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INTRODUCTION

This paper will take shape in three ways. The first part of it will focus on the language of the Faith Based and Community Initiative, paying attention to the way the proponents of the policy called Charitable Choice, which provides funds for churches and pervasively sectarian organizations to deliver social services, framed the public discussion about the value of faith-based social services. The major point I will try to emphasize in the first portion of the paper is that proponents created what they thought was an impenetrable position that faith based social services were better than other kinds of services, including government services and those contracted to the large faith based services providers like Catholic Charities, Lutheran Social Services, and the Salvation Army.  By shaping and controlling the public discourse, the question about whether the initiative could actually work, had been ignored.  What on the surface seems to be a pretty straightforward policy initiative is far more complex than meets the eye. It is tangled with the politics of race, the rhetoric of religion, and void of any implementation plan. I will start the first section of the paper with an analogy that I hope sets the stage for the rest of the paper.

The second part of the paper will illustrate why the entire concept of “a faith based initiative” cannot work the way the architects of this policy envisioned. Put simply, the leaders of the initiative quickly ascended to becoming “insiders” in the White House. In their early ascension, they were so gleeful that they landed in the bosom of power that they thought they had a mandate but didn’t. In fact the initiative had adversaries on the left and the right. Consequently “insiders” found themselves being attacked from left and right. Instead of developing concrete plans of how to make the initiative work at the local level, they spent most of their energy arguing strenuously on two levels: (1) That the Faith Based Initiative was legal; and (2) That faith based social services are better than non faith-based social services. The vigorous assertions that the initiative was legal and that faith based social services are better than others, was a veil that hid the initiative’s leaders from exposure that they had no clue of how the initiative would be implemented in local social service systems, and that they knew very little about those systems. In this section I will sketch out some of the complexities of faith based social service provision.

The third part of the paper will discuss a faith-based program that I have worked with since its inception. The program is called Welfare Reform Liaison Project. It emerged out of Mt. Zion Baptist Church, a mainly African American Church in Greensboro, North Carolina. It has a very high success rate of putting women into long term employment.  I will discuss the program because it is an example of a faith based program that is successful because it uses the energy and spirit of the church to make headway in helping women and children make the transition from welfare to work. It also uses the vigor and resources of other African American Churches to achieve its goals. It likewise works diligently with other stakeholders in the community’s system of services including: the Department of Social Services, the local community college, foundations, businesses the United Way, and numerous other organizations. 

While faith permeates the agency’s environment, the staff is extremely talented and professional.  The organization has stuck to sound management principles, and it has garnered the respect of each person, and every institution with which it works. This case example will demonstrate that faith-based organizations have a role in local problem solving, but the role is limited, and it takes hard work, not merely government money to make programs of all types successful, including faith based programs.  

Part I:  An Imperfect Analogy
Imagine the shock and bevy of criticism from the scholarly community if NASA said that it will spend billions dollars over the next ten years to replace costly fuel propelled booster rockets with huge rubber bands that “catapult” different kinds of commercial and research satellites into space. Why not use big slingshots?  Slingshots propel small stones skyward. Big ones ought to lift massive rockets into cosmos. Why not use small faith based social services to solve the country’s social ills?  It is common knowledge that they change people. With some government money their magnificent power could be enhanced and the country could make a real dent in persistent poverty. The ideas about slingshots and faith-based services are quite plausible - maybe even tantalizing-if you don’t know anything about propulsion or social service delivery.  The engineers, physicists, and rocket scientists however, would no doubt take the allure out of a slingshot theory before it ever got off the ground. Not so with the faith based initiative. The church versus state people on both side of  this matter put on the gloves and created such a rhetorical storm that questions of workability were muffled or muted.

Suppose, however that the debate about whether the rubber bands would work was skillfully muffled with a much more abstruse debate between two camps of environmentalists.  One side argued that using rubber bands was a good idea. Their adoption would protect the ozone and shield the public from the toxins that mammoth booster rockets would inevitably force it to inhale. The other side dug in and argued forcefully that the amount of harmful gases currently entering the atmosphere via fuel based rocket launches is negligible and thus harmless. Even an exponential growth in space launches would have little harmful effect on the environment. Venture as well, that politicians of both political stripes needed to be perceived as both prudent stewards of the environment and their constituents’ tax dollars. 

