Lisa M. Brown@OVP

‘ 09/28/99 04:03:53 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Lisa Green/OPD/EOP@EOP
cc:
bce:
Subject: Re: Charitable Choice
]

sorry -- | have been swamped. Yes, I'm more than happy to talk to you. either after 6 today or set up a
time with Lon my assistant -- he knows my schedule for the next few days better than | do. thx!
Lisa Green@EOP

#  Lisa Green@EOP
T 09/28/99 01:03:07 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Lisa M. Brown/OVP@OVP
cc:
Subject: Charitable Choice

When you have a moment | was hoping you might be able to give me some guidance on Charitable
Choice. | understand that you are the policy person on this issue for the Vice President and | just had a
few questions related to work I'm doing on the New Markets Initiative. If there is someone else in the VP's
office that you think | should talk with instead I'd appreciate your passing on that person's contact
information.

| will try to reach you again by phone this week. If you have an opportunity to call me | can be reached at
456-2803.

Thank you.
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Taking a Leap of Faith

Gore joins the choir, saying that faith has a role in
public life. How did the idea go mainstream?

By KAREN TUMULTY WASHINGTON

L GORE HAS BEEN SOUNDING POSI-
tively soulful lately. Yes, that Al
Gore. In campaign appearances the
former divinity student talks about
the struggle between good and evil, and in-
. vokes Jesus Christ’s parable of the sower to
explain how media violence subverts chil-
dren. In New Hampshire, Gore compared
the alienation of Cain—the first murderer—
with the forces that drove two teenagers to
commit the same sin in Colorado. He
mused to a Washington Post columnist that
society has finally reached “the end of a
400-year period of allergy to faith.”

Call it the Gospel According to Al. Last
week the Vice President added to his
litany an idea borrowed from Republi-
can theology, one that would
have been considered heresy
among Democrats a few years
ago: giving federal money to re-
ligious groups that take a
“faith-based’ approach to cur-
ing social ills. Gore would ex-
pand the concept, already
being used in carrying out
welfare reform, to services
such as drug treatment,
homeless aid and the pre-
vention of youth violence.
“I believe that faith in it-
self is sometimes essential
to spark a personal trans-
formation,” Gore declared
at an Atlanta Salvation
Army center.

That is a sentiment that,
in variation, finds a chorus of
amens in almost every presi-
dential campaign this year. In
Texas, Governor George W.
Bush says his proudest innova-
tion is a program that allows
welfare recipients to be
given assistance from
faith-based organizations.
On Capitol Hill the con-
cept has been champi-
oned by Republican John
Kasich, another presiden-
tal contender. And for-
mer Senator Bill Bradley,
Gore's only Democratic
rival, has said that reli-
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gious organizations are crucial to building
a “civil society.”

George W.'s father might have called
them points of light. So how did the ap-
proach that Democrats once ridiculed be-
come part of their dogma? It probably hap-
pened with the passage in 1996 of welfare
reform, a law that shifted government’s mis-
sion from providing for people to changing
them. Included in that law, with quiet sup-
port from the White House, was an amend-
ment by Republican Senator John Ashcroft
that let churches and religious groups bid
on government contracts to provide job
training and other services. Since then,
Gore has highlighted many of those efforts
in his travels as Vice President, touting the
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prayer and Bible study included in a job-
training program in San Antonio, Texas, and
the spiritual component in a San Francisco
initiative to get welfare mothers off drugs.

Civil liberties groups have raised pre-
dictable warnings about introducing reli-
gion into government services. But the
more interesting criticism comes from some
religious organizations themselves, which
are worried that they will lose their sense of
mission once they have to compete for fed-
eral dollars and abide by federal regulations.
A Gore supporter put it to him bluntly last
week in a letter. “I know you. I like you.
You mean well. But this time, as we say in
Tennessee and Texas, you've ripped your
britches,” wrote James Dunn of the Baptist
Joint Committee, whose group favors a
clear separation between church and state.
“The notion that public funds will not alter
the religious character of faith-based pro-
grams requires a leap of faith that even
Kierkegaard could not nggotiate.”

Gore’s opponents take a cynical view of
his new, more public emphasis on religion

in the aftermath of Littleton. “I welcome~

converts, but I suspect it has something to
do with the political calendar and
polls showing that a majority of
Americans now think our prob-
& lems are spiritual rather than
f economic,” says G.0.P. presi-
dential contender Gary Bauer.
¥ Nor can piety hurt, when polls
§ increasingly show the down-
B side of Gore’s association
R with Bill Clinton. The latest
2. TIME/CNN poll indicates al-
R most half the public views
Gore as too close to the
| President.

- The Vice President’s
B defenders note that he was
preaching the power of
faith long before it was cool,
fat least among Demacrats.
¥In his 1992 best-selling envi-
ronmental book, Gore wrote
of “a spiritual crisis in modern
civilization that seems to be
Fbased on an emptiness at its
fcenter” and declared his own
“unshakable belief in God as
creator and sustainer.” But as
Gore is learning, it can be
tricky—particularly for a
Democrat—to bare his

soul as part of a campaign
GARY roll-out. Which may be
BAUER why he felt it necessary to

summon religion writers
to the White House last
week and declare, a bit
defensively, “I'm just try-
ingtobewhoIam.” =

Has pushed
theidea
since Reagan
era

58

TIME, JUNE 7, 1999

NOSIVIT YARYD—ZIV¥N 'VAVE—ANNVYIY ) YWOAS—LIVUEN EOL1OHL



DRAFT MEMORANDUM TO GENE SPERLING

DATE: September 23, 1999 R

g O N N U -
FROM: LISA GREEN g /Q”r' M\,)' « ( éf

SUBJECT: CHARITABLE CHOICE and THE AMERICAN COMMUNITY RENEWAL
ACT OF 1999 (H.R. 815) - The Talent-Watts Bill )/BN <

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an analysis of charitable choice as it relates to thj
above referenced Talent-Watts bill.

Background on Charitable Choice

Definition: Charitable Choice permits congregations or religious organizations to receive
lunds from the government for the provision of social services without forming
independent non profit or 501¢3 organizations. The term is also used by some as a
reference for any legislative proposal that raises issues of church and state, such as the
Religious Liberty Protection Act, which affirms the right to exercise faith even in cases
where it conflicts with state or local laws. Legislative proposals that allow prayer in
school and posting of the Ten Commandments in public buildings have also been
associated with Charitable Choice.

Charitable Choice and Welfare Reform: Charitable Choice is closely identified with the
provision outlined in Section 104 of the 1996 welfare reform legislation, the Personal
Responsibility and Wﬁmmlion Act (aka the Welfare Reform
Act). Conservative Republican, Senator John Ashcroft [rom Missouri was the primary
advocate for Section 104 when the welfare system was overhauled. Section 104, often
referred to as the Charitable Choice provision, permits and requires the following:

o Charttable, religious or private organizations may receive.gov
vouchers or other funding taprovide services under Temporary Assistance for
Need Families (TANF), Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income and Food
Stamps.

e Religious organizations are permitted to receive such funding on the same basis as
any other non-governmental provider. In other words, if a state elects to allow
independent social service providers to be an eligible recipient of funds for such
programs, then it may not exclude providers because of their religious practices.

e If a faith based organization is selected as a provider of government-financed
social services, its religious expression and identity may not be censored or
otherwise diminished on account of its participation in the welfare program. A
series of specific protections are provided to ensure that the religious character of
the provider is not impaired as it may relate to

1) employment policy (i.e. exemption from the ban against religious
discrimination in hiring);

2) maintenance of religious environment (i.c. religious art, icons,
scripture or other symbols); and

3) control over the definition, development, practice and expression of
religious beliefs.

2



Charitable Choice Provisions in the American Community Renewal Act

Summary: As you know, The American Community Renewal Act would provide for up
to 100 renewal communities designated through a competitive process similar to that of
the current Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community (EZ/EC) Programs.
Renewal Communtties would be cligible for grants numerous tax incentives including
zero percent capital gains, commercial revitalization tax credits, expensing for small
businesses and Brownficlds, expansion of the work opportunity tax credit, and family
development accounts.

In addition, the bill provides for Charitable Choice, by allowing religious organizations
to:
[) beaprovider of services for substance abuse programs that receive federal funds
2) be designated as award recipients for grants outlined in the bill
3) make designated sub-awards to other public or private entities
4) provide for the provision of program service (for substance abuse) through the use
of voucherized assistance

The bill also includes the same rights for a religious organization that are contained in
Section 104 of the Welfare Reform Act, as outlined above.

The Current Debate on Charitable Choice

Opposing Viewpoints: The current debate centers primarily around these two opposing
Views:

1) Charitable Choice weakens restrictions on evangelism by tax-supported charities
and allows for discrimination of protected groups. Thus, it threatens the ability of
social services (funded or supported by the government) to be equitably
distributed to those in need without infringement on their personal beliefs.
Charitable Choice is a way to encourage and expand the involvement of the
mdependcent sector (including faith-based organizations) in the delivery of
government supported social services. Religious charities are very effective
service providers and their efforts to solve social welfare problems should be
supported by the federal government.

3]
N

Legal Issues: There are several legal issues raised by Charitable Choice. The goal in
section 104 of the Welfare Reform Act was to strike a balance between protections for
both religious organizations and wellare recipients. Issues include:

1) First Amendment. Constitutional and case law deal extensively with the
question of whether providing government funding to religious organizations
violates the First Amendment. Many hold firm that section 104 complies with
the law. However, there have not yet been court challenges to the law.

Rights of Beneficiaries. Section 104 does include a provision that if a
beneliciary objects to receiving social services from a religious provider he or
she has the right to receive services from another provider. The state must
ensure that alternative assistance is of no lesser value and that beneficiaries
are aware of the range of providers. This provision is not included in the
American Community Renewal Act.

1o
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3) Preemption of State Law. There are many states with constitutions that
restrict the expenditure of public funds by religious organizations. The
Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution, provides that rights granted by
congressional action preempt any state or local laws to the contrary.

Advocates: Both liberal Democrats and conservative Republicans have supported
Charitable Choice. Supporters include some religious organizations that currently
provide social services in poor and distressed communities, although the reactions of
faith based institutions have been mixed. A poll of 1,200 religious groups showed that
while only 3 percent receive government funding now, 36 percent would consider
applying for it under Charitable Choice.

Opponents:  Critics of Charitable Choice believe that it blurs the separation of church
and state and that it allows government funded church programs to practice religious
discrimination. Not suprisingly, the American Civil Liberties Union is firmly against
Charitable Choice. There are also some religious organizations that believe Charitable
Choice threatens their autonomy and the secular nature of state-run agencies. Others are
concerned that faith-based institutions will be left holding the bag if government transfers
its social service responsibilities and then withdraws financial support when the economy
runs ito trouble. Charitable Choice is also opposed by gay rights activists who argue
that it allows religious organizations to discriminat€on a religious basis for employment
purposes. As an example, a Catholic social service agency could give certain jobs only to
priests or require heterosexual marriage for employees.

States and Charitable Choice

There are many states that have chosen to create their own local versions of Charitable
Choice as it relates to funding of religious organizations. Attached is an article that
summarizes some of these programs. Texas has been one of the most proactive states in
encouraging state agencies to allow Charitable Choice.

Conclusions and Next Steps

[ have requested additional information from several Charitable Choice “experts”™ within
the Administration.  We will convene a group next wecek to specifically address the
Charitable Choice provisions in the American Community Renewal Act. In addition I
have asked Cynthia Rice, from DPC to review the American Community Renewal Act
and outline how it compares (o Section 104 of the Welfare Reform Act as soon as
possible. My understanding is that an interagency working group (which included
Justice) underwent a painstaking clearance process for Section 104, prior to the
introduction of the Welfare Reform Act. There continue to be mixed opinions among
and within agencies about the legal and policy issues presented by Charitable Choice.
However, it 1s noteworthy that in our initial analysis of the American Renewal Act, none
of the agencies involved in the New Markets Initiative (HUD, Treasury, and SBA) raised
Charitable Choice as a concern. | recommend that [ continue to do research prior to our
reaching any conclusions on an Administration position on this issue. Please advise.
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Takmg a I.eap of Faith

Gore joins the choir, saying that faith has a role in
public life. How did the idea go mainstream?

By KAREN TUMULTY WASHINGTON

L GORE HAS BEEN SOUNDING POSI-
tively soulful lately. Yes, that Al
Gore. In campaign appearances the
former divinity student talks about
the struggle between good and evil, and in-
. vokes Jesus Christ’s parable of the sower to
explain how media violence subverts chil-
dren. In New Hampshire, Gore compared
the alienation of Cain—the first murderer—
with the forces that drove two teenagers to
commit the same sin in Colorado. He
mused to a Washington Post columnist that
society has finally reached “the end of a
400-year period of allergy to faith.”

Call it the Gospel According to Al. Last
week the Vice President added to his
litany an idea borrowed from Republi-
can theology, one that would
have been considered heresy
among Democrats a few years
ago: giving federal money to re-
ligious groups that take a
“faith-based’ approach to cur-
ing social il1s"Gore would ex-
pand the concept, already
being used in carrying out
welfare reform, to services
such as drug treatment,
homeless aid and the pre-
vention of youth violence.

“I believe that faith in it-
self is sometimes essential
to spark a personal trans-
formation,” Gore declared
at an Atlanta Salvation
Army center.

That is a sentiment that,
in variation, finds a chorus of
amens in almost every presi-
dential campaign this year. In
Texas, Governor George W.
Bush says his proudest innova-
tion is a program that allows
welfare recipients to be
given assistance from
faith-based organizations.
On Capitol Hill the con-
cept has been champi-
oned by Republican John
Kasich, another presiden-
tial contender. And for-
mer Senator Bill Bradley,
Gore’s only Democratic
rival, has said that reli-
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glous organizations are crucial to building
a “civil society.”
- George W.’s father might have called
them points of light. So how did the ap-
proach that Democrats once ridiculed be-
come part of their dogma? It probably hap-
pened with the passage in 1996 of welfare
reform, a law that shifted government’s mis-
sion from providing for people to changing
them. Included in that law, with quiet sup-
“port from the White House, was an amend-
ment by Republican Senator John Ashcroft
that let churches and religious groups bid
on government contracts to provide job
training and other services. Since then,
Gore has highlighted many of those efforts
in his travels as Vice President, touting the
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prayer and Bible study included in a job-
training program in San Antonio, Texas, and
the spiritual component in a San Francisco
initiative to get welfare mothers off drugs.

Civil liberties groups have raised pre-
dictable warnings about mtroducmg reli-
gion into government services. But the
more interesting criticism comes from some
religious organizations themselves, which
are worried that they will lose their sense of
mission once they have to compete for fed-
eral dollars and abide by federal regulations.
A Gore supporter put it to him bluntly last
week in a letter. “I know you. I like you.
You mean well. But this time, as we say in
Tennessee and Texas, you've ripped your
britches,” wrote James Dunn of the Baptist
Joint Committee, whose group favors a
clear separation between church and state.
“The notion that public funds will not alter
the religious character of faith-based pro-
grams requires a leap of faith that even
Kierkegaard could not negotiate.”

Gore’s opponents take a cynical view of
his new, more public emphasis on religion
in the aftermath of Littleton. “I welcome-
converts, but I suspect it has something to
do with the political calendar and
polls showing that a majority of
Americans now think our prob-
i lems are spiritual rather than
i cconomic,” says G.O.P. presi-
dential contender Gary Bauer.
¥ Nor can piety hurt, when polls
increasingly show the down-
bk side of Gore’s association
i with Bill Clinton. The latest

® TIME/CNN poll indicates al-
I most half the public views
k Gore as too close to the
i President.
The Vice President’s
k defenders note that he was
preaching the power of
Ffaith long before it was cool,
fat least among Democrats.
FIn his 1992 best-selling envi-
Fronmental book, Gore wrote -
F of “a spiritual crisis in modern
civilization that seems to be *
'based on an emptiness at its .
fcenter” and declared his own
| “unshakable belief in God as .
creator and sustainer.” But as ’
Gore is learning, it can be °
tricky—particularly for a }
Democrat—to bare his :
soul as part of a campaign
roll-out. Which may be :
why he felt it necessary to
summon religion writers
to the White House last *
week and declare, a bit ;
defensively, “I'm just try- !
ingtobewholam.” ®:
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A Guide to Charitable Choice

An Overview of Section 104

Responding to a Need

The goal of Section 104 of the 1996 federal welfare-reform legisiation is to expand the involvement of

the independent sector, including faith-based organizations, in the delivery of government-supported
social services, A large proportion of nongovernmental providers of assistance to the needy are
faith-based nonprofit organizations. Some are affiliated with churches, synagogues, mosques, or temples.
Others, though self-standing, are inspired by religious beliefs and were established to carry out a religious
mission of care for the poor and needy.

These religious charities are among the most etfective providers of help and are typically willing to serve
even the most distressed families and neighborhoods. They are flexible, take a personal approach, are
deeply committed to the needy, and provide help that is guided by a moral code and evokes personal
responsibility Such assistance is particularly important when individuals, tamilies, and communiues are

mired in long-term poverty and self-destructive patterns of behavior.=

|

Many faith-based providers currently participate in government-funded programs. However they have
been subject to governmental pressures to downplay or discard their religious emphases. Many other
faith-based organizations are wary about involvement with the government because they fear they might

lose their religious character and independence.= Section 104 invites the increased involvement of
religious organizations in the provision of social services while safeguarding their religious character,
which is the very source of their genius and success.

General Principles

Four basic principles undergird the provisions of Section 104

S5

[n seeking to help the needy, government may and should involve nongovernmental organizations.
Government is not the only source of services for the public. Civil society is comprised of many
independent organizations, including secular and religious nonprofit organizations, that serve public
purposes. Today, as well as in the past, a large part of the independent sector consists of
faith-based charities and congregations that operate programs of service to the poor. Government
should support the efforts of such nongovernmental organizations, which are close to those
needing help and able to provide assistance that is personal, morally grounded, efficient, and
successful. As long as the nongovernmental organizations further public purposes of tighting
poverty, government violates no constitutional rule by including faith-based providers in the mix of
independent-sector organizations that collaborate with its programs. '

When government arranges payment to nongovernmental organizations for the provision of
services to the needy, such providers do not thereby become "beneficiaries” of "governmental
assistance." Rather, it is the poor and needy whom they serve who are the beneficiaries of the
governmental assistance. Government's intention, and its chief effect, in involving faith-based as
well as nonreligious charities in its welfare programs, is to more effectively and efficiently help
those in need.

12-398 204 PM
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3 Government is constitutionally required not to "establish” any church or faith. It must not take the
side of any one of the many faiths of its citizens. However, the establishment clause of the First
Amendment does not require, and has not been interpreted by the Supreme Court to mean, that
fawmmtions must censor their religious expression or give up their
religious identity in order to take part in government programs Indeed, the First Amendment
secures the right of religious expression, which may not be subjected to discriminatory treatment by
government. Thus, so long as a welfare program has as its object the public purpose of society's
betterment, and so long as the program is equally open to all providers, faith-based and
nonreligious, then the constitutional requirement that the law be neutral is fully satisfied.

4. In addition to protecting the religious character of providers of services, the First Amendment
protects the religious liberties of beneficiaries of such services. Beneficiaries may not be compelled
to turn to faith-based providers in order to receive authorized services. To protect beneficiaries. the
government should provide an alternative for those who.object to faith-based providers.

Basic Rules

In order to fulfill these general guidelines for expanding the involvement of faith-based and nonreligious
organizations in the provision of social services, Section 104 sets down four practical rules of law:

| Ifa state elects to involve independent-sector providers in the delivery of social services, then it
may not exclude providers because of their religious character.

(]

[f a faith-based organization is selected as a provider of government-financed social services, its
religious expression and identity may not be censored or otherwise diminished on account of its
participation in the weifare program

wJ

A faith-based provider may not discriminate against a beneficiary on the basis of religion nor
require the beneficiary to actively participate in religious practices.

4. If a beneficiary objects to receiving social services from a faith-based provider, then he or she has a
right to obtain services from another provider.

Detailed Anafysis

In this analysis, the eleven subsections of Section 104 are arranged under eight subject headings.
References in brackets are to specific subsections of Section 104 The full text of Section 104 is printed in
the Appendix.

1. Programs Covered
Section 104 applies most notably to state programs implemented under the Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF) program, which is the replacement for Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) [see subsection (a)(2)(A)].2 TANF replaces AFDC with a framework in which
states receive federal funds through block grants to design and operate their own welfare
programs, consistent with certain federal rules, including Section 104. TANF involves more than
just certifying eligibility for, and disbursing, welfare checks. The intent is that states will develop a
range of programs to assist the poor and needy to become selt-sufficient. The goals of TANF are
well suited to extensive involvement by nongovernmental organizations, including churches and
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other faith-based organizations, that have been successtul in moving people from dependence to
self-reliance. Section 104 also applies to the food stamp, Medicaid, and Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) programs to the extent that these can be implemented by the states through

purchase-or-service contracts or voucher arrangements with nongovernmental service providers &
(Contracts and vouchers are discussed in the next part.)

