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ABSTRACT


Data from the first national study of faith-based social service coalitions (N=656) are used first to describe their myriad funding sources and attitudes toward three major ones: government, foundations and congregations.  Given a paucity of empirical literature on faith-based agencies, we depend heavily on that pertaining to secular nonprofits to identify thirteen predictor variables that might be related to two funding measures (logged dollars and budget percentage) for each of the four most important funding sources: government, foundations, religious organizations, and individual donors.  Predictor variables fall into three clusters: attitudes toward funding source, organizational religiosity, and organizational structural features and activities. The complex findings indicate that dollar amounts and budget percentages are associated with predictor variables in different ways, depending on the source of funds. 

FUNDING GOOD WORKS: 

FUNDING SOURCES OF FAITH-BASED SOCIAL SERVICE COALITIONS

INTRODUCTION


Nonprofit organizations typically rely on a variety of funding sources to support their activities.  It is well documented that administrators of nonprofits spend much of their time in fund raising activities and in analyzing potential consequences of sources of funding on organization mission and goals.  Within the past several decades, as research on nonprofits has proliferated, increasing attention has been given to issues of nonprofit funding (Salamon 1987; Til 1988; Hodgkinson and Lyman 1989; O'Neil 1989; Hodgkinson, Weitzman et al. 1992; Gronbjerg 1993; Crittenden 2000). It is only in the past 6-7 years, however, and especially since President Bush’s Faith-Based and Community Initiative, that funding for faith-based nonprofits has increasingly gained the attention of both organizational scholars and policy makers. 


The intense debates that have ensued since President Bush first announced his initiative have raised many issues regarding the impact of government funding to faith-based nonprofits upon their organizational mission, operations and programs. Much of the discussion has been either speculative or based on projections developed on the basis of the secular nonprofit funding. Little empirical research exists on how faith-based social service organizations are actually funded, whether funding issues restrict the organization’s capacity for service programs, what are the characteristics of FBO’s that   already receive government funds, and attitudes of organizational staff toward various types of funding. Little systematic data exists, for example, on whether administrators in faith-based social service organizations want government contracts or are willing to compete for such monies. 


It is our contention that local congregations are not the faith-based social service organizations most poised to compete for government grants and contracts because they lack the resources to compete for government funds and to meet the bureaucratic requirements of successful recipients. Rather, we contend that it is the coalitions of faith-based providers that have, in the past, received government funds and are the most likely present contenders for such monies. The data in this paper are based on a national survey of faith-based social service coalitions that we conducted during 2002-2003.  In addition to questions on organizational structure and programs, we asked a series of questions regarding sources of funding, dollar amounts from each source, and attitudes of administrators toward major types of funding. 


Like all organizations, nonprofits spend considerable amounts of time and resources in obtaining and managing requisite funding to support organizational goals and programs. However, unlike for-profit businesses that can raise prices to meet increasing costs, they typically rely on a broad variety of sources over which they have limited control. Most nonprofit service organizations rely minimally on fees for service and maximally on an array of sources such as grants and contracts from both government and private agencies, direct individual giving, corporate donations, United Way funds, investments, and special event fundraising.  In order to secure these types of funding, nonprofit organizations are required to write grant proposals, negotiate contracts, organize special events, solicit donations, adjust fees for service and continuously focus on assuring the needed funds to keep programs operating. 


As a number of studies of nonprofit funding demonstrate (Salamon 1989; Drucker 1990; Hodgkinson et al. 1993; 1996; Boris and Steuerle 1999; Froelich 1999), each type of funding source involves the organization in an exchange relationship that impacts its mission, goals and programs.  The boards and administrators of nonprofits are often faced with dilemmas created by the need for additional funding streams but at the cost of adapting their original mission to the requirements of the funding agency.  On the other hand, reliance on many different sources of funding, each with its own requirements, can buffer nonprofits financially and provide greater capacity, but simultaneously it has the potential to dilute or change their original goals.  On the other hand, to depend completely on a single source of revenue makes the nonprofit highly dependent on, and beholden to, one provider for survival. 


Several studies delineate the major benefits and dangers inherent in the most common types of nonprofit funding sources.  Both Froelich ( 1999) and Gronbjerg (1993) maintain that private contributions are highly valued by nonprofits because they indicate legitimacy and support for an organization’s mission among its constituents.   However, the two major risks involved in such funding are revenue instability and goal displacement. Gronbjerg's (1993) case studies of nonprofits in Chicago indicate that reports of more than a 50% annual change in amounts received from the individual donor base were common. Fund raising from individual donors also requires considerable investments of time and energy. A potential danger of such funding occurs when the organization modifies its goals and activities to satisfy the wishes of contributors.  A survey of 296 nonprofits (Kelly 1998) shows that approximately 25% of the respondents admitted altered organizational priorities to acquire a specific contribution. 


Churches in the United States receive approximately 86% of their revenues from individual giving, totaling in excess of $77 billion in 1996 (Salamon 1999).  They then distribute about 17% of their revenues to other nonprofit organizations, primarily those that provide social services (Hodgkinson, et.al 1992). Typically, contributions from churches allow flexibility in spending. However, church budgets are constructed yearly and on-going liaison work with congregations is necessary to encourage contributions to a coalition to be maintained. 


