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Nederlandse samenvatting 

 

Dit is een scriptie over microfinanciering in Nederland. Microfinanciering is het lenen 

van kleine geldbedragen (microkredieten) – vaak in combinatie met andere financiële 

diensten zoals Onderneming Ontwikkeling Diensten – aan ondernemers die financieel 

uitgesloten zijn van toegang tot kredieten, en die het geldbedrag gebruiken om een 

kleine onderneming te starten of te continueren. Een aanzienlijk aantal kleine 

Nederlandse ondernemers zijn inderdaad financieel uitgesloten, omdat Reguliere 

Financiële Instellingen (RFI’s) het te duur en te riskant vinden om hen een geldbedrag te 

lenen. 

 Het fenomeen microfinanciering is overgekomen vanuit ontwikkelingslanden 

naar ontwikkelde landen, maar niet zonder problemen. Het bereik van Nederlandse 

Micro Financiering Instellingen (MFI’s) – organisaties die gespecialiseerd zijn in het 

verstrekken van microkredieten – is beperkt: zes MFI’s verstrekten slechts 98 

microkredieten in 2007. Het is beperkt in vergelijking met de potentiële vraag die 

Nederlandse marktonderzoeken meten, en het is beperkt in vergelijking met het aantal 

microkredieten dat in andere West-Europese landen wordt verstrekt. Hoewel 

microfinanciering in Nederland een relatief nieuw fenomeen is en Nederlandse MFI’s 

een achterstand ervaren ten opzicht van MFI’s in andere landen, levert de observatie van 

het beperkte bereik een duidelijk probleem op en is daarmee de directe aanleiding voor 

dit onderzoek. De hoofdvraag is: ‘Waarom is het bereik van Micro Financiering 

Instellingen in Nederland beperkt?’ 

 Hoewel bereik een sleutelbegrip is in de literatuur over microfinanciering, was 

het bereik van Nederlandse MFI’s nooit eerder onderzoek van academisch onderzoek. In 

praktische zin is het creëren van voldoende bereik cruciaal voor de levensvatbaarheid 

van microfinanciering in Nederland. De Nederlandse overheid heeft een aanzienlijk 

belang in die levensvatbaarheid. De verwachte directe en indirecte (surplus) baten van 

ondernemerschap dat door microfinanciering wordt gedreven, heeft haar interesse is 
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gewekt voor microfinanciering als het nieuwste instrument om ondernemerschap te 

stimuleren. Die interesse vertaalt zich in beleid dat het onderhouden van een 

microfinanciering netwerk inhoudt, het verstrekken van subsidies aan MFI’s, en zelfs 

het aansturen van enkele MFI’s. 

 Overheidssubsidies zijn een voorbeeld van interventies in de kredietmarkt die 

nodig zijn om MFI’s in staat te stellen om microkredieten te verstrekken aan financieel 

uitgesloten ondernemers. Aan de andere kant zijn innovaties nodig. Welke mix van de 

twee instrumenten moet worden toegepast door MFI’s is onderdeel van het normatieve 

debat over microfinanciering. Andere onderdelen van dat debat zijn vragen over de 

doelen van MFI’s, op welke groepen MFI’s zich moeten richten en of MFI’s financieel 

zelfvoorzienend zouden moeten zijn. Verkennend onderzoek dat is verricht voor deze 

scriptie laat zien dat geen van de Nederlandse MFI’s financieel zelfvoorzienend is, 

terwijl hun innovaties bestaan uit Onderneming Ontwikkeling Diensten, het richten op 

bepaalde doelgroepen en het selecteren van ondernemers. Het verkennend onderzoek 

laat ook zien dat terwijl bereik gaat over vraag (van potentiële leners) en aanbod (van 

MFI’s), een sterke verklaring voor beperkt bereik vanaf de aanbodzijde is dat 

Nederlandse MFI’s moeite hebben om hun producten en diensten te marketen – 

gedeeltelijk omdat ze kennis missen over de grootte, aard, behoeften en locatie van hun 

doelgroepen. 

 Om verklaringen voor het beperkte bereik vanaf de vraagzijde te vinden, zijn 

kwalitatieve interviews gehouden met een niet-willekeurige theoretische steekproef van 

19 ondernemers. Data van interviews met ondernemers die succesvol een aanvraag 

hebben gedaan voor een microkrediet (gecontacteerd via MFI’s) zijn vergeleken met 

data van interviews met ondernemers die hebben afgezien van een aanvraag 

(gecontacteerd via intermediaire organisaties). Analyse laat zien dat het bereik van 

MFI’s baat heeft bij een duidelijk profiel, gecontrasteerd met het profiel van RFI’s; en dat 

MFI’s over het algemeen microkredieten verstrekken aan de ‘juiste’ mensen – financieel 

uitgesloten ondernemers die behoren tot de doelgroepen. Ondernemers die overwegen 
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een microkrediet aan te vragen hechten veel waarde aan de flexibele houding van MFI’s, 

de specifieke producten en diensten die ze aanbieden, en hoe ze die producten en 

diensten aanbieden. Ze hechten er zoveel waarde aan dat de lage waarschijnlijkheid dat 

hen een microkrediet wordt toegekend geen rol speelt in de besluitvorming. Aan de 

andere kant kunnen verplichte Onderneming Ontwikkeling Diensten en een lange en 

trage aanvraagprocedure wel motieven zijn om af te zien van een aanvraag. 

 Deze scriptie stelt dat geen van de individuele verklaringen voor beperkt bereik 

van Nederlandse MFI’s beslissend is, maar dat alle verklaringen samen een alomvattend 

begrip opleveren. Op dit moment is het aantal Nederlandse MFI’s nog klein, hebben ze 

een beperkte geografische focus en zijn het jonge en onervaren organisaties. Als ze hun 

bereik willen vergroten moeten ze hun strategie aanpassen over welke ondernemers ze 

willen bereiken en hoe ze die ondernemers gaan bereiken. Vervolgens moeten ze meer 

geconcentreerd marketen, geholpen door bevindingen in deze scriptie over wat 

ondernemers aantrekt. Bovendien moeten ze nadenken over het meten van het effect 

van hun activiteiten, omdat de Nederlandse overheid zal willen weten of de middelen 

die ze nu vrijmaakt voor microfinanciering uiteindelijk resulteert in de 

levensvatbaarheid ervan. Met betrekking tot het normatieve debat over 

microfinanciering, zullen MFI’s, de Nederlandse overheid en Nederlandse politici een 

reeks keuzes moeten maken over kwesties die in de conclusie van deze scriptie zijn 

opgesomd. Het maken van heldere en expliciete keuzes zou microfinanciering in 

Nederland helpen, en het is de enige manier om in de toekomst in staat te zijn om de 

levensvatbaarheid van MFI’s en van microfinanciering(beleid) te evalueren. 

Academici hebben de taak om continu te onderzoeken wat er gebeurt. Deze 

scriptie heeft de basis voor zulk onderzoek gelegd. Drie suggesties voor toekomstig 

onderzoek zijn: ten eerste, om te experimenteren met manieren om meer respondenten 

te vinden – wat moeilijk bleek voor deze scriptie – om zowel kwalitatief als kwantitatief 

onderzoek naar microfinanciering te verrichten; ten tweede, om een vergelijkende 

casestudy uit te voeren tussen verschillende Nederlandse MFI’s en om een kwantitatief 
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onderzoek uit te voeren onder kleine ondernemers; ten derde, om vergelijkend 

onderzoek uit te voeren tussen MFI’s in Nederland en andere West-Europese landen – 

en mogelijkerwijs ook de VS. Zulk vergelijkend onderzoek heeft ook waarde voor 

microfinanciering in andere West-Europese landen, aangezien MFI’s in die landen met 

vergelijkbare problemen kampen. 
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Abstract 

 

This is a thesis about microfinance in the Netherlands. Microfinance is the practice of 

lending small amounts of money (microcredits) – often in combination with other 

financial services like Business Development Services (BDS) – to entrepreneurs who are 

otherwise financially excluded from access to credits, and who use that money to start or 

continue a small business. A significant number of small Dutch entrepreneurs are 

indeed financially excluded, because Regular Financial Institutions (RFI’s) find it too 

costly and risky to lend them money. 

The phenomenon of microfinance transferred from developing to developed 

countries, but not without problems. The outreach of Dutch Micro Finance Institutions 

(MFI’s) – organizations specialized in disbursing microcredits – is limited: only 98 

microcredits were disbursed by six MFI’s in 2007. It is limited both in comparison to the 

potential demand for microcredits that Dutch market research finds, and in comparison 

to the number of microcredits disbursed in other Western-European countries. Although 

microfinance in the Netherlands is a relatively new phenomenon and Dutch MFI’s 

experience arrears in comparison to MFI’s in other countries, the finding of limited 

outreach presents a clear puzzle and is thereby the direct cause for this thesis. The main 

research question is: ‘Why is the outreach of Micro Finance Institutions in the 

Netherlands limited?’ 

While outreach is a key concept in the literature on microfinance, outreach of 

Dutch MFI’s was never before a topic of academic research. In a practical sense, creating 

substantial outreach is crucial to the viability of microfinance in the Netherlands. The 

Dutch government has a significant stake in that viability, because the expected direct 

and indirect (spill-over) benefits of microfinance-driven entrepreneurship has evoked its 

interest in microfinance as the newest instrument to stimulate entrepreneurship. That 

interest translates into policy that involves maintaining a microfinance network, 

granting subsidies to MFI’s and even running a number of MFI’s. 
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Governmental subsidies are an example of the credit market interventions 

needed to help MFI’s to disburse microcredits to financially excluded entrepreneurs. On 

the other hand innovative practices are needed. What mix of those two options should 

be applied by MFI’s is part of a normative debate about microfinance. Other parts of that 

debate are questions about the goals of MFI, which groups MFI’s should target and 

whether MFI’s should be financially self-sufficient. Exploratory research performed for 

this thesis shows that none of the Dutch MFI’s is financially self-sufficient, while their 

innovative practices consist in BDS, client targeting and client selection. It also shows 

that while outreach is about demand (from potential borrowers) and supply (from 

MFI’s), a strong demand-side explanations for limited outreach is that Dutch MFI’s have 

difficulties marketing their products and services – partly because they lack knowledge 

about the size, nature, needs and location of their target group(s). 

