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Abstract:  Although religiously affiliated organizations predated public social services, little attention had been given to their distinctive characteristics until recent political initiatives spotlighted faith communities as resources for addressing human needs.  Paralleling the development of faith-based social initiatives has been the development of support for research exploring the capacity, the opportunities, and the challenges these settings present for social work practice.  This presentation will explore recent research findings that inform social work practice in religiously affiliated organizations as well as in the public sector as it relates to faith communities and their organizations.  

***********************************

Introduction:  Social Work Attitudes toward Social Services in Religiously Affiliated Organizations (RAOs)

Perhaps no issue other than the war is more divisive in casual conversations with family and friends these days than whether or not government should fund faith-based organizations to provide social services.  There probably isn’t a person in this room who doesn’t have strong opinions about this issue.  Our attitudes come from three sources:

1. PP Our political views about the role of government and its responsibility—or not—for the wellbeing of its citizens.  Who in society is responsibility for the web of care for those who find themselves in need of social services?  Is it government’s responsibility?  Or is it the responsibility of religious institutions?  
2. PP Our professional practice experience with religiously affiliated organizations and congregations.  It matters if you have had delightful or terrible experiences with religiously affiliated organization (which I’m going to call RAO) serving the same clients you serve.  It matters if you were employed by a RAO that you were proud was providing outstanding services in the community--or one that you left in protest or frustration because of the conflict between agency practices and professional ethics.  Those experiences tend to shape our opinions.  

3. PP Finally, our own personal religious beliefs and experiences. Some of us are deeply committed members of faith communities.  It may have been our religious faith that motivated us to become social workers in the first place.  And some of us are deeply suspicious of people of faith providing social services—even some of us who are committed members of faith communities.  We personally may have been mistreated in the name of religion. At the least, we fear that religious people use service as a means of gaining influence to pressure clients into embracing religious beliefs and practices. We are deeply committed to the self-determination of our clients.  We worry that the religious affiliation of a service provider violates this most deeply held social work value. 

PP Our attitudes about RAOs are thus an intricate mix of political views, professional experiences, and our most deeply held personal beliefs and commitments.  It is a triangulation PP of attitudes, using a research term.  This triangulation provides a rigorously subjective perspective on RAOs.  It is no wonder that our attitudes about the role of RAOs in social services are so strong.  
The fact of the matter is that much of political and social debate about the role of RAOs and congregations in government-funded social services is now based on strong personal attitudes.  Such attitudes are not sufficient as a foundation for social policy.  And they are not sufficient for determining what we teach our students.  
PP What does the research say?
A growing body of research on congregations and RAOs is providing us with a foundation for teaching our students and for considering how we might try to influence social policy concerning government funding—or not—of RAOs. I want to look at four areas of growing theory and research. 

1. What distinguishes RAOs  from other social service agencies, and from congregations?  
2. How prevalent are RAOs; what is their capacity for service; and does government funding actually increase that capacity?
3. What contribution are they making to the social services in our communities?
4. What ethical challenges do these organizations present for social worker practice? 

To address these topics, I will be drawing on the research literature, mostly from sociology of religion, as well as several of the studies I have been privileged to participate in.  I will be glad to provide those interested with bibliographic references.  
PP Overview of the Research Sources

Just a very brief identification of our research.  PP We have conducted a 10-state qualitative and quantitative study of congregations and RAOs that are addressing the challenges of urban poverty.  That project is called the Faith and Services Technical Education Network or “FASTEN.”  PP In another project, we have studied child welfare organizations in 10 states, comparing those that are and are not religiously-affiliated.  PP Third, we have studied the outcome of service involvement for religiously-motivated volunteers in 35 congregations. In the interest of developing a portrait for you in this brief time, I’m going to conflate these sources with passing references for you to sleuth out later. This paper and those research reports can be found on our website  PP
I will focus on what we need to know to prepare our students to work with congregations and RAOs.  Many of our students will work in one way or another with congregations and RAOs, even if they don’t work in them, just as they will work with schools and hospitals.  Congregations and RAOs are part of every community and the lives of many of our clients.  They have been here since the beginning of social work practice, and they will be here long after the current political faith-based initiative pendulum has swung the other direction.  
PP The use of “RAO” rather than “FBO”

You have probably noticed that I haven’t used the term “faith-based” much, because it is not very helpful for a number of reasons. PP First, it is a term common in Christian traditions but less meaningful in other religious traditions.   PP Second, it implies that the organization is “based” on faith but it is not clear what that means.  It can mean:

1. The mission and values of the organization derive from religious beliefs and practices.

2.  The organization identifies with one or more religious congregations or other religious organizations, often expressed in the organization’s name and funding streams.
3. The policies reflect the organization’s religious mission, such as hiring only persons who are members of a religious group, or requiring or inviting staff or clients to participate in religious practices.  