Where might the public discussion head on this matter if environmentalists from the academy and the media, both knowing very little about the engineering and physics of the slingshot initiative, dug in and changed the discussion to something much more spiritual and easier to talk about: the environment.  Environmental issues, especially those tinctured with economics, are bigger than life. People know them in their hearts, souls, and wallets. Water and air sustain us, as do plant and animal life. And so does money. What if some of the more liberal syndicated columnists pushed hard for the rubber bands? What if the politicians leaned that way too?  Imagine if the President were a member of the Sierra Club and first his appointee to run this operation felt deeply that rubber bands were central to saving the environment. Since there are very few scholars who could weigh in on the workability of the faith based initiative, those who have weighed in the broader debate have taken sides over the much larger church state debate which in actuality, much like the fictitious rubber band analogy, is an agonizingly complex and veiled cultural battleground between confused liberal and confused conservatives.
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While the rubber band/environmentalist analogy is not perfectly correlated with what has transpired in the evolution of the President’s Faith Based Initiative, something very similar has taken place. Interestingly, the January 29th document housing the executive order for the establishment of the office of faith based and community initiatives is called Rallying The Armies Of Compassion shown below
.  The images that come to mind are the Salvation Army and the hymn “Onward Christian Soldiers”  In it, is a very enthusiastic  prose – with language of  praise for the small faith based neighborhood preacher – referred to as a healer, and war language about faith based 

programs –often being “out manned and outflanked” by government.  

One may be surprised by this kind of language, especially in a government document, but in fact, there is a two decade long history to this such rhetoric that has slowly woven itself into the fabric of our discussions about faith based social services and has quixotically been the only proof for why a faith based initiative ought to go forward. It may have started with Ronald Reagan as noted in an April 14th 1982, page 3, story in the Washington Post  titled “Reagan Urges More Church Aid for Needy. At a luncheon speech in the State Dining Room, President Reagan told that group of more than 100 religious leaders “that churches and voluntary groups should accept more responsibility for the needy rather than leaving it to the bureaucracy.” President Reagan had created a public devil - “the government bureaucrat”- and a public model - the Good Samaritan who in the long term has become the symbol that faith based services are really better than non faith-based services.  President Reagan went on in that meeting to deliver commentary on the Good Samaritan to the clergy gathered there: 

The story of the Good Samaritan has always illustrated to me what God’s challenge really is. He crossed the road, knelt down, bound up the wounds of the beaten traveler, the pilgrim and carried him to the nearest town. He didn’t go running into town and look for a caseworker to tell him that there was a fellow out there that needed help. He took it upon himself .


 (Denton, 1982, Reagan Home Page, 1997).      


 In so doing, he created a new way of defining the causes of poverty. This new metaphor instantly undercut the liberal view of poverty that pointed to failures in large systems like government, the marketplace, or schools as major causes of poverty. Reagan strengthened conservative interpretations that the causes of poverty personal and began a long, but continuous march to metaphorically putting the “Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives in the White House

Others have made similar public proclamations that have shaped our view. The first President George Bush's now famous "Thousand Points of Light" campaign speech simultaneously called for decreased governmental spending and increased local voluntary support for social welfare efforts. Two year later, a March 8th, 1990 request for new program proposals (Federal Register,1990:8555) clearly laced the Reagan/Bush view directly into policy: "Human service needs are best defined through institutions and organizations at the local level." Former U.S. Senator Dan Coats (R Indiana), and now Ambassador to Germany, when in office, liked to tell the story of the Gospel Mission, a drug‑treatment center for homeless men not far from the nation's capitol. Under the leadership of John Woods, the mission successfully rehabilitated two‑thirds of those who sought treatment there. Just three blocks away is a government‑operated shelter with similar goals. But even though it spent 20 times more per person, that shelter boasted only a 10 percent success rate. Then Senator Coats had an explanation for the disparity: "The Gospel Mission succeeds because it provides more than a meal, more than a drug treatment. It is in the business of spreading the grace of God" (Frame, 1995:65). Senator Coats was instrumental in getting the original Charitable Choice provision in to the welfare legislation of 1996.

