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INTRODUCTICH

Tnis research was undertaken nearly five and one -half vears after
Hurricane Fifi struck the north coast of Honcuras and left many thousands
dead and hundreds of thousands homeless. (Snarr and Prowr 1379)

Our intent in this research was to measure the irpact of aid on the
small farmers tarceted as those most in need of such assistance following
the disaster.

Tne last two decades nave witnessed a variety of atternts fo assess
the long-term impact of natural disasters. Cameron Parish Louisiana
was analyzed four years after it was struck by turricane Mudrey in 1957,
Bates et. al. (19¢3) found qeneral support for the hyrpotheses that the
disaster had ‘acceleration effects™ on the chances that were in process
before tae event. Since Cameron Parish was a crowing and prosperine
comunity before the hurricane several positive rosults followsd. The
negative results primarily affected the black minority that lived alona
the coast.

A few years after the 1964 Alaske Earthquake. Uacy and Kunrsuther
(1565) measured the long-term effects of that event and found that
because of tihe influx of aovernment funds the areca was actually much
better off than prior to the disaster. Cochrane (1975) surveyed several
dgisasters that occurred hetween 1965 and 1972 and found that the imnact

of thesc disturbances vas not randomly spread throunhout the ropulation,



fuch 1ike the blacks in Fates® study. the poorest scament bore a
disproportionate share of the burden.

Haas Kates K and Dowden studied four very Adifferent citiss that
experienced major disasters and found four conditions related to recover.
These are. 1) the magnitude of damage and loss, 2) resources for
recovery 3} nrevailing disaster trends, and 4) Jleadershin
planning and organization. (1977 12-19). In 1975 Friecsema et. al.,
also analyzed four communities and concluded that none exnericnced
major long-term cconomic Toss. They say ...i%t aopears to us that
the American (U.S.) society and policy has hecome so knit tocether
and the economy so integrated that by the mid-twentieth century that
most of the economic costs of natural disasters are externalized to the
larger carryina society." (1979:178)

Wright and associates analyvzed 2 large samnle of census tracts
counties and SiiS4's that cxperienced natural disasters and comrared them
to a control sample¢ that did net experience such cvents. Usino census
data they found that “For the period 120 to 1970 thore are no
discernible affects of the natural disaster events occurring in that
period vhich materially altered population and nousina arowth trends
for counties or for census tracts.  (1979:27) A very recent study
of six communities by Rubin concluded that there are two factors related
to recovery. ‘The number one determinant of expeditious effective
(successful) recovery is prior experience with the same or a similar
disaster anent.’ (1931.18) A second and rzlate? determinant is

...a continuing relationship with the state and faderal asovorament,

which in turn provides local officials (and citizens and business
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Jeaders. too) with knowledas about an array of orcarams and services
available." (1981 18

Generally, there is little from the ‘lorth American studies that
can be applied to turricane Fifi in Honduras. It is probably true. as
Pates . et. al. indicate, that the or¢-disaster tronds were accelerated,
It is also true, as several studies mention, the most vulnerable suffer.
As Baisden and Quarantelli observe. 'In recovery. as in many other
situations, those who arc most isolated--whether physically or socially
--those with the fowest rescurces. and those who make the least noisc
are subject to oversicht. discrimination and incquality in the provision
of services. (1579:10)

Beyond these types of truisrs however. thore is relatively little
that studies of urban disasters can contribute to an understanding of
rural. third world disasters. {Houwever, it must be mentioned that
lNanagua, Micarazua was included in the Haas. Xates and Povden study.)
In this area of Honduras thare was not a massive influx of monies to
rebuild the infra-structure {many bridoes are not yet rebuilt) or loans
to those who lost their houses. The aid that was receivad came from
international sources and as this study indicated, vas too little or,
often, misappropriated. Unlike the U.S., bonduran society is not
integrated so that most economic losses are externalized to the Taraer
carrying society. (Friesema, e¢t. al.) Previous expericnce with a
disaster (Rabin) is also of littie value if there are not available
resources with which to work and when most eneraies are exnended to
meet the basic needs of Iife. Althourh the “Impact Ratio” (Mriqht) is

undoubtedly very hiah it cannot ever be calculated dug tn the Tack of



base data. Such statemonts cominn frov studies of urban, industrial

societies as, the most serious disasters are thosc strikinn the
most resourceful communities (large communities oresent hetter taracts)
and "...reltief aid also incrcases with disaster scverity.” certainly
do not apply here. (Wright et. al.:207)

The idea of this proaram was to prnvide the incentives and means
for farming families affected by Hurricane Fifi to leave refugee conters
and other places where they were temporarily residine and return to their
farmliands to plant their basic grains within the planting season that
ended in December 1974, Once assisted in this pronram it would be
presumed that these rural, small-scalc farmina families would be
self-reliant insofar as they would not depend on relief assistance beyond
the tine of their first harvest. This activity coincides with what
Paisden and OQuarantelli identify as “recovery.® "Recovery refers to
conscious disaster-linked non-ererqency activities which would not
oth?rwise have been undertaken.” {1975:2) The recovery aid in this
instance was coming from international relief aasncies.

