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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Charitable Choice provisions of the 1996 welfare reform legislation, the Personal

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), introduced a

major shift in the relationship between government and religious, or “faith-based,”

human and social service organizations (FBOs). While federal, state, and local gov-

ernments have all contracted with religious social service providers for many years,

Charitable Choice legislation encourages government agencies to make greater use

of such organizations—and to contract directly with those considered “pervasively

sectarian”—to provide a broad array of social services.

The legislation was premised upon three assumptions:

• that the faith community contained significant untapped resources;

• that FBOs had encountered unnecessary barriers to partnerships with govern-

ment agencies; and 

• that FBOs are more effective service providers than secular organizations.

This research is an effort to test those assumptions.

The project, made possible by the Ford Foundation, involves an in-depth evalua-

tion of the implementation of the Charitable Choice provisions of PRWORA over the

course of three years in three states—Massachusetts, North Carolina, and Indiana.

In addition to evaluating the comparable efficacy of secular and faith-based

providers (the first such study of which we are aware), the study focuses on three

elements critical to the success of implementation:

• the capacity of FBOs to deliver and states to monitor the identified services;

• constitutional and fiscal accountability for resources, outcomes, and processes;

and 

• adherence to First Amendment boundaries between church and state.

This report includes preliminary results based on two years of investigation,

data collection, and analysis.

Selected highlights from report findings include:

• State approaches to Charitable Choice differ substantially. Indiana engaged

for-profit consultants to assist with active recruitment of FBOs. North Carolina

used a statewide nonprofit organization to contract for and manage a series

of demonstration projects. Massachusetts, which had revamped its procure-

ment system in 1995, took the position that the reforms incorporated at that
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time were sufficient to bring the state into compliance with Charitable Choice

legislation.

• In all three states, relatively few new faith-based providers have become 

government contractors. Many religious organizations continue to be wary 

of partnering with government, or continue to have difficulty entering the

system.

• Analysis of secondary data reveals that faith-based job training and place-

ment services are somewhat less effective than those of secular organizations.

• Faith-based and secular providers have the same rates of placement into

jobs, and those jobs offer similar hourly wages.

• Clients of the faith-based providers work substantially fewer hours per

week and are less likely to be offered health insurance.

• Providers in only one state were studied, and these conclusions say 

nothing about the comparative efficacy of other types of social service

provision.

• Neither the original Charitable Choice legislation, nor the faith-based initia-

tives that followed it, defined “faith-based.” Accordingly, the research team

developed a typology that distinguishes among religious organizations and

between secular and religious providers. Among organizational findings:

• The organizational networks of providers with a strong faith influence

were weakest.

• Strongly faith-influenced providers increased their community involve-

ments and altered their relations with other organizations as a result 

of their partnership with government.

• Fifty-seven percent of strongly faith-influenced organizations report that

contracting with the state affected their mission. Sixty-seven percent

say that contracting with government has led to other community

involvements.

• Strongly faith-influenced organizations are somewhat more community-

based, serving their own neighborhoods and areas of the city.

• Moderately faith-influenced organizations face fewer management chal-

lenges than either secular or strongly faith-influenced organizations.

• Congregational leaders lack the constitutional knowledge and competence to

assure constitutionally appropriate program implementation, and states lack
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the resources to monitor for constitutional violations. Congregational leaders

averaged a score of 66 percent on a simple questionnaire testing constitution-

al knowledge. Sixty-seven percent of respondents did not know that tax dol-

lars cannot pay for religious activities like prayer and bible study.

It would be a mistake to draw broad conclusions about Charitable Choice laws

from this limited research project. Nevertheless, the findings to date raise issues that

should be addressed in future efforts at implementation, and point to areas requir-

ing further research.
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INTRODUCTION

Federal “Charitable Choice” statutes have been enacted in recent years in an effort to

encourage state and local governments to contract with faith-based organizations

(FBOs) for the delivery of social services. The first such law was passed in 1996 as a

little-noted provision (Section 104) of The Personal Responsibility and Work

Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), the landmark welfare reform legislation

that dramatically changed the face of public assistance in the United States (see

Appendix A). Section 104 allows faith-based service providers to use religious crite-

ria when hiring staff, maintain religious symbols in areas where programs are

administered, and use faith-based concepts in providing services. Clients have a

right to an alternative secular provider and may not be forced to participate in reli-

gious observances or services to receive services. Public funds may not be used for

purely sectarian activities, such as worship, instruction, or proselytizing.

Historically, significant funds have gone to social service providers affiliated

with and informed by the religious precepts of FBOs, and government funds have

always followed individual hospital patients and nursing home residents to religious

facilities. However, inherently or “pervasively” sectarian religious organizations were

ineligible to receive public funds prior to 1996. In a major departure from prior prac-

tice, Section 104 encouraged government agencies to partner directly with sectarian

organizations, including those considered “pervasively sectarian,” to provide a wide

array of social services. Charitable Choice provisions subsequently have been added

to Welfare-to-Work legislation, the Community Services Block Grant Program, the

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration’s drug treatment pro-

grams, and the Children’s Health Act, and President Bush has made a “faith-based

initiative” a priority of his administration.

All of the Charitable Choice legislation is predicated upon three assumptions:

1. that religious providers have been discriminated against—that they have

encountered barriers not required by the First Amendment to their full par-

ticipation in the contracting process;

2. that the faith community contains significant untapped resources that

might, with encouragement, be marshaled to help the poor; and

3. that FBOs are more effective than their secular counterparts—that they 

do a better job at less cost.

No reliable research data supported these assumptions. Perhaps the best

investigation to date of the relationships between religious providers and govern-

ment is detailed in Stephen Monsma’s book When Sacred and Secular Mix (1996).
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Monsma found little evidence of discrimination; indeed, he found that FBO contrac-

tors on average had less trouble with government monitoring than did secular 

nonprofits. Evidence of untapped congregational resources has been called into

question by Mark Chaves in Religious Congregations and Welfare Reform:  Who Will

Take Advantage of Charitable Choice (1999). Chaves concluded that it is unrealistic to

expect an increase in the relatively small number of congregations providing social

services. Chaves found that only 12 percent of American congregations operated

such programs under their own auspices in 1998, and the programs they typically

engage in are those that address immediate, short-term needs. While congregations

are adept at mobilizing small groups of volunteers to conduct well-defined, periodic

tasks, they are less able to mount programs requiring sustained involvement and

long-term goals. With respect to the comparative efficacy of secular and faith-based

service providers, there is simply no data at all. FBOs may be more effective

providers of social services, but no credible research exists either to prove or disprove

that thesis.

Faith-Based Social Service Provision under Charitable Choice: A Study of

Implementation in Three States, the study from which this interim report is drawn,

is a three-year research project being conducted by the Center for Urban Policy and

the Environment and made possible with support from the Ford Foundation and the

preliminary assistance of the Indiana Family and Social Services Administration, the

Joyce Foundation, and the Indiana University Center on Philanthropy. The study is 

an attempt to generate data on social service provision by faith-based organizations

under the original Charitable Choice law, Section 104 of PRWORA, and to provide a

baseline for further research. While limited to analyzing human services delivery

under PRWORA’s Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) block grant pro-

gram, the study’s findings may shed light on social service provision under other

Charitable Choice statutes, and inform efforts to implement President Bush’s Faith-

Based Initiative through the White House Office of Faith-Based and Community

Initiatives.

The Study: An Overview

The project is an evaluation of program implementation over the course of three

years in three states—Massachusetts, North Carolina, and Indiana. These states

have responded differently to the enactment of Section 104, have taken different

approaches to implementation, and represent different stages of development 

with respect to Charitable Choice initiatives.
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Specific research goals of the project include:

• investigate and describe how states choose to work with FBOs;

• compare the relative successes and costs of services provided by FBOs and tra-

ditional social service providers:

• measure outcomes, including whether clients who participate in

FBOs programs hold jobs longer, make more money, and/or stay 

off public assistance longer; and

• analyze variables that might account for discrepancies in perform-

ance—and if such discrepancies are found, look at differences in

state implementation strategies, client population, and similar fac-

tors that might be expected to affect performance;

• analyze the capacity of FBOs to bid for and manage contracts and the capaci-

ty of states to monitor the identified services:

• examine how states define FBOs and measure their capacity to per-

form, e.g. minimal requirements for staff; legal, accounting and

informational resources; and ability to absorb the transaction costs

associated with government contracting;

• examine efforts by the states to develop and enhance the institu-

tional capacity of small FBOs; and 

• analyze the capacity of the states to initiate and sustain appropri-

ate management of these contracts;

• investigate the constitutional and fiscal accountability of both organizations

and state agencies for resources, outcomes, and adherence to First

Amendment boundaries between church and state; and

• study the effects of government contracts on organizational behavior, includ-

ing fiscal and other burdens as a result of government reporting requirements

and dependency on public funding.

These dimensions of Charitable Choice are being investigated from various per-

spectives: that of the consumer/client, the provider organizations, and the state.

Because neither Section 104 nor subsequent Charitable Choice provisions defined

“religious” or “faith-based” organizations and because so many religious providers

have a long history of collaboration/contractual relations with government, one of

the first challenges of the study was determining how to define “faith-based” for

purposes of program implementation and analysis. The typology that we ultimately

developed is included in Chapter 5.
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During the two years we have devoted to this research thus far, national interest

in the subject has grown exponentially. Transformed from a minor provision in 

a welfare reform bill to a major presidential initiative, Charitable Choice has engen-

dered heated debate among policymakers, pundits, and scholars alike. Unfortunately,

the great preponderance of that debate has been driven by ideology rather than

research. We are issuing this interim report in an effort to redirect that focus by sharing

what we have learned to date.

This Interim Report

In the following pages, we describe what the three states in our study have done to

implement Charitable Choice, and we share our preliminary findings about client out-

comes, organizational impacts, and constitutional compliance. These are prelimi-

nary outcomes. They are suggestive, but by no means conclusive. Indeed, even with

the additional data to be gathered during our final project year, our study may well

raise more questions than it will answer. Ours may be the first word on some of these

questions, but it assuredly will not be the last.

This report is divided into three parts. The articles in Section I (beginning on page

9) are descriptive. The three articles in Section I describe the experiences of the three

states chosen for inclusion. Those states—Massachusetts, North Carolina, and

Indiana—were chosen because they brought very different political and religious cul-

tures to the interpretation of the legislation, and thus promised to be more broadly

representative of the nation at large than a single state or states from a single region.

Massachusetts is a politically liberal state with a strong Catholic influence. North

Carolina is a conservative state where Baptists are the dominant religious group.

Indiana is also relatively conservative, but no single religious denomination predomi-

nates. Not surprisingly, these states took very different approaches to Charitable

Choice; as a result, it was not possible to prescribe a template, or uniform outline, for

the state reports that follow. The authors did consider—and address—common

questions: What was the contracting culture of the state prior to 1996?  What was the

level of participation by religious providers?  How did state officials responsible for

TANF services interpret and apply the 1996 Charitable Choice legislation?  What effort,

if any, has been made to encourage FBOs to bid for government contracts?  What

effect, if any, has there been on the rate of participation by FBOs 

in the provision of social welfare services?  How did the state’s history and political

organization affect its approach to implementation?

Section II (beginning on page 55) contains the results to date of the empirical

portions of the study. Three areas lent themselves to empirical analysis: comparative
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efficacy of faith-based and secular social service providers; the effect of government

contracting on congregations and other small FBOs; and the capacity of such organi-

zations to deliver services in a constitutionally appropriate fashion. Due in part to

budgetary and personnel considerations and in part to Indiana’s greater effort to

recruit new FBOs, empirical investigations were limited to providers operating in

Indiana, where we were also extremely fortunate to have the full cooperation of

Indiana’s Family and Social Services Administration.

In Indiana, efforts to recruit FBOs were focused primarily on job training and

placement providers, thus the report on comparative efficacy of faith-based and sec-

ular providers is based upon, and limited to, a comparison of such job training and

placement providers. We compared only objective outcomes, asking such questions

as: What percentage of clients was placed?  What were their earnings?  How many

received employment benefits?

The second empirical report (beginning on page 65) addresses the experiences

of the providers. While larger, organizationally sophisticated religious contractors

have been a fixture of government-funded social services for decades, it is generally

understood that Charitable Choice initiatives are targeted to smaller, more grass-

roots faith providers. We wanted to analyze the effect of government contracting on

such organizations: Did they experience “mission creep”?  Were they able to manage

cash flow?  Were they able to handle the paperwork involved?  Did they feel pres-

sured to change their program contents?  How did they perceive their relationships

with state officials? 

The final article in Section II (beginning on page 87) begins with a brief analy-

sis of the First Amendment raised by Charitable Choice legislation, and reports the

results of a survey gauging the “constitutional competence” of religious congrega-

tions, assessing whether leaders of these organizations possess sufficient under-

standing of First Amendment requirements to administer government-funded pro-

grams in accordance with those requirements.

In Section III (beginning on page 93), we tie the disparate elements of this

report together and draw some preliminary conclusions from our analyses thus far.

Finally, it should be emphasized that this is an interim report. The contribu-

tions that follow are by different researchers who are at different stages in their

analyses. There is a significant amount of work yet to do, and some of what follows

will be “fleshed out” in forthcoming journal publications and in a final report. We

offer these preliminary results at this time in the hope that, even though incomplete,

our research to date can help others who are beginning similar inquiries. Whatever

the merits or flaws of Charitable Choice policies, one salutary outcome is already evi-
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dent: an increase in scholarly attention to the capacities and roles of faith-based

organizations in the complex web of American social service provision. This publica-

tion is our preliminary contribution to that effort.
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INTERIM REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
CHARITABLE CHOICE IN MASSACHUSETTS

Abstract: Massachusetts has neither altered its policies and procedures nor dedicated special resources to
faith-based initiatives since the enactment of Section 104. Key aspects of the policy environment are hos-
pitable to Charitable Choice, including the commonwealth’s centralization of authority for public welfare,
its staunch commitment to welfare reform, its heavy reliance on nongovernmental contractors for the per-
formance of public functions, and its long history of contracting with faith-based organizations for the pro-
vision of social services. However, Massachusetts officials interpret Section 104 simply to guarantee that
religious organizations have equal rights to compete for state contracts. Because faith-based organizations
are not perceived to have suffered discrimination or to have been disadvantaged by procurement processes
in the past, affirmative action is not believed to be warranted. Massachusetts continues to focus upon the
capacity rather than the identity of social service providers, a practice rooted in its extensive (and ongoing)
experience in implementing public welfare programs through a vast network of contractors, often under
federal oversight.

The next phase of our study will involve an in-depth examination of the public-private partnerships
through which Massachusetts implements the TANF-funded Young Parents Program (YPP), an alternative
education program serving pregnant and/or parenting welfare recipients aged 14 to 22 who have not yet
earned a high school diploma or its equivalent. Because services are provided by an array of governmental
and nongovernmental, faith-based and non-faith-based contractors, the YPP program provides a fertile
ground for assessing procurement procedures, client pathways to service, variations in program content
and performance, and oversight mechanisms.

The Implementation Environment in Massachusetts

When Section 104 became federal law in 1996, the political and policy environment

that existed in Massachusetts arguably was amenable to its terms. To begin with, a

majority of state officials already had made a staunch commitment to welfare

reform despite intense public debate and resistance from liberal and progressively

inclined citizens. Well ahead of congressional and presidential action, the

Massachusetts legislature had enacted comprehensive legislation in February 1995

that was hailed widely as “one of the most sweeping welfare reform bills in the

nation.” 1 Relying upon waivers from the U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services, the legislation (Chapter 5 of the Acts of 1995) transformed the 60-year-old

federal/state entitlement program Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)

in the commonwealth into Transitional Aid to Families with Dependent Children

(TAFDC). In its benefit cuts, work requirements, strict time limits, family caps,

requirements for pregnant and parenting teens, and sanctions, Massachusetts’s new

welfare program anticipated many of PRWORA’s key features. Republican Governor

William Weld, members of his staff, legislators, and officials from the state

Department of Welfare had spent years working toward consensus on the shape of

welfare reform, and they were determined to transform a system that fostered

dependency into one that promoted self-sufficiency (Buis, 1998, p.1). Reflecting

their intention of changing both the culture of the welfare bureaucracy and the
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expectations of welfare recipients, the Department of Welfare was renamed the

Department of Transitional Assistance. The commonwealth’s goals for welfare reform

were clear and consistent in 1996, and congruent with new federal welfare policy.

Massachusetts also evinced a strong commitment to privatization in the form

of contracting out when Section 104 was enacted in August 1996. Since the late

1960s, when the state took over responsibility for the administration of public assis-

tance from local welfare offices, Massachusetts increasingly has relied upon non-

governmental entities to deliver publicly funded programs and services. According

to former governor Michael Dukakis, privatization held the potential of cost savings,

but the commonwealth began contracting out human service programs because

there was a sense “that large institutions had failed, that there was a need to get out

from under civil service requirements in order to allow some program experimenta-

tion, and that putting people in community settings might work better” (cited in

Wallin, 1997, p.12). Massachusetts leaders indeed viewed the purchase of services as

a means of “protecting the promise of community based care” (Commonwealth of

Massachusetts, Senate, 1986).

Between 1971 and 1988, the cost of the commonwealth’s purchase of service

agreements with nonprofit agencies soared from $25 million to $850 million (Smith

& Lipsky, 1993, p. 6), and further expansion of the commonwealth’s contracting

regime was a high priority of the Weld administration in the early- to mid-1990s.

Because Governor Weld’s privatization initiative was rooted in anti-public employee

and anti-public sector union imperatives in addition to traditional Republican anti-

big government, fiscal conservatism, it ran into serious opposition in the Democratic-

controlled legislature (Wallin, 1997). Massachusetts legislators nonetheless took the

practice of contracting out seriously enough to enact a bill regulating privatization

decisions in 1993. Procurement reform legislation followed in 1996. The goal of the

procurement reform legislation was to make it easier for a broader range of organi-

zations and firms to find out about contracting opportunities, and for new vendors

to engage successfully in competitive bidding to become state contractors. As was

the case with welfare reform, the commonwealth’s orientation toward privatization

in the form of contracting out was clear and consistent when Section 104 was enact-

ed, and in line with federal policy.

In addition, the commonwealth’s contracting in the area of public assistance

historically had been marked by the presence of faith-based organizations as social

service providers. Bidding and contracting by religious providers was already busi-

ness as usual in 1996. This almost certainly reflects the politically and theologically

liberal disposition of the Massachusetts faith community—a disposition that

10



inspires congregations and religious organizations to engage in social involvement

rather than close themselves off to the larger world (Chaves, 1999). Massachusetts

shelters, youth programs, and employment and training programs for welfare recipi-

ents have long been run under the aegis of purchase of service agreements by such

organizations as Catholic Charities, the Jewish Vocational Service, and the Salvation

Army. As of May 2000, the Department of Transitional Assistance (DTA) had contracts

with 30 different FBOs. 2

Both the commonwealth’s colonial origins and more recent immigrant influ-

ences have contributed to the religious landscape of contemporary Massachusetts

(Kosmin & Lachman, 1993), where a recent trend has been increased relations

between organized religion and the secular community (Demerath & Williams,

1992). As is also the case in Rhode Island and Connecticut, Catholics hold a large

denominational majority in Massachusetts. In 1990, almost half of the state’s resi-

dents, or 49 percent, were Catholic, followed by Jews (5 percent), members of the

United Church of Christ (2 percent), Episcopalians (2 percent), and members of the

United Methodist Church (1 percent), the American Baptist Church (1 percent), and

the Unitarian Universalist Society (1 percent).3 Catholic Charities, the largest

provider of contracted social services in the state, has been a force in shaping welfare

policy in Boston since the early nineteenth century (Brown & McKeown, p. 57).

Another factor that was amenable to the implementation of Section 104 after

its enactment in 1996 was the commonwealth’s centralization of policy authority at

the state level. Unlike most states outside of New England, where county govern-

ments have considerable influence over the details of public policy, Massachusetts

has no functional county government. Larger cities and towns play important roles

in social provision, but authority and responsibility for social service contracting, for

the implementation and administration of state and federal public assistance pro-

grams, and for policy evaluation lie at the state level. Even “local” welfare offices are

run by the commonwealth: the DTA maintains 33 regional offices, to which

Massachusetts residents in need of aid must go to apply for federal or state benefits.4

It would be an exaggeration to say that there is strict “top-down” control over

welfare policymaking and implementation in Massachusetts. However, the degrees

of decentralization and institutional complexity present in the commonwealth—

factors critical to goal congruence and the achievement of policy objectives (Meyers,

Riccucci, & Lurie, 2001), are lower than those found in many other states. The DTA is

the primary agency responsible for administering and overseeing the state’s TANF

block grant. Massachusetts utilizes the bulk of its TANF funds ($459.4 million annu-

ally from FY 1998 through FY 2002) to provide income assistance (TAFDC), employ-
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2 Communication from Paul O’Brien, Department of
Transitional Assistance legislative liaison, May 31, 2000.

3 Calculated from data at the American Religion Data
Archive retrieved from http://www.thearda.com/arda.
asp?Show=home and from the U.S. Census Bureau Web
site retrieved from http://factfinder.census.gov/
servlet/BasicFactsTable?_lang=en&_vt_name=DEC_1
990_STF1_DP1&_geo_id=04000US25 

4 The distance between these offices, already problematic
from the perspective of the welfare client, is growing as
welfare rolls shrink and the DTA offices accordingly are
closed.



ment services, emergency shelter and rent, transportation support, child care, work

subsidies, and employment and training programs. State maintenance of effort

(MOE) monies, another $358.9 million annually, fund the same functions as well as a

state-level Earned Income Tax Credit and supplemental income assistance and food

stamp programs (STAFDC and SSFSP) for noncitizen families with children with few

assets and little or no income (Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 2000). In FY 2001,

the commonwealth collected $30.6 million dollars in TANF high-performance bonus

awards in addition to its annual grant. The DTA spends almost $1 billion per year in

contracts for social services.

