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ABSTRACT

Organizational religiosity is analyzed with data from a national survey of faith-based social service coalitions (N=656). Twenty-one items related to religious  practices within these organizations result in three distinct factors, service religiosity, staff religiosity and organizational religiosity scales.  Self-defined faith-based coalitions vary widely on all three. OLS analysis regressing twelve coalition attributes on the three scales demonstrates that the religiosity measures often relate to the predictor variables in different ways, although in two cases there is consistency.  Government funding is inversely related to all three religiosity measures and evangelism as a coalition goal is positively related to all three.

WHERE’S THE FAITH IN FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS?

MEASURES AND CORRELATES OF RELIGIOSITY IN FAITH-BASED SOCIAL SERVICE COALITIONS


Religiosity is a term that historically has been used to describe and measure variations in individuals’ religious commitments along more than a single dimension.  The most extensive elaboration of the meaning and dimensions of individual religiosity occurred in the work of Glock and Stark (1965), who developed what became known as the “5-D” approach to religious commitment, including: ritual activities, ideology or belief, experience, knowledge of religious matters, and the consequential dimension. According to their conceptualization and survey data, these five dimensions can be related, but they also can vary independently. Since that time, the question of how to measure individual religiosity has generated a continuous flurry of debates and studies on the part of social science scholars of religion. In addition, largely due to national surveys conducted by the National Opinion Research Center and the Gallup Organization that include questions regarding religious commitment, a rich empirical tradition has evolved around issues of individual religiosity.


Beyond the individual level, what makes an organization “religious” or “faith-based” is not well specified in the literature, especially in terms of empirical indicators. The term “faith-based organization” typically suggests religious congregations, whose primary missions are worship and religious education (Chaves 2004).  By definition, congregations are faith-based, regardless of how they may differ in theology, structure, size, location or types of ministries provided to congregants. Since the inclusion of the Charitable Choice provision in the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act (known as Welfare Reform) in 1996, and the subsequent establishment of the Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives by President Bush in 2001, discussion of “faith-based organizations” has begun to expand beyond congregations and include a wide array of entities, which may or may not be linked to congregations. This paper focuses on one form of faith-based organization that has grown significantly in recent years, namely, those that provide social services and that operate independently of any given congregation, although in cooperation with at least some congregations. Virtually all have 501(c) 3 tax status. We call this type of organization “faith-based social service coalitions” and our national sample of them numbers 656 cases.



Religious nonprofit organizations in the United States are central to the social welfare system, both in the amounts of money they collect for charitable activities and in the services which they provide. In 1995, for example, religious organizations in the U.S. received more than $60 billion, an amount that represented 44% of all charitable giving (Kaplan 1996).  In terms of total revenues, religious organizations constitute the third largest sector of U.S. nonprofit organizations, behind health and education. Over 50% of American adults contribute to their church, synagogue, mosque or temple, representing 60-65 percent of total household giving (Independent Sector 1993). While the majority of religious contributions go to maintaining the religious activities of congregations, large sums of money, as well as volunteer time and in-kind donations, are also allocated to the provision of social services.  In 1991, approximately 40% of the $53.3 billion spent by congregations on activities were allocated for nonreligious education, health care and social services (Independent Sector 1993). McCarthy and Castelli (1998) estimate that religious congregations, national religious networks and free-standing religious organizations spend between $15 and $20 billion of privately contributed funds a year on social services. 


Despite the magnitude of the religious nonprofit sector, until the mid 1990’s research on nonprofit organizations largely ignored it.  Indicative of this neglect is the fact that, of the 2, 195 works listed in Layton’s Philantropy and Voluntarism: An Annotated Bibliography (1987), only 2.1% of citations refer to religious organizations. Within the past ten years, however, religious nonprofits have begun to garner the attention of both scholars and policy makers interested in the nonprofit sector,  fueled substantially by the Charitable Choice legislation (see Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, summer 1994; Cnaan and Boddie 2001; Wineburg 2001). 


