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ABSTRACT


Charitable Choice and Bush’s Faith-Based and Community Initiative assume, among other things, that conservative/evangelical religious bodies want government funding for social service programs.  We develop two measures of evangelical influence and three scales of religious policies and practices toward clients, staff, and the wider community, using data from a national sample of 656 faith-based social service coalitions.  Evangelical influence measures are positively related to the religiosity scales. All five measures are negatively related to attitudes towards government funding, actively seeking it and actually obtaining funds. Ironically, more religiously conservative coalitions are significantly less likely to want government funding.  

Within the past decade, an interesting irony has arisen in the politics of Charitable Choice.   In public discussion, religious and political liberals generally oppose policies that would provide government monies to religious groups that offer social services, while conservatives support such policies.  However, recent research demonstrates that the opposite occurs in terms of both commitment to the delivery of social service programs and willingness to accept government funding to support them on the part of conservative and liberal clergy and religious organizations.  In the National Congregations Study (Chaves 1999), 36% of the congregations indicate that they would be interested in applying  for government funds to support social service projects but, where 41% of liberal and moderate Protestant congregations say they are willing to do so, only 28% of conservative/evangelical churches express such willingness. These findings remain consistent even when controlling for other organizational characteristics, such as size and denominational affiliation.  The Faith Communities Today survey of 14,000 congregations in the United States (Dudley and Roozen 2001) provides additional support to the finding that conservative/evangelical churches are the least likely of denominational groups to take advantage of Charitable Choice legislation.  

Despite the fact that the Charitable Choice provision in the Welfare Reform Act of 1996, and President Bush’s subsequent Faith-Based and Community Initiative, allow religious groups to accept government funds while maintaining their religious character, our previous work (Ebaugh, Chafetz and Pipes 2005) shows very clearly that faith-based social service organizations that are more religiously expressive in terms of their policies and practices regarding service delivery, staffing and in their public persona, are both asking for and receiving less  government monies than those that are less religiously expressive.  Our fieldwork (Ebaugh and Pipes 2001; Pipes 2001; Pipes and Ebaugh 2002; Ebaugh, Pipes, Chafetz and Daniels 2003) indicates a persistent fear by some organizational administrators and clergy that acceptance of government money could jeopardize religious goals, despite official assurances to the contrary.  Policies regarding “no proselytizing” in programs supported by government funds, requirements of maintaining separate books for government-sponsored programs, and recent court decisions prohibiting the use of such funding to build and maintain facilities for worship, indicate to strongly religious social service organizations that the acceptance of public funds carries with it restrictions on the exercise of religion in the delivery of their  programs. For organizations whose primary goal is the conversion of others to a Christian life, the acceptance of government funding, with the proviso that no proselytizing occur, jeopardizes the very rationale for their social service programs. Some evangelical groups (e.g. River’s Azusa Community; Charles Colson’s Prison Fellowship; Victory Fellowship) are well known for using religious conversion as a rehabilitative therapy and, for them, acceptance of government money could jeopardize the ways in which their programs are operated and, concomitantly, their success. 

Throughout the twentieth century, the terms “conservative” and “evangelical” have been applied in various ways to religious groups in the United States (e.g. Hunter 1983; Warner 1988; Balmer 1989; Carpenter 1997; Wagner 1997; C. Smith 1998; 2000; Shibley 1996; Steensland, et.al. 2000).  However, within the past decade an increasing number of religion scholars have begun to use them interchangeably (e.g., Chaves 1999; Ammerman 2005), a practice that we also follow in this paper. Despite variations in defining and categorizing evangelical congregations, one consistent characteristic of evangelicalism, noted by all scholars, is the priority placed on proselytizing.  In her  recent study of representatives from ninety-one different religious traditions, Ammerman (2005) finds that the top priority goal for mainline Protestant congregations (55%) is serving the community (compared with 32% for conservative Protestant groups), while conservative Protestant congregations list “spreading the faith” as their top priority (75% of evangelical churches compared with 12% for mainline Protestants).  This difference in goal priorities is reflected in the types of outreach programs supported by the two traditions, with 47% of mainline Protestant groups supporting social services compared with only 25% of evangelical congregations. 



