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ABSTRACT

Data from a national sample of faith-based social service coalitions (n = 656) are analyzed to test three hypotheses concerning government funding: that it is positively related to size and organizational professionalism; positively related to attitudes toward government funding; and negatively related to organizational religiosity and social activism.  Using three measures of government funding and twelve predictor variables, we find support for our hypotheses for some but not all measures of size, professionalism, attitudes toward government funding and religiosity; we find strong negative evidence for our social activism hypothesis.  These findings are replicated when we compare those who had and had not applied for government funding.  We conclude that greater religious expressiveness dissuades coalitions from both seeking and receiving government funding, but higher levels of social activism expedite both.

Faith-Based Social Service Organizations and Government Funding:  Data From A 

National Survey

Religious organizations in the United States have traditionally been an integral part of the social justice system, including identifying social problems, bringing them to public attention, advocating their amelioration, rehabilitating offenders and providing social services aimed at prevention. The role of religious institutions in this arena has gained widespread attention since the passage of the “Charitable Choice” provision in the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (known as Welfare Reform), a legislative act that enables faith-based groups to compete for government grants without surrendering their religious character.  Even more recently, President Bush’s establishment of an Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiative has focused yet more public attention on this issue. 

The involvement of religious groups in social welfare has a long history in the United States.  As Dolan (Dolan 1985) documents, by the middle of the nineteenth century, fueled by the increasing number of European immigrants, Catholic parishes became the center around which neighborhood charitable societies were organized. Mutual benefit societies provided financial aid to members in times of sickness, disability, unemployment and disasters. Both Protestant and Jewish congregations belonged to nationally organized charitable societies, with chapters in local churches and synagogues that assisted the needy in their neighborhoods (Olasky 1992; O’Neill 1989; Cnaan 1999). While sectarian agencies such as the Salvation Army, Catholic Social Services, Jewish Family and Children’s Services and Lutheran Social Services have historically been integral parts of the social service delivery system, the research of Hodgkinson, Weitzman and Kirsch (Hodgkinson, Weitzman, and Kirsch 1988) was the first to put dollar figures on the extent to which religious congregations in the United States provide social welfare.  In 1986, for example, religious congregations gave $5.5 billion to denominational charities and organizations, $1.9 billion to other charitable organizations and $1 billion in direct assistance to individuals in need.  Approximately 87 percent of congregations surveyed had one or more programs in human services and welfare. Likewise, according to a 1993 study by the Independent Sector (Hodgkinson et al. 1993), members of the nations’ religious congregations provided 125 million hours per month in volunteer services to local nonreligious health, welfare, and educational organizations. 

The phenomenon of religious groups receiving government funding for social service programs is also not a recent one. Agencies such as Catholic Charities, Lutheran Social Services, the Jewish Federation and the Salvation Army have traditionally and consistently received government funds, along with many other faith-based social service agencies throughout the United States (McCarthy and Castelli 1998; Monsma 2002).   What changed with the “Charitable Choice” provision in the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act  (known as Welfare Reform), and the subsequent establishment by President Bush of the Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives in 2001, was that faith-based groups would henceforth be able, to compete for government grants without surrendering their religious character.  To assure that no roadblocks exist in achieving this goal, President Bush established an Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives in each of seven federal agencies. While Congress continues to refuse to allocate significant new monies for the Initiative, using his executive powers, President Bush is attempting to ensure that faith-based groups have equal access to the funds that are available in each of the seven federal agencies. 


The above initiatives have focused attention on religious social service providers, organizations that have been virtually neglected in the non-profit literature. It is only within the past ten years that a body of systematic research on religious non-profits is beginning to appear (e.g. Ammerman 2001; Bartkowski and Regis 2003; Campbell 2002; Chaves 1998; Cnaan 2001; Ebaugh et al. 2003; Farnsley 2003; Gronbjerg and Nelson 1998; Jeavons 1998; Monsma 2002; Pipes 2002; Twombly 2002). Several of these studies (e.g., Chaves 1999; Cnaan and Boddie 2001) show that few religious congregations are applying for government funds.  The faith-based organizations that have in the past, and will undoubtedly continue in the future to receive government funding, are faith-based social service coalitions of congregations.  The data reported in this paper are based on the first national sample of this type of organization, conducted in 2002-2003.  In this paper we focus on relationships between government funding and organizational variables.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The hypotheses that we test with our national survey data are derived in part from what we know about secular non-profit social service agencies. Studies of nonprofit organizations that receive government funding suggest a number of organizational characteristics that are related to the receipt of such funds. Some of these variables predict the likelihood of obtaining government funds and others relate to organizational changes that occur as a consequence of such funding.  

Size: New in the recent policy debate regarding government monies to faith-based social service organizations is the hope that small, community-based providers that typically operate without government funding will now seek government support.  However, traditionally it is larger social service agencies that receive the bulk of government funding and that depend most heavily on such funding (Gronbjerg and Smith 1999; Twombly 2002).  In Twombly’s (2002) analysis of large (assets of more than $10 million) tax-exempt organizations, secular providers receive on average 17.4% of their income from government grants and contracts; for very large providers, the percentage tends to be even greater.  Gronbjerg and Smith (1999) report that, between 1989-1994, the combined revenues of  140 United Way member agencies grew by a robust 72% and that government funding more than doubled, by 1994 accounting for 58% of total revenues.  In their study of non-profit organizations in Illinois, Gronbjerg and Nelson (1998) found that only 5 small religious non-profit agencies received half or more of their revenues from the government compared with 38 of the large religious non-profits in their sample. 


