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Abstract

This research note investigates the extent of nonprofit organizations’ involvement in
federal homeless policy networks in the United States and examines the degree to which
nonprofits take a leading role. Nonprofit organizations are in a good position to take on
the leading role in human service networks because they tend to be focused on helping
their specific locality and are likely to have established legitimacy and trust with other
community organizations. We conduct a descriptive analysis of a nationwide sample

of 382 local homeless networks and an indepth analysis of 35 local networks from one
service region in the United States. The results indicate that nonprofit organizations are
significant players in implementing federal homeless policy and that they take on a lead-
ership role by coordinating the efforts of the local homeless network.

Introduction

Collaboration between the nonprofit and public sectors has arrived as an alternative service deliv-
ery arrangement to the single organization attempting to serve a community. Although the reasons
that organizations collaborate with one another are well studied, the role that nonprofit organiza-
tions play in collaboration and the degree to which nonprofits lead collaboration efforts remain
largely unexplored. This research note pursues the following two questions: (1) What is the extent
of nonprofits’ involvement in local networks that are promoted by public policy? (2) To what ex-
tent do nonprofit organizations play a leading role in collaborative networks?
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To address these research questions, this study examines a federal homeless policy that encourages
local communities to create collaborative networks to address the incidence of homelessness—the
Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act of 2009. We con-
duct a descriptive analysis of these local homeless networks in the United States using data from
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the U.S. Census Bureau.
First, we conduct an indepth analysis of a sample of 35 local homeless networks within a region' of
the United States to explore the network membership composition, the sectors these organizations
represent, and the extent of nonprofits’ involvement in these homeless service networks. We then
analyze a nationwide sample of 382 local homeless networks” to understand the extent to which
nonprofits take a leading role. The results indicate that nonprofit organizations are not only sig-
nificantly involved in the implementation of the federal homeless policy, but they also take on the
leading role within the collaborative network.

This research note is organized into four additional sections. First, we briefly review the literature
that addresses why nonprofits collaborate and why nonprofits may be positioned to lead collabora-
tive networks. The research context, data, and methods are presented in the second section. The
third section reports the findings of this study with discussion. The fourth and last section com-
prises the conclusion, a discussion of the study’ limitations, and directions for future research.

Literature Review: Why Nonprofits Collaborate and May
Lead Collaborative Networks

Nonprofit organizations engage in collaborative networks for a variety of reasons, including rules,
regulations, and other mandates that require or encourage them to collaborate with other orga-
nizations (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Gray and Wood, 1991). Nonprofit organizations also col-
laborate because of a need to access resources (Gazley, 2010; Jang and Feiock, 2007; Pfeffer and
Salancik, 1978; Singer and Yankey, 1991). The current scholarship has adequately addressed the
multidimensional motivations of nonprofit organizations to participate in collaborative networks.
Few attempts, however, have been made to understand nonprofits’ leading role in collaborative
service networks. We propose that nonprofit organizations are in a good position to take on the
leading role in human service networks for several reasons.

First and foremost, because nonprofit organizations tend to be focused on helping their specific
locality, they are likely to have established legitimacy and trust with other community organiza-
tions (Ott and Dicke, 2012; Wolf, 1999). As such, nonprofits may be positioned to lead the process
of activating key members of a network and initiating the collaboration process (O'Regan and
Oster, 2000; Wolch, 1990). Second, a service network led by a nonprofit can establish itself as a

! Continuum of Care (CoC) networks are established to serve all 50 states and the U.S. territories, such as Puerto Rico.
A single CoC may cover a city, county, metropolitan area, or entire state. See, for example, HUD's 2014 Annual Homeless
Assessment Report to Congress, which chronicles the homelessness rate by CoCs.

? Using CoC data from HUD’s Exchange website (https://www.hudexchange.info), we identified 421 networks serving the
50 states. Of those networks, 39 were organized to serve an entire state and 382 served a city, county, or metropolitan
area. Our analysis focuses on the 382 networks because they are community-based, self-organized networks engaged in
collaboration.

