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FOREWORD
 

.i the period 1982-85, PACT supported five programs

that pioneered the solidarity group methodology in Central 
and South America in conjunction with its member agency
ACCION International/AITEC. 
These projects utilized nearly

$1 million of resources from the PACT Development Fund. 

In our contacts with these programs, it became obvious
that they all had prospered in their first few years and
that each program had developed variations on the model.
 
They were encountering common problems, 
 and above all had
developed a desire to 
know more about each other in order to
 
learn from their common experience. As a logical
 
consequence of its project funding, PACT sponsored an
interchange among the various programs that culminated in
the "First Latin American Workshop on Solidarity Group 
Programs". 

As part of its commitment to document the event, PACT
contracted Maria Otero, an economist with an extensive
 
background in small enterprise and women in development 
programs. She paiticipated in the workshop and accompaniedthe participants through the entire learning process. In 
preparing this report she has added her own ample perspec­
tive to the papers written by the participants during
the workshop.
 

The experience of 
these Latin American agencies is

relevant to all private development organizations struggling
to meet the needs of the urban poor throughout the world.
The solidarity group approach is not the only response
needed, but its success cannot be ignored. PACT is pleased

to share the contents of this report in order to stimulate 
further thinking in this vital sector. 

Thomas R. Byine
 
Executive Director 
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REPORT SUMMARY
 

In December 1985, PACT sponsored a week-long seminar in Bogota,
Colombia 
on microenterprise development projects. 
 Twelve Latin
American and Caribbean development institutions from five countries
participated. 
With 
technical assistance from ACCION International/
AITEC (a U.S.-based PVO), 
these organizations provide credit and
training to tiny, 
informal businesses 
run and owned by
poor. The services they provide 	
the urban
 

Group Programs". The 	
are delivered through "Solidarity

twelve programs representedhave reached over 	 at the workshop9,500 beneficiaries and disbursed over US$1.6
million in credit to micro-entrepreneurs. 
The programs have been in
operation from 
one 
to three years.
 

Solidarity group programs utilize self-selected "solidarity
groups" of four 
or five micro-entrepreneurs 
as the center of all
project activity. 
 Credit and training 
are the two major components

of the programs.
 

Credit
 
The solidarity group is eligible to receive credit for each
member's needs. 
 The program disburses one loan to each group, which
is then divided among its members. 


collecting thp payments on 
The group is responsible for


time, with members acting as 
guarantors
for each other. 
 When the loan is repaid, the group becomes eligible
for a second, larger loan.
 

Credit is primarily provided for working capital.
of micro-producers, In the case
 
and machinery. 

it is also provided for the purchase of equipment
Five factors characterize the delivery of credit in
solidarity group progiams;
 

1. 	Loan application and review procedures are quick. 
 The
turn-around time from application to disbursement averages less than
seven working days for 
first loans and one day 
for subsequent loans.
This is achieved through decentralized decision-making and well­designed questionnaires. 

2. 
 The loan amount, duration, and payment schedule are adapted
to the needs of 
the beneficiaries. 
 In some programs the payment
schedule is coordinated with the production cycle of 
the micro­
enterprise.
 

3. Interest charges are at commercial 
or near commercial
in order 	 rates
to generate income for operating costs, and to prevent the
fund from decapitalizing.
 

4. A system of 
negative and positive incentives is built into
the repayment mechanism. Default by 
one member of 
the group excludes
the whole group from future credit (the stick). Creditworthy groups
immediately receive larger loans 
(the carrot).
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5. Credit delivery is linked to tne provision of training and
technical assistance, which increases the trust 
relationship among

group members and staff, at the same time theincreasing borrower's 
capacity to manage use loan. Inand the addition, a program staff
member visits each group a few days before the payment due date to 
encourage the group to make the payment on time. 

Most solidarity group programs report repayment rates of over 
90%. However, controlling arrearage (overdue payments) is a problem

for all the programs. Many programs have resorted to third parties

and aebt refinancing to address this problem. 

Training

Training is an essential component of solidarity group programs.

It is understood as a catalyst for personal and group development.
Most training content 
can be divided into two modules: the economic

unit, which addresses entrepreneurial activity, credit management,
marketing, and record-keeping; and the social unit, which seeks to

build leadership and organizational skills, analytical capacity, and

understanding of cooperation and collective action. 
 The training is

carried out by program promoters using non-formal education
 
principles. Several hours of training per month are provided to the 
group members. 

In the training, program promoters stress collective action

around issues of common concern other than credit. For example,
solidarity groups can cut costs by buying in bulk, can increase
income through improved marketing, can provide access to resources 
or services in health, education and housing, and can advocate
institutional or legislative changes on behalf of the micro­
entrepreneur.
 

Although the lack of experience in collective action, the
individual nature of the micro-entrepreneur's work, and the wide 
distances between individual micro-entrepreneurs in a large citycreate difficulties, experience shows that micro-entfepreneur
associations with wide and far-reaching areas of concern can and

do develop from solidarity groups. 

As solidarity group programs have matured, a variety of issues 
affecting their ability 
to continue operating, as well as their over­
all socioeconomic impact on beneficiaries, have been identified.
 
Chief among these concerns is the ability of program beneficiaries to

graduate into other sources of credit and training. In order to
continue assisting the smallest and poorest micro-entrepreneurs,
earlier borrowers, whose needs have exceeded the program's capacity
to lend and train, must be able to move on 
to other credit and train­ing resources. 
However, Latin American and Caribbean countries lack
the financial and institutional infrastructures to receive program
graduates. Thus, as program beneficiaries become more successful,
they may jeopardize their future access to program credit, and their
interests may become pitted against the interests of the solidarity
 
group program itself.
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Another key 
concern 
of solidarity group programs is developing
self-sufficiency. 
 Operational self-sufficiency, i.e., 
covering all
program costs from income generated through the programs, is
established objective. anSome of the oldest programs have establishedccmplete self-sufficiency. 
 However, the average program covers
approximately 54% 
of its costs. The relatively small size of
funds, credit
the effect of economic trends on 
repayment, and the costs of
providing training make self-sufficiency, though attainable, very

difficult.
 

A number of evaluations on 
programs have 
the impact of solidarity groupbeen conducted by the institutions themselvesfunders. or theirThese evaluations indicate that overall thehad a positive impact programs haveon 
the lives of beneficiaries and, in
cases, someon the community as a whole. Increasedfrom income has resultedthe programs; however, this has varied accordingenterprise and contextual factors. to the type ofMost of the employment impact has
been on 
retaining jobs that would otherwise be lost rather than on
creating new jobs. 

Solidarity group programs have been especially successful
reaching women micro-entrepreneurs. in
 
Nearly 60% of
beneficiaries are women. the program


This is due in large part to the fact that
the program recognizes that women make up a larger percentage of
poorest sector theof the economy thanrecognizes the importance of 
do men. In addition, the programwomen's economic activitiesthe economy as a whole. in terms ofIn this respect alone, the solidarity groupprogram demenstrates a valuable lesson to other development programs.
 

Solidarity group programs 
are an innovative; effective way of
reaching the urban poor and enhancing their economic activities.
variety of A
issues require further study, however, in order to
strengthen and expand the programs. 
 Examples of such topics include:
the life cycle of the programs; 
 the internal dynamics of
solidarity group itself; the

the impact 
of these programs on
menting institutions; the imple­and the role and background of 
the promoters
who are the backbone of the program. 

The thirty-one participants concluded the workshop by forming a
committee to plan future seminars on 
issues of 
common concern and to
raise funds for 
common activities, such
audiovisual as the production of anon the solidarity group program methodology and a seminar
on impact evaluation to 
take place in early 1987.
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS
 

ACCION ACCION International/AiTEC
 

ACP* 
 Acci6n Comunitaria del Peru
 

ACTUAR* Coorporaci6n Accion por Antioquia
 

ADEMI* Asociaci~n Para el 
Desarrollo de la Microempresa
 

ADIM* 
 Asociaci n Para el Desarrollo e Integracion de la Mujer
 

AID Agency for International Development
 

ASEPADE* 
 Asesores Para el Desarrollo
 

CDV* 
 Centro de Desarrollo Vecinal 
"La Esperanza"
 

CIDES* Cooperativa Multiactiva de Desarrollo Social
 

CORFAS* Corporaci6n Fordo Apoyo dede Empresas Asociativas
 

CRS Catholic Relief Services
 

CS* Cruzada ')ocial Manizales
 

FED* 
 Fundaci6n Ecuatoriana de Desarrollo 

FEE* Fundaci6n Eugenio Espejo 

FF* Fundaci6n Famiiiar 

IAF Inter-American Foundation 

IDB Inter-American Development Bank 

ICRW International Center for Research on Women 

PACT Private Agencies Collaborating Together 

SENA Servicios Nacionales de Aprendizaje 

SG Solidarity Group 

SGP Solidarity Group Program 

WWB Women's World Banking 

* Latin American institutions that implement solidarity group
 
programs and participated in the workshop.
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CHAPTER I
 

SOLIDARITY GROUPS:
 
THEIR CONTEXT AND CHARACTERISTICS
 

INTRODUCTION
 

The unprecedented rate of 
rural to 
urban migration that has
accompanied post-World War II modernization patterns in developing
countries has brought enormous numbers of semi-
women to the cities. or unskilled men and
The inability of 
the industrial
cities to absorb this influx of 
sectors of the
 

rise in the number of ,urbanpoor. 
labor has resulted in a dramatic


Increasing numbers of
poor have turned to self-mnployment. these urban
Today, millions of
urban households in Latin America and the Caribbean live from
earnings of 

low-income,
 

tiny, informal enterprises engaged in 
the
 

commercial a wide variety of
activities whyse products are sold on the street 
or
from makeshift quarters.
 

Recognizing the importance of 
this growing sector, Latin
American governments and private institutions have sought to design
programs that enhance 
the economic activities of these tiny busi­nesses. 
 One strategy devised 

evolved from 

to reach the poorest in this sector
the experiences of 
the Grameen Bank Project in
Bangladesh and the Working Women's Forum which sought
the provision of to integrate
resources with the promotion of 
collective action
among the urban poor in India. 
 It is called the "Solidarity Group
Strategy" and is based on the formation of 
solidarity groups
that have access to resources, such (SG)
as

by a "Solidarity Group Program" 

credit and training, provided

(SGP).2
 

THE SOLIDARITY GROUP STRATEGY
 

A Description of Solidarity Groups and Their Members:
 
Solidarity groups consist of 
five to eight micro-entrepreneurs,
usually engaged in similar activities, who organize themselves into
a group in order to receive the credit, training and technical
assistance 
offered by a solioarity group program.
 

Appendix A provides an overview of 
the characteristics of
microenterprises and the environment in which 
these
 

they operate.
 
2 ACCION International/AITEC, 
a Boston-based PVO, was 
responsible
for adapting the Asian experiences and assisting local Latin
American ancd Caribbean institutions to further refine thesolioarity group concept to each country's context and needs.Currently it has five advisors

American) (four Latin Americans and one Northwho assist ongoing programs, or help to initiate new
ones.
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A large majority of solidarity group members are very poorurban dwellers who engage in marginal
informal sector. 	 economic activities in theA survey of solidarityin the Colombian 	 group members participatingprograms shows that 	they fall within the lowestpercent income category among the economically active population in
urban areas. 
Almost 100 percent of 
them 	have a monthly income below
what 	is needed to purchase a government defined "minimum consumer
basket" (ganastafailiar)
that 	

of basic goods and services, whichfew solidarity group members 	 means 
monthly legal minimum wage. 

have an income equivalent to the 
(ACCION, 1985) 

The majority of the group members are women,as micro-vendors in the sale of 	
most of whom workprepared street foods and produce
other agricultural products. 	 orAbout half of 
the solidarity group
members have completed some schooling, but are considered
functionally 
illiterate. 
 In one program, 12.1 percent of
members have never 	 the grouplearned to read or write,basic mathematical skills. 	

yet they have developed 
programs is between 30 

The average age of participants in mostand 40, with women concentratedend of the age spectrum. 	 on the higherGroup members in one program have been
involved in economic activities on average 11 years, working an
average of 7.6 hours 
a day (Fernandez, 1984).
of 	 Among group members
three programs, family size averages between seven and eight
people.
 

The solidarity group methodology has been described in detail
in other studies (Ashe, 1985). Its most important features are: 
(1) Member participation in group activities is emphasized.
 
(2) Those members already in the project are responsible for
recruiting new ".cmLs, who organize themselves into 	provisional 

groups.
 

(3) Newly formed groups attend a 3-4 hour course in whichprogram staff explain the solidarity group concept, assist in group
consolidation, and emphasize group responsibilityof loans. At 	 for the repaymentthe end of this capacity-building session, eachselects a coordinator and defines its mo~duDr-ni. 
group 

Once a solidarity group is formed, itcredit 	 is eligible to receivefrom 	 the solidarity group program. One loan is disbursed toeach 	group, then is divided equally among the group members.
group is responsible for 	 Thecollecting payments oncollateral requirement for loans. Each group 
time. There is no

member servescosigner 	 as afor the debt of the other. When and theon time, the group 	
if loan is repaidis eligible for : second, larger loan.
 

As part of the solioarity group strategy, group
or 	 members attendweekly monthly training sessions 
on a 	 variety issues 

conducted by the program staff 
and 

of related to group formation, economic produc­tion enterprise management. In addition, the group members 
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receive one-to-one technical assistance 
on issues of particular
relevance to their situation. 

Solidarity groups 
can 
participate in the solildarity group
program as long as 
they meet the program criteria and observe its
requi rements. 

Summary Characteristics of Solidarity Group Programs:
 
Currently, at least thirteen institutions in six Latin American
and Caribbean countries (Colombia, Ecuador, Dominican Republic,
Honduras, Costa Rica and Peru) use 
the solidarity group approach for
working with micro-entrepreneurs in large and medium-sized cities.
 
Each SGP is individual. 
 Tables I and 2 summarize the main
characteristics of eleven SGPs, providing an overview offerent types the dif­of programs and a backdropof SPG's that follows 

for the indepth examinationin this report. These Tables reveal:
 
- In three of 
 the institutions (CORFAS,the main or FF and ADIN) the SGP isonly activity of the institution. 
 In the rest, the
SGP represents one of several lines of credit provided to
micro-entrepreneurs. However, 
it is the one 
that reaches the
poorest sectors. 
 These institutions may also have other
activities, such 
as 
community development, housing programs, or
social services delivery programs. 
- Full-time personnel in SGPs ranges from 2.5
average of to 15 with an
7.6 persons per program. Of 
this staff, over
percent are 50promoters, and the remaining arecoordinators and accounting program 

or administrative personnel.
 
- Every program has received outside donations. Seven of
eleven programs have funding from PACT, 

the 
Missions, four from USAIDand two from UNICEF. The IDB, andCRS ICRWfunded these programs. have also 
or In most cases, local donations of cash
in-kind services are made 
to the programs.
for which there In all programsis information,
covered program operating costs arein part from interest income earned on loans.
 

- The eleven programs 
 assist approximately 9,500 beneficiarieswith a combined total of 
US$340,000 in original credit
funds, which rotate about three times a year.
 
- The number of groups assisted

greatly, ranging from 
by each program promoter variesabout five in toFEE 100this diversity in ACP. Part of 

as-sumed 
is due to the variety of responsibilitiesby each promoter, the intensitytraining and durationand technical assistance of the

each promoter provides, andthe efficiency of the promoter. 
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- The majority of the programs are still growing, registeringtheir current number 
of organized solioarity groups as 
the
highest assisted to date. In the case of ADEMI, the SGP pro­gram was discontinued in 1984 and reactivated in November 1985.
 

