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ABSTRACT
 
This paper outlines a preliminary framework for the analysis of comparative religion policy which highlights the diverse configurations of faith-based and secular organizations found in different areas of public policy. In many countries, faith-based service organizations (FBSOs) are full participants in complex policy networks in policy areas such as health, education, and social services, while in other issue areas FBSOs have minimal if any impact. An informal model of the sequential process through which FBSOs are established and later respond to incentives set by political authorities is used to suggest conditions under which different levels of FBSO participation in policy networks should be expected. Positive and negative consequences of increased FBSO participation, both for members of that policy network and for society as a whole, are identified. Suggestions for future directions of research include specification of research questions directed at the level of individual FBSOs, comparisons between substantive issue areas, and cross-national comparisons of policy networks.
Comparative Religion Policy
Public officials routinely enact policies that impact, directly or indirectly, on the expression of religious faith and commitment. Even in the United States, where church and state are generally believed to lie on opposite sides of a formidable wall of separation, the reality is that many national, state, and local officials interact with religious leaders on a regular basis.
Many organizational ties cross this “wall,” with respect to both domestic social policy (Ammerman 2005, Chaves 2004, Wuthnow 2004), and international humanitarian and development aid (Nichols 1988, Kniss and Campbell 1997, McCleary 2004). Policy analysts have long realized that religious and political organizations have in fact formed partnerships of various kinds (Davis 2001; Heclo 2003; Lupu and Tuttle 2002; Salamon 1999). Recent research has attempted to demarcate the unique contributions, if any, that faith-based organizations provide to the overall mix of welfare services (Chaves 2004, Ebaugh et al. 2003, Kennedy and Bielefeld 2006, Monsma 1996, Smith and Sosin 2001, Wuthnow 2004). Other researchers have sought to understand the range of relationships between religion and politics in different countries. For example, despite the general tendencies towards homogenization of public policy among all members of the EU, there remain significantly diverse forms of church-state relationships among the current and future members of the European Union (Barker 2004; Bloβ 2003; Jalen and Wilcox 2002). Even a simple measurement of the degree of church-state separation can be controversial (Barro and McCleary 2004, Fox and Sandler 2003; Minkenberg 2002).

In this paper I outline a framework for the comparative analysis of what I call religion policy, constituting all the legal, financial, symbolic, and partisan activities undertaken by public officials with regard to the activities of religious organizations. This concept is admittedly a bit vague and perhaps over-ambitious, and my research remains at a preliminary stage. This paper lays out some ideas that will need to be further fleshed out in subsequent more focused research projects.
By religion policy I mean to refer to governmental policies that have significant impact on religion, even if those policies were not originally inspired by religious principles. For this reason, the term religious policy would be misleading. In hopes of convincing any skeptical reader that there is any substance to religion policy, consider the following set of policy instruments relevant to religion.

First, even governments that guarantee religious freedom impose some restrictions on means of religious expression in the interest of protecting public order and safety. Some governments, notably in the Islamic world, interpret this justification quite extensively, using it to criminalize acts of proselytism or even conversion of an individual from one religion to another. 
Second, many governments encourage or even directly subsidize religious organizations that provide emergency shelter or health care to poor or displaced citizens. In the United States, Charitable Choice was included as part of the extensive welfare reform enacted in 1996 and President George W. Bush instituted a faith and community-based initiative from the first days of his administration. Controversies in this policy area include whether or not religious organizations need to satisfy all requirements regarding employment practices or can instead be allowed to limit their hiring (but not the recipients of their services) to individuals who share their own religious beliefs. 

Education is a third area of especially complex interactions between religious and political organizations. Public officials may prohibit, allow, or even subsidize the establishment of religious schools. These schools may or may not be limited in the nature of their educational curriculum, and the public schools may be required to cover some religious topics in their own curriculum. In some circumstances, other aspects of the public school curriculum, notably that relating to the teaching of evolution or other historically sensitive subjects, may be required to conform to the religious preferences of the majority of the population or the dictates of the state.
A fourth area of potential interaction is less frequently observed, in which partisan political organizations are established along religious lines. More generally, religious leaders of various types may be rewarded for contributing to electoral campaigns or for other expressions of support for the party in power. In rare circumstances, notably the Islamic Republic of Iran, leaders whose legitimacy is based on religious grounds may be assigned explicit responsibilities of governance in the political system. 

Finally, at least for this brief overview, political authorities can choose whether or not they wish to interfere in disputes internal to religious organizations. Since the end of the religious wars in Europe there have been few political interventions in the details of religious doctrine, but there have been many disputes over the disposition of the extensive property holdings that religious organizations can accumulate over the centuries. In some cases, certain religious organizations retain control over certain aspects of legal disputes, especially in the areas of marriage, divorce, and inheritance. 

This diversity of potential interactions between political authorities and religious organizations reflects that fact that religious faith may affect an organization in many ways: by helping define its mission or the specific details of its programs or activities, by inspiring the individual leaders, volunteers, or donors who enable that organization to operate, by determining who is eligible to participate in or benefit from its programs, by selecting the criteria by which its results should be evaluated, or even by limiting the organizational forms of internal management or external oversight that are deemed consistent with the dictates of that faith. Two fundamentally different types of religious organizations are often distinguished, namely, (1) congregations and related organizations primarily focused on doctrines, ritual, and other matters directly related to the shared experience of worship and (2) faith-based organizations (FBOs) which are directly involved in the delivery of health care, emergency relief, education, or other public welfare services. Although there is no consensus on what exactly makes a service organization “faith-based,” (Berger 2003, Ebaugh et al. 2005, Jeavons 1994, 1998, Unruh and Sider 2005), the basic idea is that such an organization is affiliated in some way with a religious tradition but that it was originally established to achieve purposes that cannot be fully subsumed under the purview of purely religious activities. 
To reinforce the critical importance of this service component, in this paper these organizations are described as faith-based service organizations (FBSOs). Within the United States, the most successful of these faith-based service organizations in any given area of activity often become intimately linked with the public agencies, secular nonprofits, and private for-profit corporations which are also heavily involved in this area of public policy. Globally, religious organizations have long played important leadership roles in what has come to be known as the international community: a global network of national governments, intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), and an amorphous constellation of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) specializing in humanitarian assistance, development, conflict resolution, the protection of human rights, the promotion of democracy, and post-conflict reconstruction and reconciliation. As such, international or transnational faith-based service organizations are critical components in the formulation and especially in the implementation of public policy at the global level, as well as at many national and local levels throughout the world.
This paper outlines a preliminary framework for analysis that might help explain the origins and development of the many different patterns of interactions between FBSOs and their partners in public service delivery, with particular attention given to their roles in policy networks in domestic U.S. policy and the global policies listed above. 
Analytical Preliminaries

My effort to understand the effect of religion on domestic and global public policy has been shaped by one fundamental premise: the people involved in religious activities are just as rational as those same people when engaged in explicitly political or economic activities, rational in the sense that they pursue their own goals in as effective a manner as possible. I emphasize my presumption of the rational basis of religious organizations because it is far too easy for unsympathetic observers to dismiss religion as unworthy of serious consideration. As a social scientist, I prefer to operate on the presumption that there is indeed some compelling logic behind the behavior of faith-based service organizations and the religious individuals who animate them, and that this logic is amenable to systematic analysis and comprehension. 