Under the Charitable Choice provision, states may contract with, or develop a voucher system
involving, both secular and faith-based organizations that provide a wide range of services, such as

T TT—

o Work. Faith-based providers or neighborhood groups could provide subsidized jobs or
community service positions, on-the-job training, job-search help, job-readiness preparation.
job-skills training, vocational education training, or GED programs.

o Food. Churches, synagogues, or other religious institutions could provide subsidized meals.
operate food pantries, or offer nutrition, shopping, or food-budgeting help.

o Maternity Homes For unmarried minor mothers and expectant mothers who cannot remain
with their parents, states may collaborate with nongovernmental groups to provide maternity
homes, adult-supervised residential care, second-chance homes, or other suitable living
arrangements

o Medical and Health Services. Faith-based providers and other nongovernmental
organizations could provide abstinence education, drug- and alcohol-treatment programs.
‘vocational rehabilitation services, or health clinics.

2. Financial Arrangements with Service Providers

Section 104 authorizes two types of governmental financial arrangements with independent
providers [see subsection (a)(1)]. One is purchase-of-service contracts by which government pays
providers to deliver specified services. Such contracts involve governmental provision of assistance
to beneficiaries by means of the government dealing "directly” with providers. The other type of
financial arrangement consists of government-provided certificates, vouchers, or other forms of
disbursement which a needy person may redeem for services at whichever eligible provider he or
she may choose. In this second case, government is providing assistance to beneficiaries by dealing
"indirectly” with independent providers and directly with beneficiaries.

In the case of TANF, states are authorized to use both "direct" and "indirect" means of paying for
services provided by independent organizations [subsection (a)(2)(A)]. For other programs subject
to Section 104, the provisions of the respective programs determine whether states are authorized

to use "direct,” "indirect," or both forms of financial relations [subsection (a)(2)(B)].2.
3. Inclusion of Faith-based Providers

Section 104 leaves it up to the states whether to involve independent-sector providers of social
services or to provide all services through government agencies [subsection (a)(1)]. However, if a
state elects to involve any independent-sector providers, then it may not exclude religious providers
from consideration. Section 104 requires that in selecting providers the state may not discriminate
on account of a potential provider's religious character [subsection (c)].

4. Rights of Faith-based Providers

Par? |2 398 2.00 P\



s evenvess ol dSection 4 nup Loppusiice wre Comder Fod O ervess hiinm

Lol'?

A primary purpose of Section 104 is to permit states to involve faith-based providers of social
services "on the same basis as any other nongovernmental provider" and "without impairing [their]
religious character” [subsection (b)] Section 104 also protects the religious freedom of
beneficiaries, but does so in a manner that does not harm the religious character of faith-based
organizations.

A series of specific protections are established for faith-based organizations:

o Institutional Autonomy and Control of Mission. Section 104 explicitly protects the autonomy
of any faith-based provider carrying out programs funded under PRWOR by providing that 1t
"retain(s] its independence from Federal, State, and local governments," including its
"control over the definition, development, practice, and expression of its religious beliefs"
[subsection (d)( 1)]. This language emphasizes that a participating faith-based provider does
not become a "state actor” nor relinquish its religious autonomy.

o Control of Governance. Faith-based providers may not be required to alter their torm of’
internal governance to be eligible for participation [subsection (d)(2)] The structural form ot
religious organizations is often dictated by religious doctrine, and ecclesiastical polity 1s here

protected.2 Similarly, states may not require a faith-based provider to change its ofticers or
directors on the grounds that they do not reflect a particular religious, ethnic, racial, or
gender mix, nor may states exclude a faith-based provider from eligibility on such grounds.

o Maintenance of Religious Environment. No state may require a faith-based provider, in order
to be eligible to participate, to remove from its property "religious art, icons, scripture, or
other symbols" [subsection (d )( 2)1. Participating faith-based providers need not strip their
facilities of crosses, Stars of David, scriptural quotations, religious apparel, or other visual
signs of religious commitment.

o Control of Employment Policy. Section 104 affirms the right of faith-based providers to
utilize religious standards in the terms and conditions of their personnel policies [subsection
(D)]. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 established an exemption for religious

organizations from the general ban against religious discrimination in hiring.2 That exemption
is here explicitly affirmed for faith-based organizations participating in federally funded
welfare programs covered under Section 104.

Faith-based organizations remain subject to other applicable nondiscrimination laws. The
anti-discrimination requirements of federal civil-rights laws regarding age, sex, disability,
race, color, and national origin remain in force. In addition, state and local

anti-discrimination laws are still applicable and are unatfected by Section 104, unless thev
\%

infringe the religious autonomy of providers secured by the Section ®

o Limited Audits. Section 104 further secures the autonomy of participating faith-based
organizations by giving them the opportunity to limit the scope of fiscal audits. If they
choose, they may establish separate accounts for the receipt of federal monies under these
programs, segregating such funds from other income, especially nongovernmental funds. It
they do so, then only the accounts that receive or disburse federal funds are subject to audit
[subsection (h)]. It would be prudent for providers to take advantage of this option and not
commingle private donations and grants with government funds
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5. Restrictions on Funding
a. Purchase-of-Service Contracts

One goal of Charitable Choice is to involve faith-based providers in delivering welfare services
"without impairing the religious character of such organizations" [subsection (b)]. Section 104
explicitly provides that a participating faith-based organization shall retain its independence from
Federal. State, and local governments," including maintaining its “control over the detinition,
development, practice, and expression of its religious beliefs” [subsection (d)(1)].

In enacting Section 104, the object of Congress was the public purpose of helping the poor and
needy, not the advancement of religion. Section 104 anticipates and intends that states will contract
with faith-based providers that manifest a distinct religious identity on an equal basis with other
independent providers. However, what states are purchasing through contracts with faith-based
providers are services which fulfill the public purpose of PRWOR to aid the needy in specific wavs

When a state makes a purchase-of-service contract with a faith-based provider, none of the tederal
funds transferred to the provider may be "expended for sectarian worship, instruction, or
proselytization" [subsection (j)]. This prohibition retlects the constitutional requirement that
government may not establish religion and ensures that federal funds are not used in a manner that
suggests that the government is endorsing the religion of a faith-based organization. The
prohibition should not be construed to require that a taith-based provider diminish or eliminate its
religious character or its religiously inspired way of providing services. The key 1s that government
funds the religious organization in order to provide services that satisty the public secular purpose
of PRWOR.

Charitable Choice implements the governmental neutrality mandated by the Constitution by
requiring that a state treat equally all providers, faith-based or secular, it it decides to turn to the
independent sector to provide services to the needy.g It protects the religious liberty of
beneficiaries, some of whom may object to receiving services from a faith-based provider, by
ensuring that they have a choice of a different provider [subsection (e), discussed below].

In deciding whether to contract with a faith-based provider to deliver a service, a state should tocus
not on the religion of the provider but rather on its record or prospects of successfully providing
the authorized welfare service. As with any other provider, the chief concern of the state is whether
the program of the faith-based organization fulfills the public purpose of helping the poor and

needy. 10

b. Voucher Funds

PRWOR funds that are indirectly received by faith-based organizations by means of vouchers,
certificates, and other redeemable disbursements are explicitly not subjected to the restriction
against being expended for worship or proselytization [subsection (j)].

The key difference is that the flow of federal funds to a faith-based provider is direct in the case of
contracts and indirect when it is due to a beneficiary's decision to redeem a voucher with such a

provider. 11 An explicit prohibition on expending federal funds for sectarian religious activities 1s
not needed with vouchers because there cannot be even the appearance of a government
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establishment of religion when it is the beneficiary who, free to choose among providers, decides to

. . l
redeem a voucher at a faith-based prov1der.'—'

A state, of course, will only authorize a faith-based provider to redeem vouchers if that
organization provides authorized services to the needy. The absence of the subsection (j)
prohibition does not change the public purpose to be served by the use of vouchers provided to
beneficiaries.

6. Rights of Beneficiaries

Section 104 secures the religious rights of beneficiaries primarily by ensuring a choice of providers.
When a state enables a beneficiary to secure benefits by means of a voucher, certificate, or another
form of indirect payment, then it is the disbursement mechanism itself that secures to beneficiaries
the opportunity to choose between different service providers.

[n the case of purchase-of-service contracts, Section 104 specifies that a beneticiary who objects to
receiving social services from a religious provider has the right to receive services from another
provider [subsection (e)]_D The state must ensure that the alternative assistance is ot no lesser
value, that it is available within a reasonable period ot ime, and that the alternative provider 1s
accessible to the beneficiary States should ensure that beneficiaries are aware of the range of
providers and of their right to receive services from a non-religious provider

Section 104 further protects the religious rights of beneficiaries by requiring that religious
providers may not discriminate against beneficiaries "on the basis of religion. a religious belief, or
refusal to actively participate in a religious practice” [subsection (g)]. This requirement applies to
all faith-based providers, whether they redeem vouchers or have contracted to provide services.
Thus, a provider may not exclude from its programs beneficiaries belonging to other
denominations, churches, or religions. A provider cannot require a beneficiary to adopt a particular
religious creed or tenet of faith A provider cannot deny services to a beneficiary who refuses 10
participate in a treatment activity that is religious.

Beneficiaries who do not wish to participate in religious activities may not disrupt such activities,
impede other beneficiaries from taking part in them, or demand that the faith-based organization
refrain from engaging in such activities. Faith-based providers have the right to offer such activities.
Disruption may be construed as an objection to the religious nature of the provider, and the
beneficiary should be directed to an alternative source of services.

7. Preemption of State Law

All federal block-grant funds subject to Section 104 must be administered in accord with the
principles of Charitable Choice. If a state commingles such federal funds with state funds, then all
of the funds must be administered in accord with the principles of Section 104. This follows from
the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution, which provides that rights granted by
congressional action preempt any state or local laws to the contrary.

Section 104 includes an option for states with constitutions that restrict the expenditure of public
funds at faith-based organizations [subsection (k)]. In such a case, state authorities have the option
of segregating the federal funds from state funds, administering the former in accord with the
requirements of Section 104 while administering the state monies in accord with the state's own
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more restrictive laws. 12 However, Congress intended to discourage segregation of funds. {2 The
option exists only to accommodate states with restrictive constitutions. The intent is to maximize
the equal opportunity for faith-based organizations to participate in federally funded welfare
programs under PRWOR, and not to enable restrictive state rules to be used to disallow
participation by religious providers.

8. Legal Action to Secure Rights

Both providers and beneficiaries who believe that their Section 104 rights have been violated may

bring a civil lawsuit asking the court to order the alleged governmental violator to comply with the

requirements of Section 104 [subsection (1)]. State courts have exclusivejurisdiction.E

Return to 4 Guide to Charitable Choice Menu,

Return to The Center for Public.Justice Home Page
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Partnerships with the Faith Community in Welfare Reform
bv Jessica Yates, Weltare Information Network
March 1998
Background

Faith-based organizations and religious congregations have traditionally been very active mn providing
services to low-income lndl\’ldlldlb These services include ad hoe crisis intervention. food pantries. dav
carc. assistance for the homeless, refugee rescttlement and substance abusc treatment programs. Some

congregations seek and aceept government funding for service provision. though most do not and
mstead leave that role to rLll”lOUb]V atfiliated non- plollt organizations, such as Catholic Charities.
Jewish Family Services and Lutheran Services in America, or independent religious organizations in
their communities. In addition. many government agencies have not pursued contracting with
congregations and other faith-based organizations to avoid complications with First Amendment
constitutional issues that prohibit government from establishing religion.

Federal welfare reform legislation may affect the extent and nature of relationships between
organizations of faith and gov ernmental agencies. Scction 104 of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Oppmluml\ Reconciliation Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-193). the so-called "Charitable Choiee” provision.
spectfically addresses the usc of u)mmus vouchers and other funding to arrange for "charitable.
religious or private organizations” to provide services under Tunpmar\ Assistance for Needy Fanilies.
Medicaid, bupplumnml Sceurity Income and Food Stamps (and has been interpreted as applving 1o
certain other programs as well). The statute also reguires that relizious organizations be permitted to
receive such funding "on the same basis as any other non-vovernmental provider.” In addition. the
niterint regulations for the new Wellare-to-Work Program explicitly permit faith-based orzanizations to
apply for and receive competitive grants. Private lndusu_\ Councils and other entities dLhanlblulH‘__’ the
formula Weltare-to-Waork arants are required to coordimate those activities with faith-based
oraunizations.

Nationally, much of the debate around Scetion 104 has centered around the financial ties between
government and religion. While Charitable Choice has not vet resulted in a dramatic increase in
contracting with relizious organizations, its supporters argue that the statute was not intended to
restructure service delivery systems but instead to provide new opportunities to the faith community.
The more immediate impact of Charitable Choice has been to highlight the issues of how state and Tocal
agencies can involve congregations and faith-based organizations in “welfare reform. and how
congregations can uspond to the changing needs mn their communities.

[n October 1997, the Howard University Divinity School’s Information Services Clearinghouse held a
conference, co-sponsored by the Wellare Information Network and the Alliance for Redesigning
Government, featuring w onl\shopb designed to bring these government and the faith community together
to discuss specific welfare-related issues. The Christian alliance Call to Renewal has asked governors 1o
meet with religious leaders to develop government-church partnerships. including contracting.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that state and local governments and faith entities are increasingly
communicating and forming partnerships, both financial and non-financial in nature. to assess and
address the needs of welfare recipients. This [ssue Note examines options for and examples of such
partnerships, looking most closcly at issues related to congregations but also arrangements with other
tvpes ol religious organizations.

Policy Issues

In thinking about the potential partnerships state and local agencies and faith organizations could have in
addressing wellare reform, officials may want to consider the following questions.

How does a state or local welfare ageney begin the process of involving the faith community? One
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option is to establish a forum at the state and/or local levels to promote dialogue on what the faith
community and government agency would like to accomplish by partnering in welfare reform and what
cach partner would be able and \\1llmu to contribute. While government agencies {requently hold such
meetings or conferences with established non- prolit organizations or businesses, agencies will need 1o be
aware ol how orzanizational and/or financial capacity will be a factor in the faith community’s response.
Issucs ol capacity can include a conuregation’s willingness to accept government funds. its other
financial commitments. 1ts oruammllondl priorities, its number of pald and voluntecer stalf hours, and 1ts
experience in adhering o government accounting requirements. Agencies may also broaden this strategy
to reach out to small non- prolllb morc generally, since congregations often already have good \\011\111”
relationships with community-based organizations.

What type of arrangement would hcs( serve these partnerships and best use the strengths of the
faith community and welfare ageney? Partnerships between congregations and welture agencies
venerally will be formed at the local rather than state level. Therefore, welfare officials may need 1o
conduct a community needs assessment to find out what types of services or assistance would be most
valuable 1t provided bv faith entitics. Such an assessment also can sugzest opportunitics for: inter-faith
efforts in welfare reform; congregations” participation in existing community-based networks: or weltare
agency support of an existing program ot a religious organization.

Different facets of these partnerships include the services provided. the compensation given Lo a
congregation, the extent to which other organizations are involved and the role of the wellare agency n
the arrangement. Among the options are m;umumd referral networks. adopt-a-family programs, having a
church be the third- party administrator of a weltare recipient’s benefits. mentoring. workshops for
recipients, volunteering for supportive services (e.2. transportation 1o a job mnterview). offering space n
a church tacility, and contracting for emplovment and other welfare services. A welfare dQeeney may
have the role of a tunder. facilitator/coordinator, provider of technical assistance or information. or
supplier ot in-kind donations.

What are the legal issues around government-faith partnerships that need to be addressed?
Section 104 (the Charitable Choice provisions) of P.L. 104-193 includes vartous protections for both
religious organizations and welfare recipients in an attempt to find a balance between the rights and
religious liberties of both parties. Any state or local welfare agency considering a financial arrangement
with a relizious organization for weltare or certain related programs must tollow the requirements off
Section 104, which include arranging for alternative providers if welfare recipients reguest them and not
discriminating against religious organizations m contracting procedures.

Constitutional and case law deal extensively with the question of whether providing covernment tunding
lo religious organizations violates the First Amendment. Often distinctions are made between

"pervasively scetarian” institutions, including churches, and "religiously-afliliated” organizations. which
are non-prolits associated with a religion but operated separately Trom religious w OIShlp services. An
analvsis of the legal requirements, constitutional implications and case law is beyond the scope of this
paper.

The Center for Public Justice and the Christian Legal Society have published a briet guide of the
statutory provisions. It holds that Section 104 1s constitutional and offers guidance to both government
avencies and congregations on complying with the law. Americans United for the Separation of Church
and State also has analyses of Section 104 available. These summarics express doubt over the
constitutionality of the provisions and advocate a more cautious approach to implementing Charitable
Choice. One option suggested by Americans United is for a congregation to establish a scparate,
"religiously affiliated" non-profit to administer government-funded programs, provide social services
without a relizious message, and keep distinet accounting records. (See the Publications section of this
paper for more information.)

How will the partners monitor and gauge the successfulness of these arrangements? Experience
shows that many programs administered by congregations are fairly small and therefore have only a
marginal impact on a state’s welfare caseload. State and local agencies may need to require some
reporting and record-keeping by a congregation to comply with federal requirements. espectally when
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arrangements arce financial. Alternative or supplemental approaches to monitoring and cvaluating a
congreuation’s program include holding periodic problem-solving brainstorm sessions with program
administrators, surveying some of the welltare client participants. or holding focus groups with
volunteers who are offering their time. A welfare agency and congregation may decide that a
vovernment/faith p;u'lncrship itself, with its emphasis on community imvolvement in welfare reform. is a
measure of the arrangement’s success.

Research Findings

Although little research exists specific to the involvement of the faith community mn welfare reform.
several studies have looked at how congregations provide social and human services more generally.

D

1997, the Center on Nonprolits and Phlldl]lhl‘opv (CNP) at the Urban Institute and the University of
Pennsylvania School of Social Work separately released two studies that surveyed congregations aboul
the content, beneficiaries and costs of their soctal services. Both studies found that ncurl_\ all
congrezations do provide social services. with most pro\'idinu arange of services targeted at low-imcome
pmplg The research also sheds light on the fuith community’s capacity and;or interest in formally beimng
mvolved i wellare reform.

CNP’s project included information from a random sample o 266 congregations from all faiths and
sizes in one metropolitun arca. The study found that professional and ulplldl intensive services were the
tvpes of services least frequently prmldul by congregations. Scrvices much more frequently provided
were energencey food or financial ard. u)unsulmu. lolhmg. child care and sentor services. Less than 3%,
of the congregations reported receiving any government funding o provide community and socual
services. About 4074 of congrecations uporlul that requests for services were increasing. When asked
how they would respond to an increased demand for proerams and services. most congregations did not
feel they had adequate resources or were able to raise additional funds. However, nmrl\ Ralt said they
would collaborate with other congregations or secular organizations if financial resources decreased.

The University ol Pennsvlvania study, funded by Partners for Sacred Places, surveved 111
congregations that were housed in historic properties (churches butlt prior to 1940) v six urban arcas
(these congreeations tended to be older and relatively established). The study found that of the 449
programs offered by the congregations in its sample, 163 had been inttiated to respond to a change i the
community. The study also found that in the past nearly half (45.63%) of the congregations had "spun
off" one or more of their programs to become independent. free-standing programs or organizations. The
older the congregation, the more likely that 1t had spun oft such an organization. The fact that some
congregations have this experience may become more relevant with the implementation of Charitable
Choice. since congrevations who are awarded welfare contracts may try to build their organizational
capacity — or avoid government "intrusion” - by establishing a separate non-profit entity to admunister
the contracted programs.

Of the numerous wellare reform tracking studies throughout the country, most are not looking
specifically at how state and local policy-makers are involving the taith community in welfare reform or
implementing the Charitable Choice provisions. The Center for Public Justice 1s monitoring state-level
news and information services for the status of Charitable Choice implementation, and researchers will
survey congregations about their experiences. The study will focus on nine states, with a final report
expected in late 1999,

Innovative Practices

As noted above, options for involving the taith community in welfare reform range from mformal
collaborations to contracts for service provision. Examples from these state and local agencies, while not
exhaustive, show the varying approaches to faith-government partnerships in weltare reform.

