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Introduction

It is well understood that state policy decisions are influenced by information gained in information networks through interactions with other states, organizations of state officials, professional associations, and other groups (Walker 1969, Light 1978, Nelson 1984, Savage 1985, Glick 1993, Mintrom and Vergari 1998, Cigler 1999, Mossberger 2000, Balla 2001).  It is also well established that nonprofit organizations are elemental to the complex implementation networks that have evolved in the states (Honadle 1986; O’Toole 1997a, 1997b; Smith and Lipsky 1993; Salamon 1995; Agranoff 1996; Provan and Milward 1995, 2001).  Nonprofit literature has begun to consider more broadly the range of roles that nonprofit organizations perform (Reid 1999, Boris and Steuerle 1999, Ott 2001) and other models of relationships in civil society beyond service provision (Light 1998, Young 1999, Austin 2000, VanTil 2000).  Research on information diffusion and state programs has shown that nonprofit organizations such as professional associations and research organizations play an important role in diffusing best practices research and the experience of other states as policy adopters (Mossberger 2000, Mossberger and Hale 2002).  

What is not well understood is the nature of participation of nonprofit organizations in the information networks that influence state administrators, specifically, the types of information that they disseminate and the manner in which it is disseminated, as well as the influence of different types of information on the successful implementation of public policy in the states.  The research agenda surrounding information diffusion and intergovernmental networks calls for work to establish a systematic description of the arrangements and roles of nonprofit and public organizations in intergovernmental arrangements (Ingraham and Kneedler 2000).  Current nonprofit literature also calls for additional research on the advocacy initiatives of nonprofit organizations, in order to better understand the roles of nonprofit organizations and advocacy in civil society (Boris and Krehely 2002).  

Polydiffusion provides insight into the multiplicity of information flows within information networks, and identifies types of information that state policy makers find most useful in policymaking.  Federal funding drives polydiffusion of information within these networks, reflecting interests of grantseekers and state policy implementers.  Where federal funding patterns differ, information networks are expected to differ as well.  

This study extends polydiffusion research to focus specifically on the national nonprofit organizations in an information network which disseminates information to state policy implementers.  Within an information network, what types of information are nonprofits disseminating and in what forms?  Are nonprofit organizations packaging information in order to communicate with state policy makers?  How does this conform to expectations that information patterns will respond to federal funding patterns? To address those questions, this research identifies and describes the information networks of nonprofit organizations which focus on two aspects of criminal justice policy, specifically halfway house policy and drug court policy, which are initiatives representing different alternatives to traditional incarceration.  

The information network of national nonprofit organizations engaged in alternatives to incarceration is described in terms of the form of its constituent organizations, the methods of disseminating information to state policy makers, and the types of information that these organizations exchange in the policy process.  The engagement of nonprofit organizations in these two policy areas was expected to differ significantly due to differences in approaches to federal funding support and implementation.  Halfway houses present a well-established aspect of alternative sentencing policy administered primarily through contracting relationships with nonprofit providers in the states, suggesting the presence of a single well-established membership organization in this area.  Drug courts present a relatively recent and extremely popular policy phenomenon (1989) that has diffused rapidly across the states.  Drug courts represent innovation in court operation and are implemented through comparatively more complex partnerships and collaborations of nonprofits, courts, professionals and government agencies.  These conditions – including less time for institutionalization - suggest a more diffuse and varied network surrounding drug court policy.  It was also expected that examination of the national organizations engaged in these two policy areas would facilitate identification of a majority of organizations engaged in policy alternatives to incarceration, because of the broad scope of activities included within halfway houses and drug courts.   

Alternatives to incarceration, broadly defined,
 are under current consideration in many states as lower-cost alternatives to incarceration (Marion 2002) or as more humane strategies in the “war on drugs” (Nolan 2001, 2002).  The prevalence of alternatives to incarceration grew during the 1990s, and ranges of alternatives to jail or prison are now integral aspects of the criminal justice system in many communities (Mauer 1999).  As alternatives to incarceration, halfway houses and drug courts present salient examples of policy initiatives that straddle the public and private sectors; in both policy areas, nonprofit organizations are engaged along with government actors in the delivery of services and can be expected to engage in research, evaluation, advocacy, and other aspects of the public policy process.  The diffusion, adoption, and implementation of both of these criminal justice policies are associated with key nonprofit organizations.  Halfway house policy is associated with the International Community Corrections Association (ICCA), which was formerly known as the International Halfway House Association (Latessa and Allen 1999).  Drug court policy is intertwined with the National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP).  NADCP has established the National Drug Court Institute for research, and a national “congress” of state professionals.  NADCP has also promulgated a set of guiding principles for drug court policy (NADCP 1997).  

Network relationships were not as expected in some dimensions.   Single organizations were dominant in each policy area, however ties to halfway house policy were weaker than those to drug court policy.  Findings regarding expected ties between membership organizations and government funding better support previous hypotheses from earlier research.  Unexpected findings include the importance of information surrounding policy advocacy in the national network, and the lack of organizations representing certain key constituencies.  

This research is part of a larger project which seeks to define and capture the relationship between policy information disseminated by nonprofit organizations, state implementation capacity, and state policy outcomes across the 50 states.  

Contemporary Policy Context: Nonprofit Organizations in a Reform Climate

The contemporary government reform environment presents a compelling case for this exploration.  One underlying rationale for this project concerns the increasing complexity of forms of policy design and delivery, and the potential lack of capacity within networks of public and private nonprofit organizations to deliver public services.  Government “reinvention” initiatives have extolled the virtues of engaging private and nongovernmental organizations in solving public problems (Osborne and Gaebler 1992, Kettl 1995).  As a response to the pressures of devolution and complexity, states have increasing turned to the nonprofit sector for direct delivery of services once considered the province of the public sector (Smith and Lipsky 1993, Salamon 1995, Conlan 1998, DeVita 1999, Steuerle and Hodgkinson 1999).  Current assessments of the nonprofit sector estimate there to be at least 1.2 million organizations
 with a labor force in excess of 11 million paid workers and the full-time equivalent of 5.7 million paid employees as volunteers (Weitzman, et. al. 2002).  According to one estimate, approximately 30 percent of all government spending in program areas in which nonprofit are active was channeled to nonprofits for the delivery of services (Abramson, Salamon and Steuerle 1999).  Case studies also identify nonprofit organizations as innovators in the design and delivery of social services in various models of contract collaboration and/or partnership with private for-profit enterprise (Light 1998, Austin 2000).

