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Introduction

The purpose of this article is to review how, in the context of
welfare devolution and privatization, the social safety net in
Florida's Big Bend serves the region's food insecure population. It
does not examine with precision !lOZl' well the safety net serves the
welfare needs of the region, but rather provides an illustration of
how a "private" and "local" system makes food and housing
assistancl' available to those in need. The focus of attention will be
upon two of the region's most important nonprofit, nongovern
mental providers of emergency services, The Shelter, the largest
hon1l'less shelter in the Big Bend, and the America's Second
Harvest of the Big Bend (ASHBB), the region's largest food bank.
The Shelter provides meals as well as temporary shelter for the
most indigent of the region's residents and the ASHBB offers food
and other household items to agencies (including The Shelter) that
provide welfare services to the poor. The first section will propose
a conceptual framework that specifics the make-up of the social
safety net and that scale at which it operates, followed in the
second section bv a review of the effects of recent state restructur
ing on social welfare provision and the debate surrounding those
changes. Following a brief description of poverty in the Big Bend in
the third section, the fourth and fifth sections illustrate two major
actors within the safety net that serves that region of need. Finally,
in the concluding section, the efficacy and suitability of the
region's safety net is considered.

Mr. W"lter is ,1 I'h.D. c.lIldid,lte in tIll' Departlllent of Cl'ogr,'phv, Florida St"tl'
University, T"llah"ssl'l', Florida 3230h. Dr. Kodras is" professor, "nd Dr. Winsberg is
"nel1leritus prolt'ssor in the S,lllll' dep"rtnll'nt.
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The American safety net: Questions of architecture and scale

The concept of the "social safety net" represents the network of
institutions through which social welfare services are provided,
including actors and programs that operate at different scales
(local, regional, national) within the spheres of the state, capital,
and civil society. Figure I provides a framework that can be used
to locate the various actors in the social safety net in the American
political economy. State actors include agencies, departments, and
programs working at different levels of the governmental hierar
chy who serve the welfare needs of the poor and food insecure.
They are the most substantial and systematically involved partici
pants in the social safety net at all scales, and, moreoVCJ~ often
serve as "silent partners" by providing funding and policy support
to commercial and nonprofit participants (Poppendicck 199H).
Actors within the sphere of capital, such as family farmers and
corporations involved in food production, processing, distribution,
retailing and other non-food related activities, are also significant
contributors to the social safety net. Commercial actors exist to
serve the effective demand of markets and not the needs of the
food insecure and homeless, and this is reflected in their reasons
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for participating in the social safety net. As Poppendieck (199H)
has obsLTvl'd, the institution,llization of the social safety net has
"provL'n extr'lOrdinarily useful to businesslesl" (p. 159), which
receivL' tax benefits, 'lVoid dumping fees, and usc their associ<ltion
with a "good deed" as d marketing strategy. Actors from the
sphere of (li'll sO(ldl/ constitute the so-c,llled voluntary sector and
inclmk religious ,1Ild "f.lith-based" organizations, nonprofit
institutions ,1Ild dlarity organizations. While these "voluntary"
participants in the social S'lfL'ty net are not motivated by the
public- ,md profit-orienll'd m,mdates of state and commercial
,lCtors, they often work in close partnership with them (Wolpert
199:\).

These ,lCtors form a s,lfetv net that exists ,1S ,1 g('ogmplll(lIl1y lI11d

Ii'.,tor,((/lly SI,('(if/( wllf/gllmtlol/ of Stllfe, (01111/1l.,.(11I1, lI11d i'ollll1tllry

progmllls, flollll('." I/lld orgll/ll:lltlollS i('itli dltkr(,l1t IIlUt,Z'('S tlillt