- Programs have been operating anywhere from six months to
three years. Five have operated more than two years.
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TABLE 1SUMMARY CHARACTERISTICS OF SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS: PART 1 
C 0 L 0 M B I ACOUNTRY IDOMINICAN IAND CITY! ECUADORBUCARA IHONDURASIMAZI PERUI-OGOTA MANGA IREP. INALE.S -CARTAGENA CALl ISTQ -DOMINGO] ITE GUCI I

INSTITUTION/ . .GUAYA0_UJGALPA IITMAI I I I LIMAI I ICH RACTERISTIfCJE! I! ITfSCORFAs I 
I. 

i Cs I CDV FF I ADEMI I FED !SOURCES OF I I FEE IASEPADE IACP I ADIM II 
 I IFUNDS: I II I I I I
 
II I1A. GRANTS/Sub- I I I I I A F I

sidies JUSAIDI USAID/from I I I IUSAID/I CRS USAID/DRdonor orga- I PACT IUNICEF IPACT !ECU. I ECUADOR I PACT I PERU1UNICEF I PACT I I
 
nizations __v IPACT I I IAF I PACTI -. I PACT I _ _ IJCRW IB. Local Funds 
 I YES IYES I YES I YES I IDBI YES I YES I YES I YES
(1) I I YES I YES! YES
I I___IIII_
C. Program Gene- I I II I I Irated Funds II 


I I
(interest !YES IYES I
I YES! YES I YES ! YES 
 IYESI YES
earned, fees,i I YES I YES! YESII I I I 
other) (2Y _[ I
 

II. 
PERSONNEL: 

I
 

A. 
Full-time
 
salaried
 
personnel in 1 19 1 5 1 26 1 10 1 5 1 27 I 56 1 21institution 1 22 1 30 I 15 1 

B. Full-time
 
salaried 


Ipersonnel in I
 
SGPs (imple- 1 7 ! 4 1 2.5! 5 1 3.5 1 n.i.mentation, 1 9 i 10 1I 9 1 11 1 15" I ! ! 1regmt,admin.) I 

C. Ave:age # of 
 I I I Isolidarity 
 I 1 (3) 1 1 Igrps assisted! 50 I 38 I II 13 I 34 I 32 
 I n.i. I 80
by each I 
1 5 I 50 1 100 I 50
I I I
promoter 
 I I I I I I , 



TABLE 2SUMMARY CHARACTERISTICS OF SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS: PART 2 
I C 0 L 0 M B I A 	 IDO.,iINICAN I ECUADOR IHONDURAS I PERUCOUNTRY AND CITY I BUCARA MAZI iREP. I ITEGUCI-IIBOGOTA MANGA NAES CARTAGENA CALn IS.O DMMINGOICUITO GUAYAQ.UILIGAIPA ILIMAINSTITUTION/ I I 	 LIMA II i I I I I ICHARACTERISTIC I CIDES !CORFAS I CS 1 CDV I 	

I IFF 	 I ADEMI I FEI I FEE IASEPADEIACPI. 	 Credit Fund: I ADML1 
I 

A. 	Amt in crediti I 
fund when II 
program 
started 112,0001 n.i. 1650 

I 	 (IM
1 3,000 1 8,0001 32,000 
 150,000 154,00 1 20,0001150,000120,0001
(Est.in $JS) I I I
 
B. 	 Current Out-I I 

I
standing 
 I i I 
 I I (2) I 1 IPortfolio 135,0001 	 In.i. I2,000 16,OO0 I15,0001 n.i. 1100,000121,000 1 40,0001 n.i. 140,0001(Est.in SUS) 	 J I 	 IC. 	Interest Ratel I I I I I I(3) Icommer l commer I commi commer IcommerI commer I commerl commer Icommer Icommer(commercial) I 	 IcommerlI 	 I
D. 	 Projected I I I 

IInflows into 	 i 

Credit Fund 147,000188,000 14,000116,000 120,0001 
I II 

140,000 
 i150,000184,000 1150,0001500,000190,0001
for 1986 
I(Est.in SUS) 	

I I II 1	 I 

II. TRAINING: I 
 I
 

A. 	 Hrs of Train-i Iing/month I I I
I II I I 	 I I 
 I I (5)1 (4)1
prior to loanl 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 1 4 1 2 1 	0 I O 1 6 In/a In/aapplict'n (4)1 1 1 I
B. 	Average hrs II 
 I I I 	 I I I Iof 	 training II I I I 	 I I I Iper month I I 
 I I 1 I 
 (6) I 
 I I I
after loan 12 I 2 1 2 11 	 I 2 1 6

disbursement I I I 	
16 1 4 I n/a 1 5.51 

I I 	 I I I 



NOTES TO fABLES 1 and 2 

GENERAL NOTE: Data for Tables J.and 2 was provided during the
workshop by representatives of the institutionslisted. Two instituti ons from Colombia are notincluded: 
 ACTUAR, which could not disaggregate
the information from its overall program, andWomen's World Banking/Colombia, which waspresent at the workshop. not 
The figures providedare approximations and meant to provide a generalpicture of solidarity group programs. 

TABLE 1:
 

(1) & (2) Exact figures were not available at the workshop
 
but can be obtained through field visits
 

(3) Promoters work part-time. 

TABLE 2: 

(1) Portion of total credit fund allocated to SGs 
(estimate)
 

(2) Unable to disaggregate portfolio between individual
and solidarity group credit. 

(3) All programs charge commercial interest rates which
 vary from country to country, 
(4) This training does not include an average of three
hours of "information and orientation" given toprior to loan application. each 

In the case of ADIM, itdoes include the 10 hours of training most borrowersreceive before entering the SGP. 
(5) In ACP training is voluntary and provided for a fee 

at participant's request. 
(6) Program reactivated in December 1985. 
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CHAPTER II
 

KEY COMPONENTS OF THE
 
SOLIDARITY GROUP STRATEGY
 

INTRODUCTION 

Workshop participants agreed that all SGPs have three maincomponents: credit provision, training/technical assistance, andpromotion of organization among solidarity thegroups. Becauseemphasis in these programs is on promoting the overall developmentof the urban poor micro-entirepreneur, the SGP strategy attempts toaddress a variety of needs, and to create the conditions that willenable program beneficiaries 
to participate, in a self-directed way,
in their process of socioeconomic change. 

This chapter considers each of the three SGP components sepa­rately, describing the methodological framework that guides theimplementation of 
each component, and identifirng issues of

importance 
under each component.
 

A variety of topics that cut across the three components alsoreceived special attention at the workshop. They include fourissues essential to understanding the SGP strategy: 
 (1) program
self-sufficiency; (2) graduation of borrowers; (3) savings mobili­zation among beneficiaries; (4) provision of additional services
to micro-entrepreneurs. In addition, there are broader concerns,such as problems of 
program expansion and evaluation of SGPs and
their impact. Each theseof topics will be addressed in subsequent
chapters.
 

CREDIT PROVISION 

Credit issues highlighted during the workshop related todelivering credit effectively and to maintaining the health ofthe portfolio. Procedures and requirements for extending credit,problems of timely repayments, issues of arrearage and default,and montoring the credit portfolio received special attention. 

Background:
 

Credit extension is central 
to the strategy of SGPs, and is
based on the assumption that micro-entrepreneurs do 
not have access
to credit. 
 This assumption derives from the experience of 
earlier
programs and from interviews with potential program beneficiarieswho almost always identify lack of 
credit at reasonable rates as a
major problem (PISCES, 1981; Sebstad, 1982) 
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Drawing from their experience with Solidarity Group Programs,workshop participants emphasize
credit that an effective methodology forextension must attempt to combine the priorities of the
borrower and the lender--micro-entrepreneur 


and institution--and
must be adapted as 
these priorities evolve for both.
 
The micro-entrepreneur requiresrates that responds 

a line of credit at affordableto his needs for capital. There are two 
types
of capital:
 

WorkinrioCaOjp.J is used to maintain an adequate supply ofinputs, to assure efficient production, and
Because to pay workers on time.most microenterprises operate at veryldck working capital to purchase inputs in 
low profit margins,

bulk or payof which to cash, bothoften lower costs, micro-entrepreneurs cannot operateefficiently 
or 
develop plans for expansion.
 

E-xe _ j~jj3j ismachinery, or to 
used to repair or purchase equipment andimprove the workplace. 
A lack of
impacts on productivity. fixed capital
If, for example, one piece of
breaks down and cannot machinerybe replaced or repaired,process is interrupted, leaving other 

the whole production
equipment and workers idle. 

The amount of credit a micro-entrepreneuraccording to requires variesthe demand for his ordemand may, in turn, 
her goods and services. Productbe determinedholidays, inflation by seasonality, national
level, or a variety 
 of other exogenous factors. 

From the point of view of the financial institution, credit
must be provided in a way that: (I) ensuresincome-producing activities; that loans are used for
 
reflecting as closely as 

(2) avoids endless subsidization by
possible the real
(3) maintains costs of lending; andcareful control of arrearageThese three, and default levels.interrelated factors directlyability to generate interest 
affect the institution's

income to cover somecosts - a stated objective of SGPs 
or all operatingall - and to prevent the creditportfolio from decapitalizing. 

It 
should be noted that SGP staff p.erceive microenterprise
development and credit extensionof as a means to a largerempowering the entrepreneur end - thatby strengtheningin the society. his or her positionIn this context, workshop participants summarized
the specific objectives for credit provision in the following way:
 
- to make commercial-type credit available to micro­

entrepreneurs;
- to strengthen existing jobs and to generate new- to increase employment; 

.i.ricreas. ng 
the level of profits of micro-entrepreneursenterprise byproductivity

- to promote savings 
and product quality; andamong micro-entrepreneurs. 
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Requirements for Extending Credit: 

In solidarity group programs, credit is only extendedsolidarity groups. toThe programs assist in the initial stages ofgroup formation, i.e., 
electing a coordinator, defining objectives,

responsibilities, and strategies.
 

Group formation is credit
a requirement for three reasons.First, it simplifies credit delivery. 
 The SGP disburses one loan
instead of four 
or five, which is more 
efficient by decreasing
administrative and operating costs. 
 Second, it creates group
incentives and assuregroup pressures to timely repayment. Third,it is a way 
to intrcduce collective, problem-solving mechanisms
among the micro-entrepreneurs, and is 
an intermediate step to the
broader goal of 
organizing micro-entrepreneurs around issues of
mutual concern. ID 
sum, solidarity groups are 
used for credit
delivery for 
immediate and pragmatic reasons, 
as we.l as for

long-term, social reasons. 

SGPs also outline the specific requirements borrowers must meet
in order to qualify for credit. These requirements are summarizedin Table 3, which provides an explanation for each requisite andindication of anhow widely each criterion is used among the various
 
SGPs.
 

Characteristics of Effective Credit Delivery in SGPs:
 

Table 4 draws from existing studies identifyto five character­istics of effective credit delivery 
in SGPs and the advantages of
each to the borrower and the institution (Ashe, 1985; Stearns,
1985; Blayney and Otero, 1985). 

1. Agility in Loan Application and Review: Applicationprocedures must be kept simple, yet collect the needed
data. First-time loan applications are an occasion tocollect baseline data from the applicant. Subsequent loansenable the institution to collect impact information. Itis often difficult to determine what data is not essential,though interesting, and what data 
is essential for makingprudent lending decisions. Well-designed questionnaires,visits to the workplace, and qu-1ified staff contribute toeffective loan application and review procedures. 

Quick loan review procedures must complement the applica­tion process. 
 Involving the staff in loan decisions helps
avoid the bottleneck that results from centralizing allloan review procedures in the hands of 
the program director
or board. Although the mechanisms for loan reviewwidely from institution to institution, all 
vary 

SGPs reviewed
in this study have a turn-around time loanfrom applicationto loan disbursement of 
under seven working days.
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TABLE 3* 

CRITERIA FOR EXTENDING CREDIT IN SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS 

RPi rement 
 - Explanation 

1. Age (18 and over) Self-explanatory
 

2. Minimum period of existence 
 Indicator of viability;
of firm 
 decreases risk; time required 
ranges from 6-12 months. 

3. A~tend meetings To inform and orient the group;
 
begin group formation process. 
Required by all.
 

4. Participate in solidarity Promote organization; lowergroups costs; guarantee credit. 
Required by all. 

5. Defined geographical area Some SGPs restrict activities to 
a zone. Applies to 5 out of 10
 
SGPs.
 

6. Attend training 
 Emphasis on dealing with the 
whole person; builds capacity 
and changes attitudes. 
Mandatory in 8 out of 10 SGPs. 

7. Open Savings Account Mobilizes savings; encourages 
savings practices; increases 
liquidity of credit fund if 
savings in the same institution; 
guarantees loan. Required in 8
 
out of 10 programs. 

8. Minimum amount of working Help establish size of firm;capital volume of sales also used, 
though not as reliable. 
Required by all. 

* Based on information provided during the workshop by ten of the
attending institutions: ACP, FEE, ADIM, FF, CIDES, CDV, CORFAS,

CS, FED and ASEPADE. 
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TABLE 4 
FIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECITVE CREDIT DELIVERY
 

IN SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS
 

FROM__PF.!__ETTVF 	 INSTOEIUTIQ L T1E BEN EFI CIARY
-I__ 4 
CHARACTERISTICS I ADVANTAGES DIS ADVAKTWAGF ADVANTAG ES . DISADVANTAGES_ _1 

1. Agility in loan I.Decreases staff .Requires high .Doesn't require I .None 
application and time spent in I level of loan I elaborate appli­
review I these activities I fund liquidity I cation procedures 

I.Lowers operating I I .Makes credit I
 
I costs I quickly available
 
I.More responsive I .Strengthens basic
 
program I organizational I 

I.Usually relies I I skills in group I
 
I on a decentral-- I I formation I
 
I ized, decision- I .Relies on self-help
 
I making approach
 

2. 	Flexible Loan Terms .More responsive I .ore labor- I .Adapted to each I .None
 
(amount, frequency I program I intensive I borrower's needs I
 
of payments, I.Greater demand I .Harder to I.More suited to
 
duration of loan) I for credit 
 monitor I borrowers finan- I
 

I.Speeds up port- .Higher overall cial ability to I
 
folio turnover, I transaction I repay
 

I generating more I costs on .Takes into account I
 
I interest income initial very I the activity cycle
 

small loans 	 I of a given business I
 
I .Reaches the smallesti
 

3. 	Commercial I.Can reflect the I .May not be high .Much lower costs of 
 .None
 
Interest Rates I real cost of I enough to 
cover I borrowing than from I
 

I lending all operating I alternative sources I
 
I.Generate I costs I (money lenders) 
 I
 
income to cover I I .Paves the way for I 

I operating costs I I dealing with other 
I.Contributes to I I commercial lendin% I 
I meeting self- I I institutions I
 
I sufficiency I I .Increases credit I
 
I targets 	 I availability I
 
I.Receptivity/ I I (by avoiding

I greater accept. I I decapitalization I
 
I by local bus. I I for 2nd and subseq. I
 
I community & locall I loans
 
I sources of funds I
 

4. Built-In 
Repayment 

I.Improve repayment 
I rate 

.Do not guaran-
tee 100% 

I 
1 

.Ensure that credit 
fund doesn't dry upI 

.The whole 
suffer if 

group 
one 

Incentives I.Help control I repayment i thereby increasing I group member 
fund decapitali-

I zation resulting 
I from high levels 

I 

I 

I credit availability 

I Make larger loans 
I available to the 

I 

I 
I 

fails to pay 

I of arrc..age and I I creditworthy 
I defaulLs 
I.Requires less 
I staff follow-up 

I 

I 

I .Make group respon-
I sible for collectingl 
I payments on time I 

I for repayment, I I .Fosters group I 
therefore Ls lussl I cohesion I 

I costly I 

5. Linked to Training I.Increases benefi-I .increases I .Increases skills andl .Takes time
 
& Technical I ciaries commit- I costs I ability to manage ani away from
 
Assistance I ment to the I .Training gener-I enterprise I 
direct produc-


I progran I ates little I .Develops leadership I tion activities
 
I.Strengthens trust) income through and analytical I Cost (fee for
 
I between staff 	andi "fee for I skills, tools for I service, trans-

I beneficiaries I services" and I empowerment I portation, etc.)

