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American Congregations and Social Service Programs

American Congregations and Social Service Programs:

Results of a Survey

John C. Green

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is based on a survey of a national stratified random sample of American
congregations conducted in the summer and fall of 2007. The survey generated 1,692 usable
responses, which were weighted togetloerefflect the characteristics of the original sample of

congregations (see the Methodological Appendix for the details of the survey).

The bodyof thereport has five parts and draws the following conclusions:
. CONGREGATIONS AND SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAM AREAS

In 2007, American congregations reported providing social servicasvide variety of
program areas. Of the twer$ix program areas listed in the survey, the most common was
marriage counseling, provided by tildrds of all congregations, and theast common was

vocational training, provided by less than deasth.

Congregational social services varied in terms of the nature of the beneficiaries, with four
program areas largely serving members of the congregation, fifteen primarily servingaitier bro
community, and seven serving both groups. The number of beneficiaries tended to be smaller for
programs that primarily served congregation members and larger for those that primarily served

the community.

Congregational social services also variedeirms of the means by which the services
were delivered, with ninprogram areaprovided substantially by the congregations, eleven by
other agencies, and six baladdsetween the congregation and other agencies. Relatively few

services were provided vaseparate 5@&)(3). The number of volunteers participating in these
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programs tended to be smaller when congregations provided the service and tended to be larger

when provided through another agency.

. A TYPOLOGY OF CONGREGATIONS BY SOCIAL SERVICE
ACTIVITY

The great diversity of congregational social services is usefully summarized with five
types of congregations based on the level and type of social service activity: Comprehensive
Activity (10.3 of all congregations), Extensive Activity (23.2 p&tyeModerate Activity (32.9
percent), Specialized Activity (16.1 percent), and Limited Activity (17.5). These categories
capture much of the variation in social service provision as well as other organizational attributes

of the congregations.

lll. RELI GIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF CONGREGATIONAL TYPES

The five types of congregations cut across religious traditions and theological
orientations, so there was no cleait connection between the religious characteristics and the
congregational social servicestigity. These patterns suggest that other factors are more
important to the level of social service activity than religion per se. However, the types of
congregations most active in social services were also most active in religious programs and

most engged in other forms of civic activity in the community.

IV. SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CONGREGATIONAL TYPES

The five types of congregations varied according to their social characteristics. More
active congregations tended to have more active membetts &ade experienced growth over
the last decade. Indeed, variation in size is one of the most important differences among the five
types of congregations. There were modest differences in congregational type by geographic
location. More active congregati®iended to be more diverse in terms of race and income, and

to have younger members.
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V. CONGREGATIONAL TYPES AND THE OPERATION OF SOCIAL
SERVICE PROGRAMS
In terms of program operation, most congregations reported that the faith/religious
content of the r progr ams wman diaptroersyeontqr nfowmol unt ary, O

little by congregational type or religious characteristics.

Most congregations were open to collaboration with other groups to provide social
services, especially the most aetiypes of congregations.

Most congregations expected to expand their social service programs in the future with

only modest variation by congregational type.

Financial resources varied substantially across the congregations, with the most active
typesof congregations having the most revenue. The largest sources of revenue were individual
contributions and special fundraising. Government grants and contracts made up a very small

part of the revenue even for the most active congregations.

VI. CONGREGAT IONAL GRANT ACTIVITY AND CHARITABLE
CHOICE

Overall, less than ornth of all congregations reported seeking government grants for
social services in the past four years. But nearly-hait said they were likely to increase
government grant activity inhé future. Overall, the congregations reported higher levels of
private agency grant activity, with more than @ndh having sought a private grant in the last
four years. Nearly twahirds of all congregations said they would likely increase privatet gra
activity in the future. The most active types of congregations were the most likely to engage in

both kinds of grant activity.

Few congregations were familiar with charitable choice, with only abouijoager
reporting at least some familiarity with However, there was strong support for the basic ideas
behind charitable choice, especially the need for collaboration among religious, secular and

governmental organizations to help the needy.
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VII. CONGREGATION S, EXPENDITURES, STAFF, AND ADMINISTRATI VE
PRACTICES
Levels and purposes @xpenditure varied substantially across congregations, with the
most active congregational type having higher expenditures. Overall, 42.5 percent of all
congregations spent less thanggycentof their budgets on socigkervices, 45.6 spent 10 to 30

percent 8.0 percent spent 30 to p@rcentand 4.2 percent spent more tharpgécent

Typically, the largest source of expenditure was for paid staff, with the most active types
of congregations having the most paid ergpks. However, such staff was relalywvemall:
overall, the congregations had @aerage of 5.8 paid employees of all types.

Measures of administrative practices reveal the congregations to be diverse, varying
greatly in terms of organizational strengthd sophistication. The more active congregations

tended to have the strongest and most sophisticated organizations by these measures.
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|. CONGREGATIONS AND SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAM AREAS

In 2007, American congregations reported providingide variety ofsocial services.
Figure 1showsthe percentage of all congregations that repast&ibl service aptity in twenty
five specificaread as wel | as a g e n,gresehtedinlestehdingrdesfrom a s 0 0
the most to the least frequent respor{aéso see the first columns of Tables 1 arx®@w). This

information reveals the great diversity of congregational social service programs.

Figure 1: Congregations and Social Service Program Areas

% Reporting Activity
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Other programs

Social services in first tier of program areas wereportedby more than onéalf of all
the congregation®©verall, marriage counseling was the masimmonly providedervice listed

by more than twahirds ofall congregations (68.percen). Other pogramareadn this tierwere
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a food pantry (63.ferceny, family counseling (58.%ercen}, and services to senior citizens
(58.3percen}.

Social services in second tieof program areaserereportedoy between half andbout
onethird of all congegations including emergency clothing (47.6ercen), youth mentoring

programs (36.@ercen}), and a prison ministry (32gercen}.

Social services in third tier of program areawere reportedby roughly onequarterto
onefifth of all the congregadins includinga soup kitchen (23.@ercen}, alcohol/drug teatment
(22.9percen), a homeless shelter (p2rceny, and after school programs (2Jp€rceny.

Social services in #ourth tier of program areas wereportedby between ondfth and
nearly onesixth of all congregations. Health education programesdedthis group (19.1
percen), followed by day care services (18.5 percent), civic engagement programs (18.2
percent), semices for families of prisoners (17.6 percent), and youth academicnmt(i7.1
percent). The last two areas in thisr were community development programs (16.9 percent)

and a health care clinic (15.6 percent).

Social Services in #fth tier of program areawerereportedoy about onesighth or less
of all congregationsThese program areascluded prisorer reentry programs (13.5 percent),
job/search and placement (12.7 percent), adult literacy programs (11.9 percent), housing
development (11.1 percent), and neighborhood crime prevention (11.1 percent). The two least
commonkinds of social serviceseportedwere refugee resettlement (9.5 percent) and vocational
training (9.0 percent).

About oneseventh (14.4 percent) of tkengregational leadersportedservices inother
programareas in addition tothe twentyfive areaslisted. Someof theseresponsesould perhaps
be includedunderoneof the listed program areas, although saevey respondenthasenot to
do sq but others wereclearly distinct Examples of theatter included crisis pregnancy
programs, assistander the victims of domestic violence, fuel assistance, suicide prevention,

disaster relief, and support for military families.
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Beneficiaries ofCongregational Social Services

Survey respondentsere askedf the beneficiaries of these social servieesreprimarily
members of the congregatidhe community beyond the congregationboth Table 1 presents
these three responsésr the twentyfive program areaplus thefotherareas option (all three
columns add to 100 percefar each row). The progm areas arésted by the percentage of
congregations engaged in such programs (as in Figamed1Table P This information also

reveals the diversity of congregational social services.

Table 1: Congregations and Beneficiaries of Programs by Area

Percent

Program Area Reporting Beneficiaries Beneficiary Counts

Standard

Congregation Both  Community Mean deviation

Marriage Counseling 68.5 57.4 29.9 12.7 32 82

Food Pantry 63.5 11.6 22.9 65.5 689 1810
Family Counseling 58.8 54.4 32.3 13.3 40 130
Services for Senior Citizens 58.3 59.4 25.0 15.6 150 733
Emergency Clothing 47.6 15.8 30.7 53.6 449 1325
Youth Mentoring Programs 36.8 49.3 311 19.7 55 142
Prison Ministry 324 18.0 23.7 58.3 197 466
Soup Kitchen 23.7 7.0 26.1 66.9 720 1402
Alcohol/Drug Treatment 22.9 14.6 40.7 447 113 265
Homeless Shelter 22.0 4.5 28.3 67.2 244 549
After School Programs 21.0 221 37.3 40.6 75 167
Health Education 19.1 27.5 43.5 29.1 167 307
Day Care Services 18.5 15.7 39.5 44.9 86 121
Civic Engagement 18.2 19.1 45.2 35.7 220 424
Services for Families of Prisoners 17.6 21.7 29.9 48.4 150 312
Youth Academic Tutoring 17.1 26.9 36.9 38.2 50 182
Community Development 16.9 11.8 47.3 40.8 288 809
Health Care Clinic 15.6 11.3 42.9 45.8 351 996
Prisoner Reentry Programs 13.5 20.7 325 46.9 140 294
Job Search/Placement 12.7 21.3 45.8 32.8 183 561
Adult Literacy Programs 11.9 8.0 47.3 447 77 153
Housing Development 11.5 2.2 39.0 58.8 116 381
Neighborhood Crime Prevention 11.1 15.7 46.2 38.1 643 1281
Refugee Resettlement 9.5 18.8 30.4 50.8 49 112
Vocational Training 9.0 6.1 47.0 46.9 147 223
Other areas 14.4 15.7 30.8 53.5 292 835
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Serving Congregational MembersSome program areas riparily servel the
congregationso® own mesmhagiage coungelingearty dnredifthachp | e
the congregationseported thatthe primary beneficiaries werenembers of their own
congregation (57.4 percentompared t@mneeighh where theprimarybeneficiaries were ithe

community(12.7 percent)with the remainder serving bo{®9.9 percent)

Overall, four program aregwimarily senedcongregation membels/ a large marginin
addition to marriage counseling, they lumbed family courseling (54.5 percenprimarily for
congregation membexs services forsenior citizens (59.4 percent) and youth mentoring

programg49.3 percat).