The recent surge of scholarly interest in the role of faith-based organizations in the provision of social services (e.g. Ammerman 2005; Bartkowski and Regis 2003;  Chaves 1999; Cnaan and Boddie 2001;  Farnsley 2003;  Kennedy 2003; Monsma 2004) has provided rich data on issues such as quantity, types and outcomes of programs, collaborative arrangements among agencies, and funding streams. While most of these studies allude in general terms to the issue of what makes such programs “faith-based,” there exist no clearly defined empirical measures for determining this. In an earlier study comparing secular and faith-based agencies that serve the homeless in Houston (Ebaugh et al. 2003), we documented clear differences between the two types of agencies in terms of specific expressions of religiosity.  We also found that no one simple measure, like self-definition as faith-based, organizational name, even mission statement suffices to clearly separate faith-based from secular agencies. 

Given the fact that most previous research has focused on congregations and denominations, which are, by definition, religious organizations, the issue of what constitutes a faith-based organization was irrelevant.  It is the recent focus on faith-based social service agencies that, in varying ways, are often independent of both congregations and denominations, that makes the definitional issue pertinent.
 

CONCEPTUALIZING THE FAITH FACTOR IN FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS


Despite the lack of empirical measures of religiosity in faith-based organizations (FBOs), there are a number of conceptualizations of what constitutes the faith factor in religious organizations.  One of the most widely quoted is Jeavons’ (1998) description of seven key areas in which faith manifests itself within organizations: self-identity; religious convictions of participants; the extent to which religion helps or hinders the acquisition of resources; the extent to which religion shapes goals, products and services; the impact of religion on decision making; religious authority and power of leadership; and the extent to which religion determines inter-organizational relationships. Rather than arguing for a dichotomous classification of faith-based vs. secular agencies, Jeavons posits that these characteristics are variables representing the degree of organizational religiosity, ranging from explicitly religious to completely secular. While Jeavons’ scheme is frequently cited by those who study faith-based organizations, the measures we present in this paper are among the first to operationalize several of his dimensions.

Smith and Sosin (2001) distinguish between “faith-related” agencies and “faith-based” agencies by emphasizing that the former term is more encompassing and includes organizations that have some link to religion at the institutional level, not simply at the level of personal belief systems. They argue that the degree to which an agency is linked to faith may be conceptualized as the extent of the “coupling” between the agency and resources, authorities, and cultures that represent relevant faiths. An agency that is tightly coupled to faith is more closely connected to denominations or congregations than one that is loosely coupled.


The Working Group Report on Human Needs and Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, Finding Common Ground (2002),  specifies structural indicators that can be used to place religious social service organizations on a continuum, ranging from “faith-saturated” to “secular,” with “faith-centered”, “faith-related”, “faith background” and “faith-secular partnership” as values between the two extremes. Characteristics of religiosity that are used to locate organizations on the continuum are: mission statement; founding for a religious purpose; religiousness of board members, senior management and staff; affiliation with external religious agencies; financial support from religious sources; religious content of program; positive connections between religious content and program outcomes; and religious environment (e.g. name, building, religious symbols). 


Monsma (2004) uses a list of religiously-rooted practices to differentiate between faith-based/integrated and faith-based/segmented welfare to work programs.  The first type incorporates religious elements into welfare-related services, such as using religious values or motivations to encourage clients to change behaviors or hiring only staff with a particular religious orientation.  In the second type, religious elements or activities are largely separate from services provided by the organization, such as placing religious symbols or pictures in the facility where programs are offered.  


Sider and Unruh (2004) insist that it is programs rather than organizations that are faith-based because different programs within a single organization can vary widely in their religious content.  She suggests that religious dimensions of social service programs are of two types, environmental (the creation of a religious environment apart from client interactions) and active (religious elements that involve direct communication of a religious message to clients). Chaves (1994) has identified two structures within religious organizations, each of which claims competing sources of authority: a religious authority structure, which enforces its claims by appealing to the supernatural, and an agency authority which emanates from bureaucracy and rationality. The more “faith-based” an organization, the greater its reliance upon religious authority for legitimacy.