I.Expands staff's I other schemes I .Increases awareness I .May not be suited 
I capacity and I .Can lead to I of context in which I to his or her 
I ability to work I beneficiary I micro-enterprise I needs 
with micro- I dependency if I operates
 

I entrepreneurs not designed I .Helps entrepreneur
 
].Provides I and conducted I gain capacity needed)
 
mechanism for properly I to organize and
 

I airing benefi- I I promote his/her
 
ciary needs and I I interests
 

I problems
 
l.Provides informa- /
 
I tion to measure
 
I progr im perform- I 

I ance and impact I 



2. Flexible Loan Terms: The loan amount, and the length andfrequency of payments ar-e adapted to the needs of thebeneficiary. 
 Small amounts of working capital are lent
for short periods of 
time that are in line with his or her
cycle of production. Usually other terms, such asrequirements and interest rates, 
are fixed for all
borrowers. Collateral is 
not required in SGPs. 
 2here are,
however, a variety of other requirements that must be met,such as the age, 
size, and duration of enterprises.
 

Loan amounts generally range 
from US$30 to US$166 for
micro-vendors; for micro-producers, maximum amounts rangefrom US$35 per group to US$333. The length of loans vary
from two to fourteen weeks, avei~aging about six weeks forall programs. Depending on the length of the loan,payments are weekly,made bi-weekly, or monthly. 

3. Interest Rates: All SGPs charge commercial, or near com­mercial interest rates. The interest rate charged on loans
is given particular attention because it may be 
the single
most important factor in maintaining a healthy creditportfolio. 
 All SGPs emphasize the importance of generating
income from lending activities to cover the operating costsassociated with credit delivery and preventto the decapi­talization of 
their credit funds. Charging commercial ornear commercial interest rates enables programs to addressboth concerns. However, interest rates cannot 
cover all
costs and also urevent fund decapitalization, because mostSGPs operate with relatively small sums of money, areaffected by the high inflation rates, and face high

operating costs. This issue will be further discussed
under "Program Self-sufficiency," in Chapter III. 

4. Built-in Incentives for Repayment: 
 SGPs have developed a
variety of mechanisms to facilitate timely repayment.Among these, the most important is the group itself. Thegroup members are responsible for collecting the totalloan. No member of a SG is eligible for additional credituntil the whole group has repaid its loan. In addition,
second and subsequent loans madeare immediately and inlarger amounts to groups that repay on time. This
continued availability of quick credit promotes repayment.
Finally, a SGP staff member visits the group a fcw days
prior to the payment due date to encourage timely payment. 

5. Credit is Linked to Training and Technical. Assistance:
Training and technical assistance are crucial ingredientsin the SGP strategy. From the point of view of credit 
provision, training offers an opportunity to strengthen thetrust relationship that must exist between the programstaff and the beneficiaries, and to theenhance borrower's
capacity to manage his or her loan. 
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The Problems of Delivering Credit in SGPs:
 

This section discusses the six most important problems in

credit delivery as 
identified by workshop participants. While many

of these problems do 
not have clearcut solutions, most SGP staff

have developed policies and approaches to minimize their potentially

adverse effects.
 

Controlling Arrearage:
 

Arrearage is the most important problem faced by 
SGPs. It is
defined as late or delinquent payments and should not be confused

with default, which refers to lost debts. 
A high level of arrearage

affects credit programs in several ways: 

1. 	Lowers the income earned from interest; 
2. 	Decreases the program's overall income by


slowing down portfolio turnover;
 
3. 	Limits portfolio growth; 
4. Decreases the program's credibility in the
 

eyes of creditworthy borrowers, 
 who may then 
feel that they also need not meet their payments;

5. 	Limits the amount of funds available for lending; and 
6. 	Diverts staff time from productive activities.
 

All SGPs have established procedures for minimizing arrearage.
The following are 
the three most commonly used:
 

Debt_aLinadjiq Renegotiation of a delinquent loan is used
by 	every 
SGP to enable a borrower to pay the original debt. Each
 
program establishes its own policy for determining when renegoti­
ating a loan is appropriate. The SPG usually looks at the circum­
stances that led to delinquency (e.g., illness, family emergency),
the borrower's credit history, and the level of refinancing
proposed.
 

Debt refinancing helps control arrearage. However, it hides
the real level of arrearage in a program, and can deplete a credit
fund if not used sparingly. Workshop participants pointed out that
their programs resort to refinancing only in exceptional cases, andrefinanced loans are held to a small percentage of the outstanding 
portfol io. 

_ t _rough_ irdparties-z Once an institution hasexhausted the standard channels for loan collection, a lawyer orloan collector assumes the portfolio and attempts to collect the
debt. This approach is difficult and costly partly because neither

lawyers nor collection agencies are interested in pursuing such
 
loans.
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_aeQfJ_ 1 y J: As a last resort, delinquent borrowersare taken to court. Loan recovery can
tions take years. Most institu­allow six months to yeara after a case enters the judicialprocess before declaring a loan in default. 

Controlling Defaults:
 

If none of the mechanisms designed
in to control arrearage resultloan recovery, a program must declare the inloan default.loan in default shifts Aassets (loans) to liabilitiesbalance sheet (debt) on theand effectively decapitalizes the loan fund (theamount available for lending). Each program definesbecomes a loarn when a loanin default. 
The measure is usually an established
time period from the last payment. For most SGPs, this time periodranges between 90 days and 12 months. SGPs monitorcarefully, attempting to keep the loan 

default rates 
default percentage betweenand 6% of the outstanding portfolio. 0 

As with arrearage, default
rates are often affected by 
the economic situation in the country,
or by changes in government policies, both whichof are outside thecontrol of the SG or 
the SGP.
 

Attracting and Keeping Trained Staff:
 

It is difficult for most SGPs to attract
staff. skilled and committed
Salary levels for field staff 
(promoters or 
advisors) are
low even 
relative to similar public sector positions, and working
hours are long. 
 SGPs depend a great deal upon staff commitmentthe toanprogram as incentive for hard work. Atcosts down a time when keepingis a major objective, few programs contemplate highersalaries or other benefits for their staff. Hiring and retaininghigh quality staff is a long-term issue for SGPs, and will bediscussed with more detail in Chapter V. 

Data Collection:
 

Most SGPs base credit decisions on information gatheredstaff 
through interviews and visits to 
by field 

ity of the place of work. Reliabil­the data is a constant 
concern since economic and financial
estimates must often be made from observations and conversations.Other more practical considerations, such as distance, orborrower locatingwho asells on the street 
to the difficulty 

from shifting locations, contributeof making reasoned
the credit 

credit decisions and monitoringfund. Well-trained staff and well-designed collectioninstruments minimize this problem. 

Group Formation as 
a Requirement:
 

The impetus for forming a group comes from the desire forcredit, rather than from experience, conviction,trust or even mutualamong potential borrowers. Before participatingfew micro-entrepreneurs in an SGP,have taken collectivetheir action to addressproblems, and the idea of formii g a group, even if self­
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selected, often meets with 
some resistance. Likewise, SGPs may
encounter resistance on the part of newly formed groups to the
initial orientation and information sessions which are requisites inall programs. Previous negative experiences in cooperatives orother associations, and the individual, competitive nature of amicro-entr-preneurs's work contribute to a borrower's hesitancy toexplore collective alternatives. 

The training and technical assistance provided by the SGPs isaimed at helping borrowers see the solidarity group as a source 
of

mutual support as well as credit. 

Credit Monitoring:
 

A final key 
issue related to credit provision is monitoring the
credit fund. 
 Because the monitoring function of 
a program is soclosely aligned to evaluation, and because SGPs have made important
contributions in the area of monitoring credit, this topic is

addressed in Chapter IV. 

TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

In training and technical assistance, the workshop discussion
focused on reviewing the training content of SGPs, the frequency andmethod of training, the difficulties of follow-up activities, andthe costs of training. 

The Rationale for Training: 

All workshop participants consider training an essentialcomponent of the solidarity group strategy. Training is provided in
short sessions to small groups of 15 
to 25. Very little, if any,training is conducted prior to the first loan disbursement. On
 
average, 
three hours per month are spent on training. Experience
indicates that more time spent 
on training detracts from the
enterprise, and costs become prohibitive.
 

SGPs do not consider the three to four 
honrs of "orientationand information" given to each group prior to loan approvaltraining. Training also 
as 

differs from technical assistance, which
is provided on a one-to-one, unscheduled basis and concentrates on
production issues specific to each micro-entrepreneur.
 

Training is seen as a catalyst for personal and groupdevelopment, contributing to changing attitudes, overcoming existing
limitations, and breaking down barriers. Training is not an end in
itself, but a means for 
achieving overall program objectives. It is
conducted throughout the life of the solidarity group and is based
 
on needs assessment and established guidelines. 

Several principles guide 
this approach to training including:
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1. Each person is an agent of his or 
her own development;
2. Training not 
only addresses enterprise development,
but 
reinforces leadership, solidarity and 
a cooperative

approach;


3. The process of training improves the quality of the
institution's staff; and4. Training is based on non-formal, adult learning principles,taking into consideration that micro-entrepreneurs havelittle formal education.
 

On this basis, the training objective of SGPs is
quality of life to improve theof micro-entrepreneurs by enabling them to take anactive part theirin personal development. More specifically,training seeks 
to: increase awareness of 
the potential of organizedaction tG create change; promote values of cooperation, solioarityand leadership; increase the level of commitmentincrease the skills needed for 
to the program;

entrepreneurial activity;the micro-entrepreneur and orienttowards actions on behalf of himself, the
family and the community.
 

This approach to training differs from that of nore traditionalprograms, such as Fundacion Carvajal/Col ombia and FundacionDominicana de Desarrollo/DominicaIl Republic, in whichtraining occur many hours ofprior to loan provision,
concentrated and training is primarilyon issues related to microenterprise development. 

Training Content:
 

While curricula, materials, training skills and techniquesfrom institution to institution, workshop 
vary

participants agreedthe training content of that
SGPs is very similar, 
and can be divided
into two general training modules: Economic Unit and


Social Unit.
 

Economic Unit:
 
All sessions in this unit relate to enterprise production, and
concentrate on managing credit, buying and selling, and record­keeping. 
 This unit directly addresses the process of 
credit
extension and helps meet the credit objectives of
material covered in this 

the SPG. The
unit can be 
divided into five sessions:
 

1. Ent r-tr _u_ y]n ij] yi highlights the importance of themicro-producer or micro-vendor; identifies thecharacteristics of 
a good entrepreneur; 
 clarifies terms
related to sales, credit, control, staff, production and
planning. 

2. Cr e ~dit__-Ma definesDiLacm entL the role of credit and its use;highlights the importance of prompt repayment; identifies
alternative sources of credit; reviews credit application
procedures. 
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3. Uark1]_timo, explores alternative marketing channels; 
 ex­plains the factors that contribute to effective buying andsellingi creates mechanisms for monitoring purchases and 
sales. 

4. Coqtiig: emphasizes the importance of separating enterpriseand family expenses; suggests ways of maintaining separate

records.
 

5. e£or-keep ng: 
 helps the micro-entrepreneur discover
the importance of record-keeping; identifies the key
factors in effective record-keepig; enables the
micro-entrepreneur to design and practice the use of a
record-keeping system. 

Social Unit:
 
Sessions in this unit are designed to help the micro­entrepreneur better understand the context 
 within which he or sheoperates, to develop traits that will enhance his or her capacitybring toabout change, and to assist micro-entrepreneurs form their owngroup or association. Not only is the content important, but parti­cipating in the training itself enhances the capacity for collectiveresponse. This unit .;,s one mechanism for theachieving program'sobjective of organizirg entrepreneurs, and consists of five 

sub-units.
 

1. C_-O -tPJQQD , clarifies concepts
cooperation and solidarity; 

of 
highlights the importance ofsolidarity for group growth; clarifies the concept of 

compe ti ti on. 

2. L±ejdershipa identifies the key characteristics of a goodleader; differentiates among types of leadership; promotes

group feedback to each individual; promotes participatory
 
leadership.
 

3. ]jj~ _mnt and GrouQ[ 1 1hi assists
identify common needs; reinforces each person's commitment 
and contribution to the group. 

~ss participants 

_ns:4. Hum j emphasizes the importance of communication
and public relations in entrepreneurial activity; increasesthe individual's capacity to communicate clearly. 

5. JjadhjviJua1_ and _GLQuP N-ortb. increases awareness of the
value of each person and of the combined value of group
members; promotes mutual support. 

These units represent the core of the training content of SGPs.Each institution decides the emphasis to be given to each sub-unit,the time to be spent on each subject, and the material to be 
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covered. 
 In some cases 
training also includes complementary topics
requested by the participants, such as literacy, legal rights,family planning, and skills training. 
 Some institutions, such
ADIM in Peru, have found asthat providing trainingfically requested by the beneficiaries, though 
in areas speci­

to microenterprise activity, 
nuat directly related
increases their commitment to,
sense of ownership of and
the program. Institutions lacking the
capacity to meet this beneficiary need directly, have coordinatedwith other private or 
public entities, such 
as Servicios Nacionales
de Aprendizaje (SENA) in Colombia, a public vocational traininginstitution, to provide these training services. 

Training Methodology:
The training methodology used by 
all SGPs follows tenets
derived from non-formal education and adult learning principles:
 

TLh9 j~r)3] is a facilitator 
create an 

in the learning process, andenvironment that encourages a 
must 

risk-free exchange of
and open exploration of ideas
 new concepts, attitudes and skills.
trainers introduce SGP
the subject matter, outline the objectives for
the session, guide the discussion, and introduce techniques to
encourage maximum participation. 

Workshop participants identified the following fourcharacteristics of a good trainer: 

1. Direct contact with the community;2. Knowledge of both 
subject and presentation techniques;
3. Ability to incorporate individual 
experiences into the
training content; and
4. Capacity to win the trust of 
participants and to
maintain a horizontal relationship with 
them.
 

The learning process builds upon each individual's existing
knowledge and encourages participants to learn from each other's
experience and knowledge. 
 Trainers do not insist, for
micro-entrepreneurs all adopt example, that
the same record-keeping system, but
help them each develop one 
best suited to their 
individual needs and
capacities.
 

P _ tthe session. cn s are used to nvolve the traineesSmall group work, role playing, brainstorming, 
in 

self-assessment tools and consensus exercises are amongused in SGP training. the methodsSince the experience of participantsformal educationi inis limited, long lectures and approaches based on
a teacher-student relationship are not effective learning devices,and are used as little as possible. 

Tx_.ini~nq ,-- ii9_ztiDa broader development effort and understood as one component into create jobs,
equip the micro-entrepreneur enhance income, andto address problems individually and 
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collectively. Many of the techniques used emphasize "learning-by­
doing" to highlight the practicality of the training material and to

facilitate learning. someIn cases, tie material presented in the
training session is reviewed in greater depth in the one-to-one
 
technical assistance sessions. 

among par ti ci pants.The training weaves into its content ways to encourage participants
to reflect on their attitudes an( assumptions about individual
capacities, to experiment with nw roles and behaviors, and to 
assess personal and group talent and limitations. SGP trainers
 
assert that a well-designed participatory technique 
can enable a

participant to learn a new skill and theat same time increase his or her sense of confidence. The goal is that, as a result of
training, program beneficiaries will decide to organize and seek

additional assistance in this process from SGP staff.
 

The location of training varies among SGPs. Decentralized
training within the community is more convenient to the participants
and can increase attendance and involvement. However, it is more
costly to the institution in terms of transportation and staff time.

It also often means less than adequate conditions (poor light, fewmaterials, etc.). Centralized training, although expensive to the
participant, gives him or her direct knowledge and familiarity with
the institution, which can lead to a feeling of greater "ownership"
of the program. Regular attendance may be difficult however,
especially for women with small children. There is no conclusive
 
evidence to saggest one approach over the other.
 

The frequency and duration of training also varies among SGPs. 
Nevertheless, they agree that training sessions should be scheduledin advance and conducted on a regular basis during the time that the 
groups use credit. The number of hours of training per month variesconsiderably. Fundacion Eugenio Espejo, for example, provides an
 
average of 16 hours of training, while the majority of the Colombian
 
programs provide one to two hours. The remaining programs conduct
between four and six hours of training per month per group. 