State-Wide Strategies

Texas has stepped up efforts to involve the faith community and implement Section 104 of PRWORA.
Starting with a December 1996 exccutive order from the governor encouraging state agencies Lo use this
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provision, the Texas Department of Human Services (DHS) established a workgroup to examine the
agency's current extent of contracting with the faith community, identify barriers to doing so and
suggest ways to best implement Charitable Choice. The workgroup held a state-wide con ference in 1997
and used recommendations {rom participants Lo 1ssuc a report.

The workuroup also focused on ways to make the contracting process more accessible to all non-profit
organizations. and on non-contractual options for partnering with congregations and other non-profits.
These include informal collaborations, such as information-sharing to prevent duplicative scrvices. or
formal memoranda of understanding, such as client referral arrangements that define each organization’s
role and responsibilities. Regional DHS offices have been asked to start reporting on a guarterly basis
any new partnerships related to the implementation of Charitable Choice. Contact Sharon Rowley, Texas
DHS. (512) 438-4037.

With an eye toward involving the faith community in welfare reform. Maryland’s legislature defined
specilic opportunitics for congregations and other non-profits in welfare reform legislation i 1996 (5B
778) and 1997 (SB 499). The laws provided that non-prolit organizations can receive benelits on behall
of wellare recipients who are receiving up to three months of transitional assistance subsequent to bemng
terminated from the recular weltare program. The 1990 law provided that a non-profit acting as an
intermediary for transitional assistance can use that funding o provide counseling. child care, housing.
houschold supplies and other non-monetary aid to the welfare client. Faced with insufficient numbers of
non-profit organizations coming forward to administer these benefits. the 1997 legislation broadened the
cligibility of entities to "third party payvees” rather than specifying "non-prolit orgamizations™ and
provided that third party pavees could receive an administrative fee to cover related costs. Many ol the
participating non-profits have been congregations. which typically are less concerned with bemng
compensated.

In addition to implementing the basic thrust of Section 104 of PROWRA (non-discrimiation for hoth
religious orzanizations and weltuare recipients), Marvland’s legislauon includes other satezuards tor
recipients. SB 499 requires the Department of Human Resources o provide recipients with "clear and
timely notice” of their rights under Scetion 104, such as the right to request an alternative provider.
Contact Yolanda Parker. Office of Policy and Rescarch. Department of Human Resources. (410)
767-7239.

Community Coordination

The San Diego County, California. Department of Social Services (DSS) created the All
Congregations Together (ACT) initiative in 1996 as 4 way Lo involve congregations in the county's
response to community need. The first ACT team. which include DSS. congregations and other
non-profit agencics, compiled a community resource manual for congregations. provided training
regarding welfare reform, and established an ACT desk in the lobby of the local weltare office. The
ACT desk. staffed by faith community volunteers, provides information to people in crisis and helps
refer them to appropriate public and private resources. Some individuals and familics may be diverted
from welfare or general assistance, but ACT currently does not track this data. Congregations bencelit by
having a coordinated, efficient response to serving the needy, rather than individual congregations
reacting each time a person contacts them for help. The congregations and the partnership have
expressed interest in contracting opportunities as well. ACT is in the process ol being incorporated as a
S01(c)3) non-profit. The county DSS has assisted Mecklenburg County, N.C., in starting an ACT team.
Contact the Rev. Rolland Stade. Faith Community Mobilization Coordinator, at (619) 338-2132

When Fauquier County, Virginia, was designated to be one of the first countics to implement the
state’s wellure reform initiative in 1993, the county, in partnership with the local Virginia Cooperative
Extension Unit and Department of Social Services, held a meeting tor congregations and non-profit
orvanizations to obtain their input. and later conducted workshops for religious leaders to help them
understand wellare reform and coordinate their responsce. These efforts helped stimulate the formation of
an inter-faith coalition that meets twice a month to continue assessing the community’s needs and to
coordinate their resources. Contact Beverly Butterfield. Virginia Extenston Unit, at (340) 341-3950.

4ot 128099 5015 PM



Partnerships with the Faith Community in Wellure Retorm hup: www weltaremtooory faith.hum

Contracting with Religious Organizations

As part of the Project Zero pilot, Ottawa County, Michigan, contracted with Good Samaritan
Ministries — a religious non-profit service provider - in July 1996 to recruit, train and monitor
congregations that "adopt" familics on weltare. The contract was renewed in July 1997. Good Samaritan
had already been facilitating adopt-a-family programs for the homeless on a smaller scale and without
public funding. The county Family Independence Agency (FIA) then approached the organization about
utilizing congregational resources for local welfare reform efforts as well.

The FIA ageney refers to Good Samaritan welfare clients who have their initial job placements. want to
be mentored by a congregation and do not have serious impediments to successtul adopt-a-tumily
participation. The agency’s S100.000 contract with Good Samaritan lays out expectations on how
families will be paired with congregations and how congregations will be trained. Good Samaritan then
establishes a non-financial azreement with each congregation and family, which describes family goals.
needs. strengths and concerns, and includes a "plan ol action” outlining what the mimistry team and
family will do to attain the goals. A congregation reports back to Good Samaritan on the family’s
provress, which Good Samaritan reports back to the welfare agency. Congregations also make financial
and in-kind donations to Good Samaritan’s program. Approximately [ 30 out ol 1000 families i the
county’s cumulative cascload were referred the first vear. Contact Loren Snippe. Director of the Ottanwa
County FIA_ (616) 394-7200, and Goodwill Sumaritan Minstries, at (610) 392-7139. Also see:
hupivvewve.mibusiness.consgsm: and

Iy ey mficestate. i us projzero,projzero i

Cuyvahoga County, Ohio, recently awarded welfare contracts to two wel-cstablished. rehigiously
affiliated service providers. the local Catholic Charities and the Jewish Family Services Association
(JFSA). The welfare agency's decision to contract with these orzanizations was based on their capaciy,
interest, ability. track record and other typical criteria in human services contracting. Catholic Charties
has a performance-based contract and receives its initial payment for placing a weltare recipient when he
or she stavs in the job for 30 davs with the final pavment recerved at attainig Y0-day job retention. The
county’s partnership with JESA builds upon previous contracts for refugee resettlement programs. The
contract is cost-reimbursement rather than performance-based. since JESA 15 providing a wide range of
services — not just job placement - under the contract. One question raised has been the extent to which a
religiously affiliated organization can "market” its publicly funded services to populations ol a particular
faith. The county has restricted such targeting to avoid constitutional entanglements. but simultancously
recognizes that wellare contracts may affirm the strengths of organizations that provide culturally
relevant and specitic services that are needed. Contact Joe Gauntner. Cuyahoga County Health and
Nutrition, (210) 987-0640,

Using Congregations to "Pass Through” Welfare Payments

[n Julv 1994, the Anne Arundel County, Maryland. Department of Social Services began a pilot
project offering welfare recipients the option of forgoing thetr direct cash weltare benetits and instead
vetting assistance passed through a community organization, which spends the money on behalf of the
recipient. The pilot, called the Community-Directed Assistance Program (C-DAP), aimed to recruit all
tvpes of community non-profits to act as sponsors. So far, all 27 of the sponsors fur have been
congregations, which receive no monetary compensation. Participating organizations receive an up-iront
pavment equal to six months of welfare benefits. The congregations are directed to work closely with the
family for at least six months in providing supportive services, {inancial and job counseling. and related
help. Congregations may not require that the family attend religious services. The county DSS provides
technical assistance to the congregvations throughout the process. and has started matching new sponsors
with experienced congregations to promote the sharing of "best practices” and problem-solving
techniques. In addition, potential referrals to C-DAP are now screened more thoroughly for criminal
backgrounds and other "red flags.” During the program’s first three years, 33 families were referred Lo
C-DAP. and 29 completed the program. Contact Christine Poulsen. Anne Arundel County DSS, at (410)
269-4400.
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Non-Financial Arrangements with Congregations

State and local agencies increasingly are establishing adopt-a-family and mentoring programs that arc
formal but non-financial arrangements. This approach builds on traditions within the faith community of
assisting individuals and families through personal guidance and support. State welfare agencies and
their local offices in Connecticut, Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, North Carolina, Texas and
Virginia arc among those that have initiatives linking welfare families with congregations. These
initiatives are voluntary for both congregations and welfare recipients.

Typically, the welfare agency has the role of a technical assistance provider to the congregation and may
request a written agreement outlining each party’s responsibilities and goals. The congregation provides
volunteer assistance that can include helping a welfare recipient budget his or her income, providing
transportation to a job interview, aiding the recipient in finding child care and giving emotional support
during difficult times. While most agencies tell participating congregations they cannot insist that a
welfare recipient attend their houses of worship, agencies gencrally do not place restrictions on other
conversations pertaining to religion.

Working relationships and informal agreements between religious organizations providing serviees
and local welfare caseworkers also can be fruittul. The Jobs Partnership of Raleigh in North Carolina is
a non-profit alliance of congregations and businesses. and currently does not receive government
funding. Individuals can participate in the [2-week program by their own volition or through referral
from the local welfare agency. As the Jobs Partnership s assisting a client who 1s being considered for
termination from welfare, often Partnership staff and volunteers are successful in requesting that the
county weltare caseworker continue the chent’s benefits while the individual is participating m the
program. Contact Skip Long, Director of the Jobs Partnership in Raleigh, at (919) 571-8014, ext. 251, or
see utphvwwe.cemangum.com/up.

For More Information . ..
RESOURCE CONTACTS

Alliance for Redesiening Government, (202) 347-3190,
hup:/Awwv.alliance. napaash.org/alliance/index. himl

American Jewish Congress, Marce Stern, (212) 879-4300, liutp:/Avww.ajeongress.org

American Muslim Council, (202) 789-2202

Americans United for Separation of Church and State, Julie Segal, (202) 4066-3234,
hup:/Avww.aiorg/leg-issu.itm

Call to Renewal, (202) 328-8842

Catholic Charities. (703) 549-1390, htip://www.catholicchariticsusa.org/

Center for Public Justice. Stanley Carlson-Thics, (410) 371-6300, hup://www.cpjustice.org/~cpjustice/

Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy at the Urban Institute, Tobi Printz, (202) 828-1821,
http://mces.urban.org

Congress of National Black Churches, Sullivan Robinson, Interim Executive Director, (202) 371-1091,
hup://www.enbe.org

Information Services Clearinchouse, Howard University Divinity School, (202) 806-07306

International Union of Gospel Missions, (810) 471-8020, hup:/Aview.iugm.org
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Jim Castelli, Independent Writer/Researcher, (703) 250-3099,
hiip://members.aol.com/jimeast/welcome hitm

Presbyterian Church (USA) Washington Office, The Rev. Elenora Giddings-lvory, (202) 543-1126

PUBLICATIONS

"A Guide to Charitable Choice: The Rules of Section 104 of the 1996 Federal Welfare Law Governing
State Cooperation with Faith-Based Social Service Providers.” by the Center for Public Justice and the
Christian Legal Society’s Center for Law and Religious Freedom, January 1997. (410) 571-6300 or see
itp:/hvwe epjustice.org/~cpjustice/CGuide/Guide. himl

"Arise, Take up Thy Mat, and Walk," by the Rev. Steven Burger. Policy Review: The Journal of
American Citizenship, No. 79, Heritage Foundation, September-October 1996. (202) 540-4400 or sce
http:/fwww heritage.org/herituge/p_review/sept96/burger.iml

"Church-Based Mentoring: A Program for Mentoring Ministries,” United Way ol Southcastern
Pennsylvania, 1994, Contact the Points of Light Foundation, (800) 272-8300.

"Churches Help Make Welfare Reform Work.” by Jay Hein, Hudson Institute Wellare Policy Center.
1997, (317) 549-4164 or sec hup:vwww.al .com/hudson/wpc/articles/church him

"Constitutional and Policy Problems with Senator Asheroft's “Charitable Choice’ Provisions.” by Daniel
E. Katz. ACLU. and Julic A. Segal, Americans United for Separation of Church and State, March 11,
1996. (202) 4606-3234, htp:rwww.acl.org/congress/asherft.himl

"Faith-Based Social Services: A Blessing, Not a Miracle,” by Jim Castelli, for the Progressive Policy
[nstitute, Policy Report No. 27, December 1997.(202) 547-0001 or sec
hutp:/imembers.aol.com/jimeast/ppi i

"Guidelines for Constitutional Implementation of Welture Reform by Religious Organizations.” by the
Working Group for Religious Freedom in Social Services, Americans United for the Separation of
Church and State, 1998. (202) 466-3234 or sce hup:/Avww.aw.org/ash-imp. hitm

"How to Think About Public Partnerships with Religious Organizations.” by Jim Castelli, forthcoming.
for the Alliance for Redesigning Government's Public/Nonprofit High Performance Partnerships
Program. (202) 347-3190.

"Implementation of Charitable Choice," Presbyterian Church (USA) Washington Office, 1998, Contact
Douglas Grace at (202) 543-1126.

"Implementing ‘Charitable Choice’ Provisions of Welfare Reform,” Report of the Texas Department of
Human Services “Charitable Choice” Workgroup, May 1, 1997, (512) 435-4037 or sec
hup:/Avwswedhs.texas.gov/regops/charituble/char [ htm

"New Hope for Gospel Missions? Devils in the Details,” by the Rev. Stephen Burger, International
Union of Gospel Missions, Sept. 3, 1996. (816) 471-8020 or see

http:/Avww. iugm.org/mews/usatoday.itml

"Religion-Sponsored Social Service Providers: The Not-So-Independent Sector,” by Jim Castelli and
John D. McCarthy, for the Aspen Institute Nonprofit Scctor Rescarch Fund, 1997. (410) §20-5236 or see

hup.//members.aol.com/jimcust/recent. htm#Aspen

"Services and Capacity of Religious Congregations in the Metropolitan Area." Center on Nonprofits and
Philanthropy, The Urban Institute, 1998. (202) 857-8687 or (202) §28-1821.

"Soctal and Community Involvement of Religious Congregations Housed in Historic Religious
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Properties: Findings from a Six-City Study,” Final Report to Partners for Sacred Places, by Ram A.
Cnaan, School of Social Work. University of Pennsylvania, Dee. 2, 1997.(215) 898-5523.

"Wichita's Medical Missionaries," by Steve Rabey, Policy Review: The Journal of American
Citizenship, No. 86, Heritage Foundation, November-December 1997, (202) 546-4400 or sce
hup:/Avwav policvreview.com/heritage/p_review/nov97/nation himl

The author wishes to thank Jim Castelli. Gail Christopher, Tobi Printz and the many other individuals
who provided assistance on this puper.

The Welfure Information Nenwvork is supported by grants from the Annic E. Casey Foundation, the
Charles Stewart Mot Foundation. the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, the Ford Foundation, and
the Foundation for Child Development.

Special Announcement on Welfare Reform and Social Policy Conferences

The Weltare Reform Academy. a project of the University of Maryland School of Public Affairs. 1s
holding a series ol conference on topics ol welfare reform. On the first Friday of cach month through
June 1998, the Welfare Reform Academy will broadcast live, 1 pam. to 4 p.m. EST. from the American
Enterprise Institute in Washington, D.C. The conferences will be satellite broadeast to sites around the
country.
There is no cost to participants, but they are requested to register via the Academy web site at:
http://www.welfare-reform-academy.org. The web site also includes upcoming conference agendas
and presentation summaries from previous conferences.
The conferences will address the following topics:

March 6 — Preventing Second Births to Teenage Mothers: Demonstration Findings

April 3 - Child Care and Welfare Reform

May | — Teenage Sexual Activity and Contraceptive Use: An Update

June 5 - Implementing the "llegitimacy" and Teen Parent Provisions of Welfare Reform
To locate a broadcast site in vour arca and to register for the conferences, please see the Academy web

site at http:/www.welfare-reform-academy.org or contact John Buckley at the American Enterprise
Institute, (202) 862-71062.
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For more information on faith-government partnerships
and other welfare related issues and initiatives,
contact WIN at (202) 628-5790.

See our web site at:

www.welfareinfo.org

hup: “www.weltareinto.org faith.htm
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SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. A0S
LENGTH: 384 words
HEADLINE: Solutions of faith-based groups

BODY :
Republican conservatives are well known for their opposition to
big government solutions to social problems.

They took over Congress in 1994 with promises of cutting back
on the federal government's pretensions to having the answers to
all problems.

But U.S. Rep. J.C. Watts, R-0Okla., wants to work on what the
Republicans hope to substitute for traditional government programs.

Elected House Republican conference chairman late last year,
Watts has offered the American Community Renewal Act, which
combines tawx-free zones in low-income areas with support for
faith-based approaches to social issues.

These zones, which have been tried on the state level in a
limited manner, are designed to attract business and job
opportunities to areas of high unemployment.

The faith-based part of the legislation is designed to allow
churches and other religious groups to compete for drug
rehabilitation and other social service contracts.

There is an assumption that groups such as rescue missions or
the Salvation Army already provide these services very effectively
and should not be denied government support for solutions to these
problems.

That part of Watts' proposal attracted an interesting
endorsement recently from Vice President Al Gore, who spoke at a
Salvation Army center in Atlanta. The vice president said that
bureaucratic hurdles need to be removed so that faith-based groups
can help provide social services with government support.

"For too long, faith-based organizations have wrought miracles
on a shoestring," Gore said.

Some critics have argued that Gore's new position is
politically motivated. Or that he could be responding to the school
shootings in Littleton, Colo., which have prompted recognition of
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the role of religious faith in addressing the roots of violence.
Whatever his reasons, though, Gore's position is a welcome one.

Watts has been offering his proposals for several years in
Congress. Former Sen. Dan Coats, R-Ind., initiated similar ideas
during his time in the Senate and House.

Perhaps a consensus can develop among all the political parties
that faith-based groups, such as missions or the Salvation Army,
ought to be able to compete for federal dollars to offer remedies
to various social problems.

LOAD-DATE: June 15, 1999
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August 1, 1999, Sunday, FIVE STAR LIFT EDITION
SECTION: NEWS, Pg. A8
LENGTH: 829 words
HEADLINE: ASHCROFT'S "CHARITABLE CHOICE" CATCHES ON WITH PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES
BYLINE: Deirdre Shesgreen
BODY :

When Sen. John Ashcroft first touted "charitable choice," it sparked heated
debate and opposition from Democrats and liberal advocacy groups.

A part of the 1996 welfare reform law, Ashcroft's charitable_choice
legislati allows churches and other faith-based organizations to apply for
government funding to provide social gervices, such as helping welfare
recipients ] training.

Some Democrats and moderate Republicans worried the new law would blur the
separation of church and state and that it could allow government-funded church
programs to practice religious discrimination.

But the political landscape has shifted since 1996. In recent wmonths, the
Democratic and Republican presidential front-runners -- Al Gore, Bill Bradley
and George W. Bush -- have all rushed to embrace the idea.

And just last week, a Senate committee approved an Ashcroft-sponsored
amendment that would expand charitable choice to all federally funded drug abuse
programs .

Even the senator who led the opposition in the committee, Jack Reed, a
Democrat from Rhode Island, said he supports allowing faith-based groups to
participate in federally funded programs. He's just concerned that Ashcroft is
pushing the boundaries too far.

So why 1is charitable choice suddenly the policy du jour?

"There's a quick assumption that charitable choice is an attempt by
politicjians to court the conservative religious vote," said Amber Kahn, a
gspolkeswoman for the FAaithh All1ance, an umbrella group that represents more

tHan 40 denominations.

———

But Kahn believes that answer is too simplistic -- and actually contradicts
some research on the subject. A 1998 study of attitudes about charitable choice
found that conservative denominations were more skeptical of charitable choice
and less inclined to apply for federal dollars than more liberal denominations.

The author of that study, Mark Chives, a sociology professor at the



University
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of Arizona, said he was very surprised by his findings, especially

because the leaders of the movement were conservatives like Ashcroft. Chives

speculates

that Gore and Bradley, in their recent endorsements of the

charitable choice, may have discovered that it plays well in traditional

Democratic

constituencies.

Ashcroft says charitable choice has taken off simply because people realized
that it's a good idea, "a way of saying that if we want everyone to move forward
in the prosperity of the country, we are going to have to bring every resource

to bear."

Of course, opposition to charitable choice still exists, and some of it comes
from the religious institutions that charitable choice is designed to benefit.

"We live in a very diverse society with over 2,000 religions," said Kahn,
whose group has not taken a stand on specific proposals but has raised concerns
about the concept.

"Is there going to be a litmus test set in terms of whether or not someone
gets service?" Kahn asks.

She points to a recent incident in Fayetteville, N.C., whexre officials

discovered
applicants

that a church that won federal funds to help the homeless was asking
whether thev considered themselves saved from eternal damnation and

whether thev would go to heaven. The government quickly rescinded the funding.

Religious leaders have also expressed concerns about what impact taking

federal money might have on their institutions, Kahn said. "Tax dollars are
often followed by federal regulation that can alter and jeopardize the religious
nature ot programs," she said.

