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To promote both accountability and learning, Oxfam will share evaluation 
conclusions and recommendations with relevant stakeholders, both within  
the Oxfam system and externally in accessible language and ensuring that 
stakeholders have an opportunity to participate in discussion of those results  
in meaningful ways.  In addition, to ensure transparency, Oxfam will publish  
the evaluation reports on our webpage. 
 
As a rights-based organization, accountability, particularly to the communities  
we seek to serve, is of the highest importance to us.  For Oxfam, accountability 
requires Oxfam to regularly and honestly assess the quality of its work, share 
and learn from its findings with primary stakeholders, and apply that learning  
in future work. 
 
 
 
This is an evaluation of Oxfam America’s Saving for Change program. The program has been operating in 5 

countries since 2005 and this evaluation covers the work undertaken in 2010 within Guatemala. 

The evaluation was commissioned by Sophie Romana, Deputy Director of Community Finance with funding 

from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation.  The evaluation process was managed by Janina Matuszeski, PhD, 

Senior Research Coordinator from Oxfam America.  The major evaluation activities took place in April 2010. 

The evaluation was carried out by Oxfam America and consultants through a competitive process and reflects 

the findings as reported by them in validation with stakeholders.  

For additional information regarding the evaluation Terms of Reference, please refer to the report appendices. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Saving for Change is Oxfam America, Freedom from Hunger and the Strømme 

Foundation’s innovative savings group program. Local NGO partners are trained 

to create savings groups in poor and rural areas, where formal financial 

institutions cannot afford to go. The partners send field agents into villages, and 

they organize women into groups of 15-25. The women meet every week and 

save a small amount determined by the group. Once the group has accumulated 

a small fund, members make loans to one another from this fund, paying back 

the loans with interest and thereby increasing the size of the fund. At a 

predetermined time, generally after a year, the fund is divided up and each 

member receives her savings and a share of the interest. Then the group starts a 

new savings cycle. The program currently operates in Mali, Senegal, Cambodia, 

El Salvador, and Guatemala. 

Saving for Change started in Guatemala in early 2010. In order to measure the 

impact of the program in future years, this baseline was carried out in March 

2010. The research team interviewed 510 women in 19 villages, including 

villages that would and would not receive the program in the coming two years. 

Interviews with individual women were mainly comprised of close-ended, 

quantitative questions, with a few open-ended questions as well.  

Eight study villages had recently received the program and had started groups in 

the month prior to the study. A further six villages, referred to in the study as 

“promotion villages,” had already experienced some contact with the program but 

had not yet started groups. The remaining five villages served as control villages 

and will not receive the program until the end of 2012.  

When combined together, the data gathered across all 19 villages highlights the 

socio-economic conditions of the targeted population, including poverty levels, 

education levels, health issues, and financial aspects. In addition, it is possible to 

learn what types of women are more likely to join SfC groups. In the eight 

villages where Oxfam had just recently started the program, the research team 

identified and interviewed both members and non-members. Since the program 

was only a few weeks old at the time of the study, any differences between these 

two populations can be attributed to underlying differences between the type of 

women who chose to join these initial SfC groups and the type of women who 

chose not to join. It is important to note that these differences are NOT reflective 

of any impact of the program.  

In the future, with the aid of a follow-up study planned for June 2012, it will be 

possible to learn the potential impacts of SfC by comparing the changes over 

time in the villages with SfC (the eight villages with groups at the time of this 
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baseline, plus the six “promotion” villages) to the changes in the five control 

villages.  

Results show that the target population is quite poor and subject to economic 

shocks such as serious health problems. About 70% of the sample are below the 

national poverty line of approximately $4 per person per day,1 and about 25% 

can be considered “very poor” because they fall below the “median poverty line”. 

(This line separates all the households below the national poverty line into a 

poorer half and a better-off half.)  With regard to food insecurity, 39% of women 

say that there was a time during the prior year when they did not have enough to 

eat. Agriculture is the main source of income for these households, especially 

day labor by men, but also subsistence agriculture, selling agricultural 

production, and raising animals. Other sources of income include handicrafts, 

salaried work and minor commerce. Household size varies considerably but the 

average household contains five members. 

About one third of women have no formal education, while the remaining two 

thirds have an average of 3.6 years of schooling. However most children are in 

school: 95% of boys and girls aged 5-10 years old, 92% of boys aged 11-14 and 

88% of girls aged 11-14. The main illnesses affecting families include fever, 

cough and flu for children; diabetes, lung problems and fever for the elderly; and 

headaches, nerves and fever for non-elderly adults. Overall, households appear 

to seek high quality health care, though on average, sick children may be taken 

to slightly lower quality care facilities than sick adults visit. 

The level of savings is low; only 13% of women say that they or a member of 

their household saved or deposited money in the last year. About 20% of women 

took a loan in the prior year, mostly for agriculture or health needs. Over half of 

these loans were from a formal bank, while another 20% of the loans came from 

family and friends. Loans from microfinance institutions (MFIs) or communal 

banks are not common. This lack of savings and credit services shows an 

opportunity for SfC groups to fulfill a need for financial services in these areas. 

Principal concerns vary considerably by village but include water shortages, 

worries about children’s education, and concerns about income, work or food 

security. Health issues, the ongoing drought, and bad harvests are important 

secondary concerns. Women are most proud of, or most happy about, their 

children; their own education and the education of their children; the church, 

God, or religion; and community solidarity and unity.  

As previously stated, the study also allows us to learn about the type of women 

who are likely to join SfC’s first groups. Results indicate that women who choose 

to join the first SfC group in their village have a similar poverty level to those who 

chose not to join that first group, and that the two groups of women also engage 

                                                
1
  GTZ 17.97 or $3.96 per person per day in 2005. See also footnote 16. 
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in similar income-generating activities. In addition, those women who join and 

those who don’t are similar in their levels of education and in the health problems 

that they and their families face.  

However, there is one important difference between women who join SfC groups 

and those who don’t, in the area of women’s empowerment. Women who join 

these initial groups in their villages appear to already be more empowered than 

those who chose not to join, particularly with regard to social connections in the 

community, and decision-making within the household. These group members 

are more likely to be part of other community groups (54% of members versus 

37% of non-members), to report they can participate in these groups as much as 

they like (79% versus 65%), and to make decisions related to their own health 

(32% versus 18%). Finally, women who join SfC groups are more likely to report 

that they do NOT need permission to visit friends in neighboring villages (64% 

versus 48%).2  

Because women who join SfC groups may already be more empowered than 

other women in their village, this baseline study is crucial for determining the 

impact of the program. Without a baseline study, if we simply interviewed women 

after the program had been operating for a while, and compared the women who 

joined with those who had not, we would not know if any differences between 

these two sets of women were due to the impact of the program, or due to initial 

differences between the two groups of women prior to SfC. This baseline shows 

us that initial differences are in fact important. The planned follow-up study will 

look at changes in women’s empowerment, from the baseline to the follow-up, to 

see if women who join SfC experience even larger changes in their lives than the 

changes for women who do not join. A greater change for the SfC members 

compared to non-members would indicate possible impacts of the program. In 

addition to measuring changes in empowerment, the planned follow-up study will 

also look for changes in households’ food security, use of health and education 

services, income and business activities, and other factors. 