4. The goal of service is that service recipients embrace religious beliefs and values, and program evaluation strategies may measure this outcome.

Faith-based may carry all—or none—of these meanings in any given organization. . Thomas Jeavons (2001) argues that calling a nonprofit organization “faith-based” is a  “linguistic construction,” because all organizations hold basic beliefs about ultimate truth. They are value-driven.  In other words, all organizations are in some sense “faith-based,” although not necessarily religious.  I therefore prefer the term “religiously-affiliated” because it implies that there is some organizational affiliation with a religious group.  Term was first used by Ellen Netting—document her article.  
PP: PP 1. What distinguishes RAOs from other social service agencies, and from congregations?  
As an illustration, I want to pull from the religious tradition I know from personal experience, that of Christianity.  I want to read to you from the Hebrew prophet Micah, Chapter 6:6-8 PP:

6 With what shall I come before the Lord and bow down before the exalted God?
7Shall I come before him with burnt offerings, with calves a year old?

Will the Lord be pleased with thousands of rams, with ten thousand rivers of oil?
Shall I offer my firstborn for my transgression,

The fruit of my body for the sin of my soul?

8He has shown all you people what is good.

And what does the Lord require of you?  

To seek justice and to love mercy and to walk humbly with your God.

This prophet was saying that God is not pleased by people organizing elaborate worship practices.  Nor is God pleased by personal sacrifices or guilt-ridden attempts to make up for our sins.  Instead,  PP God wants  justice.  Justice means equal opportunities for all God’s people. Justice refers to the teaching, found in the Book of Leviticus (25:10-28), to practice the economic system of jubilee. Jubilee provides a leveling of resources so that every generation has equal opportunity and is not burdened by the poverty of the previous generation. Second, God calls us to “love mercy,” meaning to extend care to those in need.  Third, our work for justice and our acts of care are done in humility, always in interaction with our relationship with God.  
Mission

I don’t know how often scripture passages have been read and interpreted in a CSWE invitational  address.  Sacred texts are not typically the foundation and rationale for social work practice.  
PP PP  Rather, we begin grant applications and organizational strategic plans with assessments of needs.  We begin with needs assessments because the mission of social service organizations is primarily to address the needs of communities.  
PP In contrast, RAOs often do not justify their existence based on response to needs.  Rather, the mission of RAOs is worship, to demonstrate devotion to God. So the ancient Hebrew prophet Micah provides a description of the worship that God wants, a description that drives RAOs affiliated with this religious tradition.  RAOs for whom religious mission is salient start their documents and their presentations to constituencies not with the needs of the community but with their understanding of what it means for religious folks to be faithful.  That does not mean that they don’t care about the needs they are addressing, but just that their primary motivation will come not from statistics of children in poverty or hunger or family violence.  They care, but that care is driven by the perception that caring is a way to express love and devotion to God.  They start from that devotion and move then to look for where it can be expressed.    An executive of one of these organizations said,  PP: “Our board starts with our mission, with what God wants us to do, not what our market niche is, or what the most pressing need or urgent problem in the community is” (Garland et al., 2002).  
Social workers leading in many of these settings are more effective if they can base their work in the theological beliefs and faith practices of the religious culture, not just in social scientific knowledge of the profession and needs assessments of communities.  Social work assessment in these settings means learning what it means for a particular organization to be religiously affiliated.   
PP RAOs ≠ congregations
The political debaters who use the term “faith-based” often lump together RAOs with congregations. Congregations are very different organizations than religiously-affiliated social service agencies, however, even though they may provide similar services to their communities. PP Congregations are aggregates of people that gather regularly and voluntarily for worship at a particular place (Ammerman, 1997; Chaves, Konieczny, Beyerlein, & Barman, 1999; Warner, 1994; Wind & Lewis, 1994).  The two key characteristics of congregations in the United States is that PP they are voluntary and they are communities as much or more so than they are organizations.  People gather not only for worship, religious education, and service, but also for “fellowship,” or simply to be together.  Sociologists of religion have noted that even non-congregational religions, when they are imported to the United States, become congregational over time  (Chaves, 1999a).  

