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"How do I know if my business is doing well? If I can 
feed my family today, then my business is doing well. 
If I can't buy food for my family, that tells me my 
business is down". 

Member of a Solidarity Group Choluteca, Honduras. 
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FOREWORD
 

With each passing day, development initiatives known as "Solidarity Group 
Programs" and the experience of a growing number of private development 
organizations which implement these programs become more relevant. In light of 
the frustration many express when confronted with the chaotic growth of Latin 
American cities and the accompanying increase of independent workers, street 
vendors, and occasional laborers employed in precarious productive activities, the 
Solidarity Group Programs appear as one of the more successful methodologies 
for addressing this problem. 

In the last five years the efforts of variour Latin American and Caribbean private 
development organizations which implement Solidarity Group Programs have 
gradually consolidated, due in great part to the exchange and collaboration that 
has taken place among them. What started out as isolated initiatives today can be 
considered a growing movement in which the leaders of nearly 25 organizations 
exchange experiences, mobilize resources, and create uniform instruments to orient 
their work with the poorest sectors of the most densely populated cities in the 
hemisphere. While in many facets of Latin American life, formulating agreements 
is painstaking work, it becomes an uplifting sign of hope that in Santo Domingo, 
Lima or Tegucigalpa, we are speaking a common language and applying strikingly 
similar methodologies to reach micro-producers and micro-vendors in our largest 
urban centers. 
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The process of regional collaboration among these development efforts started 
in Colombia in 1985, when representatives from 13 organizations from 5 countries 
gathered to fine tune the methodology of the Solidarity Group Programs. Thanks 
to the unwavering support of PACT, 37 persons from 22 organizations attended 
the "Second International Conference of Solidarity Group Programs," which took 
place in March, 1987 in Honduras, and is the subject of this document. 

What has emerged is a growing number of intellectuals, educators and 
development practitioners who are demonstrating that in the poor populations we 
find the raw material for development. These programs are showing that credit, if 
conceived as an educational tool, unleashes strength among those fenced in by 
poverty and enables them to maintain their jobs, or to create new ones for men 
and women whose only hrpe offeeding their families is through self-employment. 

These collaborative efforts, best manifested in these two conferences, have not 
emerged by chance. Rather, they are the result of tile patient work that Accion! 
AITEC has been conducting for the l)ast five years and more. Rel)resentatives of 
this organization have traveled throughout Latin America and the Caribbean, giving 
support to local initiatives, promoting cooperation among leaders of private 
development organizations, and providing technical know-how to tile programs. 

Tile central theme of the conference that took place in [londuras was impact 
evaluation for Solidarity Group Programs, how it should he done, and who should 
do it. 

Evaluation as a tool for gathering information for decision-nmaking is nothing 
new. We can turn to tile social sciences to find countless examples of what 
constitutes an appropriate evaluation system, the most adequate methods for data 
collection and who should he involved in its im)lementation. 

Tn;e 1987 conference in Ilonduras atteml)t(d to go heyong this sl)here. Not only 
were we looking for information through evaluation, hut also for a means by which 
the program implementors and beneficiaries can measure their own progress and 
their own process of change. This constitutes an extremely positive step and is 
tile topic that is treated with detail in this (locument. 

After a brief overview of Solidarity Group Programs and their results in the last 
year, this document outlines the concel)tual framework for iml)act evaluation 
developed by the conference participants. This framework is t)ase(d on four levels 
at which impact evaluation should occur: the heneficiary, the program, the 
institution and the local context. The (locument (le(li('ates a chapter 1o each of 
these levels and(ldisaggregates them into the areas of inquiry that one must pursue 
to assess nipact, the indicators of' change that must he c(nsidere(d, and the 
instruments ole can turn to for (lata collection. 

The document also analyzes five factors to take into account when l)laaning tie 
impact evaluation: the reliability of data, the costs involve(d, the integration of 
evaluation into the project cycle, the depth of analysis attained, an(d the timing of 
the evaluation. It suggests that all decisions regarding evaluation must emerge 
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from an understanding of the interplay among these five factors. The final chapter 
givs a brief description of existing efforts in Colombia and the Dominican Republic 
at assessing impact, and provides some findings as illustrative of how the Solidarity
Croup Programs are affecting the lives of the poor. 

As in the previous conference, this document was prepared by Maria Otero, 
economist, currently Accion/AITFC's representative in Honduras. Sle has placed 
many years of exp'rience into it, and her helief --that within thoselpoor populations 
of meager resources lies the strength to buil(l their own alternatives and futures 
-- emerges in these pages. Her valuable contribution makes this document an 
important working tool not only for the organizations that parlicipated in the 
conference, but for all those that are searching for ways to address the problems 
of our Latin American countries. 

JUAN RAMON MARTINEZ 

Executive Director, ASEPADE 
Tegucigalpa, Honduras 
October, 1987. 
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CHAPTER I 

SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS:
 
WHO COMPRISES THEM AND WHY THEY ARE
 

SIGNIFICANT
 



I. INTRODUCTION 

The concept of Solidarity Groups (SG) emerged in the 1970' s when several 
development organizations, especially in Asia, attempted t6 support the economic 
activities of the urban and rural poor by devising a strategy of group formation as 
a means of channeling small loans, training and other services to these populations
(Farbiman, 1981; Sebstad, 1982; World Bank, 1985). The concept reflected both a 
value structure --development resources must reach the neediest and in the process
enhance their capacity to forge their own future -- and a concern with practicality 
-- the ever-growing l)ol)ulations must have access to simple and al)l)roachable 
programs that are easily expandedI to meet demand and that do not deplete scarce 
resources in a short l)eriod. 

These early experiences with grou) formation were studied and adapted by
Accion International/AITEC (Accion/AITEC), a U.S. based private development
organization with years of l)rogram activity in Latin America and the Caribbean. 
In the late 1970's Accion/AITEC assisted local organizations in Latin America to 
start Solidarity Group Programs (SGPs), fashioned after the earlier experiences,
aind provided them with technical assistance during implementation. 1/These "first 
generation" Solidarity Group Programs underwent further revisions and became 

1/ See Farbman, The Pisces Studies, 1981, for an account of FEDECCREDITO, the first time Solidarity
Groups were used in Latin America. 
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the basis for current-day programs. Today, Accion/AITEC, through 12 field 
representatives, provides technical assistance to 23 Latin American and Caribbean 
institutions in 11 countries which form part of a growing network of Solidarity 
Group Programs. 2/ 

To participate in a SGP and have access to credit and training, self-employed 
persons laboring in shoemaking, baking, retailing, hawking, carpentry, and in a 
multitude of other trades, form groups of there to six persons, known as solidarity 
groups. 3/ The program requirements are few anti the procedures are simple: each 
solidarity group must choose a coordinator, and the group must serve as a guarantor 
for its loan, as well as assume the responsibility ofdistributing it among its members, 
of collecting payments, and of participating in training. The grou) must repay tile 
loan -- usually between US$ 50 - $500 per groul) for individual working capital 
needs -- at the established interest rate -- commercial or near commercial -- and 
in tile accorde(l period -- often two to six weeks. Training sessions on a variety of 
topics related to the enterprises and the functioning of the solidarity groups begin 
as the first loan is disbursed to the groul) and continue while the grou) remains 
in the program. 

Solidarity Group Programs maintain a comnmon eml)hasis in tile provision of 
credit, training and technical assistance, and in assisting grou) members to find 
collective solultions to their conmmon l)roblemns. Most l)rograms also integrate 
savings mol)ilization as a coml)onent, requiring that groul)s save a certain amount 
in order to l)articipate. This practice not only underlines tile importance of saving 
regularly, but it also Iuilds a small capital base for the beneficiaries who often 
operate on the margin and at subsistence levels. Complementary services ill legal 
aid, health care and referral and other areas are also activities that may figure in 
a program. 

II. SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY 

While there is considerable variation in the manner that the SGPs have evolved 
and in tile institutions that implement them, there are tnifying factors that form 
the basis for these )rograms. Among the most important are: 

o 	All programs seek to reach the neediest among the economically active 
populations in urban calpitals and secondary cities in Latin America and the 
Caribbean. It is at this level that financial and (apacity-bljilding resources are 
the scarcest, andi tile nuIler of the neety the largest. It is also here that (one 
finds the majority of women, many of whom, as single mothers and hea(s ofr 

2, There ar'v 2:3 solidar'ity (iollp Ir[)grals oplerating in the fiohwing co(untries: Co lo mbiai, lwelw, 
proJgri'J.s; Ec'ulmfor anld Pe(ru, Iwo( pr'ogralllis ill each; 13olivia, Brazil, ]laratguay, lhon(Itrn.s, I)onili(.ian 

Rv'mldic' Co sta Hic'l rd Mexico. v.ac'h with onev progrln. 

Ir'efern' ftt.expNrss p ue stallr grolps of' thetve ti .six persons. Mtost prg'allns haIve, athpted this 

variaion 41) Ih(, origil atlroac. 



households, must earn an income. It is estimated that between 25-35% of all 
poor households in LA/C are headed by woman, many of whom are eligible to 
participate in SGPs (White, et.al. 1986). 

o 	 Credit is considered not only a scarce and needed resource for enhancing family 
income and improving the enterprise, but also an educational tool that can serve 
as the initial point of contact with the urban poor. Through its use, program
beneficiaries can develop skills essential for their own economic activities; for 
many, management of the loan comprises the first collective experience and 
opens the possibility for others. Finally, by extending credit, the program can 
introduce a training plan to improve the capacity and to expand the confidence 
of the beneficiaries. 

o 	The programs generally reach men and women already involve(d in productive 
or commercial activities and for whom a small loan can mean stabilizing or even 
expanding their !iny businesses. The programs do not seek to teach the urban 
poor a skill; rather, they reach the thousands who are well-versed in a trade and 
yet still operate at high risk because they lack other inputs necessary for 
)ro(hction. 

A. The Basis for Credit Delivery: 

Inthe delivery of cre(lit to the solidarity groups, organizations are guided by
five cionce)ts which they inter)ret and adapt isnecessary (()tero, 1986). It is 
interesting to note that these features existe(l in the earliest programs, and continue 
to fornl the bisis of this strategy. These are: 

o Agility in Loan Application and Review: The need of micro-)rodlucers and 
micro-vendors for working capital is imnlediate, and they will prefer the yoke
of the moneylender to long anti c mll)licate(l loan ap)li(cation procedures. Simple
application forms filled out with the help of a field worker, quick review systems, 
and1no Ile(d for o(ther guarantors besides the group itself that mostmeans 
prograns process and dishulrse loans in under seven working (lays. Subsequent 
loans to a (,cditworthy group are inliediate and for larger al(ounts. 

o 	 Flexible Loan Terms: 'lhe loan amount, its duration anid payment schedule are 
a(lal)te(d according to the productive activity anti repayment cal)acity of tie 
beneficiary. Small am(ounts of cal)ital lent for shortare )eriods of timue and a 
new loan is contingent oln irompt repayment. 

o Interest Rates: All S(GPs charge a commercial or near commercial interest rate. 
All p)rograin staff maintains that the urb)an poor are willing and able to pay
commnercial rates whi ch are miniscule coml)are(I to) the 5", to 20",, daily rates 
charge(l y mlost mone'ylenlers. Maintaining p)ositive interest rates also enables 
the pr)gram to generate income to) cover some or alIof its operating ani 
administrative costs. Programs that reach a large numlber of bleneficiaries and 
mainlain a sul)stantial loan portfolio, such isA(CP in Peru, denmostratel that 
they can cover 100",, of their costs. ()ther le(lium-sized programs, such as 



ASEPADE, in Honduras and several in Colombia cover upwards of 50% of their 
costs. 

o 	 Built-in Incentives for Repayment: Timely recuperation is key to the health 
of these programs, and there are several mechanisms to assure it. No one in the 
group can have access to a new loan until the whole group has repaid the 
previous one. Second and subsequent loans are immediate and for larger i_-nounts 
if desired. Finally, responsible groups can participate in a series of other benefits, 
such as a scholarship fund for their children, or access to other services. 
Controlling late payments is one of tile most difficult and important tasks that 
all the organizations face, since most seek to maintain arrearage levels no higher 
than 15%. As of the end of 1986, arrearage levels (defined as late or delinquent 
payments as a percentage of total outstanding portfolio) ranged from 2% to 29% 
(Accion/AITEC, 1987). 

o 	 Credit is Linked to Training and Technical Assistance: All programs provide 
training to solidarity group members on a variety of topics related to the micro
enterprise, to the management of credit, and to the functioning of a solidarity 
group. Not only is the training vital for the solidarity group members, but it also 
brings the beneficiary and the organization closer together, and helps improve 
mutual collaboration in the implementation of the program. 

B. The Training Component: 

All the training conducted as part of the SG(P contains sessions that address 
social issues as well as financial and econonlic ones. Each program devises its 
own training strategy and objectives and im)lements this part of the program with 
less uniformity than the credit component. Training may be weekly or monthly, 
coordinated by outsiders or by staff. Most programs accompany the training with 
individual technical assistance offered by the field worker in the micro
entrepreneur's place of work. 

Some programs have developed materials for a complete training plan which 
they have compiled and shared with other programs. Colombia, for example, has 
designed nearly 25 hours of participatory sessions, coml)lete with audiovisuals, 
games and role plays on a variety of topics including grou) collal)oration, simple 
accounting and improved marketing techniques (Guzman, 1986). The twelve 
Colombian programs use this material in their training sessions. In this way 
duplication of efforts is avoided an(d the material can be upgraded constantly. 

At this stage of the evolution of S(;Ps, the collective experience they have 
amassed has started to yield studies, guides and manuals which benefit all the 
programs. This document, on the collective effort to design an evaluation of impact 
for all SGPs, represents another step in this direction. 

III. IMPLEMENTING INSTITUTIONS 

Since late 1985, when thirteen organizations wih Solidarity Grou) Programs 
met for the first time, the network of participating organizations has grown to 23, 
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with new programs emerging in Paraguay, Bolivia, Brazil, Guatemala and Mexico. 
These local, private, development organizations funded through national and 
international donors, can be grouped as "intermediary development organizations," 
but they otherwise escape rigid classification or categorization. 

Some organizations involved in Solidarity Group Programs are fashioned after 
the national development foundatinr; of the 1960's, such as the Fundacion 
Ecuatoriana de Desarrollo (FED) and the Fundacion Paraguaya de Cooperacion 
y Desarrollo, with close ties to the local industrial sector and an emphasis on 
strong local contributions an(l sul)port. Others, such as Women's World Banking
in Cali, Popayan and other Colombian cities, are small autonomous institutions 
affilialed to a world-wide network of organizations that channel financial resources 
to low-income women. Asociacion Para el DIesarrollo de la Micro-empresa (ADEMI)
in tile l)ominican Republic an(l Fundacion para la Promocion y l)esarrollo de ia 
Microempresa (1)ROl)EM) in Bolivia are organizations forme(l by local private 
sector leaders with the ('xl)ressed mission of reaching the growing informal sectors 
in those countries. 

As iis tani attests, the (Cooperativa de lProdutores Arte,;anais (IeSao Paulo 
(('()OIART) in Brazil is a multi-service urban-based cooperative that has 
incorplorate(I itself to the SGP in the last year. Accion Comunitaria (lel Peru (ACP)
and Asesores Para e l)esarrollo (ASEIPAI)E), in llonduras, are examl)les of 
(ev('lol)n(l organizations with prior experience in (redit and e(lucation )r)Ograms 
which have gravitated towards this nodel and have a(lal)t,(I it, making their SGPs 
al intrinsic pIart of their a tivit y. Finally, others such as F11)(t6aci11 Familiar (FF)
and ( ruzaIa I;o()ial in Colombia. originated as service or coimnmnity development 
organizati(ns iwivilved inother act ivit i(s anI also Ch(se to particillate. 

Th het('erogeneity (oif these organizations is striking. Their )hiloso)hies, sense 
it milission, history f growilh, size an(I cap acity vay',an Itheir diversity is reccognized 

as a strength Ii with it a wealthtile strategy Ibecause, it 1brings ifperspectives, 
greater cajlacity for learning an(d more olpp)ort unities for creat ive problem solving. 

In Slpitc of their (list ilict Iiess, these organizations adlhere to basic premises which 
shalpe ti c) in in languagetIthe speak. Two key priorities cut across 
organizational and cont('xtual differences: h il(ling Ii gramls il whiich the 
Ieneficiary is his own agent of change, and assuring that lprograms generate enough 
incone to hecome partly or totally self-sufficie,t inthe long terli. 