                                                
2
  Any difference between the women who join (i.e. members) and the women who choose not to join (i.e. non-members) 

should NOT be attributed to program impact, as the program as the program was only a few weeks old at the time of the 

study. Rather these differences reflect the different types of women who choose to join these first groups, as compared to 

other women in their village. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Saving for Change first began in Mali in 2005 and as of September 2011 

included over 500,000 members across Mali, Senegal, Cambodia, El Salvador 

and Guatemala. Saving for Change started in Guatemala in 2010, in the 

department of Baja Verapaz and has since expanded to Alta Verapaz and Sololá. 

By January 2012, the program included 5,007 members, in 309 groups. 

This baseline study measures the socio-economic conditions of women living in 

the communities in Guatemala which were prioritized for the implementation of 

SfC. The study lays the groundwork for using follow-up studies to make 

systematic comparisons of the changes in women’s lives, indicating the potential 

impacts of the program. A follow-up study using the information of this baseline is 

planned for June 2012, by which time we believe the program will have had 

sufficient time to have had an effect in these villages. 

Data for this study was gathered from three types of villages:  those that had just 

received SfC (eight villages); those that were soon to receive SFC (six villages); 

and those that would serve as a control group and not receive the program for 

the time of the study (five villages). Using data from all 19 villages, the study 

presents a picture of what life is like for women and their families in the SfC 

targeted villages, including the level of poverty, education, and health, among 

other indicators. In addition, because in eight of the study villages, the program 

had started a few weeks earlier, it is possible to compare those who chose to join 

the first group with those who chose not to join the first group, and thereby 

understand the type of woman who is more likely to join a Saving for Change 

group.  

All data from this baseline, in conjunction with a follow-up study planned for May 

2012, will make it possible to compare the changes in the villages with and 

without the program, thus gaining an indication of possible impacts.3 

                                                
3
  This technique is also called a “difference-in-difference” study, in which one looks at the difference in the changes that 

happen in the treatment versus the control villages. Ideally the villages are identical, or as similar as possible.  

Unfortunately, the control villages in our case are somewhat poorer than the treatment villages and may differ in other ways 

as well.  But this technique can still be valid for determining impact because it relies on the idea that, absent the program in 

all villages, the trends in the treatment and control villages would have been the same.  While this proposition is 

impossible to prove or disprove, it is possible that the trends in the treatment and control villages would have been the 

same without the program, even if the beginning level of various indicators such as household poverty was different. Thus, 

when we carry out follow-up research and compare changes, we will state the findings as “indications of possible 

program impacts.”  
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GUATEMALA BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The geographical focus of the baseline study included the departments of Alta 

and Baja Verapaz, located in the center of the country, northwards of Guatemala 

City. A previous feasibility study4 described general living conditions in the target 

departments (regions) of Alta and Baja Verapaz, which have approximately 

776,000 and 216,000 inhabitants, respectively, out of a total population of over 

14 million. Mayan populations are the predominant ethnic group in both 

departments, reaching 89% in Alta Verapaz and 65% in Baja Verapaz. Seventy 

percent of the population of Baja Verapaz and 79% of the population in Alta 

Verapaz lives in poverty. The poverty situation in Baja Verapaz has been further 

exacerbated in recent years partly due to water shortages caused by 

deforestation.  

Due to land scarcity and few job opportunities, livelihood strategies are a 

combination of small holder subsistence agriculture, wage labor, and migration5, 

with little diversification. While some families cultivate sufficient corn and beans 

for self-consumption, because of limited access to land and irrigation systems, 

many families must purchase their staple foods using other income, leaving them 

subject to price fluctuations in these markets.  

One of the most common income generating activities for both men and women 

in Baja Verapaz is wage labor in the tomato and vegetable farms of wealthier 

landowners. The daily wage for this type of back-breaking work is low.6  In 

addition employment in these farms is usually secured for only a few days or 

weeks at a time. To complement household income from agriculture and wage 

labor, women also produce and sell traditional textiles and ceramics, while men 

raise cattle or sell wood where available.  

Finally, migration is common, both within the country and outside of it. People 

migrate within Guatemala to work on large farms located in the Southern Coast 

(November through April) or the North East (March through August). International 

migration, especially to the United States is also an important livelihood strategy, 

with remittances providing important income for a number of households.  

 

                                                
4
  “Bringing Saving for Change to Guatemala: Oxfam America's Low-Cost, Mass-Scale Financial Services for the Poorest 

Rural Regions” by Juana Rodriguez, Consultant for Oxfam America, November, 2009 

5
  External migration to other parts of the country usually offers better incomes, as employers typically provide food and 

lodging at a low price for periods of consecutive employment (two to three months). Internal migration within the 

department means the worker has to assume the costs of living, and the work is only contracted on a daily or weekly basis.  

6
  Rodriquez, 2009 
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METHODOLOGY 

Interview questions for this study were mostly quantitative and measured both 

economic and social indicators such as education, health, business activity, and 

levels of social capital. A smaller number of qualitative questions sought to 

deepen understanding of social indicators, especially those related to gender 

issues. Finally, one important subset of questions was taken from USAID’s 

Poverty Assessment Tool (PAT) and the Progress out of Poverty Indicator (PPI).7  

Each is a simple weighted survey that uses household characteristics and assets 

as proxy measures for income, so as to estimate the levels of income in the 

sample group. 

SAMPLE SIZE AND INTERVIEW TECHNIQUE 

The research team interviewed a total of 510 women (approximately 25 per 

village) in a total of 19 communities, in Baja and Alta Verapaz.8  The villages 

were divided among those that had received the program and those that had not 

as follows:  

 8 program villages, where SfC groups had only recently formed in the prior 

month9 

 6 promotion villages, where SfC was being promoted but groups had not yet 

formed 

 5 control villages, where SfC will not be introduced until after 2012 

The statistical requirements of the PAT tool require a sample size of at least 400 

women. However, various minor modifications to the methodology resulted in the 

larger sample of 510 women.10  

                                                
7
  http://www.povertytools.org/ and http://progressoutofpoverty.org/ 

8
  Villages in Baja Verapaz represent a majority of the sample since this is our partners’ initial expansion area.  In total, 16 

villages within the sample are in Baja Verapaz and three in Alta Verapaz.  This includes two villages in Baja Verapaz that 

served as pilot villages, allowing the research team to test the questionnaires and the methodologies, as well as to refine 

interview techniques.    

