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Abstract

The epidemic of poverty, hunger, and food insecurity is at amal high in the United
States and other parts of the world, spurring great interest in finding seltdiaddress and
alleviate this economic disparity. A multifaceted approach is required, thus warranting
exploration of different sectors, organizations, programs and services desigfediabethis
crisis. The rationale for food assistance prograrsts mainly on their effectiveness in
addressing food insecurity and hunger, thus satisfying the clients who utilize the services by
meeting their need€urrentresearch has, however, failedaperly assess the effectiveness of
the programs and services already in place, deciding instead to trust these methods to eventually
solve the problemHowever, a crucialvay to truly understand the issue is to seek the input of the
clients who use the services and the employees who ademithie services to ascertain their
perspectives of what does and does not whinks study attempts to addrebss deficiency.

This projecthas a threefold purpose: to compare the level of satisfaction of clients of
nonprofit organizatins versus those of clients of governmental agencies in the delivery of food
assistance services; to explore the relationship between organization type and indicators of red
tape among clients of nonprofit organizations versus governmental agenciesiruedtigate
whether employeesf governmental agencies would perceive more bureaucratic redstape a
hindrances to providing satisfactory servitesheir clientshan employees of nonprofit
organizations. In an effort to explore théssuesthree hypotases were develop&ased on

Organization TypandPerceived Red Tape for both clients and employees. A crosstabulation



and chisquarebetween each of the independent variableslamdiependent variableljent
satisfactionrevealed that mo®f the hypothesized relationships wa supported. There was
no association between organization type and client satisfaatidrgovernmental agencies
were not found to contain more red tape than nonprofit organizations. Hoterewasan
assocationbetweerorganization type anemployee perception of red tagignce this
association was established, logistic regression determined that clientseadyel Otimes
more likely to be satisfied when they did not perceive red tape. An additioneilatiesowas
made between client comfort with staff and client satisfaction, revealing through logistic
regression that when clients are comfortable with staff they are moré&hiames more likely to
be satisfied with services.

In general, this studygints to some important conclusions. It points to the fact that
clients are not more satisfied by any specific organizational type, at least as it pertains to
nonprofit versus governmental agencies. It also shows that perceived red tape, regardless of

organizational type, discourages client satisfaction with services. Furthermaisgpbints to

the fact that t he cthe neostcriticad coraponart of their satisfaction st af f

with the organizatiofrom whichthey received services
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Chapterl

Introduction

General Introduction

In the times whe society predated the state, and before there was any orgéonzedf
government, there were families and communities that relied on each other and on themselves to
meet their basic needs fardd, shelter, and safety. Even in lateags when governmehegan
to form in an effort to govern new territories andegulate thelevelopment of public
infrastructuresmany people did not trugbvernment and agashose to rely on each other and
on their communitiefor their needsThis marked the beginniraf the nonprofit sector. The
nonprofit sector grew from the attempts of common everyday people to bypass the perceived
inefficiency of government and the selfishness of elites to create a system that looked out for
their interests and met their communigeds (Brudney, 1998). Even today, as public distrust
continues to grow, the nonprofit sector continues to strive to meet the growing needs of a
community of people who value smaller government, are distrustful of bureaucracy, or simply
requirepublic senices that a government swamped with a multitude of responsibilities and

obligations may not be able to provide efficiently.

Nature of the Problem

Though the nonprofit sector has stepped up to face the challenge of providing services to
communities much remains unknown about this sector. According to Larsen, Attkisson,

Hargreaves, & Nguyen (1979) there have been few attempts to determine whether and how



different aspects dafervice delivery process affeco ver a | | c | insvithtsesvitesls at i s f a

the years since, many researchers have delved istmfinc across a variety of settings, such as
client satisfaction with occupational health servicésrbeek, van Dijk, Rasanen, Piirainen,
Kankaanpaa, & Hulshof, 2001home healticare servicefLaferriere, 1993)family planning
servicegWilliams, SchuttAine, & Cuca, 2000)medical caréRoss, Mirowsky, & Duff, 1982
Bessinger & Bertrand, 20pland evemnnternet service@Nath & Singh, 2010)However,
guestionsstill abound peeining to howindicators of organizational typestructure, design, and
processes affect the delivery of food assistarervices, how satisfied or dissatisfied clients are
with those services, as well as the extent to which nonprofit organizatiogeaethmental
agencies complement or oppose each other in the deliveygahssistancservices (Weisbrod,

1997; Salamon, 1999).

Objective of the Stug

This work seeks to address these questions by comparing levels of client satisfaction in
nonprofit @ganizations and governmental agencies, with respect to their delivery of food
assistance programs and services in Georgia and Alabama. Both states provide appropriate units
of analysis for the examination dient satisfaction with food assistanpeogransbecause
Georgia has a food insecurity rate higher than the national av@@&gepercenand 14.7
percent, respectivelygnd Alabama has the highest number of hungry and food insecure people
in the United State@irmingham News, 2010; Census Buread]@ Nord, Andrews, and
Carlson, 200R As such, both states represent environments in need of food assistance services

delivered satisfactdy to the clients they serve.



Methodology of the Stud

The research design is descriptive and comparaiivenprofit organization and a
governmental agency from Alabama, as well as from Georgia were compared to dxploeect s 0
levels of satisfactowi t h t heir respective sectordés food

effort to explore the factors thafluence client satisfaction and thefectiveservice delivery.

Two different surveys were distributed, one to clients and the wtte@nployees and
executives of eacbrganization. A 16 question survey was given to clients and a 26 question
surveyto employees/executives. Four organizatibmso governmental antivo nonprofit-
acrossGeorgia and Alabamaereused in the surveyRandom sampling was used to target
clients and employees/executives who received services or worked at the selectedtaygs.

Theoretical Framework

Organization and economic theories provided the theoretical framewdHefor
investigation of client satisfactiomith the service delivery processes of the tiféerent types

of organizationsThe food assistance sa®s included food banks, Food Stamps, itued

Wo me n , I nfant and Chil dr en6WICSwhglhmietheme nt a l Nut

programs most commonly used by clients of the respective organizations. Food assistance
programshave significant economic, fitical, and social consequence, and thus warrant proper

consideration and adequate attention.

Contribution of the Study

Advancement of research in this area will result in a better understanding of food
assistance services and programs, the uniquisoé®w-incomeclients, as well as how
organizational dynamics affect client satisfaction. This information can help researchers,

practitioners and polieynakers to understand which secioublic or nonprofit, isble tomore

3
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effectivelydeliver food assitance services that satisfy clients. By isolating the differences in the
capacity of public sector and nonprofit organizations to satisfactorily deliver food assistance
services, contemporary administrative practices can possibly avoid duplicationrbéetfo
unnecessary waste of public resources. Because nonprofits share essentially some of the social
values implicit in the objectives of public service deliveryhich entails meeting public needs

within the confounds of deeasing budgefs this canhelp to serve the public interest without

wasting scarce resourcasghich could be used to expand ongoing services or develop new ones

Research Question

My research question is: Are clients of nonprofit organizatiortients ofgovernmental
agenciesnor e satisfied with their respective sect
Examination of this research question will allow exploration of the influence of or¢gjaniaa
typeon ratings of cliensatisfactioras well as omployeeperception of organizational red
tape.Additionally, it will provide a conduit for continued research in the areas of client
satisfaction of public service agencies and nonprofit organizations, and government and

nonprofit collaboration and specializatijggarding food assistanpeograms andervices.

Limitations of the Study

This study is limited in twoegards. Firsthe evaluatioroccurredonly in two states,
within three cities and it remains to be seen to what extent the findings could be geté¢oaliz
other city or state contextSecondlythe cities selected are all located in the southern region.
This may mean thassues ofjeography, local politics andeological and culturaimilarties

could be consequential anelevant in any interpretian of the findings.



The next chapter makes a case for food assistance programs and explores the background
and emergence of food assistance programs and services acromspitodit and public sectors.

Each sectoro6s cont r i ldassistaoce mldoexaninedke pr ovi si on of



Chapterll

The Case for Food Assistance Programs

Introduction

The problem of hunger and food insecurity is a pervasive one. In 2009, 17.4 million
households were food insecure, an increase frommiiflidén in 2008 (Food Research and
Action Center [FRAC], 2010). This represents more than 1 in 6 househatdeporéd not
getting enough food, having to miss dinner or other meals throughout the day, and/or going to
bed hungry (Cohen, Mabli, Potter & Zhao, 2010). This staggering statistic consists of 50.2
million Americans- 33 million of which were adults and 17.2 fiwh were childreri all in need
of assistance in acquiring the food they need to survive. An additional 5.7 percent of Americans
experienced very low food security, represented by a lack of continuous meals and/or receiving
an inadequate amount of fooddild, Andrews & Carlson, 2009).

Hunger and food insecurity disproportionately affects vulnerable members of society
children and seniors. For households with children, the rate of food insecurity almost doubles
(21.3 percent), than for households withohildren (11.4 percent) (Nord, Andrews & Carlson,
2009). Similarly, nearly 1 million households consisting of independent seniors who live alone
were food insecure (7.8 percent). Food insecurity also disproportionately affects the households
of ethnic mnorities, such as Blacks and Hispanics, at rates higher than the national average,
24.9% and 26.9% respectively, with the national average at 14.7% (Nord, Andrews & Carlson,

2009).



Vulnerable populations such as children and seniors faceaddiconsequences when
they do not have enough food to eat. Lee and Frongillo Jr. (2001) found that seniors who did not
have enough to eat had significantly lower intakes of vital nutrients in their diets, resulting in
higher nutritionalisks and defids. They werealsomore likely to report fair or even pobealth
status. Moreover, gdical concerns are especially crucial among this population with many of
them having medical needs that necessitate a particular nutritionedgliaen Seniors also
have additional considerations that are threatened by food insecurity. For example, Wolfe,
Frongillo & Valois (2003) found that even when seniors had enough money to buy food, they
were unable to access or prepare the food because of issues ranging ficai jpmy&tions to
lack of transportatioin all of which contribute to their food insecurity. Hence the need for
government and nonprofit food assistance support.

The epidemic of poverty exacerbates the issue of hunger and food insecurity. According
to Jensen (2002) hunger is one of the clearest indicators of poverty. The existence of poverty has
been attributed to many causes, such as lack of opportunities, political disempowerment,
unemployment, inadequate training and education (Nemon, 2007), aswellicies and
strategies imposed to segregate certain groups by income and rapayiog jobs, lack of
marriage leading to single, femaleaded households, and even mental, emotional and
behavioral disorders such as alcoholism and violent behavaddg¢mith & Blakely, 2010).

Additionally, poverty leads to a lack of income, health problems, poor housing, and
inability to properly care for and feed oneods
undernourished children develop developmental tiemal, intellectual, psychosocial, and

behavioral disorders that limit their opportunities in life amalylead to a life of poverty as



adults. They then produce more children who, more than likely, suffer the same fate. And so the
cycle continues.

Foad assistance programs provide the necessary missing piece of the puzzle. Food
assistance programs feed millions of {omweome people every yeaproviding not only the food
they need to survive but the nutrition they need to live healthy lives. As suchaésistance
programs comprise an essential guaverty strategy employed by both the public and the
nonprofit sectors. However, much remains unknown about theieéeesf certain food
assistance programsgardinghe clients they wermtendedo serve.

Although certain artpoverty strategies have been employed to address and eliminate
poverty, and thus food insecurity and hungeswych as the establishment of a minimum wage and
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program, many of liaee had an opposite
effect. Minimum wage is an example. The minimum wage is a pay scale that was enacted
federally to establish a base amount of what an individual should be paid. The current minimum
wage rate of $7.25 per hour only raises families tp&@ent of the poverty line (World Hunger
Education Service [WHES], 2011). That is not much of a difference considering that without it
they were already at nearly 50 perc&imply stated, households below the poverty line had
$11,000 in cash income tontribute to the food and care of a family of 4. The minimum wage
only raised that amount by $4,000, to approximately $15,080 per year (WHES, 2011). In most
cases, this amount is not enough to adequately feed and care for a family of four. Moreover, the
minimum wage also does not account for inflation, so its actual benefits are reduced even further
(WHES, 2011).

Ot her food assistance programs with an unk

TANF, formerly known as Aid to Families with Dependeimil@ren (AFDC). The Personal



Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) replaced the AFDC
program, with TANF. TANF was established to reform the AFDC by eliminating unlimited
federal cash assistance in lieu of sigd@erned temporargubsidies to needy families and
imposing requirements that participants obtain employment (Huffman and Jensen, 2005).
TANF did put many single parents to work, but at minimum wage, polergf salaries.
Additionally, its strict regulations made it ddtilt for potential participants to receive services.
For example, many single women could not afford child care and thus could not work as
required- which meant they could not receive assistance. Furthermore, a decline in funding
further restricted theqtential contribution of TANF because many needy families were unable
to receive the servic€BPP, 200h

Many critics argued that TANF, and other gmbiverty strategies and food assistance
programs did not actually address poverty and its effects,asi@ack of food. According to
Martin, Cook, Rogers & Joseph (2003) welfare reform (as TANF became known) only
succeeded in getting people off of public assistance and not out of poverty or into self
sufficiency. In addition, although it got many peopitithe workforce, because of the caliber of
their job, and subsequent low wages, the working poor actually fared worse than the unemployed
because they have more demands competing for their limited resources. Research supports this
finding and illustrateshat the working poor actually received food assistance more than those
who were unemployed (Kaufman, 2003). Berner, Ozer, and Paytner (2008) also assert that the
working poor are at a greater risk for making repeated visits to a food pantry to reodive fo

assistance services than those who do not work. In summary, food assistance programs appear to

bypass the very population they were designed



to, and satisfaction with, such food assistance prograthensfore essential to ensuring their
effectivenessn feeding those in need.

As demonstrated, hunger and food insecurity inflict physical, emotional, intellectual,
behavioral, and psychosocial costs, as well as costs to individuals, families, consrisitie
discussed hese costs come in the form of lost opportunities, low education, low income; single
parenting, malnourished children with developmental and other delays and disorders, truant
youth, and offending adults. But food assistance progranassrémportant issues because of
the financial costs they impose. Brown, Shepard, Martin, and Orwat (2007) conservatively
estimate that the United States spends owetybillion dollars annually on providing food
assistance, with the number rising evgear. Moreover, this enormous figure represents simply
keeping pace by feeding as many needy individuals as possii@ctually eradicating the
issue of hunger.