The research literature that deals with faith-based social service programs, and the willingness of religious groups to apply for government funding to run them, emanates from studies of congregations. However, in the past several decades a myriad of local-level ecumenical and interfaith collaborations have arisen, as individual congregations found themselves inundated by the needs of both members and non-member neighbors (Bos 1993; Pipes and Ebaugh 2002; Pipes 2001). In an effort to meet these needs, congregations often have banded together to provide assistance, encourage volunteers from among their congregants, and provide in-kind donations, including building space. In many instances, they have established an independent governing board to administer a faith-based social service agency, ultimately seeking its own 501 (c) 3 tax status.  These coalitions vary in the types of congregations that join together, including some that are exclusively evangelical or exclusively mainline Protestant, as well as many that are ecumenical or inter-faith.  Such variation raises the interesting question, what impacts do  the theological orientations of member congregations have on coalition policies?  Of special interest, given the different orientations of evangelical and mainline Protestant congregations discussed above, is how evangelical influences within coalitions affect government funding.


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 passage  of the Charitable Choice provision  and the subsequent establishment of the Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, discussion of “faith-based organizations” has begun to expand beyond congregations to  include a wide array of entities, which may or may not be linked to congregations (e.g., Monsma 2004; Bartkowski and Regis 2003; Formicola, Segers and Weber 2003; Farris, Nathan and Wright 2004).  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. We call this type of organization “faith-based social service coalitions” and our national sample of them numbers 656 cases. 

But how can we tell in what ways and to what extent a social service agency is “religious”?  Religiosity is a term that historically has been used to describe and measure variations in individuals’ religious commitments along more than a single dimension (e.g.,Glock and Stark’s 1965 elaboration of five dimensions of individual religiosity).  Beyond the individual level, however, what it means when an organization is said to be “religious” or “faith-based” is not well specified. Although an array of conceptual discussions and definitions have appeared in recent years (Jeavons 1998; Smith and Sosin 2001; Finding Common Ground 2002; Monsma 2004; Sider and Unruh 2004), there is virtually no literature that systematically operationalizes one or more variables that tap organizational religiosity. 


After we discuss our sampling design, we will: 1) describe how we measured five dimensions of coalition religiosity; 2) show how two measures that pertain to evangelical influence on coalitions relate to three measures of religiosity concerning organizational policies and practices; 3) demonstrate the extent to which organizational religiosity measures are related to coalition attitudes toward government as a funding source and to whether they actually apply for such funding; and, finally, 4) show how both attitudes toward government funding and measures of organizational religiosity relate to two measures of actual government funding.

SAMPLE

Selecting a term to describe the specific type of faith-based social service organization that we had identified in several previous field studies (Ebaugh and Pipes 2001;Pipes 2001), 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, fairly narrow sense, to include only organizations that meet the following four criteria that we determined are essential to the type of faith-based social service organization we had encountered in our previous fieldwork and that we wanted to study further:  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.  On the basis of these criteria, for example, the Fellowship of Christian Athletes is not included because it is not directly affiliated with religious congregations, nor does it provide social services. Likewise, a local Jain Center that does provide social services is not included because it is neither affiliated with other congregations nor does it have an independent board that oversees the social services.  Also, the national organization of Catholic Charities USA is excluded while local Catholic Charities agencies that are affiliated with parishes are part of the sample.  The fact that 656 organizations from all parts of the nation that responded to our survey fit the above criteria indicates that there is a substantial population of this understudied organizational type active in the social service delivery field.  


During fall 200l, 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. Even though we realized the limitations and potential biases involved in asking administrators to complete the survey,  we requested that the director (CEO, president) of the organization act as the respondent, a request honored by 75 % of our final sample. Follow-up interviews revealed that most directors asked department supervisors to provide relevant data.