0fl('mfe lit IIl/d I[(n's, dlstll/(t s(l/l('s. The historical devL'lopment of
the social safety nl'! refIL'ds ,1Il ongoing ,md con!L'ntious sL'arch for
the most approprid!L' jurisdiction,ll location of till' safety nl'!
within the AnlL'riclIl political economy (i.e. in the public or privall'
spllL're and at what sC11l'---st,lte/locll or n'ltional). In the late
ninetl'L'nth century outdoor rl'lief (public ,lssistance in the form of
c1sh and l(lod) g,lVl' W'lV tll "scientific ch,lritv" as the view gained
strength thdt ~)riv,ltc actors could playa more effective (i.e.
morallv disciplining) roll' in the provision of welfare services (Katz
1996). TIll' establishment of the AnlL'rican welfare state in the
19:\()s re-positioned public institutions ,lt the CL'ntL'r of the national
welf,lrl' svstl'm and precipitall'd ,1 series of conflicts over the scale
at which pdrticular welfarl' services would be ,1dministered
(I Llndll'r Fill')). While the Anll'ricm safl'!y net o~1L'ratl'd almost
entirely at the sClle of states and loc1lities prior to the New Deal,
tIll' Roosevelt ,1dministr,ltion reconfigured the S,lfl'!y nl'! to include
nation,ll le\'l'1 ,lgencies and programs, most notably Social Security.
Twenty ye,Hs on, the War on I'ovl'rty reinforced the keystone role
of the n<ltional statl' in till' SOCi,ll welfare systL'm that would, in the
vision of I'rl'sidL'nt Johnson, provide services through fcderally
funded but loclllv-basl'd ,md public "communitv ,lction" (Katz
I9WJ). The most recent pL'riod in the developnll'nt of the soci'll
safety net began during the recession of the e<1rly I97()s when
"WL'lfare became the CL'ntl'rpiece of an explanation for economic
st,lgn,ltion ,1Ild moral dl'C1y" (K,ltz Il)H9, p. I:\l)). Advocltl's of this
view g,lined the initi,ltive in thL' struggll' over the configuration of
the S(lL·i.l1 \\'ell,lre sv~;ll'm, .lrguing on both phiiosophic11 and
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political grounds th'lt the national scale, federal st<1k-kd ap
proach to poverty alleviation had failed. On these grounds,
President Reagan initiated a reduction of the fl'deral government's
role in providing relid with ,1Il aim to reconfigure the social safety
net around voluntary participation by privat" ,1ctors and to
transfer its administration to local stall's ,1Ild communities.

State restructuring and the privatization and localization of
welfare

The degree to which ,1 social safdy nd th,1t relics on voluntary
contributions (by private comnll'rci'll and nonprofit ,lctors) and
local funding and administration has been achieved reflects the
success of a political discourse that combines particular views
about the causes of poverty, the function of government, and the
scale at which it should intervellt'. The question of the role of
government in the welfare system has been at the forefront of the
broader debate in the United Stall's over the "appropriate divi
sions of responsibility within and bdwl'en the public ,1I1d private
sectors [that! is an ongoing process in the Anll'riG1ll federal
system" (Kod ras ILJLJ/, p. ILJ). Over the p,1st two deGldes, the
mantra of "less government" has summarized till' prevailing, but
contested, view that reductions in the scale and scope of the
federal government's capacities would improve social welfare
services. From this perspective, a greater reliance on "privatl'
initiative" and "local solutions" would improve tIll' flexibility,
efficiency, and precision of responsl'. Since the era of Reagan's
presidency, the doctrine of "less government" h<1s been pursued
and, to a substanti,l! degree, achievl'd through the dCi'ollltion of
government functions from higher to lower levels of the federal
hierarchy, the transfer of government functions to commerci<11
firms or nonprofit organizations through prii'ilti:ation, and the
dismantling of government programs by way of outright elimini1
tion or debilitating financial cuts (Kodras ILJLJ/, pp. HI-H2). The
state restructuring that occurred through these processes, high
lighted by the passage of federal welf,lre "rdorm" in ILJ% in the
form of the Personal Responsibility illld Work Opportunity Recon
ciliation Act, brought about a substantial re-IOGltion and rl'
constitution of the social safety nd within the Anll'riGlIl political
economy. Primary responsibility for the provision of social welbre
was transferred from the public to the priv<1te splll're and from the
federal to state and local levels of governnll'nt.
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As a putative strategy to improve the welfare system, the
pursuit of "less government" has bel'n given moral pretext by the
revival of a view - longstanding in America - about the nature of
poverty and its cures. In that vil'w, poverty is primarily the result
of individual behavioral deficiencies, such JS J IJck of work ethic
and / or promiscuity, rather than structural processes, such as
economic shifts, changing employment patterns, racial and sexual
discrimination, Jnd public disinvestment in education Jnd social
su pports (Cope lLJLJ7). Rl'n1l'd ies, from this stand point, are de
sigI1l'd to address the behavior of the individual rJther than, for
example, the lack of jobs and low wages. In the !LJ80s and lLJ90s,
the strengthening of this view gave rise to a "symbolic politics"
whereby the effects of poverty (i.e. the fact that individuals and
families received low-income public assistance) rather than its
G1USeS were targeted as the objects of welfare reform (Handler
lLJLJ5). Thus, for example, policies were designed to reduce federal
cash supports for low income households as well as the numbers of
poor people receiving them, while the economic and social causes
of un- and under-employment, food insecurity, and homelessness
were for the most p,lrt neglected.