The Implementation of Section 104 in Massachusetts

Our study of Charitable Choice commenced in late 2000. At that time, three reports

had been disseminated that analyzed Charitable Choice’s implementation in

Massachusetts during the first three years after Section 104’s enactment. In the

briefest of these reports, the Center for Public Justice (CPJ), a Washington organiza-

tion, gave Massachusetts a grade of “F” for “fall[ing] short on compliance with

Charitable Choice” (Center for Public Justice, 2000). According to the author of the

CPJ’s 50-state Charitable Choice “compliance report card,” Director of Social Policy

Studies Stanley Carlson-Thies, the implementation of Section 104 in Massachusetts

was barred by legal impediments.5 The commonwealth thus was cited as one of a

number of states that “mistakenly claim Charitable Choice is an option they can

ignore” (Center for Public Justice, 2000).

Massachusetts also received poor marks in a report written by Amy Sherman

(2000) of the Hudson Institute, which attempted to catalog new collaborations

between government and FBOs in nine states. Massachusetts was the only one of

the nine states Sherman studied in which no “enthusiasm” for Charitable Choice

could be detected, and in which welfare reform had not yet “begun to recast the

relationship between government welfare bureaucracies and the faith community”

(Sherman, 2000, p. 17). Sherman concluded that “much remain[ed] to be done to

bring government administrative procedures and procurement policies into sync

with the letter and spirit of Charitable Choice” in all of the states (Sherman, 2000, p. 2).

Finally, in a more detailed study of Charitable Choice co-authored by a former

state employee and a member of the clergy, Charitable Choice was declared to be an

“untapped resource” in Massachusetts (Wubbenhorst & Hurt, 1998). According to

Wubbenhorst and Hurt, no “so-called Charitable Choice partnerships” had developed

in the commonwealth since the enactment of Section 104. Nor had existing part-

nerships between FBOs and government undergone “any significant changes … 
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5 Remarks at the Charitable Choice Research Project
Meeting of Advisory Panels, Indiana University–Purdue
University Indianapolis. January 19, 2001.



as a result of Charitable Choice” (Wubbenhorst & Hurt, 1998, p. 1). Wubbenhorst and

Hurt blamed this “lack of Charitable Choice activity” upon the sophistication of

Massachusetts’s procurement system, the maturity of its social services market, and

the underdeveloped state of the faith community’s social service ministries, particu-

larly in urban areas.

The existence of a seemingly hospitable policy environment coupled with these

uniformly negative reports framed the initial line of inquiry in our study of the

implementation of Charitable Choice in Massachusetts. How, if at all, did the com-

monwealth react to the enactment of Section 104?  What was its official response to

the original charitable choice legislation?  How did it implement Section 104? 

Tracing the implementation of Charitable Choice in Massachusetts is a chal-

lenging task. Unlike the situation in the other two states under investigation in our

study, Indiana and North Carolina, Massachusetts has not put any new policies or

programs into place specifically in reaction to Section 104. Faith-based initiatives

were not a policy priority of either former Governor A. Paul Cellucci or of Acting

Governor Jane Swift. There are few legislative or administrative records to follow.

Nor do media accounts reveal much, if anything, about the commonwealth’s formal

reaction to Charitable Choice.

Interviews were conducted with state officials both before the election of

George W. Bush in November 2000, and after President Bush took office in January

2001, when his proposal to “rally the armies of compassion” became front-page

news. In early interviews, the phrase “Charitable Choice” was unfamiliar to most

Massachusetts officials. When asked about contracting FBOs, however, they uniform-

ly responded that the state “already did that.” For example, Ellie Giannini, former

director of contracts and recoveries at the Department of Transitional Assistance, said

that the commonwealth “always has contracted with faith-based organizations”—

or at least always had done so in her 13 years as a state official. She reported that

“major changes” had occurred “on many fronts” with respect to the TANF program

since PRWORA was enacted in 1996,“but not with respect to contracting with faith-

based organizations.”6

Massachusetts officials became far more conversant with the term “Charitable

Choice” once President Bush’s faith-based initiative was unveiled as the centerpiece

of his domestic policy agenda. Their new familiarity with the term did not, however,

alter their response when they were asked about social service contracting with

FBOs under TANF. They routinely described the practice of awarding social service

contracts to FBOs by means of a competitive bidding process as “nothing new.”

According to staff members at both the Department of Transitional Assistance (DTA)

and the Operational Services Division, the state agency in charge of procurement,
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proposals from FBOs have always been welcome. Like proposals from other agencies

and organizations, some have resulted in contract awards and some have not, both

before and after Section 104’s enactment.

In contrast to the situations in Indiana and North Carolina, the commonwealth

has taken very little action as a direct consequence of Section 104. The Charitable

Choice provision did inspire former DTA Commissioner Claire McIntire to pay a visit to

the Black Ministerial Alliance in the late 1990s to talk about potential contracting

opportunities. Beyond that visit, however, state officials have done little else. No

particular effort has been made to recruit FBOs as social service providers. No special

technical assistance program has been devised for them, nor is there a designated

person within the DTA to whom FBOs interested in contracting are directed to turn.

Nor have the state’s procurement processes been changed. According to Edward

Sanders-Bey, DTA assistant commissioner for policy and program management,

Massachusetts “is not doing very much to try to bring in new faith-based organiza-

tions” because “the door has always been open.” 7 William Bell, DTA assistant com-

missioner for administration and finance, concurs. Given that faith-based organiza-

tions historically have played significant roles as social service contractors, the state

does not feel obligated “to do anything affirmative.”8

This includes changing the terms of Massachusetts statutes governing welfare

policy and procurement. At least on the face of it, there are no legal impediments to

Charitable Choice in Massachusetts. There are no identifiable constitutional, statuto-

ry, or regulatory bars, at least as far as the delegation of governmental functions to

FBOs via purchase of service agreements per se is concerned. According to Assistant

Attorney General Johanna Soris, the staff of the Attorney General’s Office discussed

Section 104 and found no discrepancies between its terms and Massachusetts law.9

Assistant Commissioner Edward Sanders-Bey likewise reports that the DTA’s legal

staff has studied Section 104 and is satisfied that the commonwealth is in full com-

pliance with the TANF program’s Charitable Choice provisions.10 

Clearly, there is a considerable gap between the commonwealth’s view of its

implementation of Section 104 and the views of its critics. This gap is explained by

major differences in statutory interpretation, both with respect to the legal require-

ments of Section 104, and to the definition of a “faith-based organization.”

Massachusetts officials understand the legal requirements of Section 104 as

simply to guarantee FBOs the right to compete for state contracts. They interpret the

Charitable Choice statute to constitute a commitment to equal access in procure-

ment processes: what Senator John Ashcroft, Charitable Choice’s original sponsor,

metaphorically termed a “level playing field.” State officials assert that they were
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8 Telephone interview with the author, January 9, 2002.

9 Telephone interview with the author, January 3, 2002.

10 Interview with Edward Sanders-Bey, May 17, 2001.



committed to a level playing field with respect to social service contracting long

before Section 104 was enacted. As evidence of this, they point to the fact that the

DTA’s social service contracting is governed entirely by general state laws dictating

fairness in procurement. 11 The state’s Requests for Responses (RFRs) are not target-

ed, but are open to bidding by all organizations.12

The commonwealth does have a policy of encouraging minority-owned and

women-owned business enterprises (MBEs) to seek state contracts. All RFRs require

bidders to submit plans detailing how they would identify and develop business

relationships with MBEs. This identity-oriented policy is explained as compensatory

action aimed at ensuring equal access in procurement to groups that have been

underrepresented and/or discriminated against in the past. To date, no such policy

has been established with respect to FBOs because of their long history as state

social service contractors. They are not perceived to have suffered discrimination, or

to have been disadvantaged by Massachusetts’ procurement processes.

Of course, this perception hinges upon the issue of how a faith-based organiza-

tion is defined. As many commentators have pointed out, Section 104 contains no

language specifying precisely what a religious or faith-based organization is. The

states are thus free to employ their own definitions, whether those definitions are

explicitly spelled out in state law or of the “know it when I see it” variety. To date,

Massachusetts has not adopted a highly specific definition that differentiates

between faith-based and non-faith-based organizations, or, for that matter, among

faith-based organizations. As a result, Massachusetts does not distinguish highly

sophisticated, tax-exempt, religiously affiliated, nonprofit social service organizations

like Catholic Charities and Lutheran Social Services from other religious groups. The

former organizations are included in the commonwealth’s claims of equity and

nondiscrimination.

Massachusetts officials point out, however, that even in the case of minority-

and women-owned businesses, the state seeks to do business with organizations

able to produce the desired results. As a consequence, organizations responding to

RFRs typically must submit documented evidence of their ability to perform as part

of their bid. According to one DTA official, this evidence is particularly critical in eval-

uating social service bids because contract awardees become involved in the lives of

vulnerable people. If, for example, the DTA is seeking contractors to establish and

run a residential program for pregnant and parenting teens, then the RFR will con-

tain language asking bidders to provide evidence of their ability to operate such a

program. To the commonwealth, what matters most is organizational capacity, not

organizational identity.13
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11 Telephone interview with William Bell, January 9, 2002.

12 RFR is the Massachusetts term for what many states call
an RFP, or Request for Proposal.

13 Telephone interview with William Bell, January 9, 2002.
As is discussed below, capacity and how it is measured
are vitally important issues.



These understandings stand in contrast to the perspectives of Massachusetts’

critics. Carlson-Thies, Sherman, and Wubbenhorst and Hurt interpret Section 104 not

simply to require equal access in procurement processes, but moreover, to command

some kind of substantive, affirmative state action.14 At minimum, they expected the

1996 Charitable Choice statute to “facilitate increased government-faith collabora-

tion” (Sherman, 2000, p. 5; see also Wubbenhorst & Hurt, p. 1). As a consequence,

they assessed the implementation of Charitable Choice according to the presence or

absence of new or revitalized “partnerships” between government and faith-based

organizations. According to Sherman (2000, p. 6), such partnerships either could

take the form of “new collaborations” established through the letting of contracts

after Section 104’s enactment, or collaborations “that blossomed under the hos-

pitable climate … created more generally by welfare reform.” Similarly,

Wubbenhorst and Hurt evaluated the extent to which Section 104 had “resulted in

any new partnerships with FBOs, or whether any existing government-FBO partner-

ships had changed as a result of these safeguards” (1998, p. 1). By “change” in a gov-

ernment-FBO partnership, they meant a reduction in “the secularizing influence of

government funding,” so that FBOs could “introduce, or at least increase, the religious

or faith content of their programs” (1998, pp. 3, 7).

In addition to interpreting the commands of Section 104 quite differently than

the commonwealth’s officials do, these critics understand its definition of religious or

“faith-based” organizations very differently. Where Massachusetts believes that its

array of contractors satisfy the meaning of Section 104 with respect to the inclusion

of religious organizations, its critics look to the statute to broaden the traditional

social services network by the inclusion of previously excluded groups: new players

“doing new things” who “do not have to sell their soul in return for the money”

(Sherman, 2000, pp. 1, 5). They expect Section 104 to result in contracting with a

new array of FBOs that somehow are inherently different, or that behave differently,

than the FBOs already under contract to provide publicly funded programs. Hence

Sherman’s criticism of the states for failing to modify Request for Proposal processes

“to make them more accessible and ‘user-friendly’ to FBOs with no experience in

contracting with government” (2000, p. 9). Wubbenhorst & Hurt (1998, p. 7) likewise

denounce the Massachusetts purchase-of-service system because FBOs “unfamiliar

with the procurement process face an extremely high learning curve in order to

compete in this mature social services market.” In their view, many faith-based

social service ministries do not operate with a “service delivery mind-set, and it is not

clear that they should” (1998, p.2).
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Close examination of the language of Section 104 suggests that Massachusetts

officials have good reason to believe that the commonwealth meets its require-

ments, at least as far as the letter of the law is concerned. It is difficult to read a

mandate for substantive action into Section 104. The statute clearly guarantees the

universe of religious organizations the right to compete for state contracts on the

same basis as all other organizations. It is not at all clear that Section 104 demands

the creation of new contracting partnerships with a new subset of the universe of

religious organizations. The section’s stated purpose is “to allow States to contract

with religious organizations, or to allow religious organizations to accept certificates,

vouchers, or other forms of disbursement … on the same basis as any other non-

governmental provider.” 15 Describing the states’ options under PRWORA, Section 104

asserts that the states “may administer and provide services … through contracts

with charitable, religious, or private organizations; and provide beneficiaries of assis-

tance … with certificates, vouchers, or other forms of disbursement redeemable

with such organizations.” 16 The final subsection of Section 104 even contains an

anti-preemption clause: “Nothing in this section shall be construed to preempt any

provision of a State constitution or State statute that prohibits or restricts the expen-

diture of State funds in or by religious organizations.” 17

Absent either a mandate for action or a firm definition of what a faith-based

organization is and is not, the charge that Massachusetts disadvantages or discrimi-

nates against FBOs is highly problematic. The commonwealth’s critics are right to

sense that Massachusetts social service contracting demonstrates a degree of bias,

but it is the classic institutional bias toward retaining existing organizational

arrangements. In procurement, this manifests itself as caution toward contracting

with organizations that cannot document their ability to perform specified func-

tions. This form of bias does not stem from animus against faith communities, but

rather from long-established principles of public administration and management

demanding competency and accountability. Moreover, such a bias can work to the

advantage, as well as the detriment, of FBOs with a history of social service provi-

sion. When asked in May 2001 about Section 104’s requirement that secular alterna-

tives be provided for clients preferring non-faith-based social services, for example, a

DTA official countered that “there may not always be a secular interest in providing a

particular service.” He went on to state that, to the best of his knowledge, the com-

monwealth had never received a complaint about a faith-based provider already in

the game. “If a vendor has a proven track record,” he asserted,“there is no reason for

the state to seek change.” 18
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15 PRWORA, Sec. 104, emphasis added.

16 PRWORA, Sec. 104, emphasis added.

17 PRWORA, Sec. 104

.

18 Interview with Edward Sanders-Bey, May 17, 2001.
Here it seems relevant to note a recent development in
Massachusetts, albeit one in which the DTA was not
obviously involved. Early in 2002, ex-convict Gerald
Jones filed a discrimination complaint with the
Massachusetts Commission against Discrimination
against Rev. Eugene Rivers and his associates at the
nonprofit Ella J. Baker House. Jones, a Muslim, claims
that he was ordered to leave the Baker House felon
reintegration program, along with the Baker House
apartment he had rented for $450 per month using
emergency rent assistance (attained with the help of a
Salvation Army official), because he had refused to
embrace the beliefs of Rivers’ Azusa Christian
Community at a church meeting. Jones’ allegations are
denied by Rivers, who also has denied that he has any
legal responsibility toward Jones as a landlord or
through his association with Baker House. According to
the Boston Globe, the discrimination complaint and
Rivers’ denials “point to a tangled web of faith and
money at the heart of the national backlash against
faith-based initiatives.” See “Ex-Inmate Says House No
Haven; Religious Bias Complaint Names Rivers and
Aides.” Boston Globe, March 12, 2002, p. B1.



Avenues for Further Inquiry

Such an assertion raises vital questions about how “proven track records” are estab-

lished, maintained, and verified. By what measures do the states assess institutional

capacity, both at the time of procurement and in program evaluation?  What kind of

evidence of performance is required of social service contractors, and how does the

effort of amassing and presenting that evidence impact providers and/or programs?

Should special measures be applied in order to assess religion-regarding behavior

and program content in the case of faith-based social service providers? Although

more research is needed to answer these questions fully in Massachusetts and other

states, recent controversies over the treatment of certain “types” of welfare clients

point to the complex issues of capacity, accountability, and oversight that arise when

state agencies implement social service programs—especially programs that are inter-

governmental in nature, and run by nongovernmental actors (Gilmour & Jensen, 1998).

Numerous civil rights complaints and lawsuits have been filed since the pas-

sage of PRWORA, alleging that TANF-funded public assistance programs adminis-

tered by the states have failed to make reasonable accommodations for disabled

persons and persons with limited English. Some of these charges have been brought

against the Massachusetts Department of Transitional Assistance. Complaints filed

with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Office for Civil Rights (OCR)

have accused the DTA of systematically discriminating against learning disabled per-

sons in its operation of the Employment Services Program, a job placement and

training program for adult TAFDC clients, and the Young Parents Program (YPP), an

alternative education program for pregnant and parenting teens receiving TAFDC

who do not have a high school diploma or GED (U.S. Department of Health and

Human Services, Office for Civil Rights, 2001a, pp. 1-2; U.S. Department of Health and

Human Services, Office for Civil Rights, 2001b; U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services, Office for Civil Rights, no date; Seiler, 2001).

The complaint regarding the YPP remains open and continues to be investigat-

ed by the OCR. However, the OCR found the Employment Services Program com-

plaint to constitute “a priority case raising issues of national significance in the con-

text of welfare reform.” In January 2001, the OCR ruled that the DTA had discriminat-

ed against individuals with learning disabilities in violation of the Rehabilitation Act

of 1973, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, and their respective implement-

ing regulations. In addition, the OCR ruled that the DTA failed generally “to provide

for the needs of learning disabled individuals in the TAFDC program.” (U.S.

Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Civil Rights, 2001a, pp. 1-2). The

DTA was ordered to take a number of remedial actions to comply with federal anti-
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19 State agencies across the country have taken notice of
the OCR ruling against the DTA. In Texas, for example,
the head of the state’s Workforce Development
Commission issued a June 2001 memorandum warning
relevant personnel that local workforce development
boards must “provide equal opportunity and access to
all federally-funded workforce services to individuals
with learning, emotional or behavioral disabilities.”
Directing attention to new DHHS guidelines clarifying
the standards that would be applied in OCR compliance
reviews and/or investigations of complaints of disabili-
ty discrimination, she noted that grassroots groups and
advocates are using federal civil rights laws to seek
“meaningful access” policies (Texas Workforce
Commission, 2001, p. 2). OCR indicates that many dis-
ability rights organizations and state TANF agencies
have requested copies of its letter of finding against
the DTA, which made headlines in the Boston Globe
(DHHS OCR, no date). See “U.S. Faults State, Says It
Discriminated against 2,” Boston Globe, January 23,
2001, and “The Equal Access Mess, Boston Globe,
February 6, 2001.

20 Wagner was formerly undersecretary for administra-
tion and human services, Massachusetts Executive
Office of Health and Human Services. He originally was
interviewed for this project when serving in that
capacity.

21 Cited in “Mass. Strict on Faith-Based Funding,” Boston
Globe, January 31, 2001 (emphasis added).When inter-
viewed for this project in March 2002,Wagner was
undersecretary for administration and human services,
Massachusetts Executive Office of Health and Human
Services.



discrimination law. It must provide additional training for technical assistance for its

employees, contractors, and vendors regarding the assessment and provision of

appropriate services to individuals with learning disabilities. The DTA also must

modify programs, policies, and procedures in order to eliminate disability-based dis-

crimination, and monitor its employees, contractors, and vendors more closely to

ensure compliance with laws and regulations governing discrimination (U.S. Depart-

ment of Health and Human Services Office for Civil Rights, 2001a, p.22).19

These and other discrimination complaints, along with related rulings by feder-

al agencies and courts, illustrate the kind of administrative issues and problems

posed by public social service provision. Government-sponsored programs and serv-

ices are expected to comport with the terms of a host of laws and regulations

designed to ensure the accountable use of public authority and public funds. Clearly,

there is something of a contradiction between federal policies urging contracting

with relatively inexperienced social service providers and policies mandating strict

adherence to federal civil rights laws. Beyond the kind of constitutional and statuto-

ry competence that social service contractors must develop (no small task for the

kind of smaller, voluntaristic, FBOs targeted by Charitable Choice, which likely would

require special training), the states are placed in an untenable position by policies

that push them simultaneously in the direction of less and more control over con-

tractor performance. The OCR’s ruling that Massachusetts must exercise more

authority and oversight over its social service contractors provides a cautionary tale

for those who believe that Section 104, or any other single federal statute, may easi-

ly reconstitute the way public programs are run in the United States.

There is no doubt that religiously affiliated social service contractors serve civic

purposes through collaborations with government in Massachusetts and elsewhere.

As DTA Commissioner John Wagner observed, faith-based social services are “an inte-

gral component of what [the commonwealth does] to ensure access to things like

health care, job training, and general self-sufficiency.” 20 But as with all of the con-

tractors in the state’s social service network, Massachusetts must examine its partner-

ships with FBOs “to figure out how to constructively build on them and expand them.”21

The next phase of our study of Section 104’s implementation in Massachusetts

will involve an in-depth examination of the set of partnerships through which the

Department of Transitional Assistance implements its TANF-funded Young Parents

Program (YPP). YPP is an alternative education program serving pregnant and/or

parenting TAFDC recipients between the ages of 14 and 22 who have not achieved a

high school diploma or its equivalent. The goals of the program are to enable young

recipients of TANF-funded income assistance to earn a high school diploma or GED,
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and to help young parents “take the next step toward employment, through further

education and training” (Commonwealth of Massachusetts, DTA, no date). YPP serv-

ices are provided a variety of local settings across the state by an array of govern-

mental and nongovernmental, faith-based, and non-faith-based contractors. 22

Our research on the Young Parents Program will have the full support of the

DTA, which has promised to enlist the cooperation of all YPP contractors, and to pro-

vide relevant data and clarification on contracts and program experience. A number

of questions will be addressed, including those specified in a memorandum of

understanding between the DTA and the University of Massachusetts signed in May

2002:

• How has Massachusetts implemented the Charitable Choice provisions?

• What is the process by which clients access faith-based providers?

• What is the process by which they can reject such providers?

• What are the contracting procedures and processes?

• What are the criteria for awarding contracts and what monitoring mecha-

nisms are in place?

To the extent possible, we also will examine the content of YPP programming

in an effort to assess whether it varies across providers, and if so, whether differences

in programming are significant, and whether they can be attributed to a contracting

organization’s religious or non-religious identity. The DTA will provide copies of

existing evaluations of the Young Parents Program along with performance-based

data on client outcomes.