Costs of Training:
 

Training activities, like any educational process, are a costly
undertaking. Staff salzies, honoraria for outside consultants,

material preparation, supplies, audiovisualcopying, equipment and 
training space are standard line itemo essential for any training

program. In the United States, for example, most international
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---------------------------------------

development training institutions estimate that it 
costs over
to train 'ne person for one week. 3 
$600
 

SGPs have reduced costs without reducing training effectiveness
by designing short, well-targeted training sessions with carefully
selected topics. 
 They do not require weeks of 
training prior to
loan disbursement because they have found it does not contribute to
better 
repayment rates, improved production or 
increased empowerment

of the beneficiary.
 

In addition, many 
training programs, including SGPs, attempt to
cover some training costs by charging participants a service fee,selling training materials, sharing the costs with another
institution, or 
devising a variety of 
other income-generating
activities. 
Most programs cover the bulk of 
training costs 
through
grants from international 
funding organizations.
 

What SGPs have not done, however, is to separate the training
costs they incur 
from the costs of operating their credit
components. 
 This division of costs is 
important because the credit
component can and should be operated in 
a self-sufficient manner,
with interest 
income covering administrative costs. 
 However, it is
unlikely that the training component of these programs
self-sufficient. can become
it should, therefore, be budgeted as an activity
requiring 
seme subsidy. By combining the 
two components and
attempting to cover 
training costs as well as 
credit- operations with
interest income, SGPs and other credit programs set unrealistic
self-sufficiency goals which funders and others then expect
achieve. In fact, them to
donor organizations can support SGPs precisely by
providing grants 
to cover 
training costs, and encouraging or
requiring the programs to operate self-sufficient credit funds.
 

ORGANIZATION OF BENEFICIARIES
 

The workshop discussion on the organization component con­sidered the reasons foi collective action, and the methods and
difficulties of 
achieving it.
 

Why Organize: Organization is the third main component of
SGPs. 
 It is the most difficult to achieve, and the one 
over
the institution and program staff have the least control. 
which
 

decision to The
organize ultimately 
comes from the program beneficiaries
 

3 Figure obtained from a review of 
tuition charged by U.S.-based
training organizations for stateside training of persons from
developing countries 
(USDA, The Centre for 
Development and
Population Activities, International Manaqement Institute).
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themselves; 
the only thing the program seeks to do is to develop

beneficiary capacity in this direction and create an enviropment

that promotes collective action.
 

SPGs believe organization is one way to address the Pyriad

problems the beneficiaries face, 
not only in their businesses, but

in Their families and communities. For example, micro-entrepreneurs

operating in the informal 
sector with low levels of capitalization
 
share problems such as:
 

1. 	Limited channels of distribution for their goods;

2. 	High costs of inputs and limited capacity to buy in bulk;

3. 	Poor product quality;
 
4. 	Precarious legal situation for their businesses;
 
5. 	Lack of access to adequate health and other social
 

services;
 
6. 	Poor housing conditions and limited access 
to basic
 

services (water, electricity, transportation);

7. 	Little experience of participation in associations or
 

other organizations; and
 
8. 	Constant economic ir.tability.
 

By 	offering credit, training and technical assistance, SPGs

respond to some of 
the more pressing problems, but do not pretend to
address them all. 
 However, the programs themselves can become the
 
vehicles for helping the micro-entrepreneurs seek solutions to
 
common problems through their 
own initiative. Collective action
 
represents one alternative, and can take various forms:
 

Economic-Based Organization 
 in which micro-entrepreneurs
 
organize themselves along types of productive activities.
 

attD 	 in which the purpose is to improve
 
access to 
some type of social service (health, housing,

education) or 
to advocate for institutional and legislative

changes on behalf of the micro-entrepreneur.
 

Mixe Orn 
 tion which have economic and social objectives.
 

Organizations with broader agendas do evolve from solidarity
 
groups and contribute to the micro-entrepreneurs' capacity 
to
 
pressure government and other institutions to initiate change.

For example, in 1984 
the Asociacion de Tricicleros in Dominican
 
Republic, with elected officers and over 
200 members, was active,

among other things, in reviewing the licensing and other municipal

requirements that raise the operating costs of 
its members.
 
(Reichmann, 1984)
 

The stall vendors or "tenderos" in Cartagena, Colombia who

participated in CDV's program, have formed an association, drafted

bylaws, elected a coordinating committee, established and collected

fees from members, and started outlining priority actions. Others
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in Ecuador and Colombia utilize the cooperative formation approach
in which micro-entrepreneurs either join existing savings and loans
cooperatives or 
organize their own.
 

Experience shows, however, that it is extremely difficult 
to
form organizations, and SGPs are only beginning to understand how
to tackle the difficulties of 
achieving this objective.
 

A Suggested Approach to Promoting Organization:
 

SGPs have developed a two-stage approach to promote thetion of forma­grass-roots organizations, and to help strengthenthe early period of growth. The 
them in 

specific objectives of thisapproach, which 
is modelled on 
the Cartagena experience with stall
vendors, are 
to:
 

1. motivate micro-entrepreneurs to analyze their 
own
 
situation;


2. promote utilization of economies of 
scale in production;
3. demonstrate the importance of developing leadership and
decision-making abilities;

4. promote the ofuse basic social services; and5. enable micro-entrepreneurs to represent their interests


through organized means. 

The training approach 
is based on non-formal education
principles. 
The training is aimed at helping micro-entrepreneurs
discover the advantages of 
organizing for collective action and of
making decisions for 
themselves.
 

The first stage consists of 
training sessions covering
variety of a
topics related to group formation: leadership, analysis
of needs and 
resources, understanding of 
the informal sector
broader economic and social in the
 context of the coun'try, and reaching
consensus. 
 The content 
is organized around simulations of situa­tions that participants will encounter in their own 
organizations:
selection of 
leaders, group decision making, and participation in
small group meeetings, plenary sessions, meetings of 
elected
leaders, and commissions.
 

In the second stage, training is based on 
the premise
that the micro-entrepreneurs have decided to organize and are ready
to take 
the first steps towards consolidation. 
 The micro­entrepreneurs must commit themselves to attending two-hourfor meetingsfifteen days, consisting of thirty minute talks, andhalf hours of group one and awork. In addition, theyof must record thedeveloping processtheir statutes and organizational tostructure assurethat an institutional 
memory exists from the outset.
 

Some of 
the topics covered during this consolidation phase

include:
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1. The basics of production (eg., division of labor, the value
 
of work);
 

2. Organization in the workplace;

3. Types of workers' organizations;
 
4. Barriers to organizations7

5. Factors that strengthen organizations;

6. The basics of management and leadership;

7. Types of awareness (e.g., naive, informed, critical,


individual versus group); and

8. Types of participation, and the importance of dialogue. 

At the end of th s phase, the participants have prepared theirbylaws, discussed their andpriorities objectives and have overcome some of the traditional obstacles that stand in the way of creating
lasting organizations.
 

Workshop participants emphasized that the SGP role in
organizing micro-entrepreneurs is only the first step in a long
process. 
 It is the group's desire for autonomy that ultimately
determines the birth of an 
organization and its success. 
As one of
its objectives, the program can define the promotion of micro­entrepreneur organizations, but it cannot set out 
to form these
organizations. In the past, programs that decided ariorj toorganize beneficiaries into a grass-roots association met with
failure because they imposed a model 
on the ;eneficiaries, creating
a self-defeating dependence 
on the program, and ignored the search
for autonomy that is the lifeline of 
grass-roots organizations.
Wisely, SGPs no longer involve themselves directly in organizational

decisions and respect the ability of micro-entrepreneurs to deter­
mine their own path and make 
their own decisions.
 

While there are examples of collective action emerging from the

solidarity group programs, the experience with promoting organizd­tion among beneficiaries has been mixed. 
 Most micro-entrepreneurs

lack experience in group formation, most of 
their activities andsurvival tactics are individual, and it has been extremely difficult
to move from the solidarity group phase to a broader, self-initiated
 
association phase. 

Some argue that SGPs should only concentrate on creditextension and provision of training and that their challenge is tobe responsive to the poorest among micro-entrepreneurs while
maintaining financial viability. 
 It may be that under the current
economic and social conditions in Latin America, meeting this
challenge is accomplishment enough. Nevertheless, even with the
demands to perform in a self-sufficient and efficient manner. SPGs
 are not abandoning their commitment to help beneficiaries find

mechanisms for mutual self-help.
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CHAPTER III
 

CURRENT CONCERNS 
 OF 
SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS
 

Workshop participants identified four
study areas currently under
that are growing steadily in importance to SGPs. They 
are:
Savings Mobilization, Additional Services to Beneficiaries,
Graduation of Beneficiaries, and Program Self-Sufficiency. 
 The last
two factors have long-term implications for 
the SGP approach and
are held up as two indicators of whether SGPs should be adapted to
the urban poor in 
other Latin American, African, or 
Asian cities.
 

SAVINGS MOBILIZATION
 

Increasingly, the issue of 
savings has been included as a
subcomponent of microenterprise 
programs. Arguments that the poor,
living at subsistence levels, have 
no savings and cannot save, have
been countered in 
a variety of 
recent studies. 
 In Bangladesh, 
for
example, the Grameen Bank Project, which provides credit to landless
rural poor, 
has in five years generated over 
Taka 16 million (US$1.3
million) in savings through group funds and Taka 3.4
(US$280,000) millionin an emergency fund, the total
of representing 10 percent
loans disbursed to date 
(World Bank, 1985).India's Self-Employed Women's Association 
Most members of
 

experience in saving. 
(SEWA) had no previous
Yet, in 
seven years, SEWA opened nearly
14,000 savings accounts worth 
over Rs.3 
million (US$300,000)


(Sebstad, 1982).
 

Savings mobilization 
 among micro-entrepreneurs has thefollowing benefits: 
1. it helps capitalize the micro-entrepreneur, increasing
 

his or 
her financial independence;
 

2. it 
increases the family's economic stability;
 

3. it promotes the practice of 
saving regularly;
 

4. it decreases consumerism in family spending patterns;
 
5. it enables micro-entrepreneurs 
to gain access to banking
and other commercial institutions, and
 
6. it enables micro-entrepreneurs 
to deal with emergency
expenses, especially illnesses.
 

SGPs feature a variety 
 of savings schemes.program participant is In most cases, therequired to save a certain amount each month,
depending on 
the size of 
the loan requested. 
Some institutions,
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such as CIDES in Colombia, place this money 
into a cooperative

savings account managed by 
the implementing organization anj p;Lying

commercial interest rates. 
 In others, such 
as ADEMI in Dominican

Republic, the micro-entrepreneur opens a savings account at a bankthat has estab ished a working relationship with the implementing
organization. The total combined savings of five SGPs that

been operating more than one year 

have
 
is approximately USS80,000. 

The degrue of access that the micro-entrepreneur has to his orher savings varies. In some programs where the institution manages

the savings accounts, the savings 
cannot be used, except in
 emergency situations, until the micro-entrepreneur leaves the
 program. At that time, he or 
she receives the accumulated savings

plus interest. In others, the entrepreneur only has access 

percentage of the accumulated savings and interest. 

to a
 
In both cases,
savings are 'sed as a means of guaranteeing loans, and of increasing


the credit fund's liquidity situation. 

SGPs continue to experiment with savings plans and to grapple
with the implications of savings mobilization. They counter 
the
argument tha-z savings mobilization is based on 
forced rather than
voluntary schemes by maintaining that savings is 
an established
 
program requisite, similar to interest rates, loan terms and other
credit policies. 
 To join the program, potential borrowers must
 
accept the whole package of program requisites. 

From the perspective of SGPs, savings mobilization among the
 
poor has significant demonstration effects regarding their

propensity to save. 
 In addition, savings mobilization can help
increase the access of the poor to financial institutions, and is a
first step toward the formation of their own savings and loan
 
cooperatives (as in the case 
of FED in Ecuador). 

ADDITIONAL SERVICES TO BENEFICIARIES 

Acditional services are not directly related to creditprovision, or 
training and technical assistance as described in the
Chapter II. The types of additional services a program providesrespond to a variety of needs, such as health and family planningeducation, referral or service provision; home improvement;education and literacy; social security and other insurance plans;
legal advice and services; child care; and other family services,
such as counseling and mental health programs. 

SGP staff recognize that it is impractical, financiallyprohibitive, and ultimately inefficient to expand SGPs into a widearea of activities that require different training, expertise, and resources. The urban poor, however, have myriad needs and problems

that are interrelated. While no 
one program can address all
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problems, neither should it 
"compartmentalize,, its activity 
to one
area and ignore others. Workshop participants suggested three
approaches to providing additional services:
 

1. The institution provides services directly, integrating
already existing services into the SGP. 
For example, ADIM in Peru
has ongoing programs in legal 
services and family planning education
and referral 
for women, and is able to extend these services to SGP
participants with minimum cost. 
 Others, such 
as CIDES in
Colombia and ACP in Peru, operate home improvement 
credit funds
that are made available to creditworthy SGP participants.
 
2. 
The institution coordinates with other private or public
service institutions. 
 In this case, 
the SGPs become a channel for
information and an access to additional services for the
beneficiaries. 
ADEMI, in the Dominican Republic, links program
participants with educational institutions, and provides them with
credit 
to pay for vocational training.
with Other programs coordinate
public institutions in immunization and health campaigns.
 
3. The institution promotes problem solving among program
beneficiaries. 


community-based 
FEE in Ecuador helped participants organize
child care. Women rotate the responsibilitycaring for several children or share the cost 

of 
of hiring one personto provide home-based child care. 

There ar:e 
advantages and disadvantages to each approach. 
 For
example, direct service provision strengthens the institution's
links with the community and reinforces the participants' commitment
to the program. However, direct service is costly and relies on
the availability of 
trained personnel. Coordination with other
institutions can be accomplished with minimal 
cost to the SGPs
and can increase the beneficiary's access 
to services.
arrangement, however, depends This
 
on the willingness of 
other
institutions to collaborate and provide quality services. 
 Finally,
promoting self-help increases the beneficiary's capacity to solve
existing problems, but requires considerable SGP staff time, and can
be used to address some but 
not all services.
 

GRADUATION OF BENEFICIARIES
 

The graduation of beneficiaries from the program depends, in
part, on 
the policies and goals of each institution. Therefore, the
definition and criteria for graduation vary. 
 As a general concept,
graduation implies that an SGP participant leaves the SGP to seek
credit and training from other 
sources. 
 It assumes that the
borrower has undergone social 
and economic growth through partici­pation in the program, but has not moved out of 
an informa'. sector
activity to become part of 
the formal sector.
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SGPs give three reasons for graduating participants: 

1. The borrower's credit need surpasses the institution's
 
established maximum and continuation in the program con­
strains the productive activity of the enterprise.
 

2. Graduation increases the institution's ability to bring new
 
borrowers into the program who are at a much lower level of
 
capitalization and need small loans. 

3. Graduation encourages program participants to become more 
self-rQliant by turning to other sources of training and 
credit rather than developing a dependency relationship with 
the program.
 

Graduation may be as important for the institution as it is for 
the beneficiary. To continue meeting its objective of reaching the 
smallest and poorest among micro-entrepreneurs, the institution must 
gradually release those participants whose acquired level of 
investment and skills warrant additional resources. From the 
perspective of the program participant, it may be that the SGP no 
longer addresses adequately his or her need for credit, technical 
assistance, and training. In this sense, graduation of program
participants may be the responsibility of the institution, or it 
may be accomplished through the participant's own initiative. 

While this explanation appears simple enough, a major
 
constraint in all SGP countries is that neither governments nor
 
commercial banking institutions have established policies, 
regulations, and legislation to addrcSs t h. nced,- of infornmal eckoc 
economic activities. Broadly speaking, Latin American and Caribbean 
countries lack the infrastructure to receive SGP graduates and to 
enhance their self-employment initiatives. Few, if any, program
graduates can meet the collateral and other bank requirements, nor 
can they easily approach vocational and other training institutions. 
A participant who graduates into this financial and voidtraining 
runs the risk of reverting to dependence on the exploitative sources
 
of credit that were his or her only alternative before the program.
 

