La Barquita     12

La Barquita: 

A Case Study in Solidarity Group Formation and Participation

Seth Morgan

Covenant College
Introduction
At the beginning of my time here, Reverenda Milquilla, Smita and Ciprian gave me a research question: “Why is there not more participation in La Barquita?” and three possible answers.  1: Economic factors, 2: Lack of trust, 3: The project itself (its form or requirements).  In other words either economic factors of some kind keep women from participating, the women do not trust each other enough to form solidarity groups, or the project’s requirements interfere with their ability to participate.  My answer (such as it is) involves a combination of all three.  First let me explain the methods I used to test these three hypotheses.


When I arrived, Ciprian was already starting the process of promoting the program in the part of La Barquita below the bridge.  I was able to attend the first promotional meeting with him, as well as the subsequent meeting with Pedro and all of the training sessions.  I observed the groups as they formed and conducted many interviews with the prospective members.  This was the first part of my research: observation of the group formation process, combined with both formal and informal interviews with the associates below the bridge.

In addition to giving me a chance to observe group formation, the first portion of the investigation gave me a chance to learn what economic and social indicators would be useful in a broader survey of the whole community.  I tested many of the questions I later asked in my community-wide survey during this period.  The second portion of the investigation involved short interviews using a survey form (included in Appendix 1), which I conducted with one hundred and fifty-two of the women in La Barquita: fifty-one below the bridge and one hundred and one above the bridge.


Along with the surveys I conducted focus groups with all the groups in both La Barquita and El Manguito to discover what characteristics they considered to be necessary in a good group member.


From the data I have collected, I aim to give you an explanation of the different reasons women in La Barquita give for not participating, a possible theory to explain why participation in La Barquita is lower than might be expected, and an estimation about the possibilities for further participation in the future.  All three of these outcomes should be viewed skeptically, as the results of an investigation conducted by a very inexperienced researcher in only one community with no opportunity to compare data with a larger population.
Research Results


The most obvious way to find out why there is not more participation in La Barquita would be to simply ask as many people as possible why they are not interested in participating.  This is what I did during the second part of the investigation.  Here are the responses:
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The largest category is “no aplica” or “doesn’t apply.”  These are the women who either are already participating or who interest in participating.  As you can see, this is about one third of the sample.  Of these, nineteen are current associates (all the La Barquita group members but one).  The other twenty-eight responded that they are interested in participating.  This is encouraging, but it is important to point out that many of these affirmative responses were not strong.  While I saw one woman already asking her neighbors to join her group, I also talked to others who I am sure only said yes in order to avoid telling me “no” to my face (Note: the total number expressing interest was 38, or 25% of the sample, this is because some expressed interest but also gave reasons why they had not yet participated which are recorded above).  


The second largest category is labeled “no need/no business interest” because in my experience the two responses are functionally the same.  If a woman does not desire to start a business (no matter what her needs may be) then she does not need the particular services of Esperanza.  So these responses cover those who are outside of the pool of potential associates.  Unless they either become poorer or decide they would in fact like to start a business, they will not participate in the program.


To the left of “no need/no business interest” are two important categories: “don’t like the groups” and “difficulty of forming a group.”  If you add these two together you get the second most common reason given for not participating in Esperanza.  

I kept these responses separate because, though they both concern the solidarity groups, they reflect different reasons for not participating.  Those who said that they do not like the idea at all—eleven respondents or 7.2% of the sample—reflect a common opinion that it is better to only be responsible for oneself.  Responses like, “I am responsible for myself, not others” (field notes 169) or “If the others didn’t pay in time then I’d have to pay, and I wouldn’t want to have someone behind me asking me to pay” (187) are typical.  They reflect a dislike of the concept of group responsibility.  Armendariz and Morduch (authors of The Economics of Microfinance) report that this is an important issue in group contracts, related to richer clients’ preference for individual loans.  “Some clients simply prefer not having obligated to others” (2007, 111).  They cite a study done by Women’s World Banking that in Bangladesh 72% of current clients and 87% of drop-outs would prefer foregoing the assistance of group members in exchange for an individual loan.