Serving the CommunityAnother set of programs primarily served the community
beyond the congregation. A g examplewas a food pantry, where almost tlurds of the
congregationgeported that therimary beneficiaries weren the community (65.5 percent)
compared to onéenthwhere the primary beneficiaries wareembers of the congregation (11.6

percent), vith the remainder serving both (22.9 percent).

Overall,tenprogram areaprimarily senedthe communityby a large marginin addition
to afood panty, they includd emergency clothing (53.6 percent primarily for the community),
prison ministry (58.3 peent), a soup kitchen (66.9 percent), a homeless shelter (67.2 percent),
services for families of prisoners (48.4 percent), pesaeentry programs (46.9 percent),
housing development (58.8 percent), and refugee resettlement (50.8 percent). The eomposit
categories oprogramsimotdree® al so f it this pattern (53.5

An additionalfive program areas sh@d a more modegendencytoward serving the
community. A good example wasalcohol/drug treatment where 44.7 percent of the
congregationseportedprimarily serving thecommunity compared t40.7 percentserving both
the community andmembers ofthe congregation, and4.6 percent serving congregation
members.The dher programs areas with this pattern incth@dter school programs (40.6
percent for the community)day care services (44.9 percent), youth academic tutoring (38.2

percent), and a health care clinic (45.8 percent).

Serving Both the Congregation and the Commurniitye remaining programs on balance

served botlcongregation membeend the communityA good examplavashealth education,
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where morethantwb i ft hs of the r espon@&mpersentcchnopared t h e
to more than onequarterwho chosecongregationrmembers(27.5 percentor the community
(29.1 percent).

Oveall, seven programs on balanserved both congregation members and the
community. In addition to health education, they inctua@&/ic engagement (45.2 percent),
community development (47.3 percent), jebarchplacement (45.8 percent), neighborhood

crime prevention (46.2 percent), and vocational trainingd({gércent).

Number ofBeneficiaries The final two columns of Table 1 show the mean and standard
deviationfor the approximate number dfeneficiariesserved by these programs in the previous

twelve months.

Overall, the program areas that primarily served congregation metebeed toreport
fewer beneficiariesFor example, marriage counseling programs served a mean of 32 individuals
in the previous twelve monthsvith a standard deviation of 82Indeed, the mean number of
reported beneficiaries in the four program areas ldrgely servel congregation members was
69 (calculatel from Table 1 but not shown in the tabl®ervices for senior citizensene an
exceptionto the patterrfwith a mearof 150 participants).

In contrastthe programarea that primarily servd the communityended taeport more
beneficiaris. For example, congregations involved with a food pantry had a meg8fafients
(with a standard deviation 4{810. Indeed, thenean number of reported beneficiaries in the ten
program areas that largely served the commuwig 301 (calculatel from Table 1 but not
shown in the tableHere refugee resettlement programs were an exceptiins patterr{with a

mean of 49 particgnts).

Interestingly, the five programs that primarily served the communyitg small margin
had a relatively low number @eneficiariesas well, resembling the program aréaest primarily
servedcongregationmembers. For example, alcohol/drug treatnmogramsserved a mean of
113individuals (with a standard deviation 265). Indeed, the mean reported in fhe program
areas that on balance served the congregation and the commvasi®35 (calculatel from
Table 1 but not shown in the tablejlerehealth clinics wer@n exceptiorio this patterr{with a

mean of351 participants).
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Finally, the program areas that on balance served both congregation members and the
community tended to fall between the two other types of program iaréesns of thenumber
of beneficiaries For examplethe mean number ohdividuals served byhealth education
programswvas167 (with a standard deviation 807). Indeed, theneanreported beneficiaries in
the sevemprogram areas that on balance served the congregatidrihe community wa369
(calculatel from Table 1 but not shown in the tabl@dult literacy programs were an exception

to this patterr{with a mean of 79 participants).

Meansof Congregational Social Service Provision

Survey respondentsvere also aske if the services were provided throughthe
congregationtself, through a separaf1(c)(3) organization, othroughother agencyoften in
the form of a collaboration relationshipable 2 presents these three responses for the twenty
five program areaplus thefiother programsoption (all three columns add to 100 percent for
each row): The program areas are listed by the percentage of congregations engaged in such

programs (as in Figurednd Table L

1 A few respondents listed more than one option, and those multiple responses were combined as follows based on
an inspection of the data. Respondents that chose the congregation and &8)50dfajjzation were combined

with the 501(c)(3) responses; respondents who chose any combination of the congregation, a 501(c)(3) and other
agency, were combined with the other agency responses.
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Table 2: Congregations and Means of Providing Programs by Area

Percent
Program Area Reporting Means of Providing Program Volunteer Count
Other Standard
Congregation  501(c)(3) Agency Mean  Deviation
Marriage Counseling 68.5 83.0 3.8 13.2 3 6
Food Pantry 63.5 42.6 14.1 43.4 17 32
Family Counseling 58.8 75.5 5.9 18.7 4 11
Services for Seniors 58.3 71.2 6.4 22.4 11 14
Emergency Clothing 47.6 46.9 12.5 40.6 14 22
Youth Mentoring Programs 36.8 78.3 6.0 15.7 10 21
Prison Ministry 324 58.6 10.6 30.7 6 9
Soup Kitchen 23.7 25.5 17.3 57.3 39 95
Alcohol/Drug Treatment 22.9 27.1 13.6 59.3 6 10
Homeless Shelter 22.0 134 23.4 63.3 16 27
After School Programs 21.0 53.2 12.8 34.0 11 23
Health Education 19.1 41.1 12.3 46.6 11 34
Day Care Services 18.5 43.4 10.5 46.1 11 16
Civic Engagement 18.2 56.5 10.7 32.8 16 29
Services for Families of Prisoners 17.6 45.6 11.0 43.3 13 16
Youth Academic Tutoring 17.1 57.8 8.5 33.7 8 13
Community Development 16.9 35.3 12.8 51.9 12 25
Health Care Clinic 15.6 17.7 20.6 61.6 10 17
Prisoner Reentry 13.5 42.6 17.8 39.6 8 13
Job Search/Placement 12.7 35.2 11.9 53.0 4 6
Adult Literacy Programs 11.9 34.3 9.7 55.9 7 13
Housing Development 11.5 16.6 24.5 59.0 78 29
Neighborhood Crime Prevention 11.1 33.9 4.5 61.6 7 10
Refugee Resettlement 9.5 35.6 14.4 50.0 8 12
Vocational Training 9.0 14.4 19.9 65.7 11 15
Other areas 14.4 66.3 135 20.1 20 34

Provision bythe Congregation.One pattern waghe provision of servicesby the
congregation itself. For ergple, 83 percent of theurvey respondents reporting marriage
counseling saidit was providd by the congregation compared to 3.8 percent through a

501(c)(3), and 13.2 percent by other agesc

Overall, nine program areas were characterizedsesvice provision through the
congregation. In addition to marriage counseling, they inddamily counseling (75.5 percent
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provided by the congregation), services for senor citizens (71.2 pergeanth mentoring
programs(78.3 percent), prison ministry (58.6 pent), after school programs (53.2 percent),
civic engagement (56.5 percent), and youth academic tutoring (57.8 pefderfipther areas
optionalso fit this pattern (66.3 percent).

Provision bya 501(c)(3). Some congregationsreported providing servies via a
incorporated nonprofit organizatiéna 501(c)(3). This approach represented a small minority of
the congregations in all the programs ardasg it was most common in housing development
(24.5 percent), a homeless shelter (23.4 percent), amalth fcare clinic (20.6 percenilhis
approach was least commdor marriage counseling (3.8 percent), neighborhood crime

prevention (4.5 percent), and family counseling (5.9 percent).

Provision by Other Agerc Another pattern washe provision of servies by
congregations actinghrough other agentes For example, 57.3 percent of the respondents
providing a soup kitchen said they worked through other agencies, compared to 25.5tiparcent
did sothroughthe congregatioitself, and 17.3 percent through501c)(3).

Overall, eleven programs areas were characteraedaving congregationaervice
provisionthroughother agencies. Besisla soup kitchen, they included alcohol/drug treatment
(59.3 percent through other agencies), a homeless shelter &3cgnt), community
development (51.9 percent), a health care clinic (61.6 percent), job search/placement (53.0
percent), adult literacy programs559 percent), housing development (59.0 percent),
neighborhood crime prevention (61.6 percent), refugedtiesent programs (50.0 percent), and

vocational training (65.7 percent).

Some program areas showed a fairly even division betagmicesprovideddirectly by
the congregation anthose involvingother agencies. For example, 42.6 percenespondents
providing food pantriesreported they did sby the congregationdirectly and 43.4 by other
agencies (and the remaining 14.1 pertlerdgugha 501c)(3)).

Overall, six program areas were characterized bylblancedpattern. In addition to
food pantriesthey includel emergency clothing (46.9 by the congregation), health education
(41.1 percent), day care services (43.4 perceatyjices for families of prisoners (45.6 percent)

and prisoner reentry (42.6 percent).
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Number ofVolunteers in Service Provasi. The final two columns of Table 2 show the
mean and standard deviation of the approximate number of volunépersed as participating

in social programs the previous twelve months.

