
 

MinistryWatch.com receives a steady flow of questions through 
various channels.  The following are just a sample of a few that we 
have answered recently; however, these are reoccurring questions 
which indicates that others may want to know the answers to them 
as well. 
 
How is a donor to evaluate structures involving large um-
brella organizations with lots of subsidiaries?  How do 
YOU grade them?  With TBN you do not provide a 5 Star 
Financial Efficiency Rating and with Campus Crusade for 
Christ you do.   
 
Each organization must be evaluated separately and based on its 
own set of facts and circumstances.  Not all large organizations are 
bad and inefficient, nor all small organizations good and efficient.  
In addition, the opposite cannot be asserted as true either. 

 
It is true that the larger the organization, the more effort it takes to 
understand the many facets of the organization.  If donors do not 
have the time and resources to research for themselves, they need to 
rely on others to provide them information, such as MinistryWatch.
com. 

 
Because we examine each organization based on its own facts and 
circumstances, the two organizations you mention are good exam-
ples of large organizations with different facts and circumstances:   

 
(1)   Trinity Broadcasting Network (TBN):   

 
We have issued more than one Donor Alert concerning TBN which 
can be read on MinistryWatch.com at http://www.ministrywatch.
com/mw2.1/pdf/MWDA_031805_TBN.pdf .   
 
TBN provides a copy of its IRS form 990, but does not release its 
Consolidated Audited Financial Statements.  Additionally, TBN has 
structured itself with many organizations that are separately incorpo-
rated that the general public at large would all call “TBN”.  The 
many tax exempt organizations under the TBN banner also have IRS 
form 990s available; however, its structure is not as clear for provid-
ing understanding from the stand point of a typical donor with one 
overall document, such as a Consolidated Audited Financial State-
ment.  We have been generous to grade them with a ‘C’ for a Trans-
parency Grade as they comply with the law.  However, we do not 
rate them with a star rating for efficiency because of the lack of con-
solidated financial numbers.  In this case,  incomplete data would 
provide information that we feel should not be compared to others 
that have provided all the information.  But what information we can 
view, it appears that they are flush with cash and assets that are not 
being used for program activity.  In addition, we have also fleshed 

out some high level information in the Donor Alerts concerning lack 
of accountability, governance issues, and various red flags, which 
appear to be the tip of the iceberg of potential issues for donors (but 
sufficient to get across that there are many concerns).   

 
(2)   Campus Crusade for Christ International (CCCI):   

 
They are not legally required to file an 
IRS form 990, but they go beyond the re-
quirements of law and provide to all that 
desire to have a copy of their Consolidated 
Audited Financial Statements.  In addition, 
CCCI’s auditors are Deloitte & Touche 
LLP, which is a top audit firm.  After re-
viewing thousands of audits, it appears 
that CCCI’s audit is a leading example in 
the nonprofit sector.  In particular, its 

notes are much more detailed than others in the sector.  Additionally, 
they also provide details such as (all figures from 2005): 

 
♦    Average size of gift received: $118 
♦    Most frequent contribution: $50 
♦    Average staff family monthly compensation $4,773 
♦    Average staff single’s monthly compensation $2,275 
 

CCCI also breaks down sources of revenues as well as uses of funds.  
As well as many other items that are not typical for an organization 
to reveal (especially one not filing an IRS form 990), such as the 
salary of both CEO and his wife, what car they drive, etc.  Addition-
ally, CCCI has a diverse independent board, they have an active au-
dit committee that meets regularly and meets the auditors independ-
ent of staff.  Also, they have chosen to be part of accountability 
groups such as the Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability 
(ECFA).  CCCI is graded with an ‘A’ for Transparency and they are 
rated with a 3 Star Financial Efficiency Rating, in which they fall 
about in the middle of most financial indicators compared to others 
in MinistryWatch.com’s database. 

 
How does a donor know their money will be used for the 
specific project they give to, and not somewhere else in a 
big group?  How is a donor to know the money they give 
for, say, The Jesus Film Project, will go to that and not 
someplace else? 
 
This type of question is not unique to large organizations; it can be 
asked of all charitable giving.  For a small organization, how does a 
donor know that their money will be used for the program and not 
go into the pocket of the person running it?  For un-organized chari-
table giving, such as a handout to a homeless person: how do we 
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know that they are going to use that money for a good purpose 
rather than a bottle of alcohol or drugs (or if they are homeless at 
all)?  The answer is that there needs to be an examination of each 
situation based on the facts and circumstances and then a hypothesis 
made, tested, and then conclusions made based on the best informa-
tion available. 