The seriousness of this problem cannot be overemphasized. It
 
is only recently that some governments have begun to study carefully

the implications of their countries' ever-growing informal sectors. 
In the last two years, according to the Inter-American Development

Bank (IDB), countries, such as Mexico and Colombia, have established
 
public financial and training institutions whose priority is micro­
enterprise development. Others, such as Ecuador, are in the
 
preliminary stages of drafting legislation and developing guidelines

for involving private sector financial institutions in this area.
 

In spite of these advances, serious problems persist that limit
 
the degree of access micro-entrepreneurs have to the capital and
 
training necessary for their economic activities. The resources
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allocated to informal 
sector activities nowhere near 
apr.oaches the
demand. In addition, no 
country in Latin America 
or th, Caribbean
has passed or drafted legislation to require or encourage privatesector involvement in 
this area. 
 There has been little attempt to
understand the major bottlenecks that prevent private financialinstitutions from considering the informal 
sector as other than a
high-risk, low-profit venture. Factors that contribute to thisattitude, such as existing banking regulations, class and raceprejudices, demeaning attitudes towards the poor, and misinformationabout their economic activities, are not being addressed.
 

SGP staff are grappling with defining 
the extent of theirresponsibility, and the degree to which they should be involved inpressuring governments and institutions for structural changes on
behalf of micro-entrepreneurs. 
 While they concentrate their energy
and resources on implementing responsive and effective programs,
they recognize that unless there are political, policy and
legislative changes, the income and employment problems of 
the urban
 poor will become increasingly acute, and the long-term impact of

SGPs will be limited. 

Workshop participants suggest that graduation can take place
effectively even 
under current conditions when the following

guidelines are considered:
 

1. The participant is a member of 
another organization, such 
as
 
a grass-roots organization;
 

2. There is discernible growth in the size of 
the firm;
 

3. The firm can generate some or all of its working capital;
 

4. Income has increased in real terms; and
 

5. There is evidence that training content 
is reflected in
 
the management of the firm.
 

In addition, SGPs recommend that programs also explore the
 
following:
 

- Coordination with other institutions that have greater outreachand cover small or medium enterprises, such as development

banks;
 

- In the case of institutions that have other credit programs,

such as cooperatives or individual 
credit programs,

differentiation between internal graduation of 
solidarity

groups into these programs, 
and external graduation to other
 
sources;
 

- Organization of borrowers '.o tap credit and training from

otherwise inaccessible sources by lowering risk, meeting
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collateral or guarantee requirements, and decreasing
 
administrative costs.
 

PROGRAM SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

A final key concern among SGP staff is the degree of self­
sufficiency they can achieve in program implementation. Workshop

participants defined self-sufficiency as:
 

A level or condition achieved by a program whereby through

the program's generation of income and investment of capital,
it is able to cover operating costs, to achieve independence
from subsidies and grants, to continue providing adequate
services, and to plan its future activities. 

SGPs see self-sufficiency as a constant target for their
 
programs. Self-sufficiency is essential 
to their programs because
 
it: 

1. guarantees program continuity;
 
2. promotes program expansion;
3. decreases dependence on outside funding;

4. responds to the scarcity of available resources
 

on concessionary terms; and
 
5. reinforces the belief that microenterprise credit
 

programs can be run like a business.
 

It is assumed that self-sufficiency can be accomplished if the
 
following conditions are met: 
 (1) The program has established
 
mechanisms to maintain the value of the credit fund through interest

income or other means. (2) Part of the program costs are assumed by
the borrower, which can include their participation in loan
 
collections, contribution to an emergency 
fund or other methods.
 
(3) The program's disposable income is invested to generate

additional capital. 
(4) Programs conduct local fund-raising drives
 
to secure private and public sector support.
 

Clearly, there are factors the programs cannot control. For
 
example, a high level of 
inflation can decapitalize a credit fund
 
in a short time in spite of any mechanisms in place to protect it.

However, SGPs contribute to the attainment of self-sufficiency by
carefully monitoring self-sufficiency indicators, by adjusting

program procedures to improve the existing level of self­
sufficiency, and by using self-sufficiency as one measure of 
a
 
project's success. 

Most SGPs are attaining much higher levels of self-sufficiency

than earlier credit and training programs. A review of the data
 
available on five programs for the month of October 1985 shows
 
levels of self-sufficiency between 33 and 101 percent, with an
 
average level of 
54 percent (ACCION 1985). This means that income
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generated by the programs covered over 
half of 
their operating
expenses during the month in question.

four of Additional information on
these prcgrams indicates that interest income and other fees
covered an average of 69 percent 
of the operating costs over
life of the programs, the
and that they expect to be self-financing by
mid-1986.
 

These figures are 
especially impressive when one
consideration that, as takes into
in all microenterprise programs, SGPs'
credit and training costs are budgeted together.
separate the coL It is difficult to
L providing nonfinancial services from the costsof operating the credit fund since these activitiesentwined. They are closelyare usually implemented
making it difficult to determine 

by the same staff persons,
accurately, forpercentage of cost purposes, thesalary that should be 
considered a cost to 
credit or
to training. 
 The same is true 
for other expenses, such 
as supplies


and transportation.
 

While separating costs by 
program component is 
difficult, it 
is
imuortant because this type of monitoring of costs will help to
understand SGP potential 
for self-sufficiency. 
 For example, it may
indicate that the interest spread charged or, credit will
operating costs of cover
extending loans, but that it is 
unrealistic to
expect such 
a spread to cover all 
the costs of training
especially as as well,
programs increase their attention to organizing

micro-.entrepreneurs.
 

In any case, there is little doubt 
that these programs, by
emphasizing cost-efficient operations, establishing self-sufficiency
guidelines, and monitoring their own performance, provide important
lessons for donors and other microenterprise programs.
demonstrate that self-sufficiency SGPs
 
cannot be measured in absolute
terms, but 
must be viewed as 
a process the institution upholds 
as a
priority, which donor organizations can help advance through timely
disbursement of 
funds, their own 
careful monitoring, and continued
support for expansion to programs achieving high 
levels of
sel f-suf fici ency.
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CHAPTER IV 

EVALUATION OF SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS
 

INTRODUCTION
 

Determining the socioeconomic impact of programs is, 
of course,essential to any assessment of their usefulness. In the case of
SGPs, which aim to affect the beneficiaries' lives in social ways,
the impact of the programs must examined four
be at levels: theenterprise; the beneficiary and the family; 
 the community; and
the institution that implements the program. 
 Indicators of change
for each category will vary and may 
include, for example, the
 
following:
 

1. LQpLi-a: volume of 
sales, net profit, investment
 
levels.
 

2. ThIe b.eneficiary and th-.eLil: changes in income,
employment, savings; allocation of additional incomewithin the household; new technical and management
skills; participation in associations or groups,
involvement in community activities, increased access
 
to resources; increased access 
to services (health,
 
education, housing) 

3. Tb- _sHn ' i - _ iQny: increased organization;
creation of alternative marketing channels; changes in

regulations or legislation; employment generation;

backward and forward linkages to productive sectors.
 

4. IL iThi-nejl tLUfl: quality/preparation
staff; management systems, 

of 
revisions to organizational


structure, level 
of impact on local environment.
 

While recording and analyzing the impact of SGP 
 should con­stitute the backbone of any evaluation, the term evaluation shouldnot be limited to measuring impact. For example, in the case of aSGP's credit fund, the monitoring function is 
a critical component
of evaluation because it enables program staff to measure day-to-dayperformance and to identify problem areas as they emerge.
monitoring process, wnich 
This
 

occurs parallel to implementation, is 
one
way of making evalution an integral part of 
the implementation
process, and not 
a separate activity scheduled for after 
a project's
completion. In 
the same way, follow-up activities to a training
component, as the constitutein SGPs, another important facet of the
evaluation process. 
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The purpose of this chapter is to provide a quick glance at
some of 
the results emerging from three levels of 
evaluation
information available 
on SGPs: monitoring the credit fund,
follow-up to training, and program impact 
on the beneficiaries.
addition, this section seeks In
 
to highlight some of 
the reasons why
the impact evaluation material 
on SGPs is so sketchy, and to
identify possible ways 
to increase the emphasis placed 
on impact


evaluation. 

MONITORING THE CREDIT FUND
 

The formation of 
solidarity groups and the processing of
initial loan are an
only the first steps in credit provision. At the
same 
time, these programs handle hundreds, at times even thousands
of simultaneous loans that must be 
supervised carefully for 
proper
payment, and reviewed periodically 
to glean from them the infor­mation that is 
most important for continued credit provision.
Devising 
a system for timely and efficient monitoring of the credit
portfolio is 
a major challenge faced by SGPs.
 

Among items that must be monitored are: number of loans,
total amount lent, 
new versus second and subsequent loans, average
size of loan, portfolio in arrearage, and real 
costs of lending.
When studied over time, this information can help a SGP surface pat­terns or problems in credit lending that 
can be addressed quickly,
such as, too few 
new borrowers or 
a jump in the arrearage rate. All
these factors will affect the overall 
impact of the program.
 

It is in the area of monitoring the credit fund that outside
technical assistance from 
a U.S.-based PVO 
(ACCION/International/

AITEC) has had enormous demonstrable impact. Accion/AITEC
helps institutions develop simple and quick monitoring techniques
that enable them to control the movement of their credit funds and
to take immediate action in response to program crises.
institution collects information 

Each 
monthly 
on about twenty program
variables, as well 
as aggregates the data for 
the duration of the
program. This information has been systematized over time so that
all SGPs collect data 
on 
the same items and circulate these
monitoring summaries among themselves 
(Gross, 1984).
 

Table 5 is 
an example of this monitoring tool. 
 It uses seven
Colombian programs to illustrate 

available and its utility 

the quality of the information
 
for planning and programming. The summary
form presented by 
the table allows one to compare the level of
women's participation in 
the various programs and to flag problem
areas in each. 
 For example, one can compare the level ofparticipation of 
women in the various progLams, and investigate the
reasons why a given program may have low female participation. 
 The
relationship between outstanding loans and loans in 
arrearage is
easily computed and studied also, 
as 
is the number of groups that
have overdue payments. The of savings and costslevel 
 per dollar
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TABLE 5 
MONITORING INFORMATION GATHERED MONTHLY IN SGPs and
 

SUMMARY DATA FOR SEVEN PROGRAMS IN COLOMBIA (1) 

INSTITUTION/ I CIDES I WWB FF I CDV I ACTUAR(2) ICORFAS I CS iMONITORING I I I I iBUCARA-1 i TOTALS
ITEM --Jl Ai 1-CI,.L_ C _CARTAGENAI MrEDEJLR. IMANGA I MANIZATES I1. Months of I I I I I I


operation I I I I
reflected I 28 I 28 28
iaAt.a.j ___ J 	 1 28 I 10 I 6 I 13 1lj1 	 1___ 1 1 I____ 

2. 	Number of I I I 	 I 
Solidarity I I I I I 	 II 	 I 
Groups 1 8IliL 12 . 4 1 9L___ _ 1,023.micro vendors 1_(114 __)2i_..61Lr _131 (27) L. (17) 1

•nicr opr oduce r s (18) I 	
­

(261__LiU! ... L. ]2 _.J____6.. ]i . ~ i. _/4 .... _L/5_6Il__i_4 4A) ] l14L Ll2L-- L i LIL ______­
3. 	Total numberl 

of persons I 667 1 1,344 476 I 
I 
616 I 

I 
144 

I 
I 	 218 I 75 I 3,540 1in 	SG prgm I ------ --
 I___J I____ _
 _. en %_... . .... A1-- .. L 
 1fifs60 	 1ilISA I1 1_43.6% 21j%

4. 	Total numberl I I 
 I 	 I 
 I

of 	credits I I 
 I I
 
__E0_J 5 -__J_ 1 15 I 112 I 5,993 I5. 	 Total # of I I I I I I I
credits to 1 8,979 1 6,142 11,745 1 3,188 I 227 I 371 I 395 I 21,047 1
i nd id aisL _ _ __ _ I -- I 

6. 	Total amount!l 
 j 	 I I 
lent in SGs I
I I
 
and to 1 661 I 607 I 
 135 	1 140 I 37.5 I 32.6 1 9.4 I 1,622.5 1Individuals I I
{s11s 0P0a) I 	 I I II I I I 

7. 	Average I I ! I I
 
amount I 270 1 340 I 220 1 170 I 	 560 1 280 I 80 1
lent/SG 	 I ______ I__
 

8. 	Savings I I I 
 I I I 
 I

mobilization 1 I I I I I

(Amount in 1 22.6 I 10.5 I 1.7 3.5 1 n.i.
1 I .6 I .1 	 I
Savings Fund! I 
 I I I I I


(SUS 000) I I I I I I 

9. Total amountl I I I I
 
Repaid 1 622 1 
 532 1 125 1 129 1 15.3 1 20.1 1 7.6 1 1,451 1($US 000) 1-- -[_II 	 I 
 I 	 __ I 
 [


10. 	Outstanding! I I I I
Portfolio 
 1 	 51 1 94 1 15 I 16 1 20.7
____ 	 ll$SO 00 J - . 1 13.2 1 1.9 I 198.6____I_ ___ ___ ___ ___ LI	 1 

11. 	Portfolio I I I I I I Iin 	Arrearage! 15 1 23 1 2.9 1 
 2.1 1 1.2 1 n.i. 1 .48 I 44.7 
 1
(SUS 000) 1 II LL I I JI.% of outst'ingI ! 
 I I I

portfolio in 1 29.4% 1 24.4% 119.3% 
1 	13.1% 1 6% 1 n.i. 1 25.3% 1 
 1
 arrearage _ L___ ___ ___ J 
 i
 
.number of I 	 II I 	 I I 
groups in 1 42 1 1 27 14 1 6 	 I98 1 	 1 n.i. 7 1 1 arrearage L -	 II 	 I 
 I 	 I
12. 	Total I I 
 I I I 
 I
 
amount of I I 	 I
I 	 I I I
 

Renegotiated! 0 1 760 1 150 1 
 1200 1 0 10 1 26 
 1

Credits ($US)I I II1II	 

1
($US) 


13. 	Cost per I I I I 
 I I I I
dollar (3) 1 SO.03 I $0.09 ISO.04 1 $0.15 1 $0.12 I S0.08 1 S0.30 
 I-ent (SUS) I - I I I I14. 	Financial I I I I 
 I I I I
Self- (3)1 I I I I I I I
Sufficiencyl 56% 44% I
I 1 65% 
 33% I n. 1 33% I 3.5% I
( %) - - I 	 AII 

Notes:
 

(1) 	Exchange rates used are as follows: Programs of 28 months' duration SUS 1.00 
= Pesos 115
 
Programs of less than 28 months' duration 
$US 	1.00 = Pesos 150
 

(2) 	ACTUAR's methodology is different from other 
six 	programs because it also works 
at 	the
pre-entrepreneurial stage 
in 	formation of "famiempresas."
 

(3) Figures for October, 1985. 
 Overall program figures probably show higher costs and lower levels
of 	financial self-sufficiency because they 
include the start-up period of each program, which
 
are more costly.
 



lent are also tabulated each month 
as indicators of the program's
cost efficiency and savings mobilization.
 

This monitoring system also 
serves as an instrument for 
commun­ication and exchange among the SGPs around monitoring issues of
common interest. Finally, the table shows at a glance the relative
as well as 
the aggregate magnitude of 
these programs, both in
of the number of beneficiaries termsreached groups and nearly 6,000 
(over 3,500 in solidarity

through individual loans) and the total
amount of credit extended (over US$ 1.6 
million to solidarity
groups and individuals). Several other data areas are also
important 
to point out:
 

1. The programs disaggregate beneficiaries by 
sex so that
the level of participaticn by 
women is 
readily available.
While there is considerable variation among the programs,
six of 
seven have 39 percent or 
more women micro­entrepreneurs; 
three of the programs have 50 percent or
more women participating. 