It may be more likely however, that Gospel Mission chose its clients, or the clients self-selected, therefore increasing the chance for success in Gospel Mission’s programs. The government shelter on the other hand, was probably more diverse.  Comparing the success of a program that in some way selects its clients to one that has to select any client in need is not necessarily a good basis for comparison.  Yet, like the story of the Good Samaritan used by President Reagan, 13 years earlier, Senator Coats, without deeper analysis, made the comparison between the small religiously based service provider, “that point of light”, and the large government financed program.   

Even before the election of President George W. Bush, two short, intriguing, and somewhat unexpected articles, tilted: “Gurus of compassionate conservatism” and “God and government” by Elena Curti, appeared in the July 1, 2000 issue of The Tablet, the international Catholic weekly founded in 1840 and published in England. The articles are telling in that Professor Marvin Olasky, and then Texas Governor George Bush’s research advisor with special responsibility for faith based programs Don Willette, were the featured speakers at England’s Christian Conservative Fellowship’s Conference on Religion and Welfare. Dr. Olasky, a University of Texas Professor and evangelical Christian, is widely credited as the author of compassionate conservatism espoused by then Governor W. Bush in his Republican presidential candidacy. In Mr. Willete’s speech, he noted that “Faith-based groups were aggressive champions conquering social ills. The facts showed [my emphasis] that they produced better results than government programmes [sic.]: they did it better and more cheaply.” There are no such facts!   

After the 2000 presidential election, then CNN’s Crossfire commentator Mary Matalin, now a presidential advisor, told the country on December 21, 2000, that the data from Texas definitely showed that faith-based organizations were more effective than non  faith-based programs. There is no such data! She may have gotten her cues from Mr. Willette and Dr. Olasky. On January 28th 2001, conservative radio talk show host Michael Medved proclaimed on his show that “Research shows that faith based programs are more effective than government programs.” When I called into the show to tell him that there was no such research, he stuck to his position, noting that his staff researched the issue. I could not engage him in a discussion. 

On February 04, 2001, George Will’s syndicated column appeared in the Greensboro News and Record. He was touting the selection of University of Pennsylvania Professor John DiIulio, as the director of the office of Faith Based and Community Initiatives. Will notes “Because of social scientists like DiIulio, and because of streetwise program administrators like, well, DiIulio, it is not just intuitively obvious, it is demonstrable [my emphasis] that there is a powerful correlation between sustained contact with religious people and institutions and reduced crime and substance abuse.” The next day syndicated columnist Cal Thomas had something very similar to say. “I t is beyond debate that programs with a life changing spiritual element produce the results[my emphasis] government seeks but has yet to find, in "secular''  programs. Organizations like Prison Fellowship, where the recidivism rate is in single digits, and Teen Challenge, a drug rehabilitation program President Bush praised when he was governor of Texas, change lives and substantially reduce the likelihood of repeat offenses.” 

In less than 20 years from the time President Reagan made his Good Samaritan speech to those clergy at the State Dining Room, something quite miraculous happened. Research, where none actually existed, was suddenly demonstrating that faith-based organizations are better than government programs. Dr. DiIulio a believer in the power of faith based social services, also came from the academy, and will probably end up back there. The academy’s first commandment is: if you twist your data to fit your theory you will lose your job.  Pressure mounted from the few who knew that there was no such data. On February 14th buried deep in his Wall Street Journal article arguing for the faith-based initiative, Professor DiIulio set the record straight. “There are, as yet, no suitably scientific studies that “prove” the efficacy or cost effectiveness of faith based approaches to social ills, or that support the claims of certain well-known faith-based programs[my emphasis].” 
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Something quite telling was revealed in a March 11 Boston Globe article by Mary Leonard called “Blacks and Republicans” The article cites Kenneth Blackwell, (right) Ohio's secretary of state and a leading black strategist in the GOP, who said the White House and Republican National Committee are making "a tightly choreographed effort to become a stable majority party" by targeting African-Americans and getting 30 percent of their vote in future presidential elections.” 
    

"The risk of us attaching ourselves at the hip to the status quo is enormous," Blackwell said. "If we don't improve the numbers through legitimate outreach, we can lose the Senate and the House in 2002." 

 In the same article Ms. Leonard quotes GOP pollster Frank Luntz (Below Blackwell) who said “the faith-based initiative is the president's best outreach tool [my emphasis]. "If he continues on this road, that becomes the first successful effort I have seen to penetrate the black mind-set." 
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With hearings on the initiative coming up in early May of 2001, journalists started digging while advocates merely ignored, didn’t read, or were not too concerned with Dr. DiIulio’s proclamation. What once seemed to be just an intense push for a change in policy became complicated by the politics of race, if Blackwell and Luntz are to be believed.  

