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An association meeting of campesinos who
obtained credit to finance their crops.

The following special section focuses on the work of the Inter-
American Foundation during its first 15 years. The lead article updates
events since 1982, when Robert Mashek and Stephen Vetter concluded
their monograph—The Inter-American Foundation in the Dominican
Republic: A Decade of Support for Local Development Institutions—
by cautioning that “the world recession poses a major challenge to the
national institutional framework” of Dominican society. Despite un-
favorable conditions, Dominican nongovernmental organizations have
continued to grow and diversify. Here, Stephen Vetter draws on infor-
mation from field visits, questionnaires, and previous project evalua-
tions to show some of the reasons why.

STEPHEN VETTER

In 1961, the figure of one man—Rafael
Trujillo—dominated the Dominican po-
litical, social, and economic landscapes.
Today, just 25 years later, a resilient net-
work of private organizations has
emerged and is working actively with
public agencies to improve the lives and
the productive capacities of the nation’s
poor and to lay the foundation for an en-
during democracy. Over 140 legally reg-
istered groups are sponsoring a variety
of efforts—from rural credit programs, to
technical assistance for small businesses
in the informal economy, to pre- and
post-literacy campaigns, to health and
housing programs. And this is only the
tip of the iceberg. A 1977 study by the
Secretary of Agriculture identified 1,116
informal associations of small farmers
that had formed to share labor and
jointly market and process their crops.
Recent estimates indicate the number of
unregistered grassroots associations has
doubled and now includes groups of
small businessmen, women, and unem-
ployed youths.

This burgeoning growth has been fos-
tered by the general consensus among
private, church, and public agencies
about the importance of developing hu-
man and organizational resources to
learn new skills and increase productive
activities. There is a common interest in
experimenting with new ideas, a bounty

of organizations among the rural and ur-
ban poor to test them, and a willingness
to share information about what does
and does not work. The mass media ac-
tively promote sound development ini-
tiatives; and private development organ-
izations, which have often introduced
the most innovative programs, have
maintained high levels of trust and in-
tegrity in their work. They have adopted
nonpartisan agendas and maintained
high standards of fiscal accountability.
The end result of all these factors has
been the creation of a special climate
where a highly successful program of
one group can ripple out and be repli-
cated by many others, where private
and public agencies can enter into for-
mal agreements to design and imple-
ment new development methodologies
together.

Since making its first in-country grant
in 1971, the Inter-American Foundation
has been an active partner in strengthen-
ing this network. Project grants have em-
phasized both integracién, or the integra-
tion of the poor into the mainstream of
society, and desarrollo, the development
of productive capacity among the poor.
Sixty-three grants—totaling $8,889,000—
have been made to private institutions,
from large national service organizations
to local associations of small farmers.
Approximately 150,000 families or one
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million people (most of them earning
less than the Dominican minimum sal-
ary of $100 per month) have benefited
from these projects. There is no precise
way to calculate the number of indirect
beneficiaries since most of these projects
were intended as models to be repli-
cated, or are ongoing efforts such as re-
volving loan funds, which continue to
circulate and capitalize. The impact of
these grants was further magnified by
development resources leveraged from
the private sector. For every Foundation
dollar invested in a project, the Domini-
can project counterpart contribution was
two dollars. Because many of the proj-
ects have gone on to attract additional
support from other government, private,
and international agencies, approxi-
mately six dollars in new capital has been
generated for every dollar originally in-
vested by the Foundation.

A closer examination of grants reveals
four categories of support. First, approxi-
mately $5.7 million has been targeted to-
ward the rural poor. Of this amount, al-
most 70 percent ($3.6 million) has
capitalized revolving credit funds and
provided technical assistance and train-
ing to improve crop production, process-
ing, and marketing among small farm-
ers. Second, nearly $1.3 million has been
invested in nine programs to generate
jobs by providing technical assistance
and credit to urban microenterprises.
Third, $1.1 million supported efforts to
develop model self-help housing pro-
grams. Finally, approximately $815,000
went to eight organizations to support
vocational and nonformal educational

programs. Two smaller grants supported
low-income Dominican artists and an ef-
fort to enrich the national culture by re-
viving and preserving a rich heritage of
folk music and dance.

A broad overview of these projects ini-
tially suggests overwhelming success: 30
have completed their objectives; another
30 are in process with no serious difficul-
ties; two encountered serious problems
but met some of their objectives; one
failed to get underway and was termi-
nated. Yet the effects of that success
seem diminished in the context of a na-
tional economy foundering in the world-
wide recession of the early 1980s. This
paradox frames a fundamental question:
Why have Dominican private organiza-
tions continued to multiply and diversify
despite the generally hard times? An ex-
amination of three IAF case histories
provides some clues.

SMALL FARMERS AND
URBAN ENTREPRENEURS:
THE FDD

Leading professionals and business-
men joined together almost a quarter
century ago and, with support from the
Pan American Development Founda-
tion, established one of the country’s
first private organizations to promote
rural development. Their creation—the
Fundacién Dominicana de Desarrollo
(FDD)—successfully provided credit and
technical assistance to small farmers for
adecade, but outreach was limited. Real-
izing that something new had to be tried

Monthly meeting of microentrepreneurs’ as-
sociation in Santo Domingo.

to reach more people and tap larger re-
sources from the private economy, in
1972 the FDD used the IAF’s first grant
($469,502) in the Dominican Republic to
help capitalize a loan guarantee fund.
The program was designed to under-
write commercial loans so that banks
would expand access to credit beyond
medium- and large-scale agro-industrial
borrowers to include groups of-small
farmers for the first time.

Two hundred twenty such loans were
made during the next five years, totaling
$1.9 million. Although repayment rates
remained high, the banks eventually de-
cided to drop out of the program. Com-
parative profit margins were low, while
the risks from second-time borrowers
rose when the fund was only able to un-
derwrite loan renewals for less than
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Mitchell Denburg

50 percent.