Despite differences in the labeling of organizations and the dimensions on which to assess the faith factor, all of the above conceptualizations rest on the assumption that organizational religiosity exists on a continuum on which some organizations are “more religious” than others. What is lacking in the literature are operationalized indicators of  that continuum and their empirical application to actual organizations. Rather than beginning with assumptions about what constitutes organizational religiosity, we drew upon the existing models of the factors that presumably define it, reviewed above, to develop a wide ranging list of questions about mission and goals, policies, practices and programs. We fielded a national survey of faith-based social service coalitions to which we submitted all of the relevant items.  We then conducted factor analyses in order to discover patterns among the items, resulting in three discreet factors, each representing one dimension of organizational religiosity.  After discussing our methods and sampling, we describe the composition of the three organizational religiosity scales. We then examine their relationship with a number of predictor variables based on hypotheses rooted in our fieldwork and  previous studies of nonprofit social service organizations.
SAMPLE AND METHODS

Selecting a term to describe the specific type of faith-based social service organization that we had identified in several previous field studies and that would be the focus of our study was a challenge. While some researchers and practitioners use the term “community ministry” to indicate collaborations among congregations to offer social services, the term is also frequently used to talk about social outreach programs of specific congregations (Ammerman 2005; Chaves 1999) as well as about a myriad of faith-based programs targeted at community change. The term “coalition” also has its drawbacks, since it is used to describe all kinds of alliances/collaborations.  Nonetheless, we opted for the term faith-based social service coalition but use it in a very precise sense to include only organizations that meet four criteria: 1) the organization defines itself as faith-based; 2) it delivers at least one social service (from an extensive list of service types); 3) religious congregations are in some manner affiliated with the organization; and 4) it has its own board of directors. Follow-up research demonstrated that virtually all also enjoyed 501 (c ) 3 tax status. We developed a questionnaire that would provide a broad range of information about faith-based social service coalitions, 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 affliliated congregations.

The Interfaith Community Ministries Network, an organization whose goal it is to identify as many community ministries engaged in social service delivery as possible, has developed a list of about 1300 faith-based social service organizations (Pipes 2001), which constituted the starting point for our sample. We augmented this list using the worldwide web and the Yearbook of American and Canadian Churches (Lindner 2002).  The resulting mailing list consisted of 1186 organizations. At the end of the questionnaire, we asked that respondents identify other organizations like their own and this snowball sample of 297 organizations was also sent questionnaires.  A total of 1483 questionnaires sent out during the summer and fall, 2002, netted 612 returned, for a response rate of 41%. Preliminary analysis of the data revealed that the sample was regionally biased to over-represent the south (about 50% of the returned questionnaires).  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.  After culling their 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 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%, considered by methodologists as robust for mailed surveys sent to organizations and filled out by top executives (Moncrief, Reisinger, and Baldauf 1999). 


A number of the completed questionnaires came from organizations that do not fit our definition of a faith-based social service coalition; 173 (21%) were dropped that failed to meet one or more of our four criteria. Our final sample of faith-based social service coalitions numbers 656.   Given the absence of a complete list of coalitions, the population we are studying is unknown; hence, it is impossible to draw a random sample of them.  Our study, however, is the first to examine the apparently wide-spread and growing phenomenon of faith-based social service coalitions on a national level.
MEASURING COALITION RELIGIOSITY


Prior to the survey, we had conducted two field studies of faith-based social service coalitions, projects that provided us qualitative data that helped in the construction of survey questions (Pipes 2001; Pipes and Ebaugh 2002). In addition to these two qualitative studies, we conducted a pilot survey in Houston of 89 agencies that provide services to the homeless (Ebaugh et al. 2003). Our sample included 53 self-identified “secular” and 32 “religious” agencies.  Questions were developed to compare the two types of agencies in terms of: l) bases for decision making; 2) resource preference; 3) organizational culture; and 4) organizational practices. We concluded that religion infuses faith-based agency self-presentation, personnel, resources, decision-making processes, and interactions with clients and among staff, which otherwise function no differently from their secular counterparts.  We used findings from this study in developing the items in the national survey to tap variation among faith-based organizations in their expressions of religiosity. 


