Frdes: Faith and Money in the
Bush Administration

By Rick Cohen

Editors’ Note: Religious organizations have always been a part of the voluntary sector. Religious
congregations are natural communities of mutual aid and, beyond that, have acted as providers
of mission-oriented charity and organizers of social justice work. Although there have always
been worries about the potential for embedded prosyletization in such situations, religious organ-
1zations have a unique capacity to mobilize resources through calling people to a lived morality.
Their work reflects the soul of our sector.

The following article by Rick Cohen does not address the role of religious organizations in the
nonprofit sector, but rather illuminates the deceptions and dangers that sometimes occur when pol-
itics and nonprofits mix for political ends. The result is potentially a threat to the integrity of our
sector, and to an honest debate about social policies on which the work of nonprofits depends. This
article is the first in what we hope will be an ongoing series of thvestigative articles around the non-
prafit sector. We look forward to your feedback. Write to us at feedback@nonoprofitquarterly.org.

ATASTROPHIC EVENTS LEAD SOME PEOPLE
to turn to religion for explanations,
solace, and solutions. The August 29th
landfall of Hurricane Katrina, a cata-

. . taking care of ourselves.”” According to
Hurricane Katrina . ..
Louisiana Congressman Richard Baker, God

pays attention to U.S. domestic policy, conclud-

moved religious and
g ing that God “cleaned up” New Orleans’ public

political leaders alike.

clysm resulting in the deaths of over
1,400 people along the Gulf Coast and causing
more than $75 billion in damages, the costliest
hurricane in American history and the deadliest
since 1928, moved religious and political leaders
alike to plumb the catastrophe for spiritual
lessons.

Politicians weren’t shy about reaching conclu-
sions about the theological underpinnings of the
natural disaster. New Orleans Mayor Ray Nagin
decided that God was upset with America
because of its invasion of Iraq under false pre-
tenses and because of “black America . . . not

housing stock, succeeding where the city, state,
and federal governments had failed.? The chair of
the New Orleans city council picked up on that
theme and suggested that God had been trying
to cleanse the city as he had previously done a
few years back with Sodom and Gomorrah.*
Among religious leaders, Pat Robertson of
the Christian Broadcasting Network said God
took out His or Her wrath on New Orleans
because of abortion.” Former Nixon Administra-
tion official, now Christian commentator,
Charles Colson said it was God trying to remind
us about the challenge of dealing with terror-
ism.® Nationally known Fred Phelps of Topeka’s
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Westboro Baptist Church is among many who
apparently know that God punished New
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One could conclude
that a by-product of
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Orleans for the city’s welcoming attitude toward
gays and lesbians at the annual Southern Deca-
dence Party gay pride celebration.” Evangelist
Franklin Graham, Billy’s scion, concluded that
God punished New Orleans for its “black spiri-
tual cloud,” including Satan worship, orgies,
drugs, alcohol, and also, of course, “sexual per-
version”.® On the Trinity Broadcasting Network,
Hal Lindsey concluded that Katrina was God’s
pronouncement that we were headed into the
final days as prophesied in the Bible.’

But maybe they all got it wrong. One could
conclude that a by-product of Hurricane Katrina
was a shot in the arm for a program that many
religious leaders and many of the political
leaders all verbally support, the Bush Adminis-
tration’s Faith-Based Initiative.

Organizations affiliated with Robertson and
Graham have been direct and lucrative benefici-
aries of the Faith-Based Initiative, but some of
the momentum of the program had stalled in the
wake of criticisms from the Initiative’s own staff
and lackluster leadership from the Bush Admin-
istration itself. For many observers, the Bush
Administration’s early “can do” approach
emphasizing managerial competence in the
delivery of federal programs faltered badly in
many areas, culminating in the continuing
abysmal performance of Bush’s appointees at the
Federal Emergency Management Administration
(FEMA). The faith-based initiative seemed to
head down the same path, failing to achieve
President Bush’s own ambitions for the effort.
Perhaps the natural disasters of Hurricanes
Katrina, Rita, and Wilma may have added a pulse
to a key Administration program that showed all
the energy of a patient on life support.

The Administration’s faith-based initiative
has generated energetic public debate on lots of
issues since its inception in 2001: whether the
program would cross the line between church
and state; whether federal money would end up
in the hands of organizations that discriminated
in their decisions on whom to hire and whom to
serve; whether religious providers would take
advantage of their federal contracts to engage in
religious proselytizing; whether faith-based pro-
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grams do or don’t deliver certain programs more
effectively than their secular counterparts.

But what actually happened in the course of
implementing the President’s faith-based
program itself? What resulted in terms of shifts
in funding? And did the faith-based initiative
ever really deliver on its promise to its advocates
in the religious community, in Congress, and in
the Oval Office?

The answer may be that it fell way short,
leaving even the apostles of expanded faith-
based funding with feelings of disappointment
and abandonment. But the federal government’s
lackluster response to Katrina may be the boost
the faith-based community has been looking for
to reanimate the Administration’s initiative and
in the process move supportive legislation on
Capitol Hill.

Right Motivations

Much has been written about the origins of the
Administration’s faith-based initiative, particu-
larly the debates concerning the separation of
church and state and the potential that faith-
based service providers might use federal con-
tracts, that is, public funds, to inadvertently or
intentionally promote their religious beliefs to
program clients. Suffice to say that, regardless
of the disputable successes of the program as
implemented, President Bush came to the White
House as a believer in the power of religion in his
life and in the capacity of faith-based organiza-
tions to help people in need. His experience as
governor of Texas, influenced strongly by
Marvin Olasky, a professor at the University of
Texas at Austin, cemented his conviction that
the faith-based sector had much to offer federal
program delivery but had been inadequately
mobilized and used.

However, the situation was not as dismal as
the Bush electoral campaign implied. Much had
been done in the years prior to Bush’s accession
to pave the way for increased roles for faith-
based providers. Under President Clinton,
welfare reform included a provision in the 1996
statute permitting “charitable choice” in the
delivery of related social services,' meaning
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that faith-based organizations would not have to
strip themselves of religious symbols and
mission statements or create separate secular
501(c)(3) organizations in order to qualify. More
to the point, many of the nation’s largest multi-
service faith-based organizations had been
among the top recipients of government grants
and contracts for the delivery of multiple serv-
ices. Catholic Charities, Jewish Family Services,
Lutheran Social Services, and the Salvation
Army have long been successful applicants for
federal grants and contracts well into the hun-
dreds of millions of dollars annually. One report
suggests that three-fourths of Catholic Charities’
revenues were from federal contracts prior to
the inception of the Bush program,'' and even
the eventual director of the Faith-Based office,
John Dilulio, counted the take of these large
providers in the tens of billions long before the
prospect of a Bush victory over Gore.*