Ashcroft said he is acutely aware of the potential dangers of his proposal.

"There are

two things that we desperately need to avoid, and that's to

contaminate the religious institutions of America by inordinate governmental
interference," he said. "And the other thing is to somehow impose on the

individual

integrity and freedom of the people."

Ashcroft said that in crafting his proposals, he has taken great care to
protect both the churches and their prospective clients.

But where Ashcroft sees protection, Reed sees the potential for
government - SponsoL iscrimi ion. Ashcroft's amendment to the drug abuse

ation explicitly states that churches can make hiring decisions based on

- 1 — 1 -"%“
whether a potential employee adheres to the churches' "tenants and t ings.

It also includes an exemption from civil rights laws that prohibit
discrimination based on religion, a provision that also was in the welfare
reform legislation.

Reed unsuccessfully tried to strip both provisions in committee; he has

pledged to

"No one
services, "
protession

try again on the Senate floor.

denies the important role that faith communities play in providing
Reed said. "But we don't want to do it in such a way that we make
of a particular religious faith a condition for employment supported
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by public funds. . . . It's totally contrary to our Constitution and to our

sense of the appropriate separation of religion and publicly supported
enterprises."
LANGUAGE: English
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LENGTH: 630 words
HEADLINE: New U.S. Law Loosens Reins On Charities;
Internal operations off-limits to anti-discrimination rules
BYLINE: Don Lattin, Chronicle Religion Writer

BODY :
San Francisco's crusade to promote gay rights in religious charities may soon
collide with the new federal welfare law.

Mostly unnoticed amid the major overhaul of the welfare system is the
"charitable choice" provision of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.

Pushed through by Senator John Ashcroft, R-Missouri, the law loosens
previous restrictions on evangelism by tax-supported charities, and it limits
government attempts to control their internal operations or religious character.

That last provision appears to conflict directly with the recent attempts of
the San Francisco Human Rights Commission and Board of Supervisors to influence

the hiring, benefits and promotion practices of religious charities that do
business with the city.

The new law says the government cannot require a religious charity to "alter
its form of internal governance." It goes on to say that "religious
organizations may discriminate on a religious basis in terms and conditions they
establish for their emplovees.™

In other words, the city may not be able to stop Catholic social service
agencies from giving certain jobs only to priests or forbid a conservative
evangelical charity to require heterosexual marriage for noncelibate employees.

"That will be a problem for us," said Larry Brinkin, coordinator of the
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and HIV Unit of the city Human Rights
Commission.

"It definitely conflicts with San Francisco ordinances," Brinkin said. "It's
a challenge to our anti-discrimination efforts. We shouldn't be spending our
money on institutions that discriminate -- including churches."
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Under the new law, churches getting government money are still forbidden to
discriminate on religious grounds against those who receive their services.
Needy clients who object to the religious nature of a charity must be given the
choice of getting service from a secular organization.

Currently, the "charitable choice" rules apply only to the new Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families program, which replaced two multibillion-dollar
federal programs: Aid to Families with Dependent Children and Supplemental
Security Income.

In May, Ashcroft introduced new legislation, the Charitable Choice Expansion
Act, which would apply the new rules to most social services for which federal
law allows the government to enter into a partnership with private
organizations.

"The Charitable Choice protections now in law encourage successful
charitable and faith-based organizations to expand their services without the
fear that they will have to extinguish their religious character," Ashcroft
said.

Under welfare reform, federal money is now sent to the states in the form of
block grants, giving state and local governments more flexibility to get people
off welfare and into jobs.

In California, counties are just now signing the first contracts under the
new system. Many churches, charities and other nonprofit groups are considering
starting programs in job training, mentoring and child care for former welfare
recipients.

"We are just at the threshold of this," said Scott Anderson, executive
director of the California Council of Churches. "This is not just about big
charities, but ordinary congregations who can bring a sense of family. A lot of
people are on welfare because they don't have extended family."

At the same time, Anderson said, "The vast majority of congregations in this
state have no experience taking money from the government."

Meanwhile, serious constitutional questions must be answered about whether
the new law violates the Constitution's guarantee of the separation of church

and state.

"Charitable choice," Anderson said, "is a lawsuit waiting to happen."

LOAD-DATE: July 10, 1998



cav Ty W vaas

v 2301999 R

ATIONAL NEWS

BT LB01IALL COMBTY — ASSDCKATID FO1E

1ial hopeful George W. Bush sald he wants to encourage
‘inns groups to get involved with soclal issues,

Tur. WasHINGTON PO§T
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Bush Oultlines Charity-Based Social Policies

By Tenry M. Nrar.
Wachmgton Poct Seaff Wit

INDIANAPOLIS, July 22— liexas
Gav. George W. Bush today offered
the mnst elaborate definition to date
of his “compassionate  conserva.
tism™ credo, unveiling a series of pol
icies to confront social problems
through religious and community
groups rather than govermment hn-
FCAUCTACIes.

Speaking before a racially diverse
crowd of several hundred peaple at
Indianapolis’s Metro Church, the
Republican presidential frontrimner
proposed $8 hiflion in tax incentives
to encourage charitable giving, as

CORRECTIONS

publicly traded company in September 1997,

Arrday incorrectly identified Demo-
»r Eli Broad. He is chairman and
»fficer of SunAmerica in California.

1erday incorrectly described Archie
- died in 1993 after he was shot 14
salice officers while he was sitting
patrol car, as a criminal suspect. Au-
tiee stoppesd Elliott for driving errat-
« him after he failed a subriely test.

terday incorrectly described the re-
ren Science Applications Interna-
‘I Network Solutions Inc. As an in-
wany, Network Solutions entered
e agreement with the Natinnal Sci-
m in 1992 to aseign and manage
in” addresses. SAIC acquired Net-
in March 1995 and spun it off as a

The music review in yesterday's District Weekly
contained incorrect inforination about the National
Symphony Orchestra’s appearances at Carter Har
ron Amphitheater. The NSO will perform at Carter
Barron next Thursday, Friday and Saturday (July
29, 30 and 31), not this weekentl. The concerts are

Slatements in an article in Wednesday's P'rinee
George's Extra and yesterday's Maryland Weekly
were attributed to the wrong person. Vicki Fretwell,
spokeswoman for Senate President Thomas V. Mike
Miller Js., said the new Scnate office annex in An-
napolis will make the Senate’s business “more order-
ly and predictable,” that it will not be decorated like
~a country club” and that the old hearing rooms are
cramped and inaccessible.

wellasother policies intended to tal
Iv ittle armiies ol compassion”
across the country.,

“Ineveryinstanee where my ad-
ministration sees a responsibility to
help people, we will look first to
faith based organizations, charities
and community groups that have
<shown  their ahility to save and
change lives,” Bush aid.

Buch has been acensed by Repob-
lican and Democeatic rivals alike of
offering little more than vague plat-
itwles and fogey notions on the cam-
paiem trail. He souehit to dispel that
apinion Loday, proposing policies
that he said were gided by the prin-
ciple that governmment resonrees and
responsibilities shoukl e “de-
volved™ not only to the states but al-
sn ta “charities and neighborhoosd
healers.”

Both President Clinton and Vice
President Al Gore, the likely Demno-
cratic nominee, have atso called for a
greater public role for faith based
monps, But Bush's speech js sure to
generate discussion and perhaps
comlroversy as the most extensive
<t of recommnendations for how
povernment could  work  directly
with religions institutions 10 solve
social problems.

Buosh said Jie wonld dedicate $R
billion =10 pereent of the nonSo-
vinl Securily surplus —for tax in-
centives to enconrage people to con-
tribute (o charities and community
groups that offer swial services,
from prison and deng rebabilitation
tojob traintenr, mentocing and adolt
cducation programs

Ve alen proposed allowing people
ave 59 andl older to withdraw maoney
from IRA acconnts withont penalty
to contribute Lo charitable groups
Anmd he <aidd he would encourage

states Lo take advantaee of aaeeed
federal welfie dallacs to affer indi
viduals a tax eredit for giviog to
charities that after <ervices related
towelfare reforim.

But at least as sigmificant as the
propasals was the rhetoric he uenl
to dispel the image somic voters hokl
of the Republican party as cold and
mean-spitited “In this campaipn, 1
hring a message to my own party,”
he declire]. “We must apply our
conservative and free-market ideas
1o the jobh of helping real human he
ings, hbecause any ideology, no o mat-
ter how right in theory, is etoile
without that yroal ™

It is not enongh, Bush <aid, fin
politicians to merely advecale 1ax
cnts without proposing solutions for
social problems, he said. And it is
not cnough st to promote values,
Government, he insisted, hasa clear
role and it should be to promate
conmununity solutions, In doing e,
he seemed tn clearly reject the frees
matkel libertarian orthodaxy that
has dominated his party’s politios
this decade while steening clear of
promating liberal big government
ideas,

Rov Romer, the chainman of the
Democratic National - Commitiee
and former governor of Colorado,
responded to Buely's specch iy argn
g that most people in both parties
atready agrecd that 1 limons gronps
shonbd plav o Binter role in salving
sovial problems amd srecnsimg Bosh
of continuing to dack major palicy
nuestions “Where are you on the
minimun wage?” he <aul. “Where
are you on tax cufs? Where are yon
on g captral? You can't leave that
to faith-based institutinons.”

Bush's advisers reiected snages
tions that Bush had dehberatelv el
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con the peliticat stenehold af jesi
dential condidate Trane Quayle te
deliver a speech heavy on Ivith and
volaes —longeinbepral - parts ol
Onavle’s nessape. Even Uuageh
Quanle moved to Arizona sevaon!
veare amn, he's shll consirdered
popular mative sonin Indiana,

Bnsh aides said the main reason
e came to Indimapolis was Ny
Stephen Golidamith, considered In
many Republicans (o be one of the
most innovative leaders in the part:
heeamen of his partnerships with
faith hased grroups, Goldsmith, whee
i< sorvime ac Hush's top domesti
policy advicer, shadowed him e o
of the day,

FoHowing the speech at the Mt
o Charely, Roch attended a $1.000
pet phate fund raicer at the Indiana
Roof Ballroemy that sume party offi
viate predicted wanld povide one ot
the hargest haols in stale histony
Many ol thase helping Bush wen
former Quavke bwaliste, including Al
Hobbard, who served as a fop aice
to Quande v hien e was vice press
dept,  They originatle ealled me and
acked me it Teonld help them rajee
10,0007 Fhibhasd «aid vesterday
Before the b raiser " Now | think
we're groing to o something be
e SBOCOH snd TR0 000 ;un!
poes bty psard of that, The 1e
<ponse has heenunbelicehle ™

Ouavle vampaipn chiapmion Fole
MoSEreany athohnted Boals e
cess i Tudionney to the pmty esth
ledunents o i ot sabstance (or
polle “Governor Rush is eoins 1o
Pran Quayle's back vaed, appealing
(o Dan Quayle’s friends with Dan
Quinvle’s esste Why scettle fin
the fmitation when vou can get the
real thing (or a swhole ot less miem
cy?" hie saidd.
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The Wrong Way to Do nght

Church and state can work together without being tied by funding strings.

Vice President Al Gore and Texas Gov.
George W. Bush are receiving some glowing
reviews for their proposals to address social
problems through new partnerships between
faith-based organizations and government. On
this page on June 11, Jim Wallis of Call to
Renewal noted that Gore and Bush may be
part of “an awakening” to “a new vision of real
social change.” On May 28, also on this page,
E. J. Dionne Jr. wrote that Gore “scored his
point for God.”

Without doubt, government and religion

can do much good together to address the-

pressing needs of our times. It has long been
permissible, for example, for the government
to fund groups that have ties to religion but are
set up to perform secular social services, such
as Catholic Charities and Lutheran Services in
America. But Gore and Bush have taken this
idea a giant step further by advocating “chari-
table choice,” a plan whereby tax subsidies
might flow to houses of worship and other
thoroug:hly religious entities that perform
social services.

In a speech in Atlanta last month, Gore
deemed charitable choice (which first ap-
peared in the 1996 welfare reform law) a
“carefully tailored approach” and proposed
extending it “to other vital services where
faith-based organizations can play a role—
such as drug treatment, homelessness and
youth violence prevention.” Gore’s potential
competitor for the White House, Gov. Bush,
also supports charitable choice and made the
concept a focal point of his maiden stump
speech in Iowa.

But charitable choice threatens to damage
the very things Gore and Bush say they
treasure—religion and religious liberty. Put
simply, charitable choice is the wrong way to
do right.

For one thing, religious ministries would be
regulated by the government, which would
mean audits and, probably, tedious reporting,
intrusive compliance reviews and even the
subordination of religious principles to govern-
ment policies and objectives.

Gore and Bush have emphasized that the
charitable choice law attempts to protect the
religious character and autonomy of provid-
ers, but whether these protections would
survive judicial scrutiny is questionable. For
example, is it constitutional to allow a religious

BY MARGARET SCOTT

ministry to insist that no Jews or Muslims
need apply for jobs that are taxfunded? One
federal district court has already refused to
allow the Salvation Army to fire an employee
whose salary was paid substantially with tax

money simply because the employee was a

Wiccan.

Second, under charitable choice, religious
ministries could become administrative cen-
ters of government benefits and services and

Taking Exception

gain associated duties such as terminating
benefits, reporting on beneficiaries and other-
wise policing the system. Instead of being
known as sanctuaries, churches could come to
be viewed essentially as arms of the state. If
tax subsidies flow to churches and other
religious ministries, the role of religion as
prophetic critic of government also will be
diminished.

Finally, despite Gore's insistence that “gov-
ernment must never promote a particular
religious view,” charitable choice would force
the government to pick and choose among
religions—it cannot fund them all. Religions
might compete for government grants before
elected legislators, thereby fanning the fires of
religious division and giving representatives

yet another opportunity to turn religion into a
political tool.

The vice president believes that imposing
certain “clear and strict safeguards™ will obvi-
ate religious liberty problems. He states that
government must never “try to force anyone
to receive faith.” He also cautions that “we
must ensure that there is always a high-quality

secular choice available . .. [and] continue to
prohibit direct proselytizing as part of any
publicly funded eflorts.”

But some of these safeguards are impossible
to administer. How does one define “direct
proselytizing,” much less ensure that a church
isn't using public money to do it? Moreover,
Gore's safeguards are insufficient. Tax money
simply should not flow through the church
house door, because stifling, intrusive govern-
ment regulation will quickly follow. These are
some of the reasons the Supreme Court has
ruled that tax funds should not flow to
thoroughly religious entities such as churches.

Church and state can work cooperatively
without being tied together with funding
strings. Houses of worship and governmental
officials can and should share information
about needs and programs. The government
can highlight the good work that religious
missions and other social service groups are
doing and make referrals to these groups
when appropriate.

Government also can encourage increased
private subsidies for religious ministries, as
Gore did in some of his remarks. Legislatures
can help by passing tax incentives for charita-
ble giving, such as the bipartisan Charitable
Giving Tax Relief Act, which would allow
non-itemizers to deduct 50 percent of their
charitable gifts over $500.

Another way for church and state to
cooperate is for churches and other religious
missions to form separate entities to provide
secular social services with tax money.

Religion in America is robust precisely
because it relies on the strength of its message
and voluntary gifts, rather than compulsory
tax funds, for its support. Religion in America
is vital precisely because it is largely free from
government direction and regulation.

The writer is associate general counsel
for the Baptist Joint Committee.

Robert Kuttner

The legislative battle to provide insured Amer

icans with preserintion driss ot reacanahla .

Bitter Pills for the Elderly Poor

can be devastating. Roughly half the prescrip-  runaway costs will be the inevitable price contro
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Religious Access to Government Funds: Church-State Issues

Faith-based community development is on the rise. As it grows, so do questions—sometimes mis-
understandings—about religious access to federal and state community development dollars.

Political statements and press reports at times suggest an easier religious road to public community
development resources than may be the case. The following information 1s intended to lift up some
of the issues and questions that faith-based groups will want to ask as they consider relations with

government funders of community development.

The term “religion” is used here rather than the more generic “faith-based” because the latter term
does not appear in most laws and government regulations dealing with community development.

Community development is a process through which residents and other com-

munity stakcholders engage in social, economic, housing and other assct de-

velopment. The goal is to build and sustain healthy communities through the

creation of jobs and businesses; the production of decent, affordable housing,

and the forging of enduring institutions—both physical and social—which

educate and support families and individuals. Faith-based community devel-

opment engages in this process as the expression of religious or spiritual min-

istry, calling or beliefs.

THE MATERIAL BELOW DOLS NOT CONSTITUTE LEGAL ADVICE. ALWAYS CONSULT LEGAL COUNSEL FOR LEGAL ADVICE.

Q. What is government’s role in
Community Development?

While community development is a grassroots
activity, federal, state and local governments
play important roles in policy-formation,
regulation and funding. For example, many
federal departments (including Housing and
Urban Development, Commerce, Transporta-
tion, Labor, Justice and Agriculture) provide
community development dollars. In fact, the
federal government plays a big role in setting
the terms under which most community
development occurs. Federal funds are increas-
ingly channeled through states or regional
offices. HUD funds are dispersed entircly on
the regional and state levels. States, counties
and cities usually have some CD money of
their own. Most government CD grants are
made available on a competitive basis.

Q. What role does religion play in CD?

Religious developers have a proven track
record in every aspect of community
development. They influence, initiate, and
build. They manage housing, commercial ven-
tures and jobs programs. Hundreds of reli-
giously motivated community organizations
engage in development across the country.
They represent every segment of religion and
funding comes from many sources.

Published by the Faith-based Program of the
National Congress for Community Economic
Development, 1030 15th St. NW, Suite 325,
Washington, D.C. 20005
202 289-9020, Fax 202 289-7051
ncced.org.
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A Guide to Charitable Choice
An Overview of Section 104

Responding to a Need

The g2oal of Section 104 of the 1996 federal welfare-reform legislation is to expand the involvement of
the independent sector, including faith-based organizations, in the delivery of government-supported
social services. A large proportion of nongovernmental providers of assistance to the nesdv are
faith-based nonprofit organizations. Some are affiliated with churches, svnagogues. mosques, or temples.
Others, though self-standing, are inspired by religious beliefs and were established to carrv out a religious
mission of care for the poor and needy

These religious charities are among the most etfective providers of help and are typically willing to serve
even the most distressed families and neighborhoods They are tlexible, take a personal approach, are
deeplv committed to the nesdy, and provide help that is guided by a moral code and evokes personal
responsibility. Such assistance is particularly important when individuals, families. and communities are
mired in long-term poverty and selt-destructive patterns of behavior.t

Many faith-based providers currently participate in government-tunded programs However they nave
been subject to governmental pressures to downplay or discard thetr religious emphases. Many other
faith-based organizations are wary about involvement with the government because they fear they migt
lose their religious character and indcpendence_; Section 104 invites the increased involvement of
religious organizations in the provision ot social services while safeguarding their religious character
which is the very source of their genius and success.

General Principles
Four basic principles undergird the provisions of Section 104

I. In seeking to help the needy, government may and should involve nongovernmental Organizations.
Government is not the onlv source of services for the public Civil society is comprised of many
independent organizations, including secular and religious nonprofit organizations, that serve public
purposes. Today, as well as in the past, a large part of the independent sector consists of
faith-based charities and congregations that operate programs of service to the poor. Government
should support the efforts of such nongovernmental organizations, which are close to those
needing help and able to provide assistance that is personal, morally grounded, efficient, and
successful. As long as the nongovernmental organizations further public purposes of fighting
poverty, government violates no constitutional rule by including faith-based providers in the mix of
independent-sector organizations that collaborate with its programs.

()

When government arranges payment to nongovernmental organizations tor the provision of
services to the needy, such providers do not thereby become "beneficiaries” of "governmental
assistance.” Rather, it is the poor and needy whom they serve who are the beneficiaries of the
governmental assistance. Government's intention, and its chief effect, in involving faith-based as
well as nonreligious charities in its welfare programs. is to more effectively and efficiently help
those in need.

ot BRI IS
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Government is constitutionally required not to "establish" any church or faith. It must not take the
side of any one of the many faiths of its citizens. However, the establishment clause of the First
Amendment does not require, and has not been interpreted by the Supreme Court to mean, that

faith-based social-service s must censor their religious expression or give up their

religious 1dentity in order to takgpart in government programs. Indeed, the First Amendment
secures the right of religious expression, which may not be subjected to discriminatory treatment by
government. Thus, so long as a welfare program has as its object the public purpose of society's
betterment, and so long as the program is equally open to all providers, taith-based and
nonreligious, then the constitutional requirement that the law be neutral is fully satisfied

(O]

4 In addition to protecting the religious character of providers of services, the First Amendment
protects the religious liberties of beneficiaries of such services. Beneficiaries may not be compelled
to turn to faith-based providers in order to receive authorized services. To protect beneficiaries. the
government should provide an alternative for those who.object to faith-based providers.