PP Most congregations are small; 71% of congregations have fewer than 100 regularly participating adults.  Only 10% of American congregations have more than 350 regular participants.  Most attenders go to large congregations, however (Chaves, 2004).   Obviously, size is critical to capacity to provide social services.
PP In the median congregation with social service programs, about 10 individuals are involved as volunteers in those activities. In contrast, PP on average 70 people attend the main worship service in the median congregation, and in congregations with PP choirs, an average of 18 people participate in those choirs (Chaves, 1999b).  Still, PP that means that 14% of congregational attenders are involved in providing social services.  That is a lot of volunteers providing social services as an expression of their religious faith. 
Congregations are certainly not social service agencies—community service is not their main activity.  But it is an important activity.  A majority of congregations participate in or support social service activity at some level. But only a small minority of congregations by operate their own programs. If they do have programs, they are likely short-term, small-scale relief of various sorts—food and clothes pantries and emergency financial assistance  (Clerkin & Gronbjerg, 2003). PP The most typical social service activity of congregations is supporting programs operated by other organizations (Cnaan, 2001).  They send volunteers to Habitat for Humanity or the crisis hot line or the middle school’s tutoring program.   And congregations actually collaborate more with secular organizations than they do with RAOs.  Cnaan and his research team (Indiana Family & Social Services Administration, 2003) have noted that congregations are more likely to "pray alone" than they are to deliver social services alone.  They found that PP only 15% held worship and prayer services in collaboration with others, but PP  30% collaborated with other faith-based organizations PP and 33% with secular organizations to develop and deliver community service programs (Cnaan, 2001). 
RAOs and Congregations as Practice Settings

The social work staff of those community organizations thus find themselves working with religiously-motivated volunteers and their congregations.  Those social workers have come through our degree programs. To what extent have they developed the cultural competence to work with faith communities?  

Moreover, a few congregations employ social workers on their staffs; 6 percent of congregations have a staff person devoting at least quarter time to social services (Chaves, 2003).  We do not know how many of those are social workers.  As a class research project, one of our MSW students conducted a snowball sample survey to study the job descriptions of social workers who are employed on the ministerial staffs of congregations and located 30 such social workers simply by e-mailing an organizational listserv (North American Association of Christians in Social Work)  (see also Cnaan, Wineburg, & Boddie, 1999; Wineburg, 2001).   
But identifying social workers in congregations for research is a challenge. A brief case study illustrates.  We are located in central Texas, just a little more than three hours from Houston.  We were in the second tier of communities to receive Hurricane evacuees.   As we organized our community in preparation for the evacuees coming our way, several congregations opened shelters even though the Red Cross and city were encouraging them not to.  The city did not want to offer shelter unless it received FEMA funding. The congregations decided that the government funds, though they would be helpful, would not determine whether or not they would open their facilities for evacuees.  One woman said, “I was sitting in the congregation listening to the pastor’s sermon, and I heard God tell me to get a shelter ready for families fleeing the hurricane.”  That was the Sunday morning before the hurricane struck New Orleans that Sunday night. She and other volunteers began working that afternoon and soon had hand-lettered signs on the interstate directing evacuees to the church.  They had converted Sunday School class rooms to bedrooms when the first evacuees came our way.  The woman who heard God speak to her worked with the support and collaboration of the pastor’s wife, an MSW social worker, in running the shelter until all the families coming to them had been placed in permanent housing. 
The city and Red Cross had also tried to dissuade congregations from sheltering evacuees for fear that congregations were not prepared to offer the long term sheltering that would be needed.  This was not a short-term crisis. Contrary to their expectations, however, the congregations rallied their resources and quickly moved evacuees out of their fellowship halls and Sunday school rooms into congregation-subsidized apartments and even houses.  One church member converted a former elementary school into apartments.  Of course, congregations were able to care for families in this way because they were serving relatively small numbers of families, at least compared to the large public shelters in the major cities.  Their relatively small-scale and personalized services exemplify the relationship between what public services and religiously-affiliated service programs do. 
The congregations took it yet another step.  Congregational leaders began realizing that some of these families would need to stay in our community for months, and some were deciding to relocate permanently—they were not going back to New Orleans.  In collaboration with one of our faculty members, the rabbi who is the current chair of the clergy coalition in our community organized the Noah Project.  Congregations—Jewish and Christian—each volunteered to “adopt” a family with a commitment of a year or until they left our community, helping families find permanent housing, enroll their children in school, provide for their needs and help them find employment.  The rabbi is an MSW.  
PP  We simply don’t know how many such professional social workers are congregation leaders, like this rabbi, or the pastor’s wife who helped orchestrate the congregational shelter.  Social workers in community agencies were involved in organizing the congregations, providing on-call emergency mental health services for the congregational shelters, and providing volunteer training.    The congregations were responding to the needs that were coming at them, motivated by religious teaching about hospitality, about every person in need being one’s neighbor, about sheltering strangers who represent the presence of God. 
PP  PP 2. How prevalent are they; what is their capacity for service; and does government funding actually increase that capacity?