In order to provide this assistance, it was initially hoped that
counterpart organizations already operatina in local arcas could be
utilized. It soon became apparent. however, that such a plan was not
generally possible. since these organizations were very husv with their
own tasks which were cxnanded durine the emeraency and recovery period.
Since the counterpart organizations of these international armencies were
not generally available to distribut» these coods, it was decided to
utilize local indicenous organizations called "Patronatos."” For various

reasons these Fatronatos were not acnerally used and a variety of local



leaders and organizations were employed. NAs will ba discussed later

there were several negative results from these choices.

STUDY AREA . POPULATIOMS AMD METHODOLOGY

Rather than trying to assess the total area where relief was aiven,

we chose the rural areas of the La Ceiba renion and the Acuan Valley.

(See tlap flo. 1.) Essentially. we opcrated within one day's drive of

La Ceiba. (Scc Map Ho. 2.) Ue interviewed varyina numbers of persons

in eteven villages in this area. In no way can we claim that the villanes
we cnose for interviewing or the respondents were chosen randomly. ‘e
were armed with a 1ist of villages that had receivaed aid and the number

of items distributed in cach vi11aqe.] (See Map 2.)

Ir order to determinc the impact of the aid provided. we identified
recipients of aid to bc interviewed as well as nen-recipients in the same
ltocale. Of the 270 ocrsons we intervicwsd, 176 indicated that thoy had
received materials while 94 indicated they had not. Thus we feel
confident that we interviewed in villages that had received emorgency
aid intended for small farmers and that the recipients clearly remembered
the details of their assistance. Irn fact to rocipients and non-recinients.
Hurricane Fifi is a 'watershed” in their lives and they think in terms
of bcfore and after Fifi.

Unlike the above mentioned studies this research focuses on a rural,
third-world region. ilost of the inhabitants of this recion are peasants
struagling to survive without dirzct aovernmental assistance. Aside

from some occasional ‘bachelor-type goods™ such as radios. wrist watches,



etc.. (Lappe' and Ccllins.1578) their possessions include their house.
some utensils and a few tools. !ast roads are oravel and transoortation
is by feot or bus. ‘that non-aaricultural work that is available has

been with Fruit Companies. Although prosnerous in the past. the Fruit
Companies have experienced economic difficulties in recent y=ars. Feyend
this, Honduras is considered one of the poorest nations in Latin fmerica

(53

and has been desianated as a “chronic food doficit country” Ly the FAO.
0f the 270 houscholds irnterviewed 238 were headed by men whilc 32
were headed by women. Occupationally, €7.8% (180 were farmars, 18.2%
{47) were employed in unskilled jobs (day laber, ficld work for banana
companies, ctc.). and 12.0% (37) were in skilled jobs . {brick layers.
carpenters commercial nositions etc.).2 The averaac aac of the
houschold head was £3.5 and tho averag? numbor of years of formal
sciooling was 1.9. Tha averags number of persons per household was €6.0.
Property damace was vory hiah in this arca duc to Fifi  but the Toss
of life was low. Uver four-fifths of the resoondents had thedir homes

destroyed by thc storm (83.5%) while less than four nercent 1nst one

of their family mombers.

RECIPLENTS AMD MO™ RECIPIENTS OF AID COMPTRED
As previously mentioned our sample contained both recipients and
non-recipients of the aid distributed. 1In this section we will compare
the two groups on a serics of items not directly related to the aid they
received. This will do three thines with reforence to aur aoal of
mrasuring the impact of the aid onrogram: 1) it will inform us as to tha
similarities and differences between the twe non-random sasnles. 2) it

will further eniichten us as to the conditions under which these peonle
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lived. and 3) it will add a dimension to our actual evaluation. To

do this we asked the respendents a series of qucstions conc2rning their
houses and their characteristics before and after Hurricane Fifi,
Specifically, we asked of what materials their houses were constructed
the floor materials. whether or not they had electricity. runnina wator
and whether or not they had added space to their livina quarters. - It
might be mentioned at this time that numarous persons indicated that
they had received the aid we mentioned, but that they had to pay for
it. Generally the amount of money they paid was small so wo have
incorporated these persons into the category of receiving aid.