This bare statement of preference is difficult to entirely separate from the response, “difficulty of forming a group,” and the two worries overlap somewhat (i.e. some people may not like groups because they are difficult to form) but I think it is important to distinguish between the two ideas.  The difference from the point of view of the survey is that these respondents said that they would like to be involved, but they expressed reservation about their ability to form a group of five women they could trust, or who would be “responsible.”  Some sample responses: “The problem is to find the 5 responsible people” (field notes 199) “Yes [I am interested], but I would have to find the women” (203).  

These respondents recognized the implicit cost of having to cover the loans of their fellow group members, but instead of rejecting the idea entirely they expressed hesitation about finding the women who they could trust not to fail.  This is not an insurmountable obstacle.  One of the women who gave this response has in fact formed a group. However, as I will show in the section on group formation, it is not an empty fear either.

The third most common response was “business area pessimism.”  This covers those who responded that they would like to start a business, but thought that “No business succeeds here [in La Barquita]” (field notes 133).  As one respondent said, “I would like to have a business place but not here.  Here there is nothing” (145).  I asked the associates below the bridge whether this was a difficult place to make business and they all agreed, though they have businesses themselves.  I cannot say whether this shows that the women who lack the skills to survive in a difficult market stay out or if it reflects an overly-pessimistic outlook.  Likely it is a combination of both, and differs from respondent to respondent.

Moving left on the graph, eight respondents were not interested in borrowing from Esperanza because they are repaying a loan from another institution, most commonly ADOPEM.  This is not all of those who are borrowing from other institutions.  In fact, six of the current associates also have loans outstanding or recently finished with ADOPEM.  However, these eight respondents (5.3%) did not feel that they could take on any more debt.

Another eight respondents cited various life-cycle reasons for not participating: several were pregnant, others had very small children, had health difficulties, or considered themselves too old to be involved.


Six were not interested because they either do not live in the community full-time or they were planning to move soon.  Several of these were applying for visas to go abroad.


The final response is related to “paying another loan” in that it involves what might be termed the debt capacity of the household.  Five respondents did not want to be involved either because they were not working or their husbands were not working at the time of the interview.  They expressed fear that they would not be able to repay the loan if their business did not succeed.  This matches with the fact that only three of the current associates reported only one income source.  The others all had other sources of income to fall back on other than their businesses.  


One important thing to note about this graph is that it only covers those reasons that occur to people who are not fully acquainted with the nature of the program.  In each interview I explained the following information: the solidarity groups, bi-weekly payment, the interest rate, the loan size and the loan period.  Two related issues which did not arise in these interviews are meeting time and the time commitment of attending meetings.  Since at least two women (and almost certainly more, though I did not follow up on them specifically) below the bridge dropped out of the training process because they could not attend the meetings, I think it is likely that this is an important issue.  However, the respondents to the survey were thinking about more general issues, and were not fully aware of either the time commitment or the requirement that the meetings be in the morning (this is my fault for not consistently mentioning it).

The meetings raised several obstacles which I observed.  Some could not attend during the morning, so dropped out when they realized that the bi-weekly meetings could not be in the afternoon.  Others preferred paying monthly to paying bi-weekly.  


The final conflict with the meetings is the opportunity cost of the time spent in meetings.  While some flatly count this as a cost of participation (field notes 181, 240, 52), others also enjoy the meetings (8, 217).  So it depends upon the person whether this is an obstacle to participation, or an added benefit.

So from this I think a complete list of the different reasons why women choose not to participate in Esperanza’s program would look like this:


1. No need for the service



a. High income



b. No desire to start a business


2. Problem with solidarity groups



a. Dislike for group responsibility



b. Pessimism about forming a trustworthy group


3. Pessimism about La Barquita as a business market

4. Paying a loan to a different institution


5. Life-cycle difficulties



a. Pregnancy



b. Small children



c. Health



d. Age


6. Transience



a. Part-time residency



b. Plans to move


7. Low income flow



a. Respondent not working



b. Husband not working


8. Meetings (from qualitative evidence)



a. Meeting schedule 




i. Busy in the morning




ii. Dislike bi-weekly meetings



b. Meeting time commitment

Group Formation: Group Contract Theory

The second most common reason why women lack interest in taking a loan from Esperanza is that they have objections to the solidarity groups.  Since “no need/no business interest” captures those who are outside of Esperanza’s targeted population, objections to solidarity groups are the most significant reason for non-participation over which Esperanza has control.


