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e TPBelgiah, CiVvil Engineer-Architect, residing south of Washington DC

e (Graduated from KUL Leuven (University/Belgium 1976
Sraduation project and unijversity thesis : soCial housing in Rwahda

e [ived and worked overseas with the (JN : 1977 — 1987
Africa ¢ South East Asia; SocCial Development ¢ Refugee Settlement
e “CTUMBLED?” into STFs 1993-9¢ : [.ebanon & Armenia (WB/Alexahder Marc)
e @Gotinvolved with ILO on a STF-initiative in (Jzbekistan (Jean Majeres)

e Am an ihdependent consultant, have worked oh more than 20STFS in AfriCa,
Middle East, Eastern Europe, Caucasus, Central Asia, South East AsSia



A summary of the ILO’s objectives & experiences with its involvement in STFS
(slide #3)

How do STF's fit in ILO’S mandate on “EMPLOYMENT”

For ILO : structural poverty alleviation < employment poliCy : closely interrelated

CIF > employment generation

ILO supports the conCept Of “mainstreaming investments fOr the poor”, meaning
partiCularly two things : (i) employment generation is not necessarily the sole
objective in a poverty alleviation program, and (ii) investments targeting the poor
have to be made as a matter of poliCy

Some views on STF’S :

Poverty alleviation is a complex issue, ILO supports non-sectorial SUpport :
Flexible and versatile, responding to g wide Variety Of heeds

GIF's should not be simply transfers, both because it may be macro-eConomicCally
Inappropriate, ahd to aChieve sustainability Of the investments

SIF’s have beenh more thah usually gender sensitive, but in terms of employment
generation this still is unsatisfactory

Employment-intensive publiC works programs are still amongst the most Cost-
effective measures £Or poverty alleviation

PG



A summary of the JLO’S objectives & experiences with its involvement in STFS
(slide #4)

A widened “loCal resource-based” approach for STFS,
intended to emphasize the following objectives :

Create rapid employment ahd inCome for the poor

Create g basis for onger-term employment and inCome generation

ensure cost-effective construction and [oCally sustaihable soCial infrastructures
strengthen baCkward ahd forward linkages in the [0Cal economy

promote decentralization and joint partiCipation Of |0Cal authorities and their
constituents in ([0Cal development

promote private ContraCting with labor-intensive methodologies and |0Cal
resource-based technologies

strengthen institutional Capacity at |0Cal leve| of the three pillars in socCiety : [OCal
authorities, 0Cal private seCtor and Community-based Organizations

promote |0Cal resource-based investment policy

contribute to the Creation Of an overall poliCy environment favorable to large-sCale
repliCability of the approaCh
PG .



A summary of the ILLQO’s objectives & experiences with its involvement in STFsS
(slide #5)

Observations :

e Weagknhesses :

— gender has hot been adequately addressed

— L O observes a reduction of the objecCtive “employment” in hewer funds

— AGETIP’s losing touch with community development ahd poverty alleviation
— TPoverty and employment are poliCy-issues ahd require [onger term approaches

o directions I[LO wishes to pursue :

— decentralization and joint partiCipation in development between |OCal
authorities, [0Cal private seCtor and communities

— diversifiCcation Of typology tO address poverty more comprehensively,
particularly iving access to more productive oriented (0Cal investment
opportunities through STFS

— improve impaCt measuring

— putting employment and inCome generation fOr the poor as g poliCy Statement
in any effort Of poverty alleviation and in all government poliCy statements,
inCluding the “gender” dimension of employment and poverty PG



A summary of my personal experiences with SIFs
(slide #6)

come Points of View

CTFs are complex instruments : basiCally for 2 reasons :

— The demand-driven nature : multiple audiences, delegation of decision-making, operating with weak
implementing parthers, outreaCh requirements and remoteness, building partherships,

— The need to respond t0 @ Complexity of small-sCale dispersed needs: diversified material heeds, need to
build institutional CapacCity