Taleh, (ne heh w, consisting of' three pages, IrI i(des soHue ,:Ofllparative 
institlitial ifiormatioi regar(ding St lGs, including andsources uses offfunds, 
Iersonnel (harac('lristics, and key prograti clements.i/ We can highlight tile 
follhwing: 

Brazil's'- ('1)(WIART began (11wr'ati )ns ill 1t1v last fe(w Ilnlhs,h)(tdoes not appear.illthe table. Its 
support 'niis primarily tioin Ilh, soirces. ADINI, Irim Peni, and ADMIC tromiAF and local privati, 
MIN 111v tahhdin, oJfxicoat, not ilcluded ill ( to lac'kinlforimatiol. 
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o 	The majority of programs are at least two years old, with the oldest, in Peru, 
going back over four years. Bolivia, started in 1987, is the newest program listed 
in the table. 

o 	Most programs have received funding support from PACT and AID. The remaining 
funders are quite varied and include other U.S., Canadian, European and national 
organizations. in many countries local support, especially from private sector 
sources, has helped finance the programs. Finally, every project generates 
income, primarily through interest earned on lending activities, and also through 
investments and membership fees. There is a growing trend amon, these 
programs to promote increased local private support and to seek as diverse a 
funding base as possible. 

o 	 In the majority of institutions, there are about 4 or 5 persons who implement 
the SGP, with the numbers of solidarity groups handled by each field worker 
--called "asesor" or "promotor" -ranging from 5 to 200, and averaging about 55. 
Peru, with a portfolio of over $1 million employs 16 persons in its program, and 
operates at a very different scale from the remaining sixteen programs shown 
in the table. 

o 	Most of the programs cover the capital cities, and some such as ADEMI and 
ASEPADE have also expanded into the secondary cities. Program coverage 
evolves along the "Dominican Republic" model, that is, one institution 
decentralizes operations and assumes coverage of a large region or of the whole 
country. Programs such as Paraguay, Honduras and soon Bolivia are relying on 
this approach. Tile "Colombia" model, on the other hand, features a dozen 
different institutions which work in unison to each cover a specified city or 
cities. An institution can choose either approach, or experiment with a 
combination of the two to implement its program. 

o 	The total portfolio of these institutions is about US $1.7 million, with the majority 

ranging between US $30,000 to US $40,000. Their total lending during the last 

year of activity (1986) was equivalent to over US $7 million in working capital 

loans. 

o 	With the exception of ADEMI, all institutions provide training for program 
beneficiaries. Duration and content vary according to perceived and expressed 
need, with most program participants receiving an average of three hours each 
month. Likewise, all programs receive direct technical assistance from Accion 
Internacional/AlTEC through a full-time country rel)resentative who works 
directly with all the SGP institutions in that country. 

o 	While all institutions are collecting some impact information, not all have a 
structured evaluation l)lan in place. In this area, the twelve Colombian programs 
are the most advanced, since they not only have an evaluation l)lan, but they 
have designed uniform instruments an(l methodology which are applied regularly. 
All programs )lan to conduct an imlpact evaluation in the course of the coming 
year. 
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TABLE 1
KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTITUTIONS AND SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS 

COUNTRY PERU BOLIVIA COSTA RICA PARAGUAY DOMIN.REP. ECUADOR HONDURAS COLOMBIAPROGRAM ACP PRODEM AVANCE Fundacion ADEMI FEE ASEPADE Ten Programs
DETAIL Paraguaya 

Duration (YRS.) 4.5yrs. 3 months Iyear I yr.3 mo. 3.5yrs. 3yrs. 3.5yTs. Aver.2yrs.3 mo. 

I. SOURCES OF 
FUNDS 

A. Donations/Loans AID AID Loan AID AID AID AID PACT PACT,CRS,AID 
IDB IDB AID IAFCIDA,WWB 

GTZ Germany UNICEF, FES 

Austria Embassy 
Chambers ofComm. 
CajaSocial 

B. Loczl Funds Private Private Public and Private Sector 
Sector Sector Private Sector 

C. Funds Generated Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
by Program 
(interest, fees, 
investments) 

D. Other Guarantee Guarantee 
Fund Fund 

I. PERSONNEL 

A. Number Full-time 
Paid Staff 41 6 15 17 60 26 43 Aver. 10B. StaffofSGP 16 3 4 5 2 7 6 Aver.4C. NumberofSG 200 5 35 80 59 57 40 Aver.41 
per Field Worker 

Source: Information provided by conference participants. 



TABLE I (CONTINUED) 
KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTITUTIONS AND SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS 

COUNTRY PERU BOLIVIA COSTARICA PARAGUAY DOMIN.REP. ECUADOR HONDURAS COLOMBIA 
PROGRAM ACP PRODEM* AVANCE Fundacion ADEMI FEE ASEPADE Ten Programs 
DETAIL Paraguaya 

Ill. PROGRAM 

A. Coverage City City City City Country City Country Country 
LIMA LAPAZ SANJOSE ASUNCION GUAYAQUIL All Programs 

B. Current Portfolio $1,130,000 $1,500 $30,000 $75,000 $40,000 $30,000 $100,000 $257,000 

C. Interest Rate comm. comm. comm. comm. comm. coMM. comm. comm. 

D. Total amount 
Disbursed(1986) $4,431,000 $4,000 $60,000 $423,400 $155,000 $101,500 $335,000 $1,523,000 

IV.TRAINING 

A. Training Prior 
toCredit 
(Avg. [Irs.) 

5 4 12 6 0 3 2 Avg. four 

B. Training During 
Credit 
(Avg.Ilrs.Month) 5 in planning 

stage 
asneeded 3 0 5 3 Avg.three 

C. Technical Assist
ance, Follow-up Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

V. OTHER CRIARAC. 
TERISTICS 

A. Total Number of 
SolidarityGroups 3200 21 70 280 278 115 420 	 1,688 

(10 Programs) 
B. Solidarity Groups 

Currently Active 3,000 21 50 240 59 60 280 774 
(10Programs)

C. Avg. No. ofPersons 
mSolidarityGr. 5 5 4 4 n.i. 5 3 3-4 

D. DirectT/A from 
Accion/AITEC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Program in Bolivia started February 1987. 
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF INSTITUTIONS AND SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS
 

COUNTRY PERU BOLIVIA COSTA RICA PARAGUAY DOMIN. REP. ECUADOR HONDURAS COLOMBIA
PROGRAM ACP PRODEM AVANCE Fundacion ADEMI FEE ASEPADE Ten Programs
DETAIL Paraguaya 

VI. EVALUATION 
OF IMPACT 

A. Progran conducts 
Impact Evaluation 
Now No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

B. Types ofImpact 
Information 
Measured toDate 

I. Changes Income Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2. ChangesJobs Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
(strengthened; 
generated) 

3. Changes Skills No No No Yes No Yes No Yes 
Knowledge 

4. Social Changes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

5. Institutional Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Changes 

6. Organizational No No Yes No No No Yes Yes 
Capacity of 
Beneficiaries 

C. Plans an Impact 
Evaluation 
for this Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 



IV. RESULTS OBTAINED BY THE SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS 

SGPs maintain uniform monitoring systems of their credit delivery and training 
components which enable them to collect information on a monthly basis and to 
obtain an individual as well as an overall picture of their accomplishments to date. 

Tables 2 and 3 comprise this section. Table 2 depicts a representative month of 
activity for 18 existing SGPs --September 1986 --and summarizes the results of credit 
lending in each program (Bolivia, Brazil and Guatemala do not appear because 
they had not started credit lending activities at the time). The information is based 
on the data collected by each program and made available to Accion/AITEC in 
Boston for processing and analysis. Several points are worth highlighting: 

o 	Each month these programs disburse over 1,100 loans and a total of over US 
$700,000 to micro-producers and micro-vendors. The size of these loans fluctuates 
in the hundreds of doliars for the majority of programs, with an average just 
over US $500 per loan. Table 3 shows that in one year these programs reached 
about 8,500 peol)le with over US $7 million in loans. 

o 	 I)ata collected is disaggregated by sex, showing that of the nearly 800 new 
persons incorl)orated into the programs each month, about half are women. 

o 	The piograrns that include a savings mobilization scheme collect about US 
$60,000 in savings each month, which are deposited in local banks or in the 
organization. Table 3 shows that in a given year, these programs can generate 
over US $600,000 in savings deposits from micro-entrepreneurs. 

o 	The average level of arrearage for these programs is about 12%, with some of 
the newer ones showing higher repayment than the more established programs. 
While this is a )attern that evolves in most programs, a notable exception is 
ACP in Peru, which is the largest and one of the oldest programs, and yet 
maintains an arrearage below 5%. 

o 	Indicators of the efficiency and self-sufficiency of these programs appear in 
Table 3, and show that on the average they spent 20 cents for every dollar they 
lent, and generated enough interest income in 1986 to cover about 63% of the 
salaries, materials, overhead and other expenses associated with the programs. 
This last figure is skewed by the very high level of self-sufficiency of ACP, which 
at 187% registers well above other programs. For most, a 40-45% level of self
sufficiency prevails, and increases as the size of the portfolio grows. 
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TABLE 2
 
EXAMPLE OF ONE MONTHS ACTIVITY IN EIGHTEEN SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS
 

IN SEVEN COUNTRIES (US$)
 
SEPTEMBER 1986 °
 

/COUNTRY PERU DOMINICAN COLOMBIA ECUADOR HONDtRAS COSTA PARAGUAY TOTAL 

DETAIL 
REPUBLIC 

ELEVEN 
RICA 

FUNDACION 18 
/PROGRAM 
/STARTING 

ACP ADEMI PROGRAMS- FEl)FD FEE ASEPAI)E AVANCE PARAGUAYA PR(X;RAMS 

DATE Nov.82 Dec.85 Seebelow May.84 June84 Sep.84 Apr. F6 Jan. 8i 

I. New groups formed 70 2 56 21 4 It; 7 10 1801 

2. Numberofloands 
disbursed 483 4 406 53 22 125 20 58 1,171 

3. Averagesizeof 
loan $989 $724 $356 $218 $422 $245 $462 $732 $518 

4. Total amount 
disbursed $478,000 $3,000 $147,000 $12,00) 9,00 $3 1,()0 $10,000 $42,0(8) 5732,800 

5. Total amount 
recuperated $382,000 $16,000 $127.0(W $12,AX8) $lI.(00 $34,08) $14.0M) C39,(0) 503,000 

6. Interestearned $19,000 n.J. 5A0 $1,400 $'2X) $0(XI $1.) $1,5(0 $29,8X) 

7. Arrearage(%) 4 Z1 01, 8.51. 25% 8.5). 261) 251, 3.5% 12.61. 

8. 	Savings 
mobilized - $3,00 $48,1) $70( 4), 8),l)0 -- - -- $,000 

9. Cost per US$ $.012 $.31 $.11 3.30 $.26 $.07 .19 $.22 $18 

10 ,sef-sufficiency (1) 253, n.. 68), 411. 2(r, 6i, 93, lull (1.7), 

I I. Total number of 
I'eneficiaries reached T5 12 238 52 0 ,50 24 49 781 

wo)n 4 0.1rl 57). 731, 54%, 21%. 573, ,5:l. 

RRepresents a typical month in Solidarity Group Programs. 
The eleven programs in Colombia are:CIDES, Blogota; WOMEN'S WORLD BANKING, ('ali; FUNDESCItM, Ca; ([V, Cartagena; ACTt AR, Medellin; 0) }RFAS,
l]ucaramanga; tRUZAtIA M)CIAL, Majizales; WOMEN'S WORLI) 1BANKING,Popayan; WOMEN'S WORLIDRANKING,Medellin; A(TIrAIR, Tolina; and 

CORFAS, Ilogota. The fist four started in August 19K]1;three additional ones started in midl 1985; and the remaining four in 1,98. 
SOURCE: ACCION/AITEC, "Statistics for 1980." 
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TABLE 3
 
SUMMARY RESULTS OF NINETEEN SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS INSEVEN COUNTRIES
 

YEAR 1986
 
(IN US $)
 

(Preliminary Data)
 

/COUNTRY PERU DOMINICAN COWMBIA ECUADOR HONDURAS COSTA PARAGUAY TOTAL 
REPUBLIC RICA 

TWELVE 
° DETAIL PROGRAM ACP ADEMI PROGRAMS FED FEE ASEPADE AVANCE 	 FUNIDACION 19 

PARAGUAYA PROGRAMS 
/STARTING 
DATE Nov.82 Dec.85 See below May. 84 June84 Sep.84 Apr.86 Jan.86 

1.Newgroupsformed 1(323 39 540 94 81 165 80 109 2,131 

2. Number of loans
 
disbursed 5233 128 4,849 59 280 1,139 142 688 13,055
 

3. Average size of
 
loan S938 $1,160 $520 $265 V191 $363 $312 $551 8.63
 

4. Total amount 
disbursed $4,431,000 $155,000 $1,523,000 $139,000 $102,0 $3"4,000 $60,000 $423,00) $7,187,000 

5. Total amount 
recuperated 83,500,000 $1,340,000 875,000 $52,00() $5,869,00)$135,000 $141,0MN) $34,0(X) $292,(00 

6. Interest earned $150,000 $2,100 $93,00 $17,000 $12,00 $20,000 $1,400 $15,500 V4 1,00) 

7. Arrearage,(%) 3.6% 01 12.21. 21.3% 5.m. 27.1% 24.2% 3.73, 12.7 

8. Cost per US$ $.02 S.13 8.13 $.21 $27 8.07 8.50 8.30 520 

9. Self.Sufficiency 187, 54% 06 82% 60% 6T, 4% 20% 0l 

10.Total new bene
ficiaries reached 4,100 246 2,194 260 2,56 540 178 747 8,521
 

-%women 52' 40% 59% 69% 49 623, 313, 413, 45% 

The twelve programs inColombia kre:CIDES, Bogota; WOMEN'S WORLD BANKING, Cali; FUNDESCOM, Cali; CDV, Cartagena; ACrUAR, Medellin; CORFAS, 
Bucaramanga; CRUZADA SOCIAL, Manizales; WOMEN'S WORLD BANKING, Popayan; WOMEN'S WORLD IIANKING, Medellin; ACTUAR, Tolima; CORFAS, 
Bogota; and WOMEN'S WORLD BANKING, Puerto Tejada. The first four started inAugust 1983; three remainingadditional ones started in mid 1985; and the 
ive in 1986. 

SOURCE: ACCION/AITEC, "Statistics for 1986". 
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The tables attest to the considerable magnitude of these programs, whether in 
comparison to other similar efforts, or on their own merit. By disbursing over
13,000 loans, the programs have lent out over US $7 million for working capital in 
1986 alone. Perhaps just as striking is the fact that they have recuperated nearly
US $6 million during the same period, and have maintained and average arrearage 
rate below 13%.. 

These data alone enable one to draw important preliminary conclusions regarding
this sector. Across national boundaries, micro-producers and micro-vendors behave 
in a similar fashion: they borrow money to meet their working capital needs, and 
they repay it on a regular basis, thereby signaling a generalized ability to manage
credit, and l)ut it towards productive use. In the aggregate, the informal sector
constitutes an enormous untapped market which financial institutions, accustomed 
to traditional demand for credit and daunted by the apparent high risk of the 
sector, continue to eye from a distance. 

The l)rogram results also point towards a capacity to generate interest and
thereby cover program transaction costs. The level of self-sufficiency we observe 
in these programs -- ranging from 187% in Peru to 4% in Costa Rica and showing 
an average of about 50% -- indicates that, all else being equal, their dependence 
on development subsidies can ldecrease as the size of the program increases. Over 
time, large scale self-sufficient programs could exist in each country, reaching tens 
of thousands of the self-employed. 

In sum, the results recorded here on the latest activity of Solidarity Group
Programs point to the possibility of establishing massive, region-wide, self-sufficient 
programs that can address in a substantive manner the income and employment
needs of the millions of urban poor in Latin America and the Caribbean. 

15 



CHAPTER II 

A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR IMPACT
 
EVALUATION OF SOLIDARITY
 

GROUP PROGRAMS
 



I. INTRODUCTION 

In all development effM rts, determining the value of a given program strategy 
assumes the capacity t, measure the benefits it distributes. Recording the results 
that appear in tables 2 and 3 above clarified the range and breadth of these 
programs, but it did not record the economic and social change experienced by 
the beneficiaries as a result of participating in a program. 

While the task of assessing benefits may appear straightforward, it is rife with 
complex philosophical and practical questions which the daily demands of 
implementing a program ofter relegate to a secondary position. How to define 
benefits, what is an acceptable level of benefits obtained through a program 
intervention, and who should measure these are issues any program must resolve 
before embarking in a quest for answers. Likewise, considerations of time, money, 
staff and information frame all efforts to measure benefits even before one begins 
the task. 

In the case of Solidarity Group Programs, the above issues acquire an urgency 
defined in l)art by the nature of the strategy itself: the programs' success is measured 
as much by the hard, quantifiable economic changes sustaine(l by the beneficiary, 
as by other broader benefits that are harder to define, measured in qualitative 
terms, and subject to interpretation. Further, the strategy also includes the 
implementing institutions as agents that benefit from the program, and attempts 
to define how program implementation itself affect-s a projct's evolution. Finally, 
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SGPs should also touch the broader community in which the project activities 
unfold, and this type of impact should be included in the measure of benefits. 

The need to understand the impact of the Solidarity Group strategy prompted 
the organizations to pause from the rigor of daily project activity and gather to 
design and institute a uniform method of evaluating tile impact of their work in a 
systematic and in-depth manner. Because SGP organizations share similar values 
regarding development work, adhere to a conmmon nmthodology, use a uniform 
monitoring system, and in the last year have achieved a new dimension in 
collaboration through annual conferences and exchange of materials, it became 
imperative that tile assessment of the programs iml)act also transcen(l the current 
periodic and individual efforts at evaluation an(d rely on a collectie, well (onsi(lere(l 
plan. 

Other factors also entered into the decision to evaluate iml)act more closely. 
SGPs, now established and flourishing, continue to explore ways to iml)rove the 
strategy and to add or remove program featire:i as beneficiary needs and requests 
evolve. They are, in an individual and collective sense, learning from their 
implementing experience, and using this exl)erience to lodify future actions. 

To he useful, this learning must reflect a growing understanding of the potential 
the Solidarity Group strategy holds )ut must also recognize the limits of its reach. 
Only in this way will the impact of current (lay programs open the way for iml)rove(l 
and more effective apl)roaches in the future. 

Accountability Ibefore the donor community rel)resents a final, important catalyst 
to conducting evahation. As Table 1 showed, SGl's have received funds from a 
wide array of donors whose continue(l interes in supporting programs will be 
related closely to the availability of documented impact information. 

II. WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES 

The week-long conference attende(d by representatives of 22 organizations of 
Solidarity Group Prograns focused exclusively on the issue of impact evaluation. 
The objectives set forth at the outset of the conference can be summarized as 
follows: 

o 	To arrive at a clear and shared definition for iml)act evaluation for Solidarity 
Group Programs. 

o 	To design a guide for use by all Solidarity Group Programs in the planning and 
implementation of iml)act evaluation. 

o 	To design a format for )resenting the information obtained in an impact 
evaluation. 

o 	To clarify existing concepts, identify outstan(ling questions and incorl)orate into 
each program the experiences from other Solidarity Group Pro)grams. 