To answer the question, “why don’t they like the solidarity groups?” I will have to briefly summarize a portion of group contract theory.  All of the information below concerning group contract theory I draw from The Economics of Microfinance by Armendariz and Morduch. 


By using group contracts instead of loaning to individuals, MFIs are able to overcome two obstacle to providing affordable finance to the poor: adverse selection and moral hazard.  Adverse selection refers to the fact that some borrowers are inherently risky and others are safe, but the lender has no way of distinguishing between the two.  Since it cannot tell which is which, the lender must charge a high enough interest rate to cover the cost of lending to both types.  If this rate is too high, it will push out safe borrowers, since safer investments tend to produce less profit.  This will only leave risky borrowers, further increasing the institution’s cost.


Traditional banking combats this problem by requiring that the borrower produce collateral which can be seized if the borrower defaults.  This is also how a traditional bank deals with the problem of moral hazard.  Moral hazard refers to the fact that borrowers have less incentive to work hard at their business if they are using borrowed money than if they were using their own money.  The bank cannot monitor their behavior, so it can only use the threat of collateral to ensure that borrowers do not shirk.


Since poor borrowers cannot provide collateral with enough value to offset the cost of default, traditional banking has not been able to provide them with services.  However, microfinance has addressed the issues of adverse selection and moral hazard by using group-based lending.


Both adverse selection and moral hazard produce a risk of default, which the lender assumed in the traditional banking model.  In the group-based lending model, this risk is passed on to the group members.  If this risk were fixed, we could simply count it as a cost of the program and assume that in the case of the non-participants, the cost outweighed the benefits.  However, during my observation of the group formation process I found it to be more complex than this.

Group Formation: The Process


When the initial informational meeting was held in La Barquita, twenty women attended (field notes 6-7).  Of these twenty, fifteen formed themselves into three groups (field notes 7-8).  Of these three original groups, one survived intact and another formed from two of the original members and three drawn in who had not attended the initial meetings.  The result was ten associates out of the original twenty interested women.


This process of attrition and reorganization conformed relatively closely to what group-contract theory would predict: that “safe” borrowers would form groups with other “safe” borrowers, leaving the “risky” borrowers to form groups from the remainder.  

The members of the first group to form in La Barquita are all over forty years old, and all have previous experience in business.  They are all viewed as “responsible” by others.  This group maneuvered to keep itself complete, replacing one member with another woman when they feared that the original member would not complete the training.  

Of the two other groups which began the training, only three women remained on the fifth day.  One group had lost members even before the first training (field notes 12), and the second group also fell apart by the fourth training (40).  This left three women without a group.  One of them became angry and refused to participate further.  The other two formed a new group with three other women, one of whom had missed some of the training and two who had not attended the training at all.  Thus by the time of the meeting to confirm the groups there were two complete, one which had maneuvered to keep itself whole the entire time and another which had formed from the remaining participants.  


This second group contains only one woman over forty and has two members with no business experience.  The process seems to have produced one group of completely “safe” borrowers and another that is more mixed.  This is what one would have expected if group contract theory is correct and “safe” match with “safe.”

According to the theory, this sorting allows the MFI to implicitly charge the “risky” borrowers higher interest than the “safe” borrowers, thus enabling it to cover its cost while still offering rates low enough for the safe type.  This works because the risky borrowers default more often and their group members are responsible to pay.  So when you add the cost of defaulting members, risky borrowers pay more.


Theoretically, this should be acceptable because risky borrowers generally receive higher profits. However, in this respect the case of La Barquita does not match the theory.  The women did not select their fellow group members based their safe or risky business projects.  They selected based on safe or risky people.  

I asked all three of the sets of groups I have worked with (those in La Barquita below the bridge, above the bridge and in El Manguito) what the most important characteristics of a good group member were in their opinions.  On all three occasions the answer was “responsibility” (field notes 51, 171-172).  The other responses after responsibility were typically words like “solidarity” and “discipline.”  Interestingly, “responsibility” was the only response that was not one of the key words in the training sessions.

Responsibility was also cited several times as the criteria by which the members decided who to invite into their groups (field notes 30, 68).  They decided based on the inherent characteristics of each person who they wanted to invite to join their group.  This decision did not have to do with risk-taking behavior, as the classic group contract theory assumes.  It was based on the prospective member’s perceived likelihood to succeed in business and repay faithfully.