In addition to conducting interviews and visiting program sites, we will admin-

ister appropriately tailored versions of the two questionnaires utilized by our project

team in Indiana to evaluate the Indiana FaithWorks IMPACT welfare-to-work pro-

gram. While differences between the welfare-to-work and teen education programs

will necessitate some differences in the survey instruments, we hope to be able to

generate some empirical data that will enable valid cross-state comparisons. We

have agreed to provide the Department of Transitional Assistance an opportunity to

review and comment upon our research in Massachusetts before issuing any final

reports.
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INTERIM REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF CHARITABLE CHOICE IN NORTH CAROLINA

Abstract: The Charitable Choice provision of the Welfare reform bill had a mixed set of goals and provided
the states little guidance for implementation. The result was tremendous variation and varying degrees of
“success.” In North Carolina, implementation of Charitable Choice involved the state’s faith community in
helping to develop the state’s responses to welfare reform. Although this process generated some animosi-
ty and disagreement, it also led to programs designed to create a support network for families making the
transition from welfare to work. The establishment of 11 Faith Demonstration Award pilot programs
reflected the intentionality of this approach and the involvement of the religious community in developing
it. From training congregational teams to support and mentor welfare families, to developing programs
focused on church women working with female recipients of Temporary Assistance to Needy Families as
they struggled with the demands of work and family, to offering intensive training in job and life skills, the
North Carolina programs expressly viewed their work as part of a larger endeavor and not merely as the
delivery of a specific contracted service. The provision of technical assistance and capacity building added
greatly to the work of these organizations. Additionally, the emphasis on locating additional funding
sources and peer support and education also served to aid the organizations, particularly as they increas-
ingly were forced to address new problems created by a state budget crisis and a declining economy.

During the next several months, detailed analysis of the surveys will continue. Additionally, the
research team will examine the various ways in which the pilot projects have responded to overall decreas-
es in state funding. That work will be linked with an attempt to discover the way in which the pilot projects
and the faith community coordinators have built additional linkages within the various communities,
including private funders, businesses, and various elements of the state’s religious communities.

North Carolina proved to be an interesting state in which to examine the implemen-

tation of Charitable Choice; partly because significant sections of the religious com-

munity already had mobilized to address the issues of welfare reform and poverty,

and the governor publicly supported greater inclusion of religious organizations in

the provision of social services. A southern state, North Carolina has had a history,

albeit often interrupted, of innovative and progressive social policies.1 The state also

provided a good mixture of rural and urban populations in which, unlike Indiana,

African-Americans were as likely to be rural residents as Whites.

For research purposes, North Carolina presented numerous challenges. Not only

were the faith-based providers distributed throughout the state, but also its radically

decentralized contracting system made it exceedingly difficult to obtain a clear view

of the situation in the entire state. Fortunately, one set of programs was handled at

the state-level. These “Faith Demonstration Award” pilot projects became the core

group of contractors studied. Not only were they easily identifiable, but also they

had entered the contracting regime in the same way and had access to the same

technical assistance and training resources. These similarities provided a good start-

ing point for comparisons and removed certain unknowns from the equation. While

the data for North Carolina continue to be analyzed, this chapter provides some ten-
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tative conclusions not only about issues of effectiveness, but also about how the

process of implementing a policy can affect outcomes.

To gather information on the implementation of welfare reform in North

Carolina and the state’s contracting with faith-based organizations (FBOs) for the

delivery of services funded by Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), we

collected data between May 2001 and December 2002 from:

• senior staff of the state’s Department of Health and Human Services,

• the project director of the Communities of Faith Initiative,

• executive directors and staff members of the faith-based service providers,

• county faith community coordinators,

• local researchers,

• training materials and reports,

• other written materials (both published/printed and unpublished), and

• Web-based materials.

The information was gathered through an extended site visit in August 2001,

and shorter site visits in October 2002 and March 2003, numerous telephone inter-

views and conversations, e-mail, and other communications.

Early Welfare Reform in North Carolina

Work First is North Carolina’s response to welfare reform at the state level. North

Carolina began Work First in 1995, operating it under a waiver from the federal gov-

ernment until the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity

Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) in 1996. Work First was designed to move families off

welfare and toward self-sufficiency and to ensure that former welfare families (and

low-income working families, in general) obtain the support they need to remain

self-sufficient. The program included many of the components of the federal welfare

reform legislation including time limits, sanctions, and an emphasis on employment.

North Carolina operates a statewide welfare plan for Work First, but counties

are allowed to “opt-out” of the statewide plan and implement their own local plans.

As of July 2002, 13 of North Carolina’s 100 counties were “electing” counties, func-

tioning with their own block grant plans, including responsibility for distributing

cash assistance. 2 
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Iredell, Lenoir, Lincoln, Macon, McDowell, Randolph,
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First plan, the plans for electing counties also must
detail how the county will handle all the functions per-
formed by the state in other counties, including the pro-
vision of cash assistance.



The level of government (state or county) responsible for contracting for the

delivery of welfare services in North Carolina varies depending on the type of servic-

es. Most TANF-funded programs are state supervised but county controlled. This

means that the state releases a set portion of North Carolina’s federal block grant to

the counties.3 The counties then contract with the providers they choose. North

Carolina’s State Department of Health and Human Services and its sub-agency, the

Division of Social Services (DSS) which directly oversees TANF programs, have little

knowledge of those organizations with whom the various counties contract for the

delivery of services.4 

State oversight is provided by a formal audit process, although the state does

not audit every program annually. Additionally, the North Carolina State Department

of Health and Human Services has field representatives responsible for monitoring

specific programs. North Carolina has eight such field representatives for Work First.

Their responsibilities include overseeing issues related to program eligibility, chil-

dren’s services, adult services, and food stamps.5 

Since spring 2001, the state of North Carolina has experienced severe budget-

ary crises and state employees have faced stringent restrictions on travel. These

restrictions have limited the ability of the field representatives to make on-site

reviews of programs and they mostly have been limited to reliance upon telephone

interviews and written reports.6

Several of North Carolina’s counties also have “faith community coordinators”

some of whom are funded directly by the counties and their divisions of social serv-

ices. These individuals also provide project reports to the field representatives. (See

below for a more detailed discussion of the faith community coordinators.)

North Carolina does not use performance-based contracting. Contractors are

paid a fixed overall contract price for services delivered. In general, there are no per-

formance incentives and payments are not linked to any specific goals achieved by

the individuals who are served.7

The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) Report (2002) on oversight of welfare

reform severely chastised North Carolina for the weaknesses in its accounting proce-

dures. The state was cited for failing to adequately audit accounts of both counties

and sub-recipients. Additionally, procedures for determining eligibility were deemed

inadequate (GAO Report, 2002, p. 51).

Jim Hunt, the governor of North Carolina during the mid 1990s, strongly advo-

cated for welfare reform and, like Governor Frank O’Bannon in Indiana, Governor

Hunt publicly called for greater involvement of the faith community in the delivery
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3 The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) reports that
North Carolina is among the states spending the small-
est proportion, 2 percent or less of its TANF funds, on
contracts with nongovernmental entities. At the same
time, the GAO reports that more than 15 percent of the
contracted funds in North Carolina went to faith-based
organizations. WELFARE REFORM:  Interim Report on
Potential Ways to Strengthen Federal Oversight of State
and Local Contracting. GAO-02-245, April 2002. There
are, however, some anomalies in the numbers reported
in the GAO report. The claim that North Carolina is one
of the states that spent the lowest amount of its con-
tracted funds with nongovernmental entities makes
sense only if the GAO were looking at the funds con-
tracted directly by the state and not those contracted by
the counties.

4 Personal communication from Deborah Landry, assistant
chief for program operation, Economic Independence
Section, North Carolina Department of Health and
Human Services. November 16, 2001.

5 Interview with Deborah Landry, assistant chief for pro-
gram operation, Economic Independence Section, North
Carolina Department of Health and Human Services.
June 27, 2002.

6 Ibid.

7 Personal communications with Diana Jones Wilson,
Pheon Beal, Deborah Landry,Wilbert Morris, and all of
the executive directors (August 20, 2001), and with
Deborah Landry (June 27, 2002).



of social services and in meeting the needs of the poor. He called on the religious

communities of North Carolina to do their part in making welfare reform successful.8

Additionally, the Governor’s Task Force on Community Initiatives on Welfare Reform

focused extensively on the potential roles of FBOs in aiding those who would be

affected by welfare reform. 9 

One interesting element in North Carolina is that the manner in which FBOs

increased their role in contracting for the delivery of social services emerged from a

process in which the faith community had an active voice. A contract between the

state Division of Social Services (DSS) and the North Carolina Rural Economic

Development Center (Rural Center) for a series of faith-based pilot projects was the

major impetus for this development

Response to Welfare Reform through Division of Social Services

Partnerships

A conversation between a senior administrator at the Rural Center and a senior

administrator at the DSS brought about a project built on a series of ongoing activi-

ties by segments of North Carolina’s faith communities to respond to the challenges

presented by welfare reform, specifically, and poverty, more generally.10 As a result,

many North Carolina projects focused not only on providing particular services to

TANF recipients, but on creating local sources of support for TANF families. For exam-

ple, one of the pilot projects, Families First, funded a training program to teach con-

gregations and other faith based community groups how to mentor and support

families making the transition from welfare to employment. State monies, did not,

however, fund or support the congregations in mentoring the TANF clients. 11

Faith Demonstration Awards

The contract between the Rural Center and the DSS was funded through a line item

in the North Carolina state budget calling for pilot projects for job training, retention,

and followup. 12 The state agency lacked the personnel and resources to operate the

program, and it desired a partner organization. The Rural Center had long been a

trusted partner of the department. It had a good record of delivering contracted

services, managing federal reporting requirements, and working in North Carolina’s

most economically disadvantaged counties. When the Rural Center approached DSS

with the idea of pilot projects for TANF recipients for job training and retention, FBOs

appeared to be an appropriate place to direct those designated monies.

The initial result was a $3.5 million contract between the DSS and the Rural
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8 See article about Governor Jim Hunt’s speech in the
Greensboro News and Record (July 25, 1996), Section
A4. Untitled article.

9 Personal communications with Barbara Zelter (August
20, 2001) and Robert Wineburg (August 17, 2001, and
November 30, 2001). See also Wineburg, B. (2001). A
Limited Partnership: The Politics of Religion, Welfare, and
Social Service. New York: Columbia University Press.

10 Interview with Pheon Beal, director, Division of Social
Services, State of North Carolina, August 20, 2001.
Interviews with Diana Jones Wilson, director,
Communities of Faith Initiative, July 20, 2001, August
20, 2001, and November 12, 2002.

11 E-mail communications and interviews with Barbara
Zelter, director, JUBILEE, August 20, 2001, and with
Winnie Morgan, faith community coordinator, Orange
County, NC, November 7, 2002.

12 Interviews with Pheon Beal and Diana Jones Wilson,
see footnote 7. Interview with Deborah Landry, see
footnote 5. Interviews with Wilbert Morris, chief,
Economic Independence Section, Division of Social
Services, North Carolina Department of Health and
Human Services, July 12, 2001, and August 20, 2001.



Center to establish the Communities of Faith Initiative. The contract period for this

project was from March 1, 1999, until June 30, 2001.

Faith Demonstration Awards

The Communities of Faith Initiative (COFI) funded a series of faith-based programs

known as the Faith Demonstration Awards. These pilot projects were designed to

implement economic development strategies to assist families living in poverty. In

addition to acting as the regranting agency to organizations delivering funds, COFI

also provided technical assistance to the service providers. This assistance included

training in financial accountability, eligibility and case management functions, and

reporting systems. The ultimate goal of the project was to develop the capacity of

religious service providers to assist families making the transition from welfare to

work with the aim of ensuring the families’ abilities to reach and sustain a living

family income. 13

The Faith Demonstration Awards established program activities in 53 counties

with approximately 105 distinct sites of activity. (This number does not include mul-

tiple program sites within a single county by the same organization.)  The Rural

Center, in consultation with the DSS and an external review team, awarded contracts

to the following organizations:14 

• Catholic Social Ministries, Inc. (CSM), $70,299—CSM of the Diocese of

Raleigh, is a nonprofit agency serving people of all faiths in 54 eastern North

Carolina counties. It has seven regional offices and several family support

sites. The pilot project,Working Family Partners, was a faith-based welfare

program that established teams of church members to serve as volunteer

mentors to welfare families. The teams worked to assist families as they

moved from public assistance toward economic independence and self-suffi-

ciency. Some of the services provided to the families included mentoring,

assistance in employment, education and training, household budgeting, par-

enting, transportation, and health issues. CSM worked closely with the county

divisions of social services. DSS caseworkers referred Work First families to the

program and also participated in training sessions. The project hired four

part-time caseworkers (eight hours per week each) to staff the regional

offices and provide ongoing local presence and support for families and

teams. During the fiscal year 1999-2000, eight teams were trained and

matched with Work First families. During year two (FY 2000-2001), the pro-

gram expanded, with 11 churches committing volunteers and 95 volunteers
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13 The GAO identified North Carolina as one of the states
with the largest percentages of contracted TANF funds
distributed to FBOs (GAO Report, 2002, p.1). As dis-
cussed in footnote 3, this number is difficult to reconcile
with the realities of North Carolina’s contracting sys-
tem. Apparently, the GAO treated all funds directed to
the counties as non-contracted monies despite the fact
that the counties later used these funds to contract for
services.

14 This information is drawn from North Carolina Rural
Economic Development Center, Report on Work First Job
Retention Pilots Funded through Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant. Pursuant to
Session Law 1999-237, Part V, Section 5(g). November
2001.



trained. By the conclusion of the grant, Working Family Partners had 17 teams

active in 7 counties.

• Women’s Missionary Union’s Christian Women’s Job Corps, $194,402—

The Woman’s Missionary Union of the Baptist State Convention of North

Carolina established the Christian Women’s Job Corps (CWJC). The program

pairs church women with Work First families to aid them as they transition from

welfare. During the contract period, CWJC established coordinating and training

sites in 20 counties. Each site trained coordinators and mentors who worked

closely with service providers, government programs, and client advocates in

the local area. CWJC served over 175 families during the project period.

• Asheville-Buncombe Community Christian Ministry (ABCCM),

$728,734—ABCCM, a multi-service agency providing basic necessities for fam-

ilies in need, expanded its activities to include job readiness assessment, a case

management program to help families move from welfare to work, and facili-

tation of transportation services for those families. Beyond extensive training

and monitoring of volunteers during the project period, ABCCM provided pre-

and post-TANF screenings to 3,924 individuals, case management and follow-

up services to 530 families, training in interview techniques and communica-

tion skills to 174 individuals, job readiness and continuing education (GED, etc.)

to 182 persons, and employment training to 107 TANF recipients. At the close

of the grant period, 174 persons had become employed.

• The Jobs Partnership and the TANF Faith Collaborative, $621,280—The

Jobs Partnership conducted a series of 12-week life and job skills classes in

three North Carolina counties. The classes, held at host churches and taught by

local pastors, focused on job readiness skills. Participants were assigned men-

tors to work closely with participants to ensure course completion. The TANF

Faith Collaborative, a coalition of clergy from the African Methodist Episcopal

Church, the African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church, the General Baptist State

Convention, and the United Methodist Church, focused on implementing faith

and business partnerships. The program created an innovative computer-

assisted instruction program addressing vocational skills, basic skills, and life

skills training, as well as motivational and attitudinal training, basic literacy, job

readiness, and life skills. The program developed a close working relationship

with the local DSS in Pitt County. Under the name Lifestyle Innovations, it

evolved into a new 501(c)3 organization entitled STRIVE, developed a 13-week

training session, and has leveraged $225,000 in grants to support the program.
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By the conclusion of the grant period, the program had graduated 183 partici-

pants, with 83 percent employed and 71 percent of participants sustaining their

employment. As part of its plans for long-term sustainability, the program has

explored the idea of replicating Welfare Reform Liaison Project’s Distribution

Center (see page 30).

• The Greater Enrichment Program and the TANF Faith Collaborative,

$487,284—The Greater Enrichment Program used its funding to expand its

computer-assisted instruction training program for vocational skills, basic skills,

and life skills. In addition to the computer-assisted instruction program, congre-

gations are paired up with Work First families to help them make the transition

into the workplace by helping the participants define goals, fulfill their goals,

develop self-confidence, prepare for job interviews, and identify potential

employers.

• St. Paul Employment Institute, $200,000—The St. Paul Employment

Institute provided life skills training to TANF recipients in Wake County. The pro-

gram focused on helping participants develop appropriate attitudes, job search

skills (filling out an application, resume and interview preparation, and appropri-

ate clothing), time and money management, and developing social and financial

resources. The Institute focused on replicating its training among other FBOs in

the state through regional training workshops. The Institute trained 40 sites in

22 counties across the state of North Carolina. By the conclusion of the grant

period, 13 of the sites had conducted their training for TANF participants and the

others were being planned. Additionally, the replication sites actively developed

relationships with their county DSS offices, paving the way for additional collab-

orations in those counties.

• Faith Empowerment Community Consortium (FEC), $146,000—The FEC is

comprised of more than 200 congregations and FBOs in 11 counties. The congre-

gations represented 13 denominations including African Methodist Episcopal;

African Methodist Episcopal, Zion; Assemblies of God; Christian Methodist

Episcopal; National Baptist Convention; Progressive Baptist Convention; Southern

Baptist Convention; Presbyterian; Full Gospel Baptist; Church of God in Christ;

Pentecostal; Holiness; and United Methodist. Under the contract, FEC provided

training, mentoring, and job placement assistance to TANF recipients and addi-

tional job training, clothing and food distribution, emergency assistance, and

mentoring to more than 500 individuals in a seven-county region. Seventy-four

individuals completed the eight-week training program in job and life skills.
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• Welfare Reform Liaison Project, Inc. (WRLP), $50,000—WRLP created a

12-week educational program that combined classroom instruction, on-the-

job training, and intensive casework. The Liaison Distribution Job Training

Center worked with the United Way of Greater Greensboro and Gifts in Kind

International to inventory and distribute corporate donations to families,

churches, and nonprofit organizations throughout a multi-county service area.

Participants gained experience in warehousing, inventory control, and distri-

bution, as well as job experience. More than 70 percent of the TANF recipients

who attended the WRLP training program completed their training. As of

summer 2001, 63 percent of the graduates were employed, with an additional

10 percent previously employed and seeking new employment. Another 14

percent qualified for additional training. The success of the program has led

to numerous requests for advice on replication.

• North Carolina Council of Churches JUBILEE, $99,000—With its grant

monies, JUBILEE expanded Families First to counties in northeastern and

southeastern North Carolina. Initially designed by ABCCM, JUBILEE began 

running the Families First program in 1997. Designed to engage service

providers, funders, and Work First families, Families First was a three-way

partnership between the county DSS office, congregational faith teams, and

TANF families. Its goal was to improve the success of Work First families by

providing ancillary services and support. JUBILEE also established a Faith

Community Coordinator Peer Network and provided training and technical

assistance to 18 faith community coordinators from 17 counties as of June 30,

2001. At the close of the contract period, Families First was working with 99

Work First families through congregational faith teams and 23 others in 

mentoring relationships. It also had provided more than 130 cars to TANF

recipients.

• Truth in Youth and Family Services/Southeastern Empowerment to

Work Program, $59,840—Truth in Youth (TiY) is a Community Resource

Center providing crisis case management and referral services for TANF fami-

lies. The project’s target population was women, particularly Hispanic

women, on TANF. In Brunswick County, it provided youth with structured

after-school counseling and work programs. Working with the Southeastern

Interfaith Alliance (SIA), a consortium of more than 300 churches in Bladen,

Brunswick, and Columbus counties, it provided support services to TANF fami-

lies. During the last six months of the grant period (January–June 2001) the

project expanded to providing job readiness and placement follow-up pro-
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grams for TANF recipients, including developing a Personal Home Health Care

Certification Program for TANF recipients. During the grant period,TiY provid-

ed intake and assessments for 42 TANF recipients, with 39 becoming active in

program activities and 20 TANF clients matched with mentors. The program

trained about 57 mentors, and approximately 75 percent were active at any

given time.

Currently, all of the pilot/demonstration projects are being surveyed regarding

the programs during and since the grants ended, including final project numbers for

the entire grant period and the current status of those individuals who received

services. Organizational viability, funding, and level of service provision are being

analyzed, as are the current relationships with the county and state DSS offices.

Beyond its work with these specific service providers, the Communities of Faith

Initiative also undertook a wider series of activities including:

• delivering technical assistance and training to churches across the state;

• working to help Faith Partners achieve alternative funding sources as they

assisted poor families making the transition from welfare to work;

• engaging in a dialogue regarding a broader agenda for outreach ministries

by Faith Partners; and

• mobilizing a “Faith Network” to assist flood victims in Eastern North Carolina.

These activities highlight an additional goal of the efforts to bring North

Carolina’s faith communities into social service provision: helping those communities

to engage more directly with the wider issues of social justice and economic self-suf-

ficiency. 15 The involvement of FBOs through the Communities of Faith Initiative and

activities preceding that program focused on getting the faith communities to think

beyond TANF-funded projects and services to basic social policy issues surrounding

welfare, poverty, and employment. Many of the projects were not designed solely or

primarily to provide specific services to TANF eligible families and individuals.

Instead, they were designed to create a wider structure of support for these individu-

als by providing services that TANF monies did not fund, including transportation,

emergency aid, clothing, and a supportive environment. 16

The grantees under the Communities of Faith Initiative varied greatly in terms

of composition, age, size, and program structure. Most of the major funding, howev-

er, went to large multi-service entities or to projects based on existing programs.

Another significant component of COFI was that the Rural Center actively encour-

aged its grantees to partner across denominational and racial boundaries. 17 Finally,
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16 See footnote 11 .