Whether or not it W,lS intended to alleviate poverty in America,
welfare reform directly served the doctrine of "less government"
by acting ,1S a "a euphemism for cutting the cost of relief" (Katz,
)LJ8LJ, p. 138). Cope (ILJLJ7, p.186) exph1ins the broader effect of
welfare reform on the restructuring of the social safety net, "lndi
vidu,ll responsibility [became] the catch phrase for welfare reform,
which not only defuse[d] questions of the system's shortcomings,
but also [letJ government, ,1t all levels, off the hook." This is
refIL'cted in program and funding cuts in all manner of social
sl'rvices, from public housing to food stJmps to cash assistance
(Cook and Brown ]LJLJ7; SJrd and Daskal ILJ98; Handler 2000).

The reduction of the scale and scope of the federal
government's responsibility to provide social welfare was in
tended, moreovel~ to enhance the roles of the market and volun
tl'er sectors in the safety net in order to, in Reagan's words, "redis
cover Americ,] ... the America whose initiative, ingenuity, and
industry made this country the envy of the world, the America
whosl' rich tradition of generosity began with simple acts of
neighbor caring for neighbor" (Reagan, quoted in Poppendieck,
ILJLJ8, p. 138). Reagan's emphasis on private actors and the local
scale l'xpn'ssed the view that federal bureaucracy necessarily
suppressed such community action by inhibiting both the "initia-
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tive, ingenuity ... and generosity" of IOGll actors in position to
help and the work ethic of those "dL'pendent" on welt,lre (Katz
1996). Reagan asserted that a reduction of the feder'll
government's role would bring government "closer to the people"
and create a social space in which priv,lte actors would be free to
innovate and implement locally appropriate policies 'lIld, thereby,
produce a safety net that W,lS more dficil'nt, ,lCcounl.lbiL" f1exibk,
and responsive (or "targeted") to those in actu,ll need.

While the notion of a safety net woven out of neighbor-to
neighbor caring is politiG111y, fiscally, 'lIld, for some, mor'llly
alluring, critics have l'nde,lVorl'd to show that priv,ltl'ly org,lIlized
and locally administered wl'lhHe will not be able to ,1dequ,ltelv
serve the needs of the food insecure and homeless. lbsed on a
survey of state-level reports documenting till' imp,lcts of St,lte
devolution on social welfare, Nestle and Cuttmac!ll'r (]992)
concluded that neither the private sector (comnll'rcial ,lIld volun
tary) nor local states had the capacity to provide food and income
assistance to meet present or future levels of need. According to
Wolpert (1997) the inability of charity to SL'rvc' ,1S the b'lsis of the
national welfare system derives from some of its b'lsic fl'<ltures.
First, only around 10 percent of total charit'lble contributions <He
given to support programs ,lnd services for till' pOOL Second, the
geographic distribution of charities recL'iving those lllntribution.,-;
does not match the distribution of communities in nccd, ,lIld "most
charities lack the mechanisms to reallocate donations where they
are needed most" (Wolpert ]997, p. 1(2). Third, bec,llIse the
charitable sector receives around one-third of its income from
government grants and contracts, the rl'duction of government
support for welfare translates as a subst'lIltial deterioration in
what were already nwagL'r resources with which to providl' social
support for the food insecurl' and homeless. Thus, ,1S Wolpert
points out, in the most optimistic scenario, charity would cover
less than 2 to 5 percent of tlw cuts in federal welf<He support.