In addition to financial resources, organizational size is also measured by the number and diversity of service programs offered by social service agencies.  Government funding is positively related to this dimension of size, as well. Frequently, the reception of government funding leads to the proliferation of programs as agencies adapt their programming to the available government dollars (Farnsley 2003; Gronbjerg 1993; Smith and Lipsky 1993; Twombly 2002).

Professionalization.  Government funding often facilitates increased professionalization within social service agencies, reflected in terms of the hiring of paid professionals to fill managerial and staff positions (Salamon 1987; Smith and Lipsky 1993).  The demands of government to hold providers accountable to specified service standards usually requires the professionalization of service staff.  At the same time, government funding provides the resources required to make commitments to new and more highly paid professionals. 


Increased professionalization of staff within social service organizations is also accompanied by less reliance on an executive board in the decision-making process and decreased dependence upon volunteer workers.   Government contracts usually result in an expansion of services which increases the size of the organization. As size increases, it becomes more difficult for a volunteer board to exercise close oversight and day-to-day management.  Rather, under these conditions, boards are forced to focus on fundraising and strategic planning (Smith and Lipsky 1993).  Likewise, as agencies expand their services with the aid of government funds and hire professionals to manage programs, the role of volunteers tends to shift from direct service provision to support roles.  The informal care originally provided by volunteers often gives way to formal care when the requirements of government funding lead to greater accountability and role specialization (Smith and Lipsky 1993; VanTil 1988). 

Organizational religiosity.  The intense debates that have occurred since President Bush announced his Faith-Based and Community Initiative revolve around issues pertaining to state funding of religiously based organizations.  While direct proselytizing by religious groups within faith-based agencies that receive government funds is prohibited, as indicated earlier, the major policy change introduced by Charitable Choice is that such agencies may display images and use practices that are explicitly religious in nature.  In fact, Bush’s recent remarks endorse discriminatory hiring of candidates on the basis of religious affiliation and practices. Yet there is fear on the part of some faith-based organizations that the acceptance of government funds will reduce the autonomy and alter the religious character of their agencies.  While there are several studies that document these fears (e.g. Chaves 1999; Green and Sherman 2002), Monsma’s (2002) recent report on faith-based agencies that provide welfare-to-work programs indicates that only 3 out of  60 such groups have had to reduce their religious emphasis or practices as a result of government funding.  

Social activism. In addition to direct social services, many agencies are also involved in advocacy and social activism in relation to policy issues in their communities. There is fear that the acceptance of government monies will constrain their abilities to advocate in terms of social issues (see Montague 1989; Netting 1982; Rose-Ackerman 1983; Salamon 1987).  

Attitudes toward government funding.  Gronbjerg (1993), in her study of nonprofits in Chicago, found that directors of nonprofit human service organizations view government funding positively, especially because it expedites the expansion of services and often provides resources for programs that target low income groups. In fact, compared with other sources of funding (i.e. individual donors, foundations, and fees), these directors consistently rated government funding more positively.  Monsma (2002) also found that, overall, directors of welfare-to-work programs were satisfied with their relationships with government funding agencies. In their analysis of government funded faith-based social service programs in 15 states, Green and Sherman (2002) found that executive directors indicated strong satisfaction in relationship to government funding. In his national survey of congregations, Chaves (1999) found that 36% would apply for government funds to support social service projects if such funding is made available.  However, not all congregations are equally likely to have positive attitudes toward such funding.  Rather, very large ones, those that are predominantly African American in membership and those more theologically liberal or Catholic, are more favorable toward government funding than other congregations. 

 Hypotheses


In this paper we will examine how twelve predictor variables, reflective of this review of literature, are related to three different measures of government funding to faith-based social service coalitions, based on our national sample. Although some of the literature discusses these variables as either precursors or outcomes of government funding, given our cross-sectional data, we will only be able to examine the extent of the relationships; we imply no causal relationships in our hypotheses or regression analyses.  After a discussion of research methods, we test the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1, Organizational Structure Variables: Having ever received government funding, the dollar amount, and the percentage of total budget it comprises should be positively related to: coalitions’ total expenditures  (an indicator of organizational budget size), number of clients served, number of direct social service program areas (all measures of organizational size), and number of paid managers and professional employees (a measure of the degree of organizational professionalism).  We expect government funding measures to be negatively related to the average number of volunteers/week and to total number of board meetings/year (low levels of both of which are indicators of organizational professionalism).

Hypothesis 2, Organizational Behavior Variables: Having ever received government funding, the amount, and the percentage of total budget it comprises should be negatively associated with (three measures of) organizational religiosity and with organizational social activism.
Hypothesis 3, Organizational Attitude Variables: Having ever received government funding, the amount, and the percentage of total budget it comprises, should be positively related to overall attitudes toward government funding and to specific attitudes toward Bush’s Faith-Based Initiative.

METHODS


In the absence of research concerning faith-based social service coalitions, we developed a questionnaire that would provide a broad range of information about them, including how they are structured, the range of services and programs they offer, funding sources, religious expression, client, volunteer, board and employee characteristics, and the religious and racial/ethnic characteristics of affiliated congregations.  We did not present a list of characteristics that define the type of organization in which we were interested as a screening question because, in the absence of prior research on such organizations, we were not sure what the range of traits might be empirically.  Preliminary perusal of completed questionnaires allowed us to use four variables to define the universe of relevant organizations: 1) the organization defines itself as faith-based; 2) it delivers at least one social service (from an extensive list of direct and community service types); 3) religious congregations are in some manner affiliated with the organization; and 4) it has its own board of directors.  We subcontracted with Research Services, Presbyterian Church USA, in Louisville, KY to print, mail and code the final questionnaire.  The first wave was mailed in July 2002 and the last wave was completed in April 2003.  We requested that the director (CEO, president) of the organization act as the respondent, a request honored by 75 % of our final sample.