Whether states have sufficient capacity to deliver policy under this environment of theoretical, fiscal and other resource constraints is not yet clear (Tannenwald 1998).  Contemporary federalism challenges states to sustain public policies which appear to be successful (Clarke and Gail 1999).  Whether or not nonprofit organizations have the capacity to assist the public sector under current constraints is also subject to debate (Agranoff 1998, Frederickson and London 2000).  Within this complex environment, it is critical to increase understanding about the types of information which flow from nonprofit organizations to state policy makers, and, ultimately, the ways in which this information may contribute to successful policy solutions.  

The second fundamental premise underlying this project is that the nonprofit sector contributes uniquely to the formation and implementation of public policy beyond contracting relationships with government and the provision of services.  The normative assumption is that nonprofit organizations should continue to display the breadth of roles in American public life observed by Tocqueville (1835) and chronicled in contemporary scholarship by researchers such as Peter Dobkin Hall (1987, 1992), David Hammack (1998), Norman Silber (2001), and Mark Dowie (2001).  These scholars and others detail the rich evolution of philanthropy, charitable service, and voluntarism in American social and public life.  The contributions of the sector to social capital are also well documented (Putnam 1995, Ladd 1999).  

In considering the exchanges of information available to state policy makers against this backdrop, the “intergovernmental” terminology is now something of a misnomer.  The environment of information diffusion must now be more accurately characterized as an “intersectoral” environment, built on channels of information which are more complex than previous intergovernmental models.  In these intersectoral arrangements, nonprofit organizations as varied as professional associations, advocacy groups and research organizations promote the dissemination of information to state policy administrators, in an effort to enhance state policy implementation.  The intersectoral character of these information networks also highlights the complexity confronting state policy administrators.

Information in State Policy Making: Polydiffusion and Networks

Information networks, and networks of governmental and nongovernmental actors are fundamental to the framework within which state decisions about public policy are made (Heclo 1978, Kingdon 1995).  The information gained by state administrators through interactions with other states, organizations of state officials, professional associations, and other groups in an information network influences state policy adoption decisions (Light 1978, Nelson 1984, Jacob 1988, Glick 1993, Mintrom and Vergari 1998, Cigler 1999, Mossberger 2000, Balla 2001).  The seminal diffusion work of Jack Walker (1969) argues that some states can be identified as policy innovators, and that states adopt policies through emulating innovative states in regional patterns.  Walker argues that policy innovation is accomplished through networks: states and professional organizations establish linkages to form information networks through which state decision-makers share policy ideas, problems, and solutions.  

Subsequent research on policy diffusion confirms that states share information about policies, although patterns of adoption may shift according to policy area (Gray 1973, Savage 1978).  A considerable body of work also confirms that states tend to adopt policies by emulating either neighboring states or states within the same region (Berry and Berry 1990, Mooney and Lee 1995, Hays and Glick 1997, Mintrom 1999; Mooney 2001).  Information is cited as an important resource in intergovernmental management (Agranoff 1996, Rainey and Steinbauer 1999) and in intergovernmental implementation (Goggin, et. al. 1990).  

Information diffusion research on state programs has shown that nonprofit professional associations and research organizations play an important role in diffusing best practices research and the experience of other states as policy adopters in the spread of the enterprise zones across the states (Mossberger 2000) and in state implementation of school-to-work policy (Mossberger and Hale 2002).  These and other studies (Nelson 1984, Baumgartner and Jones 1993) support Walker’s hypothesis that state policy makers use information from networks of national and state professional associations and from other states in making policy decisions.  

Recent advances in information diffusion research identify the process of polydiffusion as an important feature in state policy implementation decisions.  Polydiffusion is the diffusion of information within an intergovernmental network in the policy process (Mossberger 2000).  Specifically, polydiffusion refers to the multiple information channels available to decision makers at the state level within information networks, and includes vertical channels between the federal and subnational governments and horizontal channels between the states, as well as between various types of nongovernmental organizations (Mossberger 2000).  

Polydiffusion represents an advance in modeling information diffusion in policy analysis beyond the point-source model of information diffusion previously employed to describe diffusion in an intergovernmental network.  In the point-source model, states or other subnational units react to federal impetus but not to one another (Eyestone 1977).  In polydiffusion, policy experiences and information are shared in all directions across the intergovernmental continuum.    Polydiffusion incorporates the flow of information from federal to subnational governments, as is the case in earlier models.  However, polydiffusion also explicitly acknowledges an interactive information exchange between states and between federal and state governments and nongovernmental organizations (Mossberger 2000, Mossberger and Hale 2002, p. 399).  

Polydiffusion itself represents a form of bounded rationality for state decision makers, through which the costs of seeking and evaluating information can be reduced through communication with other states and with nongovernmental groups (Simon 1986).  State policy administrators seek information “hardware” such as federal grant requirements and funding data, and also seek information “software” such as evaluation research and technical assistance to facilitate policy design and implementation (Mossberger and Hale 2002 pp. 410-411).  Study of the information sought in implementation of school-to-work policy suggests that nonprofit organizations may be particularly useful to state administrators in providing such policy software.   

Polydiffusion research illuminates potential channels of information and potential influence in the policy process and has captured an aspect of the complexity of the current intergovernmental environment within which state administrators operate.  To date, this research has focused primarily on the content of information shared between the states, and a broad identification of sources of information outside the federal government (Mossberger 2000, Mossberger and Hale 2002). However, there has been no systematic study of nonprofit organizations within information networks.  