Our survey questionnaire included twenty-one items related to religious policies and practices within self-defined faith-based social service coalitions. We found substantial variation in the responses of coalitions to all of these items. These items were then subjected to factor analysis, from which three distinct factors emerged, each with eigen values greater than +1.0.  Table 1 presents the items and factor loadings for the eighteen items that factored.  Collectively, the three factors account for 63% of the correlation matrix.  When necessary, items were recoded so that higher values are consistently associated with greater religiosity. 

(Table l about here)

Factor I we label “service religiosity.”  It is composed of ten items and has a very high alpha level of .949.  This scale concerns the extent to which staff incorporate religion into their interaction with clients (e.g., practices such as distributing religious material to clients, praying with them and using religion to encourage them).    Factor II, “staff religiosity,” consisting of five items with a respectable alpha of .744, concerns the role of religion in hiring and motivating staff and religious behavior among staff.  Factor III consists of only three items that comprise “formal organizational religiosity,” or the extent to which the “public face” of the coalition is explicitly faith-based.   The relatively low alpha level of .520 is acceptable for small scales (Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman 1999). 


Three other variables concerning coalition religiosity failed to factor with the formal organization religiosity scale (or either of the other two), despite appearing as if they should be closely related to the “public face” coalitions present as faith-based entities. The first concerns coalition names, which were coded as unambiguously religious (78%), ambiguous (5%) or secular (17%). Although its factor loading was too low to include in the formal organization religiosity scale, the two measures are moderately associated with one another; the Pearson Correlation Beta is .227 (p=000). We also have measures of the percentage of each coalition’s board who are clergy and the percentage that represent affiliated congregations, neither of which factor with any of the religiosity scales.

Given incommensurate response metrics among questions, coalition factor scores were converted to Z scores, which constitute the three variables, the ranges and skewness of which are shown on Table 1.  Positive Z scores mean higher levels of religiosity relative to a mean of zero and standard deviation of l, negative scores the opposite. The ranges and skewness of Z scores for the three factors vary considerably.  At one extreme is the formal organization religiosity factor, where the range is quite small and shows only slight negative skewness.  The widest range concerns staff religiosity, which has a considerable negative skew, perhaps reflecting a part of the sample that is subject to pressure to resemble secular social service agencies. The range of Z scores for the service-oriented religiosity factor goes in the opposite direction; it has a moderate positive skew.  This suggests that a subset of coalitions is likely to involve clients in expressions of religiosity beyond what is normal for the sample. For each scale we delete all cases for which there are missing values on any of the component items.  This leaves us with Ns of 379 for service religiosity, 447 for staff religiosity, and 558 for formal organizational religiosity for multivariate analyses below.  

CORRELATES OF ORGANIZATIONAL RELIGIOSITY


In the remainder of this paper, we develop and test hypotheses relating organizational religiosity to other organizational variables, based on findings from previous studies of nonprofit and religious organizations.  Coalition Z scores on the three religiosity scales comprise the three dependent variables for OLS regressions using twelve predictor variables, grouped into three clusters: those concerning affiliated congregations, those pertaining to congregational resource provision, and those describing coalition attributes. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for all predictor variables. 

Predictor Variables and Hypotheses
(Table 2 about here)

Characteristics of Affiliated Congregations

 The sample coalitions vary greatly in the extent to which they embrace theologically diverse congregations. Respondents were presented with a long list of specific faith traditions and asked how many of their affiliated congregations are of each type.  From this data we developed a six-fold religious heterogeneity scale, ranging from all congregations of the same faith to fully interfaith.  Because different faith traditions vary in their meaning systems, goal priorities, and religious expressiveness, in an effort to prevent conflict, we predict that:
H l: The more religiously heterogeneous the congregations comprising a coalition, the lower the level of coalition religiosity.  