On the topic of ihousing and floorinn materials we have " distinguished
between traditional and modern. In no wav do we intend to imply that
mocern is bectter or more desirable or that traditional is inferior or
unacceptable. Yo are simply usine these terms to differentiate between
materials that arc indinenous and those that arc manufactured utilizinn
canital intensive technology. Traditional housing material refers to
tierra lodo. cana and brava, while rodern refers to sawn lumber and
cement block. Traditional floorina material is tierra and modern is
sawn lumber or concrete.

As Table 1 indicates, there are qenerally very small differences
Letween the recipients and non-recipients before or after the hurricane,
Housc material was essentially the same for both croups before the
storm {3.7% difference) an? both became less traditional (utilizino
modarn mzterials) by approximately the same percentace (1?.5% for
recinpients and 10.2% for non-recinients). Reoardine floor material
thers was less than one percent difference before the storm, and

recipients nad 2.5% fower traditional floors afterwards--a very
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insignificant difference. Uifferences in electricity wera 1.5% before
Fifi {only 2.9% of the recipients had it and 4.4% of the non-recipients)
and 1.3% after. Before the disaster alrmost twice as many non-recipients
had running water (15.6% vs. €.4%) but five years later the difference
was reduced to 1.5%. Since the hurricane, recipients have incrrased
the space in their house at a hiagher rate, 7.3%. than did the
non-recipients.

On the four items that compare conditions before and after there
is very little difference, and the imnroverent expsricnced by the two
grouns is also comparable. with a slight edge goina to recipients in
the arca of running water (recipients started with fewer cases).
Recipients were able to expand thair housine space more than the
non-recipients. ilonz of these differcnces, however, are statistically

. s 3
sienificant.

Table 1

HOUSIMNG CHARACTERISTICS OF RECTPIEMTS AMD NOM-
RECIPIENTS: PREFORE AND AFTER HURRICARE FIFI

£id Recipients Mon- Recibients
Eefore After Pefore hfter
House
Material.

Traditional 62.¢% 52.1% £6.3% 55.1%
riodern 37.4% 43.0% 33.7% 44 5%
100% = 174 71 8% 89

Floor

raterial.

Traditional 77.6% 70.6% 77.5% 73.4%
odern 22.4% 29.4% 22.5% 26.6%

100% = 174 150 89 94



Electric.

Yes 2.9% 9.8% 4.4% 1.%
No 97.1% 90.2% 95.6% 89.9%
100% = 174 174 Nn 90

Mater:

Yes 6.4% 39.7% 15.6% 38.2%
No 93.6% 60.4% 84.4% 61.8%
100% = 173 174 90 89

Larger House
Since Fifi?
Yes 32.6% 25.3%
No 67.4% 74.7%
190% = 172 79

RECIPIENT AND NON-PECIPIENT FARMLRS COMPARED

Small farmors were targeted as thc prime croup to receive aid in
this region. We usc the torm ‘farmers' follewina the lead of relief
agencies but the reader rust be cautioned that they are not farmers
in the samc sense as U.S. farmers. These people either own, rent or
use a few acres and generally use ne more than hand tools to plant.
cultivate and harvest. ‘ot unexpectedly, numerous persons who were pot
farmers received somo of the aid. Part of this can be cxnlained by the
fact that persons not identifyina themsclves as farmers actually raisc
some crons to supplement their dincome. Thirty-nine persnns for instance.
indicated that they were not farmers but did respand tc the guestion
rclating te the current locatien of their aagricultural land and stated

that they are still raisina crops. It is also possibkle that others
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intended to farm after the hurricane, but could not and we do not doubt
that some were simply desperate for halp and indicated that they werc
farmers. Ve have, howover. excludad these types of persons from this
analysis and are only including persons who currently identify their
occupation as farmer. Of the 270 interviewed, as previously menticned
180 or 67.8% were farmers. This rcprescnts a decline of annroximately
gight percent when conparod to bafore Fifi.

In order to explore the chanacs these farmers have exoerienced and
tc evaluate their s{tuation before and after Fifi and between recipients
and non-rccipients we asked a number of questions related to their farminag.
{See Table 2.)

Table 2
FARMERS BEFORE AND AFTER HURRICANE FIFI
Recipients MNon-Recipients  Total

Cultivate same land?