17 Personal communications from Diana Jones Wilson
(August 20, 2001).



it should be noted that the overall project received funding from local and national

foundations including the Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation and the Duke Endowment.18

These foundation monies helped offset administrative costs and costs related to the

provision of technical assistance and the dissemination of information. With the

conclusion of the grant period, Faith Partnerships has remained active in trying to

sustain and increase the engagement of North Carolina’s faith communities in pro-

viding services to those in need and in addressing the root causes of poverty and

impoverishment. 19 

Another important component of the pilot projects was the struggle to create

multi- and inter-racial partnerships as well as partnerships across denominational

lines. While most noticeable in the larger projects such as ABCCM and the CWJC, it

pervaded most of the projects, with only one or two exceptions. For the CWJC, this

was markedly new and distinctive since it required women from an overwhelmingly

White denomination to work across both denominational and racial boundaries. The

result was the development of new connections and new ways of interacting. 20 

This attempt again reflects the goals of the organizations involved in the pro-

gram. For them, the projects were not solely about the delivery of services and ful-

filling a contract, but were more deeply and importantly about how society ought to

be organized and how it ought to function.

Families First as a Representative Program—Strengths and Weaknesses

An initiative of JUBILEE, Families First is described as “a faith-based family empower-

ment initiative supporting Work First Families in North Carolina.” Originally piloted

by Asheville-Buncombe Community Christian Ministries, JUBILEE adopted the pro-

gram and attempted to expand it through much of the state. 21

The goal was to create an environment in which local congregations would pro-

vide support to North Carolina’s Work First families as they attempted to make the

transition from welfare to employment, and eventually to economic self-sufficiency.

This was a major emphasis of much of the faith-based work in North Carolina. The

goal was not only, or even primarily, to increase the role of FBOs in contracting with

the state or counties for the provision of services under TANF, but to have FBOs pro-

vide a wider network of support for those families. This network would help to pro-

vide services to these individuals and their families that were not supplied by gov-

ernmental programs along with personal support for these individuals. As Families

First articulated it, the purpose of such a network was “to provide extended family

support services (plus encouragement, faith, love, and hope) to Work First families.” 22
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18 See www.faithpartnerships.org as well as the Web sites
of the Z. Smith Reynolds Foundation and the Duke
Endowment. Faith Partnerships, Inc. continues to
receive support from numerous private foundations and
corporate sponsors. For its current work providing
training and technical support to faith-based organiza-
tions, it has received support from the Duke
Endowment, First Citizens Bank, the Ford Foundation,
Regency Development Associates, the North Carolina
Conference of the United Methodist Church,Wachovia
Bank, the Warner Foundation, and the Z. Smith
Reynolds Foundation. Faith Partnerships has been
asked to expand its work into Florida, and for this work
it has received support from the Jesse Ball DuPont
Foundation, the MacArthur Foundation, and the Donors
Forum of South Florida. (Personal communication with
Diana Jones Wilson, March 10, 2003. Acknowledge-
ments on program for Faith Partnerships, Inc. annual
meeting. Copy is in author’s personal possession.)

19 For more information, see the Faith Partnerships, Inc.
Web site at www.faithpartnerships.org.

20 Personal communications with Diana Jones Wilson
(August 20, 2001) and with the Reverend Elizabeth
Edwards, director, Christian Women’s Job Corps (North
Carolina) (September 18, 2002) and survey from CWJC.
This work also presented some challenges as clients
themselves were forced to address their views of race,
for example, when White TANF recipients were paired
with members of a predominantly African-American
congregation or vice versa. Additional conversations
with Winnie Morgan and Roy Falgout.

21 JUBILEE, NC. (2001, August). Final Report to North
Carolina Rural Economic Development Center. Copy in
author’s personal possession.

22 Project JUBILEE, Families First: A Guide for Your Journey,
(n.p.: Project JUBILEE, 2000).



Families First is a voluntary program for both the local congregations and the

participant families. While JUBILEE received monies from the COFI to train county

faith community coordinators, build connections with county DSS offices, and train

local congregations in becoming Families First providers, none of the congregations

serving as such providers received funds from the COFI project. The congregations,

however, have received funds and in-kind support from local individuals and compa-

nies. Additionally, some of the faith community coordinators have been active in

seeking out private and corporate funding to help congregations support the TANF

families.23 

Families First assumes that there is capacity among local congregations to pro-

vide necessary services, that training is available and adequate, and that the individ-

uals involved are willing to expend the effort necessary to weather the difficulties

and frustrations of such engagements. Families First is designed to be a committed

relationship between the congregation and the family, lasting at least 12 months.

This time commitment poses challenges to the program’s success: Will congrega-

tions be able to fulfill their commitment given the demands on individuals’ time, the

possibility of burnout and disillusionment, and the possibility of losing key individu-

als to employment changes and relocation?

The families that were partnered with congregations also faced challenges—

lack of responsiveness, fear of failure, differences in expectations between the family

and the congregation, and discomfort at having strangers actively involved in their

private lives. All of these factors were described as major problems that could lead

to families dropping out of the program. 24 

To the extent to which Families First has been successful, it must be attributed

to the intensive training and ongoing support that the congregations or para-church

organizations received from JUBILEE and COFI. 25 The importance of the faith compo-

nent is much harder to measure. The degree to which these organizations under-

stand the engagement with Families First to be part of their theological-liturgical-

missional identity, it becomes a program that will not be allowed to fail, despite the

difficulties experienced.26 This is not to discount the specific and important roles

played by individuals. Research has shown, however, that while individuals can play

key roles in initiating programs and in encouraging others, they cannot sustain pro-

grams over the long term. For that to happen, the programs must become institu-

tionalized. 27
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23 Interviews with Winnie Morgan (September 18, 2002),
Roy Falgout (April 8, 2002), and Ralph Williamson
(October 3, 2001).

24 Interview with Barbara Zelter. Interview with Winnie
Morgan, faith community coordinator, Nash County, NC
(November 6, 2002).

25 Personal communications and survey responses by par-
ticipants.

26 This conclusion is consistent with the findings of other
scholars. See, for example, Dudley, C. (1996). Next Steps
in Community Ministry; Hands-On Leadership. Bethesda,
MD: Alban Institute.

27 Ibid.



Response to Welfare Reform at the County Level

The second strand of North Carolina’s response to Charitable Choice resides at the

county level, but also links back to the COFI projects. As previously discussed, coun-

ties have the options of participating in the state welfare plan or devising their own

plans. Most counties have opted for participation within the statewide plan.

Counties participating in the state plan retain significant control over contracting 

for services, however. In North Carolina, the state itself runs relatively few programs.

These include direct cash assistance (for standard counties), most child welfare pro-

grams, substance abuse programs, and pregnancy prevention. Additionally, there 

are certain legislative set-asides in the annual budgets for specific projects (such as

the one which gave rise to the Communities of Faith Initiative) over which the DSS

has oversight. 28

Most other services are contracted directly at the county level (although there

are some regional and multi-county entities with contracting powers as well). One

of the most interesting projects at the county level, while not directly a service provi-

sion undertaking per se, was the development and placement of faith community

coordinators in several of the counties.

Beginning in 1997, JUBILEE initiated a project designed to bring the faith com-

munity into active engagement with the county DSS offices and the provision of

services. One result was the creation of the position of faith community coordina-

tor.29 Initially begun by the Reverend Ralph Williamson in Mecklenburg County

(Charlotte), the faith community coordinator is an individual, often employed by and

located in the county DSS office, whose function is to facilitate partnerships between

the county DSS office and local congregations, para-church organizations, and other

FBOs with the goal of aiding individuals making the transition from welfare to

work.30 These partnerships can include everything from contracting with the coun-

ties for the provision of services to establishing referral networks for emergency

services provided by the religious organizations that are not funded by governmen-

tal monies.

Although many of the faith community coordinators are located in the county

DSS offices, there exists significant variety in the ways that the coordinators work

and how they are funded. At one time, 21 faith community coordinators functioned

in 17 counties, with Buncombe, Burke, Henderson, and Mecklenburg counties each

having two such positions. In several counties, the faith community coordinator also

shares other responsibilities, including functioning as the business liaison. In other

counties, the faith community coordinator is located in one of the FBOs itself and

then works with the DSS and other religious service providers from that position. 31
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28 Interview with Pheon Beal, August 20, 2001.

29 Interview with the Reverend Ralph Williamson,
October 3, 2001.

30 For a description of these programs, see the Mecklenburg
County Faith Community Office Web site,
http://www.co.mecklenburg.nc.us/codss/admin/Faith.htm

31 Personal communication from Deborah Landry (June 27,
2002). Information retrieved from JUBILEE Web site from
www.jubilee-nc.org   (The site is now unavailable.)



As of July 2002, only eight counties had DSS staff serving as formal faith community

coordinators. In two of the counties, the same individual served as the official liaison

to both the business and faith communities. In one county, the faith community

coordinator’s position was a prescribed duty rather than a position, and was rotated

among the staff. Two counties had either eliminated or frozen the position for budg-

etary reasons, and one county was seeking to fill an open position. The remaining

nine counties had individuals in local faith-based social service agencies serving as

the local faith community coordinator. 32

The faith community coordinators have been active in promoting interaction

between local faith communities and the county DSS to facilitate the transitions of

families moving from welfare to work. The extent to which they have been success-

ful remains to be seen. Mecklenburg County, which has two coordinators (including

the creator of the program) on the county DSS staff, appears to be the most

advanced. It has formal procedures by which congregations and other members can

help provide support for TANF families. Emergency assistance for those families is

provided by local FBOs through space located in the county DSS office and staffed by

members of the local congregations. The Faith Community Office in Mecklenburg

County also provides a structured way for local congregations and FBOs to support

TANF recipients by working directly with an “adopted” social worker and her or his

caseload. It provides a location for coordinating service provision for congregations

and congregational members to directly aid TANF families by providing employment

opportunities on an apprenticeship basis. 33 

Although Wake County does not have a system as elaborate as Mecklenburg

County, its faith community coordinator also has been successful in bringing local

congregations and FBOs into the DSS system. In its list of community resources for

families requiring emergency aid or additional assistance, 17 of the 19 organizations

listed are identifiably religious, and of these, 11 are congregations. 34

The extent to which the faith community coordinators have been successful in

facilitating county-based contracts with local congregations and faith-based service

providers remains to be seen. None of the faith community coordinators interviewed

to date have seen the development of such relationships in their counties. Overall,

identifying faith-based contracts within North Carolina’s 100 counties has proven

difficult. The GAO acknowledged its inability to accomplish this task in its evaluation

of TANF programs oversight (GAO Report, 2002, p.13). This project’s efforts have

proven only slightly more successful. 35 
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32 Ibid.

33 See Mecklenburg County (NC) Department of Social
Services, the Faith Initiative Web site at
http://164.109.58.120/department/dss/faith+initia-
tives/volunteer+to+become+a+faith+initiatives+par
tner.asp

34

This list is available at both the county DSS offices,
through caseworkers, and on the World Wide Web at
http://www.co.wake.nc.us/HS/website.nsf/1d063a21b
e7edec48525685e00809baa/2231cb2202c3976d85256
a570013e2c3!OpenDocument
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In interviews with more than half of the currently
active faith community coordinators, none identified
any contracts between their county DSS and a faith-
based service provider.



Welfare Reform under Current State Fiscal Conditions

Following the end of the initial contract period, the Communities of Faith Initiative

spun off from the Rural Center as Faith Partnerships, Inc. During the fiscal year

2001–2002, it received $266,250 to continue its work; $100,000 of this went to 

the Faith Demonstration Awards, while the remainder was used to continue the 

provision of technical assistance and capacity building. This marked decline in funds

for the Faith Demonstration Awards projects clearly affected the service providers.

However, none of them were forced to cease operation, although several had to

decrease their services, and one—JUBILEE—experienced a severe budgetary 

shortfall.36

Over the past two years, North Carolina’s financial crisis hindered the passage 

of the state’s budget and forced extensive cuts at all levels. For the 2002–2003 fiscal

year, Faith Partnerships, Inc. received no new state contracts.

At the state level, North Carolina currently appears to invest little effort in pub-

licizing either the greater openness to contracting with FBOs provided by Charitable

Choice or its project with the Rural Center. The project receives no mention on the

state Web site, and a search of the Web site reveals few mentions of religion or faith

in the context of urging the involvement of the faith community or religious organi-

zations in meeting the needs of individuals and families on welfare. The site’s exten-

sive topical index lists neither religion nor faith, and the link for Families First actual-

ly takes readers to the Families Accessing Services through Technology (FAST) page. 37 

This is surprising given that in the early period of welfare reform, the state

actively encouraged the engagement of FBOs, including an express request in the

state’s 1997–1998 Work First Plan for involvement of the faith community in Work

First. The state plan for FY 1998–1999/2000–2001 and the current plan for 

FY 2002–2003 emphasized faith-based service providers to a lesser extent. The cur-

rent plan mentions FBOs three times: in a discussion of FBO involvement in the plan-

ning process, in a suggestion that representatives of the faith-based service

providers (along with Work First participants) be added to the county planning com-

mittees, and in a report that faith community coordinators had been hired. 38

The earlier attention may have reflected the support that North Carolina’s

Governor Jim Hunt gave to faith-based involvement in social services during his

terms in office. This included the establishment of the Governor’s Task Force on

Community Initiatives on Welfare Reform which brought in, both directly and indi-

rectly, large numbers of representatives of North Carolina’s faith communities.

Interviews with several of the participants have suggested that the entire process

36

36 Personal communication with Barbara Zelter. In
November 2002, JUBILEE went out of existence, after
relocating its projects to other organizations. The direc-
tor of JUBILEE made this decision after consultations
with its board of directors. The decision was made that
JUBILEE, as an organization, had achieved its purposes
and that its programs could be moved safely to other
homes. Personal communications with Barbara Zelter
(December 1 and December 10, 2002). Personal com-
munication with Odell Cleveland, member of the Board
of Directors of JUBILEE (March 11, 2003).

37 See North Carolina’s Department of Social Services Web
site at http://www.dhhs.state.nc.us/dss/ei/ei_hm.htm
and North Carolina’s Department of Health and Human
Services Web site at http://www.dhhs.state.nc.us/ 

38 See North Carolina’s Department of Social Services Web
site at www.dhhs.state.nc.us/dss/ei/ei_hm.htm



had numerous problems, including the tendency of state representatives issue direc-

tives to the faith community and to assume that they (and other private funders)

would support the suggested undertakings. 39 Such attitudes antagonized many of

those involved, especially when those same individuals harbored major reservations

about the entire welfare reform policy in general.

The election of a new governor and personnel changes at the Department of

Health and Human Services (which includes the Division of Social Services) may

explain part of this shift. The current governor does not appear to support faith-

based service provision as vocally as his predecessor. Additionally, the person at the

Department of Health and Human Services who created (with the Rural Center) the

faith demonstration projects has been promoted. Her replacement is an individual

who was skeptical of the program, although not hostile to it. 40 Undoubtedly, these

changes leading to a diminishing emphasis on faith-based service provision have

been exacerbated by the state’s budget crises.

Possible Unintended Results of Implementation 

Like most states, North Carolina began the process of welfare reform in the midst of

economic growth and increasing prosperity. By June 1999, North Carolina (along

with nearly every other state in the union) realized the lowest unemployment rate

on record. Despite this accomplishment, North Carolina (again, along with every

other state) fundamentally was unable to eliminate poverty, especially in the rural

areas. Although the thriving economy and the sanctions within the welfare system

helped reduce the welfare rolls significantly, certain social problems possibly linked

to stresses created by the new welfare regime itself—child and spousal abuse and

no-parent families—began to increase.

North Carolina’s decision to reduce taxes in the midst of economic prosperity

left it particularly vulnerable to economic downturn. The results are reflected in 

the state’s ongoing budget crises and reductions in services to the poor, including 

the elimination or freezing of the faith-community coordinator positions in several

counties.

The relationships between the service providers and the state welfare depart-

ment have been somewhat fraught, with delays in payments being the major

sources of frustration. 41 In North Carolina, one of the organizations in the

Communities of Faith Initiative that had an additional contract relationship with the

state for part of its service provision experienced severe hardship when its reim-

bursements were delayed. At one point, it had such a significant cash flow problem

37

39 Personal communications. Because of the sensitivity of
this information, the informants requested that they
not be identified. For corroboration, see pp. 131-135 in
Bob Wineburg’s book: A Limited Partnership: The Politics
of Religion, Welfare, and Social Service. New York:
Columbia University Press, 2001.

40 Wilbert Morris. Interview and personal communica-
tions (July 18 and August 20, 2001).

41 Analysis of written surveys of executive directors of the
faith demonstration pilot projects. (fall 2001 and winter
2003).



that it was forced to seek a bridge loan from a local foundation. One of the costs of

the loan was an agreement not to seek funding from the foundation for at least

three years. 42

These cash flow problems not only suggest that most of the service providers

are undercapitalized, but that the slim margins under which they are forced to oper-

ate hinder their ability to develop adequate cash flows. Evidence suggests that gov-

ernments radically underpay for social service delivery (an assumption supported by

the decreasing number of for-profit entities in the field).43, 44, 45, 46 While the ability to

renegotiate contracts exists, nothing like the cost-plus contracts let by the U.S.

Department of Defense are available in the social service field. Even in states such as

North Carolina that have not moved to performance-based contracting, the maxi-

mums allotted for certain services basically do not cover costs, and nearly every

organization is forced to rely on additional sources of funding to ensure its survival.

Undercapitalization and inadequate compensation hinder the effectiveness of

even the best-managed service providers. The effect is increased during periods of

economic decline. At those moments when demand increases, the amount of avail-

able funds decreases. When service providers experience the greatest need for their

services, state and private resources usually are dwindling. In North Carolina, for

example, in the summer of 2002, JUBILEE was forced to initiate an urgent funding

appeal in order to meet a significant budgetary shortfall.

Although one of the assumed benefits of increasing governmental engage-

ment with FBOs is the additional resources that the faith community could provide

to address the problems of poverty and impoverishment, there are some major flaws

with this assumption. Need increases when the economy decreases. This is as true

for volunteer labor as it is for monetary donations. At times of economic downturn,

individuals not only decrease their giving, but also begin to focus more on job securi-

ty by working longer hours, taking shorter vacations, and eliminating distracting

demands.

Growing need amidst declining resources causes major internal problems for

faith-based service providers. Unlike organizations that are profit maximizers, the

work of FBOs is often related to fulfilling the responsibilities of their faith. Interviews

with many executive directors suggest that most FBOs would attempt to deliver the

services they provide regardless of governmental funding. The failure of state gov-

ernment to pay adequately represents burden-shedding and cost-shifting on the

part of state government. One objection raised to governmental contracting with

FBOs is that it could make it possible for FBOs to shift funds previously put into serv-
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42 Personal communication from Odell Cleveland, August
17, 2001.

43 This conclusion has been drawn from analysis of survey
responses from executive directors of the faith demon-
stration award pilot projects and from interviews with
those individuals. It is supported by information
obtained by researchers in other parts of the United
States. See sources listed in the following three foot-
notes.

44 De Vita, C., & Palmer, P. (March 5-7, 2003). D.C.
Congregations in Three Low-Income Wards and Their
Experiences with Government Funding. Paper presented
at Independent Sector Spring Research Conference,
Bethesda, MD. Copy in author’s personal possession.

45 Campbell, D. et al. (March 5-7, 2003). Evaluating the
California Community and Faith-Based Initiative. Paper
presented at Independent Sector Spring Research
Conference, Bethesda, MD. Copy in author’s personal
possession.

46 Orr, J., & Spoto, P. (March 5-7, 2003). Promising Public
Practices in Public/Private Partnerships that Involve
Faith-Based Organizations: Implementing Charitable
Choice in California. Paper presented at Independent
Sector Spring Research Conference, Bethesda, MD. Copy
in author’s personal possession.



ice provision to religious activities. However, it could be that the acceptance of gov-

ernmental monies requires these organizations to put even more of their own funds

into service provision to cover the shortfall created by governmental

underpayment.47

Preliminary Conclusions

Generally speaking, the work appears to have been relatively successful in North

Carolina. Analysis of the organizational reports as well as personal interviews sug-

gests that most of the programs have met their target goals, although the econom-

ic decline in North Carolina over the past two years, as well as the flooding resulting

from Hurricane Andrew, dramatically affected the state’s employment situation.

Between June 1999 and June 2002, North Carolina’s unemployment rate more than

doubled from 3 percent to 6.7 percent. The economic downturn also markedly

diminished the state’s revenues, leading to severe cutbacks in funding for govern-

mental services.48

As mentioned previously, despite the decline in DSS funding, none of the proj-

ects funded through the COFI have closed their doors. Although several have

decreased the level of service provision, all continue to function. This could be

attributed to the quality of technical assistance they obtained as part of the COFI,

and the insistence of the trainers that the programs should never be solely (or even

primarily) dependent on governmental funding. Additionally, the community-cen-

tered and partnership model emphasized by the COFI gave the programs a local

base of support. 49  Once final project numbers and reports are available, a final

analysis can be undertaken.

Some preliminary conclusions drawn from information gained from interviews

with several service providers about apparent keys to success can be identified,

however:

• Technical assistance—the high quality of the technical assistance provided

to the various projects seems to have been a key element, at least in institu-

tional success. Although several project directors suggested that early on

they had problems with the intensity and precision of the assistance, all later

acknowledged that it was central to their organization’s ability to operate

effectively and efficiently.

• Multiple funding sources—the ability to attract funds beyond governmen-

tal contracts always was cited by participants as important. Not only did the

additional funding make it possible to weather government cutbacks and to
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47 Statements to this effect were made to this author by
numerous executive directors of the pilot projects.

48 Interview with Pheon Beal (August 20, 2001), Diana
Jones Wilson (August 20, 2001; September 26, 2002;
November 12, 2002; and February 20, 2003), and Scott
Rogers (August 15, 2001; September 10, 2002;
November 12, 2002; and March 11, 2003).

49 These preliminary conclusions are based upon inter-
views with and surveys of executive directors.



provide additional administrative and training services, it also meant that the

organizations did not have to view themselves as obligated to the state.

• Extra effort—most of the organizations attributed part of their success to

not limiting their work to the requirements of the contract. They all viewed

their own willingness and ability to go beyond those formal requirements as

key. Such extra efforts could include everything from providing clothing,

automobiles, and additional (no-cost) training to taking a strong personal

interest in the individuals whom they served.