My chosen mode of analysis fits within the broader tradition of modern political economy, a multidisciplinary body of research on economic theory, rational choice theory, game theory, public choice, social choice, transaction cost economics, constitutional political economy, rational choice institutionalism, and related methods developed by political scientists, policy analysts, economists, and other social scientists (Bickers and Williams 2001, Mueller 1997, 2003, Ostrom 2005, Shepsle and Bonchek 1997, Sabatier 1999, and Scharpf 1997). Modern political economy treats rationality as the core component of human choice in all areas of endeavor. Individuals are presumed to pursue their own self-interest to the best of their abilities, and when a group of rational individuals realizes that they need some regular means to coordinate their behavior in order to accomplish some shared goal, then a formal organization (or more informal institutional arrangement) is established and/or used for that purpose. From this perspective, all types of religious organizations face the full spectrum of the same dilemmas of collective action that challenge secular organizations, and as a consequence they experience a similarly mixed record of positive and negative results.
The analysis presented in this paper falls between two broad and active traditions of research in which the tools of modern political economy have been applied to the study of religion and some of its organizational manifestations. The first tradition of research, dating back at least as far as Adam Smith, evaluates the consequences of different macro-level patterns of interaction between religious leaders and political authorities. Researchers in this tradition have examined the consequences of a competitive marketplace in religion on religious participation and/or economic growth, as well as other macro-level patterns in relations between political and religious systems at the national level (Iannoconne 1998, Gill 2001, Stark and Finke 2000). Briefly, the rational choice theory of religion implies all available niches (as defined by different constellations of consumer tastes for religious products) will be occupied by appropriate religious organizations, as long as there are no externally imposed restrictions on the formation and promulgation of new faiths. 
Religious entrepreneurs search for innovative ways to enhance the religious experience, in order to attract sufficient levels of resources and supporters. Since tastes vary and there is no direct means of measuring product quality in a religious market, we should expect to observe a wide array of available products in a competitive setting. That being said, there are ways in which many religions come to resemble each other. Much of the rational choice literature on religion has focused on understanding the processes through which established religious faiths tend, over time, to become less demanding in their requirements for membership. In this way, an intense sect slowly morphs into a more sedate church, whose members are often quite comfortable with the secular society in which they live. This still-controversial sect-church hypothesis must be supplemented with the corresponding tendency for the introduction of new and innovative forms of more demanding religious experience. Since the sedate form of church-like service does not suit the tastes of all potential believers, unmet demand for intense religious services increases as sects morph into churches. This opens the door for religious entrepreneurs to introduce new products. 

The aggregate picture is one of endless religious energy finding expression in an ever-expanding array of alternative forms, along with a natural dynamic tendency for established products to change over time. Without this energy the religious sector of the public economy would eventually degenerate into a form indistinguishable from secular pursuits. All this suggests that faith-centered organizations are engaged in a delicate balancing act between tendencies towards secularization and intensification of religious experience. As a consequence, we are likely to observe very little in the way of homogenization (or isomorphism) among faith-centered organizations. Instead, the history of religion presents an endless array of religious innovation as existing configurations give rise to new variants. Since old variants rarely disappear entirely, a proliferating diversity of religious forms accumulates over time. 

In the second body of research that serves to bracket the approach outlined in this paper, focus is placed on comparing the performance of faith-based service organizations and their secular equivalents, often engaged in quite similar programs of public service. This micro-level research has become increasingly evident since the passage of the welfare reform act in 1996, which included provisions for Charitable Choice, and especially since the implementation of Pres. Bush’s faith and community based initiative in the early days of his first term (Monsma 1996, Ebaugh et al. 2003, Wuthnow 2004, CRS 2005, Scott 2003, Kennedy and Bielefeld 2006, Kinney 2006). So far the research produced in this vein has remained frustratingly undefinitive. Some researchers report significant differences in the ways in which certain programs are implemented, including more reliance on volunteer labor by FBSOs. However, there has been precious little evidence that would substantiate either the claims of the advocates of increased FBSO participation or their critics. In short, there seems to be no definitive distinction between the effectiveness of otherwise comparable programs implemented by faith-based service organization or their secular equivalents. Instead, they seem remarkably similar in their effects.
 Selection in the direction of organizational isomorphism is much more likely to act upon the development of faith-based service organizations than for worship-centered organizations. The intrinsically intangible values of religious faith and of participation in joint rituals are essential for sustaining any viable religious operation, and yet the satisfaction associated with achieving practical results cannot be ignored either. Hence the perceived need to establish an FBSO, that is, an organization that is somehow related to the expression of religious faith, but that has a primary mission that is more practical. To better achieve this mission, however it may be defined, members of or participants in or contributors to that FBSO act upon the hope that its leaders will act to realize their shared goal. These leaders, or more technically these agents of the member-participant-donor principals, have in turn been socialized into the expectation that they should pursue specifically religious goals that can not be directly reduced to political power, economic wealth, or social status in this world. Whether or not they as individuals derive utility from these non-tangible goals, they realize that their followers expect certain behavior from them, and their actions must comport, to some degree, with these expectations if they want remain in that role. This somewhat convoluted formulation is intended to integrate the standard notion of rational choice as goal-seeking behavior with the “logic of appropriateness” as laid out by March and Olsen (1989).

Thus, entrepreneurs responsible for establishing and operating FBSOs may be inspired by a range of potential incentives, and they realize that their donors, volunteers, and other potential supporters may be inspired by a similar array of incentives. Yet to obtain access to the level of tangible resources needed to achieve substantial results, the leaders of FBSOs may need to cater to the wishes of government officials controlling much larger pots of money. This sets the stage for potentially mutually beneficial relationships between the agents of religious and political organizations, in which each side may be manipulating the behavior, and perhaps the incentives, of the other. My analytical point of departure is my presumption that the same methods of rational choice theory that have already proven their utility in the study of religion per se can easily be extended to provide explanations for long-standing patterns of strategic interactions between FBSOs and other types of organizations.
Focusing on Policy Networks

In this paper I focus on a meso-level of analysis, nestled between micro-level evaluations comparing the effectiveness of individual organizations and macro-level patterns of interaction between religion and politics within a country or in the world as a whole. Specifically I choose to focus on the patterns of interaction that can be observed in different issue areas or issue domains, conceptualized as distinguishable substantive subsectors of the overall public economy. The concept of issue area remains essential to the study of public policy, even though no one has been able to provide the foundation for a consensus definition of this term (Lowi 1964, Baarzel 1999, Thatcher 1998, Howlett 1991). So I proceed more informally, presuming that clusters of substantive issues can be identified in which many of the same actors interact with each other in a routine fashion, coping with many of the same policy problems year after year. 
This conceptualization of an issue area, or an issue domain, is very closely tied up with the related, and equally important and slippery concept, of a policy network. Informally, a policy network consists of all of the individuals and organizations, whether these organizations be public, private, voluntary, or community-based in nature, that interact to determine and especially to implement public policy on a related set of substantive issues (Goldsmith and Eggers 2004). In effect, each policy network defines the effective boundaries of that sector of the overall public economy (Ostrom, Tiebout, and Warren 1961; McGinnis 1999). A particular policy network may include elected representatives, but typically real policy is set by some combination of public bureaucrats, appointed officials, technical experts, policy analysts, lobbyists, staff members for elected officials and business leaders, and managers of nonprofit organizations, non-governmental organizations, or some other form of voluntary association. Within each of these inchoate sets of actors, all are connected together via a relatively stable interaction structure, or network. 
For some analysts, members of a policy network typically share a common belief system, or at least a common understanding of the underlying nature of the policy problems to which they jointly respond (Sabatier 1999). For others, just a regular pattern of interaction is sufficient to define a network, which then might include advocates with sharply contradictory views or interests in that particular policy area (Bryson et al. 2006). 