To eliminate hunger, researchers estimate that an additioigl20illion dollars walld
be needed over the current level of spending (Brown et al., 2007). The economic cost of
domestic hunger, they contend, encompasses direct and indirect costs as well as public, private
and nonprofit sector spending. These costs are incurred directhgthprogram and/or product
expenditures or indirectly through loss of income because of iliness and/or lack of education, for
example. Some direct and indirect costs are charity (which amounts to 14.4 billion dollars
annually), illness and psychosociakfiynction (amounting to 66.8 billion dollars annually), and
less education and lowered productivity (amounting to 9.2 billion dollars annually) for a 90.4
billion dollar total cost burden of hunger (Brown et al., 2007). The charitable activities in the

anrual hunger cost burden analysis included food assistance by food banks; local feeding
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programs such as food pantries and soup kitchens; volunteer support, otfeychbank
related national feeding programs; and unaffiliated local feeding programs.

Oveall, charities and nonprofit organizations receive over 14 billion dollars,
approximately 15% of the total cost burden, to aid their efforts to feed the poor (Brown et al.,
2007). As such, an understanding of the contribution of this sector to the &élbmioBhunger
and food insecurity is crucial.

Although hunger and food inseirity exacerbate medical and mental conditions, costing
the American people billions of dollars every yeasearchers do not hold out hope that there is
an end in sight to teidilemma.While the projected costs of actually attempting to end hunger
in Americais estimated to be between 100 to 102 billion dollars annually, Brown et al., (2007)
firmly assert that many federal policymakers exert the minimal effort and are ctunsamply
keep pace with the issue of hunger instead of seeking to eliminate it. Unless researchers and
scholars develop a better understanding of the problem of hunger and food insecurity and
subsequently develop a solution to eradicatifignithe formof food assistance programs that
satisfy the clients they were designed to see American people will continue paying for a
losing battle. And many more will continue to suffer from a condition ghatherwise
preventable.

Welfare Politics

American welfare policy has historically supportetceoftwop osi t i ons: fAhel p
deserving poor o or fAr edi\ilson,1992) 476).0The lattey idgar od u c e
takes the position that the geaehnmensoéosdseBp
shareo is, and to allocate or redistribute re

taken from those who have na | ot TBha frerdmert ri
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- that help should be given to the deseg poor- takes that the position that those who cannot

help themselves (e.g. the countryds disabl ed,
help from the government. Supporters of this position favor the provision of services, ame not t
giving of money. Such services usually exist in the form of education, training, and medical care

(Wilson, 1992). Traditionally, this is the position Americans take on welfare policy.

Over time, arguments have enstaedhabdbnicer mea
to Anot be abloe anod stuhpep oerxtt eonnte steo fepi ch we pr o
economically or through social and community development). W{5882)s t at es, A Amer i
welfare policy since the 1930s has been shaped by asibsteady change in how we have
separ at ed t het héed edsuenrdvei srigygddib). Accmi@ingtmVdilson, the
United States government has formed its welfare policy and developed its subsequent programs
around t hose perdassistaeceulnarable papdations, suchrageiders, th
disabled, children and youth, the working poor, and those populations adversely affected by
unpreventable conditions (e.g. The Great Depression, World Wars). The programs established by
the governmeifor these categories of citizens have included: the Social Security Act gf 1935

the Economic Act of 1964he Medicare Act of 1965%nd the Food Assistance Plan of 1969

Food Assistance Plan of 1969

The Economic Act of 1964 and the Medicare Act of3 péved the way for the Food
Assistance Plan of 1969, which was instrumental to welfare reform. The Economic Act of 1964
sought to address fApockets of povertyo within
providing actual services to those piggions of Americans who were disenfranchised, unlike
the Social Security Act of 1935 whichainly financed programs. The Medicare Act of 1965

redistributed some of the power and responsibility for healthcare from the private sector to
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government (Wilson1992). A shift occurred following the Medicare Act of 19@5en te

focus became how much largeale, federal support should be assigned to the problems of such
a small segment of society. In other words, policymakerarb&gquestion whetheertain

sgments of society warranted the benefits that so many others would have to finance.
Policymakers did not want to reward bad behavior (such as having multiple children out of
wedlock, or shouldering the burden for irresponsible fathers), or foster a $elependency on

the government for assistance. Programs that developed during and afieritdusicluded: the

Food Assistance Plan of 1969; and Welfare Reform (Wilson, 1992).

Amid controversy, the #od Assistanc®lan sought to extend coverage tonaledy
people incluthg families, and not just thexistingpopulation of vulnerable citizens (Wilson,
1992). The Bod Assistanc®lan was controversial because as had been the case with the
previous welfare prograrfAFDC), recipients increased and some@ifed that costs wouadso
increase beyondmanageabléevel. Although the Food Assistance Plan did not replace AFDC,
it did result in the earned income tax creditichonceagai n i |l |l ustrated gover
historically vital role in addressing publicesand implementing social programs (Wilson,

1992).

Welfare Reform

Wel fare reform was sold as a program desig
1992). Formerly AFDC, the new welfare program TANF, sought to discouragedong
dependence by imposing ayBar limit on program participation, as well as employment
requirenents. Additionally, eligibility requirements were made more stringent as policymakers
sought to control costs (Molnar et al., 2001; Huffman & Jensen, 2008; Daponte & Bade, 2006).

Critics belittled the efforts of the welfare reform program and arguedt tthaeatened the
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security of the nationbés safety net. They ar
other programs that comprise the safety net, were threatening to the American people who

needed it most; especially since as cuts were maoi®gpams that benefitted leilmcome

people, additional resources watsoallocated to programs for other segments of society, such

as elders (Wilson, 1992; Berner, Ozer & Paynter, 2008).

To date this issue has not been resolved. As it stands, goversengces to the elderly
represent the highest federal expenditure. Second to that are servicgsotor tidot
surprisingly, these twtypes of programs are always in competition. More often than not,
services to the elderly receive greater fundingl, femer cuts. Elders represent a protected class
of people. They have a strong political voitepugh the AARPunlike people with low
socioeconomic status, and politicians are often afraid to oppose this group and go against the
status quo for fear ofgfitical retribution. This obvious favor for one group of society over
another apparently needier group has led many Americans to mistrust goveotanantg that
in addition tobeing inefficientthe governmenalso abuses its political power and congai

representatives that act in their own interéassscited in Goodsell, 2@p

Despite some dibard critics and opponents, government hasynsaipporters. Charles
Go o d s(20D4) vork detailsthe ont r i buti ons of gover moydnt . | n
Goodsell defends the government arguing that
dated and inaccurate. He makes the claim that government is no longer the cumbersome, rule
laden, inflexible organization of yesteryear, and that many pewople are satisfied with
government services than was previously thought. He highlights several contributions of
government to the lives of the American people, including its willingness to act on the behalf of

all citizens, its serviceninded bureaucratand their professional expertise, as well as
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government 6s ability to provide public resour
programs have impacted the lives of many Americans. For example, the government provides
environmental protection thatfards Americans with cleaner air, safe water, and preserved land

and wildlife for future generations; public safety that reduces violent crimes and decreases

violent and accidental deaths; health and welfare programs that increase life expectancy as well

as health and life outcomes for women, children and vulnerable members of society (Goodsell,

2004).

Food Assistance Programs: Governmentds Respo

Himmelgreen and Rometidaza(2010) date food assistance programs back to food
kitchens and breadlines that formed as a result of the record unemployment and reports of hunger
from the Great Depression. The Great Depression marked a time where the United States and
many other countels experienced a neatBnyear economic downturn as a result of decline in
spending (Romer, 2003). From 1929 to about 1939, the United States faced, among other things,
severe unemployment. People were hungry and angry about the lack of assistarfde &vaila
them and their families. The Federal government intervened under the weight of many enraged
Americans and structured the New Deal which developed many aid programs. The New Deal,
among other things, introduced the first federally funded sdochprogram in 1936 andha
experimental food stamp program in 1939 (Himmelgreen and Rebiam 2010). Thee
measures were smalhortterm solutions to satiating the American public and were not intended
to be a solution to the problem of eliminating hunger

The federal food stamp program was developed to provide the nation with a food
assistance safety net. Along with food stamps, some other food assistance programs offered by

the federal government, often in conjunction with states, included: the Winfeents ,
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Children program (WIC), school meals programs, the Child and Adult Care Food Program, the
Elderly Nutrition Program, and Food Assistance for Disaster Relief (Berner, Ozer, Paynter,
2008). The Food Stamp program provided money teilmeme indviduals and families to be

used exclusively to purchase food. WIC also gave aid, in the form of a voucher, to single and
low income mothers, or expecting mothers to aid in their purchase of nutritive foods to sustain
their pregnancies and/or their childr&espite the good intentions of the Food Stamp and WIC
programs, much evidence exists that negates the impact federal food assistance programs
actually have on feeding hungry families, or decreasing food insecurity. For example, research
shows that the esof food stamps did not decrease hunger or food insecurity, but actually
increased food insecurity among recipients (Wilde and Nord, 2005).

Moreover, despite apparent need, many potential and/or eligible food stamp participants
willingly chose not to eceive food stamps. In these cases, potesdigible participants turned
instead to nonprofit organizationsoO food assi
When clients were questioned about why they chose not to receive food stamps, many
paricipants cited a lack of information about program eligibility and the stigma of receiving
welfare (Wilde and Nord, 2005). In addition to misinformation about program eligibility and
welfare stigma, another reason many people do not use the food stamgppiogecause they
have difficulty with applying. EllenVollinger, legal director of the Food Research and Action
Center (FRAC) asserts that government food stamp allotments are so low that participants cannot
afford even the cheapest of dietary stapleshss beans. Moreover, Olasky (1992), as cited in
Molnar, Duffy, Claxton, and Bailey (2001) contends that government bureaucracies responsible
for welfare and claderod ieuonthoe ciissomoet hae res figoaud ieet y

and AfAdetniyale sasiedn(pt1®).t he poor o
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In any case, many clients of governmental agencies turn to nonprofit food assistance
programs when they believe government has or will fall short in food assistaoiter need
based program$ome even turn to food pgaes and food banks before seeking to receive food
stamps. According to Daponte and Bade (2006) one third of households using nonprofit pantry
food assistance had never even applied for food stamps, and only 36% of households dependent
on a food pantry eived food stamps.

Given the seeming preference for nonprofit food assistance programs, and the nature of
nonprofits to step up to meet the needs of underrepresented and otherwise disadvantaged
members of societygn understanding of this sedios  fissistathce programs andrigsponse
to the issue of hunger and food insecuistpresently crucial

History of the Nonprofit Sector

The terms Alndepehddmtn,proHiind, aviall Notnarcy n o
all names used to describe whas become one of the fastest growing sectors of the United
States economy (Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1996; Radeerman, 1996). According to Smith
(2010), the importance of nonprofit organizations within public administration in the United
States is at arllatime high, with the number of 501(c)(3) organizations totatiegrly 1 million
since 2009. The nonprofit sector not only provides public services but alsé wibhler through
volunteer or employmentto millions of citizens (Smith2010). Notwithstading, Salamon
(1999) notes that many Americans are unaware of what this sector is or even what it does. In
this project, | will refer to this sector of governance as the Nonprofit Sector, though all of these

names Independent, Third, Voluntarpertan to a varied category of organizations that serve

'The Voluntary sector may also refer to informal and unorganized people and groups who serve charitable
purposes, as long as their activities are evident in the way the organization is governed, in the way that services
are delivered, and in the way th&éihancial support is obtained.998).
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a multitude of community purposes and public needs. The nonprofit sector may include
foundations, human service or religious organizations, arts and culture, and educational and
research institutions (Ho#lonson & Weitzman, 1996), and address issues related to religion,

education, health, and social welfare (Scott, 1998), just to name a few.

To add to the uncertainty many Americans have concerning the definition of the
nonprofit sector, there is equal cosifon and vaedopinions about the origin of this sector.
According to Dimaggio and Anheier (1990) in the nineteenth century nonprofit organizations
were formed by the elite and upper class as a way to monitor and control the behaviors and
environments othe urban, lower class citizens. It was also a way to define social boundaries by
enforcing rules and regulations. Some attribute the Industrial Revolution as the causal agent that
spawned the movement that would eventually become the nonprofit sec{o2001) attributes
the Aredut¢édcsehcy caused by the Industrial
di vision of Il abor, and wurbanizationo as the
sector (as cited in Cass and Manser, 1976).dféeads that the nonprofit sector has its roots in
the philosophical works of the early Greeks, Romans, Jews, and Christians, and in the
philosophical writings of John Locke and John Stuart Mill, following the Industrial Revolution.
Block (2001) argued thaultimately, the nonprofit sector originated from the concepts of

volunteerism, charity and philanthropy, which traces its roots back as far as 9,000 B.C.

Volunteerism, Charity, and Philanthropy

Anderson (1973) traces the earliest occurrence of veduinty to the Neolithic period,
with the development of independent villages that were not a part of the political and economic
systems of that time. Block (1990) also traces the origins of the nonprofit sector to primitive

societies and their reliance dremselves and each other for food, shelter, and safety. Even as
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these societies advanced, they continued to rely on each other, and also began to incorporate
rules and develop structure. The Babyl onians?o
eshblishment of rules developed to protect disadvantaged members of a society. The Code of
Hammurabi instructed the community to care for the poor, the widows, and the orphans (Block,

1990).

Philanthropy is defingéas giving, serving and associating voluityeto achieve public
good (Brudney, 1998). It involves the giving of gifts of time or valuables, and is also a source of
financial support for nonprofits (Salamon, 1999). Much of that support comes from foundations,
which are set up by individuals, famei, and business corporations and donate money, property,
and other assets for public good and use (Brudney, 1998). Charity is similar to philanthropy in
the involvement of money, time, and effort and other gifted resources for the purposes of public
good The difference, however, is that philanthropy seeks to address and remedy causes of an
issue, for example poverty, at a broader level and not just alleviate individual discomfort (Ott,
2001). Despite their differences, the concepts are often linkedh&wgand philanthropy is often
referred to as fAcharitable givingo (Sal amon,
far back as ancient Egypt. During this time, aristocrats were buried with riches for the gods, as
well as records of thegitsh ey 6d gi ven to the poor over thei.
also advocated giving, but to the community as a whole and not simply to individuals (i.e. the
poor) within the community. Weaver (1967) noted that the Egyptian form of giving was more
akin to the modern concept of charity, and the Greek form of giving was more similar to the

modern notion of philanthropy.

Volunteerism is defined as nNnactions undert

organizations that are not compelled by biologmesed or social convention, mandated or
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coerced by government, or directed principally at financial or economic gain, and are regarded as
benefici al by part i (Brupnaynlo38, podj7Diftereneeskbxeéstr ger s ocC i
between volunteerism on tlb@e hand and charity and philanthropy on the other. Volunteerism
requires direct involvement with beneficiaries whereas charity and philanthropy require little

direct involvement. Moreover, volunteerism does not function primarily to serve the

disadvantagd whereas charity and philanthropy do (Block, 1990). What all these concepts have

in common, however, is their importance to the understanding of the art of giving, which is an

inherent and vitally important feature of the nonprofit sector.