In this way, the concept that best fits the situation is moral hazard.  The women chose their groups in order to minimize the risk they faced due to moral hazard.  In consequence they excluded those who they believed would not succeed and those who would use the loan irresponsibly.  
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In consequence, those who were excluded from the first group were not any more likely to earn higher profits than the “safe” borrowers.  They were simply perceived as marginally less responsible.  Because of this, it is likely that excluded members would not be able to earn high enough profits to cover their equally risky fellow group members.  In this case they would not participate.  


To explain this graphically, according to the theory, a safe group should look like this:

[image: image3.bmp]While a risky group will look like this, the red boxes showing the extra profit that the successful members had to forego to cover the default of the fifth member:


In reality however, the profits are not higher for the risky group:

[image: image4.png]



In this case, the risky group gains the same profit as the safe group above, but also may potentially have to cover a member’s default.  Thus they face lower expected profits than the members of the safe group.  If their profits remain higher than the costs of participating (i.e. the interest rate plus other costs of the program which I will discuss further) then they will participate, however as the likelihood of a member defaulting rises, their expected profit falls:
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Once expected profit falls below the cost of the program, a risky borrower will not participate.  This may be a good thing from one point of view.  This mechanism keeps irresponsible borrowers (as identified by the other group members) from taking loans.  However, there are two problems with this.  One is that we are talking about perceived irresponsibility.  The other group members may consider someone to be a bad risk who is actually a safe borrower.  Also, this mechanism may tend to exclude poorer prospective borrowers.

It does seem that the current participants below the bridge are less poor on average than the non-participants.  The average reported income of participants was RD$ 11,200 per month, while the average reported income of non-participants was RD$ 8,210.  This mean difference did not reach statistical significance, but given the small sample size (10 participants, 37 non-participants) this is not surprising.  To put it in categorical terms, six of the ten participants reported incomes over RD$10,000, while only 10 non-participants (25% of 39—the sample being larger here because more were able to report in categories than in exact terms) reported income in this category.  

My conclusion when it comes to group formation is this: the process of group formation resembles “team-picking” where the safe (reportedly responsible) borrowers band together, leaving the borrowers assumed to be risky (irresponsible) to form groups among themselves.  This means that the groups formed later will be riskier than the groups formed earlier.  I have found that to be the case in La Barquita.  As a matter of fact, after the two groups formed, two more groups of five were formed but were rejected by the original groups.  They would not agree to form a bank with these groups because they were perceived as too risky.  In other words, the last too groups were even riskier than the second.


This progression of safe to risky will end up keeping risky borrowers from participating if their expected profits do not exceed the interest rate plus the expected cost of a member’s default. 


One result of the process is that group members tend to be less poor than non-group members.  This is likely because poorer women are seen as more risky by their peers.


This then is a tentative explanation for why solidarity groups present an obstacle to participation.  I believe that it explains much of the self-reported dislike for solidarity groups.  However, it may also be true that some people are very strongly individualistic and would not like to borrow in groups even if they faced no risk at all.  It would be difficult to distinguish a person with this mindset from one who simply viewed the cost of the group as higher than the benefits.
Costs and Benefits

With this explanation of the obstacle which solidarity groups place in the way of participation I think I can plausibly depict the cost/benefit analysis made by the women of La Barquita when they decide whether to participate or not. 

On the cost side, the interest rate is the most obvious item.  We have covered the expected cost of covering default, which will be greater for those considered to be risky or irresponsible.  Time spent in meetings will depend on the opportunity cost of the participant’s time.  That is, it depends on how much the participant must give up to attend the meeting.  If she would only make one peso during the hour meeting, the cost is one peso, but if she would make one hundred pesos in that hour, she may decide the cost of participation is too high.  On the other hand, at least some of the participants see social benefits to the meetings.  These should not be seen as canceling out the cost, but rather as balancing against it.  It may be for some women that the benefits are higher than the cost, but this is difficult to determine with certainty.


I count the time spent forming a group as a cost as well.  This also varies between members.  One woman below the bridge acted as a source of information for the others about the responsibility of other potential group members because she owns a colmado and knows who pays and who does not (field notes 267).  She thus lowered this cost for her fellow group members by making the process easier.   