Some federal programs such as HUD’s long-
standing senior citizen housing construction
program (Section 202) have routinely dispersed
roughly half their funds to faith-based providers
such as Volunteers of America, and other HUD
subsidies have gone to faith-missioned groups
like Habitat for Humanity without problem. In
the housing and community development field,
the notion that faith-based organizations were
somehow disadvantaged would be difficult to
believe. For years, some of the nation’s top-per-
forming and most respected Community Devel-
opment Corporations, successfully tapping into
state and federal subsidies for their projects,
included Newark’s New Communities Corpora-
tion (established by Monsignor William Linder
at St. Rose of Lima church in Newark’s Central
Ward), Abyssinian Development Corporation
(Rev. Calvin Butts’s creation at Abyssinian
Baptist Church in Harlem), the Nehemiah
Project of East Brooklyn Churches which
spawned Nehemiah replications around the
nation, and numerous others.*

The key to the Administration’s faith-based
strategy might not have been opening up federal
programs to faith-based organizations per se,
but making it easier to get money into the pro-
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grams of the smaller, more fundamentally reli-
gious, frequently evangelical religious organiza-
tions that unlike Catholic Charities or Lutheran
Social Services were thought to have limited or
no access to federal grants due to obstacles
facing faith-based grant and contract applicants.
Despite their religious origins, many of the
larger service providers had established well-
run, generally secularized service delivery
models, and they could teach federal agencies a
thing or two—and frequently did—about the
interpretation of OMB circulars and agency reg-
ulations. But how could the federal government
attract the pervasively religious providers, the
kinds of groups that would affiliate with the
likes of Rev. Phelps’ Westboro church and Rev.
Graham'’s Samaritan’s Purse relief organization,
the kinds of groups not likely to easily shed their
proselytizing or their core convictions that faith
itself constituted a component of service and
recovery for people and families in need?

To justify its plans, early in the Bush Admin-
istration, the White House released a report
detailing the purported problems of faith-based
service providers in accessing and delivering
federally funded services. The report, “Unlevel
Playing Field: Barriers to Participation by Faith-
Based and Community Organizations in Federal
Social Service Programs” summarized the find-
ings of five federal departments (HHS, HUD,
Education, Labor, and Justice) on participation
by faith-based groups. The report reached the
following conclusions based on the data collec-
tion of the five departments’ faith-based centers
(established by the President’s Executive Order
13198):

e Small faith-based and secular groups
receive little federal support compared to the
size and scope of the services they provide;

¢ Federal social service programs exhibit
widespread bias against faith- and community-
based organizations;

¢ Regulations create unnecessary burdens
on these groups;

e Federal administrators have “almost
entirely ignored” the existing federal “charitable
choice” provisions in federal statutes;
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¢ Notwithstanding all of these hurdles, some
faith-based and community-based groups
receive and administer federal funds;

¢ Few federal programs have undergone eval-
uations that would guarantee that they yield
“positive results in the lives of people who need
help;”

¢ The Government Performance and Results
Act (GPRA) enacted in 1993 to encourage per-
formance-based management of federal pro-
grams has had “little discernible impact.”

The report provided a remarkable analysis
and set of conclusions reached with virtually no
data. Somehow, the review of the prospects of
faith-based groups in the federal social service
arena veered into conclusions on the inadequate
performance of federal programs overall, the
burdensome obligations of the federal “red tape”
bugaboo, and even an ad hominem attack on the
outcomes-focused GPRA.

Much of the report read not as a critique of
federal treatment of faith-based organizations,
but federal treatment of small social service
organizations unable to compete with the
economies of scale of the large service
providers. Implicitly, the White House had
acknowledged that the large, successful, and
religious service providers such as Catholic
Charities, the Salvation Army, Habitat for
Humanity, and legions more had worked the
federal system well for many decades and had
no particular barriers to overcome. But the
smaller, community-focused, frequently local
church-based or evangelical groups with
minimal connection to federal grants and con-
tracts, these were the groups facing insuperable
competitive barriers.

But even these smaller faith-based groups
might have found it difficult to warm up to the
report’s findings. Only one of the five agencies—
the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD)—actually issued a notice for
public comments about the obstacles faith- and
community-based groups faced, extending the
deadline for comments once because of the pur-
ported “high degree of interest” and response to
the first notice. The reality is that HUD got 130
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comments in response to the first notice, and 15
additional to the second.”

Of the 145 comments to HUD, only 23 organ-
izations reported obstacles based on religion in
their attempts to access HUD programs, basi-
cally when, as one respondent noted, “ministry
and Bible study (were) integral elements” of
their treatment programs. But the President’s
faith-based initiative would not have overcome
that obstacle, because in the program, federal
funding provided to pervasively religious service
providers could not be used for religious pro-
gramming or content. On the other side, 35
organizations said that there were no significant
obstacles, that the program requirements were
generally appropriate, or that they opposed the
Administration’s faith-based initiative.

What was the majority opinion? The biggest
complaint of the 81 respondents not citing reli-
gtous discrimination or giving blanket
approval was this: tnadequate levels of federal
Sfunding. This was hardly the cause that the
Administration was likely to take up, but it was
clearly the flaw, whatever one’s opinion, in the
Administration’s faith-based effort. Despite
wanting to bring in more religious nonprofits
into the federal social service delivery arena, the
Administration was unlikely to provide substan-
tial funding to make that happen given a signifi-
cant and persistent federal budget deficit
situation—unless the White House was willing
to retract its massive tax cuts.

There is, however, an unleveled playing field
that is easily documented: the gap between the
nation’s needs for human services and public
investment and the inadequate levels of avail-
able federal funding. The Unlevel Playing Field
unintentionally demonstrated one basic mis-
match—the gap between paltry empirical data
and the White House’s overreaching conclu-
sions,'® a gap that would later come back to
haunt the White House in the comments of apos-
tates from the Faith-Based office.

Nonetheless, the Administration immediately
created the White House Office of Faith-Based
and Community Initiatives, appointing an aca-
demic, John Dilulio, to run the program.
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Through executive orders, President Bush even-
tually established faith-based centers in 10
federal departments or agencies, ranging from
Health and Human Services to the Small Busi-
ness Administration. For funding, the implicit
conclusion of the Unlevel Playing Field report
was borne out. There was little new money made
available, initially a $30 million Compassion
Capital grant fund at the Department of Health
and Human Services, augmented with some-
what larger amounts in subsequent fiscal years,
but hardly an infusion of capital to respond to
the need of faith-based and secular providers
alike for more federal grant dollars to address
social needs. Agencies were faced with the more
difficult proposition of either shifting resources
away from current, proven providers toward
faith-based organizations or getting secular
providers to shift their emphases to incorporate
more of the faith-based paradigm in their pro-
grams.