Alternatives to Incarceration in Criminal Justice Policy: Halfway Houses and Drug Courts

In contemporary American criminal justice policy, the broad concept of a “halfway house” is that of a transitional residence for criminal offenders, used for offenders who have been released from an institution and who are transitioning to the community, and for those who are in the final stages of their sentences.  Halfway houses are also used as a community-based alternative prior to formal incarceration (Di Mascio 1997, Latessa and Allen 1999).

The contemporary understanding of the halfway house in the United States evolved in essentially two waves of support from religious organizations and private groups (Latessa and Allen 1999).  The first wave began in England and Ireland in the early 1800s, where transitional housing for offenders had then been implemented.  In the 1800s, the halfway house concept was embraced by religious groups such as the Quakers, who opened the Isaac. T. Hooper Home in New York City, which still operates today as the Women’s Prison Association and Hooper Home.  Halfway houses were also opened by private citizen reformers, as in the case of Hope House which also opened in New York City and spread to other cities with the support of Volunteers of America (Latessa and Allen 1999, p. 372).  Support for the concept waned during the Great Depression when financial conditions impaired private operations.   

The second wave of religious and private support began in the early 1950s.  Halfway houses opened in the United States as well as in England and Canada to accept offenders believed to be amenable to rehabilitation.  This second wave was buttressed by legislation with the enactment of the Prisoner Rehabilitation Act of 1965, and in 1968, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration established funding to contract with private providers for halfway house services.  The growth of halfway houses as alternative sanctions in this second wave can be attributed to an increased acceptance of the reintegration approach in the mental health and corrections fields, and the lower cost of halfway houses in comparison to prison (Allen, et al. 1978).  More recently, growth has occurred from pressure on prisons and jails due to changes in sentencing laws (three strikes, truth in sentencing, and mandatory minimum sentences) as well as harsher drug laws and increased penalties for drug law violations (DiMascio 1997, Mauer 1999). 
Recent data suggests that this pressure will not ease in the foreseeable future.  The total federal, state and local adult correctional population grew by more than 150,000 during 2002 to reach a new high of more than 6.7 million men and women.  In the 2000 census of correctional facilities in the nation, the number of adult correctional facilities increased 14%, from 1,464 at midyear 1995, when the previous census was conducted, to 1,668 at midyear 2000.  In 2000, 264 privately operated facilities were under contract with state or federal authorities to house prisoners -- an increase of 140%. The number of inmates held in these facilities rose 459 percent (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2003).

Halfway houses exist in all states and in the District of Columbia, and halfway house programs vary widely within states.  Program contents range from relatively simple structures providing only housing and meals to integrated programs which include education, employment assistance, treatment for mental illness and drug or alcohol addictions, and transitional assistance in the community after judicial control is terminated (Latessa and Lowenkanp 2002).  More than 600 locations operate under federal government contracts and the primary source of funding for halfway houses comes directly from the U.S. Department of Justice Federal Bureau of Prisons in the form of contracts with nonprofit providers in the states.  A survey of halfway houses operated in 30 between 1994 and 1997 found that 86% of the programs were operated by contractors as opposed to the states themselves (Latessa and Allen 1999).  

Evaluation of the effectiveness of individual halfway house programs is generally understood across three dimensions: humaneness, recidivism, and cost studies (Latessa and Allen 1982).  Halfway houses are generally understood to be a cost-effective alternative to incarceration (Dowell, Klein and Krichmar 1985, Huskey 1992, Marion 2002), and are believed to provide more humane living conditions than incarceration in terms of health and safety (Donnelly and Forschner 1987).  Improvements in recidivism have been more difficult to establish.  Many programs are simply unable to sufficiently track and record appropriate data for offenders after release, and reliance on self-reporting and missing records hamper many studies.  The diversity of program characteristics and the diversity of client populations make it difficult to construct comparison groups for follow-up studies; in one nation-wide review, an average of 71 percent of clients in community residential programs successfully complete their programming (Huskey 1992).  Notwithstanding these obstacles, halfway houses are generally understood to reduce recidivism (Latessa and Lowencamp 2002).

Drug court policy presents another alternative sentencing model.  Drug courts are dedicated court dockets designed to provide early intervention and intensive chemical dependency and/or substance abuse treatment for nonviolent drug offenders, and a closely monitored course of graduated sanctions for noncompliance with program requirements.  Drug court policy involves intensive judicial intervention, early and rigorous treatment, and accelerated case processing within the criminal justice system.  As early as arraignment, defendants are screened and referred immediately to multiphase outpatient chemical dependency treatment programs.  Drug court regimens include a range of components that typically include frequent testing for drug use, frequent status hearings before a designated “drug court” judge, and participation in supportive services such as literacy, GED education, employment and employability training.  In some programs, defendants are encouraged to participate in the drug court in exchange for expungement of the criminal record of the drug offense upon successful completion; in others, prosecution of the initiating offense may be deferred pending successful completion of the drug court program (Nolan 2001)

Drug court programs began in the Dade County Circuit Court of Florida in 1989 as an experiment in judicial discretion (Goldkamp 1999).  Drug courts are now operating, or are in the planning stages, in all 50 states and the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, several federal jurisdictions and in several Native American tribal courts; by 2001, more than 1200 drug courts were in operation for adults, juveniles, and families across the states (Office of Justice Programs 2001a, 2001b).   

Drug court policy expanded dramatically following adoption of the federal Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1994
 authoring federal funding for drug courts in the form of grants to states, state and local courts, units of local government, not-for-profit organizations, and state associations of not-for-profit organizations.  The purpose of this funding was to expand drug courts a strategic response to increased numbers of nonviolent substance abusing offenders, and the resultant pressure on prison and jail populations occurring through original sentencing and high recidivism.  

Federal funding for drug courts comes primarily from the U.S. Department of Justice Office of Justice Programs planning and implementation grants from the Drug Court Program Office (DCPO) and formula and discretionary grants under the Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement Block Grants Program (Byrne Grant program).  Both discretionary and formula grant funds are awarded to states which then make subgrants to state and local units of government; these subgrants include awards to public and nonprofit organizations (Nolan 2001).   

