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Microcredit programs and the empowerment of women: the case of
FONDESOL, Guatemala
Abstract
The following paper outlines the results of an impact evaluation of the microcredit
program of the institution FONDESOL in Guatemala regarding empowerment
among their borrowers. The general objective of this study is to analyze if the
microcredit program has had an impact on various factors associated with
women‟s empowerment such as: decision-making power, self-perceived
competence, and participation and leadership within the community. Our
hypothesis is as follows: participation in FONDESOL‟s microcredit program can
facilitate the process by which members acquire greater decision-making power,
self-perceived competence, and participation and leadership within the
community.
Key Words: Microfinance, Women‟s Empowerment, Impact Assessment,
Guatemala

Impact assessment studies in microfinance
The importance of evaluating the impact of microfinance institutions has
exploded in recent years. There are several reasons for this increasingly
important focus on impact assessment: in attempt to attract potential investors
and donors (especially those that concentrate on social responsibility), maintain
positive relations and prove program effectiveness with current investors and
donors, increasing commercialization of the microfinance sector, and fulfilling
accountability demands by governments among this era of “mission drift” (Hulme,
2000).
“Mission drift” refers to the phenomenon that occurs when MFIs begin targeting
clients that are less poor than their initial objective population. It reflects a “drift”
from the MFI‟s original social mission oftentimes due to a rapid scaling up
process or heavy focus on achieving financial sustainability as a result of the
increasing pressure of financial performance. This struggle in adhering to serve
the original target population of the MFI is usually measured by the average loan
size of the MFI‟s portfolio, with a higher average signifying wealthier or less poor
clientele (Engels, 2010).
Thus, these impact assessment studies are crucial in order to understand the
MFI‟s tenacity to its social mission (including their reach and efficiency) by
measuring the institution‟s social impact on their clients and their families (Karlan
and Zinman, 2011). This can also be useful in illustrating the MFI‟s social
performance to potential investors as well as highlighting various areas the MFI
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can change and improve their practices in order to increase likelihood of
achieving their socially mission-orientated goals.
Although the importance has been clearly established, due to its complexity and
cost not many comprehensive, RCT impact evaluation research studies have
been carried out (Duflo and Banerjee, 2010). However, the growing interest in its
implementation is a sign of re-focus of the sector back to its origins, one of those
original goals being to empower poor and vulnerable women.
What is women’s empowerment?
Women‟s empowerment has been at the center of many critical discussions in
the field of development and the focal point of many distinguished international
development conferences for several years. Prominent scholars, policy makers,
researchers, and world leaders agree that empowering women in all different
dimensions (educationally, politically, economically, etc.) is absolutely necessary
in order to achieve sustainable development (Olsson, 2010). This sentiment has
been clearly echoed by its strong presence in the Millennium Development Goals
which among many ambitious goals, targets girls‟ education, maternal health,
women‟s share in wage employment, and women‟s representation in national
parliament (United Nations, 2012).
Much of the support for this heavy focus on implementing women‟s
empowerment initiatives comes from the fact that efforts to empower women not
only benefit women themselves but can benefit the entire family unit well. UN
Women Executive Director, Phumzile Mlambo-Ngcuka, explains that this ripple
effect occurs because most women spend the majority of their incomes on the
well-being of their children and family (IFAD, 2014). Thus, empowering women
can have wide impacts on communities and society as a whole by bringing about
a greater level of social, economic, and political progress in both developed and
developing countries (DAC Network on Gender Equality, 2011).
Furthermore, it has been established that empowering women at all different
dimensions (educationally, politically, economically, etc.) is absolutely necessary
in order to achieve sustainable development, as has been demonstrated by its
target in nearly half of the Millennium Development Goals as well as serving as
the focal point of many distinguished international conferences (Olsson, 2010).
But what exactly is the definition of this very important but ambiguous concept?
UNIFEM (United Nations Development Fund for Women now known as UN
Women) describes women‟s empowerment as “gaining the ability to generate
choices and exercise bargaining power…developing a sense of self-worth, a
belief in one‟s ability to secure desired changes, and the right to control one‟s
life” (UNIFEM, 2000).
