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Table D.2: Model Specification of Having a Member in Past Three Years

% Change in Odds Ratio | 95% Confidence
Variable Odds Point Estimate Limits p (ChiSq)
Organization age 0% 1.00 1.000-1.001 0.0312
1999 capacity score 5% 1.05 0.89-1.03 0.0165
Southeast Region 236% 3.36 1.42-7.93 0.0057
Central Atlantic Region 311% 4.11 1.96-8.64 0.0002
WALD Score: | 32.92 R-Sq: 0.19
p (ChiSq): | <0.0001 Testing VISTA =1

Capacity Variables

Six different capacity variables were analyzed: total capacity score and the five capacity
dimensions: organizational, financial, networking, advocacy and programmatic. Because each
one emphasizes a different aspect of capacity, a more complex picture of the relationship between
participation in the AmeriCorps* VISTA program and affiliate capacity levels is possible when
all are analyzed. Each of the models is described below. Because all are forms of capacity, the
same explanatory variables were used to analyze each of them, although it will be apparent that
different combinations of these variables matter for different types and forms of capacity.

Note that the concept of capacity incorporates a large number of variables that may
themselves be considered determining factors in certain situations, particularly when evaluating
outcomes. Often organizational characteristics such as having an executive director or a strategic
plan can be used to determine what qualities an organization needs to be successful. In the case
of capacity, however, these are generally considered inherent qualities. They are assumed to be
important for the overall success of the organization—based on other studies that mark them so—
and thus were incorporated into the index instead of used as control factors for its variance.
Because of this, the control variables for level of capacity are few: they are those listed above as
community and organizational characteristics.

Of course, the main purpose of the analysis is to determine if there is a correlation between
AmeriCorps* VISTA program participation and affiliate capacity level, so the measures of
participation must be incorporated. In this analysis, the variables that measure whether the
organization had a member in the past three years (VISTA) and the number of years in the
program (vyears) were used. When looking at the capacity dimensions, variables indicating in
which activities AmeriCorps* VISTA members are involved in their affiliates were also included
in the analysis.

Total capacity score

This is the only capacity variable used that measures the entire scope of capacity-related
organization activities. It has the greatest variability in score because of this. The initial model
included nineteen explanatory variables: the community characteristics (including the seven
regional variables), the organization control variables, and two AmeriCorps* VISTA program
participation measures (having had a member over the past three years and the number of years in
the program). Seven variables proved to have significant relationships with the total capacity
score, as listed in Table D.3 (and discussed in Part Five of the report).
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The impact of AmeriCorps* VISTA program participation

The significance of the program participation variable that indicates whether an affiliate has had a
member in the past three years means that, controlling for all the other organizational and
community characteristics in the model, including former capacity levels, higher total capacity
scores correlate with participation in the AmeriCorps* VISTA program. Determining this impact
was the central goal of this project, making this conclusion very important. It is difficult to
conclude absolutely from the survey data whether having a member actually increases capacity—
VISTA presence could be the result of higher capacity levels instead. There is, therefore, some
truth to the conclusion: organizations do need to have certain qualities in order to be accepted into
the AmeriCorps* VISTA program (some supervisors require organizations to have strategic
plans, for example) and then to support the members during their service. However, there is a lot
of latitude concerning the nature of these qualities in the way the program is administered. In
reality, every program varies in terms of staff size and duties, programs offered, funding options,
community size, etc., such that it is difficult to say that one type of organization consistently
receives AmeriCorps* VISTA members over another type. While some of these patterns are
evident in the data from this study, none of these is absolute—organizations do not fall into neat
categories. The variety inherent in the set of organizations supports the hypothesis that members
do contribute to higher levels of capacity in their organizations. This conclusion is supported
further by the significance of the other variables in the model and the results of the interviews
conducted with executive directors.

Other related variables

Only one community characteristic, the median income of the area, showed significance in the
model. Although the estimated impact is small, affiliates in wealthier communities on average
have higher capacity scores. None of the regional variables was statistically significant,
indicating that when holding for all other variables, affiliate capacity scores do not vary by
national regional location. Neither the number of churches in the community nor the community
type (rural or urban) mattered when the effects of the other variables were considered.