Drug court policy is also generally considered to be an effective policy initiative in terms of both output and outcome (Tauber 1998, Belenko 1999, Deschenes, et al. 2000, Guydish, et al. 2001).  One measure of successful policy output is maintained in a national database in the form of a retention statistic.  The retention statistic measures the success of a program in graduating clients according to its specific program criteria (Office of Justice Programs 2001a, 2001b).  

Drug courts are associated with reduced criminal recidivism and reduced substance abuse (Peters and Murrin 2000, Harrell, Roman and Sack 2001).  In a recent study of drug courts in Ohio, the Office of Criminal Justice Services concluded that drug courts lower recidivism rates at statistically significant levels, and that program graduation rates increase over time, as a program becomes established. (Office of Criminal Justice Services 2002).  This Ohio study noted a variety of impediments to research including the fact that drug court participants often have multiple problems in addition to substance abuse, including low educational attainment, marginal employment, use of drug or alcohol prior to age 17, a feeling of worthlessness, and a belief that drugs are not a major problem for them (Office of Criminal Justice Services 2002).  

The involvement of national nonprofit organizations in the information network of alternative sentencing organizations was expected to differ for groups engaged in halfway house policy in comparison to groups engaged in drug court policy.  These differences were expected to be arise because of differences in patterns of federal funding and differences in implementation requirements.  Halfway houses and drug courts present different examples of the use of federal funds to support policy implementation.  Federal funding and activities act as stimuli for the involvement of groups through, for example, grants for members and the demand for information (Mossberger 2000).  The direct contracting relationship between the federal government and halfway house providers may influence information relationships with other nonprofit organizations in the field to be more streamlined or linear in comparison to the information relationships that surround drug court policy.  Federal funding support for drug courts through federal categorical, formula and discretionary grants may influence information relationships that are more diffuse in comparison to those relating to halfway house policy.  This comparative difference may also occur because of differences in implementation requirements.  Drug court implementation requires coordination of independent groups of professionals and specialists (judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, treatment counselors) which may be obscured in the contracting relationships for halfway house operations.   

Methodology


The primary objective of this project is to identify and describe a core group of national nonprofit organizations engaged in information networks surrounding alternatives to incarceration, and to examine their participation in the information networks that pertain to halfway house and drug court policy.  Data was collected about basic organization form, governance and resources, the mechanisms used to communicate policy information between each other and to the states, and the types of information that these organizations disseminate to state policymakers.  Data was collected about participating organizations through a combination of telephone interviews with key informants, review of organizational websites, and review of information returns filed with the Internal Revenue Service.  Internal Revenue Service information returns (IRS Form 990 and Form 990 Schedule A) are filed by tax-exempt nonprofit organizations that operate as public charities under IRC Section 501c3 and which have gross annual revenues in excess of $25,000.


Semi-structured interviews were conducted by telephone beginning with key informants at the International Community Corrections Association (ICCA) and the National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP).  Key informants were staff members who identified themselves as highly familiar with and/or responsible for the information disseminated by their nonprofit organization.  Key informants were asked a series of open-ended questions to describe and define the information network supporting alternative sentencing policy and reform.  The concept of the information network was limited to national nonprofit organizations and specifically excluded government departments and agencies.  

Through these interviews, additional organizations were identified and their key informants interviewed using a snowball technique.  Respondents were asked to provide a general description of the national organizations in the information network surrounding alternatives to incarceration, the extent to which the network encompasses halfway house policy and drug court policy, the purposes for which their nonprofit organization participated in the network, and the extent to which organizations act in concert or independently.  The scope of the network is potentially quite broad, and no attempt was made in this project to trace each and every national nonprofit organization that might share information on these policy areas; however, a total of 27 national nonprofit organizations emerged as a core of organizations engaged with policy surrounding alternatives to incarceration, including halfway houses and/or drug court policy.  Unexpectedly, no organization identified any faith-based or religious groups, and included only four organizations with missions related to the treatment of alcohol and/or substance abuse.  The list of organizations is attached as Appendix A.

Key informant interviews and organizational websites were also used to identify the methods of communicating policy information between each other and to state policymakers, as well as the general topics about which these organizations communicate.  These methods include publications (newsletters, journals, handbooks), professional services (certification, licensure, staff in-service training), structured meetings (annual conferences, working groups and seminars) and membership surveys; these methods have been identified as primary methods that professional association use to communicate research findings to state administrators (Yin and Andranovich 1987).  These organizations also engage in joint sponsorships, formal exchange of personnel, sharing resources such as facilities, mailing lists and other support services, and encourage participation beyond the formal membership (Yin and Andranovich 1987).  Information topics were drawn from previous research on information diffusion and emerging issues in the nonprofit sector.  Recent work on information diffusion in policy surrounding the enterprise zones and school-to-work initiatives demonstrates an exchange of information concerning evaluation research, technical assistance, and federal requirements (Mossberger 2000, Mossberger and Hale 2002).  That list of information topics was expanded to encompass additional areas of specific concern in the research agenda for nonprofit organizations including capacity building (Frederickson and London 2000) and advocacy (Boris and Krehely 2002).  


Descriptive information about national nonprofit organizations was quite accessible.  Web sites were available for all 27 organizations, and all Web sites had linkages to other organizations.  Telephone interviews were conducted with staff from 19 organizations (70%).  Information returns (IRS Form 990) were available for 23 organizations (85%).  

Form, Governance and Resources of Nonprofit Organizations Engaged in Alternative Sentencing Policy


The national nonprofit organizations that form the core of the alternative sentencing network are each classified as a tax-exempt charitable organizations (public charities) under IRC Section 501(c)(3), as are approximately 70 percent of all nonprofit organizations (Hodgkinson and Weitzman 1996, p. 25).  This classification requires that an organization operate exclusively for religious, charitable, scientific, or educational purposes through advancement of broad public interests rather than the self-interests of members alone, receive broad financial support from the public, and not distribute profits to any private shareholder or individual (Salamon 2002, p. 7; Hopkins 1998, pp. 25-39).  