Heretics

A program that might have been more bully
pulpit than funding reservoir is difficult to
manage and sell, and so it appeared to Dilulio.
After seven months on the job, he was gone,
having run afoul of the White House and critics
on the left and right. Some thought he was pitch-
ing the program too much toward black church
leaders, and his departure was described by
Boston’s Gene Rivers in tough terms: “The
message in Professor Dilulio’s departure is that
the black and the poor in the inner cities can go
to hell. It sends a signal that the faith-based
office will just be a financial watering hole for
the right-wing white evangelists.”” On the other
side, Olasky welcomed Dilulio’s departure,
noting that Dilulio’s students would appreciate
having the professor back in the classroom, and
the Hudson Institute’s Michael Horowitz under-
scored Dilulio’s resignation by calling him “the
most strategically disastrous appointee to a
senior government position in the 20-plus years
I've been in Washington . . .[who] has taken what
could have been a triumphant issue and
marched it smack into quicksand.”*®
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Dilulio had wandered off the Bush Adminis-
tration’s reservation by commenting critically
about the impact of tax cuts and making other
Democratic-sounding statements, revealing that
the registered Democrat heading the faith-based
program might have been a one-time Democrat
for a reason. It is easy to earn Bush strategist
Karl Rove’s displeasure when you get quoted in
a New York Times editorial describing yourself
as “the skunk at the picnic” for diverging with
the White House’s plan to repeal the estate tax
(Dilulio said it should be modified, but not elim-
inated)." His days were quickly numbered. After
leaving, Dilulio described his distaste for Rove’s
political influence, calling the Bush Administra-
tion the “reign of the Mayberry Machiavellis,”*
but he rapidly retreated from his own com-
ments, pronounced his “love” for President
Bush, and generally stayed out of the fray.

The blockbuster for the Administration’s
program was not Dilulio’s departure, but David
Kuo’s public denunciation of the program. The
deputy director of the office and reportedly the
author of the “charitable choice” legislation
under then Senator, later Attorney General John
Ashcroft, Kuo clearly blindsided the Administra-
tion with a widely circulated op-ed* followed by
Congressional testimony indicating that the
Administration had lost its way. While acknowl-
edging that the White House Office of Faith-
Based and Community Initiatives had introduced
a bunch of faith-based groups to the process of
learning about government grants and contracts
and had embedded faith-based offices in most
federal agencies, Kuo unleashed a devastating
critique, primarily that the President’s promise
of billions in new charitable and government
spending for his compassionate concerns had
been answered with a paltry support. He called
for bolstered Congressional oversight of the
Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives,
suggesting very clearly that the accuracy and
reliability of reports of funding going to faith-
based groups might be less than stellar. And he
suggested that the Republican support for faith-
based issues had become too focused on same-
sex marriage and other social issues to the

Kuo unleashed a
devastating critique,
primarily that the
President’s promise
of billions in new
charitable and
government
spending for his
compassionate
concerns had been
answered with a

paltry support.
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The Administration
cut taxes for the
wealthy and for
corporations and
provided subsidies
for pharmaceutical
companies, big
agri-business,

and much more,
but failed its

constituency of

faith-based groups.

detriment of the faith-based initiative’s original
commitment to addressing poverty.*

Kuo’s critique unleashed a torrent of pent up
frustration from Bush supporters and religious
leaders. New Community Church founder Rev.
Jim Dickerson in Washington, DC, denounced
the faith-based program as “just a smokescreen
to recruit blacks and minorities into the Repub-
lican Party by bribing them with money and
access to power—even while covering up cuts
in vital social programs and giving big tax cuts
to the wealthy.”*

What the Bush Administration failed to
deliver on its bottom line was the dough for the
faith-based groups lined up at the trough. The
Administration cut taxes for the wealthy and for
corporations and provided subsidies for phar-
maceutical companies, big agri-business, and
much more, but failed its constituency of faith-
based groups. In essence, in the Kuo critique,
the Bush Administration tried to buy the loyalty
of faith-based service providers on the cheap,
offering a lot of rhetoric, leaning heavily on the
social issues that motivate the religious right,
but showing little commitment to putting new
dollars into programs that would benefit faith-
based groups, potentially “turn[ing] thousands
of charities into federal clients.”*

Kuo eventually turned on the White House
for even fudging the numbers behind the Faith-
Based Initiative. In early 2005, the White House
released a tally of names of purportedly
faith-based organizations that had received
8.1 percent of the available funding from five
federal agencies (HHS, HUD, Justice, Labor, and
Education) in Fiscal Year 2003,® a proportion
that rose to 9.8 percent in Fiscal Year 20042 In
the White House report literally dozens of the
grantees listed were public agencies or other-
wise questionable as faith-based groups.

White House staff seemingly listed many
organizations simply because of their names
(e.g, “Christian” in the YW and YM agencies) as
sufficient evidence that these were faith-based
grants. Even among the somewhat verifiable
faith-based organizations themselves, the AP
reporters concluded that many of the organiza-
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tions on the list had received federal money for
decades, including for example, 93 percent of
faith-based groups listed by HUD. This wasn’t
evidence of the faith-based program’s success.
To the contrary, it showed that the White
House’s faith-based leaders could cook the
program performance books as well as any
other agency trying to justify its place in the
federal budget. Consistent with Kuo’s eviscerat-
ing comments before various Congressional
committees, the Administration’s faith-based
initiative was stronger on rhetoric than delivery.

Churches in Lieu of State

The failures of the federal, state, and local gov-
ernment responses to Hurricane Katrina, partic-
ularly in New Orleans, stand in stark relief to the
overwhelming positive press given to faith-based
nonprofits:

If it hadn’t been for the churches, I think people
here would have started to die of thirst.

— from someone in Waveland, Mississippi.”’

Long after the Red Cross pulls out and FEMA

pulls out, the churches are still going to be there.
—The promotional comment of Rev. Rick
Warren, the populist faith-based author of The

Purpose-Driven Life.

I have marveled at the miracles that have been

done—where different faith traditions have

reached out with compassion to help those in

desperate need.

—from the director of the Bush Administration’s
faith-based office during one of his online “Ask the
White House” Internet chats.” (He also added in
another speech, “Hurricane Katrina showed us faith-
based organizations doing superb work and being

way ahead of government.”

Obviously, Katrina will focus attention on the
role of the faith-based community, because
they have so magnificently stepped up to the
plate.

—according to Rabbi David Saperstein, a

Washington-based leader of Reform Judaism.*
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As we saw in the evacuation, the caring and

guidance expressed through religious institu-
tions and faith-based organizations put a face,
and a tenderness, on help extended that no gov-
ernment can.
—by an editorial page editor of the
Atlanta Journal Constitution.”