9
  Only nine villages with SfC groups existed in Guatemala at the time of the study, so these program villages were not 

randomly selected. One served as a pilot village, while seven villages were part of the study.  

10
  The research team initially decided to interview twenty-five women in each of the sixteen villages for a total of 400 women. 

Initially, there were only four control villages in the study (those not scheduled to receive the program). However, in the 

field, due to marked differences in socio-economic conditions between the first two control villages visited, and the other 

program and promotion villages, the research team selected an additional, more comparable control village. Furthermore, 

the decision was also made to include the two pilot villages in the final sample, bringing the total number of villages to 
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Oxfam staff conducted a one-day training session on interviewing techniques and 

methodology for the five researchers, two translators and one local consultant 

who comprised the research team. The methodology for data collection varied 

among the three categories of communities. In program communities, the 

existence of savings groups facilitated data collection, as group members readily 

consented to be interviewed and helped the research team reach other women to 

participate in the study.11 Group members composed half of the sample in each 

community, while non-members, constituted the remaining half. These non-

members were selected using quasi-random methods to ensure a reasonably 

representative sample. 

In promotion and control communities, the research team selected 25 

households to interview using quasi-random sampling methods. Depending on 

the village size, every nth household was sampled, either from a list, if the 

villages had an existing census, or by walking through the village and 

interviewing every nth household. The sampling interval was determined based 

on the size of the village, (or neighborhood size, in the case of a large town). For 

example, in a community of 200 households, the team gathered 25 interviews by 

visiting every eighth household (200/25=8).  

In a few of the most dispersed communities, where there were considerable 

distances between households, this method had to be abandoned in the interest 

of time. Instead of going household by household, community leaders decided it 

was best to gather all the women in the village in one place. The research team 

then chose at random who to interview from the pool of women present.  

For a more detailed description of the methodology, refer to APPENDIX B.  

Selection bias: Although every effort was made to uphold the rigor of the 

randomized selection process, we are aware of a few selection biases. For 

example, the research team found it difficult to interview professional or daily 

workers, as these women are often absent during the day. As a result, the more 

economically active population might be underrepresented in this sample. We 

also encountered a few cases where women declined to be interviewed because 

they feared their husband’s reaction. Interviews with these women could have 

highlighted a greater variety of gender issues than the present study captured. 

Finally, in villages where community leaders gathered women together as a 

group, there may have been an overrepresentation of women who are better 

connected or more mobile. 

                                                                                                                                
nineteen. Some villages also had more people interested in participating in this baseline study than the 25 prescribed by 

the methodology. Thus, the final sample size was 510. 

11
  In most program villages, group members worked with the research team to generate a list of many or all women in their 

village.  From this list, the research team randomly selected other (non-member) women to be interviewed and complete 

the sample. If a woman was not available or declined to participate in the interview, a substitute was picked at random. 

However, to ensure a varied selection process, every effort was made to meet with the originally-selected woman.   
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SAVING 
FOR CHANGE TARGET 
POPULATION 
 

This section details key quantitative and qualitative findings. Since this is a 

baseline study, the findings are not meant to anticipate any program impact. 

Impact can only be assessed by comparing data from the follow-up study to this 

baseline. Nonetheless, this study is useful for two reasons. First, it provides a 

picture of the situation of women and their families in the villages where SfC is 

working and will be working. Second, because we interviewed both SfC members 

and non-members, the study provides interesting information on patterns of self-

selection into the program: Do richer women more readily join SfC?  Do more or 

less educated women join? Do women who are already more empowered join 

more quickly? 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Women in our sample range in age from 15 to 88, with an average age of 36. 

Household size12 averages 5 members (typically 3 adults and 2 children), with a 

range of 1 and 14 members. One in 3 women reports having no education, while 

the remaining women average 3.6 years of schooling. One interesting result is 

that single women have higher levels of education than partnered women, 

attending school for 1.5 years longer on average. The majority of women 

surveyed are married or partnered.  

Forty percent of women report making household decisions jointly with their 

partner or parents, indicating that they share the role of head of the household. 

Husbands were identified as the sole head of household in 33% of cases, while 

15% of respondents identified themselves as the sole head of household. The 

women heads of household are slightly older, with an average age of 43 and they 

are less likely to be married or partnered. 

 

 

 

                                                
12

  Households can also include grandchildren, nieces, nephews, etc., not only the immediate family. 
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Figure 1: Head of Household 

 

 

Eighty-four percent of women surveyed report having children. The number of 

children living in a household ranges from 0 to 8, with an average of 2. Several 

women highlighted their recent familiarity with family planning, which may 

partially explain the relatively low average number of children per household.13 

Most children currently attend school: ninety-five percent of boys and girls aged 5 

to 10 are currently enrolled. Enrollment for older children is slightly lower at 92% 

for boys aged 11 to 14 and 88% for girls aged 11 to 14. 

 

HEALTH AND HEALTHCARE 

Interviewees reported that their families had 540 instances of illness in the year 

prior to when this study was conducted, with over half of illnesses in children. 

Top health problems include headaches, nerves and fevers for men and women 

in their productive years; coughs and the flu for children; and diabetes, lung 

problems and fevers for the elderly. (See Table 1.) 

The severity of illnesses ranges widely: some illnesses reportedly kept the 

person incapacitated for years, while other illnesses caused no absences from 

school or work. Overall, in the prior year, respondents lost a median of 15 days of 

                                                
13

  Guatemala’s fertility rate in 2010 was 4.0.  World Bank World Development Indicators 
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productivity per illness, suggesting that illnesses are often severe and impact 

everyday activities.14 

Overall, individuals appear to be seeking high quality healthcare through doctors, 

clinics, and hospitals. However, for children’s illnesses, individuals rely on slightly 

lower quality care including health posts and health centers. In some cases, no 

treatment was sought.  