2. Average size of 
loan to groups is small, with five out of
six recording average loan amounts 3f USS 340 or 
less.
 
3. For the majority of groups, portfolio in arrearage is
currently at an unacceptably high level, fluctuating
around 25 percent of outstanding portfolio. This high
level of 
arrearage is relatively new, and is partly caused
by a recent 
government policy favoring larger wholesalers
that encourages them to form "movable markets" to sell
produce and other agricultural products. 
 This government
policy is bringing more and more wholesalersof Cali into the citiesand Bogota and is undercutting the activity of themarkets' vendors.
 

4. For each dollar lent, approxim1ately US$ 
0.10 are utilized
for admiristrative and operating costs.
administrative cost, about 50 percent or 
Of this total
 
five cents on
dollar are internally generated, leaving nearly the same

the
 
in subsidized administrative costs. 
 Not included in this
calculation is the cost of 
money since almost 100 percent
of 
the funds utilized in the credit proqrams are obtained
through grants or 
soft loans.
 

The table does not provide information 
to for time series analysisstudy in greater depth the evolution andcomponents of SGPs. growth of the creditHowever, most SGPs collect these data
monthly basis, in on a
some cases with the use of computers, which
permits graphic and other representation of credit activity for
analysis and control purposes. Monitoring procedures are animportant strength SGPs,of and have contributedsuccess to the levelwith which these programs continue of 

to reach urban poor whilemaintaining financial viability.
 

- 35 ­



FOLLOW-UP TO TRAINING
 

Follow-up to training is a bridge between program implemen­tation and evaluation and serves two key 
functions: 
 to monitor
 program performance, and to collect information for impact
evaluation. Follow-up activities are a way of 
learning more about
the micro-entrepreneur, the family and the community, and of
aetermining whether the program is responding to the needs of 
the
urban poor. In addition, follow-up sessions serve as 
a vehicle for
such other activities as providing technical 
assistance to reinforce
 
subjects covered in training.
 

Those SGPs that systematically follow-up trainling, 
such as ACP
and ADIM in Peru, CDV in Colombia, and FEE in Ecuador, rely on
internally developed instruments for gathering information. ACP,
for example, conducts semi-annual interviews with each borrower 
on
four 
topics: the micro-entrepreneur, the enterprise, 
the family,
and the community. 
 These data enable ACP to observe changes in 
a
variety of areas, such 
as sales, production and profit, housing or
nutritional 
improvements, and the micro-entrepreneur's involvement
 
in community action.
 

FEE uses accounting sheets to collect monthly data on 
the busi­ness and 
to determine if the micro-entrepreneurs have acquired

record-keeping skills.
 

ADIM, which works mostly with women, also collects data on
fertility changes and contraceptive use.
 

Finally, CDV visits the place of work to verify 
the use of
credit and to provide additional technical assistance.
 

Other programs have not emphasized follow-up and the need to
collect baseline data. 
 Still others conduct follow-up in a general,
unsystematic way 
to obtain an overall idea of 
program pvrformance.
Program staff often lack the capacity and the resources to process
all 
the data gathered for impact evaluation. As a result, informa­tion that would be instructive to 
the implementing institutions,

funders, and national governments, often lies unused in file
 
drawers.
 

It is understandable that programs that must pour 
their
energies into establishing credibility, conducting an 
enormous
number of simultaneous transactions to lend and collect money, and
designing and conducting training have little time and resources
left for 
follow-up activities. 
However, follow-up is tied
intrinsically to overall program evaluation and holds the key 
to
 many of the lessons that 
can be learned from SGPs. 
 As will be
discussed below, program evaluation is one of 
the areas where SGPs
must strengthen their capacities and performance.
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A SUMMARY OF THE IMPACT OF SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS 

There is no systematic impact evaluationincorporates on SGPs thatall four levels outlined at the beginning of thischapter, and no comparative impact study of 
existingthere are useful SGPs. However,evaluative initiatives conducted
staff or either by programoutside consultants that give insight into thesocioeconomic impact of SGPs. 

Existing data indicate that SPGs overallimpact have had a positiveon the lives of the beneficiaries, their famfilies andbusinesses. 
A recent study of 35 Colombian micro-entrepreneurs
conducted by Women's World Banking. was

Its findings were that in an
eight-month period, tusiness sales increased by 53 percent and
profits grew by 45 percent. Similar evaluations surveys of based on sample107 participants in the ACP program in Peru record
economic indicators of 
change 
on a yearly basis, including monthly
sales, and level of reinvestment into firm1984). activities (Fernandez,These studies conclude that overall incomes for
group the samplerose in real terms 33.6 percent in one year, and 55in two years. percentIn CIDES and FF in Colombia, samples indicate an
average income increase among beneficiaries of 
75 percent and 35
percent respectively in the first year of operation.thorough The most
evaluation analyzes ACTUAR, also in Colombia, and documents
a monthly jump in sales of 
7.1 percent in real
beneficiaries, which terms among
translates into a monthly change in income of
5.3 percent (Lopez Castano, 1985).
 

Because most micro-entrepreneurs operate at near 
subsistence
levels, evaluations generally find that SGPs have more impact onhelping retain existing jobs 
(enhancing job sustainability) and on
engaging family members in more productive activities, than on
actually creating additional full-time jobs.are used to keep the Credit and trainingenterprise operating, rather than expandto it.These studies also assert that manufacturing activities hold the
greatest potential for generating new employment. 

The ACTUAR study 
cited above includes a detailed analysis of
the employment generation of 
assisted 

each type of microenterprise activity
by the program, thereby providing 
 a scale of employmentgeneration possibilities based on the type of microenterprisequestion. For inexample, micro-producers in the areas of metalprocessing are likely to generate more jobs than those in
woodworking, and considerably 
more jobs 
than those in textile
 
processing.
 

Findings about distribution of 
benefits at
and the family levelthe impact of the program on the local community also appear tobe positive, but generally rely
information. on more sketchy and anecdotalThe ACP studies, for example, record that 95of those interviewed assert that 

percent
the availabilityenabled them to 

of credit hasimprove their living conditions, and to better
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address basic family needs, such 
as health, education, and housing.

The ACTUAR report identifies bottlenecks in the marketing systems

and suggests that in the case of micro-entrepreneurs in Medellin,assisting them to organize collective marketing systems may be as
important as the provision of credit. 
 Additional indicators of
social gains, e.g., capacity to organize, increased leverage,

ability to make decisions, and others, are examined in general

terms, but without the rigor necessary to include them among 
program benefits.
 

There are also examples of the complexity and difficulty of
evaluating SGPs, and of the importance of considering the whole
spectrum of factors that determine program impact. The evaluation

of the CDV program in Cartagena, Colombia, divides micro­
entrepreneurs into three categories and records different programimpacts on each category (Cote, 1984). A study of participants
demonstrated that while income increased among stall vendors by
about 11.6 percent, it remained unchanged among micro-producers and
decreased by 
10.7 percent among micro-vendors. The study highlights

the increased pauperization of micro-vendors in spite of 
their

participation in) the program, and suggests contextual 
factors to
help explain these results, such as a drop in consumer demand due toincreased competition from wholesalers or,in the :ase of micro­
producers, an excessive increase in the costs of raw materials.
Further, the formation of an organization of tendero resultingfrom their participation the program represents an important
part of the program's impact, yet it cannot be measured as easily
as the economic categories above. From this particular program
experience, one can conclude that participation in the program,while not contributing to income improvement among the stall
vendors, did make a difference in their ability to organizeand increased their potential for bringing about a longer-term

change on their own behalf.
 

BARRIERS TO EVALUATION IN SGPs 

The above findings 
are a mere sketch of the socioeconomic

impact of SGPs and are presented to give a glimpse into the benefits
derived from these programs. However, the search for impact data onSGPs raises a mor:. important concern regarding the quality andfrequency of SGP cv&Lion. Unlike SGP monitoring systems, there are no established guidelines for SGP evaluation. Partly for this 
reason, there is little systematic, standard evaluation at the pro­gram level (with the exception of ACP, and perhaps CDV) and there is no comparative baseline or impact data to analyze the relative
 
socioeconomic impact of these programs.
 

There are many reasons for this lack of systematic, high­
quality evaluation including: 

1. The cost of evaluating impact is high. In the case of 



SGPs, which emphasize the need for participatory evaluation, thecost of evaluating impact is even greater. This cost can seldom beassumed by an implementing institution intent on maintaining lowoperational costs. 

2. The lack of

audience for the 

clarity regarding identification of theevaluation can diffuse thequality of the evaluation. 
impact and reduce theThe audience may be 
the beneficiaries,
the implementing institution, the donor organization,interested or othersin the program. The needs and perspectives of thesevarious aidiences are quite diverse and it is difficult
one evaluation that will to conduct


respond to all 
of
organizations tend to take more 
them. In addition, donor

seriously the evaluationsmission directly than they com­those prepared at the request of localinstitutions. theYet such evaluations may not asbe usefulimplementing for theinstitutions because they are seldom translated into
Spanish and systematically discussed with the program staff. 
3. Finally, due 
to lack of 
time, resources, and technical
expertise, information available for 
evaluation is not well used.
For example, there is an 
unexploited wealth of 
information in
program files that program staff have been unable to codify,systematize or tabulate. 

SUGGESTED APPROACHES TO THE EVALUATION OF SGPs 

Considerable work has been done in developing frameworks forevaluation and microenterprise programs and for capturing the full
dimension and complexity of 
their impact (Santo Pietro, 1983;
Lassen, 1984; Goldmark and Rosengard, 1985). 
 SGPs can draw a
great deal 
from this available material 
own in developing theiruniform approach to evaluation. 
evaluation efforts, SGPs, with 

In the process of improving
assistance from 
their donors and
other supportive organizations, 
can formulate an evaluation plan


that:
 

i. utilizes information currently in the files; 

2. permits valid comparative analysis among programs;
 

3. utilizes staff's knowledge about the programs and
the beneficiaries through mechanisms that avoid overloading
their already demanding schedules;
 

includes mechanisms
4. for breaking down some of theinstitutional resistance to outside evaluators, such asparticipatory planning and evaluation teams; and 
5. includes follow-up instruments for training, which can yieldbaseline and time series data for impact evaluation andinclude economic and social 
indicators.
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The workshop represented a first step in this direction.
 
Participants identified the main areas that should be evaluated
 
under each program component. 
 The next step, the consolidation of
 
an evaluation framework developed by the implementing institutions
in consultation with beneficiaries and technical assistance 
organizations, and the training of SGP staff in tabulation andanalysis of evaluation material, requires a second workshop
focuses on evaluation as the major objective. 

that 
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CHAPTER V 

ISSUES FOR FURTHER LEARNING
 

As SGPs evolve they 
face similar questions and problems. 
Five
issues that have emerged in most of the SGPs and that cut 
across
specific program components are discussed below. 
 Several of
topics these
were discussed in a preliminary fashion during
At the workshop.
the request of 
the author, 

had completed their 

about twelve workshop participants who
other small 
group work participated in a
table discussion that covered most 
round­

of the subjects that follow.
This chapter reflects their input 
as well as the author's overall
 
observations. 

THE DYNAMICS OF A SOLIDARITY GROUP 

While much has been written and documented about the SGPs and
their social and economic impact 
on micro-entrepreneurs,

know very we still
little about the internal workings of the solidarity
groups themselves. 

experiences is 

What emerges from the available data and project
a general understanding of 
how solidarity groups are
formed and the characteristics they have in 
common.
 

The impetus for group formation comes 
front outside the group,
with credit as 
the incentive. 
 The lending organization sets some of
the rules for group formation, such as group size,and training requirements. use of credit,
At the same time, selectionmembers, group of groupconsolidation and growth, and group decisionsleft larqely in the hands of 

are
the group members. For solidarity
groups to function, the group mustmembers themselvessibility for maintaining assume respon­the group and enhancing its cohesion. It
is the combination 
 of parameters and incentives set by thesolidarity group program, and the decisions and responsibilitiesassumed by the group members that form the basis for solidaritygroup formation. There are general patterns that guide thisgroup formation: friends seek 

type of 
tend 

friends to comprise the group, groupsto form along lines of 
activity rather 
than geographical
proximity, and groups continue functioning and using credit
when even one or more of the ;.embers change. 

A review of the numbers (thousands of SGs are operatingcurrently) and results from 
a variety of interviews with micro­entrepreneurs 
(Fernandez, 1984; 
 Coto, 1985) generally
micro-entrepreneurs willingly 
indicate that
 

assume the organizational and leader­ship tasks that enable the solidarity groups 
to function. 
While
there is initial resistance to group credit, 
some of which survives
even after participating in solidarity groups, microentrepreneurs in
the majority of 
cases express a preference for group credit over
individual 
loans, and remark 
that the group experience has expanded
their ability 
to solve problems and to make decisions.
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----------------------------------------

While this information is extremely important, not 
enough is
 
known about two issues that are key to understanding the contri­
bution of SGPs to the social and economic development of urban poor

ricr o-entrepreneurs.
 

First, the evolution of a solidarity group, its decision-making
 
process and internal life, if any, beyond obtaining and re­
paying loans, has not been documented. While recording the growth

process and consolidation of 
any group is costly, time-consuming,

and rife with methodological problems, greater insight into this
 
facet of 
the SGPs is essential to a full understanding of the
 
strengths and limitations of the SGP approach.
 

A second important factor 
that is not fully understood is the
 
relationship between solidarity group formation and broader organi­
zation of micro-entrepreneurs around issues of 
common concern. SGPs
 
seek to provide both 
credit and training to micro-entrepreneurs and
 
to empower them through the experience of collective action. 
The
 
degree to which solidarity groups evolve into larger grass-roots

organizations varies from country 
to country, and even within
 
countries. The emphasis placed on 
the solidarity group as an inter­
mediate step to broader organizing also varies a great deal from
 
institution to 
institution and depends on the interpretation and
 
level of priority each institution places on the program's various
 
objectives: to extend credit and training, 
and to assist in the
 
overall development of the micro-entrepreneur. However, even in
 
those situations where SGPs have played an important role in
 
organizing micro-entrepreneurs, such 
as the stall vendors "tenderos"
 
of 
Cartagena, Colombia, there is little documentation to help

understand the issue and draw lessons for other SGPs. 
 As SGPs
 
increase their emphasis on organizing borrowers around larger

issues, such 
as pressuring for improved legislation and regulation
 
or 
seeking financing from commercial institutions, strengthening
 
current knowledge in this area will become paramount.
 

THE LIFE CYCLE OF SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS AND THEIR
 
POTENTIAL FOR EXPANSION
 

One can identify several stages in the evolution and growth of
 
most SGPs. A program starts out slowly 
as it gains credibility and

receives approval from its potential beneficiaries. After this
 
promotional phase, it takes off rapidly, reaching a large number of
 
beneficiaries in a short period of 
time, and disbursing loans whose
 
aggregate amount is as high as the credit fund will allow. 
 There
 
is then a period of 
less activity when the program's liqLlidity

situation requires fewer loan disbursements. Eventually, the loan
 

4 Jeffrey Ashe, Senior 
Associate at Accion International, currently
 
is researching this topic.
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capital begins rotating and the program reaches the maximum levelof beneficiaries it can assist without additional inflow into
the credit fund.
 

Closely related to this 
"life cycle" is the constant need and
pressure to expand program activities. Almost from the start,demand for credit and training outstrips the supply, yet expansion
may be inhibited by oflack funds, a wise reluctance to grow tooquickly and organizational structures and systems 
not suited for
larger undertakings. 

Programs have started experimenting with
increasingly turning "planned expansion",
to decentralized models of 
operation as astrategy for growth. 
 Work 
teams set up small, low-cost offices or
ss-s_ _ in various parts of the city or in secondary cities.
Most business is conducted from these branches ratherinstitution's headquarters, than from thegiving the work teams greater decision­making authority regarding loan approval and other program issues. 