152 Refereed Papers


https://www.hudexchange.info

The Role of Nonprofit Organizations in Homeless Policy Networks:
A Research Note

public charity to help mobilize support and secure a variety of private financial resources (Dropkin
and Hayden, 2001; McGuire, 2002). Third, nonprofit organizations may be positioned to lead a
collaborative network because of their natural capacity to frame a vision and mission and build
consensus among network stakeholders (Agranoff and McGuire, 2001; McGuire, 2002). Leading
a network requires selling a mission and vision to collaborative partners and other stakeholders,
which is important for providing a sense of direction and purpose for the collaborative process
(Milward and Provan, 2006; Silvia, 2011). Nonprofits are also positioned to take on the lead-
ing role in collaborative networks because of their ability to mobilize volunteers for collaborative
activities. Fourth and last, unlike government agencies, nonprofits can pursue partnerships with
faith-based organizations and religious congregations without political concerns or the stigma of
meshing church and state relations (Bielefeld and Cleveland, 2013).

Research Design

In this section, we briefly discuss the context to exploring the role of nonprofit organizations with-
in collaborative networks. In addition, this section describes data sources retrieved from HUD and
methodology.

Research Context

To understand the extent of nonprofit organizations’ involvement in networks promoted by pub-
lic policy, we study collaborative networks within the context of the HEARTH Act of 2009. The
HEARTH Act encourages local communities to create Continuum of Care (CoC) networks oper-
ating under collaborative governance to address the incidence of homelessness.” This context is
optimal for studying nonprofits’ participation and their potential leading role for at least two rea-
sons. First, the policy specifically calls for the active participation of a variety of nonstate actors in
homeless networks,* thus enabling us to assess the extent of nonprofits’ membership. Second, CoC
networks are self-organized, and they identify their own unique strategies to address problems of
homelessness within their communities (HUD, 2012). CoC networks, for example, have the free-
dom to identify a collaborative applicant, which functions as the leading agency.” This context then
enables us to investigate the degree to which nonprofits take a leading role in the process.

*In 1994, HUD began encouraging the creation of collaborative networks at the local level and providing the resources
needed to implement what is known as the Continuum of Care network or homeless networks (HUD 2012). (In this
research note, we use the terms CoC network and homeless network interchangeably.) This approach was codified into law in
2009 with the adoption of the HEARTH Act.

*“Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing: Continuum of Care Program; Interim Final Rule,”
edited by HUD, 45421-45467.

> According to the CoC federal interim rule, the CoC designates one applicant or agency to function as the collaborative
applicant, which is the only entity allowed to apply for a grant from HUD on behalf of the CoC (HEARTH Act). The
collaborative applicant functions as the organization identified by the CoC to be the lead agency responsible for soliciting
funding applications from CoC network members, submitting a single application, and overseeing the administration of the
funded projects.
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Data

We collected data from HUD, requests for information from CoC networks, and the websites of
CoC networks. In 2014, we identified 421 CoC networks operating in the United States (excluding
those in Puerto Rico and the other U.S. territories) from the HUD Exchange website (https://www.
hudexchange.info).

To analyze the degree to which nonprofit organizations are involved in local CoC networks, we col-
lected network membership data from a convenience sampling of CoC networks within the Moun-
tain Plains region.® In 2014, 39 local homeless networks were in operation within this region, and
membership data were gathered from one of two sources: (1) the local CoC network website or
(2) requests for information from the collaborative applicant of each network. Data were success-
fully collected for 35 of the 39 local CoC networks.”

Next, we analyzed the websites of all collaborative applicants and coded their sector as nonprofit,
city, county, or other (private entities, regional governments, and so on). We also categorize the
various types of nonprofit organizations, such as human service nonprofits, faith-based organiza-
tions, and churches, to capture their diversity. For instances in which two organizations were listed
as the collaborative applicant, we coded this entity as one of three partnership types: nonprofit-
nonprofit, nonprofit-public, or public-private. The analysis of network membership sheds light on
what sector organization(s) take the leading role within the network.

Methodology

The method of analysis for this study is based on descriptive statistics, which is an appropriate
choice considering the exploratory nature of this study (Singleton and Straits, 2010). In addition,
descriptive statistics lay the foundation for later, more sophisticated inquiries about our subject
matter (Meier, Brudney, and Bohte, 2012). Our intention is to develop a foundational understand-
ing of local homeless networks across the United States, including their composition and leader-
ship, and to conduct more indepth analysis.