Nonprofits that seek foundation support are often required to expend high levels of effort to monitor evolving foundation priorities and then to package proposals in conformance with foundation initiatives. Foundations seldom provide flexible support for an organization to pursue its own goals, but rather tend to initiate an agenda through grant priorities (Kelly 1991; Gronbjerg 1993). Multiyear funding from foundations often buffers the volatility of shorter term funding, but it restricts the flexibility of expenditures.


Government funding is a major source of funding for most nonprofits and is seen by many administrators as the most stable revenue source, especially for social service providers (Gronbjerg 1993). However, nonprofit administrators often express ambivalence about this funding source because of the complex administrative work required. In addition, public funding usually requires accountability to external agents and thus limits management discretion over the internal use of resources. Evidence also points to the inevitable professionalization and bureaucratization that accompanies receipt of government grants and contracts (Nielsen 1979; Peterson 1986; Smith and Lipsky 1993). Nonprofits are also at the mercy of economic cycles and the political processes that result in reduced funding or changed priorities in the public allocation of monies. 

Each funding source, therefore, has its benefits and potential dangers.  In the constant effort to garner the necessary financial resources to survive and run programs, on the one hand, and weighing the “costs” associated with each funding source in terms of organizational integrity and mission, on the other, governing boards and administrators of nonprofits are constantly involved in a delicate balancing act.

While the number of studies that focus on funding issues in nonprofit organizations has proliferated in the past decade, almost no systematic research has been done on faith-based social service nonprofits. One unique characteristic of these organizations is the fact that they routinely rely on religious congregations and/or denominational support, for direct financial assistance, in-kind donations and volunteer support. Prior to the Charitable Choice amendment, passed by Congress in 1996, they were at a disadvantage for certain government grants and contracts. The Charitable Choice provision has made it possible for them to apply for government monies in a limited number of programs. 


In addition to issues surrounding the availability of various types of funding for faith based nonprofit social service agencies, there are issues concerning the types of funding such agencies are willing to accept, for fear of jeopardizing their original mission. New institutionalism theory predicts that religious organizations within the organizational field of public social services will become subject to powerful forces that push them to resemble other, secular service-providers. These forces include  professionalization and bureaucratization (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; 1991). This is especially likely to happen as faith-based providers become dependent on government funds. As they decide to apply for government grants and contracts, they have to balance the benefits of expanded capacity to provide services with the potential costs of mission drift and goal displacement. 


What little evidence exists regarding the impact of government funding upon faith based social service agencies is mixed. Some studies (Garland 1992; Monsma 2002; Hiemstra 2002) indicate that FBOs can maintain their original missions and goals untainted by government funding.  Others (Smith and Lipsky 1993; Chambre 2001; Smith 2001) show that nonprofit organizations in general, and faith-based ones specifically, are strongly influenced by funding environments. In a study of two faith based organizations that received at least 50% of their annual revenues from government sources, Vanderwoerd (2003)demonstrated that government funding is associated with mission drift.  However, he argues that it is a prior organizational stance toward accepting a secular authority structure that prompts FBOs to make the choice to engage with such authorities in the first place. The tensions, he argues, do not arise because of government funding; rather such funding is among several mechanisms that demonstrate secular drift within the organization.    

The data we report in this paper come from a survey of a national sample of faith-based social service coalitions.  The questionnaire included a series of items about funding sources and attitudes toward them.  We find that coalitions vary extensively in their reliance on various types of funding sources and in their attitude toward some of the major sources.  In this paper, after describing our methods, we first discuss faith-based social service coalition financial resource flows from different sources, as well as their attitudes towards three of the most important sources.  We then examine the organizational correlates of varying levels of funding, measured two different ways, for each of four important types of funding sources: government, religious organizations (congregations plus judicatories), foundations and individuals.

METHODS

Many types of faith-based coalitions that provide social services exist across the United States, ranging from several congregations that join together to pool resources to large denominational coalitions, as well as coalitions in which religious groups partner with secular entities to provide specific services. During fall 2001, we began to develop 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 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 any 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 individual 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


In the process of studying local faith-based social service coalitions for her undergraduate thesis, Pipes became aware of a list of about 1300 faith-based social service organizations developed by 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.  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., congregations 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 2001).  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 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 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.

FUNDING SOURCES AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS THEM

Sources

(Table l about here)


We asked coalition respondents to provide for FY 2001 the amounts of money they received 

from various types of funding sources (and an “other” category).  From this data we were able to compute the percentage of their budgets that came from each type.  Table 1 displays the sample means and standard deviations for each type of coalition funding source of both dollars and percentage of total 

coalition budget.  There are 93 cases of missing data, leaving a total sample of 563 cases for examination. On average, the most dollars are garnered from government sources, followed by individual donations, then fees for service, congregations plus judicatories and foundations.  After that 

no single type of source averages even $50,000 of coalition income.  