 In order to find supply-side explanations for limited outreach, qualitative 

interviews were conducted with a non-random theoretical sample of 19 entrepreneurs. 

Data from interviews with entrepreneurs that successfully applied for a microcredit 

(contacted via MFI’s) were compared with data from interviews with entrepreneurs that 

refrained from applying (contacted via intermediary organizations). Analysis shows that 

a clear profile, contrasted with the profile of RFI’s, increases outreach MFI’s; and that 

MFI’s generally disburse microcredits to the ‘right’ people – financially excluded 

entrepreneurs belonging to the target groups. Potential borrowers highly value the 

flexible attitude of MFI’s, the specific products and services they offer, and how they 

offer them. They value them so much that they do not mind the low probability of 

approval of their application. On the other hand compulsory Business Development 

Services and slow and long application procedures can be motives to refrain from 

applying. 

This thesis claims that none of the individual explanations for limited outreach of 

Dutch MFI’s is decisive, but rather all explanations together constitute a comprehensive 

understanding. At this point the number of Dutch MFI’s is still small, they have a 
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narrow geographical focus and they are young and inexperienced organizations. If they 

want to increase outreach they will have to refine their strategy about which 

entrepreneurs they want to reach, and how they plan on reaching them. They 

consequently have to engage in more focused marketing efforts, helped by findings from 

this thesis about what attracts borrowers. In addition they should think about the 

measurement of the impact of their activities, because the Dutch government will want 

to know whether the resources and efforts allocated to microfinance eventually result in 

its viability. With regard to the microfinance debate, MFI’s, the Dutch government and 

Dutch politicians will have to make a range of choices about issues summed up in the 

conclusion of this thesis. Clear and explicit choices would greatly help microfinance in 

the Netherlands, and it is the only way to be able to evaluate the viability of MFI’s and 

of microfinance (policy) in the future. 

The task for academics is to continue researching what happens. This thesis has 

laid the foundation for such research. Three suggestions for future research are: first, to 

experiment with ways to find more respondents – which proved difficult for this thesis – 

to conduct both qualitative and quantitative research into microfinance; second, to 

perform a comparative case study between Dutch MFI’s and to perform a quantitative 

survey research among small entrepreneurs; third, to perform comparative research on 

MFI’s in the Netherlands and other Western-European countries – and possibly also the 

USA. Such comparative research also has value for microfinance in other Western-

European countries, since MFI’s in those countries deal with similar problems.



9 

 

Foreword 

 

This thesis is the product of 12 months of work from September 2008 until September 

2009. In September 2006 microfinance initially caught my attention during a visit to 

Bangladesh, the birthing room of modern microfinance. I learned that microfinance 

found its way into the Netherlands, and decided to do two things: write a thesis about 

microfinance in the Netherlands, and apply for a microcredit to start my own business. 

Although this thesis is now finished and I have almost repaid my microcredit, both 

researching microfinance and running a business has just begun. 

This thesis has a high information density, and I hope it serves as a 

comprehensive introductory work to anyone who wants to conduct research on 

microfinance in the Netherlands. This thesis is also lengthy, but most chapters can be 

read separately, because they all have an introduction and a conclusion. None of the 

numerous footnotes contain information crucial to understanding the main text, but they 

do add valuable remarks and can be consulted at will. 

I owe many thanks to everyone from the MFI’s that cooperated in this research, 

and especially to Alexa Dutilh and Erlijn Sie from HandsOn; and Elwin Groenevelt and 

Vincent Stuhlen from Qredits. My first supervisor Kees van Paridon and second 

supervisor Steven van der Walle guided me through this thesis with valuable comments 

on previous drafts, for which I am very grateful. I also thank all my fellow students at 

the Utrecht School of Governance for their helpful feedback. Last but not least, I would 

like to express my sincere  gratitude to my former colleges at the Centre for Government 

Studies, Campus The Hague, Leiden University. They taught me more about research 

than any course ever did – especially Jorrit de Jong, who I consider to be my mentor.



10 

 

Table of content 

 

1) Limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s:  

questions, structure and relevance      p. 13 

 

2) Serving financially excluded entrepreneurs:  

interventions, innovations and debate     p. 31 

 

3) Investigating outreach of Dutch MFI’s from the 

supply-side perspective: the state of microfinance  

in the Netherlands         p. 50 

 

4) Investigating outreach of Dutch MFI’s from the  

demand-side perspective (1): research design,  

methodology and data collection      p. 68 

 

5) Investigating outreach of Dutch MFI’s from the  

demand-side perspective: (2) analysis and discussion  

of the interview data        p. 87 

 

6) Conclusion: the future of microfinance in the Netherlands   p. 111 

 

 Epilogue         p. 122 

 

 References         p. 125 

 

 Appendices 

o Appendix A: Three innovative practices  



11 

 

in microfinance       p. 140 

o Appendix B: The key concepts of sustainability  

and impact        p. 143 

o Appendix C: Methodological account of the  

exploratory study into the state of microfinance  

in the Netherlands from the supply-side    p. 146 

o Appendix D: Questionnaire sent to  

12 Dutch MFI’s (in Dutch)      p. 148 

o Appendix E: List and report of meetings attended   

and organizations contacted  

to find ‘refrainers’ (in Dutch)     p. 165 

o Appendix F: interview question/topic lists for  

‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’ (in Dutch)    p. 168 



12 

 

Tables 

 

Table 2.1: Institutional types of MFI’s in Europe     p. 37 

Table 3.1: Financing the start of a small business in 2006    p. 54 

Table 3.2: Microfinance Institution in the Netherlands    p. 55 

Table 4.1: Basic information about the MFI´s Qredits and HandsOn  p. 79 

Table 5.1: Characteristics of ‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’    p. 89 

Table 5.2: Three trajectories in starting a business     p. 92 

Table 5.3: Motives of ‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’     p. 101 

 

Figures 

 

Figure 1.1: A schematic structure of this thesis  

with chapters and research questions       p. 27 

Figure 4.1: A model for guiding the analysis of the interview data   p. 78 

Figure 4.2: The code tree (in Dutch)       p. 86 

Figure 5.1: Redesigned model after the analysis of the interview data,  

with the location of respondents indicated      p. 110 

Figure 6.1: All explanations for limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s  

in one scheme          p. 113 

 

Abbreviations 

 

MFI – Micro Finance Institution 

BDS – Business Development Services 

RFI – Regular Financial Institution 

SME – Small or Medium sized Enterprise 



13 

 

Chapter 1 

 

Limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s: 

questions, structure and relevance 

 

Princess Maxima and 98 microcredits 

In September 2008 – when I started working on this thesis 11 months ago – the first 

nationwide conference on microfinance in the Netherlands was organized by the 

ministry of Economic Affairs.1 Princess Maxima of the Netherlands was a special guest 

at that conference, being a member of the Committee for Microfinancing in the 

Netherlands (Raad voor Microfinanciering). 2 She did not give a speech however. She just 

sat in the front row and left after the first plenary session. Admittedly, there was not 

much too give a speech about. A European-wide survey on microfinance had just 

revealed that in the year 2007, six Dutch Micro Finance Institutions (organizations 

specialized in microfinance; abbreviated as MFI’s) together disbursed only 98 

microcredits (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle, 2008: 63).3 

                                                             

1 Many people will associate microfinance or microcredit with developing countries (and probably with the Nobel Prize 

winner Mohammed Yunus from the Bangladeshi Grameenbank). Although that is where the phenomenon in its modern 

form originates from, this thesis explicitly excludes the phenomenon of microfinance in developing countries as its object 

of study. It does however draw on insights on microfinance in developing countries, as much research on microfinance in 

developed countries does (cf. Carr and Tong, 2002). 

2 The Council of Microfinance has been initiated by the ministry of Economic Affairs in 2007. Its task is “to stimulate 

microfinance in the Netherlands, through exchanging knowledge and exposing existing initiatives to publicity” 

(www.microfinanciering.com, accessed on July 21, 2009).  The council consists of several people from the financial sector 

and microfinance experts. 

3 The report mentions some flaws in the data collection. The response rate of MFI’s for example was only 44% (Jayo, Rico 

and Lacalle, 2008: 9). That raises questions about the reliability of the data. But despite the shortcomings it is definitely 

the most complete and up-to-date source of comparative data on microfinance in Europe available. Later on I will present 

the results of my own exploratory study aimed specifically at microfinance in the Netherlands and illustrate that the figure 

of 98 is probably not very far off the mark. 
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Outreach: research puzzle and main research question of this thesis 

I define outreach as: ‘the extent to which an organization is able to have people – that are 

not ordinarily reached – take up their products and services’.4 In case of MFI’s, outreach 

is about the interplay of supply of microcredits by MFI’s and demand for microcredits 

by potential borrowers that meet each other in a transaction – the disbursement of a 

microcredit.5 That happened only 98 times in 2007, and that is an extremely small figure; 

both in comparison to the potential demand for microcredits that Dutch market research 

finds; and in comparison to the actual number of microcredits disbursed in European 

countries similar to the Netherlands. 

Apparently MFI’s have been largely unable to reach out to potential borrowers, 

or potential borrowers have been unwilling to make use of microfinance. That finding 

presents a puzzle and is thereby the direct cause for this research. The main research 

question results directly from the puzzle: ‘Why is the outreach of Micro Finance 

Institutions in the Netherlands limited?’ 

 

What is microfinance? 

This paragraph and the following paragraphs further elaborate on the research puzzle 

and main research question. I will start by providing a definition of microfinance: ‘the 

                                                             

4 A clear definition of outreach is nowhere to be found in the literature, so I constructed a definition myself, on the basis of 

several dictionaries. Outreach is a typically English word, for which there is no good translation in Dutch. A translation 

lacked in my English-Dutch dictionary, Wiktionary gives the following definition: “The act or practice of visiting and 

providing the services (of a charity or other organisation) to people who might not otherwise have access to those services” 

(http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/outreach, accessed November 23rd 2008). Mirriam-Webster give the definitions: “the 

extent or limit of reach” and “the extending of services or assistance beyond current or usual limits <an outreach 

program>; also: the extent of such services or assistance” (http://www.aolsvc.merriam-

webster.aol.com/dictionary/outreach[2], accessed November 23rd 2008). An etymological dictionary uses the definition: 

“an organization's involvement in the community” 

(http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?search=outreach&searchmode=none, accessed November 23rd 2008). There is 

no consensus on the details, but common to all definitions is the word organization and the act of actively providing 

services to people not ordinarily reached. 