In the literature on American public policy, researchers have long been struck by the regularity with which the same actors tend to continue to interact with each other, and especially by the ways their interactions tend to take the form of mutual adjustment to each other’s interests and behaviors. Such interactions tend to result, perhaps not surprisingly, in an overwhelming pattern of incremental change (Lindblom 1959). Although individual political leaders may come and go as a consequence of such dramatic effects as elections, for the most part many of the same policy implementers remain in place, or at most exchange roles with each other. When dramatic events do occur, they may be treated as temporary punctuations that eventually settle down into a new equilibrium, or as a temporarily open policy window that, once closed, sees the newly established patterns of interaction once again operate far from public scrutiny (see chapters in Sabatier 1999). 
Although there may be pressures for conformity within a policy network and for incrementalism within any given issue domain, there remain dramatic differences among the policy networks active in different areas of public policy. Some such differences in the individual composition of policy networks seems inevitable, for each policy area will have some experts trained in the particular forms of technical knowledge most relevant to these substantive problems. However, each and every policy network includes not just actors with a professional or technocratic mindset but also many other actors who are more closely attuned to changes in the public mood or changes in partisan political alignments. Not only are different political actors entrenched in different issue areas, but these are dominated by different configurations of economic interests and/or of epistemic understandings. This is the basic idea behind the still-classic effort of Lowi (1964) to delineate substantially different configurations of economic interest, political participation, and policy outcomes, even though the exact contours of different configurations remains unresolved (Berzel 1998, Thatcher 1998, Howlett 1999).
To my knowledge there has been no research that explicitly compares the roles that faith-based service organizations or other religious-based actors play in the policy networks active in different sectors of the public economy. In a very useful overview of the third or voluntary sector, Salamon (1999) provides detailed assessments of the diverse roles that nonprofit organizations play in several of the most important sectors of the U.S. public economy. This book includes a separate chapter on purely religious organizations, whereas the contributions of faith-based service organizations are summarized in chapters on each substantively defined sector, along with other relevant nonprofits. As a consequence, the overall configuration of the faith-based subsector remains unclear (Cage and Wuthnow 2006).
My initial effort to classify policy areas on the basis of the level of FBSO involved is given in Table 1. These distinctions are based on my understanding of the overall patterns of public policy in two broad arenas, domestic U.S. politics and the ways in which “the international community” responds to crises, war, and poverty. Subsequent research will also include patterns of policy implementation in other countries and other policy contexts.
At the top of Table 1 are listed those issue areas in which faith-based service organizations (FBSOs) tend to be most tightly intertwined with the rest of the relevant policy networks. In the U.S., religious hospitals still play a major role in the health care system, even though it may have become increasingly difficult to distinguish among hospitals originally established by churches, communities, or for the purposes of making a profit (Salamon 1999). FBSOs play similarly critical roles in many areas of social policy, especially for emergency shelter, food pantries or soup kitchens, disaster relief, and other forms of social welfare. Here many congregations are involved in small-scale programs (Ammerman 2005, Chaves 2004, Unruh and Sider 2005), but it is the larger and more established FBSOs, such as Catholic Charities or the Salvation Army, that are especially closely tied to public agencies (Monsma 1996, Wuthnow 2004, Ebaugh et al. 2005). 
At the global level, Catholic Relief Services, Lutheran World Relief, and World Vision International are especially well-known examples of large organizations that play critically important roles in the delivery of emergency food aid, health care, temporary shelter for refugees, and other forms of humanitarian aid (Nichols 1988; Kniss and Campbell 1997; McCleary 2004). Here the connection between government and religious nonprofits is both longer-standing and less controversial than in the domestic policy arena. The common theme uniting all the elements listed in this row is the underlying concern of many religions for the fate of the downtrodden, and the salience of religious imperatives towards charity.
The second row of Table 1 includes examples of policy areas in which the faith-based components are important but also relatively separate from the rest of the relevant policy network. In the area of elementary and secondary education in the U.S., for example, Catholic, Lutheran and a few other religions’ schools retain their distinctive role. To some extent these schools are subjected to many of the same regulations as public schools, but in other ways they remain quite distinctive. Religious support for home-schooling as an alternative form of education is also of increasing importance. In a similar way, religious communities are serviced by media outlets (magazines, radio and TV stations, etc.) that cater specifically to their needs for religion-friendly information, and these channels of communication help to sustain relatively distinct religious subcultures. These networks may not be as immediately recognizable as the system of religious schools, and yet they must not be overlooked in any detailed evaluation of religion’s contribution to the public economy as a whole.

Similar forms of religious communities are maintained at the international level, uniting people with shared religious beliefs who happen to live in different political jurisdictions. In some cases a local or national culture is very closely tied up with a particular religious tradition, but there are also many examples of transnational religious communities that retain their importance in today’s globalized world. Despite the past prevalence of the pattern in which Christian missionaries were sent from the more developed countries of Europe or North America to the rest of the world, in today’s increasingly interconnected world it has become standard practice to speak of missionaries from everywhere to everywhere (Jenkins 2003, Robert 2000, Pocock et al. 2005). Although many missionaries are, or have been, primarily motivated by their felt need to share their religious faith with others, many of these same missionaries have, in the process, established schools, health clinics, and refuges for those in need. The extent to which 18th and 19th century missionaries were essentially tools or stooges of Western imperialism remains controversial, yet no one can deny the very real consequences of these activities on the shape of today’s world. And, it is important to emphasize, the missionary enterprise is still very much alive, and today’s missionaries are just as likely to conflate religious and practical activities (McGinnis 2007a). 
The next and largest row of Table 1 includes several examples of issue areas in which faith-based service organizations play some occasionally important roles, but these roles are typically concentrated on some limited range of issues of special interest to religious believers for one reason or another. These examples are arrayed in a roughly decreasing order of importance or centrality to their respective issue domains, although this order is nothing but impressionistic on my part.
Many of the same international faith-based organizations active in the delivery of humanitarian relief have extended their operations into the closely-related area of international development assistance. Development can proceed more regularly in times of peace, and religious activists have long been concerned with the search for peace, whether or not it leads to development. Particular religious leaders and organizations have played important roles in resolving certain conflicts at the international level, with efforts by Quakers, Mennonites and other the traditional peace churches being most easily identified as such (Cejka and Bamat 2003; Little 2007). However, for the most part the mechanisms of international diplomacy are carried out with little direct participation by FBSOs (but see Johnston and Sampson 1994; Johnston 2003). The one exception, the one area of international peacemaking in which religious participation is uniquely essential, is the area of achieving a peaceful reconciliation among warring groups, especially at the level of local communities (Appleby 2000; Smock 2002, Schrich 2005). Typically such peace and reconciliation conferences require participants to join together in some locally meaningful ritual, which helps them come to a mutual recognition that past abuses on all sides need to be forgiven if both sides are to move forward.
Domestically, a similarly transformative experience lies at the heart of many programs of rehabilitation for drug addicts or hardened criminals. Although FBSOs play a relatively small role in the broader area of job-training or professional development (Kennedy and Bielefeld 2006), some have developed strong reputations for their programs to rehabilitate repeat offenders (Mears et al. 2006). 
It is widely recognized that religious leaders played prominent roles in historical campaigns against slavery and more recent efforts to insure civil rights to the descendants of slaves. In addition, religious leaders are often more sympathetic to the plight of immigrants and others whose rights tend not to be so well-protected as those of full citizens. Internationally, the record of religious advocates of human rights is rather more spotty (Lauren 2003, Marthoz and Saunders 2005). Campaigns for the expansion of democracy, for example, have been dominated by more secularly inspired activists. In recent years, however, religious leaders have dominated campaigns to strengthen international protections against restrictions on religious freedom, as exemplified in the passage of the International Religious Freedom Act of 1998 by the U.S. Congress and its rapid signing into law by Pres. Clinton (Hertzke 2004). A similar group of activists later inspired campaigns against the remarkably still common practice of human trafficking. Overall, though, FBSOs in this area have been rather more selective and uneven in their support for human rights. Particularly confusing is the current pattern of discourse pitting advocates of a women’s right to have access to abortion procedures against advocates of an unborn infant’s right to life (Bass and Herman 2003). For some religiously inspired activists there could be no more important task, but for others, some equally fervent in their religious belief, concerns about too-free access to condoms or other forms of contraception are tragically misplaced in an increasingly crowded world of sharply constrained resources and the seemingly perpetual recurrence of gross inequities.
Rather than pausing to fight that battle, we move instead to the remaining items in this same row of Table 1. One of the enduring characteristics of the U.S. political system is a high concentration of poverty in urban minority communities, and the churches and other religious organizations in African-American and Hispanic communities are often asked to play leadership roles in community development, almost by default (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990, Hula et al. 2007). For many years, the black church has been one of the few places where African-American leaders could emerge and be recognized as such. Although considerably more opportunities now exist, leaders of predominately minority religions continue to play important roles in community development. 