Cook and Brown (1997) provide a spL'cific eX'lmple of this in
their study of the AnwriGln Second Harvest Food B'lIlk (ASII), the
largest d istribu tor of don'l ted food in the Un itL'd St.1 tes. TIll'v
calculate that by 2002 the expenditurL' cuts in the Food Stamp
Program contained in the F)96 welf,He rdorm bill will incre,lSL' the
unmet need within the ASH system from 726 million pounds of
food to 24.5 billion pounds. Prior to welf<He rdorm, ASH W,lS ,1ble
to meet only H3 percent of the Ill'l'ds of tIll' food progr'lms it serves
through its network; 'lfter rdorm it will nll'd less th,lIl ]0 percent
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of those needs assuming ,11l optimistic growth SCl'n,lrio. More likely
it vvill achieve a levl,1 of serviCl' th,lt is much lower.

The Glp,lCity of the voluntary sector to Sl'rve ,1S the basis for the
national safety net derives not only from income and resources
ga rnered from d on,l tions bu t also from the su ppl y of vol un teers,
personnel man,lgenll'nt, 10gistiGll coordination, physical access,
and 10Gli govl'rnance. For example, in Ill'r study of "emergency
food" (i.l'. that provided by soup kitchens, food pantries, and food
banks), Poppendieck bases her critique of ,1 charity-based safety
net on issues of ndtural ,lppropri,ltenl'ss, nutritional adl'quacy,
stability of service, accl'ssibility, and efficiency, in 'lddition to
,1dl'qu,lCY of ch,Hit.lble' giving. Underlying each of these, and
espl'ciallv the issul' of efficiencv. is the question of coordination
,lmong charit.lbll' ,lCtors ,llld lwtwl'l'n supply ,1Ild need over time
and span' within ,1 decentraliz.ed 'lIld supply-driven system:
"Enwrgencv food qu,llltity, quality, COVl'r,lge or ,lCcl'ssibility,
predictability, and soci'll colwsivl'lwss ,He not determined by some
sort of socid,ll pl'ln to nll'et basic nl'l'ds; in fact, they are driven as
much bv supply--by ,1\',lilabll' food resources, volunteer time,
sp,lce, and the like-as by Ill'l'd" (Poppendil'ck !LJLJK, p. 22LJ). A
fund,lllll'nt,ll COnCl'r!l is that priv,llL' wl'lbre is not legally respon
sibil' for the equil.lbilitv of sllci,ll support that would be required of
a feder,llly org,lllizl'd svstl'm in which rl'cipil'nts h'1\'e citizenship
rights to assist,lllCl' Ol~ ,It Ie'ast, 'lppeals to such rights.