The organizations in the network report involvement in public service across a wide spectrum of classifications that are reported within the National Taxonomy of Exempt Organizations (NTEE) scheme.
  NTEE classification data was available for 21 of the 27 nonprofit organizations (78%).  The national nonprofit organizations in this study report 4 major categories: education (3%), health (16%), human services (55%), and public, societal benefit (25%).  Within these major categories, the organizations classify themselves within 6 major groups and 31 major activities.  Crime and legal related activities are the most commonly reported (52%), followed by mental health and crisis intervention (13%) and social science research institutes and services (10%).  The remaining activities are spread between civil rights, social action and advocacy (6%), multipurpose public and social benefits (6%), educational institutions and related activities (3%), general and rehabilitative health (3%), multipurpose human services (3%), and community improvement (3%).  Appendix B lists the major NTEE classifications, major groups, and activities of the reporting organizations.  


Within each this general subject matter framework, the nonprofit organizations engaged in the network implement their missions in a various ways.  The majority of the organizations in this study are membership organizations (56%), with the number of members ranging from 50 (one per state) to more than 25,000.  Membership in some organizations was defined by occupation or professional standing, such as the National Association of Probation Executives and the National Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors.  In others, membership was open to individuals and organizations with an interest in the mission of the organization, for example, the American Correctional Association, Families Against Mandatory Minimums and National CURE (Citizens United for the Rehabilitation of Errants) are all open to individual membership.  One-third (33%) of the organizations in the national network are research and public policy organizations.  Direct service providers comprise 7 percent of the group, and one organization is engaged primarily in professional education and related public policy.  These categories are not mutually exclusive; membership and direct service organizations may also be engaged in research, public policy, and educational activities.   


The nonprofit organizations in the alternative sentencing network vary widely in terms of available resources.  However, organizations in the network appear to have greater financial resources than the average nonprofit organization within IRC Section 501(c)(3).
  Annual revenue ranges from a high of $23 million to a low of $2,000, with an average annual revenue of approximately $5,400,000.  Two-thirds of the organizations in the network report annual revenues in excess of $1 million, which exceeds the national proportion of 20 percent of all nonprofit organizations with revenues of that amount (Hodgkinson and Weitzman 1996, p. 221-222).  The national network of nonprofit organizations also receives a higher proportion of its aggregated income from government sources than is the norm for nonprofit organizations in similar NTEE categories.  This is the case regardless of the NTEE category of activities within which the nonprofit organizations classify their activities, as shown in Table 1.  

Table 1. Distribution of Revenue Sources for Nonprofit Organizations (%)


Comparison of National Information Network to NTEE Group Profiles

	
	National Network
	Education
	Health
	Human Services
	Public and Societal Benefit

	Government Grants
	47.0
	11.0
	2.3
	24.4
	16.5

	Private Contributions
	17.4
	13.2
	3.3
	19.1
	38.4

	Program Services
	22.3
	60.8
	89.3
	46.4
	27.7

	Other
	13.3
	15.0
	5.1
	10.1
	17.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source:  NTEE data from Nonprofit Almanac 1996/1997 (Hodgkinson and Weitzman 1996, pp. 262-267).  

A total annual revenue of approximately $108,000,000 is reported by these organizations.  Within that total, 47 percent comes from government sources, 17 percent is contributed by individuals, 22 percent flows from services, and 14 percent flows from investments and other similar sources.  

Methods of Information Dissemination in the National Network


Within this array of organizations, what types of information are exchanged and on what topics?  The national organizations engaged in alternative sentencing policy employ various methods to disseminate information to state policy makers.  Table 2 contains the frequency of various methods used by the organizations in the network.
  

Table 2. Frequency of Methods of Information Dissemination in the Network


	Method of Information Exchange
	Organiztions Reporting (%)

	Joint sponsorship of events
	89

	Sharing resources (facilities, mailing lists)
	85

	Working groups and committees/Coordination of professional activities
	78

	Production of manuals/handbooks
	74

	Annual conferences
	56

	Staff in-service
	44

	Seminars
	37

	Certification
	33

	Formal exchange of personnel
	15

	Licensure
	0


The information exchanges reported by the national nonprofit organizations also reflect a high level of interaction with the federal government and the states, although this project did not systematically collect this information.  The majority of organizations volunteered a variety of connections with the National Institute of Corrections, the Bureau of Justice Affairs, the Department of Justice generally, the National Office of Drug Control Policy, and state departments of corrections. Several of the most common types of information exchange place an emphasis on personal interaction and peer-to-peer exchange, which was also noted in the interviews with key informants.  One example of the value of this type of exchange was provided by a representative of the National Association of State Sentencing Commissions, who noted that the networking value in peer-to-peer exchanges at joint events and annual conferences was at least as important as the content of the event itself.  

Information Topics in the National Network

What topics are addressed by the information that is disseminated by the national organizations engaged in alternative sentencing policy?  Nonprofit organizations are thought to provide particular value to state administrators in providing software information software, while government entities are valuable primarily for their information hardware; a key utility of information software that is synthesizes collective experience for state administrators (Mossberger and Hale 2002, pp. 410-412).  

Organizations in the information network report disseminating information on the topics listed in Table 3 below. 

Table 3. Frequency of Dissemination by Information Topic 

	Information Topic
	Organiztions Reporting (%)

	Advocacy
	81

	Best practices
	75

	Membership services
	71

	Professional development
	71

	Research
	63

	Capacity building
	58

	Program evaluation
	52

	Funding alternatives
	33


The majority of the types of information disseminated by the national organizations identified in this study appear to reflect at least some aspects of information packaging.  Best practices, membership services, professional development, research, capacity building and program evaluation information can be understood as a digest or synthesis of information, disseminated to state administrators by more than half of the nonprofits in the national network.  Information hardware such as funding information is clearly not a primary focus of information disseminated by nonprofit organizations in the network, again perhaps mirroring the information needs of state policy administrators and the role of the federal government in disseminating information hardware. 