The budget percentage variable indicates how dependent a coalition is on a given funding source.  Froelich (1999) argues, from a resource dependency perspective, that the degree of dependence experienced by an organization is determined by the importance and concentration of resources it provides.  Organizations that rely on few sources for vital inputs become highly dependent on and beholden to those sources for survival. When we examine the average percentage of budgets provided by each source, four stand out from the rest as double digit, compared to about 2-6% for the other sources.  Congregations plus judicatories, or what we will call “religious organizations,” provide by far the highest average percentage of coalition budgets—one quarter.  They are followed by what we think is also mostly a religiously motivated source, individual donors.   Next comes government (16.5%) and then foundations (12.5%). Twombly (2002), in his comparison of large (assets over $10 million) faith-based and secular nonprofit social service organizations, found that faith-based groups are significantly more reliant on donor support than secular agencies (17.5% vs.13%) while secular agencies depend more heavily on government grants and contracts than faith-based organizations (17.4% vs. 6%).  

 The dollar amounts and budget percentages for these four sources are only moderately related to one another, indicating the necessity of utilizing both measures of income.  Pearson correlation Betas relating dollars to percentages are: government funding, Beta=.329 (p=000); religious organizations, Beta=.185 (p=.000); foundations, Beta=.265 (p=.000); and individual donors, Beta=.275 (p=.000).

(Table 2 about here)


Table 2 displays Pearson correlation Betas for the relationships between the various funding sources.  Panel A shows totally consistent and very striking results.  In every case, there is a negative relationship between the percentage of their budgets coalitions receive from any given source and each of the other three sources.  All of these Betas are statistically significant at the .000 level.  Given that the variable is a percentage, arithmetically at least some of these correlations would have to be negative, however, they do not all have to be. Reliance on government funding is especially likely to “repel” religious organizations and individuals as funding sources upon which coalitions rely for significant percentages of their income.  Panel B shows virtually the opposite picture from Panel A.  In every case there is a positive relationship between the amount of dollars received from any one source and each of the other three sources, and in only one instance does the Beta fail to reach statistical significance.  Especially notable is the high Beta between government and foundation funding (.551), and the very low Betas relating religious organizations to both government and foundations.


What the uniformly negative Betas in Panel A suggest is that sample coalitions tend to concentrate the bulk of their funding source “eggs” in one basket, regardless of which.  The positive signs attached to the dollar variable means that the more funding a coalition receives from one source, the more money it receives from the others.  Therefore, we believe that the dollar variable primarily reflects coalition size, specifically, the size of their total budgets.  In her analysis of funding in thirteen nonprofit agencies in the Chicago area, Gronbjerg (1993: 194-195) also found a strong positive correlation between government funding and total revenues. We explore this issue further in multivariate analyses below.  The four funding sources seem to cluster somewhat into two distinct groups, one very clearly composed of government and foundations, the other less clearly comprised of religious organizations and individuals.  Among all combinations, government and foundations are the least negatively related in the budget percentage analysis and the most positively related in the dollar analysis.  The strongest negative relationship is between percentage of budget derived from government and from religious organizations (Beta= -.353). Relationships between dollar amounts provided by religious organizations, on the one hand, and both government and foundations on the other (Betas=.095 and .073, respectively) are also weakly related.   However, both the attraction, in terms of dollar amounts, and the distance, in terms of budget percentage, between religious organizations and individual donors are modest (Betas= .259 and  -.235, respectively).  In other words, these two sources are less closely coupled than government is with foundations as funding sources.


The above patterns are reinforced by a finding from our fieldwork in faith-based coalitions, namely, the fear expressed on the part of a number of executive directors that too heavy a reliance on government grants and contracts will reduce the contributions of congregations and individuals.  They fear that these religious funding sources will no longer feel ownership of and responsibility for coalition programs but will argue that if government monies are available, their contributions are unnecessary.  Field interviews support the finding that such reasoning relates more to dependency on public monies (i.e. percentages of budget) than to dollar amounts since it is frequently the large coalitions that are able to garner large grants/contracts but which are also able to put more resources into local fund raising for specific projects that have donor appeal.  

Attitudes


Respondents were asked to use a five-point scale, ranging from “completely true” to “completely untrue,” to assess nine statements concerning three specific funding sources.  Regardless of whether they had actually received money from the sources, they appraised government, foundations and congregations as sources of financial support.  The nine items are listed in Table 3, where we have converted all wording to a positive direction and coded them so that the higher the mean, the more positive the appraisal.

(Table 3 about here)


Table 3 shows a clear pattern for virtually all items.  In each case, congregational financial support is rated most positively.  In most cases, government funding is rated most negatively and foundations assume an intermediate position.  However, respondents rate the government and foundations about equally in the difficulty of obtaining funds, restrictions on client eligibility, and stability as a source of funding.  Gronbjerg (1993) also found that government funding is the least preferred source of funding compared to four other sources she presented (i.e. individual donations, corporate/foundation support, United Way/federated funders, and dues/fees for service charges). 