Overall, the program areas where services weravided largely by the congregation
tended to reportewer volunteers. For example, marriage counseling programs had a mean of
threevolunteerqwith astandard deviation of)6indeed, the mean number of reportetlinteers
in thenineprogram areas thaterelargely providedthroughthe congregation wa%0 (calculatel
from Table2 but not shown in the tablellere ¢vic engagement prograngere an exceptioto

this pattern(with a mean o060 volunteer$.

In contrast, the program areasere services werprovided primarilythrough other
agencies tended toeport morevolunteers. For example, soup kitchens had a mean of 39
volunteers (with a standard deviation of 95). Indeed, the mean number of reported volunteers in
the eleven program areas that were pravidegely by otlker agenciesvas 18 (calculatel from
Table 2 but not shown in the tablefexceptionsto this patterrincluded alcohol/drug treatment
and jobsearckplacement (each with a mean of 6 volunteas)vell as housing development

(with a mean o778 volunteers)

Interestingly, the programsreas most likely to be provided through &)([B)
organizations also tended to have a relatively large number of volunteers, but this may reflect the
fact that such program area®re also characterized kay large number of comnggations that
worked through other agencieSimilarly, the six programs areas that wéadancedbetween
service provisioa directly by congregations antly other agencies also had a relatively large

number of volunteers, with a meanld (calculated fom Table 2 but not shown in the table).
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[I. ATYPOLOGY OF CONGRE GATIONS BY SOCIAL SERVIC E ACTIVITY

The great diversitpf congregational social servipeovisioncan be usefully summarized
by a fivecategory typology of congregations. Based on the nuariekindof program areas in
which the congregationsvere active, the five categories werBComprehensiveActivity, 0
AExtensive Activity,0 fiModerate Activity,0 fiSpecializedActivity,0 a n d.imifed Activity(‘).2
Table 3 describes the five categories in ®ahprogram areq listed by frequency of activity

for congregationssaa whole (as in Figure 1, andfles 1 and 2).

As the label implies, th€omprehensive Activity congregations werenostengaged in
the provision of social servic€s the second cotan of Table 3) This categoryaccounted for
about oneenth of all the congregations (10.3 perceN@arly all of the congregations in this
group provided the most common services, such as marriage counseling (98.1 percent) and a
majority of these congreagions provided the least common services, such as vocational training
(70.4percent). A modest exception occurred for progréastedin t h etherareas option, but
even there, the 20.4 percent was higher than the 14.4 peycdre sample as a whole.

2 The typology was produced by using tsiep cluster angsis, employing activity in all twentgix program areas.
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Table 3: Typology of Congregations based on Social Service Provision

Program Area ALL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited

100% 10.3 23.2 32.9 16.1 17.5
Marriage Counseling 68.5 98.1 94.6 96.2 17.7 10.6
Food Pantry 63.5 91.7 84.7 71.0 68.2 0.0
Family Counseling 58.8 99.0 88.6 75.9 17.4 1.1
Services for Seniors 58.3 99.0 70.5 37.9 38.3 74.6
Emergency Clothing 47.6 94.6 77.8 41.6 38.3 0.0
Youth Mentoring Programs 36.8 88.3 60.2 31.9 20.2 0.0
Prison Ministry 32.4 77.1 60.0 22.6 19.3 0.0
Soup Kitchen 23.7 63.1 35.7 16.7 18.6 2.6
Alcohol/Drug Treatment 22.9 86.3 38.3 10.0 9.3 2.3
Homeless Shelter 22.0 77.6 41.9 7.9 9.7 11
After School Programs 21.0 80.0 29.9 10.6 15.0 0.0
Health Education 19.1 86.9 26.7 8.3 7.5 0.0
Day Care Services 18.5 75.7 24.3 8.3 14.9 0.0
Civic Engagement 18.2 69.4 31.2 6.2 10.6 0.3
Services for Families of Prisoners 17.6 64.6 35.1 5.2 6.5 0.0
Youth Academic Tutoring 17.1 78.0 26.0 2.3 14.0 0.0
Community Development 16.9 75.6 28.6 2.1 10.9 0.0
Health Care Clinic 15.6 76.1 22.0 4.6 7.2 0.0
Prisoner Reentry Programs 135 65.0 25.2 3.0 0.0 0.0
Job Search/Placement 12.7 74.8 19.1 0.8 1.6 0.0
Adult Literacy Programs 11.9 73.3 16.1 0.3 3.1 0.0
Housing Development 11.5 61.5 17.7 1.2 3.1 0.6
Neighborhood Crime Prevention 11.1 59.7 15.3 0.2 8.7 0.0
Refugee Resettlement 9.5 54.1 14.6 15 0.0 0.0
Vocational Training 9.0 70.4 5.8 0.0 2.8 0.0
Other areas 14.4 20.4 21.3 11.7 17.4 3.7

The Extensive Activity congregationsalso reported a high level of social service

provision (the third column in Table 3nd made up a little more than ofi&h of all

congregations (23.2 percent).

These congregations nearly matched the

leveke of th

ComprehensiveActivity category in the most common program areas, such as marriage

counseling (96.2 percent). Howevére percent participatig drops steaitly after the first seven

program areasandjust 5.8 percenprovidedvocatioral training A modest exception occurred

for thefiother areasoption,where the first two categorieschaimilar scores.

12

The Roundtable on Religion and Social Welfare Policy



American Congregations and Social Service Programs

The Moderate Activity congregations werengaged in markedly fewer services than the
ExtensiveActivity group (fourth column in Table 3 This categorywvas the largest with about
onethird of all congregationg32.9 percent) The Moderate Activity category matches the
Extensive Activity group on the most common type of services, marriage counseling (96.2
percent), and a majority of these congregationyiged a food pantry and family counseling.
But after the fourth program areghe level of service provisiosharply declines so that

participation in thesevenleast commomprogram areagasalmost norexistent

The Specialized Activity congregations wes on balance engaged in eve fewer
servicesthanthose inthe ModerateActivity group but these congregations often had a special
level of engagement in less common program areas (the fifth column in Table 3). This category
accounted for about orsxth of all congregationg16.1 percent) Note thenear absence of
activity in two of the most popular program areas, marriage and family counseling (each at about
17 percent), and the relatively hidgvel of activityin food pantries (68.2 percent). However,
congregations irthe SpecializedActivity category scored higher on day care services, civic
engagement, youth academic tutoring, community developmentndhd fiotherareas option
than the Moderate Activity congregations.

The Limited Activity congre@tionsreportedactivity in the fewest program areéthe
sixth column in Table 3)andaccounted for a little more than esith of the congregations
(17.5 percent)Themajor exception was services for senior citizens, where 74.6 pefcigse
congregationsreportedactivityd afigure higher tharior the entiresample and only exceeded by

the Comprehensivéctivity congregations

Community development provides a good illustration adsthpatterrs. none of the
congregations in theimited Activity category providel such services, compared to 10.9 percent
of the SpecializedActivity category, 2.1 percent of tiModerateActivity category28.6 percent
of the ExtensiveActivity, 75.6 percent of th€omprehensiveActivity categoried and 16.9

percent of alcongregations.

Aggregate Measures of Social Service Provision

Figure 2 shows the mean number of program areas in which the five types of

congregations repatl activity. For all congregations, the meams activity in 6.7 program
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areas out o& possiblescore of 26 (and standard deviatiorbof). At one extreme, 2.5 percent of
all congregations reported no social services (all located ihithited Activity category) and
2.2 percent reported social services in 25 or 26 programs areas (all locae@amibrehensive

Activity group.

Figure 2: Mean Number of Program Areas with Activity

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0

Comprehensive 19.6
Extensive
Moderate

Specialized

Limited

ALL

In contrast, theComprehensivéctivity congregationseported social servicas 19.6
program areagand a standd deviation of 3.9) The ExtensiveActivity congregationswere
markedly less active, with a mean of 10.1 program gaas a standard deviation of 2.The
Moderateand SpecializedActivity categories werenuch less active, with means of 4.8 and 3.8
program areasrespectfully(and standard deviations of 1.5 and 2.8nd the Limited Activity
congregationfiada mean of one program area (with a standard deviation of .5).

Aggregate Measures of Beneficiaries

Table 4 presentaggregateinformation onthe claracter of all the congregatidns
beneficiariesFor all congregations and program areas combined, 41.3 percent primarily served
members of their congregations, 33.6 percent prisnaerved the community, and 22.6 percent

served both.
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Table 4: Congregational Type and Aggregate Measures of Beneficiaries

Mean Total

Congregational Type Beneficiaries Beneficiaries

% Primarily in % Primarily in

Congregation % Both Community
Comprehensive 12.9 47.0 40.0 3317
Extensive 30.1 31.7 38.2 1654
Moderate 44.8 21.2 34.0 693
Specialized 31.2 16.9 51.9 791
Limited 75.5 4.0 6.4 277
ALL 41.3 22.6 33.6 1186

The percentage of programs that primarily sdreembers of their own congregation
was lowest for the Comprehensivé\ctivity congregationg12.9 percent) and the highest for the
Limited Activity congregations(75.5 percent). The othdahree types of congregatiorisll
between the extreme categories, but3pecializedActivity categoryshowedless emphasis on

serving congregational members thanMuerateActivity group(31.2 versus 44.8 percent)

An opposite pattern ocawd for programs that primarily serde¢he community. Here the
Comprehensivéictivity congregationsscoreal highest (40.0 grcent) and théimited Activity
group scoral lowest (6.4 percent). Once again, t8pecializedActivity group showed more
emphasis orthe communitycompared to théModerate Activity category (51.9 versus 34.0

percent).