Three press releases on March 21,2001, one from Dennis Hastert the Republican Speaker of the House of Representatives, one from Representative Mark Green (R. Wisconsin), and Spencer Bachus (R. Alabama), follow the pattern of other advocates. Hasteret:  “We applaud the President’s initiatives and we want to echo his support for these organizations. It is precisely these groups that are making a positive difference in our most vulnerable communities – working tirelessly on shoestring budgets to help the less fortunate. Green noted: "Faith-based organizations used to be at the core of efforts to improve our communities.  "Gradually, they have been replaced by big government, which has proven to be a far less helpful alternative. With this proposal, we’re working to go back to the charitable ideals that built America – local organizations, staffed by local people working on the ground to solve local problems."  Bachaus: “Local faith-based charities can fight poverty at least as well, if not better, than a distant government bureaucracy [my emphasis]. We ought to offer these charities the same access to federal grants that other organizations receive to combat hunger, help kids stay out of gangs and provide shelter to the homeless.”  

Not exactly, at least according to an April 24, 2001 The New York Times story by Laurie Goodstein called Church‑Based Projects Lack Data on Results. This article gives clues to the complexity of this issue. Ms Goodstein was interviewing Professor Byron Johnson of the Center for Research on Religion  and Urban Civil Society, at the University of Pennsylvania, the institute started by fellow criminologist Professor John J. DiIulio Jr. With  Congress about to hold hearings on the Bush plan, Professor Johnson was sought out with requests for the research to support the assertions.  "From the left to the right, everyone assumes that faith‑based programs work," Mr. Johnson said. "Even the critics of DiIulio and his office haven't denied that. We hear that and just sit back and laugh. In terms of empirical evidence that they work, it's pretty much nonexistent. "We've created an office [White House Office of Faith Based and Community Initiatives] out of anecdotes [my emphasis]." 

Part II: Faith Based Social Services in Context
Before I put forth the context of social services and try to make sense out of this initiative, I’d like to step back for a moment and ask a few questions. What would have been the reaction 30 years ago, if someone said that in the year 2001, the president of the United States would announce the establishment of a White House Office of Faith Based and Community Initiatives?  What would have been the reaction if someone said that a self described, “born again Catholic” initially recruited straight from the Ivy League, would lead this office and that he reported directly to the president, who in the presidential campaign, said his favorite book was the Bible? What would have been the reaction if one had said that the staff in the Office of Faith Based and Community Initiatives would be comprised primarily of Evangelical Christians and they would be placed in five cabinet offices: Education, Housing, Justice, Health and Human Services, and Community Development?        

It has been dizzying to make sense out of this initiative, especially when opposing legal scholars, theologians, and politicians who don’t know much about social services, try to draw a clear course of legislative action about shifting social service delivery from state to church. This is happening while trying to satisfy two opposite groups: (1) Those  who want to keep the faith out of the government; (2) And those who want to keep the government out of the faith end of things. The debate has looked like a taffy pull using nutty putty. No wonder.  On one side of the debate are the proponents and their lawyers. They believe that faith based social services are more effective, closer to where the problems reside, and more transforming than government programs. They couldn’t care if there is research or not. 

The President, a politician and a born again Christian is partially in this camp. A corps of conservative columnists from Cal Thomas to George Will, and politicians, especially JC Watt, Rick Santorum, and Joe Liberman have promoted this issue regularly and forcefully but have mixed agendas. Some want to shrink government. Others want to get the black vote by shifting resources to black churches. And others still are frustrated that nothing has worked in solving persistent poverty and the attending problems. So why not give money to small churches? 

Sadly, much of this debate has been fought in the media. The scholarship however, which often slips media attention, tells another, more intricate story.  Congregations and faith based organizations are already extremely busy providing help for their membership, help for their surrounding neighborhoods, and help to social service organizations in their communities. They are limited, but essential partners in a broader community of care. Portraying them as the cure-all, when they are only an ingredient in a complex local service formula, places expectations on them that they can’t fulfill.  
What do scholars tell us about social services and our nation’s congregations? They are first and foremost, places of worship. While worship is first, members are often intricately involved in the provision of a range of social services. Mark Chaves (2001) points out that only 3% of the nation’s congregations are involved in long tern social service provision that takes ongoing commitments, like one would find in mentoring programs such as big Brothers or Big Sisters. They are much better at short-term provision like delivering meals, collecting and distributing food or holding a blood drive. 