The Sample


The Interfaith Community Ministries Network (ICMN), an organization whose goal it is to identify as many community ministries engaged in social service delivery as possible, had developed a list of about 1300 such organizations.  After an extensive search for alternative lists, we concluded that this was the best available with which to begin.  The ICMN list was culled to delete organizations that were very clearly not faith-based coalitions (e.g., government and secular agencies), and 32 names of coalitions located on the worldwide web were added, in order to insure that all 50 states and the 100 largest US cities were represented.  We also added 115 names culled from the Yearbook of American and Canadian Churches (Lindner 2002).  While we were confident that the resulting mailing list of 1186 organizations included a large number of faith-based social service coalitions, we also knew that many other kinds of faith-based entities were likely included.  At the end of the questionnaire, we asked that respondents identify other organizations like their own, especially predominantly evangelical, African American and rural ones, types we thought underrepresented on the list.  Through this we developed a snowball sample of 297 organizations to which we sent questionnaires. The first wave received questionnaires during summer 2002 and the snowball sample during the fall.  A total of 1483 questionnaires sent out netted 612 returned, for a response rate of 41%.


When we conducted preliminary analysis of the data, we realized that the ICMN list that provided most of the first wave and resultant snowball samples was regionally biased to over-represent the south (about 50% of the returned questionnaires). Moreover, it appeared that regional differences are related to a number of important variables.  We therefore purchased a national list of “social service and welfare organizations” from InfoUSA, culled by them to focus on 22 states, primarily in the west and northeast.  We further culled this list to identify those whose names suggested that they were most likely to fit our definition of a faith-based social service coalition.  The final wave of questionnaires was mailed to the resulting 555 organizations in January 2003. The return rate was 39% (N=217).  Combining all waves, 2038 questionnaires were mailed, of which 829 were returned, for a total response rate of 41%.


A number of the completed questionnaires came from organizations that do not fit our definition of a faith-based social service coalition.  From the 829 completed questionnaires, we dropped 173 (21%) that failed to meet one or more of our four criteria, for a final sample of 656.   These are the cases that will be analyzed in this paper. Using a four-fold categorization of region, this sample consists of 37% from the south, 22% from the northeast, 16% from the mid west and 25% from the west, thereby insuring adequate representation of all parts of the nation.

Measures

Dependent Variables


Because federal money often trickles down to agencies through a variety of intermediaries at the state, county and local levels, we assumed that many respondents could not accurately identify the specific governmental level from which their funding originated.  Therefore, our measures of the dependent variables are based on questions using a generic “government funding” response.  We have three measures of government funding.  First, based on a question concerning the last date they received government funding, we created a dichotomous dependent variable of ever/never.  Second, we asked for a dollar amount of government funding for FY 2001, the last fiscal year we could assume that all coalitions had completed by the time they received the questionnaire.  Finally, because we also asked for dollar amounts from all other potential sources of funding, we could compute a measure of percentage of coalition income from government sources in 2001.  For the first measure, after deleting nine cases of missing data, 34% (220 cases) have never received government funding, compared to 66% (n=427) that have.  However, in the specific year 2001, only 295 coalitions reported government funding.  Among only those who reported receiving it, the median reported amount is $65,000, which constituted a median of 23.5% of their budgets.  The analogous means, respectively, are $720,000 (SD=$3.1 million) and 31.4% (SD=26.7%).   Because our sample includes a relatively small number of extremely well funded coalitions as outliers, we will use the log of government dollars received for this dependent variable.  The variables used in this paper exclude only missing values (93 cases for dollar and percentage measures for cases that specified no amount from any source); zero dollars/percent of government funding constitute the lowest values on each variable. While the Pearson correlation between dollar amount and budget percentage contribution of government funds is significant at the .000 level, the Beta, .329, is low enough to warrant considering them separate dependent variables that may or may not be similarly associated with the same predictor variables.  We interpret the percentage indicator as a measure of dependence on government funding.  The dollar measure may be at least a partial proxy for total budget size and therefore be ambiguous as a reflection of the extent to which coalitions depend on this funding source relative to others.

(Table 1 about here)

Predictor Variables

Organizational Structure Variables:  We use six measures of coalition attributes as formal organizations, which are indicators of organizational size and/or of organizational professionalism. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for all predictor variables. Total expenditures were asked for FY 2001 as a total dollar figure, and the same year was used to ask the total number of clients served. Coalitions vary widely on these size variables, from extremely small to huge.  Direct social service programs were grouped under nine major headings (see table 5), within each of which from 3 to 7 specific service programs were listed (e.g., under the broad program area of counseling were listed mental healthcare services, self-help/support groups, domestic violence and case management). Respondents could also list other programs not included on our list. We originally included measures of both total direct social service program areas and total direct social service programs, but multi-colinearity issues prompted us to choose the former, as it is a better indicator of the breadth of service offered. In a separate section of the paper we will examine whether government funding is more likely to flow to coalitions providing services in some specific program areas compared to others.  Respondents also supplied the number of full-time and part-time employees in various types of positions, allowing us to calculate the total number of paid employees and the total number of professional and managerial staff.  Again, multi-colinearity problems forced us to choose one, and we decided to keep the latter because it is a good measure of organizational professionalism as well as an indicator of size.  Coalitions also provided an estimate of the number of volunteers who work at their organization each week and reported the number of board meetings held in the previous year, two more measures of organizational professionalism.