The percentage of each congregagiatype that reported serving both their members and
the community folloved the same basic patteras service to the community, with the
ComprehensiveActivity congregations thehighest (47 percent) and.imited Activity
congregations théowest (4.0 peragt). Here the SpecializedActivity group fell between the
Moderateand Limited Activity categories.

Overall, the congregations reported a meah, 86 totabeneficiaries in the previous 12

months(and a standard deviation 8f005. The ComprehensivéActivity category scored the
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highestwith a mean oB,317beneficiaries (with a standard deviation6p177, followed by the
Extensive Activity group with 1,654 (and standard deviation &,179. The Moderateand
SpecializedActivity congregationsvere agairsimilar, with mean beneficiariesf ®93and1,551,

respectfully(andstandard deviations G®1and2,663. TheLimited Activity congregationad

a mean of 277 beneficiaries (with a standard deviatidn3%2).

Aggregate Measures dhe Means of Servic@rovision

Table 5 presents aggregate information on the means by Wiacocialserviceswere
provided (using the same information as in Table 3). For all congregab4.1 percent
provided services tbughthe congregationdirectly 7.8 percent tlmugh a 50%c)(3), and 25.6

percent thoughother agencies.

Table 5: Congregational Type and Aggregate Measures of Means of Service Provision

Mean Total
Congregational Type Means of Service Provision Volunteers
% Other
% Congregation % 501(c)(3) Agency
Comprehensive 32.3 15.9 51.7 121
Extensive 54.9 9.2 35.9 74
Moderate 72.9 8.0 19.1 41
Specialized 61.5 7.5 31.1 46
Limited 80.8 11 3.9 26
ALL 64.1 7.8 25.6 56

The percentage of pgrams conductedhrough the congregation was lowest for the
Comprehensivéctivity congregationg32.3 percent) and the highest for thenited Activity
congregationg80.8 percent). Theongregational typetell between the extreme categories, but
the Specialized Activity group showedess emphasis on congregational members than the

ModerateActivity category (61.5 versus 72.9 percent).

An opposite pattern occurred for programs conductenlithirother agencies. Here the
Comprehensivéctivity congregatioshad the largest percentage (51.7 percent) antithiéed
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Activity category the lowest (3.9 percenfjhe other categories fell dbetween with the
exceptionof the SpecializedActivity congregationgscoring 31.1 percent versus 19.1 percent for

theModerateActivity category).

The pattern of use of 504(3) organizations was similar to the pattern for other
agencies, but with much lower figures. TBemprehensiveéActivity congregationsused this
approach most often (15.9 percent) and Limited Activity congregationsthe least (1.1

percent). The otharongregational typefell betweerthe extreme categories.

Overall, the congregations reported a mean56fvolunteers participating in their
programs in the previous 12 months (and a standard deviatti@02). The Comprehensive
Activity congregationsscored the highest with a mean 21 volunteers (with a standard
deviation 0f206), followed by theExtensiveActivity category with74 (and a standard deviation
of 90). The Moderateand SpecializedActivity groupswere again similarwith a mean number
of volunteers of41 and 46, respectfully(and standard deviations 6fL. and 97). The Limited

Activity congregationfiad a mean of 26 volunteers (with a standard deviatia83)f
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[ll. RELIGIOUS CHARACTE RISTICS OF CONGREGATIONAL TYPES

These five types of congregatiom®re found in allreligious traditions and theological
orientations. Ths there was nalearcut connection between the religious characteristics
congregations and thevel of social sevice activity.

Table 6 describes the religious characteristics of thechwgregational typesrst by the
religious traditions to which theongregations belong, and ththeological orientation of the
congregation as described by the respondent.alth ecase, the religious characteristic is
presented two ways: first the percentage of the congregationalliygle religious categories
(adding to 100 percent down each column), and second the percentage of each religious category

found among the fiveypes of congregations (adding to 100 percent across each row).
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Table 6: Congregational Types and Religious Characteristics

% Congregational types by religious traditions

Religious Tradition ALL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited
Evangelical Protestant 59.1 46.3 56.7 63.9 56.7 63.0
Mainline Protestant 20.0 27.8 22.2 17.8 22.4 14.3
Black Protestant 5.9 7.8 5.2 6.5 4.4 5.7
Catholic 7.8 141 9.3 49 8.4 6.9
Other Christian 3.6 1.0 3.0 4.6 2.8 4.9
Liberal Faiths 1.4 1.0 1.1 1.1 2.5 1.7
Jews 1.3 1.0 0.9 0.8 1.9 2.3
Other Faiths 11 1.0 1.7 0.6 0.9 11
ALL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
% Religious traditions by congregational types

Religious Tradition TOTAL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited
Evangelical Protestant 100.0 8.0 22.3 35.6 154 18.6
Mainline Protestant 100.0 14.3 25.8 29.3 18.0 12.5
Black Protestant 100.0 13.7 20.5 36.8 12.0 17.1
Catholic 100.0 18.7 27.7 20.6 17.4 155
Other Christian 100.0 2.8 194 41.7 12.5 23.6
Liberal Faiths 100.0 7.1 17.9 25.0 28.6 214
Jews 100.0 8.0 16.0 20.0 24.0 32.0
Other Faiths 100.0 9.5 38.1 19.0 14.3 19.0
ALL 100.0 10.3 23.2 33.0 16.1 175
% Congregational types by theological orientation

Theological

Orientation ALL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited
Very Conservative 14.7 12.6 8.7 19.6 12.6 20.8
Conservative 50.3 485 56.0 52.5 431 40.9
Neither 25.6 25.2 26.1 22.0 31.7 26.8
Liberal 7.1 10.7 6.9 5.1 7.6 9.4
Very Liberal 2.3 2.9 2.3 0.9 5.0 2.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
% Theological orientation by congregational types

Theological

Orientation TOTAL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited
Very Conservative 100.0 11.0 16.1 45.8 14.0 13.1
Conservative 100.0 12.4 30.2 35.8 14.0 7.6
Neither 100.0 12.7 27.8 29.5 20.2 9.8
Liberal 100.0 19.3 26.3 24.6 175 12.3
Very Liberal 100.0 16.2 27.0 135 35.1 8.1
ALL 100.0 12.8 27.2 34.4 16.3 9.3
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Congregational Types by Religious Traditiofifie first section in Table 6 shows that
nearly onehalf of the Comprehensive Activity congregations were in the Evangelical Protestant
tradition (46.3 percent), but this figure was less than the nearlyfiftreeof all congregations
that were in this religios tradition(59.1 percent)More than onguarter of the Comprehensive
Activity congregationgverein the Mainline Protestant traditiq?27.8 percentand oneseventh
Roman Catholic (14.1 percentjoth figuresweregr eat er t han t hos$thke gr oup
sample as a whole. Black Protestant congregations made up abotwetitte of the
Comprehensive Activitygroup (7.8 percent)which wasabout their size in the overall sample.
The remaining congregations in this category were equally divided betineenomposite

categories of Other Christians, Liberal Faiths and Other Faiths as well as Jewish congregations

The Limited Activity category offers a contrast. Her&vangelical Protestant
congregations made up better than tHiktles of the total (63.(percen}, higher thartheir share
of the sample as a whole, while Mainline Protestants accounted for abosevargh (14.3
percent) lower than in the sample as a whdRaman Catholicsnake up about onrffteenth of
the category (6.9 percent) and Blatotestants were slightly less numerous (5.7 percent). The
remaining religious categories made up-ter@h ofthetotal, tending to be more numerous than

in the entire sample.

The other three congregational typssowed variations on these themes, withe
Extensive and Specialized Activity categories tending to resemble the Comprehensive Activity
group while the Moderate Activitygroup tended to resebte the Limited Activity

congregations

Religious Traditions by Congregational Typ&he second seoin of Table 6 shows that
Evangelical Protestants werargely distributed across the five congregational types in
accordance with the sample as a wh@her traditions showed more variation across the
congregational typeddainline Protestants wenmelaively more common in the Comprehensive
Activity category andelativelylesscommonin the Limited Activity category. Black Protestants
showed a similar pattern, except thiay were less common in the Specialized Actigtyup
Meanwhile, Roman Cathak were overepresented in both the Comprehensive and Extensive

Activity categories and undeepresented in the Moderate and Limited Activity groups. The
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other religious traditions tended to be more common amonginhieed andSpecialized Activity

categries

Congregational Types by Theological Orientatidie third section of Tablé& reports
thesurveyr espondent s O c¢he theolgichl erremtatian tofi thein congregations as
Avery conservative, 0 fAconserbatalveooinliinieet &l .
Il i ber al . da, thelContpieherssiver Aetigigongregationsendedto resemble the sample
as a wholeln partial contrast, more than chalf of thecongregations in thExtensive Activity
category described theircongrat i on as frepresergirgmore ghariheir @ercéntage
of the sample as a whole. Meanwhile, the Moderate Activity congregations had the highest
number ofiver y conser vat, anddhe Lirhited Acvity gangregaions also
included arelatively hi gh number of Avery .cToen Speciahzedt i v e 0
Activity category had the most congregations
(31.7 percent)butal so t he | argest number ofpefcemtpse descr

Theological Orientation by Congregational Typ&se fourth and final section of Table
6 shows t hat congregations wi t h Avery- conse
represented in the Moderatend Limited Activity congregations while those with a
Aconservativeo orientation closely praatwl | el ed
advantagein the Extensive Activity angre@tions Congregations neith fAn
conservativeo orientati on hewSpecializedAeivita group, @l y mot
pattern also evident for congregations that
perspectives were oweepresented in the Comprehensive Activity categdyt i | i ber al o

orientations were also relativatyorecommon in the Limited Activity group.