Yes 47.3% 40.0% 44.5%
No 52.7% €0.02 50.1%
100% = 112 55 167
Hew much land do you
cultivate ccmpared to
before Fifi?
tiore 13.4% 5.5% 10.5%
Less 33.4% 30.9% 37.5%
Same 48.2% 63.6% 52.1%
100% = 116 55 171
bid you sell agricultural
products before Fifi?
Yes 71.7% 63.5% €9.1%
o 28.3% 36.4% 31.9%
100% = 113 55 163
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Do you sell agricultural
products now?

Yos 52.2% 43.6% 49.4%
No 47.8% 56.4% 50.6%
100% = 113 55 168

Do you produce now as much
as before Fifi?

Yes 17.8% 5.5% 13.7%

Less 46 .3% 50.9% 46.4%

Same 38.1% 43.6% 36.9%
100% = 113 55 168

Before comparing the respenses, however, it is interesting to note
that both arouns have experienced snme draratic chanaes in their farmina.
Less than half (44.9%7) cultivate the sare land. 37.4% cultivate less
land (10.5% cultivate more) where 69.1% seld anricultural products
before Fifi only 49.4% do now, and 46.4% state that they produce less
now as compared to the pre-Fifi perind. Comnarinao the two arouns it
seems that recipients had a rathor consistent edae on the non-recinients
becth before the storm and after. !orc recipients cultivate tine same
Yand (7.3%). 7.9% cultivate more land (15.4% non-recipients cultivate
less), 8.1% more sold agricultural products before the hurricans and
8.6% since, and 12.3% of thc recipients produce morc than they did
prior to Fifi. The differences between the two croups are not
however, statistically sianificant. It is reasonable to decuce that
these differences bctween recipients and non-recipoients can be accounted
for in part by the somewhat advantaned situation the recipients had

prior to the hurricane.
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DISTRIBUTION AWD USE OF AGRICULTURAL AID

In order to evaluate the use of the aoocds received and tn determine
its impact on post-Fifi farmino we asked each recipient what particular
items they received and what they continue to use. e found that the
following items were distributed to the 176 recipients: 1) hand tools
(hoes . machetes, etc.) were received by 111 persons, 2) seed corn by
68, 3) bean seeds by 44 persoens, 4) veoetable seeds by 20,
5) rice by 18. and 6) insecticide by 18. In terms cf the density
of aid or the number of these items each perscn or family reccived
it was distributed as follows: one item per recipiont was aiven to
77 persons two items given tc 42 persons three items to 32 persons,
four items to 19 perscns five items to five persons and six were aiven
to only one recipient.

Table 3 contains a list of the materials received and currently
usea by all of the recinients as vell as the percentane of those still
in use. Toouls are beinm utilized at a higher rate than the other materials

followed by insecticides, veaetables c¢orn, beans and rice. Although

Table 3
TOTAL MATERIALS RECEIVED AMD CURRENTLY IN USE

Received Still {tilized Percont

Tools m 73 65.87
Corn (sceds) 68 25 36.8%
Eeans (seecs) A 15 34.1%
Vegetables (sceds) 20 8 40,0%
Rice (seeds) 13 A 22.2%

Insecticide 18 10 55.6%
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we lack comparable data one might expect qreater continued use.
Traditionally, rice has not been widely orown by small farmers in this
area and its low continued usage is not too surnrising. Several persons
volunteered to the interviewers that the beans they received were not
good (mostly molded) and that would account for the low percentace thera.
Corn is the staple among these penple and its diminishina usane is
undoubtedly related to scme of it havine bteen a hybrid and thus not
capable of continued use. Insecticide is ceostly and probably a rare
cormodity among these people and its continued use may mean it is used
with great care.

The utilization pattern becomes clearer however. when we separate
the recipients into farmers and non-farmers. Table 4 makes this comparisen
and it is clear that with the exception of insecticides farmers make

hetter use of this aid than non-farmers--as one would expect.

Table 4

VATERIALS RECEIVED AND CURRENTLY <D
RY FARMERS 7ilD NOM-FARMERS

Farmers Non-Farmers
Received Used Percent Received Used Percent

Tools 69 58 84.1% 42 15 35.7%
Corn 58 24 41.4% 10 1 10.0%
Beans 38 14 37.0% 6 1 16.7%
Vegetables 17 8 47 .14 3 0 0.0%
Rice 15 3 26.7% 3 0 0.0%
Insecticice 15 8 53.3% 3 2 66.7%

Another way of lookina at the irpact of the 2id is to ask the

recipients tc compare their financial situation before and after Fifi.
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Table 5 compares recipient and non-recipient farmcrs as to whether their
financial situation is Cetter, the Same or Horse. .Although not
statistically different, the recipients have improved at a hiaher
rate or, more accurately. their plioht has not deteriorated to the samg
extent as the non-recipients.