As many programs enter 
a of 

their third or fourth year of operation,series questions related to program evolution and expansionmerit further consideration. 

capacity beyond which 

Do SGPs reach a point of maximum

they canno' or should notevolutionary grow? Should eachstage of a SGP be evaluated in the same way, using thesame sets of indicators to measure programAre there performance and impact?identifiable bottlenecks resulting


the institution, or the 
from the model itself,
socioeconomic environment that programsshould address? And finally, what is the role of an outside tech­nical assistance agent in assisting an institution to initiate a
SGP or expand an existing one?
 

THE ROLE OF THE PROMOTER 

The promoter is linchpina in the SGP approach. The role of
the promoter encompasses a variety of responsibilitiescredit provision and training. From the 
related to 

outreach and promotionstage, through the review of loan applications, to their disburse­ment and collection, and in nearly all 
training and technical
assistance, the promoter is the
and the program. In most 

main contact between the beneficiaryprograms, each promoter is responsibleall activities related to a given number of 
for 

solidarity groups, wlich
varies widely among the institutions, but averages around 45 groups,or 180 persons per promoter. SGPs emphasizedepends in great part 
that program success on the promoter's mjica, 
a term which
loosely translates into a combined sense of mission, commitment tothe program, motivatiorn, and enthusiasm. 

It is the premoters who also know the minute details andintricacies of 
the program, and who carry in
memory a wealth their collectiveof information about the programsaries. Yet very little known 
and the benefici­

is about the background of these 

- 43 ­



promoters, what attracted them to 
the program, what knowledge

and talents they bring and, indeed, what information they have,
especially about beneficiaries. Further, there are no ways of
measuring whether there are recurring gaps in the staff's knowledge
base, or if they feel their performance could be enhanced with 
training.
 

A study of the role of the promoter to identify the charac­teristics of an effective promoter, 
to determine how their

collective program and beneficiary knowledge can be tapped, and to
explore alternatives for attracting and retaining good promoters,
can lead to more efficient use of 
promoters and strategies for
reducing staff turnover. Such a study is especially important at a
time when cost-efficiency dictates low salary levels for 
the staff
of SGA's and possibilities for advancement are limited.
 

THE IMPACT OF SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS ON IMPLEMENTING
 
INSTITUTIONS
 

The types of institutions currently implementing solidarity
group 
programs include: national development foundations (FED in
Ecuador), cooperatives 
 (CIDES in Colombia), community development
organizations (FF in Colombia), private non-governmental

development institutions (ACP in Peru, and ADEMI in Dominican

Republic), social service institutions (Cruzada Social 
in Colombia),
and women's institutions (WWB in Colombia and ADIMl in Peru). 
 In
some cases, such 
as FF and ADEMI, the SGP constitutes the institu­
tions's main activity. In others, 
such as CIDES and FED, the SGP
is only one of 
many development programs the instituticn implements.
 

Informal 
discussions with representatives from these institu­
tions and staffSGP indicate that the process of implementing asolidarity group program has had profound impact on almost all ofthe institutions, most of which is 
considered positive. Amcng the

larger, more diversified institutions, management systems,
decision-making procedures internaland monitoring activities for

other programs appear 
 to have been affected by the presence of 
a"'SP. In others, the challenge of operating a financially viable
 program has forced the institution to reassess 
its goals and
objectives. In short, most 
institutions indicate there is 
a link

between implementing SGPs arid 
institutional changes.
 

All the above is very tentative and anecdotal 
information. inthe case of SPGs, the 
relationship between institutional growth and
 program implementation is 
not understood. 
While several studies
identify the overall characteristics of institutions that implement

effective small and microenterprise programs 
(Ashe, 1985, Blayney
and Otero, 1985, Stearns, 1985), 
the next step - to determine if theprocess of implementing a SGP leads to positive or negative
organizational changes - has not been analyzed closely. 
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----- -- -- -- -- -- -- -----------

THE PARTICIPATION OF WOMEN MICRO-0NTREPRENEURS
 

If one judges from the perspective of the number of women theyreach, SGPs fall among the most exemplary
efforts. of all development
While the earlier SGPs did riot
reach set out specifically towomen, they quickly found that the large majority of mlarketvendors, and the poorest among micro-producers,
assure are women. To
that women were reached, programs began adapting existingprocedures and requisites and establishing gender-related targets.Some programs conducted promotion through institutions o:of women, hired nctworksfemale promoters
barriers, to break cultural male/femaleand examined their lending criteria totook women's disadvantaged position into 

ensure that they
account.cater directly Other programs
to women as 
the primary beneficiaries, arguing
greater need, especially among women who head households.
 

Today, 
women. For 

most SGPs count at least 50 percent of beneficiaries asthe Colombian programs, the figure is 60 percent.programs have achieved Thesethe integration of women's economic activi­ties from the point of view of 
the economy
point of view of the 
as a whole and from thepoor urban household. 'Phis achievementholds important lessons alonefor other development programs. 

However, there is additional work the SGPs can do inThere is almost rio information available from SGPs analyzing 
this 

the 
area. 

program's impact from a gender perspective. Anecdotes abound and
are used to substantiate claims that women are better credit risks,tend to spend additional 
food) 

income on the children (education, clothes,rather than on themselves, and are more responsible in groupactivities.
 

Currently, few organizations disaggregate data by
that permits them sex in a wayto drew gender-related conclusionsperformance and impact. about programFurther,

the wealth of 

few program staff perceive that
information that can 
be collected, tabulated and
analyzed regarding women and SGPs not only
ledge can increase
in this area, but our know­can 

changes in other 

contribute to policy and programmatic

institutions, national 
governiments, 
and donor


organizations.
 

While there are many other 
issues one
SGPs, can explore vis
those suggested in this a vis
chapter, 
as well as
in Chapter III, appear the four discussed
to be 
the most important to highlight at this
stage of growth for most SGPs. 
 It may be that as
emerge, new programs
as is happening in 
Colombia, Costa Rica,
and other countries, the learning obtained from 
Paraguay, Brazil
 

generation" of the "first
SGPs will enhance 
their effectiveness and success.
 
An important exception is FED in Ecuador, which, 
in conjunction
with The International Center for Research
conducting an in-depth, two-year study 

on Women. is
 
on the SGP and its impact
on women micro-entrepreneurs.
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

SbMMARY CONCLUSIONS
 

This chapter highlights the major conclusions emerging from
this study of SGPs. It 
is important to reemphasize that this docu­ment is based solely on the proceedings of 
a one-week workshop of 31
SGP staff and from supporting documents from PACT and the SGP
implementing institutions. 
The author did not visit 
any programs,
speak to program beneficiaries, or 
collect data outside the workshop
experience. 
 While questions about SGPs 
remain and should be
addressed through field work, 
there are important conclusions one
draw about these programs basedcan on the available information. 

1. There is 
a wide variety of institutions involved in SGPs.
How each interprets, adapts, and implements the "approach", depends
on the institutional philosophy, its leadership, and its definition
of development. 
What emerges from 
their collective experience is
model for reaching the urban poor 
a
 

that is adaptable to many types
of institutions and can 
serve as an 
initial framewiork for other
 
programs.
 

2. 
 SGPs tend to reach the poorest among the economically
active urban poor. 
 However, urban dwellers with no 
self-employment
initiatives and no 
skills, who depend on occasional jobs for incomeand who constitute the neediest among 
the urban poor, are not

reached by SGPs. 

3. The participation of women in SGPs is among the highest in
development programs largely due in to two factors. 
First,
these programs fecognize the importance of women's economicactivities for 
the economy as a whole and for 
the poor urban
household. 
Second, the programs have adapted existing procedures
and requisites ensureto that women are not excluded from the

program' s resources.
 

4. There is 
a consensus among SGP staff that the formation of
solidarity groups is not enough. 
 It represents an intermediary step
to a broader process of 
organizing among beneficiaries, a process
the implementing institutions should foster.
 

5. Donor organizations and others may burden solidarity group
programs with 
a variety of unrealistic expectations. These
expectations may 
reflect the outside institution'-; development
philosophy more than a realistic appraisal of 
wh.t solidarity group
programs can and cannot accomplish. For 
exampl', the objectives set
by SPGs are both to achieve self-sufficijency i., operation andto continue promoting the organization of beneficiaries beyondsolidarity group formation. These two objectives are neither 
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mutually exclusive nor 
necessarily complementary, but a donor's
influence may encourage 
or pressure an institution to emphasize one
more than the other. 

6. SGPs have proven to be an 
effective and responsive approach
to reaching the urban poor with credit, training 	and technical
assistance. 
They consistently demonstrate high repayment rates,
higher levels of self-sufficiency than earlier credit programs, and
the ability to impact 
on the economic and social well-being of the
beneficiaries.
 

7. 
A key ingredient of effective SGPs is committed and
motivated staff who believe in the program's objectives, understand
community development principles, and have some technical training
in financial and related areas. 
 In general, program staffs are
overworked and perform admirably for little remuneration.
 

8. 
The quality of program monitoring is exemplary primarily
due to the technical assistance Drovided by ACCION International/
AITEC. 
 Existing monitoring systems have enabled SGPs to assess
program performance on a monthly basis and draw comparative analysis
among programs.
 

9. 	Training is crucial to the success of SGPs. 
For training
to be effective it must be provided in conjunction with credit, must
not require an excessive amount of time from the beneficiary,must cover 	 andeconomic issues important for the operation of the
enterprise and social topics necessary for group 	formation and
organization. 

10. 
 Savings mobilization among the poor, through SGPs,
enhances their economic situation and has significant demonstration
effect regarding their propensity to save.
 
11. 
 There are no easy solutions to the problem of graduating
SGP participants to other sources of training and credit, primarily
because Latin American countries lack the infrastructure to receive
SGP graduates and to enhance their self-employment initiatives.SGPs could play an important role in accelerating policy and pro­grammatic changes on the part of governments and financial
institutions in order 
to address this problem.
 
12. 
 Most SGPs are attaining higher levels of self-sufficiency
than earlier credit and training programs, while 	reaching smaller
and poorer entrepreneurs. 
The average program has attained over 50
percent self-sufficiency in operation.
 

13. 
 The quality of impact evaluation in SGPs needs
improvement. 
There is

Therefore, the 

no uniform framework for impact evaluation.relationship between program performanceon beneficiaries is not documented thoroughly. 	
and impact

While the fact that
beneficiaries continue to demand credit and to repay 
it on time are
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important overall indicators of the programs' impact, a more system­
atic analysis of program impact would yield important lessons at the
 
programmatic and policy levels. 

14. There are topics related to SGPs that have not been

explored carefully. 
 This document suggests several: the internal

workings of 
solidarity groups, the identifiable stages of growth of

each program, the SGPs' potential for expansion, their impact 
on the

implementing institutions, the role of 
the promoters, and the
 
participation of women micro-entrepreneurs.
 

RECOMMENDA'IONS
 

The recommendations of 
this study are not compreiensive, but
 are limited to the subjects covered in the workshop. They are
 
focussed on five areas.
 

1. Maintaining the Basic Premises of SGPs:
 

SGPs have demonstrated that their approach 
to credit extension
and provision of 
training and technical assistance is effective and
basically sound in spite of problems. 
 The key program ingredients

(including group formation, loan application and review procedures),

the terms of the loans (commercial interest rates, working capital

loans, small amounts for short duration), the training content and

methodology, the emphasis on high repayment and quick portfolio

turnover, all contribute 
 to the program's effectiveness and should

be retained by existing institutions or by those interested in
 
initiating a SGP. 

2. Emphasis on Self-Sufficiency:
 

SGPs should continue to use the level of program self­
sufficiency as one measure of program success. 
All programs,

however, should seek 
to separate the operating costs of the
program's main components: 
 credit, training, and organization of
beneficiaries. 
 In all cases, the credit funds should aim to be
self-sufficient, covering operating costs within a specific period
of time. This period of time will be determined, in part, by the
size of 
the credit fund and the economic and political climate of
each country. 
 SGPs should need outside assistance only to increase

the size of the credit fund, not to operate it.
 

Training and organization costs 
(salaries, transportation,

administration, supplies and others) should be keep separate from

the credit's operating costs, and programs should seek 
to raise
outside grants for these activities. 
 In turn, donor organizations

should differentiate between a program component that can achieve

self-sufficiency and one 
that probably cannot, and should avoid
 
confusing the two.
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3. Program Evaluation:
 

SGPs 	 are at various stages of development, withprograms approaching three years 	
the earlier 

of operation. Implementing
institutions must find effective ways to evaluate the impact
these programs and to of
disseminate this 	 informationment institutions. 	 to other develop-Perhaps the first step, 
as
the workshop participants, to 	
has been suggested byis plan a second workshopfocus on developing of SGPs to 

priority 
an evaluation framework and identifying the"learning" areas 
such 	an evaluation would cover.
organizations 	 Donorcan assist 

needed 	
in this process by providingfor such a workshop 	 the fundsand by sending representatives to observe or participate.
 

4. 
The Importance of Organization of Beneficiaries:
 

Several 
SGPs 	have demonstrated that it is
mticro-entrepreneurs 	 possible to assist
in forming their 
own organizations.
continue to emphasize 	 SGPs shouldthis facet of their work, especially once aprogram has been in operation for 
at least one
degree to which SGPs 	 or two years. Thecan assist the development of
organizations is 	 grass-roots
still 
not well-known because most SGPs have been in
existence less 	 than three years and have 	 focusedextension 	 on creditand training. Programs that have 	 proven their viabilityand have effective systems for credit and training in place shoula
consider approaching donor organizations for 
the specific purpose of
promoting organization among program beneficiaries.
 

5. 	 The Role of Donor Organizations: 

Finally, SGPs provide an opportunity for considerablein a 	 learningrelatively new area--assisting the economic activities of
urban poor. 
 The subject is complex, yet vital 	
the 

of interestagency whose mandate is 	 to anyto foster development among the poorest in
developing countries. 
Donor organizations

in 	 can take an active rolemultiplying the potential impact of SGPs by: 

1. Identifying areas of 
learning suggested by SGPs and funding

their investigation;

2. Continuing 
to support SGPs financially while demanding
high 	 levels of program self-sufficiency;3. Conducting careful evaluations of4. 	 program outcomes;Assisting to strengthen the capacity of local institutionsinterested in implementing SGPs; and5. Assessing the validity of the approach for other LatinAmerican, African, and Asian countries. 
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APPENDIX A - MICRO-ENTERPRISES: 

AN OVERVIEW OF THE ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES OF THE URBAN POOR
 

In general terms, microenterprises are productive or 
economic
units that target their goods and services to local markets, 
afactor that differentiates them from subsistence activity 
on the one
hand, and from export-oriented industry

of 

on the other. Although many
these enterprises are one-person firms, the activity of micro­enterprises implies coordination of 
a variety of functions - money,marketing, and management - for a specified economically productive
end. 

Microenterprise activity exists in 
nearly all sectors of the
economy, and can 
be categorized under manufacturing, commerce and
services. 
 The following chart suggests examples of microenterprise

production in each 
of these three subsectors for Latin American and
 
Caribbean countries.
 

TYPES OF MICRO-ENTERPRISE 

MANUFACTURING COMMERCE S ERV I CE 

- food processing - neighborhood corner - repair and
 
- textile processing stores 
 maintenance
 

(tailoring) 
 - small restaurants (electrical- furniture making - street vendors appliances,
- processing leather, (food, convenience plumbing, auto­metal, wood 
 store) 
 mobiles, consumer
 - ceramic/artisan durables, home


goods 
 repair) 

- transportation 

All microenterprises regardless of subsector share
 
characteristics which differentiate them from other modes of
production prevalent in developing countries, and allow us 
to
 
separate them from large, medium, and 
even small enterprise

production. 
Ernesto Parra Escjbar, in his recent analysis of
microenterprises in Colombia, suggests the following three
 
(Parra Escobar, 1985):
 

1. The owner/entrepreneur in a microenterprise is also the wageemployee, and participates directly in the production process. In
medium and large enterprise, such as an oil-extracting plant or 
a
textile processing firm, the entrepreneur is the of the
owner

capital - the enterprise ­ but does not contribute with his labor to
the production of goods and services, and may not even know very
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much about the production process. 
 In microenterprises, family
labor, usually with no 
remuneration, is 
an extension of
participation the owner'sin the production process. In a real E.ense, theentrepreneur is still the worker. 