 
In addition, to all the above information and indicators, our office 
has had numerous meetings with many individuals of CCCI and 
sub-ministries.  They have all proven transparent with open dialog 
where they had nothing to hide or conceal from our questions.  We 
also have examined the many activities CCCI is doing, including 
sub-ministries, the material they put out, their schedules of minister-
ing, tapes, DVDs, CDs, videos, pamphlets, books, conferences, 
speaking events, etc.  We have direct observation of the many activi-
ties that they say they are doing. 

 
As we have pointed out when highlighting a sub-ministry, we have 
also provided the sub-ministries webpage and/or its address as well 
when highlighting it.  Gifts can go as designated to the head office 
of CCCI; however, it also makes sense if someone has the direct in-
formation that they write their check to that sub-ministry and mail-
ing address.   

 
In addition, all gifts that are received at Campus Crusade for Christ 
have to be coded with a designation number. That number tells their 
computer system the correct ministry or ministry project bucket into 
which to place the funds. There are very few gifts that come in 
which have absolutely no information with them. Most gifts will 
have a designation number, especially if donors are responding to an 
appeal that has been mailed. Campus Crusade has a team of people 
whose job it is to make sure that the correct designation number is 
associated with each gift.  
 
Beyond that, donors receive a receipt from Campus Crusade indicat-
ing the ministry or ministry project for which each gift is to be used. 
If they gave $5,000 to Josh McDowell Ministry, but they see “Jesus 
Film Kenya Project” on their receipt, they will know the headquar-
ters office made an error, which can then be corrected 

 
Additionally, for 14 years, The JESUS Film Project has hosted allo-
cation meetings three times a year. These are public meetings. Do-
nors are able to go and participate in those allocation meetings. The 
next one is Feb. 20-21, 2007 at the Campus Crusade for Christ 
Headquarters in Orlando. 

 
All the indicators and evidence points to the fact that CCCI is indeed 
accounting for donor dollars as they are intended and is making 
every effort at reasonable ministry decisions and priorities.  No or-
ganization or person is perfect, and it is much easier to find fault 
than recognize the legitimate and organizations making strides at 
helping society at large.  CCCI, and in particular the sub-ministries 
we have pointed out, are indeed valid considerations for donors to 
consider in their giving portfolio.     
 
You list Josh McDowell Ministries, and the Jesus Film 
Project (Campus Crusade subsidiaries) as a great place to 
give no less than 3 times ("30 of the Brightest Shining 
Light Ministries" 8/2006, newsletter "MW Direct" 

11/2004 and most recently in "MW Direct" 10/2006). Yet 
they are not rated on your website. On what do you base 
your recommendation of this group? 

 
CCCI is unique, even among the very 
large organizations, in many ways, but 
the diversity of activities is among the 
uniqueness.  Josh McDowell Ministries 
and the Jesus Film Project being just 
two of the many sub-ministries has also 
been part of our examination of the 
whole of CCCI.  CCCI does have a few 
separately incorporated organizations 
that are “subsidiaries” that are also part 
of its Consolidated Financial State-
ment; however, Josh McDowell Minis-

tries and the Jesus Film Project are a sub-ministry of the whole (and 
not technically as “subsidiary”), and is directly accountable to 
CCCI, its board and all of its accountability groups.  We have read 
much of the material they have put out over the years, their sched-
ules of ministering, tapes, DVDs, CDs, videos, pamphlets, books, 
conferences, speaking events, etc.  We have direct observation of the 
many activities that they say they are doing.  In addition, we are 
aware of donor appeal because the impact it has had on people’s 
lives for the good. 

We believe that these ministries of CCCI are among the best avail-
able options to donors and therefore have highlighted them so that 
donors could give directly to them.  Funds designated to these sub-
ministries would be used primarily for their needs. 

 
Because of a lack of resources and priorities with what we do have, 
we are not able to have as robust of a website as we would desire.  
Just one of the many items we would like to create in the future is an 
understandable website presentation for users with sub-ministry 
pages.  If and when we have the resources, time and priorities, we 
would like to report more information.  We would welcome indi-
viduals to support our efforts, and if any desired to designate spe-
cific gifts for added website tools, we would indeed add them on.  
However, for the present consideration we have chosen to not let 
technology limitations dictate or prohibit what we view as ministries 
that we would examine or that donors should consider supporting. 

  
In addition, we realize we have a diverse audience and we try to 
standardize as best we can.  We are mindful to not loose readers 
with overly long winded ministry profiles. As researchers, we desire 
to give all data to everyone, but this tends to not always be effective 
as it looses readers interest.  With our “analyst” hat on, we are trying 
to synthesize what is the most important and as such try to standard-
ize each profile as best we can with those key tid bits of information. 