Organizational Behavior Variables:  We have developed a five-level, additive social activism scale based on the number of four specific types of activities (from a list of nine) in which coalitions say they participate: advocacy, community development (e.g. economic opportunities), forums/workshops (on such topics as racism, policy issues), and community organizing (e.g., grassroots leadership training).  Scores range from 0 to 4, although the modest mean and standard deviation figures suggest that coalitions are generally not very involved in social activism.


From a large set of questions pertaining to organizational policies and practices with reference to religious behaviors, three distinct factors were generated (see Appendix A ) that collectively account for 63% of the correlation matrix.  For all three scales, items were recoded when necessary so that a higher score means a more religious behavior or policy.  The first factor includes ten items that tap religious policies and practices with reference to clients, labeled client religiosity; it has an alpha level of .95.  For instance, the three most highly loaded items ask how important it is to their programs that staff pray with clients, encourage religious conversion, and use religious beliefs to instruct clients.  The second factor, comprised of five items, we call the staff religiosity scale, and it has an alpha of .74. These items pertain to issues such as whether and how religion influences hiring decisions, prayer at staff meetings, religious motivations of staff members, etc.  Finally, a three item factor, that we call formal organizational religiosity, includes whether the organization’s mission statement makes its religious nature explicit, its director is an ordained member of the clergy, and if sacred images are displayed in public places. Its alpha is .52, which, while low, is acceptable for small scales.  Because of variations in the metric among question responses, raw factor scores on each scale have been converted to Z scores, which constitute the variables.  The range of scores evident in Table 1 again show high levels of variability among coalitions on all three scales.

Organizational Attitude Variables: Respondents were asked their opinion of President Bush’s Faith-Based and Community Initiative and given a four-fold response set (in addition to “not familiar with” which is treated as a missing value), ranging from strongly favor (4) to strongly oppose (1).  The mean score (2.88) indicates that coalitions are generally favorably disposed toward it.  Each of three major sources of funding (government, foundations and congregations) was assessed on nine attributes using a five-point scale. The attributes include such things as how easy funds from a given source are to administer, whether the religious character of the organization is restricted by their receipt, whether it is a stable source of funding, etc.  Respondents were asked to rate each attribute even if they had not received funding from that source.  Where necessary, items were recoded so that, in each case, a higher score signifies a more positive rating of a funding source.  Eight items comprise a factor representing attitudes toward government funding, as listed in Appendix B, which accounts for 37% of the correlation matrix and has an alpha level of .74. Factor scores were converted to Z scores that constitute this variable and, as Table 1 indicates, there is considerable variability within the sample.  

Multivariate Analysis Procedures


Data analysis will employ probit coefficients to regress our bivariate dependent variable, ever/never funded, on the predictor variables.  For the two continuous dependent variables, 2001 government funding in dollars (logged) and as percentage of 2001 budget, OLS regressions will be used with the same predictor variables.  Missing values for predictor variables were inputed using the expectation – maximization process, an iterative algorithm based on maximum likelihood estimation, from the SPSS Missing Value Analysis module.

DATA ANALYSIS

Ever/Never Funded

(Table 2 about here)


Table 2 presents the findings from a probit analysis of the relationship between the dichotomous variable, ever/never funded by the government, and the twelve predictor variables. Only four of the predictor variables are statistically significant at the .05 level or better.  Both number of paid managers and professionals and number of direct social service program areas are positively related to having ever received funding, as predicted by hypothesis 1, but none of the other organizational structure variables are.  In three cases, the signs on the non-significant Betas are opposite to those predicted: number of clients, board meetings and volunteers. The two attitudinal variables are positively related to ever/never funded, as predicted, although only the attitudes toward government funding scale is statistically significant.  As predicted in hypothesis 2, all three religiosity scales are negatively related to the receipt of government funding, but only the client religiosity scale is statistically significant. Finally, the social activism scale, also not significantly related to government funding, nonetheless has a positive sign that is antithetical to hypothesis 2.  

Percentage 2001 Budget Government Funded

(Table 3 about here)


Table 3 displays the results of the OLS regressions on percentage of 2001 budget emanating from government sources and on logged dollar amount received.  Half of the six organizational structure variables are significantly related to governmental funding, as measured by budget percentage.  Two size indicators, total expenditures and number of program areas, are positively related to government funding.  Size, as indicated by number of clients, remains negatively related to the dependent variable, and again fails to reach statistical significance.  As in Table 2, we find one of the three measures of organizational professionalism, number of paid managers and professionals, is positively and significantly related to government funding percentage, as predicted in hypothesis 1.  The sign on the other two measures of professionalism (number of board meetings/year and volunteers/week) is now in the predicted negative direction, although the Betas are not statistically significant.  Again, we find that organizational attitudes concerning government funding are positively related at a statistically significant level, but fail to reach significance for Bush’s initiative. Finally, the findings with reference to organizational behavior are in the same direction but somewhat stronger than those in Table 2.  The social activism scale remains positively related, but is now statistically significant.  The negative sign on the three religiosity scales supports hypothesis 2.  Given this, we can use a one-tailed test of significance, in which case all three measures of coalition religiosity reach statistical significance.

(Logged) Dollar Amount of Government Funding


Results of OLS analyses for the logged dollar amount of government funding, are also presented in Table 3. Three organizational structure variables are statistically significant, two the same as in the case of budget percentage (total expenditures and number of program areas).  However, number of paid managers and professionals is no longer statistically significant while number of clients becomes so.  Number of board meetings and volunteers remain unrelated to government funding.  The findings for the variables included under Organizational Attitudes and under Organizational Behaviors essentially duplicate those for budget percentage.