2. 
minimal. 

The division of labor among workers in microenterprises is
Because of its informal, flexibleare usually organization, workersengaged in a series of activitiesproduction process, related to thefrom purchasing inputs, to useof equipment, to distributing the final 
of various pieces

product. 
 For example, an
apprentice to a tailor learns the trade not by concentrating
aspect of production, but by gradually mastering all of 
on one 

its differ­ent steps.
 

3. 
High labor intensity and the use of low levels of
technology also differentiate microenterprises from other firms.
Hand-held tools and simple equipment that is toeasy maintain anddoes not require large start-up capital predominate in micro­enterprise activity.
 

On this basis, one can differentiate microenterprises fromsmall and large firms, and define microenterprises
production of goods as units ofand services in which thereseparation between capital is little or noand labor,
its limited division of laboramong workers, and use lowof levels of technology. 

CLASSIFYING ENTERPRISES BY SIZE: 

Although the size of the enterprise is used most often as the
logical starting point for firm classification,
effectively with the above three characteristics 
one can only use it 
as background.Fixed asset amounts (machinery and equipment) and number of wage
employees are two quantifiable indicators

Although there 
of size of enterprises.is great variation on theand each use of these indicators,country, government, and institution defines the upper
limit of fixed assets and number of employeesneeds and priorities, one 

according to their can generalize and say 
that for Latin
America and the Caribbean, a firm is considered a microenterprise
when it employs no more than five persons (wage employees),has fixed assets of andless than $ U.S. 10,000 (Kilby, 1985; Ashe,
1985). 

There are qualitative measjyres
the nature of 

of size that further clarifymicroenterprises. 
 Five are suggested here:
 

For a more detailed analysis of qualitative indicators of size,
 
see Blayney and Otero, Slai--ad - _cQ ate r 
 _FntlxIb D!tLo-Z-toDevelopment alL J/t--r e tions forAIDS-PpQUt, AID, November 1985, pp. 10-13. 
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1. Location: Microenterprises often operate out of

owner's home or from makeshift quarters. 

the
 
In most cases, the


enterprise is one of several 
productive activities for the family,

and labor and capital 
are shifted among the various activities based
 
on need and circumstance. Microenterprises engaged in 
retail
 
and trading often sell 
their goods from mobile carts or from a
 
shifting location on the street.
 

2. Production and Organization: The management of a micro­enterprise ­ planning, accounting, and record-keeping - is resolved 
on a day-to-day basis in no planned or systematic way. 
 Family labor
and apprentices who are paid in-kind are used 
as the need arises.
 
Production varies in quality within the 
same firm and can be quite

disparate from week to week. Finances, usually for working capital,

come primarily from local moneylenders and the extended family.
 

3. Skill Level: Most micro-entrepreneurs have little formal
education, and register high 
rates of illiteracy. Most of them also

lack formal vocational training, and use the skills passed down in

the family or acquired while serving as apprentices (Anderson,

1982). 
 Women, who make up a large percentage of micro­
entrepreneurs, apply the skills they perfect through 
traditional

domestic chores to income-generating activities, especially textile

processing (e.g. sewing and embroidery) and food processing (e.g.

street food vendors, candy making, pastries) (Dulansey and Austin,
 
1985).
 

4. Externally-Supplied Inputs: 
 Most micro-entrepreneurs have
limited access to the inputs of the productive process, such 
as

finance, imported capital, intermediate inputs, knowledge of
 
effective production techniques and assistance in improving the
administration oL 
the firm. Limited access in these areas 
increases

the firm's vulnerability and margin of risk.
 

Having outlined the characteristics that differeantiate micro­
enterprises from other modes of 
production in the ec)nomy, 
one can

further disaggregate the concept of microentcrprises Lo establish
 
important differences among them. 
 One can suggest a three-tiered
 
categorization as follows:
 

-- those microenterprises that accumulate capital, reinvest

it in the firm, and gradually expand production. Many manufacturing

and service enterprises fall into this subset. 
 Eventually, these
firms may grow enough to be classified as small enterprises.
 

-- those microenterprises that accumulate very small amounts

of capital, enough to maintain a given level of production and

repair existing equipment. Manufacturing and service are also
represented in this category, which also includes commerce, such 
as
 
corner 
stores and small restaurants.
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-- those microenterprises without capital accumulation, inwhich all profits are used to cover the family's basic needs.
street vendors, especially street food vendors, fall into this 
Most
 

category 
in which 
the enterprise provides a variable daily income,
but seldom yields enough 
for expansion of
predominate here because of 
production. Women 

they their lower skills level, and becausemust combine their domestic responsibilities,childcare, with especiallyeconomically productive activities (Lycette, 1984). 
These variations among microenterprises

aifferentiate mean that one canbetween micro-producers, those in thesubsets, and first twomicro-vendors, those that operatelevel. These differences closer to subsistence are imortantidentify because they help tomore precisely the characteristics of 
potential program
beneficiaries, whose education, economic situation, social
structural contraints, level and
of productivity, 
and ability to
qenerate income and employment varies depending on where in this
continuum the microenterprise is found. 
In order to maintain or expand theirmicro-producers self-employment efforts,and micro-vendors share a need for at least four
types of inputs:
 

- access to capital, especially in the form of 
credit, is
of one
the major bottlenecks that micro-entrepreneurs face.
Moneylenders, at 
usurious rates, are
persons who cannot meet the 
the major source of credit forcredit requirementscommercial of the formalsector. 
 Since most entrepreneurs need quick working
capital, 
the ability of moneylenders to respond quickly and provide
short-term finance makes them 
the only accessible alternative.
Monopolizing the finance available to micro-entrepreneurs, the
moneylender 
can determine interest rates on 
lending, which 
can be as
high as 20+ percent per day.
 

- access to training, whether in the day-to-day management and
administration of 
the enterprise 
or
is in the mechanics of production,
not available to micro-entrepreneurs.

formal education and/or 

In many cases, lack of
resources limit their eligibility for
government or 
private sector programs.
 

-
 access to technical assistance is also essential in
enterprise development, yet a micro-entrepreneur
contract can neither
an advisor 
nor pay 
for his or her services.
assistance can cover Such technical
legal, administrative, market, and techno­logical considerations particular 
to a given enterprisc.
 

- organization among entrepreneurs, which 
can enable them to
overcome existing structural constraints that limit their access
resources and increase their costs, is 
 to
 
a final area need for
micro-entrepreneurs. of


Collective response
production process to factors that affect the
(purchase of 
inputs, distribution and marketing),
or to 
factors that determine the resources 
available to them
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(government regulations, commercial sector legislation) is anessential mechanism to strengthen this subsector's position in the
country's economy, and contribute to a more broad-based distribution
 
of resources within the society.
 

Poor micro-entrepreneurs operate largely in 
the info.mal sector
and their econontic activities generally escape recognition,
regulation, government protection or 
enumeration (Moser, 1985).
is in the context of what constitutes a microenterprise, and what 
Jt 

prevails as the micro-entrepreneurs' most 
urgent constraints that
one must review the solidarity group approach. 
 The SGPs are one
alternative for 
addressing the needs of 
this significant but
neglected subsector of 
economic activity in Latin America and the
 
Caribbean.
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APPENDIX B
 
WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES, METHODOLOGY AND FOLLOW-UP 

The objectives of 
this week-long workshop were to:
 

1. Exchange information among programs that utilize the same
methodology;

2. Compile a manual on the strategy for use by institutionsthat may consider initiating such a project;3. Develop a document that will serve as feedback to theparticipating institutions, summarize the learning to date,and disseminate information about solidarity group programs
to donor agencies and others in the development community.4. Create a workshop environment for reciprocal technicalassistance based on individual experiences.
 

The content of the workshop centered around
identified by the seven themesparticipating institutions 
success and of 

as both key to programinterest 
to all implementing agencies. 
These are:
 

- Credit: policies and methodologies for provision;- Training: policies and methodologies for 
provision;
- Organization of beneficiaries into associations or othertypes of organizations; 
- Graduation of beneficiaries to other credit and training

Sources; 
- Program self-sufficiency: suggestions for its achievement;
- Savings mobilization: its importance and mechanisms;- Additional services provided by the programs.
 
The methodology 
 used during the workshop wasparticipatory based onlearning techniques. The participants workedseparate subgroups for in threethree days, each 
concentrating on one
Scheduled sessions topic.for periodic feedback among theplenary sessions, and information 

three groups,
exchange amongeach the facilitatorsgroup served to inform ofall participantsnature of each of the content andsubgroup's discussion. During the second halfworkshop participants worked in four 

of the 
separate groups,discussing one eachtopic. A final plenary served to summarize theproceedings and highlight recommendations.
 

Each 
 subgroup summarized its findings, conclusions, and recom­mendations in writing. These documents were compiled and publishedas the final report of the workshop.
 

Participants 
assumed additional tasks. They signed up to takepart in various commissions that were responsible for workshopevaluation, recreation, cleaning the training room, and assuringthat sessions started on time. These various commissions planned
activities and made reports to the whole group.
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-- 

The three coordinators facilitated discussion, reminded
participants of 
the workshop's objectives in order 
to keep
discussion focused, assumed all administrative tasks, and maintained
 
a low profile throughout the workshop.
 

At the end of the workshop, a group of participants met todiscuss possibilities of follow-up to this workshop. They drew up aplan of action consisting of followingthe steps: 

1. Mechanisms for continuing to exchange information among theprograms which do not require outside funding. These include dis­semination of information by each institution to the others;
production of 
 tapes using the "cassette-forum" approach in which twoor more institutions communicate--ask questions, request advice onspecific issues, consult--through the use of cassette tapes;periodic production of a newsletter 
to print highlights of
activities and events of 
interest to all participating programs.
 

B. Mechanisms for continuing to exchange information that
require outside funding. These include subsequent workshops onspecific topics; production of an audiovisual (video or slide) on
the collective experiences of the programs; 
 provision of technical
assistance as 
requested by the institutions; exchange of 
personnel

for feedback and learning from each other.
 

C. The most effective way to conduct 
follow-up to the workshop,
it was suggested, was through the formation of a coordinatingcommittee of SGPs which would rotate every six months to a year fromcountry to country, and would assume the major responsibility forcontinuing the discussion and information exchange initiated during
the workshop. The initial responsibilities of the committee 
would be to:
 

-- draft a document to formalize the formation of the
 
Coordinating Committee of Solidarity Group Programs; 

-- produce the first issue of a newsletter;
 
-- develop a complete list of training and other materials


available from each 
institution and their cost.

begin planning a second Latin American workshop, tentatively
to take place in late 1986. The objective of this workshop
would be to develop a uniform system of 
evaluation for
 
solidarity group programs.
 

Ecuador volunteered to assume 
the responsiblity of 
the coordin­ating committee during the first six months after the workshop, atwhich time the Dominican Republic will house the committee.

Subsequent headquarters for the committee's activities will be Peru,
Honduras, Brasil, Costa Rica, 
Paraguay and Colombia. Some of these
countries have incipient SGPs that will be developed enough by 1987
 
to participate in this activity. 
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APPENDIX D
 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
 

If you are interested in additional 
copies or more information

concerning this report, please write to: 

Daniel Santo Pietro 
Representative for Latin America
 

and the Caribbean
 
Private Agencies Collaborating Together (PACT)
 
777 United Nations Plaza
 
New York, New York 10017
 

Telephone: (212) 697-6222 Telex: 424272
 

For specific information concerning the solidarity group
methodology, you can write to: 

Steven Gross
 
Accibn Interna ti onal/AITEC 
1385 Cambridge Street
 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
 

Telephone: (617) 492-4930
 

or 
to the workshop participants:
 

Carlos E. Castello
 
AITEC
 
Avenida Caracas No. 47-39
 
Bogota, Colombia
 

Telephone: 287-97-18
 

- Mirtha Olivares de Hungrla 
Asociaci6n para el Desarrollo 

de la Microempresa "ADEMI"
 
Vicente Celestino Duarte No. 48
 
Zona de Atarazana
 
Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic
 

Telephone: (809) 689-9184
 

- Rubiela Lopez
 
- Susana Jaramillo 

Corporacibn Accion por Antioqula "ACTUAR"
 
Palace No. 58-6
 
Medellin, Colombia
 

- Carmen Rosa Acevedo
 
- Edgar Jaime Cobos 

Corporaci6n Forido 
de Apoyo de Empresas

Asociativas "CORFAS" 

Carrera 16 No. 36-12, Of. 304 
Bucaramanga, Colombia 
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- Adolfo Bravo Villanueva
 
Acci6n Comunitaria del 
Peru "ACP"
 
Avenida Caquet5 998 
- A - Rimac 
Lima, Peru
 

Telephone: 
 81-79-48
 

-
Marcos Arturo Montoya Larios
 
- Jos& Orderique Carranza
 
- Carlos Venturo Malasquez

Acci6n Comunitaria del 
Peru "ACP"
Republica de Chile 683, Jesus Maria
 
Lima, Peru
 

Telephones: 
 32-86-30 
or 28-19-50
 

- Carlos Fernando Giraldo Reyes

- Julia Clemencia Naranjo
 
- Daniel Tabares
 

Cruzada Social Manizales "CS"
 
Carrera 20 No. 31-30
 
Manizales, Colombia
 

Telephones: 
 27-444 or 25-518
 

- Francisco Velez 
- Beatriz Eugenia Cardona B.
 
- Thomas 
G. Bielawa
 

Fundaci6n Familiar "FF"
 
Apartado Aereo 7842
 
Cali, Colombia
 

Telephone: 
 37-27-38
 

- Gabriela Canepa P6rez Albela 
- Julia Jordan Anchissi
 
-
Caridad Sagastegui Vasquez


Asociacion para el Desarrollo e Integraci nde la Mujer "ADIM" 
Calle Van Dyck 281 
Lima, Peru
 

Telephone: 
 37-19-97
 

- Marta Eugenia Amezquita P. 
- Alvaro E. Cajamarca
 
- Ana Victoria Ortega P. 
Cooperativa Multiactiva de Desarrollo Social
 

"CIDES"
 
Avenida Caracas No. 47-39
 
Bogota, Colombia
 

Telephone: 
 232-36-42
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-

-
-
-
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-

Valdi de Araujo Dantas
 
Federaqao 
 de Obras Sociais 
Rua Ambrosina de Marcedo No. 96,


Villa Mariana
 
Sao Paulo, S. P.
 
CEP - 04013 - Brazil
 

Mireya Xiomara Velasquez 
Nora Isibel Midence de Martinez

Asesores para el Desarrollo "ASEPADE"
 
Apartado Postal No. 444
 
Tegucigalpa, Honduras
 

Telephones: 22-71-20 or 22-07-24
 

Wilson Noe Rodriguez Acosta
 
Ivan Loachamin Gomez
 
Fernando Franciso 
Quintana Diaz 
Fundaci6n Ecuatoriana de Desarrollo "FED"
 
Guayaquil No. 1994 y Oriente
 
Quito, Ecuador
 

Telephone: 51-24-47
 

Eduardo Osorio Rodriguez
 
Carmifia Barrios
 
Rosa Jimenez de Campiz

Centro de Desarrollo Vecinal La Esperanza "CDV"
Barrio La Esperanza - Plaza de la Navidad 
Cartagena, Colombia 

Telephone: 22-159
 

Patricia Salvador de Estrada 
Hilda Sanchez de Gaviria 
Fundaci6n Eugenio Espejo "FEE"
Dolores Sucre No. 301 y N. A. Gonzalez 
Guayaquil, Ecuador 

Telephones: 34-33-80 or 34-96-13 
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