The ,lbility of IOC,ll states to t,lke on the SOCi,ll welfare responsi
bilities transferred to them by welf,He reform has also come in
question. It W,lS pointL'd out ,1boVl' that one of the ,lims and effects
of stall' devolution W,lS to cre,lte ,1 social sp,Ke in which local
initi,ltivl' could flourish ,llld provide welf,He th'lt was appropriate
to local ,weds. To the l'xlL'nt th'lt such oulconws will occur, local
initi,ltive requires a f'1\'orabIL' institution,ll context defined by
,ldequ,lte fiscal resources, expl'rtisL" infrastructure, and political
will, each of which v,Hies considerablv from pl.lCl' to place. While
geographic'll Unl'Vl'nIWSS is not ,1 new fe,lturl' of welfare provision
in tIll' United St.llL'S, devolution tends to exacerball' the differences
between places, as affluent ,lnd l'xperienced localities are more
able to t,lkl' adv'lIltage of new "local pmvers" whiIL' those exhibit
ing ,1 gre,lter nl'l'd for 'lssist.lIlCl' often f,lil to rl',lliz.l' these new
capacities. In either C<lSl', howl'vl'r, the SOCi,ll space opened up by
welf.ue rdorm is severely nlllst'-'lined by compl'titive pressures
imposed by n,ltional or glob,d forcl's that discipline "local initia
tive" to crl'alL' a "favorable business climate" ,1S a nl'Cl'Ssary
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precondition, it is argued, to the community's ability to provide
social welfare. Thus, "local states are left with less control ... even
as the national state passes off additional responsibility [to] them"
(Kodras 1997, p. 90). In Tallahassee, for example, an attempt to
establish health care service for the working poor - those earning
too much money to qualify for Medicaid but not enough to afford
private insurance - was derided by the local business association
and city boosters as an unfair tax burden that would disable
attempts to attract capital investment to the city and county (Staff
2001 ).

Despite the merits of these fundamental critiques, processes of
state devolution have transformed the safety net into one that
resembles the privatized and localized system depicted in
Reagan's vision of a "new Federalism". How does such a welfare
system work in practice? Poppendieck (1998) has provided a
comprehensive answer to this important question with respect to
food assistance, while Handler (2000) has examined the efficacy of
welfare-to-work schemes. The purpose of this paper is to begin
addressing this question from the perspective of a particular
region, the Big Bend region of Florida. The next section will pro
vide a brief description of the region and its level of need for food
and housing assistance, followed by two sections, each of which
will describe a major actor in the region's safety net.

Poverty in the Big Bend

The Big Bend is situated in rural north Florida, taking its name
from the north-to-west curve of the coastline that connects the
peninsula with the panhandle. Made up of 14 counties, the region
is one of the poorest in Florida, with inequalities in wealth and
poverty tracing their roots to late nineteenth century cotton and
tobacco plantations. More recently, the agrarian economy has
shifted to diversified vegetable and nursery-plant production with
labor supplied by migrant labor. In 1997 the median household
income across the Big Bend was nearly $10,000 less than the
national average and $5,000 less than the statewide average. The
poverty rate in the Big Bend reached 20.5 percent in 1997, com
pared with rates of 13.3 percent for the nation and 14.4 percent for
state. Based on the cost of a subsistence diet, the rate of poverty is
the best measure of food insecurity at the COU1lty In'C[2 but it
provides a rather inaccurate gauge of overall material deprivation
and economic insecurity. This arises from its failure to incorporate
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an appropriate model of contemporary household expenditure,
namely the increasing share of household income consumed by the
high cost of shelter. Thus, by considering housing costs, we can
draw a more complete picture of poverty in the Big Bend. Accord
ing to the National Low Income Housing Coalition, approximately
48 percent of people in the Big Bend are unable to afford a two
bedroom apartment at a Fair Market Rent (a rent estimate deter
mined by Housing and Urban Development) (National Low
Income Housing Coalition 2(00). The comparable figure for the
state of Florida is 40 percent.

The Shelter

The Shelter, established in 1991 on the northeast edge of
Tallahassee's downtown, regularly provides three meals daily and
temporary lodgings for 120 people, and serves meals only to an
additional 30 people. The facility, which is open every day of the
Ye,lr, is within walking distance of a number of social services as
well as the public library and various parks. This central location
has at times elicited scorn from nearby merchants who have
requested that The Shelter be moved out of the district. Lodgers
receive basic accommodations, either double bunk beds or mats for
sleeping on the floor, as well as toilet, bathing, and laundry facili
ties, support services, and referrals to a range of community
services, including food stamps, housing placement, health care,
counseling, legal aid, and employment and job training (The
Shelter 20(1). Space permitting, it is The Shelter's policy to refuse
no one and those taken in can stay as long as they wish free of
charge, provided they abide by its rules. In 1999 The Shelter
expanded to open a women's shelter that offers services to home
less women. There are two other shelters in the city, both small
compared to the Shelter and both operated by charities. Each
charges long-term guests. One is only open five days a week.