Access to credit and the concept of
group borrowing, however, did not die
with the banks” withdrawal. The FDD
combined the resources of the guaran-
tee fund with contributions from the
business community and a number of
domestic and international sources
(SOLIDARIOS, USAID, and the Heifer
Project International, among others) to
expand its program of direct credit to the
poor. Between 1972 and 1980, the Funda-
cién’s loan portfolio increased eightfold
—from $833,000 to $6.8 million—and the
rate of annual lending more than quad-
rupled from $445,000 to $2.2 million. The
Agricultural Bank also eventually moved
into the breach. It opened a 5 million
peso line of credit for the FDD in 1980,
and changed its loan policy to begin
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Loading rice at ROBLEGAL's coop warehouse for transport to market.

channeling credit to groups of campesi-
nos. Meanwhile, many of the FDD’s
original borrowers had demonstrated
their creditworthiness and had accumu-
lated enough assets to qualify on their
own for loans from commercial institu-
tions or the Agricultural Bank.

After taking stock in 1981 of its experi-
ence in routing funds to small farmers,
the FDD decided to branch out and
tackle the problem of urban unemploy-
ment. It worked with ACCION Interna-
tional to develop a novel approach to
providing credit to small businesses (20
employees or less), sole proprietors, and
tricicleros (vendors who sell their wares
from three-wheeled bikes). Not only did
this mark the first project in the Domini-
can Republic dealing with the informal
sector, but it was the first time in the
Hemisphere that credit was provided to
small groups—grupos solidarios—of ur-
ban vendors. These small entrepreneurs
had been seen as unreachable because of
the randomness of their work and ab-
sence of any social organization.

The program quickly took off. An IAF
grant of $365,000 capitalized the revolv-
ing credit fund. During the first year, the
FDD staff of seven supervisors and one
technical specialist disbursed and ad-
ministered $340,000 in loans to 63 mi-
croenterprises and 673 sole proprietors
(such as food vendors and paper collec-
tors), with an excellent repayment rate of
96 percent. The $143,558 loaned to mi-
croenterprises created 253 new jobs—
one for every $567 borrowed. In addi-
tion, another 189 small businesses and
over 1,000 entrepreneurs received tech-

TIVA AgRICOLA EL KupEs=v~—

nical assistance and training in manage-
ment, sales, and accounting during the
first two years of the project.

In succeeding years, the FDD again
demonstrated its ability to generate new
funding, adjust program design to over-
come setbacks, and inspire other organi-
zations to provide services so that new
projects could be developed. In 1982,
USAID helped finance an expansion of
the loan fund and also covered a consid-
erable portion of administrative costs.
This inflow of resources was offset, how-
ever, by the deepening recession in the
national economy during 1983-1984,
when loan repayment levels slipped to
86 percent. FDD responded by slowing
the pace of making new loans, and by of-
fering more technical assistance so that
small entrepreneurs could save enough
through greater efficiency to survive the
downswing. More recently, other organ-
izations have formed to try and build on
and improve upon the FDD experience.
For example, the Association for the De-
velopment of Microenterprises (ADEMI)
combines low-interest loans of varying
size and duration (depending on busi-
ness volume and previous credit history)
with technical assistance to help small
businesses grow enough to qualify for
credit from the regular banking system
(see Sarah W. Wines, Grassroots Develop-
ment, Vol. 9, No. 2). The FDD has now
turned over its Santo Domingo clientele
to ADEMI, and negotiated a five mil-
lion peso line of credit from the Central
Bank to start similar credit programs in
smaller cities. Six such programs are al-
ready operating.
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Left to right: Coop coffee-processing financed
by FICOOP loan; members of small farmers’
association drying rice; coop goat project in
Padre de las Casas, funded through FICOOP.

CREDIT PROGRAMS FOR
SMALL FARMERS: THE
COOPERATIVE NETWORK

In conferring legal status to the coop-
erative movement that emerged during
the early 1960s, the government made
provisions that allowed a three-tiered
structure to form: local groups were
linked into three federations—two of
small farmers, one of credit unions—that
eventually established one umbrella
confederation. The Dominican Confed-
eration of Cooperatives (CODOCOOQP),
which now represents 165 local affiliates
and some 70,000 people, has received a
$1 million grant from the IAF, the Foun-
dation’s largest in the Dominican Repub-
lic to date.

The first installment of $500,000 was
used by CODOCOOQOP as seed capital to
start a revolving loan fund so that small
farmers would have timely access to
money to plant, harvest, and market
their crops. Although more than $2 mil-
lion was leveraged from private Domini-
can banks and the fund retained a high
repayment rate, CODOCOOQP could not
compete with large agricultural produc-
ers who had access to cheaper credit.

The search for more favorable terms of
credit led the confederation to a new and
unexpected solution—the creation of a

sociedad financiera. In Dominican law, a fi-
nanciera has legal status similar to a com-
mercial bank and has direct access to the
Central Bank, but with several favorable
concessions. It qualifies for discounted
loans at 3 to 5 percent interest rates, can
borrow up to 3.65 times its equity, is tax-
exempt for 15 years, and has access to in-
ternational development funds. Using a
supplemental IAF grant of $500,000 in
1977, CODOCOQP established the Fi-
nanciera para el Desarrollo y la Coopera-
cién (FICOOP), the only one of 15 such
institutions in the Dominican Republic
to operate on a nonprofit basis.

The payoffs were immediate. Since
1978, FICOOP has loaned over $12 mil-
lion to rural cooperatives for crop pro-
duction, multiple service centers, food
processing facilities, and marketing op-
erations. According to a 1980 study by
Jeff Dorsey of the University of Wiscon-
sin’s Land Tenure Center, 22,000 small
farm families had already benefited from
such loans. During this same time pe-
riod, FICOOP covered its own overhead,
and raised enough revenue to finance
educational and community develop-
ment projects, technical assistance pro-
grams, and CODOCOOP’s operating
budget.

As the Dominican recession deepened
in 1982, however, FICOOP experienced
serious financial and organizational
problems. The Central Bank tightened

terms of credit and called in past obliga-
tions. To maintain solvency, FICOOP
was forced to restrict its lending policy,
sell some assets, and refinance loans.
With assistance from the Central Bank
and funding from international donors,
it restructured its operations. Staff
agronomists screened new project loans
for technical feasibility and provided di-
rect assistance in project implementa-
tion. A collections department was set
up to process repayments, replacing the
past practice of billing through the feder-
ations. Access to credit was widened to
include small farmers other than cooper-
atives, and funding priority was shifted
to agro-processing projects. Noting these
changes, FICOOP also changed its name
to the Banco de Desarrollo y la Produc-
cién (BADEPRO).