This document attempts to capture the essence of the conference an(l rel)ort 
on it in detail for three reasons. First, it serves the conference l)articil)anLs s a 
resource for planning their evaluations, and assuring greater uniformity in the 
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evaluation design. Second, the document records the evolution and current standing 
of the Solidarity Group Programs as a way of informing the broader development 
community on this approach to reaching the informal sector.5/ Finally, the 
document builds of the existing literature on evaluation, particularly that produced 
by the U.S. Private Voluntary Organizations (PVOs) in the last few years, and 
hopefully adds to these efforts in a significant way.6/ 

The rest of this chapter summarizes tile conference participants effort to arrive 
at a consensus framework for impact evaluation, the first step in designing an 
evaluation plan. The participants developed a conceptual framework centered 
around the following five key questions: 

1. How do we define iml)act evaluation? 

2. What should or can be evaluated? 

3. HOw (10 we conduct an impact evaluation? 

4. For whom do we evaluate? 

5. What are the limitations that frame an impact evaluation? 

III. A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR IMPACT EVALUATION 

A. Towards a Working Definition of Impact Evaluation 

Constructing a conceptual framework for impact evaluation requires first of all, 
a clear consensus on the definition of evaluation. Arriving at a common definition, 
in turn, assumes that there are shared values regarding the purpose of development 
and the way one undertakes it. Otherwise, the (liscussion must by necessity address 
these broader philosophical questions in order to establish a common ground. 

As exl)hained earlier, institutions involved in SGPs by and large share a common 
lefinition of development and their role in it. Therefore, conference participants 

were able to aldress the issue at hand from the outset, without requiring consensus 
l)til(ling at a theoretical level. 

The ensuing (liscussion yielded fundamental commonalities in tile way impact 
evahation is interl)reted by the institutions, but it also reinforced the difficulty of 
defining the tol)ic in one catch-all l)hrase. Instead the group sought to disaggregate 
the concel)t into its most important elements anti discuss each in depth. 

Participants identified iml)act evaluation as an intrinsic part of project 
imllenentation which can he (lefine(d as: 

5, See Otero, The Concept of Solidarity Groups: Characteristics and Significance for Urban 
Informal Sector Activities. New York: PACT, 198i. 

6' See especially Santo Pietro, ('d. Evaluation Sourcebook, 1983; Lassen, A Systems Approach for 
the Design and Evaluation of PVO Small Enterprise Development Projects, 1984; Buzzard and 
Edgcoinb, eds. Monitoring and Evaluating Small Business Projects: A Step by Step Guide For 
Private Development Organizations, New York: PACT, 1987. 
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o 	 a system that makes use of a conglomerate of tools and instruments to determine 
the results obtained through a project and to feed this information back into 
the project. 

o 	a process of inquiry that is conducted parallel to im)lementation and that 
permits one to assess the positive and negative changes brought about by the 
project, and to compare these to its stated objectives. 

o 	an activity that assigns a value to a given project and enables those interested 
to learn from the experience in order to affirm, revise, or end it. 

The participants (lid not try to draw fine lines bietween evaluation as all overall 
concept and impact evaluation as a subset of this concept. Likewise, issues related 
to monitoring of a program were not (liscussed as necessarily separate from impact 
evaluation. As will become clearer below, the l)articipants chose to define impact 
evaluation in the broadest manner possible, and in some cases included components 
that in the purest sense belong under the rubrics of program monitoring or process 
evaluation. 

B. What Should or Can Be Evaluated? 

The participants identified four levels at which programs must measure their 
impact. These form the basis for the evaluation framework discussed in the 
upcoming chapters. 

1. The Beneficiary: the members of the solidarity groups who are direct 
participants in the programs constitute the first and most important level of impact 
to be measured. If it is possible to establish causal relationships between a program 
intervention and ol)served or (locumented change, it is at this level that tie 
relationship is most direct. 

Assessing the program's iml)act on the beneficiary by necessity also inclu(les 
studying the impact of the program on the micro-enterlprise itself, on the family 
of the beneficiary, and where relevant, on those em)loyed in the micro-enterprise 
and their families. Because Of the broad multiplying effect of these programs and 
the large numb -rs of beneficiaries involved, conference participants decided that 
the inclusion of all these lilayers in an imlpact evaluation implied very high costs 
and comlplicate(d logistics. 

Therefore, conference participants agreed that at the beneficiary level of impact, 
the emphasis should be on the l)rimnary beneficiamy, the person who receives training 
and credit. As an extension of the beneficiatry, the evaluation also must study his 
or her family, and the enterlprise. ('ollection of :-ocial and economic variables and 
indicators, outlined in (letail in (Chapter 3, forim the basis for this part Of the 
evaluation framework. 

2. The Program: Evaluating the program means assessing the quality and nature 
of the )rocess of carrying out its activities. The manner in which a l)rogram unfolds 
usually is not inchlded under the rubric of impact. SG(Is, because of the large 
numbers of beneficiaries and the comlplexity of managing credit programs that 
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disburse up to 150 loans a month and experience daily portfolio movement, believe 
it is crucial to include this level of analysis in their framework, and identify those 
implementation areas that must be evaluated periodically. 

The impact of the program on each staff member also emerges as an area to 
investigate. For cxample, what changes the field workers expeience in skill level 
and in attitudes towards the beneficiaries are factors .nat ultimately will affect 
how the overall program evolves. 

3. The Institution: The third level of impact assessment consi(lers the institution 
to determine how it has changed as a resut of its involv(ment in a SGP). The 
exigencies of running a SGP can spill over to other programs within an institution 
ani affect the overall management, financial systems and even the decision-making 

)rocesses.In some cases, an institution might change its focus, such as a shift 
from rural to urban-based programs, or might decide to specialize in credit and 
training. In the aggregate, the effect of S(Is on local institutions helps us 
understand if this approach to the urban poor has also contributed to creating a 
cadre of competent local organizations. 

4. 	 The Local Community: 7 he SG; strategy, while focused on assisting 
indivilual self-employed micro entrepreneurs, also emphasizes that program 
impact should reach beyond the workplace anti into the broader community. Here, 
the tern "conllunity" is used illa generic sense and could mean a geographic 
oletprniination, stuch as the communtlities illwhich micro-entell)rises operate, as 
well as l)articul -,rgroups that c(ou! be reached through the l)rogram, e.g., the 
hanking community, i)olicylakers, or an association of street vendors. 

Each prograim operates in an entirely different social and economic context, 
dictateol by tile COlntl', the type of governmncnt, tie level of social unrest that 
exists or is tolerated, the econonlic conditions and nany others. The |ni)act of a 
program on the local context will (lepend both on these exogeneous variables anti 
on the ol)ject ivts that each program sets in this arena. For these reasons, although 
all organizations underline the importance of this fourth level, it is left as the nost 
open-ended antd the one most susceptible to each organization's interl)retation. 

C. 	 How Do We Conduct an Impact Evaluation? 
This section required consensus on the methods and types of tools available for 

impact evalation of SG Ps, as well as on who shouhl evluate. The methodologies 
used lost often to collect iml)ac ata for small business programs call be suninedl 
tIl) as fl( lows ((o(ldmark and Rosengard, 1985; Blayney an()Otero, 1985): 

o 	 examination of central re'ortIs; 
1 administration of qulstionnlires at tile time of tile evalatioIn to a sam)le of 

)roject beneficiaries; 
" Ol-site review of Iusiiess records; 
o 	 in-del)th, oell-ended interviews with a sample of' beneficiaries; and 
o 	pr)et'ss (locunetation, con(ducted )arallel t) iml)lementat ion in order to 

asselmble andi analyze data leriodically during the life of tile )rogram. 
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In the case of SGPs, the selection of methods for evaluation are determined by 
the need to gather both quantitative and qualitative data, since both types are 
identified as valid measures of program impact. 

The quantitative portion of any im)act evaluation seeks to collect hard data, 
usually economic and financial in nature and to respond to at least the following 
questions: Have the program objectives been met? What is the cause-effect 
relationship between program inputs and documented changes? Is it possible to 
rerjlicate or expand the experience? Are program resources used in an efficient way? 

Without detracting from the validity of these questions and the importance of 
addressing them, SGPs also maintain that collection of qualitative information, 
linked to changes in the quality of life that cannot he measured easily, are crucial 
to a determination of overall impact. Their assertion supports a strong current 
within existing evaluation literature that highlights the importance of both 
quantitative and qualitative data, and emphasizes that these are not mutually 
exclusive but can be used in a compatible way (Cook and Reichardt, eds., 1979; 
Patton, 1980; Korten, 1980). 

As a way of classifying the available evaluation methods, conference participants 
suggested two categories to encompass all the issues they believe should be 
included in this discussion: 

o 	 Formal Methods: Tile use of structured, often traditional tool:; and instruments 
such as closed questionnaires for the collection of quantitative or qualitative 
impact data, usually, but not exclusively, on economic and financial areas. Its 
frequency, duration, author and cost can vary according to program 
circumstances. It provides straightforward and objective information but its 
usefulness -an be limited by the level of reliability of the data source. 

o 	 Informal Methods: The use of open-ended tools often for use in group settings 
for the collection of quantitative an(d qualitative imlpact lata, usually, but not 
exclusively, on human an(l social (levelol)ment l)enefits. These methods call for 
a much more active role on tile part of the beneficiary and often capture 
dimensions of impact outside the grasp of quantitative information. These data, 
however, are more susce)til)le to subjective inter)retat ion. 

It is iml)ortant not to associate a higher degree ()f reliability with either method, 
since both are regarded as scientifically valid tools if used apl)ropriately. 
Additionally, the question, who should evaluate, also influences the method 
selected. For example, the active participation of the beneficiaries in the process 
of evaluation -- olten termed l)articil)atory evaluation -- requires tools and 
instruments that are very different from those as the disposal of an evaluation 
conducted primarily by an "outside expert". 

Direct involvement of )rogram staff in conducting an impact evaluation is 
considered a priority by most SG'Ps. Nevertheless, conference participants 
highlighted the important role that an outsider can l)lay in providing insights and 
analyses that reside outside the grasp of the staff. Further, most donors and others 
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in 	 the development community will give more credence to an evaluation that 
involves the more objective eye of the outsider that to one produced solely by the 
implementing institution. Finally, active involvement of the part of the beneficiaries 
is 	considered crucial in these programs )ecause their continued success hinges 
on their capacity to be responsive and flexible to beneficiary input. Conference 
participants agreel that evaluators err if they perceive the beneficiary only as a 
suhbject to be evaluated, and not as a contributor to the evaluation process. 

D. Who Is The Evaluation For? 
Evaluations serve a variety of purposes, some of which l)ecome blurred because 

the audience addressed is not clearly (lefined. A key concern is to identify the 
target audience from the outset, and to frame the presentation and analysis of tile 
infornation with these reatIers in mind. 

Four (ifIferent groulps, each with their own set of priorities anti perspectives, 
colnstitute i)ssil)e users of an imlpact evaluation: 

o 	The Implementing Institution: On the basis of evaluation findings, the 
instituti ('ian make pr )gramn decisions, improve its )erforlance, change 
program olbect ives or simpIly learn inore ab(out its own work. 

o 	 The Beneficiary: )epending on the dlegree of parti(il)ation the beneficiary 
enj iys il the design andI iilC mentatitmin )l I irgrain , tile evahlatitmnprocess 
call be a way t o(alale this groulp to(affect the fut ure t)f a given program. 

o 	 The Donor Community: Evaluatioii recults (nalle a donlor to determine if tile 
prograim has done what it set out to (to, if funding a giveln program is the best 
use of its illoey, ald ifth lprogranm COntinCS to fall within its funding Iiorities. 

oi 	 The Development Community: ]P ilicyniakers and l)rogram imj)lenientors 
throughout the developing world learn froml the eXl)eriences recorded in 
evalnationi a l in sinlc cases apply this Iearining to tlheir own initiatives. This 
group is ()I tilt h1etcregellotts are neverf course in tst a(1 evalhations alimnst 

\\rifte tll()i lvf 'm thiS au(liclte.
 

E. 	 The Limits That Affect Impact Evaluations of SGPs 

Finally, conf'rence participanits idtentificl the major constraints that S(Ps 
tonfront "'hell they altteililt to gather ald analyze imla(t inf)rmation. Sonle of 
ltes are, straighltfrxwar an l shbar 1v y many progralms that evaluate thcir owln 
work. 

'ri1e, tile 1(0sf Iprt'e'ios t'oimlitlily, is even mIore coveted in S( ,IPs bccause the 
large iimiiiiher of benIeficiaries makes the programs very lahor-intensive. A field 
w<orker that handlles hetween .It and 70 solidarity groups barely has time to contluct 
periodic visits, assist il cre'lit alpl)li'ations, halrticipate in training, antI inoiitolr 
active groups. l'll collec tio oI' imp act data, tevwe it stie one else tal uhates ant( 
alalyzes it, ;t<s a considterable load to hisher work andI oftcil (etracts from other 
cruciial tasks. Furtther, tlhe Orgaizatio(i'S staff 0ay 1i Vlctot 	have tIile cal)acit y tO (ti 
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the needed information in a reliable manner, and training it requires additional 
time and expense. 

While assigning data collection responsibilities to one qualified person appears 
an easy solution, this option raises costs, and still requires assistance from the 
field worker who is the direct link between the organization and the beneficiary. 
For examl)le, in the absence of easily identifie(d addresses, he is the key person 
for locating a solidarity group member. Most l)rogram implementors express a 
frustration with the tension inherent in carrying out the program and evaluating 
it at It( same time, and point out that the marriage of these two functions as part 
of one 1)rocess is a challenge faced by most SUPs. 

The question of cost also limits the depth of an impact evaluation. As Goldmark 
and Rosengard poin, out, cost is the determining variable ill deciding what level 
of an evaluation will he COinlucted, and though they focus on evaluations conducted 
by outsiders, their observations also are applicable in this case (Goldmark and 
Rosengard, 1.985). Since a priority goal in S( Ps is achieving ever-increasing levels 
of self-sufficiency, most programs will 1e reluctant to spend their hard-earned 
income oil impact evaluatiom. For )roper dlata collection and analyses, funds must 
be set aside -- as a line item ill a grant, for example -- for this purpose. 

The nature of the informal sector assisted by these progi ams presents another 
set of constraints. Many beneficiaries, such as street vendors with no fixed location, 
or those with workplaces in distant neighborhoo(s are Very hard or costly to reach 
on a regular hasis, making the collection of impact data (lifficult. Further, the 
reliability in general of the information proviled varies. Fearful of taxes or fines, 
a ncrTo-entrepreneur is wont to iinole'state his sales and overstate his costs. For 
most, lack )f"formal bookkeeping, the comingling or family and business income, 
andi the gcneral informality of their economic activity frame the quality of the 
information ime can obtain. ('hapter 7 considers this issue at greater length. 

Inst itutio Ial will also ('oi;es into play as a p)ossil)le oibstacle in impact evaluation. 
To the d(egree that an Organization sets tih(, tone for evaluating its own work in a 
c(onstructive inamner, the rh, Of valuati in will hi le r(Tive(d Its a positive and 
useful internal exercise. ( )therwise, the very institution that implements a program 
can create a (leftensive and lelpative attilude that precludes prolper ise ofevaluatiol. 

Finally, there are many independent variables that affect the ec(inimic activities 
of the urban poor ald nake it very dlifficult to (leternine a cause-(-effeet relationship 
between a program and the changes observed. For example, a governmI elt's 
decision to eliminate elementary school parades Oin a national holiday may do 
miOre harn t( sho)eminak e rs an( sealmstresses fol" whi(ll Ii(' p)ara(Ie signifies tlie 
I)lkiof the year's l)r(ilu('t .1 and sales than anything related to the J)rogram. While 
use Of Coin r( ulps andOlther mel.han ismls calnhIel sort throuigh thbe ex( (gene ius 
variables, most prograis find that freluent anid sustained contact with lIbe 
beneficiary -- ill informal sessions, at the time of loan (Iisbunrsement, or in lhe 
working place -- is one ftle Ihest ways f maiiaiiniig )erslpe('ive on Il(, I rograin 's 
impact. 
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As a visual summary, one can combine the conceptual framework emerging 
from the above discussion with the method for its implementation. The latter 
requires that by using the four levels of impact identified, one outline the types or 
categories of impact to consider under each level. Each category in turn requires 
specification of the areas of inquiry to assess, as well as the in(licators of change 
that will provide that information. Finally, part of the methodohlgy requires a 
decision on which instruments will be used to gather each piece of information. 

The chart below integrates the relationship between the conceptual framework 
and the nethodological framework which together guide the impact evaluation of 
these programs. 

The chapters that follow take each of these four impact levels and apply the 
methodologial framework suggested to identify what will he evaluated and how. 
First, the typesoor categories of impact to hli measured under each level are selected 
an(d deflned. ()n this basis, the main areas of inquiry are identified, and then the 
indicat ors that enalhe us to measure changes are outlined. Finally, the instruments 
that one uses to obflain the needeI inftrniatlion are suggested, along with some of 
the questions and formats these cmould take. 
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CHART I
 
A CONCEPTUAL AND METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK FOR CONDUCTING
 

DEFINITION 

Impact evaluation is: 

o a system to determine 

resulLsand feed the 
information into the 
project. 


"i a proces, of intjuus 
parallel t)project 
implementation. 

" 	an activity that 
enabhleson to learn 
frotm prjttt experietce 

LEVEL1F IM'AtT 

Fotr les-t
, 
is defined 

it theconceptual 
frameork ahttse. 
Blnefi-are,, 

Prograt. Instltton. 
Local tomtexti 

EX\AMPLEt)FlEVEl. 