In the past decade, an increasing number of studies have focused on the rapid growth of evangelical churches in the United States ( Regnerus, Sikkink, and Smith 1999; Smith et al. 1998), although there is no one agreed upon measurement of the term “evangelical.” We use the dichotomous scheme developed by Steensland et.al (2000), which classifies American religious groups on the basis of theological criteria derived from denominational creeds. Based on our survey data, we developed a three point evangelical scale, where we code as 3 those coalitions composed of all evangelical congregations(4%); 2 includes at least one evangelical congregation (83%), and 1 has no affiliated evangelical congregations (13%). Since evangelical congregations tend to emphasize personal conversion and evangelizing to a greater degree than mainline congregations, it seems reasonable to predict that:
H 2: The greater the involvement of evangelical congregations, the greater the coalition religiosity. 
Resources Provided by Congregations

Coalition ministries are typically funded from a variety of sources, including congregations, governmental entities, foundations, corporations, fund raising events, individuals and fees for service. In addition, non-monetary resources, such as board members, volunteers, and in-kind donations come from varied community groups, especially member congregations.   Organizations may have to modify their structures and/ or activities in various ways in order to maintain the support of funding agencies (Gronbjerg 1993).  At a minimum they must provide information and access to the representatives of funding agencies. There is the tendency, therefore, for agencies to comply with, or at the least not to threaten, the goals and values of funding agencies in order to maintain funding support. We predict, therefore, that: 

     H 3: The more resources flow to coalitions from congregational sources, the greater their level of religiosity. 
We use four measures of congregational resource provision: l) percentage of coalition budget provided by congregations and judicatories; 2) percentage of board who are clergy; 3) percentage of board who are congregational representatives; and 4) average number of volunteers per week, based on the assumption that most volunteers are recruited through affiliated congregations. Hypothesis 3 predicts positive relationships between these four measures of congregational resource provision and the three religiosity scales.
Coalition Attributes


 Given that faith-based social service coalitions are part of the larger environment of nonprofit organizations that provide social services, for many their cultures and patterns of organization should resemble those of secular nonprofits, especially those that are larger and employ more professional staffs. To the extent that such coalitions resemble the broader institutional field of secular social service agencies:


Hypothesis 4: the higher the total income and the greater the level of staff  professionalization,  the lower the level of coalition religiosity.

 Total income is our measure of size. It was calculated by adding income received in fiscal year 2001 from each of eleven specific sources specified on the survey, plus an “other” category. Information was gathered directly on the number of paid employees in professional and managerial positions, our measure of organizational professionalism.

 Until the Charitable Choice legislation in 1996, coalitions that received government funds were prohibited, not only from proselytizing, but from displaying their religious character.  Even with the assurances provided by Charitable Choice that an agency could receive government monies and maintain its religious character, many faith-based agencies continue to fear that receipt of such funds would jeopardize their religious mission (Chaves 1999). Coalitions that are more committed to integrating religion into their organizational culture should, therefore, be less likely to apply for and receive government funds than those that are less religiously expressive. In addition, those who rely more heavily on government funding may be most apt to conform to norms developed by the institutional field of secular agencies. Therefore:
Hypothesis 5: The greater the percent of budget derived from governmental sources, the lower the religiosity of the coalition. 

  
While earlier studies (e.g. Reid 1999) showed that many faith-based organizations fear that acceptance of government funds will constrain their ability to advocate in terms of social issues, in a recent study based on two data sets, one at the national level, Chaves, Stephens, and Galaskiewicz (2004) demonstrate a positive relationship between government funding and political activitism. We earlier predicted an inverse relationship between government funding and religiosity. To the extent that government funding and social activism are positively related, we logically predict that:

Hypothesis 6: The higher the level of social activism, the lower the level of coalition religiosity. 
 From a list of nine types of social service activities asked of respondents, we developed an additive, five-level (0-4) scale of social activism, based on the number of four specific activities in which coalitions claim to engage: advocacy, community development, forums/workshops on policy issues, and community organizing.  