We subjected the nine items listed in Table 3 to separate factor analyses for each of the three funding sources, the loadings of which are reported in Appendix A.  The same one item, difficulty in obtaining funding, fails to reach sufficiently high loadings in any of the three analyses to warrant inclusion.  Note in Table 3 that quite uniformly across the three funding sources, this item generated highly negative responses.  Money from any source may be hard to come by for virtually all coalitions, leaving insufficient variance on the variable for it to systematically relate to the others.  One item, does not restrict client eligibility for programs, fails to attain a sufficiently high loading to conventionally warrant inclusion in the attitudes toward government funding scale.  However, this item does have high loadings on the other two scales.  Therefore, we decided to retain it in the government funding scale in order to have three completely comparable scales.  For all three scales, Cronbach’s alpha equals a robust .74.  Because the same items consistently factor across each funding source, we conclude that respondents use the same criteria in pretty much the same ways to assess each.  Each scale represents the degree of favorable attitudes toward (specific source) funding, and, therefore, higher scores indicate more positive evaluations. Factor Z scores constitute individual coalition values on these three variables.  Given substantial ranges in Z scores (see Table 4), it is obvious that coalitions vary extensively in how positively they rate each funding source.   The three scales are only weakly related to one another.  Pearson correlations show that the attitudes toward congregational and governmental funding scales have no relationship (Beta=.020; p=.643).  The relationship between attitudes toward governmental and foundation funding is weakly positive (Beta=.129; p=.002) and between congregational and foundation funding moderately positive (Beta=.367; p=.000).


In the remainder of this paper, we will use OLS regressions to examine correlates (including the three attitude scales just discussed) of the coalition budget dollars and percentages derived from four funding sources: government, religious organizations, individual donors and foundations.  The dollar measures are logged because our sample includes a relatively small number of very large coalitions with extremely high incomes. For all predictor variables, missing values are imputed by using the expectation-maximization process, an interactive algorithm based on maximum likelihood estimation, from the SPSS Missing Value Analysis module.

THE PREDICTOR VARIABLES


We have three sets of predictor variables (see Table 4 for descriptive statistics for all of them).  The first set concerns attitudes toward funding sources, and consists of the three scales just described.  Commonsensically, we expect that there will be positive relationships between attitudes toward a given funding source and the two funding measures for that same source. In addition, and more tentatively, based on the discussion of Table 2, we hazard the guess that those who rely more heavily on government and on foundation funding will share positive attitudes toward the other, and possibly negative assessments of congregations as a funding source.  Conversely, we suggest that those who rely most strongly on individual donors will be positively attuned to congregations as a funding source and that they, along with coalitions that rely most heavily on religious organizations for their income, might assess government and foundation funding negatively.

(Table 4 about here)


The second set of predictor variables pertain to religious features of coalitions.  We developed three scales of coalition religiosity by factor analyzing a large number of items concerning organizational policies and practices with reference to religion (see Appendix B for factor items and loadings), which account for 63% of the correlation matrix.  All three scales are coded so that the higher the Z score, the more religious the policies/practices.  The first factor consists of ten items that tap policies and practices with reference to religious behaviors between coalition staff and clients.  The Service Religiosity Scale has a robust alpha of .95.  The second factor, comprised of five items, is the Staff Religiosity Scale (alpha=.74).  The items pertain to whether and how religion affects hiring decisions, staff prayer and religious motivations of staff members.  Finally, a three item Formal Organization Religiosity Scale pertains to the public presentation of the coalition: whether it displays sacred images in public spaces, makes its religious character explicit in its mission statement, and is directed by an ordained member of the clergy.  A lower alpha of.52 is within the acceptable range for small scales (Robinson et.al 1999).  The ranges of Z scores for each scale, shown in Table 4, indicate substantial variability among coalitions in the extent to which religion colors their policies and practices.


The questionnaire asked respondents to enumerate the specific faith traditions of their affiliated congregations.  Using the scheme developed by Steensland (2000), we categorized all Protestant congregations as either mainline or evangelical.  From this data we developed a three-point Evangelical Scale, in which we code as 3 those coalitions composed solely of evangelical congregations (4%), as 2 those that include at least one evangelical congregation (83%), and as 1 those coalitions that have no evangelical affiliates (13%). 


In general, we expect that more religiously expressive coalitions (those with high Z scores on the three religiosity scales) and those with a higher score on the Evangelical Scale will garner fewer resources from government and more from religious organizations and individual donors. We base this hypothesis on the fact that coalitions for whom religious expression is a primary commitment are reluctant to compromise policies for requirements of government grants and contracts.  Likewise, evangelical churches (and hence coalitions constituted primarily by evangelical churches) take a non-compromising stance on Biblical theology and pressures toward secularization, especially on issues of authority and morality (Hunter 1987; Wuthnow 1988; Shibley 1996).  Therefore, they are less likely to risk the potential compromises that government funding may require and to rely more heavily on churches and individuals who share their theological orientation. Chaves (1999) found that Catholic and liberal/moderate Protestant congregations are significantly more likely to be interested in applying for government funding than conservative/evangelical ones.  We predict a similar pattern for faith-based social service coalitions.