Finally. we can look at the impact of the density of aid on the
sclf-reported. financial situation of recipient farmers. Table 6 presents
this data and it appsars that no change takes place with from one to
three items received. but that a sliant improvement is reaistered with
four items and significant channe with five or six (but the numbers
here are very small).

Table 5

FINANCIAL SITUATION OF RECIPIENTS AND HON-RECIPIENT FARMERS REFORE
AND AFTER HURRICANE FIFI

Financial Situation Aid Pecipients Hlen-Recirients
Better 31.9% 15.5%
Equal 27.4% 37.9%
Horse 41.6% 26.6%

100% = 113 58

One might deduct that an important chanoe is made with increased aid,
and the differences are statistically significant but there are cther
dynamics operatinag therein. For example, five of the six respondents
wino received five or six items are from the one villace where a strona
Patronatoe was operating and additional aid was alsc receivaed in recent
years. This aid is probably the result of an agrarian reform plan in

Honduras that supports cooperative ventures. {(Parsons, 1978)
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Table 6

FINANCIAL SITUATION OF RECIPIEMTS AND THE
DENSITY OF AID

tumber of materials received

Financial Situation One Two Three Feour  Five/Six
Better 28.0% 26.8% 25.8% 36.8% 100.0%
Equal 36.0% 19.5% 35.5% 26.3% 0.0%
Worse 36.0% 53.7% 38.7% 36.8% 0.0%

100% = 75 41 31 19 6

MON-AGRICULTURAL AID
Lamina {4' x 8' sheets of corregated tin) was received by 98 families
and after five years 95% ars still using it. (There is no difference
between farmers and non-farmers regarding this material.} Pefore
Hurricane Fifi 5€.0% of the recipients of aid had roofs made of traditional

materials (manaca or teja) and 52.8% of the non-recipients had tracitional

roofs. Five ycars after the storm only 16.2% of the recipients and 32.6%
of the non-recipients have roofs of traditional materials. Differences
between recipients and non-recipients with reference to traditional
roofing material before and after Fifi are statistically sionificant.
(Mon-traditional roofing material is either the lamina or sawn lumber
with a covering of some type, but there are feower than five cases of
the latter so lamina constitutes non-traditional or madern roofina
in this discussion.) iuch of this difference bestween the two groups
cah be attributed to the aid but when asked a total of 37 persons
stated that thecy had purchased tamina since the hurricane and nf these,
69.5% had not received lamina as a part of aid.

Lamina is a ruch desired material and probably the most valued item

distributed. Of the 238 families that responded to our aquestion related
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to preferred roof material all but two indicated that they do orefer
Tamina  Tne two who preferred other materials had roofs of wood at soms
time, Lamina was preferred primarily because it is more duralic. but
others stated that there was no nalm aveilable after the hurricane that
the lamina docs not catch fire and that snakes and Luas Tive in the
indigenous materials. UYhen asked in an open ended au~stien 'of the
matcrials received what was particularly useful ' 38.2% mentioned
lamina first followed by 21.8% who stated tonols. 19.4% for soeds

13.5% food. 4.1% clothes, and 2.9% said ¢verythino.

EVALUATION OF ATD DISTRIBUTICH

Soon after our interview began it became evident that both rzcipients
and non-recipients were very anxious te cerment on the manner in which
the aid was distributed. Ve did not initially clicit these comments.
but found early that rost raspondents wnuld raiso the issu-. since it
was foremost in their minds whien the racovory period ras mentioned,
Initially we did not systematically record these cormments  however
we soon deciued 1t was nccessary. Followina this docision each
respondent vas 2skec to evaluate the distribution nrocess. In the
recorded responses to this ooen-ended auestion we wers ablr to catenorize
the 170 respondents intc the follewing qenzral evaltuative classes:
1} the distribution was aood or fair 2) the distribution was
acceptalble @and 3) distributinn of the materials was basd ar unfair.
Aside from not quostiening our entira aroun we found that some prefuerred
not to respend due to the scnsitivity of the question and 2 frar nf
retribution if found out. " few others stat:s that they ha no
particular opinion and a fow stated that they were sick 2nd unable to

participate in the proaram.
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Of the 170, 38 (22.4%) indicated that the distribution was aood
or fair 30 (17.7%) that it was acceptable and 102 (£0.0%) felt it was
bad or unfair. Of these respondents 124 (72.9%) were recinients of aid
and 46 (27.1%} were non-recipients. Of the recipients. 37 (29.8%)
felt the distribution was aood, 26 (21.0%) indicated it was acceptable
and 61 (49.2%) viewed it as had or unfair. FPredictablv. non-recipients
felt the distribution less fair. Only one indicated it was nood (2.2%).
four (8.7%) that it was acceptable and 41 (82.1%) that it was bad or
unfair,