RAOs and congregations are not just becoming key resources in the web of social services; they have been there all along.  We simply have not seen them, much less studied them as social service settings.  The faith-based community initiative has focused on small, grassroots congregational programs, with language such as services provided “under the radar” and the need to “level the playing field” so that they could be eligible for government funding.  The assumptions were that congregations and RAOs had previously been ineligible for government funding.  As a consequence, if a program received government funding before the “faith-based community initiative,” then it was assumed that it had so secularized its character that it was no longer really faith-based.   In fact, RAOs and congregations have been receiving government funding from the very beginning of government funding of social services.  The research indicates that although there  may have been isolated instances of discrimination, much more common is extensive and effective between religious social service organizations and government (Chaves, 2003).  
Prevalence

Back to the question of prevalence, there is almost no research to determine how many private social service agencies are religiously affiliated, or what proportion of services is being provided by this sector.  In welfare-to work services, survey research indicates that there are many RAOs that are providing welfare-to-work services and they generally are eager to expand and to play a larger role than they do now. When one takes into account the relative size of the programs, however, this service sector is still dominated by government agencies and programs.  RAOs and congregations serve a comparatively small number of persons (Monsma, 2002).  This finding is not surprising since welfare services have historically been provided by government agencies.  

In contrast, in our work with child welfare agencies, we have found in many rural and urban communities, RAOs provide a large proportion of the services available.   In a pilot 10-state survey of religiously-affiliated child welfare agencies,  30% self-identified as religiously affiliated (61 of the 204 returned surveys from a possible sample of 951) (Garland & Gusukuma, 2005).  
PP Government Funding
As for funding, our research with urban congregations and RAOs found that PP   6% of congregations and PP 24% of RAOs report receiving government funds.  Government funding can be problematic for congregations; one case study and much other anecdotal evidence indicates that when a program receives external funding, the congregation may lose interest and decrease its involvement (Sherman, 1997).  Urban and Black congregations have more experience with government funding than do suburban and White congregations (Dudley, 2001).  

 In our 10–state study of child welfare organizations, we found that RAOs receive on average PP 47% of their funding from government sources, They range from no government funding to close to 100% government funding.  Half or the agencies were more than 30 years old; they have been receiving government funds long before the faith-based initiative.   
PP PP 3. What contribution are they making?  
To address this question, I would like to focus again on child welfare agencies. The caricature of the religiously-affiliated child welfare agency is that of a residential children’s home not that different from the turn of the last century PP PP .  The only difference, according to the caricature, is that today they serve predominantly ethnic minority children in long-term dependent care.  In other words, these agencies contribute to the ethnic/minority disproportionality of our child welfare system.  The caricature includes that these agencies have lower professional standards than the rest of the field, with lots of well meaning but untrained houseparents and other staff.  They are also characterized as having large endowments that enable them to maintain the status quo and not respond to changes in practice approaches. That is the caricature. In fact:
PP (1) They are providing community-based services more than residential care. 

There are some agencies that are still providing long-term dependent care for children, but our research indicates they are not representative.  We found that RAOs that responded to our survey are PP far more likely to serve ethnic and minority children through community-based services than they are through residential, foster, and adoptive services, and they are more likely to do so than are non-religiously-affiliated agencies.    