There is no exact analogue to this role in the international arena, but a case could be made that religious leaders might well be able to serve a similarly positive role in local development projects in many parts of the poorer countries of the world. Religions of many kinds, but especially Pentecostal Christianity, are growing with great rapidity in many of the poorest communities, especially in urban areas, and these same leaders might come to play a more central role in economic development. Such has hardly been the case in the past, as programs of economic development funded by western agencies have been concentrated in the hands of the leaders of national governments. In recent years, however, even the World Bank has come to recognize the potential contribution that religious leaders might make towards resolving the tough nut of development (Belshaw et al. 2001, Thomas 2004).
With the area of political activism to protect the environment we reach an issue area in which religious-based activism has been, until very recently, virtually non-existent. But with the growing realization of the consequences of global warming and other forms of environmental degradation, there has been a resurgence of interest in the environment by evangelical leaders, some of whom now argue that “creation care” be included as one of the tasks given mankind by its divine creator (see the Evangelical Environmental Network website). It remains to be seen how extensive will be the religious component to this important policy area, and it serves to remind us that these patterns remain fluid, in the sense that the relative influence of FBSOs may wax or wane as circumstances change.
Even economic policy is not immune from religious influence. One important example is the Jubilee 2000 mobilization campaign, a global effort to convince financial organizations that were holding substantial levels of debt from the governments of many especially poor countries to forgive that debt, in the spirit of a Biblically mandated tradition of debt forgiveness known as the jubilee. Suffice it to say that these Biblical arguments failed to convince experts well-steeped in the doctrines of high finance, but this activism did help exert pressure on these same elites that lead, eventually, to some reduction of the debt burden faced by some less-developed nations, especially the poorest of the poor. 
The bottom row of Table 1 acknowledges that there are some areas of public policy for which FBSOs are, essentially, irrelevant. Rarely does an American minister address the issue of excessive budget deficits from the pulpit, for example. When we get to issues related to the military, such as homeland security in the U.S. and peacekeeping operations throughout the world, about the only contribution made by FBSOs is the training of military chaplains. Finally, there remain vast vistas of public policy for which FBSOs are simply not relevant. Building and maintaining roads, ports, airports, communication lines, and banking systems are certainly important, albeit somewhat technical areas of public policy, but it is difficult to imagine any of them eliciting a creative response from anyone on the basis of their religious belief. On the other hand, at the international level, practical improvements in local infrastructures are often critical components of effective development projects, including those implemented by the most professionalized international FBSOs. Ultimately, perhaps no area of public policy can be hermetically sealed and protected from any imaginable intrusion from an FBSO, given the right set of circumstances. 
Evaluating FBSO Contributions

By now I trust the reader has been convinced that the extent to which FBSOs play important policy roles differs dramatically across issue areas or issue domains. What may not yet be apparent is why we should care about these differences. Here I refer back to the policy literature, where analysts have demonstrated that vastly different kinds of consequences for society as a whole should be expected to be observed, depending on what kinds of actors are really in charge of making and implementing policy in that area. Granted, the role of religion per se has rarely been a matter of great concern among policy researchers, who tend to be much more concerned about what happens to the public interest when policy networks are dominated by a self-contained power elite, or by greedy business interests seeking to protect their ill-gotten gains, or by recipients of political patronage who need only to keep their bosses happen, or by technocratic experts who presume to know what is best for the public, without ever bothering to ask the people themselves. 
To the extent that FBSOs play essential roles in the formation and implementation of public policy, that policy could potentially serve to reinforce the hegemonic influence of that particular faith on society as a whole. However, there are other easily mobilized groups within the American pluralist system that can effectively counter any effort to overtly impose Christianity, of whatever form, as the official religion. In other countries, of course, such controls are not nearly so secure.
In some Islamic countries overtly religious groups have gained significant levels of political support by first engaging in practical programs of service delivery. Such programs are especially effective when the responsible government has neglected to establish systems of social protection for their citizens. As long as the activities of Islamic FBSOs like the Society of Muslim Brothers (as first established in Egypt and later copied in other countries) remain focused on service provision, they could hardly be said to constitute a threat to security. Should this public support be translated into holding the reins of political power, however, the potential for subsequent abuse remains very real, precisely because of the generally weak constraints on the abuse of political power extant in these countries. In other words, the problem lies not with the religious tradition itself, but rather in the egregious deficiencies evident in the political realm.
Closer to home, increased reliance on FBSOs for the delivery of public services, which is certainly an inescapable component of recent trends towards devolution and service contracting, runs the risk of making that policy more responsive to the interests and preferences of those leaders most influential within their respective traditions. However, virtually all religious traditions encompass values that may be interpreted as supporting a wide range of contrasting positions of political controversies. For example, Appleby (2000) argues that the political implications of any religious tradition are fundamentally ambiguous, because any religious tradition can be used either to pursue peace or to justify the use of extreme violence in pursuit of religion-inspired goals. With particular reference to sub-Saharan Africa, Longman (1998) demonstrates that religion can be used either to protect the powerful or to empower the weak, or even both at the same time.
Because of this inherent variability, it would be much more difficult for the contingent of FBSO components to “capture” an vibrant policy network in quite the same way that might well happen in some area of regulatory policy, where those ostensibly being regulated in the public interest are often the ones who actually write those regulations, and do so in such a way as to protect themselves from the entry of new competitors. Still, as policy implementation becomes more dependent on the actions of organization deeply committed to standards of evaluation beyond the reach of rational calculations or scientific analysis, the chance that society’s resources might be wasted on ineffective programs will increase. 
Another potential danger is that the tight pattern of FBSO-secular interactions found in some policy networks may tend to diffuse over into related areas of public policy, thus widening as well as deepening the effect of religion on more areas of public policy. For reasons that are discussed at the end of this paper, I do not find this danger to be very compelling.

Ultimately, as a political scientist and policy analyst, my concern is to understand the extent to which faith-based service organizations have been, or are likely to be, fully integrated into policy networks of diverse types. I leave the possible consequences, both positive and negative, to be a matter for evaluation at some later date. For the present, I am primarily concerned to lay out what appears to me to be a potentially effective way of getting a start on the long process of understanding these consequences. 