On the benefit side, profit obviously depends on the successfulness of the business.  Training and social benefits carry weight according to how much the associates value them.  Some respondents do not mention them when asked to name the benefits of the program (field notes 19) others do (217).


So the weighing process in a potential associate’s mind might look something like this:




In this case the benefits outweigh the costs, but if this person faced a higher risk of covering a default, placed more value on her time, expected less profit or placed less value on the training and social benefits of meetings, the outcome would be different.

Success and Opportunity for Growth


Thirty-eight respondents responded that they were interested in taking a loan from Esperanza, out of one hundred and fifty-two surveyed.  This should be taken skeptically however.  As I said above, many of these responses were not emphatic, and some likely only said yes to be polite.  Nonetheless, as of this writing, three groups are undergoing training in La Barquita.  Probably most of these members were respondents to my survey, but I cannot be sure exactly since I did not record names in the survey.

I cannot say how many more will actually participate in La Barquita.  The program is now growing in the larger community of El Manguito.  Nonetheless my personal estimation is that two more groups in addition to the two that are training now may form.  That would mean forty associates in total from La Barquita.  


My survey covered roughly half of the households in La Barquita, since according to Ciprian there were three hundred and fifty families before the hurricane and three hundred is a decent estimation for the current population.  Thus if there were forty associates, Esperanza would have reached 13% of the households in the community.  Though I cannot compare this percentage to other communities, in my opinion this should be considered a success.


By way of comparison, twenty-eight respondents reported having taken loans from ADOPEM.  If my sample is representative (a big “if” but, given that it is a sample of 50%, not unbelievable) that means that around fifty people in La Barquita are likely to have taken loans with ADOPEM.  This is not current borrowers, but those who have ever taken a loan period.  I think that forty-five current borrowers compares favorable with this number.  


Also, I only spoke with three ADOPEM borrowers below the bridge.  Here Esperanza is the only institution with significant participation.  I cannot be sure why this is, but the lack of formal housing titles and the generally lower income of the population probably has something to do with it.  That Esperanza has been able to serve this area, while other institutions have not, is another definite success.
Opportunities of Church Involvement

The church’s involvement in the project is not perceived to be very significant below the bridge, where the groups do not meet in the church building itself.  None of the associates below the bridge are church members, and in fact I do not think that the church has any active members from below the bridge. 


I think that the groups below the bridge in particular present an opportunity for the church to engage the community in a broader manner.  The bi-weekly meetings could be an opportunity for the priest (now Padre Bruno) to meet the women below the bridge and possibly work to change worldviews.  I have little confidence that simply adding a little sermon to the meetings would significantly change the lives of the members, but the Word of God never goes out in vain.  

Also, the mere physical presence (especially if it were a regular thing) of the priest in the lives of the women would probably do much to communicate that the partnership with Esperanza is not just something that is added on to the church, but is actually part of the church’s ministry in the community. 

Possibilities for Further Research


Ideally the research I have done should be repeated in other communities.  If my qualitative analysis of group formation were repeated in other communities when Esperanza initiates its program several case studies could be compared with each other to determine if my conclusions about group formation as risk minimization are applicable to the broader population of Esperanza associates.  Some things another researcher should look for:

1. The ratio of associates to the number of people in the initial meetings.  It was about ½ in La Barquita.  Comparing this number from community to community would be helpful in comparing the relative difficulty of the group formation process in different communities.
2. The ratio of associates to the total estimated population.  In comparing participation in one community to another, level of participation as a fraction of the community would be more useful than simply counting the associates.
3. The reasons given for non-participation by women who attend the meetings but decide against participating.  This was some of the most useful qualitative data I found.  This information gave me the variables which I wanted to measure in my broader survey.
4. The prevalence of “san” and its uses.  Though this did not factor into my results on participation, in my opinion the use of informal finance like san can help the institution learn what sort of services are demanded by the community.  In this case, more than half of the community use san for short term savings and pay 10-12% for the service.  Also, thee fact that they pay 10-12% gives a clue toward the cost of forming a group, since this is the primary service that the organizer tends to provide.
5. The methods that group members use to find desirable group members.  Though I know that one group used a colmado owner as an informant, I do not know what other methods others may have used and learning about this could help a researcher estimate the cost of group formation.