5 In chapter three I will fully disentangle the concept of outreach. At this point it suffices to state that a small number of 

credits disbursed signifies limited (breadth of) outreach and a large number of credits disbursed signifies high (breadth of) 

outreach by MFI’s. 
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practice of lending small amounts of money (microcredits) – often in combination with 

other financial services like business development services – to entrepreneurs who are 

otherwise financially excluded from access to credits, and who use that money to start or 

continue a small business.’6 This definition evokes the question: ‘are entrepreneurs that 

want to start or continue a small business in the Netherlands financially excluded from 

access to a credit? It is crucial to first answer that question, because a negative answer 

would provide a definite explanation for limited outreach – and would thereby make 

this thesis redundant. 

 

Why would microfinance be needed? 

According to the economic principle of diminishing marginal return to capital, small 

entrepreneurs should not be financially excluded but should have full access to credits 

(Armendariz and Morduch, 2005).7 However, Regular Financial Institutions (abbreviated 

as RFI’s; mainly banks) experience information imperfections about prospective clients 

with a small financing need.8 That, in combination with the fact that small entrepreneurs 

often lack sufficient collateral, and the fact that costs of disbursing and monitoring small 

credits are relatively high, makes lending money to small entrepreneurs risky and 

                                                             

6 This definition is my own construction, drawing from several sources like Gutierrez-Nieto (2006), Underwood (2006) 

and Evers and Jung (2007). Cf. the definition from Carr and Tong (2002:2): “Microfinance refers to a financial 

mechanism through which formal or informal financial institutions make very small credits (“microcredit”) to the 

entrepreneurial working poor (“microentrepreneurs”) to start, maintain or expand small businesses (“microenterprises”). 

In the Netherlands there is a shared definition of microcredit as a credit with a maximum of € 35.000 (Project directorate 

microfinance and the National Microfinance Network, 2008). In many cases, the credit need is even (much) smaller; in 

case of the Amsterdam based MFI HandsOn the maximum credit is € 5.000. A small business may be defined as a 

business with 1-5 employees (including business owner) (Underwood, 2006). Many small businesses however consist of 

one self-employed person. 

7 The principle of diminishing return is the idea that small entrepreneurs expect greater return on their next unit of capital 

than big entrepreneurs, and thus are willing to pay higher interest rates. Therefore money should flow from banks to small 

entrepreneurs automatically. 

8 Besides banks, RFI’s that take deposits, make loans and disburse credits can have the legal status  of credit union, trust 

company, or mortgage loan companies. RFI’s know little about their non-standardized situation (small entrepreneurs for 

example typically lack a credit history), and it is not cost-effective (profitable) to make an in-depth assessment to gain 

such knowledge. 
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unattractive to RFI’s (Armendariz and Morduch, 2005; Sengupta and Aubuchon, 2008; 

Evers, Lahn and Jung, 2007).9 In theory therefore, some entrepreneurs will indeed be 

excluded from access to a credit for starting or continuing their small business.10 

Empirical studies confirm that hypothesis. They indicate that RFI’s are reluctant 

to supply small credits and that a lack of access to finance for starting a business is a 

problem in developed countries (European Commission, 2003a).11 It is reported that 20% 

of all entrepreneurs that start a Small or Medium Enterprise (SME) in Europe experience 

lack of access to finance as a major constraint (European Commission, 2003a: 10).12 

Although the size of it varies extensively per country, in macroeconomic terms the lack 

of access to finance for SME’s is perceived to lead to ‘market failure’, a ‘market gap’ or a 

‘finance gap’ (European Commission, 2003a: 9; Tucker, 2006: 7). 

 

The expected demand for microfinance in the Netherlands 

According to reports by Facet (2006) and McKinsey (2006) millions of people in the 

Netherlands think about starting a business and hundreds of thousands are in the actual 

preparation phase; the number of starting entrepreneurs annually has doubled over the 

last five years (Chamber of Commerce, 2009). However, a significant number of those 

people experience a lack of access to credits – especially small or micro entrepreneurs 

                                                             

9 These are almost the exact words from Elwin Groenevelt, director of the Dutch national MFI Qredits, in a newspaper 

interview with de Volkskrant of January 31st, 2009, just after the start-up of Qredits. 

10 In the literature review in the third chapter I will discuss what type of entrepreneurs are likely to be financially excluded, 

and why. When presenting the results of an exploratory study into the state of microfinance in the Netherlands, in the 

third chapter, I will discuss what type of entrepreneurs are the actual target groups of MFI’s. 

11 This was confirmed in an interview on December 8, 2008 in The Hague with Roel van der Beek, product manager at the 

Dutch Chamber of Commerce and former bank employee. This reluctance may also have to do with the fact that on 

average 30 % of new enterprises in Europe do not survive the first three years and 50% do not survive the first five years 

(European Commission, 2003a). In addition, an often heard complaint is that small starting entrepreneurs (especially 

allochthonous entrepreneurs) experience a cultural barrier with banks/bank employees (Facet, 2006: 5). 

12 Even Bizzner.nl (operating under the Dutch Rabobank), a credit provider that advertises with very easy and efficient 

credit disbursement, turned down 16.000 of 22.000 applications they received since they started operations in January 

2007 (Interview with Elwin Groenevelt, director Qredits, The Hague, November 4, 2008). 



17 

 

with a credit need of € 35.000 or less (Facet, 2006; McKinsey, 2006).13 Concretely 

McKinsey (2006) predicts that actively targeting small entrepreneurs in the Netherlands 

creates a market for 10.000 extra entrepreneurs annually, 2.000 of which would start 

with a microcredit.14 The Dutch foundation SEON (in: Jayo, Rico and Lacalle, 2008: 14) 

makes an even much higher estimate with a potential annual demand of 43.500 

microcredits. The Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands has high 

expectations from microfinance to stimulate (small) entrepreneurship, and estimated in 

2007 there would be an annual demand for a microcredit by 15.000 small starting 

entrepreneurs (Van Lierop, 2007).15 

 

Aggregate figures about outreach of MFI’s in similar European countries 

In other European countries with social-economic characteristics comparable to the 

Netherlands, the aggregate figures for outreach of MFI’s are much higher than in the 

Netherlands.16 In 2007, 42.750 microcredits were disbursed European-wide – a growth of 

14% in comparison to 2006 (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle 2008: 11). The average size of a 

microcredit was € 11.000, a growth of 43% in comparison to 2005 (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle 

                                                             

13 The terms small and micro entrepreneurs can be subject to some confusion, because some authors take micro 

entrepreneurs to be small entrepreneurs (like European Commission 2003a), while others define them as a special type of 

entrepreneurs with special needs and making up a special niche market (Capisoraw, 2004). The second categorization has 

my preference keeping in mind that most MFI’s target specific groups (a niche market) and that the maximum credit size 

of microcredits is generally too small for ‘small’ entrepreneurs. I will return to this categorization in the concluding 

chapter, and claim that there is more to this than terminology. 

14 In comparison: a recent German market research among 213 small and medium entrepreneurs revealed 14% of 

respondents concretely interested in a microcredit, even if interest rates would be as high as 20% (Kritikos, Kneiding and 

Germelmann, 2006,: 23). Nolens (2009) estimates in a research that 29.5% of all micro entrepreneurs in the Dutch city of 

Nijmegen are desirous to apply for a microcredit. Micro entrepreneurs make up 38.9% of all entrepreneurs in Nijmegen.  

15 They based this figure on – among many other things – the observation that in 2006, 600.000 people had plans to start 

a business within the next five years. Yet they noted in addition that at that point in time only 200 microcredits had been 

distributed annually, that several specific ‘target groups’ had not yet been reached, and that microfinance was largely 

unknown with target groups in general (Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands, 2007). 

16 When making comparative statements, I will mainly compare the Netherlands to other (Western-)European countries, 

because the economic and social-cultural context is similar. Microfinance has also been practiced in the USA, and I will 

also draw from those experiences. In general though this research focuses on the Netherlands. A comparative research 

involving different countries would be very valuable – a suggestion I will repeat at the end of this thesis. 
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2008: 17). The longer-term growth rates of the amount of disbursed microcredits indicate 

that the market for microfinance is steadily expanding. In other Europeans countries like 

France (approximately 4 times the population of the Netherlands) and Germany (5 times 

the Dutch population), and the United Kingdom (4 times the Dutch population) in 2007, 

more significant numbers of respectively 10.160, 6.315 and 2.290 microcredits were 

disbursed. Surprisingly, even in Finland – with a population a third of the size of the 

Netherlands – 3.239 microcredits were disbursed in 2007.17 

 

Similar problems: observations on outreach of MFI’s in other countries 

The observation that the outreach of MFI’s in the Netherlands is surprisingly limited is 

fed on the one hand by the previously mentioned figure of 98 disbursed credits in 2007; 

a figure which evokes the qualification ‘poor provision of microcredit’ with the authors 

of the survey report (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle, 2008: 12). On the other hand the observation 

is fed by the results of my own exploratory study into the state of microfinance in the 

Netherlands – results that are presented in chapter three. I found that a total of 151 

microcredits have been disbursed by seven MFI’s over the last 12 months.18 Recalling the 

ambitions of the Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands (15.000 microcredits 

annually), there is still a large gap between ambition and reality. Things are put in 

                                                             

17 Despite theories and definitions, in practice there is little essence to the term MFI. MFI’s can take various shapes, and 

sizes in terms of legal status, organization design, mission statements, goals and methods to achieve those goals. 

Consequently figures of outreach of MFI’s depend on what may reasonably be defined as MFI. The assumption here is that 

Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008) who put the survey together have been consistent in their view of what constitutes a MFI. 