Scope of théNonprofit Sector

The most common types of 501(c)(3) organizations are charitable, educational and
religious (Salamon, 1999). cOniductragtivitiashtiate or gan i
promote relief of the poor, the distressed, or the underggadeadvance religion, education, or
science; builds or maintains public buildings and monuments; lessens the burdens of
government, and neighborhood tensions; and eliminates prejudice and discrimination, defends
human and civil rights, combats communigyti er i or ati on and juvenile d

Publication 4220, 20Q09. 4.

Educational organi zations are fischools, co
organizations that conduct public discussion groups, forums, panels, lectures, or similar
programsprganizations that present a course of instruction by means of correspondence or
through the use of television or radio; and museums, zoos, planetariums, symphony orchestras,
or similar organizations, such as nonprofit-daye centers and youth sportgamizations (IRS

Publication 4220, 20Q0%9. 4.
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Religiousor gani zations include Achurchesd such
similar types of organizations, such as missi
nondenominational ministries, @menical organizations, or faithased social agencies (IRS
Publication 4220, 20Q%. 4. Nonprofit organizations with 501(c)(3) status are charitable
organizations that are formal and incorporated. Any person with a cause, and at least another
person whahares their interest, may form a nonprofit to meet local community needs. And
indeed many people do. To receive federal recognition and associated benefits, nonprofits may
file for 501(c)(3) status. The benefit of having tax exemption under sectio§81L df the US
tax code are to receive federal income tax exemption and eligibility to receidedaxtible

contributions (IRS Publication 4220, 2009).

The three key components for a nonprofit organization to receive federal tax exemption
under sectin 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code are that it must be organized and operated
for the purposes for which it received tax exemption. The nonprofit organization must also limit
its purposes to those described in section 501(c)(3) of the Internalu®e@ede (IRC) and must
not allow activities that do not further its exempt purpose(s) (IRS Publication 4220, 2009).
Scrivner (1999) lists three reasons charitable organizations continue to receive tax exemption and
sheds light on tax law changes that hempacted nonprofits over the last century. The heritage
explanati on r ec ogn iofazmnary orgahizmtionsphhted fexésted befdre thet at u s o
Tax Code. Sucbrganizations have grandfathered rights and privileges. The special interest
explanatiorrecognizes the political power of some of these groups (e.g. business leagues) and/or

the service they have provided to the country

% Churches, such aynagogues, temples, mosques, etc. are not required to file an exemption from tax but may do
so for purposes of proving legitimacy to its members and othersRiR%cation 4220, 2009)
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significance is the morality/public policy explanation, also knowh &ase i s u b,swhitty t heor

recognizes the integral role nonprofits play in the functioning of governoygroviding a

public benefit (Scrivner, 1999). Human service organizations usually fall under this category and
comprise the greatest type of norfir@long with minority organizations, trade associations, art
museums, and hospitals (Dimaggio and Anheier, 1990; Singh et al., 1990; Minkoff, 1988;

Aldrich, et al., 1989; Alexander and Burgey, 1987).

Nonprofit Organizations: Role in Food Assistaftegrams

Historically, nonprofit and charitable organizations have usually occurred in response to
government inefficiency, as a way of supplementing inadequate government response to an
issue. Martin et al., (2003), however, contend that in the cdsedhssistance, nonprofit (i.e.
charitable) organizations were the first to respond and attempt to address the issue of hunger and
food insecurity by providing food assistance in the form of handouts of soup and bread. During
th o s e t ichegitableand rfotéor-péofit organization8were unofficial and consisted
primarily of individuals gathering together to help feed their neighbors and themselves as they all
sought to survive amidst the disabling effects of the Great Depression. Still, those siandout
provided food to many who would not have otherwise been able to feed themselves and their
families.

Martin et. al., (2003) assstthat it was tke initial assistance from these individuals that
prompted the government to get involved through the uagdbt food stamp program. Others
agree that the traditional role of nonprofits, as a backup to the government, has changed. Indeed,
nonprofits are now often on the front line of service delivery. Researchers point to the increase in
nonprofit food asstance programs over the last twenty years. Molnar et al.,(2001) illustrate the

impactof Amer i cads SH),cthe lardestiHanprofitthgnger reliaf 2agency, and its
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having fednearly 26 million people through its network of food distribution cent@urrently
Feeding America (formerly 2H) serves roughly 37 million different people annually, which
represents a nearly 50 percent increase over four yearsifdase since 2005) (Cohen, Potter,
& Zhao, 2010). This breakdown includes food assistanceo vi ded by pantri es,
and shelters.

The participation of nonprofit organizations in food assistance programs is especially
vital given that they are sometimes the only recourse for the hungry and needy. Many view the
food assistance saces of government negatively and elect to not use the services at all, even
when they have tremendous need for the assistance. Gabor, Williams, Bellamy and Hardison
(2002) conducted a study in Washington D.C. among elderly focus group participantshin whi
they investigated factors that negatively influenced food stamp participation. Food stamps
represent the largest government food assistance program and the cornerstone of the federal
nutrition safety net (Martin, et al., 2003). As such, it represengs sifould be the most crucial
component in the fight against hunger. However, the study conducted among the senior
participants and nonparticipants found that many did not access the services because of the
stigma involved i n A mieformeg of thefood stdmp aulese(@abaa,n d b e i
Williams, Bellamy and Hardison, 2002).

Many researchers also note that as rates of food stamp participation have decreased, use
of nonprofit food assistance programs (i.e. food banks, food pantries) has increased (Martin et
al., 2003). And the significance of these nonprofit food assistangeapns, as well as their
presence, is growing. According to Poppendieck (1998) there are tens of thousands of emergency
food programs, such as food banks, pantries and soup kitchens that feed netmyroatthe

population every year. The importancenohprofit organizations in the fight against hunger is
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therefore unquestionable. Critics of government as a service provider agree. Such critics of
government who believe government to be ineffective because of its obsessive rules and
cumbersomenegspromote food banks as the best solution to the hunger problem. They argue
that the nonprofit organizations®6 position 1in
appear more responsive to community needs (Molnar et al, 2001).

Following the apparemireference of many people for the food assistance services of
food banks and pantries from nonprofit organizations, many more arose as community groups
expanded their presence through the establishment of additional food banks, food pantries, and
soup kithens. However, even with the increased presence of nonprofit food assistance
programs, the rate of food insecurity continues to increase. In 2005, Feeding America reported
serving 70% of households of which were food insecure (Cohen, Potter, & Zhahp, 1RGAWD9,
just 4 years later, that number had risen to 75%. Similarly, the number of food insecure
households with children also rose during that time period, from 73% in 2005 to 78% in 2009
(Cohen, Potter, & Zhao, 2010). Such findings illustrate thaprafit organizations, which were
only supposed to be a shéerm solution to an emergency situation, @sonot sufficiently
addressing the persistent problem of hunger and food insecurity.

Still, the failure of government and nonprofits to resaveven decrease food
insecurity, according to some, is indicative of the complexity of the issue of hunger and food
insecurity and not necessarily of programmatic inadequacy. Many researchers, such as Mosley
and Tiehen (2004) and Bhattarai, Duffy, and Rapd (2005), argue that no one sector can
resolve the issue alone and that needy individuals need the services of both nonprofit
organizations and government food assistance programs. For example, MdsTégtem

(2004) found datahowing that the samegople using food stamps also access food pantries.
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Their research proved that people are not dndsu
are accessing as many types of assistance as is necessary. Bhattarai, Duffy, and Raymond (2005)
had similar indings and concluded that participation in one food assistance program increased
the likelihood of participation in the other.

But thedata arescarce, resulting in unclear and mixed findings and beliefs concerning
the organizational capacity of eitrgector in delivering food assistance services. What is clear is
that neither sector has decreased food inseamiyungerThe gover nment 6s food
safety net has holes in it, with many potential clients misunderstanding the process and thus
missirg eligibility or fearing stigma and refusing to even utilize the serfi¢dde and Nord,
2005; Gaboet al., 2002) Food stamp allotments are reported as too low, and only suffice to
purchase unhealthy foods that increase obesity, cancers, and head(@gzson, 2003;
Daponte and Bade, 2006 The nonprofit sectordos food banks
preferred over food stamps but this preference has not been substantiated. Neither has food banks
decreased food insecurity, nor provided any acget to its clients over that of governmental
food assistance clients. In other words, clients do not seem to be better satisfied with the services
of nonprofit food assistance programs. If anything, food banks seem to be the |ésse\oif,
with neither sector wholly satisfying its cliebise. To further explore client satisfaction with
existing food assistance programs, we must first understand how organizational performance is
measured and what constitutes client satisfaction.

The next chapter @kores the literature on organizational performance measurement,

client satisfactionand provides the theoretical framework for tigly.
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Chapterll

Literature Review

Organizational Effectiveness, Capacity, and PerformMessurement

An organization is defined as a group of people who work together to pursue a goal
(Rainey, 2003). To achieve their goals, supportive strategies are developed in light of certain
structures and processes. Structures are defined as relataméy sbservable assignments and
divisions of responsibility within the organization, achieved through such means as hierarchies
of authority, rules and regulations, and specialization of individuals, groups, and subunits. These
structures, among otheriilgs, aid coordination of the organizatibthey help to coordinate the
set of organs that make up the whole (the organization). Although processes are less physically
observable, they are more dynamic and changing activities and are just as impGtract@es
to the coordination, organization, and management of the organization. Processes, for example,
include decisiormaking within the organization, evaluation of organizational and individual
performance, and change and innovation within the orgtaie Finally, within these structures
(rules, regulations, hierarchies of authority) and processes (denisiking, evaluation),
members of the organization (individuals and groups) contribute and produce products and
services that, presumably, resultaffective performance (Rainey, 20@318).

One of the central issues affecting public and nonprofit management is the question of
how to measure organizational performance (Behn, 1995; Young, 1997). According to Wang
(2010) public managemet | i t er ature defines performance

accomplishments, resslt, i mpact s, 0.8). Sinuldrly, ergaeizatem perfomancep
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refers to the actions, products, accomplishments, results, impacts, or achievements of an
ooganizati on. Performance, essentially, is an
outputs refer to the amount of the product produced or the service provided, and outcomes refer

to the direct impact of a product or a service on the desirable gealgV2010p.4). In other

words, performance is a measure of the amount and the impact of a product or service. Although
organizations consist of individuals (i.e. employees), and these individuals affect an

organi zationds per f ormaneensaenere tham thgtallpoftheart i on al p e
performances. Employees affect organizational performance through their work efforts (i.e. how

hard they work), and managers affect organizational performance through their leadership styles.
However, of all the varias factors that influence organizational performance, employees are

only a small part. Other factors that influence organizational performance include: an

organi zationds environment, its administratiywv
characteristis (Wang, 2010).

An organizationd6s environment consists of
considerations. As an example, Wang (2010) notes the influence of the political strticeure
performance of the econofhand funding constraintsThe administrative or organizational
structure of an organization can also affect its performance. The organizational type (i.e. public
versus private versus nonprofit) reflects elements of deemgking and service delivery
(Wang, 2010). As discussedrlier, this finding is especially relevant to the present study as it
attempts to compare public and nonprofit organizations. It is expected that the administrative and

organizational structure of nonprofits will provide them with an advantage, whichewil
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reflected in the levels of satisfaction reported by their clients. Additional factors that affect
organizational performance include funding source, such that private funding sources may
require more strict per f ornmmssioncgealsaandsérwcei s; and
objectives Finally, the use of technology also affects organizational performance.
An organization can also be affected by characteristics, attributes, and behaviors of the
clients it serves (Wang, 2010). For example, Gitl Meier (2001) and Heinrich and Lynn
(2000) demonstrated how a clientds socioecono
performance by highlighting studies that found school performance to be negatively correlated
with minority student status andae from lowincome families, as well as lower earnings for
minority students, high school drauts, and clients receiving welfare assistance. Moreover,
additional studies support the finding that socioeconomic and personal characteristics, such as
age,@gnder, race, and education of clients affec
All of the above el ements, in one way or t
performanceutcomesAs such, analysis of organizational performance canneke forms,
resulting in different performance causes within different organizations. Wang (2010) defines
performance analysis as a fimanagerial tool wus
through describing, monitoring, understanding, and evialyjatr gani zat i onal perfo
(p.12.He asserts that performance analysis fAstem:
legislative bodies, or other stakeholders for high quality public sepicea nd t hat t he #1
performance analysis provides clugshow to provide highfual ity produycts and
13). In addition to satisfying the clients and consumers of the public services it provides, an
organi zationds perfor mancthecidicsasns of exiermal i pr ot ect s

stakeholdereand fAhel ps managers to demon gt rasst evedrle a
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Aproviding performance gui danc€d3).Poigder(B00P ect at i
asserts that the purpose of perfowamance measu
information on program or organizational performance that can be used to strengthen

management and inform decistoraking, achieve results and improve overall performance, and
increase accountabilityo (pp. 4).

Performance measurement is designacfmact the behavior and decisions of
organizations and individuals within the organization. Analyzing the performance of nonprofit
and public organizations is especially crucial to the present study because of the unique features
of public and nonprofit @anizations. The features include those associated with goal setting and
multiple interests, decisiemaking structures and funding, service delivery processes, and
external environments, and all uniquely affect performance analysis within public andfrionpr
organizations (Poister, 2003).

Within nonprofit and public organizations there are clients, employees, legislators, other
companies, and stakeholders who all have multiple interests, many of which are inconsistent and
even contradictory. For exangplwhereas spending more time and money on each individual
client may serve the interest of the clients who depend on the public services, it may prove
contradictory to employees who wish to improve efficiency, and legislators who wish to save
resources ahdecrease costs. Additionally, because of the short duration of public managers, the
focus is oftein Mor digqwdarc,k becaldsgses nonprofits ar
services and not tangible products, the absence of tangible productéy@amaegenerating
capability make analysis difficult (Poister, 2003). As such, limitations in interpretation exist, and
can result in inaccurate estimates of orgarozrati performance (Wang, 2010 mitigate the

impactof multiple and conflicting inflences, Wang suggests having a setnaflytical criteria
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constant over a period of timeonsisting othe development of thguestions, measurement,

data collection, and data analysis. This igtviny study attempts to address

Client Satisfaction asBactor in Service Quality and Organizational Effectiveness

Different kinds of performance measures are used to analyze different aspects of
performance, such as efficiency, productivity, service quality;efsttiveness, and
effectiveness and client s&faction (Poister, 2003). Wang (2010) defines efficiency as the level
of output for a given level of inp@p. 47). In other words, an organization is more efficient if it
produces the same outputs udiegerresources, or if it uses the same resoutmgsproduces
more outputs. Measures of efficiency do not address service quality or client satisfaction. The
same can be said for measures of productivity. According to Poister (2003), productivity most
often measures the rate of production per some spaait of resource, usually staff or
employees; and is usually in reference to some particular unit ofpind€. For example, the
number of clients helped per caserker is a measure of productivity. It does not, however,
assess cl i ewththedsendca orthe quaity of theservice. Neither do measures of
costeffectiveness, which relate cost to outcome measures. For example, cost effectiveness would

indicate the costo the organizatiomper client served.