Summary of Regression Results


Hypothesis 1 concerned organizational structure variables.  In it, we predicted that larger size and greater organizational professionalism should be positively related to the three measures of government funding.  Taking the three professionalism indicators first, only the number of paid managers and professionals behaves as predicted, being positively related to government funding in all three cases, although failing to reach statistical significance for the dollar measure.  Number of board meetings per year and volunteers per week are in no instance statistically significant, and more often than not, their positive signs are in the opposite direction of that predicted.


The findings for the three size variables are also mixed.  There are two sets of unambiguous findings that support hypothesis 1. Except in one case, total expenditures in FY 2001 and number of social service program areas are positively and significantly related to all three measures of government funding.  Number of clients is only significant in the case of government dollars, but in all three analyses the negative sign is the opposite of that predicted in hypothesis 1.


Hypothesis 2 predicted negative relationships between government funding and coalition religiosity as well as social activism.  The data consistently support the negative direction of the relationships between the three coalition religiosity scales and the three government funding measures, and more often than not, the results are statistically significant.  The social activism scale is significantly related to government funding in two of the three analyses, but in all three the positive sign is the opposite of that predicted. Our findings support those reported by Chavez, et.al. (2002) in their national survey of religious congregations and nonprofit organizations in Minneapolis-St. Paul. 


Hypothesis 3 predicted that the government funding variables would be positively related to a scale tapping attitudes toward government funding and to appraisals of President Bush’s faith based initiative.  In every instance, the signs are positive, and the attitude scale is indeed significantly related to all three measures of government funding.  However, attitudes toward Bush’s initiative fails to reach statistical significance in any analysis.


It appears that there is at least some support for each of the three hypotheses.  Size, as indicated by expenditures and program areas (but not clients) and organizational professionalism, as indicated by paid professionals and managers (only) are consistently related to government funding in the predicted positive direction.  Hypothesis 2 finds consistent support in terms of the organizational religiosity measures but is refuted by the positive relationship between the social activism scale and government funding.  Hypothesis 3 receives consistent support:  more favorable attitudes toward government as a funding source predicts actual government funding levels.

GOVERNMENT FAVORITISM?


Given the cross-sectional data at our disposal, it is hard to know whether government favors less overtly religious organizations or more religiously expressive coalitions eschew government funding.  We can shed further light on this issue.  Respondents were asked to check all items in which their organization had engaged in the prior year from a list of activities. One of the items asked whether they had submitted a grant proposal to a government funding source.  Over half (51.4%) of the sample checked this item. Although we have no way of distinguishing missing data from a negative response for the other 48.6%, we will consider the lack of a check mark to mean no submission.  Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations on all predictor variables by whether the coalition had applied for funding from a government source.  Obviously, in the absence of an application no such funding can be received.

(Table 4 about here)


In all but three cases – number of clients, of weekly volunteers, and Bush’s initiative – t tests of the difference of means between those that applied and those that did not are statistically significant at the .05 level or better. In addition, the direction of relationships match those found when we examined the three measures of government funding. Those who explicitly sought such funding are less religious in their behaviors and policies on all three scales, and have more positive attitudes toward government funding.  They are also engaged in more social activism than those that do not report applying for government funding. Those that applied have larger budgets, offer social services in a wider array of areas, and employ more professionals and managers.
Together with the findings presented from the regression analyses, a consistent picture emerges concerning the kind of faith-based coalitions most likely to apply for and receive funding from government sources.  They are wealthier (have larger budgets), offer services in a broader array of program areas, and employ a larger staff of managers and professionals.  At some time in the past, these traits either expedited their success in a quest for government funding or resulted from their success; we cannot tell from cross-sectional data. However, in the present, coalitions with such organizational traits seek  (as well as receive) government funding more than do those that are poorer, more specialized in their program offerings, and less professional in their staffing.  Experience with government funding appears to make recipients more positively attuned to this funding source, thus spurring previously successful coalitions to seek such funding subsequently.  Engaging in a greater amount of social activism does not keep coalitions from seeking and receiving government money, however, greater organizational religiosity does appear to do so.  It is not simply that more religiously expressive coalitions receive considerably less government money; they make significantly less effort to acquire it, perhaps because they tend to have a negative view of it.  

FUNDING AND DIRECT SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAM AREAS


Coalitions very considerably in the number of direct social service programs types they provide to families and individuals.  The data in Table 1 show that, on average, they provide programs in four different program areas.  About 15% offer no social services directly to individuals/families.  They remain in our sample because the screening question includes eight categories of activities, in addition to “direct social services,” that reflect community-level social ministries.  The four items comprising the social activism scale come from this list, which includes also: spin off new programs, assist social service agencies, ecumenical/interfaith relations, and community events.  Table 5 shows the relationship between direct social service program areas and the three government funding variables.  The last row of this table shows how coalitions that offer no direct social services fare in terms of government funding.  The most obvious finding in the entire table is that, relative to the other 85%, coalitions that offer no programs directly to individuals or families, focusing instead on community-level ministries, are unlikely to receive government funding and, for the few that do, the amounts are usually tiny.

(Table 5 about here)

Because governments fund according to their own programmatic priorities, we might expect to find quite different government funding experiences and levels among coalitions providing services in different programmatic areas.  However, most of the data displayed in Table 5 belie this commonsense hypothesis.  The only program area whose providers are consistently more likely to have ever received government funds and to receive more dollars that comprise a higher percentage of their income, is immigration services, which, along with elder care, are offered by far fewer coalitions than any other program types. Immigration services are often funded by significant amounts of government monies channeled to a small number of large agencies (e.g., Catholic Charities as the major subcontractor for the resettlement of Vietnamese refugees).  At the other extreme, emergency services constitutes by far the most frequently offered program type, but coalitions that do so are less likely to have ever been government funded and to receive substantially fewer dollars that comprise a somewhat smaller percentage of the income.  The other program areas differ relatively little from one another or in patterned, interpretable ways.  Given that coalitions typically provide services in several areas, it is not surprising that there are few interpretable differences in Table 5 since there is considerable overlap between the sub-samples in the different program areas.