Basic Rules

[n order to fulfill these general guidelines for expanding the involvement of faith-based and nonrelizious
organizations in the provision of social services, Section 104 sets down four practical rules ot law-

|. Ifa state elects to involve independent-sector providers in the delivery of social services, then t
mayv not exclude providers because of their religious character

2 Ifa faith-based organization is selected as a provider of government-tinanced social services, its
religious expression and identity may not be censored or otherwise diminished on account of its
parucipation in the weltare program.

3 A faith-based provider may not discriminate against a beneticiary on the basis ot religion nor
require the beneficiary to actively participate in religious practices.

4. 1f a beneficiary objects to receiving social services from a faith-based provider. then he or she has a
right to obtain services trom another provider.

Detailed Anafysis

In this analysis, the eleven subsections of Section 104 are arranged under eight subject headings.
References in brackets are to specitic subsections of Section 104 The full text of Section 104 is printed in
the Appendix.

1. Programs Covered
Section 104 applies most notably to state programs implemented under the Temporary Assistance
tor Needy Families (TANF) program, which is the replacement for Aid to Famihes with Dependent

Children (AFDC) [see subsection (21)(2)(/3\)]_1 TANTF replaces AFDC with a framework in which
states receive federal funds through block grants to design and operate their own welfare
programs, consistent with certain federal rules, including Section 104 TANF involves more than
just certitying eligibility for, and disbursing, welfare checks. The intent is that states will develop a
range of programs to assist the poor and needy to become selt-sufficient. The goals of TANF are
well suited to extensive involvement by nongovernmental organizations, including churches and
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other faith-based organizations, that have been successtul in moving people from dependence to
self-reliance. Section 104 also applies to the food stamp, Medicaid, and Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) programs to the extent that these can be implemented by the states through

purchase-or-service contracts or voucher arrangements with nongovernmental service providers 2
(Contracts and vouchers are discussed in the next part.)

Under the Charitable Choice provision, states may contract wi velop a voucher system
mvolving, both secular and faith-based organizations that provide a wide range of services, Such as’
nvoiving g

T TT———

[

Work. Faith-based providers or neighborhood groups could provide subsidized jobs or
community service positions, on-the-job training, job-search help, job-readiness preparation.
job-skills tramning, vocational education training, or GED programs

o Food. Churches, synagogues, or other religious institutions could provide subsidized meals.
operate tood pantries, or offer nutrition, shopping, or food-budgeting help

o Matermity Homes. For unmarried minor mothers and expectant mothers who cannot remain
with their parents, states may collaborate with nongovernmental groups to provide maternit.
homes. adult-supervised residential care, second-chance homes, or other suitable living
arrangements.

o Medical and Health Services. Faith-based providers and other nongovernmental
organizations could provide abstinence education, drug- and alcohol-treatment programs.
vocational rehabilitation services. or health clinics.

Financial Arrangements with Service Providers

Section 104 authorizes two types of governmental tinancial arrangements with independent
providers [see subsection (a)(1)]. One 1s purchase-of-service contracts by which government pavs
providers to deliver specitied services. Such contracts involve governmental provision of assistance
to beneficiaries by means of the government dealing "directly” with providers The other type of
financial arrangement consists of government-provided certificates, vouchers, or other forms of
disbursement which a needy person may redeem tor services at whichever eligible provider he or
she may choose. In this second case, government is providing assistance to beneficiaries by dealing
"Indirectly” with independent providers and directly with beneficiaries

[n the case of TANF, states are authorized to use both "direct” and “indirect” means of paying for
services provided by independent organizations [subsection (a)(2)(A)]. For other programs subject
to Section 104, the provisions of the respective programs determine whether states are authorized

to use "direct,” "indirect,” or both forms of financial relations [subsection (a)(2)(B)].2.
Inclusion of Faith-based Providers

Section 104 leaves it up to the states whether to involve independent-sector providers of social
services or to provide all services through government agencies [subsection (a)(1)]. However, if a
state elects to involve any independent-sector providers, then it may not exclude religious providers
trom consideration. Section 104 requires that in selecting providers the state may not discriminate
on account of a potential provider's religious character [subsection (c)].

4. Rights of Faith-based Providers

AR
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A primary purpose of Section 104 is to permit states to involve faith-based providers of social
services "on the same basis as any other nongovernmental provider” and "without impairing [their]|
religious character" [subsection (b)]. Section 104 also protects the religious freedom of
beneficiaries. but does so in a manner that does not harm the religious character of faith-based
organizations

A series of specific protections are established for faith-based organizations:

o Institutional Autonomy and Control of Mission. Section 104 explicitly protects the autonomy
of any faith-based provider carrying out programs funded under PRWOR by providing that it
"retain[s] its independence from Federal, State, and local governments.” including its
"control over the definition, development, practice, and expression ot its religious beliefs"
[subsection (d)( 1)]. This language emphasizes that a participating taith-based provider does
not become a "state actor” nor relinquish its religious autonomy

o Control of Governance. Faith-based providers may not be required to alter their form ot
internal governance to be eligible for participation [subsection (d)(2)] The structural form ot
religious organizations is often dictated by religious doctrine, and ecclesiastical polity 1s here
protected. Similarly, states may not require a faith-based provider to change its officers or
directors on the grounds that thev do not retlect a particular religious. cthnic. racial. or
gender mix, nor may states exclude a faith-based provider from eligibility on such grounds

> Maintenance of Religious Environment No state may require a faith-based provider. in order
to be eligible to participate, to remove from its property "religious art, icons. scripture. or
other symbols" [subsection (d )( 2)1. Participating faith-based providers need not strip ther
facilities of crosses, Stars of David. scriptural quotations, religious apparel, or other visual
signs of religious comnutment.

o Control of Employment Policy Section 104 affirms the night of faith-based providers to
utilize religious standards in the terms and conditions of their personnel policies [subsection
(H]. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 established an exemption for relizious
organizations from the general ban against religious discrimination in hiring.2 That exemption
is here explicitly affirmed for faith-based organizations participating in federally tunded
welfare programs covered under Section 104

Faith-based organizations remain subject to other applicable nondiscrimination laws. The
anti-discrimination requirements of federal civil-rights laws regarding age. sex. disability,
race, color, and national origin remain in torce.~ In addition, state and local

anti-discrimination laws are still applicable and are unatfected by Section 104, unless thev

infringe the religious autonomy of providers secured by the Section ®

o Limited Audits. Section 104 further secures the autonomy of participating faith-based
organizations by giving them the opportunity to limit the scope of tiscal audits. If they
choose. they may establish separate accounts for the receipt of tederal monies under these
programs, segregating such funds from other income, especially nongovernmental funds. It
they do so, then only the accounts that receive or disburse tederal funds are subject to audit
[subsection (h)]. It would be prudent for providers to take advantage ot this option and not
commingle private donations and grants with government tunds.

CaoR 2o PM
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Restrictions on Funding
a. Purchase-of-Service Contracts

One goal of Charitable Choice is to involve faith-based providers in delivering welfare services
"without impairing the religious character of such organizations" [subsection (b)]. Section 104
explicitly provides that a participating faith-based organization shall retain its independence from
Federal, State, and local covernments,” including maintaining its "control over the definition.
development, practice, and expression ot its religious beliefs” [subscction (d)(1)].

[n enacting Section 104, the object of Congress was the public purpose of helping the poor and
needy, not the advancement of religion. Section 104 anticipates and intends that states will contract
with faith-based providers that manifest a distinct religious identity on an equal basis with other
independent providers. However, what states are purchasing through contracts with faith-based
providers are services which tulfill the public purpose of PRWOR to aid the needy in specific wavs

When a state makes a purchase-ot-service contract with a faith-based provider, none ot the tederal
funds transterred to the provider may be "expended for sectarian worship, instruction, or
proselytization" [subsection (j)] This prohibition retlects the constitutional requirement that
covernment mayv not establish religion and ensures that tederal tunds are not used in a manner that
suggests that the government is endorsing the refigion of a taith-based organization. The
prohibition should not be construed to require that a taith-based provider diminish or ehminate its
religious character or its religiously inspired way ot providing services The Key is that government
tunds the religious oreamzation in order to provide services that satisfv the public secular purpose
of PRWOR.

Charitable Choice implements the governmental neutrality mandated by the Constitution by
requiring that a state treat equally all providers, faith-based or secular 1t 1t decides to turn to the
independent sector to provide services to the need_\,/_2 it protects the religious liberty of
beneficiaries, some of whom may object to receiving services trom a taith-based provider, by
ensuring that thev have a choice ot a ditferent provider [subsection (¢). discussed below]

In deciding whether to contract with a faith-based provider to deliver a service. a state should focus
not on the religion of the provider but rather on its record or prospects of successtullv providing
the authorized welfare service. As with any other provider, the chief concern of the state is whether
the program of the faith-based organization fulfills the public purpose of helping the poor and

0
needy. 1o

b. Voucher Funds

PRWOR funds that are indirectly received by taith-based organizations by means of vouchers.
certificates, and other redeemable disbursements are explicitly not subjected to the restriction
against being expended for worship or proselytization [subsection (j)].

The key ditlerence is that the flow of federal funds to a faith-based provider is direct in the case of
contracts and indirect when it is due to a beneficiary's decision to redeem a voucher with such a
provider 1 An explicit prohibition on expending federal funds for sectarian religious activities 1s
not needed with vouchers because there cannot be even the appearance of a government
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establishment of religion when it is the beneticiary who, free to choose among providers, decides to
- . bl
redeem a voucher at a taith-based prov1der.l—“

A state, of course, will only authorize a faith-based provider to redeem vouchers if that
organization provides authorized services to the needy. The absence ot the subsection (j)
prohibition does not change the public purpose to be served by the use of vouchers provided to
beneficiaries. )

Rights of Beneficiaries

Section 104 secures the religious rights of beneficiaries primarily by ensuring a choice of providers
When a state enables a beneficiary to secure benefits by means of a voucher, certificate, or another
form of indirect payment. then it is the disbursement mechanism itselt that secures to beneticiaries
the opportunity to choose between ditferent service providers

In the case of purchase-of-service contracts, Section 104 specifies that a beneficiary who objects to
receiving social services trom a religious provider has the right to receive services trom another
provider [subsection (e)]. L3 The state must ensure that the alternative assistance is of no lesser
value, that it is available within a reasonable period ot time. and that the alternative provider 1s
accessible to the beneficiarv. States should ensure that beneficiaries are aware ot the range ot
providers and of their right to receive services from a non-religious provider

Section 104 further protects the religious rights ot beneficiaries by requiring that religious
providers may not discriminate against beneficiaries "on the basis ot religion. a religious beliet or
refusal to actively participate in a religious practice” [subsection (g)]. This requirement applies to
all faith-based providers. whether they redeem vouchers or have contracted to provide services
Thus, a provider may not exclude from its programs beneficiaries belonging to other
denominations, churches. or religions. A provider cannot require a beneficiary to adopt a particula
religious creed or tenet of taith A provider cannot deny services to a beneficiary who refuses to
participate in a treatment activity that is religious

Beneficiaries who do not wish to participate in religious activities may not disrupt such activities.
impede other beneficiaries trom taking part in them, or demand that the taith-based organmization
refrain from engaging in such activities. Faith-based providers have the right to offer such activities
Disruption may be construed as an objection to the religious nature of the provider, and the
beneficiary should be directed to an alternative source of services

Preemption of State Law

All federal block-grant funds subject to Section 104 must be administered in accord with the
principles of Charitable Choice. If a state commingles such federal funds with state funds, then all
of the funds must be administered in accord with the principles of Section 104. This follows from
the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution, which provides that rights granted by
congressional action preempt any state or local laws to the contrary.

Section 104 includes an option for states with constitutions that restrict the expenditure ot public
funds at faith-based organizations [subsection (k)] In such a case, state authorities have the option
of segregating the federal funds from state funds, administering the former in accord with the
requirements of Section 104 while administering the state monies in accord with the state’s own
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more restrictive laws. = However, Congress intended to discourage segregation of funds.12 The
option exists only to accommodate states with restrictive constitutions. The intent is to maximize
the equal opportunity for faith-based organizations to participate in federally funded welfare
programs under PRWOR and not to enable restrictive state rules to be used to disallow
participation by religious providers.

8. Legal Action to Secure Rights

Both providers and beneficiaries who believe that their Section 104 rights have been violated may
bring a civil lawsuit asking the court to order the alleged governmental violator to comply with the

requirements of Section 104 [subsection (i)]. State courts have exclusivcjurisdiction.l—Q

Return to A Guide to Charitable Choice Menu.

Return to The Center for Public Justice Home Page.
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3RD STORY of Focus printed in FULL format.

Copyright 1999 Newsday, Inc.
Newsday

August 22, 1999, Sunday
SECTION: NEWS;
LENGTH: 1096 words

HEADLINE: CONGRESS IS KEEPING THE FAITH / DIVISION BETWEEN STATE AND CHURCH HAS
BEEN BLURRED

BYLINE: By Jenn Abelson. WASHINGTON BUREAU
DATELINE: Washington Page A27

BODY :

Washington - As a Stuyvesant High School undergraduate in the 1960s, Jerry
Nadler bristled at "a constant, coercive assault" he received in homerocom. It
wasn't bullies that bothered him, but rather passages from the Bible that the
dean read over the loudspeaker every morning.

Nadler, who is Jewish, recalled his sense of relief in 1962 when the Supreme
Court outlawed officially sponsored and organized prayer in public schools.
Nearly 40 vears later, Nadler (D-Manhattan) finds himself embroiled in another
bittexr church-state debate.

Prompted by religious activists and buoyed by shifting natiocnal attitudes,
the House has embraced a series of ideas to strengthen faith's muscle in the
public arena.

In addition to adopting the Religious Liberty Protection Act last month, a
narrower version of a law judged unconstitutional in 1997, the House in June
approved a measure, 248-180, to allow the posting of the Ten Commandments in
public buildings.

Members of Congress also galvanized support for proposals allowing religious
tributes to students on school grounds and forbidding adults from taking minors
across state lines to get an abortion if their home state requires parental
notification. Prospects for those measures remain cloudy in the Senate. But as
Congress considers annual appropriations bills, there will be wide support for
adding funds for religious-affiliated institutions that provide social services,
an idea endorsed by Republican and Democratic presidential candidates.

"We are witnessing a popularly driven rebellion against government run by
secular experts," said Father Richard John Neuhaus, president of the Institute
on Religion and the Public Life.
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Barry Lynn, executive director of Americans United for the Separation of
Church and State, agrees that the debate has intensified and the agenda has
grown. "This has been one of the most religion-focused Congresses," he said.

But Lynn and other critics contend that social conservatives successfully
exploited tragedies - such as the school shootings in Colorado - to promote
religious-based legislation. After the Columbine High School massacre that left
15 people dead in April, the House rejected gun-control restrictions passed by
the Senate and instead voted for an array of measures pushed by social
conservatives, including the Ten Commandments provision - a measure proposed
only twice in the past three decades. And in May although the House defeated a
separate bill that proposed a national day of prayer, fasting and humility, it
amended the juvenile justice bill to prohibit people who successfully challenge
the constitutionality of religion in public places from receiving attorney fees.

"Public schools are being intimidated into suppressing religious expression
by the threat of costly litigation," said Rep. Jim DeMint (R-S.C.), who
sponsored that measure.

Isaac Kramnick, a professor of government at Cornell University, disagreed.
He called the restriction on attorney's fees "a vindictive move by the religious
right."Amber Kahn, spokeswoman for the Interfaith Alliance, described the
juvenile justice bill and abortion measure as byproducts of conservative groups,
including the Christian Coalition and the Family Research Council.

According to Kahn, these organizations "seized upon the fear and suffering of
Americans to impose their narrow and exclusionary agenda through the legislative
process on the American people."Rep. Bob Barr (R.-Ga.) denied that conservatives
manipulated the Littleton tragedy to foster the Christian right's movement.

"If focusing on reminding children of the need for moral underpinning and
reaffirming religious beliefs when we have a tragedy of this nature is cynical,
then we have indeed become a society too callous to even help itself," he said.

Randy Tate, senior vice president of the Christian Coalition, insisted that
Congress legislation provided a response to the school shootings not a religious
litmus test for the coalition's evaluation of candidates in next year's
elections.

While he admits the government is a poor instrument for inculcating religious
values, Tate said posting the Ten Commandments will help fill the "spiritual
vacuum that exists in our schools." Nadler described the Ten Commandments
proposal as the work of "irresponsible politicians misunderstanding the role of
religion in government."All members of the Queens and Long Island delegation
except Reps. Rick Lazio (R-Brightwaters) and Michael Forbes (D-Quogue), voted
against the attorney fees and Ten Commandments provisions.

Although conservatives controlling the House may account in part for the
proliferation of religious legislation, changing public attitudes can also be
pegged to these faith-based solutions.

A Gallup Poll of 1,014 adults reported in May that 66 percent believe that
religion can answer all or most of today's problems, up 3 percent from June,
1998, and up 10 percent from 1984. At the same time, 62 percent of those
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surveved believe religion as a whole is losing its influence on American life,
compared with 56 percent in June, 1998, and 39 percent in 1984.

These figures may explain the growing political support for increasing
specific roles for faith-based institutions in public life. First championed by
Republicans in the 1996 welfare overhaul, legislation to federally fund
religious-affiliated organizations for programs aimed at vexing social problems
has multiplied over the past several years.

This tvpe of legislation, known as charitable choice, has attracted
supporters across the political spectrum.

Liberal Democratic presidential front-runner Vice President Al Gore recently
called for expanding charitable choice to include services addressing drug
addiction, homelessness and youth violence.

Boasting liberal and conservative support as well, the Religious Liberty
Protection Act, which passed in the House last month, 306-118, affirms the right
to exercise faith even in cases where it conflicts with state or local laws.

A broad coalition representing the major religions endorsed the measure,
citing government's encroaching presence on students disciplined for wearing
varmulkes in school and houses of worship prohibited from residential
neighborhoods by zoning laws.

Marty Martin, director of the Public Religion Project, touted the bill as a
victory for religious liberty and for having the government serve as an outlet
for the national revival of faith. "America thought it was very secular," Martin
said. "We're finding out that just isn't the case."

GRAPHIC: AP Photos - 1) Rep. Jerry Nadler (D-Manhattan), above, is upset because
of the shifting boundry line between church and state in Congress, where a
variety of religious-related bills are surfacing. 2) But Rep. Bob Barr (R-Ga.),
left, denies that conservatives have used tragedies such as Littleton, Colo.,
school massacre to foster the Christian right. CONGRESS. JERRY NADLER. POLITICS.
RELIGION. GOVERNMENT.

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE: August 22, 1999 ALL EDITIONS
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I3TH STORY of Focus printed in FULL format.

Copyright 1999 McClatchy Newspapers, Inc.
Sacramento Bee

June 6, 1999, METRO FINAL
SECTION: MAIN NEWS; Pg. Al
LENGTH: 1572 words
HEADLINE: FAITH A RISING FACTOR IN PRESIDENTIAL BIDS
BYLINE: Dennis Love, Bee Capitol Bureau

BODY :
Everyone knows there are two topics discussed only at great peril: religion
and politics. And pity the fool who mixes the two.

Or so goes the conventional wisdom. But there in Atlanta two weeks ago was
Vice President Al Gore, already pavement-pounding for the presidency, talking
about how Americans must "dare to embrace faith-based approaches that advance
our shared goals."

And there in Texas is Gov. George W. Bush, the early front-runner for the GOP
presidential nomination, who launched a "Faith In Action" initiative in 1996
that has "put Texas at the vanguard of the faith-based welfare movement, "
according to Bush's official state Web site.

And there in Sacramento last week was state office worker Faye Rowe, 47,
sitting alone in a K Street deli near the Capitol, eating a sandwich and leafing
through a dog-eared pocket Bible.

"I think people are realizing government can't solve all our problems in this

country," she said. "I think people are realizing that God might have some
ideas . "

In the early going of the 2000 presidential campaign, there are distinct
indications that the traditionally distant relationship between church and state

is in play -- a development that heartens many like Rowe, but disturbs many
others.

"There seems to be this ground swell out there that the faith-based community
can save the world," said Scott Anderson, executive director of the California
Council of Churches. "And we do have some awesome resources we can bring to the
table. But we also have to step back and ask what 1is really being asked of us."

What Govre, Bush and others are specifically suggesting is that government
should note the success of social programs undertaken by religious organizations
and find ways for government to help. But the obvious comfort with which these
politicians have begun to invoke religious themes has some observers wondering
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if they are signaling a national sea change -- one in which religion plays a
more formal role in government, and vice versa.