6. The criteria for member selection.  I learned some about this by investigating the concept of responsibility, but more could definitely be learned.

7. The opinions of long-time associates compared to those of new associates.  Do long-time members value training and meetings differently than do new ones?  Do associates tend to stay in the same groups, or do they reconfigure, continuing the risk-minimization process?  Learning about more experienced associates would help fill in the cost/benefit picture.
8. Associates compared to the wider population in the community.  As I said, below the bridge the associates tend to be less poor than the broader community, but the results are mixed above the bridge because there are many relatively wealthy families above the bridge which drives up the average income of the community.  A comparison of associates versus their neighbors on a range of economic indicators (monthly expenditure, household size, housing quality, number of income sources) would be very useful.  Note: In my opinion monthly expenses are a much more accurate indicator than income, and if I could do this project over again I would ask for expenses, not income.

I hope there are many other questions which this report will provoke, and likely these will provide even better avenues for research than those above.  Nonetheless this list reflects most of the things I would like to research if I had more time.

Conclusions

In this report I have tried to describe the constraints to participation which exist in La Barquita.  The most significant of these is the cost of forming and assuming the risk of a solidarity group.  This constraint turns out to partially confirm all three hypotheses I listed in the introduction: 

1. Economic factors: because of the risk associated with joining a solidarity group, especially one considered to be risky or “irresponsible,” some may be excluded because they will not earn high enough profits to cover the expected cost.

2. Lack of trust: Members are excluded from safe groups because other members believe them to be “irresponsible.”  In other words, they do not trust each other in a business sense.  The safe members are afraid that the risky members will default.

3. The project itself: This cost is transferred to the associates because of the nature of the group contract that Esperanza uses.  This is neither a good thing nor a bad thing, but the form of the project itself creates the team-picking group formation process I have described.

Despite this constraint and the other costs to the program which I have described, participation in La Barquita seems to me to be relatively high.  It has taken some time, but in my opinion this should be expected.  The group formation process requires that people take some care in forming their groups.  Also, when working in a community with little experience in formal finance, like the area below the bridge, it takes some time to promote the program.  When I asked one of the group members why she was taking a loan from Esperanza even though she had never taken a loan from any other organization she said because Ciprian came and asked her over and over again.  This is another point for further research, but I think in a community like this the program needs to exist for a while before the more risk-averse are willing to join.


So finally, whether participation is lower than should be expected or not, I think Esperanza should actually encouraged by the results.  As my research has shown, women in La Barquita face considerable obstacles to participation, especially presented by the nature of the solidarity groups.  

The most important thing to take from this report would be that the associates face a relatively complex calculation of cost vs. benefit when deciding to participate.  In my experience they make this choice rationally, using whatever information is available to them.  This choice should be respected, and Esperanza should work to reduce costs and increase benefits wherever possible in order to expand participation.
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Appendix 1: The Survey

1. ¿Qué ha oído sobre los prestamos de esperanza internacional para mujeres?

2. ¿Por cuanto tiempo ha vivido en La Barquita?                   años.

3. ¿Dónde vive?

 

4.  ¿Tiene usted casa propia?


1. Sí, con titulo


2. Sí, sin titulo


3. No


4. Alquilada


5. Prestada

 

5. ¿De que material esta construida la casa donde vive? 

1. Paredes de block, techo de cemento

2. Paredes de block y techo de zinc

3. Paredes madera y techo de zinc

4. Paredes de playwood, zinc o cartón piedra y techo de zinc

5.    Otros materiales

6.  ¿Cuántas personas comen regularmente en la casa?

7.  ¿Hasta qué curso llegó usted?              años.

8.  ¿Cuánto años tiene usted?

 
9.  ¿Cuáles son todos los recursos de ingreso para la familia?


1. Negocio Propio                          .

2. Trabajo asalariado                     .

3. Le manda su familia (Remesas)

 
4. Otros:                                        .
10.  ¿Cuánto dinero entra mensualmente a la familia? (incluyendo esposo e hijos)

1. RD$ 3,000 o menos                       .
2. Entre RD$ 3,001 y RD$ 5,000

3. Entre RD$ 5,001 y RD$ 7,500

4. Entre RD$ 7,501 y RD$ 10,000

5. RD$ 10,000 o mas                         .
 

11.  ¿Tiene negocio?