By 1985, FICOOP/BADEPRO seemed
to have weathered the crisis in the na-
tional economy, unlike many other fi-
nancieras and banks that offered rural
credit and failed. Why? Undoubtedly its
ability to work successfully with the
Central Bank and international develop-
ment agencies was important, but so was
its ability to effectively use the national
network of cooperatives to channel
credit to small farmers. FICOOP/
BADEPRO continues to be one of the
few nongovernmental, nonprofit credit
institutions that can sustain itself
through locally generated resources.
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RECONSTRUCTION AND
SELF-HELP HOUSING:
CII-VIVIENDA

The hurricanes of 1979 brought new
urgency to the chronic shortage of ade-
quate housing in the Dominican Repub-
lic. As the cleanups got underway, repre-
sentatives of several public and private
organizations met informally to share
ideas and plan a new line of attack. They
decided to form the Inter-Institutional
Housing Council (CII-VIVIENDA) to
maximize the benefits of reconstruction
by using the rebuilding process to de-
velop new methodologies for providing
low-cost housing to the nation’s poor.

In 1981, the Foundation supported
two self-help housing projects spon-
sored by members of CII-VIVIENDA.
The first grantee, the Fundacién San José
(FSJ), had been formed in 1979 by a
group of architects, engineers, and busi-
nessmen anxious to make a dent in the
nation’s housing problem. The IAF grant
of $170,000 was matched by the Domini-
can Businessmen’s Association and was
used to construct 40 dwellings in Haina,
a port city 45 minutes from Santo Do-
mingo. Technical assistance was pro-
vided by a former manager of the Salva-
doran housing foundation FUNDASAL.

The second grant of $280,000 was
made to the Fundacién para el Desa-

rrollo Comunitario (FUDECO).
FUDECO worked in collaboration with
the Instituto Nacional de la Vivienda
(INVI) to construct a rural settlement in
the village of La Ciénaga in the munici-
pality of Barahona. The project included
the building of 70 houses, a school, a
community center, a market and the de-
velopment of productive activities such
as poultry farming, vegetable gardening,
and small animal husbandry.

The two projects were complemen-
tary. FS] concentrated on developing
guidelines for managing high levels of
voluntary labor. FUDECO focused on
finding locally available, sturdy yet in-
expensive construction materials that
could be easily used by inexperienced
builders. Both projects met their general
objectives, although the level of counter-
part support from the participating com-
munities was less than anticipated.

The national housing institute (INVI)
later adapted a number of the methodol-
ogies and technologies developed by FS]J
and FUDECO and incorporated these
lessons in plans to construct 1,200 new
homes in 9 different communities. This
second phase of refining self-help hous-
ing technologies, however, has been se-
verely squeezed by a shortage of govern-
ment housing funds during the recent
recession. Construction has begun in
three communities, and the members of
CII-VIVIENDA continue to collect and

analyze information from other projects
to insure that mistakes will not have to
be repeated as Dominican society contin-
ues its attempts to solve the ever-
pressing housing shortage.

STRENGTHENING THE
INFRASTRUCTURE FOR
DEVELOPMENT

One reason private development or-
ganizations have continued to grow is
their ability to reorganize themselves to
take on new tasks. The FDD, for in-
stance, used its experience in providing
credit to small farmers to design credit
programs for urban microentrepreneurs.
With that program successfully under-

' way in Santo Domingo, the Fundacién

has shifted its attention to new projects
in the smaller cities of the interior. Simi-
larly, FUDECO has moved from its origi-
nal work in self-help housing to develop-
ing appropriate production technologies
for small farmers and semi-urban dwell-
ers. Although FICOOP/BADEPRO has
seemingly narrowed its range of ser-
vices, it displayed considerable organiza-
tional flexibility in restructuring its oper-
ations to keep an innovative idea alive
and has widened access to credit for
small farmers who are members of in-
formal local associations.
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Bike being assembled in Asociacién de Grupos Solidarios” workshop.

This expansion in services would not
have been possible without attracting
new development capital to cover added
costs. FUDECO'’s staff, for instance, dou-
bled from 28 employees in 1980 to 60 in
1985, while its budget almost quadru-
pled from $142,000 to $559,000. Simulta-
neously, IAF funding dropped from 52 to
9 percent of FUDECO’s income. Over
90 percent of the 1984-1985 budget was
financed by the Dominican private sec-
tor and through loans and grants from
Canadian, German, Norwegian, and
U.S. agencies other than the Foundation.
FICOOP/BADEPRO has followed a simi-
lar path. From 1977 to 1982, the IAF was
its sole international donor. By 1985, the
financiera relied on Foundation funding
for only 3.9 percent of its budget: 49 per-
cent was covered by operational reve-
nue; 36.2 percent by international loans
and grants from the Inter-American
Development Bank, USAID, the Carib-
bean Basin Initiative, and FMO (a Dutch
agency); and 14.8 percent by local inves-
tors. As previously noted, the FDD has
been able to expand its programs by
opening lines of credit with the Domini-
can Agricultural Bank and Central Bank.

Most importantly, established private
development organizations continue to
spawn new groups. This expansion is
both centrifugal and centripetal. The
first pattern takes on two forms, both il-
lustrated by the FDD. The emergence of
ADEMI, which superseded the Funda-
cién’s microenterprise program in Santo
Domingo, is one example of how a new
organization forms to offer more-
specialized services that build on and ad-

vance another group’s prior success.

The Asociacién de Grupos Solidarios
Dominicanos exemplifies a second kind
of spinoff at the local level, this time
among beneficiaries who have learned to
manage their own affairs. The Asocia-
cién was created by 32 groups of tricicle-
ros, representing approximately 190
members, who have received credit from
the FDD and who banded together to ad-
vance their interests and expand the
range of available benefits. For instance,
Solidarios has become a conduit for
manufacturing and selling bikes to
members. The prospective buyer de-
posits 70 cents per week (usually for
3 months) in a savings program to pay
for necessary raw materials and parts.
The bike is assembled in the Asociacion’s
workshop and given to the member.
After making payments of $4 per week
for nearly a year, the member receives an
ownership title. The benefits of this pur-
chase are considerable. Each new buyer
has acquired a fixed asset and no longer
has to lease a bike from intermediaries at
costs of up to $1.50 per day. This sum can
then be used for other family expenses
or investments. For example, a number
of wives have used the money to estab-
lish small fruit or vegetable stands.
Solidarios’ other services to members
include medical insurance, legal repre-
sentation, and training. Recently, the as-
sociation successfully lobbied the gov-
ernment to reduce the cost of licenses,
which had exceeded that of taxis.