As discussed in Part Five, several organization characteristics are positively and significantly
related to the capacity level of an organization. These are: age of the affiliate, the number of full-
time staff, whether the organization has dedicated office space, whether the organization has
received technical assistance in the past three years, and the 1999 capacity score (listed above as a
capacity variable). The affiliate size, as operationalized by the number of total houses built, was
never significant and did not change the rest of the model parameter estimates when it was
removed. The importance of the five variables measuring organizational characteristics is easily
explained. First, regarding organization age, generally older affiliates have more experience and
thus more capacity. Second, the 1999 capacity score also has a significant relationship with total
capacity score. Organizations with higher levels of capacity in the past generally have higher
levels now. Similarly, having more staff corresponds with having a higher score on the total
capacity measure.

Having an office is also related to high capacity levels; organizations with designated office
space on average will have a 7.4 point higher capacity score. While one cannot say that having
an office objectively causes higher capacity, certainly it enables organizations to perform their
duties more easily and efficiently. It is often featured in other capacity literature as an
organizational necessity. Finally, the relevance of the technical assistance variable shows that
participating in at least one technical assistance activity during the past three years is related to
higher capacity levels. Again, to say that it is a causal relationship is questionable, but the goal of
assistance is to create positive change in organizations. Because the incidence of technical
assistance ostensibly occurred before the capacity score was determined (and controlling for
previous capacity levels through the 1999 capacity score), one can avoid concluding from this
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data that higher capacity levels lead organizations to engage in technical assistance activities

(although it may also be true).

Table D.3: Model Specification of Total Capacity Score

Variable | Parameter Estimate Standard Error p (alpha = 0.05)
VISTA program participant 3.61 1.42895 0.0121
1999 capacity score 0.48 0.08327 <0.0001
Organization age 0.001 0.00045 0.0296
Technical assistance received 4.03 1.30447 0.0022
Number of full-time staff 1.77 0.34764 <0.0001
Type of office space 744 1.66767 <0.0001
Median income of service area 0.0001 0.00003 0.0002
Intercept 25.46 2.59028 <0.0001

F: | 49.04 Adj. R-Sq: | 0.55

p: | <0.0001
Condition Index*: | 12.67 Specification Test*: | p=0.19 > ChiSq

*See the end of the appendix for a description of the condition index and specification test.

Originally, both AmeriCorps* VISTA program participation measures were included in the
analysis of total capacity score. This proved to be undesirable due to the strength of their
relationship. A measure of the degree of co-variance between two variables, the Pearson
correlation coefficient value, indicates high collinearity (perfect collinearity exists when a unit
change in one variable causes a one unit change in a second) when it is above 0.80. The Pearson
coefficient was 0.794 between having had a member in the past three years and the total number
of years in the program. This makes their concurrent use somewhat questionable because, if they
vary similarly, they could be measuring the same thing, thereby obscuring the separate impact of
both. Thus, it was necessary to remove one or the other to clarify the model even though both
showed a degree of significance. The final removal of ‘number of years in the program’ (vyears)
from the model created more than 0.02 change in the estimate of only one variable, ‘program
participation in the past three years’ (VISTA). Its parameter estimate dropped from a value of
4.63 (p=0.0352) to 3.77 (p=0.0082). It did not change the adjusted R-squared value but did
increase the F-score by four. Because of these factors, not accounting for the number of years in
the program was considered more correct.

Capacity Dimensions

In general, the AmeriCorps* VISTA measurement variables do not appear to contribute
significantly to the variance of the scores of the five capacity dimensions: organizational,
financial, networking, advocacy and programmatic. ~The dimension with which program
participation has a significant relationship, organizational capacity, has the greatest variability
with a possible score of 55. The other dimensions range only between five and 18. This smaller
score variability could possibly contribute to the insignificance of a large number of the variables
and augment the significance of those that are important in the models (further discussion in Part
Five is available on this issue).
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Organizational Capacity

The initial model for organizational capacity (OC) included nineteen variables: the
organizational and community variables listed above (except region the 2001 and 2002
construction), the 1999 capacity score, the four other capacity dimension variables, and several
AmeriCorps* VISTA participation variables, including member work in the areas of family
support, organizational development and volunteer management. Of these, seven remain in the
final model, as displayed in Table D.4. The first six listed are discussed in Part Five of the report.

This model highlights the significance of an AmeriCorps* VISTA presence in affiliates. It
suggests that, holding the other six variables equal, an organization that has an AmeriCorps*
VISTA member working in the area of volunteer management will, on average, have a 2.73
higher organizational capacity score than an organization that does not, which equates to a 5.0
percent difference in score (the maximum score being 55).