OF IMPA(T 

BENEFICLARYLEVEI.-

IMPACT EVALUATION IN SOLIDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS 

THE CONCEPT 

WHAT TO 
 HOW TO 	 FOR WHOM LLMITATIONS 
EVALUATE 	 EVALUATE 
 TO EVALUATE 	 IN EVALUATION 

o The beneficiaries 	 o Formal Methods o The institution o Time 

(usually quantitative) 
o The donors o Mioney 

t"The program 
o Informal Methods 

o TEe beneficiaries o Informal 
(tusuallyqualitative) Sector 

Constraints 
i The institution t The development 

community o Identification 
of Cau,+ality 

The It-al o Institutional 
cintext will 

TIlE METII)DIOXt ;Y:II)ENTIFICATION OIF 

TYPE OF IMPAr AREASOF INQUIRY TO liANGE INDICATOIRS INSTRUMENTS 

(('ATE;tP .51 Tit ASSESS IMPA(T IN 
A (; ,EN (ATEGOIRY 

Indereach level. Under each typt of Inder eacharea of The ttols 
the brtadcategories thefactors "qutry, a piece of available toimpact, to 
where pnject inter cnsitder in orderto foration that is the evalu.'tor 
vention has led to assess thange (there measurable and enables to gather the 
change, 	 can he several under one todetermine the necessary 

tach catsigorm of impact). degreeof change. data-

EXAIPLE IiF TYPE EXAMPIE iF AREAS EXAMPLE tOF EXA.MPLEOF 
(F I.PA(i: OF INQIIRY C'LALit;EINIltAT)RS: INSTRUMENT: 

Eli iNIIMIC IMPACT 	 THENMICRtENTERPRISE--. INS.LS------ QUESTIONN.ARECILANGE-S 
(CHANGESIN NEI PROFIT 
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CHAPTER III 

ASSESSING PROJECT IMPACT AT THE
 
BENEFICIARY LEVEL
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In measuring the effect of a Solidarity Group Program on the beneficiaries, an 
evaluation must consider three categories or types of impact: economic impact,
that is, the changes in the life and the productive activity of a person resulting 
from a project intervention which can be measured in monetary terms; social 
impact, those changes of a human development dimension without which the 
economic gains lose considerable thrust; and impact on employment, the 
determination of whether the project has affected the employment potential of the 
micro-enterprise. It is this combination of factors that enable us to document how 
changes in the economic situation of the beneficiary, changes in his relationship 
with the immediate surroundings in the home, the workplace and the community, 
and changes in his capacity to be gainfully employed translate into changes in the 
quality of his or her life. 

To arrive at adequate measures of economic, social and employment impact, 
the evaluation framework in the preceding chapter suggests areas of inquiry under 
each category of impact, as well as corresponding indicators. Additionally, the 
evaluation design identifies the most appropriate instruments for the collection of 
information under each area, and examples of what information these instruments 
should gather. 

This chapter presents and explains the areas of inquiry, the indicators and the 
instruments selected to measure the economic, social and employment impact of 
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a SGP on the beneficiary. The discussion is explanatory and thematic in nature, 
and attempts to synthesize the essence ofan SGP impact evaluation at this level. 

II. MEASURING IMPACT 

A. Economic Impact 

Five areas of inquiry are considered key in determining the econom>.. impact of 
a project on the beneficiary. Under each area we also identify the "indicators of 
change", those pieces of information that are measurable, and that enable us to 
quantify the effect of the project on a given area of inquiry. The discussion also 
presents examples of the most suited instruments for collecting the cesired 
information. 

1. Income 
Changes in beneficiary and family income as a result of micro-enterprise activity 
are of course the most obvious indicators of how a l)roject intervention has 
affected the economic condition of a beneficiary and his family. Since most 
low-income families have various and irregular income streams, it. is important 
to isolate changes in income resulting from the growth or decline in the 
enterprise. 

2. The Enterprise 
Strongly linked with 11 above area of in(luil-y is the e1nt rlprise itsclf,anti because 
it is the direct recil)ient. of project resources it req ,res more careful study. 
Recording changes in the micro-enterl)rise, and hence the family income, requires 
data collection overtime on a variety of financial indicators. These can provide 
the informat ion for a very simple financial statement on the enterprise, as well 
as highlight some off the factors that contribute to iml)roved and increased 
production: 

a. 	Fixed Assets: The equi)ment and machinery owned by the enterprise;
 
b. Working Capital: Money available for purchases of raw material and other
 
items necessary for lIrod(tition;
 
c. 	 Inventory: Stock of finished or semi-finished pro(du(ts;
 
d. Credit Availability and its tITse: Sources and uses of finance capital available
 
to the microentreprenelu';
 
e. Level of, Purchases and Sales;
 
f'. Net Profit: Amount remaining friom sales after all production rclated expenses
 
are paid;
 
g. 	 Organization ofthe Workplace: Adequacy of arrangement of the workplace;
 
h. Locale Improvement: Additions to the workplace that enhance productive
 
cal)acity.
 

3. 	Credit Management: For many microentrepreneurs the p)rogram provides a 
first experience in handling credit beyond that obtained from moneylenders and 
family memblers. Securing and managing a loan becomes an edu(cational process 
that contributes to the microentrepreneur's ability to remain selfemployed, and 
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by extension to earn income. Further, since credit provision constitutes the 
kingpin of the program, it is suggested as a specific area of inquiry, although in 
strict terms, credit management should be included under the micro-enterprise. 
Two indicators are suggested for this area of inquiry: 

a. Repayment Rate: Ability to make loan payments as established in the terms 
of the loan; 
b. Use of Credit: Verification that the loan was utilized hcr working capital or 
for other production related expenses. 

4. 	Savings: Most SGPs have savings mobilization components to enable the 
microentrepreneur to develop a habit of saving, build a reserve, and begin
perceiving tile use of banks and other financial institutions as with', his reach. 
Three indicators of change are suggested for this area of inquiry: 

a. 	Level of obligatory and voluntary savings; 
b.Regularity of savings del)osits; and 
c. 	 Use of savings. 

5. 	 Family Well-being: The changes that occur within a family resulting from an 
improved economic situation are of course important indicators of whether tile 
pro.ject has iml)acted on the overall quality of life of the family unit. The most
important indicators involve a determination of tile amount tile family spends
illmeeting its Ibasic needs, especially in the l)urchase of food, and the provision
of e(lucation and health. Additionally, home iml)rovement initiatives are also 
indicators ('fimprove(d quality of life that may result from income enhancement. 
In short, the effort in this section is to quantify the changes in how family lives 
and what services it purchases as a result of challges illincone. 

B. Social Impact 

Tie imlpact of"a SPG on its ieneficiaries goes well beyond tie quantifiable and 
the ecoionic and bec(onies manifested in areas that often resist categorization.
'ertainly participatio n in a solidarity group, perhaps the first time a grOulp of 

persons have sought each other to resolve their needs, affects the way that each

beneficiary lierceives himself and the world around him. These 
 changes ill 
)erce )t i(oni may Irallslat e int( cha nges in act i(ins, an( Imay contrilbute to an ipl)roved 

overall situation for the beneficiary and his family. 
These program benefits, here broadly classi fied as "social changes," are of course 

very (ifficult to measure, and many question Ilhe validity of attempting to include 
this level of, imlac't illall evalati(n. 

TWO flact (rs lirsna(le S(GPs of the crucial importance of assessing the social 
impact of a project. First, evalatiulos an(l other studies of SGPs (late point to 
changes in attittudes, ca)acities andIperceptions oin the part of t I)eIeliciaries
which appear to result from )articil)ati)n in the proJect (Reichmnann, 198-1; Coto,
1983; Ashe, 1986). These areas of imlpact are mostly qualitative in lature, and rely
oil ohservat ion, interlpretation and case study materials as sources of infornation. 
Second, the coll(c'tion 0if qualitative information can lfollow as rigorous and
 

:18 



scientific a process as that used to gather quantitative data. There is a useful body 
of literature that emphasizes the importance of including qualitative information 
as part of an evaluation, and provides techniques and tools for this purpose. 

Conference participants, identified four crucial areas of inquiry in order to 
measure a project's social impact, as well as indicators of change under each. 

1. Participation: While misuse use has rendered this term ambiguous and all 
encompassing, it is used here in in a very specific way, to determine if the 
beneficiary's life includes more group or collective experiences than before his 
entry into the program. In the aggregate, these participatory experiences can 
help develop the abilities necessary to become involved in broader associations 
or organizations that can themselves become agents of change for the 
beneficiary. Three indicators are suggested: 
a. Participation in the solidarity group: The dynamics of a solidarity group are 
a training ground for developing the skills needed to engage in collective planning 
and problem solving; 
b. Participation in the program: Involvement in the overall program, including 
in activities other than the credit function, such as training, savings, and decision
making regarding the program; 
c. Participation in the community: Involvement in associations or other groups 
that attempt to address issues of mutual concr,.. 

2. 	 Attitudes: Attitudinal change is a second area of inquiry because participation 
in the program can bring about changes in attitudes that have a positive or 
negative impact on the beneficiary's lif2. The suggested indicators in this area 
are changes in attitudes towards: 
a. Self-help, or "auto-gestion:" The ability to generate responses to perceived 
problems without the need of an outsider; 
b. Self-esteem: Perception of self, strengths and weaknesses, in relation to the 
outside world; 
c. 	Communication: Articulation of problems and solutions in a group setting. 

3. 	Solidarity: This term refers exclusively to a beneficiary's participation in a 
solidarity group, and the behavior that he manifests which enhances or weakens 
the cohesion of the group. Three indicators emerge in this area: 
a. Collective activities: Whether related to the provision and management of 
the loan, a solidarity group determines how often to meet, what other topics to 
discuss, and what other actions to take as a group. 
b. Cooperation: Mutual support efforts that emerge within the group, either as 
consequence or an emergency or as a way to solve l)rol)Iems; 
c. Economic Support: Instances in which group meml)ers assist each other 
financially, whether in the repayment of the loan or in other areas. 

4. 	 Family Well-being: Although this area of inquiry appears under economic 
impact, issues related to changes in housing, education, health and food also 
should be considered from a social l)erspective, identifying both quantitative 
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and qualitativ, changes that enable us to paint a more complete picture of the 
quality of life of the family, before and after the project. 

C. 	 Impact On Employment 

Considered by many tile most important *'ontribution of SGPs to alleviating 
urban problems, tile impact of a project on employment levels merits careful 
consideration. It should be noted that employment questions do not relate 
exclusively to the beneficiary, since a project's impact in this area can extend well 
beyond the primary beneficiary, in. ) the micro-enterprise workers, an(I even into 
those indirectly affected by the aggregate growth or decline in the productive 
activities of micro-enterprises. 

Measuring the imlpact on employment of S(W!s is not an elsy task, in part because 
the standard methods for aLssessing employment generation are designed for formal 
sector studies of larger industrial efforts, and fall short when applied to the informal 
sector. There are no uniform definition, of job creation, of how to differentiate 
(lisl)lacement versus job creation, or how to account forjol)s that are sustained 
versus jobs that emerge for the first time. Especially in the case of tiny, high-risk 
buinsinesses, biuttressing ,n existingjob which woul(d otherwise (lisal))ear, or turning 
a part-time )osition into a fill-time one, are iml)ortant distinctions to draw and 
highlight. 

An example can illuninate the discussion. A baker, as a result of a loan for 
working capital, turns two part-time positions into full-time ones, raising to four 
the mbnler of full-time employees. Periodically, she also; brings in two school-age 
youths to work in the afternoon. lBecause of expanded I)ro(tlction, she no longer 
(listributes the breal to small shops, but instead sells it lirectly to six women who 
come to the Ibakery to retrieve the bread, and then sell it in the street. Previously, 
these womner were working at odds jobs, sometimes involved in commerce, 
sometimies going for long peri()(ls without enploynent. Assessing the impact on 
eml)oyment of' the bkiker's wo)rking cal)ital loan at each step in this chain 
emplhasizes both the complexity of the task and the importance of (ifferentiating 
between creating new .iols and strengthening existing ones, not only in the area 
of' Iproduc'tim, bit in commerce as well. 

Three indicators are suggested to measures chalges in em)loyment: 

a. 	New .lhl)s (reale(d, )oth pairt-t ime, and full-tinme; it is also important here to 
C si(hlr sesI ml eIII)h111ymnelt ge enrite I through tile project. 

1)..obs sustained, both l)arl-lime and full-time. 
c. 	 ('ost per jol) generate(d or sustained, that is, the amount of credit and operating 

coists associatedI with tie creation or tile nu milt enance iof" ajI l). 

III. INSTRUMENTS FOR ASSESSING IMPACT AT THE BENEFICIARY 
LEVEL 

Chart 2 summarizes the content. of an impact IValuation at the beneficiary level 
for Solidarity (;roul) Programs. In designing its t )Is for (ata collection an(l analysis. 
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a SGP can make use of this chart as a guide for organizing the information that 
will be sought in the evaluation. 

The most importaat instruments available to the evaluator in this section of the 
impact evaluation are: 

- structured questionnaires conducted one-to-one with a sample or with all the 
beneficiaries; 

- open-ended questionnaires conducted one-to-one with a sample of beneficiaries; 
-- open-ended interviews or conversations with groups of beneficiazies; 
-- files available on each beneficiary or Solidarity Group with base line data. 

Each program must determine what instruments are most useful, the frequency 
of their application, and the size of the sample. For example, some programs may 
choose to collect impact information on all beneficiaries every three or six months, 
and thcn to select a smaller sample for more in-depth analysis. Others may choose 
to work only with a sample, carefully selected to avoid bias in any direction, and 
concentrate on gathering information about this group. 

Likewise, each program must design its own instruments in the manner most 
suited to its needs and context. For example, some programs may choose to design 
the instrument with the program beneficiaries, while others may prefer to design 
and then field test. The material presented in this chapter will guide the design of 
the instrument so that impact information across programs is uniform. 

In assessing the economic impact of a project, SGPs probably will rely on 
questionnaires to obtain as reliable information as possible on the five areas of 
inquiry. Some programs have designed two to three-page simple, closed 
questionnaires to be completed with the Solidarity Group or beneficiary in the 
place of work. One can formulate the questions by studying the indicators of 
change proposed here and summarized in Chart 2 below. 

This same method of design applies to the area of employment creation. In the 
latter, it is important that the institution determine ahead of time how it will define 
job creation and job sustainability, and that its data collection differentiate between 
full-time part-time, and seasonal employment. 

Measuring tile social impact of the program will require additional tools. The 
use of more particil)atory techniques through which the beneficiaries interact with 
the evaluator and with each other, and analyze how their lives have been affected, 
wnl enrich our understanding of the program's impact on participation, solidarity 
and other less quantifiable areas. Informal, periodic meetings guided by open-ended 
questions also will surface impact information. 

As illustration, one program in Colombia, CIDES, has devised a very simple tool 
to assess the level of consolidation within the Solidarity Group. Each group member 
identifies the social leader and the economic leader of the group. The groups then 
discuss the results, and they, along with the program staff can assess better the 
quality of integration among each group's members. Also, they can pinpoint with 
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greater objectivity to the problems the groups may be experiencing, and therefore 
can address these more effectively. 

Finally, there are factors that guide the design of any instrument for impact 
measure. Some of these are discussed in Chapter 7, and are highlighted here as 
follows (Buzzard and Edgcomb, 1987): 

1. Clear focus: the questionnaire should not try to collect large amo,!nts of varied 
information. 

2. 	Few and objective questions: the phrasing of a question should not presuppose 
an answer. 

3. 	 Questions should rely as little as possible on memory.
4. 	Appropriate use of language: questions should make use of local idioms, as well 

as 	local dialects. 
5. 	 A questionnaire should be field tested before it is finalized. 

37 



MEASURING 
CHART 2 

IMPACT AT THE BENEFICIARY LEVEL 

LEVELOFIMPACT TYPEOFIMPACT AREASOFINQJIRY INDICATORS INSTRUMENTS 
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ASSESSING IMPACT AT THE PROGRAM LEVEL 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The process of implementing a project is not in itself a measure of impact. Some 
would rightly argue that a study of the program itself falls under the rubric of 
program monitoring, and does not belung in impact evaluation. The case of SGPs,
conference participants insist, is different. In this instance, the process of 
implementation affects the nature of the program in very specific ways which are 
defined from the outset, and which themselves become a measure of the program's
effectiveness independent of the benefits it has brought to microentrepreneurs, 
the broader community or the institution. To establish the full impact of a program, 
one also must consider how its unfolding affects the program's capacity for growth 
and sustainability. 

In SGPs, the methodology outlines the three key factors that determine the 
internal health of a program: the capacity to generate revenue to cover its costs;
the potential to reach an ever increasing number of beneficiaries; and the 
establishment of appropriate administrative and financial systems. The impact of 
project implementation on the program itself becomes one variable in the overall 
impact equation. Three types of impact are suggested for assessing impact at the 
program level: financial, social, and administrative. These are detailed below, with 
corresponding areas of inquiry and indicators at each level. 

This chapter follows the same format as the preceding one aind details the 
conference participants' consensus on how to assess a Solidarity Group Program 
itself as part of an impact evaluation. 
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II. MEASURING IMPACT 

A. 	 Social Impact 

The first type of impact at the program level req-ires documenting key 
information on project beneficiaries. Three main areas of inquiry surface here: 
overall coverage of the program, qtvality of that coverage, and beneficiary 
satisfaction, all considered from the pcint of view of how they affect the general 
functioning of the project. 

1. 	Coverage: In relation to coverage, the evaluation should include the following 
indicators: 

a. Number of beneficiaries: Documenting how many persons the program 
reaches, and when these persons entered into the program f(r the first time 
will enable the evaluator to determine the program's growth in terms of numbers 
reached. The patterns of growth, whether sporadic, sudden or gradual, help 
identify the circumstances that contribute to program expansion or contraction. 

b. Number reached as percentage of goal: Nearly all programs establish annual 
goals expressed as number of beneficiaries to be reached. The degree to which 
this goal is accomplished translates into the degree of impact, both social and 
economic, that the program has at the beneficiary level. 

c. Geographic areas covered: Program implementation will be affected greatly 
by whether the program operates in one city or in a broader area of the country. 
With some exceptions, such as Peru, SGPs often expand by increasing the 
geographic zone attended, rather than by concentrating more resources in the 
same city or region. 

d. Typology of borrowers: Key beneficiary information will enable the program 
implementors to determine the income level and other characteristics of the 
beneficiaries, and thereby also establish if the SGP is reaching the desired 
population. This indicator is l)articularly important for programs such as SGPs, 
which try to reach the l)oorest of the economically active poor. 

2. Quality and Quantity of Services Provided: The following indicators provide 
information in this area of inquiry: 

a. Number of beneficiaries reached under each program component (credit 
provision, training, organization of )eneficiaries); 

b. Type of services l)rovide(ld under the )roject, as well as their content (the 
a)ove three constitute the essential coml)onents, but the majority of SGls 
include a(d(litional components); 

c. Methodology for service (lelivery, as well as the flexibility with which the 
services are provided are also indicators of their quality. 