Lauding the faith-based providers became
nearly a catechism of public’s analysis of the
Katrina response. The Red Cross attracted alion’s
share of criticism of its performance, in part
because it was seen as absorbing as much as three-
quarters of charitable donations in the catastro-
phe. The Salvation Army, however, which took
second place in the donations race, seems to have
scarcely earned a sideways glance. The culmina-
tion of the faith-based success was the distribution
of $20 million of the first $90 million from the
Bush-Clinton Katrina fund to a ministers’ fund “to
address the needs of their communities and con-
gregations,” virtually a capsule articulation of the
faith-based program theory. The Bush-Clinton
team made it clear that promoting faith-based
providers would be a centerpiece of its efforts
going forward. As the two former presidents put it,
the “$20 million grant will support a ministerial
partnership with local and regional faith-based
organizations, which were instrumental in the
immediate aftermath of Hurricane Katrina but
now require our help to continue providing critical
services to their communities.”**

Faith-based leaders quickly saw opportuni-
ties for connecting the positive image of their
response to the Gulf Coast disaster with a
revival of the President’s faith-based compas-
sion. Faith-based program director Jim Towey
acknowledged that he was in frequent contact
with church leaders in the aftermath of the
federal government’s FEMA debacle, hearing no
shortage of criticisms of whether the Bush
Administration would follow through with
support. Boston’s Rev. Eugene Rivers, whose
anti-violence work has been frequently touted as
a success story of faith-based service, laid out
the challenge in a way that both the White House
and its Congressional supporters might hear:
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The strategic question is whether or not the
White House senior staff are smart enough to
seize this historic and strategic opportunity. If
they fail to practice the compassionate conser-
vatism that they have preached, history may
not be kind to them.*

Gene Rivers was hardly the only faith-based
leader calling for a revival of the federal govern-
ment’s commitment. At the national and local
levels, religious leaders joined the appeal for a
faith-based program revival. From a United
Methodist Church leader in Alabama, “We have
seen a paradigm shift. Before in America, since
the 1930s or 40s, we've thought the government
was going to do it. Now we realize the church is
going to have to do it.”?* As popular religion
author Rev. Warren concluded, “If the president
wants to really put his money where his mouth is
on the faith-based initiative, now is the time,” and
best-selling author Rev. T.D. Jakes, sometimes
called the “black Billy Graham,” pronounced at a
presidential prayer meeting for Hurricane Katrina
victims that more federal money should go
directly to religious organizations.”

President Bush quickly got the message, con-
vening the likes of representatives of the Salva-
tion Army, the Southern Baptist Convention, the
African Methodist Episcopal Church, and
Catholic Charities and faith-based providers,
and an odd secular nonprofit, to repair the post-
Katrina image of blended insouciance and
incompetence. The President’s message coming
out of the September 6th White House meeting
was unambiguous: “Support Katrina Victims
Through Faith-Based Groups.”™

Death by a Thousand Cuts

When David Kuo lambasted White House and
Capitol Hill Republicans for their faith-based
apostasy, he specifically exempted Pennsylva-
nia’s Rick Santorum, observing that Santorum’s
“compassion is genuine.” Capitol Hill’s reigning
champion of the faith-based initiative, especially
after Oklahoma’s J.C. Watts left the lower
chamber, Senator Rick Santorum must wonder
what went awry. Originally just a very conserva-
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White House
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tive Senate member of Republican revolution of
1994, holding the third highest position in the
Republican Senate leadership, Santorum fash-
ioned himself as the champion of the nonprofit
sector in general and the faith-based community
in particular. But as he faces the end of his
second term, he lags behind his Democratic
opponent by sizable double-digit percentages in
his campaign for reelection.

At the Senate Finance Committee, Santorum
is the anti-regulatory counterpoint to his lowa
colleague and committee chair, Republican
Senator Chuck Grassley, vocally opposing legis-
lation that would toughen up the rules that non-
profits have to live up to. Playing to sycophantic
nonprofit leaders, Santorum became the
spokesperson for the notion that all you had to
do was enforce the law, writing letters to his col-
leagues on behalf of an alliance of anti-regula-
tion nonprofits and foundations. But the
Committee went ahead with legislation contain-
ing some modest regulatory boosts, albeit
hardly robust and without money for the IRS or
attorneys-general to do their oversight and
enforcement jobs.*

On the faith-based front, Santorum’s per-
sonal beliefs propelled him into serving as the
Administration’s primary faith-based sponsor,
but until now, he hadn’t had much success in
translating his agenda into legislation. Each
year, he has pitched his favorable charitable
giving incentive, the non-itemizer charitable tax
deduction, meant to generate new charitable
giving for religious organizations as much as for
nonprofits. However, the explicitly faith-oriented
parts had generally been stripped from bills in
order to attract Democratic (and some Republi-
can) support, and the non-itemizer deduction
has stalled between the two chambers of Con-
gress despite zealous advocacy from main-
stream nonprofit leaders.

Watching the exodus of Bush appointees
from the faith-based program followed by their
critical editorials in mainstream, nonprofit, and
religious publications, Pennsylvania’s junior
senator could not have been heartened with the
Administration’s program and its legislative
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companion track. To his credit, he even got his
defeated opponent, Harris Wofford, whom San-
torum called a “liar” in the campaign, to chair a
working group of religious and secular leaders
to issue recommendations to make the faith-
based program work.*!

But the faith-based initiative largely scraped
along until recently, when the top performers in
responding to Hurricane Katrina, at least in the
view of much of the mainstream press, were the
faith-based nonprofits. As the American Red
Cross took it on the chin for yet another series
of disaster-response mishaps less than a half
decade after its widely criticized performance
in the wake of the September 11th terrorist
attacks, the Salvation Army, Volunteers of
America, the service arms of various religious
groups, and local church efforts have received
generally laudatory coverage, and Santorum and
others seem to have gleaned the opportunity to
reinvigorate their faith-based movement.

No political slouch, Santorum stapled faith-
based back into the agenda of the Senate
Finance Committee and convened a hearing,
bravely enough, at the same time as the Judi-
ciary Committee was questioning Chief Justice
nominee John Roberts. Santorum’s hearing,
titled, “Charities on the Frontline: How the Non-
profit Sector Meets the Needs of America’s Com-
munities,” had originally been meant to address
nonprofits in general, with a pitch for Santo-
rum’s non-itemizer proposal built in, but Santo-
rum orchestrated a shift of the tenor and the
population of the panel took a distinctly faith-
based Katrina turn. Santorum walked his three
faith-based witnesses—Luke Hingson of the
Brother’s Brother Foundation, in Pittsburgh,
Major George Hood from the Salvation Army,
and Dr. Bob Reccord, from the Southern Baptist
Convention—through the tales of their work in
the Gulf Coast, how much the charitable giving
incentives that Santorum had pitched in the
CARE Act would have helped, and their con-
cerns about efforts to burden nonprofits with
more regulatory reforms and administrative
paperwork.

Continued on page 65
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With that chorus, within a month the Senate
Finance Committee passed legislation with some
nondescript charity accountability provisions plus
Santorum’s long sought non-itemizer charitable
tax deduction proposal. This time around, the
Committee found a way of making the non-item-
izer appear “revenue neutral,” meaning that that
it would not constitute a serious hit on federal rev-
enues. The bill (S.2020) combines the non-item-
izer with the proposal for a floor on charitable
giving, a tiny one of $210 for individual taxpayers
and $420 for families, applicable to all taxpayers,
itemizers and non-itemizers.* The result is that
the federal savings from eliminating that small
proportion of charitable deductions, easily over-
come by taxpayers with a modicum of form-filling
intelligence, compensates for the revenue lost by
giving non-itemizers a charitable deduction.