Table D.4: Model Specification of the Organizational Capacity Dimension

Variable | Parameter Estimate Standard Error p (alpha = 0.05)
VISTA in volunteer mgmt. 2.73 0.88349 0.0022
1999 capacity score 0.30 0.04817 <0.0001
Financial capacity 0.38 0.11254 0.0008
Networking capacity 0.62 0.12715 <0.0001
Advocacy capacity 0.78 0.24988 0.0019
Number of full-time staff 0.72 0.19465 0.0003
Tech. assistance received 1.72 0.76435 0.0254
Intercept 14.05 1.52286 <0.0001

F: | 50.97 Adj. R-Sq: | 0.56

p: | <0.0001
Condition Index: | 12.59 Specification Test: | p =0.48 > ChiSq

Financial capacity

Most of the same variables were again analyzed against the dimension of financial capacity. As
with the other dimensions, variables measuring the work of AmeriCorps* VISTA members were
included to see if they correlated significantly with financial capacity. The full model contained
the following twenty variables: the organizational and community variables listed above (except
region the 2001 and 2002 construction), the 1999 capacity score, the four other capacity
dimension variables, and several AmeriCorps* VISTA participation variables, including member
work in the areas of fundraising, organizational finances, organizational development and
volunteer management. Of these, six were significant, none of which was an AmeriCorps*
VISTA variable.
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Table D.5: Model Specification of the Financial Capacity Dimension

Variable | Parameter Estimate Standard Error p (alpha = 0.05)
Organizational capacity 0.12 0.02826 <0.0001
Networking capacity 0.25 0.06696 0.0002
Number of full-time staff 0.38 0.13298 0.0050
Median income of service area 0.000026 0.00001 0.0065
Organization size -0.01 0.00410 0.0144
Intercept 4.29 0.80462 <0.0001
F: | 26.21 Adj.R-Sq: | 0.32
p: | <0.0001
Condition Index: | 13.65 Specification Test: | p=0.50> ChiSq

The relationships between financial capacity and the dimensions of organizational and
networking capacity are again demonstrated in this model. The 1999 capacity score was not
significant; why it was so is hard to surmise—one would expect that higher overall capacity
scores in the past would be related to higher financial capacity scores now. This did not prove to
be the case, however—one possible explanation is that all organizations have worked to improve
their financial standing in recent years as funding issues have come to the fore, making past
differences less relevant. The information on organization size and the area median income is
presented in Part Five.

Networking capacity

The dimension of networking capacity did not have organization size as a significant explanatory
variable as did financial capacity. Table D.6 lists the details of the model. Again, the analysis
originally consisted of testing the relationships to this capacity dimension of the four other
dimensions, the 1999 capacity score, the organizational and community characteristics and
having a member working in public relations. The age of the affiliate, its location (rural versus
urban) and whether it had dedicated office space were the three non-capacity variables that were
significant in the model. The only other variables showing significance were the measures of the
dimensions of organizational, financial and advocacy capacity. As with the other dimensions,
these relationships are discussed in Part Five.
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Table D.6: Model Specification of the Networking Capacity Dimension

Variable | Parameter Estimate Standard Error p (alpha = 0.05)
Organizational capacity 0.097 0.02336 <0.0001
Financial capacity 0.16 0.04888 0.0015
Advocacy capacity 0.28 0.10976 0.0116
Organization age 0.0003 0.00011 0.0042
Type of community
(rural/urban) 0.88 0.35407 0.0134
Type of office 1.56 0.42185 0.0003
Intercept 2.09 3.87721 0.0017
F: | 34.75 Adj. R-Sq: | 043
p: | <0.0001
Condition Index: | 14.49 Specification Test: | p =0.52 > ChiSq

Advocacy capacity

Only three of the nineteen variables modeled for advocacy capacity were ever significant at even
a low to medium level of significance (alpha = 0.1): organization size and the dimensions of
organizational and networking capacity. Given the other models’ indications about the
significant relationships between the capacity dimensions, that two of them were also significant
here was not surprising. It further illustrates that the dimensions’ scores rise and fall together—
whether these relationships are causative or simply correlative is unknown. Further tests are
required to determine the exact nature of the interrelationships of the dimensions, especially since
programmatic capacity, as discussed in the report, does not have a significant relationship to any
of the others. They interact quite strongly with each other—separating out the role of each in the
others may well be impossible. The role and significance of organization size is discussed in Part
Five of the report.