1. Sí


2. No

12.  ¿Si es así, a cuanto ascienden las ventas mensuales de su negocio?


1. RD$ 5,000 o menos                   .

2. Entre RD$ 5,001 y RD$ 10,000


3. Entre RD$ 10,001 y RD$ 15,000


4. Entre RD$ 15,001 y RD$ 20,000


5. RD$ 20,000 o más                     .

6. No aplica

13.  ¿Si no, desea empezar un negocio? 

14. ¿Estaría interesada en un entrenamiento sobre negocio si se ofreciera en esta comunidad? 

15.  ¿Ha tomado algún préstamo alguna vez?             .

 

16. ¿De cuál banco ha tomado prestado? 

 

17. ¿Cuántas veces?               .

 

¿Cuáles son las cosas buenas acerca de la institución de la cual usted tomó prestado? 

¿Qué cosas cambiaría usted acerca del programa de la institución de la cual usted tomó            prestado?          

¿Para qué usa el dinero del préstamo?


¿Tuvo que proveer garantía? 

¿Preferiría proveer garantía o ser parte de un grupo de mujeres que garanticen el préstamo entre ellas? 

18. ¿Está interesada en tomar un préstamo de Esperanza? ¿Por qué sí? ¿Por qué no?

19.  ¿Qué tan a menudo ha participado en san?


1. Nunca


2. A veces


3. Frecuentemente

 

20. ¿Para qué usa  el dinero del  san? 

21. ¿Qué es más importante, la suerte o sus decisiones? ¿Por qué?

 

22. ¿Piensa que su futuro será mejor, peor o igual que ahora?


1. Mejor


2. Peor


3. Igual

 

23. ¿Piensa que usted tiene control de su futuro?          .

Appendix 2: General Statistics on La Barquita 
Notes on the sample:

My sample of 152 women in La Barquita was gathered by walking from door-to-door down all the streets and alleys of the community and interviewing either the female head of the household (la señora de la casa) or a daughter old enough to be considered independent.  Because I conducted the surveys during the day on weekdays it under-sampled working women, though I was able to encounter many of them in the afternoon especially after four.  It also over-sampled actual participants, because I wanted to interview all of them.  


The interviews were conducted by my translator Agustin and I and lasted anywhere from five to thirty minutes.  I do not think that respondent fatigue was an issue since the longer interviews were extended by the respondents, not by the interviewers.  


The variable with the most questionable validity is income, especially income in exact numbers.  I highly suspect that many underestimate their income, and most have a difficult time reporting in actual numbers.  Categories were easier, but I nonetheless used the estimates of actual income to find average income for the community.  This result should be taken somewhat skeptically.  As I mentioned in the section on opportunities for further research, expenses would have been a much better indicator to use.
Statistics on La Barquita in general:

Average Income: RD$10,272

Average time in the community: 13.8 years

Average household size: 4.7 
Average years of education: 8.15

Average number of income sources: 1.87

Business ownership: 35%

Loan taken before: 28.3%

Of those who had taken a loan: 28 with ADOPEM, 3 with ASPIRE, 2 with ADEMI, 4 with a commercial bank and 7 from other sources.

Interest in Esperanza: 25% yes, 52% no, 20.5% possibly

Desire to start a business: 32.2% yes, 32.9% no, 4.6% possibly, 30% doesn’t apply (because they have a business).
Interest in training: 42.8% yes, 32.2% no, 9.2% possibly  (this should be taken skeptically because many yes answers were very weak)

Participation in san: 34.2% never, 30.9% sometimes, 24.3% frequently, 10.5% operate san themselves.

Uses for san: 42.8% consumption (buy things immediately when the san pays out), 7.2% business (invest in a business), 3.9% long term savings (open savings accounts), 2% to pay loan payments (three occurrences, all with ADOPEM loans).

Statistics below the bridge:

Average income: RD$ 8846.81
Average time in La Barquita: 12.8
Household size: 4.5

Years of education: 8.1

Number of income sources: 1.7

Important comparisons:

Average income above the bridge is 10,985, while average income below the bridge is 8,846.

Average number of loans taken in the past above the bridge is 1.13.  Below the bridge it is 0.74.  This is the only difference that was statistically significant.  This reflects the lack of availability of financial services below the bridge.
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