The bill went through the Senate with nary a
glitch, certainly no critical commentary
addressing the non-itemizer, not even from the
Democrats who in the past had expressed some
occasional misgivings. The legislation now
awaits action in the House of Representatives,
where the companion bill of various Katrina-
related and other tax reforms lacks any lan-
guage on nonprofit accountability and charitable
giving incentives. Waiting for House action fol-
lowed by a conference committee that would
enact the non-itemizer into law, Santorum’s
campaign staff have a major nonprofit and faith-
based victory roadshow promoting the Senator
as the champion of faith and charity.

No Joy Anywhere

Most people forget that the effort to open the
floodgates of federal grants to hitherto excluded
faith-based charities was only part of the Bush
Administration’s agenda. The new federal pro-
grams to be administered by religious organiza-
tions would be matched and abetted by an
increase in charitable giving, corporate largesse,
and foundation grantmaking to churches and
other religious institutions. A federal govern-
ment hurtling toward a federal revenue abyss
abetted by massive tax cuts that could result in
zero discretionary federal dollars in less than a
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decade doesn’t have a great long term future to
offer faith-based service providers.

President Bush made it clear in a meeting
with African-American clergy in July of 2005
when he called on corporate foundations to get
rid of the barriers that they still used to limit
donations to faith-based groups, contrasted
with the newly open approach that federal agen-
cies were employing. This was hardly new, as
corporations have been sensing the faith-based
agenda since Bush took office, witness the litany
of laudatory comments from the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce promoting corporate partnerships
with faith-based groups. Notwithstanding some
corporate flacks sensing the way the wind
blows, Administration officials mentioned
General Motors, Exxon Mobil, and IBM as faith-
averse corporate donors.” The President made
this a primary item in the faith-based agenda
from the start, witness this statement from his
commencement address at Notre Dame in May
of 2001:

Faith-based organizations receive only a tiny
percentage of overall corporate giving. Cur-
rently, six of the 10 largest corporate givers in
America explicitly rule out or restrict dona-
tions to faith-based groups, regardless of their
effectiveness. The federal government will not
discriminate against faith-based organizations,

and neither should corporate America.*

But corporate philanthropy, despite much of
it hidden behind a corporate reluctance to fully
disclose, constitutes only around one-tenth of
annual charitable giving. The big bucks are from
individual givers, donating small and large
amounts to a potpourri of charities, but predom-
inantly, among individual givers, to religious
charities and, as permitted under law, tax
deductible donations to religious institutions
themselves. And that is where Santorum has
gone, promoting legislation that would permit
taxpayers who do not itemize to claim charita-
ble deductions nonetheless.

Various studies from the Congressional
Research Service and the Center for Budget and
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Policy Priorities have shown the non-itemizer to
be a loser for federal revenues. Since most non-
itemizers are quite charitably generous already,
without the deduction but with charitable giving
factored into the standard deduction, the non-
itemizer deduction would generally give deduc-
tions for giving that would have occurred
anyway, spurring probably relatively little in the
form of new gifts. While it looks good, the value
of the non-itemizer deduction (not a credit
against taxes owed, but a deduction from
taxable income for determining taxes owed)
amounts to a pretty paltry incentive. The CRS
and CBPP studies do not take into account what
the tax people in IRS already know, that admin-
istration and oversight over the non-itemizer
would be problematical at best.

Nonetheless, there is plenty of evidence that
alarge sum of charitable giving goes to religious
institutions, and that doesn’t include the reli-
gious service providers such as the Salvation
Army, the Volunteers of America, and others
that are treated like churches by the IRS, but the
research on charitable giving counts them as
human service rather than religion in terms of
donors’ intent. In contrast to foundation and cor-
porate grantmakers, individual donors have a
high propensity to donate to religious causes
and institutions, and that is particularly signifi-
cant among lower income households likely to
comprise non-itemizers.

For example, among households with incomes
below $40,000, 30 percent give all of their charita-
ble giving to religion and another 33 percent give
50 to 99 percent of their giving to religious. For
households with incomes between $40,000 and
$100,000, the proportion giving “all” to religion
drops to 17 percent, and above $100,000, only 9
percent dedicate all their charity to religion.*
Another study of charitable givers suggested that
47 percent of all households gave to religious
charities, with an average gift of $1,744, com-
pared to 57 percent who gave to non-religious
charities, but at a lower average total giving of
$878. According to Independent Sector’s Faith
and Philanthropy report, households that gave to
both religious and secular organizations give
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more per household to religion ($1,391) than
households that gave only to religion ($1,154)," a
winning equation for religious charities whether
the giver is faith-based focused or not. Compar-
ing the giving of religious versus secular house-
holds, one researcher found religious givers to be
almost four times as generous.*

Various other studies suggest that upwards
of 60 percent, perhaps 70 percent of U.S. house-
holds give to or volunteer for religious organiza-
tions, and some 60 percent of all individual gifts
are for religion, and again, that may well exclude
giving or volunteering for organizations like the
Salvation Army that are, for IRS purposes, clas-
sified as non-reporting religious institutions but
considered in many people’s minds human
service providers. Giving USA puts the propor-
tion of total charity going to religion (again, not
including religious service providers) at 33
percent, but if foundation giving and corporate
grants are factored out, the share of individual
giving for religion rises significantly. Doing away
with the Giving USA estimates, the Chronicle of
Philanthropy’s review of IRS records of itemiz-
ing taxpayers with incomes above $50,000 sug-
gested that more than three-fourths of itemized
donations go to “houses of worship or other reli-
gious causes.”* All told, increasing the charita-
ble incentives for giving, assuming that the
interests of charitable donors remain the same,
simply funnels more money into religion and
religious causes.

Despite the Administration’s and Santorum’s
contentions, little of the charitable money given
directly to religion goes to service provision. The
University of Arizona’s Mark Chavez’s research
says that only 3 percent of religious congrega-
tions’ total budgets are devoted to social service
programs.” Stanford’s Rob Reich suggests that
the figure may be 5 percent,” but again not a
robust proportion of the tax exempt billions
given by donors to religion. With giving to reli-
gion much higher among lower-income donors
than higher-income taxpayers,” the new incen-
tives for charitable giving and the specific incen-
tive planned for non-itemizers clearly end up
subsidizing church operations and sacramental
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functions rather than social services and anti-
poverty work. And that might be for a reason.

Despite the widespread talk about faith and
values promoted by the Bush Administration
and others, charitable giving for faith may not be
increasing in proportion. The Christian research
organization, the Empty Tomb, has issued
regular reports suggesting that religious giving
even among church goers and church members
has been dropping, including declines in church
members’ giving to religion as a percentage of
their incomes and a significant decline in giving
that serves church missions beyond local opera-
tions.” Like other nonprofits, church expenses
are also rising faster than the generosity of even
religiously motivated donors. New charitable
giving incentives can be marketed to religious
donors to revive the tithe that believers are sup-
posed to give, but few reach.