The second pattern of expansion is
centripetal. That is, Dominican private
development groups are increasing their

ties with each other to pursue common
objectives and share related experiences.
The self-help housing initiatives of CII-
VIVIENDA are one example. The crea-
tion of the Centro Dominicano de Orga-
nizaciones de Interés Social (CEDOIS) is
yet another. Twenty nonprofit develop-
ment and social service organizations
formed this consortium in 1983 to in-
crease their role as partners in building a
democratic and pluralistic Dominican
Republic. A Foundation grant and
matching counterpart funds are being
used to develop technical assistance and
training programs to streamline each
group’s administrative capabilities and
to make the needs and possibilities of
private development organizations
known to other sectors of society.
CEDOIS is, to my knowledge, the only
such representative body of private
agencies that has originated from the ini-
tiative of its own members and that pro-
fessionally staffs its operations from
membership contributions.

PRIMING THE PUMP

The network of private development
groups that has emerged during the past
25 years has had a profound effect on
Dominican society. Programs from other
countries have been adapted to local set-
tings, and new ideas have been tested
that provide innovative models for other
groups in other lands. The overhead
costs of administering these programs
remain low, and international funding
has supported their expansion and repli-
cation. The Dominican government has
used its resources and changed its poli-
cies to take advantage of many of these
new insights and implement them on a
larger scale. And the process of organiz-
ing new groups, coordinating their ef-
forts, and opening channels of commu-
nication among the various sectors of
society continues apace.

The IAF feels a special responsibility
in responding to these trends. In the sur-
veys and interviews obtained for this re-
port, people in the field stressed, again
and again, the importance of the Foun-
dation “priming the pump,” of its will-
ingness to support new ideas. Financing
is available, domestically and interna-
tionally, for programs that have already
shown they can work. Risk capital for
testing new ideas and organizing new
initiatives remains scarce.

In looking toward the future, a num-
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ber of steps can be taken to build on the
lessons of past success and to nurture
new and promising trends. First, and
most obviously, the Foundation can
continue to assist established national
and regional institutions to experiment
in new and innovative areas of work.
Second, longer term institutional sup-
port can be provided to new organiza-
tions that have project ideas with merit
and also have good prospects of eventu-
ally securing local and international sup-
port. Third, the Foundation can encour-
age the rapidly expanding process of
organization that is now reaching the re-
motest sectors of Dominican society by
strengthening its in-country support
system to provide prompt and effective

assistance to informal associations of
small farmers and producers. Fourth,
credit proposals that explore collabora-
tive ways of leveraging local funds for
small farmers and businessmen through
loan guarantees, loan insurance, or
other innovative means should receive
special consideration as effective tools
for increasing the pool of locally avail-
able resources. Finally, several new
women’s and young people’s programs
have gotten off to promising starts.
Those efforts can be supported and ex-
panded so that their largely untapped
productive capacities can further acceler-
ate the process of national development.

This review of the past 15 years of IAF
activity in the Dominican Republic coin-

cides with the fifteenth anniversary of
the Foundation. One cannot easily over-
look the foresight of the Congressional
founders of the IAF who saw the need to
assist private and community organiza-
tions in Latin America and the Carib-
bean that were trying to lay the ground-
work for the many large and small acts
required in building enduring democra-
cies. The realization that a way had to be
found to support these groups, outside
the short-term foreign policy interests of
the U.S. and without inflaming partisan
conflicts in other countries, was one of
those rare instances of “the right idea at
the right time.” The Foundation has
grown and learned much from its work
with Dominican grantees, and as they
grow and new groups step forward, we
stand ready to help them expand and
strengthen the infrastructure for devel-
opment in their society.

STEPHEN VETTER is the Vice President of Pro-
grams at the Inter-American Foundation. He has
served as the IAF representative to the Dominican
Republic, Jamaica, and Brazil. His earlier book, The
Inter-American Foundation in the Dominican Republic: A
Decade of Support for Local Development Organizations,
1971-1981, a bilingual edition, was co-authored
with Robert Mashek and can be obtained by writ-
ing to the Foundation.

“Approximately one million people have di-
rectly benefited from projects and there are
many other beneficiaries from project
spinoffs.”






The Inter-American Foundation
means many things to many people. Yet,
it is that very diversity that may be the
greatest contribution the Foundation has
made to development. The IAF is some-
thing unique. It’s both an innovator and a
risk taker. And it has shown our neigh-
bors to the south that the United States is a
pluralistic society where there is room for
a government agency like this one.

CONGRESSMAN
ROBERT LAGOMARSINO

This is the Inter-American Founda-
tion and we speak two languages. We're
very good at it. And if we weren’t, we'd
be in trouble because we couldn’t do
our job.

CONGRESSMAN ROBERT GARCIA

The Foundation was and is a very
special institution...I was never
prouder to serve my country and to bet-
ter serve U.S.—Latin American relations
than during my term as president of
Dante Fascell’s creation . . .

PETER BELL
IAF President, 1980-1983

William Dyal, the IAF’s first president, being
sworn in by Augustin Hart Jr., the IAF’s first
chairman of the board.

The real Foundation is not a build-
ing or a place or even a staff. It is the
grantees, the men and women and
young people in organizations all over
Latin America and the Caribbean. They
dared to dream dreams and to express
them out loud to the staff of the Inter-
American Foundation. They took enor-
mous risks, and they dared to have the
creativity to move on those risks, to
speak to the problems they know too
well and to the solutions that could not
be designed by others. And we tried to
dream dreams with them, to take risks
with them and to respond to their kind
of creativity.