Congregational Types and Religiodgtivities Table 7 providesinformation on the
religious ministries of the five types of c
womenos, smal | g r osypus a raligials streaol. Becausei these sldtar do eot
come from the congregational survey itself, they must be viewed with some cHliiese data
suggest t hat a congregationédés | evel of religi

service atvity.

® These data were attached to the sample of congregations used in the survey and were found by the provider of the
sample from public sources. Such information is incomplete in the sample, huistiag data appears to be
randomly distributed across the lists.
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Table 7: Congregational Types and Religious Ministries

Type of Ministry ALL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited

Youth Ministry 40.0 56.1 53.5 39.9 38.2 14.3
Childrends 391 53.2 55.0 38.8 355 13.7
Music Ministry 39.1 50.2 54.3 37.9 34.8 18.8
Women's Ministry 34.2 46.3 46.2 34.6 30.1 14.0
Small Group Ministry  30.5 45.9 45.2 29.6 20.8 125
Men's Ministry 29.3 434 41.7 27.9 24.8 11.1
Religious School 4.6 7.8 7.5 3.6 4.0 1.4

Ovenll, about twefifths of the congregations engaged in a youth (40.0 percent),

chil drenobs, o r.1 percest each). Mhese ifiguteareyroudhl® €mparable to the

number of congregations that reported a youth mentoring mo(86.8 percedt seeTable 2).

In addition, ong hi rd had a wo men 0 swhieithnee sitten had & Snall 2 p e
group ministry (30.5 percendhda mendés mini stry (29.5 percent)
same as the percentage of congregations reporting @& pnisistry (32.4 percefitsee Table 2).
Onetwentieth of these congregations had a religious school (4.6 percent), abéhalfotie

number that provided vocational training (9.0 peréesge Table 2).Interestingly, the
Comprehensive and Extensive Actividyngregationsvere more likely to havell thesekinds of

religious programghan the other thregypes of congregationsvhile the Limited Activity

congregationsverethe least likely

Congregational Types and Civic Activiti€kable 8 providesnformaion on other civic
activities undertaken by the congregations oveptse four years. Drawn from the survey itself,

thesekinds of activities are often associated with social services issues.
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Table 8: Congregational Types and Civic Activities

Civic Activity ALL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited

Organized events to increase

community involvement 48.3 75.1 69.0 47.3 43.6 11.2
Created or participated in

networking 42.8 71.2 58.8 43.9 35.8 9.1
Attended neighborhood

association meetings 34.0 64.6 49.0 30.0 31.1 6.0
Information about candidates

or issues was available 31.2 49.3 46.0 32.3 23.7 5.7
Talked with city council about

an issue 29.1 46.8 41.8 30.8 22.4 4.9
Advocated with and educated

officials on community needs 29.0 57.1 45.8 24.9 19.3 6.6
Encouraged community input

into sponsored activities 28.3 52.9 42.9 25.5 221 5.1
Disseminated information on

government policies/activities 274 50.2 41.2 26.9 19.6 4.0
Participated in meetings with

other service providers 24.4 50.5 31.9 24.7 18.0 4.6
Participated in a voter

registration program 22.4 38.5 32.7 22.5 14.3 6.6
Partnered with local

government on service

projects 21.9 40.0 33.5 21.4 14.9 3.2
Encouraged community input

in setting agenda 19.3 44.9 26.2 16.4 16.5 3.1
Testified in front of city council 17.4 30.1 25.6 19.0 9.3 3.7

Overall,nearly onehalf of all the congregations reported organizing an eveinictease

communty involvement (48.3 percent), an activity about as common as providing emergency

clothing (47.6 percent see Table 2). About twhfths created or participatiein networking in

their community (42.8 percent) and about -timed attended neighborhood assditin meetings

(34.0 percent).

Roughly three in ten congregations reported the following activities: making available

information on candidates or issues at election time (31.2 percékigtavith the city council

about an issue (29.1 percent); advogatvith and educating local officials on community needs

(20.0 percent); encouraging community input into sponsored events (28.3 percent), and the

dissemination of information on government policies or activities (27.4 perédinthesecivic

24
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activitieswere apparently about as common as small group ministries (30.1 pessenfable
7).

Four additional activities were undertaken by betweenquagter and onéfth of all the
congregations. These activities include participating in (routine) meetirtgsother service
providers (24.4 percent); participating in a voter registration drive (22.4 percent); partnering with
local government on (unfunded) service projects (21.9 percent); and encouraging community
input for the settingft he ¢ o n g rendpdl0.B percény. Theese activities were about as
common as providing a soup kitchen or a health education program (23.7 and 19.1 percent,
respectively see Table 2). The least common of these civic activities was testifying in front of
the city council 7.4 percent), which was about as common as youth academic tutoring (17.1

percend see Table 2).

As with religious ministries, these civic activities occurred most often in the
Comprehensive Activity congregations amdrethe least likely to occur in theimited Activity
group. With just one exception, the level of civic engagement fell steadily between these extreme
categories, so that the Extensive Activity category was more active than the Moderate Activity
category, which in turn was more active thiaa@ Specialized Activitgroup

A good illustration of this pattermas participating in (routine) meetings with other
service providers: Comprehensive (50.5 percent), Extensive (31.9 percent), Moderate (24.7

percent), Specialized (18.0 percent), and Lechit4.6 percent).
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V. SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CONGREGATIONAL TYPES

The five types of congregations varied according to their social charactefistecanre
active congregations tended to have more active members and to have expgrenteinthe
number of active membemyver the last decadéndeed, variation in size wame of the most
important differences among the five types of congregatibnsre were modest differences in
congregational activity by geographw. addition more active cogregations tended to be more

diverse in terms of race and income, and to have younger members.

Size and Growth.Table 9 describesthe size and growth of théive types of
congregationsbeginning withthe mean number of active memb@fariation in sizevasone of

the most important differences among the five types of congregations.

Table 9: Congregational Types, Size and Growth

Type of Congregation Active Members
Mean % % No %
Number Decline change Increase Total

Comprehensive 474 39.6 7.3 53.0 100.0
Extensive 400 31.3 8.5 60.2 100.0
Moderate 186 39.9 10.7 49.5 100.0
Specialized 194 36.7 114 51.9 100.0
Limited 93 46.4 16.4 37.3 100.0
ALL 272.2 37.5 10.3 52.2 100.0

Overall, the mean size of a congregation &2 active members (with a standard
deviation of 651).The Comprehensive Activity congregatiotended to be larger than all
congregationswith a mean of 474 members (and a standard deviation of 949). The Extensive
Activity congregations were somewhat dimg with a mean of 400 (and a standard deviation of
925). The Moderate and Specialized Activity congregatiese considerably smaller, with
mean active membership of 186 and 1®#H standard deviations @75 and 487), respectively.

And the Limited Activity congregations were by far the smallest, with a mean of 93 active
members (and a stdard deviation of 143).

The remaining columns in Table 9 report the percentage ofeeacegatioal typethat
experiencd a decline, no change, or increase itivecmembership over the previodscade

Overall, more than onbalf of the all congregations experienced an increase in active members
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(52.2 percent), almost two fifths experienced a decline (37.5 percent), axdntiméhad no
change (10.3 percent).

Although there was a good bit of variation within each of the five types of congregation
the first four types contained more congregatithrag reported mincrease in active membership
thanreporteda decease The largest balance in favor of growth wasoagicongregations ithe
Extensive Activitygroup where 29 percent more congregations grew than declined. Only the
Limited Activity congregation had more declineathincrease. This category also reported the

larges number of congregations that experietino changdn active membership

Geographic LocationTable 10 reports on the geographic location of the congregational
types, using the four standard regions. Overall-fiftlos of all congregations are located in the
South (41.8 percent), bolstered &yarge number of small Evangelical Protestamigcegations
Another onequarter were found in the Midwest (26.3 percent), and abousigtieeach in the
Northeast (16.4 percent) and West (15.5 percent).

Table 10: Congregational Type and Region

Type of
Congregation Region

Northeast Midwest West South Total
Comprehensive 16.1 21.5 18.0 444 100
Extensive 18.5 28.4 16.2 36.9 100
Moderate 15.9 29.9 15.3 38.8 100
Specialized 17.4 28.3 12.8 41.4 100
Limited 13.5 17.8 16.0 52.7 100
ALL 16.4 26.3 15.5 41.8 100

This basic pattern was largely replicated within the five congregational types, but there
were some modest variations. For examptanpared to the total sampkae Comprehensive
Activity congregations were mecommonin the West and South, while the Extensive Activity
congregations wereomparativelymore numerous in the Northeast and Midwest. Meanwhile,
the Moderate Activity congregations wemverrepresented in the Midwest and under
represented in South, dthe Limited Activity congregations were found relatively more often in
the Southandrelatively less often in the Northeast. The Specialized Activity congregations were

underrepresented in the West.
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Table 11 looks at the size of place where the typesonfregations were locateds
measured by population level®verall, about onéfth of all congregations were located in
places with less than 2,500 people (22.7 percent); another fifth were ifoytates with 2,500
to 10000 people (21.4 percentndstill another ondifth in places with 10,000 to 49,999 people
(217 percent).About onefifth were located in cities with 50,000 to 250,000 peofi6.0

percent), and the remaining eseth in cities of over 250,000 (15.2 percent).