In his Atlanta address, Gore lauded efforts and organizations such as church
soup kitchens, the Salvation Army, Christ House and the Christian Women's Job
Corps. Declaring that "freedom of religion need not mean freedom from religion,"
he argued for government funding for faith-based groups attempting to deal with
problems such as homelessness and youth violence -- without, he said, "having to
alter the religious character that is so often the key to their effectiveness."

In Texas, Bush has promoted a series of state-funded programs to encourage
churches, synagogues and other faith-based groups to offer child care, job
training and other social services without jeopardizing their religious mission.

He also has championed an experimental prison program called InnerChange,
which has been described by advocates as "the nation's first-ever, 24 hours a
day, Bible- and values-based pre-release program, aimed at helping inmates
achieve spiritual and moral transformation."

"In the final analysis, there is no overcoming anything without faith," Bush
has said, "be it drugs or alcohol or poverty or selfishness or flawed social
policy.™

All this gqualifies as fairly startling rhetoric from the two most
formidable-looking contenders for their respective parties' presidential
nominations. Even though surveys show the United States remains a country where
high value is placed on religion and church attendance -- a recent national
Gallup Poll found that 71 percent of respondents said they were members of a
church or synagogque, up from a 60-year low of 64 percent in 1996 -- there has
always been squeamishness about combining policy and parish.

"America has been a deeply religious society throughout its history," said
Rebecca Klatch, a sociology professor at the University of California, San
Diego, and the author of two books on conservative politics. "But parallel to

that has been a constant concern about separation of church and state. Many
politicians have found that if you cross a certain line, you can get into
trouble. "

At the core, both Bush and Gore essentially want to expand the "charitable
choice" provision of the 1996 federal welfare overhaul, engineered by
conservative Republican Sen. John Ashcroft of Missouri, which allowed
faith-based groups to operate welfare-to-work programs with government money.

"Charitable choice" was considered a landmark piece of legislation by many
because 1t let religious organizations receive state contracts for social
services without having to remove their religious symbols or change their
internal governance structure or hiring practices.

There have been successes. Anderson of the California Council of Churches
points to a consortium of 21 Sacramento-area churches that contracted with
county government to provide job training, job placement and day care at church
sites for welfare recipients.

In Indiana, the Marion County juvenile court sends troubled children to a
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Christian-based alternative to state detention centers. Youthful offenders rise
at 5:30 a.m. and read from the 0ld Testament book of Proverbs, in addition to
other Bible-based regimens.

Other examples are plentiful. But there are concerns about the trend from
faith-based institution advocates and civil libertarians.

"How can a religious institution counsel without proselytizing?" asked Terri
Schroeder, a Fivst Amendment legal analyst at the American Civil Liberties
Union.

Capt. Stephen Smith, Sacramento divisional secretary for the Salvation Army,
raised a different concern: "For a long time, we have wanted to become more
integrated with other agencies and government entities. But at the same time,
here at the Salvation Army, we don't want to compromise what we do. We have a
strong Christian belief system and we like to practice that."

And Anderson fears faith-based institutions could be left holding the bag if
government transfers its social service responsibilities and then withdraws
financial support when the economy inevitably hits a snag.

"With all this talk there is a real worry that it could result in an unfunded
mandate placed by the state on the faith-based community," Anderson said. As a
result of those concerns, some 20 Northern California religious leaders will
gather this week to issue what Anderson calls a "major report" that will
recommend strategies for, among other things, "realistic parameters for the
faith community's participation in the new welfare system."

There are, as always, some purely political considerations within the
"faith-based" debate. The notion of private citizens and organizations -- as
opposed to government -- solving social problems is a long-standing and firmly
held conservative principle that has been argued about since the days of
President Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal.

Pregident Reagan was a staunch advocate of a diminished government role in
welfare. President George Bush's "Thousand Points of Light" initiative, which
highlighted volunteerism, was a more moderate nod to the same philosophy.

wWhat makes Gore's Atlanta pronouncement all the more intriguing to observers
like Klatch at UCSD is that it may augur a continuation of President Clinton's
push of the Democratic Party toward the political center, annexing some
traditionally Republican territory along the way.

It may also provide Gore with an antidote to a potentially powerful issue for
Bush.

"I think Gore is smart to take on the (faith-based) issue from a different
political perspective," Klatch said. "Right-wing Republicans such as (former
Vice President Dan) Quayle often are viewed with suspicion when they talk about
these matters because of their association with the Christian right, which makes
a lot of people uncomfortable."

And GOP presidential hopeful Quayle, for one, certainly hasn't been shy about
his views of religion and its role in society.
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"I just do not see any harm at all in posting the 10 commandments on the
bulletin board," he said recently in San Francisco. "I don't want our teachers
to be religious leaders . . . but there's nothing wrong with understanding why

this country was founded. All the major movements in America -- from the
American Revolution to the abolition of slavery to women's suffrage to the civil
rights movement -- all had a spiritual foundation."

But comments like that can be politically treacherous -- especially in
California, said David Puglia, a Sacramento-based strategist who directed GOP
nominee Dan Lungren's unsuccessful campaign for governor last year. Lungren's
campaign suffered, Puglia said, when the candidate suggested that people "look
to God" in moments of crisis.

"T would advise caution to any Republican candidate who wants to come into
California and deliver a message that may be interpreted as dragging religion
into government or politics," he said. "It is unfair but true in California that
Republican candidates will have an extra hurdle if they wish to discuss faith
and religion, simply because they are Republicans."

BPut recent events like the Columbine High School shootings in Colorado may
have voters looking for larger answers, and could make the going easier for
candidates who wish to talk about faith on the stump. Said Puglia: "It's
conceivable that these tragedies have made people a little more willing to
listen to a discussion of spiritual values in politics. Tt will be interesting."
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President Clinton's tour of impoverished pockets of America didn't include a
visit to Buffalo, but it could have.

Clinton administration officials said Friday that parts of Buffalo and many
other upstate New York cities would qualify for the new aid programs that the
president pushed in his visits to Appalachia, inner-city Los Angeles and other
depressed corners of the nation.

Republicans, meanwhile, said Western New York would qualify for aid, too,
under a GOP growth initiative that's suddenly developed new momentum in
Congress.

Together, Clinton and the Republican Congress are both showing a newfound
interest in helping parts of the country that have been left behind by the
historic economic boom of the 1990s. Both sides said they're interested in
striking a deal on aid to those areas, and local members of Congress said that
can only be good for Buffalo.

"I've got to believe that given where the president is and where the Congress
is, we can work something out," said Rep. Jack Quinn, R-Hamburg, who represents
two-thirds of Buffalo.

Both initiatives target the nation's most impoverished neighborhoods rather
than broad swaths of territory such as upstate New York that have experienced
slow job growth during the 1990s. Then again, upstate is home to plenty of those
downtrodden neighborhoods.

Clinton's "New Markets Initiative" proposes massive new tax breaks for
business investment in census tracts that either have poverty rates of 25
percent or more, or where median income is less than 80 percent of the regional
average.

While the Clinton administration did not indicate exactly how many
neighborhoods would stand to benefit in each metro area, it's clear that there's
no shortage of them upstate. In fact, the administration said six upstate cities
-- Newburgh, Elmira, Syracuse, Utica Rochester and Buffalo -have citywide
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poverty rates of more than 25 percent, meaning much of those cities would
qualify for the new tax breaks for investors.

"Parts of Buffalo would certainly be eligible," said Susan Wachter, a
consultant with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development who is
working on the New Markets Initiative. "Many census tracts would gualify and not

only the deepest poverty areas."

The Republican urban initiative, dubbed the American Community Renewal Act,
proposes narrower requirements for neighborhoods that would be eligible for
similar investment tax breaks.

Under that bill, HUD would designate 100 "renewal communities" that would
include census tracts where the poverty rate is at least 20 percent,
unemployment is at least 11/2 times the national average, and at least 70
percent of households have incomes no more than 80 percent of the local average.

Based on current statistics, 51 census tracts in Erie County would be
eligible to be included in a local "renewal community," and those neighborhoods
have approximately 185,000 residents. An aide to Rep. J.C. Watts of Oklahoma,
the GOP bill's main sponsor, said nine census tracts in Niagara County would
qualify, and that about 27,000 people live there.

Watts stressed that his bill is designed to have a broad-ranging impact all
across the country.

"Workers and families in America's forgotten communities are missing out on
economic prosperity and are in fact struggling to make ends meet," said Watts,
chairman of the House Republican Conference. "We need a new model to give them
the tools to build a better life and share in the American dream."

That's the one point that Clinton and an increasing number of House
Republicans agree upon. Their approaches to helping distressed neighborhoods
differ in many ways, but at the center, they're very similar: both are built
around huge tax breaks for investors in poor neighborhoods.

Under Clinton's plan, a "New Markets Tax Credit" would save investors up to
25 percent on taxes 1f they put their wmoney in community development banks,
venture capital funds or corporations that aim to serve poorer neighborhoods.

The administration said that all sorts of investments -- from high-tech firms to
shopping centers to manufacturers -- would qualify for tax breaks under the
program.

The Republican plan simply offers investors a different, and potentially more
lucrative, tax break. Investors in "renewal communities" would be totally exempt

from capital gains taxes so long as they held their investments for more than
five vears.

In other words, on the tax break issue at least, Democrats and Republicans
are not worlds apart.

"The president looks forward to working with Congress to map out something
here," said White House spokesman Julie Goldberg.

Watts' spokesman, Bill Shapard, said Republicans are open to compromise, too.
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"We're not that far apart in terms of the tax benefit," Shapard said. "I
think these things can be solved."
Other parts of Clinton's initiative -- and Watts' -- appear to be more

difficult to implement.

Clinton's plan, which requires congressional approval, also calls for
creating new private investment partnerships, overseen by the federal
government, that would invest in large businesses that expand in, or relocate
to, impoverished areas. That and other new Washington-based programs prompted
Watts to decry Clinton's plan as a return to "the big-government, Great Society
programs of the past."

Meanwhile, Democrats and some moderate Republicans are aghast that Wattg'
plan would allow "faith-based institutions" to receive federal funds for drug
rehabilitation programs -- and to include religious services or instruction in
those efforts.

Quinn said public employee unions object to that proposal because it would
allow religious organizations to do work that government employees generally do
now. Besides, the proposal appears to some to violate the constitutionally
mandated separation between church and state.

Watts and several other Republicans introduced their bill four years ago, and
Shapard conceded that controversy over the faith-based institutions provision is
one reason it has been stalled ever since.

Now, though, it seems to have new momentum. This week, House Speaker J.
Dennis Hastert, R-Il1l., announced that the tax provisions of Watts' proposal
will be included in a wajor tax-cutting bill that will be among the GOP
leadership's top priorities.

That's a big step, Shapard said, because many party leaders have long been
reluctant to support Watts' effort for fear that it contradicts efforts to move
toward a "flat tax" system.

Hastert made it clear, though, that he wants to use the tax code to help
poorer neighborhoods.

"We must give people in America's low-income communities, urban and rural,
new hope and opportunity to realize the American dream," Hastert said.

Clinton, on his tour of Appalachia, agreed. "Untapped markets" exist
nationwide, Clinton said, "and we have to provide 1ncentives for people to go
there. We know that government can't solve these problems alone. We know that
we'll never get anywhere by leaving people alone, either."
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For 14 years, The Door, an East Baltimore nonprofit community center, has
operated on faith alone.

Located in an old Lutheran church, The Door has relied on individual donors

and private foundations to sustain its summer day camp, job-placement program
and drug-abuse support groups. The director, Jim Davenport, and his staff say

they adhere to their fundamental belief that "Jesus Saves" -- as a banner in the
building proclaims -- to carry them through long and underpaid workweeks.
"The carrying force, the passion to do our work," Davenport says, "comes

from faith.n

Now, after vears of operating on a tight budget, The Door and other
faith-based groups like it have become a plank in the presidential platforms of
Gov. George W. Bush of Texas and Vice President Al Gore. Both have pledged, if
elected, to link government and religious institutions to improve social-service
programs.

Last week, 10 days after visiting The Door's North Chester Street site
during a visit to Baltimore, Bush vowed to spend $8 billion in his first year in
office to aid private groups that, among other things, work with children of
prison inmates, offer after-school programs, treat drug addicts and provide
homes for unwed mothers.

The reaction of faith-based groups has been mixed. With the lines between
church and state blurring, some organizations have joined the American Civil
Liberties Union in warning that government aid could threaten the autonomy of
religious institutions and the secular nature of state-run agencies.

Yet more and more faith-based groups -- Davenport's among them -- say they
are willing to set aside such niceties. Proposed tax incentives could elicit
more private donations; direct government aid would strengthen the resources of
nonprofit groups. State agencies no longer would have to turn away faith-based
groups that are willing to share staff.
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" Maybe it's because I'm right in the middle of it, and maybe I don't see
the forest for the trees, but it seems so simple," Davenport says. "There's a
problem, and we -- government and church -- need to solve it. Maybe we'll have
some problems working together, but we'll get the hang of it."

Throughout the country, other faith-based programs are showing similar
willingness to accept federal aid, which most legal scholars say is
constitutionally permissible so long as the programs do not actively promote
religion.

For the past 30 years, Freddie and Ninfa Garcia of San Antonio, Texas, have
run a Christian-based drug-rehabilitation program that has benefited from state
involvement. In 1996, Bush signed an executive order that barred secular
agencies from discriminating against religiously affiliated groups. The order
exempted the Garcias' Victory Fellowship, which they say has helped more than
13,000 addicts since 1966, from a state requirement that rehab centers have
licensed counselors on staff.

The Garcias say the government can help in other ways, too. With a bigger
budget, Victory Fellowship could better feed and house its clients. With more
contacts in the public sector, addicts in recovery could be placed in better
jobs.

The benefits of a church-state partnership do not escape Tom Lewis, either.
The founder of the Fishing School, a faith-based social-service agency for
children in Washington, says increased public aid might help reduce the time he
spends as a "beggar" for private funding or buried under mountains of paper.

"They murder you with the paperwork," Lewis says. "I don't think the
government understands that small ministries like ours don't have the money to
hire extra staff to do everything they ask us to. Maybe if we work together, we
can understand each other better.n

Collaboration between church and state has gradually expanded since the 1996
passage of the welfare-reform law. That bill's Charitable Choice provision
permits states to join with faith-based groups to provide government-funded
welfare services.

Twenty states have taken advantage of the provision, establishing financial
and other partnerships with faith-based groups, according to the Manhattan
Institute for Policy Research.

A survey last year of 1,200 religious groups showed that while only 3
percent of them receive government funding, 36 percent would consider applying
for it under Charvritable Choice.

Not every faith-based group has expressed unqualified support for the
proposed partnerships. Many worry that government money would also mean
government meddling. Can a priest, for example, mention Christ in the course of
counseling a drug addict? Or would that cross the line into outright
proselytizing? The answers are still unclear.

"Initially, the idea that we are hearing falls on our ears in a positive
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way," says Melissa Rogers, associate general counsel for the Baptist Joint
Committee. "But the pitfalls appear later -- the entangling alliances that

happen when you have tax dollars flowing to religious groups.®

Jeremy Reynalds, director of Joy Junction, an emergency homeless shelter in
New Mexico, says that accepting public aid could mean sacrificing what he calls
a key to his program's success -- a rule that everyone attend religious services
once a week.

"It has the potential to be a disaster," Reynalds says. "The religious
factor is at the core of what we do. Taking government funds means taking out
the cornerstone of what makes you effective."

That is a frightening prospect for many faith-based groups, one that causes
them to seriously consider how much funding to accept and how much autonomy to
forgo. Most stress the importance of not becoming overly dependent.

The Door, for example, used state money to add drug prevention classes to
its after-school programs. But the core of the after-school program is funded by
private donations, and Davenport says it could easily survive without public
dollars.

The Greatev Dallas Community of Churches navigated the same murky waters
when it joined with Texas Family Pathfinder, a statewide agency that pairs
outside sponsors with families that are moving from welfare to work. Though the
volunteer sponsors need not be affiliated with a congregation, many are. Yet
training and support come through the decidedly secular Texas Department of
Human Services.

MarySue Foster, who works with both the congregations and Family Pathfinder,
says the groups have found a delicate way to balance church and state.

"We don't ask someone to forget their faith," she says. "But when we train
the teams, we ask them to be sensitive about inviting other people to
participate. Practice your faith -- that's fine -- but be careful about

assumptions you make about the faith of others.™

Could every faith-based group handle a similar juggling act? The Door's
Davenport says the presidential proposals of Gore and Bush won't appeal to
everyone.

"There always needs to be accountability -- an understanding that if you
accept funds from someone, you need to work with that person to accomplish
certain goals," he says. "If some groups don't want that person to be the

government, then it's probably best for them not to accept the government's
money . "

GRAPHIC: PHOTO(S) 1. sShortfall: Tom Lewis of the Fishing School in Washington
chats with Miesha Murphy, 10. Lewis says increased public aid could help free
him trom having to plead with private organizations for funding.

2. Combination: The Fishing School is an agency for children in Washington that
combines social services with faith-based elements.
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Eligibility for HUD Funding - Religious Organizations | 4 ' }I

Faith-based organizations (FBOs) have long been leading practitioners and advocates on
behalf of the poor because of the consonance of those objectives with the their own
religious beliefs. As a result, the Department is going to great lengths to intensify and
focus its interaction with congregations and FBOs. However, all efforts need to be in
concurrence with the law. The purpose of this document is to provide a general legal
framework so that Community Builders are prepared to deal with the issue of eligibility
when it is raised by congregations and religious organizations in their community.

While regulations regarding the eligibility of religious organizations for HUD funds vary
by program area, the law is generally clear concerning the scope of eligible activities
tunded through the HUD SuperNOFA. The Establishment Clause of the First
Amendment of the United States Constitution mandates that Federal grant assistance may
not be used for any kind of religious activities. In order to ensure evenhanded treatment
to the entire population, HUD funds cannot be used to:

e provide assistance where recipients were restricted to a specific religion;

e fund an organization for which employees were limited to a specific
religion (including Board members); and

e proselytize. In other words, religious influence can not be exerted in
conjunction with the provision of services.

To ensure that these regulations and others are met, congregations and religious
organizations are required to form a non-profit entity (501¢3) to be eligible for HUD
funds.

Unfortunately, a tremendous amount of confusion exists regarding these regulations and
the requirement of non-profit status as a result of the Charitable Choice provision
signed into law in 1996 as part of welfare reform. Essentially, Charitable Choice allows
congregations, without forming independent 501¢3s, to receive funds for the provision of
services related to welfare reform. The Charitable Choice provision applies only to
welfare reform and TANF funds issued by the Department of Health and Human
Services. Despite the fact that candidates Gore and Bush have proposed extending the
Charitable Choice model to homeless grants and other areas, Charitable Choice does not

currently apply to homeless funds or any other grant program through the HUD
SuperNOFA.
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The Welfare Information Network
Faith-Based Involvement

Federal weltare reform legislation may affect the extent and nature of relationships between
organizations of faith and governmental agencies. Scction 104 of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-193). the so-called "Charitable Choice™ provision.
specitically addresses the use of contracts, vouchers and other funding to arrange for "charitable,
religious or private organizations” o provide services under Temporary Assistance for Needy Families,
Medicaid, Supplemental Sceurity Income and Food Stamps (and has been interpreted as applying to
certain other programs as well). The statute also requires that religious organizations be permitted to
receive such funding "on the same basis as any other non-governmental provider.” In addiuon. the
interim rezulations for the new Weltare-to-Work Program explicitly permit faith-based organizations o
apply for and receive competitive erants. Private Industry Councils and other entities administering the
formula Weltare-to-Work grants are required to coordinate those activities with faith-based
organizations.

Nationally, much of the debute around Section 104 has centered around the financial ties between
vovernment and religion. While Charitable Choice has not yet resulted in a dramatic mercase
contracting with religious organizations. its supporters arzuce that the statute was not mtended to
restructure service delivery systems but instead to provide new opportunities to the fatth conumunity.
The more immediate impact of Charitable Choice has been to lighlieht the issues of how state and local
auencies can involve congregations and faith-based orcanizations in weltare reform. and how
congregations can respond o the changing needs in thewr communities.

Related WIN web pages include privatization and communitv-hased stralegies.