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The United Nations outlines women empowerment into five components:
women‟s sense of self-worth, their right to have and to determine choices, their
right to have access to opportunities and resources, their right to have the power
to control their own lives (both within and outside the home), and their ability to
influence the direction of social change to create a more just social and economic
order, nationally and internationally (Secretariat of the United Nations InterAgency Task Force on the Implementation of the ICPD Programme of Action,
2002).
The World Bank defines empowerment as “the process of increasing the capacity
of individuals or groups to make choices, and to transform those choices into
desired actions and outcomes” (World Bank, 2001).
Amartya Sen further explores the concept of empowerment and capability,
asserting that the ability to fulfill this capacity, which is determined by a variety of
factors including personal characteristics and social circumstances, is the
foundation of empowerment (World Institute for Development Economics
Research,1993). In their report, “Empowering women through Microfinance”,
Cheston and Kuhn, like Sen, also highlight the importance of utility, explaining
that access alone does not automatically translate into empowerment so the
ability to utilize said resources is also essential (Cheston and Kuhn, 2002).
Through these various definitions and beyond, Vani S. Kulkarni outlines the
conceptualization of empowerment as consisting of change, choice, and power.
Empowerment is the process of change through which individuals who have little
to no power acquire the power and ability to make decisions that affect their lives
(Kulkarni, 2011).
The common themes of these many explanations involve decision-making,
capacity-building, a sense of self-worth and having access to resources,
resources that many development experts believe the microfinance sector can
help provide. To provide poor and vulnerable women with basic financial services
and arm them with tools to achieve economic sustainability is how investing in
women‟s economic empowerment has been perceived by many as the “weapon
against poverty”(Kulkarni, 2011).
Thus it seems logical that with the rise of women‟s empowerment initiatives in
development, that its assessment in the context of microfinance has gained a lot
of attention. But with such challenges in simply operationally defining
empowerment its measurement is yet another, even larger, obstacle.
Determining and measuring the direct impact of microfinance services on clients‟
lives, and even more specifically, their level of empowerment, has proved to be a
very difficult one, largely due to it‟s multi-dimensional, qualitative nature.
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Measuring women’s empowerment in microfinance
The discussion of the measurement of women‟s empowerment is highly relevant
given its wide ramifications on policy making. In the paper, “Measuring Women‟s
Empowerment as a Variable in International Development,” the authors state that
although empowerment has been identified as a primary development goal,
neither the World Bank nor any other major development agency has developed
a rigorous method for measuring and tracking changes in levels of empowerment
(Malhotra et al., 2002). This has resulted in the development of a variety of
assessment methodologies with various organizations and researchers adopting
different approaches.
Some of the key methods that researchers have used to measure empowerment
include the Gender Inequality Index (GII), the Gender Empowerment Measure
(GEM), quantitative and qualitative surveys, focus group discussions, case
studies, and more recently, randomized control trial experiments (Kulkarni,
2011). Typically in microfinance, these assessment approaches involve several
indicators in which empowerment can be measured, such as involvement in
major household decisions, self-confidence, community leadership, and political
involvement, for example. It is very important to note here, however, that
although there is a strong need for a more unified system of evaluation, “there is
no set of indicators of empowerment that can be applied universally across
cultures and regions” (Chester and Kuhn, 2002) so the individualization of these
indicators is crucial in order to carry out an effective assessment.
General country profile: Guatemala
Guatemala is a country located in Central America bordering Mexico, Belize,
Honduras, and El Salvador. According to data from the United Nations
Development Program (UNDP), Guatemala has a population of 15,438,384
(making it the most populous country in Central America) and a GDP per capita
of US $3,302 as of 2013. The country has 22 districts and 334 municipalities.
The official language of the country is Spanish but 22 Mayan languages are also
recognized. Their overall human development index is 0.58 and the life
expectancy is 71 years old. The level of poverty of the total population is 62.4%
and 29.6% live in extreme poverty. The national illiteracy rate is 36% and is 51%
among indigenous women 1 , reaching up to 90% in some indigenous areas
(Instituto Nacional de Estadística, 2012).
This study was carried out in 6 municipalities in Guatemala: Cobán, Fray
Bartolomé, Polochic, Santa Cruz del Quiché, Ixcan, and Jalapa.