18 I think my own observation is more reliable, for in comparison to the European survey it excludes two organizations that 

aim not at serving entrepreneurs but at supplying artists with credits for making art. On the other hand it includes some 

organizations that the survey was unable to get a response from. One thing is clear: the figure is very small anyway. A 

small figure is a bad sign, for it points to the inability of MFI’s to achieve substantial outreach. That is confirmed in 

interviews with several microfinance experts and MFI officials: Priscilla van der Vegte, directorate microfinance, ministry 

of Economic Affairs, The Hague, October 21, 2008; Elwin Groenevelt, director Qredits, The Hague, November 4, 2008;  

Erlijn Sie, director HandsOn, Amsterdam, November 6, 2008;  Wilco Schuttelaar, consultant KplusV consultants (working 

for Startersfund The Hague), Amsterdam, November 6, 2008. Dave de Haas, manager SME Finance, SenterNovem, The 

Hague, January 7 2009. 
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perspective however, when looking past the aggregate figures and zooming in on some 

experiences from MFI’s in other countries. 

Underwood (2006: 10) remarks in an overview of microfinance in Europe: “In the 

EU 15 [first 15 EU member states], where the sector is much younger than in the new 

member states, the majority of organizations made fewer than 100 loans in 2005”. 

Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann (2006: 3), when reviewing results of a decade of 

efforts by German MFI’s (that started off earlier than Dutch MFI’s), come to telling 

conclusions: “Expectations were that they [MFI’s] would attract thousands of young 

entrepreneurs, particularly during their start-up period. However, the initiatives never 

got off the ground - not due to low repayment rates but because entrepreneurs simply 

failed to apply for funding […]”.19 Copisarow (2004: 6) as a researcher and former 

director of the British MFI Street UK, writes not without disappointment: “The number 

of micro-entrepreneurs in need of loan finance and sufficiently creditworthy to receive a 

loan from a micro-finance organization has been found to be much lower than 

expected.”20 Figures from France and the USA show similar problems.21 In spite of the 

substantial aggregate figures of outreach of MFI’s in other European countries, the lack 

of outreach of individual MFI’s is apparently not just a problem in the Netherlands 

                                                             

19 An employee of Fortis, a Dutch bank that has experimented with microfinance, told me at a conference about 

microfinance in the Netherlands (September 11, 2008, Nieuwegein) that Fortis also had trouble finding sufficient clients 

for its microfinance fund. 

20 More concretely: “[…] as of March 2004 [Street UK had been in operation since March 2001], Street UK had made 259 

credits worth £606,000 and had just over 100 current clients. Though these results are a fraction of its original 

projections, they are nevertheless in line with those of other CDFI’s [Community Development Financing Institutions] 

serving a similar market” (Copisarow, 2004: 6). 

21  As for France, Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 14) notice an inability to meet potential demand, even with Adie, the 

biggest MFI in France, which: “[…] estimates the demand for bank microcredit in France at 211,000 credits per year for 

new and established enterprises while only about 111,000 microcredits are offered by banks. With regard to non-bank 

microcredit, 10.000 credits are provided by Adie while between 90.000 and 140.000 credits are needed every year […] 

Thus, the demand for microcredit in France is largely unmet, with 100,000 microcredits from banks and between 80,000 

and 130,000 credits from non-bank microcredit providers lacking”.  Bhatt, Painter and Tang (2002: 199) start a 

paragraph on breadth of outreach (in the USA) with the claim that “Microcredit programs in the United States are limited 

in their scale”, not only small programs in California (the state they focus on), but also large and experienced programs 

nationwide.  
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(Facet, 2006: 17-19).22 Nevertheless the puzzle persists that both in theory and practice it 

is genuinely expected that MFI’s filling a market gap are overwhelmed by (potential) 

borrowers. And that is something that certainly has not happened.23 

 

Some macro-level explanations for limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s 

Although many individual MFI’s in similar European countries experience the same 

problem of limited outreach as Dutch MFI’s do, at an aggregate level the figures of 

outreach are significantly higher – also when taking into account relative population 

size. There are two possible reasons for that paradox: either there are simply much more 

MFI’s with limited outreach or there are a few MFI’s with high outreach in those 

countries (possibly besides many small ones). The big MFI’s may be successful because 

they serve a large geographical area or a large market (in population terms); employ 

effective marketing tools; or are heavily aided with government support (subsidies, 

fiscal benefits, guarantees etc.) resulting in very relaxed application assessment criteria.24 

The lack of sheer numbers of (small) MFI’s and/or the lack of a few big MFI’s is 

one macro-level explanation for the limited aggregate outreach of Dutch MFI’s. Another 

                                                             

22This helps to put the puzzle of limited outreach in the Netherlands in perspective, and opens up the possibility to learn 

from the experiences of MFI’s in other countries. Two questions come to mind: ‘What was done by Dutch civil servants 

and founders of MFI’s with these observations from other countries, while making plans to introduce microfinance in the 

Netherlands?’ and ‘What were the previously mentioned market research projections of serving a large number of 

entrepreneurs with a microcredit based on?’ These questions become more evident, when taking into account that all 

Dutch exploratory research reports draw upon experiences from other European countries (Facet, 2006; McKinsey, 

2006). Facet (2006: 3) explicitly notices after reviewing the situation in other European countries that “[...] it comes to 

our attention that the size of all microcredit programs at an aggregate national level are still quite modest”. McKinsey 

(2006: 20) writes about their experiences in the UK: “The size of the market in developed countries is smaller than 

expected”. However, this does not directly translate in very modest expectations for the Netherlands. 

23 At least up until January 2009 it did not happen. At that time the national MFI Qredits started operations, and it has 

proved to be quite successful. I will address this in the epilogue. 

24 And indeed, this is the case in France (with the independent MFI Adie) and Finland (with the state-owned MFI 

Finnvera), and Poland  (McKinsey, 2006). Underwood (2006: 11) reports: “When we look at the number of loans 

disbursed by country, we see the greatest coverage in Poland, France and Finland. In Finland and France, single 

organizations disburse 95-100% of all microloans. Similarly, in Poland one organization makes 80% of the loans reported. 

The majority of organizations (75%) in the EU 25 work at a regional or local level. Twenty percent work on a national level 

and another 5% operate internationally and in their “home” country.” 



21 

 

macro-level explanation may be the following: the economies in countries other than the 

Netherlands have more structurally built-in incentives for borrowing money and 

starting or continuing a business. These incentives can be stimulating in a positive sense. 

For example because doing business is easier, taking risks as an entrepreneur is better 

accepted and going bankrupt carries less of a social stigma (World Bank, 2009; European 

Commission, 2007c). The incentives can also be stimulating in a negative sense, when a 

less comprehensive social security system leads to higher figures for ‘entrepreneurship 

by necessity’ (de Jong and Kasbergen, 2008; Facet, 2006).25 These seem plausible 

explanations at first sight, but they are provisionally counteracted by the fact that figures 

of outreach of MFI’s in the UK and the USA – which do have these incentives built in 

their economic system – are roughly equal to those of MFI’s in Germany, a country that 

lacks the incentives just as the Netherlands.26 

Tendencies of the economy and the credit market may provide yet other relevant 

explanations. Economic growth may stimulate entrepreneurship overall and cause 

absolute demand for small credits to rise – assuming constant characteristics of the 

population of starting entrepreneurs. If the population of starting entrepreneurs 

becomes increasingly skewed towards small entrepreneurs, it leads to increased relative 

demand for small credits.27 The economy may also drive demand for small credits in the 

                                                             

25 The Netherlands has not a specifically business-friendly climate, judging by the World Bank Doing Business ranking of 

2009: it ranks 26 out of 181. There is still a lot of bureaucracy for starting entrepreneurs, impeding access to the formal 

economy (van Stel, Storey and Thurik, 2006). Many even complain of overregulation for starting a business, posing 

obstacles to starting entrepreneurs. Thereby access to the formal economy seems skewed to the disadvantage of – among 

others – allochthonous entrepreneurs, one of the target groups of MFI’s (de Jong and Kasbergen, 2008). On the other 

hand unemloyment figures  are quite low overall, but very unevenly distributed between native Dutch people 

(autochtonen) and allochthonous people with a non-Western background (allochtonen) (EIM, 2004). Allochthonous 

people with a non-Western background have a disadvantaged position on the labor market (EIM, 2004l; CBS and WODC, 

2007) 

26 A related macro-level explanation that Dutch people are less prone to borrow money is empirically neither plausible: 

European-wide figures signal a general trend of reluctance for borrowing money to start a business (European 

Commission, 2003a). 

27 The most recent investigation of the population of starting entrepreneurs by the Chamber of Commerce shows that the 

majority of the 47.555 entrepreneurs that started a business in the first half of 2009 are self-employed people without 
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opposite way: when an economy goes through economic downturn (or even economic 

crisis) it increases reluctance from RFI’s to disburse relatively risky and expensive small 

credits. As a result of which, more entrepreneurs turn to alternative financing sources 

like MFI’s.28 

One can think of many more possible macro-level explanations for limited 

outreach of Dutch MFI’s – and empirically test them. That is however not the goal of this 

research. I will shortly address what that goal is, and conclude this chapter with a 

macro-level explanation that will prove its value in the years to come. That explanation 

runs as follows: the phenomenon of microfinance was simply introduced much earlier in 

other countries. It is true that microfinance is still a very new phenomenon in the 

Netherlands. Virtually all Dutch MFI’s have started operating over the last five years, in 

comparison to only 26% of the European MFI’s (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle, 2008: 24).29 The 

argument underlying this explanation is that MFI’s need some time to get to know the 

needs of their (potential) clients, create awareness of their existence and gain experience 

in running their organization. The hope however that microfinance in the Netherlands is 

simply subject to arrears and will eventually ‘catch up’ with other countries, does not 

mean this research is redundant. To the contrary, the more we learn at an early stage 

about why and how MFI’s are (not) able to reach out to small entrepreneurs and why 

and how small entrepreneur do (not) apply for a microcredit, the better.30 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

personnel (zzp’ers: zelfstandigen zonder personeel). Those starting entrepreneurs usually have only small external 

financing needs – if any. Only five percent of all starting entrepreneurs applied for a credit with a bank (Kooyman, 2009). 