Earlier, we described how we measured the religiosity of coalition name, a variable that failed to factor with any of the three scales yet clearly represents yet another way by which coalitions express their religious nature.  We predict that:
Hypothesis 7: The more explicitly religious the coalition name, the higher the level of coalition religiosity.

Finally, the survey included a list of ten organizational goals and asked respondents to rate the importance of each on a five point scale ranging from “one of the most important” (coded 5) to “not important” (coded l). One of these goals is to “provide evangelism opportunities for congregations.” Our logic is the same as that which we used when discussing the evangelism scale (see hypothesis 2), resulting in the prediction that:

Hypothesis 8: The more important proselytizing is as a coalition goal, the higher the level of coalition religiosity.
ANALYSIS OF DATA

 We use OLS regressions to examine relationships between each of the three measures of coalition religiosity and the predictor variables. Missing values for predictor variables are imputed by using the expectation-maximization process, an interactive algorithm based on maximum likelihood estimation, from the SPSS Missing Values Analysis module. The maximum value for a bivariate correlation matrix for all predictor variables is .600 (and most are well below .200) ,which typically would not be considered strong enough to create significant multi-collinearity.  In addition, the maximum VIF for an individual variable is l.50 and the mean for the full set of independent variables is l.19.  Given the standard of “10” for the VIF value, there is not significant evidence of multi-collinearity.  

 (Table 3 about here)

Table 3 shows the OLS results using the three religiosity factor scales as dependent variables. The most obvious findings are that: l) the more important proselytizing is as a coalition goal, the higher the religiosity scores on all three scales; 2) those whose names convey their faith-based nature have higher levels of religiosity on two of the three scales; and 3) coalitions that include or are entirely composed of evangelical congregations tend to have higher service and staff religiosity scores (but not organizational) than those that do not.  The remaining religious variables show little if any relationship to any measure of coalition religiosity. Religious heterogeneity of congregational affiliates has no effect on any of the three religiosity measures. Likewise, greater coalition reliance on religious organizations as a funding source and number of volunteers are unrelated to any of the three religiosity measures, nor is the proportion of the board composed of congregational representatives.  The proportion of clergy on the board only affects organizational religiosity.    

One of the most consistsent findings relates to the negative relationship between government funding and religiosity (see also Ebaugh et.al 2005)  Reliance on government funding is significantly and negatively related to all three measures of religiosity.  Given the cross-sectional data provided by our survey, it is difficult to know whether public funding agencies discriminate against faith-based groups or whether more religiously expressive groups are reluctant to apply for government monies.  In another paper using this data set (Ebaugh, Chafetz and Pipes 2005), we demonstrate a negative relationship between those that applied for government funding and religiosity.  Those who explicitly sought government funding are less religious in their behaviors and policies, and have more positive attitudes toward government funding than those that had not made such application. The three remaining predictor variables are each significantly related to some but not all three measures of coalition religiosity. Finally, social activism is significantly associated in a positive direction with organizational religiosity but inversely with service religiosity (and with the staff scale but not at a statistically significant level). This finding implies that coalitions that present a strong public persona as faith-based tend to get involved in social action issues while those that express their religiosity more in terms of interaction with and service to clients are less politically active.