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).  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.,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 U.S. 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).  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 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 these 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.  From the 829 completed questionnaires, we dropped 173 (21%) that failed to meet one or more of our four criteria. Examples of faith-based organizations that do not constitute the type of coalition we were targeting include a local Swaminayan Temple, a United Way agency, the Institute on Religion and Poverty, and a local YMCA.  Our final sample of 656 faith-based social service coalitions represent all regions of the country and constitute the cases that will be analyzed in this paper. Given the absence of any complete list of coalitions, the population we are studying is unknown and therefore not amenable to random sampling. Our study, however, is the first to examine on a national level the apparently wide-spread and growing phenomenon of faith-based social service coalitions.
MEASURING ORGANZATIONAL RELIGIOSITY


We have developed three measures of organizational practices and policies pertaining to religious expression, and two measures of the relative influence of evangelism. From a large set of questions pertaining to organizational policies and practices with reference to religious behaviors, three distinct factors were generated  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.  Table l displays the items and factor loadings. The first factor includes ten items that tap religious policies and practices with reference to staff interactions with clients, labeled service 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, pertains to the public face of coalitions, and 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 (Robinson, Shaver and Wrightsman 1999).  Factor Z scores  constitute the variables, whose ranges show high levels of variability among coalitions on all three scales: -1.25 to +2.31 for service religiosity, -3.37 to +1.20 for staff religiosity, and –l.84 to +1.15 for organizational religiosity.  Pearson correlations between the three scales indicate that, while moderate overlap exists, the betas are considerably lower than would occur if a single dimension could be used to define organizational religiosity (betas correlating service and organizational = .444, service and staff = .636, staff and organizational = .498; p=.000 in all cases).  
(Table 1 about here)


In addition to these three scales, we developed an evangelical scale that pertains to the faith traditions of coalition congregational affiliates.  All Protestant denominations listed in response to a question asking about the faith traditions of affiliated congregations were coded as either mainline or evangelical, using Steensland’s et al., (2000) categorization scheme.  Because of the nature of the raw data, it proved impossible to develop a scale more precise than three levels: all (N=22), at least one (N=479) and none (N=78) of the affiliated congregations are evangelical.  Although this is a very crude measure, it will be apparent that it nonetheless contributes to understanding what kinds of coalitions are more likely to seek and garner government funding.  Except for the 22 entirely evangelical coalitions and a handful of entirely Jewish or Catholic ones, all others include at least one mainline Protestant congregation.  

The final measure of coalition religiosity, and second measure of evangelical influence, is the extent to which coalitions define proselytizing as an important goal.  Ten types of goals were presented, and respondents were asked to rate each on a five point scale from “one of the most important” to “not important.”  Our evangelical influence measure is derived from answers to the goal statement: “provide evangelism opportunities for congregations.”  Only 20% rated this goal as “very important” (12.5%) or “one of the most important” (7.7%), while at the other extreme, 63% rated it as “not too important (21.1%) or “not important” (41.6%).

(Tables 2 and 3 about here)


The two measures of evangelical influence are only moderately related to one another (Pearson’s Correlation beta=.174; p=000).  In fact, as Table 2 shows, with only one exception, each is more highly correlated with the three religiosity scales than with one another.  Proselytizing as a goal is especially strongly associated with service religiosity, namely, policies and practices that permit or encourage religious expression in interactions between staff and clients.  It is clear from Table 2 that the goal measure of evangelism is much more highly predictive of the three religiosity scales than the crude evangelical scale.  However, when we examine only extreme cases where either all or no affiliated congregations are evangelical (Table 3), we can see that this variable is important for understanding other aspects of coalition religiosity.  In all but the case of organizational religiosity (another small, 3 item scale), the mean scores differ significantly.  Indeed, for coalitions all of whose affiliated congregations are evangelical, means for the three religiosity scales are positive, but they are all negative when no affiliated congregations are evangelical. In addition, the importance of proselytizing as a goal is much higher for coalitions whose congregational affiliates are all evangelical than for those that have no evangelical affiliates, and this difference is statistically significant. 