3. 	 Beneficiary Satisfaction: The degree to which program beneficiaries believe 
the program r-sponds to their needs will in part determine the program's 
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potential for growth. If beneficiaries believe the program is insensitive to their 
needs or makes unreasonable demands, they will either leave the program or 
stop promoting it among their peers, or both. The following indicators can be 
included in this section: 

a. System for integrating )eneficiaries requests into program methodology: 
Either through periodic meetings, visits to the place of work or informal 
conversations, the program must gradually evolve in a manner that reflects the 
participants' expressed needs. 

1. Degree of identification with the program: Often expressed in direct and 
indirect ways -- degree of participation in the solidarity group, quality of 
relationship with the field worker, willingness to promote the program -- this 
factor contributes greatly to the "reputation" the program develops among those 
it seeks to reach, and hence on its overall success. 

B. Financial Impact 

In this context, financial impact refers to how the implementation of the program
has strengthened or hindered the program's own financial standing. The most 
iml)rtant area of inquiry in this regard is the issue of program self-sufficiency,
that is the degree to which the program generates the income it needs to continue 
opl)Ctating. 

1. Self-sufficiency: Six indicators are suggested here: 

a. Level of arrearage: The amount of outstanding loans or payments due as a 
percentage of overall portfolio. The higher the arrearage rate the more the 
program is losing in interest not collected, and the less its loan fund can rotate. 
Both factors affect its ability to become self-sufficient. 

b. Credit Policy: Appropriateness of the rules that guide credit lending activities, 
especially the interest rate an(l the terms of the loans, help determine the level 
of self-sufficiency that can be attaine(l. The clarity and detail of the credit policy 
must also be reviewe(d. 

c. Size of Portfolio: Self-sufficiency is also affected by the size of a portfolio. 
The pattern of its development overtime -- if it is growing, decreasing or stabilized 
-- will l)point towards the program's potential to sustain itself. High portfolio 
rotation also contributes to overall program growth and stability. 

(. Savings: Depending on how an institution utilizes cal)tured savings, this factor 
may also im)act on its self-sufficiency, by increasing the available funds for 
lending, or l)y enabling it to leverage additional moneys. 

e. Financial Resources: The problem of liquidity is one that (-an sink a credit 
program in a short tine, and demolish its potential for self sustainment. Access 
to guarantee funds or emergency sources of capital to replenish the cred; fund, 
especially if it encounters great demand, are iml)ortant indicators or longer-term 
viability. 
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f. Losses: Percentage of overall portfolio that is written off is a final area that 
must be considered when reviewing the program's financial standing. 

All the indicators suggested here contribute directly or indirectly to the income 
earned through the program activity. Ultimately, it is this capacity to generate 
revenue that enables a Solidarity Group Program to continue expanding and to 
plan in the long-term. Without exception, the most important internal source of 
revenue emerges from interest earned, and the review ofa program's self-sufficiency 
concentrates in this area. In some cases, however, service and administrative fees 
charged by the program may also need to be reviewed. 

C. Administrative Impact 

The administrative systems established to operate thei Solidarity Group Program 
have a great deal of influence on whether the program attains the intended impact 
at the level of tile beneficiaries, ,e institution and the local context. In this sense, 
evaluating iml)act at the program level, unlike the other three levels suggested in 
this evaltation, is not an end in itself, but a means of gathering information that 
will enab.e us to have a more complete assessment of the program at all levels 
considere(i. 

Because the daily volume of activity, especially in the credit component, often 
is quite large -- many prograns disburse upwards of 150 monthly loans, and process 
three times as many payments -- SGPs must pay careful attention to their 
administrative procedures, and must be able to establish the relationship among 
administrative systems, achievement of program goals, and level of impact attained. 

The most important area of inquiry under administrative assessment is program 
efficiency. Ultimately, it is the efficiency of the program that will permit it to 
continue operating in the long term. The issue of efficiency -- here defined as a 
program's ability to cover its operating costs from income earned -- is closely 
related to self-sufficiency, discussed earlier in this chapter. This term should not 
be confused with "cost-effectiveness", which enables one to compare costs and 
determine the value of the resources used in a l)rqiect in relation to the magnitude 
of the benefits resulting from these resources, and which itself can be a measure 
of efficiency (Nathan Associates, 1986). 

1. 	Efficiency: Several indicators, in addition to the ones that appear under 
"Financial Impact" in this chapter assist in determining program efficiency: 

a. 	Staff Capacity: SGPs require staff with knowledge of community and social 
development issues, as well as with a solid grasp of business and financial 
concepts. In most cases, one or the other area is learned on the job, and an 
evaluation must determine the adequacy of staff's knowledge in both general 
areas. 

1). 	 Level of staff motivation and identification with l)rogramf objectives: Closely 
related to productivity, and therefore achievement of l)roject goals, a staff's 
commitment to the project plays an important role in keeping reculperation high, 
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rapid portfolio turnover, and other factors that directly relate to program 
efficiency. 

c. Management capacity: As in any other program, especially one involving 
movement of credit, the quality of its management directly contributes to its 
efficiency. It is important to separate this indicator from the ones above, which 
focus on field staff and their capacity. A situation can arise in which a committed 
and motivated staff, for lack of proper management, squanders the program's 
efficiency and overall impact. Delegation, strategic planning, review of fmancial 
issues, decision-making patterns and relationships with staff are all toareas 
consider under program management. 

d. Cost per unit of service: A quantitative measure of efficiency, this indicator 
requires that a program calculate the operating and administrative costs of 
implementing a credit and training program, and determine a unit cost for each 
loan. This measure enables a program to compare its unit costs to those of 
other SG P and to what studies show are adequate unit costs for similar programs. 

III. 	 INSTRUMENTS FOR ASSESSING IMPACT AT THE PROGRAM 
LEVEL 

While the input of an outsider can be extremely useful in assessing the process 
of program implementation, each institution can conduct such an assessment 
periodically. The tools available for this task must emerge primarily from its own 
records and system of controls. Information gathered regularly on a monthly, 
quarterly and semester basis as part of the monitoring of the program should 
l)rovide the bulk of the information needed in this section, in particular those 
factors related to program self-sufficiency and coverage. If a program is unable to 
obtain this information from its own existing records, this in itself indicates that 
its monitoring function is weak, and must be upgraded. Additionally, a program 
cin rely on informal questionnaires, meetings with beneficiaries, self-evaluation 
techniques among staff and short surveys with a sample of beneficiaries to 
complement the information obtained from records. 

Perhaps the most difficult task in 	 this portion of th,, evaluation relates to 
determining management capacity. It is in this area that an outsider can help 
identify strengths and weaknesses with greater clarity than anyone who is directly 
involved in the management an( iml)lementation of the program. 

Chart. 3 suggests several instruments for impact analysis at this level. Internal 
records in the areas (f accounting and l)rogram statistics or monitoring are the 
most useful for addressi.ig all three types of impact suggested --the social, financial 
and administrative. lHere again, the indicators presented under each area of inquiry 
guide the type of information one should olbtain. 

Observation also represents a l)owerful tool for impact analysis at this level. 
The evaluator nust know what to observe and be aware of Lhe situations that 
foster the use of this tool, such as exchanges )etween staff and beneficiaries, 
training courses, flow of program information, and decision-making l)rocedures. 
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CHART 3
 
MEASURING IMPACT AT THE PROGRAM LEVEL
 

LEVELOFIMPACr TYPEOFIMPACr AREASOFINQUIRY INDICATORS INSTRUMENTS 

A. SOCIAL I. Coverage a. NumberofBeneficiaries I. InternalRecords. 
b. NumberReached a. Statistics 

as%ofGoal 
c. GeographicAreas b. PlanningDocuments 

Covered 

B. PROGRAM 
d. Typologyof 

Borrowers 
2. Quality and 

Quantity of a. Number ofBeneficiaries 
Services Reached under each 

Program Component 
b. Type ofservices Provided 
c. Methodology for service 
delivery 

3. Beneficiary 
Satisfaction a. Integration ofBeneficiary I. Observation 

Needs Into Program 2. Sample Survey 
b. Beneficiary Identification 

with Program 3. Inform Meetings 

B. FINANCIAL I. Self-Sufficiency a. Levelofarrearage 1. InternalRecords 
b. Credit Policy 
c. Size ofthe Portfolio 

a. Accounting 
b. Statistics 

d.Savings 
e. Financial Resources 
f.Losses 

C. ADMINISTRATIVE I. Program 
Efficiency a. StaffCapacity I. Internal Records 

b.LevelofStaff a. Accounting 
Motivation and b. Statistics 
Identificationwith Program 2. Self-assessment 

c. Management Capacity 
d. Costper Unit 3. UseofExternal 

ofService Facilitator 



CHAPTER V 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The preceding chapter concentrated on looking at the effectiveness of the 
program to determine if it reaches the people it set out to assist, its level of 
sustairqbility, its monitoring system, and other areas that reveal its quality. 

In this chapter the focus turns towards the organization itself and addresses the 
following question: what impact has tile progr-n had on the institution that 
implements it? At any point in time, all the elements that together comprise an 
institution --its philosophy, definition of mission, strategy of action, management 
capacity and inner workings - are evolving and changing. The process of carrying 
out. a given project by necessity plays a role in shaping the institution and 
contributes to the manner in which it evolves. 

It appears logical that if a l)rogram is effective, the institution is also strong. 
However, institutional development is a complex area of study and assuming that 
this simple relationship exists may overlook factors crucial to institutional stability. 
Because the emergence of strong, local develol)ment institutions is such an 
important ingredient in l)romoting self-sustained (ldevelopment, conference 
l)articil)ants agree that this subject merits special attention. 

Two broad(l categories of impact are suggested in assessing how institutions 
change as a result of iml)Iementing a Solidarity Group Program. The first category 
considers the internal changes brought about as a result of program implementation, 
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and focuses on the inner workings of the institution. The second category, the 
external changes, considers if the relationship of the institution to the outside 
world has been affected by the experience of carrying out this program. 

II. MEASURING IMPACT 

A. Internal Impact 

The growth and development of an institution are affected by a wide variety of 
variables which are beyond the scope of this effort tco systematize. What is of 
importance here is to isolate those factors related to the implementation of a 
Solidarity Group Program which have impacted on how the institution as a 
development entity has evolved. While this endeavor encounters the recurring 
problem of determining causality, one can nevertheless obtain important insights 
in this area that contribute to our understanding of the relationship between 
program implementation and institutional development. 

In this pursuit, conference participants suggest four areas of inquiry, each with 
its respective indicators and instruments for data collection. 

1. Institutional Mission: Four indicators are identified in this area of inquiry: 

a. Stated Philosophy: Each institution develops a system of ideas that guides 
its work, and it maintains this system as the unifying force behind all its activity. 
The clarity among staff regarding the institution's philosophy, the manner it has 
evolved during the time of program implementation, and the time given to reflect 
on issues that pertain to this subject all provide information for this area of 
inquiry. 

For example, all Solidarity Group Programs, by reaching the poorest of the 
economically active population while emphasizing self-sufficiency in credit 
provision require that a balance be struck between social gains and financial 
concerns. If an institution does not address the inherent tension created by 
these two seemingly conflicting objectives, its own underlying philosophy can 
become unclear or contradictory. 

b. Goals and Objectives: The long and short-term goals and objectives of an 
institution are the link between stated mission and established programs. The 
clarity of these statements and the level of congruence between them and the 
stated philosophy give an insight into the institution's coherence. 

The experience of a Solidarity Group Program can affect the overall goals and 
objectives of an organization. It may be that greater emphasis is given to 
institutional self-sufficiency, or that provision of credit has become a new stated 
goal, or that the target population has been redefined. 

c. Institutional Memory: The degree to which an institution records its evolving 
sense of mission allows it to develop an institutional history that outlives staff 
and contributes to cohesion in thought and deed. Documents such as strategy 
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plans, evaluations, and minutes from staff retreats are examples of ways in
which institutions attempt to build their own history. 
d. 	Capacity to Learn: In order to grow, an institution must have an establishedsystem that allows it to review its work periodically, to identify its strengths
and weaknesses, to learn from its mistakes and to experimert with newapproaches. If the institution does not conduct learning and feedback exercises 
on a regular basis, chances are that its capacity to learn from its c.,%vn experience
is minimized considerably. 

2. 	 Institutional Structure and Management: This area o! inquiry encompasses awide range of indicators, and the pursuit of answers could become needlesslytime consuming and complex. To keep the task manageable, the evaluator must
keep in mind that the objective is to determine the impact of programimplementation on this area, andi not to conduct a full blown institutional
analysis. Six indicators of change guide this part of the evaluation: 
a. 	Planning Process: An institution that develops annual plans, establishes 
program goals, draws annual budgets, and in general spends time preparing forthe future is more likely to determine its own course of action in a coherent 
manner. Who participates in this pianning process and the integration of program
planning and program implementation are also important to consider. 
b. 	Communication Flow and Information Systems: Each institution creates its own formal an(l informal fora for information exchange among staff regardingits activities, and different people within the institution have access to these.To the degree that open communication is 	 an important methodological
coml)onent of the institution, there will be formal mechanisms in place that 
include all staff. 

The type of communication flow will affect the quality of the relationshipbetween staff and supervisors. Institutional ability to create a communication 
system that is responsive to staff needs and also enhances institutional efficiency
constitutes an important measure of institutional strength. Finally, paper flow,its direction and frequency, is another important coml)onent ofcommunication. 
The information systems within an institution pertain primarily to the methods
and procedures used to gather relevant, information regarding its operations.The degree of systematization, simplicity, an(t adherence to these systems are 
factors to consider in this area. 
c. 	 l)ecision-making Systems: Hundreds of decisions are made in an institution 
every day, an(l invariably, each staff member, from the messenger to the
executive director, know the range and limits of their power of decision. How

clear the delegation of decision-making is 	 among staff and the level ofdecentralization in making decisions are two issues of importance. 
In the case of Solidarity Group Programs, it may he 	that program growth,expansion into new cities, or the demands of day-to-day program monitoring 
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has influenced the organization in the direction ofdecentralized decision-making, 
or has increased the importance of mid-level or field staff. 

d. Methodology and Established Rules and Procedures: Institutions define their 
methodology of work in relation to their goals and objectives, and in some cases 
identify specific procedures that guide staff in implementing this methodology. 
Solidarity Group Programs suggest a well-defined methodology for working with 
the urban poor, and, in the case of institutions that don't conduct other programs, 
can become the institution's primary approach to conducting its work. In other 
cases, where the i.stitution also implements other programs, the experience of 
assuming a Solidarity Group Program could lead to a revision of institutional 
methodology. 

e. Evaluation System: As in the case of planning, the nature and quality of an 
institution's internal evaluation system is an indicator of its level of maturity. 
Its design, frequency of application, and level of staff participation contribute 
to its effectiveness as a feedback and learning mechanism. 

f. The Role of the Board of Directors: Although often overlooked, the 
composition of the Board of Directors and its involvement in the institution's 
activities significantly affect the health of the institution. The support the Board 
gives to the Solidarity Group Program, and the degree to which the Board has 
learned and changed through the program experience can provide good 
indication of future institutional direction. 

3. 	Financial Management and Status: Because of their importance, issues 
pertaining to the institution's financial situation are considered as a separate 
area of inquiry, always keeping in mind that the subject is studied from the 
point of view of the program's impact on institutional evolution. Four indicators 
are suggested here: 

a. Financial Analysis Capacity: Not only is it important for an institution to have 
a sound and up-to-date accounting system in place, but it is also crucial to 
have the capacity to produce reports that analyze and summarize the financial 
condition of the institution. The evaluation should determine if implementation 
of a Solidarity Group Program has upgraded, or diminished, the institution's 
capacity to generate necessary financial information. 

b. Sources and Uses of Funds: Organizations with a diversified funding base 
tend to be more stable than those that depend on one or two donor institutions. 
Implementation of a Solidarity Group Program can have considerable impact 
in this area by either concentrating dependence on a donor or expanding the 
funding base. Additionally, the ability to fundraise from new or existing donors 
can change as a result of the SGP. 

c. Liquidity: Private development institutions almost always depend on grant 
or soft monies for the majority of their funds. While on paper the institution may 
appear to be in a sound financial situation, in reality it could experience liquidity 
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problems due to over extension of credit or lack of fund reserves. By growing 
too fast, a Solidarity Group Program can contribute to a liquidity problem. 

d. Self-Sufficiency: Institutions that generate income from their programs 
decrease their dependency on concessionary monies. It is important to determine 
the degree to which a Solidarity Group Program contributes to increasing the 
institution's ability to generate its own income base. More importantly, the 
program may have contributed to increasing the institution's emphasis on self
sustainment and on exploring creative ways to attain it. 

3. Staff: While the previous chapter considered staff from the program perspective, 
in this section, the question of staff is addressed as an area that contributes to 
or detracts from institutional stability. Three indicators are utilized here: 

a. Commitment to Institution: Knowledge of and agreement with institutional 
philosophy, goals and objectives is one way in which staff projects its 
commitment to the institution and to its work. Degree of program ownership 
assumed by the staff also reflects commitment. 

Many programs define staff commitment as "mistica," which enables staff to 
dedicate themselves to the activities of the institution with enthusiasm in spite 
of the few material or economic incentives available. 

b. Human Quality: Closely linked to the above, this indicator considers staff 
attitude towards program beneficiaries, such as their perception of the poor, 
and their capacity to communicate respect and trust to the beneficiaries. The 
beneficiaries percel)tion of their relationship with the institutions' staff is a good 
indicator of the human quality among staff. 

c. Technical Expertise: The staff's level of technical knowledge in specific areas 
will change as a result of iml)lementing a Solidarity Group Program. This change 
may occur among all staff, even those not directly involved in the program. Also 
important is a determination of whether the level of technical expertise available 
to the institution is appropriate for its own growth and stability. 

The above discussion comprises the portion of the evaluation that will help 
determine changes in the institution: what it represents, what it does, and how it 
(toes it. The systematization of this information seeks to simplify the task of 
institutional analysis and to focus on those areas where objective assessment is 
)ossible. 

