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You are cordially invited to a guest |ecture,

under the auspices of the Political Science Department
by

Dr. HERBERT FRIEDMAN

Executive Vice Chairman, U.J.A.
on

Organized Jewry in the United States — Myth and Reality

Introduction by Mr. E. RAFAELI,
Vice President of the University

The lecture will take place at the University
on Thursday, March 9th, 1972, at 3 p.m,,
in Room No. 323.

The lecture will be given in English.
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_erally accepted mvth which was being perpetuated in part by the
Jewish co i .

In the last few years, however, American Jewry has discovered
that it is not exempt from the trends and turbulences that are
transforming the American scene: the decay of the cities; the
mounting devastation wrought by social neglect; the increasing
self-awareness of—and increasingly open conflicts between—ethnic
groups; the growing alienation and sometimes rage of the poor; the
new militancy against established institutions. It is against this
background that American Jewry has begun to confront the shock-
ing realities of poverty in its ¢wn midst.

The full extent of Jewish poverty has yet to be gauged, for
Lthere just are no up-to-date, comprehensive statistics. On the basis
of a number of estimates, which use various income ie levels as
standard definitions of poverty in the United States, there is
general agreement that the number of Jewish poor today lies
somewhere between a minimum_of 350,000 or 400,000 and a
figure perhaps twice that. Furthermore; most Jews live in cities,
where, because of the higher cost of living, the poverty line is
higher than in the nation as a whole. And just above the poverty
level, however defined, there are other Jews—again no one knows
exactly how many—who must find their near poverty especially
galling because of such cultural factors as the stress on higher
education among Jews, the pressure for upward mobility, and high
expectations within the family (“If your brother-in-law can make
it, why can’t you?”).

Some day soon, we hope, there will be more accurate data. But
in the meantime, we must not become overly preoccupied with
numbers. It is sufficient to recognize that there are altogether too

many_poo —and then to concentrate on the nature of their
i;overty and what needs to be done about it.

As Harrington and others have reminded us, poverty strikes
much harder at some groups of people than at others. It afflicts
more very old and very young people than persons in between,
and more dropouts than high-school and college graduates. It hits



proportionately more blacks and Spanish-speaking Americans than
whites (even though in absolute numbers most of the poor are
white), and proportionately more rural dwellers than city people
(although, again, in absolute numbers a majority of the poor live
in cities).

Though we lack definitive information on the number of poor
Jews, we do know that they conform in many ways to the overall
patterns of American poverty; but there are some important
differences. The proportion of aged among Jews is far larger than
among America’s poor generally. According to current estimates,
as many as two-thirds of the Jewish poor are in_their sixties or

oldcr-—mostly members of the immigrant generation who, through
no fault of their own, were left behind when their neighbors made
it into the middle class. And the ratio is almost sure to grow even
higher, because the proportion of old people in the Jewish popula-
tion as a whole is increasing fast—faster than it is in the general
population. The latest available statistics set the proportion of
persons 65 or over .within the Jewish population at 10 per cent,
but preliminary data from a nationwide Jewish population study
by the Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds suggest
that it has now risen to 14 per cent, and it is expected to reach 18
per cent by 1979.

_Many of the aged poor are in ill health. For the most part, they
do not live close to hospital care, and they face cuts in Medicaid
and Medicare programs. They live in wretchedly neglected houses,

in neighborhoods no longer Jewish. Many are so afraid of crime in

the street—with good reason—thal they rarely venture out even to
shop or see the doctor and do not visit with friends at all.

Nor is this problem of crime confined to the large metropolitan
centers. It is increasingly prevalent in middle-sized and smaller
cities and even in suburbia. And its physical and psychological
impact upon the aged is particularly overwhelming.

Most _Jewish _institutions—synagogues, community centers,
Y's—moved away from once-Jewish neighborhoods when the
majority of Jewish residents did, and often only residual services
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or none at all were left behind. Thus, with hardly any social
companionship, to be widowed usually means to be totally and
hopelessly alone.