Exploring Paths of FBSO Establishment and Development

Before we can fully evaluate the consequences of FBSO participation in diverse policy networks, we first need to understand the processes through which FBSOs are established and how they subsequently change over time. In the remainder of this paper I explore some implications of the idea that the patterns of cross-issue policy network differences as illustrated in Table 1 may reflect the operation of a longer-term process of institutional innovation in which political manipulation plays a central, but rarely determinative role. In each issue area, a distinctive pattern of FBSO involvement in those policy networks has emerged from the historical expression of the following generic sequence of events and decisions arranged in four analytically distinguishable steps: religious expression, institutionalization of those forms of expression by religious entrepreneurs, regulation and other forms of manipulation by political actors, and a process of selection whereby network units become more tightly integrated.
1. Expression of religious belief in the form of charitable or other activities that have, generally as an unintended consequence, direct or indirect effects on public policy. The activities of concern here are typically inspired by purely religious considerations, or by the natural expression of sensitivities generated through religious training or socialization towards the well-being of others. In effect, these activities generate externalities, or external effects on both the recipients of these charitable activities and, sometimes, for society as a whole. 
2. Entrepreneurship is required to transform the irregular expression of religious belief in charitable acts into a more regularized or institutionalized pattern of behavior. Establishment of a formal organization may be originally inspired by an individual desiring to realize more effective implementation of charitable programs, perhaps by devising a regular way in which to attract donations and to organize the programs itself. This form of religious innovation may require establishment of a new organization, or the activities may be incorporated within the purview of established institutions, such as congregations, denominations, or other entities. 

3.  Regulation/Manipulation. Public officials and/or political entrepreneurs may seek to encourage more of the same activities that FBSOs are already engaged in or to shift that organization’s emphasis in other directions more in keeping with their own interests. As noted earlier, public officials have at their disposal a wide array of policy instruments with which they reward or punish different responses (Salamon 2002).

As is typically the case, the final policy outcome depends critically on the ways in which non-governmental actors respond to the incentives given them by government programs. In this case we are especially sensitized to instances in which an existing FBSO program uses public funding to expand the scale of its operations or to shift its priorities in other direction. FBSOs involved in delivery of health care, education, or other public services frequently find that they are unable to obtain, on their own, the level of resources needed to resolve the problems they seek to address, which makes the potential support of funding agencies especially attractive.
Any change in FBSO programs may be resisted by those satisfied with the scale and focus of existing programs. Concerns are especially likely when programs change in nature as they expand. In response to such institutional change, donors or volunteers may withdraw their support. They may then transfer that support elsewhere, to either an existing FBSO or to help create a new one, or they may become disillusioned and withdraw their participation in these overtly political activities. Both types of responses are likely to be observed in combination.

4. Selection/Networking. Throughout this process of reaction to incentives set by public officials, those FBSOs implementing certain kinds of programs will be reinforced whereas others will find themselves losing support. Over time, this process of selection should act to narrow down the extent of variance among those FBSOs receiving significant levels of public assistance, compared to those FBSOs that remain more independent in their operations. Under some conditions, we should expect to see some FBSOs become virtually indistinguishable from their secular counterparts, and some may even loose any residual effect of religion on their mission or activities. On the other hand, new FBSOs will continue to be established, only some of which will eventually lose their distinctive characteristics.
Overall, this process of religious expression and entrepreneurial innovation, political manipulation and selection should generate different patterns of interactions between the overtly faith-based components of a policy network and the rest of that network. For many reasons (see Sabatier 1999), any one policy network may tend towards incrementalism, but different substantive issue domains should be expected to manifest quite different equilibrium configurations. Variation in these patterns is what I am trying to explain in this framework. 
Each of these steps can be taken as a potential pivot in a contingent sequence of network construction. Changes in any one step can set the stage for later developments, by making some forms of subsequent change more likely and other forms hard to even imagine, let alone implement, by those actors who will emerge from the process thus set in motion. 
My original intention was to set up an extensive game model of this dynamic sequence of mutual adjustment of political and religious organizations, in order to highlight the importance of the ongoing process of strategic interaction between the religious entrepreneurs that first establish and later manage the FBSOs and the political entrepreneurs who use policy instruments to manipulate the incentives facing the leaders of these FBSOs. For example, in an earlier paper I posited a model of faith-based diplomatic incidents triggered by explicit or implicit U.S. support for evangelical groups insisting on spreading their version of evangelical Christianity in countries such as India and in the Islamic world where conversion is a sensitive, even illegal, matter (McGinnis 2007b). My conclusions in that paper highlighted the importance of the overarching political relationship between the U.S. government and the leaders then in power in the smaller state as setting the context through which any such crisis would develop. Upon further reflection, I am no longer certain that this surface level of strategic interaction is quite so critical as I originally suspected. Instead, there are longer term and deeper structuring processes that also need to be incorporated into any explanation of the divergent paths of FBSO development exhibited in the domestic and international policy networks summarized in Table 1. 
As my focus shifted from the interactions between particular pairs of organizations to the overall patterns of interactions characteristic of distinct issue areas, a standard game model seemed increasingly problematic. My problem was fundamental: I could never figure out what was being optimized. Policy networks are by definition non-hierarchical and leaderless, so it was not plausible to posit the existence of an imaginary unitary rational actor that was optimizing a well-defined utility function for the policy network as a whole. Any sort of approximation to optimization would have to emerge, instead, from some quasi-automatic process of selection.

For example, each organizational member of a policy network may be presumed to seek more resources in order to achieve its own goals. As each focuses on attracting donations or other forms of funding from different sources, the overall effect might be to maximize the overall level of resources coming into that policy network, to be distributed according to whatever processes, implicit or explicit, that characterize that network. On the other hand, the extensive literature on organizational isomorphism demonstrates that, as interactions among organizations become denser and more salient, they tend to come to resemble each other, by processes of mimicry and adaption that may be difficult to even identify on a conscious level (Meyer and Rowan 1977, Powell and DeMaggio 1991). From this perspective, we should expect to see those FBSOs that most are closely integrated within a policy network would, over time, become increasingly secularized, thereby losing any advantage they might have had in tapping unique resource niches. 

Another complication arises from the ubiquitous search for autonomy. Policy networks thrive in obscurity, with its prominent members all comfortably entrenched in their ongoing relationships with each other. Here increased FBSO participation might heighten the potential controversy that might be associated with that policy area, given the intense emotions that are regularly evoked whenever religion and politics are mixed together. On the other hand, increased FBSO participation in a policy network might serve to insulate that network from outside scrutiny, by giving the whole enterprise a more uplifting public face. For if outsiders suspect that unseemly acts of mutual patronage prevail in some hidden area of public policy they are much more likely to exert pressure for reform than if outsiders see instead a group of well-meaning individuals and organizations jointly struggling to help the needy. 

To illustrate the pervasive effects of subtle forms of selection, I discuss examples that show how, at each step in this process, some types of decisions are more likely to occur than others. Over time, then, the patterns that actually eventuate are generated by the acting out of these differing tendencies. 

Expression. In most religious traditions, charitable behavior is easily evoked by observations of the pain and suffering experienced by others. Thus, those charitable activities that are most likely to be even potentially relevant to public policy are disproportionately likely to be directed towards the perceived needs of marginalized groups. This tendency is reinforced by the widespread presumption that the poor and dispirited are most likely to be receptive to potential conversion to a new religion. That presumption may be in error, given research in the sociology of religion that highlights the importance of personal contacts and social network ties in any meaningful process of conversion, but even if mistaken this presumption may well be guiding behavior to a considerable extent. 

Entrepreneurship. Establishment of a formal FBSO is made more or less likely by the operation of a few especially salient factors. First, formalization is especially likely if that activity is deemed to be of critical importance for the continued survival of that religious community as a whole. Schools for training religious leaders and especially for socializing children into the faith of their parents fall clearly into this category. A religious component to primary education is especially likely to emerge if that religious community feels itself to be a threatened minority, but not so threatened as to not have access to sufficient resources to establish their own school system. 