Aside from the ceneral evaluation reported above respondents
cited specific complaints they had with the distribution process. The
most cited corplaint was that either those distributin~ the goods kept
the more desirable items or did not distribute anythina. (Renorts of
such behavior are common in this part of the world. " (Parsons.1978
Seligson 1978)  Seventy nersons mention this and of this numter
3J (55.7%) vere recinients of the aid themselves. The second most
mentioned complaint waérthat either the poor did not aet the materials
or tnat tae rich (tiiose not in need) received them. Sixty two persons
mentioned thais and of this number 19 (30.7%) vere recipients. A total
of 2Y persons complained that recipients had to pay for the materials
and 17 of these persons were recipients themselves (58.6%). Twenty-three
respondents (5 or 21.7% recipients) otserved that either they simply
did not ask for tne aid or they refused to ask for such. The fact that
five of those mentioning this alsc answered that they received aid
either means that they received it anyway or that they vere complaininng
about what was happeninn to othars. Twelve nersons mentioned that

there was not sufficient material to distribute to the needv (66.7% were
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recipients) and seven stated tinat only the ones who corplained loudest
received the aid (of these 42.9% wore recipients).

One would be tempted to dismiss these complaints if they wera only
from tne non-recipients. but it is evident from the above that this is
not so. Althcugn ncarly all of the non-recipients were dissatisfied
with tne distribution practices. nearly half of the rccipients were also
dissatisfied. Another reason for believing the reports is that they
werc indepencently sucstantiatecd by numerous persons in the same villanes.
In many villages wz have details from several persons. recinients and
non-recipients of thc nerson or persons whno were to distribute the
materials, but instcad sold them and left the corwunity (onc rovina to
La Ceiba and anothar to the United States) or kept the materials for
their own use. Some were renorted as still havine materials. In fact
in only one village did we encounter an orcanization that approximates
tne ideal Patronato system. This Tatronato involved a workina co-op
of ratiner young men who nad received additional aid from other sources

and wno were apparently succecding agriculturally and financially.

COMNCLUSION
Assessing the impact of aid after five years vitnh limited base data

or other controls is a very difficult task. However. ve feel it is

a necessary and justitiable undertakinc and one that can identify
strennths and weaknesses that cannot otherwis: be observed, 24id to
disaster victims durina the rocovery period is a difficult task under
the best of conditions. Mith 1imited cormunicatiorn and transrortation
facilitias availalble an2 a national oovcrnrment of Timited resourcoes

the task is exaczrbated zven more. It was undor these conditions thet
aid wias distributzd to a larage number of small farmers in the arcas of

~a Ccita and the Acuan VYalley of Honduras.
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ke approached the task of assessmunt by interviewina recinients
and non-recipients of aid in villaaes we knew had rcceivoed aid this
fact was substantiated by the respondents. Althoual we chose non random
samples of respondents from what we considered to be rcpresentative
villages we did find that the two qroups shared many charactoeristics.
Recipient and non-recipient farmers also were quite similar. but
recipients seemed to have some advantaaes both before Fifi and after.
Both groups of farmers had experienced several problems related to their
farming due to the hurricane and its effects. Comparing recinient
farmers and non-farmers. we found tnat the aid given to the farmers was
put to more extended use. Although non-farmers were not supnosed to
receive said aid, there arc numerous reasons why this probably hapnened.

Y2 were surprised to find that most recipients received only one
or two types of aid. Perhaps this can be accounted for by the areater
than anticipated number of persons affected by the storm. Althouah
these receiving more materials fared tetter five years later the
difference can essentially be accounted for in one villace--where a very
active Patronato was operatino-- which has received a arecat deal of
additional, outside assistance.