Among the young and middle-aged who make up the rest of the
Jewish poor, a number are equally lonely, but most live in fami-
lies—some complete, some with only one parent,_ Many are literally
poor because_they are Jewish: the Hasidic and other strictly
Orthodox Jews, whose beliefs obligate them to raise large families,
use only glat kosher foods and send their children to cheder and
yeshiva rather than public school. The Hasidim are additionally
held down in their earning capacity by their deep-rooted tradition
of limiting secular education, of excluding certain aspects of the
modern world from their society and their children’s schooling.

For different reasons, insufficient education also bedevils many
others among the young and middle-aged Jewish poor: those who
left school early because they had to help support the family, for
example, or were fleeing the Holocaust, or could not keep up with
regular educational and training courses because of their own
special problems. In a recent study, the Jewish Employment and
Vocational Service of Philadelphia found that fully half of the
Jewish job seekers in its case load had less than 11 years’ school-
ing, and that 20 per cent had niot finished eighth grade.

Employment prospects for people like these are getting worse
all the time—not only becausie of the decrease in unskilled jobs
that blights the undereducated everywhere, but also because the
avenues toward advancement are growing narrower. There can be
no question about the need for greater vocational training and
educational programs under Jewish auspices to meet some of these
special needs that are not being met by public programs.

The perennially hard-pressed working proletariat, which for-
merly accounted for most of the poor in every ethnic group, has
been dwindling rapidly among the Jews—apparently much faster
than in the nation as a whole. Although there are still Jewish cab
drivers and store clerks who can’t make ends meet, there are fewer
of them each year. There is, of course, no guarantee that this trend




will go on; if we fail to set up needed training opportunities,
significant numbers of Jewish working poor may remain on the
American scene for a long time. Also, a number of marginally
employed Jews have taken to following the job market from city
to city, and if the employment picture does not improve, increas-
ing numbers may join this transient proletariat. But as of now, it
can be said that most of the Jewish poor are poor not because
they are proletarians, but because of special circumstances: iso-

lated old age, cultural separateness, sickness, maladjustment, death
‘of the breadwinner.—

Whatever the cause of their poverty, certain common factors
are present. These are people who live in fear—fear of economic
deprivation, fear for their physical safety, fear of intergroup con-
flict. They live with a sense of defeat and an impoverishment of
spirit that dulls motivation and quenches initiative. They live in
isolation, with a growing feeling of alienation from the Jewish
establishment and alternating moods of despondency, rage and
militancy. Poverty, for them, is inextricably bound up with social
disorganization.

The Jewish poor have received particularly little help from
either conventional welfare or the ambitious antipoverty programs
launched during the sixties. Where welfare is concerned, this is in
some degree due to the traditional Jewish reluctance to apply for
public relief; an eligible Jew who does apply for welfare benefits
receives them, such as they are. But the fact that the new and
broader antipoverty measures have almost completely passed them
by is in no sense the Jews’ own doing.

These programs, like the majority of job training programs, are
targeted to other groups and do not even attempt to meet the very
different economic and cultural needs of Jews. Besides, the Jewish
poor are usually scattered throughout the cities in which they live,
whereas most antipoverty efforts are directed to neighborhoods of
concentrated poverty. As a result, Jews have rarely been reached
by such efforts, and until recently remained almost unrepresented
on local poverty councils. The vexing problem of how to make




public antipoverty programs truly equitable is currently under
scrutiny; for despite all the insights offered by experts and all the
money provided by government, they have not operated that way.

The very perceptions of poverty have obscured the problems of
the Jewish poor. The unique problems which blacks face because
they are black have caused poverty to be widely perceived as
mainly a function of race. And because Jews have so consistently
been viewed as part of the affluent mainstream of American life,
they are no longer a *‘minority” in the lexicon of officialdom.