The impending charitable giving incentives
promoted by Santorum are not limited to simply
responding to dips in religious funding, but the
shift away from government to charity. Santo-
rum authored the “Senate Republican Poverty
Alleviation Agenda,” whose first item was not
new federal spending to address the causes of
poverty, but to pass the CARE Act’s charitable
giving incentives, so that “charitable organiza-
tions . . . through individual and corporate incen-
tives [can] better assist those in need such as the
hungry, the homeless, the addicted, the sick, at
risk children, and the elderly.”” The Empty
Tomb researchers make the point with the com-
bination of government cuts and increased
giving to religion, suggesting that in the late
1990s, had church members donated 10 percent
[the tithe] rather than 2.5 percent of their
incomes, the additional giving would have
covered the entire government program cuts and
then some, and still left three times as much for
“international word and deed ministry . .. all
while maintaining current church activity.””

In the end, this may be the result of the Pres-
ident’s faith-based agenda abetted by Senator
Santorum’s legislative advocacy on Capitol Hill,
encapsulated by an editorial writer in South
Carolina:
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My hope: Bush can push through a sizable tax
cut and a way non-itemizers can deduct chari-
table contributions from their taxes. I bet the
faith-based groups would get about the same
amount of money from that approach as would
come from federal grants. And then, most
importantly, they could talk about amazing
grace without agonizing over federal regula-

tions.”

Political Connections of Big Beneficiaries

But some faith-based groups, a bit out of the
mainstream, have agonized about federal regu-
lations just enough to capture lion’s shares of
the Administration’s faith-based federal
largesse. As the Administration was addressing
challenges about just how religious the program
was or wasn't going to be, the surprise recipient
in the first round was Pat Robertson’s Operation
Blessing International, which scored $500,000
from the almost $25 million awarded by HHS to
intermediary organizations to help faith-based
and community organizations gear up for
accessing and administering federal program
dollars. The intermediaries are supposed to re-
grant funds to other nonprofits and provide tech-
nical assistance and training. It is an interesting
move for Robertson’s organization, since
Robertson professed some concern about the
President’s faith-based proposals which might
make Hare Krishnas, Moonies, and Scientolo-
gists also eligible to deliver federal programs. At
the same time, Robertson was also concerned
that opposing the faith-based initiative might
uncomfortably place him in agreement with the
Anti-Defamation League.”

Of course, Robertson’s fears did come true
to an extent, as Rev. Moon front people from the
Professors World Peace Academy, run by a
former president of the Unification Church,
became trainers in the Administration’s
“healthy marriage” programs in HHS. Moon
operatives through the University of Bridgeport,
owned by Moon’s Peace Academy, were
recruited by the Chosen Vessels Christian
Church in Oakland, California, itself a recipient
of over $300,000 in Compassion Capital dollars
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for marriage training services. The program
included not only trainers graduated from the
Unification Theological Seminary, but volun-
teers from local Unification Church affiliates in
California, and the awarding of “certified mar-
riage education professional” documents issued
by the University of Bridgeport. Other Unifica-
tion Church operatives in the faith-based
program included not only local charities such
as New Jersey’s Free Teens USA program (a
Compassion Capital-funded after-school absti-
nence-only program run by a leader of one of
Rev. Moon’s political organizations), but the
staffer at the Corporation for National and Com-
munity Service who was in charge of handing
out that agency’s faith-based grants.™
Operation Blessing had done well under the
Bush Administration. Its $500,000 grant in year
one has blossomed into $14.4 million in federal
grants and contracts, including $1.5 million in
Compassion Capital expenditures.” In all fair-
ness, Operation Blessing’s work on hunger
issues does reach people in need and should not
necessarily be condemned because of Robert-
son’s odd faith-based pronouncements concern-
ing God sending a heart attack to afflict Israel’s
Ariel Sharon because of his plans to remove
West Bank settlers, God sending a hurricane to
Florida to punish Disney World because of its
purportedly “Gay Day” celebrations, and God’s
latent threat of disaster aimed at voters in
Dover, Delaware after they kicked “intelligent
design” advocates off the local school board.* In
the wake of Katrina, Operation Blessing sits
near the top of the list of FEMA-recommended
charities for potential donors,® a list reprinted
by the New York Times, CNN, and the Associ-
ated Press.” Robertson’s political interests have
intersected with OBI’s seemingly charitable
operations over the years, including the use of
Operation Blessing airplanes, ostensibly for air-
lifting refugees from Rwanda to Zaire, to ferry
diamond-mining equipment for a business
venture run by Zaire’s dictator Mobutu Sese
Seko.” Other aspects of OBI's financial transac-
tions include paying $885,000 in the fiscal year
that ended in March 2004 to Robertson’s Chris-

68 REPRINTED FROM THE NONPROFIT QUARTERLY

tian Broadcasting Network,* known for hosting
Robertson’s political commentaries on topics
such as the potential assassination of
Venezuela’s Hugo Chavez and sometimes his
own partisan interests and aspirations.

A couple of the early Compassion Capital
grantees were faith-based community develop-
ment corporations, notably Philadelphia’s Nueva
Esperanza. Nueva Esperanza is a CDC with an
impressive track record of single-family housing
development, largely in North Philadelphia, plus
other programs such as a charter school. The
CDC scored a $2.5 million grant in the first
round in 2002 from HHS plus another $2.76
million as the first installment of $11 million
over three years in 2004 from the Department of
Labor. Not surprisingly, Cortes has been an
active proponent of the President’s faith-based
initiative—and of the President himself, playing
a leading role in organizing the National His-
panic Prayer Breakfast featuring President Bush
in 2002, 2003, and 2004.

Another award winner, SVDP Management,
was actually “Father Joe’s Villages,” a conglom-
eration of facilities offering housing and services
to homeless persons and families, HIV positive
persons, at risk youth, and other vulnerable pop-
ulations. Father Joe—actually Monsignor Joe
Carroll of San Diego—has long put his charita-
ble interests in the service of political interests.
Many Republican political candidates have
received his endorsements, including recent San
Diego aspiring mayor Steve Francis whose Inter-
net campaign ads flashed alternating pictures of
him and the Monsignor. Father Joe sometimes
provides nonprofit volunteer and donation
opportunities for politicians in legal trouble,
including speaking out in favor of convicted pols
or offering them community service opportuni-
ties at his St. Vincent’s shelter. In Father Joe’s
own words about one political friend facing a
corruption indictment, “Will I stop taking his
calls? No. Will I stop taking his money? No.”
Who has he helped with his charity recently?
None other than disgraced California Congress-
man Randall “Duke” Cunningham, who resigned
after being caught with boatloads of bribes from
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military contractors, but who pledged to hand
over a tiny portion of his swag to Father Joe’s
homeless shelters.”