RELIGIOSITY AND GOVERNMENT FUNDING


We turn now to an examination of how these five measures of coalition religiosity are related to four variables pertaining to government funding.  The first concerns coalition attitudes toward it.  Respondents were asked to assess three major funding sources (government, foundations, congregations) on nine attributes, using a five point scale (e.g., stability and flexibility of funding, restrictions on religious character, etc).  They rated each source category even if they had not received any funding from it.  Eight of the items factored together to comprise three separate scales, one for each source. 
 In this paper we use only the attitudes toward government funding scale. The eight items account for 37% of the correlation matrix and have an alpha level of .74.  Items were converted, where necessary, so that higher scores mean more favorable attitudes.  Factor Z scores are used for this measure, and they range substantially, from +3.07 to -2.18.  Table 4 shows the Pearson Correlation Coefficient betas relating this attitude scale to the five measures of coalition religiosity.  All relationships are negative and only the evangelical scale fails to reach statistical significance.  In short, more religiously expressive and evangelically influenced coalitions have considerably more negative views about government as a source of funding than their less religiously oriented counterparts.  
(table 4 about here)


Coalitions cannot receive government money if they do not apply for it.  We asked respondents to check all applicable activities from a list of funding sources and funding-related activities in which they could have engaged during the prior two years.  One item was government grant submission.  Unfortunately, we have no way of distinguishing between those that did not apply and missing values.  We coded those that checked the box as “yes” (N=337) and all others as “no” (N=319).  There is a strong relationship between attitudes toward government funding and applying for it.  The mean attitude scale score of yes responders is +.256, of no responders -.295 (t test of difference of means, p=.000). Table 5 shows that, again with the exception of the evangelical scale, the other four measures of coalition religiosity are significantly related to whether coalitions applied for government funding in the two years prior to the study.  The means of all three  scales are negative for those that applied and positive for those that did not, and those that did not apply average higher scores on the proselytizing as goal item.  Again, the largest difference is for the service religiosity scale.
(Table 5 about here)


We turn, finally, to an examination of relationships between the various measures of coalition religiosity and attitudes toward government funding, on the one hand, and two measures of actual government funding, on the other.  In neither measure did we distinguish between levels of government (e.g., local, county, federal) because the complex ways by which social service agencies receive such funds make their ultimate source obscure to many recipients.  From responses to a question inquiring about the last time coalitions received government funding, we dichotomized the sample into those that  have ever done so (N=427) and those that have not (N=220).  In Table 6 we compare mean scores on the five religiosity measures and the attitudes toward government funding scale of those that have and have not ever been funded by government.  T tests of significance of mean differences are statistically significant in every case.  Those that  have ever received government funding are less evangelically influenced and have less religiously expressive policies and practices than those that have not.  The difference in service religiosity is especially large.  As one might expect, those that have been government funded have a much more positive view of this funding source than those that have not.  

(Table 6 about here)


Coalitions were presented with a list of eleven possible funding sources and an “other category,” and asked how many dollars in their FY2001 budget they received from each source.  These data allow us to compute the percentage of coalition budgets that emanate from government sources.   Only 295 coalitions reported government funding in FY 2001, the last budget year we could assume was closed out for all respondents at the time of the survey.  We have 93 cases of missing data and, therefore, 268 cases that received no government monies that year.  Unlike a dollar measure, which we have found reflects total organizational budget (Ebaugh, et.al 2005; forthcoming), here we use the percentage measure, which expresses the degree of organizational dependence on government funding.  Froelich (1999) argues that the degree of dependence experienced by an organization is determined by the importance and concentration of resources a given source provides. Organizations that rely on one or a few sources for vital inputs become highly dependent on and beholden to those sources for survival. Typically, organizational programs and policies come to reflect the wishes of those funding sources on whom they rely most heavily (Froelich 1999; Gronbjerg 1993). 
(Table 7 about here)


As the last row of Table 7 shows, there is a significant direct relationship between attitudes toward government spending and percentage income derived from government sources: the more positive the attitudes, the higher the percentage.  More importantly for this paper, all five coalition religiosity measures are significantly and negatively related to government funding.  The more evangelical in both congregational affiliates and goal commitment, the lower the percentage of their budgets they derive from any level(s) of government. Likewise, the more religiously expressive their policies and practices in three separate arenas, again especially in client-staff interaction (service religiosity), the less dependent they are on government as a source of funding.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS


Our data suggest that, the extent to which coalition policies and practices pertaining to clients, staff, and organizations’ public presentation of self express high levels of religiosity, is significantly, although not solely affected by the influence of evangelicalism within them.  In turn, organizational religiosity, in all of its guises, negatively impacts attitudes toward government as a source of funds, concrete action designed to obtain such funding and actual government funding.  It appears that the service religiosity scale is more strongly associated with all variables pertaining to government funding  than the other indicators of coalition religiosity. In other words, coalitions whose policies and practices encourage religious expression between staff and clients are least likely to want, seek or receive government funds.  As we saw in Table 2, these coalitions are especially likely to subscribe to an evangelical goal. In addition, the data in Tables 2 and 3 suggest a direct relationship between service religiosity and number of evangelical congregational affiliates, a finding we believe would prove more robust with a more refined measure of this variable. 