There has not been enough private aid either. Poverty has not
been the—chief-itenmom The Jewish community’s agenda since the
thirties, when government took over the function of providing
basic relief, and when American Jewry began to acquire its over-
whelmingly middle-class complexion. For even we in the Jewish
community labored under the myth of universal Jewish affluence.
As Jewish neighborhoods changed, as Jews moved into suburbia,
our social agencies turned to serving the better-off majority.

We moved our institutions from the old neighborhoods. Our
group-work and case-work agencies began to offer a variety of
services geared to middle-classi needs and based on new concepts of
fee charging. We became treatment-oriented, and performed im-
portant and useful funetions; but in the process we tended to
ignore poverty and its consequences.

At the same time, we became much more concerned with large
problems, such as Jewish culture and education, support for Israel,
and the plight of Soviet Jewry. And again, though we continued in
one way or another to serve the Jewish poor, we failed to compre-
hend the dimensions of Jewish poverty or to see it as an important
communal problem.

But now things are beginning to move. Now that our agencies
are viewing the problem with a new perspective, a host of new
programs around the country are being developed and existing
ones are being intensified.

As we develop programs, certain principles should be kept in
mind. We will need visibly to demonstrate our concern for the




most deprived segment of our population. We will need to do a lot
more about decent data collection. We will need to reach out with
innovative programs on the neighborhood level.

In whatever reappraisals we may need to make, we should bear
in mind a caution recently voiced by Frank Riessman in an
editorial in Social Policy. Commenting on services for the poor
generally, Riessman said: “If a service is not being discarded by the
middle class, be careful about discarding it for the poor. ... When
a service is offered, it should be offered in the style of the poor
and be easily accessible to them.”

It hardly needs saying that finanges will be the great immediate
problem. No community today can provide fully for the needs of
its poor without government help. Thus, far more than heretofore,
Jewish communal organizations will have to act as advocates for
the poor in the halls of governmerit: pressing for more adequate
welfare standards for all the poor; for more and better services for
the aged, who comprise such a high proportion of our poor; for
new definitions of poverty that will not ignore the Jewish poor
and will permit them greater participation in poverty councils—to
name but a few of the essential needs.

In considering how best to serve the poor, we must reckon with
certain grim but inescapable realities. Perhaps the grimmest is the
present state of entrenched mutual hostility, sometimes of near
warfare, among residents of countless tenements and low-income
housing projects.

Middle-class Jews, removed by one generation or more from
ghetto living with its turmoil, are understandably shocked by the
way this hostility hits fellow Jews. But different ethnic groups, in
trying to rise from poverty, have always fought with one another.
In their day, poor Irish, Italian, Jewish, Polish and other immi-
grants did not differ in this respect from the blacks, Puerto Ricans
and others who now make up the bulk of the poor. If there is
anything new about intergroup violence in today’s ghettos, it is
that the danger and hurt now fall so insistently on old, helpless,
isolated people.
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In any event, better protection for life and limb—both against
intergroup violence and against ordinary crime—unquestionably
ranks among the most urgent needs for many poor Jews. Hardly
less essential, for the Jewish and non-Jewish poor alike, is a
redoubling of efforts by intergroup relations agencies to help
reduce the causes of friction. Over the last few years, for example,
the American Jewish Committee has begun to supplement its
earlier programs in this field by new ventures such as the National
Project on Ethnic America and the National Alliance for Shaping
Safer Cities, which seek to unify different ethnic groups behind
common interests: better housing and schools, safer streets, im-
proved municipal administration, equitable taxation. Broader
undertakings of this kind are no less urgently needed than are
improved direct social and welfare services.

When American Jewry comes face to face with the human
beings behind the cold facts, all that needs to be done about
Jewish poverty will be done. It is hardly pessible to avoid that
confrontation in reading the. moving portrayals by Dorothy
Rabinowitz in the pages that follow.