North Carolina presents a potentially intriguing model of a different way of

implementing Charitable Choice, one where government is led (to some extent) by

the faith-based community rather than taking the lead and initiative itself. It also

presents a model whereby the faith communities of the state focus on meeting the

needs of the poor and impoverished rather than merely providing a particular con-

tracted service. Built upon a fairly sophisticated set of organizations, many of which

provide a myriad of services, there is a greater likelihood that individuals in North

Carolina’s Work First program will be able to overcome the multiple challenges that

usually beset those moving from welfare to work. The centerpiece of this success

remains the ability of the TANF recipients to find employment. If that part collapses,

the organizations will again be reduced to providing emergency aid, much of it to

those no longer eligible for cash assistance or other governmental programs.
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INTERIM REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
CHARITABLE CHOICE IN INDIANA

Abstract: Indiana is recognized by proponents of Charitable Choice and faith-based initiatives as a
model for implementation. The state has committed significant resources to actively recruiting among reli-
gious organizations to become government contractors. These efforts have been carried out primarily
through the FaithWorks program.

Initiated by the state in November 1999, FaithWorks was designed to reach out to faith-based
organizations (FBOs) by providing technical assistance and capacity building, thus equipping them to bid
for available state funds. The goals of the program are to help FBOs identify community needs and apply
for funding to support new and existing self-sufficiency programs. Long-term objectives include establish-
ing networks and links that will allow the religious community to sustain an effective presence in the area
of social service delivery.

Since our study began, relatively few FBOs have become government contractors. As of 2001, seven
new organizations that the state identified as faith-based began contracting for service provision under
the state’s IMPACT program. In 2003, only three FBOs remain IMPACT contractors. Significant cuts in the
state’s budget have reduced the number and size of provider contracts for both FBOs and non-faith-based
organizations.

In the next (third) year of our study, further research efforts will inform the overall investigation of
Indiana’s implementation of Charitable Choice. We also will perform a comparative analysis of the similari-
ties and differences in approaches to implementation among the three states in the study (Indiana,
Massachusetts, and North Carolina). These analyses will include a second round of organizational surveys,
a survey of caseworkers who are responsible for referring clients to service providers (both FBO and non-
FBO providers), in-depth case studies, and ongoing client surveys.

Background

Prior to the 1996 passage of the national welfare reform bill, the Personal

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), Indiana had

already adopted a number of reforms. The state had been among the first to adopt

the “work first” emphasis and “personal responsibility” approach for public aid recipi-

ents with the goal of helping recipients obtain employment and economic self-suffi-

ciency. Among the reforms were strict sanctions for failure to comply with program

requirements and broader participation requirements such as a 20-hour per week

job search requirement. Also included were a Personal Responsibility Agreement (a

contract detailing the recipient’s responsibilities under program regulations), maxi-

mum time limits (24 months) on eligibility for cash assistance, a family cap, and

sanctions for clients who failed to meet program requirements and/or parental

responsibilities.

Benefits for a typical recipient of Temporary Assistance to Needy Families

(TANF) in Indiana include a monthly cash benefit, Food Stamps, health insurance,

and childcare. To receive assistance, applicants are required to sign a personal

responsibility contract in which they agree to participate in work activities; adhere to

child school attendance requirements, immunization/preventive health require-

ments, drug and alcohol provisions, and teen parent living arrangements; and coop-
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eration with development of an individual self-sufficiency plan. Failure to comply

with provisions of the personal responsibility agreement can result in sanctions and

loss of benefits.

A key philosophical element of reform was a shift in the focus of welfare away

from an education and job-training model to a vigorous work-first approach that

attempts to place clients in jobs suitable to their existing education and skills. The

state has increased resources for job search and job readiness activities, and it now

requires all clients to be formally assessed for job readiness when they first apply for

assistance. Clients found to be job-ready are placed in programs with specific poli-

cies aimed at strengthening work incentives. Clients exempt from participating in

work activities include individuals caring for children under age one, the disabled,

persons with temporary illness or incapacitation, those caring for a disabled house-

hold member, those over age 60, domestic violence victims, and pregnant women.

In Indiana,TANF—like Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) that

preceded it—is administered by the Indiana Family and Social Services

Administration (FSSA). The Indiana Manpower Placement and Comprehensive

Training (IMPACT) program began as the state’s welfare reform demonstration proj-

ect. The program, funded by the TANF Block Grant and administered by FSSA,

includes cash assistance and employment service programs for needy and eligible

families with dependent children. IMPACT provides job preparation programs,

employment opportunities, and supportive services to help families attain economic

self-sufficiency.

The work first approach stresses job placement and work experience as the best

approach to economic independence, emphasizing transitional services over cash

assistance in order to reduce dependence on public aid. Job placement is a key com-

ponent of case management, along with work-preparation activities such as educa-

tion, training, and skills acquisition. From the time they apply for assistance, individ-

uals who are found to be “job-ready” are given employment services and are expect-

ed to begin the job search process.

Clients who are job-ready are assigned an IMPACT family case coordinator who

is responsible for referring them to local providers or contractors. Family case coordi-

nators also monitor clients’ compliance with employment-related program require-

ments. Once clients are accepted to the program and referred to providers, the types

of activities that clients will engage in will vary by provider. Providers may offer

client services that include assessment, job readiness, search and training, case man-

agement, education, and life skills instruction. For all programs, however, the end

goal is the same—economic self-sufficiency.1
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1 FSSA hired Abt Associates to perform a six-year (1995
through 2001) evaluation of welfare reform and the
impact of new policies on families’ incomes, employ-
ment, self-sufficiency, and other indicators of well-being.
The evaluation involved the comparison of outcomes of
a control group subject to AFDC policies with those of
clients receiving public assistance under reform policies.
Although interim reports indicate clients subject to
reform policies experience increased self-sufficiency,
such as higher income levels, their situation remains vul-
nerable after they leave public assistance. (1998)



The IMPACT Program

Since Indiana began implementing welfare reforms in the mid-90s, the state has

increasingly contracted out for services and has moved toward performance-based

contracts. Under performance-based contracting, payment for the services provided

is linked to specific outcomes (such as job placements and retention), which are out-

lined in negotiated contracts. In the IMPACT program, the contracting process also is

decentralized to the local county welfare offices, which are responsible for negotiat-

ing contracts with local service providers. The bidding process is competitive.

Potential contractors prepare proposals and bid for job search and training contracts

through the local county Department of Family and Children (DFC) offices. The crite-

ria for awarding contracts includes prior experience working with welfare recipients

and/or low-income populations, cost, and—if the organization bidding is a current

contractor—past performance.

The primary way that IMPACT monitors contracts is via regular billing records,

which contractors submit to the central office for payment monthly. Approximately

five months into the contract year (September 30 through October 1), IMPACT draws

a sample of all providers for annual site visits. This process is initiated at the central

office level but the local DFC conducts the site visits and is responsible for monitor-

ing procedures. Site visits include a review of clients’ records (assessment and atten-

dance documentation) and financial reports (claims and billing), and interviews with

staff and clients. Site visits also include a review of program activities and compli-

ance, financial accuracy, service delivery, and performance (i.e., job placement and

retention). Following the site visit, contractors are sent a letter summarizing key

findings. If there are concerns, a course of corrective action is established. The con-

tractor would then be required to submit a proposal addressing concerns and per-

formance deficiencies that, if accepted by IMPACT, must be fulfilled by the

contractor.2

Indiana and Charitable Choice

According to FSSA officials, before the passage of PRWORA and Charitable Choice, the

faith community in Indiana had been involved in providing services to eligible indi-

viduals through informal networks under TANF’s predecessor, AFDC. It was through

these networks that referrals for emergency services such as food, shelter, clothing,

or cash assistance often were delivered.3

A report on the history of religion and social welfare in Indianapolis in the 20th

century reveals that partnerships between the public welfare sector and private vol-
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IMPACT Provider Orientation, Indianapolis, November
11, 2001.

3

Interview with Matt Raibley, IMPACT manager, October
2000. Despite cooperation from state officials, it has
been difficult to assess the scope of the faith communi-
ty’s historic involvement in service provision due to lack
of available data regarding such referrals.



untary organizations (many of which have been religiously affiliated) are not new to

the city, and cooperation between the two sectors for service provision has in fact

been quite prevalent. According to Mary Mapes (1999), beginning in the 1930s and

through the 1960s, both public and private organizations recognized an individual’s

religious heritage and considered affiliation when making referrals. One religious

body to which referrals were made was Catholic Charities—an agency involved in

children’s social welfare services that had arrangements with the city’s public and

private agencies to refer Catholic children. Neither sector was completely independ-

ent of the other, and as Mapes suggests, both “recognized such cooperative endeav-

ors as a way to achieve their own goals.”

A more recent example of public cooperation with faith-based entities in

Indianapolis is the Front Porch Alliance. This program was initiated in 1997 by for-

mer Mayor Stephen Goldsmith as a way for FBOs to partner with government for the

improvement of inner city conditions by encouraging collaboration among city

agencies, FBOs, and neighborhood groups. It was hoped that these partnerships

would allow for sharing of information and expertise, and that they would, to some

extent, help organizations obtain funding. The Front Porch Alliance program was rel-

atively small. Its budget ranged from $100,000 in its first year to $400,000 in 1999.

Most of the grants that it awarded also were relatively small, averaging $5,000.

Shortly after Mayor Bart Peterson took office, he reduced the number of staff

involved in the program, removed all references to it from the city’s Web site, and

moved the program away from the Mayor’s Office (Polis Center, 2000).

In 1998, the state began to explore the possibility of expanding the religious

community’s involvement in service delivery. From the state’s perspective, this

seemed a “natural fit,” given the religious community’s historic and current involve-

ment with provision of emergency services. The state wanted to capitalize on the

perceived benefits of working with FBOs—including their ties in local communities,

proximity of services to potential clients, and an assumed greater level of trust—as

well as to broaden the scope of social services provided. In addition, most clients

who remained on the welfare rolls in 2000 faced a laundry list of multiple barriers to

self-sufficiency: lack of a high school diploma or GED, low skills, child care problems,

children’s health problems, lack of transportation to job sites, depression and other

mental illness, disability or other health problems, substance abuse, domestic vio-

lence, and other family health problems. It was thought that the faith community

might fill a void by offering holistic services to these “hardest-to-serve” populations.
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The FaithWorks Initiative 

In 1999, the state requested applications for a contractor to administer a technical

assistance program aimed at recruiting and educating FBOs, to be called FaithWorks.

Among the goals of the initiative were outreach to the faith community, develop-

ment of technical assistance materials and a training program, and efforts to

increase awareness of Charitable Choice in the faith community. Crowe Chizek, a pri-

vate consulting firm and one of three applicants, was selected for a two-year

$500,000 contract. The contract was subsequently extended for a third year, through

November 2002.

In 2000, the state sponsored a survey of 400 Indiana congregations to gather

baseline data about congregations’ interest in applying for government funding, cur-

rent provision of services by FBOs, capacity of FBOs to provide services, and identifi-

cation of best practices. To allow for comparison with the rest of the nation, the sur-

vey was designed to mirror the National Congregations Survey conducted by Mark

Chaves.4 Survey findings suggest that congregations in Indiana offer more human

services than congregations nationally (79 percent in Indiana compared with 57 per-

cent nationally) and are more interested in applying for public funding (52 percent

in Indiana; 36 percent nationally). One-third of Indiana congregations are familiar

with Charitable Choice and the state’s technical assistance initiative. Fewer than 3

percent of Indiana congregations receive some form of government funding, howev-

er, more than half (52 percent) indicate willingness to apply for such support. Survey

results also suggest that few congregations (3 percent) offer programs that would

qualify for TANF funding—such as job training, education, counseling, and childcare.5

With regard to service provision and awareness of Charitable Choice, prelimi-

nary results of a recent 2002 survey of more than 2,000 Indiana nonprofits reveal

similar results to the national findings (Clerkin & Grønbjerg, 2003). More than half of

the congregations (56 percent) and other faith-based nonprofits (58 percent) report

that they currently deliver health or human services. Roughly one-third of congrega-

tions in the study were aware of Charitable Choice or “a national initiative to make it

easier for religious organizations to obtain government funding.” Thirty percent of

FBOs that do not offer human services report such awareness compared with 64 per-

cent of faith-based nonprofits that do provide human services. In terms of organiza-

tions’ interest in seeking government funding, results of the Indiana study differ

from the Polis Center study. The Polis Center results reveal that most congregations,

regardless of their human service provisions, say they do not intend to seek govern-

ment funding. Among faith-based nonprofits that provide human services, about

one-third indicate they do not intend to seek such support. And among faith-based
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4 The National Congregations Study Web site is available
at: http://saint-denis.library.arizona.edu/natcong/

5 Survey completed by the Polis Center for FaithWorks
Indiana. Indiana congregations’ human service pro-
grams: A report of a statewide survey. Indiana Family
and Social Services Administration. Prepared by the
Polis Center with Crowe Chizek and Company, March 7,
2001.



nonprofits that do not provide human services 79 percent say they do not intend to

apply for government funding (Clerkin & Grønbjerg, 2003).

The FaithWorks initiative was designed to reach out to FBOs by providing techni-

cal assistance and capacity building, thus equipping them to bid for available state

funds. Goals of the program include providing FBOs with assistance in identifying

community needs and applying for funding to support new and existing self-suffi-

ciency programs. Long-term goals include establishing networks and links that will

allow the faith community to sustain an effective presence in the area of social service

delivery. In testimony before a U.S. House subcommittee, outgoing FSSA Secretary

Katie Humphreys stated that,“We view the work of FaithWorks Indiana as simply

‘widening the doorway,’ if you will, for a new generation of potential providers in

human services and to involve them in an integrated service strategy to help individ-

uals and families move to self-sufficiency. These new providers help us build the

provider base, and ultimately may contribute to increasing the quality and level of

services offered to those in need.”6

Beginning in 1998, the state has been aggressive in its outreach and education to

FBOs and the faith community. FaithWorks defines FBOs as “houses of worship” and/or

“nonprofit service providers affiliated with religious organizations.” 7 The state held six

informal meetings in February 2000 to gather input from the faith community and to

gauge the interest of FBOs in applying for government funding. FaithWorks purchased

a list of more than 9,000 statewide FBOs representing diverse religious perspectives

and mailed all of them invitations to attend the public forums. Approximately 1,000

responded by attending one or more of the sessions that were held throughout the

state. Of those in attendance at the outreach meetings, 86 percent were from the faith

community (congregations and religiously-affiliated nonprofits).

FaithWorks has subsequently conducted technical assistance workshops around

the state for organizations interested in applying for state funding as well as for

organizations that have existing contracts. The workshops help organizations under-

stand the promise and limitations of the Charitable Choice legislation, state procure-

ment procedures, the contracting process, and effective proposal development.

During the workshops, FaithWorks staff explicitly explain the issue of separation of

funds—that no government funding can be used for worship, religious instruction, or

proselytization—and recommend that FBOs form separate nonprofit, tax-exempt

501(c)3s if they receive government funds. The workshops also have the goals of

helping organizations to identify the services they could or do provide, conduct needs

assessments, and match services to funding opportunities. Workshops are followed

by a series of sessions geared toward organizations that have received contracts.
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6 Testimony of Katherine Humphreys, secretary, Indiana
Family and Social Services Administration, before the
United States House of Representatives Subcommittee
on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources.
April 26, 2001.

7  Interviews with FaithWorks staff, fall 2000.



These sessions focus on state program requirements and regulations, contract

administration, fiscal management, and accountability. Post-contract technical assis-

tance is available via a toll-free line and regional FaithWorks consultants.

In 2000, 400 Indiana FBOs received technical assistance from FaithWorks

through workshops and consulting. In the southern part of the state, however, the

response to FaithWorks has been poor in terms of attendance at outreach forums,

workshops, and contract bidding meeting. FaithWorks staff attribute this to regional

political and cultural attitudes toward government.8 

In spring 2001, FaithWorks held regional workshops in Fort Wayne,

Indianapolis, South Bend, Evansville, and Madison. That year the number of organi-

zations participating in technical assistance workshops dropped to just over 100. In

2002, 122 representatives of FBOs and community-based organizations attended

technical assistance workshops held at five locations across the state.9

FaithWorks also offers ongoing technical assistance to organizations and indi-

viduals via a toll-free hotline, regional consultants who provide on-site assistance, a

Web site with information about other funding opportunities, and links to useful

resources. FaithWorks also has assembled a technical assistance packet to help FBOs

access funding and plan and implement services. This packet is available to all who

attend workshops or express interest. It provides information about Charitable

Choice, an overview of welfare reform in Indiana, a list of current services available,

and a directory of contract, voucher, and grant opportunities available through FSSA,

other state agencies, and private foundations. FaithWorks also developed a

Promising Practices Handbook that describes national and local faith-based efforts

which it distributes along with a service referral directory aimed at integrating

providers into the social service network and a resource directory of funding streams.

In 2002, FaithWorks developed “participants’ rights” posters for display in all

county welfare offices, emphasizing the client’s right to a choice of provider (faith-

based or non-faith-based) for service provision. When clients meet with their

IMPACT family case coordinator to determine which TANF services they need, the

coordinator presents them with the choice to receive services from a faith-based or

secular provider. Under the Charitable Choice provisions, if beneficiaries object to the

religious nature of providers, state and localities are required to provide alternative

providers without religious affiliation. Under Indiana’s IMPACT program, once a

provider has been selected, the client may return to the family case coordinator to

request an alternate provider. Prior to 2002, the state relied on client complaint and

grievance procedures already in place. The posters developed by FaithWorks include

a toll-free line for clients to contact with any complaints about providers. FaithWorks
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8 Interviews with FaithWorks staff, April 2002.

9 Interviews with FaithWorks staff, September 2002.



reports that there have been no complaints from clients about any providers receiv-

ing government funds via this toll-free line.

In the last year of the state’s three-year contract with Crowe Chizek, the con-

tractor for FaithWorks technical assistance scaled back outreach efforts and focused

on increasing program awareness among local DFC offices and on efforts toward

building capacity and self-sufficiency for handing over day-to-day administration to

the state in November 2002 (once the three-year contract expired). The contractor

will continue to conduct periodic technical assistance workshops.

In 2002, the state also identified 75 community service liaisons (CSLs) at local

county offices to serve as contact points and to foster partnerships with the religious

community. CSL responsibilities will include conducting outreach efforts to FBOs and

facilitating the formation of new collaborations with faith- and community-based

organizations. The perceived benefits of CSLs include presumed ties in the local com-

munity, a level of trust that such ties suggest, and respect from neighborhood resi-

dents. The CSLs also will serve as an information resource for other DFC staff in local

offices, for DFC central office staff, and for local providers.10

In 2002, FaithWorks held six regional CSL training sessions during which they

provided the CSLs with information about Charitable Choice legislation and

FaithWorks materials for outreach purposes. (About 100 representatives of local DFC

offices attended these regional meetings.) This training eventually will be integrat-

ed into regular training of FSSA staff. CSLs are encouraged to host open houses for

FBOs and community-based organizations in an effort to promote collaboration. To

date, FaithWorks staff have been involved in three open houses hosted by DFC in

three rural counties.11

FaithWorks also established the FaithWorks Indiana Support Work Group to

provide feedback on the project. This group is composed of individuals both sup-

portive and skeptical of the initiative, and it includes representatives from traditional

service provider organizations, congregations, the Indiana Civil Liberties Union, and

other state agencies such as the Department of Workforce Development and the

Health Department. FaithWorks expects this broad representation to bring balance

to the program and to help address areas of concern, such as the separation of

church and state.
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10 FaithWorks Community Service Liaison training,
Greensburg, Indiana, April 2002.

11 In addition to interviews and e-mail communications,
details about FaithWorks activities are based on
progress reports including the following: FaithWorks
Indiana Weekly Reports (March 3–June 30, 2000);
FaithWorks Indiana Quarterly Progress Reports (June
2001–November 2001); and FaithWorks Indiana Semi-
Annual Progress Report (June 2002).



Reported Challenges

Over the last three years, FaithWorks has provided some form of technical assis-

tance—either via a workshop or help with proposal development—to roughly 18

percent of IMPACT providers throughout the state. FaithWorks and IMPACT personnel

report that FBOs face significant challenges with contracting. These include learning

to write effective proposals; a lack of familiarity with the government procurement

process, proposal submission, and negotiation process; difficulty obtaining referrals

(this is not unique to FBOs), and the challenges of working with the “hardest-to-

serve” clients.12 Arthur Farnsley of the Polis Center reported similar findings in an

analysis of proposals from FBOs and other organizations in response to Requests for

Proposals (RFPs) from three Indianapolis-based organizations. FBOs in this sample

also faced challenges with effective proposal writing, developing evaluation strate-

gies, and budgets. The three organizations that issued the RFPs were the Front Porch

Alliance, the juvenile division of Marion County Superior Court which contracts with

faith-based groups to provide mentoring, and the Coalition for Homelessness

Intervention and Prevention (Farnsley, 2001). FBOs also report challenges related to

government reporting requirements and questions about the proper balance of reli-

gion with service provision—separation of church and state issues.13 The research

team has collected data via provider interviews specifically about organizational and

IMPACT challenges that will be the subject of a forthcoming paper.

Preliminary Results of Implementation Efforts

In 2000, roughly 75 of the 400 groups (both faith-based and non-faith-based) who

attended the technical assistance workshops applied for funds. About 40 contracts

were subsequently awarded to faith-based groups. These groups went through the

same procurement process as other organizations. Like the others, they signed per-

formance-based contracts in which they were required to perform specific services

and achieve specific outcomes for payment. These contracts represented approxi-

mately $3.5 million in state funds. Twenty-eight of these contracts, each for approxi-

mately $25,000, were awarded to FBOs (using the state definition for a faith-based

organization) for short-term summer youth programs in Marion and Lake counties.