Table 11: Congregational Type and Size of Place

Type of
Congregation Size of place
Less than 2,500 to 10,000 to 50,000 to 250,000

2,500 10,000 49,999 249,999 ormore  Total
Comprehensive 17.7 13.8 25.1 21.2 22.2 100.0
Extensive 18.3 22.5 20.9 21.3 17.0 100.0
Moderate 23.7 24.8 19.3 17.3 14.8 100.0
Specialized 30.2 23.3 21.0 14.9 10.7 100.0
Limited 25.5 13.1 29.4 22.2 9.8 100.0
ALL 22.7 214 21.7 19.0 15.2 100.0

Here, too, there was considerable variation within the congregatypes, twith some
modest variations from the sample as a whole. The Comprehensive Activity congregations were
relatively more common in the largest cities and relatively less common in rural areas and small
towns. In contrast, the Extensive Activity congriggas largely reflected the sample as a whole,
but with a slight tendency toward larger places. The Moderate Activity congregations were over
represented in places with less than 10,000 people, while the Specialized Activity group was
overrepresented inhe smallest places and undgepresented in the largest ones. The Limited
Activity congregations were also relatively more common in the smallest places, but also in
places with 10,000 to 50,000 people.

Table 12 reports how far members lived frone tong e gat i onds FKFoai n bu
example, ongenth (10.0 percent) of all the congregations had 30 percent or more of their
members | ive within walking distance of- the ¢
fifths of the congregations (62.3 percgr80 percenbr moreof the members lived within a 10
minute drive of the main building. And for more than -@uarter of the congregations (27.7

percent)the balance of themembers livd more than a 10 minute drive from the main building.
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Table 12: Congregational Types and Residence of Members

Type of Members similar to nearby
Congregation Residence of members residents
30% within ~ 30% within 30% drive
walking 10-minute more than
distance drive 10 minutes Yes No Total
Comprehensive 8.2 70.1 21.7 84.5 15.5 100.0
Extensive 11.5 64.8 23.7 82.3 17.7 100.0
Moderate 8.2 56.9 34.9 86.5 135 100.0
Specialized 13.7 64.9 214 83.1 16.9 100.0
Limited 9.0 58.5 325 79.4 20.6 100.0
All 10.0 62.3 27.7 83.9 16.1 100.0

Here thdargest variation by congregational tywasthe percentage of memis¢hat had
less than a teminute drive to the main building. The Comprehensive Activity congregations
had the highest numbers here, while the Moderate and Limited Activity congredaitrie
|l owest. The survey respondents were also aske
member ship resembled the residents who I i verd
Overall, 83.9 percent said the members resembled the surrouregigorhood, and just 16.1
percent said the members were dissimilar. On this question, there was relatively little variation
across the congregational types, with the Moderate Activity group being the most similar (86.5

percent) and the Limited Activityategory the least (79.4 percent).

Table 13 describes thmsic social characteristics tiettypes of congregationshe first
part of this table looks at their racial compositiddverall, in nearly foufifths of all
congregations 7@ercentor more ofthe members were white, less than -terh were black
(8.9 percent), with the remaining otenth havinga more mixed racial pattern. Here the
strongest pattern was for the mixed category, where 26.5 percent of the Comprehensive Activity
congregationsvere inthis category, followed by 14.1 percent of the Extensive Activity and 12.4
percent of the Moderate Activity categories. Meanwhile, the Specialized Activity group had the
largest percentage with 7Qercent or more white members, and the Limited Actvit

congregationsthe largest percentage with @ércentor more black members.
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Table 13: Congregational Types, Race, Age, and Income of Members

Type of
Congregation Race of congregation members
70% 70%
or more black Mixed or more white Total
Comprehensive 10.3 26.5 73.2 100.0
Extensive 5.7 141 80.2 100.0
Moderate 9.9 124 77.7 100.0
Specialized 7.9 5.7 86.4 100.0
Limited 15.7 5.0 79.3 100.0
ALL 8.9 11.8 79.3 100.0
Type of
Congregation Age of congregation members
30% 30%
or more children Mixed or more seniors Total
Comprehensive 14.6 421 43.3 100.0
Extensive 20.1 35.4 44.5 100.0
Moderate 8.4 48.8 40.4 100.0
Specialized 134 34.8 51.8 100.0
Limited 6.7 325 60.8 100.0
ALL 13.2 41.2 45.6 100.0
Type of
Congregation Income of congregation members
50% or more 50% or more
less than $100,000 or
$25,000 Mixed more Total
Comprehensive 31.1 55.8 13.1 100.0
Extensive 125 79.1 8.4 100.0
Moderate 15.3 79.8 4.9 100.0
Specialized 195 69.9 10.6 100.0
Limited 40.2 49.2 10.6 100.0
ALL 17.3 74.4 8.3 100.0

The second part of Table 13 describes the age profile of the types of congregations.
Overall, in more than twiifths of all congregations 3Percentor more of the members were
senior citizeng45.6percent), and in aboune-seventh of the congregations, 30 percent or more
of the membersvere youth or children (13.@ercent) the remaider (41.2 percent) having
more mixed age profile. Here the most striking patteasthe percentage of congregatsowith
a large population of seniors. The Limited Activity congregations had the highest concentration
of senior citizens (60.8 percent), followed by the Specialized Activity group (51.8 peileat).
other three groups scored much lower in this regarébaut twefifths, while the Moderate

Activity congregations tdithe largest percentage of congregations with a mixed age profile.
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In a separate question, nearly a majooitythe Limited Activity congregations reported
that in the past five years, theite mber s had become dAol dero (48.°
onethird of the Comprehensive Activity Congregations (35 percent) reported their members had
become Ayounger, o0 with the other congregation

The third and final section of Table 1Beviews the income profile of the types of
congregations. Overall, in about esigth of the congregations 5fercentor more of the
members had incomes of less than $25,000 a year (17.3 percent), and less-teathoh¢he
congregations ha#lo percentor more of the& members withincomes of $100,000 or more8(3
percent) The balanceof the congregations (74.4 percent) laaghore mixed income profile. Here
the most striking pattern was for the lower income category-fliths of the Limited Activity
congregations had 5fercentor more of their members with incomes of less than $25,000. But
the second highest figure in this regard was for the Comprehensive Activity congregations, at a
little less than on¢hird (31.1 perent). Ironically, these two extrenmategoriesalso had the
higher percentages of congregations withpgfcentor more of their members with incomes of
over $100,000. The categories with the most congregations with mixed income profiles were the
Extensiveand Moderate Activity groups (with some 79 percent each).
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V. CONGREGATIONAL TYPES AND THE OPERATION OF SOCIAL
SERVICE PROGRAMS

In terms of program operation, most congregations reported that the faith/religious
content of their programs was norandatoy or voluntary, a pattern that varied little by
congregational type or religious characteristicsaddition, nost congregations were open to
collaboration with other groups to provide social services, especially the most active types of
congregations. Mst congregations expected to expand their social service programs in the
future with only modest variation by congregational type. Financial resources varied
substantially across the congregations, with the most active types of congregations having the
most revenue. The largest sources of reveiouecongregationsvere individual contributions
and special fundraising. Government grants and contracts made up a very small part of the

revenue foeventhe most active congregations.

Faith/religious Contenbf ServicesTable 14 reports the results of the following question
asked of the survey respondents:

Which of the following statemesibest describes the faith/religious content of the

social servicesf your congregation?

Mandatory: Religious content isntegrated throughout our services; staff and
clients are expected to engage in religious activities.

Present but NoAmMandatory: Religious content is integrated with social service
provision; staff isexplicit about their faith commitments, but respeetaption of
nonparticipation in religious activities

Voluntary: References to values that are consistent with our religious/faith
perspective are integrated with social service provision; staff may invite clients to
religious activities outside of therggram, or hold informal religious
conversations with clients.

No specific referencé¢o religious content.

Overall,onet ent h of the congregations reported t
and a little more than otehi r d had t hemairpdaetscernto bagt inoonn ( 3
Nearlytwof i ft hs chose the fAvolunt asiythespdincsat éa@

specific referenceo alternative.
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Table 14: Congregational Types and Faith Content of Social Services

Which statement best describes the faith/religious content of services and programs:

Type of Present but No specific

Congregation Mandatory Non-Mandatory  Voluntary reference Total
Comprehensive 12.2 335 39.4 14.9 100.0
Extensive 7.0 44.5 37.9 10.6 100.0
Moderate 13.1 34.3 39.2 134 100.0
Specialized 7.2 26.4 38.6 27.8 100.0
Limited 15.6 24.4 34.4 25.6 100.0
ALL 10.4 35.1 38.5 16.0 100.0

On this question there was only modest variation by congregational type. The
Comprehensive Activity cagoryclosely reflected responses of the sample as a whole, while the
Extensive Activity category was most likely to pick tRgresent but nomandatorg option
(44.5 percent). Meanwhile the Moderate Activity congregations were modestly more likely to
choose thefimandatorg option. However, the Specialized Activity group was most likely to
report thefino specificr e f e r e n c(78 pearcertt)i Tinen Limited Activity congregations
were a close second in thieo specific referen@eoption (25.6 percent), bulso had the highest

score on thémandatorg approach (15.6 percent).

These patterns varieanodestly by religious tradition or theological orientation.
Evangelical Protestant congregations were a little more likely to adopfintaadatorp
perspective ampared to the sample as a whole (14.3 versus f6rdent) andso were
congregations identified as having fvery con
However, the larger differences were among minority faiths. For example, congregations in the
Liberal Faiths composite category chose fihe specific mentiod 56.5 percent of the time and
those identified as having Avery ©bcompareditb 0 t he

16.0 percent for the sample as a whole.

Patterns of Collaboratin. Table 15 reports the answers to thkowing questionasked

about collaboration with other organizations in the provision of social services:

Which of these statements BEST describes your congregation's view of
collaborative efforts?

We are trustedby other organizations and they are open to collaborating with us.
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Our faith provides a foundation for our services, but does not impact our
collaboration with other organizations

We feel more comfortable partnering with groups that have the same étigfsb
that we do.