28 At the time of writing this thesis the Netherlands goes through economic downturn, and within weeks after the credit 

crisis of autumn 2008, Marcel van Kasteren from the Starters Centre (Starterscentrum) Zuid-Limburg already reported in 

a telephonic interview that demand for microcredits had risen for that specific reason. On the basis of interview data 

collected for this thesis the downturn is suspected to have affected the outreach of the national MFI Qredits, which started 

operations right in the middle of it. But this suspicion is very preliminary and ‘soft’, and state secretary of Economic 

Affairs Frank van Heemskerk explicitly told the audience in a speech at a Microfinance Conference in Ijsselstijn on June 

4th 2009 that the economic crisis is by far not the main reason Qredits has been so successful. 

29 On the other hand Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 24) find in general that “the microlending sector in Europe is still 

young” with 52% of all European MFI in operation since 2000, and 75% since 1995. 

30 And consequently, in the words of FACET (2006: 4), “the arrears we now experience [in the Netherlands] may very well 

turn into a lead”.  
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Sub research questions and structure of this thesis 

I have just shown that outreach of Dutch MFI’s is limited both in comparison to the 

potential demand for microcredits that Dutch market research finds; and in comparison 

to the actual number of microcredits disbursed in European countries similar to the 

Netherlands. I therefore repeat here the main research question: ‘Why is the outreach of 

Micro Finance Institutions in the Netherlands limited?’ I presented some tentative 

macro-level explanations, but there is much more to the subject of outreach of Dutch 

MFI’s. Throughout this thesis I try to comprehensively answer the main research 

question and solve the puzzle. 

Sub research questions and separate chapters give structure to this thesis and 

thereby to the quest of looking for a comprehensive answer. In order to explain how the 

sub research questions and chapters provide that structure I must first make the 

following remarks, which will also be the subject of elaborate discussion at later stages 

in this thesis: 

a) Academic literature on microfinance in developed countries – let alone 

microfinance in the Netherlands – is scarce and little developed. In addition to 

that, factual information about microfinance in the Netherlands is fragmented 

and scattered. 

b) Like many other European governments the Dutch government is highly active 

in promoting microfinance and even runs some MFI’s. 

c) Outreach is not a straightforward, but rather a multifaceted concept: it involves 

demand and supply, but also breadth and depth. Explanations for limited 

outreach can be given from the demand-side perspective and the supply-side 

perspective. 

d) In addition, explanations for limited outreach can also be given at three 

explanatory levels: the macro level, organizational level and the micro level. In 

this chapter I briefly touched upon the macro-level. 
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Given the main research question and the remarks just made, how should I proceed? 

Since the main research question is comprehensively answered in the concluding 

chapter, all chapters before the conclusion serve the purpose of adding some aspect to 

that answer. The following sub research questions are answered in those chapters and 

together they form the structure of this thesis: 

1. What are the theoretical mechanisms and principles behind the concept of microfinance in 

the Netherlands? 

This first sub research question will be answered through a literature review in chapter 

two. Because academic literature on microfinance in the Netherlands is non-existent, the 

review is the first ever attempt to assemble and reconstruct from various academic 

literatures the relevant insights about microfinance in the Netherlands. That is one 

reason why chapter two takes up a lot of space. Another reason is that the theoretical 

role of the government, the innovative practices of MFI’s, the multifaceted concept of 

outreach and the normative debate underlying microfinance are all dealt with in the 

literature review. Those topics play a central role in the remainder of the thesis and 

eventually in the answer to the main research question. 

2. What is the state of microfinance in the Netherlands from the supply-side? 

Chapter three contains the results of a comprehensive exploratory study into the supply-

side of microfinance in the Netherlands, providing an elaborate answer to this sub 

research question. The factual role of MFI‘s and the Dutch government is spelled out in 

detail. Because basic information about microfinance in the Netherlands was 

fragmented, scattered and largely unavailable, I had to perform a thorough exploratory 

study. As a result chapter three is lengthy as well, but a complete and detailed overview 

of the state of microfinance is vital information for this thesis and future research. 

3. Why do Dutch MFI’s have difficulties having potential clients take up their services? 

A second important function of the exploratory study presented in chapter three is that 

it provides an answer to this third sub research question. I previously mentioned that 

outreach is about supply and demand. I therefore investigate outreach from both the 
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supply-side perspective (Dutch MFI’s) in chapter three and the demand-side perspective 

((financially excluded) entrepreneurs) in chapter four and five. This third sub research 

question is an operational reformulation of the main research question from the supply-

side perspective. The answer provided by the exploratory study consists of explanations 

at the organizational level, in addition to the macro-level explanations from this chapter. 

4. Why do entrepreneurs apply for a microcredit or refrain from applying? 

A comprehensive answer to the main research question would be impossible without 

investigation of the demand-side perspective of outreach – the perspective of the 

entrepreneurs. For that purpose a research design and methodology is chosen, relevant 

variables are derived from the literature and a research model is developed in chapter 

four. Data from 19 qualitative interviews with entrepreneurs are analyzed and discussed 

in chapter five to formulate an answer to this fourth and last sub research question. Just 

like the third sub research question, this fourth sub research question is also an 

operational reformulation of the main research question – but this time from the 

demand-side perspective. The answer consists in explanations at the micro level of 

explanation, and thereby completes the spectrum of levels of explanation. 

 The structure of this thesis is schematically depicted in figure 1.1. 

 

Academic relevance of this thesis 

In a review of academic literature on microfinance in developing countries Brau and 

Woller (2004: 4) write: “Scholarly interest in microfinance has lagged behind industry 

development […]”.31 The same goes for microfinance in developed countries; numerous 

MFI’s have seen the light in Europe over the past decade, but unfortunately academics 

are again lagging behind on this new topic. Although some promising reports have been 

                                                             

31 Although, to be fair they continue: “[…] but it too is now growing rapidly.” 
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published, relatively little scientific research has been done on microfinance in Europe 

and/or specific European countries.32  

As I mentioned when presenting the first sub research question, academic 

attention for microfinance in the Netherlands has been minimal. There is no expert on 

microfinance in the Netherlands in any academic institution, with the exception of the 

lectors at the microfinance division of the applied university InHolland in The Hague. 

Academic publications on microfinance in the Netherlands are non-existent, which leads 

to a knowledge gap.33 That is not only a good reason to perform this research, but has 

two important consequences. First, I will have to rely on literature from other European 

countries to derive and assemble ideas from. Second, a lot of empirical groundwork is 

needed to describe and explain the current state of microfinance in the Netherlands. I 

will take up the first task in the literature review in chapter two, and the second task in 

the exploratory study in chapter three. 

The lack of academic interest needs improvement, because scientific research 

certainly did a lot of good for microfinance in developing countries: many previously 

taken-for-granted myths and popular beliefs about microfinance in developing countries 

have been revised and some even debunked, resulting in a much better understanding 

of microfinance (Armendariz and Morduch, 2005). There is every reason to try to do the 

same for microfinance in developed countries, which tends to be surrounded by anecdotal 

evidence of success and enthusiasm, while the statistics sometimes paint a different 

picture (Evers, Lahn and Jung, 2007).

                                                             

32 Positive exceptions of research on microfinance in the form of papers, books and reports include: Balkenhol (1998: 

Europe); Mosley and Steel (2004: UK); Mosley, Olejarova and Alexeeva (2004: Russia and Eastern Europe) Kreuz (2006: 

Germany); Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann (2006: Germany); Gutierrez-Nieto (2006: Spain); Evers, Lahn and Jung 

(2007; Europe); Gutierrez-Nieto, Fuertes-Callen and Serrano-Cinca (2007; 2008: Spain); European Commission (2003a); 

Evers and Lahn (2006); Lämmermann, S., E. Zamorano and P. Guichandut (2007); Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008). Also 

some papers on microfinance in the slightly comparative context of the USA have been published (Taub (1998); Bhatt and 

Tang (2001; 2001); Hung (2003). 

33 Although a very good report with the title ‘Microcredit in the Netherlands: an unexplored field, opportunities and 

challenges’ was written by the research centre Facet in 2006. The report was commissioned by the ministry of Economic 

Affairs. 
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Figure 1.1: A schematic structure of this thesis with chapters and research questions 
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Practical relevance 

Microfinance in developed countries is seen as a very promising phenomenon for 

various reasons, which brings me to the practical relevance of this thesis. I already 

reported that the Dutch government – alongside some other actors – is highly involved 

in microfinance, because it expects microfinance to be a successful instrument for 

stimulating entrepreneurship. 

When discussing the benefits of stimulating entrepreneurship through 

microfinance we could make a distinction between extrinsic value and intrinsic value. 

To start with the latter: microfinance bears the promise of achieving financial inclusion 

for citizens belonging to an otherwise financially excluded and sometimes even 

economically inactive or disadvantaged part of the population. It is a mean to tap into 

previously untapped economic potential of nascent entrepreneurs. Nascent 

entrepreneurs are people that seriously consider to start a business (and have been 

working on their plans), but who have not yet officially started (Van Stel, Thurik, Storey 

and Wennekers, 2006). As intrinsic value that is already a goal fully worth achieving. 

The extrinsic value of stimulating entrepreneurship lies in several things. 

Stimulating entrepreneurship through microfinance drives economic growth and helps 

to keep the welfare state regime in the Netherlands sustainable.34 Microfinance could 

                                                             

34 An evaluative cost-benefit analysis of the BBZ-directive (Supplementary benefit for Self-Employed Persons Act) triggers 

the idea that microfinance may even make economic sense to the government in a very direct way. The evaluative BBZ-

study concludes that with regard to some groups (e.g. ‘directly starting non-western allochthonous entrepreneurs with 

start-up guidance’) the benefits (mainly decreased public expenditure on social security) outweigh the costs of executing 

the BBZ directive for the government (Groot and Houkes, 2008). The same may hold for the instrument of government-

driven microfinance, although Groot and Houkes (2008: iv) conclude: “On average, however, the savings on the benefit 

expenditure are insufficient to cover the costs of the Bbz. This is true for starters as well as for established entrepreneurs.” 

Groot and Houkese (2008: iv) draw some more conclusions very relevant to this thesis: “The costs and benefits of the 

BBZ-directive vary strongly per target group and per municipality. Some target groups benefit highly from the BBZ-

directive. By executing the directive mainly for those target groups the cost-benefit balance can be positively influenced. 