Buckner Child and Family Services, a historic large Baptist child welfare agency in Texas, is an example.  Those children’s homes pictures are actually from their archives.  In recent years, Buckner has launched an extensive neighborhood and community development initiative, placing MSWs in key congregations full time to leverage their resources and linkages with other congregations and religious groups to develop safer, more family-supportive neighborhoods and communities for children and families.  Their work includes not only family support services and resource centers but also economic development, substance abuse treatment, and the building of affordable housing for families most vulnerable to homelessness  (Garland, Rogers, Singletary, & Yancey, 2005). 

PP (2) RAO’s services are just as profession or more “professional” as those of other social service agencies. RAOs are more likely to be affiliated with state organizations (67%) than are non-RAOs (47%).  And more RAOs are accredited  (25%) than are non-RAOs (18%).  
PP (3) Their funding encourages them to be innovative.
RAOs  report having PP budgets significantly larger than non-religiously-affiliated organizations. Most striking is the differences in where revenues are generated.  PP Non-religiously-affiliated organizations rely on fees for services for more than 60% of their budgets, whereas RAOs rely on fees for only 30% of their budgets. The ability of RAOs to generate income from sources other than clients enables them to offer services to clients who are unable to pay fees and to offer services that may not be reimbursable from government or insurance sources.  PP They receive 21% of their budgets from gifts, compared to only 5% of the budgets of non-religiously-affiliated services.  Religiously-affiliated agencies receive less than PP half (47%) of their funding from government sources, compared to more than three quarters (76%) of the budgets of non-religiously-affiliated organizations.  PP RAOs receive little from grants (5%) and endowment (5%) compared to only slightly more from these sources for non-RAOs (7% from both sources).  Even organizations more than 30 years old report receiving only 8% of their budgets from endowment, putting to rest the assumption that these organizations have large endowments and thus do not have to be responsive to the changing needs of their communities, the effectiveness of their services, or relationships with their constituencies.  (These don’t add up to 100%.  These are averages, and some categories are overlapping, e.g., government and fees).  
PP (4) Because of their mission and regardless of their funding, they are a prophetic voice for social justice.

The fear has been that government funding would suppress the advocacy role of nonprofit organizations, but a number of researchers have found this not to be the case (Chaves, Stephens, & Galaskiewicz, 2004; Sherman, 1997; Vanderwoerd, 2004; Wilson, 2003; Yankoski, 2004).  Government funding may sometimes actually increase an RAO’s political role.  In a case study, Sherman reports that a large evangelical adoption and family services agency now receiving government funding finds itself now sitting on task forces and committees, as well as having an influence on state policy and procedures regarding adoption and foster care  (Sherman, 1997). 
PP (5) They serve as intermediaries between large social service entities and congregations.

Many of these religiously-affiliated agencies are serving as intermediaries between government and other funders and congregations that do not have the infrastructure to make these connections.  RAOs are coupling financial resources with the social capital of social networks, informal support, and volunteers that characterize faith communities.  

PP (6) They serve as bridges to families in need who are otherwise difficult to reach.
RAOs can reach children and families that otherwise are inaccessible to large public agencies (Belanger & Cheung, 2006). For example, Campbell and his colleagues found that faith-based organizations working with TANF recipients are able to reach and successfully equip some of the hardest to employ (e.g., parolees, recovering substance abusers, the homeless). 
PP (7) Volunteers and staff members in RAOs and congregations are strongly committed to the work because they are motivated by their sense of calling.
Staff members and volunteers alike state that they maintain a high level of personal commitment to the work because of the sense of calling or purpose it provides. Benefits also go in the other direction, as congregations and RAOs leverage in-kind services, volunteers as mentors and foster parents, and neighborhood-based family resource programs in congregations.  

One Missionary Baptist church in Possum Trot, Texas, population 215, has adopted 69 special needs African-American children.  The research team reported that although the social worker who provided support to these adoptive families did not share the religious faith of the families, she developed cultural competence with them by attending worship services and learning about their culture of faith. When the social worker died, her funeral was conducted in the congregation she had served.   
PP  This faith commitment also presents challenges to social work practice! 
PP 4. What ethical challenges do these organizations present for social worker practice? 