If I had but one message to share, it

Marcelo Montecino

would be this: The day the Foundation
ever takes its marching orders from
anyone other than those grantees, those
men and women and young people
throughout the Hemisphere, it will lose
its significance, its genius and its mean-
7

WILLIAM DYAL
IAF President, 1971-1980
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One of the first lessons I learned
when I got hooked up with this organi-
zation was that it was a very small fish,
avery small fish in a big pond, and that
these were shark-infested waters. I saw
lots of fins above the surface. And un-
derwater I saw a lot of shining teeth . . .
I'm encouraged to find that this little
fish has the courage to swim out in the
open sea. But I don't think this fifteenth
anniversary is designed to celebrate
survival. I think it should reaffirm the
mandate that the Foundation was given
by Congressman Fascell and his asso-
ciates.
. . . That mandate and the structure
of the organization drawn up in the
original legislation have served the
test of time. They ought to be
maintained and reaffirmed. If
they are, I'm confident that this
little fish can play an increas-
ingly important part in fur-
thering the national interest
of our country in Latin
America . . .

Marcelo Montecino

AUGUSTIN S.
HART, JR.
First chairman
of the IAF
Board of
Directors,
1970-1978
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Congress should be commended for
creating and supporting this institu-
tion, which has been a leader in grass-
roots development. The President and
the Executive Branch should be con-
gratulated for sustaining the Founda-
tion’s own nonpartisan nature and in-
dependence.

. . . Throughout its history, the IAF
has remained faithful to three funda-
mental principles of its Congressional
mandate: nonpartisanship, indepen-
dence from the short-term objectives of
U.S. foreign policy, and commitment to
long-term development. These princi-
ples have been maintained while gov-

Hilario Villalobos

ernments, political philosophies, and
development theories have changed in
the United States, Latin America, and
the Caribbean.

. . . Despite the achievements of the
past 15 years, the problems of poverty
continue to afflict millions of Latin
Americans and Caribbeans today. The
plight of the poor has worsened in re-
cent years because of economic deterio-
ration, increased debt, and growing
governmental austerity. Indeed, there is
still much to be done.

As Cuban statesman and poet José
Marti once said, “Los hombres van en
dos bandos: los que aman y fundan, y

los que odian y deshacen.” Or, men go
in two factions: those who love and
build, and those who hate and destroy.
We at the Inter-American Foundation
ask all Americans throughout the Hem-
isphere who love and build to continue
this journey with us for at least another
5,000 days. Together we’ll continue
working to provide opportunities for
the poor in Latin America and the Car-
ibbean.

VICTOR BLANCO
Chairman, IAF Board of Directors
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I don’t mind taking credit for the con-
cept of the IAF, but the greatest praise
belongs to the people who made that
idea a reality. To understand what I
mean, it is worth taking a look at how
far we have come. The beginning of this
enterprise met great skepticism: “The
poor don’t have any experience working
together; they aren’t smart enough to
know what to do or how to do it best.” I
kept hearing how all we needed were
more experts and better planning.
Well, I'm not against government-to-
government programs or big projects,
but I kept feeling frustrated, wondering
how do you assist the people who need
it most, those beyond the reach of tradi-
tional aid programs and outside the po-
litical, economic, and social main-
streams of their countries?

I remembered something my dad
once told me: “Son, there’s nothing in
life but people, and you better get used
to that idea.” The answer was to give
people an opportunity to do things on
their own, not get locked into a format,
not get bogged down with red tape, not
be paralyzed by politics. The idea was

to be innovative. Really, there is no
other choice. There isn’t enough money
in the world to solve all these problems
on a direct basis. The key is to motivate
people to do things themselves. Give
them the seed with which to plant, to
grow, to strive, and to bring about
change easily so they can build the
democratic institutions that give us
freedom.

You—the staff, officers, and mem-
bers of the board of the IAF, past and
present—gave people a chance, and
they jumped in. No one pushed them.
The fact is that these people felt some-
thing almost akin to love. And that
pride, that spirit of cooperation
emerged because there wasn’t some big
brother, some great planner telling
them what to do. It was them. They took
their ideas for projects to improve their
lives, sometimes just in small ways, and
made them happen. And the IAF made
sure it didn’t take them a lifetime to get
the resources they needed. Those steps,
small as they may have been, were con-
crete steps toward practical change.

We all live with change. Nothing is

Mitchell Denburg

static. We must work together to ride
change or be left behind. This organi-
zation knows that. It was conceived in
bipartisanship, has been maintained in
bipartisanship, and will survive to
carry on its work only so long as that
spirit of cooperation exists.

CONGRESSMAN DANTE FASCELL
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Fifteen years in the history of human-
ity is just a tick of the clock. But in the
history of international development as
we know and practice it, 15 years repre-
sents almost half the time that develop-
ment agencies have been engaged in
helping to solve the world’s most press-
ing social and economic problems. The
Inter-American Foundation has been
an important and, in many ways, a
unique member of that development
community.

. . . An important part of the Founda-
tion’s mission is to share the results and
findings of its involvement in grassroots
development with others in the develop-
ing community such as those of us at
AID. I can assure you we value and
cherish those contributions . . .

Remarks of

M. PETER MC PHERSON
Administrator,

Agency for International Development
As delivered by Jay Morris

The preponderance of assistance
programs over the years since the IAF
was founded has changed a lot. Our
levels of economic aid are much higher
than they were, for example, under the
Alliance for Progress. The geographic
focus has shifted. A number of coun-
tries in Latin America no longer qualify
for straightforward economic assist-
ance programs, including Argentina,
Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, and
Venezuela. Yet that's where 75 percent
of the people in Latin America live. So
this is another of the IAF’s contribu-
tions, to be working on development in
places where many other organs of the
U.S. Government are simply—and for
the right reasons—not present.

ELLIOT ABRAMS
Assistant Secretary

for Inter-American Affairs
Department of State

Philip Decker

A number of years ago, after the
French had already failed, we were
having difficulty digging the Panama
Canal because of malaria. It was finally
determined that the disease was being
spread by mosquitoes, and that by
draining the breeding swamps you
could eliminate both.

I think the analogy is very clear. You
have to get at the cause of a problem.
We are about the business of draining
the breeding swamps of authoritarian-
ism and totalitarianism, whether on the
right or the left. From this long-range
perspective, the cost-benefit ratio is ex-
cellent for the Inter-American Founda-
tion and its projects.

Would that we could multiply your
budget by one hundred fold—a petty
cash fund that falls between the cracks
of the Pentagon. It seems myopic to only
address the ability to destroy rather
than to learn how to sustain and en-
hance the quality of life.

In pursuing its goals, it seems to me
that the Foundation has followed the
words of one of my favorite writers,
Thomas Carlyle: “Our main business is
not to see what lies dimly at a distance,
but to do what lies clearly at hand.”