1

The situation of the Guatemalan girl is also precarious. In the education field, the rate of school dropouts reaches 81% in
rural areas and 51% in urban areas. Only 17 out of every 100 girls complete primary school and in rural areas 66% of
them leave school before completing the third grade.
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Below are the data representing extreme poverty, total poverty, and the Gini
coefficient of each of these rural areas.
Percentage of poverty per municipality:
Extreme Poverty
Municipal
(rural areas)
Coban
26%
Fray Bartolome
40%
Polochic (Sta. Catalina La
Tinta)
61%
Santa Cruz Del Quiché
15.5%
Ixcan
16.9%
Jalapa
36.3%

Total
Poverty
(rural areas)
79%
84.5%

Gini Coefficient
(rural area
0.28
0.29

96.4%
65.2%
62.7%
89.4%

0.22
0.26
0.29
0.22

Source: Map of Rural Poverty in Guatemala, 2011
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Human Development Index:

District
Quiché*
Alta Verapaz**
Jalapa***

HDI
0.470
0.507
0.526

HDI of health
0.785
0.768
0.790

HDI of
education
0.287
0.342
0.401

HDI of
income
0.460
0.495
0.459

* Contains the following municipals: Santa Cruz del Quiché and Ixcan
** Contains the following municipals: Cobán, Fray Bartolomé, and Polochic
*** Contains the municipal of Jalapa
Source: Map of Rural Poverty in Guatemala, 2011

Violence against women: A limitation for empowerment
The violence against Guatemalan women is even graver among indigenous
women. It poses one of the greatest challenges for Guatemalan society due to its
pervasiveness and complexities as a social phenomenon.
This continuing persistence of high levels of violence against women severely
limits gender equality and the empowerment of women because of its serious
impact on mobilization, self-improvement, and autonomy. These victims are
inhibited from actively participating in political spheres and are also limited in
accessing goods and services because the violence they experience directly
impacts their paid labor opportunities (United Nations Human Rights in
Guatemala Report, 2007).
Recently, the state has adopted many policies to promote gender equality and
autonomy for women. These include the establishment of The National Policy of
the Promotion and Integral Development of Women 2008-2023 which include
programs relating to women leadership training programs, protection of the labor
rights of homemakers, prevention and eradication of family violence, and civic
engagement.
Nevertheless, the conditions for indigenous women continues to be characterized
by violence, exclusion, marginalization, racism, and discrimination which call into
question the compliance of such policies and programs. The continued lack of
access to healthcare, education, and affordable housing demonstrates that
gender inequality is still a pervasive issue that exists in practically all levels of
Guatemalan life and well-being which fosters conditions of vulnerability and
poverty.
According to Yakin Ertürk2, there is a strong economic disparity that affects rural
indigenous women, women who make up 37% of the adult female population in
Guatemala. In terms of access to social services, jobs, and salaries, these
2

Yakin Ertürk. Addition, Mission to Guatemala, E/CN.4/2005/72/Add.3, February 10, 2005, Page. 2.
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women are faced with a great disadvantage with respect to men; this permits
female marginalization to persist and contributes to the high rates of domestic
violence. The rate is even higher for women who leave school early, a common
occurrence as these indigenous girls begin carrying out domestic duties from a
very young age.
The women from the rural zones that we are concentrating on in this study face
even greater complications accessing social services like education, health care,
etc. in their daily lives given their situation of marginalization and distance.
Background on FONDESOL
FONDESOL, a shortened version for Fondo para el Desarrollo Solidario (Fund
for Solidarity Development), is a non-governmental microfinance institution of the
Catholic Church specializing in rural microcredit. FONDESOL has established
dynamic microcredit programs in rural areas of Guatemala that provide small
loans to microenterprises across 26 branches that operate in 22 districts which
serve 255 municipalities in over a thousand villages in Guatemala. These regions
include Metropolitana, Escuintla, Chimaltenango, San Marcos, Quiché,
Totonicapán, Jalapa, Rabinal, Cobán, Ixcán, Solola, Fray Bartolome, Polochic,
Tecpán, Mazatenango, Huehuetenango, and Santa Rosa (FONDESOL Annual
Report, 2011).
According to the latest information from MIX Market, FONDESOL has a gross
loan portfolio of USD $22,621,538 and 71,380 active clients as of 2012. The
average loan balance per borrower is USD $316.90 and the percent of female
borrowers is 71.73%. Target markets (ranked by importance) are: clients living in
rural areas, women, clients living in urban areas, and adolescents and youth
(those below the age of 18). There is a focus on reaching poor and low-income
clients (Mix Market, 2012).
FONDESOL utilizes the community bank model and offers three financial
products for their clients, a rural community bank, credit solidarity group, and
individual credit. Their credit products are intended for the development of
economic activities of clients who work in the following areas: production, trade
(agricultural, non-agricultural, textiles, furniture), and services (carpentry, smithy,
etc.) (Mix Market, 2012).
In the 2012 report, Microfinance Americas: The Top 100, FONDESOL was
selected as the best microfinance institute in Guatemala and Central America for
the fourth consecutive year and was named the seventh best MFI in Latin
America and the Caribbean. This report ranks the top 100 MFIs in Latin America
and the Caribbean and their rating is based on the performance of institutions in
three critical areas: outreach, efficiency, and transparency (Martinez, 2013).
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An overview of the study methodology
This study will aim to identify the impact of FONDESOL‟s microcredit program on
various variables associated with empowerment. Two students from the 4th
edition of the International Master‟s Program in Microfinance for
Entrepreneurship (MIME) at the Universidad Autónoma de Madrid conducted an
impact assessment evaluation of the economic aspects of FONDESOL‟s
program but this study will specifically focus on the empowerment dimensions.
The basic source of data used for analysis for this study came from the surveys
that were administered to clients and non-clients of the FONDESOL microcredit
program. Utilizing this data, the authors extracted those questions that related to
the theme of empowerment and then further divided the questions into 3 levels:
individual, household, or community.
The indicators used to test the hypothesis were based on decision-making, selfperceived competence, and participation within the community. The responses
from the questions within the scope of these indicators were then collected and
analyzed through a series of statistical tests.
Survey methodology
The surveys were administered twice, a base study was carried out during the
months of June to September 2012 and a second collection of data was carried
out during the same months of the following year. In the case of the first data
collection, the surveyors were two alumni graduate students from MIME (class of
2012) and during the following year there were four surveyors: two alumni
graduate students from the same master‟s program (class of 2014) and two
representatives from FONDESOL.
The surveys were of quantitative nature and were carried out by means of faceto-face interviews and usually conducted in the borrower‟s home, or a predetermined location outside the home if that was not an available option.
Advisors that worked in the same areas where the women lived helped transport
the surveyors to the communities and homes of the subjects. There were also
translators available in the areas were the borrowers did not speak Spanish.
Theoretical framework and characteristics of the survey
The survey was created utilizing the Household Economic Portfolio Model
(HEPM), which was developed for the USAID project on Assessing the Impacts
of Microenterprise Services (AIMS) (Sebstad et al., 2001). This framework
recognizes the fungible nature of money, understanding that although the
microcredit can be assigned to activities of the microenterprise (ideally speaking)
it can also be used for other types of economic activities like consumption or
investment. Therefore, in order to clearly understand the distinct effects of the
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microcredit, all the economic dimensions of the household must be taken into
account. Thus, the survey authors created the questions based in part, on the
various levels indicated in the HEPM in order to make it possible to analyze the
effects of the microcredit program (Lacalle and Rico, 2007).
The survey consists of 68 closed questions based in part by the AIMS‟ proposal.
The surveys were given in person, and in an attempt to avoid bias, it was
requested that only the women be present during the interview.
The survey is organized into seven modules:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