Table D.7: Model Specification of the Advocacy Capacity Dimension

Variable | Parameter Estimate Standard Error p (alpha = 0.05)
Organizational capacity 0.041 0.01220 0.0009
Networking capacity 0.085 0.03030 0.0054
Organization size 0.0034 0.00143 0.0172
Intercept -0.47 0.35112 0.1828
F: | 23.46 Adj. R-Sq: | 0.1986
pP: | <0.0001
Condition Index: | 11.19 Specification Test: | p =0.07 > ChiSq

Programmatic capacity

The model of the programmatic capacity dimension exhibits some relationships unlike those of
Most importantly, no other dimension significantly correlates
with this one. Of the nineteen variables considered (including two measuring having members

the other capacity dimensions.
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working in the construction and family support areas), only the age of the affiliate and the number
of full-time staff are significantly related to programmatic capacity. The 1999 capacity score was
insignificant, as was the organization size. This latter non-relationship was unexpected—
organizations that are producing a larger number of houses would ostensibly have better capacity
in the areas that directly involve housing production. Instead, its insignificance to programmatic
capacity probably reflects all affiliates’ need for land (4 of the 10 possible programmatic capacity
points are given for having enough land to maintain construction for the next two years). Only
116 of the 273 affiliates responding to the survey (42 percent) marked that they had enough land
for future construction.

The age of the affiliate does have a positive relationship with the programmatic capacity
score, however, indicating that for each one year increase in age, the capacity score increases on
average by 0.082 (365 multiplied by 0.00023), controlling for the effects of the other variables.
This means that, on average, an organization that is about twelve years older will have a
programmatic capacity score one point higher, a 10 percent difference. The impact of full-time
staff is larger: for every increase of one in the number of full-time staff, the score on average
increases by 0.21. Similarly, although not significant at the strict 0.05 level, having received
technical in the past three years has a potentially strong influence on the programmatic capacity
score. See Part Five for more discussion of these relationships.

Table D.8: Model Specification of the Programmatic Capacity Dimension

Variable | Parameter Estimate Standard Error p (alpha = 0.05)
Number of full-time staff 021 0.07676 0.0065
Organization age 0.00023 0.00010 0.0257
Tech. assistance received 0.53 0.29720 0.0765
Intercept 3.44 0.39261 <0.0001
F: | 1059 Adj. R-Sq: | 0.096
p: | <0.0001
Condition Index: | 6.52 Specification Test: | p=0.41 > ChiSq

Production Variable: Number of Houses Planned for 2002

The variable nohs02 measures the proposed housing construction for the current year, 2002. It is
used here as a proxy for production. The reasons for this are discussed in Part Five. Nineteen
variables were tested for relationships in its regression model. These included: having a member
in the past three years, the number of years in the AmeriCorps* VISTA program, the total
capacity score and the 1999 capacity score, the number of houses built in 2001, and all of the
organizational and community characteristics. The first regression revealed three significant
variables: the total capacity score, the percentage capacity score, the number of houses built in
2001 and the Mid-America regional affiliate location. Even after removing several other
insignificant variables, these same three remained significant throughout the analysis. The 2001
construction was included as a critical control variable, explaining nearly 50 percent of the model
on its own. Intuitively, the number of houses built last year should correlate to the number built
this year and thus must be controlled for, although its causative effects are meaningless. As
shown in the model, there is nearly a one-to-one relationship between the production levels of
2001 and 2002 (for each one house built in 2001, the number of houses built in 2002 increases by
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0.94). Organization age remained in the model because of its valuable control properties, even
though it is highly insignificant. The variables measuring the number of full-time staff and the
median income of the area, although insignificant, also remain in the model because of their
control value are.

The significance of the total capacity score is good news for scholars and practitioners
hoping to establish that capacity levels are relevant for production. This data supports this
relationship between capacity and production. The level of significance strongly suggests that
this relationship is likely to be present in the full set of organizations. In this study, however,
with the sample available, the impact is small. For each increase of one point in total score, the
number of houses built increases, on average holding for the effects of the other variables, by
only 0.046. This means that the capacity score would have to increase by 21.7 points to increase
by one the number of houses built annually, holding equal all other variable values. If capacity
were all that mattered, given the range of capacity levels in this study (22 to 91) and this level of
impact on production, one would expect to see those organizations with the highest capacity
scores producing only about four houses more than those at the lowest levels. This is obviously
not the case.