SENATOR MARK HATFIELD

Fifteen years ago, Dante Fascell
started what was a very tiny baby. With
faith it has grown, and with faith it will
continue to grow and will spread like
all good forces throughout the region.

DEBORAH SZEKELY
President, Inter-American Foundation
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Foundation representative David Valenzuela,
right, converses with Satl Vasquez at a dairy

project in Huasta, Peru. 8

To fulfill its Congressional mandate, the IAF has en-

couraged an ongoing examination of its priorities and
operating methods. The following thoughts by Founda-
tion staff reflect that dynamic process and suggest the
importance of innovative ideas, learning to ask the right
questions, and respecting the ability of grantees to de-

fine and solve their own problems.

THE IAF

IN PERSPECTIVE

Like many an adolescent, the IAF at
15 is examining its identity. The agency
has worked hard since its birth in 1971 to
establish a respected place within the de-
velopment community, and that youth-
ful zeal is being deepened by serious
self-examination and reflection as a
course is charted for the years ahead.
Once the only U.S. government fund-
ing agency of its kind, the Foundation is
now one of many organizations, large
and small, public and private, that pro-
mote grassroots development. To what
extent has it remained unique? The ques-
tion is an oft-debated one, and surely
few are more qualified to offer an opin-
ion than the Foundation’s staff.

Drawn from the seasoned ranks of the
Peace Corps, the ministry, academia,
and other private and governmental
agencies, IAF staff are as different as
they are committed to the concept of
grassroots development.

The following collection of excerpts—
culled from recent memoranda, articles,
and speeches by staff members—is part
of an ongoing attempt to define the es-
sence of the IAF. The wide range of
viewpoints is to be expected, consider-
ing the complexities of development. Yet
all of these professionals share a pride in
the organization and an unwavering be-
lief in the peoples of Latin America and
the Caribbean whom the Foundation
serves.
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MICHAEL SHIFTER, representative for
Brazil, leads with a thoughtful essay that puts
the debate in perspective and poses a novel def-
inition of the agency’s most outstanding fea-
ture.

Throughout its 15-year history, the
Inter-American Foundation has been
plagued by one perennial question: How
is the Foundation unique? In what ways
can it be distinguished from other insti-
tutions dedicated to helping the poor in
Latin America and the Caribbean?

This question is not only fair and rea-
sonable, but essential. It is asked most
persistently—and predictably—during
the Foundation’s Congressional appro-
priation hearings each year. Elected rep-
resentatives, after all, have to answer to
their constituents, the taxpayers. Why
continue supporting such a small devel-
opment agency?

Yet anyone with even a vague familiar-
ity with the Foundation knows that the
very same question is asked—perhaps
with even greater bite and relentless-
ness—by the staff itself. Among other
qualities, the Foundation is widely
known for its self-scrutiny, its ques-
tioning spirit. The perennial question,
nagging our consciences, cannot escape
the general inquisition.

The answers to these questions are, of
course, legion. Some people have
pointed to the number, range, size—and
impact—of the grants the Foundation
has made throughout the region.

Others have mentioned the Founda-
tion’s unusual organizational structure,
with people of general backgrounds as-

Luis Peirano

signed to specific countries. A persua-
sive argument can be made, moreover,
that what makes the Foundation unique
is its special ability to interpret poor peo-
ple’s problems in a particularly rich and
powerful way.

In seeking to get a handle on the ques-
tion, still other observers have stressed
even more subtle, less tangible character-
istics. They have been drawn to the
Foundation’s distinctive philosophical
cast, to such principles as responsive-
ness, participation, and autonomy.
Wrestling with this central question, the
Foundation’s first president, Bill Dyal,
and the economist-consultant Judith
Tendler tried to capture what set the
Foundation apart from comparable insti-
tutions in a single word: “style,” a singu-
lar style of operation.

All of these are sensible responses,
compelling in many ways. Yet I would
like to offer another, perhaps even more
obscure reply, one suggested to me not
too long ago. At a conference in Brazil, a
Chilean approached me and asked—
unsolicited, I must add—"You know
what you people of the Inter-American
Foundation have that the others lack?”
Naturally, my ears perked as he twitched
his nostrils and continued, with great
confidence, “A sense of smell. The Inter-
American Foundation has a sense of
smell.”

I confess that, initially, I dismissed my
friend’s observation as something inter-
esting but vague. Upon further reflec-
tion, however, it struck me as rather pro-
found and on the mark. “A sense of
smell,” I've become convinced, is that

special quality that helps set the Founda-
tion apart from other development orga-
nizations. It is the capacity to under-
stand not only where people, projects,
and organizations are today, but where
they’re headed, where they’ll be in 5 or
10 years. Itis one thing to make an intelli-
gent analysis of a project, to assess costs
and benefits, problems and possibilities;
it is quite another, however, to fully
fathom a process, however complex, to
anticipate how people are likely to
change, how organizations are likely to
evolve over time.

This quality is not a function of educa-
tional background, professional train-
ing, or even field experience; it is, rather,
a matter of something more elemen-
tary—temperament. A sense of smell is
not something that can be easily culti-
vated or honed in a classroom, office, or
even by working in some poor commu-
nity. It comes, I think, from a kind of
mental discipline, from an almost intui-
tive appreciation of people’s lives. The
Foundation has, traditionally, highly
valued this vital yet elusive quality;
many of its staff, I think, continue to ex-
ercise an acute sense of smell. Other de-
velopment practitioners may be impres-
sive project analysts, often using
sophisticated tools and techniques to as-
sess an activity’s viability. Yet in getting
a whiff of where a group of poor people
struggling to improve their lives are
headed—and deciding how and when it
would be most appropriate to provide
support—the Foundation has few, if any,
rivals.

When speaking to an audience of representa-
tives from nongovernmental organizations
in Haiti, IAF representative ROBERT
MAGUIRE chose the following anecdote to
indicate another important difference between
this agency and others like it.

About four years ago, several mem-
bers of the staff of a United States Senate
Foreign Aid Committee were planning a
fact-finding visit to look at U.S. Govern-
ment development assistance programs
in Haiti, and invited me to brief them on
the Foundation’s work there. I was
happy to accept their invitation, particu-
larly since the IAF is a U.S. government
organization and we receive funds from
the U.S. Congress.