Miss Rabinowitz is the co-author of Home Life, a widely noted
on-the-scene dccount of conditions in American old-age homes,
about which Anatole Broyarcl wrote in The New York Times:
“Where another author might have raged, accused, exhorted, she
has made us experience her subject as only an artist can.” In the
present book again, the men and women she introduces to us—all
real persons, though names and other details have been altered to
protect privacy—come across with almost painful vividness. Their
loneliness, fear and hunger, their loyalty and hope cry out to all of
us. We must not fail them.
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MiLLARD CUMMINS /\Mi +
P. 0. BOX 2179
COLUMBUS, OHIO 432186

December 20,1971

Rabbi Herbert Friedman

Dear Herbert:

Today, I participated in a think tank session for the
Young Leadership Cabinet in New York to deal with the
problem of raising the funds necessary to handle the
expected wave of Russian immigrants. After several

hours of conversation and thought, we came to certain
conclusions which are extremely disturbing. If we could
discuss UJA in business terms, we decided that we have a
product which has a potential sales volume of a billion
dollars a year, that we have a sales force which with

some expansion could possibly achieve a billion dollars a
year, and our Market Research and our market understanding
are atah level of perhaps 350 million dollars a year, and
our PR and Advertising is at a level of about 200 million
dollars per year. In other words, there is an enormous
amount of information concerning the American Jewish Commu-

nity which UJA has no information of.

Notwithstanding the above mentioned problems, which I think
can be solved if the proper people decide to take steps to

solve them, I believe the extra 200 or 300 million dollars



MiLLARD CUMMINS
P. D. BOX 2i789
COLUMBUS, OHIO 43216

which is necessary this year, can be raised if you, and

I think you are the only one who can do it, can make

certain basic changes in the UJA structure. Specifically,

I am enclosing a copy of a statistical sheet which I worked
up as Membership Chairman for the Young Leadership Cabinet.
You will notice that the last two columns on the right hand
side of the paper deal with per capita fund raising levels

of each state in the country. New York State is 48th in

per capita giving and New York State, specifically New York
City, contains about half the Jews in the country. If the
New York City fund raising achievement could somehow be
brought up to that of the State of Ohio, that is if the per
capita giving in New York City could be raised by $100.00,

we would raise an additional 250 million dollars. In order
to do this, from the information which I have which I am sure
is by no means complete, some method has to be found in New
York City of combining UJA and Council into one organization
so that they do not work at cross purposes. Also, the oper-
ation Upgrade personnel could be brought into New York City
almost to the exclusion of the rest of the country, There is
gold to be mined in New York City, and we have not even scratched

the surface.

Yours very truly,

Millard Cummins
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1971 NewsweEK MAGAZINE . 0O NOT INCLUDE ISRAELI MEMBERS, Stares 1-10 = 73,9%
Stares 1-4 = 69% {"’""
Svares 1-10 = 89%