(Continued from page 2) 
 

In addition, the more involved an organization and detailed profiles, 
the longer it takes for turnaround to post anything on the website.  
Time also becomes a factor in order to get any information out at all, 
instead of holding on to it until it may seem perfect, but perhaps has 
lost all relevance and/or audience because of the delay.  I suppose, 
not so much different than a reporter that selects those key items for 
a story, being mindful of the timeslot, and/or available space and 
editorial constraints. 

 
How do you balance the kind of oversight goals that would 
overlap with secular charity ratings/watchdog organiza-
tions against MinistryWatch.com’s theological concerns? 

 
The question implies more than one issue that we 
may view differently.  We have not been overly con-
cerned what other watchdog organizations are doing, 
as we are concerned about being the best donor  ad-
vocate to Christian ministries.   

 
We are not trying to be an alternative from other watchdog organiza-
tions in the sense that we focus on “theological concerns” because 
other watchdog organizations do not, even though this is an unique 
aspect that we examine.  We are choosing to look at all the concerns 
of donors and then choosing to examine the entire nonprofit organi-
zation, including what they believe.  
 
In addition, “Theological concerns” may not be the best phrase or 
way to characterize.  “Values concerns” is the way we look at our 
approach.  Each of the ratings organizations has their own set of val-
ues for what they believe is important.  It turns out that most are fo-
cused on the data of an IRS form 990; however, we are not that con-
strained.  Since the focus of others to a large degree deals with the 
IRS form 990, their focus is primarily financial in nature for other 
organizations.  Our values perspective reaches beyond the IRS form 
990, to audited financial statements, and potentially to any area 
where a donor may desire information.  Including examining 
“churches” that do not file an IRS form 990 (whereas other organi-
zations are not looking at “churches”).   

 
“Values” or “Worldview” can incorpo-
rate theological considerations, but it can 
also be broader.  “Theological Considera-
tions” would just be a sub-set within 
“Worldview Considerations” or “Values 
Considerations”. 
 

Values or Worldview is a set of beliefs about the most important 
issues in life.  Everyone has values or a worldview.  Insight into the 
worldviews of others is essential to an understanding of what makes 
them tick.  Our worldview is one of Christian theism.  Just food for 
thought here, but just as an incomplete sample, there is (1) Christian 
Theism, (2) Naturalism, and (3) New Age.  Many sub-classifications 
then fit under these three.  All people and all organizations believe 
or practice things based on their values or belief.  Others may not 
knowingly think in these terms, but all will.  Christian Theism 
probably fits most (but not all) organizations in our database.  In-
stead of thinking of Christianity as a collection of theological bits 
and pieces to be believed or debated, we try to approach this area as 
a total world-and-life view.  Christianity is not simply a religion that 

tells human beings how they may be for-
given, however important this informa-
tion is.  Our faith has important things to 
say about the whole of human life.  Our 
Christian worldview has at least five ma-
jor areas in how we view things: (1) God, 
(2) humankind, (3) knowledge, (4) mo-
rality and (5) ultimate reality.  We will 

not necessarily report on all aspects, but at least we aim to assert or 
announce positions of ministries where possible.  To not examine 
the values of an organization is to miss the totality of what the or-
ganization in question is all about.  In addition, without thinking 
about and reporting about values in a straight forward manner is 
possibly limiting what may for some donors be the most important 
factor in giving.  
 
Discussions and materials about worldviews are numerous.  We do 
not agree with all the perspectives taught, but some of the sources 
and materials we have read include the following: 
 
1. “Worldviews In Conflict” by Ronald H. Nash, published by 

Zondervan 
2. “Faith & Reason” by Ronald H. Nash, published by Zondervan 
3. "The Universe Next Door" by Ja.mes W. Sire, published by 

InterVarsity Press 
4. "Christian Apologetics" by Norman Geisler 
5. "Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics" by Norman 

Geisler, published by Baker Books 
 

Do you think you get more access to some of these organi-
zations because you are a Christian organization?  

 
It is a valid hypothesis that we may get 
more access to some organizations be-
cause we are a Christian organization, 
and because we also look at values of 
organizations - which donors desire, 

and thus donors of the profiled organizations visit our site which 
makes it logical for organizations to cooperate and provide the best 
information possible because their donors and potential donors to 
their organizations are making decisions based on our information.  
However, we have no hard data or research that points to this.   

 
When we first began asking for information about seven years ago, 
the majority of organizations chose to stone wall, resisted and 
caused roadblocks for us to receive information.  Over time they 
have chosen to be pro-active and make sure we have current infor-
mation even if we may not have asked.  
 