1 believe in STFS whicCh are seriously structured (Operations Manuals), 1 believe that many of
the present less-structured CDD experiments whiCh avoid extensive procedures Will sooner or
later adopt @ more structured approacCh — maybe in different forms, maybe for the better

Ihstitutional CapacCity is the kKey CharacCteristiC of Poverty

Economy Of sCale : but many STFS have driven down unit Construction Costs, improved guality
in better timeframes and more profitably fOor the |0Cal ContraCtors ahd their workforce

1 have seen what “miCro-projects” Cah achieve in poor communities, 1 have seen how it Cah be
replicated and achieve larger impacCts : I haven’t seen one good impaCt assessment report
reflecting those achievements for policy making

Political “good-will” is a problem

The poor heed to be given thousands Of times more opportunities, at least equivalent as what
is being given to the middle Class and the wealthy, they might not make more out Of the
opportunities (in the so-Called developed world, min. 30% Of new business ventures are broke
within 2-5 years), but there Will be many times less of them remaining poor, they will
contribute to the overall economy ahd COSt |ess tO the poverty Safety hets PG



A summary of my personal experiences with SIFs
(slide #7)

Are STFS/CDDS a WWrong Approach?

Not really, but it is hot beihg done right yet

? Contradiction : centralized STF Vversus decCentralized development
ahd poverty alleviation > move towards delegated mahagement by |0Cal
aCtors

? Opposition between independent institution and |0Cal government
development > move toward supporting |0Cal government (Carrot ¢
StiCK)

? Is institutional development ah overhead COSt Or g COSt inh funcCtion of
the objectives

SIFs/CDDs will hot make soCial Safety hets obsolete, they Cah make them
more affordable by lifting numerous “benefiCiaries” into the regular
economicC envirohment

SIFS/CDDs are at their best if given some time to mature PG



A summary of my personal experiences with SIFs
(slide #8)

What has been achieved so far,
ahd what could/should be achieved?

With whatever funds available, in whatever operational conditions : the STF system
has provenh :
— tO deliver effectively, to the satisfaCtion Of most relevant Stakeholders,
— tO improve the living conditions of the benefiCiaries,
— O contribute to |0Cal ihstitutional Capacity building
— tO be ah effective developmental instrument when operating ih an emergency environment
— that serious decisions Cah be delegated toO the grass-roots |evel

— that |0Cal institutional arrangements Can be transparent, accountable, effective and
efficient

Substantial humbers of soCial safety net benefiCiaries should transfer into the
regular economy : requirements to aChieve this :
— Provide more opportunities for the target benefiCiaries :
e [More funds ¢ Denser investments

— Provide better opportunities
e [More diversification of outputs/deliverables & [More self-mahagement

— Improve the operating designhs and |earh from the better ones
e GQustainability, sustainability, sustainability, ...
e TInstitutional CapacCity building, institutional CapacCity building, institutional CapacCity building, ...
e Delegation of decision-making, delegation, delegation, ...

— Improve the monitoring Of the impaCts Of the ongoing and future pograms : tO prove the
point, to get poliCy support, to get more funds
PG



concluding Observations :

GIFS = hO pahacea .... But hothing is : bottom-up development isn’t, top-down economic
development isn’t,

IFs and CDDS are pretty good work-horses for poverty alleviation : T have seen the
eneficCiaries before and after!

A |0t OF CritiCism : likely correCt, but some Of the conclusions are hot Correcet ....
Complex: ...Yes ...72 butis POVERTY hot complex, versatile, ..

SIFs > CDDs : versatile, flexible, inCremental, developmental, institution-building (locCal
authorities), provides opportunities to the |east accessible

Complex management - yes, but ... it WOrks in many places
[LoCal authorities : get @ more Central role with adequate Community partiCipation

3 billion JS$ invested 1986-1996 : is that really a ot Of money? Absorption Capacity,
politiCal Will, risks, maCro-eConomics

We need to better measure impaCts anhd partiCipation
More diversified menus > Complexity Oof poverty

1 am nhot ah eConomist, but one should |earn to trust the target people more : their
successes and failures are hot worse thah ih big and medium and small business!

PG .
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