Given the size of the Betas and the directions of their signs, we can characterize coalitions whose policies and practices most strongly encourage religious expression with clients, relative to those that don’t, as: placing a very strong value on proselytizing and frequently comprising evangelical affiliate congregations, having a low level of reliance on government as a source of funding, but a somewhat higher total income, and engaging in little social activism.  The explained variance for this scale is especially high (.574).  In a similar vein, those coalitions whose policies and practices demonstrate higher levels of staff religiosity also place a high value on proselytizing, more often include evangelical congregations, have a low level of reliance on government funding, and names likely to express their faith-based character. When we turn to examining the public “face” of coalitions, that is, the formal organizational religiosity scale, many more predictor variables are significantly related to it than to the other two scales.  Moreover, in some instances they are related in different ways to this scale than to the other two.  The Beta for proselytizing as a goal remains significant, but is far lower than for the other two religiosity scales (especially service religiosity), and the evangelism scale is no longer related at all.  The negative relationship with government funding remains significant. Finally, the more organizationally religious coalitions engage in a higher level of social activism and are more likely to have a religiously explicit name.  Clearly, the correlates of this dimension of coalition religiosity are quite different from those of the other two dimensions.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS


In light of the above findings, we now return to the question of what makes an organization faith-based. Clearly our data challenge those typologies that are based on the notion of a unidimensional continuum.  Jeavons’ (1998) contention that strongly religious organizations score highly on all or most of seven dimensions while secular organizations score low on them suggests one continuum of religiosity. Likewise, the Working Group Report on Human Needs and Faith-Based Community Initiatives (2002) report clearly asserts a continuum, ranging from “faith-saturated” to “secular,” with varying levels of religiosity between the two extremes. In contrast to these approaches,  we have identified three discreet dimensions on which organizations vary in terms of religiosity: in the manner in which they relate to clients (service religiosity), in the manner in which staff are hired and relate to one another (staff religiosity), and in the public face that organizations present (organizational religiosity).  The fact that the items constituting each scale factor together with relatively to very high eigen values demonstrates their discreetness.  In addition, Pearson bivariate correlations between the scales indicate that, while moderate overlap exists, the Betas are considerably lower than would occur if a single dimension of religiosity defined them as faith-based (i.e., the Betas correlating service religiosity with organizational=.444, and with staff religiosity=.636; the Beta for staff and organizational religiosity=.498).  Our data, therefore, indicate that religiosity is a multidimensional concept when applied to faith-based organizations. The use of a single continuum to indicate variations in the degree of religiosity of an organization is too simple to convey this multidimensionality. 

Our data further indicate that the three religiosity scales relate differently to other organizational variables.  For example, having more evangelical congregations as coalition members is associated with increases in both the service and staff religiosity scales within coalitions, but not with the level of organizational religiosity.  Likewise, the more socially active the coalition, the less religiously expressive it is in its service delivery, but the more religious it is in its public face (i.e. as measured by the organizational religiosity scale). These varying relationships among organizational variables and religiosity measures further exemplify the fact that religiosity is not a uni-dimensional characteristic of faith-based organizations.


There is no support for Smith and Sosin’s (2001) argument that the institutional coupling of an agency with the resources, authorities and cultures of particular faiths (what they define as a “faith-related agency”) impacts the organization’s structure, its religious culture and its delivery of services. Their approach should result in significant inverse relationships between the degree of religious heterogeneity of affiliated congregations and the three measures of coalition religiosity. However, no evidence of any relationship between the religiosity measures and religious heterogeneity was found. 


Our data offer partial support for Monsma’s (2004) typology differentiating faith-based/integrated and faith-based/segmented programs and/or organizations. While he includes in the first type both the use of religious values and motivations to encourage clients to change behaviors and hiring only staff with a particular religious orientation, our data indicate that these two sets of religious behaviors/policies operate independently.  The first set factors as part of our “service religiosity” scale and the latter as part of our “staff religiosity” scale.  Monsma’s conception of faith-based/segmented programs reflects very closely our organizational religiosity scale. Likewise, Sider and Unruh (2004) develop a dichotomy of program types, one of whose dimensions (“active”) is isomorphic with our service religiosity but the other of whose dimensions (environmental) subsumes both our organizational and staff measures.