Cost effectiveness, likefficiency and productivity also fatib address service quality or
client satisfaction, which is essential for the analysis and evaluation of human service programs
for several reason$hisissctbecause the clientébés input and as
complete evaluation of services and eliminates bias towards the perspective of the service

provider or evaluator (Larsen et. al., 1979). The autheesan examplef bias towards
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t herapi st 6s rclentstonllgssatedhis paint. Thbyas that both perspectivés
that of the consumer and service providare necessary to gain a more complete assessment of

service process and outcoledfectiveness)

Secondly, assessing client satisfaction in the human service fields is necessasg becau
certain legislative mandates require inclusion of the clients/citizens in the evaluatigssproc
(Larsen et. al., 1979).mAexamplas title 11l of Public Law 9463, of the Community Mental
Health Centers Amendment of 1975. Public Lawe34equiresthe v al uat i on of MfAacc
of services and thus entails client or patient participation in program evaluation. Finally, and
perhaps most importantly, the authors assert that these stguptiémated, publichfunded
health and human service organizatianust assess the clients who receive serviogsst of
whom ar enméilpioloed or otherwise di sadvabetaassged wi |
without doing so may lead to une@octoring (Larsen et al., 1979). Unebiwctoring occurs
when there i$oo little service or service of poor qualify. 199. Within this population are
clients who may not be able to select among alternative services because of quality, even if they
are dissatisfied. Moreover, because these organizations are pélolidd there is no financial
incentive to satisfy clients. Client evaltions, then, aretheonyay t o truly measur i
adequacy, and appropriatenesso of the service

Nevertheless, many researchetsatmpt t o make evaluations of

performance and effectiveness based on measures of effitipraguctivity’, and cost

®e.g. how quickly participants receive their foodistps or WIC, how long they wait to be seen by a worker, how
long it takes between application process and receipt of the food assistance requested.

®e.g. how many clients a worker serves per hour or day, how many new cases of Food stamps or WIC are
procesed per week, how many clients renew their application and continue receiving the service.
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effectivenes§Poister, 2003; Wang, 20L0These measures give us some information, but they

do not tell us how well anrganization is performing, nor do they tell us about the quality of that
service, or whether clients are satisfied with the senficeording to Poister (2003), customer
satisfaction measures are associated with effectiveness measures and are ofyaeleliestto

service quality measures, and provide an integrated set of measures. Using client satisfaction as a
factor in assessing service quality and organizational effectiveness provides a perspective that
examines many varied aspects of service deljvguality, and client satisfaction. Service quality
assesses how much of a service is being provided, the quality of the service, including:

turnaround time, accuracy, thoroughness, accessibility, convenience, and diois®y,

2003)

Similarly, Paster (2003) contends that effectiveness measures constitute the single most
important category of performance measures because they represent the degree to which an
organization is producing its intended outcomes and achieving the desired results. Finally
customer satisfaction provides a complementary perspective on overall program performance.
The integrated measures of service quality and organizational effectiveness as defined by clients
and consumers of health and human service organizations ismpoitant to the advancement
of our knowledge about this population, and about the serthaéthese organizations provide

especially as it relates to satisfying the consumers of the services.

As it stands, much is still unknown about these health and human service organizations.
According to Lebow (1983) the majority of client/consumer satisfaction studies have been

conducted in community mental health center settings (e.g. Larsen et. aj.B$ain9, 1993;

"e.g. how much money is saved from month to month on service delivery, how costs can be reffuttericase
of food banks: shortened hours, reduction of staffewd volunteers in service delivery.
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Tanner, 1981). The focus of this study will be to assess the qualdgadfissistancservices

offered by nonprofit organizations and governmental agencies based on levels of client

satishction. There is an inadequateount of researan this area for a number of reasons.

Firstly, many health and human service organizations lack the financial and human resources
necessary to conduct surveys of client satisfaction. Latseln(1979) notes that such data may

be more expensive than whatman service organizations, with limited funds, can afford. They

may also | ack employees capable of conducting
Secondlythe cost associated with conducting the studies may not be warranted if they will not

be ued in future decisioimaking and improving the organization (Larsen et al., 1979). Since

nonprofit organizations are often constrained by legislative mandates, this may limit much of

their control and power to incorporateededmprovements into daily opations.

Other problems associated with using client satisfaction surveys is the high levels of
reported satisfaction. Researchers note that
exit interviews (Larseet al.,1979). Larseret al.(1979)notes that this leads to deceptive
findings, though some service providers may take the results at face value and declare their
organizations as effective. To moderate #ifect,| use anonymous surveys, with a few
gualitative, operended questions thask for specific experiencelsalso sample the opinions of

existing clients instead of former clients during or after an exit interview.

Second, some evaluators and service providers use client satisfaction measures without a
useful comparison base. lhbdher wor ds, they assess |l evels of
in isolation fr etal1979)hTe mitigdtathishcompéarém@anigatiams that

offer similar services across different organizational types (i.e. nonprofit organgsaersus
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governmental agencies). Comparisons can then be made not only of client satisfaction of services

provided, but also of the impact of organizational type on levels of client satisfaction.

Theories and Viewpoints

Theories help to explain the@marence otertainphenomena. Theories of the nonprofit
sector help to explain the behavior ohpoofit organizationgsuch as Wy the sector exists,
what need it meets), or in relation to other factors (such as comparing similarities and
differencesbeween nonprofits and other sectors, or
response to nonprofit organizations). In understanding the behavior of nonprofit organizations in
relation to governmental agencies (i.e. the simisiind differences in haweyrespond to
hunger and food insecurity, and develop and administer food assistance programs), two theories
are usefuln this regardOrganization theory is useful as an explanation of why organizations
exist, and how they should be examined. Econah@ories illustrate how organizations
(government and nonprofit) respond to conditions caused by the market, and to the people these
conditions affect.

Organization Theory

Organization theory takes a sociological perspective in that it focuses omémezation
as a whole, such as the organizational environment, its goals and effectiveness, its structure and
design (Ott, 2001; Rainey, 2003). Specifically, organizational theories seek to understand why
organizations make the strategic decisions tleeywhat causes them to act in certain ways; and

why they are organized, structured, designed, and managed as they are.

Classical organization theory concerned itself with the operation of large bureaucratic

business and government organizations. Foungitigefs included Frederick Taylor, Max
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Weber, and Luther Gulick. Organization thearythe days of Taylor, Weber, and Gulick,

focused on the accomplishment of productielated and economic goals, the best way of
accomplishing a task, specialization, asion of labor (Fry & Raadschaers, 2003

Organization theory today includes the study of nonprofit organizations, as well as that of
business and government organizations. Additionally, it is more dynamic and assesses the affects
of organizational ghamics (such as how organizations are governed, how they adapt to changes
in the world around them, how they make decisions, and how their structure affects their
operation) Furthermore, manization theory provides a lens through which to assess each
organizational type. For example, does the structure of governmental agencies make them more
complex? Is there bureaucratic red tape that complicates delivery of food assistance services,
thereby affecting levels of client satisfaction? Do nonprofits hauetstes that make receiving
services easier, and thus more advantageous to clients? Organization thddtyelp in the

exploration of these questions and in providnogsibleanswers.

Economic Theories

Oncethe organization is understood in term$ioW its structure impacts its environment
and operation, the next goal is to understand the purpose of the organization. Some theories state
that organizations, specifically nonprofits, exist to correct social wrongs and restore
independence to communitigsg. social and community theories) (Ott, 2001). These theorists
assert that communities should be ggiferning and free from the rule of government.

Government, they contend, restrains the ability of communities to care for its own members.

Economictheoriesexplore the relationship between nonprofit organizations and
governmental agencies in relation to the cont

regulatingo many services, such as food assi s
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collaborative relationship between nonprofits and government, utilizing rational choice theories,
principal agency theories, and transaction cost theories (Ott, 2001). What these theories have in
common is that they seek to explicate different service delredayionships, such as why some
governmental agencies prefer to contract out for services instead of delivering them directly? Or
why government contracts out some services t@fofits and still others to nonprofits? @r

other situations whicho clear preference exist for either sector to deliver a particular service.

Failure theories also explore the relationship between nonprofit organizations and
government al agenci es. Failure theories dnexpl
thelmi l ure of another phenomenono (Ott, 2001, p.
government and these theories base the existence of the nonprofit on these failures of
government. Of particular relevance to the exploration of the relationshipdetvonprofit and
government agencies, and to the understanding of economic theory on this research project are:

Market Failure theory, Government Failure theory, and Contract Failure theory.
Market Failure Theory

Market failure occurs when goods andveees that are collectively consumed encourage
a Nfrdero problem, whereby individual members
way, while partaking in goods and services for which they did not cont(Btte2001) In the
event that alpeople take the same position (i.e. becomeridgs) this will result in inadequate
public goods (e.g. security). Government charges taxes to ensure that all citizens contribute in
some way to receive the public goods and servideg not everyone paytaxes nor are public
goods accessible to sort@tt, 2001) Nonprofits, specifically, serve a purpose in this regard by
allowing a subgroup of people to pool their resources to produce goods they want. Such goods

might include a soup kitchen to feed timmeless (who do not have access to food stamp
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applications, or may not have young children and therefore cannot receive WIC); or it could
include a mobile food pantry for clients who need food assistance but do not have access to
transportation. Transaotn costs, information asymmetry costs, externalities, and public goods
are four types of failures that help to further illustrate the existence, role, and function of

nonprofit organizations.

Transaction costs refer to the costs associated with martedeges. Nonprofits help to
offset some transaction costs by freely providing some services that would otherwise come at a
cost and/or helping communities to pool their resources to acquire the common good or service
they desire (Ott, 2001). In relationftwod assistance services, examples include those listed
above as well as food banks which acquire food and other grocery products from many donors
and distribute it, free of charge, to people in need. Information asymmetry occurs when the
producer or sedlr of a good has more knowledge about the good than the consum@dtipes
2001) The costs associated with this failure occur when consumers pay money for that
knowledge, or pay someone to gauge the quality of that good. Nonprofits help to reduce the cos

of this information, and also create trust, because they lack a gexking motivgOtt, 2001)

Externalities are a source of failure beca
market by not reflecting certain indirect costs of a tramsachNonprofits correct this failure by
encouraging positive externalities (e.g. the neighborhood benefits associated with a neighbor
painting their home) and discouraging negative externalities (e.g. pollution from a production
plant) (Ott, 2001) Lastly,public goods refer to those goods and services made available for
human consumption. Nonprofits correct this failure by supplementing undersupplied public
goods (as in the case of food assistance services) and discouraging abuse of public goods (Ott,

2009

37



Government Failure Theory

Government failure focuses on the limitations of government and how nonprofit
organizations serve the needs left unmet by the government (Young, 1998). Government failure
occurs when the government fails to provide a seiivieigher because it is too costly, or because
it only satisfies a small, nerepresentative sample of the general population. The government
provides food assistance in the form of food stamps and WIC. This is a cost that it must bear
because many loomcomeAmericans need food to survive. Similarly, it provides WIC because
children and single mothers are often most affected by hunger and food ins@éonity
Andrews, and Carlson, 2008id this affects all of Americans. For example, unsupported single
mothers raise hungry, developmentally, mentally, and physically delayed children who become
bigger costs to society. As such, meeting their hunger and food insecurity needs is paramount to
the sustainability of this country. Using a previous example, a spadlerepresentative sample
of the population might include hungry and food insecure individuals without transportation or
who live in rural areas that make getting to governmental food assistance programs difficult. It
would be too costly for governmemt dlevelop offices in those select areas, or to purchase
vehicles that take those services to the individuals in need. Instead, nonprofit organizations
suppl ement governmentos inability or unwillin
servicesh ems el ves. I ndeed, some nonprofit organi z:

takes food baskets to individuals who cannot access the services otherwise.

Douglas (1983 and 1987, as cited in Young, 1998) highlighted five sources of
governmental constnaii that created unsatisfied demands for public services to which nonprofits
responded: Categorical constraint occurs when public needs go unmet because they differ from

the needs of the majority. The example above illustrates categorical constraint.ftoapgo
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not required to provide services for everyone, or even for the majority. As such, they are prime
candidates for meeting such needs and/or providing such services. Nonprofit organizations
correct failures created by categorical constraint by progiddditional services to smaller (i.e.
norrmajority) members of society, and also by introducing new and experimental programs to

the public.

Majoritarian constraint is a second type of government failure. It refers to the failure of
government to meehe diverse needs of the American public, especially those needs held by
fewer members of socieffpouglas, 1983 and 1987, as cited in Young, J9N8nprofits correct
this form of government failure by ninofdty i ng t h
population. A third form of constraint, time horizon constraint, refers to the failure of
government to address lotgrm societal issuesike hunger and food insecuritypecause of
short tenures of officeholde(Pouglas, 1983 and 1987, as dite Young, 1998 This form of
government failure is supplemented by nonprofit organizations in that they are able to stay with a
societal issue longer, whereas government support for, and interest in, an issue often fluctuates
with political appointmentsWhat is not presently on the agenda does not get attention and

resources. Nonprofit organizations, in this regard, have moretésngsustainability.

The knowledge constraint refers to the failure of government to emplty-dgte
researchtosocialopl i cy i ssues because of bureaucratso |
flexibility (Douglas, 1983 and 1987, as cited in Young, J9N8nprofit organizations do not
face such restrictions and are able to correct this failure through use of advocacy groups and
nonprofit research centers. Size constraint is the final form of government failure. It mirrors the

perception of many American people, that government is too big and cumbersome, and thus
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difficult to get involved in. Nonprofits act as mediators and diassbetween government and the

American people (Douglas, 1983 and 1987, as cited in Young, 1998).