B. External Impact 

The second category under institutional impact addresses the ways in which the 
program has affected the interaction between the institution and its environment. 
Because effective institutions do not operate in a vacuum but seek to shape policy 
and issues of debate in the national scene, it is important to determine what 
leverage or voice an institution has gained or lost as a result of the Solidarity 
Group Program. 

'Two areas of inquiry with respective indicators of change follow: 
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1. 	Image: The strength and viability of wn institution is in part determined by the 
perception and opinion others hold of the institution. A great deal of this public 
opinion is formed by the way in which the institution projects itself -- through 
its publications, its pubiic statements, its staff, and its participation in events. 
It is suggested that an institution's image be considered from four vantage 
points which serve as indicators in this area of inquiry: 

a. From Peers: Most countries have large numbers of private development 
institutions, and the degree of cohesion, cooperation or competition among 
them varies considerably from setting to setting. Invariably, there are 
organizations that emerge as leaders and are called U)On by their peers to play 
that role. 

The image of an institution may change as a result of implementing a Solidarity 
Group Program and may increase or decrease its leadership potential and 
thereby its ability to affect or shape policy and other issues related to 
development. 

b. From Beneficiaries: Hlow beneficiaries perceive an institution directly relates 
to its ability to bring about change. More than likely the implementation of a 
Solidarity Group Program will increase the institution's visibility as a credit 
provider. The manner in which it conducts its programs will determine the level 
of trust expressed by the beneficiaries. 

c. From the Government: Generally, local and regional governments rather than 
national ones are more likely to become aware of an institution's activity in 
Solidarity Group Programs. However, many factors can also lead a national 
government to express interest in the institution, whether because of the 
methodology utilized, or because it restricts the political space allowed to 
organizations working with the poor, or because of the government's own 
interest in addressing these issues. 

The degree to which an institution operates without government restrictions 
and controls will contribute to its growth and stability. Depending on the political 
climate, the institution must determine the most appropriate relationship it 
should maintain with the government. 

d. From the Donor Organizations: Institutions implementing SGPs rely on grant 
funds for their operations, even in the case when they have achieved a high 
level of self-sufficiency. The opinions held by members of donor organizations 
about the institution will affect its fundraising capacity an(l hence its survival. 

2. 	 Linkages: Part of an institution's success depends on its ability to estal)lish 
relationships with a wide array of organizations and individuals who will increase 
its leverage and capacity to influence others. When an institution is well
connected and respected, policy-making bodies, financial and banking 
institutions, exl)ort-oriented organizations and others who can iml)act on the 
informal sector are more likely to listen carefully to the institution's assessment 
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of what barriers must be addressed to improve the working conditions of the 
informal sector populations. 

In certain political contexts where self-help efforts are viewed with suspicion, 
strong ties with other organizations will also serve as protection and coverage 
for the institution. 

Three indicators are suggested here: linkages at the government level, which 
includes legislative and policy making bodies; linkages with local private
institutions, which may include the media, research organizations, universities 
and other private development and base organizations; and linkages with 
international organizations, such as research centers, private development
,.:ganizations, human rights groups, and government and private donors. 

III. INSTRUMENTS FOR ASSESSING IMPACT AT THE INSTITUTIONAL 
LEVEL 

The most im)ortant tools for institutional assessment are the institution's files 
an( records, and its staff. Review of the information that an institution produces
routinely, the written documentation on philosophy, policy, methodology and 
procedures, program results and financial data are key sources of information. 
Additionally, conversations with staff members will yield some of the most useful 
insights for evaluation. Finally, conversations with representatives from other 
institutions will provide a broader perspective on where the institution fits in the 
overall context. 

The objectivity and experience of an outside evaluator is particularly useful in 
this portion of the evaluation. While staff members can contribute a great deal to 
this process, it is recommended that the institution, at the request of the donor 
agency or on its own initiative, contract an outside evaluator to develop this section 
of the impact assessment. 
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CHART 4
 
MEASURING IMPACT AT THE INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL
 

LEVELOF IMPACT TYPE OF IMPACT AREAS OF INQUIRY INDICATORS OF CHANGE INSTRUMENTS 

K INTERNAL I. In-itutional a. StatedPhilosophy I. RecordsandFles 
Mission b. Goals and Objectives 

c. InstitutionalMemory 2. Documentsand 
d. Capacity to Learn Publications 

Ill. INSTITUTION 
2. Institutional a. PlanningProcess I. Recordsand Files 

Structure and b Communication Flow 
Management and Information 2- Interviews with 

Systems Staff 
c. Decision-making 

Systems 3. Observation 
d. Methodology 
e. EstablishedRuesand 4. Interviewswith 

Procedures Board Members 
f. Evaluation System 
g.Role ofBoard or 5. Planningand 

)irectors Evaluation Papers 

3. RnancialManagement a Financial Analysis I. Accounting and 
and Status Capacity Financial Documents 

b. Sources&Usesof 
Funds 2. Budgets 

c. Lquidity 
d.Sell-sufficiency 3. Financial Reports 

4. Staff a 'ommtment to I. Informal conversations 
Institution with staff 

b. Human Quality 
c.Technical Expertise 2. Observation ofField Work 

B. EXTERNAL 1. Image a. FromPeers I. lnterviews with 
b.From Beneficiaries Representative 
c. From Government Members ofthese 
d. From Donors FourGroups 

2. Linkages a_PoliticaVPolicy- 1. Interviews, Informal 
MakingBodies Discussions 

b. Organizational 
c. International 



CHAPTER VI 

ASSESSING A PROGRAM'S IMPACT ON
 
THE LOCAL CONTEXT
 



I. INTRODUCTION 
The full impact of a Solidarity Group Program must be considered in relation 

to the socio-economic and political environment in which it operates. A program's 
ability to participate in shaping the factors that affect the lives of the urban poor 
is a measure of its importance as a development strategy. For this reason, Solidarity 
Group Programs seek to influence events at the community, local and national 
levels and their success in these arenas must be analyzed in an impact evaluation. 

The three levels of impact addressed in preceding chapters focus on well-defined 
"targets groups:" the beneficiary, his family and his immediate community; the 
program; and the institution. Existing experience in applying the Solidarity Group 
methodology in these areas guide the work of current programs. However, affecting 
the environment in which it operates, requires that the Solidarity Group Program 
contain four ingredients:
 

- an understanding of the factors - social, economic and political -- that make up
 
the universe in which the informal sector functions; 

- the capacity to analyze how the unfolding of current events will affect the 
economic activities of the urban poor; 

- the capacity to participate in whatever political and legislative debate pertains 
to the informal sector; 

- the clarity to define the nature of a Solidarity Group Program's activity in the 
local context. 
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Just as relevant is the recognition of the limitations a program faces when trying 
to make a contribution in this broad arena, and an acknowledgment that its direct 
impact is likely to be minor. What is of greater importance is to determine if a 
program, rather than operating in isolation and perceiving its sphere of influence 
as limited to its immediate beneiiciaries, also establishes itself as an active player 
in the events that ultimately shape its own work, and understands its own potential 
to impact on the economic and social conditions of the country. 

Governmental awareness of and response to informal sector issues will help 
determine the role that a Solidarity Group Program plays in its local and national 
context. In many countries there is very little knowledge about the informal sector. 
For example, it is not unusual for street vendors to face recurring hostility from 
local authorities whose only contact with this self-employed population surfaces 
during periodic and often violent sweeps to remove them from the city's streets. 

Other countries, such as Colnmbia, recognize the importance of the informal 
sector and its potential for helping solve severe unemployment and income 
distribution concerns. In these different contexts, Solidarity Group Programs can 
become active players, though their role will vary and may include educating the 
public, advocating on behalf of the street vendors, or helping to set the national 
agenda for the informal sector. 

The discussion that follows suggests four categories of impact at which Solidarity 
Group Programs can operate in the local context. These are provided here to guide 
the impact evaluation at this level, though each organization and evaluation team 
must determine which are most applicable in the given setting studied. 

II. MEASURING IMPACT 

A. Economic Aspects 

Two areas of inquiry with respective change indicators and instruments for data 
collection are identified in this section: 

1. Informal Sector Contribution to the Economy: 

The degree to which a Solidarity Group Program impacts on the local and 
national economy is very hard to determine, because there are many exogeneous 
variables to consider and because the data collected by most programs does 
not permit this level of analysis. Nevertheless, the following indicators can be 
pursued: 

a. Job Creation and Sustainability: Especially in the areas of job creation and 
maintenance of precarious jobs, the informal sector contributes to the national 
economy. To the degree that a program has assisted in jot) generation or 
sustainability, its impact has reached beyond the program beneficiaries. 

b. Backward and Forward Linkages: Especially in the production of raw 
materials, such as leather, wood and textiles, and in the creation of marketing 
channels, informal sector activities play a considerable role. These linkages, 
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however, are not understood clearly, and it is difficult to determine how 
participation in a Solidarity Group Program increases the demand for these 
goods and services. 

c. Contribution to Gross Domestic Product: This is another indicator of the 
importance of this sector, and one should consider the degree to which a program
increases the beneficiary capacity in this area. Some studies show that while 
the informal sector absorbs a considerable percentage of the labor force, its 
contribution to the country's value added is relatively small (Carbonetto, 1985).
Others suggest that in fact the informal sector comprises a significant percentage
of value added in the large cities (de Soto and Ghersi, 1986). 

2. 	Resources to the Informal Sector: A Solidarity Group Program can contribute 
to increasing the flow of resources available to the urban poor, by engaging
other institutions in this area, by maintaining its own program healthy, or by 
expanding it. 

a. Resources Allocated by Public Institutions: 
Especially in the area of training, a Solidarity Group Program can assist public
institutions to this sector orconsider reaching through existing programs,
modifying their training approach to allow access to those employed informally. 
b. 	Resources Allocated by Private Institutions: Most private institutions in the
financial, banking or industrial sectors simply ignore the needs and potential 
of the self-employed. A Solidarity Group Program can enhance the degree of 
attention and resources that flow from private for-profit and private development
institutions, as well as from the banking sector. 

B. Social Aspects 

Four areas of inquiry are suggested under this category of impact. The topics
here are even harder to measure than above, but through data collection,
observation and conversations one can determine what has happened in these 
areas, and what role, if any, a Solidarity Group Program has played in these changes. 
I. 	Migration: While a program itself could hardly claim to impact on the country's

migration patterns, this issue is of enormous importance when one studies the 
situation of the urban poor. It is useful to consider tie manner in which the 
program analyzes this social factor. For example: 
a. Programs in Secondary Cities: Helping create job apl)ortunities in the smaller 
cities an tiowns, could, in the aggregate, decrease the concentration of urban 
poor in the ca)ital cities. 
1). 	 Street Vendors as a Percentage of Program Beneficiaries: It is at the level of 
strr:et vendors, often the poorest among the self-employed, that we find a 
("ncentration of the newest arrivals to the city. While most programs require 
.a
year or more in a given activity, it is useful to determine ifprogram beneficiaries 
tend to)be first generation migrants. 
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2. 	Negotiating Power: Also understood as increased leverage or voice, this is an 
area in which both the beneficiaries and the implementing institution can 
experience changes as a result of a program. Several indicators are relevant: 

a. Creation of Associations or Groups: It may be that through participation in 
a Solidarity Group Program, both the beneficiaries and the implementing 
institutions achieve a new level of organization which expands their existing 
spheres of influence. By joining with other institutions involved in similar 
programs, an organization may be able to speak publicly with more authority, 
or to secure previously unattainable commitments from public or private 
institutions. Likewise, program beneficiari,-s may organize along trade activity 
or region and begin to exert more control over their immediate situation. 

b. Linkages and Influence: Solidarity Group Programs can help forge linkages 
with institutions or sectors of the economy which can in turn hell) increase the 
attention given to the informal sector. Organizations working with women, 
progressive elements within the industrial sector, church and other service 
organizations are examples in this area. 

3. 	Community Development: While this topic is broad and hard to define, the 
discussion here can be guided by two indicators: 

a. Participation in Community Programs: Especially in the areas of housing, 
legal education and non-formal education, Solidarity Group Programs can create 
linkages with other existing efforts and help mobilize resources in a coordinated 
manner. 

b. Linkages with Grass-Roots Organizations: Many poor neighb.rhoods or places 
of economic activity of the poor have internal organizations that speak for the 
community and play a variety of functions. Solidarity Group Programs can 
choose to establish links with these and in the process to strengthen their own 
effectiveness. In some cases, community organizations may be considered 
political party tools, and the program may choose to maintain a cautious distance. 

4. 	 Public Awareness About Informal Sector Populations: A Solidarity Group 
Program can have a strong public education component depending on the 
circumstances within which it operates. In many cases, this activity may be a 
necessary first step. Several indicators enter into this area of inquiry: 

a. 	Information disseminated through the media: Articles in local newspapers, 
interviews on the radio and other means of exposure can increase the public's 
knowledge and interest in this sector. 

b. Focus on Specific Audiences: Other mechanisms, such as conferences, 
roundtables, or discussions aimed at specific audiences can generate debate 
and interest among academic, development, church, government or business 
groups who otherwise may not consider this issue. 

c. 	Research and Other Studies: Baseline data and research on relevant areas 
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can help to increase the knowledge base in a country and to bolster arguments 
that highlight the importance of informal sector activities. 

C. Political and Legislative Aspects: 

Much of what a Solidarity Group Program does is geared ultimately towards
 
creating a more equitable society in which tile rights and needs of the working
 
urban poor appea" on the national agenda and are addressed in a serious manner.
 
While no program pretends to accomplish this task quickly or alone, many assert
 
that one must not lose sight of this underlying objective. Several areas of inquiry
 
arise here:
 

1. Knowledge of Policies that Affect the Informal Sector: The policy environment
 
in most countries consists of a myriad of confusing regulations and procedures
 
based on laws that are often contradictory, obsolete or arbitrarily enforced. The
 
Solidarity Group Program's responsibility in this area is in the first instance, to
 
have a clear grasp of the fiscal, financial, trade, labor and other policies as they
 
relate to the economic activity in the informal sector, and to be able to speak
 
with some authority on these issues.
 

In unusual cases, the Solidarity Group Program may he strong enough, or the 
environment acce)ting enough, that there imay be room for (lirect. participation 
in policy debates and policy formulation. 

2. Political Space: linked to the (liscussion in other sections of this chapter, tile 
political space cre te(l by a Solidarity Group Program can enable an organization 
or group of organizations to increase their cal)acity to leverage changes from 
the system. ()ne can consider links at the community, local, an(l national levels 
as indicators in this area. 

What emerges from the above discussion is a dimension of Solidarity Group 
Programrs that should not he overshadowed by the demands of day-to-day l)ro'ject 
activity. These programs are also conceived as vehicles for creating change at the 
economic, social or political levels in ways that will improve a society's response 
to the needs of the urban poor. 

Each program must determine its role within the local context, and lroceed 
with enough political savvy so that its actions do not backfire. 

III. INSTRUMENTS FOR ASSESSING IMPACT AT THE LOCAL 
CONTEXT LEVEL 

Unlike the three impact areas idlentified above, there are few established tools 
for analysis at this level. Further, understanding the relationship between a lrogram 
an(d the context in which it. ol)erates re(luires (lata collection from a wide variety 
of sources, including government ministries, l)rivate sector institutions, other 
develo)ment organizations, and local or municipal authorities. 
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The issue of time is particularly relevant here, since merely obtaining basic data 
on employment levels, financial policy, trade legislation and other can require a 
small army of evaluators. However, if the impact evaluation develops clear 
guidelines for this section, it can obtain enough information to make an important 
contribution to existing knowledge in this area. The most useful tools suggested are: 

o 	Fact-finding and data collection interviews with key persons representing as 
wide a spectrum of issues as encompassed in the evaluation; 

o Basic 	data publications from ministries, the Central Bank, financial institutions, 
trade unions and others; 

o 	Research and other studies from universities, donor organizations, or 
independent organizations; 

o 	Case studies of one or several micro-producers with a view to addressing some 
of the issues that pertain to this area; and 

o 	 Interviews with implementing organizations and other development 
organizations regarding their own assessment of impact in these areas. In many 
cases, the implementing institution will either be able to provide considerable 
data or identify documents and persons who can. 
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CHART 5
 
MEASURING IMPACT AT THE LOCAL CONTEXT LEVEL
 

LETI OF IMPACT TPEOFIMPACT AREASOFINQUIRY INDICATORSOFCHANGE INSTRUMENTS 

A. ECONOMIC I. Resources to a. Amountsallocated 1. DatafromMinistnes 
InformalSector byPublic Institutions 

b. Amounts allocated 2. Interviews 

IV. LOCALCONTEXT 2. InfornalSector 
byPrhe Institutions 

3. Datafrom Centa Bank 
Contributioa to 
Country'sEconomy a. JobCreation I. CensusData 

b. JobsSustained 
c. ContributiontoGDP 2. Datafrom Minlstries, 
d. Backwardand Demographic andother 

Forward Linkages Institutions 
3. Policies inSupport 

oftnformaSector a. FlnancialPolicy I. Central Bank Data 
b. TradePolicy 2. DatafromBanlisand 
c. Fiscal Policy Financial Institutions, 
d. Licensing Research Organizations 

Procedures 3. Interviews 
e Incentives 

B. SOCIAL I. Migration a. ProgramsinSecorm,.y i. Researchstudies 

Cities 
b.NewSetlements 2. CensusData 

c. Increase inNumber 
ofSae.',endors 

2. Negotiating Power a. Creation of 
Associions 1. Interviews 

b. Linkages (Influence, 

Legitimacy) 2. Questionnaires 
3. Community 

Development a. Participation inCommunity 3. Organization's 
Organizations Recordsand Files 

b. Participation in 
Community Progrms 

4. PitblicAwareness 
Regarding Informal a. Information through 
Sector Issues Media 

h. Other Public Education 
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CHAPTER VII 

FACTORS THAT AFFECT IMPACT
 
EVALUATION IN SOLIDARITY GROUP
 

PROGRAMS
 

C)
 



I. INTRODUCTION 

Evaluation is a complex and arduous process. Designing a conceptual framework 
and outlining the guidelines for collection and analysis of data, as has been done 
here, are only the first steps. Before converting this material into a useful tool for 
studying a Solidarity Group Program and for understanding its impact at the various 
levels suggested, the institution in question must make a series of decisions which 
will determine the range and breadth of its evaluation effort. 