 
The third set of predictor variables pertains to features of the formal organization and its activities.  Total income is the sum of all sources for which dollar figures were supplied in the question used to compute the data presented in Table 1.  We view this indicator as the single best measure of coalition size.  We also asked how many paid employees they have in each of several different categories of workers.  Number of paid managers and professionals is a measure of organizational professionalism, as well as a size indicator (and is too collinear with total paid staff to use both).  Other measures of size include average number of volunteers/week and total number of affiliated congregations, both direct questions asked.  Respondents were presented with a long list of social service programs, grouped within nine program areas (e.g., health services, emergency services, housing, etc.) and an “other” category.  Again, collinearity problems preclude the use of both total social service programs and total social service program areas.  We use the latter because it gives a better picture of the breadth of coalition program delivery than does a count of individual programs.  Finally, we developed an additive Social Activism Scale based on the number of four specific types of activities in which coalitions said they engage: advocacy, community development, public policy forums/workshops, and community organizing.


We expect that larger and more professionalized coalitions, and those that offer services in a broader array of program areas will be more reliant on government funding than other coalitions. Government funding routinely requires strict fiscal accounting, performance reviews, professional credentialing of service providers, easily accessible client and staff data bases, and reporting protocols that are frequently distinctive for each specific funding program. As a result, such funding requires the expansion of the agency’s professional management staff (Gronbjerg 1993; Smith and Lipsky 1993). Moreover, Smith and Lipsky demonstrate the tendency of nonprofits to proliferate and diversify their service programs to meet the service goals of specific government funding programs. 

  Those coalitions with more congregational affiliates and volunteers should rely more on religious organizations and individual donors for funding than other coalitions, because monetary dues or contributions, as well as provision of volunteers, are the major assets provided by congregational affiliates to coalitions. In some instances, congregational affiliates are assessed a given amount, often based on number of registered congregational members; in other instances, coalition staff are invited into affiliated congregations to solicit donations and/or volunteers on the part of members.  

Finally, coalition activism should be inversely related to government funding but we make no predictions regarding other funding sources. A number of studies report fear on the part of administrators in faith-based agencies that receiving government funds will jeopardize their advocacy role in promoting social change (Netting 1982; Rose-Ackerman 1983; Salamon 1987; Smith and Lipsky 1993).




 MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES

Funding as Budget Percentage


Table 5 displays OLS regression analyses of the thirteen predictor variables on the four sources of coalition funding, expressed as a percentage of their total income.  Looking first at the three scales representing coalition attitudes toward specific funding sources, we find that coalitions that rely more heavily on government funds are strongly positive in their attitudes toward that source, while those that rely most strongly on the other three types of funding sources are negative in their views of government funding, although only in the case of percent foundation funding is the negative relationship statistically significant.  Those who rely more heavily on government monies hold more negative views of both congregations and foundations as funding sources, although only in the former case is the relationship statistically significant.  Coalitions that rely  heavily on foundation funding are alone in positively evaluating this source, and they also devalue the other two sources, especially government.  It is interesting to note that greater dependency on religious organizations does not produce a statistically significant, positive assessment of congregations as a funding source, unlike the match between financial dependency on government and foundations with their counterpart attitude scales.  The only statistically significant, positive view of congregations as a funding source is held by those coalitions that rely more heavily on individual donors, suggesting that such donors are—or are perceived to be—members of affiliated congregations.  In turn, these coalitions hold negative attitudes toward the other two funding sources.

(Table 5 about here)


The four religiosity measures are only sparsely related to funding source budget percentage at a statistically significant level.  What is interesting about these relationships is the signs.  With only one exception, all four religiosity measures are negatively related (although statistically significant in only one case) to percentage of their budgets emanating from government and foundations.  Virtually the opposite is the case for those that rely more heavily on religious organizations and individuals for income.  In all but two cases (one of which is statistically significant) there is a positive relationship between the four religiosity measures and percentage of budget emanating from these sources.  


The variables that refer to coalition structure and activities are predictive of some funding source percentages in three cases, but have no significant relationships with the percent of budget generated by individual donors.  Nor is there any consistent pattern to the direction of relationships when comparing Betas pertaining to government and foundation funding, on the one hand, and religious organization and individual donor Betas, on the other.  Coalitions with a higher level of financial dependence on government are more professionalized (higher number of paid managers and professionals) and offer social services in a broader array of program areas, while there are statistically significant negative relationships between both foundations and religious organizations as funding sources and breadth of programming.  Similarly, negative (although not statistically significant) Betas characterize the relationship between foundation and donor funding percentage and number of paid managers and professionals.  Although not significant, total income is associated with government funding percentage in a positive direction, but in the opposite direction in the other three cases, in one of which it is significant.  Those coalitions that rely more heavily on religious organizations for funding have a significantly larger number of affiliated congregations, while those that depend on governmental funding have significantly fewer congregational affiliates, a finding that supports our previous prediction. This is probably due, in large part, to the size factor since it is the larger coalitions, such as Catholic Charities, Lutheran Social Services, and Jewish Family and Children’s Services that receive more government support and also have fewer congregational affiliates. 

 Finally, the greater the financial dependence on government and on foundations, the higher their level of social activism (in both cases statistically significant).  This finding indicates that the fears expressed by coalition administrators that government funds will jeopardize their social activism are not substantiated. In fact, regarding funding from religious organizations and individual donors, although the findings are not statistically significant, the signs are negative. What the data for this cluster of variables suggest generally is that reliance on government funding is associated with them in the opposite direction of the associations for the other three funding sources.