Our findings demonstrate clearly that organizational religiosity is a three-dimensional phenomenon and that self-defined faith-based organizations vary extensively on all three dimensions.  In addition, each of these three dimensions is associated with other attributes of the coalitions in our sample, but not in uniform ways.  The service and staff religiosity measures have relatively similar coalition correlates, but the  organizational religiosity measure stands in somewhat different relationships to the predictor variables than the other two.  In the case of only two predictor variables, percentage of budget government funded and proselytizing as a goal, are the Betas all significant and all in the same direction, regardless of religiosity measure. It remains for future research to see if these measures have utility for enhancing the understanding of the many other forms of faith-based, non-congregational and denominational organizations that are proliferating across the United States.  
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TABLE 1.  ITEMS AND FACTOR LOADINGS, COALITION RELIGIOSITY 



Factor 1
Factor 2
 Factor 3


  Service                 Staff                 Formal

                                                                                          Religiosity   
Religiosity        Organization

                                                                                                                                                Religiosity



  (α = .949)           (α = .744)
              (α = .520)
Items:
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

Z Scores:



Skewness
.73
-1.35
-.45


Range
-1.25 – +2.31
-3.37 – +1.20
-1.84 – +1.15

	Predictor Variables:
	Range
	Mean

	
	
	(SD)

	
	
	

	Characteristics of Affiliated Congregations:
	
	

	Religious Heterogeneity
	  1 - 6
	4.0

	
	
	(1.4)

	Evangelism Scale
	  3 - 1
	1.9

	
	
	(.40)

	Resources Provided by Congregations:
	
	

	% Budget Religious Orgs.
	0 - 100%
	24.9%

	
	
	(27.0)

	Board Clergy
	0 - 100%
	22.3%

	
	
	(22.7)

	% Board Congregation Reps
	0 - 100%
	62.4%

	
	
	(54.4)

	# Volunteers/week
	  0 - 1000
	71.7

	
	
	(220.4)

	Coalition Attributes:
	
	

	Total Income
	      $500 - 78 mil.
	$1.2 mil.

	
	
	(4.5 mil.)

	 # Paid Mgrs & Profs.
	   0 - 565
	4.70

	
	
	(23.7)

	% Budget Government
	 0 - 100%
	16.5%

	
	
	(25.0)

	  Social Activism Scale
	   0 - 4
	1.46

	
	
	(1.26)

	Religiosity Coalition Name
	   3 - 1
	2.6

	
	
	   (.76)

	               Proselytizing as Goal
	          1 - 5
	       2.24

	
	
	      (1.3)


TABLE 2. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, PREDICTOR VARIABLES

TABLE 3:  RELIGIOSITY SCALES BY PREDICTOR VARIABLES






(OLS)




Service Rel.

Staff Rel.
Org. Rel.

Predictor

             Robust
       Robust                 Robust
Variables:

Beta
 Std. Err 
Beta   Std. Err
Beta   Std. Err
_____________________________________________________________________

Affiliated Cong. Characteristics:

  Religious Heterogen.     -.010
.028
-.007
.034
-.010
 .031

  Evangelism Scale
       .064*        .083
 .118**  .103  
 .005
 .099

Congregational Resource Provision:

   % Budget Relig. Orgs.   -.035         .163
 -.030
.176
  .043
 .144

   % Board Clergy
        .027         .161       .036
.195
  .189***  .152

   % Board Cong. Reps.    -.053         .089
  .074
.088
 -.023    .083

   # Vols/week
                   -.070        .000
   .038
.000
  .059     .000

Coalition Attributes


   Total Income
        .113*        .000
   .041     .000
   .044
  .000

   Pd. Mgrs & Profs.
       -.003        .006
   .003
   .000
  -.036***  .000
   % Budget Govt.              -.112***     .136
  -.133**  .190
  -.124**  .174

   Social Activism Scale     -.117***     .027
  -.018     .033
    .014*** .029

   Religiosity Coal. Name     .040       .037
    .094*     .056    .176***  .048
   Proselytizing As Goal       .688***      .033
    .390***   .032
    .287***   .030


N


(379)


(447)

(558)


R²


.574


.249

.241

*p = < .05; **p < .01; ***p = < .000
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