The Shelter's operations are paid for by a mixture of charitable
donations and federal, state, and local (county and city) govern
ment grants, with administrative and staff salaries consuming the
largest portion of these funds. The City of Tallahassee provides no
money for its operation, but provides the building. The meals that
are served three times a day at The Shelter are in large part the
product of local volunteers and the regional food bank. Breakfast
(both food and service) is provided by either The Shelter or a
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Hindu group, while Good News, a "faith-based" charity that
receives public funding, providl's lunch. The evening meal is
provided by v<lrious organiz<ltions, most of which arc religious
groups representing the Christi<ln, ]l'wish, Moslem, and Hindu
faiths. Non-sectari<ln groups also provide meals, including
women's groups, those formed within government agencies or
private enterprises, and student groups from the two universitil's
in Tallahassee (Florida StatL' University and Florida A&M Univer
sity). Each volunteer group agrees to obt,lin food and prq,are and
serve the meal on <l specific day of each month, and several h,lVe
done so for six or more years. Volunteer groups provide approxi
mately 85 percent of dinners at The Shelter (The Sheltcr 200 I).
When no volunteer groups are 'lV,lil,lble, The Shelter provides
meals with food purch'lsed from private sector rct,lilers or from
ASHBB (ex<lmined in the next sl'ction), a major source of inexpen
sive food.

The Sheltcr exercises no control over the nutritional qu,llity or
type of food served by till' volunteer groups on which it lkpends so
heavily. To avoid scrutiny by the Bo,ud of Ilealth there are no
facilities for cooking at The Shelter. Food is brought aln"ldy
prepared to the serving area, which is equipped with ,1 warming
facility. Since all food is cooked elsewhere and brought to TIll'
Shelter, it is taken on faith by the m,ln,lgement that the food is
fresh and is prepared under sanitary conditions. The SIlL'ltcr also
receives an enormous ,1mount of party leftovers, espl'ci,llly during
the holiday and football seasons and graduation tinlL' ,1t the IOG11
universities and high schools. This food is gem'rally ,1cceptl'd
without question and is used to supplement th,lt which is brought
by the scheduled providers.

Recognizing the over,lll lack of coordination within the local
volunteer sectOl~ in 2000 the City of Tallahassee budgeted $100,000
to the recently established Tallahassee Coalition for till' IlonlL'il'ss.
The money was to be used to complete <l study to improve till'
<lrticulation <lmong local charities, including The Shelter, that offer
emergency shelter, food, clothing, employment, ,1nd mediG11
services. In addition to setting up a web Sitl' to serve ,1S ,1 Cl'ntr,ll
clearinghouse for relevant information on thesl' services, the
coalition has proposed the construction of a large multi-service
f<lcility, which has given rise to ,1 contentious debate over the
facility's location within the city.
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American Second Harvest of the Big Bend

Welfare

ASHBB is ,111 ,1ffiliate of AmL'l"ica's Second Harvest (ASH), a
network of 200 food banks that distributes more than 1.4 billions
pounds of food to 50,000 community agencies that serve 26 million
people nationwide (American Sl'cond Harvest 20(1). The ASH
network is unevenlv distributed across the United States. ASH
food banks are located in every state, with the highest concentra
tions found in urb,1I1 areas of the west and east coastal regions. The
spatial distribution of ASH food banks in the southeast is charac
terized by a relatively eVl'n spread (Figure 2). In Florida there are
seven ASH food banks. five of which are found in the southern half
of the state. Founded in 19HO as ,111 independent food bank, the
ASHBB now distributl's nearly 2.5 million pounds of food through
out its 14 county sl'rvice area (An1l'ric1I1 Second Harvest of the Big
Iknd 2(01). While the total population of the Big Bend is not large

Figure 2
America's Second Food Harvest Bank Network in the Southeast
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compared to the service areas of the other six ASH affili'ltes in
Florida, a number of the counties in the region are among the
poorest in the state. ASHBB is the major charitable food distributor
(food bank) in the region, serving at least lYO non-governmental
agencies. Five Big Bend counties are totally dependent on it, whiil'
in seven there is only Olll' other source. ASHBB sponsors a v,Hiety
of programs in addition to food collection and distribution, includ
ing advocacy and disaster relief. Today it maintains a large WMe
house in a Tallahassee industrial park, equipped with cooler and
freezer rooms. It also has a small branch warehouse in M'ldison,
the seat of the like named county, loc'lted 60 miles east of Tallah'ls
see.