(These contracts were a result of supplemental IMPACT funds for FY 2000 only.)  Of

the 40 contracts, 10 were awarded to FBOs in the IMPACT program (see Table 3.2,

2001). These organizations contracted to provide job readiness, training, placement,

and mentoring programs. Several contracts also have been awarded to FBOs under

the state’s Fathers & Families Program, which addresses fatherhood and parenting

issues.14

49

12 Interview with Matt Raibley, IMPACT manager, October
2000. These reported challenges are based on the
state’s experience with contracts in the first stages of
the FaithWorks initiative; primarily the 2000 term
Summer Youth Program providers.

13 Interviews with FaithWorks staff, April 2002.

14 The Fathers & Families program is beyond the scope of
this investigation.



It is extremely difficult to obtain copies of proposals (both rejected and accept-

ed) or names of applicant organizations from the local county offices. This is proba-

bly a result of the state’s decentralized contracting procedures combined with chron-

ically understaffed local offices. This is a problem for researchers, as it is difficult to

determine whether organizations whose contracts were not renewed were rejected

or if they simply did not reapply. As the research team learned more about the

IMPACT data and the agency’s staffing constraints, it became clear that, while FSSA

was willing to share its data, the project would require more staff time than the

agency could provide. The research team therefore has placed a graduate student at

FSSA for the duration of the data collection effort.

In the first year, our research efforts focused on organizations and clients in two

Indiana counties, Lake and Marion (the most populous urban counties in the state),

which had contracts with faith-based providers for IMPACT’s 2001 fiscal year

(October 1, 2000, through September 30, 2001). Prior to 2001, the state had not

identified providers by any faith element. The state defined 2001 providers as faith-

based by their participation in the FaithWorks technical assistance program.15

IMPACT consultants determined whether 2002 providers were faith-based based on

information sheets submitted by organizations along with contract proposals.

Potential contractors were asked to identify their organizations by auspice (nonprof-

it, for-profit, government, or other). In the “other” category, it is our understanding

that a provider could indicate “faith-based.” In 2001, of the 17 total providers in Lake

County, 8 were faith-based and 9 non-faith-based (see Tables 3.1 and 3.2). (Three of

the Lake County contracts that were terminated in the spring of 2001 were faith-

based.) Of the 14 providers in Marion County, 2 were faith-based and 11 were non-

faith-based. From the data provided on the new information sheets, only 6 

2002 contractors were categorized as faith-based by the state, some because their

name included a religious reference.16 For the 2002 contract year (October 1, 2001,

through September 30, 2002), there were fewer total contracts in both counties, with

only 4 faith-based providers in Lake County.

Indiana experienced a dramatic reduction in welfare caseloads from 70,000 in

1994 to 30,000 in 1999. However, because of recent economic conditions and rising

unemployment in 2001 and 2002, welfare caseloads increased to more than 52,000

(as of June 2002). On July 17, 2002, FSSA announced that the state was facing a $60

million deficit for FY 2003 and released a TANF Budget Reduction Plan. Due to rising

caseloads and flat funding in the TANF federal block grant, FSSA proposed to cut $60

million from its budget—including a $21 million cut for childcare.17 The state pro-

jected that the budget reduction could affect 26,000 current IMPACT clients and that
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15 From the beginning of this project, it was our under-
standing that the state’s definition of “faith-based” was
premised upon participation in the FaithWorks pro-
gram. This interim report includes analysis based on
this categorization of FBOs. It has recently come to our
attention that this is no longer the state’s method of
classification. Our final report will address the new
typology. It should be noted that for analytical purpos-
es, the project made its own determination of the faith
character of providers, and that while the state’s cate-
gorization is relevant to descriptive issues, the change
does not affect evaluations of comparative efficacy.

16 As a result of the state’s reclassification of existing
providers, two additional organizations were catego-
rized as faith-based—one in Howard County and the
other in Miami County. After we contacted both organi-
zations and used screening questions from the project’s
survey instrument, we determined that the provider in
Miami County was faith-based by our typology. All
three IMPACT providers in Miami County have been
added to our investigation.

17 A recent FSSA news release reported that in FY 2002,
more than $33 million was removed from the FSSA
budget and an additional $11 million will be perma-
nently removed from the budget in 2003. FSSA will
continue to hold the line on spending in 2004–2005,
cutting $150 million in the 2002–2003 biennium and
holding those reductions in place for the 2004–2005
biennium. See FSSA hold the line on spending. (January
15, 2003) FSSA News Release retrieved January 15,
2003, from www.in.gov/fssa



1,450 new clients annually would not receive services.18 The implications of these cuts

are a reduced number of people served and fewer types of services available. Because

of the state’s fiscal crisis, IMPACT did not issue any RFPs for FY 2002–2003. Rather,

funds were allocated to the counties, which then negotiated with 2002 contractors for

services that support their goals. For the current contract year (October 1, 2002,

through September 30, 2003) only two FBO contractors remain in Lake County and one

in Marion County (see Table 3.2).

As shown in Tables 3.1 and 3.3, most providers in Lake and Marion counties in

contract years 2001–2003 were nonprofits, as were most of the FaithWorks partici-

pants with IMPACT contracts. Though nonprofit organizations still receive most of the

IMPACT contract funds in both counties, in the most recent contracting year (2002–2003),

for-profit providers in Lake County increased their share of contract funds. In contrast,

the for-profit providers’ share in Marion County has decreased. While neither county

contracted with a large number of government entities for IMPACT services in 2001 or

2002, neither one currently has any contracts with government entities.19
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18 TANF Budget Reduction Plan. (2002, September 10).
Available: www.in.gov/fssa/tanf/plan.html

19 Contract amounts were obtained from IMPACT
financial reporting records. Totals do not reflect
contracts with local DFC offices or a sizeable 2003
contract with an outside contractor for developing
an online assessment tool.

Table 3.1: IMPACT Contractors by Reported Type of Organization

County 2000 2001 2002 2003

Nonprofit Lake* 6 11 8 5
Marion 4 10 9 8
Total 10 21 17 13

For profit Lake 2 3 2 2
Marion 2 3 3 1
Total 4 6 5 3

Government Entity Lake 2 3 3 0
Marion 0 1 0 0
Total 2 4 3 0

Total 16 31 25 16

* 2001 count includes 3 terminated contracts

Table 3.2: Faith-Based IMPACT Contractors

County 2000 2001 2002 2003

Faith-based Lake* 3 8 4 2
Marion 0 2 2 1
Total 3 10 6** 3**

Non-faith-based Lake 7 9 9 5
Marion 6 12 10 8
Total 13 21 19 13

Total 16 31 25 16

* 2001 count includes 3 terminated contracts

** The addition of two faith-based providers in Miami and Howard counties on the basis of the new clas-
sification would increase the total number of faith-based IMPACT providers throughout the state to 7 in
2002 and 4 in 2003.



As Table 3.2 illustrates (see page 51), the number of both faith-based and non-

faith-based providers increased between contract years 2000 and 2001—the num-

ber of faith-based providers grew from three to ten. In contract year 2002, the num-

ber of faith-based providers dropped to six and then to three in 2003.

Most faith-based providers were in Lake County during contract years 2000 and

2001. In contract years 2002 and 2003, however, the number of faith-based

providers in the two counties was about equal. This is because the number of FBO

providers in Lake County dropped between 2001 and 2002—probably because of

the three FaithWorks contracts that were terminated. Two of these contracts were

terminated for under-utilization of funds and one for legal reasons, demonstrating

that FBOs are subject to similar financial and programmatic monitoring as other

providers. (A detailed description and analyses of the IMPACT providers included in

our study is the subject of Chapter 5.)

Table 3.4 shows IMPACT contract totals (TANF funds) in contract years 2001,

2002, and 2003. It illustrates that, while faith-based contracts to provide IMPACT

services are a small proportion statewide (13 percent in 2001), they are more signifi-

cant in Lake County (41 percent). The total contract amounts decreased in 2002, and

faith-based contracts decreased disproportionately in Lake County and statewide. In

Marion County, however, the faith-based proportion in 2002 is roughly similar to

2001. In 2001, statewide faith-based contracts represent 13 percent of all contracts.

This is slightly higher than the national average for that same year. (U.S. General

Accounting Office, 2002). The U.S. General Accounting Office reported that contracts

with FBOs account for 8 percent of TANF funds spent by states on contracts with non-

governmental entities.20
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20 The 2002 study, Charitable Choice: Federal Guidance on
Statutory Provisions Could Improve Consistency of
Implementation, reported results based on findings
from 2001 GAO national survey.

Table 3.3: IMPACT Contracts (TANF Funds) by Reported Type of Organization

Lake County 2001 Percent 2002 Percent 2003 Percent

Nonprofit $3,271,840 66% $2,278,400 76% $886,400 62%
For-profit $1,199,350 24% $381,000 13% $550,000 38%
Government  $455,490 9%  $333,075 11%  $0   0%
TOTAL $4,926,680 100% $2,992,475 100% $1,436,400 100%

Marion County 2001 Percent 2002 Percent 2003 Percent

Nonprofit $3,017,200 72% $2,240,000 74% $1,535,075 82%
For-profit $793,350 19% $785,000 26% $335,000 18%
Government  $401,000 10%  $0 0%  $0 0%
TOTAL $4,211,550 100% $3,025,000 100% $1,870,075 100%



Recent Developments

The state also is exploring the possibility of greater collaboration with the Department

of Workforce Development (DWD). Under such an arrangement, IMPACT would focus on

job placement and retention, while DWD would offer career development and skill

enhancement services.21

In June 2002, Indiana was one of 12 states awarded federal grants by the U.S.

Department of Labor (DOL) to faith-based, grassroots organizations. The $1 million

grant will be used to link faith-based and community organizations to Indiana’s DWD

career service programs and clients, a similar approach to that of IMPACT and the

FaithWorks program. In fact, the same contractor (Crowe Chizek) wrote the DOL grant

proposal and will be involved in its administration. The FSSA portion of FaithWorks pro-

gramming concluded in November 2002. Given FSSA’s role in developing the FaithWorks

initiative, it will continue to participate in program facilitation. In February 2003,

Governor O’Bannon announced the formation of an inter-agency task force to be sup-

ported by the grant. This group will represent a number of organizations and its objec-

tive will be further expansion of faith-based involvement beyond the human services

arena.22

Interim Conclusions 

Indiana has invested significant resources in publicizing FaithWorks and aggressively

reaching out to the faith community. The initiative has received strong support from

Governor O’Bannon’s administration since its inception. The state’s efforts also are

viewed by many around the nation as a model for implementation. For example, the

Center for Public Justice, a religiously-based proponent of Charitable Choice, gave Indiana

an “A” for compliance in terms of procurement policies and practices under the legislation.23
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21 Interview with IMPACT Program Manager, Matt
Raibley, June 2002.

22

The task force will be comprised of representa-
tives from the Governor’s Office, FSSA, DWD,
Commission on Community Service and
Volunteerism, State Department of Health,
Criminal Justice Institute, Department of
Commerce, Department of Correction, and
Department of Education. State forms task force
to coordinate FaithWorks Indiana. (February 27,
2003). Office of Governor Frank O’Bannon.
Retrieved Feb. 27, 2003, from 
www. insideindianabusiness.com/newsStory.
asp?local=1&newsid=3531

23 Charitable Choice National Compliance Card.
(2000). The Center for Public Justice. Retrieved
September 2000 from www.cpjustice.org/sto-
ries/storyReader$296

Table 3.4: IMPACT Contracts (TANF funds)

Lake County 2001 Percent 2002 Percent 2003 Percent

Faith-based  $1,996,200  41%  $907,500  30%  $500,000  35%  
Non-faith-based $2,930,480 59% $2,084,975 70% $936,400 65%
TOTAL $4,926,680  100%  $2,992,475  100%  $1,436,400  100%

Marion County 2001 Percent 2002 Percent 2003 Percent

Faith-based  $344,700  8%  $300,000  10%  $100,000  6%  
Non-faith-based $3,866,850 92% $2,725,000 90% $1,770,075 95%
TOTAL $4,211,550 100% $3,025,000 100% $1,870,075 100%

Statewide 2001 Percent 2002 Percent 2003 Percent

Faith-based  $2,340,900 13% $1,279,000  9%  $627,077  6%  
Non-faith-based $16,220,703 87% $13,126,917 91% $10,517,050 94%
TOTAL $18,561,603 100%  $14,405,917  100%  $11,144,127  100%  

Note: Statewide faith-based totals for 2002 and 2003 include contracts with providers in Miami and
Howard counties.



What is the result of Indiana’s substantial investment in implementing the Charitable

Choice provisions?  In the first full year of the initiative, contracts with FBOs represented

nearly 13 percent of statewide IMPACT contracts. In contract year 2001-2002, these

decreased to roughly 9 percent; and in 2002-2003, contracts with FBOs decreased to 6 per-

cent. It also remains to be seen what the effect will be of IMPACT cuts both on participant

organizations and on state and local monitoring capacity. Preliminary research results sug-

gest that many of the providers who were recipients of FaithWorks technical assistance and

were awarded IMPACT contracts are smaller organizations whose revenues are more

dependent on IMPACT dollars than are larger, traditional providers. As the IMPACT program

shifts its primary objectives away from job readiness, search, and training, toward placement

and retention, will organizations that wish to continue contracting adjust their missions to

fit the program’s more narrow goals?  The research team expects to examine such issues

through follow-up interviews and select case studies during course of the coming year.
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DOES FAITH WORK?
A PRELIMINARY COMPARISON OF LABOR MARKET

OUTCOMES OF JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS

Many reasons are given for the current efforts to make faith-based providers a larger

part of the government-funded social safety net. The most prominent is a belief that

religious providers are more effective than their secular counterparts. This is a belief

that has never been tested—indeed, there is comparatively little research on the

efficacy of social welfare programs in general. In this study, we compare the labor

market outcomes of job-training programs conducted by secular and religious

organizations. Note that this question has normative implications. If faith-based

organizations (FBOs) are found to be more effective, then current outreach programs

can be justified. If, on the other hand, FBOs are found to be no more or less effective

than secular organizations, efforts to involve more of them as government contrac-

tors will have to be justified on other grounds.

There is relatively little research in the area of provision of social services by

FBOs. Chaves and Tsitsos (2001) examine what social services religious organizations

provide and how they do it. Kramer, Nightingale,Trutko, Spaulding, and Barnow

(2002) ask similar questions, but in the context of provision of employment-related

services. Monsma and Mounts (2002) examine how faith-based welfare-to-work

programs differ from their secular counterparts in terms of funding from govern-

ment and services offered. We have not been able to find, however, any published

literature that examines differences in outcomes of clients who receive social servic-

es from faith-based versus secular providers. Perhaps this lack of literature is not

surprising since there is comparatively little evidence on the consequences of the dif-

fering organizational attributes of for-profit and nonprofit providers for social wel-

fare outcomes. (However there is a great deal of literature about their differences in

other dimensions [Heinrich, 2000]). In the context of nonprofit versus for-profit

providers, Salamon (1993) and Weisbrod (1989) suggest that the lack of empirical

research on this subject is due mainly to problems associated with measuring out-

comes, particularly those of social welfare programs, where quality is not easily

quantified and multiple objectives and constituencies frequently exist.

These arguments are equally valid in examinations of differences between

faith-based and secular providers of services. Job training programs arguably have

the most easily quantifiable outcomes with well-defined objectives. There also is

considerable literature on evaluations of the efficacy of such programs (Bloom et al.,

1997; and Heckman, Lalonde, & Smith, 1999). Consequently, a comparison of job
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training programs provided by faith-based and secular providers of social services is a

natural place to embark on such research.

Methods

The ideal study design would involve randomly assigning individuals into training pro-

grams and observing their outcomes over an extended period of time post training.

Unfortunately, we were not able to conduct a randomized trial. Instead, we had avail-

able to us observational data of individuals placed into job training programs over a

two-year period. Nevertheless, if we thought that caseworkers were assigning individ-

uals randomly into faith-based and secular programs, then we could use statistical

methods appropriate for randomized designs. If we thought that caseworkers were

not assigning individuals randomly, but that they used information which was irrele-

vant to the client’s productivity, then again, statistical methods for randomized designs

would be appropriate. For example, suppose that caseworkers assigned each client to

the program closest to the client’s home. In this instance, caseworkers did not assign

clients randomly, but their assignment method was not directly related to the produc-

tivity of the client. If the caseworker made a judgment regarding the client’s ability 

to undertake job training and to have desirable labor market outcomes prior to select-

ing an appropriate job training program, then methods for randomized designs would

be inappropriate.

In the data available to us, which consist of real-world placements of clients by

caseworkers whose mandate includes “appropriate” placement of clients, it is reason-

able to expect that caseworkers used all information available to them before choos-

ing a placement for a particular client. Presumably, this information included produc-

tivity-related information, e.g., education, prior job-related skills, and motivation.

Thus, in our sample, individuals were not randomly assigned to providers of each type,

rather the caseworkers selected the provider type based on the client information 

they were provided.

Assignment to or selection of a type of provider is, in general, based on two types

of information: observed and unobserved. Statistical methods to control for selection

based on observable information are straightforward. Education, for example, might

be considered observed information. Statistical methods to control for selection based

on unobservable factors are far more complex. Motivation, for example, is unobserved

by the analyst but was observed by the caseworker at the time of placement. Prior

job-related skills is observable information, but was not included in the data set avail-

able to us, hence it will be treated like unobservable data in this analysis.
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There is considerable econometric literature on statistical methods that correct

for selection based on unobservable information. This was first described in seminal

work by Heckman (1978, 1979) and later updated and summarized (Heckman,

1990). A large body of work in economics uses these methods, and they have been

shown to be important in estimates of job training impacts on labor market out-

comes in other contexts, as well as in numerous other applications. Note that these

methods apply statistical fixes to the problem of selection bias. Randomized trials

are still preferable when feasible.

The method is implemented as follows. First we use a probit regression to

determine the process by which treatment (assignment to faith-based providers in

our case) is assigned. Next, we use these estimates to calculate a statistical term

known as the Mills Ratio. Finally, the inverse of the Mills Ratio is included as an addi-

tional covariate in the outcome regressions. The significance of the inverse Mills

Ratio is indication of selection effects. In principle, the process by which treatment is

assigned can have exactly the same covariates as the process by which the outcome

is determined. In practice, such models using statistical fixes are very poorly identi-

fied, i.e., parameter estimates are unreliable. The latest practice is to identify the

outcome processing some variables that enter the treatment regression but not to

enter the outcome regressions, thus distinguishing the treatment process from the

outcome process. Estimates from such models are quite reliable. We use this modi-

fied method.

Data

The data set was compiled from three sources: financial management reports,

extracts from the Indiana Client Eligibility System (ICES), and monthly job placement

reports submitted by the counties. We used financial management reports to identi-

fy the provider of job training services. ICES contains basic demographic information

for clients: sex, age, race, education levels, and the identity of the case-worker. We

used monthly job placement reports to identify clients who were placed into jobs,

their wage rates, and hours worked.

Providers of job training services were categorized as faith-based or secular in

the following way. We used surveys of providers to measure eight dimensions relat-

ed to the influence of faith in the organization (Bielefeld, Littlepage, & Thelin, 2002).

Organizations scoring positively on one or more dimensions were classified as faith-

based. We considered only clients receiving services in Marion and Lake counties, the

only two counties that had faith-based service providers at the time of data collec-

59



tion. After appropriate cleaning of the raw data files, including manual verification

of certain data elements on a case-by-case basis, the sample suitable for analysis

contained 2,830 observations.

Our data included information on whether or not the individual was placed

after training and, if placed, the individual’s wage rate, hours worked, and whether or

not health insurance was offered. These are our outcome measures. The main con-

trol variable of interest is a dummy variable for whether the client was placed by the

caseworker to obtain job training services from a faith-based provider. Other control

variables include a dummy variable for whether the client lives in Marion County (as

opposed to Lake County), gender, race (two dummy variables for White and African

American), and education (a dummy variable for whether the client has at least 12

years of education).

We identify the caseworker via a scrambled identifier. Each caseworker with a

sufficient number of clients is assigned a dummy variable. Although not specifically

about the client, this information is important for the Heckman techniques because

it potentially affects the placement of the client with faith-based or non-faith-based

providers. To the extent that caseworkers have their own preferences for one type of

provider over the other, or elicit types of information from clients that they use in

determining placement (information that we do not observe), the dummy variables

for caseworkers provide a “black-box” approach to statistically control for such

effects. This information is used in a placement model which is needed for the sta-

tistical methods that correct for selection bias.

Our models for placement and outcomes also include the following client char-

acteristics: a dummy variable for whether the client lives in Marion County (as

opposed to Lake County), gender, race (two dummy variables for White and African

American), and education (a dummy variable for whether the client has at least 12

years of education). These controls are important in a statistical sense because they

are potential determinants of placement and outcomes. However, we refrain from

providing interpretation of these covariates because each is simply a proxy for com-

plex socioeconomic and environmental descriptors that we cannot disentangle,

especially because we wish to focus on the effects of placement.

The period during which we collected our sample coincides with an initiative

by the state’s Family and Social Services Administration (FSSA) to encourage reli-

gious social service providers to contract with the state to provide job training and

other social services to welfare clients. Their program, called FaithWorks, succeeded

in adding six new provider organizations to the existing set for welfare clients.
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Because these six providers are new to the welfare landscape (although some had

been providing social services for some time), differences between them and exist-

ing religious providers in the data set could contaminate the estimated effect of reli-

gious providers. Therefore, we conducted our analysis a second time without them.

The sample size in this case is 2,397 clients—the number that were left when the

new providers’ clients were removed from the study.