JEWISH POPULATION ¥ L C MEMBERSHIP YLC MEMBER- | 1970 REGULAR rOOI.LARs
; SHIP PROPOR- & EMERGENCY PER
TIONAL TO CAMPAIGNS CAPATA
RANK STATE NUMBER % |1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 |PoOP, $ RANK % RANK
1 MNewYomx 2,521,755 4301 5§ 9 16§ 20 24 24 83 46 $ 67,935,955 1 24.1|% 26.94 48
2 cauwr. 693,085 11,8/ 10 10 10 14 20 16 | 23 18 25,659,945 2 9.11 Srim 44
3 Penn, 443,595 Zisl-12- 16 17 T LA -] 15 15 22,388,711 3 8.0| 50.54 37
4 NewJemsey 387,220 6.6 6 5 5 13 11 10 | 13 12 17.499,015. 6 6.2] 4504 . 4o A
5 k. 283,180 4.8 4 7 7 6 7 8 9 13 19,181,804 5 6.8| 67.78 31 N
6 __ Mass, 259,635 4:4] 6 w3 RFLEETRSLOL I0] B 10 |- 3496447 7 S.1] S50 . 3% . 1 TN
7 FLombA 189,280 - TR 2 RUIE Ty 6 5 7.580,082 T (R 5 42 K
RO O T A% ) L e T (e e IR T 3 2 6 4 _ 6,495,696 12 2.3| 36.69 45 -
9 oOwmo 160,715 Z1ias L 12 T anT TR Ay 20 5 14 20,499,302 . 4 7.3 127.32 14
10 Cown. 100:780  ctisl 4 8 ey iy 4 3 . S . 7.307.548 10 2.6| 70.26 28
11 MicHiGan 97,995 p 19 (IS T P 7 7 3 9 12,970,638~ 8 4.6 132.35 10
12 Missourt 80.685 14| 4 4 -7 B 4 3 iy 5 5,731,532 ‘13 2.0| 70.75 27
13 Texs 65.520 11173 3 3 R 4 6,545,146 1 2.3 99.17 19
14 VIRGINIA 37,350 0.6] 5 6 6 8 8 & 1 2 3,111,252 18 1.1| 84.08 25
15 M, 33,565 0.6] 1 4 4 4 6 6 1 3 4,132,854 17 1,5| 121,53 15
16 wisc. 32,295 olel :2tey " 3 1 3 4,636,300 15 1.6| 144.88 B
17 Geoncia 26,310 0.4] 1 2 2 2 ok 1 3 4,485,956 16 1.6| 172.54 AP e e =
18 Covomapo 25.140 0:4] 1 3 4 SN G 3 1 ! 1,729,531 23 0.6| 69.16 29
19 e 24,385 0.4 1 2 R K 1 2 2,445,855 19 0.9| 101.88 18
20 R.I. 23,000 048] 2: 3 3 EENGREES o e 1 1,615,680 24 0.6| 20.22 50
21 Amizowa 20.485 0.3 1 R S U W} 1 958,930 31 0.3 47.95 39
22 Tewwessee 16,710 Al e 1 SOE. . 2,248, 962 20 0.8| 132.24 11
237 LouisiANa 15,530 (% i Sl Ty — 4 1 1 2,011,403 27 0.7] 128.91 13
24 wasuingron 15,485 03] 1 1 2 3 3adll- 1 1 1,121,283 30 o0.4| 72,37 26
15 06 15.000 il 4. % 3 | & 44T 3 4,900,000 14 1.7 326.67 1
26  Kentucky 11,200 0.2 1 1 1 1 1 1,450,085 25 0.5| 129.47 12
27  ALABAMA 9,465 paall A 2 '3 s 3 . 1 1,271,499 27 0.5 134.28 9
28 N. CamoLina 9,450 0l 8 "3 4 L | 1 2,018,679 21 0.7] 213.65 2 .
29 oOnecon 9.045 oals N1 B V& 2 .3 1 772,767 33 0.3 B85.35 24
30 DrLAWARE 8,540 0.1 1 1 1 1 584,303 35 0.2 68.38 30 .
T 31 Mame B.185 [ T TR R L 8 3 1 839,900 37 0.3 114,84 i6
32  NesmAska 8,100 gl A 1 a 1,208,071 28  0.4| 149.14 7 :
33 towa  7.500 T o S T R P LN 3 1| 1,406,243 26 0.5| 187.47 4 o=
.34 S, cCAmcLinA 7,285 0.1 2 1 1 748,260 34 0.2 102.67 17
35 OxLasOMA 6,480 7 i 2 2 2 1 1 1,197,995 29 0.4] 184.88 5
36 WESTVA.  4.760 oIl el 439,781 37 0.2]| 90.33 22
37  New Hame, 4.260 &1 1713 Z 275,083 39 0.1| 64.55 32
38 Miss. 4,015 0.1 192,845 40 0.1| 48.07 38
39 New Mexico 3,645 0.1 2 i i 160,383 41 0.1 435.90 41
40  Kansas 3.515 0.1 325,279 38 0.1 92.46 20
41  ARKANSAS 3,065 0.1 1 1 e 158,305 Sk 0.0 S0 36
42 NevaADA 2.380 468,840 36 0.2| 197.06 3
43 Veamont 2.330 136,553 43 58.80 34
44 Urau 1,650 1 1 100,012 44 60.60 33
R R L L | [ e e o — 43,787 47 “34.25 46
46 Hawan 1,000 92,500 45 92.00 21
47  WroMing 710 e et | 9,125 49 12,85 51
48  MONTANA 615 24,360 48 39.60 43
49 S. DaxoTa 520 43,870 35 B9.36 23
50 loawo 500 10,316 50 20,63 49
51 ALaskA 190 el 5,307 51 27,93 47
TOTAL 5,868,390 106 118 148 190 206 191 | 191 191 $281,603, 885 $47.98
POPULATION FIGURES FROM Marc 1, THESE YLC MEMBERSHIP FIGURES Srtares 1-4 = 48,5%
1971 NEWSWEEK MAGAZINE, DO NOT INCLUDE ISRAELI MEMBERS , States 1-10 = 73,9% .
States 1-4 = 69% é""
Stares 1-10 = 89%
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%/  COMMUNITIES $1,000,000 & OVER IN 1971 CAMPAIGN