How many people do the Ministrywatch evaluations?  
How many of them are paid employees vs. volunteers?  
Are employees and volunteers "freelance" or do a few 
people do lots of reviews?  How much of the content is 
user-generated? 

 
Since MinistryWatch.com’s launch in 2000 we have 
had 21 individuals create content on the website for 
specific ministry profiles.  Of the 21, 11 have written 
Analyst Comments, which is a more in-depth exami-
nation of the organization in question. 
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All of the individuals have been employees or in a sub-contracting 
relationship.  The only “volunteer” that has written content is our 
founder and CEO, Rusty Leonard. 
 
Early on, we only used full-time employees.  Later on we slowly 
switched to what we labeled the “Research Fellows Program.”  Just 
another way to accomplish some of our research with the use of sub-
contractors.  As resources permit we are able to outsource organiza-
tions to research, and likewise as resources become lean, we slow or 
stop the flow of outsourced research.  Much hinges on the funding 
of the program.  Research plans adapt and change depending on the 
funding available. 

 
None of the research is “user-generated”.  We always welcome in-
formation from any source, but we vet the information.  The ap-
proach sought is not that of an academic or scientific paper.  The 
purpose is not to uncover every facet or pursue every possible ave-
nue, but based on our professional judgment, provide core informa-
tion about the organization in question.  In particular, we try to pro-
vide information that the majority of potential donors would want to 
know.  

    
Where do you get the material for the sections 
"Supporters say" and "critics say" (sometimes listed as 
"supporters MIGHT say" and "critics MIGHT say")? 
Are those from users? 
 

Our model for the 
Supporters and Critics 
area is that of the 
stock market world of 
an Analyst Comment 
where they may say 
the "Bears Say" or the 
"Bulls Say."  The Re-
search Analyst of a 
stock report is going 

to give his analysis of what a hypothetical buyer or seller should be 
saying about the company in question.  We in a like fashion synthe-
size what a hypothetical donor would be saying. 

 
Sometimes quotes are used, but we have found that those quotes 
sometimes seem out of context and are difficult to understand. 
Sometimes a paraphrase of a quote has been used if it would make 
the meaning clearer and understandable to someone that has not 
been in all the details.  There is not the desire to admonish to never 
express a quote; however, the preferred style is bullet items in our 
own words. 

 
We would prefer bullet point items as if we are having a conversa-
tion with a potential donor to the ministry in question and they ask, 
"What do supporter’s say?”, or "What do critic’s say about this min-
istry?"  It seems the proper response would be to paraphrase and not 
to give a quote, but if we did give a quote we would do our best to 
give some context to it. 
 
We desire to express Analyst Comments more as a vehicle to be a 
donor advocate.  Sometimes donors do not, or may not know what 
the issues should be.  If donors do not know the issues that should be 

raised because they have not researched and thought about it too 
long, there may not be the best quotes as substance for the real is-
sues at hand.  It is best for the researcher to list the very best quali-
ties that donors should know and also the legitimate negative aspects 
that should be pondered. 

 
How is MinistryWatch.com, The Good Steward, Wall 
Watchers, or any other affiliation organized and funded? 
 
Wall Watchers is the nonprofit corporation.  There are no 
“affiliated” organizations.  The websites, www.thegoodsteward.com 
and www.MinistryWatch.com are just two different website plat-
forms of Wall Watchers. 
 
www.MinistryWatch.com is the online database component of 
Wall Watchers that profiles and reports on nonprofit ministries. 
MinistryWatch.com includes a transparency grade, organizational 
details, descriptive information, analyst comments, financial effi-
ciency ratings, Education Center, Ministry Finder and My Minis-
tries.  
 
www.thegoodsteward.com is Wall Watchers’ online magazine that 
provides readers with articles covering topics such as Biblical Stew-
ardship, Life Stewardship, Financial matters, Giving Wisely, and 
The Environment.  
 
Funding: Since Wall Watchers inception, the vast majority of sup-

port has come from the founder and 
CEO, Rusty Leonard and his wife 
Carol, or their business, Stewardship 
Partners.  The Leonard’s have felt 
called to support this ministry in 
order to help Christian donors be 
wise, effective givers. 
 
As an internal policy, we do not ac-
cept funds from any ministry.  The 
few others that have supported our 
work have been individual donors, 
one of which was quite significant 
(about $700,000 over several years), 
a few other significant donations 

from board members, as well as one time gifts from the general pub-
lic.  We encourage donors to contribute to our work. 
 
We continue to trust the Lord to supply our needs and Rusty and 
Carol are more than happy to continue supporting the ministry as 
they are able.   

MinistryWatch.com  aims to spur donors to examine ministries and 
make discerning giving decisions.   
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