Since both recipients and non-recipients were anxious to discuss
their complaints abeout the distribution system, we _questioned a large
number on this topic with an open-cnded question. ‘Ye found that noarly
helf of the total group felt the process bad or unfair and that a larae
minority of recipients shared this belief. Their corolaints wers
centered around thosc in charge of distribution who reportedly kept
sold or selectively distributed the materials. Althouah v would normally
be skaptical of such post-facto corplaints we took_them nuite seriously

since they came from recinients and non recinients alike,
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vz found tnat larac numiers of both recinicnts and non recipients
have serious problems five years after Fifi. 0Orly 33% of the recipients
and 19.1% of tne non-recipients are better off financially while 30%
and 3o% are in about the same financial situation as hbefore Fifi. and
40% and 44.9% are veorse off now. (The differcnces are not statistically
significant.) But again. we must mention that over 342% of the recipients
who reported that they are better off financially were rasidents in
the one village with a stronr Patronato, and laraz amounts of aic
from other sources. Yitn this advantaced oroun is daleted the
differences are neoliaible.

tiky does an anparently well conccived prooram to assist small
farmers after a major storm not find mcasurable differencrs between
recipients and non-rocipiconts five years later? And, why do nearly 50%
of tie rospondents (both recipients and non-rocipients) consider the
distritution of goods unfair or bLad? From our investication and
observations we feel the answor to this aquestion ligs in a numbar of
circumstancz=s essontially weyond the control of relief aanncies. These
circumstances are. 1) a qreater neod than expected 2) counterrart
agencies acnerally unable to assist in the distritution proccss and
subsequcntly a poor choice of distributing asents. 3) far arcater
lone-torn damaac from the hurricanc, and 4)  the movement of the Fruit
Companizs to mor. profitable areas.

Relief agencices riscalculated the numbar of families affocted by
the storm.  Thesc miscalculations rosultad in the thin” distribution
of materials and subsequently, a situation whorcin recipionts are virtually
indistinquishabie from non rccipients with refarence to economic and

social well bueino five vears later.



21

The earlier mentioned distribution plan called for the use of local
counterpart oraganizations to distribute the goods to small farmers in
necd. These established agencies were acnerally too busy with their
own relief and recovery efforts. Since this approach was impossible.
serious staffing and distribution problems were encounterad. According
to respondznts the reported corruption and maldistribution of the aocods
can aenerally be considered the result of an inappropriate choice of
persons to act in this capacity.

The hurricane also caused major floodina and the deterioration or
removal of the top soil in many ercas. The reosults of this is clearly
reflected in the agricultural production of thc rocipients and
non-recipients when they are corrared before and after Fifi. This
situation is an obvious contributor to the doaclinina financial status
that the respondents exporienced.

Coupled witn this latter factor was the decision by the Fruit
Companics to alter and/or move some of their operations. This contributed
to the loss of jobs and markets for the local residents and the
subsequent deterioration of their Tliving conditions reflected in this
study. rany factors contribute to decisions by such transnational
corporations to move, but thz decision is often devastatine to the local
and/or recoional cconomy.

It must not be assumed that all efforts to assist after Hurricane
Fifi mct with difficulties or failure. Other research by tho authors
on tne nortn coast of Honduras in the Sula Valley found very positive
results. !hen the recipicents of that aid were surveyed to assess their
situation throc years after the disaster the response was overwhelminaly

positive. (Snarr & Brown, 1980)



HOTES

'Both researcners were in the field as the research took place, but
we relied heavily upon a graduate student in Rural Socioloay at Chip State
University who was from the north coast of Honduras te direct and train the
local interviewzrs. The interviewers were from tho immediate area and had
completed no more than a high school dearee. In addition to the three-pace
interviews tne graduate student conducted several in-depth intorviews
lasting from thirty minutes to an hour.

zlf the numbers do not add to the total respondents (270) it is duc to
an incomplete response rate.

3Cn1-square is a statistic used to determine if differcnces between
numbers are significant. Differences are considered sionificant 1f they are
.05,
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VILLAGE DESCRIPTIONS

Corozal is located on the coast east of the city of La Ceiba and two miles
of f the main highway. - luch of the villane is adjacent to the beach and
fishina was an important economic activity. Prior to Fifi all familics
interviewed were houssd in traditional structures. Today 37 percent

have a modern structure in at least one aspect {floor, roofinc, housinn
material). Only 44 percent reccived aid and only half of those receiving
aid received rore than two items. Of those interviewed 22 percent said
they were 'better off  financially while 5€& percent answered that their

financial situation was unchanged.

Elixir is located ir the basin of the Pio Aauan apnroximately 25 kilometers
southwest of the town of Isleta. Only in the material used in roofinc was
there a chanoe in the house materials. Those having "modern® roofina
increased from 47 percent to 78 percent. Thirty-four percent stated

they had received aid and 30 percent of those receivino aid reccived

only one Jitem. Forty percent reportzad they were worse off financially

now while 20 percent considered their situation better.