Jewish Population # of cifts for 1971
New York 2,382,000 146,000
Atlanta 16,000 5,479
Baltimore 80,000 20,073
Boston 150,000 28,050
Chicago 285,000 39,273
Cincinnati 27,000 5,715
Cleveland 85,000 27,825
Dallas 18,500 5,778
Detroit 90,000 24,022
Essex Co. 95,000 28,000
Hartford 26,500 6,423
Kansas City 22,000 6,427
Los Angeles 451,600 52,980
Miami 80,000 18,513
Milwaukee 25,000 8,350
Minneapolis 22,000 7,657
Philadelphia 350,000 46,693
Pittsburgh 47,000 12,921
San Francisco 70,000 13,780
St. Louis | 57,500 13,351
Washington, D.C. 85,000 21,000
e
Albany . 11,500 3,206
Allentown 3,750 2,044
Bridgeport 14,500 4,200
Buffalo 23,600 8,997



Jewish Population # Of Gifts for 1971
Columbus, Ohio 10,000 4,289
Dayton - 7,400 2,630
Denver 20,000 4,800
E:;glewood 6,600 2,198
Harrisburg 5,500 1,875
Houston 17,000 5,357
Indianapolis : 10,000 2 3,871
Louisville 8,500 4,123
Lynn, Mass. 12,000 3,471

Memphis 10,000 > 53259 3,4/
Nashville 3,700 1,642
New Orleans : 10,000 3,365
Norfolk 7,750 1,631
ngland 21,000 ‘ 3,725
Omaha 6,500 3,744
Paterson 16,000 4,976
Providence, R.I. 22,265 6,500
Richmond, Va. 9,000 ) 2,562
Rochester 21,500 8,000
San Diego 8,500 33157
Scranton 5,500 3,245
Seattle 10,500 4,507
Springfield, Mass. 13,000 3,921
St. Paul 10,200 3,025
Tulsa : 2,400 , 621
Worcester, Mass. 10 ,bOD 3,108

e L L —

4B\ 265 | 61‘3)437



Communi ty
Atlanta

Baltimore
Boston
Chicago
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Dallas
Detroit
Essex County
Hartford
Kansas City
Los Angeles
Miami
Milwaukee
Mirmmeapolis
Philadelphia -
Pittsburgh
San Francisco
St. Louis
Washington, D.C.