Findings

First, we examine the extent to which nonprofit organizations participate in collaborative net-
works. In exhibit 1, we tabulate the total number of network member organizations by sector with-
in the Mountain Plains region. As presented, nonprofit organizations constitute about 68 percent of
the member agencies within the 35 CoC networks. Note that faith-based organizations (13.0 per-
cent) and churches (2.2 percent) participate in homeless service networks. This observation indi-
cates that the HEARTH Act may create an environment that attracts diverse nonprofit organizations
to collaborate with other stakeholders to coordinate public service networks for homelessness.

® Using International City/County Management Association regions, we collected data from the Mountain Plains region,
which includes Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming.

" Membership data were directly received from 20 local CoC networks through a request for information, and data for 15 CoC
networks were collected from their individual websites. The remaining 4 local CoC networks were eliminated from our sample.
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Exhibit 1

|
Local Homeless Network Member Composition for a U.S. Region?

Total Proportion by Proportion by
Type of
Sector Organization Number Category Sector
J N) (%) (%)
Public City 169 11.0 20.9
County 84 5.5
State 62 4.0
Court system 2 0.1
Federal 5 0.3
Nonprofit® Human service nonprofit 816 52.9 68.2
Faith-based nonprofit 201 13.0
Church 34 2.2
Education School district 62 4.0 5.6
University 24 1.6
Private Individual citizen 24 1.6 4.9
Business organization 51 3.3
Other Unknown 8 0.5 0.5
Total 1,542 100.0 100.1¢

N = 35 networks.

@ The Mountain Plains region includes Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North
Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming.

b The categorization of nonprofit organizations was conducted to capture the distinctive service nature and mission focus of
diverse 501(c)(3) nonprofit organizations.

¢ The total equals 100.1 percent due to rounding.

Sources: HUD (2012); requests for Information from homeless networks

Next, we explore the degree to which nonprofit organizations play a leading role in local home-
less networks. Exhibit 2 tabulates the collaborative applicants of the 382 homeless networks by
their sector. Of 441 collaborative applicants, nonprofits (53 percent) are the most frequent type of
organization to take on the leading role as the collaborative applicant. This finding suggests that
nonprofits may not only be motivated to collaborate for reasons such as resource dependency and
institutional pressure, but also may be in the best position to lead the network for reasons centered
on their distinctive nature.

We also take a closer look at collaborative applicants that are nonprofit organizations (234 non-
profits) by identifying their types (that is, whether secular, faith-based, or church organizations).
Results indicate that, of all nonprofit collaborative applicants, a vast majority of nonprofits leading
local CoC networks are human service nonprofit organizations (75.9 percent). Only about 2.5 per-
cent of all nonprofit collaborative applicants are faith-based nonprofit organizations. In addition,
we find that, although church entities are found to be members of networks, no instances occur in
which they are the collaborative applicant or lead agency of the network. In general, our interpre-
tation is that faith-based nonprofits and church organizations are less likely to put themselves in

a leading position in which they will have to deal directly with the federal government, which the
collaborative applicant would have to do.
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Exhibit 2
I
Local Homeless Network Leadership Across the United States®
Number of Proportion of Proportion b
Homeless Network Homeless Network Homeless Network P y
Sector Sector
Leaders® Leaders Leaders (%)
(N) (%) ’
Public City 53 12.0 35.8
County 96 21.8
State 5 1.1
Court system 0 0.0
Federal 0 0.0
Public-public partnership 4 0.9
Nonprofit ~ Human service nonprofit 154 34.9 46.0
Faith-based nonprofit 5 1.1
Church 0 0.0
Nonprofit-nonprofit partnership 44 10.0
Education  School district 0 0.0 0.2
University 1 0.2
Hybrid Public-private partnership 8 1.8 15.9
Nonprofit-public partnership 62 14.1
Other — 9 2.0 2.0
Total 441 99.9° 99.9°

N = 382 networks.

@ Puerto Rico and the other U.S. territories were excluded.

b HUD reports instances with more than one collaborative applicant, which we categorize as a form of partnership between
lead organizations.

¢ The total equals 99.9 percent due to rounding.

Source: HUD (2012)

Conclusion

This study provides an exploratory analysis of homeless networks and examines the extent to
which nonprofit organizations are involved in the implementation of the federal homeless policy
and the extent to which they lead collaborative efforts. Our findings highlight the significant role
that nonprofit organizations play as both leading agencies and service providers within CoC net-
works. We do not necessarily know the exact reasons why nonprofits take the leading role, but we
theorize that the reasons center on nonprofits’ distinctive nature and the unique resources they
bring to the collaborative process. Future research should explore, for example, the conditions
under which nonprofits assume such an important role in collaborative networks and whether
nonprofit-led networks are more effective than government-led networks.