This chapter presents tile most important factors which over time frame the 
quality, del)th and usefulness of an impact evaluation of SGPs. The emphasis has 
been placed on identifying those factors that are at least partly within the control 
of an institution, and which require that the institution make choices based on 
established priorities. The five topics presented here do not represent an exhaustive 
list but reflect tle consensus of tile conference participants on the most relevant 
and are: reliability of data; costs of evalating; integration of the impact evaluation 
function into the project cycle; quality of analysis and; timing of evaluation activities. 

Who con(Lucts the evaluation, an issue introduced as part of the conceptual 
framework, emrges anew in this (liscussion because it cuts across the five topics 
presented in this chapter. The objectives here are: 

o 	to link who evaluates to other factors that an institution must address before 
eml)ai'king or al evaluation process; and 
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o 	to demonstrate that each of the topics discussed below is affected by whom the 
institution or donor selects to conduct the various stages of the evaluation. 

There are a variety of options and combinations of persons available for an 
evaluation. A foreign "expert" or team of "experts," sometimes in combination with 
local persons often are selected by the donor agency to spend a predetermined 
amount of time collecting and analyzing data and l)roducing an evaluation report. 
Staff familiar with the program and involved in its implementation, or other staff 
from the institution may also participate in the evaluation activity, often in the 
data collection stage. Occasionally, an institution may hire students or interns to 
collect data and conduct the initial data analysis. Finally, the program beneficiaries 
themselves may contribute to the evaluation process, often by particir :Aing in the 
design of the evaluation and in the collection of data. 

This chapter suggests that because each of the factors that affect, an evaluation 
is in turn influenced by who conducts the evaluation, at every step in the decision
making process, the institution and the donor must weigh the advantages and 
dis.odvantages of whom they select to participate in the evaluation. 

II. RELIABILITY OF DATA 

The data that is available for collection and analysis in great part determines 
the validity of the evaluation. Who collects the information and who provides it 
are the main factors th, I affect the reliability of the data. Since in most cases the 
main sources of information is the microentrepreneur himself, determining the 
reliability of data is t(, .,ome extent beyond the control of the institution. Often 
unaccustomed to keeping records or maintaining written documents regarding the 
production or commercial activity, the microentrepreneur relies on recollection 
or on guesses to provide information. The evaluator can complement this data 
source with observation, secondary infcmation and a variety of other techniques 
which will improve the reliability of the information but will not guarantee its total 
accuracy. Even the most tenacious data collector will recognize the futility of 
attempting to verify beyond doubt the information obtained from a program 
beneficiary, and will accept the limitations imposed by the informal nature of the 
micro-enterprise activity and by other factors beyond his control. 

There are several steps, however, that an institution can take to ensure that the 
data it uses for analyzing program impact manifests an acceptable level of reliability. 

First, the institution can select who will collect the information, and must 
understand the consequences of the decision. A person familiar to the beneficiary 
may insl)ire more trust an(i be more adept at obtaining data. However, since that 
person most often is the field worker, adding data collection to his many other 
tasks may compromise the quality of the l)rogram, or run the risk that data collection 
colpete unfairly for the field worker's limited time. Further, a field worker may 
feel a conflict of interest in evaluating beneficiaries under his or her res)onsil)ility. 

An outsider, esl)ecially a foreigner, is less likely to develo) the necessary trust 
relationship with the beneficiary in a short l)eriod of time, and yet may have the 
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expi rtise to supplement the information provided by the microentrepreneur with 
observation, carefully worded questions and secondary material. Time constraints 
and excessive costs advise against using an outside evaluator to collect and analyze 
all impact data. 

Other issues must also be considered. The tool or instrument used for data 
collection greatly affects the reliability of the information recorded. Clear,
straightforward questions decrease tile possibility of misinterpreting the intent of 
the question. Short questionnaires that do not overburden the interviewee tend to 
enjoy greater receptivity. Additionally, questions that ask the beneficiary to recall 
information from too distant a past, such as six months or a year ago often lead 
to inaccuracy (Buzzard and Edgcomb, 1987). Scant or nonexistant records on 
micro-enterl)rise activity will mean that tie )enefi(iary will apl)roximate, even 
quite randomly, rather than provide no information, and the evalator, in turn, will 
tend to welcome any data given and assume or imply its validity. 

It is this last p)oint that argues for data collectors that are either l)rogram staff, 
or available with regularity to collect information in a systematic, scheduled 
manner. Ill this case, these persons must be traine(l to assume the role of data 
collection, which requires careful and persistant training. It may he that the most 
suitable manner of' assuring reliability of (ata is )y combining local persons,
preferably program staff, with an outside evaluation expert, with each assuming
those functions that they can best perform in the most cost-efficient manner. 

III. THE COSTS OF AN EVALUATION 

In (levelol)ment programs in general, the emphasis given to evaluation of impact
remains alarmingly low. At the risk ofovergeneralizing, one indicator of this attitude 
is the reluctance on tlhe l)art of the doinor agencies and the implementing institutions 
alike to recognize evaluation as a sel)arate cost inherent to proper implementation.
The curr""t pattern of resource allocation ten(s to limit the implementing
institution to conlucting l)r(Ject activities. In many cases, the donor (leci(les when 
to evaluate and assigns a team of outsiders the task of evaluating the l)roject, in 
a predetermined, usually short time span. 

Some donor agencies kee ) the costs of evaluation separate fron the program,
and retain control over selection ot' ile evaluator an(] determination of the 
evaluation content. While this approach may have some merit from the dolnor's 
pers)ective, it nullifies the systematic and regular participation of tie institution 
in the l)rocess of evaltiating its own work, and in this sense, negates the learning 
)otential inherent to (valuation. 

Acknowledging that atqluate 1mpact evaluation )rings with it a((le(l program 
costs is a necessary first step, (specially in programs such as S(;Ps, which Itursue 
self-sufficiency in l)rogramn im',)lementaltio aS an underlying goal. It may be that 
in the majority of SGPs, the marked emlhasis on program self-sufficincy, One Of 
the methodology's most l 'uda,')1e characteristics, has a ('Ounterlroductive effect 
on the evaluation process. Attempting to keep costs to a minimum, an eficient 
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program manager will think twice before spending hard earned income on impact 
evaluation, and in the process may seriously compromise this facet of a program. 

One solution to this dilemma involves a commitment on the part of donor 
agencies and implementing institutions to recognize the importance of impact 
evaluation as a joint venture, and to determine an acceptable level of costs from 
the oatset. Including evaluation as a separate line item in every proposal will enable 
the implementing institution to plan for this program component in the same way 
it plans for all others. The donor agency, in turn, can assist the institution in this 
area by requiring a detailed evaluation plan and methodology that also responds 
to its needs, and agreeing to cover its cost. 

A second consideration involves perceiving program staff and even beneficiaries, 
as will be discussed below, as appropriate resources for the collection and initial 
analysis of impact data. Staff involvement not only maintains costs low, but has 
the added advantage of applying with greater effectiveness the lessons learned 
through evaluation. Finally, clarity from the outset regarding purpose, audience 
and level of effort will avoid designing an evaluation which tries to "be all things 
to all people", in itself a costly endeavor. 

IV. INTEGRATION OF EVALUATION INTO THE PROJECT CYCLE 

A third important issue an institution must address is the degree to which impact 
evaluation and its many functions will constitute an intrinsic part of SGP 
implementation. 
Few will argue with the assertion that planning, implementation and evaluation 
are the main components of the project cycle, and that as such these three areas 
must o'erate as an integrated whole, with each part of the project cycle feeding 
the others. 

Putting this theory into practice, however, presents an enormous challenge. In 
the case of SGPs, the methodological emphasis remains on verifiable results in 
credit lending and training, all of which emphasize evergrowing number of 
beneficiaries and higher and higher levels of efficiency. Integration of impact 
evaluation functions to this medodology will occur only if and when impact 
evaluation is understood as one useful tool towards achieving the underlying goals 
of the programs. If, however, iml)act evaluation is perceived as an imposition or 
a fringe activity, it will remain outside the project cycle and the richness it yields 
will have little effect on the program. 

There are stel)s an institution should take to integrate impact activities inte 
day-to-day )rogram iml)!ementation. The first one involves the inclusion of 
evaluation as integral to staff resl)onsibilities. In addition, an institution must set 
time aside on a regular basis, be it quarterly of semi-annually, for the staff to 
analyze the )rogram's impact on the basis of the available data. Periodic upgrading 
of staff capabilities in this area will also improve their capacity to extract useful 
information for program implementation. Finally, insisting that outside evaluators 
work directly with program staff, and discuss findings, concerns and 
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recommendations with them represents another way of facilitating integration. On 
those occasions where the outside evaluator assumes full responsibility for 
assessing impact and does not involve the staff, the integration of this function 
into the project cycle nearly disappears. 

Involvement of beneficiaries in evaluating the impact of the program is a final 
and key way of making evaluation a mainstream activity. While there are a variety
of important reasons why beneficiaries should participate in impact evaluation, 
and many have been cited throughout this docnment, their presence also 
contributes to assuring that impact evaluation plays the necessary feedback role 
in the program. 

Some SGPs, such as ACP in Peru and the programs in Colombia, have 
experimented with approaches to ensure the integratior' of evaluation into the 
program. Beneficiaries in ACP assume considerable responsibility in data 
collection, which is later fed back into the program. In Colombia, program staff 
of twelve programs conduct impact data collection every six months, utilizing the 
same set of instruments to assure that there is the added possibility of comparing 
impact among programs (see Chapter 8 "The case of Colombia"). 
V. DEPTH OF ANALYSIS ATTAINED 

Who is assigned the responsibility of analyzing and interpreting im)act data is
 
of course the most important factor to consider in this area. It is also here that
 
the strengths and exl)ertise of an outside evaluator can best the program.
serve 

Two additional issues enter into this discussion. First, the quality of the baseline 
data and of that collected throughout the programi's implementation will shape tile 
contours of the analysis. It is still not uncommon to find small enterprise programs 
that rely on the annual or end-of-project evaluator to gather all the dala used for 
impact analysis, thereby dramatically oecreasing the raw material available for this 
task. The issues highlighted above regarding staff partici)ation inl data collection 
also directly affect the depth of the analysis attained. Additionally, the quality and 
range of the analysis may be inproved when there is computer Capacity available 
for data analysis. 

Resource availability also affects level of analysis. For example, when assessing 
program impact at the local contextual :)rcommunity level, access to a well
qualified professional who can delve into the intricacies of this sub'ject and yield
useful information on issues such as backward and forward linkages, comparative
profitability level,, broader social benefits, and others, reqfuires time and exl)ertise, 
both costly and perhaps beyond the reach of the institution. 

What does fall within the institution's domain, however, is tile rosponsibility of 
laying the groundwork for adequate analysis of its program's imlpact. A well-delined 
evaluation l)lan, complete with methodolology, target dates aod )eneficiary inlput, 
constitutes the first essential stel) in this (lirection. 

A management information system that gathers anl organizes information in a 
regular and usefil nmanner will facilita, e (lata collection. Additionally, th( institution 
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can assign a staff member the responsibility of coordinating the evaluation function, 
including periodic checks for data reliability, initial data analysis, preparation of 
documents and interaction with outside evaluators. 

VI. TIMING 

While this document argues that impact evaluation is a constant ongoing process 
parallel to program implementation, there are nevertheless moments during this 
process when the evaluation function merits special attention. These moments 
vary from program to program, and each institution must determine the most valid 
for its purposes. 

The important consideration here is that the institution make conscious decisions 
regarding the timing and the level of effort of its impact evaluation activities. There 
are crucial moments in every program- the hiring of a new program coordinator, 
the expansion into new regions, the introduction of computers - which bring with 
them the possibility of reinforcing the program's capacity to assess its own impact. 
To the degree that impact evaluation is properly integrated into the implementation 
function, the program staff and managers will naturally integrate these into their 
daily activities. 

The pages that follow attempt to summarize the essence of this discussion in 
chart form. The chart outlines the five issues discussed above highlighting those 
factors that tend to strengthen an impact evaluation, as well as those that affect 
it in a negative way. 

In summary, one can conclude the following from this discussion: 

o 	The implementing institution retains the primary responsibility for generating 
reliable data essential for impact evaluation; 

o 	Program. staff represents an important resource for conducting an effective 
impact evaluation; and 

o 	There are a variety of ways in which an institution can ensure that its impact 
evaluation function is a strong and integrated component of the project cycle. 
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CHAR. 6
 
FACTORS TO CONSIDER IN AN IMPACT EVALUATION OF SOUDARITY GROUP PROGRAMS
 

ISSUES FACTORS ThATSMRENGThENTHE FACTRS ThAT HAVE A NEGATB'E EFFECT 
EVAXATION PROCESS ON ThlE EVALUATIONPRtC'S 

I. REUABILITYOFDATA 	 o Dempofample nuamentawith clearquesuos, o Lackofrecords keptbyte nu-roenc rneur 
o 	Contensusainuterpreuonf o Infrequentcollectiontfasforaiut 

quelions for databasecollection; o Poo trained informaionperson colects the 
o Trainedstaffor " personsindataptthesng o Asangerishred to collect the data on a'oreshot'basis. 
o 	Rebesoobrsanor,convtrnsm secuxdmsd~ daa. 
notustarswersfromthebeneficiarj 

o CoLlecuumdataprot'caly; 
o Depndison somecombiraoof anoutside 

esiLjor andlocalor proghnrstaff 

2. CUM OF' IMPACT o Inclusiontfimpact evaluatlonsa o Poorplanmgomtevaluatimn c u from 
EVALUATION tineitem a the prores progr budge; 

o Productwinofadeta ed budget for n leavyreliancennooutsde'exerts" 
cosano(theeiluation; Increasescost. 

o Useollocal humanresourcesmay o Reluctancebydortstoinclude evaluation 
decreasecosts; a aproject cost; 

o Judicis useofoutside"experts' o Coitectonof itordinate amountoinfortatio 
whoae usuallyveryexpensive. requinrg a large team, 

o Negotiations 	 o Lack ofclanty regardingwith donoragenc,prior lvirtose aid 
to nitiaton ofltheproilectto audiencefocevaluation 
secure theirSupport inthearea
 
ofrvalua,on
 

3. INTEGRATIONOFEVALUIATONo Evaluationfunctionsasnumedbystaff o Exclusu ereltanceo.ntmLsadersmakcs 
INTOTlE PROJECTCYCLE aspartof thetrongomg work, mtegraton ofrecommendauomsmore 

staff in 
evtuatior,. I'erreptonof e%aluat on a.,asepa'ate 

o Petidic upgrdng (if sklls difficult. 

o Esabhlshment ofevaluation goals actiity gearedtoanoutside audience, 
paralleltoprojectgoals. a Noplanto enable stafftoanalyr- results. 

o Colecion ofimpact data aspart ofimpact 'altuvion. 
ofloanprn tsion; o Staffilesut paricrpate i desirningeVt-sAlouin 

o Outsideevaluatorworks directly withprogramstaff plan.methodlogy,orinstrument% 
andbenefictiaes. 

4.ADEQUATELEVELOF 	 o Detailtede-alua.uonplandevopedby o III-deflnedobjectsies.plannd 
ANALYSIS 	 stff,preferablywith beneficiary methodology;
 

input.including methodolog, o Unclearaudience
 
o Selecionofone person to coordinate o PoorbaehnedatM 
datcollection~anaysts anddocument o Complicatedtune-consuming instruments 
production, thatare misinterpreted easily, 

o 	Relianceonpersonswithpreious o Emphasisonqualitativeorquantitative 
experienceinevaluationofsmall dataat the erpenseof theother. 
enterpriseprograms 

o Somefamility with theSGP methodology 

o Datacollectediss basedon 
ascheduled planofevaluation plan, thereby forfeiting aluable 
ac ities; opportunities to gather infomtiUon. 

5.TMING 	 dh.d o Theinstitutionlacksanevaluation 

o Informalinteviews withbeneficunes
 
are conducted regularly aspart
ol 
theevaluiton process, 

o 	Evaluationactvities begin a same
 
time
as project itmplementallon. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THE IMPACT OF SOLIDARITY GROUP
 
PROGRAMS: SOME EXPERIENCES TO DATE
 



I. INTRODUCTION 

The current effort among SGPs to design a uniform framework for assessing 
their collective impact should not suggest to the reader that their work in impact 
evaluation is a tabularasa Individual programs in most countries have established 
systems of impact assessment which they currently utilize to inform themselves 
and the broader community of the programs' strengths and weaknesses. 

This chapter summarizes in brief terms, some of the existing efforts in this area, 
and highlights, by way of illustration, some ofthe impact results obtained to date. 

All the programs that have instituted an impact evaluation system - Colombia, 
Peru, the Dominican Republic, Paraguay and Honduras among others - have 
focused impact assessment on the beneficiary. Determining the social and economic 
changes on the beneficiary brought about by the programs has been the overriding 
objective to date. In some cases, especially when outside evaluators are involved, 
the efforts to measure impact have also extended to the contextual level. 
Institutional analysis for the most part has been limited to measuring the program's 
self-sufficiency. 

II. THE CASE OF COLOMBIA 

With no doubt the twelve Solidarity Group Programs found in Colombia are the 
most advanced in the area of impact evaluation. In April 1986, these programs 
came together to develop a methodological guide for an evaluation system to be 
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used by all Colombia programs. Its stated objectives focused on tile beneficiary, 
and outlined tile uses of evaluation within each program. 

Tile evaluation design is straightforward all( easily al)l)lied. Every six months 
each program selects a sanlple of ellneliciaries lased ol a suggestPu :ormila that 
coisi(lers three in(lel)e(lent variables: sex, tenure ill the lrograim, an(l type of 
activity. The field workers theil apply a simllle tliree-page (uestionnaire that 
a(ldresses line imipact are.s: income, ,ll)loyllment, savings, the enterlprise, 
l)articil)clion in the )rogram, larticipatioi illthe community, quality of life, level 
of solidarity and changes in att iti(le. As can he seen, the im)act evaluation suggested( 

here at the beneficiary level (raws heavily from the (Col(hllhian eXl)erience.
 