Thus, to make a large-scale shift to long term service provision by the nation’s churches would not work. Things would become extremely confusing at the local level, especially without careful planning and targeting the appropriate congregations, and helping them build the capacity to deliver what is expected.  Couple that with the fact that the vast majority of government social programs often under attack are in fact part of the laws of the nation or states; and many times they are intertwined in two sets of statutes. Shifting the responsibility for design, delivery, and administration to the faith community would mean undoing complex statutes. Such unraveling of one system and integrating another is just not going to happen without vast disruption to the structure, its professionals, and the people who get help.    

For example, very few congregations have staff on hand who can work with a “crack baby” without knowing the medical and psychological services it needs. Such services are outlined in accordance with child protection laws. These kinds of  laws and interventions are carried out by a range of professionals - lawyers, social workers, developmental specialists, and medical personnel in order to protect the child, freeze inevitable developmental delays, and help the parents reconstruct their lives. It would take a vast amount of coordination, training and clarifying who might do what, if a public program like that, or even a part of it, were shifted to the faith community. 

Along those same lines, church programs may eventually help the one doing the battering in a domestic violence dispute. The terrorized woman however, needs a legal a restraining order until he changes. She may need to garnishee his wages so she can put food on the table until he gets help. In order to eat, pay bills, and deal with the trauma, she may have to go for public assistance and counseling. Family warfare does funny things to one’s physical and mental health and the people who try to do the healing and repairing are licensed professionals who work under state adult protection laws. They might get assistance from healers in the faith community but state laws guide the overall system of care. 

What is confusing to the public is that there is not a clear distinction between faith-based organizations and service provision coming from congregations. The Catholics, Lutherans, Baptists, Jews, Methodists and Salvationists (Salvation Army) have vast networks of social service organizations in communities throughout this country and operate somewhat like secular organizations. Such organizations have professional staff and multiple funding streams, but also tap into congregations for volunteers, space, and money, sometimes making it hard to distinguish between the congregation and the denomination’s community based organization. There are also numerous community development corporations spawned by, and intricately tied to, the African American churches. Welfare Reform Liaison Project, which I will talk about in the next section, is an example.


There is more. Congregations themselves may have a program through which members visit the sick or shut-ins, provide child care or after school care, house an AA program or serve as a congregate meal site for senior citizens. They may host a blood drive, shelter the homeless, or have a team of volunteers who works at a soup kitchen. They may build a house through Habitat for Humanity, help flood victims, or provide space for a nonprofit organization. They may help resettle refugees, or provide grants to community based organizations. Interestingly, the research says that they usually have about 4 such programs (Chaves 2001, Cnaan,1999, Wineburg 1997). They are also spawning ponds for new community organizations, which address problems ranging from teen pregnancy to hospice care. My research shows that 18% of Greensboro’s agencies were born out of congregational efforts.


Policymakers, especially those who want money to go to churches, don’t understand fully that the religious community’s spirit is not housed in a vacuum. On one hand this is an intricate system of services staffed heavily by volunteers and fueled by an unyielding faith. On the other, that volunteer spirit works in tandem with, and is often inseparable from the professional service efforts of other faith based, private nonprofit, and even government agencies.  A Red Cross blood drive at a local congregation characterizes how a private nonprofit organization uses a congregation’s resources to accomplish a public health mission.


The push to get more government money for faith-based organizations has not been just about helping those in need. If it were, the religious and political right would have been asking advice from the Lutherans, Catholics, or the Salvation Army whose huge social service budgets are already supported considerably by government money to the tune of about 4.5billion dollars annually. They haven’t been central to this initiative. Whatever government spending ends up going to faith based social service delivery, it should be grounded not just in faith, but in good research, prudent monitoring of the money, and a cautious eye toward measuring outcomes.  