Characteristics of both samples are reported in Table 4.1 under the columns

“with FaithWorks” and “without FaithWorks.” In the full sample (with FaithWorks),

36 percent of clients who engaged in job training were placed in jobs subsequent to

training. Those who were placed earned an average of $6.87 per hour and worked

an average of 31.4 hours per week. Fifteen percent of these individuals were offered

health insurance plans. These characteristics do not change substantially when

FaithWorks providers are removed from the sample. In this subsample (without

FaithWorks), 32 percent of clients received job training. Those who were subse-

quently placed into jobs earned an average of $6.86 per hour and worked 31.6 hours

per week. Fifteen percent of these individuals were offered health insurance. All the

clients were disproportionately female and African American. A little more than

one-half of the clients had at least 12 years of schooling.
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Table 4.1: Summary Statistics

With FaithWorks Without FaithWorks

Variable Definition n Mean Std Dev n Mean Std Dev

placed = 1 if the client was placed into a job;
0 otherwise 2,830 0.36 0.48 2,397 0.32 0.48

wage wage rate in $ per hour 1,012 6.87 2.09 859 6.86 2.14

hours hours worked per week 1,014 31.41 9.21 859 31.56 9.35

ins-offer = 1 if health insurance was offered;
0 otherwise 1,016 0.15 0.35 860 0.15 0.36

faith-based = 1 if the job training provider was a FBO;
0 otherwise 2,830 0.32 0.47 2,397 0.19 0.40

female = 1 if the client was female; 0 otherwise 2,830 0.69 0.46 2,397 0.69 0.46

black = 1 if the client was African American;
0 otherwise 2,830 0.70 0.46 2,397 0.68 0.46

white = 1 if the client was White, Non-Hispanic;
0 otherwise 2,830 0.20 0.40 2,397 0.22 0.41

marion = 1 if the client lived in Marion County;
0 otherwise 2,830 0.37 0.48 2,397 0.40 0.49

highschool = 1 if the client has at least 12 years of 
schooling; 0 otherwise 2,830 0.55 0.50 2,397 0.58 0.49



Results

We used probit regressions to estimate the determinants of assignment to faith-

based providers with and without FaithWorks providers. In addition to client charac-

teristics described in Table 4.1, the models contain dummy variables for the 47 and

34 caseworkers in the “with FaithWorks” and “without FaithWorks” samples, respec-

tively. There are considerably more caseworkers in our sample, but we selected only

those caseworkers with frequencies of at least 0.5 percent to distinguish them indi-

vidually using dummy variables. All other caseworkers are grouped together in the

baseline category. Estimates from these models are reported in Table 4.2. We have

chosen to report marginal effects of covariates, rather than parameter estimates

whose magnitudes cannot be interpreted, along with their standard errors and t-sta-

tistics in Table 4.2. Marginal effects describe the difference in the probability of the

outcome with respect to a small change in the covariate in the case of continuous

variables, or a change of the variable from 0 to 1 in the case of dummy variables.

We have not reported estimates for individual caseworker variables because

these are not interpretable. However, it is important to note that the estimates of

caseworker effects are jointly significant. The statistics for the null hypothesis that

there is no caseworker effect (or in other words, that all caseworkers are identical in

their propensities to assign clients to faith-based providers) are highly significant.

Thus, caseworkers are not homogeneous; they do differ in their propensities to

assign clients to faith-based providers, ceteris paribus. Note that our model treats

caseworkers as a black box, so it is not possible to learn anything about why they dif-

fer, or what unobserved (to us) client characteristics they use in making their deci-

sions. Table 4.2 shows that African Americans are significantly more likely to receive

job training services from religious providers. The other variables generally are

insignificant.

We also estimated outcome regressions for both samples and reported the

findings in Tables 4.3–4.6. Table 4.3 shows results of probit regressions describing

the determinants of whether or not a client was placed into a job. Tables 4.4–4.6

describe wages, hours worked, and whether health insurance was offered, each con-

ditional on being placed into a job.

There appears to be no significant difference in placement rates between faith-

based and secular providers of job training services. Clients who live in Marion

County are more likely to be placed in a job than Lake County clients, reflecting

greater demand for labor relative to Lake County. Women, Blacks, and those with at

least 12 years of schooling also are significantly more likely to be placed. The coeffi-
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Table 4.2: Probit Regression of Assignment to a   
Faith-Based Provider of Job Training

With FaithWorks Without FaithWorks

Variable Marginal Std. Error Marginal Std. Error 

marion 0.01 0.02 0.09* 0.02

female 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02  

white -0.06
+

0.03 0.02 0.04  

black 0.08* 0.03 0.12* 0.03  

highschool 0.03
+

0.02 0.00 0.02        

χ2 test of case-

worker effect 112* (47 d.f.) 84* (34 d.f.)  

Pseudo R
2

0.05  0.07   

Notes: Marginal denotes the change in the probability of the outcome
with respect to a small change in the covariate in the case of a contin-
uous variable or as the dummy variable changes from 0 to 1.

* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
+

Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.

Table 4.3: Probit Regressions of Placement 
into a Job

With FaithWorks Without FaithWorks

Variable Marginal Std. error Marginal Std. error 

faith-based 0.08 0.09 0.17 0.12  

marion 0.05* 0.02 0.04* 0.02  

female 0.20* 0.02 0.19* 0.02

white 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.04  

black 0.07* 0.03 0.08* 0.04  

highschool 0.05* 0.02 0.04
+

0.02  

inversemills -0.05 0.06 -0.10 0.06        

Pseudo R
2

0.04  0.04

Notes: Marginal denotes the change in the probability of the outcome
with respect to a small change in the covariate in the case of a contin-
uous variable or as the dummy variable changes from 0 to 1.

inversemills is a variable denoting the Inverse Mills Ratio calculated
on the basis of the probit model for faith-based reported in Table 4.2.
The Inverse Mills Ratio corrects for potential bias in estimates due to
selection (non-random assignment) into type of provider of job train-
ing.

* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
+

Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.



cient on the inverse Mills Ratio is not significant, suggesting that selection based on

unobservables may not be an important factor in job placement.

Among those who are placed in jobs, wages are not different significantly for

clients who received training from faith-based providers compared with those who

received training from secular providers (see Table 4.4). Placed clients who live in

Marion County earn substantially more per hour than Lake County clients ($1.16 to

$1.24 more per hour, as do clients with at least 12 years of education.

Clients of faith-based providers work significantly fewer hours than those of

secular providers (see Table 4.5). This effect, from 5.3 to 5.9 hours less per week, is

substantial. In this case, the significant “treatment” effect is accompanied by a sig-

nificant selection-based-on-unobservables effect. Clients who live in Marion County

work significantly more hours. All other control variables are insignificant.

In Table 4.6 (see page 64), we report estimates from probit regressions of

whether or not health insurance was offered at the job. Here, as in hours worked, we

find that clients of faith-based providers are significantly and substantially less likely

to be offered health insurance plans. Once again, the Marion County dummy vari-

able is the only control variable that is significant across samples.

Conclusions

In this study we have examined the issue of whether labor market outcomes of job

training programs provided by faith-based organizations are different from those of

secular job training providers. We have controlled, as best possible, for the possibili-

ties of selection on observable and unobservable characteristics into training pro-

grams provided by faith-based and secular organizations. We found that faith-based

and secular providers have the same rates of placement into jobs and that the jobs

have similar wages. However, we also found that clients who received training from

faith-based providers and were placed into jobs work substantially fewer hours per

week, and they are less likely to be offered health insurance than placed clients of

secular providers. These findings suggest that faith-based providers of job-training

services may have less access to full-time job opportunities for their clients com-

pared with secular providers.

We have estimated our models for two data samples, one of which excludes

FBOs that received government funding only recently as a result of a recruitment ini-

tiative targeted toward such organizations. We found that our results are robust to

choice of sample. (That is, we used two data samples, and when we analyzed each,

results were quite similar for the two samples.)  This suggests that differences
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Table 4.4: Regressions of Hourly Wages

With FaithWorks Without FaithWorks

Variable Coeff. Std. error Coeff. Std. error

faith-based 0.44 0.55 -0.43 0.44  

marion 1.16* 0.13 1.24* 0.15  

female -0.39+ 0.20 -0.33 0.23  

white 0.19 0.34 0.25 0.40  

black -0.05 0.30 0.06 0.36  

highschool 0.65* 0.13 0.62* 0.14  

inversemills -0.25 0.35 0.24 0.28

R
2

0. 10  0. 10   

Note: inversemills is a variable denoting the Inverse Mills Ratio
calculated on the basis of the probit model for faith-based
reported in Table 4.2. The Inverse Mills Ratio corrects for poten-
tial bias in estimates due to selection (non-random assignment)
into type of provider of job training.

* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
+ Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.

Table 4.5: Regressions of Hours Worked 
per Week

With FaithWorks Without FaithWorks

Variable Coeff. Std. error Coeff Std. error 

faith-based -5.89* 2.55 -5.27* 2.57  

marion 3.64* 0.58 3.78* 0.66  

female -0.17 0.79 -0.71 0.86  

white -1.65 1.27 -1.22 1.45  

black -0.72 1.13 -0.41 1.34  

highschool 1.08+ 0.58 0.87 0.63  

inversemills 3.43* 1.60 2.94+ 1.55        

R2 0.04  0.04   

Note: inversemills is a variable denoting the Inverse Mills Ratio
calculated on the basis of the probit model for faith-based
reported in Table 4.2. The Inverse Mills Ratio corrects for poten-
tial bias in estimates due to selection (non-random assignment)
into type of provider of job training.

* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
+ Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.



between these “new” faith-based providers and older, more established ones do not

matter for labor market outcomes. In other words, there is no evidence that the new

providers are substantially different (better or worse) than older faith-based

providers.

These findings, although robust within the data samples we have used, should

be treated with some caution for two reasons. First, in spite of our careful statistical

treatment of self-selection, our study does not have the same validity as an experi-

mental study. Second, our data are from only two counties in Indiana, so obvious

questions of external validity can be raised. Nevertheless, we do believe our results

are plausible counter arguments to the recent political rhetoric.
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Table 4.6: Probit Regressions of Health 
Insurance Offered at Job

With FaithWorks Without FaithWorks

Variable Marginal Std. error Marginal Std. error 

faith-based -0.13+ 0.07 -0.16* 0.06  

marion 0.09* 0.02 0.10* 0.03  

female 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03  

white 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.07  

black 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.05  

highschool 0.04+ 0.02 0.03 0.02  

inversemills 0.09 0.06 0.12+ 0.07       

Pseudo R2 0.02  0.03   

Notes: Marginal denotes the change in the probability of the
outcome with respect to a small change in the covariate in the
case of a continuous variable or as the dummy variable
changes from 0 to 1.

inversemills is a variable denoting the Inverse Mills Ratio calcu-
lated on the basis of the probit model for faith-based reported
in Table 2. The Inverse Mills Ratio corrects for potential bias in
estimates due to selection (non-random assignment) into type
of provider of job training.

* Statistically significant at the 5 percent level.
+ Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.
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ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS:
THE INFLUENCE OF FAITH ON IMPACT SERVICE PROVIDERS

This article presents results from interviews of IMPACT providers in Indiana. IMPACT

is funded by the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant, and it

contracts for employment-based services including assessment; education; job train-

ing; job readiness; and job search, development, and placement. IMPACT contracts

with newly formed and traditional faith-based providers as well as with non-faith-

based providers to deliver these services.

In addition to the analysis presented here, we have two separate analyses that

used data collected from the interviews. In The Role of Faith-Based Providers in a

Social Service Delivery System, presented at the 2002 Association for Research on

Nonprofit Organizations and Voluntary Action Annual Meeting (ARNOVA) in

Montreal, Canada, we explore the degree to which faith can influence service

providers and the role of these providers in service delivery. In Management

Challenges of Faith-based Providers of IMPACT Services (Bielefeld, Littlepage, & Thelin,

2003), presented at the Independent Sector’s 2003 Research Forum, we assess the

capacity of faith-influenced organizations to provide complex social services and

contribute to the development of measurement tools to assess their effectiveness.

Both of these papers are in the process of being edited for submission to aca-

demic journals, but are available upon request.

Methods

As part of our research, we conducted a two-part survey (mailed and then in-per-

son) with IMPACT provider administrators to assess a variety of operational factors

(see Appendix B).

We designed the provider questionnaire to gather data on a number of dimen-

sions deemed important for arriving at conclusions regarding the efficacy of service

provision as well as other topics pertinent for examining the effects of Charitable

Choice. Part I  was mailed before the interview, and Part II (see Appendix B ) guides

the interview process. We developed these factors and specific questions from the

literature on organizational structure and process, the literature and conference pre-

sentations on Charitable Choice and faith-based service provision, and other ongoing

nonprofit surveys.1

We measured a set of basic factors for the organization such as the year of 

its founding, organizational auspice (nonprofit, for-profit, government), organiza-
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tional affiliation with others, geographic focus, mission, and most important programs

or activities. Governance was measured in terms of both the board of directors and the

executive director. Human resource questions included both paid employees and 

volunteers.

We measured the organization’s capacity to deliver services in several ways. We

listed 31 factors that could pose difficulties for organizational functioning, asking

whether these posed major, minor, or no challenges for the organization. These were

measured for the organization as a whole and separately for the organization’s IMPACT

program. In addition, we asked about 17 factors that would enhance organizational

capacity, including technology, formal procedures, and financial reserves. In terms of

financial information, we asked about revenues, expenditures, assets, and liabilities. In

addition, we asked about changes in financial indicators in the last three years.

Revenues were further broken down by source and changes in these sources in the last

three years.

The relative position of the IMPACT program in the organizations was assessed by

a series of questions about their non-IMPACT services. These included: the types of

non-IMPACT services, the number of people receiving these services, number of

employees used to deliver them, whether these services were targeted to particular

populations, recent changes in demand for these services, and the organization’s

responses to these changes.

A number of background factors for evaluating the organization’s IMPACT pro-

gram were assessed, including whether there had been a previous contract with

IMPACT, whether the services currently being provided under the IMPACT program had

been previously provided (either under an IMPACT contract or by means of a different

funding arrangement), and the reason the organization applied for the current IMPACT

contract. We asked a number of detailed questions about the organization’s IMPACT

program. In addition, providers who had a religious orientation (explained further

below) were asked an additional series of questions. IMPACT questions asked of all

providers included: what specific services are provided, number of paid employees

used to provide IMPACT services, number of volunteers used and tasks volunteers per-

formed, professional credentials of staff, percent of contract delivered, affect of pro-

gram on a number of organizational factors and mission, technical assistance received,

experience with referral system, and problems with IMPACT payments.

In addition, we asked about whether other, non-contract, services were provided

and if these services were reimbursed, whether values were promoted during service

provision, whether the organization had other goals for clients besides getting a job



67

and the extent to which other goals were achieved, whether the organization engaged

in client advocacy, and if there were any unintended or unanticipated effects. A series

of questions assessed the degree of interactions with other organizations or communi-

ty groups in the delivery of IMPACT services. This included details of the types of organ-

izations and both collaborative and competitive relationships.

Besides exploring details about the characteristics of each organization’s 2000-

2001 IMPACT program with the questions described above, we felt it important to

measure the degree to which religion played a part in the organization. We asked if the

organization provided funds or support to any religious organizations; was affiliated

with any religious organizations or faith traditions; desired, requested, or required staff

or volunteers to share the same religious belief or faith; used religion or faith as part of

any services it provided; made organizational decisions guided by prayer or religious

texts, documents, or periodicals; or used religious or faith criteria to assign staff to posi-

tions. If an affirmative response was given to any question in addition to the funding

question, we considered the organization to have a religious or faith orientation.

We then asked these providers a set of questions to assess the degree to which

their faith orientation influenced their sense of identity and their religious rationale for

becoming involved in IMPACT. We asked about a number of consequences that might

have followed from receiving government funding. These included whether they felt

they had to curtail any religious practices because of government money, whether gov-

ernment officials had ever questioned their religious practices, whether they had

received any related criticism or lawsuits, or whether they had encountered any issues

with clients. Other questions included whether clients attended religious activities or

joined the church, any advantages or disadvantages they perceived that followed from

their religious orientation, if they engaged in expressions of faith or personal testimony,

and if there were any consequences to accepting government funding for their affiliat-

ed religious body.

For this report, we will provide selected findings from the extensive data set we

are compiling using the wide range of indicators outlined above. We will provide an

overview of the provider system, a description of the degree to which providers are

influenced by faith, and a comparison of faith-influenced and non-faith-influenced

providers on a number of important organizational characteristics. We will be gather-

ing more data over the last year of the study, and in subsequent analyses and publica-

tions we will use this data to focus in more detail on the implications of the findings

presented here.
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Description of Providers

For this project, we attempted to interview all providers from three counties in Indiana

(Lake, Marion, and Miami) having IMPACT providers that were either participants in a

program designed to reach out to faith-based organizations by providing technical

assistance and capacity building (FaithWorks) or who self-identified as faith-based. As

Table 5.1 illustrates, 3 providers were in Miami County, 15 in Lake County and 16 in

Marion County. Twenty-three of the providers are nonprofit, 8 are for-profit and 3 are

government entities. As Table 5.1 illustrates, 1 nonprofit and 3 for-profit organizations

were IMPACT providers in these counties who did not agree to be interviewed.

Table 5.1: 2000-2002 Impact Providers

Type of Organization County Interviewed Declined Total 

Nonprofit Lake 9 1 10
Marion 11 11
Miami 2 2

For-profit Lake 2 1 3
Marion 2 2 4
Miami 1 1

Government Entity Lake 2 2
Marion 1 1
Miami 0 0

Total  30 4 34

Degree to Which Faith Influences Providers

In research on faith-based organizations, a major issue is how to define the term

“faith-based” (Finding Common Ground: 29 Recommendations of the Working Group on

Human Needs and Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, 2002; Chambre, 2001;

Jeavons, 1998; and Smith & Sosin, 2001). It is, consequently, clearly important to

measure the degree to which religion plays a part in the organization. The state of

Indiana classifies providers as faith-based or not depending on two factors: chiefly

self-identification and/or participation in FaithWorks. This simple binary distinction is

inadequate, and numerous researchers have pointed out that thinking of the degree of

religiosity as a dimension is more useful (Finding Common Ground: 29

Recommendations of the Working Group on Human Needs and Faith-Based and

Community Initiatives, 2002; Monsma & Mounts, 2002; Jeavons, 1998; Smith & Sosin,

2001; Green & Sherman, 2002). Table 5.2 presents a comparison of the indicators used

by recent studies in their assessment of the role of religion in service provision.



Based on this earlier work, especially Jeavons, we asked our respondents six screening

questions related to the influence of faith on their organizations (measuring the first six

dimensions in Table 5.3). As we expected, we found variations in the degree to which faith

influenced the providers. The findings represent 30 completed interviews.

Of these 30 providers, we categorized 17 as not influenced by faith (NFI). Respondents

who answered yes to at least one of the first six questions above were given a series of fol-
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Table 5.2: A Comparison of Dimensions and Indicators Used in Identification of Faith-Based Organizations  

Jeavons Smith & Finding Common Green & Monsma & Bielefeld, Littlepage
Dimensions and Indicator 1998 Sosin (2001) Ground (2002) Sherman (2002) Mounts (2002) & Thelin (2002)

Formal/Informal  Religious Affiliation 

Religious name X     

Religious authority coupling  X      

Affiliated with religious agency   X X

Founding by religious organization   X   

Religion in Mission/Governance

Mission statement explicitly religious   X X    

Establishing separate 501(c)(3) would be a problem   X     

Religious criteria for board X  X X  

Senior management/other staff share faith X  X X X X

Religion in Funding

Financial support/resource dependency X X X   X

Reimbursement for providing “entitlement” services   X 

Religion in Structure and/or Process

Percent of participants in organization

holding religious conviction X       

Religious culture  X      

Religious symbols or pictures   X X X  

Opening or closing sessions with prayer     X X (meals)  

Prayer or texts guide decisions X     X  

Faith criteria used to assign staff X   X X X  

Using religious values in motivating staff     X

Partners with religious organizations X       

Religion in Services to Clients

Religion or faith a part of services X X X  X  

Voluntary religious exercises for clients    X X X  

Required religious exercises for clients     X X  

Use religious values to encourage attitude change   X X X   

Encourage clients to make religious commitments    X X X  

Preference to clients in religious agreement    X X X  
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low-up questions to measure two additional dimensions—visible religiousness and

implicit religiousness (the last two dimensions in Table 5.3). An organization was

given one point for each affirmative response to the first six questions and an addi-

tional point for answering yes to any of the questions included in either the visible

or the implicit religiousness dimensions. A total of eight points were possible.

We categorized organizations that had up to four points as moderately faith

influenced (MFI). Those organizations that had more than four points were catego-

rized as strongly faith influenced (SFI). Of those who were found to have a faith

influence, six were found to have a moderate faith influence and seven as having a

strong faith influence. As Table 5.4 illustrates, the SFI organizations are, on average,

much smaller and newer organizations than the NFI or the MFI organizations.

Table 5.5 illustrates how MFI and SFI providers answered the faith influence

questions. It shows that religion plays a much larger role in SFI providers. They had

higher percentages on all of the dimensions measured. For example, all of the SFI

organizations use prayer to guide organizational decisions, while only one-third of

the MFI do. Also, almost half of SFI organizations have staff and volunteers who

share religious beliefs and they use religious criteria to assign staff, while none of the

MFI do so. As the table indicates, these are significant differences between SFI and

MFI organizations.

Table 5.3: Dimensions and Questions Used in Defining Faith Influence

Dimension Question

1. Provide support Organization provides funds or support to any religious organizations  

2. Religious affiliation Organization affiliated with any religious organizations or faith traditions  

3. Staff and volunteers Desired, requested, or required that staff and volunteers share the same religious belief or faith  

4. Services Religion or faith part of any services provided  

5. Decision making Organizational decisions guided by prayer or religious texts, documents, or periodicals  

6. Staff assignments Religious or faith criteria used to assign staff to positions  

7. Visible religiousness Yes to any of these:
religious leader on staff, efforts to encourage clients to make personal religious commitments,
required religious exercises, and spoken prayers at meals   

8. Implicit religiousness Yes to any of these:
religious symbols or pictures in the facility, generalized spirit of love among staff, voluntary religious exercises,
informal references to religious ideas by staff to clients, and staff who are members of the congregation  
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Table 5.4: Faith Influence of IMPACT Providers by Type of Organization

Average Average
Type of Faith Number of Age of Number of
Organization Influence Organizations Organizations Employees

Nonprofit NFI 13 37 39
MFI 3 64 292   
SFI 6 10 2
Subtotal 22 33 63  

For-profit NFI 1 6 20   
MFI 3 3 5   
SFI 1 23 1
Subtotal 5 8 7  

Government 
Entity NFI 3 62 250   

MFI 0
SFI 0
Subtotal 3 62 250  

Total Sample          30 33 126  

Note: NFI = No Faith Influence  
MFI = Moderate Faith Influence (Score of 1 – 4 on Faith Influence Questions)
SFI = Strong Faith Influence (Score of 5 – 8 on Faith Influence Questions)

Table 5.5: Affirmative Responses to Faith Influence Questions

Question/Dimension % MFI % SFI

Funds or support to religious organizations 33% 43%
Affiliated with religious organization or faith tradition 50% 71%
Staff and volunteers share religious belief or faith 0% 43%*
Religion or faith is a part of services 50% 57% 
Prayer, etc., guides organizational decisions 33% 100%* 
Religious or faith criteria are used to assign staff 0% 43%*  
Visible religiousness 67% 100%  
Implicit religiousness 83% 100% 

* Approximately significant at .05 level using Gamma



It should be noted that the categorization of faith influence is dependent upon

the current director’s practices and perceptions of the organization. This could lead

to change in the categorization of an organization if leadership changes. An exam-

ple of this is that a traditional provider with a historic religious affiliation in one part

of Indiana is categorized as having moderate faith influence, while in another part of

Indiana, it is categorized as not having any faith influence.