This web page 1s arranged in the following order:

WIN On-Line Products Related 1o Faith-Based Involvement
Organizations

Publications

State and Local Program Examples

Providers

From the Welfare Information Network

"Frequent)v Asked Questions” from State and Local Agencies About Involving the Faith
Community in Weltiare Reform, by Jessica Yates, November 1998

Partnerships with the Faith Community in Weltare Reform, Issue Note, March 1998

Organizations

Alliance for Redesianine Government

American Civil Liberties Union, Church and State Site

American Jewish Conuress

American Mushim Counctl, (202) 789-2202

1 ot 10 [ 2899 315 PAM
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Ameticans United for Separation of Church and State

Aspen Institute Nonprofit Sector Research Fund

Aspen Institute Faith and Public Policy Prouram

Call 1o Renewal

Catholic Charities

Center for Community and Interfaith Partnerships, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), (202) 708-3630

Center for Public Justice

Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy at the Urban [nstitute

Churches at Work. a web site sponsored by World Vision

Congress of National Black Churches

Faith Community Forum ol Healthy Cities

Information Services Clearinghouse, Howard University Divinity School. (202) 806-0756

Independent Sector

[nterfuith Community Network: provides training, holds conferences and issues publications for
community ministries. 1-888-529-5254.

International Union of Gospel Missions

Jim Castelli, Independent Writer/Rescarcher

J .M. Dawson Institute of Church-State Studies

Pew Charitable Trusts Religion Project

Presbyterian Church (USA) Washington Office, (202) 543-1126

Special Events

"National Summit on the Churches and Welfare Reform,” convened by Call to Renewal, February 1-3,
1999, in Washington, D.C., (202) 328-8745

Publications

A Guide to Charitable Choice: The Rules of Section 104 of the 1996 Federal Welfare Law Governing
State Cooperation with Faith-based Social-Service Providers. From the Center for Public Justice and the
Christian Leval Society's Center for Law and Relivious Freedom. January 1997, (410) 263-5909.

Americans United for Separation of Church and State - Levislative Information on Charitable Choicee

20110 1:28/99 5:15 PM
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Arise. Take up Thy Mat and Walk. By Rev. Stephen Burger. International Union ol Gospel Missions

Can churches save America? Some politicians say faith-based programs cure social ills. But the needs
are hugee and backlash erows, by Joseph P. Shapiro with Andrea R. Wright, U.S. News and World
Report, Special Report. date unknown.

Can the Churches Save the Cities? Faith-Based Services and the Constitution, by Isaae Kramnick and R,

Laurence Moore. The American Prospect no. 35 (November-December 1997): 47-53

Charitable Choice Expansion Act ol 1998 (Introduced in the Senate). S 2046, May 1998, Pending
Legistation, introduced by Sen. John Asherott (R-MO) on May 7 to expand 'Charttable Choice' 1o most
(\.dur.lll\ funded social services, including substance abuse prevention and treatment, housing.
abstinence cducation. and j juvenile and child weltare services.

Charitable Choice. from the Public Religion Project. January 1998

Charitable Choice: Will This Provision of Weltare Reform Survive Constitutional Scrutiny!
Perspectives, by Joel Weaver, T.C. Williams School of Law, University Ot Richmond. bprmg 1997,

"Church-Based Mentoring: A Program for Mentoring Ministries,” United Way of Southeastern
Pennsvlvania. 1994, Contact the Points of Light Foundation. (800) 272-8300.

* Churches at Work in Communities: Strateeies to Improve Local Job Opportunitics. World Vision.
1990, Covers cach element of a comprehensive and integrated community-based stratezy tor helping
people find and keep jobs while boosting the focal cconomy. (S13.50: Order from World Vision. UWS.
Ministrics. Dept. $12.919 West Huntington Drive, Monrovia, CA 91016)

Churches Help Make Weltare Reform Work. Hudson Institute Weltare Poliey Center

Coats Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1998 (Enrolled Bill (Sent to President)). S. 22006
Signed by President Clinton Oct. 27, 1998, Among other things. this law has specific provisions
(Section 67‘)) for awarding grants and contracts to ulwlom orzanizations under the Community
Services Block Grant (CSBG) Program. It differs from sev eral Section 104 "Charitable Choice”
provisions of PRWORA, mdudmu a statement requiring that the ” "the program is implunuucd mna
manner consistent with the Establishment Clause ol the Tirst amendment to the Constitution” and that
religious organizations scgregate government funds provided under CSBG into a separate account to be
audited. Scarch at htp://thomas.loc.cov {or the enrolled bhill S. 22006,

Constitutional and Policy Problems with Senator Asherolt's "Charitable Choiee” Provisions. trom
Americans United for Separation of Church and State

Cross Purposes: Will Conservative Welfure Reform Corrupt Relivious Charities?, by Amy Sherman.
Heritave Foundation Policy Review, Fall 1995

Cuomo Calls on Faith-Based and Community Groups to Form New Partnership with HUD, March 6,
1998

D.C.-Arca Ties o Religious Congregations, by Eric C. T\\'oml)l_v and Carol I. De Vita. Urban Institute.
Center on Nonprotfits and Philanthropy, Number 3 in Scries. "Charting Civil Society.” May 1998

Faith Based/Church Programming tor Disadvantaged Youth. Deseription of Project from Public/Private
Ventures. Also see Public/Private Venture News, Fall 1997, Vol. 13, No.1, for more information about
the project and related research.

Faith-Based Service Providers in the Nation's Capital: Can Thev Do More?, by Tobi Jennifer Printz. The
Urban Institute Charting Civil Society Project, April 1998
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"Faith-Based Social Services: A Blessing, Nota Miracle." by Jim Castelli, for the Progressive Policy
Institute, December 1997, (202) 547-0001

"Faith and Philanthropy in America.,” by Robert Wuthnow, Virginia A. Hodgkinson and Associates,
1990. Contact the Independent Sector at (202) 223-8100.

Government Fundine & Homeless Shelters Operated by Faith-Based Orvanizations, a February 1993
survev by the International Union of Gospel Missions

"Government Promotion of Faith-Based Solutions to Social Problems: Partisan or Prophetic,” by
Thomas J. Harvey, President Emeritus, Catholic Charities USA, Practioner Viewpoint Scries of the
Aspen Institute Nonprofit Sector Research Fund., July 1997, (410) 820-5230.

Guide to Effective Rescue Mission Recovery Programs: A twelve tape stalf training resource with
supporting materials, by Rev. Michael Limmatta, Director of Education, International Union of Gospel
Ministries.

Guidelines for Constitutional Implementation of Welfare Reform by Religtous Orvanizations, from
Americans United for Separation of Church and State

Heritace Foundation's Page on "Faith Based Solutions”

"How to Think About Public Partnerships with Religious Organizations.” by Jim Castelli,
FORTHCOMING for the Alliance for Redesigning Government's Public/Nonprofit High Performance
Partnerships Program. (202) 347-3190.

HUD Press Release: Cuomo Creates New HUD Center to Foster Partnerships with Community and
Faith-Based Groups. November 1997

"Implementation of Charitable Choice,” Presbyterian Church (USA) Washington Office, 1998, Contact
Douglas Grace at (202) 543-1126.

Implementing the Charitable Choice Provisions of Weltare Reform: Report ol the Texas Department of
Human Services "Charttable Chotee” Workgaroup, Mav 1, 1997

International Union of Gospel Missions & the Weltare Reform Debate

[nternet Resources for Relivious Charities, from the Chronicles of Philanthropy

New Hope for Gospel Missions? Devil's in the Details, by Rev. Stephen E. Bureer. International Union
of Gospel Missions

Not by Bread Alone: The Role of the Atrican-American Church in Inner-City Development, by Glenn
C. Loury and Linda Dathcher Loury, The Brookings Review, Winter 1997, Vol. 15, No. 1. Brookings
Institution.

Notes on Church-State Affairs, from the Journal of Church and State. J.M Dawson Institute for
Church-State Studies, Baylor University

Organizational Development Tools from the Center for Community Change. Includes how-to guides on
fund-raising, working with a board of directors, self-evaluation, running meetings and sample by-laws

for 501(¢)(3)s.

Q&A on "Charitable Choice” in Welfare Retorm (Section 104 ot P.L. 104-193), by John Horejsi, Oftice
of Family Assistance, ACF, DHHS. Includes summaries of initiatives.

"Partnership’ With Strines Attached”, by William Raspberry

4ot 10 125/99 515 PM



FFarth Based Involvement hitp: L www.oweltareinfo.ore faithbase him

* Rebuilding our Communities: How Churches Can Provide, Support and Finance Quality Housing for
Low-Income Families, by Alice Shabecoft, World Vision, 1992.

Relivion-Sponsored Social Service Providers: The Not-So-Independent Sector, by Jim Castellr and John
D. McCarthy, Working Paper Series of the Aspen Institute Nonprofit Sector Research Fund, 1997. (410)
820)-52306.

"Responding to Welfare Reform: A Report from Catholic Charities USA." by Michael Brogioli,
September 1998. (703) 549-1390

"Services and Capacity of Religious Congregations in the Metropolitan Arca.” Center on Nonprofits and
Philanthropy, The Urban Institute, 1998. (202) 857-8687 or (202) §28-1821.

"Social and Community Involvement of Religious Congregations Housed in Historic Religious
Properties: Findings from a Six-City Study.” Final Report to Partners for Sacred Places. by Ram A.
Cnaan, School of Social Work. University of Pennsylvania, Dec. 2, 1997, (215) §98-5523.

Spiritual Capital Can Save Inner-City Youth, by John 1. Dilulio Jr., Brookings Institution, December T1.
1997, from Intellectual Capital.Com.

Steps-To-Success Mentoring Prouram, Four Principles Guiding Benevolent Mentoring Ministries. from
the Christian Hope Association, Lvnden, Washington

"Summary of H.R. 3314, Fathers Count Act of 1998." by the American Public Human Services
Association. A Summary of Pending Legislation. (202) 682-0100. Includes provisions for contracting
with religious organizations.

Take It on Faith? Religion and Public Policv in Contemporarv America, by David Deviin-Foltz, A
Report on the Aspen Institute Society of Fellows Winter Symposium, February 1997 (410) §20-3320.

Touch Medicine for Welture Moms. by Barbara von der Heydt, Herttage Foundation's Policy Review,
May-June, 1997 -- Number 83

Worker Training and Assistance Program (WTAP) Training Guide, Volume HI Transition Skills.
Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor. While this guide is designed for
federal employers, other mentoring programs may find it useful. See Sections 5-7 on training mentors
and mentees and establishing mentoring agreements.

Wichita's Medical Missionaries, by Steve Rabey, Heritage Foundation Policy Review. Nov.-Dec.. 1997

Programs

in addition to the programs described below, see WIN's Issue Note "Partnerships with the Faith
Community in Weltare Reform" for information on programs in San Diego California; Anne Arundel
County, Maryland; Ottawa County, Michigan; Raleigh, North Carolina; Cuyahoga County, Ohio:
Texas; Fauquier County, Virginia and other states.

Arkansas

The Department of Human Services' Division of County Operations has established the Arkansas
Mentors Program to link religious congregations with both current welfare recipients and those leaving
the rolls. The DHS has held regional conferences to help congregations get started. The Arkansas DHS
is emphasizing that the mentoring should focus on the development of "life skills" and working with the
entire family, not just the head of houschold. Contact Carol Brown, DHS, Diviston of County
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Opcrations, Transitional Employment Assistance Support Sections, (301) 028-8251.
California

Shasta County: Faith WORKS! has a $125,000 TANF-based contract with the county to provide
mentoring and post-cmployment support serv ices o welfare recipients and welfare aid applicants. The
program began operating mid-August, 1998, Faith WORKS! began as a coalition ot congregations
providing emergency food services. Last year, the coalition, businesses, county agencics, non-profits and
others began meeting as the Welfare Reform Management Council to organize the county's response to
welfare reform. The Faith WORKS! program Is env Tsioned as a w ay o support trunsitions from welfare
to work and support those who are diverted from applying for aid. Congregations are recruited (o
provide volunteers to mentor appllunls and recipients, and FaithW ORKS! coordinates the volunteer
effort and publicizes the program's availability through presentations to job ret wdiness classes. written
material and other means. More than 30 congregations currently participate. For more imformation.
contact Mike Evans at 530-242-1492 or by ¢-mail at nukeevansfu fuith-works.org

Oukland: See Site Visit: East Oakland Faith-Based Community_Development. National Community
Building Network May 1998 Conference in Oakland. Califl: Description of church-driven community
development efforts.

Los Anveles County Department of Public Social Services held a conterence m Mav 1998 for faith
community outreach. The purpose of the meeting was both 1o inform relizious congrezations ahout
weltare polluw and programs. give the faith community an opportunity to ask questions and suggest
wavs that congregations and faith-based organizalions could get involved. The county plans to Issue
RFPs later this vear for the provision of support services. The faith community will be invited 1o respond

to the RFPs.

San Dicgo County's All Congregations Together (ACT) Progranm: Sce WIN's
338

ue Note or contact the
Rev. Rolland Stade, Faith Community Mobihzation Coordinator. at (61D 132

5S
Q_0

Also see CI m‘chcs Convert--From Opponents 1o Collaborators in Welture Retorm. by Joan Walsh.
Pacific News Service, Aug. 4. 1993,

Colorado

The state TANF reculations address contracting with religious organizations by incorporating client
protections at 3.629.5.

Florida
S e Families in Need Turn o Charities: Wellare Relorm Spurs NMove, by Sally Kestin, Sun-Sentinel
(Fort Lauderdale, FL), August 13, 1998.

Georgia

Antioch Ministries in Augusta-Richmond County: According to HUD's "Spotlighting What Works."
Vol. 2, No. 3. Antioch Ministries 1s assisting other non- ploms in (legla. Florida and Louisiana in
establishing rental rehabilitation programs. The city is considering using Antioch as a "mentor” to other
faith-based orgamzations getting mvolved in housing programs.

Michigan

As part of the Project Zero pilot, Ottawa County. Michigan, contracted with Good Samaritan Miistries
— a religious non-profit service provider ~ to recruit, train and monitor congregations that "adopt”
familics on welfare.

Religious institutions helped Detroit's Work Place, a Welfare to Work program, to publicize its services.
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Sce Ideas That Work. from the Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.
See Issue 2, November 1998 for an article on partnermg with the faith community.

Minnesota

Hennepin County's Congregations at Work initiative, part of the Children and Family Services
Department, helpLd create the HopeMakers Program. HopeMakers, with support from World Vision and
Twin Cities Urban Reconciliation Network, pllOlLd in 1997. Volunteers from partner congregations
work with low-income individuals through a Christian-based curriculum to prondu meals and
mentoring, pre-employvment (instructional) services and child care. The county's Training and
Employment Services and local employers work as partners in providing unplovmuu services. In
addition to HopeMakers, the Congregations at Work inttiative worked with community partners to
publish an interfaith newsletter and xmllopollmn church directories to provide additional referral
services and increased access to community resources. Consultation. information services and
workshops are also being provided to congregations interested m working with community families and
community development. The county provides mn-kind services and some statf resources. For more
information, contact Waverly Hanson, (012) 821-4522.

The St. Paul Arca Council of Churches is working to educate arca congrezations and help them become
mvolved in welfare reform and community need more generallv. The Council recognizes model
programs and facilitutes congregations' mentoring one another in offering services. A current project of
the Council s to publish a manual entitled "The Role of Churches in Support of Welfare Reform™ and
plans for workshops on congrezational involvement later this year.

In Washington County. Minnesota. tour churches. a non-profit and a business have started the
"Rivertown Car Care Clinic.” which uses volunteers to help repair the cars of low-income people tor
free. For more information. contact Margy Mattlin at Ascension Episcopal Church, 6012-439-2009.
Source: The McKnight Foundation's "Weltare to Work" newsletter. March 1995 Contact 012-333-4270
for the newsletter.

Mississippi

Mississippi's Faith and Familics Program preceded federal weltare reform programs. For an article. seu:
Delta Foree, by Joe Laconte, Heritage Foundation, Policy Review Journal, January - February 1996.
Number 75.

New Jersey

On Dec. 3. 1998, New Jersev held a statewide conference, sponsored by the New Jersey Department off
Human Services in partnership \\l[h th Work First New Jersev Faith-Based Orzanizations Task Force,

For more iformation, call (609) 388-7914.

Also see "37 church uroups cet state grants,” by Herb Jackson. The Record. Wednesday. December 23,

1998.

North Carolina

JUBILEE's Families First Program: JUBILEE (a project of the N.C. Council of Churches) is providing
technical assistance o congrevations who want to organize a mentoring program. Staft assist
congregations in forming faith teams, contacting their focal DSS offices and being matched up with
Work First clients. The project has ereated a brict manual, "Familics First: An Adopt-a-Work First
Family Initiative." Project JTUBILEE is also working with counties to help them hold community forums
and "resource fairs.” survey taith-based organizations on their services, and create faith community
coordinator positions. (919) 400-7666; tor the manual, (919) 489-3839. (A new manual on health care
ministries will be published in 1999.)

In Forsvth County. Living Water Family Resource Center 1s a collaboration between First Start Inc. (a
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coalition of tour churches) and Forsvth Early Childhood Partnership, this community's non-profit Smart
Start agency. Services include preschool, prenatal care. dental care and parent education. (336)
650-0633.

The Jobs Partnership of Raleizh is a non-profit alliance of congregations and businesses. and currently
does not recetve government funding. Individuals can participate in the 1 2-week program by their own
volition or through referral from the local welfare agency.

The N.C. Association for Community Development Corporations offers a range of traimning and
capacity-building assistance to pastors and faith-based organizations. The Z. Smith Revnolds is
supporting the Church and CED Project. which began in 1997,

Forsvth County (Winston-Salem) held a "Faith Acts as Welfare Changes” conference to help mobilize
the faith community's efforts in responding to welfare reform. While the county Department of Social
Services provided louistical support. members of the steering committee that planned the conference
were almost entirely from the faith community. The conference. held Nov. 501995 featured mnovative
faith-based programs dealing with child care. transportation, employment and training. mentorimg. and
other issues. Workshops were held to help participants plan their own strategies and program ideas for
their congregations. Contact WIN tor more imformation, 202-628-3790, ¢xt. 23

Ohio

"Habitat for Children is a unique collaborative effort between the Loraim County Public Children
Services Agency and Compassion Baptist church. Church volunteers participate in child protective
acuvities b\ laullmlmu and supervising visitation, transporting children and families to dppomlmulb
mentoring families involved with the child protection systems. and other Lypes of supportive services.”
Source: "101 Brilliant Ideas tor Local Partnerships.” by the Ohio Works First Linkages Committee. Jun
1998, Contact the Lorain County PCSA, (440) 329-5340. for more information.

Pennsylvania

Pennsvivania Faith-Based Orvanizations o Reach Qutio Weltare Clients, from the Pennsyvivania
Department of Public Weltare, through PRNewswire, Dec. 7, 1998,

Texas

Starting with a December 1996 executive order from the governor encouraging stale agencies to use this
provision. the Texas Department of Human Services (DHS) established a workuroup to examine the
agency’s current extent of contracting with the faith community. identify barriers to doing so and
suggest ways Lo best implement Charitable Choice. The workgroup held a state-wide conference in 1997
and used recommendations from participants (o issue a report.

Texas DHS described its follow-up efforts to that report in an August 1998 newsletter. Among the
partnerships initiated arc a Memorandum of Understanding between the Tyler DHS office and PATH
(People Attempting to Help)., DHS technical assistance and in-kind support for the Job Partnership of
Washington County, and a volunteer program between DHS in San Antonio and Lutheran Social
Services of the South. For more information. contact Sharon Zambrzycki at shazam@odhs.state.tx.us.

Family Pathtinders links certain Texans receiving public assistance with a wide range of civic clubs,
churches. synagoguces and other community organizations throughout the state. The program
complements the work these organizations already do by helping them target specitic families on public
assistance and focus on therr immediate needs.

From the Food Rescarch and Action Center: "The Greater Dallas Community of Churches has been a
leader in a multi-vear effort to expand access to and participation in the Summer Food Program through
collaborating with such institutions as the Dallas schools. Dallas Parks and Recreation Department,
churches, Boys and Girls Clubs, AmeriCorps. and local corporation volunteers.”
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Yermont

The Good News Garage helps low income residents of Chittenden County and surrounding arcas of
Vermont with affordable lmmpmmnon A program of Lutheran Social Scrvices of Now England. it
reconditions donated cars and gives them to people in need. Good News Garage also offers auto repairs
at an affordable rate and van pooling connecting bus routes and job sites.

Virginia

In Fairfax County. a coalition of religious congregations, community-based non-profit agencies, the
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors and the county Department of Family Services hu_um a partnership
in 1996. That was the same vear the state's welfare reform program began in the county. which has a
population ol more than 9¢ 0,000, Faith (ommumllw in Action (FCIA) vathered mformation on
community services offered by individual congregations and grouped them in a directory by the tvpe off
service offered and the %o”mplm area of the congregation. FCTA recently held its second conference.
which featured innovative ways the faith community can respond to w elfare reform, speakers {rom the
uov unmumll non-profitand religious communities, and w olkshops that gave participants a made-up
"family case” and challenged them to find wavs to help the " family” llnotwh county. non-profit and
LOH”FC"J[IOHJI resources. Lmdushlp ol FCIA alternates each vear between a governmental ofticial and
a leader of the faith community. Contact FCIA at St. Matthew's United Methodist Church at (703)
978-3300 or Marilvn Bursch at the County Department of Family Services at (703) 324-3403.