Contract Failure Theory

Contract failure occurs when consumers are unable or unwilling to purchase goods and
services because they are incapable of comipefadging the quality or quantity of the goods
or services they are receiving. Contract failure is a form of information asymmetry. Information
asymmetry is associated with three factors: the complexity of goods or services, the
incompetence of consumeso utilize the goods or services, and the goods or services that are
consumed by people other than those who purchased them. Nonprofits, again, correct this failure

by eliminating the foiprofit motive and thus creating trust (Young, 1998).

The nextchapter will examine the programs and services of the nonprofit organizations

and governmental agencies under review in this study.
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Chapter IV

The Organizations and Their Programmatic Responsibilities

GovernmentalAgenciesand Programmatic Responsibilities

The governmental agencies in this project include the Montgomery County
Department of Human Resources (MCDHR) in Montgomery, Alabama and the Dekalb County
Board of Health (DCBH) in Atlanta Georgia. Both orgatians are agencies within the
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). DH&IS officially began in 195&s the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfdd&lEW), but activities of th®HEW began as
early as 1798 with the passage of an act fik anhd disabled seamenhat would eventually
become the U.S. Public Health Service (Radin, 2010; DBt®&yet in Brief 2011) . The DHHS
was drastically smaller than it is today, a reflection of the minimal role that government played at
that time in socilgpolicy and in the lives of the American people.

By 1973, following a growth in the role of government, BHéEW had grown to
13 agencies and 10 offices responsible for administering over 200 programs (RadinA2010).
the same timeseveraldifferent programs were also seperated into their own departments. The
Department of Education Organization Act provided for the seperation of education into its own
department, and health programs were seperated into a department that also contained the
National Institutes of Health, the Food and Drug Admigigin, and the Centers for Disease
Control the Health Resources Admingtton, the Health Services Administration, and the

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration. In 1980 the
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DHEW became the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) ([BdH&et in Brief
2011). Over the next 20 years, despite the removal@major programs (Education and
Health) theDHHS grew to over 300 programs with an operating budget of 880 billioargoll
Today, just a deate laterbudget is nearly 911 billion dollars and it emplayproximately
73,000 fulttime people (DHH®Budget in Brief 2011). (See Figure 3.1)

Figure 3.1

Fi scal Year 2011 Presidentds Budget

2009 2010 2011 2011
+/- 2010
Total Budget 834, 506 845,432 901,927 + 56,495
Authority
Total Outlays 794,234 859,763 910,679 + 50,916
Full-Time 67,875 70,028 72,923 + 2,895
Equivalents

(dollars in millions)

From 2011Budget in Briefretrieved from dhhs.gov/asfr/ob/docbudgétlbudgetinbrief.pdf.

TheDHHS addresses issues related to health (e.g. for mothers and babies), healthcare
(i.e. Medicaid and Medicare), health information technology, social science research, disease
prevention, food safety, drug safety, financiaistsnce, education (e.g. Head Start), individual
safety (i.e. prevention of child abuse and domestic violence), substance abuse, and emergency
relief. Many of these services are provided specifically to and for disadvantaged or vulnerable
members of soctg (i.e. low income, elderly, physically and mentally disabled, children, etc.)
(DHHS Budget in Brief 2011).

DHHS is divided intdenoperating divisions, composed of eight agencies from the U.S.
Public Health Serviceand the remaining three from humservice agencies. The U.S. Public

Health Service agencies include: National Institutes of Health (NIH), Food and Drug
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Administration (FDA), Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) in combination with
the Agency for Toxic Substances and Diseasgiftry (ATSDR), Indian Health Services (IHS),
Health Resources and Services Admmnaison (HRSA), Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA), and the Agency for Healthcare Research & Quality
(AHRQ). The human services agenciedude: the Health CarFinancing Adminisgtion

(HCFA) (also known as the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services), the Adcatianidor
Children and Families (ACF), and the Admingtonon Aging (AoA) (DHHSBudget in Brief

2011). (See Figure 3.2).
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Figure 3.2

The Structure of the Department of Health and Human Services

The structure of the Department of Health and Human Services, 2009
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FromDHHS 2011 Organization Chart.

The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) and the Administration for
Children and Families (ACF) comprise the focushis study. CMS is the highest funded
operating division, receiving over 781 billion dollars in funding in 2011. ACF is the second

highest funded operating divison receiving over 58 billion dollars of funding in ZZHH$
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Budget in Brief 201). TheCMS ncl udes programs such as Medi cz¢
Health Insurance Programs (CHIP), and the ACF includes the TANF program.

Considering that CMS funds such costly programs as Medicare and Medicaid, it is not
surprising that they receive suchaage allottmentthe vast majority of the total budget. The
ACF receives the second | argest al |lkidledt ment . T
committed, and highly motivated workforce; an affordable health care systemydtighhealth
care;cof i dent, i nformed consume www.cmagowonsowid, | abor a
2009). CMS administers Medicare which covers the greatest portion of the budget at over 475
billion dollars. Medicaid is funded at over 2 billion dollars, and CHIP at over 10 billion
dollars. Although Medicaid covers a wide range of medical services feinlmame individuals,
such as Immunizations, and Pregnancy and sexually transmitted diseases (STD) testing and
preventive services, th&IC program, which is a part of the Medicaid program, will be the only
program from CMS analyzed and compared in this research project.

The purpose of ACF is to pr ebeingbfdamiliesr t he 0
children, individuals, and commui t iweveatf.qdy 2009). ACF administers over 60
programs, such as Head Start, Child Care, Refugee Programs, Energy assistance programs (such
as LIHEAP), and TANF (which includes Supplemental Nutrition Programs, suéboals
Stamps and WIC). The discretionary programs, such as Head Start, Child Care, Refugee
programs, and a new child care initiative total over 17 billion dollars of the DHHS budget. The
mandatory programs compri se AG@loes4lpbliorat est so
dollars. They includeTANF at a cost of 17.4 billion dollars, 7.5 billion dollars for Foster care
and related programs, 4.3 billion dollars for Child Support Enforcement and Family Support, and

3.7 hillion dollars for Child Care Entithee n t to States. ACF6S 2011 bu
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dollars marks an increase of 9.3 billion dollars from 2010 (DiBd&get in Brief 2011]). (See

Figures3.3. and 3.4).

Figure 3.3

Fiscal Year 2011 Total ACF Budget

2009 2010 2011 2011
+/- 2010

Discretionary/1 22,505 17,342 17,486 +144
Program Level
Budget Authority | 22,457 17,336 17,480 +144
Entitlement/2 38,652 34,284 41,329 +7,045
Budget Authority
Total ACF Budget| 61,109 51,620 58,809 +7,189
Authority
Total ACF Budget| 50,144 49,490 58,809 +9,319

Authority
(Excluding
Recovery Act)

(dollars in millions)
1/ Includes Recovery Act funding of $5.1 billion in FY 2009.
2/ Includes Recovery Act funding of $5.8 billion in FY 2009 and $2.1 billion in FY 2010

From 2011Budget in Briefretrievedfrom dhhs.gov/asfr/ob/docbudget/2011budgetinbrief.pdf.
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Figure 3.4

Fiscal Year 2011 ACF Budget Allocations

ACF Budget FY 201

Other ACF Program
Social Services BlC\Ck

ACF Budget FY 2011,

Temporary
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Families (TANF)
30%, 30%

Grant

LIHEA

Child Care and
Development Fun

TANF Contingeney
3%

TANF Emergency

Fund 4%

Child Suppor.
Enforcement and
Family Support

Foster Care and
Permanency

(TANF = 37% of total ACF Budget)

Reproduced from DHH8udget in Brief2011

Relevant to this project are the Child Care and TANF services. TANF services under

review include those associated with food assistance, such as Food Stamps/Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program and the the Special Supplemental Nutrition Programnf@n\Vo
Infants and Children (WIC). The agencies which deliver these services are the Department of
Human Resources and the Board of Health. The specific agencies analyzed in this dissertation
research are the Montgomery County Department of Human Resgufdeabama, which

delivers Food Stamps, and the Dekalb County Board of Health in Georgia, which delivers WIC.
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Montgomery County Department of Human Resources

The MCDHR is a part of the Alabama Department of Human Resources. ADHR was
createdin1935a part of the Soci al Security Act of
floor of protection againstthe hardshé o f pover t ydl) andwassreatedto 2 00 8 ,
help Americans affected by the Great Depression. Originally, the agency wasthamed
Department of Public Welfare (DHR, 2011). Twenty years after its inception, in 1955, it was
renamed the Department of Pensions and Security. Tdneyyears later it was renamed the
Department of Human Resources, the name it currently holds. Th&Aiakl one goal: to help
those in need. Aiding in that effort are 4,200 employees, comprised mainly of social workers,
within 67 county departmen(®HR, 2011

MCDHR is one of those 67 county departments. It offers a wide array of services, such
as: Adut Protective Services (to protect elderly and disabled adults from abuse and neglect),
Child Protective Services (to protect children from abuse and neglect), Child Support
Enforcement (to help families establish paternity and financial support for #ghefaznildren),

Child Care Services (to provide child care to working mothers and licensure to childcare
facilities), Adoption ( to provide caregivers for children who have been neglected or abused by
their parents), Foster Care (to provide temporary afeleusing to children awaiting a
permanent home placement), Family Assistance ( to provide financial, employment, and
childcare assistance, includes TANF), and Food Assistance (to provide food @tnohriotlow-
income familie}(DHR, 201). T h e M EdilyRAssistance and Food Assistance
programs are the primary focus of this work. Other programs were considered, but these

programs were the most popular (i.e. most often used) as reported by clients of MCDHR. The
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Family Assistance program includes TRMNd the Food Assistance program includes
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)/Food Stamps.
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

TANF is ablock grant program that is funded by the federal government to provide
assistancand work opportunities to needy (i.e. lamcome) families. TANF has been in
operation since 199Wwhen it replaced th&FDC, and Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
Training (JOBS), emergency assistance welfare programs under the welfare reform legislation
1996. The welfare reform legislation of 1996, known as the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) restr
safety net, by ending federal entitlement to cash assistanceeatithgTANF to help in the
provision of services through federal funding and greater responsibility to States, territories, and
tribes (ACF, 2009; Himmelgreen and Rom&aza, 2010; Borders and Lindt, 2009). TANF
imposed greater restrictions on recipiemtsjuding a fiveyear lifetime limit for recipients,
employment requirements, and stricter eligibility requirements.

The purpose of TANF is to foster independence of recipients by moving them off welfare
(in the shorrun) and out of poverty (in the Igrrun). Specifically, TANF seks toassist needy
families so that children can be cared for in their own homes; preveat-augidliock
pregnancies; promote job preparatiangdwork and marriage among needy familigsis
encouraging the formation and mi@nance of twgparent families. The overall mission of
TANF is to aid lowincome families in becoming sedifficient (Himmelgreen and Romero
Daza, 2010; Daponte & Bade, 2006; Border and Lindt, 2009). The federal funds allocated to
TANF are to cover beni$, administrative costs, and the services made available to the needy

families. TANF was reauthorized through fiscal year 2012 under the Deficit Reduction Act of
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2005 In 2011 TANF received 17.1billion dolla(@HHS Budget in Brief 2011). Some of the
programs under TANF include: Food Stamps/Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs and
WIC.
Food Stamps/Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs

The first Food Stamp program began on May 16, 1939 and it provided its beneficiaries
with orange and blueatnps (USDA, 2009). Specifically, for every $1 worth of orange stamps
purchased, 50 cents worth of blue stamps were received. Orange stamps were used to buy any
food, whereas blue stamps were used only to buy food that was considered to be surplus. In
1943the program ended as food surpluses decreased, unemployment improved, and the need for
the program no longer existed. Eighteen years passed before another program was implemented.
When the program was implemented, it was only as a pilot food stamp pr@gratasted three
years before being made permanent in the Food Stamp Act of US®HA, 2009) Since then,
the Food Stamp program has endured expansion, legislative changes, and cutbacks. By August
2008, the Food stamp program reached a record highroflé® beneficiaries per month. The
2008 Farm Bill increased the commitment to Federal food assistance programs by more than 10
billion over the next 10 years. Additionally, it renamed the Food Stamp program the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance ProgranSNAP, as of October 1, 2008SDA, 2009)

The name change from Food Stamps to SNAP was to fight the stigma attached to the
former name, and also to reflect the new focus on nuttifid8DA, 2009) Individual states
were also encouraged to adopt thev mame, or an alternate name, and many have already done
so. The purpose of SNAP is to make healthy foods available tomlmwne families and to

provide education on nutrition to hetpents learn to make healthy eating and active lifestyle

% In this research project SNAP will be referred to as Food Stamps to distinguish it from WIC, which is another
supplemental nutrition assistanriyg@e program
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choice(USDA, 2009; DePolt, Moffitt and Ribar, 2009; Huffman and Jensen, 2005; Matrtin,

Cook, Rogers and Joseph, 2003; Berner, Paynter, Anderson FPZ2i0%Romero, and Chavkin,

2002). In 1969, there was an average of 2.9 million total participants at anealveragjit cost

of $6.63 per person, and 250.5 million dollars in total costs (228.80 million dollars in benefits
alone). By 2010 those numbers had increased to over 40 million participants at an average
benefit cost of $133.79 per person. Of the over 4bomiparticipants, they include 864,727 in
Alabama (an increase of 9.3 percent from 2010), and over 1.7 million participants in Georgia (an
increase of 12.4 percent from 2010) (USDA, 2011).

Dekalb County Board of Health

The Dekalb County Board of HealfBCBH) is a division of the Georgia Department of
Community Health which was created by the General Assembly in 1999, and appointed the

single state agency for Medicgidww.dekalbhealth.net/hs2011). The Delalb County Board

of Health consists of 5 health centers, covering Atlanta, Lithonia, Stone Mountain, Dunwoody,
Decatur, and other cities within Dekalb County.

The DCBH offers 2 different categories of services: Maternal and child health, and Adult
health Maternal and child health services include: perinatal care/obstetrics, dental health
services, immunizations, vision and hearing screenings, well childecheck , chi | dr end s
services, services for children with special needs, physicals for sattiétes, medicaid
enrollment, and WIC, as well as other programs for babies, children, teens, and community
schools. Adult health services include: breast exams, dental health services, family planning
services (i.e. birth control), hypertension, refigpealth programs, immunizations, HIV/AIDS

services, and STD servicesww.dekalbhealth.net/hs?2011). The service under review in this
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research project is WIC. Other programs were considered, but WIC wassh@opular (i.e.
most often used) as reported by clients of the DCBH local health center sampled in the analysis.
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC)

Women, Infants and Children (WIC) is another type of Supphiah@&lutrition
Assistance program. Specifically, the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC) is the third largest food program in the United States (USDA, 2011).
It began in 1972 as a pilot program to improve nutrélatatus and health outcomes of
vulnerable populations, and became permanent two years later in 1974 (Khanani, Elam, Hearn,
Jones, Maseru, 2010). Although Food Stamps are the largest food program, nearly twice as many
children under the age of 4 eedWIC than Food &amps (Zedlewski and Rader, 2005). The
WIC program promotes the development of children from birth to five years old by providing
supplemental food packages, nutritional education, and healthcare, as well as social service
referrals to lowincome mothers and caregivers. In addition to providing food and nutritional
services to lowncome pregnant, breastfeeding, and-bogastfeeding postpartum women, and
to infants and children, services are also provided to children found to be at raltriskn
(Foster, Jiang, GibseDavis, 2010).