Further research is needed to determine the actual utility of specific types of information to state administrators in alternative sentencing policy and to determine whether these types of information provide similar collective experiences to state administrators in this area as well.  

Interestingly, the most frequently reported topic on which organizations in the network disseminate information is in the area of advocacy.  Nonprofit organizations that receive broad public support for public charitable purposes
 are not prohibited from engaging in advocacy efforts.  Nonprofit organizations routinely collect, evaluate, and distill information relevant to their missions and disseminate this information to the general public and policy makers.  In fact, the tradition of civic engagement and public advocacy is an important aspect of the heritage of the nonprofit sector (Reid 1999, Boris and Krehely 2002).  However, these organizations may not devote a substantial portion of their resources to lobbying as defined by the IRS.
  Specific examples of advocacy efforts cited by key informants included public education initiatives about organizational mission, briefing papers for state and/or federal policy makers, testimony before legislative bodies upon invitation, and filing amicus briefs in pertinent litigation.


Nonprofit organizations are not required to report lobbying expenditures, and only 1.5 percent of all reporting charities reported these expenses over the past decade (Brody and Krehely 2002, p. 304); thus analysis in this area is limited.  The organizations in this network that report lobbying expenditures (6 organizations or 26%) reported annual lobbying expenditures ranging from $4,700 to $196,000.
  Two organizations report lobbying expenditures that exceed the national mean of $38,472; all but one organization reported lobbying expenditures that exceed the national median of $8,000 (Brody and Krehely 2002, p. 304).  Several organizations (26%) also reported financial support to additional nonprofit organizations to which they have formal governance ties; information about these organizations was extremely limited, however the majority were organizations explicitly organized to conduct lobbying activities.     

Relationships in the National Network


Key informants in national nonprofit organizations engaged in alternative sentencing policy and reform agree that an information network exists, and that this information network touches policy matters relating to both halfway houses and drug courts.  Key informants described the network as ”fluid” with a collection of “overlapping” organizations which address alternatives to incarceration and policy reform from different perspectives.  One key informant noted that organizations operate along “separate paths,” and “periodically, collections of organizations come together” on specific issues.  Another noted that some organizations operate “within existing institutions” and some operate outside in movements for policy reform.  One respondent felt that the range of organizations that could potentially become involved in alternatives sentencing policy was too vast to list and would depend upon the circumstances.


The policy initiatives behind halfway houses and drug courts were viewed by respondents as distinct approaches to larger policy problems.  One organization classified its responses in terms of branches of government, in which halfway house initiatives represented a policy response of the executive branch, and drug courts represented a policy response from the judicial branch.  Another organization described both halfway houses and drug courts as points along an historical continuum, in which halfway house policy has evolved into a broader universe of community-based sanctions including drug courts.  

Network Engagement with Halfway House and Drug Court Policy


This study demonstrates that there is an information network composed of national nonprofit organizations engaged in alternative sentencing policy.  The information network is resource-rich and engaged in disseminating information through a variety of means on a variety of topics.  How are these organizations engaged with policy matters pertaining to halfway houses and drug courts, within the broader policy context of alternatives to incarceration?  


A single organization was clearly identified as central to each policy area.  In the case of halfway house policy, the International Community Corrections Association (ICCA) was identified as a clearinghouse for policy issues impacting providers of halfway house programs and services.  ICCA has approximately 1,000 individual and institutional members, and focuses its communications around evidence-based operating practices which improve client outcomes.  The ICCA reported that its approach to halfway house operations was unique among organizations in the network.  The National Association of Drug Court Professionals (NADCP) was recognized as the central nonprofit organization in the drug court policy arena.  The NADCP has established a research arm (the National Drug Court Institute) and has also established a national delegate council with two representatives from each of the states.  


Organizations in the information network reported varying degrees of engagement with each policy area.  These degrees of engagement are characterized here as interactive, supportive and aware.  Overall, more organizations reported greater engagement with drug court policy than with halfway house policy.  Table 1 below compares the reported organizational engagement in halfway house policy to the reported organizational engagement in drug court policy.  

Table 1. Comparative Organizational Engagement in Halfway House and Drug Court Policy 

	Degree of Engagement
	Halfway House Policy
	Drug Court Policy

	Interactive
	4.8%
	33.3%

	Supportive
	47.6%
	52.4%

	Aware
	47.6%
	14.3%


Organizations designated as “interactive” reported a high level of engagement in the policy area including dedicated staff and/or other resources.  Some interactive organizations reported that drug court policy was somewhat controversial within their organizations, either because of the treatment philosophy or because drug courts did not represent a sufficient degree of policy reform.  Organizations designated as “supportive” were those which reported high support for the policy but had no dedicated staff or resources within their organizations.  Many supportive organizations indicated awareness that their members supported the policy and were actively engaged as professionals independent of the organization; however, the policy area was not a primary focus of their particular organization.  Organizations that provided services directly to clients were considered supportive organizations, and those organizations all considered halfway houses and drug courts as opportunities for client placement in an alternative to an institutional setting.  Organizations designated as “aware” reported familiarity with halfway houses and drug courts but indicated that their organizations had no specific involvement with policy in those areas.  These organizations included professional associations engaged in certification or workplace advancements, and were primarily concerned with the specific employment conditions and requirements of halfway houses and drug courts as workplaces for their members. 

Slightly more than half of the organizations in the network (57%) reported that they were similarly engaged in halfway house policy as compared to drug court policy.  The differences in engagement on policy type were not significantly related to whether an organization was a membership organization or classified as having another primary purpose.  Direct service providers such as the Fortune Society reported general support for both policies, and considered both alternatives to incarceration primarily as opportunities for client placement.  Membership organizations devoted primarily to professional credentialing and/or workplace advancement for their members, such as the National Association of Blacks in Criminal Justice and NAADAC (formerly the National Association of Alcohol and Drug Abuse Counselors) reported that halfway houses and drug courts were considered primarily in terms of their characteristics as workplaces; as workplaces, halfway house and drug court operations presented specific challenges and requirements for their membership which these organizations sought to address.  