Our faith values have made it more difficult to develop collaborative efforts.
Table 15: Congregational Types and Faith Content of Social Services

Which statement best describes view of collaborative efforts:

We are Our faith does Prefer Our faith makes
Type of trusted as not impact collaborators collaboration
Congregation: collaborators collaboration of same faith difficult Total
Comprehensive 62.6 145 19.6 3.4 100
Extensive 56.9 18.9 234 0.7 100
Moderate 39.4 24.6 32.7 3.3 100
Specialized 40.7 32.2 24.1 3.0 100
Limited 37.0 29.0 32.0 2.0 100
ALL 47.1 235 27.0 2.4 100

Overall, nearly onehalf of the congregations claimed that they were trusted by other
potential collaborators (41.1 pert¢eand a little less than orguarter indicated that their faith
had no impact on collaborative efforts (23.4 percent). A little more thaiguenter said they
preferred to collaborate with groupsith the same faith (27.1 percent), buery few

congregabns reported that their faith made collaboration difficult (2.4 percent)

The Comprehensive Activity congregations were the most likely to claim thatrey
trusted collaborators (62.6 percent), a view that tended to decline among theoatiregabnal
types reaching a low point among the Limited Activity congregations (37.0 percergseTh
congregationslsoscored high on the claithat theirfaith had no impact on collaboratidd9.0
percentp buttheyalso preferred to collaborate with groupattshare their faiti3@.0 percent).
However, it was the Specialized Activity congregations that were most lidelgty their faith
had no impacbn collaboration(32.2 percent) and it was the Moderate Activity congregations

that were most likely to pref partners of the same faith.

With regard to collaborationhére were a few differences by religion: Evangelical

Protestant congregations and those identified
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likely to say they preferred collaboratorsthvithe same faith values when compared to the

sample as a whole (37.1 and 55.4 percent, respectively, versus 27.1 fmrdemtsample as a

whole). However, it was the congregations in the composite Liberal Faiths category that were the
most likely to s§ that their faith made it difficult to engage in collaborations (13.0 versus 2.4
percent for the sample as a whol e) OtheBloggygr egat
had the most positive view toward collaboration (59.4 percent compared tpetéeht for the

sample as a whole).

Table 16 describes the most common partners of the congregations. Overall, almost
threefifths reported collaboration with other congregations (58.4 percent), and neafijthso
report partnering with interfaitiministry) coalitions (39.8 percent). Better than @hed said
they collaborated with secular social services. Roughlyoquagter each noted partnerships with
schools (26.3 percent) and businesses (25.7 peré@mseventh reported collaboration with

the government (14.8 percent) and less thanteme¢h with universities (7.9 percent).

Table 16: Congregational Types and Partners in Program Provision

Secular
Type on Interfaith  social
Congregation Congregations coalitions services Schools Businesses Government Universities
Comprehensive 71.8 52.0 49.0 35.7 35.2 27.0 17.4
Extensive 62.3 46.6 41.1 34.6 29.7 22.7 11.4
Moderate 58.0 34.0 27.2 21.0 21.8 8.9 4.1
Specialized 48.5 30.4 28.6 21.2 21.3 7.1 4.2
Limited 38.6 37.9 23.9 9.2 19.5 45 11
ALL 58.4 39.8 34.3 26.3 25.7 14.8 7.9

The patterns bycongregatioal type in Table 16 were straightforward: the
Comprehensive Activity congregations were always the most likely to report collaborative
relationships with all ofttese kinds of partners, followed fairly closely by the Extensive Activity
congregations. The patterns were slightly less clear for the Moderate and Specialized Activity
groups, and with one exceptidimterfaith coalitions) the Limited Activity congregadins were

the least likely to report collaboratioasross the board.

Social Service Provision in the Futur&he survey respondents were asked if their

congregation was likely t@expandsocial service programs, maintain existing programs, or
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decreasgrogams in the next four years. The results are presented in Table 17. Overall, some
threefifths of the congregations reported that their congregation would increase programs (59.6
percent) and almost twitfths reported they would maintain existing progra(8%.7 percent).

Just 2.7 percent said they would decrease programs.

Table 17: Congregational Types and Programs in the Next Four Years

Which statement best describes next 4 years:

Type of Expand Maintain Decrease

Congregation Programs Programs Programs Total
Comprehensive 61.1 34.0 4.9 100.0
Extensive 68.3 28.7 3.1 100.0
Moderate 56.9 41.5 1.6 100.0
Specialized 58.4 39.2 2.4 100.0
Limited 39.5 56.1 4.4 100.0
ALL 59.6 37.7 2.7 100.0

The Extensive Activity conggations were the most likely to say they would expand
programs (68.3 percent) followed closely by the Comprehensive Activity (61.1 percent) and the
Specialized Activity groups (58.4 percent), with the Modevatévity group not far behind
(56.9 percent)The Limited Activity congregations were the least likely to report an increase
(39.5 percent), but a solid majority (56.1 percent) reported that current programs would be
maintained. Although few congregations reported a decrease in programs, the gnaufzgon
this score were the Comprehensive Activity (4.9 percent) and Limited Activity categories (4.4

percent).

The survey respondents were then asked reasons why there might be an increase or a
decrease in their programs in the future, the answergithware displayed in Table 18. Topping
the | ist of reasons for expansion for all/l cor
(54.5 percent) . The second most common reasot
(46.5 percent) and the thilas Al i kel i hood of greater partner

percent). The final reason was fAnew funding o
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Table 18: Congregational Types and Reasons for Expansion or Reduction of Programs

Reasons for Expansion ALL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited
Needs are getting more severe 54.5 55.2 60.4 52.2 53.4 41.9
Leaders pressing for more services  46.5 51.4 50.5 43.6 45.8 36.0
Likelihood of greater partnerships 39.5 50.3 50.0 31.8 38.2 17.2
New funding opportunities 26.2 24.3 29.4 27.6 23.3 14.9
Other reasons 13.7 18.2 11.9 14.7 9.5 195

Reasons for Reduction

Lack of volunteers 71.7 63.8 75.1 71.6 67.2 82.3
Lack of money 68.7 72.5 70.6 65.3 70.3 69.1
Lack of sufficient interest 37.9 31.3 37.6 39.1 37.4 44.8
Lack of space or facilities 34.3 25.5 35.5 36.7 37.0 25.0
Lack of skills/trainings 255 23.5 24.3 24.4 26.6 35.1
Lack of sufficient demand 19.0 25.3 15.7 21.2 17.4 13.5
Other Reasons 4.4 7.3 5.9 34 1.7 6.3

Although few congregations reportedikely decrease irsocial serviceprograms, the
reasons why this might occur are instructive. A lack of volunteers (71.7 percent) and money
(68.7 percent) headed the list for all the congtiegs, followed by lack of sufficient interest
(37.9 percent), lack of space or facilities (34.3 percent), lack of skills/training (25.5 percent), and

lack of sufficient demand for the service (19.0 percent).

There was a consistent pattern by congregatidype: with just a few exceptionthe
pattern withineach congregational typalways followed the pattern for the entire sample,
strongly suggesting that these opportunities and challenges affect all types of congreégations

similar fashion.

Revawues and Sources of Fund3able 19 presents data on the revenues of the
congregationsn the previous 12 monthstarting with the mean total revenues at the top of the
table and then a description of the major sources of funds, organized by modal category.
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Table 19: Congregational Types and Revenue

ALL Comprehensive  Extensive  Moderate Specialized Limited

Mean Revenue $321,318 $441,392 $441,392 $282,559 $204,748 $123,137
Standard deviation $518,222 $578,392 $617,834 $504,944 $314,142 $168,220
Contributions Modal Category
Individuals More than 90% 70.9 61.2 72.6 69.1 71.7 86.3
Bequests Less than 10% 40.9 447 43.6 39.0 42.6 26.3
Other contributions Less than 10% 30.4 27.7 38.4 27.7 29.2 17.7
Religious

denomination

organizations Less than 10% 13.4 25.8 16.2 11.2 4.7 7.6
Other private

organizations Less than 10% 12.0 20.7 15.0 10.1 4.5 7.7
Government

contributions and

grants Less than 10% 35 7.1 3.7 2.7 2.0 2.7
Federal charities Less than 10% 2.0 4.2 1.4 1.7 1.6 2.5
Program Revenues
Income from special

fund-raising events Less than 10% 442 44.7 45.9 42.4 48.3 35.6
Investment or

endowment income Less than 10% 29.2 38.7 30.8 25.7 26.9 26.2
Other miscellaneous

sources Less than 10% 25.0 28.5 26.4 23.7 20.1 31.0
Fees and charges

for services to

clients Less than 10% 12.6 24.7 14.6 8.7 7.6 11.8
Sales of products,

property, etc. Less than 10% 7.5 7.5 5.9 9.6 6.1 7.0
School tuition Less than 10% 4.8 9.0 5.9 3.0 55 0.0
Members dues and

assessments Less than 10% 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.3 25 6.0
Government fees

and contracts Less than 10% 15 1.2 2.2 0.9 1.0 2.4

Overdl, the mean revenue for the congregations agut $21,000 (with a standard

deviation of more than 00,000. The Comprehensive Activity congregations had the highest

mean revenues, at better thatt$,392(with a standard deviation of more tha®0®,000, and

the other congregational types declined in order: Extensive Actvitypwith a mean of more

than $36,000(and a standard deviation 08(0,000Q; Moderate Activitygroupwith a mean of
more than $280,000 (and a standard deviation56DP00Q; Specialized Activitygroup with a

The Roundtable on Religion and Social Welfare Policy



Results of a Survey

mean of more than $200,0q@nd a standard deviati of $300,000) and finally, Limited
Activity congregations with a mean of $120,0@@d a standard deviation of $100,R00

The second part of Table 19 lists the principal sources of revenue, presented in terms of
modal categories, and divided into cdmiitions and program revenues. Overall, contribugion
from individuals provided the largest source of revemwith 70.9 percent of all congregations
obtaining more than 9percentof their funds from such contributions. All the other sources of
contributons were much smaller with the modal category less thapet€entof all revenues.
Bequests were the largest of these additional sources of funds, with 40.9 percent of all
congregations obtaining less than ddrcentof their funds from this source, folleed by other
contributions at 30.4 percent. The remaining sources meieh smaller: funds from religious
denominations, 13.4 percent; other private organizations, 12.0 percent; government contributions
and grants, 3.5 percerind federated charities, Zo@rcent.