To qualify for WIC, potential poarticipants must meet three requirements. The first
requirement is they must be a member of an eligible group (pregant woman, postpartum woman,
or children up to 5 years old). &ndly, they must be income eligible (with an income at or
below 185 percent of the poverty line or also participate in TANF, Medicaid, or Food Stamps).
Thirdly, they must be deemed to be at fAnutrit
anemia, ornadequate dietpster, Jiang, GibseDavis, 2010). In 1974, there were 88,000 total

participants at an average monthly food cost of $15.68 per person. By 2010 those numbers had
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increased to over 9 million participants and an average monthly food cakl.db$er person.

Of the 9 million participants, they include over 2 million women, over 2 million infants, and

nearly5 million children (USDA, 2011 Alabama had 143,833 WIC participants as of January

2011, and Georgia had 295,856 WIC participants. Atebad s WI C parti ci pati on
percent since 2010 (from 142,121 participants

decreased 5.1 percent since 2010 (from 311,77 Sjpentits to 295,856) (USDA, 20111

Nonprofit Organizations androgrammatic Responsibilities

Feeding Americh s t he nationés | argest domestic hu
200 food banks and 61,000 agencies across the United Seeln@America2010). It is the
largest nongovernmental feeding program in the United States. Feeding America was started in
1967 by John Van Hengel who started a food bank.iM@tr y 6s Church i n Phoen
His food bank grew from his solicitation of food fragricultural and food companies, in
conjunction with tax laws that provided deductions, credits and/or legal immunity to individuals,
localities and states involved with food donations. In 1979 the original, modest network Van
Hengel began thirteen yeamrker evolved into Second Harvest, and was incorporated as a 501
(c)(3) nonprofit organizati on. Decades | ater,
(A2H), and eventually to Feeding America, its current name (Daponte and Bade, 2006).

Feeding Anerica has several functions. In addition to providing 2.6 billion pounds of
food and grocery products, and feeding over 37 million people every year, Feeding America also
certifies the 501 (c)(3) status of other food banks as well as their compliandesuiit, safety

and sanitation standards; ensures coverage of geographic areas, as well as a sufficient number of
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staff; and provides financial stability. It also provides community support and disaster relief to
member food banks (FA, 2010; Daponte andeB&906).

Feeding America works by receiving food and grocery products from donors. Donors
include: growers, processors, restaurants, manufacturers, distributors, retailers, convenience
stores, wholesalers, food industry associations, food service agefabd drives, and the
USDA. Donors donate to Feeding America, which then distributes and tracks the donated food to
agencies. Agencies include: Youth programs, community kitchens, soup kitchens, senior centers,
day care centers, rehabilitation centerg me |l ess shel ters, kidsd caf e:
course food pantries/food banks such as the East Alabama Food Bank (EAFB) in Lee County,
Alabama and Atlanta Community Food Bank (ACFB) in Dekalb County, Georgia. These
agencies, such as the EBlend ACFB, then provide food assistance in the form of food baskets
to families and individuals, such as victims of disaster, children, the working poor - sarglet
families, newly unemployed, mentally ill, homeless, disabled, and elderly peopleQE®), 2

East Alabama Food Bank

The East Alabama Food BafikAFB) is located in Auburn/Opelika, Alabama. It is a
Feeding America member organization, and has been in operation since 1993. EAFB serves over
185 agencies within six counties in south centrabaina, including: Lee, Macon, Tallapoosa,
Chambers, Barbour, and Russell.

The EAFB works by offering food at a low fee to organizations that help the ill, needy,
infants, and the elderly (EAFB Agency Handbook, 2010). The EAFB has grown rapidly in
resporse to the tremendous need of Alabama residents. In 1993, when it began, the EAFB
distributed 125,253 pounds of food. In 2010 that number had increased to over 3.8 million

pounds of food. Also, in 1994, EAFB had 45 member agencies. As of 2009 that nuthber ha
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nearly quadrupled to 179 member agencies. Similarly, the EAFB had an annual budget of $77,
650, whereas in 2010 that number had increased to $901, 200. In addition to feeding the hungry,
the EAFB developed some special programs in response to spegificucoty needs. Those

include: the Brown Bag Program, which supplies supplementary groceries each month to seniors
who live below the poverty level; Baby Manna, which provides formula, baby food and diapers
along with nutritional and WIC information to bditéabies born into poverty; the Freezer

Project, which supplies freezers to EAFB for the freezing of meats, meals, frozen fruits and
vegetables, dairy products and bakery goods for clients; and a Mobile Food Pantry for serving
clients without vehicle aess or who live in rural areas. With afiérson fulitime staff, and

over 9,000 volunteer hours, the EAFB provides over 300,000 pounds of food and feeds over
13,000 Alabamians each month (EAFB Agency Handbook, 2010).

Atlanta Community Food Bank

The Atlanta Community Food BantfACFB) is located in Atlanta, Georgia. It is also a
Feeding America member organization, and has been in operation since 1979. ACFB serves over
700 agencies within 38 counties in Metro Atlanta and North Georgia, including: DadesrWal
Catoosa, Whitfield, Murray, Fannin, Gilmer, Union, White, Lumpkin, Dawson, Hall, Forsyth,
Cherokee, Pickens, Bartow, Gordon, Floyd, Chattooga, Polk, Haralson, Paulding, Cobb, Fulton,
DeKalb, Gwinnett, Walton, Morgan, Newton, Rockdale, Henry, Claytagette, Carroll,
Heard, Coweta, Spalding, and Butts counties.

The ACFB works much in the same way as the EAFB. It receives food and grocery items
from donors and distributes it to partner agencies. At its inception, in 1979, the ACFB distributed
just over 15,000 pounds of food. In 2009, that number had dramatically increased to nearly 22

million pounds of food per year. Similarly, the 25 partner agencies in 1979 totaled 700 by 2009.
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The 2009 budget of the ACFB was $46, 657,315, majority of which cammediooated products

and food (over 31 million dollars). In addition to feeding the hungry, the ACFB offers a number

of supplementary and auxiliary services, including: The Atlanta Prosperity Campaign, which
connects lowto moderateéncome working familieso existing economic benefits available to

them; Atlantads table, which collects and dis
restaurants to some partner agencies; Community Gardens, which brings people together to grow
their own food; Hunger 101, mch educates the public about hunger and poverty using

workshops, online curricula, and other educational tools; and Kids in Need, which proviees free
of-charge school supplies to educators to aid in the academic achievement of their students. The
ACFB provides nearly 22 million pounds of food and feeds many Georgians each (AGHB

Agency Handbook, 2010)

The Case for Nonprofit Organizations in Service Delivery

The nonprofit sector has many structural and procedural advantages that make it a prime
candidate for the effective delivery of food assistance services. Nonprofit organizations lack the
organizational complexity of governmental agencies; they are smaller, and thus perceived to be
more efficient; their emplatyiee sr ehda vtead eed st d uac
and are perceived as more altruistic; they have the trust of the American public, and they are
flexible and responsive to social iss((é#eisbrod 1997; Brudney, 199&arver et al., 2003
And these are just a few of théenefits. Based on these advantages, it is expected that clients of
nonprofit organizations will be more satisfied with food assistance services than clients of

governmental agencies.
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An answer to the question of wh organizational typbetter satisfie the clients of food
assistance services is long overdue. While Food Stamps and WIC remaingtemceitof the
gover nment 0s rbgoamsnd aostsue sotfeadnttooesangds of famiaesoss the
nation, marclients who need tlseservice arenot receivinghem Whetheras a result of fear,
or stigma, or complicated application and eligibility requirements, the clients of governmental
food assistance programs are not getting the assistance they need. Similar findings exist for
nonprofit food asistance services, such as food banks. Nonprofit organizations are admirable in
their efforts to step up to supplement the food assistance services of the governniave but
they beereffective? Are clients satisfied?

Existing research has not answetbé question of wheth@nd to what externtonprofit
and/or governmental food assistance sesvgaisfytheir clients? What hadeen asked and
answered in the research is whether the food assistance programs do what they intended to do,
and that is feed the hungry, eliminate food insecurity, and eradicate poverty? The answer is a
resounding no. Neither nonprofit food assistance services nor governmental food assistance
services actually do what they were intended to do. WIC merely agdréee problem of
inadequate nutritiorfoodbanks attempt to keep up with the struggle of feeding the needy, and
food stamps, in some cases, exacerbate it. This presents a dilemma. The dilemma is that we have
two different organizational types in whickither has proven their ability to adequately provide
food assistance services. Is@mwv can we address this dilemma?

My theoryis that the answer to this dilemma lies within the clients of these services. The
clients receive the services, year in and yedyand are thus better equipped to ascertain the
quality (and/or effectiveness)f the service. The quality of the service affects how clients feel

aboutandrespondio The <c¢cl i entds opinion, as such, abo
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s e c t ovicdpsovide®insight into whether organizational dynamics might have an effect on
the delivery of the actual service. In other words, are clients less satisfied with food baskets and
is that why they are perceived to be ineffective at eliminating hui@er&re clients less

satisfied with food stampsbecause service is slow, red tape makes receservices difficult

and are thus more likely to determine that food stamps are unsatistactorg c |l i ent 0 s
perceptionoBnor gani z at iisthe key to snderstandingehew the organization itself
might play a role in the continuation of this problem. For example, are the organizations
themselves the problem? Is the structure of one type of organization more suited to the delivery
of food assistancgervices? Only the clients who use the service can tell.

The clientbs perception of the organizatio
not, also provides future direction. If clients are more satisfied with nonprofit food assistance,
future lesearch can explore why that is? Do the singular missions and focus of nonprofit
organizations make them more effective at delivering food assistance services? Is it that their
board of directors live within the communities they serve, and are thusdigtdo respond to
community needs? Or will clients be less satisfied with nonprofit organizations because they lack
resources and must expend energy finding funding, thus wasting time actually delivering the
service? Once these questions have been ad&eidjons can be made. Based on the findings
of which sector better satisfies clieiitshould additional resources be allocated to nonprofit
organizations, if clients are more satisfied with their method of food assistance service delivery
and thus morékely to utilize it? Or if the clients of governmental agencies are more satisfied, is
that an indication that government should take more of a role in delivering food assistance
services? If neither method satisfies clients, reassessments need tebevakdting why

people are still hungry, especially if both methods of food assistance equally satisfy them. And
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if both methods satisfy clients, other criteria can be employed to decrease oversaturation of
services or costly duplication, since neitheathod is decreasing hunger. Perhaps the least
expensive of the service methods can be employed, with additional resources being fed back into
those programs with documented success. In any case, it all starts with the client.

What we know is that neithenethod is ideal, or actually decreases hunger. What we
have is a very expensive baamlT a waste of money and resources that could be going towards
programs or policies that actually decrease hunger and poverty, such as higher education
programs thatepiip people to have professional and/or higher paying jobs, or training and
entrepreneurial opportunities that provide individuals with alternative prospects that might help
them to increase their own assets and remove themselves from poverty. In otiseifviood
assistance handouts do not work at solving the problem they were created to solve, perhaps we
should support the ol doalihge oéséaerabhwhil tak
from the overwhelming, increasingly complex issuéwfiger and food insecurity, and get back
to the basics of the problem. By evaluating the opinions of the clients who use the service, we
can reevaluate this countrydéds response to hun
works. Then we can filg fix the problem

The next chapteexamineshedevelopment of the hypotheses for this study.

59



ChapterV

Hypothesis Development

Introduction

Researchers such Bsrner, Ozer and Payntgt008) suggest a lack of research in the
area of client satisfaction with food assistandae to difficulty of collecting valid and reliable
data on the topic of client needas the reason for the obscurity of the issue of hunger and the
subsequent e¢dusion in the field. They suggest surveying the recipients of dgsstance
programas a solution to the lack of detailed and consistent-datapposed to previous studies
which simply count the number of individuals served, and othejuss&acksclients(Martin et
al., 2003; Berner, Paynter, and Anderson, 2009nlike previous studies before which only
collected demographic information on clients, or only tracked clients, this study will survey the
actual clients from each of the sectors irpogse to the exact food assistance service received to
determine which if any clients from which if any sector(s) are more satisfied with food assistance
services. The purpose of this work is to analyze the satisfaction of clients of food assistance
programs across the public (i.e. government) and nonprofit sectors to ascertain their level of
satisfaction with the services offered by these organizations. In an effort to assess client
satisfaction among nonprofit and public sector organizations in retatimod assistance
programs, th following hypothesewill be tested in this research project:

H1: Clients who receive food assistance services from nonprofit organizations are more

likely to be satisfied than clients receiving similar services from gonent agencies.
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H2: Clients from governmental agencies will perceive more organizational rules and
guidelineq(red tape) akindrances to satisfactory services than cliéots nonprofit
organizations

H3: Employees frongovernmental ageres will perceive more bureaucratic red tape and
hindrances to satisfactory service delivery than empldyessnonprofit orgnizations

The hypotheses for this research project were derived from data that provides structural
distinctions between nongiit organizations and governmental agencies. Many of these
structural distinctions illustrate advantages to nonprofit agencies in their delivery of services, and

in their ability to respond to client needs.

Structural Distinctions between Nonprofit Onigations and Governmental Agencies

The Generic Tradition

Some have argued that there are few differences between the different organizational
types (i.e. government, nonprofit, private businesses). These organizations, they argue, face
similar challengs, such as managing, leading, and motivating employees, evaluating and
ensuring organizational effectiveness; and follow similar patterns, such as developing mission
statements and ethical codes on which to base organizational goals and values, and using
incentives to produce, develop and reward employee performance (Fry and Raadschelders, 2008;
Shafritz, Hyde, and Parkes, 2004).