At least two policy implications emerged from the findings of this research. First, the current
federal homeless policy is resulting in policy implementation structures that involve a variety of
nonstate actors, such as nonprofits, local governments, school districts, and business organizations,
within at least one region of the United States (Hall and O’Toole, 2000; Hjern and Porter, 1981).
This implication is favorable because the needs of homeless people are multidimensional (Cun-
ningham, 2009). Second, considering the extensive involvement of nonprofits and particularly
their leading role, more efforts are needed to assess the degree to which nonprofit-led networks
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and networks in general are achieving collaboration outcomes, such as reducing the incidence of
homelessness within their communities, as a result of the resources and expertise that nonprofit
organizations bring to the collaborative efforts.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank the anonymous reviewers and editor for their thoughtful feedback on their
manuscript.

Authors

Jesus N. Valero is an assistant professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of
Utah.

Hee Soun Jang is an associate professor and the Assistant Chair of the Department of Public Ad-
ministration at the University of North Texas.

References

Agranoff, Robert, and Michael McGuire. 2001. “Big Questions in Public Network Management Re-
search,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 11 (3): 295-326.

Bielefeld, Wolfgang, and William Suhs Cleveland. 2013. “Defining Faith-Based Organizations and
Understanding Them Through Research,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 42 (3): 442-467.

Cunningham, Mary. 2009. Preventing and Ending Homelessness: Next Steps. Washington, DC: Urban
Institute.

DiMaggio, Paul J., and Walter W. Powell. 1983. “The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional Isomor-
phism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields,” American Sociological Review 48 (2):
147-160.

Dropkin, Murray, and Allison Hayden. 2001. “Types of Nonprofit Income: Financial and Cash Flow
Management Considerations.” In Understanding Nonprofit Organizations: Governance, Leadership, and
Management, edited by Steven J. Ott and Lisa A. Dicke. Boulder, CO: Westview Press: 280-286.

Gazley, Beth. 2010. “Linking Collaborative Capacity to Performance Measurement in Government-
Nonprofit Partnerships,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 39 (4): 653-673.

Gray, Barbara. 1989. Collaborating: Finding Common Ground for Multiparty Problems. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Hall, Thad E., and Laurence J. O'Toole, Jr. 2000. “Structures for Policy Implementation: An Analy-
sis of National Legislation, 1965-1966 and 1993-1994,” Administration & Society 31 (6): 667-686.

Hjern, Benny, and David O. Porter. 1981. “Implementation Structures: A New Unit of Administra-
tive Analysis,” Organization Studies July (2): 211-227.

Cityscape 157



Valero and Jang

Jang, Hee Soun, and Richard C. Feiock. 2007. “Public Versus Private Funding of Nonprofit Organi-
zations: Implications for Collaboration,” Public Performance & Management Review 31 (2): 174-190.

McGuire, Michael. 2002. “Managing Networks: Propositions on What Managers Do and Why They
Do It,” Public Administration Review 62 (5): 599-609.

Meier, Kenneth J., Jeffrey L. Brudney, and John Bohte. 2012. Applied Statistics: For Public and Non-
profit Administration, 8th ed. Independence, KY: Wadsworth Cengage Learning.

Milward, H. Brinton, and Keith G. Provan. 2006. A Manager’s Guide to Choosing and Using Collab-
orative Networks. Networks and Partnerships Series. Washington, DC: IBM Center for The Business
of Government.

O'Regan, Katherine M., and Sharon M. Oster. 2000. “Nonprofit and For-Profit Partnerships: Ra-
tionale and Challenges of Cross-Sector Contracting,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 29
(Suppl 1): 120-140.

Ott, J. Steven, and Lisa A. Dicke. 2012. The Nature of the Nonprofit Sector, 2nd ed. Boulder, CO:
Westview Press.

Pleffer, Jeffrey, and Gerald R. Salancik. 1978. The External Control of Organizations: A Resource De-
pendence Perspective. New York: Harper & Row.