Funding as Budget Dollars (logged)

(Table 6 about here)


The attitudes toward funding source scales, with only two minor exceptions, are related in the same direction for logged dollar amounts as they were for budget percentages in all four cases.  For government dollars, attitudes toward congregational funding is no longer significant.  The significant findings for percentage of foundation budget are replicated for the dollar measure.  For religious organization funding, the attitudes toward congregations as a financial resource is now statistically significant, unlike the budget percentage analysis, but in keeping with both our expectation and the significant relationships between both measures of funding for government and foundations as related to respective attitudes toward the same sources.  Donor dollars continues to be positively and significantly related to attitudes toward congregational funding, and now the negative relationship to attitudes toward government funding becomes statistically significant.


The thirty-two Betas relating funding dollars and funding percentage to the religiosity measures are inconsistent in sign in only four cases, and none of these are statistically significant in either analysis.  Service religiosity gains significance for government and foundation funding dollars, and loses significance for the other two funding sources.  Staff religiosity continues to generate non-significant Betas across the board, while Organizational religiosity remains significant for government and religious organization funding (negatively and positively, respectively) while continuing to be non-significant for the other two funding sources.  Finally, while the evangelical scale generated no statistically significant findings in the last analysis, here it is negatively and significantly related to government funding.


The organizational structure and activities variables show more differences between the two sets of analyses than the prior two categories of variables.  In seven cases the signs change, although in three the findings in both analyses are non-significant.  Looking first at total income, recall that earlier we suggested that the percentage measures are indicators of the level of coalition dependence on each given source of funding, but we posited that the dollar measures are partially indicators of coalition size.  Total income is statistically significant only for foundation percentage (not the other three sources) and in a negative direction.  When we look at funding as logged dollars, we find that is it statistically significant and positive for both government and foundation funding.  It is also positive, although non-significant, for religious organizations, having been negative (and close to significant) on the percentage measure.  Only in the case of individual donors are both Betas negative, but neither are significant.  We conclude from this that wealthier coalitions collect more dollars from at least two and probably three of these sources, although only in the case of government funding do those dollars translate into a higher percentage as well.


Another indication that the dollar measure is also a size measure are the findings concerning the number of social service program areas, a measure of the breadth of coalition work as well as the actual arena of most coalition expenditures.  In Table 6, unlike Table 5, the signs are consistently positive, and three out of four Betas are statistically significant.  In addition, in two cases they changed from negative and statistically significant in the percentage analyses to positive (and significant in one case) in the dollar analysis.  Apparently, the more money coalitions acquire, the larger the number of program areas in which they provide social services, regardless of the source of the funds.


The remaining variables in this cluster generate relatively few findings that are interpretable.  The organizational professionalism measure (number of paid managers and professionals), while remaining consistent in the direction of the signs in both analyses, loses significance for government funding, gains it for foundation funding, and remains non-significant in the other two cases.  Likewise, the number of volunteers loses significance and changes sign for religious organizations and gains it for donors.  It is certainly easy to understand that the more volunteers a coalition uses, the more dollars individual donors—many of whom are likely volunteers—give to the organization.  Likewise, it is hardly surprising that the more congregational affiliates coalitions have, the greater the dollars (and budget percentage) generated by religious organizations.  No other relationship between congregational number and funding dollars is significant.  Finally, the relationships between social activism and funding dollars are very interesting.  Government and foundation funding—both the percentage and dollar measures—is positively related and, in all but one case, at a statistically significant level, to social activism.  The only funding source that appears to consistently dampen social activism is religious organizations, but the Betas are not significant. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS


We can now provide descriptions of coalitions’ characteristics by high dollar and/or percentage funding from each of the four sources.  Those that receive more dollars and a higher budget percentage from the government are likely to (alone) define this source positively and the other two negatively, and to have policies and practices that are low in religiosity.  They are especially likely to dampen their public presentation as faith-based (the organizational religiosity scale).  There is some indication that they have fewer evangelical congregations as affiliates than average.  These coalitions tend to have large overall budgets and to offer services in a broad array of program areas, be more professionally staffed and more engaged in social activism than others.  They appear to have fewer congregational affiliates and possibly to use fewer volunteers than coalitions less reliant on government funding.  In short, coalitions that receive large amounts of government money and are more dependent on this funding source are most similar to secular social service agencies, a finding consistent with the predictions of new institutionalism theory (DiMaggio and Powell 1991; Scott 2001).   Note that in both Tables 5 and 6, the total explained variance for government funding is much greater than for the other three sources.


Those who receive high levels of funding from foundations and rely more on this source are the only ones who have positive attitudes toward that funding source.  Similar to those receiving high levels of government funding, high levels of foundation funding is associated (although more weakly) with low levels of coalition religiosity and with high levels of social activism.  When it comes to other organizational attributes, however, those who garner higher levels of foundation support differ noticeably from those who rely substantially on government funding.  Those who rely more heavily on financial support from foundations tend to have small budgets and offer services in only  a few program areas, but those that receive high dollar amounts from this source are wealthy and offer a substantial breadth of services.  More volunteers and affiliated congregations also appear to be somewhat related to higher levels of foundation funding.