The very history of Public Administration is founded on the Generic Tradition belief,
which asserts that all organizations @avmilar functions and responsibilities and are thus
essentially the same (Fry and Raadschelders, 2008). Theorists of the Generic Traditi@s

Taylor, Weber, Gulick, and Mooney all took the similar positions that commonalities among
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organizations sbuld be emphasized to develop knowledge that could be applied to all
organizations. They avoided the distincBonade about public versus private organizations or
nonprofit versus governmental agencies.
Theorists of thé&enericTraditionpromotedaff maicel i ke ef fi ci encyo i n
task and person had a specific purpose within the organizatubich itself had a function and
dutyi to perform in a consistent, rational, controlled, and detailed way for the purposes of
increasing individual and ganizational output (Rainey, 2003). This position represented a
closed system. Although theoristsch asSimonandMaslow eventually began to explore other
factors- such as employee motivation, worker morale and satisfaction, and other social,
psychologeal, and economic influencesrganizational type was not a consideration at that time
and thus no distinctions were made between organizational type and capacity tcsdelices.
As a matter of fact, the classical theorss$serted that suchstinctions made between
organi zations cred®dt sdicfhi ratse lilo@etrls& ympdvaenM gerad i o
Ami sl eading, confusing, and i mpeded sound the
But that eventually changed as many more researchers begaagred with the
theorists of the Generic Tradition and asserted that the differences between organizational type
were real and worthy of exploration. The organizational types that were explored, however, were
often public agencies (i.e. governmental) usrthat of private organizations. The distinctions
were of notfor profit versus fomprofit organizations, and included theorists such as Graham
(1980), Boyne (1999 and 2002), Murray (1975), Coglianese, (2003), and Hood (1991). They
explored the dynamicgiovernance structure, funding source, and structure of authority between
public agencies and fgurofit organizations and began to question what made those

organizations different from each other.
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Although much research exists that compare the difberebetween private and public
organizations, very little research exists that explores the differences between nonprofit and
traditional public agencies (i.e. governmentBhrticularly, as these differences relate to an
organi zationoOservieeb.i | ity to deliver

There are mangtructural and process (i@.ganizationgldistinctions between nonprofit
and public agencies. Funding, control, regulations and guidelines, efficiency, focus, and public
trust make up some of the organizational differencesd®en nonprofits and governmental
agenciesThese distinctions provide t hG@ients&amsn s f or
nonprofit organizations are more likely to be satisfied with services than governmental agencies,
and are less likely to pezive excessive organizational rules and guidel{rexs tapethan
clients from governmentalgencies. Also, that employeesm governmental agencies are more
likely to perceive bureaucratic red tape that hinders their ability to deliver services than
empoyees from nonprofit organization8orrowing from categorization in the Rainey (2003)
text, these distinctions can be categorized as follows: Environmental Factors (such as economic
markets, funding, regulations and guidelines); Organizd&iovironmen{lransactions (such as
externalities, monopolies, control, efficiency, public trust); and Organizational Roles, Structures,
and Processes (such as goals and performance criteria, focus, administrative authority).

Environmental Factors

According to Raing (2003) one of the common assertions and distinctive characteristics
of public organizations is theiEchalmsne tc enao k e
refer to the laws of supply and demand, and are set by consumer needs and price systems.
Markets are common in fgprofit organizations and control economic production (what the

consumer wants and is willing to pay for, they get) and allocation (best use of resources to
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maximize output, minimize input and increase profit). Barton, 1980; BretoWantdobe, 1982;
Dahl and Lindblom, 1953; Downs, 1967; Niskanen, 1971; and Tullock, 1965, as cited in Rainey,
(2003) examine how the absence of economic markets for outputs puddties(i.e.
governmentglorganizations more bureaucratic, inefficient, chearesistant, and susceptible to
political influence than private, fgurofit organizations. This occurs because as public agencies
lack economic incentive, they consequently have less incentive to reduce cost and perform
effectively. Marketd which refled the laws of supply and demanaperate synergistically
with consumers. As consumers want more of a product or service, more of it is produced. As
they want less of a product or service, less of it is produced. As a result, markets have incentive
to provde only how much of a service is desired and to reduce services that are not. They must
operate efficiently to meet the needs of the consumer and in order to survive. They must reduce
costs to make a profit, they must also allocate resources properbfitpynless they risk
increasing input and decreasing output. Pubdicving agencies do not have this incentive. There
are no price systems in place to control their production and allocation decisions. This distinction
is true of both nonprofit orgarations and governmental agencies.

Nonprofit organizations however, although puiderving, only exist to meet the needs
of a certain subsample of the public (e.g. single mothers, youth, elders, farme(Ratey,
2003; Ott, 2001 They often do natharge for these services, or only charge minimally, so
economic markets, price points, and profit generation do not apply here. Although some
nonprofit organizations have become commercialized in an effort to increase their revenue,
profit-generation i:ot their focuswhich elicits public and consumer/client trgRainey, 2003)
Moreover, here are disadvantages that occur when nonprofit organizations try to transition into

businesdike activities and blur the lines. The disadvantages of becomimgesstke for
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nonprofit organizations are apparent as such nonprofit organizations come under fire and receive
criticism for jeopardizing their public service missions (Weisbrod, 1997), and the public trust

they receive. Government agencies produce argkpeblic service that everyone pays for. To

offset these costs and alleviate the financial burden from taxpayers, there is an incentive for
government to become busindg®. Accordingly,somesuggest that government should

become more busineske (or at least adopt some business princip{Bsliney, 2003 In this

way, government can become more efficient and less wasteful of resources.

Unlike businesses, though, government has the weighty responsibility of providing many
necessary public servicasa number of people, and correcting some market failures, such as the
problem of freeriders and externalities, for example. As such, government cannot rely on
economic markets to influence the public. It uses, instead, political authority to exer@se soc
control (unlike forprofit organizations which use price systems, supply and demand), and must
provide services and products based on public (Raithey, 2003; Ott, 2001)ts focus is not
profit-generatiori it is on social/public sustainability. @ernment seeks to generate profit only
in relation to minimizing the public burden of sustaining the services it must provide to the
people Most monprofit organizations do not have this same responsibility of necessarily
providing services to the genemlblicas a wholeNonprofit organizations do not have to
provide food assistance to all Americans, reg
in some way for the serviean addition to providing safety, housing, education, and healthcare.
Nonprofit organizations can focus their efforts on providing food assistance to those individuals
in need, or to a subample of individuals with disproportionate need (such as elders and

children), without the responsibility of providing these serviogt¢ general publi@Ott, 2001)
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The responsibility of the government to provide public services to so many people may leave it
less amenable to meeting the needs of certain segments of society.

In summary, neither nonprofit nor governmental agenciegcs@omic markets to
control output. Government agencies use political authority to control output (in the form of
rules, regulations, and fiscal policies), and nonprofit organizations use whatever is at their
disposal, including internal processes (suglmésions statements, expressed need, as well as
the altruistic behaviors of volunteers) to control outputs. Neither nonprofit organizations nor
governmental agencies rely on economic markets to produce their output. Similarly, nonprofit
organizations angovernmental agencies differ in what their outputs are used for. Nonprofit
organizations exist to meet the needs efarrunderrepresented segments of society usually on a
particular issue, whereas government must meet the varied needs of all of te¢Raioey,

2003)

A similar difference related to fiabsence o
Areliance on governmental appBbpui andoRabfeno
noted that nonprofit organizations often relied omeynment agencies for the majority of their
funding. This funding often comes in the form of grants. Governmental agencies, on the other
hand, rely on taxes. The government s use of
restricts its ability tgrovide some services. For example, Carver, Reinert, Range, Campbell, and
Boyd (2003) found that the rules, procedures, and traditions of governmental agencies (like
receiving tax money) interfere with cultural demands. Government agencies (@nateast
shouldnotif avor 0 a ¢ r ngpuyblic mdneypsesach, gowernmenial agencies are
restricted in their work with certain populations, such as-adétbed organizations (because of

potentially conflicting religious and/or ideological beligkstween the church and that of the
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general public). This limits their potential impact on children (Carver et al., 2003) and some

segments of society that might almost solely zgilhe services of the church (day.food

assistance, counseling ametrtal health servicgsNonprofits do not have this restriction, and

often worki synergisticallyi with religious organizationg.he collaboration between nonprofit

organizations and religious organizations is especially crucial to the delivery of fostd@ssi

because many churches operate food drives and food pantries to feed the needy. As such,

religious organizations are key contributors in the fight against hunger. Religious organizations

also heavily rely on the food banks of nonprofit organizatiorieed their parishioners or others

in need. Similarly, for many people in need, the church is often the first place they look to

acquire food assistance because of its accessibility and visibility within their communities.
Unlike governmentonprofit organizations do not have free use of public money.

Nonprofit organizations must rely on government appropriations for financial resources (often in

the form of grants and contracts) but cannot charge the general public for the servicesdsprovid

to that sample ahe populationin addition to grants, nonprofit organizations also receive

private donations. Private donations provide an additional distinction in the way nonprofit

organizations and governmental programs and activities are fuaglae|l as certain advantages

to nonprofits. For example, nonprofit organizations receive greater donations of time and money,

as government organizations rarely receive private charity and don@iossAckerman,

1996) Although grants impose some lisyiprivate donations provide some organizational

benefits. In support of this assertion, Réskerman (1996) contends that the interaction

between institutional structure and other environmental features such as government policies,

private donations,ah over al | competitive environment gre

performance and survival. She argues that neither organizational form is superior (i.e.
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government versus nonprofit), but that either can isolate certain factors that can provide it
advantages. In the case of private donations,Rckerman (1996) contends that nonprofit
organizations have ideological advantages (i.e. more people assume the nonprofit sector to have
altruistic workers than private and other entities) which resuttseim receiving more donations
than other sectors. Similarly, nonprofit organizations operate under@istabution constraint
(i.e. profits and earnings are not distributed among members of the board) (Scott, 1998) and thus
lack ownership and a fgorofit motive which elicits greater public trust.

Yet another distinction is the elaborate and intensive formal legal constraints
nonprofit and governmental organizations face (Rainey, 2003). Those constraints are operational
and procedural. Merton @57), in his article on bureaucratic structure and personality discusses
these government al operati onal and po& ofedhur al
dysfunctions occur when inflexible training results in rigid operational proce(ivaieed
incapacity) or preferences and discriminations (occupational psychosis), such that what was
learned under one condition is automatically applied to another condition (professional
deformation), or bureaucrats ovawnform and fail to employ necessagntingencies when
situations change (Shafritz, Hyde, Parkes, 2004). Essentially, what Merton is highlighting in
these examples are the governmentos inflexibi
response in doing so, because of legal artdaege policies and processes. Nonprofit
organizations do not have such complex governance and legal structures, and can be dynamic
and flexible in their delivery of services and addressing of public needs.

A final distinction related to environmentaldtors includes extensive external political
influences. Both governmental agencies and nonprofit organizations have external pressures and

influences, but governmental agencies have them to a greater degree. Governmental agencies
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have to contend with forah (i.e. policymakers, lawmakers) amflormal groups (i.e. interest

groups, as well as the general publBuch oversight by many different groups with varied
interests iIis restrictive and confusinigessand ma
(Rainey, 2003) Nonprofit organizations hawwmepressures from external authorities that may
govern or fund them (such as accreditation boards or grantors) but do not have nearly as many
formal authority chains to adhere to or public pressuresrifoom to as governmental agencies
(Carver et al., 2003Jor nonprofit organizations, thehouldresult in greater responsiveness to

the clients who rely on their services and superior flexibility in their capacity to deliver services.
Given these advaagies,one could argughat clients of nonprofit organizations will be more
satisfied with services than clients of governmental agencies and employees from nonprofit
organizations will perceive more satisfaction from the clients they serve than emplbyees o
governmental agencies.

OrganizatiorEnvironment Transactions

Carver et al., (2003) also stress that nonprofits may provide advantages over
governmental agencies in the form of efficiency, and having the trust of the public. In terms of
efficiency, Carver et. al., (2003) noted that nonprofits are smaller, which might make them
Amore efficient than multilayered government a
structure and a culture thatresisslen i n g a n d182).dTaqy tlsatguedhat@lthgugh
durnoudcan happen in either entity, that it is especially prevalent within governmental agencies
because of ndbuax eakicmaltliyc, rCGadr vtearpeet . al . (2003
the trust of the public, whereas gowental agencies experience distrust from the public,

especially among minorities (Goodsell, 2004).
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Organizational Roles, Structures, and Processes

Carver, et al., (2003) also stress that nonprofits may provide advantages over
governmental agencies the form of their ability to employ a singheinded focus. Nonprofits
have the ability to be focoasaeddiasfismuski may I
susceptible to the multiple demands of governmental agencies. By contrast, governmental
agencies often have competing demands and programs.
There are also programmatic differences between nonprofits and government. Nonprofit
organizations are governed by boards of directors.-Rokerman (1996) also observes that
organizations operate diffetiyndepending upon their ownership structure and the motivations
of their constituency (employees, managers, customers). Nonprofit members who serve as
boards of directors are often members of the communities they serve, thus having a vested

interest (begnd economic incentive) for its success (Ott, 2001).

Advantages of the Nonprofit Sector in Service Delivery

In a study of why nonprofit organizations exist, Weisbrod (1997) stated that the primary
function of the nonprofit sector is to provide quagrvices in an environment that would be
otherwise difficult to detect (e.g. daycare for children who cannot assess the quality of care and
centers for the elderly or mental hospitals), and to provide quality services to citizens who have
insufficient infaomation or who cannot assess the information necessary to gauge the particular
service.

Nonprofit organizations also address and remedy social problems by allowing subgroups

with common interests to form and combine resources to address their needs, even if they are not
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the needs of the majority. Nonprofits also help to decrease the siaeeshgent by helping to

deliver some of the services that government normally provides (such as food assistance)
(Salamon1999. Ensuring that the American people have freedom to express their various needs
and preferences is yet another factor explaimihg clients and employees of nonprofits may be
more satisfied or perceive more satisfaction than clients and employees of governmental

agencies.

The next chapter presents the methodology and data for the study.
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ChapterVI

Methodology and Data Analysis

Introduction

This study examines satisfaction with food assistance programs among clients of
nonprofit organizations and governmental agendiesditionally, preious studies have
comparedublic sector organizations verghsit of private organizatior(&raham 1980, Boyne
1999 and 2002Murray, 1975 Coglianese, 200&nd Hood 1991 Moreover,it has been argued
that public sector organizations are mooenplex and ruldadenthan private organizations
(Vigoda-Gadot andKapun, 2005)This study differs from the existent literature in that
perceptions ofed tape ge explored from both clients and employaesoss public sector and
nonprofit organizationsEEmployees are assessed in terms of their perception of burearextatic
tape within their respective organizations. As bureaucrats within their organizations they are able
to accurately discern (1) whether excessive red tape and bureaucratic processes exist and (2)
whet her they hinder e mps. Glignéseas the castoindrsiandy t o d el
recipients of the organizationbs services, ar
the services based on their percemioinextenuating organizational rules and guidelifred
tape)that they believenay hinder their ability to receive servic€ient and employee
perceptions are necessary tools when measuring perceived satisfaction with services because

their evaluation is based on personal experience and it is their persoerdee that
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determnes their level of satisfactioAdditionally, aher factors that might impéaclient
satisfaction willbe explored.