Ethnographic research that we conducted in nine of the sample coalitions reinforce our survey findings. Some coalition directors and clergy, especially those in more conservative agencies and affiliated congregations, report that they are reluctant to accept government funds for fear of compromising the religious nature and goals of the organization. Given the fact that evangelizing is specifically prohibited by Charitable Choice legislation, it is noteworthy that it is the service religiosity scale that is most predictive of negative attitudes toward, and pursuit of government funding, as well as actual funding. Coalitions that are most expressively evangelical are most hesitant to participate in the opportunities provided by Charitable Choice, despite President Bush’s persistent goal of providing financial resources to those faith-based groups that are best equipped to “put hope in our hearts or a sense of purpose in our lives” (Olasky 1992).  The very “faith” factor that the President argues has the ability to transform lives is, at the same time, prohibited in its expression as part of social service delivery programs that are financed with government monies. The data that we present in this paper demonstrates a fundamental irony: support for the Faith-Based Initiative is pressed by conservative politicians attempting to appeal to conservative religious forces, but their supposed constituents, conservative religious organizations, are very reluctant to seek such funds. 
Endnotes


The items and factor loadings for the attitudes toward government funding scale are available upon request from the senior author. 
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TABLE 1.  ITEMS AND FACTOR LOADINGS, COALITION RELIGIOSITY 





		Factor 1	Factor 2	 Factor 3


				Formal 


		 Service	Staff	       Organization


		Religiosity	Religiosity         Religiosity


	  (α = .949)	  (α = .744)              (a=.520)


 








Items:


Distribute religious materials to clients	.846





Help clients join congregations	.844





Pray with individual clients	.898





Pray with groups of clients	.870





Use religious beliefs to instruct clients	.890





Encourage client religious conversion	.897





Use religion to encourage clients	.824





Provide information about local congregations	.663





Programs require religious conversion	.761





Policy concerning religious discussion with clients	.778





Pray at staff meetings	.678





Favor religious job candidate	.545





Put religious principles into action	.740





Demonstrate God’s love to clients	.803





Inspire clients’ faith through staff’s actions	.742


	


Religiously explicit mission statement	.754





Organizational leader ordained clergy	.653





Sacred images in public spaces	.734
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[image: image1.emf]Table 2.

Organizational Religiosity

beta p beta p beta p

Evangelical Scale .184 .000 .211 .000 .043 .306

Proselytizing Goal .741 .000 .454 .000 .320 .000

Pearson Correlation Coefficients,  Evangelical Influence and

 Organizational Religiosity



Evangelical

Influence:



Service Religiosity Client Religiosity

[image: image2.emf]Table 3.

Service Staff Organizational Proselytizing

Religiosity Religiosity Religiosity Goal

All Congregations

      Evangelical .808 .591 .315 3.67

No Congregation

      Evangelical -.309 -.439 -.056 1.97

t-test, diff. of means,

p =  .000 .000 .150 .000

Extremes:

 Evangelical Scale Extremes and Other Measures of Organizational Religiosity



(means)

Evangelical Scale

[image: image3.emf]Table 4.Pearson Correlation Coefficients, Attitudes Toward Government Funding

Organization Religiosity

Measures: beta p

Evangelical Scale -.014 .751

Proselytizing as Goal -.112 .008

Service Religiosity Scale -.188 .000

Staff Religiosity Scale -.186 .000

Organization Religiosity Scale -.167 .000

Scale and Orgaization Religiosity Measures



Attitude toward Government Funding

[image: image4.emf]Applied for 

Government Evangelical Proselytizing Service Staff Organization

Scale as Goal Religiosity ReligiosityReligiosity

Yes 1.9 2.0 -.278 -.143 -.158

No 1.9 2.5 .380 .200 .166

t-test, diff. of means,

p =  .95 .000 .000 .000 .000

Funding:



Table 5.  Organizational Religiosity Measures and Application for Government Funding

 (means)

[image: image5.emf]Table 6.