ASHBB offers processed and fresh food 'lIld other household
essentials to its member agencies, each of which is given access to
the distribution network on the condition th,lt products obtilined
from ASHBB are provided to poor individuals and families. Most
agencies are associated with churches or other religious organiza
tions, although there are many non-sectarian agencies, including
youth groups and women's su pport centers. The seil'ction of food
available at ASHBB warehouses and outlets v,lries dailv and is sold
by weight to its members. Typical offerings include frozen and
canned meats, fresh and canned vegetables, dry packaged foods,
and kitchen supplies. Prepared foods, such as pastries and delica
tessen items whose "shelf life" has expired, and aesthetically
unappealing vegetables donated by supermarkets Me often given
away free of charge.

The volume of food products that pass through the ASHBB's
warehouses necessitates a high degree of organization and logisti
cal coordination. Deliveries must be appropriately timed, spacl' in
the warehouse requires careful management, and orders filled as
accurately as possible. Seven full-time and four part-time employ
ees accomplish these crucial tasks along with a group of volun
teers. Inbound supplies are brought by trucks, most of them from
private freight lines, that arrive constantly throughout the five
day work week. While these cargoes are unloaded and positioned
in specific places in the warehouse, client ,lgencies Mrive at
another entrance to pick up their orders. The ASHBB owns a small
fleet of trucks that are used to pick up and deliver food within the
local area.

ASHBB receives donations from the USDA and local ,1Ild non
local private sources. The USDA is the largest single donor to tIll'
ASHBB, providing 916,000 pounds of food during the fiscal year
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2000. Typically the ASHBB has at least 50 USDA products for sale,
some in tremendous quantities if there is a glut in the national
market. In the summer of 20m there were 15 tons of canned fruit
juices, eight tons each of frozen peaches and seedless raisins, two
tons of corn grits, a ton of spaghetti, and two tons of canned and
fresh cranberries.

Farms in the Big Bend are a significant source of fresh fruits
and vegetables for the ASHBB. Crowers occasionally decide they
do not want to sell their produce, if, for example, they calculate
that it will spoil before being sold or if the wholesale price has
coll'lpsed. In such cases they cont,lCt the food bank, which ascer
tains whether its agenciL's would be able to usc the produce and
then contracts with a freight line or uses its own trucks to pick it
up. The ASHBB is presently trying to organize a "gleaner" pro
gram that would allow volunteers to collect produce from the
fields of vegetable farms that farmers were not interested in
harvesting. ASHBB also receives a great deal of fresh produce from
f,lrms outside the Big Bend region. Frequently growers in South
Ceorgia and Central and South Florida will offer produce that they
cannot sell profitably to the ASH affiliates, which notify the
ASI IBB when the volume is too large to be absorbed by their
service areas. The ability of the ASHBB to retrieve such non-local
surpluses is in jeopardy due to recent cuts in state funding for the
transportation budgets of food banks outside of South Florida
(Ensley 20m). Additionally, produce enters the ASHBB system
from sources beyond the southeastern United States. In the winter
of 20(}] a cooperative of Idaho potato growers donated thousands
of tons of potatOL's to the ASfl that had been held in storage to
maintain a high retail price. The central office of the ASH coordi
nated the distribution of till' potatoes to its members throughout
the nation, including the ASHBB, which received several tons.