When I arrived on Capitol Hill, the
first question posed to me was, “How
many projects does the IAF have in
Haiti?” When I heard the question, I de-
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Marian Ritchey Vance (second from left), Padre Javier de Nicol6 (third from right), and six
street children from Bogot4d meet with then-Secretary of Education Shirley Hufstedler in
Washington, D.C.

cided to have a little fun and answered,
“None. The IAF doesn’t have any proj-
ects in Haiti.”

“But,” said one of the Senate commit-
tee staff members, surprised at my re-
sponse, “we thought the IAF had several
projects in Haiti!”

“No,” I replied, “the IAF doesn’t have
any projects in Haiti, but it does have
about 15 to 20 active grants there. And
there’s an important difference. You see,
the IAF is a grant-making agency. We
make grants to private organizations
who become IAF grantees, and they have
projects or sponsor programs in social
and economic development at the grass-
roots. The projects are theirs, not ours.
Our role is to provide them with the
funds so they can implement the proj-
ects.”

Upon hearing this, the Senate commuit-
tee staffers kind of shook their heads and
said, “Oh that’s interesting...”

Indeed, the nature of projects funded by the
Foundation is seen as crucial to its identity by
many staff members. Comparisons to larger
development organizations can be especially
misleading, as shown in the remarks of
MARION RITCHEY VANCE, the senior
representative in the Office for Colombia
and Venezuela.

We're never going to make ourselves
understood by saying we support
“housing”—so does the World Bank,
and much more of it; or traditional
crafts—so does the Organization of
American States, and much more visibly;
or agricultural cooperatives—so does

AID, and they can talk about increased
yields per hectare.

If we accept the units of the traditional
yardstick, we can never measure up. But
overlap in target populations and type of
activity notwithstanding, there is a big
difference between what we do and
what AID and the World Bank do.

So what is it? For a time we were dis-
tinguished from other agencies by talk-
ing about building local institutions.
Now everyone in the development com-
munity has folded that into the standard
lexicon, just like “participation.”

What does set the IAF apart is that our
style, flexibility, and attitude enable us
actually to foster such goals, whereas
larger institutions by their very nature
and structure cannot.

What is unique about us is who we
reach, what kind of relationship we have
with them, what they can do better as a
result of an IAF grant, and what kind of
spillover that new capability has during
the long run.

JAN VAN ORMAN, a representative in the
Office for Central America, has a similar reac-
tion to comparisons of the IAF with other
funding agencies. Quoting an old Belizean
saying, he observes, “Cow got no place in
horse race.” He then goes on to add:

Let’s not try to explain the importance
of the IAF by using World Bank language
or Washington Post issues. We have to say
who we are by being ourselves. We
should refute criticism that we are no
longer a pioneer or that we can’t demon-
strate what we have learned. We don’t
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look brilliant under the wrong lens in a
microscope, but we are constantly
praised by the people we help. Those
that may criticize us will accept the value
of an organization that helps the poor.
Let’s say who we are in our own way and
let those who have ears, hear.

The IAF has a special mission. It is not
delivering technical assistance or credit
or increasing farm production or build-
ing houses. Our forte, which we have
done and can do, is to strengthen com-
munity organizations.

RAMON DAUBON, senior representative
for the Office of the Caribbean, agrees with
Van Orman that the promotion of such orga-
nizations is precisely what the IAF does best.
Although some would say this leads to a scat-
tershot approach to development, Daubén
argues that IAF methodology is quite specific.

The Foundation is uniquely special-
ized in fortifying the medium from
which self-help activities grow.

Other institutions specialize in activi-
ties, in specific crops as it were. The IAF,
on the other hand, focuses sharply on or-
ganizations, the soil in which those
plants develop.

We enrich the soil so a tree can germi-
nate, and we strengthen the roots that
nourish it. What the tree looks like on
top is really up to the tree.

ANNE TERNES, senior representative in the
Office for Argentina, Paraguay, and Uru-
guay, echoes this respect for the competence of
colleagues in Latin America and the Caribbean
as something unique to the Foundation.

The chief, innovative characteristic of
the IAF is not an activity but an openness
to the ideas and knowledge of our host
country colleagues. This recognition
that development is not tutelage of the
ignorant by the cognoscenti of the indus-
trial countries still sets us apart. We have
matured from touting the poor as the
source of all knowledge, however we
still believe the best solutions arise from
being as close to the problem as possible.
So we look first and foremost to talent
in the host countries where we
are working.

The IAF exists to explore, through its
funding and learning efforts, the issues
and strategies that are contextually sig-
nificant in the pursuit of grassroots de-
velopment goals. Because project re-
quests are viewed through the prism of
contextual appropriateness, fads in the
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development community never pene-
trate absolutely.

Senior representative WALTER PRICE, who
directs the Office for Central America, adds
his thoughts on the Foundations successful
approach to grassroots development—along
with an observation about future innovations.

The Foundation’s methodology has
worked well because it captures the es-
sence of self-help philosophy. Looking
closer at this methodology, three charac-
teristics of the IAF approach stand out.
First, the Foundation responds to ideas
formulated by groups. It does not dictate
ideas to them. Second, it analyzes the
group as well as its project, not just the
project. Third, it has institutional flexibil-
ity to fund the highly individualistic
needs of organizations. It is not limited
to offering predetermined lines of sup-
port.

The success of this methodology
should not allow us to become compla-
cent. We were not created to develop one
way of doing things so it could be prac-
ticed over and over forever. Opportuni-
ties for the IAF to try new and exciting
things are too great to pass up. The need
is there. Our unique legislative mandate
and the vast, practical experience of our
staff invite us to go forth boldly.

One area with responsibility for mapping
those possibilities is the IAF Office of Learning
and Dissemination. CHARLES REILLY,
who directs that unit, wrote in a recent article:

The IAF has offered an alternative for
funding and learning. It has facilitated
problem-solving and interdisciplinary
approaches through fellowships for field
research in Latin America and the Carib-
bean. These fellowships have become
the largest funding source for U.S. field
research in the region and have consider-
ably increased the information base.
Grantees have been encouraged to find
ways to document and share their own
learning, quite beyond the basic informa-
tion required by the Foundation to sat-
isfy its own needs for accountability.