Individuals use a variety of methods to pay for healthcare including drawing down 

savings, taking loans, using gifts of money from family and friends, and selling 

property. Approximately one-fifth of health-related incidences are financed using 

loans. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
14

  The mean number of days sick is 200.  However, this is strongly biased by a few outliers in which a person was reported as 

being sick for many years. For data with such outliers, the median is a more reliable statistic. 
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Table 1:  Summary of Common Health Problems, Treatments and Payment 

Methods 

 
Respondent/ 

Partner 
Children Parents 

Type of illness  

Most common illness Headache Fever Diabetes 

2
nd

 most common illness Nerves Cough Lung problem 

3
rd
 most common illness Fever Flu Fever 

Health 
provider 
visited 

Doctor, clinic or hospital 65% 45% 69% 

Health Center or Health Post 24% 39% 23% 

Traditional healer 3% 4% 2% 

No treatment sought 8% 12% 6% 

Method of 
payment for 
healthcare 

Savings 27% 34% 21% 

Loans 18% 22% 19% 

Gift 17% 3% 28% 

Sell something 8% 13% 17% 

Didn’t pay 30% 28% 15% 

Number of 
health 
incidents 
(observations) 

 

128 266 47 

 

POVERTY 

Since SfC aims to serve the rural poor and provide them with a safe place to 

save and lend, it is essential to understand which households are currently in 

poverty or at risk of poverty. In order to obtain a robust and accurate view of 

current poverty levels, this study employs two commonly used poverty 

assessment tools: the Progress out of Poverty Index and the Poverty 

Assessment Tool. Both tools yield a similar analysis. 
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The Progress out of Poverty Index (PPI Index)15 is a tool to estimate the 

poverty level of a household. It includes 10 proxy questions such as particular 

assets of a household, which are used to estimate the likelihood that the 

household might be poor. When taken across a sample, it is possible to estimate 

the fraction of households that fall below a given poverty line, in this case the 

Guatemalan National Poverty Line. PPI index questions were imbedded in the 

individual interviews and were used to calculate the index for the households in 

our sample.  

As shown in Table 2, households in the majority of communities surveyed are 

likely to fall below the national poverty line (GTZ 17.97 or $3.96 per person per 

day in 2005)16 with some households also falling below the extreme poverty line, 

which is the median of all families below the national poverty line.17  On average, 

control communities are significantly poorer than promotion or treatment 

communities. Given that the program is in its initial stages, this finding is likely 

not driven by any programmatic impact; rather, it suggests that the control 

villages selected were not exactly comparable to the treatment villages where 

partners are implementing the program.  

For the entire sample of 510 women, there is a significant difference in poverty 

levels between women who join SfC those who chose not to join. Members have 

a 67% probability of living below the national poverty line, whereas non-members 

have a 72% chance of living below the poverty line. However, it is important to 

note that this difference is largely due to community level factors; i.e. the fact that 

some of the poorest communities contain only non-members. When looking only 

at the communities that contain both members and non-members (where the 

program had already started), no statistically significant difference in poverty 

level is found between women who join SfC and women who choose not to join 

SfC.  

As expected, women with higher levels of education are less likely to be in 

poverty. Interestingly, single women are less likely to be in poverty than married 

women, possibly because single women in the sample often have higher levels 

of education than married women. Single women may still live with their parents, 

which may mean more working-age adults in the household. However, in 

general, the probability of being in poverty is higher for households with more 

members. 

                                                
15

  For more information on the PPI index, please visit: www.progressoutofpoverty.org. 

16
  Exchange rates between dollars and Quetzals vary considerably over time. The PPI is calibrated to 2006 data so the 

exchange rate from 2005 is used.  The PAT record of the national poverty line for Guatemala in 2006 is GTZ 131.5 per 

person per day or $29.0, but there may be differences in how the two surveys adjust for purchasing power parity. 

17
  National poverty line data comes from the PPI design documentation memo for Guatemala. The findings in this study are 

consistent with United Nations statistics in which 51% of the total (rural and urban) Guatemalan population lives below the 

national poverty line (Source: Millennium Development goals; http://unstats.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.aspx?srid=581) 

http://www.progressoutofpoverty.org/
http://unstats.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.aspx?srid=581
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The USAID Poverty Assessment Tool (PAT) provides another measure of 

poverty and a cross check for the findings from the PPI tool, our main measure. 

The PAT tool identifies the very poor, defined as those falling below the median 

poverty line. The median poverty line is set at the income level that divides the 

poorest 50% of those living below the national poverty line from the less poor 

50% living below the poverty line. For example, in 2006, 6.6 million people were 

estimated to fall below the national poverty line in Guatemala out of a total 

population of 12.2 million18. The poorest 3.3 million of these 6.6 million poor 

would be below the median poverty line and be considered very poor. Overall, 

around 25% of women surveyed in this study are below the median poverty line 

and are therefore very poor according to this definition. Consistent with the 

previous measure of poverty, married women, women with low levels of 

education and women in large households are more likely to be very poor. 

Surprisingly, working aged women (aged 20 – 49) are more likely to be in poverty 

than young women (under 20 years) and older women (50 years and older). We 

speculate that younger women might still live with their parents and so receive 

economic support that women in their productive years might not. For the main 

analysis, we will rely on the PPI tool. However the PAT data is a useful 

corroboration of this approach to use calibrated surveys such as the PPI or PAT 

to proxy for household income levels. 
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Table 2: Poverty Likelihood by Community 

Village Type Community 

National National 
Poverty Likelihood 

(PPI) 
(Less than the National 

Poverty Line) 

Extreme Poverty 
Likelihood (PPI) 

(Less than $1.25 per 
day) 

Treatment Villages with groups 
These villages already had the  
program and at least one group  
at the time of survey 

Village A 59.74% 3.05% 

Village B 61.13% 1.81% 

Village C 67.10% 3.17% 

Village D 77.18% 4.76% 

Village E 78.99% 4.95% 

Village F 79.81% 4.79% 

Village G 41.71% 1.23% 

Village H 68.02% 3.33% 

Treatment Villages in promotion  
These villages were in the  
promotion stage at the time  
of survey 

Village I 60.43% 2.61% 

Village J 72.20% 6.42% 

Village K 57.98% 1.74% 

Village L 69.48% 4.02% 

Village M 71.28% 4.09% 

Village N 77.56% 5.52% 

Control Villages 
No program 

Village O 85.79% 7.74% 

Village P 81.23% 6.78% 

Village Q 76.36% 3.39% 

Village R 74.35% 3.66% 

Village S 79.55% 6.60% 
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Figure 2: Poverty By Age: Th fraction of each age group that is below 

median poverty line 
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Table 3: Poverty Status by Three Factors 

  

National National Poverty 
Likelihood (PPI) 

(Less than the National Poverty 
Line) 

Extreme Poverty 
Likelihood (PPI) 

(Less than $1.25 per 
day) 

Marital Status 

Married/ Partnered 72.66% 4.63% 

Single 62.27% 3.05% 

Household Size 

1-3 members 56.83% 1.48% 

4-6 members 71.33% 3.68% 

7-9 members 76.94% 6.35% 

10 - 14 members 93.10% 13.14% 

Education Level 

No Education 75.44% 5.34% 

Some Primary 71.65% 4.59% 

Completed Primary 66.76% 3.08% 

Some Secondary 64.68% 2.72% 

Completed  Secondary 63.33% 1.92% 

Higher Education 50.94% 0.99% 

 

Note that the PPI actually uses household size and education (along with many other factors) to estimate 

poverty likelihoods. So while the pattern that emerges is expected, it may also be due in part to manner in which 

poverty likelihoods were estimated. 

FOOD SECURITY 

Respondents were asked if there had been a period in the previous year during 

which they had not had enough to eat. Approximately 39% of women report this 

to be true. There is a strong correlation between food security and education. 