Personal Data
Household Information
Income/Economic Activity
Consumption
Savings
Characteristics of Credit
Empowerment

Of the questions that were related to empowerment, this is how they were
organized by their level.
At the individual level, we have the following questions:
1) Are you involved in decisions regarding the buying/selling of your
property?
2) Do you need to ask for permission from your spouse to apply for credit?
3) Do you need to ask for permission from your spouse to leave your home
alone?
4) Can you speak with males in your community without permission from
your partner?
5) Are you allowed to travel outside of your town without consent from your
partner or father?
6) Do you participate in decisions regarding the management of your
business?
7) Do you believe that you are more capable today to make decisions about
your life than you were two years ago?
8) Do you believe that you are more capable today to make decisions about
your future than you were two years ago?
9) Do you believe that you are more capable today to make decisions about
family planning (how many children you want to have) than you were two
years ago?
10) Do you believe that today you possess more abilities than you did two
years ago?
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At the household level, we have the following questions:
1) Are you involved in the decision to send your children to school?
2) Are you involved in the decision of when to take your children to the
doctor?
3) Are you involved in decisions regarding family planning (i.e. number of
children to have)?
4) Do you believe you are more capable today to make decisions about your
family budget than you were two years ago?
5) Do you believe you are more capable today to make decisions about your
children‟s education than you were two years ago?
At the community level, we have the following questions:
1) Do you participate in political elections in your country?
2) Have you been invited to participate or speak at any community meeting?
3) Are you seen as a role-model for other women in your community?
Selection of the Control and Treatment Groups
There were 54,316 active clients of FONDESOL at the end of 2011 when the
design and planning of this research project began. To choose an appropriate
cohort of subjects to survey for the treatment group, the clients must have fulfilled
the following criteria: be female, be a client of FONDESOL with a membership
between two to four years, and have received a microcredit loan from the offices
of Cobán, Sta Cruz Quiché, Ixcán, Jalapa, Polochic, or Fray Bartolomé de las
Casas. In the end, the eligible population was made up of 3,327 women, 6.1% of
the population of FONDESOL clients. From this selected population of 3,327
women, 500 subjects were randomly selected to be interviewed and represent
the intervention group. This selection was made by means of a simple random
sampling using the statistical analysis program, SPSS.
The selection of the control group was created by means of a stratified sampling.
First, the individuals were selected from the same villages and zones where the
candidates from the intervention group were from. The objective of the control
group was to choose those individuals whose socioeconomic backgrounds were
most similar to those of the intervention group members. Once the zones were
selected, it was necessary to physically visit them in order to randomly select the
homes (about 350) that we would interview. Lastly, we carried out basic surveys
consisting of 5-6 brief questions to familiarize ourselves with the socioeconomic
indicators of these families.
Once the members of both cohorts were selected, the subjects of both groups
were located during the summer of 2012 in order to carry out the first collection of
data. Due to various challenges, not all the subjects were located or were
available to participate in the study. So following the same criteria, new subjects
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were selected in order to fill the previously determined sample size (Villanueva
and Soto, 2013).
The final sample population was made up of 702 women. The following chart
breaks down the population by municipality and which group (control or
treatment) they belonged to.