CONCLUSIONS


Religious organizations in the Unites States have historically been major actors in defining social problems and advocating for solutions.  Martin Luther King’s dream for racial equality was inspired and articulated in Old Testament terms as an exodus out of the desert.  Inspired by King, clergy of various denominations became leaders in the Civil Rights Movement (Hadden 1969). Likewise, churches provided the moral rationale for the Temperance Movement and the numerous reform movements of the early decades of the twentieth century. By the turn of the twentieth century, American churches had coined the term “social gospel” to refer to the principle of social responsibility, rooted in the Bible, that defined a good Christian as one who advocated and was active in reforming society according to Christian morality  (Dolan 1985).   One fear expressed today by faith-based coalition leaders is that the acceptance of government money would compromise their historic mission of advocating for social change before local and state governments. Our data consistently show, contrary to what we predicted, that those coalitions most actively involved in advocacy, community organizing and community development are the very ones that routinely submit proposals for government funding and receive such funds. 


A major goal of President Bush’s Faith-Based and Community Initiative is to make government funds available to a wide array of religious social service organizations, including congregations and small coalitions, in addition to the large agencies that have traditionally received government funding. Our data, however, indicate that it is the larger coalitions, both in terms of expenditures and number of program areas, that both apply for and receive the bulk of government funds.  In addition, those that have larger numbers of paid managerial and professional staff both submit more grant proposals to government and receive more public funding. Ironically, this may, in fact, be the unanticipated result of the “level playing field” that is Bush’s ultimate goal. Research that we are conducting in Houston, Texas, on the current state of government contracts to faith-based groups, indicates that key players in the granting process maintain that applicants are judged on objective criteria, such as quality of the proposal, track record of past performance, and demonstration that the agency has the requisite infrastructure to execute the proposed program. Often, the granting agency is not aware of whether the applicant is a faith-based agency, especially since name and mission statement are not always indicative of religious affiliation (see Ebaugh, et.al. 2003). Smaller agencies that rely on volunteer staff are frequently at a disadvantage in the grant application process because of their lack of professional grant writers and their inexperience with the process. In addition, often they cannot provide credible data on the successful execution of previous programs, data that is considered essential in awarding funds for a new program. Small, volunteer-based secular agencies are as unlikely to be awarded grants as their faith-based counterparts. 


Despite the fact that “Charitable Choice” and the subsequent Faith-Based Initiative allow religious organizations to accept government funds while maintaining their religious character and practices, our data clearly show that coalitions that are less “religious” in terms of their policies and practices are both asking for and receiving more government grants than those more religiously expressive. The fact that more expressively religious coalitions have a more negative attitude toward such funding may indicate a persistent fear that acceptance of government money could jeopardize their religious goals, despite official assurances to the contrary. Policies regarding “no proselytizing” in programs supported with government monies, requirements of maintaining separate books for government sponsored programs, and recent court decisions prohibiting the use of such monies to build and maintain facilities for worship, signal to strongly religious coalitions that acceptance of public funds carries with it restrictions on the exercise of religion in their organizations.  In a future paper we will present data that show that the more religiously expressive coalitions have proselytizing as one of their major goals and have more evangelical congregations as affiliated members. It appears that coalitions that use religion more centrally in their dealings with clients and staff, and that express their religiosity more publicly, also place higher value on evangelizing and are therefore less willing to jeopardize this goal by applying for and accepting government money.

REFERENCES

Ammerman, Nancy T.


2001
"Doing Good in American Communities: Congregations and Service Organizations Working Together." 1-20. Hartford, CT: Hartford Institute for Religion Research, Hartford Seminary.

Bartkowski, John, and Helen Regis


2003
Faith, Hope, and Charitable Choice: Religion And Poverty Relief in the Rural South. New York, NY: New York University Press.

Campbell, David


2002
"Beyond Charitable Choice: The Diverse Service Delivery Approaches of Local Faith-Related Organizations." Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 31:207-230.

Chaves, Mark


1998
"The Religious Ethic and the Spirit of Nonprofit Entrepreneurship." In Private Action and the Public Good, ed. Elisabeth S. Clemens. 336. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Chaves, Mark


1999
"Religious Congregations and Welfare Reform: Who Will Take Advantage of 'Charitable Choice'?" American Sociological Review 64:836-846.

Chaves, Mark


2002
"Does Goverment Funding Suppress Nonprofits' Political Activity?” Paper presented at the  American Sociological Association meetings, Chicago.

Cnaan, Ram A. and Stephanie C. Boddie


2001
"Philidelphia Census of Congregations and Their Involvement in Social Service Delivery." Social Service Review December 2001.

Dolan, Jay P.


1985
The American Catholic Experience:  A History From Colonial Times to the Present. Garden City: Doubleday and Company, Inc.

Ebaugh, Helen Rose, Paula F. Pipes, Janet S. Chafetz, and Martha Daniels


2003
"Where's the Religion? Distinguishing Faith-Based from Secular Social Service Agencies." Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 42 (3).

Farnsley, Arthur E.


2003
Rising Expectations: Urban Congregations, Welfare Reform, and Civic Life. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Green, John C., and Amy L. Sherman


2002
"Fruitful Collaborations: A Survey of Government-Funded Faith-Based Programs in 15 States." 1-47. Charlottsville, VA: University of Akron & Hudson Institute.

Gronbjerg, Kirsten A.