Households with higher levels of education for the respondent, her partner or the 

head of the household are less likely to report lacking food at any time during the 

year. However, responses to this question do not vary much by age of the 

respondent. Unexpectedly, poorer households (as measured by the PPI score) 

are only slightly more likely to report being food insecure, and the correlation is 

not statistically significant. 

In keeping with the finding that economic and agricultural shocks differ across 

villages, the fraction of food-insecure households varies by village between 25% 

and 69% (except for one village where zero respondents report being food 
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insecure). Although the five control villages are poorer according to the proxy 

income measures, these villages do not have higher levels of food insecurity. 

Within program villages, there is no difference in food security between the type 

of women who choose to join SfC and those who chose not to join SfC.  

In elaborating on the food insecurity situation, “corn tortillas and beans” emerged 

as a minimal subsistence concept. Interestingly, eating only “corn tortillas and 

beans” means food security for some women because at least they had this to 

eat, “No matter what, we eat beans.”  “There are always corn and beans.”19  But 

other women say they sometimes do not have enough to eat because they only 

had corn and beans, “We did not have money so we could not buy (food); with 

beans, we survived.” 

Consumption of more expensive, protein-rich foods can indicate the quality of the 

food that families are accessing, so this was included in this baseline survey. At 

the median, households in this sample consume eggs 3 times per week, chicken 

4 times per month, and meat 2 times per month. Fish was not consumed at all in 

almost half of households, with most of the remaining households consuming fish 

once or twice a month. 

SOURCES OF INCOME 

Agriculture is the primary source of income for the majority of households and 

may take many forms:  agricultural day labor, subsistence agriculture, selling of 

agricultural products and raising animals. Women report not being the primary 

person responsible for this activity; rather, the husband, father or occasionally 

another household member holds primary responsibility. Although much less 

frequent, another important income generating activity is the production and sale 

of handicrafts, followed by salaried work and minor commerce. 

In some households income is supplemented with remittances and aid. 

Approximately 14% of women reported receiving remittances, which are most 

frequently used to purchase food and pay for home repairs. One in four women 

report receiving money from aid programs such as Mi Familia Progresa in the 

last three months. Women with larger households are more likely to report 

receiving aid than women in smaller households. 
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  Original quotes: “Aunque sea comemos frijol,” “Siempre hay maíz y frijol,” “No tuvimos dinero no podíamos comprar, con 

frijoles sobrevivimos” 
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Table 4: Sources of Income 

Source of Income 
(for any household member) 

Number of Responses Percentage of Responses 

Agricultural day laborer 310 63% 

Sell part of agricultural production 42 9% 

Sell animal or animal products 67 14% 

Subsistence agriculture 15 3% 

Unknown agriculture 13 3% 

Minor commerce 48 10% 

Store 25 5% 

Home employee 12 2% 

Salaried Work 54 11% 

Other day laborer 17 3% 

Handicrafts 88 18% 

Landlord 5 1% 

Other  23 5% 

Table 5: Uses of Remittances 

Use of Remittances Number of Responses Percentage of Responses 

Food 34 47% 

Repair house 28 39% 

Health 26 36% 

Education 21 29% 

Business 5 7% 

Pay Debt 5 7% 

Other - household expenses 11 15% 
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SAVINGS AND LOAN ACTIVITY 

The level of savings among participants in this baseline is relatively low, 

suggesting that there is an opportunity for SfC groups to provide financial 

services. Only 13% of women surveyed report that they or a member of their 

household saved or deposited money within the past year. Women with higher 

levels of education are more likely to report that they or a household member 

saved.  

Approximately 20% of women report taking out a loan in the past year. Loans are 

most frequently used for agriculture and health related expenses. 57% of loans 

are secured from a formal bank and 21% from family and friends. Microfinance 

institutions and communal banks are not commonly used for loans. 

Table 6: Loan History 

 Number Percentage 

Sources of Loan 

     Bank 64 57% 

     Microfinance Institution 6 5% 

     Cooperative 5 4% 

     Communal Bank 3 3% 

     Money lender 6 5% 

     Family/ friends 24 21% 

     Other 5 4% 

Use of loan 

     Agriculture 26 25% 

     Health care/medicine 23 22% 

     Animals 17 17% 

     Other 15 15% 

     Home repair/construction 14 14% 

     Business  12 12% 

     Education  6 6% 

 

Use of loan does not sum 100% as some loans had multiple uses. 
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WOMEN’S ROLE 

For this baseline, we have elected not to conduct a thorough background study 

of gender in the context of (mostly Mayan) Guatemalan villages, based on what 

is surely an extensive previous literature on this topic. However the findings from 

this study do shed some light on gender issues in these communities. 

Previous research experience in a variety of contexts indicated that directly 

asking about women’s roles today could be too broad or abstract an approach to 

elicit concrete responses. A solution was to ask a less abstract question 

regarding the changes that women have seen over the past 10 years in the role 

of women in their community, because in discussing these changes, respondents 

would also indirectly reflect women’s current role in their community, for 

example by highlighting changes that have not yet happened or areas where 

women are most excited to see changes. 

The majority of women surveyed feel that there have been significant changes in 

the role of women in their communities over the past 10 years. Twenty-three 

percent report that women now participate more actively in community activities: 

“Now almost all women participate in meetings. Before, we were not wanted in 

these meetings.”  Another significant change is an increase in the opportunity to 

study and attend school, as cited by 15% of respondents. “Now there is 

education; before we were not allowed [to go to school] since we were sent to the 

kitchens.”  Respondents also note that women are now taken into account, have 

more job opportunities and have more rights. Only 10% of respondents report no 

change in the role of women over the last 10 years. 
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Now women have the right to go out, to express their opinions. They cannot beat us 
since there is someone that defends and supports us. Women learn the law and now 
they do not let themselves be beaten.” 
 
“Women have greater recognition. We now know our rights and obligations. Women 
now attend meetings and men accept them.” 
 
“Before, women were not given opportunities but now women want their daughters to 
surpass them.” 
 
“Now women have the freedom to express themselves.” 
 
“Women are now considered more. They have value.” 
 
“Before women did not have the right to participate in any meeting, but now women  
always participate in any activity or meeting.” 
 
“Women are no longer afraid of their husbands.” 
 
“Women have the right to choose their husbands.” 
 
“Before women could not leave their homes but now they can.” 
“Before women had 10-11 children and now they plan and avoid having poverty enter 
their home.” 
 
“Before women could not study because they were told they should be in the kitchen, 
but now women are free.” 

Quotes are from the interviewers’ notes and not verbatim.
20

 

 

From these responses, we can conclude that freedom of movement – to leave 

the house or to attend a meeting – was a major challenge for women in the past. 

We can conjecture that some women’s lives are still restricted in this way 

although this has improved for many. Also, education is highly valued as a newly 

achieved right. In this study area, most girls and boys are in fact in school. But 

this could still be an area where women face challenges.  