Municipal
Coban
Polochic
Ixcan
Fray
Bartolomé
Jalapa
Quiché
Total

Microcredit
YES
NO
201
109
11
8
43
32
6
80
104
445

6
52
50
257

Source: Data obtained from the field, year 2013.

Challenges Collecting Data in the Field
The main limitations3 that were found in the field were issues in accessing the
zones where the subjects lived (lack of infrastructure), locating subjects4 (due to
limited availability of mobile phones and other vital information), difficulties in
surveying clients for reasons of suspicion or mistrust (i.e. those with portfolios-atrisk often avoided being interviewed even after being assured that the interview
was solely for survey purposes, hesitation receiving foreign surveyors into their
homes, or hesitation answering questions of sensitive or personal nature), and
biases (i.e. results of translation issues amongst women did not speak Spanish,
subjects‟ lack of familiarity with speaking about time in an abstract, conceptual
manner, presence of a male family member during the interview, or preconceived
notions that reporting lower income would result in the possibility of receiving
monetary donations).
Given all of the challenges collecting data in the field, it was very difficult to
conduct the second round of data and acquire all the data from both groups to
3

One of the limitations of our evaluation is selection bias since the microcredit intervention was not randomly assigned
(potential clients were not randomly placed in the TG or CG groups and therefore clients in the TG could be substantially
different from the women in the CG). This is not an experimental evaluation and the selection process was based on the
Random Walk Method (Karlan and Goldberg 2011). Furthermore, Mosley (1998) calls attention to problems of motivation
that cannot be ignored: these individuals, who are completely separate from the actions of the MFI, can refuse to
participate in the survey, and if they are compensated for their time there is a possibility they would give biased answers
(answering what they think the surveyors want to hear).
4

It is suggested for future studies, to identify alternative ways in which to locate the individuals (i.e. mobile telephone of
the subject or of a family member). It would also be helpful to keep records of the name of the subject‟s spouse (in many
villages in Guatemala the references to the women were often associated through relations to their husbands).
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cover the total sample. The survey team put much effort in locating the “lost
cases” but in the end there were six FONDESOL borrowers from the intervention
group and 96 women from the control group that could not be found. The
unknown cases were then replaced with women from the same villages with the
similar socioeconomic characteristics in order to cover the sample. For this study,
we worked only with the cases in which we had data for those two years. The
final database we worked with in this research paper were 445 borrowers and
257 individuals from the control group.
Analysis methodology
For the study we have utilized two methods of data analysis: contingency tables
(or cross tabulation) and McNemar‟s test.
The contingency tables are often used in experiments that are dichotomous or
two-dimensional in nature. It is a type of frequency table that displays information
in such a way that allows for the analysis of any dependent or independent
relation between two or more categorical variables (Sautu, 2001). From the
contingency table, the expected and real values of the variables were presented
compared and their margin of difference was calculated. Then, a chi-square
hypothesis of independence was applied to determine if the margin was
statistically significant (p-values <0.05) which would indicate whether it was
worthwhile to continue interpreting the relation (Sautu, 2001).
McNemar‟s test is an adaptation of the chi-square test and was applied to
compare pre-test to post-test changes within one group on a nominal variable
(Rubin, 2009). It is used to evaluate an experiment in which a sample of n
subjects (or n pair of matched subjects) is evaluated on a dichotomous
dependent variable. McNemar‟s test assumes that each of the n subjects (or pair
of matched subjects) contributes two scores on the dependent variable. This test
is then used to analyze data from two types of experimental designs:
a) To evaluate categorical data obtained in a true experiment. In this type of
experiment, the two scores of each subject (or pair of matched subjects)
represents a subject‟s response under the two levels of the independent
variable.
b) To evaluate a one-group pre-test and post-test design. In applying the
McNemar‟s test in this way, n subjects are administered a pre-test on a
dichotomous dependent variable. Following the pre-test, all of the subjects
are exposed to an experimental treatment, after which they are
administered a post-test on the same dichotomous dependent variable.
The hypothesis evaluated with a one-group pre-test and post-test design
is whether or not there exists a significant difference between the pre-test
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and post-test scores of subjects on the dependent variable (Sheskin,
2003).