Welfare Reform Liaison Project
Welfare Reform Liaison Project is a faith based nonprofit organization that emerged out of Mt. Zion Baptist Church in Greensboro North Carolina. The organization’s executive director, Reverend Odell Cleveland is paid by the church, and as such, the directorship of the agency is a community ministry. Several of the staff members are also members of the church although it is not a requirement for the job. A good share of the members of the board of directors are Mt. Zion members,  as well as are many of the volunteers who help in the program. The leader of the church, Bishop George W. Brooks is on the Executive Board of the United Way of Greater Greensboro an important fact to note in understanding institutional connections at the community level. 

The major goals of Welfare Reform Liaison Project center on the assisting families with special problems that prevent them from obtaining immediate employment or long-term employment. This is accomplished by helping them develop the skills and work habits necessary to succeed. Welfare Reform Liaison Project ensures the progress of families by stressing the combination of education, training and intensive case management. Such families often have the potential for gainful employment, but because of a combination of complex reasons like the lack of transportation, and poor crisis management skills for example, they don’t stay long in the job market or cannot gain the confidence to secure initial employment. What is essential to appreciate is that Welfare Reform has had to put various organizational systems into place to accomplish its goals and make the program successful. This nationally acclaimed program now has put 81% of its enrollees in jobs averaging $9.00 per hour. This is almost 20 percent higher than the national average in placement performance and more than $2.30 in per-hour wages. Yes, they pray at 8:30 every morning. The program however, begins at 9:00 AM. Prayer is not required, not even a hint of it, and diversity of faith or no faith at all, is highly respected

I will explain the program components below, but first it is important to realize the significance of the interagency and inter-institutional partnerships that had to be put into place to make the program work. The four circles below represent the four interlocking components to this 3-year-old program. To understand the program’s success, is also to appreciate both the complexity of comprehensive service development, and the basic misunderstanding that the architects of the Faith Based and Community Initiative had about social service development, especially as it unfolds at the community level. 





                                 

The four circles above represent the four major aspects of the program. Within each part is an intricate set of program components that in turn is linked to other agencies, organizations, and institutions in the community. The ultimate goal is to help women attain a better life but it takes more than prayer to get there. The President’s Faith Based and Community Initiative is not yet at the stage of thinking through the complexities of organizational development that I’ll put before you by way of this 3 year old program. 

Annex. The Annex is a small building across the street from the church where the program participants come to class daily for 12 weeks. The program consists of upgrading weak academic skills like reading, writing, and speaking. Another component is human resource development, where students learn how to prepare a resume, how to interview and dress for employment, and other things required attaining and keeping employment like proper use of language and comportment on the job. They learn distribution and processing in both the classroom setting and at the distribution center that is Welfare Reform Liaison Project’s concept of a sheltered work environment, which I’ll explain in the next section. Finally the students take computer classes at the community college each afternoon – learning word processing and basic spreadsheet operations. There is also a social service component at the annex through which trained social workers conduct extensive assessment and develop plans with the participants to help solve, manage, or prevent problems that may keep them from attaining or keeping employment. Such problems are usually multiple and range from the ill health of a child to domestic violence. 

The Annex is the meeting and greeting place for the program but it is the heart of the sophistication

and complexity of the organization. The building is owned by the church but rented to the program. The staff  members are college graduates, each a trained social worker. Two of the three are members of the church and the key consultant on social services also took graduate courses in supervision, administered a Head Start Program for 18 years and directed the longest running faith based welfare-to-work mentoring program, Project Independence, which began in 1984 out of Greensboro Urban Ministry.  This staff is skilled and bi-lingual in that it can talk to the client, the client’s kin, and her church for indigenous neighborhood support. It communicates well with the other systems in the community when professional assistance is needed. Those systems are dominated by white people. Their methods are clearly drawn up and grounded in a sophisticated case management system.

The Distribution Center.   The distribution center is a huge warehouse about half the size of  Wal Mart. It serves as a sheltered workshop environment. The agency received a 3-year grant from a local foundation to lease and refurbish the center. Reverend Cleveland and the executive staff of the United Way combined their talents and took a semi dormant Gifts in Kind International Program, through which corporations from around the country donate to nonprofit organizations goods that they would have otherwise discarded, and brought it to life via another purpose.  Reverend Cleveland, besides having a Masters Degree in Divinity, has a BA in business and was a trucking and distribution professional for 15 years.   Since Greensboro is a distribution hub, and there is a good job market at decent wages in the field, Reverend Cleveland and a vice president at the United Way decided to bring corporate gifts to this huge warehouse, but use the center to teach women who never had jobs, the hands on job skills they were being taught in the classroom, but now in a sheltered setting with supervision from Reverend Cleveland and the social service staff. 