[…] The fact that the cost-benefit balance of the BBZ-directive is negative on average does not mean that the BBZ-directive 

is on average not remunerative socially. Research into the costs and benefits of re-integration trajectories for getting the 

unemployed into salaried employment reveals that the costs also outweigh the benefits of those trajectories. […] In 

addition, research from Van Praag and Versloot (2007) reveals that self-employment/entrepreneurship leads to extra 
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provide a win-win situation: on the one hand it could make unemployed people less 

dependent on the welfare state by stimulating them to become entrepreneurs. On the 

other hand new entrepreneurial activity generates economic value, economic growth 

and higher tax incomes, and creates new employment. Other expected benefits of 

microfinance-driven entrepreneurship include the revitalization of neighborhoods 

through new business activity, the advancement (through entrepreneurship) of societal 

groups with a low socio-economic status, the social inclusion of the (long-term) 

unemployed, and finally integration of allochthonous people / (former) immigrants into 

the mainstream Dutch economy and society.35 

It is clear that there is something at stake, but there is one precondition for 

achieving the expected benefits: microfinance has to work.36 That premise is interwoven 

with this entire thesis. Although it looks like a short and simple question, it is incredibly 

difficult to answer straightforwardly. Sufficient outreach of MFI’s, for one thing, is a 

critical success factor; critical for the viability of microfinance in general, and therefore 

critical for microfinance in the Netherlands. By investigating the outreach of Dutch 

MFI’s this thesis aims to contribute to an improved practical understanding of 

microfinance in the Netherlands. 

 

Conclusion of this chapter 

There is a world to discover about outreach of Dutch MFI’s; a world that lies behind the 

figure of 98 microcredits. This thesis therefore contains a huge amount of information, 

both for academics and for practitioners. Through the use of sub research questions I 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

social benefits. Entrepreneurs contribute positively to employment. They also create innovations for society. A last point is 

that entrepreneurs on average contribute more to economic growth than people in salaried employment.” 

35 State secretary or the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs Frank van Heemskerk mentioned all these things at the 

conference of microfinance in Nieuwegein on September 11, 2008. Allochthonous is the English translation of the Dutch 

word ‘allochtoon’, which is defined by the Central Bureau for Statistis as “a person who lives in the Netherlands and who 

has a least one parent that is born abroad’. From now on I will use the term allochthonous, whereas usually the term 

‘ethnic minority’ is used. 

36 Cf. Bhatt, Painter and Tang (2002: 193): “[…] one question being asked by many is: To what extent can microcredit 

work in the United States?” 
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have put some structure into it. Throughout this thesis I will regularly refer back to that 

structure, until I come to an answer to the main research question of why the outreach of 

Dutch MFI’s is limited. 

The goal of this thesis has been achieved if in the concluding chapter a 

comprehensive answer to the main research question is formulated, as well as remarks 

about the future of microfinance in the Netherlands. This thesis aims to lay the 

theoretical and empirical base for future research, so that in a couple of years a well-

funded judgment can be made about the viability of microfinance in the Netherlands: 

whether microfinance can work in the Netherlands.37

                                                             

37 Although it is expected that the three sub research questions of this research can be fully answered, or at least to 

significant extent, the main research question can only be partly answered and only to limited extent. That is due to a 

combination of the research design – the data collection does not include all variables involved (which is impossible) – 

and a limited amount of empirical data (due to limited resources and some other obstacles mentioned in the research 

design section). Since this is the first scientific research into outreach of Dutch MFI’s, there are no ambitions for providing 

definitive answers. It is expected however that in the course of performing this research many questions for future 

research will be formulated and possibly some preliminary answers those future questions are found. 
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Chapter 2 

 

Serving financially excluded entrepreneurs:  

interventions, innovations and debate 

 

Outline of this review 

This literature review serves the purpose of answering the sub research question: What 

are the theoretical mechanisms and principles behind the concept of microfinance in the 

Netherlands? Or rather, the review is the answer, because it is the first ever attempt to 

assemble and reconstruct from various academic literatures the relevant insights about 

microfinance in the Netherlands. 

The review starts with a brief hint of where microfinance originally comes from, 

but immediately moves towards an extensive description of the two conceptually 

distinctive ways in which MFI’s in developed countries can counter the problem of 

market failure and financial exclusion of small entrepreneurs – with special attention for 

the theoretical role of the government. The literature review concludes with a discussion 

of the key concept of outreach within the framework of the normative debate about 

microfinance. The distinctive ways of countering financial exclusion, the role of the 

government, the normative debate and of course the concept of outreach will run as red 

threads through the remainder of this thesis. 

 

The transfer of microfinance 

Microfinance in its modern form originates from developing countries.38 The ‘invention’ 

of microcredit is attributed to Mohammed Yunus from the MFI Grameenbank in 

                                                             

38 In different pre-modern sizes and shapes it can even be traced back further in history, for example to 19th century 

Ireland, in so called ‘loaned fund societies’ (Hollis and Sweetman, 1999). In a similar fashion, during the 19th and 20th 

century Dutch and German farmers could lend money through cooperative credit schemes designed by the Raffeissenbank 

and the Farmers Lending Bank (boerenleenbank): two banks that have long ago merged into one bank (Rabobank), which 
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Bangladesh in the 1970’s. His aim has been to serve financially excluded small and poor 

entrepreneurs who cannot get a credit from a RFI due to the reasons laid out in the first 

chapter.39 The basic concept of microfinance has been transferred to many developing 

and developed countries during the ‘80’s, 90’s and in the 21st century – with contextual 

adjustments. For example, the average credit size in Bangladesh is approximately $ 200 

while in the Netherlands a microcredit is defined as a credit with a maximum of € 35.000 

(previously € 25.000) by the Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands (Raad voor 

Microfinanciering), repeating the definition used by EU institutions (Evers, Lahn and 

Jung, 2007: 10; Commission of the European Communities, 2007; Gutierrez-Nieto, 

2006).40 

 

Two options for serving financially excluded entrepreneurs 

Despite the contextual differences between developed and developing countries, the 

basic principles behind microfinance remain the same.41 Assuming that it is not 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

again operates at the forefront of microfinance in the Netherlands. Poverty alleviation through subsidized microcredits 

was already tried in developing countries during the 1950’s until the 1980’s, but with low repayment rates it was very 

unsuccessful (Morduch, 1999;  Armendariz and Morduch, 2005). The particular manner, principles and scale on which 

microfinance has been employed over the last few decades is new.  Estimations vary widely, but it is generally believed 

that nowadays over a 100 million people worldwide make use of services offered by thousands of MFI’s (Brau and Woller, 

2004).  

39 MFI’s in developing countries do not only serve those who financially excluded from RFI’s, but also present an 

alternative to informal money lenders (‘loan sharks’), who charge very high interest rates. These two things usually go 

hand in hand in developing countries. 

40 I should separate two concepts now: ‘Microfinance’ differs from ‘microcredit’ in that it involves not only lending money 

to borrowers, but in a broader sense also providing customers with services such as financial coaching, saving accounts, 

and insurance services (Evers and Jung, 2007). It is important to make a conceptual distinction between microfinance and 

microcredit, although in everyday practice the concepts are used interchangeably. From here on I will mainly write about 

microfinance, for two reasons. First, the concept of microfinance is more-encompassing and therefore better suited for 

describing what the phenomenon of providing financial services to the ‘financially excluded’ is about. And second, the 

term microfinance is most extensively used in recent reports and scientific research (Brau and Woller, 2004). 

Microfinance can be conceived as the aggregative term for a range of financial services of which microcredit is just one. I 

will use the word microcredit (or microloan) solely to refer to the actual money that is lent to borrowers. 

41 However, the way the basic concept works out in different contexts can hugely differ. Batt and Thang (2002) in a 

discussion of variables that determine repayment rates of microcredits in the USA show that both differences and 

similarities exist between the practice of microfinance in the context of developing and developed countries, and that in 

order to gain proper understanding of microfinance in developed countries the practice must be studied in its specific 
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financially attractive (profitable) and/or too risky for RFI’s to lend money to poor or 

small entrepreneurs, there are two options for providing financially excluded 

entrepreneurs access to a credit:42 

A. Interventions in the credit market are performed by organizations in the public 

sector or third sector (voluntary or civic organizations that are non-profit and 

non-governmental) (Zinman, 2002). These interventions include a range of 

actions that can be qualified as artificially distorting the credit market. However, 

depending on where one stands in the normative debate on microfinance (to be 

discussed shortly), the interventions can also be perceived to correct market 

failure. Examples include the use of gifts from a charity fund to finance the 

starting costs or operating costs of MFI’s and the use of governmental guarantee 

funds to provide cover to MFI’s for financial losses due to repayment default by 

borrowers. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

context.  They point to huge difference in social structure and social capital between the stereotypical setting of a small 

village in Bangladesh and downtown New York (or the neighborhoods of Amsterdam, where much of the data for this 

thesis is gathered). Or even the difference between a small village in Bangladesh and a small village in rural Arkansas, 

where Bill Clinton (then governor) invited Muhammad Yunus in 1986 to discuss microfinance. A MFI – The Good Faith 

Fund – was initiated according to the Grameenbank group lending model (Sengupta and Aubuchon, 2008). Important 

social difference prevented the successful replication, because “Arkansas is inherently different from Bangladesh” 

(Sengupta and Aubuchon, 2008: 16). 

42 Up to now I have simply used the term ‘financially excluded’ as synonym for ‘excluded from a credit/loan’ – for 

whatever reason. The concept ‘financially excluded’ however is not a straightforward concept. Several interpretations 

exist. The Commission of the European Communities (2007: 5) calls the ‘financially excluded’ in the European context the 

‘non-bankable’: “Those who lack collateral, steady employment and a verifiable credit history”. Underwood (2006: 5) uses 

the ‘financially excluded’ as a distinct group of people, writing that target groups of MFI’s in Europe “[…] in order of 

importance are financially excluded individuals followed by women, unemployed persons, the self-employed and 

immigrants. There is considerable overlap amongst many of these groups.” She goes on to define ‘financially excluded’: 

“When we refer to people excluded from mainstream financial services we mean those without access to cash transmission 

banking, savings, insurance, short-term consumer credit and long-term savings” (Underwood, 2006: 19). I prefer to use 

the concept of financially excluded as an overlapping collective or aggregative concept for all target groups of MFI’s, 

instead of reserving the term for a distinctive group of people as Underwood (2006) does. I do agree with Underwood that 

people are financially excluded from credits (and often from saving accounts and insurances as well) in the sense that they 

cannot get a credit from a regular financial institution – for whatever reason – while informally (via friends, relatives and 

informal moneylenders) there may be options left. 
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B. Innovative and ‘smart’ alternatives to regular lending practices are developed 

and implemented (Facet, 2006). These alternatives encompass different ways of 

working with regard to e.g. the return payment schemes or attitude towards lack 

of collateral. All alternatives have in common that they do not distort the credit 

market, while they could also be qualified as correcting market failure. 