Silvia, Chris. 2011. “Collaborative Governance Concepts for Successful Network Leadership,” State
and Local Government Review 43 (1): 66-71.

Singer, Mark L, and John A. Yankey. 1991. “Organizational Metamorphosis: A Study of Eighteen Non-
profit Mergers, Acquisitions, and Consolidations,” Nonprofit Management & Leadership 1 (4): 357-369.

Singleton, Royce A., Jr., and Bruce C. Straits. 2010. Approaches to Social Research, 5th ed. New York:
Oxford University Press.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 2012. Introductory Guide to the Con-
tinuum of Care (CoC) Program: Understanding the CoC Program and the Requirements of the CoC Pro-
gram Interim Rule. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Wolch, Jennifer R. 1990. The Shadow State: Government and Voluntary Sector in Transition. New York:
The Foundation Center.

Wolf, Thomas. 1999. Managing a Nonprofit Organization in the Twenty-First Century. New York: Si-
mon and Schuster.

Additional Reading

Akingbola, Kunle. 2004. “Staffing, Retention, and Government Funding: A Case Study,” Nonprofit
Management and Leadership 14 (4): 453-465.

Almog-Bar, Michal, and Hillel Schmid. 2013. “Advocacy Activities of Nonprofit Human Service
Organizations: A Critical Review,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 43 (1): 11-35.

158 Refereed Papers



The Role of Nonprofit Organizations in Homeless Policy Networks:
A Research Note

Ansell, Chris, and Alison Gash. 2008. “Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice,” Journal
of Public Administration Research and Theory 18 (4): 543-571.

Babiak, Kathy, and Lucie Thibault. 2009. “Challenges in Multiple Cross-Sector Partnerships,” Non-
profit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 38 (1): 117-143.

Brudney, Jeffrey L. 2005. “Designing and Managing Volunteer Programs.” In The Jossey-Bass Hand-
book of Nonprofit Leadership and Management, edited by Robert D. Herman and Associates. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass: 310-344.

Bunger, Alicia C. 2013. “Administrative Coordination in Nonprofit Human Service Delivery
Networks: The Role of Competition and Trust,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 42 (6):
1155-1175.

Carman, Joanne G. 2009. “Nonprofits, Funders, and Evaluation: Accountability in Action,” Ameri-
can Review of Public Administration 39 (4): 374-390.

Choi, Cheon Geun, and Sang Ok Choi. 2012. “Collaborative Partnerships and Crime in Disorga-
nized Communities,” Public Administration Review 72 (2): 228-238.

Clerkin, Richard M., and Kirsten A. Grenbjerg. 2007. “The Capacities and Challenges of Faith-
Based Human Service Organizations,” Public Administration Review 67 (1): 115-126.

Ebaugh, Helen Rose, Janet S. Chafetz, and Paula E Pipes. 2007. “Collaborations With Faith-Based
Social Service Coalitions,” Nonprofit Management and Leadership 18 (2): 175-191.

Fargo, Jamison D., Ellen A. Munley, Thomas H. Byrne, Ann Elizabeth Montgomery, and Dennis P
Culhane. 2013. “Community-Level Characteristics Associated With Variation in Rates of Homeless-
ness Among Families and Single Adults,” American Journal of Public Health 103 (Suppl 2): S340—
S347.

Feiock, Richard C., and Simon A. Andrew. 2006. “Introduction: Understanding the Relationships
Between Nonprofit Organizations and Local Governments,” International Journal of Public Adminis-
tration 29 (10/11): 759-767.

Gazley, Beth. 2008. “Why Not Partner With Local Government? Nonprofit Managerial Perceptions
of Collaborative Disadvantage,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 39 (1): 51-76.

Gazley, Beth, and Jeffrey L. Brudney. 2007. “The Purpose (and Perils) of Government-Nonprofit
Partnership,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 36 (3): 389-415.

Granovetter, Mark. 1985. “Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of Embeddedness,”
American Journal of Sociology 91 (3): 481-510.

Gray, Barbara, and Donna J. Wood. 1991. “Collaborative Alliances: Moving From Practice to Theo-
ry,” The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 27 (1): 3-22.

Guo, Chao. 2007. “When Government Becomes the Principal Philanthropist: The Effects of Public
Funding on Patterns of Governance,” Public Administration Review 67 (3): 458-473.