Through wonderful inter agency cooperation, underscored by Reverend Cleveland’s understanding of how to get goods from different corporate locations to Greensboro cheaply and promptly, the center soon became full of all kinds of corporate donations that have been “sold” for a membership fee to nonprofits and churches who distribute the goods to their constituents. Since its inception 2.5 years ago, the center has distributed 31 million dollars worth of goods to nonprofits. At the distribution center the women learn how to meet and greet customers. They learn bar coding and organization of goods for smooth distribution. Most importantly, they learn how to succeed in workforce by being allowed to fail several times without being fired. The salary has been set at $8.00 and hour and is paid for by a Federal Department of Labor Welfare to Work Grant administered by the State of North Carolina. Each morning the Distribution Center opens for business at 9:00AM, but voluntary prayer takes place at 8:30AM daily.  Reverend Cleveland will often say that when prayer is over the work begins.  I would say that the success rests on imagination, solid program planning, effective coordination of services, excellent inter and intra organizational communication and a staff with the knowledge, skills, and ability to make a sophisticated operation jell, and the faith that it will. 

Coop 

If someone has more than enough employment skills to move into the job market, but still lacks the confidence, the staff has initiated a program that through the grant, where the worker will still be paid by Welfare Reform Liaison Project for 6 months but she will be employed  by a local business or industry. Welfare Reform has what is called a “job coach” who works with the business to help its administration understand the barriers the new employee is overcoming to make a successful transition to long-term employment, while helping the employee understand the rules of the new work environment. This part of the program has been very successful with almost all of the coop participants landing jobs with the company with which they were placed.  Once again, Reverend Cleveland often prays that this component of the program is successful, but it is coupled with considerable business savvy. 

Job   Eighty one percent of the people who come through this program are employed at an average wage of $9.00 which is above the national average by close to $2.50. The people in the program can stay with it for 18 months because there are always personal backslides and the disruptions in the labor market. So the opportunity is built into the program for these “last hired first fired” members of the labor force to regroup.

Conclusion

In 1964 Mohammed Ali, then Cassius Clay, danced and pranced across the ring after his stunning and unexpected knockout  of Sonny Liston. He was yelling “I stunned the World ! I stunned the World!”   On September 11, 2001, the world really got stunned. Many of my central concerns have been less so after that. One of the things that was important to me was to expose the politics, the slipperiness, and misunderstanding by the Evangelical Christians in the White House of how services locally really work. They sincerely believed that most social service recipients have fallen from grace and that the elixir was to shift the paradigm from a government dominated set of services to a faith based dominated set of services.  I believe that there has been a symbiotic relationship between them and the political right.  I know most of the players in the world of faith-based services because I have been studying these matters for a long time. We used to be friends until they tried to mask their religion for understanding. We parted company until just the other day, when I received an e-mail from Stanley Carlson-Theis, Director of Social Policy at the Office of Faith Based and Community Initiatives. He asked for some help on a survey about faith-based and community organizations (fbo and cbos below).  I gave him my best  responses.



…So, your advice.  What do you think of this scheme?  Is there a better way to identify fbos and cbos sufficiently to be able to track whether they gain greater access to federal support?  Any comments on the specifics of the questions?  Where should the cut off be on the employee and budget scales for identifying community-based organizations?  Is it better to formulate a set of mutually exclusive categories?  Will information gathered this way be of use for other purposes--e.g., academic research on federal grants policy or the extent of fbo and cbo action? Thanks for your comments.  Naturally, the sooner you can respond, the better. If you can give me a preliminary reaction Tuesday morning, that would be great.




The world has changed. There will be less money for social programs. Resources at the community level have to be 

used in the most effective manner. Who am I after September 11?  I was asked for some help so I crossed the road, knelt down, bound up the wounds a semi desperate analyst and helped him  go to  next level of understanding. I decided not to go ranting and raving to the press and to tell them that there was a fellow out there that we pay dearly with tax dollars who needed help. I took it upon myself.













�This was taken right from the government web page and is the cover page of the document housing the executive order for the establishment of this office. 
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