High levels of and reliance on funding from religious organizations generate positive attitudes towards congregational funding and negative assessments of other sources.  It tends to be associated with greater coalition religiosity, except at the service level, and is especially associated with a public presentation as a faith-based entity.  These coalitions are distinctive in having a large number of congregational affiliates, which is hardly surprising.  Finally, although the relationships are weak, coalitions that generate more resources from religious organizations tend to be less involved in social activism, unlike either of the two previous cases.


Finally, coalitions that receive higher levels of funding from, and rely more heavily on individual donors are the most favorable of any toward congregational funding, and weakly unfavorable to the other two sources.  They tend to be more religiously expressive, especially—and uniquely—in service provision policies, but less so than those that rely financially on religious organizations in their public presentation as faith-based entities.  The individual donor funding measures were the least likely of all to be significantly related to the organizational cluster of predictor variables.  They may be somewhat poorer financially and less professionally staffed, but likely to have more volunteers and offer a large number of program areas.


In summary, for faith-based social service coalitions, as in all nonprofits, a major and consistent challenge for administrators is seeking requisite funding to support existing programs as well as building capacity in terms of new services. While research on nonprofit funding has increased within the past decade, little or no attention has been given specifically to funding issues on the part of faith based nonprofits. With the recent Charitable Choice legislation and President Bush’s Faith Based and Community Initiative, faith based coalitions are facing expanded funding options and being challenged to consider the advantages and potential drawbacks of government versus traditional funding sources. The survey data presented in this paper is the first to address these issues empirically for faith based coalitions. 

TABLE 1.  
COALITION FUNDING SOURCES, FY 2001

                                                                                             Dollar Mean
Budget % Mean
Funding Source
(SD)
(SD)

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


Government
  $377,371
16.5%



(2.3 mil)
(20.1)


Congregations & Judicatories
$137,833
24.9%



 (759,159)
(27.0)


Foundations
$ 88,186
12.5%



 (237,907)
(18.8)


Individuals
$177,569
18.7%



 (699,650)
(22.3)


United Way
$ 25,872
  3.7%



 (143,993)
( 9.6)


Corporations
$ 31,857
  2.7%



 (201,623)
( 5.5)


Other Organizations
$ 9,485
  2.1%



 ( 46,781)
( 5.4)


Fees For Services
$174,232
 4.2%



 (2.6 mil)
(12.8)


Self-Generated
$ 43,106
 4.2%



 (271,096)
(13.2)


Fund-Raising
$ 34,105
 5.1%



 (228,453)
(10.1)


Other
$ 71,060
 5.5%



 (735,068)
(12.4)

TABLE 2.
PEARSON CORRELATION BETAS, FOUR FUNDING SOURCES

                                                                                  Betas


% Individuals
   % Foundations    % Rel. Orgs.   % Gov


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Panel A:


% Government
-.293***
-.172***
-.353***
----


% Religious Organizations
-.235***
-.202***
----



% Foundations
-.191***
----




% Individuals
----




Panel B:
$ Individuals
   $ Foundations    $ Rel. Orgs.        $ Gov



$ Government
.226***
      .551***
.095*
----


$ Religious Organizations
.259***
.073
----



$ Foundations
.323***
 ----




$ Individuals
----
      



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

TABLE 3.   
ATTITUDES TOWARD FUNDING SOURCES* 



Government          
Foundations
Congregations


Items                                                                
 INCLUDEPICTURE "http://mathcenter.washcoll.edu/xbar.jpg" \* MERGEFORMATINET 







        [image: image2.jpg]



______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


Is Not Difficult to Obtain
1.3
                     1.4
                           1.8


Easy to Administer
1.4
                     2.6
                           3.4


Flexible in Use
1.1
                     2.2
                           3.4


Does not Restrict Client Eligibility
2.3
                           2.4                           3.1


Allows Development of Needed Programs
2.2
                           2.9                           3.2


Stable Source of Funding
1.7
                     1.6
                           2.4


Does not compromise Advocacy
1.9
                     2.7
                           3.1


Does not Restrict Org. Religious Character
2.4
                     2.7
                           3.4


Type of Funding We Prefer to Rely On
1.3
                     2.3
                           3.0


* 1-5 Scale where 5 = most positive evaluation of funding source

TABLE 4.  
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, PREDICTOR VARIABLES

Predictor                                                                                             
Mean

Variables:
Range
(SD)

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Attitudes (all z scores)


     Toward Government Funding
  -2.18 - +3.07


     Toward Congregational Funding
  -4.78 - +1.24 


     Toward Foundation Funding
  -3.15 - +2.40

Organizational Religiosity:


     Service Religiosity (z scores)
  -1.25 - +2.31


     Staff Religiosity (z scores)
  -3.37 - +1.20 


     Organizational Religiosity (z scores)
  -1.84 - +1.15 


     Evangelical Scale
  3 - 1 
1.9




(.41) 

Organization Structure and Activities:


     Total Income
  $0 – 78 million
$1.2 million




(4.5 mil)


     # Paid professionals & Managers
  0 -   999 
6.3




(46.4)