Cityscape 159



Valero and Jang

Guo, Chao, and Muhittin Acar. 2005. “Understanding Collaboration Among Nonprofit Organiza-
tions: Combining Resource Dependency, Institutional, and Network Perspective,” Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 34 (3): 340-361.

Hansmann, Henry B. 1980. “The Role of Nonprofit Enterprise,” The Yale Law Journal 89 (5): 835-
901.

Henry, Meghan, Alvaro Cortes, Azim Shivji, Katherine Buck, and Abt Associates. 2014. The 2014
Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) to Congress. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development.

Jang, Hee Soun, Richard C. Feiock, and Marina Saitgalina. 2014. “Institutional Collective Action
Issues in Nonprofit Self-Organized Collaboration,” Administration and Society December (3): 1-27.

Johnston, Erik W., Darrin Hicks, Ning Nan, and Jennifer C. Auer. 2010. “Managing the Inclusion
Process in Collaborative Governance,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory August:
1-22.

Kanter, Beth, and Katie D. Paine. 2012. Measuring the Networked Nonprofit: Using Data To Change the
World. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Keyes, Langley C., Alex Schwartz, Avis C. Vidal, and Rachel C. Bratt. 1996. “Networks and Non-
profits: Opportunities and Challenges in an Era of Federal Devolution,” Housing Policy Debate 7 (2):
201-229.

King, Gary, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba. 1994. Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference
in Qualitative Research. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

MacIndoe, Heather. 2013. “Reinforcing the Safety Net: Explaining the Propensity of and Intensity
of Nonprofit-Local Government Collaboration,” State and Local Government Review 45 (4): 283—
295.

Maxwell, Sarah P, and Julia L. Carboni. 2014. “Stakeholder Communication in Service Implemen-
tation Networks: Expanding Relationship Management Theory to the Nonprofit Sector Through
Organizational Network Analysis,” International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing
19 (4): 301-313.

McGuire, Michael, and Chris Silvia. 2009. “Does Leadership in Networks Matter? Examining the
Effect of Leadership Behaviors on Managers’ Perceptions of Network Effectiveness,” Public Perfor-
mance and Management Review 33 (1): 34-62.

McKeever, Brice, and Sarah L. Pettijohn. 2014. The Nonprofit Sector in Brief: Public Charities, Giving
and Volunteering. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Mosley, Jennifer E. 2014. “Collaboration, Public-Private Intermediary Organizations, and the Trans-
formation of Advocacy in the Field of Homeless Services,” The American Review of Public Adminis-
tration 44 (3): 291-308.

160 Refereed Papers



The Role of Nonprofit Organizations in Homeless Policy Networks:
A Research Note

O’Regan, Katherine, and Sharon Oster. 2002. “Does Government Funding Alter Nonprofit Gover-
nance? Evidence From New York City Nonprofit Contractors,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Man-
agement 21 (3): 359-379.

O’Toole, Laurence J., and Kenneth J. Meier. 2004. “Desperately Seeking Selznick: Cooptation and
the Dark Side of Public Management in Networks,” Public Administration Review 64 (6): 681-693.

Poole, Dennis L., and Carole B. Zugazaga. 2003. “Conceptualizing Prevention as the First Line of
Offense Against Homelessness: Implications for the Federal Continuum of Care Model,” Journal of
Primary Prevention 23 (4): 409-424.

Rosen, Bernard. 1998. Holding Government Bureaucracies Accountable, 3rd ed. Westport, CT: Praeger
Publishers.

Selden, Sally Coleman, Jessica E. Sowa, and Jodi Sandfort. 2006. “The Impact of Nonprofit Col-
laboration in Early Child Care and Education on Management and Program Outcomes,” Public
Administration Review 66 (3): 412-425.

Sowa, Jessica E. 2009. “The Collaboration Decision in Nonprofit Organizations: Views From the
Front Line,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 38 (6): 1003-1025.

Thomson, Ann Marie, and James L. Perry. 2006. “Collaboration Processes: Inside the Black Box,”
Public Administration Review 66 (s1): 20-32.

Weisbrod, Burton A. 1988. The Nonprofit Economy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Wong, Yin-Ling Irene, Jung Min Park, and Howard Nemon. 2006. “Homeless Service Delivery in
the Context of Continuum of Care,” Administration in Social Work 30 (1): 67-94.

Cityscape 161



162 Refereed Papers