[n Alexandria, Virginia, ALIVE! (ALcxandrians InVolved Ecumenically) has a new Family
Independence Program through which volunteer mentors from congregations. community groups and
businesses ure p.urul with low-income individuals strugaling to make the transition 1o work. ALIVE!.
28-vear-old service organization. provides traming for the volunteer mentors and conducts follow-up
mectings with them. A full-time program director “and case manager are available to provide back-up
support. and those staff ensure that clients are referred to the appropriate city services. The program
works with the city's Office of Emplovment Traimning and local community- hased service providers. The
program is funded by the Robert W ood Johnson Foundation. other local foundations, the United Way
and the City of Alexandria. Contact (703) 348-0144 for more information.

Washington

The Christizin Hope Assoctation, a community development organmization in Lvnden, Washington. has
implemented assistance, work expericnce. mentoring and other programs. Sce the organization's web site
for more information.

Welfare to Work Competitive Grantees: The Emplovment and Training Administration. DOL.
announced first round winners tor competitive WIW grants on May 27, 1998. These two organizations
were among the winners:

Catholic Social Services of Albuguerque, N.M . received a $1.3 million grant to offer services to wellare
recipients with multiple barriers to employment. (505) 247-9521.

Bethel New Life in Chicago received a $2.7 million grant to offer services to hard-to-employ wellare
recipicents through a holistic approach. Partners include Lutheran Family Mission and Gateway
Foundation. (773) 826-5540.

Other Innovative Practices Sites:

Sece the Churches at Work web site sponsored by World Vision, which is building a database ol
cxamples church-operated social services.

The [nterfaith Community Ministry Network site also summarizes faith-based programs from IHlinois.
Kentucky, Texas and other states.
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Service Providers

For information on providers of certain services, please click on the relevant program area from WIN's
index 0] program and management issue arcas or from the list of providers. WIN would like 1o list
organizations/individuals who are availuble to provide technical assistance to government agencies,
community-bused organizations and religious entities for the purpose of addressing the im olvement of
the faith community in welfure reform. WIN lists or gunizations and vendors as an mf()imuuonul service
only. These lists are not exhaustive, and WIN does not endorse any particular vendor or service
provider. nor does WIN vouch for the quality or effectiveness of the services provided. As with any
procurement, potential purchasers will want to carefully check the expericnce and references of
interested providers. Organizations and vendors interested in being included in future listings are
invited to contact WIN at the e-muail address shown above or by mail at 1000 Fermont Ave, NI, Suite
600, Washington, DC 20005.

[nterfaith Community Network: provides training, holds conferences and issues publications for
community ministries. Prozram development consulting services include: Domestic violence,
Employmment scrvices, Medical clinics, Homeless support. Organizational development and fundimg
consulting also 1s available. 1-888-529-5254.

[f vou have any questions. comments or additions, please e-mail wellfinfoig welfareinto.org

Wellare Information Network Home Pacc/WIN-Site Update/WIN-Hot Topies /WIN
Publications/Prouram and Manavement Issue Index/Weltare Related Links/Scarch WIN's Site
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"Frequently Asked Questions" from State and Local Agencies
About Involving the Faith Community in Welfare Reform

by Jessicu Yates

This "Frequently Asked Questions” guide describes some of the issues that state and local otficials have
encountered as thev address how the faith community can be involved m wellare reform efforts. 1 is
based on issues raised by state officials in a small discussion croup convened by the Weltare
[nformation Network on July 22,1998, in Washington, D.C. WIN has heard many of these questions
from locual otficials as well.

The cuide does not attempt to provide authoritative answers for any of these questions. as a "one size 1its

all” dpplOdLh is not appropriate for issues that are so dependent on the historical relationships between

the faith commmunity and the zovernment in cach jurisdictuon. However. this guide does outline wavs that

some of vour peers have Llpplo‘uhul a particular question or issue. and offers some of the lessons lhq

have learned. WIN welcomes vour comments on this guide. Please contact Jessica Yates at (202)
628-3790. exL. 23, or e-mail her at vateswina well: wemnfo. org.

WIN has other related resources available, such as program examples. rescarch and policy analvses. and
state and national contacts related to faith-based mitiatives. To access this information. sce:

WIN's web site on faith community ivolvement,
Do ewaeovelfarcinto oo faithhase um

WIN's Issuce Note, Partnerships with the Faith Communiny in Welfare Reform,
by Jessica Yates, March 1998 or contact WIN by phone or ¢-mail.

Planning Outreach

Q: Officials in my state are interested in increasing the involvement of the faith
community in welfare reform. As a state official or staff person, what are my first
steps?

A: That depends on vour state’s goals for taith community nvolvement and the roles that
vour state will be plaving in achieving those goals. State policy-makers and officials
interested in this issuc may find it helptul to outline the objectives and some of the roles
thev would like vour state to take in involving the faith community. Even if these roles have
not been decided by state leaders, program stalT can help state agencies think through the
potential roles, which include:

Conducting outreach and providing information

Providing organizational education and training (including capacity-building)
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Removing "barriers” to greater faith community involvement
[ncluding faith community representation on task forees
Creating specific task torces for faith community involvement
Providing volunteer education and traimniny

Providing funding through grants, contracts or vouchers for welfare reciprents
to use in purchasing their own services

Working with local agencies to involve the faith community

States may want to consider implementing such activities incrementally, so that a
productive dialogue can be established with the faith community before formal programs or
funding mechanisms are put in place to "involve” them.

Q I am with a local ageney that is interested in increasing the faith community’s
involvement in my area. What steps can 1 take at the local level?

Az Local agencies. especially those i states with county-administered weltare systems.
have considerable discretion to initiate faith community outreach and programs. Bul
recardless of state and local responsibilities. the involvement of individual congrezations
and small faith-based organizations will likely be at the Tocal level. Local agencies
interested in involving the faith community can use the same approaches identitied for state
officials in the preceding question. Much of this "Frequenty Asked Questions™ guide can be
applied to local deciston-making.

Q: Local agencies in my state have a high degree of autonomy in pursuing and
structuring p.ntncxslnps around welfare reform. What are some state slrdtcmc for
involving the faith community given the desire to maintain these roles?

: In cither county-administered wellare systems or where states have opted to emphasize
]oullv driven initiatives, state agencies still can take steps to involve the faith community.
Examples include: :

providing lcadership by holding state-wide conferences focused on faith
community involvement;

clarifying federal and state rules that may affect how local agencies partner
with the faith community;

providing technical assistance lo l cal agencies, such as "promising pructiccs"
for program desizn or necds asscssments to better match the faith community’s
resources with local needs:
promoting local initiatives on state web sites and publications: and
identitving potential funding sources for inttiatives with the faith community.
Q: We're planning to hold a conference or outreach meeting with members of the faith
community, What are some of the steps we need to take to .1V()ld offending someone, to

maintain appropriate church/state roles, and to be successful in engaging the faith
community?

A State and local officials who are planning the agenda and mviting participants may want

ro frequent him
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to start by learning about their jurisdiction’s faith community. Specifically:
How many "faith communities” are in your jurisdiction? The term "faith
community” can be misleading, since the congregations and organizations that
constitute the faith community are highly diverse
Who are the "key plavers” in vour state or community”

What are the "turf™ issues that often surface among these key players?

What are religious congregations and other organizations already doing? In
terms of Jd\omw Political activitics? Services?

What role do faith-based organizations want to play at the state and local
levels?

What is the capacity ol these organizations to network with other community
partners? To expand existing programs? To bid on and administer government

contracts”?

To avoid pereeptions of "favoritism.” officials may want to have many different faiths and

denominations represented at meetings. Gw\'mplm representation also is important. Part of

the challenge 1s to become familiar w ith the protocols of different congregations.,
denominations and faiths so vou will know who 1s the appropriate mvitee. Many
communitics have inter-taith orzanizations who may already be involved inweltare reform.
The participation of inter-faith alliances in duency outreach is important. but wmum will
need to look bevond such groups o get an accurate picture ol the community’s religious

makceup. [\puluuui state offictals suggest that the first imvitation be extended to the senior

clergy person of the denomination.

Anticipate that participants will lack mformation or have mis-information about welture
reform, and be prepared to educate participants about weltare reform through presentations
and publications. In addition, an outrcach conference should suggest innovauve ideas.
model programs and resources for members of the faith community who are ready to
become more involved in welfare reform, and an action plan for following up with those
members after the conference.

Q: How do I learn about the leaders, protocols, objectives and services of different
denominations and faiths?

A: Many religious leaders have additional leadership roles in their communitics. Look to
cl cted offictals, business leaders. board members ol non-profit organizations and other
venues to identify potential contacts with members of the faith community.

Staff from other offices in your state or local government who have experience in refugee
resettlement. child care or other scrvices may be able to help. Peers from neighboring states
or jurisdictions who also are trying to facilitate greater faith community involvement may

be able to share ideas for approaching particular denominations or faiths. For example, New

Jersey conducted a state-wide survey of religious congregations to gather base-line data on
serviees they already arce providing.

Q: What should we expect from the faith community when holding an outreach
meeting or conference?

A: The faith community is diverse. so it will not respond "as a whole." Instead, some
orvanizations will be interested in getting more involved i welfare reform, and some will
not. Some may want to be service providers, some may offer volunteers or factlities, and
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others will want to be advocates tor the clicnts. In addition, some may ask state or local
government to change its policies. It may be helpful to identily major issues and concerns in
advance in order to cffectively respond to conference participants who recommend changes
in welfare policies.

Participants may have many positive ideas as well. In particular, invite suggestions [rom
members of the faith community on how they want to be involved. and on how state or local
covernment can reduce barriers to their mvolvement.

Meeting organizers may want o prepare other state and local officials for talking with the
faith community participants. For example. officials likely will hear religious and spiritual
messages from some participants.

Q: What if the faith community doesn’t respond in the way we expected to our call for
areater involvement?

A: Governmental survevs and academic research have documented the significant work
faith-based organizations already do for thetr communities. and many religious leaders may
alreadyv feel highly "involved™ in weltare reform. H the primary goal — i reality or through
perception in the faith community - is that congregations arc expected to start providing
services that were provided by the government prior to welfare reform. or that the fuith
community is needed to help tamilies who are about to be dropped from the weltare rolls.
the faith community may react strongly against efforts o "involve™ congregations i wellare
reform. In addition, il a government official or ageney asks the taith community to do
"more.” it may be interpreted as a eriticism that congrezations are not domny cnough.

One approach to avoiding such negative perceptions is to ensure that congregations and
local orcanizations are recognized for their current contributions to the community. and that
they feel appreciated by state and local officials. In addition, less formal communication
with members of the faith community prior to holding a formal mecting or conference may
help reveal potential arcas of mistrust or misunderstandings. Also. the state or local
agency’s objectives for involving the faith community may need to be revisited after
learning from members of the faith community what they want to achieve through their
mvolvement.

Developing Partnerships

Q: We believe that some congregations and other faith-based organizations need to
build their capacity, in terms of both volunteering arrangements and financial
arrangements, in order to bring more to our partnerships. What can we do to facilitate
that?

A: State and local agencies can strengthen the capacity of faith-based organizations and
other small non-prolit providers through several approaches:

training in mentoring and working with welfare recipients. which should

includc issues related to proselvtization if the recipients will be referred to those
organizations by weltare agencies

training in risk management, hiability laws and other organizational issues
training in obtaining non-profit 3O1(c)(3) designation

training in grant writing, responding to REPs and other funding opportunitics

examining state and local policies that may impose disproportionate
administrative burdens on small organizations
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examining procedures for publicizing funding opportunitics

The impact of state and local training and outrcach funds can be maximized by broadening
the audience to include both faith-based organizations and other small non-profit providers.

Training related to grants and contracts must be done in a way that does not violate
procurement regulations or procedures. It is important that the training be timed so that it
does not appear 1o be related to a speeitic grant or contract opportunity. For example, once
an RFP is issued for a welfare-related contract, it may not be appropriate to provide advice
or training to faith-based organizations who may be bidding on the contract.

Q: We are considering a partnership with a religious organization to provide
voluntary services to welfare clients. The social services agency will refer clients to the
organization. What are some of the things we need to address in forming this
partnership?

A: These types of partnerships, which frequently aim to provide mentoring and support to
welfare clients as they transition to work, do require the social services agency that is
referring the clients to take an active role in the partnership. The agency sets explicit criteria
for who can be referred to the program, including whether harder-to-serve clients (c.g. with
substance abuse or mental health problems) are appropriate referrals. In addition, it
important to communicate:

S

to the client, the expectations of participating in the program and what aspects
of 1t are voluntary versus mandatory;

to the religious organization, the expected length of the commitment to the
client;

to the religious organization, about client confidentiality issucs;

with the religious organization, about what types of activities are appropriate
and what may be inappropriate, including gudance on prosclytization,
involvement in congregational activities, etc.; and

with the religious organization, about what to expect from the client and the
potential progress of the client.

Many agencies have found that it helps to have the religious organization and client outline
a written plan for the client’s progress, so all parties are clear on cxpectations. A
"trouble-shooting" mechanism to help both clients and volunteers with problems also helps
to ensure a smoother partnership. This can be in the form of case worker discussions with
both partics individually and together to resolve disputes.

Volunteers will be in a better position to assist clients if they arc aware of the range of
resources available in the community. Agencics can help by providing volunteers with lists
of resource organizations, ideas and "best practices” for arranging transportation and child
care, and information about what services the client already can access from the agency.

Q: We are considering having a program to establish a variety of partnerships with
religious organizations to provide voluntary services. What are some of the options for
setting up this program?

A: When a state or local agency wants to establish a program to foster and manage
partnerships. agencies can either dedicate staff for the purpose of the program or contract
with a third party. The latter arrangement often is with an established, religiously atfiliated

hup.swwwowelfaremnto.ore tregquent itm
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non-profit organization that has the capacity to manage the administrative requirements ot a
large volunteer program, bul is also sensitive to the lLll”lOUb missions and capacitics of
conuregations who are volunteering.

Whether agency stalfor a third party administers the volunteer program, issucs will arise
over how sensitive the program administrator is to the cultural and religious difterences off
the various faith communities who want to be involved. Some states have felt that a
religiously affiliated third-party administrator is better suited to bridge those divides than
ageney stalf. This will depend on how the third-party organization is perecived by others i
the faith community.

« What do words like "religious organization” and "proselvtization' mean in the
- = .
context of the partnerships we’'re considering?

Az State or local jurisdictions should consider these terms when working on contracting
arrangements that are covered by Scction 104 of the federal welfare reform faw. P.L.
104-193. also known as the "Charitable Choice” provisions. Contracting with funds under
the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families Program is covered by Scction 104, The Taw
does not offer definitions of "religious orzanization™ and "proselvtization.” and although
some states mav have defined these terms in case law related o schooling or other issues.
thev are not familiar to many contract officers

Given the lack of precedents. states and local jurisdictions 2 cenerally have avorded leaally
binding definitions i therr contracts, especially as to what constitutes proselvtization.
Instead. dralogue and "gut mstinet™ are ”mdm” the implementation of the ban on
pledm/dllon when contracting with federal Tunds. This approach could include: ensuring
that orzanizations bidding on a contract know in advance about the prohllmlon on using the
contract tunds for pm:d_\ll/.dllon, talking with the contracting organization about the state
or local ageney’s expectations. and the consequences ol any problems reported with
l)lOsLlVll/dllOl] and ensuring that participants are aware of the ban and what steps they can
take 1f they fecl uncomfortable receiving services from a religious provider. For ex: imple.
Scction 104 provides welfare recipients the right to scek alternative ¢ providers. Religious
organizations have certain rights under Section 104 as well. (For more detatls on the Law,
contact WIN or see WIN's web site at furp /iy welfareinfo orgfaithbase. him.

Q: Do I need to be concerned with such issues when the religious organization is
providing mentoring or other services on a non- -reimbursable basis?

A: States and localities have more discretion in this area. Although Section 104 pertains
strictly to the expenditure of funds, some state and local agencies have policies prohibiting
proselytization where the clients are referred {rom the wellare agency to the religious
organization for support, mentoring or other activities that are not reimbursed. Some
jurisdictions feel it is inappropriate for the welfare agency to be involved in religious
messages Lo clicnts. Some agencies also want to make sure that the organization 1s
adequately focused on helping clients achieve self=sufficiency.

In addition, the religious rights of clients should be considered. Some advocates are
concerned that even where clients are notified of their right to decline services from a
religious organization. they may not out of a fear of Io>1ng their benefits. Where agencies
choose not to have a policy on proselytization for their volunteer programs, they may wish
to anticipate how they would respond to client questions or complaints about religious
messages. Another approach is to refrain from making a direct referral to a particular
relicious organization and instead provide the elient with a list of community resources

Managing Partnerships

Q: We currently are partnering with a religious organization that provides voluntary
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services to welfare recipients. The volunteers are discouraged by the progress of the
clients we have referred to them. What can we do to address this situation?

A: Many mentoring and other voluntary service programs through which the volunteer has a
long-term commitment to a clicnt incorporate both initial tramning Jnd pulodn trutning for
volunteers. Volunteers often need to be reminded that small suceesses count and can lead 1o
significant progress in the long run. Volunteers also need access o case workers and other
professionals who can provide advice, suggestions and support.

Agencies can further encourage volunteers by establishing "support groups™ — cither with or
without an agency representative present — that provide a regular forum for volunteers to
share their experiences and offer cach other suggestions.

Q: We have a partnership with a religious organization to provide mentoring services
to welfare clients on a voluntary basis. We would like to expand this program and
provide reimbursement to the organization. What are our options?

A An advantage to considering financial partnerships after having established voluntary
partnerships 1s that the welfare ageney and religious organization will alrcady have a
relationship and open communication to assess what type of financial arrangement is best,
Contracts with TANF funds arc covered by Section 104 of the federal w elfare reform law
(sce above). In addition to the provisions of Seetion 104, the agency and religrous
orvanization will need to follow state and locul procurcment plogulurub While the agencey
mav be knowledgeable about the relevant laws and procedures. the religious organization
may not. Sometimes organizations mterested in government funding become less interested
when informed of the full mplications. Some agencies have been wary as welll since
Scction 104 provides weltare recipients the thl Lo request an alternative to the relizious
provider — a scenario with cost imphcations.

Vouchers using TANF funds also are covered by Seetion 104, but the ban on prosclvtization
does not Llpplv to cxpenditures with vouchers. Generally, voucher arrangements require
many different providers, which some jurisdictions may not have. and may be more ditficult
to manage if performance reporting 1s required.

A third option is to consider privately tunding the religious organization’s services through
foundation supporl support from the business community or other sources. While this may
be perceived as "less sceure™ than government funding, it may give the laith-based provider
more flexibility in scrvice delivery. In this case. the state or local weltare agency can play a
role in identifving potential funders. providing technical assistance i program
development, and helping the religious organization develop relationships with other
providers

Q: As part of our program rules, we have required that religious organizations do not
proselytize to welfare clients or try to pressure them to attend religious services. We
are getting some complaints from clients. What do we do?

A: I vou have a contract with a religious organization, this should be looked at primartly as
a contract issue. because that is the legal instrument governing the partnership. Any service
contract should provide for the steps an agency will take due to non-comphance with
contract provisions, and those should be followed. Especially in a first-time contract with a
religious organization. it may be appropriate to provide for graduated steps. starting with
technical assistance or guidance around the issuc, a discussion or written warning, or
increased oversight or site visits. Generally, contract termination or failure to renew are
options that are considered last. Another preventive or anticipatory measure for first-time
contracts is to make the contract term no longer than 12 months. so that both the
covernment ageney and religious organization will have a "pilot time” to assess the
relationship.
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If you have a formal but non-financial arrangement with a religious organization — for
example, through voluntecring or mentoring — a discussion of rules and expectations may
help clarify what is appropriate when that organization’s volunteers want to provide moral
support to clicnts. Some organizations may sce proselytizing as integral to any
communication they should have with welfare clients, and there may be situations where it
1s best to find alternative ways for that organization to be involved in welfare reform.

WIN Staff Contact: Jessica Yates, vateswinwelfureinfo.org

The Welfare Information Network is supported by grants from the Annic E. Casey Foundation, the
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See WIN’s web site for links for further information
on faith-community involvement, including initiatives,
events and resource contacts.
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