1993
Understanding Nonprofit Funding: Managing Revenues in Social Services and Community Development Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Gronbjerg, Kirsten A., and Stephen R. Smith


1999
"Nonprofit Organizations and Public Policies in the Delivery of Human Services." In Philanthropy and the Nonprofit Sector in a Changing America, ed. Thomas Ehrlich. 139-172. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Gronbjerg, Kirsten, and Sheila Nelson


1998
"Mapping Small Religious Nonprofit organizations: An Illinois Profile." Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 27:13-31.

Hadden, Jeffery K.


1969
The Gathering Storm in the Churches. Garden City: Doubleday and Company, Inc.

Hodgkinson, Virginia A., Murray S. Weitzman, and Arthur D. Kirsch


1988
"From Belief to Commitment:  The Community Service Activities and Finances of Religious Congregations in the United States:  Findings From a National Survey." Washington, D.C.: Independent Sector.

Hodgkinson, Virginia A., Murray S. Weitzman, Arthur D. Kirsch, Stephen M. Noga, and Heather A. Gorski


1993
"From Belief to Commitment:  The Community Service Activities and Finances of Religious Congregations in the United States:  Findings From a National Survey." Washington, D.C.: Independent Sector.

Jeavons, Thomas H.


1998
"Identifying Characteristics of "Religious" Organizations: An Exploratory Proposal." In Sacred Companies: Organizational Aspects of Religion and Religious Aspects of Organizations, ed. Rhys H. WIlliams. 79-95. New York & Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lindner, Eileen W., ed.


2002
Yearbook of American and Canadian Churches 2002: Focus on Faith-Based Initiatives. Nashville: Abingdon Press.

McCarthy, John, and Jim Castelli


1998
"Religion-Sponsored Social Service Providers: The Not-So-Independent Sector." 1-74: The Aspen Institute.

Monsma, Stephen V.


2002
"Working Faith: How Religious Organizations Provide Welfare-to-Work Services." 1-32. Pepperdine University: Report of Center for Research on Religion and Urban Civil Society.

Montague, William


1989
"IRS's New Proposed Regulations on Lobbying Show Improvement, Charity Officials Say." In Chronicle of Philanthropy. 22-23.

Netting, F. Ellen


1982
"Secular and Religious Funding of Church-related Agencies." Social Science Review 56:586-604.

Pipes, Paula F. and Helen Rose Ebaugh


2002
"Faith-based Coalitions, Social Services and Government Funding." Sociology of Religion 63:49-68.

Rose-Ackerman, Susan


1983
"Unintended Consequences: Regulating the Quality of Subsidized Daycare." Journal of Policy Analysis & Management 3:14-30.

Salamon, Lester M.


1987
"Partners in Public Service: The Scope and Theory of Government - Nonprofit Relations." In The Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handbook, ed. Walter W. Powell. Chapter 6. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Smith, Stephen R., and Michael Lipsky


1993
Nonprofits for Hire: The Welfare State in the Age of Contracting. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Twombly, Eric C.


2002
"Religious Versus Secular Human Service Organizations: Implications for Public Policy." Social Science Quarterly 83:947-961.

VanTil, Jon


1988
Mapping the Third Sector: Voluntarism in a Changing Social Economy: The Foundation Center.



TABLE 1.  
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, PREDICTOR VARIABLES 


Mean
Predictor Variables
Range
(SD)

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Organizational Structure


Total Expenditures, 2001
$0-61 mil
$1.0 mil





($3.2 mil)


Number of Clients, 2001
0-2 mil
16,583





(104,764)


Number of Program Areas
0-10
3.9





(2.7)


Number of Paid Managers & Professionals
0-999
6.3




(46.4)


Number of Board Meetings Last Year
0-52
8.35



(4.5)


Average Number of Volunteers per Week, 2001
0-4000
71.7



(220.4)

Organizational Attitudes


Attitudes Toward Bush’s Initiative
1-4
2.88



(.90)


Attitudes Toward Government Funding  (z scores)       -2.18---+3.07

Organizational Behaviors


Client Religiosity Scale  (z scores)
-1.25 –  +2.31


Staff Religiosity Scale  (z scores)
-3.37 –  +1.20


Organizational Religiosity Scale  (z scores)
-1.84 –  +1.15



Social Activism Scale
0-4
1.46



(1.26)

TABLE 2.   
EVER / NEVER GOVERNMENT FUNDED BY PREDICTOR VARIABLES                 
(PROBIT COEFFICIENTS)

Predictor Variables
Coefficient
Std Err
Z


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Organizational Structure:


Number of Clients
-3.680
.283
-1.30


Total Expenditures
2.810
5.520
0.51



Number of Paid Managers & Professionals*
.052
.025
2.08



Number of Social Service Program Areas***
.175
.025
7.13



Number of Board Meetings per Year
.001
.012
0.08



Number of Volunteers per Week
.001
.001
1.65


Organizational Attitudes:


Bush’s Initiative
.096
.071
1.36



Attitudes re: Government Funding Scale***
.355
.068
5.22


Organizational Behavior:


Activism Scale
.089
.050
1.78



Client Religiosity Scale***
-.487
.094
-5.18



Staff Religiosity Scale
-.012
.094
-0.12



Organizational Religiosity Scale
-.052
.068
-0.77



Pseudo R2 = .231

Log Likelihood = -319.108

*p = < . 05; **p = <.01; ***p = < .001

TABLE 3.   
DOLLAR (LOGGED) AND PERCENT GOVERNMENT FUNDING BY PREDICTOR 
VARIABLES (OLS)


% Gov’t Funding
$ Gov’t Funding

Predictor Variables
Beta
Robust Std Err
Beta
Robust Std Err 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Organizational Structure:


Number of Clients
-.097 
1.350
-.098**
2.260



Total Expenditures
 .157*
6.250
 .227***
7.070


Number of Paid Managers & Professionals
 .121**
.000
 .040
.004


Number of Social Service Program Areas
 .228***
.004
 .331***
.079


Number of Board Meetings per Year
-.003
.002
 .050
.047



Number of Volunteers per Week
-.035
.000
 .024
.001

Organizational Attitudes:


Bush’s Initiative
 .064
 .011
  .047
.241


Attitudes re: Government Funding Scale
 .226***
 .011
 .238***
.215

Organizational Behavior:


Activism Scale
 .076*
  .008
  .070*
.168


Client Religiosity Scale
-.115**
  .014
-.209***
.325


Staff Religiosity Scale
-.096(
  .017
-.053
.305


Organizational Religiosity Scale
-.118**
  .011
-.124***
.231


R2
.246

.381

*p = < . 05; **p = <. 01; ***p = < .001;   + significant using one-tail test, p = < .10

TABLE 5.  
DIRECT SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAM AREAS AND GOVERNMENT FUNDING


% Coalitions
% Ever

Mean %            
 
               Mean $

Service Area     
Providing
             Funded     Median%               (SD)                    
Median $          (SD)
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Emergency Services
70%
74%
5.4%
24.6%
$14,500
$414,192





(17.9)

(2,443,778)

Non-Emergency Services
56%
78%
7.7%
25.0%
$21,940
$551,087





(19.4)

(2,925,948)

Employment / Life Skills
51%
79%
9.8%
26.0%
$36,986
$578,752





(21.4)

(2,869,514)

Housing
45%
77%
9.8%
27.4%
$30,000
$663,227





(22.2)

(3,268,875)

Health
50%
77%
7.3%
26.0%
$23,567
$656,373





(20.0)

(3,147,574)

Counseling
47%
77%
10.0%
26.8%
$37,562
$725,159





(22.2)

(3,267,572)

Elder Care
13%
81%
12.2%
26.0%
$54,000
$567,088





(23.2)

(1,278,926)

Youth Services
32%
71%
13.2%
27.1%
$44,500
$863,570





(23.2)

(3,837,192)

Immigration Services
12%
81%
19.2%
30.8%
$105,000
$1,572,978





(28.3)

(5,578,791)

No Direct Social Services
14%
32%
0
3.3%
0
$8830






(11.5)

(46,517)






TABLE 4.
GOVERNMENT FUNDING GRANT SUBMISSION BY PREDICTOR VARIABLES


Submitted
Not Submitted

Predictor Variables
Mean
SD
Mean
SD

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Organizational Structure:


Number of Clients
15,214
63,928
18,432
142,650


Total Expenditures***
$1.48 mil
$4.16 mil
$.52 mil
$1.30 mil


Number of Paid Managers & Professionals*
9.1
61.9
2.4
3.5


Number of Social Service Program Areas***
4.7
2.6
3.1
2.6


Number of Board Meetings per Year*
8.7
3.3
8.0
5.4


Number of Volunteers per Week
87
269
55
148

Organizational Attitudes:


Bush’s Initiative
2.95
.84
2.81
.95


Attitudes re: Government Funding Scale***
.26 
.98        
-.29         
.94

Organizational Behavior:


Activism Scale**
1.58
1.27
1.33
1.24


Client Religiosity Scale***
-.28
.83
.38
1.08


Staff Religiosity Scale***
-.14
1.03
.20
.91


Organizational Religiosity Scale***
-.16
1.03
.17
.94


*p = < . 05; **p = <.01; ***p = < .001; t tests of difference of means

APPENDIX A.  ITEMS AND FACTOR LOADINGS, COALITION RELIGIOSITY 



Factor 1
Factor 2
 Factor 3





Formal 


 Client
Staff
     Organization

Items

Religiosity
Religiosity
Religiosity



                                                                             ((= .95) 
               (( = .74)             (( = .52)

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

a) Distribute religious materials to clients
.846

b) Help clients join congregations
.844

c) Pray with individual clients
.898

d) Pray with groups of clients
.870

e) Use religious beliefs to instruct clients
.890

f) Encourage client religious conversion
.897

g) Use religion to encourage clients
.824

h) Provide information about local congregations
.663

i) Programs require religious conversion
.761

j) Policy concerning religious discussion with clients
.778

k) Pray at staff meetings
.678

l) Favor religious job candidate
.545

m) Put religious principles into action
.740

n) Demonstrate God’s love to clients
.803

o) Inspire clients’ faith through staff’s actions
.742

p) Religiously explicit mission statement
.754

q) Organizational leader ordained clergy
.653

r) Sacred images in public spaces
.734

APPENDIX B.   ITEMS AND FACTOR LOADINGS, ATTITUDES TOWARD 


GOVERNMENT FUNDING SCALE

Items
Factor Loading











    ((  = .74)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Does Not Compromise Advocacy
.646

Does Not Compromise Organization’s Religious Character
-.550

Easy to Administer
.675

Flexible In How Funding Can Be Used
.633

Allow Funding of Needed Programs
.524

Stable Source of Funding
.702

Type We Prefer To Rely On
.699

Does Nor Restrict Client Eligibility*
.316

* Although this item does not meet conventional loading to keep in the scale, we have kept it because this is one of three attitudes toward funding source scales (the other two, not used in this paper, are attitudes toward foundations and congregations as funding sources) and this item loaded at .617 (foundation) and .642 (congregation) in them.  In order to maintain comparability in the three scales, we opted to keep this item in this scale.
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