The balance of the network, however, reported differences in the degree to which their organizations were engaged in matters relating to halfway houses and matters relating to drug courts.  The responses of some organizations clearly articulated organizational missions, or beliefs, that they felt were not congruent with their understanding of the drug court philosophy.  These organizations reported a degree of controversy surrounding that policy area, however, no organizations expressed a similar response regarding the concept of halfway houses.  The Drug Policy Alliance and the Center for Institutions and Alternatives reported engagement in drug court policy and are included as interactive organizations in this study.  The Drug Policy Alliance (DPA) noted that their “position on treatment” was different from that of “drug courts,” in that treatment should be an alternative to, rather than a component of, the criminal justice system.  Similarly, the National Center for Institutions and Alternatives (NCAI) commented that some organizations work within established institutions in the criminal justice system, and others, such as NCAI, have a mission to work to establish alternative systems, or policy responses that the organization believes are outside the system.  Other interactive organizations reported dedicated staff and some of these represented institutions and professions engaged in drug court operations, such as courts, judges and attorneys.  The American Prosecutors Research Institute is a research arm of the National District Attorneys Association, and reports engagement in drug court policy including expansion of its core philosophies in other areas of the law such as the prosecution of traffic offenses involving drug use.  The National Judicial College includes drug court operations as a part of its curriculum of certification and education for judges.  

Implications for Policy Study


This project produced the basic dimensions of an information network of national nonprofit organizations engaged in alternative sentencing policy.  Organizational form and resources were identified, along with methods used to disseminate information and the types of information communicated to state policy makers.  The findings on methods of information dissemination and the types of information disseminated by nonprofit organizations reinforces the intersectoral character of information networks, and the polydiffusion of information within intersectoral channels.  

In this study, nonprofit organizations reported policy communications with states through a variety of means and on various topics.  Nonprofit organizations continue to engage in multiple methods of face-to-face contact, despite the prominence of the Internet.  As in the case of school-to-work policy, respondents supported opportunities for interaction presented by conferences.  Organizations in the alternative sentencing network also supported face-to-face interaction through joint programming, seminars and working groups.  This high frequency of face-to-face methods dovetails with the high frequency of communication about best practices, research, and evaluation – information software – and suggests that nonprofit organizations seek to promote learning experiences.  Literature on the diffusion of innovation suggests that states learn policy lessons from early adopters (Mossberger 1999, Rogers 1995, Walker 1981).  Polydiffusion’s multiple sources of information and interactivity provide a fertile context for shared experiences and resultant learning between states (Mossberger and Hale 2002).  

The different patterns of engagement between the halfway house and drug court policy areas suggest some pattern of access to federal funds; yet the distinctions between the information network in these policy areas demonstrate that funding is only one of many information topics about which these organizations communicate, and is not among the most frequent of topics.  The high level of government funding support within the national network, and particularly for membership organizations, reinforces the hypothesis that federal involvement stimulates the involvement of nongovernmental organizations (see, Mossberger 2000, in which interviews suggest this as a driving factor).  Government support for membership organizations is noteworthy because membership organizations interpret research and its implications, relating the data to best practices (Yin and Andranovich 1986, 1987), and also package information, including research, to cut information costs for state administrators (Mossberger 2000).  

The present study suggests that the intersectoral context of polydiffusion holds the opportunity for policy learning for nonprofit organizations as well as for the states.  The manner in which state policy administrators seek information from this network, and the topics which have the greatest utility remain to be determined, in order to inform our understanding of the relationships between information, policy choice and policy success. 

The relative scarcity of treatment orientation in the national network is unexpected, given the strong relationships between drug and alcohol abuse and criminal activity and the desire to promote systemic change which spurred the drug court movement.  This finding suggests that the drug treatment community may not be strongly identified with either drug courts or halfway houses, and that competing or alternative networks may exist which touch on the policy matters that both drug courts and halfway houses seek to address.  The lack of faith-based organizations may be simply an artifact of the national character of the organizations in this study; however, as with the lack of treatment organizations, this finding may reflect the existence of competing networks or beliefs.  

The unexpected prominence of advocacy information within the network suggests the need for further exploration of the dimensions of advocacy beyond legal classification parameters and narrow legal definitions.  In order to accurately capture the influence and impact of nonprofit organizations, advocacy research must be expanded to include the routine policy activities permitted in organizations granted tax-exempt status under IRC Section 501(c)(3) as well as in nonprofit organizations with a specific charter under IRC Section 501(c)(4) to engage in lobbying.  The financial connections between organizations in the information network and organizations with unlimited authority to lobby suggests the complexity of this exploration.   

Virtually all organizations in this study disseminated advocacy types of information, however, only a small minority of key informants considered their organizations to be actively engaged in halfway house policy and only one-third of key informants considered their organizations to be actively engaged in drug court policy.  This differential engagement coupled with a strong central or key organization suggests that nonprofit organizations may make specific decisions regarding the policy topics on which they will conduct advocacy activities.  

Through explicit consideration of the advocacy efforts of nonprofit organizations, we can more accurately understand the implications of that information on state policy decisions.  This objective is especially timely in view of the recent debate over regulation of nonprofit communications in the context of campaign finance reform.  Nonprofit organizations other than political committees
 continue to be exempted from campaign finance regulation by the Federal Election Commission (FEC).  However, the routine advocacy communications of nonpartisan nonprofit organizations – policy position statements, fact sheets supporting or opposing specific legislation – were the subject of scrutiny because such communications could be seen as opposing or supporting a particular candidate.  Such restrictions would severely hamper the ability of nonprofit organizations to communicate about their missions, and to participate in the public policy process.  