The findingsarethen comparewithin sectorsi(e. nonprofitorganizationversus
nonprofit organization and government agency versusrgovent agency), aratrosssectors
(i.e. nonprofitorganizatiorversus governmentalgency as well as across state®(Alabama
versus Georgjeto determine ijovernmental agencieseperceived texhibitmore red tape
than nonprofit organizationsgsulting in clients who are less satisfied tHaseof nonprofit
organizationsAlthough studies exist that compare private and public agemaesich
comparative studies exist that compare clients of nonprofit organizations versliertts of
govenmental agencies in terms of satisfaction with food assistance services.

For practical purposes, the scope of this study is limitéddd&southern states: Alabama
and Georgia. Alabama has the highest rate of people who go hungry in the United States
(Birmingham News, 2010; Census Bureau, 2010), and Georgia is one of five states that exhibited
statistically significant higher householdod insecurity than the U.S. national averébe 7%)
between 2007 and 2009. GeolyiBbod insecurity rate was 15.6%, with Arkansas at 17.7%,
Texas at 17.4%, Mississippi at 17.1%, and North Carolina at 14.8% (Nord, Andrews, and
Carlson, 2009).

Implementation

The recruitment of participants and data collection occurred in Dekalb Coustianta,
Georgia and Montgomery and Lee Counties in MontgoraadyAuburn/OpelikaAlabama.
Informative flyers were posted in waiting rooms in each of the organizations. Additionally,
individuals were approached randomly, as they entered the orgamizatisat in the waiting

rooms. Clients or eployees that were younger than ninetgearsold were not allowed to
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participate in this study. In addition to the age requaetnindividuals must have been, or are
recipiensof t he part i cserviGgsl approaghedindizidual$aceto-facg within
the organizatiomnd administered the surveyne hundred and twenpaticipantsi thirty from
each organization, including a mix of clients and employeesrestipulated fothe study. Even
though onlythirty participants from each organization were neddethe studyto control for
errors that might occur in filling out the questionnaire and/or participants who might fail to
return the questionnaire to the lockbox after filling it d@aveextra surveys to each
organizationSixty client surveys anthirty employee/executive surveys were bought to each
organization (for a total afinetysurveys per organization). A total @fe hundred and seventy
two (172)questionnaires were returned.

When approaching potential participartigllowed a general scrigSee ApendixA).
Once the surveys were completed and collected, the responses from the surveys were coded and
entered into IBM SPSS Statistic8. Beveral analyses were conducted tavera the data. A
frequency analysis was conducted to provide a count of the number of cases that took on each
variable (Manheim et al., 2006). For example, how many clients from an organization were
female, how many clients reported using a particulaisgriiow many employees perceived
bureaucratic red tape within their respective organization? Crosstabalasityss were
conducted to facilitate an examination of the relationships between the variabksaample,
the exploration of the relationshiyetween client satistion and organizational typer client
satisfaction and perceived organizational rules and guid€lieg$ape) According to Manheim
et al., (2006) crosstabs are based more directly upon hypotheses, and is the most popeflar form
table used in contemporary political science research. As such, crosstabs werg¢assdarto

each hypothesis, and Gammad Chi square valuegere used to determine the strength and
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significance ofassociation betweearariables Additionally, oncerelationships were eslished

between the variablelgistic regression was used to discuss the explanatory power of each
independent variable in terms of odds (Huck, 2004). For example, logistic regression allows one

to concl ude t h adaslikdlydo occaps u lutr t vhees fsttwiengt heni ng
relevance of the findings. Bad on the resultswas able to confirm or reject the hypotheses of
thisresearch project, one by one, as well as better understand and explain the factors that

influence satisfaction among nonpradiganizationsand governmental agencigmt provide

food assistance

Client Satisfaction Survey

The purpose of thiworkist o anal yze c | i eeffdctzvegnespféghe cept i on
nonprofit sector versus that of the governmental sector in providing food assgtarices, as
well as employeesd perceptions abodtthet he sat.i
outset of this process, secondary datathersocialissues wasollected from refereed articles
focusing on nonprofit and governmental programs that provide community services. Some of the
initial socialprograms under consideration were food assistance (i.e. food bank baskets, food
stamps/SNAP), healttelated services (i.e. adult and child immunizations, pregnancy testing and
birth control, and STD testing and counseling), family services (i.e. WIC, childcare), income
assistance (i.e. TANF), and employment assistance (JOBS). Prior to initiating the survey
sought permission from th&uburn UniversitylRB to surveytwenty-onedifferent organizations
acrosghreedifferent states. This was done to emgbtiat! would be allowed to sample within
the organization(s) that offered the service most soughtaafteng client participants.

Additional IRBs were completed through the Georgia Department of Community Services and
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the Alabama Department of Human Resources to ensurievibbatd begrantedaccesgo
sample participants within diseselected organizatignas well as full federal compliance

For primary data collection, one survey for clients and one for employees, consisting of
16 questions and 26 questions respectjabng with a section for comments, was developed
and distributed to clients and phayees of two governmental agencies: Dekalb County Board of
Health in Atlanta, GA and Montgomery County Department of Human Resources in
Montgomery, Alabama. These two organizations offer all of the above services, and the purpose
of the initial distribdion of the surveys was to determine the areas of service most utilized by
clients and as reported by employeesthe particular governmental agenci@gsgure6.1

illustrates the areas of service delivery
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Figure 6.1

Areas of Service Delivery
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N =168
The assessment revealed that the most popular type of service offered by both types of

organizations were food assistance services. Specifically, MCDHR clients most often utilized
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food stamps. Fortgight of the 70 client participants from MCDHR reportedd stamps as

their primary service received, with an additional 14 client participants reporting food stamps as
either a secondary or additional service, for a total of 62 out of 70 client participants receiving
food stamps. This is compared to only ets from MCDHR reporting Child Care as a primary
service, 2 reporting TANF as a primary service, 2 reporting JOBS as a primary service, and 1
reporting a mix 64 services, including: Adult/dld Immunization, WIC/Family Services,
Pregnancy Testing/Birtontrol and STD Testingtilinseling. DCBH clients most often utilized
WIC/Family Services. Twenty of the 49 client participaintsn DCBH reported WIC/Family
Services as their primary service received, with antamdil 10 reporting WIC/Family &vices
aseither a secondary or additional service, for a total of 40 out of 49 cligrdipents receiving
WIC/Family Services.(See Appendix B for the Survey administered to the Client Participants of
the GvernmentaAgenciesand Appendix C for the Survey admstered to the
Executive/Employee &ticipants of th&overnmental gencie$.

The Governmental Agency Employee/Executive surveys are the same except for
guestions 2 and 9. Question number two lists the particular name of the organization and is
therefoe di fferent depending on which organizatio
to protect the anonymity of the participating organizations. Similarly, number nine assesses the
respective organizations list of offered services, and differs degendiwhich organization is
being analyzed. For example, the list of services MCDHR participants can choose from include:
Food assistance (food stamps/SNAP), TANF, Child care, and Jobs. Whereas, the list of services
DCBH participants can choose from inobuSTD testing, teenage pregnarenyd
immunizations. The surveys were made distinctive to protect the anonymity of the participating

organizations.
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Keeping in line with food assistance prograars] for comparative purposeshose to
survey nonprofit gyanizations that also provided food assista®®&ices Those organizations
are: Atlanta Community Food BaigtRCFB) in Atlanta, GA, and the East Alabama Food Bank
(EAFB) in Auburn/Opelika, AL. Twentynine out of the 30 client participants from ACFB
repated food assistance as the primary service received, with an additional person reporting food
assistance as either a secondary or additional service received. Eighteen out of 19 client
participants from the EAFB reported food assistance as the primaigyeserceived, with an
additional person reporting some other service as the primary service re(@eedppendix D
for the Survey administered to th@lient Participarts of the Nonprofit @ankations and
Appendix E for the Survey administeredtodhe npr of it Or gani zationds E
Participants.

Similar to the distinctions made on the previous surveys, the client surveys for both of the
two nonprofits are the same except for geshumbers 2 anél. Question number two lists the
partul ar name of the organization and is theref
clients received the survey. This was done to protect the anonymity of the participating
organizations, as was question niwwich lists the particular organizatérs s er vi ces.

The dependent variabie this studywas Client &tisfaction, and the independent
variables were(1) Organizational ypeand(2) Perceived Bureaucratic Red Tape/ Difficult
Organizational Rules and @delines Organizational Type refers wehether an organization is
nonprofit or public sectofgovernmental)Perceived bureaucratic red tape is the employee
version of red tape, whereas difficult organiaaal rules and guidelines is an indicator rfed
tape experienced by clients. AccordiiogRoth and Sonnert (2010) and Bozeman (1993)

organizational red tape is a specific dysfunction of bureaucracy and describes the rules,
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regulations, and procedures that remain in force and entail a compliance burden for the
organization but have no efficatort he r ul es 6 f U386¢c2A83).Bozaman (@MJ) ect (
and others explain further that red tape involves excessive or meaningless paperwork; a high
degree of formalization and constraint; unnecessary rules, procedures and regulations;
inefficiency; unjustifiable delays; and as a consequénicastration and vexation (Bennett and
Johnson, 1979; Hall, 1968; Bozeman, Reed, and Scott, 1992). Employees are behind the scenes
and are able to perceive o00g9ghoi zdhewespaerieice,or Ab
firsthand, whether there is excessive or seemingly meaningless paperwork, whether their
organization is highly formalized and constraining, as well as the extent and impact of
unnecessary rules, procedures, regulations and their agrdntio inefficiency and unnecessary
delaysin service As such, the employees who are participants will be assessed on their
perception of bureaucratic red tape within their organization.

Clients, on the other hand, are able to experience elemeng$fectd of organizational
red tape, and can discuss how these elements isgaates andhereforetheir satisfaction with
its delivery.For example, client participants can experience and report on difficult organizational
guidelines as a result of amerly formalized and constraining organizational structure, or how
certain rules, procedures and regulations, as well as delays impact their satisfaction with services.
I n this regard, difficult organi zaexi onal gui d
paperwork, or rules, procedures and regulatio
services. In summary, both variables refer to the concepadtapé However, perceived
bureaucratic red tape r ef edfredtdpeand diffeulte mpl oy ees
organi zational guidelines refer to the client

tape.
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Surveys were utilized for both clients aagecutives/employees of the governmental
agenciesand nonprofit organizations. €huse of a survey was suited to this study for the purpose
of providing analysis of fdattitudes and opini
popul ationo (Creswell, 2009, p.metb2mplethen ot her
actual clents of each type of organization to obtain their opinions and perspectives of their
respective organizationdés food assistance ser
this study can be répatedand generalizations made concerngxgloration of other samples, or
organization types and agency jurisdictions.

Results

This study focuses on the extent to which differences in organizational dynarvics of
governmental agencies atwio nonprofit organizations influence their capacity and
effectiveness in delivering food assistance seniitddabama and Georgias perceived by
clients of the respective organizations. The objective was to determine which organizational
modeb §.e. nonprofit or governmehtlients perceived to be more stidoryin the delivery of
food assistance programs and services. an ef fort to gaug®&oclient d:
different surveys were distributedl 16 question survey was given to clients and a 26 question
surveyto employeesndexecutivesf the four organizationso incorporate their perspectives
and insights into organizational dynamitiough only 120 surveys were neededdaductthe
study, a total of 360 surveys were brought to each organization. 172 surveys were réhened.

resultsare presented in this chapter.
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Nature of Sample

Results of thérequency analysishowedthat 172 individuals participated in this research
study. Of the 172 participants, 130 were clients of the organizations (75.6%) and 42 were
employees of therganizations (24.4%Bee Figuré.2). Ninety-two were from Alabama
(53.5%) and 80 were from Georgia (46.5%¢e Figuré.3). Fifty-one(29.6%)were from
nonprofit organizations: 32 were from the Atlanta Community Food Bank (18.6%), 19 were
from the Fod Bank of East Alabama (11%); whereas (21.4%)were from governmental
agencies: 49 were from the Dekalb County Board of Health (28.5%), 72 were from the
Montgomery County Department of Human Resources (41(8&@ Figuré.4a and 6.4p
21.5% were maler8.5% were femaléSee Figuré.5). Less than one percenasAsianor
White Hispani¢ 77.9% were African American/Black, 17.4% were White, and 3.5% reported 2
or more race§See Figure &).

Figure 6.2 Participant Identification

Participant Identification
m Percentage
75.6%
24.4%
Clients Employees
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Figure 6.3: Participants by State

Participants by State
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53.5%
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Figure 6.4a Participants by Organizational Type
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Figure 6.4b: Participants by Agency

Participants by Agency
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Figure 6.5; Participants by Gender
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Figure 6.6: Participants by Race/Ethnicity

Participants by Race/Ethnicity

m Percentage
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Client Characteristics

In regard to education, a crosstabulation was used to extract client data from the sample

of all participant data. A crosstabulatianalysisis a statistical technique in the form of a data

table that allows examination of the relationships betweeahllas (Manheim et al., 2006). In

this analysis, those variables &lentification of Participantclient or employee) and Education.

169 total participants reported their level of education. Three client participants (1.7% of the total

sample) did not rept their level of education. Of the 169 total participants, 127 were clients of

the organizations and most reported having only a high school diploma (54%). Sixteen client

participants

7 client

had

participants

Associ ateds degr grees (.0R%®)3 %) , 3

Masterds degrees (. 06 %)

of degrees (.16%), and 3 client participants reported having either a high school diploma and a

techni cal

degree

o r teahmicalrdegsee (COR%beedFiywd. 7). e gr ee and
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Figure 6.7 : Clients versus Employeesdé Level

1.
Clients

5

Emp.

3.
Total

The majority of clients had been receiving services from their respective organization for

a relatively short period of time. 32.6 % of clients heckived services from their respective
organization between 0 and 2 years, 15.1% of clients received services between 3 and 5 years,
14.5% had received services between 6 and 10 years, 4.1% had received serviegs for 11
years, and 7% had received seed for more than 16 years. 1.2% was unsure of how long they
had received services from their respective organizations. 44 client participants (25.6%) did not

report how long they had received services from their respective organii&emBEigures.8).
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