Table D.9: Model Specification of Production (Number of Houses Planned in 2002)

Variable | Parameter Estimate Standard Error p (alpha = 0.05)
Total capacity score 0.046 0.01340 0.0008
2001 houses built 0.94 0.03512 <0.0001
Mid-America region -1.10 0.42144 0.0094
Organization age 0.00014 0.00012 0.2181
Number of full-time staff 0.20 0.12521 0.1199
Median income of area 0.00001 0.00001 0.2239
Intercept -1.76 0.72161 0.0152
F: | 455.05 Adj. R-Sq: | 0.91
p: | <0.0001
Condition Index: | 14.00 Specification Test: | p =0.15 > ChiSq

One other variable was significant in the model besides the total capacity score and the
number of houses built in 2001. The Mid-America regional variable marks affiliates that are
located in Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio and Tennessee. Based on the value and direction of the
parameter estimate, affiliates in these states build one less house on average than all other
affiliates in the nation. No other regional variables were significant. Why this particular region
should, as a whole, be building fewer houses across affiliates is unknown; an answer cannot even
be speculated. It is not due to the age or size of the organizations, for these are controlled in the
model. It is probably not either the potentially largely rural location, because community type
was highly insignificant in the model.

The Condition Index Test and Specification Test

In many of the tables two pieces of analysis are displayed. The first is called the Condition Index.
This is a test that measures the degree to which the variables in the model are related to each
other. If the value is above 80, it may indicate that two or more variables in the model vary so
similarly (exhibit multicollinearity) that when both are included, the results do not reflect the true
impact of the variables. As one of several tests measuring this effect, if it alone is high, the
problem is small. However, if the Condition Index is high and several other tests also indicate
multicollinearity, then the problem is large. Typically, when it is a large problem, it is
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appropriate to remove one of the offending variables (having similar variance means that they
essentially measure the same concept so one can be removed and the effect on the model is the
same). The test results were included to show that multicollinearity is not a problem in the
analysis.

The second item is called the Specification Test. It is the equivalent to the White’s Test for
homoskedasticity in the statistics program used here. This measures the degree to which the error
in the estimated value stays the same no matter the score for a particular variable (the
heteroskedasticity of the model). If it is below 0.05, there are concerns that the model is not fit.
Solutions include, again, removing or adding variables, changing the form of the model, or
adding data. Again, as should be apparent, none of the models exhibits a problematic score on
this test, indicating that heteroskedasticity was not a problem in the models.
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Appendix E: Limitations of Study

There are four limitations to the comprehensiveness, generalizability and validity of this study.
While none prevents significant and valid conclusions from being made from the sampled data,
they do urge caution when making sweeping statements.

L.

The need to keep the index to a reasonable size and the use of a survey as the main
measurement instrument potentially has limited the validity of the index in its
representation of the abilities needed for an organization to be successful (the study by
LaMore (unpublished), for example, used a thirty-one page survey). Naturally, not all
factors for success could be included; they are not all even known. Improvements are
certainly welcome in this area. At the same time, however, there is confidence in the
propriety of using the number and quality of literary references as the measure of a
characteristic’s importance, particularly because those reviewed typically were
investigating several different qualities. None considered using only one indicator.

The exclusive focus on Habitat for Humanity affiliated organizations limits the
generalizability of the sample conclusions. It could be argued that the results are only
applicable to this set of organizations. However, generalization to other types of
housing organizations may be considered. Further research would need to be conducted
to determine its applicability to this larger set of organizations.

Likewise, because abilities needed for success differ to some degree across types of
organizations and service areas, the capacity index used herein is not completely
applicable to a wide set of various types. This is especially true regarding the
programmatic capacity dimension components.

As with all sample data, it is possible that the sample does not accurately reflect the
population of organizations. Even though the response rate of 51 percent is reasonably
respectable for a mail survey, it may be that non-respondents are markedly different
from respondents. Given that two sets of organizations were combined into even though
they were sampled differently (the entire group of AmeriCorps* VISTA sponsors were
surveyed while only a random sample of non-sponsors was included), the disparate
response rates between the two groups may have skewed the overall picture. This was
necessary to do, however, to ensure that an adequate number of AmeriCorps* VISTA
sponsors were included for comparison against the larger set of non-sponsors. Attempts
were made to compare the sampled set to the national set of affiliates, but along at least
one known quality (the level of construction in 1999—see Appendix C), the sample data
did not match the national data. In other aspects (regional location and age) there was
concord.
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