In addition to asking whether organizations engage in the activities listed in

Table 5.3, we also asked if they would like to engage in these activities, but feel that

they cannot legally. Interestingly, while many SFI organizations displayed religious

symbols and/or pictures in their facilities and prayers at meals, one provider felt that

they would like to have religious symbols but thought that they could not do so

legally, while two would like to have spoken prayers but thought that it would not

be legal. In addition, one organization stated that it would like to give preference to

clients who agree with their religious beliefs but knows that is illegal.

Most faith-influenced organizations have not felt that they have had to change

their religious practices or been questioned about them. Most of these providers

also said that there were positive consequences for their congregation because of

their involvement in IMPACT. Some of these comments included:

“Has given congregation reason to get off the pews and serve the community.”

“Clients have become members, members have become staff.”

“A chance to minister to the students.”

“People are attracted because of the community outreach.”

“Fits with our programs.”

The only slightly negative comment to the question about consequences was:

“scheduling the use of facilities.”

Comparison of Provider Characteristics

In this section of the paper we will compare no, moderate, and strong faith-influenced

providers on characteristics that can be expected to have important impacts on orga-

nizational functioning and service delivery. We will consider organizational size in

terms of staff, revenues, and income from IMPACT. In addition, we will examine the

specific services provided. Finally, we will explore factors that may enhance or retard

provider efficacy, including issues in the contracting process, management challenges,

the use of volunteers, the role of values, and the availability of community networks.
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Employees

Table 5.6 shows that both the MFI and SFI organizations tend to be smaller than NFIs

in terms of staff size. Overall, more than half of all organizations employ fewer than

15 staff (full-time and part-time). Roughly one-fifth have more than 50 staff mem-

bers. Among the SFI, 50 percent have 5 or fewer employees and the remaining 50 per-

cent between 6 and 15 staff members. None of the SFI providers have staff member-

ship larger than 15. Nearly 60 percent of NFI organizations employ staffs of 16 people

or more.

The mean number of employees providing IMPACT services also varied. SFI

providers had the fewest, with 3.7, followed by MFI providers with 6.5. NFI providers

had the most, with 8.4. All of the staff providing IMPACT services among NFI and MFI

organizations possess professional credentials used in the delivery of services. Slightly

fewer, 86 percent, of staff members in SFI organizations have such credentials.

Table 5.6: Staff Size per Type of Organization   
Employees  No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 
(full-time & part-time) Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

1–5 18% 33% 50%  

6–15 24% 33% 50%  

16–50 35% 0% 0%  

>50 24% 33% 0%  

Mean number of staff 
involved in IMPACT service 
provision and administration 8.4 6.5 3.7  

Staff providing IMPACT services 
have professional credentials 
used in service delivery 100% 100% 86%  

Revenues

As shown in Table 5.7 (see page 74), the majority of SFI organizations report annual

revenues between $0 and $500,000 (60 percent of SFI providers), with 40 percent

reporting annual revenues of $100,000 or less. More than 70 percent of NFI organiza-

tions report revenue over $1 million, and all of the MFI providers indicate annual rev-

enue over $500,000.



Table 5.7: Ranges of Annual Revenue per Type of Organization
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Annual Revenue Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

$0 – $100,000 0% 0% 40%  

$100,001 – $500,000 18% 0% 20%  

$500,001 – $1,000,000 12% 50% 20%  

Over $1,000,000 71% 50% 20%  

IMPACT Contracts

The average size of organizations’ IMPACT contracts varies from around $191,000 for

SFI providers to over $266,000 for NFI organizations (see Table 5.8). The 2002 con-

tracts for MFI organizations are 19 percent smaller than NFI providers. The average

size of the SFI contracts is approximately 11 percent smaller than those of MFI

organizations and approximately 28 percent smaller than NFI organizations.

Table 5.8: Size of IMPACT Contracts by Faith Influence   
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Average size 
of 2002 IMPACT contracts $266,788 $215,474 $191,575

Thirty-five percent of all organizations’ annual revenues are derived from their

IMPACT contracts (see Table 5.9). Of the faith-influenced organizations, 38 percent of

annual revenue for MFI providers comes from IMPACT, and 75 percent of annual rev-

enue for SFI organizations comes from IMPACT—nearly twice the percentage as the

moderate category and more than three times as much as the NFI.

Table 5.9: Percentage of Total Annual Revenue from IMPACT Contracts   
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Average percent of annual 
revenue from IMPACT contract 24% 38% 75%  

Revenue from IMPACT

Less than 10% 67% 20% 0%  

10% to 25% 7% 20% 25%  

26% to 50% 7% 40% 0%  

51% to 99% 13% 0% 25%  

100% 7% 20% 50%

Of all organizations in the sample, 46 percent receive less than 10 percent of

their total annual revenue from IMPACT contracts. Among SFI organizations, 50 per-
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cent receive 100 percent of their total annual revenue from IMPACT, and 75 percent

of these organizations received more than 50 percent of annual revenues from

IMPACT dollars. Among NFI providers, 67 percent receive less than 10 percent of their

total annual revenue from IMPACT contracts and 20 percent rely on IMPACT for 50

percent or more of their total annual revenue. The MFI organizations are more varied

in their reliance on IMPACT dollars—one-fifth receive less than 10 percent of total

annual revenue, one-fifth receive 100 percent, and 60 percent receive between 10

and 50 percent of revenue from IMPACT.

Services

Organizations may contract with IMPACT to provide a variety of services.

Organizations were asked which services in the seven broad categories listed below

they provide through their IMPACT contract:

1. Job search (includes contacting employers, job application, resume prepara-

tion, job-seeking training)

2. Job readiness (includes activities which prepare a participant for work such

as learning job coping skills, understanding workplace expectations, family

life skills)

3. Job training (includes vocational and computer skills training) 

4. Case management (coordination of additional services such as transporta-

tion, childcare, housing, education)

5. Education (includes basic education, ESL, GED preparation)

6. Assessment of skills, support system, and barriers to employment

7. Miscellaneous (includes parenting, teen pregnancy prevention, small business

assistance, workplace mediation)

Each category (except case management) had several items included in it. The

number of items in each category is shown in parentheses next to the category.

Survey results suggest that MFI organizations provide a broader range of services

than the NFI or SFI organizations (see Table 5.10). MFI providers contract for an aver-

age of 30 types of services within the seven categories. The SFI organizations, on

average, contract for all seven categories of service provision, but fewer within each

category.
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Table 5.10: Mean Number of IMPACT Services Provided  by Service Category
Number of Services   No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 
in Category Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Job training (2) 0.6 0.8 0.3

Job readiness (16) 9.8 9.7 9.2

Job search, development,
and placement (10) 6.4 8.0 3.8

Assessment (9) 4.8 8.3 3.8

Education (3) 0.8 1.0 0.8

Case management (1) 0.8 0.8 0.5

Miscellaneous (5) 0.9 1.3 1.0

All IMPACT Services (46) 24.2 30.0 19.5

Many of the organizations had provided these services before they received

IMPACT funding. Over two-thirds of the MFI organizations indicated that services cur-

rently funded by IMPACT were previously provided under some other funding arrange-

ment (see Table 5.11). Roughly one-third of SFI providers report other funding sources

for previous employment-based services that are not provided under IMPACT.

Table 5.11: Previous Funding for Current IMPACT Services  
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Employment-based services pro-
vided under some other funding
arrangement prior to IMPACT 47% 67% 29%

In addition, the majority (87 percent) of all organizations provide social services

other than those outlined in their IMPACT contract (see Table 5.12). More than 90 per-

cent of NFI organizations provide other services—83 percent of MFI providers, and just

over 70 percent of SFI organizations. More than half of all organizations indicate that

these services are reimbursed through other outside sources of support. However, only

17 percent of the SFI providers report such reimbursement, compared with 60 percent of

MFI and 63 percent of NFI providers.
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Table 5.12: Non-IMPACT Social Services Provided by the Organization   
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Provides other social 
services to clients 94% 83% 71%

Other services are 
reimbursed in some way 63% 60% 17%

Contract Performance

SFI providers have encountered the most issues in regard to their contract performance.

Among the SFI organizations, the average percent of IMPACT contracts that was expected

to be spent is 70 percent, roughly 15 percent less than for MFI or NFI providers. As Table

5.13 illustrates, 43 percent of SFI organizations experienced problems with the payment

process, such as late payments, compared with 17 percent of MFI and only 6 percent of

NFI providers. This is in spite of the fact that almost all SFI providers (86 percent) had

received technical assistance, either from FaithWorks or IMPACT staff in carrying out their

contract. In comparison, 71 percent of NFI providers and only 33 percent of MFI providers

received such technical assistance.

Table 5.13: Contracting and Payment Issues   
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Mean percent of IMPACT contract 
expected to be delivered by end
of contract year 84% 85% 70%

Received technical assistance in
carrying out contract 71% 33% 86%

FaithWorks participants 0% 17% 71%

Experienced problems with 
the payment process 6% 17% 43%

One hundred percent of all SFI providers have contracted with IMPACT for five years

or less; possibly a reflection of the state’s recent, proactive efforts to involved more FBOs

in social service provision (see Table 5.14, page 78). Fifty percent of MFI organizations

have been contracting for six to twelve years.



78

Table 5.14: Organizations’ Experience Contracting with IMPACT   
Number of Years  No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 
Contracting with IMPACT Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

1 to 2 years 13% 17% 17%
3 to 5 years 47% 33% 83%
6 to 12 years 40% 50% 0%

Management Challenges 

A number of factors are commonly used to assess organizational capacity (Poole,

Ferguson, DiNitto, & Schwab, 2002). In the survey, we build upon previous work and 

ask managers to identify challenges related to 31 factors relevant to the organization’s

technology, written policies, evaluation and reporting, recruitment and training, and

financial health. We asked providers to report whether each of the 31 factors was an

organizational and/or IMPACT challenge. We then combined those factors into three

indices of management challenges: mission and governance, external relations, and

internal operations.

Table 5.15 shows a number of patterns. Overall, MFI organizations reported the

fewest management challenges. For 19 of the 31 measures, the percent of MFI organi-

zations reporting a challenge was lower than the percent of NFI and SFI organizations.

In addition, in no cases was the MFI percentage the highest compared with the other

two types.

An interesting pattern emerges when comparing the challenges of NFI and SFI

organizations. In terms of Mission and Governance, SFI organizations were more likely

than NFI organizations to report challenges in recruiting and keeping effective boards

and in managing board/staff relations. However, they indicated fewer challenges in

achieving their missions. For external relations, SFI organizations reported more chal-

lenges with strategic planning, delivering high quality services, and attracting new

clients. They indicated fewer challenges in identifying and targeting results, good rela-

tions with other organizations, and measuring program outcomes.

Finally, for internal operations, SFI providers reported more challenges

recruiting/keeping qualified staff, dealing with disputes, and managing their facilities.

They reported fewer challenges managing programs, communicating internally, main-

taining good internal working relations, anticipating financial need, obtaining funding,

and using information and other technology.

In summary, MFI organizations exhibit management strengths across our spec-

trum of factors. SFI organizations, on the other hand, seem to have both management

strengths and weaknesses compared with their NFI counterparts. Strengths appear
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most frequently in internal operations. Future analyses will examine this pattern in

more detail and incorporate other factors that might account for this pattern.

Table 5.15: The Effect of Faith Influence on Management Challenges

Faith Influence
Management Challenges None Moderate Strong Difference

(NFI) (MFI) (SFI) (SFI-NFI)
Mission and Governance
Clearly defining our mission 12% 0% 17% 5%
Achieving our mission 35% 17% 17% -19%
Recruiting/keeping effective board 18% 0% 50% 32%
Smooth functioning board 12% 0% 17% 5%
Managing board/staff relations 24% 0% 50% 26%

External Relations
Obtaining adequate information 59% 17% 50% -9%
Identifying & targeting results 47% 33% 33% -14%
Strategic planning process 41% 33% 67% 25%
Implementing plans 41% 33% 33% -8%
Delivering high quality services 24% 17% 50% 26%
Meeting the needs of current clients 53% 33% 67% 14%
Attracting new clients 53% 50% 83% 30%
Enhancing visibility & reputation 65% 0% 67% 2%
Developing/maintaining good 

relations with other organizations 29% 0% 17% -13%
Measuring program outcomes 35% 33% 17% -19%

Internal Operations
Recruiting/keeping qualified 

administrators 12% 0% 0% -12%
Recruiting/keeping qualified staff 35% 0% 50% 15%
Recruiting/keeping qualified 

and reliable volunteers 29% 33% 33% 4%
Managing human resources 35% 0% 33% -2%
Managing our programs 35% 17% 17% -19%
Communicating internally 53% 33% 17% -36%
Developing and using teamwork 41% 0% 33% -8%
Developing/sustaining good working

relationships in the organization 47% 17% 17% -30%
Dealing with disputes in the

organization 24% 0% 33% 10%
Reorganizing structure if needed 35% 17% 33% -2%
Anticipating financial needs 59% 33% 33% -25%
Obtaining funding or other

financial resources 88% 50% 67% -22%
Financial management and accounting 35% 0% 33% -2%
Managing the facilities/space 24% 17% 50% 26%
Using information technology

effectively 53% 33% 33% -20%
Using technology for service provision 53% 17% 17% -36%
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Service delivery

In terms of the way services are provided, it has been held by some advocates of

Charitable Choice that organizations in which faith plays a role have a number of

advantages over secular providers (see Sherman, 2003, for a recent statement). For

example, they may have access to more volunteers and more dedicated volunteers.

In addition, they may be more likely to promote a holistic outlook and stress values,

which makes it more likely that clients will undergo personal transformations—

further enhancing their prospects of success. Finally, they are more likely to be com-

munity-based, and hence, able to use networks more effectively. We examine some

of these factors below.

Volunteers

The majority of organizations in all three categories employ volunteer labor (see

Table 5.16). Eighty-three percent of MFI providers use volunteers, although fewer, 40

percent, have volunteers engaged in the provision of IMPACT services. Just over 70

percent of NFI organizations use volunteers compared with 57 percent SFI organiza-

tions. Among the latter, however, three-quarters use volunteers in IMPACT programs.

Table 5.16: Use of Volunteers    

No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 
Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Organizations use volunteers 71% 83% 57%

Organization has volunteers involved
in IMPACT service provision 67% 40% 75%

Values and Expectations

In response to our question about whether the organization promotes values as part

of IMPACT service provision, the majority of all providers indicate that they do (see

Table 5.17). All MFI organizations indicate they do so, compared with 86 percent of

SFI. A substantial majority (82 percent) of NFI organizations promote values as part

of service provision.



Table 5.17: Promotion of Values   
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Promote values as 
part of IMPACT services 82% 100% 86%

In addition, values were expressed in terms of the expectations staff had about

the benefits clients were to receive from their programs. Overall, nearly all providers

(93 percent) would like their clients to achieve goals beyond employment (see Table

5.18). Among the faith-influenced organizations, 100 percent conveyed this expec-

tation. Some of the goals cited by all providers include:

• Lifestyle change

• Improved self-worth and empowerment

• Greater stability

• Setting and meeting personal goals

• Better parenting and family values

• Achieving educational goals

• Addressing and overcoming barriers

• Self-sufficiency

• Personal discipline

Table 5.18: Provider Expectations of Their Clients   
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Would like IMPACT clients to 
achieve other goals, besides 
finding employment 88% 100% 100%

Service Area

Providers were asked to identify geographic service areas by estimating the percent-

age of clients served from (1) the neighborhood, (2) within a five-mile radius, and

(3) greater than five-mile range. As Table 5.19 illustrates, among the three cate-

gories, SFI providers report the highest percentage of clients from the neighborhood.

Close to one-third (28 percent) of SFI clients come from within one mile of these

organizations. While 11 percent of SFI clients are from outside the area (more than

five miles) nearly one-third of NFI clients come from the same vicinity.
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Table 5.19: Mean Percent of Clients Served (by Geographic Proximity)
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Neighborhood (within 1 mile) 12% 2% 28%

Organizations’ area of the city 
(within 1 to 5 miles) 50% 56% 61%

Outside organizations’ area of 
the city (more than 5 miles) 29% 22% 11%

Networks

As Table 5.19 shows, 83 percent of MFI organizations in the sample report some type

of formal affiliation with other organizations, and more than half of both NFI (59

percent) and SFI (57 percent) organizations report such associations.

Organizations were asked to report the type and number of organizations that

they routinely interact with to deliver IMPACT services: nonprofits, for-profits, gov-

ernment organizations, religious bodies, religious or faith-based organizations, and

others. In addition, they were asked to indicate the type of interaction with each,

whether they: give or receive funding or resources, collaborate for purposes of serv-

ice provision, are competitors, interact on policy or regulatory issues, serve together

on coalitions or task forces, or subcontract with them.

Preliminary results suggest that MFI providers are part of a larger network,

with an average of 8.5 ties to other organizations per provider. SFI organizations

appear to be the least connected; perhaps this is an indication of fewer years experi-

ence contracting with IMPACT.

Table 5.20: Networks and Effects of IMPACT Participation    
No Faith  Moderate Faith  Strong Faith 

Influence (NFI) Influence (MFI) Influence (SFI)

Organization formally affiliated 
with other organization(s) 59% 83% 57%

Average number of ties to 
other organizations 6.3 8.5 4.8

Relations with other 
organizations changed as a result 
of IMPACT contract 47% 17% 50%

Contracting with IMPACT led to 
other community involvements 35% 33% 67%

Contracting with IMPACT affected 
organization’s mission 18% 33% 57%
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Interestingly, contracting with IMPACT has had consequences for provider net-

works. About half of NFI and SFI providers indicated that their relations with other

organizations had changed because of their contracting with IMPACT. In addition, a

majority of SFI organizations, 67 percent, indicate that contracting with IMPACT has

led to other community involvements, while just over one-third of both NFI and MFI

providers specify such outcomes. It appears, therefore, that contracting has led to an

expansion of SFI networks.

More than half of SFI organizations report that contracting with IMPACT has

even affected their primary mission. One-third of MFI organizations report the same

and nearly one-fifth of NFI providers indicate some type of mission change. The

majority of comments from providers reflect positive outcomes, as listed below:

• Broadened mission to include welfare

• Strengthened organization’s mission

• Helps us fulfill our mission by enabling us to reach more people

• Increased and broadened services

• Networking with IMPACT staff has empowered our staff

Summary of Findings

• The majority of SFI organizations report annual revenues between $0 and

$500,000 (60 percent of SFI providers), with 40 percent reporting annual rev-

enues of $100,000 or less. More than 70 percent of NFI organizations report

revenue over $1 million, and all of the MFI providers indicate annual revenue

over $500,000.

• Thirty-five percent of all organizations’ annual revenues are derived from their

IMPACT contracts. Of the faith-influenced organizations, 38 percent of annual

revenue for MFI providers comes from IMPACT and 75 percent for SFI organi-

zations—nearly twice the percentage as the moderate category and more

than three times as much as the NFI.

• Half of the SFI providers receive 100 percent of their funding from IMPACT

compared with 7 percent of the NFI providers.

• MFI organizations provide a broader range of services than the NFI or SFI

organizations.

• More than 90 percent of NFI organizations provide other services—83 per-

cent of MFI providers, and just over 70 percent of SFI organizations. More

than half of all organizations indicate that these services are reimbursed
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through other outside sources of support. However, only 17 percent of the

SFI providers report such reimbursement, compared to 60 percent of MFI

and 63 percent of NFI providers.

• Of SFI organizations, 43 percent experienced problems with the payment

process, such as late payments, compared with 17 percent of MFI and only 

6 percent of NFI providers. This is in spite of the fact that almost all SFI

providers (86 percent) had received technical assistance, either from

FaithWorks or IMPACT staff, in carrying out their contract. In comparison,

71 percent of NFI providers and only 33 percent of MFI providers received

such technical assistance.

• MFI organizations exhibit management strengths across our spectrum of

factors. SFI organizations, on the other hand, seem to have both manage-

ment strengths and weaknesses compared with their NFI counterparts.

Strengths appear most frequently in internal operations.

• Just over 70 percent of NFI organizations use volunteers compared with 

57 percent of SFI organizations. Among the latter, however, three-quarters

use volunteers in IMPACT programs.

• SFI providers report the highest percentage of clients from the neighbor-

hood. Nearly one-third (28 percent) of SFI clients come from within one

mile of these organizations. While 11 percent of SFI clients are from outside

the area (more than 5 miles), nearly one-third of NFI clients come from the

same vicinity.

• A majority of SFI organizations, 67 percent, indicate that contracting with

IMPACT has led to other community involvements, while just over one-third

of both NFI and MFI providers specify such outcomes.

• More than half of SFI organizations report that contracting with IMPACT has

affected their primary mission. One-third of MFI organizations report the

same and nearly one-fifth of NFI providers indicate that their mission has

been affected. The majority of comments from providers about mission

change reflect positive outcomes.
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