     # Volunteers/week
  0 - 4000 
71.7




(220.4)


     # Congregations
  1- 4752 
136




(466)


     # Social service program areas
0 -  10
3.9




(2.7)

            Social activism scale
0 -  4
1.46




(1.15)

TABLE 5.  
BUDGET PERCENTAGE FROM FOUR SOURCES, BY PREDICTOR VARIABLES (OLS)


Government                   Foundations                          Religious Orgs                 Individuals


     Robust
                             Robust 

                               Robust          
              Robust

Variables                           Beta
   STD Err
             Beta      STD Err                 Beta           STD Err         Beta    STD Err
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Funding Attitudes:

     Toward Government
.234***     .011
     -.135***             .007
       -.046              .011           -.059           .010

     Toward Congregations
 -.079*
.011                 -.041
.009
     .024             
 .015             .108*         .011

     Toward Foundations 
 -.049
.009
    .235***  
.008
        -.108**     
     .011           -.051           .011

Organizational Religiosity:

     Service Relig. Scale         -.071            .016
-.023  
.011
-.126*             
.018            .168**         .018

     Staff Relig Scale              -.082
.017
 .016  
.010
      .014             
  .014            .089+          .013

     Organization Rel. Scale   -.110**
.012
-.072  
.009
            .192***     
    .012           -.015            .011

     Evangelism Scale             -.071
.009
-.077
.007
                 .093+             .011
            .098            .012

Organizational Structure & Activities:

     Total Income
       .092         3.891
 -.066* 
1.091
-.049+           
1.621           -.042           1.401

     # Paid Profs & Mgrs           .112***
 .000
 -.021+  
.000
      .009             
  .000           -.013             .000

     # Vols./week
             -.070
 .000
 .020  
.000
      -.090*       
      .000             .022             .000

     #  Congregations               -.045*
 .000
 .033
.000
                 .140**           .000
           -.039             .000

     #  Soc. Serv. Prog. areas     .255***
 .004
  -.108*
.003
                -.245***         .004
            .050             .004

     Social Activism Scale         .076*
 .008
   .123*
.007
                -.036               .009
           -.042             .009

     R(                                               .243
          
                        .116                                          .173
                                 .120





*p = < .05; **p = <. 01; ***p = < .001; + = p < .10
TABLE 6.  
LOGGED BUDGET DOLLARS FROM FOUR SOURCES, BY PREDICTOR VARIABLES (OLS)


                        Government                   Foundations                          Religious Orgs                 Individuals


     Robust
                             Robust 

                               Robust          
              Robust

Variables                           Beta
   STD Err
             Beta      STD Err                 Beta           STD Err         Beta    STD Err
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Funding Attitudes:

     Toward Government        .235***       .220
-.108**  
.200
-.036              
.179           -.095*          .179

     Toward Congregations    -.010
.233                  .016  
.227
                  .198***        .201            .192***      .203

     Toward Foundations        -.021
.220
   .279***  
.199
        .002     
         .165           -.011           .165

Organizational Religiosity:

     Service Relig. Scale         -.122**        .363
 -.108*  
.337
-.030             
.289            .104+          .321

     Staff Relig Scale              -.052
.312
-.016  
.308
      .003             
 .277            .005            .291

     Organization Rel. Scale   -.117**
.239
-.011  
.229
         .142**    
      .186             .020            .198

     Evangelism Scale             -.130**
.203
-.075
.192
                -.073             .174
            -.083            .176

Organizational Structure & Activities:

     Total Income
      .106*         5.011
       .129*** 
4.171                 
.012            8.201           -.007          7.551

    # Paid Profs & Mgrs           .033
  .005
     -.068***  
  .001
       .013             
 .002           -.006            .002

    # Vols./week
            -.024
  .001
 .056  
  .001
        .007       
       .001            .121*          .001

    #  Congregations                -.005
  .000
 .038
  .000
                 .147***        .000
            .045            .000

    #  Soc. Serv. Prog. areas     .384***
  .079
       .172***
  .078
                 .060              .657
            .228***      .067

    Social Activism Scale         .070*
  .169
   .069+
  .160
                -.040              .148
            .050            .143

     R(                                                                          .355 
                                    .196                                         .094
                                 .139





*p = < .05; **p = < .01; ***p = < .001;  + = p < .10

APPENDIX A.  FACTOR LOADINGS, ATTITUDES TOWARD FUNDING SOURCES





                                                                                           Government
          Foundations        Congregations

Items*
                                          Government            Foundations        Congregations
   
                                               ((= .74) 
                   (( = .74)               (( = .74)

Easy to administer                                     .675
.604
.673

Flexible in use                                           .633
.610
.731

Does not restrict client eligibility              .316
.617
.642

Allows development of needed programs .524
.592
.653


Stable source of funding                            .702
.493
.551


Does not compromise advocacy                .646
.606
.622

Does not restrict religious character          .550
.629
.639

APPENDIX B.  ITEMS AND FACTOR LOADINGS, COALITION RELIGIOSITY 



Factor 1
Factor 2
 Factor 3





Formal 

                                                                                          Service                 Staff              Organization
Items

Religiosity
Religiosity
Religiosity



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

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

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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