Finally, the differential engagement of organizations in halfway house and drug court policy by the organizations in the national network supports at least one aspect of public policy theory.  Engagement of organizations with halfway house policy and drug court policy varied across a simple spectrum of engagement, from interactive to supportive to simply aware.  These characterizations are synthesized from key informant responses and are not drawn from any formal theory of agenda setting or of the policy process.  Certain parallels are apparent, however, to the relationships associated with advocacy coalitions (Sabatier 1995). To the extent that the degrees of engagement in the information network reflect the beliefs of the nonprofit organizations, the information network resembles a policy subsystem surrounding alternative sentencing policy (Sabatier 1988).  The responses from the Drug Policy Alliance and the National Center for Institutions and Alternatives, for example, suggest advocacy coalitions aligned around philosophies of treatment for drug addiction, alternatives sentencing structures, and systemic reform to criminal justice institutions.  Responses from organizations such as National CURE, the Families and Corrections Network and Families Against Mandatory Minimums suggest beliefs aligned with personal assistance to offenders and their families.  Policy subsystem theory argues that policy change is less likely as beliefs are more strongly held; identification of these belief systems may enhance our understanding of the degree to which treatment and corrections philosophies can coexist to produce new policy models, and may serve to flesh out the broader network of nonprofit organizations engaged in these efforts.  

The identification and description of national nonprofit organizations engaged in alternative sentencing policy is not complete. Further work is needed to determine whether or not other communities of interest exist in this policy area, and how other nonprofit organizations may engage in this work.  Within the context of this broader network, understanding the ways in which states use the information provided by nonprofit organizations will enhance our understanding of the influence of information on state policy capacity and on state policy implementation.

Appendix A.  National Nonprofit Organizations identified with 



Alternatives to Incarceration

1. American Correctional Association

2. American Probation and Parole Association 

3. American Prosecutor’s Research Institute of the National District Attorneys Association

4. Drug Policy Alliance

5. Families Against Mandatory Minimums Foundation

6. Family and Corrections Network

7. The Fortune Society 

8. International Community Corrections Association

9. Justice Policy Center of the Urban Institute

10. Justice Policy Institute 

11. NAADAC Education and Research Foundation

12. National Association of Blacks in Criminal Justice

13. National Association of Drug Court Professionals

14. National Association of Probation Executives

15. National Association of Sentencing Advocates

16. National Association of State Sentencing Commissions

17. National Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors

18. National Center for Institutions and Alternatives

19. National Center for State Courts

20. National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

21. National CURE (Citizens United for the Rehabilitation of Errants)

22. National Judicial College

23. National Legal Aid and Defender Association

24. National Consortium of TASC Programs

25. Open Society Institute

26. The Sentencing Project

27. Vera Institute of Justice

Appendix B. 
National Nonprofit Organizations by NTEE Classification



Major Groups and Activities within Major Categories

	Major Categories
	Major Groups and Activities

	Education (1)
	B-05 Education Research Institutes and/or Pubic Policy Analysis 

	
	

	Health (5)
	E-01 Health – Alliance/Advocacy Organizations 

	
	F-01 Alliance/Advocacy Organizations 

	
	F-20 Alcohol, Drug and Substance Abuse, Dependency Prevention and Treatment; Drunk Driving Prevention 

	
	F-22 Alcohol Drug Abuse, Treatment Only 

	
	F-54 Gambling Addiction 

	
	

	Human Services (17)
	I-01 Crime, Legal Related – Alliance/Advocacy Organizations 

	
	I-03 Professional Societies and Associations (3)

	
	I-05 Research Institutes and/or Pubic Policy Analysis (4)

	
	I-20 Crime Prevention not elsewhere covered (2)

	
	I-40 Rehabilitation Services for Offenders 

	
	I-43 Services to Prisoners and Families – Multipurpose, includes Ministries 

	
	I-44 Prison Alternatives (2)

	
	I-50 Administration of Justice, Courts: Court administration, court reform alternatives to litigation, sentencing alternatives 

	
	I-83 Public Interest Law, Litigation 

	
	P-70 Residential Custodial Care, Group Home 

	
	

	Public, Societal Benefit (8)
	R-01 Alliance/Advocacy Organizations 

	
	R-99 Civil Rights (not elsewhere covered)

	
	S-99 Community Improvement (not elsewhere covered)

	
	V-03 Social Science Research Institutes – Professional Societies and Associations 

	
	V-26 Law, International Law and Jurisprudence 

	
	V-30 Interdisciplinary Research

	
	W-99 Public Affairs and Society Benefit (not elsewhere covered) (2)

	Total (31)
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� Alternatives to incarceration exist along a continuum of sanctions from supervised probation and home incarceration to secure and non-secure residential community settings (see, e.g., DiMascio 1997).


� Includes only those classified under Internal Revenue Code Sections 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4), which are the largest classification types.


� 42 U.S.C. 3796 et. seq.


� Data used in this research is that which is available to the public without charge.  Lobbying expenditures were obtained from responses to Schedule A Part III (line 1) and Part VI-A (lines 36-38).


� First published in 1986, the NTEE evolved from the United Way of America Services Identification System II (UWASIS II).  The NTEE system is now in national use by organizations which report on nonprofit organizations, and was adopted by the IRS in 1993 (Hodgkinson and Weitzman 1996: p. 271).  Under the NTEE system, nonprofit organizations self-select major groups of activities to describe the organization’s tax-exempt activities.  


� Annual revenue and expense data reported on Form 990 was available for 23 of the 27 organizations in the network.  This analysis excludes available data for three research organizations which sponsor projects related to alternative sentencing and/or sentencing reform as a part of their overall missions; financial data was not available for the projects themselves. 


� Although each organization in this study employed a Web site as a method of communicating information, the specific communication purposes of these Web sites are beyond the scope of this study.


� Specifically those organizations chartered for tax-exempt status under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code that are not private foundations.


� Lobbying involves communications to influence specific legislation; see Hopkins (1998), pp. 473-501.


� One organization reported annual lobbying expenditures of $741,000; this organization supports alternative sentencing and sentencing reform projects for which project-level data is not available, and so this organization is not included in the analysis of advocacy resources or activity.


� Political committees are entities organized under Internal Revenue Code Section 527.  
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