Much public debate has been devoted to
whether the faith-based initiative was little more
than an effort on the part of the White House to
attempt to buy African-American votes through
the African-American faith community. Several
huge Compassion Capital grants went to
African-American organizations, which one
would assume would happen due to the strength
of the church in black communities and the sig-
nificant levels of poverty to be addressed.
Among the purportedly black religious recipi-
ents were the following:

Bishop Harold Calvin Ray’s National Center
for Faith Based Initiative in West Palm Beach
appears to have received six-figure Compassion
Capital grants in 2002 and 2004 and perhaps in
2005-2006. The organization’s mission is to
create a “national collaboration of faith based
entities with a singular purpose of eliminating
historic poverty and dependency inducing
systems, through the development of self actu-
ating and self-sustaining community based
economies” based on a formula derived from the
Bible’s Book of Acts, Chapter 4. This appears
to be one organization that strictly enforces a
self-reliance, self-improvement regime, with
strictures in its subgrant application format
such as “failure to sign the original in blue ink
will be considered a fatal flaw.” %

Ray runs more than the National Center,
having founded the Kingdom Dominion Church
Fellowship with Decatur, GA’s Bishop Eddie
Long among the original incorporators of the
organization designed to “help black churches
prosper.”® Long recently earned the attention of
Senator Grassley’'s Senate Finance Committee
after a series of articles in the Atlanta press
detailed how Bishop Eddie Long Ministries pro-
vided him millions in salary in addition to a
$350,000 Bentley and a $1.4 million, 6-bedroom
house on a 20 acre site.” Ray hasn’t received the
critical press ink of his friend Long, but both
share national recognition for their homophobia,
Ray calling homosexuality “an abomination
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under God.”™ An advocate of legislation that
would permit church leaders to engage in parti-
san electoral activities from the pulpit, Ray won
the title “President Bush’s strongest ally in the
faith-based effort” from the Wall Street Journal.

In truth, few African-American religious
organizations received comparable six-figure
Compassion Capital grants,” though several well
known black organizations were among the
groups to receive the largest “intermediary” and
“demonstration” grants, including Associated
Black Charities of Baltimore, Robert Woodson’s
National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise,
and others. The black church groups that partic-
ipated tended to be found more in the dozens of
smaller capacity-building grants, in the $50,000
range, and the even smaller subgrants issued by
the intermediaries. Who could blame these
organizations for taking advantage of a resource
that they might need and use to fulfill elements
of their nonprofit missions?

Nonetheless, some relatively unusual
“secular” entities discovered funding opportuni-
ties in the Compassion Capital grants. Assigned
the function as the resource center for HHS’s
faith-based grant is “Dare Mighty Things,”
founded by Dave Van Patten. DMT staff and con-
sultants boast a bevy of major faith-based
assignments, including Youth for Christ/USA,
Promise Keepers, the Christian Management
Association’s Executive Leadership Program,
the Prison Fellowship, and the DeVos Family
Foundation. Among the intermediaries, the pre-
viously mentioned Institute for Contemporary
Studies in Oakland, CA, received a 2004 interme-
diary grant, clearly with significant impact on
its revenue picture, previously dependent on
grants from four foundations, all strongly con-
servative—John M. Olin Foundation, Lynde and
Harry Bradley Foundation, and two of the Scaife
network, the Sarah Mellon Scaife Foundation
and the Carthage Foundation.™

Among the 2005 grantees there is also inter-
mediary Iowa Family Policy Center, with an
“about us” Web page emphasizing its contention
that “marriage is a permanent, lifelong commit-
ment between a man and a woman” and its oppo-
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sition to “distortions of sexuality or special rights
to those practicing distorted sexual behavior.”™
Its 2004 Form 990 lists 15 board members, but
there are actually 26. Eleven of the fifteen are
actually husband and wife teams, governing an
organization that is structured to physically
reflect its belief in husband-and-wife unions.

Perhaps it is no surprise that one of the big
winners in the class of 2005 is the OneStar Foun-
dation, a creation of Texas Governor Rick Perry
facing multiple reelection challenges from the
likes of the mother of President Bush'’s press sec-
retary (Bush has endorsed Perry nonetheless)
and satirist Kinky Friedman. There is a strong
element of politics in the entire faith-based initia-
tives, with plenty of Compassion Capital recipi-
ents providing front-page Web site coverage to the
visage of President Bush or his message in the
latest State of the Union speech. The frequent
charge, borne out with some of the grants to
black church leaders and white evangelists has
been that the faith-based program has had strong
political overtones for connecting the Bush
Administration to desired voting blocs or cement-
ing relationships with political supporters.

Examples frequently cited are the $1 million
that went to Rev. Herb Lusk’s Greater Exodus
Baptist Church in Philadelphia (Lusk is a leading
Bush proponent in the African-American com-
munity who most recently made his church
available for a rally in support of Supreme Court
candidate Samuel Alito),™ the funding that went
to Harold Ray’s NFBCI programs,” Luis Cortes’s
Bush endorsements after Nueva Esperanza’s
Compassion Capital grants, Los Angeles Bishop
Sedgewick Daniels (whose church received $1.5
million in Bush Administration support, after
which he endorsed President Bush as the candi-
date who “shares our views,” despite previous
allegiance to Clinton/Gore),” and many more.
NAACP chairman Julian Bond has dubbed these
newly minted black Republican ministers the
“faith-based grant party,” though others like
Rev. Gene Rivers say that such comments belit-
tle the intelligence of black ministers, presum-
ing that their support can be bought for a few
dollars here and there.”
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It would be the height of ignorance and prob-
ably arrogance to suggest that the dozens of
Compassion Capital grant recipients, not to
mention others that have been given access to
federal moneys, are not delivering useful serv-
ices. What many of the nonprofits that have
dipped into the Compassion Capital funds as
well as other increasingly faith-oriented federal
programs have done is what any nonprofits
would do: take advantage of new dollars to
deliver needed services hopefully to needy con-
stituencies. But for all too many of the grant
recipients, their statements of compassion are
couched in offensive commentary about people
with different beliefs, venomous hatred toward
gays and lesbians in particular, and promotion
of values that look not secular, but sectarian.
And for some, the faith-based statements are
linked to covert and overt statements of support
for the Republican political agenda and, specifi-
cally, the election and reelection campaigns of
George W. Bush.

In both instances, there is no compassion in
hatred of people who are different, there is no
long term value when nonprofits sell their
integrity and souls for short term grants.
Notwithstanding likely valiant efforts of some
faith-based players to provide useful services,
the Bush Administration’s faith-based program
doesn’t deliver on its own terms and perhaps
only adds to the cynicism and distrust that
people of faith hold toward government.