When asked whether their own opinion about how to improve the community is 

worth listening to, the majority of respondents answer “Yes,” although many also 

refuse to answer and a few say “No.”  Those who respond positively mention that 

women have the right to speak out and that the community benefits from taking 

women’s views into account. The few women who indicate they would not speak 
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  Spanish versions: “Las mujeres ahora tienen derecho de salir, de opinar. A no nos pueden pegar ya hay alguien que nos 

defiende y apoya. Ella aprende la ley y ahora no se deja,” “Las mujeres son más reconocidas. Ya sabemos nuestros 

derechos y obligaciones.  Las Mujeres ya vienen a las reuniones y los hombres lo aceptan,” “Ya que a ella no le dieron 

oportunidad pero ahora ella quiere que sus hijas se superan,” “Ahora las mujeres tienen la libertad de expresar,” “Las 

mujeres ahora más tomadas en cuenta. Tienen valor,” “Antes las mujeres no tienen derecho a participar en cualquier 

unión, pero ahora en cualquier actividad o reunión siempre participan las mujeres,” “Ya no tienen miedo al esposo,” “La 

mujer tiene derecho a escoger al esposo que quiere,” “Antes las mujeres no podían salir, ahora sí,” “Antes las señoras 

llegaban a tener 10-11 hijos y ahora ya planifican y evita a que la pobreza no entre en el hogar,” “Antes las mujeres no 

podían estudiar porque ler [les?] decían que la mujer era de la cocina pero actualmente la mujer es libre” 
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in public feel that their opinions would be rejected or disregarded or that they 

would be ridiculed for speaking up. 

“Yes, since women have the right to speak and be heard.” 
 
“Yes, it is important that they listen to the opinion of all females and not just males.” 
(Note that, as with this quote, women often imply their outsider status by referring to 
decision-makers as “they.”) 
 
“Yes. A woman has more ideas than men do. If they listen to her, a better decision can 
be made.” 
 
“Yes, because you have to wake the people that are still locked up.” 
 
“[They] discriminate or reject the opinions of women.” 
 
“No, here in the community people make fun of someone when s/he gives her/his 
opinion.” 

Quotes are from the interviewers’ notes and not verbatim.
21

 

WOMEN’S OUTLOOK ON LIFE 

The research team asked about the major factors in respondent’s lives, both 

positive and negative, so as to track any changes in priorities for households 

over the two years from this baseline until the follow-up study. The first question 

asked respondents to describe two aspects of their lives or their community 

which concerned them. The second question asked the opposite, namely to 

describe two aspects of their lives or their community of which they were proud 

or happy.  

The most pressing concerns and challenges that women describe are lack of 

water; issues relating to income, lack of work, the economy or food security; and 

children’s education, with significant variation across villages. Secondary 

challenges include drought or bad harvests, and health problems. A few 

respondents, particularly younger women, mention environmental challenges 

such as trash accumulation, hygiene and sanitation, lack of drainage, 

deforestation and forest fires. 
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  Spanish versions: “Sí ya que las mujeres tienen derecho de hablar y ser escuchadas.,” “Sí, es importante que escuchen la 

opinión de todas las mujeres y no solo a los hombres,” “Sí. Una de mujer tiene más (+) ideas que los hombres.  Si ellos las 

escuchan se puede tomar una mejor decisión,” “Sí, porque hay que despertar las personas que todavía están encerradas,” 

“Discrimina o rechaza las opiniones de las mujeres,” “No, aquí en la comunidad cuando uno da su opinión se burla de uno 

mismo” 
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Table 7: Challenges and Concerns 

Issue 

Respondents saying the issue is a challenge: 

Number Percentage 

Water 
 

23% 118 

Children's Education 11% 58 

Income, Food security, Economy or Work 5 4% 

Drought or Bad Harvest 10% 49 

Health 13% 68 

Problems with Housing or their House 3% 15 

Community Management or Solidarity 5% 24 

Environmental Issues (trash,    
    environment, hygiene, drainage,  
    deforestation, forest fires) 

8% 42 

Neighbors 1% 6 

Family Problems (or Unspecified “Family”) 4% 19 

Single Parent with Children 3% 14 

Thieves, Insecurity or Violence 4% 19 

Roads or Transportation 3% 15 

No Problems 5% 24 

Other Problems 18% 92 

Total Respondents  510 

Percentage sum to more than 100% because respondents were asked to name two challenges and some 

names more than this. 

 

Both older and younger women are very concerned with children’s education, 

drought/bad harvests, and income/food security. Younger women tend to be 

more concerned about water, hygiene and the environment whereas older 

women care more about health. 

Women were also asked to describe what aspect of their lives or their community 

made them most proud. Women most often report pride or happiness in their 

children; their own and their children’s' education; the church, God, or religion; 

and community solidarity and unity. These aspects do not vary significantly by 

the age of the women. 
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Table 8: What Women Are Proud of 

Aspect of her life or the community that 
the woman was PROUD of: 

Percent of 
Respondents  

Number of 
Respondents 

Education 20% 103 

Health 9% 46 

Work or livelihoods 6% 29 

Children 26% 133 

God, religion or the church 5% 26 

NGO’s or other projects 7% 36 

Government 0% 2 

Groups she belongs to, meetings 5% 27 

Community, including solidarity and unity 10% 52 

Getting along with others or neighbors 3% 13 

Happy, united family, good house 8% 42 

Peace and tranquility 2% 11 

Security 2% 11 

Pride in myself 4% 22 

Water 2% 11 

Electricity 2% 8 

Roads or transport 4% 21 

Women’s rights 6% 29 

Other 21% 109 

Total Respondents  510 
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WHO JOINS SfC GROUPS? 

At the time of the survey 89 women, approximately 17% of the sample, were 

members of a SfC group. These members were from the seven villages which 

had just begun the program a few weeks prior to the study, and these 

respondents form half of the sample for those villages. In general, women who 

self-select into SfC groups (i.e. choose to join groups) appear to be more 

empowered than women who chose to remain non-members, as evidenced by 

their higher engagement in household and personal decision-making (e.g. 

management of household expenditures and personal health care). Not 

surprisingly, given that SfC requires regular attendance at meetings, socially 

active women are also more likely to decide to join SfC groups. For example, 

34% of members report visiting friends on a daily basis compared to just 18% of 

women who chose not to join. The study shows that SfC members are less likely 

to report needing permission from a partner or father to visit friends in 

neighboring villages. (The same is true for single women and women with higher 

levels of education.) Women who join SfC are already more likely to participate in 

community groups, such as handicraft groups, church groups, COCODES and 

the like. Additionally, SfC members (39%) are almost twice as likely as non-

members (20%) to report that they can dedicate the time they wish to social and 

community activities. 
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Table 9: Women Who Choose to Become Members May Already Be More 