Receipt of  Evangelical Proselytize Service Staff Organizational Att. Gov.

Scale as Goal Religiosity Religiosity Religiosity Funding

Ever 1.88 2.02 -.220 -.121 -.087 .180

Never 1.95 2.66 .567 .296 .149 -.390

t - test, diff. of means

p =  .05 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000

Government Funds

Attitudes Toward Government Funding Scale, Organizational Religiosity

Measures and Whether Government Funding Ever Received

(means)

[image: image6.emf]Table 7.

beta p

Evangelical Scale -.113 .011

Proselytizing as Goal -.163 .000

Service Religiosity Scale -.265 .000

Staff Religiosity Scale -.246 .000

Organization Religiosity Scale -.220 .000

Attitudes Toward Gov. Funding Scale .295 .000



Percent Budget Government Funded

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, Organizational Religiosity Measures

And Attitudes Toward Government Funding Scales by Percentage 

 Total Budget Government Funded
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		Table 3.		Evangelical Scale Extremes and Other Measures of Organizational Religiosity

				(means)

		Evangelical Scale						Service				Staff				Organizational				Proselytizing

		Extremes:						Religiosity				Religiosity				Religiosity				Goal

		All Congregations

		Evangelical						.808				.591				.315				3.67

		No Congregation

		Evangelical						-.309				-.439				-.056				1.97

		t-test, diff. of means,

						p =		.000				.000				.150				.000
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		Table 5.  Organizational Religiosity Measures and Application for Government Funding

		(means)

		Applied for

		Government				Evangelical				Proselytizing				Service				Staff				Organization

		Funding:				Scale				as Goal				Religiosity				Religiosity				Religiosity

		Yes				1.9				2.0				-.278				-.143				-.158

		No				1.9				2.5				.380				.200				.166

		t-test, diff. of means,

				p =		.95				.000				.000				.000				.000
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		Table 6.		Attitudes Toward Government Funding Scale, Organizational Religiosity

				Measures and Whether Government Funding Ever Received

				(means)

		Receipt of				Evangelical		Proselytize				Service				Staff				Organizational				Att. Gov.

		Government Funds				Scale		as Goal				Religiosity				Religiosity				Religiosity				Funding

		Ever				1.88		2.02				-.220				-.121				-.087				.180

		Never				1.95		2.66				.567				.296				.149				-.390

		t - test, diff. of means

				p =		.05		.000				.000				.000				.005				.000
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		Table 7.		Pearson Correlation Coefficients, Organizational Religiosity Measures

				and Attitudes Toward Government Funding Scales by Percentage

				Total Budget Government Funded

										Percent Budget Government Funded

												beta						p

		Evangelical Scale										-.113						.011

		Proselytizing as Goal										-.163						.000

		Service Religiosity Scale										-.265						.000

		Staff Religiosity Scale										-.246						.000

		Organization Religiosity Scale										-.220						.000

		Attitudes Toward Gov. Funding Scale										.295						.000
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		Table 4.		Pearson Correlation Coefficients, Attitudes Toward Government Funding

				Scale and Organization Religiosity Measures

										Attitude toward Government Funding

		Organization Religiosity

		Measures:										beta				p

		Evangelical Scale										-.014				.751

		Proselytizing as Goal										-.112				.008

		Service Religiosity Scale										-.188				.000

		Staff Religiosity Scale										-.186				.000

		Organization Religiosity Scale										-.167				.000
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		Table 2.		Pearson Correlation Coefficients,  Evangelical Influence and

				Organizational Religiosity

		Evangelical				Service Religiosity						Client Religiosity						Organizational Religiosity

		Influence:				beta		p				beta		p				beta		p

		Evangelical Scale				.184		.000				.211		.000				.043		.306

		Proselytizing Goal				.741		.000				.454		.000				.320		.000