These options are connected to certain normative stances in the debate on microfinance, 

which I will discuss later on in this review. 

Extremely ideal typical, microfinance according to option A could involve 

subsidized and interest-free credits provided directly by the government with little 

concern for repayment.43 At the other extreme, microfinance according to option B 

would be a fully privately supplied financial service with the pure aim of making a 

profit on the interest revenues. With the help of innovative marketing and lending 

techniques option B might still tap into a previously undiscovered market of borrowers, 

with the spillover effect of financial inclusion.44 In that latter case the often-cited slogans 

‘doing well by doing good’ and ‘making money of the poor’, would truly apply to MFI’s 

(Morduch, 1999).45 

In practice, the way MFI’s work is usually a mix of these two options, with the 

additional remark that in Europe and the USA there is a clear tendency – though not 

automatically a preference – towards option A while in developing countries the 

situation tends towards the opposite. I will therefore first discuss the interventions in the 

credit market and then the innovative practices. 

                                                             

43 This may sound very drastic, but director Aggie Augenbroe of the Startersfund Amsterdam indicated in a telephone 

conversation (November 12th 2008) that some borrowers perceived the credit they received as a subsidy rather than a 

credit they had to pay back with interest. 

44 Facet (2006: 3) concludes from a review of MFI’s in some European countries that indeed “the supply by MFI’s creates 

part of the demand”. 

45 Although some say that MFI’s in developing countries make too much of a profit by charging high interest rates to 

entrepreneurs who have no other place to go for a credit but a loan shark. 
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Interventions in the credit market 

In discussing option A, I stated that microfinance by means of an intervention in the 

credit market may from a purely economic perspective be conceptually qualified as 

either distorting the credit market or correcting it. In the first case the RFI’s in the credit 

market are said to automatically make the best selection of which entrepreneurs to 

supply with a credit and which entrepreneurs not to supply. In the second case the 

credit market said is to fail to serve small entrepreneurs who should have access to a 

credit. Both qualifications can be true, and even at the same time. The main point here is 

that there is much more to microfinance than just economics of the credit market. In the 

previous chapter I mentioned the economic, public and social value that the Dutch 

government associates with stimulating entrepreneurship by means of microfinance. 

From a government-perspective involvement in microfinance and intervention in the 

credit market is theoretically understandable. 

 

Why are European governments involved in microfinance? 

European governments are involved in microfinance because it contributes to the policy 

goals mentioned in the previous chapter and it fits into a governmental vision that is 

widely shared by the EU member states – by both long-time member states and new 

member states (European Commission, 2003b;  European Commission, 2007b; 

Copisarow, 2004; Hartarska, 2005). That vision is a combination of awareness of the 

current situation and problems foreseen in the future on the one hand, and a tentative 

plan to deal with that situation on the other. The shared problem definition is that 

European countries face rising unemployment; an increasing number of people relying 

for income on various social security schemes; and an ageing population – and thus 

rising costs of the welfare state. That forces governments to seek for new and innovative 

ways to reach the economically disadvantaged and economically inactive groups in 

society and get them to make an active contribution to the economy. This is formally laid 

down in the Lisbon strategy, which aims at reducing unemployment and the number of 
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people on welfare by creating jobs and stimulating self-employment (Lisbon Strategy, 

2007). 

The fact that European governments stimulate entrepreneurship is no new 

phenomenon. More than a decade ago Balkenhol (1998: 1) wrote: “Over the past few 

years, there has been an impressive increase in the number and volume of government 

programs that seek to encourage the unemployed, the young, welfare recipients and 

disadvantaged groups of the population to set up their own, very small business.”46 He 

discusses the use of microfinance programs to achieve this, after making comments on 

efforts to help the unemployed to start a business: “Some argue that it leads to self 

exploitation and creates unsustainable businesses, others see it as an instrument of 

welfare reform, to help reduce public sector expenditure and the burden on social 

security systems. For some it is the bridge to more and better entrepreneurship, to 

expand the frontiers of the private sector while to others it only increases the pool of 

working poor, whose wages are too low to make a decent living and who end up taking 

on other income-generating activities” (Balkenhol, 1998: 2). These are still welcome 

critical remarks in a time where governments are sometimes overly euphoric about 

creating self-employment for various target groups. Still it is an undeniable economic 

fact that European economies grow increasingly from big business-driven to SME-

driven, and governments recognize the importance of a stimulating entrepreneurial 

climate (EIM 2006a, World Bank, 2009). One of the ways to do that is to improve access 

to credits and related financial services by means of microfinance. 

 

Who are involved in microfinance? 

Table 2.1 shows that there is large variety in the types of organizations involved in 

microfinance in Europe (94 organizations from 21 countries in total). Various types of 

                                                             

46 When I discovered the article by Balkenhol (1998) I was surprised to see that I could copy much more than just the first 

sentence to his articles and still by highly relevant and up to date. That gives me an indication that we are dealing with a 

real (rather than a rhetoric) development and a long-term development, and that performing the right research now is 

crucial to future developments. 
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public and private sector organizations are involved, and organizations from the third 

sector (voluntary or civic organizations that are non-profit and non-governmental). 

Although the precise terminology is a point of discussion, and only 35% of the 94 

organizations are (almost) fully dedicated to disbursing microcredits, for the sake of 

convenience I will refer to these organizations as MFI’s (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle 2008: 23). 

MFI’s have to attract funds to cover operating costs and financial costs, and 

funds for loan capital. 41% of MFI’s rely on the public sector for loan capital versus 59% 

of MFI’s on the private sector. More striking, according to Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 

53) only 26% of European MFI’s are financially self-sufficient, in that they are able to 

cover 100% of their operational costs through earned income (fees, interest and income 

earned on assets). Unfortunately Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008) report no more details, 

but in general the rest of the MFI’s has to rely on various public and private funds like 

subsidies, grants, charities, trust funds etc. to balance the books. 

 

Table 2.1: Institutional types of MFI’s in Europe 

Institutional type of organization Percentage 

NGO 28% 

Foundation 26% 

Government Bodies 17% 

Non-Bank Financial Institution 9% 

Saving Bank 6% 

Other 6% 

Bank 5% 

Credit Union 2% 

Table copied from Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 18) 

 

 Governments in Europe play a big role in financing MFI’s both directly (through 

government bodies) and indirectly (through subsidies, grants, guarantee funds etc.). 

They are so much involved with MFI’s that microfinance in Europe is defined by experts 



38 

 

Evers and Jung (2007) as a ‘social case’, rather than a profitable business case.47 That is 

partly because microfinance is a very young phenomenon, with the majority of 

European MFI’s in operation only since 2000 (Underwood, 2006). Starting MFI’s 

specifically, but in general almost all MFI’s in Europe, are directly or indirectly aided 

with government support (European Commission, 2003a).48 Many MFI’s remain 

subsidized after their start-up, because it proves difficult – if not impossible – to run a 

MFI in a sustainable manner solely through earned income and without the help of 

external funding (Evers, Lahn and Jung, 2007).49 

The role of the government will be further discussed in the following chapter, 

and I conclude this section with the consequences of government involvement for 

outreach of MFI’s.50 For now, governments and other organizations are still willing to 

                                                             

47 The MFI Microfin from Nijmegen performed an extensive research into “the feasibility of starting an independent for-

profit microfinance institution (MFI)”, and came to the conclusion that it is not possible (Nolens, 2009: 2).  Interestingly 

enough they continue: “Banks seem most well-equipped to downscale their operations and serve micro entrepreneurs in a 

profitable manner. Most importantly, banks should improve their credit assessment by reducing their dependence on 

documentation and automation. Loan officers should expose themselves to the field and (re-)gain skills to do a sound 

credit assessment […].” Facet (2006) comes to similar conclusions. 

48 I cannot state it better than the European Commission does (2003a: 5):  “In order to bridge this market gap [the 

unfulfilled credit need from SME’s], at least partially, public support is available in all Member States and the majority of 

Candidate Countries. However, the scope and intensity differ considerably between countries. Public support can be 

offered through an enabling environment and tax incentives for investors supplying funds to microcredit retailers. Public 

support can also be offered by providing funds to specialized lenders, by sharing part of the risk with specialized guarantee 

societies and/or by promoting business support services. At the national level, against the need for public support to 

microcredit, public promotional banks, where existing, play an active role and remain an efficient and effective vehicle to 

provide partial credit and/or guarantee, in particular where large-scale operations are required. In addition, guarantee 

(co- and counter-guarantee) schemes make it easier for the credit institution to provide microcredit because its risk 

exposure is reduced and its capital requirement mitigated. As a complementary guarantee scheme, the MAP [Multi 

Annual Programme, an EU microfinance program] microcredit guarantee window, managed by the European Investment 

Fund, is considered efficient and effective to enable financial institutions to increase their microcredit exposure.” 

49 Evers, Lahn and Jung (2007: 10) straightforwardly state their point: “In summary, European microfinance has, 

compared to developing and transition countries, a strong focus on social inclusion and pays less or almost no attention to 

its profitability. The approach is driven by niche markets, focuses on disadvantaged people and funds start-ups based on 

their business plans. So far neither franchise organizations nor commercial investors exist. However banks play an 

important role as co-operation partners and sometimes even as initiators of projects. Governments and public institutions 

are the main money source for microfinance providers.” 

