgent mat-
ter. Obviously, Jewish women's philanthropy
has implications for the entire Jewish commu-
nity, but aside from one or iwo researchers. the
topic has not yet been examined closely, either
by the general Jewish organizations {which
seldom segment their statistics by gender) or
by Jewish women’s organizations. Both
groups remain largely ignorant of this huge
new repository of expertise and insight on
women's philanthropy—which has been gen-
crated by researchers in the women's move-
ment, political campaigns, university alumnae
giving (an important sector, given Jewish
women’s high educational levels) and acade-
mia [See box].

In this first segment of a two-part
LILITH series, I will explore the fellowing
questions: How do the causes Jewish women
give to differ from those of other women?
The traditional Jewish fundraisiog method—
peer-pressure—has in the past worked well
for men. but does it boomerang for Jewish
women? How can Jewish women make sure
that their philanthropy most effectively
levevages change? The second part of the
series {in LILITH s Summer issue), will
focus on women who support primarily
“alternative™ Jewish causes, and progressive
and feminisi organizations.

In 1ts 1992 analysis of "Trends in
American Jewish Philanihropy.”™ the United
Jewish Appeal (the most successful philan-
thropy in the entive United States, raising more
thant $668 million in 1991} devotes not one of
its 130 pages (and 29 tables) to women. (Jews
are not alone in this omission—Independent
Sector, one of the major organizations which
studies volunteer groups, bas jusi completed a
survey of “Religious Congregations in the
United States™ withour breaking down any of
its information by gender.

Against this egregious background of
neglect, LILITH decided to interview more
than 100 women donors to Jewish causes, as
well as professional fundraisers, money man-
agers and psychologists. We found that Jewish
women were unquestionably a distinct group.
We hope thal our rescarch—broad though not
formally statistical—will encourage social sci-
entists 1o take the next step.

Because United Jewish Appeal (UJA) and
local Jewish federations (*umbrella™ cam-
paigns for a whole array of services in the
United States and [srael} raise vasily more
wioney than any individual Jewishh group, it
made sense to focus here on some characleris-
tics of women's giving in relation o these
major organizaticns.

The Male Model

cedless to say, everything we know
about gender differences is borne out
in an analysis of charitable giving,

# Men ofien characterize their giving to
Jewish causes as a “Jewish tax.” suggesting a
depersonalized, obligatery, routing tithing,
“Business-as-usual™ was the way one woman
deseribed the philanthropy of Jewish men,
Others said: “Men fund the status quo, women
fund change. Men give to preserve institu-
tions, women give 10 create new programs.”

* When dealing with money, men are
motivated as much by competilive instincty as
by any cause itself. "For men, money means
power and ego,” says Deborah Fuller Hahi, &
journalist and community activist in Fort
Lauderdale. She notes that “the dilference is
unbelievable. I've gone to mosily male
fundraising events, where people stand up and
announce how much they’re going 1o give to
the UJA/Federation fundraising appeal. One
man will get up and say. ‘I'm giving $18,000.
The next man gets up and announces: “My
partner here is giving $18.0007 OK. I'm going
to give $18,100. Women’s giving is much
more personalized—they give becaunse some-
thing in the community has touched them.”

Emily Sunstein of Phifadelphia, a board
member of the American Jewish Commitlee
and the Philadelphia Free Library Association,
grew up in Texas, where “my mother often
accused my father of making donations just
because he wanted the prestige, Her donations
were diffevent.” Classically, when wen give to
a philanthropy, they achieve status in a hiecar-
chy or pecking order, display their success,
compele with others, and gain influence in
their communities. In the mid-1920s Eleanor
Roosevelt described  government service in
icrms that apply equally well wo philanthropy
“Women go into politics 1o make social
change: men go into pohitics 1o gert elected.”

Maddie Glazer of Des Moines, who sup-
poris Jewish causes and is national chair of a
$105 million campaign tor Drake University
says, "I don’t like to give 1o bricks and mortar,
I don’t need to see my name on something. [
like to give where | feel the money can do the
most good.” This attitude is shared by most
women. According to Harvard sociologist
Francie Ostrower who has just conducled a
study of “elie” philanthropisis in New York
City, most of these men give to esiablished
institutions, while “enly the women give to
social services and programs. Ni men do.”

¢ The way in which men ask for money is
dilferent, too—and it antagonizes mosl
women (and some men). Karen Stone, a devel-
opment officer at UCLA, calls men’s style of
asking for money.“command and control:
*Give because 1 teil you 0.”" Many men feel
flattered by this approach. “The assumption in
this command is that of course we frrve Tots of

money,” explains one generous anonymous
male donor, “we just need to fork it over.”

* Nicki Newman Tanner, active wilh
UJA/Federation in New York and a Board
member of the 92nd Street YM/YWHA in
Manhatean, has just co-chaired the most suc-
cessful college fundraising campaign in U.S.
history—meore than $168 million given to
Wellesley by alumnae. She chides Jewish fed-
erations for “never letting the donor feel good
about the gift. You're immediately told that
there are more needs to be mef, that next year
you’ll be expected to give morg, You're even
told that your contribuiion this year isn’t ‘sig-
nificant’. Women don’t respond to this.” Even
the top leadership of the federation Women's
Division rellects this dissatisfaction with how
women are asked to give money: 94% said
that they would give more to the Federation
“it they were solicited differently,” according
to a 1986 study.

These cxamples point to (he Tact that male
and female giving are indeed different.
“Donors will give to a person, not a cause” is
the male-oriented wisdom parroted in “solici-
tor training” sessions by men trying o figure
out how 1o extract money from other men.
This axiom doesn’t hold for women, however.
We know that women DO give to support a
cause they believe in—not to compete, not 1o
impress the solicitor, not to see their names on
buildings. It’s no wonder, then, that men try-
ing to ruise money say “women of indepen-
dent means are very difficult to solicit.” These
men are on the wrong track,

What should Jewish organizations
know about women's giving?

haritable giving has been one of the

few socially sanctioned public activi-

ties for middle- and upper-class
women. In the fransition rom time to dol-
lurs, women’s giving moves in the opposite
direction from men's. First a woman volun-
teers, or is drawn to the cause; then she
writes the check.

Women want a connection to the work
they support, so it stands to reason that they
reach for their checkbooks for causes that real-
ly touch them. Here's a case in point: Rabbi
Sue Levi Elwell tells abour a group of Reform
women rabbis who were approached o fund a
faculty slot at Hebrew Unien College, the
movement's rabbinical seminary. They replied
that as women they are paid less than their
male colleagues, that many of them are nol
working in congregations and hence have no
discretionary funds, and so on. Yet when onc
of the womnen then asked, “What if this were
specifically a chaiv in feminist theology?” the
women immediately agreed that for tis idea
they would stretch their tzedakalr resources.
Women's philanthropy is often determined by
how intimately and specifically a doner can
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