)nce the (lata is co)llecte(dI, each o)(igran talhlates the inf(oinmati(nii anid IpiduIhIces 
a reIort ising a stalard(Iize I SCl (if tale)les andI charts for presentat i(Ii (f findings. 
Finlly, the pwr( gramns share iliis infoIrmlatio)n )eri(dically to (discussthe )rograms 
collective inpac tanCl (l(rline if the (ata shoiws iiproivemiient in lhl( lives of 
beneficiaries. 

By way of illustration, lle lable that Illows Shows the findings of tlhire prograis 
ill ('oloihia -- Women's World Banking in ('ali, Fundacin Familiar in ('ali and 
ACTU.AR l'oIiina -- r'gar(dilng the ipllI);cit (If their actlvities. All threlprof)lgrams woirk 
with ill i'r-lrodicers -- firnittire makers, shIleimakers, seamstresses -- anld micro
veldIrs whoI sell vegetahlIes aild fruits, I)o cesseI foo d at(1 (lotlhing fr(omli a fixe(l 
lIcat ion r)(il th(, street Ilie data co'Illectio(ni1 is diisaggregate(I hy sex atndI hy inmber 
(If llonthis ill the program: less thali six, six to twelve, anl llore than twelve. 

Table 4 lirivides a comparail velasililiiait (IY illipact lil the qluaility of life of 
bleneficiaries ill tlhse thre lrograms. I'l( ield wo rkers asked lleneficiaries if 
l)articil)ation in t li(, rogiralin has cotitributed to iniprovement ill the, flalily's diet, 
h( )usi ng, anI ovraill living c(In(lit iCns s inI'icators(ol'hfhacllges ill the quality (f ife. 

All three lpr'oIgratms al)lear tI hi\,, ('C)t ill liltheI tile iiiiiig th(, (Iluality of life 
of these hellefincialeis, inatiy tl whoi have iart icilatedl iil lie pr(Igram for at least 
lne year. ()n tlie average, niearly 7t"., (If' reslIon(leits said their (liqality cf life had 

improved some, 5". said ithad impllrove(d a great deal, aid I1"', said ithad not 
ilprove(d. 

Tfhe area that appears moi1st affected ly larticipation ill the leriograml is tie family's 
nutrition, with all average of 6ti6", (If b(eneficiaries statinig that they exl)erienced 
improvement itl this area. lousing, oi tli tither hand, shows hwer inprovement 
rates, averaging ahout :3",, for all pirogralms. This result is lot sulrplrising since an 
ilicrea.se ill (lisl),(silel , inconlie iili(olg ve ty poor 1()1latiols is more likely tI he 
spent oil food rather than oil home illplroveielt. 

It is illioIrtailt to inolt(, that for all thr( lrograslS, ti increase of in('ome was 
(lue largely t(o the growth (If tle lrodulct ive (r c(immercial activity sul)l(Irted tiy 
the ilrograins. Al average oIt 73"' bleficiaries attributed their ilir(Ive(l sitilatioll 
to this factor, while in average (If 14".; poiinteCl to other sources of income in the 
family. It is also interesting that a significant nuier --26"--in the ole progran 
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where information existed, recognized savings as a contributor to increased family 
well-being. 

TABLE 4
 
IMPACr OF THREE PROGRAMS ON THE QUALITY OF LIFE OF BENEFICIARIES
 

(Prelininary Data for 1986)
 

ASA RESt 'LT()FTIHE PROGi;RAM: 
(l'erovntageIf resp nidenis ) 

The hiinily eats hetiher 
YEs 

N(l 

2. Iflotisig haLsiml)ri\'oed

YES 

Nio 

. ]'li' faniily lives li'lter
 
YES 

N( 

ill Ile fanily's life 
VElY MI 'ill 

Si IMEIMPIIVEMENT 

Nil IM'RI iVEMENT 


5. RLasons for llproveitneit 
INC IEASEI iIN( i I.MEFRiOM 
BI'SINESS 
[ IT'1"1ERFAM IIIYIN('iiE 

IN 'I EASI:I )SAVINI S 
(iTr I 

W(OMEN'S 
WOlRL) 

BANKING 
((all) 

7fi";, 

241; 

181 
431, 

8W. 
141; 

14% 
73' 

31. 

571. 
311 

261 
141 

FINI)A('I( )N A( TI AR
 
FAMILIAR TOiLIMA
 

(Cali) (Tolima) 

741, 501, 

21% 50% 

35h 461; 
i5'. 54% 

i.i. 92% 
n.. 8% 

2,-2. 0 
7( 751. 
1W". 251; 

731 851, 
181 II% 
ni. iii. 

ni. n.i. 

Tal)le (evelo)e(l from material presentei in three internal impact evaluations for 
1(86. This talle sumnarizes (nly one of several impact area covered in tie 
(valuation.s, which also include e('lllnic indicators, and analysis of inl)act at the 
hocal cointext I(hV(,l. 

The evalulatiiin appl roiachi oflh(, (Co)lomnbian )r()grams is aill imp)rtant poilt of 
(pl)artlure for assessing ilact iii the nanner outlined in this dlocument. From a 

Inethodoh)gical perspecltive, itinldicates that it is possible to(design a low-cost and 
unifornil systei'm of iniact Ileasure and to apply itill a systematic manner across 
organizations. Fuirt her,ithighlights the importance of integrating impa(t (valuation 
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into tile cycle of program activity by relying primarily oil program staff to condlict 
dhata collection and analysis and Iy elilphasizing that evaluation results can be 
used l)y the instit ution both 1o UnderstanI and to impirove the l)rograin. 

Fro m the p( int of view of Ip(ogram impac't, le data ((olltctecd in (')omlila -
there have been three 11"J)a(1 cuts," one eVer31.y six mon hS -- In(IdS to in(IlCate that 
the tinire, pli(rIgrals have ha(I a general p(ositivye effect in the lives (f tihe 
beneficiaries, andi that it is the beneficiaries themselves win identify their 
lartici)ation inthe programs as a tlactor in their improved situation. 

III. THE CASE OF ADEMI 

Thie program inthe I mliniican lRepublic has bee n c(llecting (luanlitiative imlact 
odata fr(om the eginning. 'lhe a)loaoh here has Ibeien to) isoIlaleseveral eco'0nomic 
iml)act illicators atthe heneficiary level -- changes illfixed assets, sales, savings,
salaries, and(emloym1entil-- aid to n(ivasu'me th(ese changes (l all linial Ihasis. Ihe 
infornmation isgatiereI anII in(,essd(,I, (Iisaggregating itby type 1'act ivity and 
sex, the two variahes that AI)EMI ('onsid,,rs important for inilact analysis. Most 
of the beneficiris are Inicro-)rodtlcliers, who inlthe case of AI)EMI receive 
individIual han1s o)rgr(u) has.'I'lle lata pr(ivid(e(d helow in cli(lues heneficiaries
 
who are lmellrs of ;solidarity (;'iolll)s.
 

TABLE 5
 
E'()Nc )MICANDIEMPI( MYMENT IMI'A('T F PR( GRAMS: TIHE CASE (II" AlIEMI
 

JanllI,11--]Detctll I ter 1986( 

(Pel'rcentiiag' Incr1(f'r1S() 

DETAIL, SE:AMS'TIIESSES F1)D1) lRO(ESSIN( CARPIENTEIS 
TAI ilS (ANtI SAtE l)I iDWRKING 

Mehn WVomeniq Meni WomenII Mehni WomenII 

.FlXED:lE T S ,)ASS.. 51i' 21",- 27 ,. 8'l. 2!9",. 4M,'l 

2. SALES 2;1",, ;l0r'. 36% 181, -5.1",,-;15",, 

SAVINGS ":1. i:1r;, 557 4:;, 1058l t.
22(65', 62"17' 


4. SALARIES II",, -21",, -121t, 9%'l Il01. l01, 

5.EMPI t:.' T 21. I61 , 2:1, 22%. 27% 2". 

Nt '.iIIFI()F

HENEFIIAtES :18i 242 295 
 157 408 12 

(ti".) ;l)",) (72'".) (28Rt,) (9)7%) (:1v,)
 

Thiis ft, I(r I Ihe,stialisi.t. iyAIEtI niid imaelrial init (GoiuozanIId
Tale Wa,,'t 1 d f i riJIlltlititl atie'rblil tpre tled 

Saladi1987evouluatiin.
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l 

Tlhe impact evaluationi colletehN(d by outside (1'alua)rs, in l/,bruatry 19J87 uised 
this matelrial for analysis (l impal('t at the helleefi(iary level ((; one'z alnd saladill, 
I987). Additionally, il :issesse(. 1mpat t tl f])' il.StituLtiOlal leve]S lWograni aWill 
('(lll('I'"Itting oil selr'-si i(,ieli. aiy(l costs(an of lei(linlg as nIeastures (W llr'ogi'm 
t 1lltci('IIcy. 

Tahle 5lalmve uses the 987. ,valuaW;,)m and other A)IE.MI Statistics for 1986 t(o 
slillilliarize Owl ie - eltage ('lalige 'ling 1986u ill fhve imlpact arvis for 1,500t 

(ellefi.ijariesw are s('allitis('.ses, tailors, ('al'('llt('rs, ,,' )d(l('arvel's. an(la )((i
preparr"'I'. 'r( lable is tieani ) serve as illustration '()*the iallla(t (f A)EMI on 
tl( l(,irlv t,00) li.ic)-prill.- ailda ii('lr)-\'elo(()rs on whmll this Same 
il iforiliat ion is ;l';Ilahe. It als h(o - illIlpalt esiIts fo.ele te(l reas () (l'iti/(!veu;itliv.~ shoe',Al )]LMI] lloll(,'fi('iarjes,.- a|"e ('lilfloll( ill aI\vi(e \ari('V of1 lI;.lla.l Ultuilg 

lldl ( lllil(ivial (Ill'Iv )r,'s. 

\ Ilri(l' l-,viw Idl Ihis IllI(, highlights tlht l sitiv( imtl ()I h' gl' in (Il( the 
lcti'itiI's (fll le tla(' well-being ()f Ile h ll ficiaries. Ill 

11(.sl ('.S'S, For- (xN lI)h,, s 1les ill('('as(( ('O)lsli lrbly during the, y'ar, r'gistt'ring 
slilt( 1' thlnll 't,, ill(T'I.--(', ill thIe ( ')lIf mile (arI)(litels. Likewise, lui l()ylvhl t 

gr(,' sigiifioa l l. ' s- th(, ilrI, byXail)mil 21" ostIlle i ll ('as.('. 

M\I.-;l Strik,:i g is le (hIlalli(llt increase ill Savilgs allmlg h('ll('l'i(iries. We, hole 

gr ,\% 1'rn1 1).$ 2.10 Itt(, iihiiig (If tlh' fI)(giol t Iot 1D$ 25,(653:; fow lail(rs it grew 
frmn l)- 7,871I )I 7,18A). I lnr activities r(co)l sitllr increases, reinoi 
thle alglgilllil that1 vg;;I\.hllgs l~lilizatioll al1mlng the i)()(r is iossihle that, givenan 
lh' oltheir, thpi" )lr()eliSity t )Sa'' is iimuclh greater thll ever assull(e,. 

Th,, imlict(valuat Iin ('Omiil(t('S. 11t s'lllrisiglv, that the p)r()glrIlll has had 
If-iliye .showrl-terll ( mff(,(.heliiarie.s.'ulih It als() highlights thit the ('relit 
)11(Igraihi is sl'l-suflicielt, havig redtlied its (' st to Iin(ler tel cents for every 
(llar lenit."inally, tI' evaluiaioll highlights that ot o' the lsitive aspects ()f th(
IullIo()g()gy is that ithas ellabl(,(l Ai)EMI reach thiml;llids ()fto pe()pl ill a sliol 

('mihil)illatill ilplatthue,. Th ) at the el(,lei(,iary level wit Ii efficielr. a.I lIle 
4)leratonal level with f)(1utlitill f'mti'assive t)iltr(a,('h l1kes this prograli all 
illi()loirll illlativ'' hI-mfoir' addressiing the lr'()les (of the, tll'l)al p(oor. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

'lhis paperl has (h'i ihiilt(l the efrrts ill the area of' ill)a(t (valuation ()f 22 
Ltnll Alliri('al mrgallizat iolis wh;ih.i ('Shalirllli g )als an(l ol),jectives. Illthe 
p)rcw''ss it has highli ,lied with 'misb'ralhe dletail flolw' these (rgallizati)ns
ul)llricl('h tl( s il), (',t andll(n type )* illw'llatolln tlii they r'e('ollilllild ('(olmris 
aln impa('t evaluation. The (h)(' Ill l() has suilliarizel thela(ci'l Ihalt inflII I('-, 
the qljaity (f all impact evaluation alnld has Suggested ways to take tese intol 
accotlll ill va'lls v( Finally, ithflastli' ' ilatioli tsll - pr(oided a glimpse ilto 
Smle( ()f' the imlpact results in tw,) countries, as a1way oif .escrihingn(l (lily 
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methodologies currently in use, but also impact results available on Solidarity 
Group Programs. 

The subject of impact evaluation Will conrtinue to gather iml)ortance as scarce 
resources are mobilize(d to respond to the growing needs of the urban and rural 
poor in developing countries. All national and international organizations involved
in distributing funds or in using these funds to reach the floor must examine the 
wisdoli oftheir (lec iSiiMs an list Uolistantly seek to learn from their exleriennces. 

The impact evalution framework (lesigne(d by lie 33 memlers of 22
organizations an(l docuimentel here is an important step in this directioun. The
challenge to) these )rganizations is to utilize this fram,ew rk an(1 to begin producing
data and analysis that can enable us to undherstand better the relationship t)etween
Solidarity Group Programs and the living and working con(ditions of the urban poor. 
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APPENDIX 1
 
CONFERENCE PARTICIPANTS AND AFFILIATION
 

BOLIVIA
 
PRODEM- Fundaci6n para la Promoci6n y Desarrollo de la Microempresa
 

1. Monica Velasco, Solidarity Group Program 

BRAZIL
 
COOPART: Cooperativa de Produtores Artesanais de Sio Paolo
 

2. Valdi de Araujo Dantas, Executive Director* 

COLOMBIA
 
ACTUAR/Acci6n por Antioqtia
 

3. Maria del Carmen AJ belaez, Director, Solidarity Group Program 

ACTUAR/Tolima: Corporaci6n Acci6n por Tolima 
4. Oscar Giraldo, Executive Director 

Association of Solidarity Groups of Colombia 
5. Diego Guzman Garavito, Prograr Advisor 

CDV: Centro de Desarrollo Vecinal "La Esperanza" 
6. Alvaro Mendoza Fernandez, Promotor, Small Enterprises 

CIDES: Cooperativa Multiactiva de Desarrrollo Social 
7. Hugo Alfredo Macias 

CORFAS/Bucaramanga: Corporaci6n Fondo de Apoyo de Empresas 1 iociativas 
8. Carmen Rosa Acevedo, Advisor/Coordinator 

CS: Cruzada Social 
9. Angela Botero, Director of thle Program for the Self-employed 

FF: Fundaci6n Familiar 
10. Francisco Helmer Garibello, Deputy Director 

WWB/Cali: Women's World Banking 
11. Maria Clemencia Castro, Director of Administration 

WWB/Medellin: Women's World Banking 
12. Ruth Miriam Garzon, Advisor, Solidarity Group Program 

WWB/Popayan: Women's World Banking 
13. Maria Antonieta Go-nez de Mufioz, Executive Director 

COSTA RICA 
AVANCE
 

14. Robert. Christen, Executive Director* 
15. Rosemary Fonseca Gonzahls 
16. Alejandro Nufiez Rivas, Solidarity Group Coordinator 

Those persons also fuction a country director for ACCION/AITEC. 
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DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
 
ADEMI: Asociaci6n para el I)esarrolk de la Microempresa
 

17. Pedro .Jirnenez, Executive Director* 
18. Manuel .lose Cortorreal, Coordinator, Solidarity Group Program 

ECUADOR
 
FEE: Fundacion Eugenio Espejo
 

19. Patricia Estrada, I)irector of Finances 
20. Maria Esther Cedeno, Promoter in "PIOCREDEM" 

HONDURAS
 
ASEPADE: Asesores para el Desarrollo
 

21. Ingrid Portillo Reyes, Regional Director, Tegucigalpa 
22. Lourdes de Rodriguez, Coordinator, Solidarity Group Program 

MEXICO
 
AI)MIC: Asesoria l)inamica a Microempresas
 

2:3. Angel Gomez 

PARA(GUAY 
FP)D: Fundaci6n Paraguaya de ('oorporaci6n y Desarrollo 

24. Martin Burt, Executive Director* 
25. Gaspar Alvaro Paya, Program )irector 

PERU 
Acci6n ('omunitaria del Peru 

26. Carlos Venturo Malasquez, Director, Zonal No. 1 
27. Marco Arluro Montoya 

Asociacidn Para el lDesarrollo e Integracidn de la Mujer (ADIM) 
28. Pilaf Parra Bernal, Assistant in Evaluation and Research 

UNITED STATES 
PPEP!Arizoia 

29. John David Arnold, Executive I)irector 

A(CION Intvirnacional/AITEC 
:30. Stephen GroIss, Associate I)irector 
31. Rodrigo Lopez, l)irecloir for F[lador 
32. Mirtha Olivares, )irector Im Guatemala 

Inter-Anlerican Foundation 
:3. Patrick Breslin, Leariing and E.'aliation Dept. 
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FACILITATORS 

1. Marcia Garcia, Conference ('oordinator 
2. Juan liamnin Martinez, Executive Director, ASEPADE 
.3. Alfredo (;utierrez, Training )irector, ASEPAI)E 
4. Maria ()tero, I)irtector f r II(1uras, ACCI()N/AITE(' 

For Additional information on these prog:arns contact: 

Stephen (;ross 
Accion it ernacional AlTE' 
1:385 Cambridge St.
 
C(ambridge, Mass. 02139
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