A second path towards formalization of another kind emerges when charitable impulses are reinforced by the primary components of religious belief. In some cases a positive feedback loop may be experienced in which the doctrine itself becomes imbued with the importance of public service as a way of life for the members of that community, thereby making charitable acts of certain kinds to be, in effect, another form of worship, a ritual highly regarded as meritorious. Perhaps the clearest examples of the long-standing consequences of such virtuous cycles include the Salvation Army as a denomination that looks very much like a professional FBSO and yet remains fundamentally religious in nature. The leadership role taken by Quakers and Mennonites in the pursuit of peace is another example. Such positive feedback loops can result in instances that may prove hard to categorize as either a purely religious organization or a service-centered FBSO, and yet this very confusion is a manifestation of the power of these processes.
A third and more common path is triggered when some entrepreneur seizes an opportunity to improve the effectiveness through which charitable or other forms of faith-inspired activities are implemented. At this point a subtle form of political influence enters into the picture. Virtually all of the FBSOs established, except for those rare exceptions that undergo the positive feedback loop described above, will fit organizational forms that are deemed both socially legitimate and legally recognized. This is one of the places where the strategic manipulation becomes a little difficult to nail down, because these social expectations are set by decisions made in the past by political and legal authorities and reinforced by social legitimacy. 

Regulation/Manipulation. This step highlights explicit efforts by public authorities to induce particular changes in the behavior of already existing FBSOs. Here the policy tools available include grants and contracts and the granting of exemptions from rules that would otherwise have been seen as costly. For example, advocates of increased FBSO participation in the delivery of public policy regularly highlight the importance of allowing FBSOs to select their workers in a way that would otherwise be seen as constituting discrimination. Without such safeguards, religious entrepreneurs are likely to forgo any opportunity to seek government funding to expand their existing programs. Such exemptions are, needless to say, controversial. Other exemptions, from local property taxes or zoning laws, also generate controversies in particular circumstances, even though they may be widely accepted as legitimate in principle. 
We have already discussed the ways in which some FBSO leaders may choose to decline an opportunity to expand their programs, if the resources needed for expansion would add additional costs in terms of becoming vulnerable to unpalatable regulations. Typically, though, any FBSO that has experienced some initial or small-scale success, is going to include at least some participants who would like to experience more of the same. At least some of the individuals who choose to participate are likely to be motivated as much by considerations of practicality as they are by religious principle. For some, indeed, the question of practicality may outweigh any perceived costs in terms of deviation from a strict interpretation of doctrine, especially if the individual concerned does not share that doctrinal interpretation in the first place. As noted above, any religious tradition is sufficiently variegated to allow for significant differences of opinion, on both doctrinal and practical questions of direct policy relevance. 
The internal political diversity characteristic of any religious grouping can act to discourage any effort to organize an FBSO that would engage in explicitly political activities that not all of the members support. Changes may later occur that make this decision more appealing. The discussion of “creation care” as a recent manifestation of a controversial interpretation of evangelical Christianity as mandating support for efforts to slow global warming stands as a clear example of this kind of delayed entry of FBSO into an area that was previously not seen as an obvious or consensual application of one’s religious belief. 

Given divergent political beliefs in any group originally defined on religious terms, there is always going to be some opposition to any political position or FBSO program. Thus, as argued above, we should expect to see a virtually endless process through which new FBSOs are established and old ones either abolished or continuing to exist, in diminished capacity. Meanwhile, other FBSOs will prosper, and some of these will become tightly integrated into mainstream policy networks. This endless creation of new organizational variants as old ones tend to secularize and/or trigger internal resistance is eerily reminiscent of the well-known sect-church hypothesis, and it operates for pretty much the same reason (and with pretty much the same limitations as the original argument). In effect, this step manifests the sect-church dynamic as it applies to the expression of religious faith that happen to have practical policy ramifications. 
Selection/Networking. Finally we arrive at the end of the process, or rather at the stage of an interactive process that can act repeatedly to fine-tune the organizations and policy programs generated in the previous steps. Out of this process of selection should emerge a relatively persistent pattern of interactions, a policy network, that itself generates a relatively consistent process of policy stasis or, at most, incremental change. This process generates pressures towards organizational isomorphism and professionalization of those FBSOs that stay engaged with the rest of the network.
In some cases the policy challenges may prove too large for the FBSOs to handle, even when they receive increased assistance from the state. In welfare policy, for example, it is no accident that since the New Deal era the national government has taken on an unmistakably central role in setting the rules for, and distributing the resources spent on, welfare policy (Gruber and Hungerman 2007). The health care area is one in which the monies involved are so substantial that religious and other non-profit hospitals have come to face competition from for-profit hospital corporations. This is also the policy area in which the potentially overwhelming power of organizational isomorphism has been most fully realized. 
On the other hand, there are some issue areas in which much less money is at stake, and the political stakes are also too small to entice direct intervention by political authorities. In such relatively uncritical areas, the existing array of FBSOs may be allowed to maintain their position of leadership much longer than in more critically important policy areas. International humanitarian aid fits this image quite nicely. Yes, there are millions of refugees who need assistance every year, but few if any of them are going to vote a Western government in or out of office, and the amount of money that can be made distributing supplies to refugees is miniscule. Even as the governments of the world’s major powers have become more sensitive to public reactions to shocking images of starvation or genocidal attacks in far-flung lands, they continue to channel a high proportion of this emergency aid through the existing network of humanitarian aid organizations, several of the largest of which remain tied to specific religious denominations or movements. Ironically, increased attention by the world’s national governments have induced some private companies to enter this policy area, offering for hire their logistical capacity to move resources quickly, when government officials feel an urgent need to solve a problem before it gets out of hand.  But this is only a minor elaboration of the same basic theme, as the overall structure of the international humanitarian aid regime (or global policy network, in the terminology used here) remains intact. 
Finally, the balance between faith-based and secular components of a policy network may be upset by dramatic events, as was illustrated above in the discussion of the New Deal and the newly restructured albeit still-stunted welfare state in the United States. Typically, though, the patterns once established tend to continue in place.
Potential Explanatory Factors

After all these preliminaries, it is now possible to lay out my proposed research program on comparative religion policy. This section summarizes the range of explanatory factors that may prove more or less useful in subsequent investigations of particular research questions.

Several different dependent variables could be used as the focus of particular research projects. A question of particular relevance at the micro-level would be why some faith-based service organizations become tightly integrated into the relevant policy networks while others keep a respectful distance from political authorities, or even ignore them entirely. That is, what factors determine which types of activities organizations will complete the entire sequence of religious expression, entrepreneurial innovation, political manipulation, and integration into policy networks, and which cases will stop at each of the intermediate steps along the way.

At the macro-level, one intriguing direction of research would be to explain the origins of the common pattern of religious stratification. In many countries, one religious tradition has been singled out for particular prestige. It may be declared the official state religion or its scriptures enshrined as the ultimate basis of legal authority. Other religions, usually a few in number, are assigned a lower status but still enjoy access to public support for charitable activities or religious schools. For example, China designates five religions as officially permitted, and India grants Islamic and a few other communities the right to implement family law on a religious basis. A third category of status is often occupied by a large number of faiths whose existence is tolerated but rarely supported in any direct fashion. Finally, there are invariably some faiths that are denied full recognition by political authorities. Members of new faiths designated as dangerous “cults” or seen as proxies for foreign governments may be prohibited from owning property, proselytizing, or even engaging in worship activities. The identity of the specific faiths assigned to these categories differs in different countries, but this overall pattern is quite prevalent. Even overtly secular regimes tend to make compromises with some religious faiths while denying similar rights to smaller or more dangerous or less well-protected faiths.
Other scholars have begun to investigate patterns of religious stratification and the relationship between these systems and instances of religious persecution and political conflict (see especially Fox 2006 and Grim and Stark 2006). Fox gathered data on the extent of involvement of religious organizations in selected areas of public policy, although his operationalizations may not be exactly what I will need. One research question that I would like to investigate is whether these patterns of religious-political interactions are more similar within a given state (across different issue areas) or within each issue area (as manifested within different regime types). The former would be the result expected by those who conceptualize the state as setting an overarching hegemonic framework of relations to which societal patterns must conform, whereas my own emphasis on the unique nature of potential religious interest in each policy area would suggest instead the latter result. 