Results of the data using contingency tables
The contingency tables were focused on data from the year 2013 and were used
to determine the margin of difference between expected and observed results.
The following chart presents the chi-square value for each of the questions of
empowerment extracted from the contingency tables obtained from SPSS:
(Note: the values expressed in bold present a p-value less than 0.05)

Individual

Household

Question Degree of
Level
number freedom
2
1
2
2
3
2
2
4
2
5
2
6
2
7
2
8
2
1
3
2
2
3
2
4
2
5
3
6
3
7
2
8
2
9
2
10
2
11
2
1
2
Community
2
3
3

P-value
0.923
0.446
0.857
0.730
0.570
0.003
0.006
0.228
0.112
0.634
0.104
0.549
0.834
0.000
0.461
0.000
0.002
0.000
0.003
0.115
0.000
0.647

Source: Data derived from contingency tables obtained in SPSS
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As shown in the chart, 25% of the responses regarding empowerment resulted in
statistically significant chi-square values, meaning that in those responses, the
difference between the expected values and the obtained results was significant.
Below, the table displays the percentage difference between the expected values
and the observed values of the significant chi-square value responses (extracted
from the chart above) according to control or intervention group:
(note: „affirmative responses‟ referring to all answers of „yes‟ and „intervention group‟ referring to
group that received a microcredit)

Year 2013
Level

Question
6
Household
7
6
8
9
Individual
10
11
Community
2

Differences between
expected and observed
values for affirmative
responses
Control
Intervention
Group
Group
-11%
6%
-11%
6%
-24%
11%
-10%
6%
-7%
4%
-10%
5%
-9%
5%
-9%
5%

Source: Data derived from our contingency tables obtained in SPSS

Household question 6 asks, “Do you think you are more capable now in making
decisions about family planning (how many children to have) than you were two
years ago?” For those women who answered affirmatively, there was an 11%
decrease in observed responses than was expected amongst the control group.
For the case of the intervention group, a margin of 6% more affirmative
responses was observed.
For the survey question, “Do you think that you are more capable now to make
decisions about your children‟s education than you were two years ago?”, the
control group had 11% fewer affirmative response than expected in 2013. For the
treatment group, 6% more affirmative responses than expected were obtained.
On the individual level, the question “Do you participate in decisions regarding
the management of your business?” was asked. For the case of the treatment
group, the difference between the expected and acquired values was quite large,
with 353 affirmative answers observed over the predicted 318, a 24% margin.
These values contrast greatly with those obtained for the control group who
observed 11% fewer affirmative answers than expected.
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In regards to the question, “Do you think you possess more abilities now than
you did two years ago?” the affirmative responses of the women in the treatment
group were 6% more than the expected responses and in the control group it
was 10% less.
Four percent more of the acquired responses in relation to the expected
responses were found for the question, “Do you believe you are more capable
now to make decisions about your life than you were two years ago?” with the
women in the treatment group (7% less in the case of the control group).
In terms of the women feeling more capable now about making decisions for their
future than two years before, women of the treatment group responded
affirmatively 5% more than the expected (398 cases compared to 378) and in the
case of the control group, there was 10% fewer affirmative answers than
expected (221 compared to 206 cases).
For the question, “Do you believe you are more capable now to make family
planning decisions than you were two years ago?” there was 5% more affirmative
responses than expected among the treatment group and 9% decrease in the
margin among women in the control group.
On the community level, 385 affirmative responses were recorded within the
intervention group in response to the question, “Are you invited to participate or
speak at any community meetings?” compared to the 366 that were expected, a
5% margin of increase. For the control group, a 9% margin of decrease was
observed.
Results of the data using McNemar’s test
Below are the data obtained from McNemar‟s test which were used to compare
the evolution of responses from 2012 to 2013.
(See annex "Summary Diagram of the Control Group McNemar")