19

$10,000 - 49,999  $50,000 - 99,999  $100,000 & over  $10,000 = top 1971
Total

No. $ Mo 1 R £ B 3  Campaiem
47 1,010,800 9 626,000 4 1,727,000 60 3,363,800 5,254,000
54 1,020,000 9 592,500 9 2,610,000 72 4,222,500 8,553,000
121 1,813,000 15 930,000 15 2,620,000 151 5,363,000 12,383,000
108 2,017,100 10 676,000 15 2,878,500 133 5,571,600 17,550,000
20 359,600 4 210,000 1 100,000 25 669,600 2,550,000
93 2,013,000 11 743,500 19 = 3,849,300 123 6,605,800 14,377,000
32 592,800 7 418,500 4 675,000 43 1,686,300 3,124,000
139 2,771,800 15 925,000 17 . 3,229,000 74 6,925,800 13,312,000
67 1,343,000 4 283,000 | 6 1,145,000 _T1 " 2,771,000 7,750,000
43 787,500 395,000 B8 2,392,000 57 3,574,500 5,154,000
22 406,700 3 191,000 1 300,000 26 897,700 2,173,000
130 2,566,000 18  1,145,000. 18 7,457,500 166 11,168,500 26,000,000
68 1,168,200 8 516,000° 7 W 1,306,000 | 83 2,990,200 6,864,000
25 533,000 5 = 350,000, (5, 15150,0000 35 2,033,000 4,747,000
17 317,800 7 . 445,000 "t 2504000 25 1,012,800 3,325,000
127 2,424,400 20 1,244,500 9 1,494,500 456 5,163,400 12,304,000
48 926,500 6 335,000 4 650,000 58 1,911,500 4,510,000
38 726,500 6 415,000 ' 5 1,925,000 49 3,066,500 5,975,000
39 676,000 10 572,500 1 168,000 50 1,416,500 4,777,000
42 655,500 8 485,000 _ 8 1,470,000 58 _ 2,610,500 _ 5,900,000
1,280 24,129,200 18! 11,498,500 157 37,396,800 1,618 73,024,500 166,582,000

subtotals



Community
Akron
Albany
Allentown
Birmingham
Bridgeport
Buffalo
Camden
Columbus
Dayton
Denver
Englewood
Harrisburg
Houston
Indianapolis
Louisville
Lynn
Memphis
Nashville
New Haven
New Orleans
Norfolk
Oakland
Omaha
Paterson
Richmond

$10,000 - 49,999 $50,000 - 99,000

No,

8
13
15

18

© 151,500

227,500
297,000
281,000

50,000
298,000
168,000
363,000
213,800
228,800
331,900
332,200
419,000
144,500
259,200
180,500

94,000
231,400
132,500
258,000
444,300
201,000
103,500
131,000
339,500

= g OO DG LRS L e =t N N P s

[

WO O NS D WM AR

s
50,000

200,000
220,000
118,000

65,000

50,000
132,000

$100,000 & over

-y et
(*]
o—-mo-moowm_om---w-:wf.mw--o»ooool-

170,000

350,000
100,000

$10,000 - top

No. 3
9 201,500
17 427,500
18 517,000
15 399,000
5 255,000
17 298,000
9 386,000
21 745,000
14 681,300
o 1,128,800
24 1,200,900
23 810,200
30 945,000
12 494,500
12 309,200
13 630,500
9 574,300
14 473,400
9 132,500
17 508,000
29 754,300
10 201,000
453,500
381,000
21 514,500

Total
Campaign
1,007,000
1,252,000
1,065,000

985,000

1,857,000
1,282,000
2,982,000

2,385,000
2,000,000
1,480,000
2,550,000
1,364,000
1,264,000
1,320,000

984,000
1,342,000
1,605,000
1,172,000
1,506,000
1,391,000
1,128,000



St. Paul
San Diego
Scranton
Seattle
Springfield
Toledo
Tulsa

Worcester

12

12

13

10

9

15

15
4 5

420

1,700

215,300
205,000
248,500
174,000
143,500
286,000
322,000
—224,000
7,999,400 53
32,128,600 234

IO\)I—'O—‘NN-"

50,000
105,000
107,000
57,000
53,000
200,000

5!’1 33 ._300

1 100,000
1 100,000
0 —
1 100,000
2 272,000
0 —
2 304,100
o A
36 5,855,600

14
15
15
12
1
16
20

21, _.524,000 1,350,000

509

365,300
410,000
355,500
331,000
415,500
339,000
826,100

16,938,300

195 43,252,400 2,127 90,012,800

1,095,000
1,020,000
1,226,000
1,135,000

1,112,000

Y
24

subtotals
TOTALS
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