Fools Rush In
A lackluster and perhaps somewhat corrupted
Bush Administration faith-based initiative dis-
tinguished by the flight of key designers and
operatives like Dilulio and Kuo may well be reju-
venated as a result of the faith-based sector’s
unblemished performance responding to Hurri-
cane Katrina and a resurrection of Rick Santo-
rum’s marriage of faith-based and charitable
giving legislation. Noteworthy, but hardly a
pivotal moment in American politics, is it?
There may be more here than meets the eye,
and it’s on the Democratic side of the aisle. When
faith-based advocate Luis Cortes of Esperanza
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USA showed up at the Democratic National Com-
mittee to chat with Chairman Howard Dean
about “matters of mutual interest” during a

“great meeting,”” it might have been Cortes’s

keen eye to the Bush Administration’s debacle in
the Gulf Coast, Iraq, and elsewhere that
prompted the Philadelphia faith-based leader to
work on building potential Democratic support.
Once an organization is tied to a steady stream of
six-figure and seven-figure discretionary federal
grants from one administration, not counting
additional contributions such as Cortes’s take
from Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist’s World of
Hope fundraiser,” the specter of regime change
can make a nonprofit executive director more
than a little antsy. Cortes may have faith, but
money counts. A supporter of Ralph Nader’s
campaign in 2000, Cortes endorsed George W.
Bush in 2004, saying “I voted my self-interest”
and adding, “This is what I tell politicians: You
want an endorsement? Give us a check, and you
can take a picture of us accepting it.”®

The motivations of the Democrats might be
equally worth exploring. The Dems working on
faith-based constituents is hardly new. Vice Pres-
ident Gore’s campaign against Bush in 2000 fea-
tured its own faith-based initiative with elements
resonating with some of the Bush initiative’s fea-
tures. Cortes’s political skills may be matched by
the DNC’s, which characterized the meeting with
Dean “to discuss the shared values and priorities
between the Democratic Party and the Hispanic
and faith based communities,” according to a
DNC press release.®! Cortes’s organization’s
strategy of helping AIDS victims, pursuant to the
money it received from Frist’s fundraiser, was
meant to help AIDS victims feel content with
their creator on their deathbeds, hardly a main-
stream Democratic response to AIDS.

More revealing might have been the Democra-
tic response to President Bush’s State of the
Union speech, delivered by new Virginia governor
Tim Kaine, a self-described former missionary,
who was heavily promoted by the Democratic
Party as the archetype of the kind of political can-
didate comfortable with discussing and embrac-
ing faith and religion on the campaign trail,** and
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included in that in Kaine’s case is his support for
an amendment that would outlaw both same-sex
marriage and civil unions in Virginia.*

The epiphany for Democrats might be a new
willingness to not only talk faith and values, but
to campaign for it. While not endorsing the
Republican Party’s occasional tilts toward theoc-
racy, political tacticians William Galston (a Clin-
tonian) and Elaine Kamarck (a Gore advisor)
issued a tract in 2005 suggesting that it isn’t suf-
ficient for Democrats to simply embrace morality
in an effort to broaden their appeal to voters and
overcome perceptions of elitism, but credibility
among “less educated voters” would derive from
“present[ing] themselves as sincere believers for
whom religion matters in their lives and to mis-
trust candidates who appear secular in their ori-
entation.” Their “third way” prescription called
for Democrats to modify their social issue posi-
tions, for example, opposing “court-ordered gay
marriage while favoring decent legal treatment
for gay couples” as an example of “common
sense” positions to attract more religiously
inclined voters while not totally alienating the
Democratic base.* Tim Kaine’s campaign looks
like it was mapped from the “third way” textbook.

Moving into Fiscal Year 2007, the President’s
fervor for faith-based programs has been
revived. As proposed, the Compassion Capital
Fund located in the Department of Health and
Human Services, the centerpiece of the faith-
based initiative, gets $100 million once again,
unlikely to be cut by either party. At Commerce,
the faith-based initiative is targeting corporate
America for support for faith-based programs
and initiatives. At Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD), the budget touts a 28 percent
increase of grants to faith-based groups
between 2002 and 2004, highlighting in fact the
role of faith-based organizations in restoring a
neighborhood park, creating community
improvements, and reducing crime, with prom-
ises of more in the future. Between HUD, the
Labor Department, and the Justice Department,
the budget offers nearly $60 million for largely
faith-based prisoner re-entry mentoring, and
Health and Human Services gets another
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$40 million for faith-based and community
organizations to mentor the children of prison-
ers. Besides the prisoner reentry, Justice is prom-
ising continuing work on creating “faith-based
residential units” in federal prisons, training for
clergy to deal with domestic violence, and sub-
grants for faith-based organizations to work with
crime victims. At the Department of State, the
budget includes $200 million over two fiscal
years to build the capacity of faith-based and
other community to support AIDS prevention
and care services. The biggest item, however, is
the over $200 million in the HHS faith-based
budget for abstinence-only education.

Faith-based director Towey puts the faith-
based number in the Fiscal 2007 budget at $323
million,* though the faith-based apocrypha in
the budget, overt and covert, look much higher.
Maybe David Kuo might complain that these
proposals do not outweigh the reductions or ter-
minations of 141 programs amounting to over
$14 billion in cuts on top of the $6.5 billion cut
out of 89 programs in Fiscal Year 2006,* reveal-
ing the Administration’s continuing pattern of
short-changing the poor. Or perhaps Kuo would
point out that the faith-based program still looks
like more social issue rhetoric than substantive
resources infused into the budgets of faith-
based nonprofits.

Notwithstanding the performance of FEMA
before and after Hurricane Katrina, the Bush
Administration is making a big thing out of its
emphasis on supporting programs that work and
cutting programs that don’t. Attached to its
federal budget estimates are program perform-
ance reviews of individual programs and even a
new Web site (ExpectMore.gov) launched in
conjunction with the February 6th submission
of the Fiscal Year 2007 budget to Congress.*" At
the Office of Management and Budget Web site
on performance reviews® or at ExpectMore,
your expectations will be dashed if you search
for information on the performance of the faith-
based grants to Pat Robertson’s, Franklin
Graham'’s, or Luis Cortes’s nonprofits or any of
the others that have received support as aresult
of the President’s 2001 initiative.
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Leaving aside ideology, whether one thinks
faith-based organizations do or don’t deliver serv-
ices better than secular nonprofits, whether faith-
based contractors should or shouldn’t be
permitted to hire staff from their own belief
systems, even whether or not these organizations
should be permitted to retain, display, and
promote the symbols of their faith in the perform-
ance of their work, it’s clear that as a program, the
faith-based initiative has shifted some resources
to faith-based groups, a few probably all right,
some clearly questionable in terms of what they
do and how. David Kuo may be correct in one part
of his critique, and the Democrats may be picking
up on the wrong lesson, but the program is more
for political consumption than addressing and
solving social problems. Playing the faith card to
win votes may work in the short term, particu-
larly with nonprofits committed to playing ball
with whatever administration is willing to “show
me the money”, but the card game does nothing
to overcome the increasing cynicism of Ameri-
cans that real faith is hard to find in the corridors
of Congress and the offices of the White House.

Editors’ Note: We gratefully acknowledge the
support for this article provided by the Fund
Jor Investigative Journalism (http://fij.org).
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