Colonia Fifi is located at the edge of thz villane of Sonacura and was

built" specifically for victims of Fifi. A limited water supply and
poor soil rmake this an inadequate site for a proisct. Thz only sianificant
improvement in housina was in the type of roofina material. Pre-Fifi

35 percent had modern roofina. This percentaace increased to 79 after Fifi.
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Seventy-one percent receivad aid and of thosc 70 percont raceived only
one item. Only 28.2 porcent of those interviewed consideraed themselves

better off--wiile 34.6 thouaht they vere worse off financially.

Curva is located on the primary road between Isleta and Sonaquzra. With
the exception of roofing material those interviewed ware more poorly
housed after Fifi than prior to the storm. !lo change was recorded frorm
the equal percentage with modern roofing, while in house materials

the rodern category percentags dropped from 25 to 9. The drop in

modern flooring percentages was not so steep beinag from 41 to 33.

Fifty percent said they received aid, none received more than two iterms
and 90 percent received only one item. Of those intervicwed 54.5 percent
indicated they were worse off now. Strong complaints were made ahout

the distribution systen with references to lamina beine diverted for

sale and for a church.

Isleta is a former Standard Fruit Company town which the aovernment has
appropriated. Tne persons receiving aid were at the frince of the former
company town. They were all in completely traditional housina and had been
prior to Fifi. Thesc people did not receive lamina as it was desinnated
for Colonia Fifi. Aid was received by 66 percent and 75 percent of these
receivad three items. Fifty percent said they were in better financial

snape wihile 33 percent said they wore now in wors: condition.

Jilamo is south of the Tela-LaCeiba hichway about ~inht kilometers and
has two distinct scctions. The onc nzarest the road is 3ll wodern

housing in a "project” siting of rectanaular lots and “strocts.”
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Slightly more than half those intervicwed had traditional housina materials
prior to Fifi while now only 28 percent are 50 housed. Roofing material
had an even more pronounced shift movina from 60 to 9 percent with
traditional materials. Aid was received by 77 percent and 55 percent
received more than two items. Only 21 percent thought they were vorse

off and 50 percent answecred they were in better financial condition.

San Francisco is approximately ten kilometers north of the Tela-La Ceiba

road about half the distance to the coast. Sixty-seven percent were
housed in modzrn dwellings prior to Fifi with the only sianificant
change being in the area of roofing material. From sliahtly over

half, the percentage after Fifi was only 15 percent with traditional
roofing material. Aid was received by almost half (47 percent) and of
those receiving aid 38 norcent received more than two items. fFifty-four
percent of those interviewed said they were worse off whils only 15

percent thought their fipancial situation was improved.

San Jose is a very small village mid-way betwsen Olanchita and Tierra
Blanca in the valley of the Rio Aouan. Mith the excention of roofing,
1ittle change was expcrienced in housing materials., Prior to Fifi

62 percent had modern material while after Fifi th? figure was 100
percent. Aid was received by 78 percent but none of these received
more ‘than two items. Second only to Tierra Rlanca the residents here

felt they were worse off financially. with 63 norcent so responding.

San Juan Benke is located on the coastal plain about 8 kilometers from

San Juan Pueblo and to the north of the Tela-lLa Ceiba highway. The rost



significant change in housina was the improvement in roofinc matorial
whera the percentags classified modern reversed after Fifi. Thirty per-
cent had such material pre-Fifi, and now 70 percent of the houses are

so roofed. Seventy percent said they received aid while only 19

percent of those received more than tuo items. Concernina their financial
situations. 39 percent said they were worse off and 13 percent responded

that it was now better. The laragor nroportion d4idn't nerceive a chanac.

San_Juan Pueblo is located within the coastal plain directly on the
Tela~-La Ceiba highway which divides the settlement into two parts.

Housing materials have improved for many of the S. J. Pueklo residents.
Prior to Fifi the percentace classified as "modern™ was 43 and now it

is sixty-four. Roofina had a similar chang2. 'hile nre-Fifi the modern
category was 44 percent, it is now sixty-five. Aid was roceived by

69 percent of those interviewed and 26 percent rcceived more than two
items. Forty-three percaent responded that they were worse off financially
and exactly half that amount siad they were now in a hettecr financial

position.

Tierra Blanca is within the valley of the Rio Aquan and directly adjacent
to Standard Fruit Company banana lands. It occupies land donated by the
company. Prior to Fifi only 8 percent had house materials classified as
modern while 30 percent had such roofing materials. Post-Fifi nona had
modern house materials but all had medern roofina. Fid was received by 85
percent. However. only 5 percent receivad more than twoe itoms. Concernina
its financial situation this site had the hichest percentace {72) of

people who were now financially loss well off than bofore Fifi.