For some RAOs,  their goal is for service recipients to embrace religious beliefs and values as part of a holistic transformation.  As we talk about this goal, we need to distinguish between organizational goals and the goals of individual volunteers and staff members. 
Organizational goals. Most religiously affiliated agencies regard religious faith and practice as mission and motivation for serving, but not necessarily as the outcome for clients served. Our interviews in urban organizations suggest that service recipients experience the faith-based nature of the program primarily as program personnel having faith in them and caring about them, not through program personnel proselytizing.  For virtually all the RAOs and congregations with whom we have conducted research, religious faith provides motivation for serving.  They may hope for a spiritual transformation in service recipients, and some do infuse religious content into services for this purpose..
  
The motivation of volunteers.  A study of mentoring programs designed to prevent juvenile delinquency found that most mentors expressed the hope that participants would eventually find faith, but they had a long-term perspective when thinking about this.  They believed that by their example they were planting the seed that could eventually result in participants' acceptance of faith. Volunteers did not consider inviting participants to attend religious services with them proselytizing, as long as they are not requiring that they do so or requiring that they join the church.  (Branch, 2002, p. 57).  In our own study of 946 religiously-motivated volunteers, primarily Christian evangelical, the overwhelming majority (87%) reported that they saw actions as more important than words in sharing their faith.  At the same time,  they overwhelming agreed with the statement, that meeting people’s needs “provides an opening for sharing the Christian gospel” (Garland, Myers, & Wolfer, 2005).
Those for whom religious conversion may be a goal for recipients have the right to have this goal, of course.  They are religious organizations, after all.  In fact, there are all kinds of research that shows that religious beliefs and practices are good for people.  Research on religious practices and health outcomes indicates that higher levels of religious involvement are associated with: reduced hypertension, longer survival, less depression, lower levels of drug and alcohol use and abuse, less promiscuous sexual behaviors, reduced likelihood of suicide, lower rates of delinquency among youth, and reduced criminal activity among adults (Johnson, Tompkins, & Webb, 2002; Wallace, Myers, & Osai, 2004). There is an extensive literature showing the health and well-being and protective factors associated with religious faith.
 
Nevertheless, social workers are appropriately concerned when volunteers and program staff use social services as an opportunity to attempt to convert clients to their religious group.  But we social workers may be so concerned about the potential of volunteers pushing their religious agenda that we distance ourselves rather than finding ways to help volunteers learn more effective ways to live their faith without breaching the self-determination of service recipients.  Unlike our students, volunteers usually have not had opportunity to explore what it means to be a client dependent on service, and the resulting power differential between volunteer and recipient that makes any verbal expression of religious faith implicitly a pressure on the recipient to agree. Breaching another’s self determination is incongruent with many religions as well as social work ethics.  For example, Christian beliefs of the soul-freedom and sacredness of individuals would not support attempts to impose values or beliefs on others, or to treat them as less worthy because of their beliefs, choices, or actions.  Addressing the relationship of social services and religious proselytizing  can and should be framed with religious texts and teachings, as I did earlier, not with the social work code of ethics that may not have salience with congregational volunteers or even agency staff that are not social workers.  Such framing requires social workers to be culturally competent.  
PP Implications for Social Work Education

PP  Our HBSE and practice curricula that includes content on religious diversity needs to include not only teaching about spirituality and faith as dimensions of human development, but also teaching about the characteristics of RAOs and congregations as practice settings.  

PP All of our students need at least beginning levels of cultural competence to work in and with these ubiquitous organizations and communities. Education for working in and collaboratively with congregations and RAOs cannot be left to social work programs in religiously affiliated colleges and schools, any more than working with minority/ethnic populations can be left to colleges and schools that are historically related to those population groups.  
Social work education ignores these settings for social service at the peril of client populations. Congregations and RAOs have been and will be working with those in need, with or without the leadership and collaboration of social workers.  If they cannot find culturally competent social workers who can respect and support their mission, then these organizations find other professionals or nonprofessionals to lead them.  
PPWe can reach a group of potential students who feel called to serve in these settings if we provide an education that is relevant.  These students are not preparing for private practice; they are preparing for world changing.  They can be a committed, hard working group of students.  In our own program 1/3 of our master’s students are in a dual MSW/Master of Divinity program, a rigorous 4 ½ year program.
PP We need to develop a research, knowledge, and skill base for working in these cultural settings.  Faith communities are powerful potential allies in our profession’s commitments to social justice and to alleviating human suffering.  
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