Empowered 

 “Women who choose SfC are…” 
Members Non-

members 

Statistically significant 
difference (5% 
confidence level) 

More likely to be part of other, non-savings 
groups 

53.93% 36.89% 

More likely to say they can participate in 
groups as much as they like 

79.71% 65.43% 

More likely to report that they make decisions 
related to their own health (rather than their 
husband’s making the decisions or joint 
decisions). Non-members more likely to say 
husbands decide 

32.56% 18.28% 

More likely to report NOT needing permission 
to visit friends in neighboring villages 

63.95% 47.89% 

Marginally statistically 
significant findings 
(10% confidence level) 

More likely to report being involved in decisions 

related to household expenses 

82.56% 73.87% 

More likely to report having borrowed 

money/taken a loan 

29.89% 20.17% 

More likely to receive remittances 22.47% 15.57% 

NO statistical 
difference detected 

Age (average) 37.97 36.93 

Marital Status (percent partnered) 75.28% 80.33% 

Years of education (average) 3.94 4.16 

Note this table is only for 8 villages where groups have been started. 

Women with slightly more robust experience with financial transactions, both in 

terms of savings and lending, are also more likely to join a SfC group. 

Approximately 18% of SfC group members report savings compared to just 12% 

of non-members. Likewise, a higher percentage of members report taking loans 

(30%) as compared to 18% of non-members.  

Regarding the most important challenges and advantages that respondents 

report, there is no difference between members and non-members in terms of 

the types of challenges in their lives. However, as a reason for being happy or 

proud, members are more likely to mention three categories of responses: 

groups she belongs to or meetings she attends; her community, including 

solidarity and unity; and pride in herself. Notably all three of these aspects relate 

to social connections, solidarity or self-confidence, thus reinforcing the idea that 

women who choose to join SfC as members may already be slightly more 

empowered than women who remain as non-members. 
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Table 10:  What Member and Non-Members are Proud of 

Aspect of her life or the community that the woman was PROUD of or HAPPY about: 

 

Members 
 

Non-Members 
 

T-statistic 
(greater than 1.96 = 

statistically sig. diff.) Percent  Numbers Percent  Numbers 

Education  28% 25 19% 23 1.55 

Health 7% 6 8% 10 -0.41 

Work or livelihoods 4% 4 4% 5 0.13 

Children 27% 24 24% 29 0.49 

God, religion or the church 12% 11 9% 11 0.76 

NGO’s or other projects 9% 8 7% 8 0.64 

Government 0% 0 2% 2 -1.22 

Groups she belongs to, 
meetings 

17% 15 4% 5 3.10** 

Community, including 
solidarity and unity 

20% 18 8% 10 2.52** 

Getting along with others or 
neighbors 

1% 1 3% 4 -1.03 

Happy, united family, good 
house 

8% 7 12% 14 -0.88 

Peace and tranquility 2% 2 1% 1 0.86 

Security 2% 2 2% 3 -0.11 

Pride in myself 10% 9 3% 4 2.02** 

Water 2% 2 0%  1.66 

Electricity 2% 2 1% 1 0.86 

Roads or transport 0%  3% 4 -1.73 

Women’s rights 11% 10 7% 8 1.18 

Other 20% 18 26% 31 -0.91 

Total Respondents  89  121  

** Statistically significant difference.  

 

Levels of wealth do not seem to influence a woman’s decision to join a savings 

group. Although we find a statistically significant difference in poverty levels 
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between SfC members and non-members in the overall sample,22  this difference 

is largely due to implementation decisions to start the program in seemingly 

better off communities. Within treatment communities, there is no difference in 

the poverty levels of members and non-members for our sample size. Similarly, 

there is no difference in the level of food insecurity in members’ versus non-

members’ households. 

There is also no difference in the type of income generating activities of members 

and non-members. However, members are more likely to report being 

responsible for the primary income generating activities, suggesting that women 

with greater financial responsibility are more likely to join SfC groups. 

Table 11: Key Characteristics of Members and Non-members 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Some differences may not be statistically significant. 

Members and non-members exhibit similar patterns in their households’ health 

problems and in the decisions they make around health care. Factors such as 

who gets sick, the type of illness, the type of health providers visited (if any), and 

the method of payment for healthcare expenses, were essentially the same 

across members and non-members. See Appendix A for more details. 
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  Members are less likely to be poor, with a 67% probability of living below the national poverty line, compared to 72% for 

non-members 

 Members  Non-members 

Age 38 36 

    Less than 20 4% 7% 

    20 - 29 22% 29% 

    30 - 39 37% 30% 

    40 - 49 18% 19% 

    50 - 59 7% 9% 

    60 and over 11% 7% 

Household Size 5.5 5.2 

    # adults 3.7 3.1 

    # children 1.8 2.1 

Married/Partnered 75% 81% 

Years of Education 3.9 3.6 



 

29 

 

Thus, members appear to be similar to non-members in terms of poverty levels 

and other challenges such as health problems. The two groups differ, however, 

in terms of empowerment; the group of women who choose to join SfC may be 

drawn from among those women in the village who are already somewhat more 

empowered. (Recall that because this study was carried out only a few weeks 

after SfC had begun, the differences described above in no way reflect the 

impact of SfC. Rather, these differences show the different types of women who 

choose to join SfC.) The follow-up study with the same households and villages 

will be able to illustrate whether SfC is associated with greater changes in the 

empowerment of women and other household aspects, possibly further 

increasing the empowerment of those who choose to join. Also, by comparing all 

women in villages with and without the program, the follow-up study can 

determine if there are greater increases in empowerment for all women in SfC 

villages, as compared to women in villages that don’t receive the program. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FOLLOW-UP 

STUDY 

The villages in this study indicate that there is significant potential for the SfC 

program in this region, to address the relatively low level of average income, 

minimal use of formal savings or credit financial systems, and modest levels of 

women’s empowerment. In addition, there is evidence that women who join SfC 

may already be slightly more empowered than women who choose not to join 

SfC, reinforcing the necessity of having baseline data. 

This study lays the groundwork for a follow-up study planned for June 2012 to 

measure the impact of Saving for Change in the Guatemalan context. 

Researchers will attempt to contact and re-interview the same 510 women, and 

learn about changes in the lives of SfC members and non-members, in villages 

with and without the program. If in the follow-up study women who receive the 

program have greater positive changes in their lives than women who do not 

receive the program, this would be a strong indication of the positive impacts of 

SfC.  