No analysis of religious stratification will be complete without a strong historical component. Current distinctions among religious faiths are often grounded in decisions made and compromises accepted in previous historical eras. Of particular importance are those compromises made when the current regime was initially established. Political-religions interactions during critical junctures in the state-building process shape subsequent patterns for years to come. 

Still other explanatory factors may be of particular importance to meso-level research questions regarding patterns of religious-political interactions in different policy networks. The substantive nature of the issues that lie at the heart of health, education, or welfare, for example, tend to trigger significantly different configurations of inter-related dilemmas of collective action. 
The content of particular religious traditions may prove relevant in explaining the importance adherents to that faith attach to different areas of public policy. However, it seems to me that most religions instill concern for the poor and needy, so this factor may not prove to be an important as one might presume. On the other hand, there are demonstrable differences in emphasis on the importance or the irrelevance of proselytism, and this religiously inspired activity can lead to especially problematic tensions with political authorities. 
The regime type within which political authorities and religious leaders interact will, of course, also need to be considered. Democratic authorities are likely to have at their disposal a more limited set of policy instruments regarding religion policy than would be the case for public officials in an authoritarian regime. A self-described welfare state that has taken on extensive responsibilities in the area of public services may be less inclined to encourage faith-based organizations to implement similar programs. Even so, however, virtually all democratic regimes now engage in substantial programs of devolution and contracting out of public services, to both private and voluntary organizations. Finally, different legal systems may make it more or less difficult to sustain the separate systems of family law that religious entrepreneurs often seek to establish, maintain, and strengthen. 

Ultimately, I expect that the single most powerful explanatory factor will concern the configuration or distribution of adherents to different religious faiths. Briefly, those faiths with a higher proportion of adherents in a given jurisdiction’s population base are likely, all else being equal, to achieve a higher status in the stratification scheme defined above. Exceptions will, of course, occur, especially those due to the continuing effect of compromises made during the state-building era, as noted above. Foreign support for minority faiths can cut both ways, either leading to an enhanced status under conditions of colonial control or strong external influence, or to depressed status for faiths deemed to be dangerously close to foreign powers. 

For example, protectionist pressures to limit proselytizing activities of foreign-based religious faiths seem most likely to occur in two circumstances: an authoritarian regime especially sensitive or vulnerable to foreign influence or a democratic regime in a country where the vast majority of the population shares allegiance to the same faith. 
To some extent, religious organizations operate much as other specialized interest groups, in the sense of wanting to protect their own resources and to implement their desired policies. However, the policy outcomes most preferred by religious adherents is likely to vary depending on the relative size of that religious community compared to the population as a whole. Very small religious communities may simply want to be left alone so they can worship in whatever way they see fit, even if some of those practices conflict with general societal norms. Any service operations they implement are likely to be directed primarily or even exclusively to their own members. They may request to be exempted from the general requirement that all children attend public school, and may ultimately withdraw from society.

Religious communities of more moderate size may still insist on religious freedom, but their definition of what counts as religious expression may not include the actions of “cults” deemed dangerous to social order. They may seek public support for private religious schools or insist on fair treatment of all comparably sized faiths in the public schools (and some other faiths regarded as legitimate on other grounds). In the area of public service, they may reach beyond their own communities, especially if their religious tradition values expansion through conversion. Their leaders may encourage them to participate in campaigns to improve societal conditions, including in some instances partisan alignments with political parties.
Finally, if a single religious tradition is dominant among a country’s population, then some of its leaders may be unable to resist the temptation to seek hegemony over such policy areas as education. That religion’s precepts will be taught in the public schools, justified on the basis of the naturally close association between that hegemonic religion and the culture as a whole. Leaders of hegemonic faiths may seek to limit proselytism and may even criminalize the simple act of conversion, in order to protect their position of power. Any political leader seeking to distance him or herself from these religious leaders may need to tread carefully, given the potential for intense conflict between political and religious authorities. 
At the level of macro-level patterns of religious stratification, I expect that the configuration of religious distributions, especially during the relevant historical era of state-building, will have the most explanatory power. For meso-level questions, distinctions among the characteristics of different substantive issue areas seem likely to be most influential in shaping patterns of interaction with policy networks. Regime type will matter primarily through the set of policy instruments available to shape the incentives of FBSO officials. At the micro-level at which individual FBSOs respond to specific policy initiatives, the nature of those incentives should combine with the characteristics of the relevant policy areas to determine the extent of organizational dependence on public support.

Balancing the Books on FBSO Participation

All of this is, as of now, purely speculative. To conclude this paper, I discuss some potential policy implications of this proposed analysis. Specifically, I consider some of the most important positive and negative effects that faith-based service organizations are likely to have on the operation of a policy network as FBSOs become more tightly integrated into the network. 
There are several generally positive effects of increased FBSO participation, as seen from the viewpoint of the existing members of the policy network. The most obvious positive benefit concerns a decrease in cost. Because of the relative importance of volunteer labor in most FBSOs, otherwise comparable programs of service delivery should be able to be implemented at a lower cost by FBSOs than by their secular rivals. Another potential source of lower cost would be the use of religious facilities that might otherwise have been unused. In addition, FBSOs are able to tap into resources that might not be available to a purely secular organization, even one that is implemented virtually the same programs. The religious connection is often seen as appealing to potential donors, and thus FBSOs may be able to enjoy potential donations that might otherwise have been unobtainable. Religious organizations themselves often have resources that they can contribute to policy programs, above and beyond allowing their facilities to be used, and again FBSOs enable the fuller realization of this potential source of revenue.

Other potential benefits are not quite so clear-cut. Some advocates assert conclude that some FBSO programs work for reasons that cannot be exactly duplicated by secular programs. A prisoner rehabilitation program that requires participants to attend regular group sessions where selections from scripture are read and discussed may prove more powerful than a similar session using overtly secular materials. Another reason offered as a unique strength of faith-based rehabilitation programs takes advantage of the extensive social support networks to which church members have access. Similar support networks might well be established on a purely secular basis, but they would have to be sustained as such, whereas a church-centered support network may prove more stable with less maintenance required. 
Faith-based components may prove especially useful when members of a policy network confront particularly intractable problems. Religious faith can be a source of strength in times of trial, and may thus facilitate the persistence needed to face certain long-term dilemmas. Such persistence seems especially relevant to such matters as the slow rehabilitation of hardened criminals or the excruciatingly long process of reconciliation that may be required to convince former enemies that someone they once hated can be trusted, at least enough to allow them to come to live with each other peacefully (Smock 2002; Schirch 2005, Tutu 1999). 