Donations from private corporations and cooperatives collec
tivL'ly ,lCcount for a larger tonnage of food than that donated by
the USDA. Food retailers, both local and national chains, donate a
wide range of food and other items for all manner of reasons. For
example, products may be donated if the packaging or ingredients
are ch'lIlged, if the expiration date is approaching or has passed, or
if the prod ucer is closing out the prod uct. In 2000 the ASHBB
received 400,000 pounds of "salvage" from its largest private
donOJ~ the Supervalue supermarket ch'lin. The latter operates a
reclam,ltion facility in Quincy, located about 20 miles west of
Tallahassee, where dented cans, damaged packages, returns and
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other rejects are collcckd. These goods are ofkn SL'nt to food b,mks
where they are inspeckd ,md, if deemed suit,lble for use, distrib
uted to non-government,ll agencies.

Conclusion

The previous two sections provide an illustration of the me,ms
by which private (commeITi,ll and volunteer) and locli <lctors
deliver welfare services to the food insL'curL' <lnd honlL'less living in
Florida's Big Bend rL'gion. The Shelter and ASIIBB, which serw ,1S
cruci'll knots in the region's social safety nL'!, embody ,m impres
sive array of charitable ,md region,ll/loGll dfort ,md resources.
The Shelter could not offer its servicL's on local govL'rnnlL'nt mOlll'V
alone; its opn,ltions are m,lde possible by the generosity of com
munity groups who donate time, mOIll'y, and other necessary
resources. I'riv,ltl' donations supply ASHBB with more th<ln h<llf of
its food; the food programs organized by its member <lgencies ,lre
conducted by local volunteers.

The decline of the fL'dl'ral government's role in the welfare
system has puslll'd to the foreground issul's involving till' logistics
of serviCl' delivery. As individual ,lc!ors, The Shelter ,md the
AS/-IBI3 h<lve app,lrently confronted till'sl' issues with consider'lble
success. Yet the CJ"L',ltive energy ,md time don<llL'd by voluntel'rs
and staff (which are mostlv fundL'd by charitable don,ltions) ,lrl'
largely consunll'd in the pursuit ,lnd delivery of supplies (molll'v,
personnel, resources), Ic<lving scant time, energy, ,md resources to
address the causes of region,ll poverty, hungel~ ,md 11l1nll'lessness
through, for example, ,ldvOG1Cy and p,Hticip,ltion in policy
struggles. Indeed, The Shelter ,md AS/-IBB provide lL'lllpor,lry 'lnd
emergency services but, whilL' tlll'Y endeavor to provide ,1 compre
hensive range of servicl's, they do not possess tIll' fin'lncial re
sources, persollllL'1, and org<lniz<ltion,ll mandatl' to 'lpply t1lL'm
selves to fund,lnlL'nt<l1 problems such as the supply of low cost
housing and issues of employment (job tr,lining, sufficil'lll'y of
wages). Furthermore, the lack of central coordination ,mlOng loc.ll
and regional actors puts into question the ,lbility of the region's
welfare system, as opposed to tIlL' individual actors within it, to
adequakly provision the region's poor. For l'X,llllpiL', The Shelkr
has no control over the quality nor the quantity of food provided
by the volunteer groups, ,md tilL' ASIIBB is dqwndl'nt upon wh'lt
the govern men t or pri V,l!L' corpor'l tions don,l te, which is not
lll'cl'ssarilv wh'lt their clients need. Two dec.ldl's of St,lte devolu-
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tion h<lve prodUCl'd ,1 wL'If.He system that is drivL'n by, and ori
entL'd 'lCcording to, the vag,HiL's of supply, r,lther than the de
mands of citizens with rights to b,lSic social provision, which
points, in conclusion, to the need for furtllL'r research on the
<ldeLlu,lcy of voluntlrism 'lIld localism ,1S b<lses for the national
safdv net.

Notes

IDr. WinsL1l'rg is ,1n ,lCtive volunteL'r <It The Shelter and in this role
Ill' also intL'r,lcls frequentlv with the ASI JBB.
'The Food Security Supplement included in till' ,1nnu,11 Current
1'0pul,ltion Survev provides <l more direct and precise llle,lsurL' of
the prL'v<llence of food insecurity 'lIld hunger, but dat1 ,1re col
iL'cted dt till' st<ltL' iL'vel.
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