Five questions were selected whose responses exhibited a statistically significant
chi-square value (those less than 0.05): two at the household level, two at the
individual level, and one at the community level.
For question 3, “Are you involved in the decision of how many children to have?”
we observed that 68.1% of those who had answered „no‟ in 2012 later answered
„yes‟ in 2013. It can be stated then that the proportion of women who were
involved with family planning had notably increased. Of those that were already
participating in this decision in 2012, only 17.9% responded negatively in 2013,
but in contrast an 82.1% continued to participate in these decisions in 2013.
For question 6 “Do you feel more capable now making decisions about your
children‟s education than two years ago?”, within the intervention group, of the
16

women who reported that they did not feel very capable in 2012, 78.6% reported
feeling more capable in 2013. Of those that answered positively in 2012 82.7%
continued to participate in the decision regarding their children‟s education.
Through the data obtained from McNemar‟s test we can conclude that the
treatment group experienced positive changes on various indicators of
empowerment from 2012 to 2013. The women who already participated in these
decisions in the year 2012 maintained the ability to make those decisions one
year later.
As for the individual level, the question, “Do you believe you have more abilities
now than you did two years ago?”, the graph shows 89.2% of the intervention
group that initially answered negatively in 2012, felt more capable in 2013. And in
the same group, 88.5% of those that had answered affirmatively in 2012, again of
answered affirmatively the following year.
In relation to question 9, “Do you believe you are more capable now to make
decisions about your life than you did two years ago?”, of those that responded
„no‟ in 2012, 91.5% felt more capable in 2013. Of those that responded positively
in 2012, 92.5% continued feeling more capable in 2013.
From the community level of this study, three questions were analyzed through
McNemar‟s test. For the question, “Are you invited to participate or speak at any
community meetings?” we obtained the following data. Of the women who
answered no in 2012, 70.3% answered yes in 2013 and only 29.7% continued to
feel excluded. It was observed that of those that answered yes in 2012, 94.5%
continued to feeling involved in community meetings in 2013.
Conclusions and Suggestions
From the analysis with the contingency tables, we have concluded that
FONDESOL‟s microcredit program can positively affect women‟s decisionmaking capacity regarding the management of their businesses, family planning,
their lives, and their futures as well as their overall self-perceived abilities.
On the other hand, in this study we have not observed significant differences in
responses between clients of the microcredit program and non-clients in the
following areas: participation in decisions related to their children‟s education, the
buying and selling of properties, and spousal permission in regards to applying
for credit, leaving home alone, speaking with males in the community, or
traveling outside of the town.
It is understood that a comprehensive interview using a blend of qualitative and
quantitative components is the ideal way to measure a variable as complex as
women empowerment. However, due to limited resources and time, qualitative
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measures were not utilized in the survey. It is important to note though, that the
advantage of using a quantitatively based survey is scientific rigor, as we were
able to compare and statistically analyze the results. However, a direct causal
relation could not established due to many limitations with survey design and
complications that arose with data collection in the field.
Here, we have outlined some suggestions that could improve the quality and
reliability of the results in future empowerment studies in this sample:
Adding more open-ended questions is one our main suggestions, such as the
following: Have you observed any changes in your family after receiving the
microcredit? If yes, what are those changes? What about individually speaking?
In regards to question number 68 (“Are you seen as a role-model in your
community for other women?”), we suggest including the answer option
„Unknown/No Answer‟.
In the field, it was observed that many women were unable to answer the
question either because they had never considered it before or because they
were unsure of how their peers viewed them within the context of the community.
We also propose to add the following question:
Do you utilize any contraceptives or other family planning methods?
And for the women who run their own businesses:
a) Do you know the production costs and profits of your business?
b) Do you keep the accounting records of your business?
c) Do you keep the income/expense reports of your household separately
from those of your business?
For FONDESOL clients, we suggest the following question:
a) Would you apply to be president of the communal bank of your group?
b) Would you apply to be a leader of the COCODE?
The COCODE refers to the Urban and Rural Development Council that operates
in each village. These questions are to assess the client‟s potential interest in
taking on leadership positions within their community.
Measuring impact assessment of microfinance institutions is a complex and
arduous task but an urgent and imperative void that needs to be filled in the
sector if true women‟s empowerment is to be achieved through microfinance.
Fortunately, however, there are new methodologies being developed and
implemented in this sub-sector that give much hope for the future of microfinance
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and the potential that it has to continue to significantly improve the lives of the
poor and vulnerable.
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Annex 1:"Summary McNemar Test IG and CG"
Table 1: question #3, household:

Table 2: question #6, household:

Intervention Group 2012-2013

Household - answer 3

Affirmative
answer 2012

Total
91

% within 2012
with credit P 3

31.9%

68.1%

100.0%

% within 2013
with credit P 3

39.8%

25.6%

20.5%

% of Total

6.2%

14.3%

Count

42

% within 2012
with credit P 3

Answer 2013
Negative
6

Affirmative
22

Total
28

% within 2012
with credit P 6

21.4%

78.6%

100.0%

% within 2013
with credit P 6

9.1%

7.1%

7.5%

20.5%

% of Total

1.6%

5.9%

7.5%

193

235

Count

60

287

347

17.9%

82.1%

100.0%

% within 2012
with credit P 6

17.3%

82.7%

100.0%

% within 2013
with credit P 3

59.9%

69.6%

52.9%

% within 2013
with credit P 6

90.9%

9.9%

92.5%

% of Total

9.3%

43.6%

52.9%

% of Total

16.0%

76.5%

92.5%

Count

Negative
answer 2012

Affirmative
answer 2012

Table 3: question #8, individual

Table 4: question #9, individual

Intervention Group 2012-2013

Intervention Group 2012-2013

Answer 2013

Individual - answer 9

Negative
10

Affirmative
83

Total
93

% within 2012
with credit P 8

10.8%

89.2%

100.0%

% within 2013
with credit P 8

21.3%

22.6%

22.5%

total

2.4%

20.0%

Count

37

% within 2012
with credit P 8

11.5%

Count

Affirmative
answer 2012

Household - answer 6

Affirmative
62

Individual - answer 8

Negative
answer 2012

Answer 2013
Negative
29

Count

Negative
answer 2012

Intervention Group 2012-2013

Answer 2013
Negative
6

Affirmative
65

Total
71

% within 2012
with credit P 9

8.5%

91.5%

100.0%

% within 2013
with credit P
64_A

18.8%

16.8%

17.0%

22.5%

% of Total

1.4%

15.6%

17.0%

284

321

Count

26

321

347

88.5%

100.0%

% within 2012
with credit P 9

7.5%

92.5%

100.0%

Count

Negative
answer 2012

Affirmative
answer 2012

22

% within 2013
with credit P 8

78.7%

77.4%

77.5%

% within 2013
with credit P 9

81.3%

83.2%

83.0%

total

8.9%

68.6%

77.5%

% of Total

6.2%

7.8%

83.0%

Table 5: question #2, community

Intervention Group 2012-2013
answer 2013

Community - answer 2

Negative
22

Affirmative
52

Total
74

% within 2012
with credit P 2

29.7%

70.3%

100.0%

% within 2013
with credit P 2

53.7%

13.8%

17.7%

% of Total

5.3%

12.5%

17.7%

Count

19

324

343

% within 2012
with credit P 2

5.5%

94.5%

100.0%

% within 2013
con credit P 2

46.3%

86.2%

82.3%

% of Total

4.6%

77.7%

82.3%

Count

Negative
answer 2012

Affirmative
answer 2012

McNemar’s test, analysis (control group)
Table 1: question #3, household:

Table 2: question #6, household:

Control group 2012-2013

Household - question 3

Affirmative
answer 2012

Answers2013

Household - question 6

Negative
12

Positive
34

Total
46

% within
2012without credit

25.3%

74.7%

100.0%

% within 2013
without credit

32.3%

17.6%

20.4%

% of Total

5.0%

15.4%

Count

16

% within 2012
without credit

12.7%

% within 2013
without credit

45.2%

58.8%

57.1%

% of Total

7.2%

49.9%

57.1%

Count

Negative answer
2012

Control group 2012-2013
Answers2013
Negative
12

Positive
13

Total
25

% within
2012without credit

48.0%

52.0%

100.0%

% within 2013
without credit

23.5%

9.2%

13.0%

20.4%

% of Total

6.2%

6.7%

13.0%

113

129

Count

39

129

168

87.3%

100.0%

% within 2012
without credit

23.2%

76.8%

100.0%

% within 2013
without credit

76.5%

90.8%

87.0%

% of Total

20.2%

66.8%

87.0%

Count

Negative
answer 2012

Affirmative
answer 2012
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Table 3: question #8,
individual:

Table 4: question #9,
individual:
Control group 2012-2013

Individual - question 8

Affirmative
answer 2012

Answers2013

Individual - question 9

Negative
32

Positive
46

Total
78

% within 2012
without credit

41.0%

59.0%

100.0%

% within 2013
without credit

52.5%

25.3%

32.1%

% of Total

13.2%

18.9%

Count

29

% within 2012
without credit

17.6%

% within 2013
without credit

47.5%

74.7%

67.9%

% of Total

11.9%

56.0%

67.9%

Count
Negative answer
2012

Control group 2012-2013
Answers2013
Negative
21

Positive
42

Total
63

% within 2012
without credit

33.3%

66.7%

100.0%

% within 2013
without credit

55.3%

20.7%

26.1%

32.1%

% of Total

8.7%

17.4%

26.1%

136

165

Count

17

161

178

82.4%

100.0%

% within 2012
without credit

9.6%

90.4%

100.0%

% within 2013
without credit

44.7%

79.3%

73.9%

% of Total

7.1%

66.8%

73.9%

Count
Negative
answer 2012

Affirmative
answer 2012
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