Religious leaders may also serve as a liaison between public officials and members of suspicious or marginalized communities. As religious leaders they will have built up a reservoir of trust that might be used to help policy entrepreneurs to gain access to the very people they most want to help. 
More generally, incorporation of FBSOs within a policy network can insure that there will always be someone dissatisfied with the status quo, thus making it less likely that a policy network will become mired in an unproductive state of stasis as conditions continue to worsen. There is always going to be pressure for reform, since no practical set of policies can ever suffice to satisfy someone inspired by religious visions of perfect justice. The position of moral leadership enjoyed by many religious leaders can prove especially useful whenever it becomes necessary to mobilize supporters for especially costly programs of reform. Such programs require an emotional appeal, and religion is certainly closely associated with intense emotions. 
Still more effects of increased FBSO participation in policy networks are a bit more subtle and uncertain. By including individuals with a strong reputation for high moral stature, the other and perhaps more objectionable members of that policy network may receive a heightened sense of legitimacy for their efforts. Observers might then see the network as being more than just a manifestation of partisan politics or patronage. At the same time, this same sense of increased legitimacy may help insure a degree of insulation from the close scrutiny of media and oversight agencies. One of the basic tenets of the policy network perspective is that many networks work best (at least in terms of more effectively realizing their own interests) if they are allowed to make their decisions and implement their preferred policies with minimal interference from the potentially pesky and fickle public. 
That these same factors also have a more negative side should not be surprising. Reliance on moral leadership of religious members of a policy network can backfire whenever an instance of fraud, waste or abuse involving those leaders is revealed and publicized. An incessant drumbeat for more reform can prove distracting, especially to those elements of the policy network perfectly content to sustain the status quo, with all of its attendant imperfections, into the indefinite future. Even those driven to achieve practical results may become weary of fellow network partners who continually express unrealistic expectations. 

A final and potentially more serious political problem is generated whenever the programs enacted by members of a policy network happen to also advance the goals of their religious partners. If, for example, a successful program of prisoner rehabilitation results in religious conversions, this may itself generate opposition from representatives of other faiths and especially of policy actors with anti-religious agendas. 

In addition, it is important to step outside of the perspective of the policy network itself and to consider the possible implications for increased FBSO participation for society as a whole. The first concern is that inefficient programs may continue to be funded, especially those FBSO programs that can expect to receive funding from religious sources, whether or not they can demonstrate any practical success. A second concern is related, in that because of such reliance on religious donations, policy in this area may manifest misplaced priorities, since those public problems of more direct concern to religious donors are more likely to receive direct attention than other, perhaps equally important problems. This problem arises because, in effect, the agenda guiding policy response will be more response to donor interests than to the recommendations of policy analysts. Third, incorporation of faith-based components into service programs necessarily imparts a sense of mystification into the whole process, to the extent that favorable policy responses are going to be attributed, at least in part, to factors which are by definition outside of any scientific scrutiny. 

A fourth problem is more practical and directly observable. Given the natural diversity of religious traditions in any modern society, it will prove impossible to incorporate, on anything remotely resembling an equal basis, programs initiated by all religious traditions into policy networks. Instead, certain religious traditions are going to have their practices indirectly legitimated by their participation in policy implementation, while others will be excluded or at least less strongly legitimated. As a consequence, adherents of those religious traditions may feel marginalized, leading to an increase in inter-communal tensions. This problem is especially likely to be exacerbated if FBSOs are allowed to differentiate among the service treatments they apply to recipient-clients of different faiths. Efforts can, of course, be undertaken to try to minimize any resulting tensions, but advocates of increased FBSO participation must face up to the inevitability of introducing inequities in the ways different religious traditions will be treated.
A fifth problem resides at the macro-level. Patterns of close interaction between agents of religious and political organizations in any one policy area may tend to diffuse over into adjacent policy areas. This type of diffusion would be expected to be especially important by those analysts who conceptualize the state as a broad configuration of interests and ideological understandings within which social interactions take place, with those interactions experiencing, whether directly observable or not, pressures to conform to the basic structure of interactions as legitimated in the overall state structure (Hall and Taylor 1996, Amenta et al. 2001). In short, increased FBSO participation in any policy area, especially one that is closely connected to other areas of public policy, may tend to change the overall structure of church-state relations, thereby enhancing the influence over society as a whole of those religious traditions most directly involved in these particular policy programs. 

Initially, it may seem that this framework treats religious and political organizations as inherently distinct types of entities, but the initial results of my analysis suggest otherwise. For example, faith-based interest groups may tend to be satisfied with symbolic gains, or with marginal improvements in the condition of the poor, whereas more traditionally defined interest groups require regular delivery of patronage rewards to insure their continued support. If faith-based supporters tend to be differentially likely to be satisfied with merely symbolic rewards for their contributions, then it might be said that the faith-based components of a political coalition are not full members of that patronage system. But in other ways they are very much the same.

Faith may inspire individual members to engage in charitable activities, which are considered to bring their own rewards, but in order to effectively realize these gains faith-based organizations, once established, tend to behave very much like any other kind of service delivery unit. Although in some models politicians may be modeled as if their only goal was to seek re-election (Downs 1957) or bureaucrats as if they are only concerned to increase the budget available to their bureau and/or the autonomy with which they can spend that budget (Niskanen 1971), in both cases more public-spirited motives must be incorporated in order to capture the full logic of choice in play (March and Olsen 1989). In much the same way, it may be inappropriate to model religious leaders as if their only concern is to increase the number of their adherents (Stark and Finke 2000), the magnitude of the rents they can extract from monopolization of the religious market (Ekelund et al. 1996), or the intensity of the religious experience shared by participants (Iannoccone 1994). All of these models help us understand important portions of the problem, but not the whole story. Any formal organization established to pursue these goals will be subjected to selection pressures from the existing policy network, thereby clouding any clear connection between initial goals and eventual outcomes.
Looking at the pattern of FBSO participation in different policy areas as summarized in Table 1 suggests that FBSOs are especially attracted to policy areas in which they can help to alleviate the pain and suffering felt by the most marginalized segments of any society. Rather than being just like other self-interested participants in a pluralistic system, many FBSOs are at least partially motivated to look out for the interests of groups that would otherwise be ignored. By doing so, they fill a gap in the coverage of any policy network. In that sense, FBSO participation may prove critical to assuring more equitable policy outcomes.
Finally, my meso-level perspective suggests that the standard characterization of a “wall of separation” between church and state needs, once again, to be re-examined. In some policy areas there are indeed strong barriers to interaction between religious and political organizations, especially those policy areas in which the uniquely faith-based concern for marginalized groups is simply not relevant. But in other policy areas the wall may be replaced by a fence, across which neighbors can freely communicate, or a gate, which allows both sides easy access to the other. In still other areas that gate opens onto a well-worn path transverse by residents from both sides as they gather together, on one side or the other, to address their shared concerns. In a few policy areas of particular concern to religious adherents, the image of a path is too feeble to reflect the tight interconnections between religious and political organizations. Perhaps in those areas the wall can be said to have been torn down to construct an expressway facilitating the routine transport of resources from one side to the other. 

Table 1. Extent of Faith-Based Contributions in Selected Issue Areas
	Assessment of FBO Component
	Domestic Policy Networks in the U.S.
	International or Global
Policy Networks

	Integrated into Policy Networks 
	Health Care
Social policy (welfare) 
	Humanitarian Aid
Health Care 

	Important but Mostly Separate Systems 
	Education
Media, Culture
	Missionary/Proselytism
Transnational Communities 

	Specialized or Selective Roles 
	Civil Rights, Immigrants,
     Anti-poverty 
Rehabilitation (and 
     job training) 
Community Development
Environmental Issues 
     (“creation care”) 
	Development Assistance 
Social Reconciliation (esp. local)
Mediation and diplomacy 
Human Rights (religious
     rights, anti-trafficking )
Debt (Jubilee 2000)
Economic Development 

	Minimal to Non-Existent FBSO Contribution 
	Budgetary Issues
Military, Homeland Security
Infrastructure 
	Peacekeeping Operations
Global Commons 
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