DAVID VALENZUELA, senior representa-
tive in the Office for Peru and Ecuador,
mentions yet another key element to under-
standing the nature of the Foundation. He also
emphasizes the need to show how grassroots
projects work so they can become models for
development.
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Stephen Vetter visiting project in Jamaica.

The IAF is probably one of the most ef-
fective and sophisticated people-to-
people goodwill gestures that the U.S.
government has ever conceived. For the
cost, it has certainly provided a different
perspective on U.S. attitudes and values,
and smoothed out some rough edges in
foreign policy.

Nonetheless, I am troubled. In some
ways you might see the IAF as a sort of
New York Lottery, dispensing windfall
riches to a minute and select few of the
Hemisphere’s 300 million poor. What
does it all add up to? We call ourselves an
“experimental development agency.”
Development for whom? The few thou-
sand families that are lucky enough to
win the IAF Lottery every year?

The Foundation has, indeed, contrib-
uted to popularizing community-
centered, bottom-up development. Yet if
this approach to development is to con-
stitute a significant alternative, we need
to show what works and what doesn’t
work, and why.

We must carefully plan an agenda for
learning and dissemination, keyed to
publicizing experiences showing that
bottom-up development need not be
simply a quaint, “small is beautiful”
idea, but a significant alternative for na-
tional development. It is a humanizing
approach that builds democratic and
participatory values, emphasizes coop-
eration, and gives dignity to people.

Clearly, the essence of the IAF continues to
evolve. STEPHEN VETTER, vice president
for programs and research, suggests why in
concluding with an opinion shared by all. It fo-

cuses, like so many of the others, on the hu-
man dimension of the Foundation.

Another answer may be found in the
saying that “we are the sum total of our
experiences.” We are what we do. If that is
true, then the Foundation is the poor
woman with eight children who has just
learned how to cultivate a simple but nu-
tritional garden to feed herself and her
family while her husband is forced to go
to the capital city to look for work.

We are poor laborers in Brazil who
held onto an abandoned plant closed
eight years ago. After years of waiting
and planning, we have now reactivated
the plant and created employment
for 35 people.

We are Mexican migrants who want to
maintain our families in good health in
our own country. Forced to migrate to
find work, we have set up a cooperative
so we can repatriate and earn a living.

And finally, we are a group of men and
women in Dominica who never dreamed
of seeing the light of employment, but
we started with an old vat and some wax
and began making candles. Seven years
later, we work three shifts, and 15 people
have steady incomes and provide all the
candles in our country. The name of our
candle is “Star Brite,” and we have “lit
one little candle” in the heart of many
others who hope to set up their own
businesses.

Grassroots Development, 10:1, 1986 / 19



Cultural biases frequently mask women’s productive roles, despite the
fact that increasing numbers of women are becoming primary wage
earners and heads-of-households. This article, condensed from a forth-
coming book, examines how five Latin American women’s organiza-
tions have opened access to productive activities, the obstacles they en-
countered along the way, and possible strategies for providing services
in an era when development capital is in short supply.

AFTER NAIROBI:

A Retrospective of Women’s
Development Organizations
in Latin America

SALLY W. YUDELMAN

One of the more hopeful outcomes
of the UN Decade for Women (1976-1985)
is the emergence of development and
poverty-oriented women’s organiza-
tions in the Third World. At their best,
these organizations offer women at all
levels of society the opportunity to de-
velop self-confidence and skills within a
supportive framework and to challenge
prevalent myths about women’s roles in
society. They enable women to gain ac-
cess to resources and to learn to take
greater economic and political responsi-
bility.

This article examines the progress
made by five women'’s development or-
ganizations in Latin America and the
Caribbean (see sidebar on p. 29). COMO
(the Center for Working Women, located
in Ciudad Juarez, Mexico) and FEHMUC
(the Honduran Federation of Peasant
Women in Tegucigalpa) can be catego-
rized as grassroots movements. MUDE
(Dominican Women in Development in
Santo Domingo) and FOV (the Federa-
tion of Voluntary Agencies in San José,
Costa Rica) are service organizations.
WAND (the Women and Development
Unit of the Extra-Mural Department,
University of the West Indies in Barba-

dos) works at the policy level to influence
development planning on behalf of
women throughout the Caribbean.

All five are nonprofit organizations
that carry out projects to improve the
economic status of low-income women.
Their staffs are composed primarily of
women.

Although each one has approached
the problems of women from a some-
what different perspective, their col-
lective experience shows that these
development organizations offer viable
alternatives to women.

THE UN DECADE AND A
CLIMATE FOR CHANGE

In addition to the commitment and
hard work of the women involved, the
conditions that fostered the growth of
women’s development organizations in
Latin America, the Caribbean, and else-
where include a mixture of world events,
local conditions, and support from inter-
national donors. The UN Decade for
Women provided the crucial framework
of national and international legitimacy
to emerging women’s groups. It also

helped assure the donor support neces-
sary to launch or expand women’s
programs.

Participants in all three women’s dec-
ade conférences—Mexico City (1975),
Copenhagen (1980), and Nairobi (1985)
—recognized that women’s organiza-
tions represent important resources for
helping women and bringing about
change. Although their effectiveness de-
pends heavily on government policies
and on coordination with other institu-
tions, women’s organizations are well
suited to changing and enhancing the
perception of women'’s roles.

Looking back over the decade, it is
clear that some progress has been made.
Besides the emergence of women'’s de-
velopment organizations, gains include
the legislation of policies to benefit
women, the establishment of special of-
fices or women'’s bureaus to provide ser-
vices to women, and the appointment of
women to positions of responsibility in
governments and international and
donor agencies.

Women’s development organizations
have learned, however, that it is a long
road from the government ministry and
the international agency to the imple-
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mentation of meaningful programs to
benefit women. In part this is due to the
meager resources allotted to alleviate
poverty among women. There are also
cultural barriers. In many countries, pro-
grams that have a focus other than home
and family still challenge tenaciously
held assumptions about a woman'’s role
in society.

The experience of women'’s develop-
ment organizations in general, and of
these five in particular, also suggests that
women are still barely visible in other
than the traditional role of wife and
mother. Yet, when poor women are
asked about their needs, they repeatedly
stress access to resources that would en-
hance their productive capacities—for
example, education and training or
credit and land.

The inability of many societies to see
or to accept women'’s productive role has
resulted in the continuation of a social
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