Program revenues from all sources also provided a modest source of funds for all the
congregations, with the modal category being less thamefdentin all cases. Overall, the top
source of program revenues was special fundraising ®vevith 44.2 percent of the
congregations obtaining less than @€rcentof their revenue$rom this activity Other sources
were investment/endowment income, 29.2 percent; other miscellaneous sources, 25.0 percent;
fees/charges for services, 12.6 percealesof property 7.5 percentschool tuition 4.8 percent;

dues and assessments, 2.9 percamd;last, government fees and contracts, 1.5 percent.

Variation by types of congregations closely follow tlsame pattern as theverall
samples with just a few modst exceptions. Such exceptions tended to occur among the
Specialized and Limited Activity congregations, where there was a greater reliance on special
fundraising for program revenues and individual contributions, respectively. These strong and
consistenfatterns suggest that all types of congregations dexar financialrealities. These
patterns extend to recent changes in the congregafioasces. Overall and with each type,
most congregationseported on balance more increases than decreasé®eda sources of
revenue. However, the Comprehensive and Extensive Activity congregations reported more
favorable changes than the Specialized and Limited Activity congregations. And there were less
favorable changes among the smaller sources of fundsgiabpamongprogram revenueslgta

not shown).
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VI. CONGREGATIONAL GRANT ACTIVITY AND CHARITABLE CHOIC E

Overall,less than oneéenth of allcongregations reported seeking government grants for
social services in the past four yedrsit rearly onehalf said they were likely to increaseich
activity in the future. The congregations reported higher levels of private agency grant activity,
with more than onsixth having sought a private grant in the last four years. NearhtHinas
of all congregationsaid they would likely increassichactivity in the future. The most active
types of congregations were the most likely to engage in both kinds of grant activity. Few
congregations were familiar wit@haritable Choice, with only about onguarter reportig at
least some familiarityHowever, there was strong support for the basic ideas b€lnadtable
Choice, especially the need for collaboration among religious, secular and governmental

organizations tsupportthe needy.

Government Grant ActivityTable 20 describes the government grant activity by
congregations in the previous four years. Overall, 7.1 percent of the congregations reported
having applied for a government grant, wadhmean of 10.1 applications (with a standard
deviation of 30.4 appiations). The congregations received a mean of 3 government grants
during this period (with a standard deviation of 13.7 grants) and the mean nearly $400,000 per

grant (and a standard deviation of about $1 million).

Table 20: Congregational Types and Government Grants

Applied for
Type of Government Mean # st Mean # st Mean

Congregation Grant applications dev received dev amount stdev
Comprehensive 15.7 25.3 50.3 3.2 3.4 664846 1310566
Extensive 8.0 8.1 23.4 4.4 23.3 238215 352677
Moderate 7.3 1.9 3.0 1.2 11 9507 35588
Specialized 3.0 2.8 3.8 2.7 4.0 40951 65774
Limited 0.0 0.6 1.2 1.0 0.0 * *
ALL 7.1 10.1 30.4 3.0 13.7 395628 964458

These overall figures reveal that government grant activity was rare gamon
congregationsandwhen it occured it was concentrated among a handful of congregations that
were heavily engagedn grant seeking Such activity was most commoamong the

Comprehensive Activity congregations, which applied for government grants attheicate of
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the sample as a whole (15.7 percent). Government grant activity declined steadily in the less

active congregational categori@gth virtually none among the Limited Activity group.

government grants in the previous four years. Nearlyftitlts of all congregations reported an
increase in government grant activitring this period(37.7 percent), nearly thrdiths
reported no change (58.6 percent)d gust 3.7 percent reported a decrease. The Comprehensive
Activity congregations were the most likely to report increased effort (53.7 pe&ydaunt)they

also were the most likely to report decrehséort as wel(14.6 percent). The Moderate Activity
cormgregations were the next most likely to report increased effort (44.0 percent), while the

Limited Activity congregations were the least (8.3 percent).

government funding within the next year. Almost dradf of all congregations said such an
increase was likely (48.0 percent), some-fifths said it was unlikely (41.5 percent), with the

balance responding that it was neither likely nor uhfikél0.5 pecent) Here the

The first part of

Tabl e a&skssmeatmfloeffartsto dedke

Table 21: Congregational Types and Seeking Government Grants

Which best describes your congregation's efforts to seek

government funding in the past four years:

No

Type of Congregation Increase  change Decrease Total
Comprehensive 53.7 31.7 14.6 100.0
Extensive 33.7 64.0 2.2 100.0
Moderate 44.0 54.7 1.3 100.0
Specialized 22.2 77.8 0.0 100.0
Limited 8.3 91.7 0.0 100.0
ALL 37.7 58.6 3.7 100.0

Which best describes the likelihood that your congregation will

seek government funding within the next year:

Type of Congregation Likely Neither Unlikely Total
Comprehensive 53.8 5.1 41.0 100.0
Extensive 53.8 9.0 37.2 100.0
Moderate 42.2 20.0 37.8 100.0
Specialized 42.3 115 46.2 100.0
Limited 25.0 0.0 75.0 100.0
ALL 48.0 10.5 41.5 100.0

The secondart of Table 21 describes the likelihood that the congregatidghsseek
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Comprehensivand ExtensiveActivity congregations were the most likely to kegovernment

funding,andthe Limited Activity congregations the least likely.

Table 22 lists some major reasons why congregatiahsiat seek govement grants.
Overall, more than ongfth expressed concern about external controls that come with
government funds (22.5 percent) and about-girth noted a lack of space for new activities
(17.4 percent). Roughly orseventhreporteda lack of staff andolunteers for new activities or
to apply for grants (14.8 and 13.8 percent, respectively). Less thaterdhementioned that
other organizations do the work (7.7 percent)hat theyhave theological objections to seeking
such grants (5.3 percent). Merthan onesixth listed other reasons, typically specific to the

particular congregation.

Table 22: Congregational Types and Reasons for Not Seeking Government Grants

Types of Congregation ALL Comprehensive Extensive Moderate Specialized Limited
Concern about external controls 22.5 16.8 22.6 27.3 20.2 16.2
Lack of space for new activities 17.4 19.1 23.1 12.7 14.9 21.1
Lack of staff/volunteers for new activities ~ 14.8 6.9 114 15.8 19.0 22.5
Lack of staff/volunteers to apply 13.8 15.6 16.2 12.3 13.6 10.6
Other organizations to do this work 7.7 13.3 6.9 7.0 7.4 6.3
Theological or philosophical objections 5.3 4.0 1.8 6.6 7.0 8.5
Other reasons 185 24.3 18.0 18.3 17.8 14.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The Comprehensive Activity congregations were most likely to list other reasons for not
seeking government funding@4.3 percent)but otherwise a lack of space was their top concern
(19.1 percent)The Extensive Activity congregations also were @ned with a lack of space,
but dso mentionedexternal controls, giew held most strongly by the Moderate and Specialized
Activity groups. The Limited Activity congregatiomsporteda lack of staff and volunteers for

new activities as well as a lack ggace.

The survey respondents were also asked about their experience in applying and managing
government grants. Because the number of congregations with this exper@eneerysmall, it
is not possible to break out 8eedata bgongregational types.ddvever, nearly foufifths of the

congregations with government gr ant experien
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di fficulto to apply for -guanesofrainemytegationsrsaldsit. I n

was fisomewhat di f f ioepplyforgovemmentigraets. y

Private Grant Activity. Table 23 describes the private agency grant activity by
congregations in the previous four years. Overall, 18.1 percent of the congregations reported
having applied for a private agencyagt, with a mean of 3.7 applications (and a standard
deviation of 5.8 applications). The congregations received a mean of 2.3 private grants during
this period (and a standard deviation of 6.4 grants), with a mean of about $70,000 per grant (and
a standardeviation of more than $240,000).

Table 23: Congregational Types and Private Agency Grants

Applied for
Type of Private Mean # st Mean # st Mean
Congregation Grant applications dev received dev amount stdev
Comprehensive 29.4 4.5 7.6 2.7 5.2 134099 239134
Extensive 22.2 3.6 5.2 2.6 99 53936 125638
Moderate 15.8 3.4 6.0 1.7 3.3 51745 362208
Specialized 11.9 4.4 5.0 3.3 3.6 65264 168747
Limited 104 2.0 25 1.8 1.2 26539 20967
ALL 18.1 3.7 5.8 2.3 6.4 70651 243952

Thus seeking private grants was more than twice as common as seeking government
grants. A roughly comparable numberpoivategrants were received, but for substanti&dhyer
amounts oimoney.As with government grants, private grant seeking wast m@mmon among
the Comprehensive Activity congregatiossich efforts declined steadily with the activity level
of the mngregationsso that the lowest level of effort was among the Limited Actigityup
Note, however, that oreenth of this least aste group sought private grants in the previous four
years.

The first part of Table 24 reports the sul
private grants in the previous four years. Nearly tfifles of all congregations reported an
increasen privategrant activityduring this period57.6 percent), nearly twiifths reported no
change (36.4 percent), and just 6.0 percent reported a decrease. The Comprehensive Activity
congregations were the most likely to report increased effort (71.6 perdére Moderate

Activity congregations were the next most likely to report increased effort (60.8 percent), while
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