In the follow-up study, qualitative research such as focus group discussions with 

members and non-members, and interviews with village leaders and SfC field 

agents, will add to the understanding of the program’s impacts. Key areas to be 

explored will mirror those analyzed in this baseline, including changes in 

households’ sources of income, food security, health and education decisions, 

social networks and women’s empowerment. 
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APPENDIX A – ADDITIONAL 

TABLE 

Table A1 – Comparison of Health Factors across Members and Non-

members 

 Members Non-members 

Person with illness 

Respondent 17% 21% 

Husband/ partner 7% 7% 

Parent 10% 11% 

Child 58% 55% 

Other 8% 6% 

Most common 
illness 

Fever 25% 23% 

Cough 12% 15% 

Flu 8% 7% 

Health provider 
visited 

Doctor, clinic or hospital 56% 55% 

Health Center or Health Post 32% 32% 

Traditional healer 4% 3% 

No treatment sought 8% 10% 

Method of payment 
for healthcare 

Savings 37% 28% 

Loans 18% 20% 

Gift 12% 11% 

Sell something 12% 13% 

Didn't  pay 20% 27% 
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APPENDIX B – CHART OF METHODOLOGIES BY 

VILLAGE 

 Communities Methodology Adaptations to the methodology and considerations 

Program 

Communities 

 

Dept. of Salama:  

Villages A, B and C 

 

Dept of San 

Miguel Chicaj:  

Villages D, E and F 

 

Dept. of San 

Jerónimo: 

Village G 

Introductory meeting with group 

members: 

As an introduction to the study, the 

research team held an informational 

meeting with savings group members 

and community leaders. This meeting 

was usually held the day before the start 

of the study in a particular community 

and served to present the methodology, 

coordinate with the women members, 

and answer any questions or concerns. 

Census of women in each community:  

The research team asked SfC members 

to list all women between 15 and 75 

years living in their community, starting 

with their neighbors, family, friends, and 

any other acquaintances. In some 

communities, the research team worked 

with SfC members to devise the list while 

in others the women wrote their own lists 

with the help of the promotora.  

The methodology used in program communities was fairly easy to administer, yet certain 

adaptations were crucial for the smooth running of the study. The most common 

adaptations and considerations were the following: 

 The number of SfC member interviews in some communities exceeded the original 

target, as some groups counted more than 13 members. In addition, in some 

communities women arrived late to the meeting or came and went as they pleased, 

complicating the counting. Even if the research team had already reached the 

number of member interviews needed from that particular community, all interested 

women were interviewed to avoid conflicts.  

 The census list was in practice not as complete as originally envisioned because SfC 

members had a tendency to only list their neighbors and women they knew well. 

Women who had recently married into the community, for example, were 

underrepresented. It is likely that the larger the community, the less inclusive the list.  

 The randomized selection of interviewees was complicated by a tendency of 

members to substitute candidates that lived far away or whom they knew would not 

want to participate in the study for friends and family willing to give the information. 

Although the importance of sticking to the randomly selected candidate was 

communicated to the women, in certain cases, the research team had to accept this 

modification in the interest of time. If an effort was made to interview the randomly 

selected candidate and her alternate and neither was available, the research team 
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Interviews:  The sample size consisted 

of 25 women interviewed per community, 

half of them savings group members and 

the other half chosen at random from the 

census list. After their own interviews, 

SfC members accompanied the 

researchers to the homes of the women 

selected. Substitutes were picked at 

random for each woman who was not 

available or who refused the interview, 

yet to ensure the quality of the 

randomized selection process, every 

effort was made to meet with the original 

candidate.  

settled for interviewing the woman chosen by the SfC member.  

Promotion 

and Control  

Communities 

Promotion 

communities 

Department of 

San Jeronimo: 

Villages J, K, L M 

and N 

 

 

 

 

 

Census data per community: 

As a first step, the research team 

obtained information from the 

Community leaders on the size of the 

community. Information was more or less 

reliable depending on the community. 

Household count: 

The number of households in each 

community was divided by the number of 

interviews needed for the sample (25), 

with the result providing the interval 

count to select houses for interviews.  

 

 

 

Unlike the methodology used in program communities where the existence of savings 

groups facilitated logistics and provided a certain level of trust in the study, the process in 

promotion and control communities proved more complicated. In control communities 

especially, their exclusion from the original area of program implementation led some 

leaders to question the intent of the study. 

In general, the problems with the methodology centered on time restraints and inability to 

standardize the process, which likely led to some selection bias. Some of the most 

important challenges  are listed below: 

 The presence of the community leader was crucial for household selection and 

candidate interviews; leaders commanded the trust and respect of villagers and they 

alone had detailed knowledge of their community. This meant that the research team 

was dependent on the leader’s judgment of household and candidate selection. 

Although leaders happily complied with the methodology, certain inconsistencies were 

noted. In certain cases, for example, the researcher and the community leader would 

count a different interval of houses for interviews, yet because of the limited knowledge 
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Control 

communities 

Dept. of San 

Miguel Chicaj:  

Village O 

Dept. of Salama: 

Village P 

 

Dept. of Tactic: 

Villages Q, R and S 

 

Interviews : 

To achieve variance in the ages of the 

sample, a rotating scheme of interviews  

was devised. The older, middle and 

younger woman would be interviewed in 

each selected household in that order. 

As in program communities, to uphold 

the quality of the random sampling, every 

effort was made to interview the women 

in the selected household and alternates 

were sought only in the case the original 

candidate refused the interview or was 

unavailable. 

 

of community on the part of the researcher, (i.e. some houses might not have been 

visible from the road where the researcher was standing), she had to deflect to the 

leader’s decision. This could have led to a small selection bias, with the leader favoring 

households of his choosing for interviews. This scenario presented itself more often in 

disperse communities, whereas communities with gritted layouts proved less 

problematic to navigate.  

 The methodology dictated that every effort be made to interview the original candidate, 

yet in the interest of time (both the researchers and the leader’s) this was seldom 

possible in disperse communities. Likewise, in disperse communities the selection of 

an alternate candidate became complicated by distance and placement of the houses. 

The methodology simply dictated to interview the woman next door in case the original 

candidate was unavailable. Yet this proved extremely time-consuming, as some 

houses were quite a distance away along unfriendly trails.  

 Systematically choosing to interview the oldest, middle and youngest woman in the 

household to guarantee age variance was not possible, as in some instances only one 

woman lived in the selected house. In other households, the age ranges simply did not 

exist. In many cases, the woman who was available was the one interviewed.  

 In a few of the most disperse communities the approach had to be revisited in the 

interest of time and availability of the community leaders. With the help of community 

leaders, all women were called to a meeting in a central location. The research team 

then chose randomly which women would be interviewed. In other cases, all women 

had to be interviewed to not avoid conflicts. This approach also possibly created a 

selection bias as it could be that only the women who were more connected, or 

perhaps those who enjoyed greater mobility outside of their home presented 

themselves to the gathering. This approach however, made it easier and more time 

effective to carry out the interviews and generated more trust in the study on the part 

of those who were present. The same approach was used in a couple of communities 

that happened to have an event (medical day, school meeting, etc.) on the day of the 

study.  
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