50 Besides financial support, governments can also take fiscal or regulatory measures with regard to microfinance. The 

sum and nature of those measures creates the working environments for MFI’s. Especially the influence of regulation on 
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fund MFI’s. That provides MFI’s with the possibility to actively search for potential 

clients (financially excluded entrepreneurs) and be less strict in the assessment of 

applications. In contrast to RFI’s, external funds allow MFI’s to provide credits to 

entrepreneurs that RFI’s would find too risky and expensive lending to. This only adds 

to the puzzle why outreach of Dutch MFI’s is limited. Looking at their resources MFI’s 

should have little difficulties finding clientele. Again, I remind the reader that high 

outreach of MFI’s is a precondition for the expected benefits of microfinance-driven 

entrepreneurship to become reality. And those benefits are exactly the reason why the 

government sponsors MFI’s. 

A logical last question is: for how long will the government and other sponsors 

have to remain willing to supply MFI’s with the funds to cover costs? Evers, Lahn and 

Jung (2007) and Nolens (2009) answer: for a long time to come. The current chairman of 

the European Microfinance Network Klaas Molenaar very recently expressed serious 

concerns that microfinance “might become a very expensive product”.51 He is not alone 

in that view and the projected costs of supporting MFI’s may lead to reluctance to 

continue funding. If external funding would cease and MFI’s would have to rely solely 

on earned income (fees, interest and income earned on assets), they would have to 

become stricter in whom they target as potential clients, and how strict they assess credit 

applications. That theoretically lowers outreach, and it is ironic that it is the opposite –

high outreach – that can contribute to improved financial self-sufficiency, because of 

decreasing costs per borrower. It is also ironic that a MFI with very strict assessement 

criteria – because financial self-sufficiency is its prime motive – will begin to look very 

much like a RFI. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

microfinance has been topic of discussion (European Commission, 2007a). Since government involvement in the 

Netherlands is mainly financial, I will not further discuss those measures. 

51 Quote taken from the press release by the Knowledge Centre Microfinancing ‘European conference on microfinancing 

comes to the Netherlands’ (Europese conferentie over microfinanciering komt naar Nederland) 

http://www.microfinanciering.com/microfinanciering_in_nederland/nieuws/26 (accessed July 22, 2009). 
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Innovative practices 

The idea may have arisen during the previous sections that MFI’s are nothing more than 

subsidized credit funds, which as a result can deal with higher operational costs and 

more losses due to repayment default, and therefore serve clients that are riskier and 

more expensive to lend to. That is not entirely true. Over the years MFI’s – mainly in 

developing countries – have come up with innovative practices that have proven to 

varying extent to provide ways to cope with the challenge of serving financially 

excluded entrepreneurs (in a sustainable manner).52 Those innovative practices are53: 

1. group-based lending schemes 

2. progressive lending 

3. flexible approaches to collateral 

4. frequent repayment installments 

5. Business Development Services (BDS) 

6. client targeting and client selection 

The latter four of those innovative practices are more or less implemented by MFI’s in 

the Netherlands, and the last two of them are worth further discussing in the next 

sections. Three of the other four practices are discussed in appendix A.54 

 

Business Development Services (BDS) 

The most important aspect of microfinance in the Netherlands is the combination of 

credit disbursement with various forms of (compulsory) business coaching and 

guidance – taken together in the concept of Business Development Services (BDS).55 For 

                                                             

52 Although research of MFI’s in developing countries reveals that “in reality, very few [microfinance] programs in 

developing countries are financially self-sufficient”, and many MFI’s receive subsidies (Bhatt, Painter and Tang, 2002: 

2004). That is even while they charge high interest rates, sometimes up to 40%. 

53 The list of practices is derived from Schreiner and Woller (2003), Bhatt and Tang (2002) and Evers and Jung (2007). 

54 I will not further discuss the innovation of flexible approaches to collateral. The only relevant remark here is that banks 

will usually want to have the security of collateral for a loan while MFI’s are more flexible. 

55 The complete autonomy of MFI clients over their money is sometimes mentioned as crucial to the success of 

microfinance, and findings from developing countries suggest credits and training do not mix well (Stuart, 2008; 

Schreiner and Woller, 2003). Researchers from the field in developing countries acknowledge that microfinance is about 
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MFI’s in developed countries offering BDS to clients has become common practice. The 

Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs has explicitly proclaimed coaching and guidance to 

be “probably the most important aspect to microfinance”.56 

The rationale behind coaching and guidance is that many MFI clients are 

inexperienced entrepreneurs who have difficulty coping with the administrative, 

financial and marketing challenges of writing a business plan, applying for a credit and 

starting a new business – especially in the complex and highly regulated business 

environment of developed countries (Lämmermann, Zamorano and Guichandut 2007).57 

BDS are therefore a welcome help to (potential) clients, and a selling point for MFI’s to 

attract new borrowers – and thus to increase outreach. Keeping in mind the significant 

bankruptcy rates for new businesses (50% after five years of operation), there is another 

rationale to BDS: MFI’s try to reduce the risk of payment default and bankruptcy by 

offering BDS to their clients. With the help of BDS the bankruptcy rates for new business 

supposedly decreases to 30% (European Commission, 2003a).58 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

creating a financing opportunity for the financially excluded entrepreneurs, but that telling people how they should do run 

their businesses works counterproductive. This last remark was made in an interview with Roos Kowalec, researcher at the 

Lectorate Microfinance Applied University InHolland, The Hague, The Netherlands. June 20th, 2008. 

56 Speech by State Secretary of Economic Affairs, Frank van Heemskerk, at a conference on microfinance. September 11, 

2008. Nieuwegein, The Netherlands. This statement was repeated by Princess Maxima of the Netherlands at the second 

national conference on microfinane in Ijsselstijn, June 4th, 2009. This statement has gained some back-up by the fact that 

the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs launched a national database of coaches for starting entrepreneurs. As yet, that 

database is not much more than a factual database to which coaching organizations and individual coaches can sign up, 

but there are plans to create a fully developed network including quality certificates. 

57 Copisarow (2004: 22) writes in a report on the ‘lessons learned’ after running a MFI in the UK for four years: “A raft of 

non-financial business support services are needed to complement the credit capital to help micro-entrepreneurs become 

fully regulated small businesses, including specific help to enable them to transition out of the grey market.” She draws 

attention to a broad economic (and administrative) problem that is endemic to developing countries, but also present in 

developed countries: businesses operating in the informal or ‘grey’ economy (Kloosterman, van der Leun and Rath, 1999; 

de Soto, 1989). 

58 That high bankruptcy rate is one reason why banks are critical of whom they supply with a starting capital. Advocates of 

microfinance in their enthusiasm of helping entrepreneurs starting a business tend to forget that a large share of all 

potential entrepreneurs lack the ideas, skills or resources to successfully start and sustain a business. This basis insight – 

that business (can) fail – is sometimes overlooked or at least downplayed by enthusiasts for entrepreneurship and/or 

microfinance. 
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So what are the experiences with BDS up to now? More than 90% of MFI’s in the 

USA provide coaching, guidance or training of some sort – either prior to the 

application, after the application or both (Schreiner and Woller, 2003). A survey of 110 

MFI’s in Europe shows that 75% of all MFI’s provide pre-application BDS and again 75% 

provides post-application BDS.59 Research findings from the USA suggests that coaching 

may be effective, but that important skills like ‘human capital’ and ‘entrepreneurship’ 

are difficult to transfer (Schreiner and Woller, 2003). Batt and Thang (2002: 372) find that 

in the USA coaching clients of MFI’s is not advisable, because the coaching mostly 

involves general skills – a finding that is confirmed by European reports – which are not 

deemed very useful by the clients and places a time-burden on them (Lämmermann, 

Zamorano and Guichandut 2007). 

BDS is highly entangled with microfinance in the context of developed countries 

and in that respect a recent phenomenon.60 It is also a contested aspect of microfinance. 

One can question whether the costs and efforts that come with BDS can be justified 

when it gives some potential MFI clients that may not be real(ly) entrepreneurs the last 

push to start a business. BDS create a lot of additional costs and thereby decrease 

chances for financial self-sufficiency of MFI’s (Evers and Jung, 2007).61 Offering BDS in 

other words is typically something that makes microfinance very expensive. And 

because little MFI’s charge a (significant) fee for BDS, while it is an innovative practice, it 

                                                             

59 Half of the MFI’s providing pre-application BDS only provide BDS when asked for by the client, 25% make it obligatory 

for clients and another 25% require BDS only in certain cases. Those percentages are at 44%, 16% and 33% for post-

application BDS. Only 10% charges a fee for pre-application BDS, and a minimal 4% charges a fee for post-application 

services (Lämmermann, Zamorano and Guichandut 2007: 9; Underwood, 2006). 

60 And it is once again an example of how practices differ under pressure of the context. Most MFI’s in developing 

countries do not offer BDS to cut costs (they are mainly commercial organizations or NGO’s, not public organizations), 

because many people that receive a microcredit have already run a business for quite some time, and because lenders put 

high value on their autonomy. Also, experiences with combining lending and BDS in developing countries are not too good 

(Armendariz and Morduch, 2005). 

61 The Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands has calculated that state-financed microfinance is going to cost 40 

million Euro’s: 7,5 million for buffering losses and the largest part of the remaining 32,5 million for coaching and guidance 

(Van Lierop, 2007). 
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is also one of the main reasons funding by third parties (mainly the government) is 

needed. 

 

Client targeting and client selection 

MFI’s target certain groups. In a recent overview of 109 MFI’s Underwood (2006: 19) 

provides empirical illustration of the fact that MFI’s in developed countries are clearly 

infused with ‘target group thinking’.62 MFI’s in a broad sense try to serve a number of 

target groups, that all share the characteristic of being financially excluded. The target 

groups include – among other groups – the (long-term) unemployed/people on welfare, 

people with small debts, people living on minimum wage, low-educated people, older 

people, young people, women and allochthonous people.63 Targeting more groups 

theoretically leads to increased outreach and many MFI’s target several groups. 

Notwithstanding the various target groups and the loose conceptualization of those 

groups – so almost every citizen falls into one or more target groups – we have seen in 

chapter one that MFI’s in developed countries are often insufficiently able to reach their 

target groups.64 MFI’s may not market their product enough with their target group(s) – 

                                                             

62 Underwood (2006:19) writes that “groups at risk for social exclusion and poverty in the enlarged Europe are women, 

single parent households (mostly headed by women) and the elderly. In addition, three groups are particularly vulnerable 

to long-term unemployment, the primary cause of social exclusion. These persons are older male and female workers, men 

and women under the age of 25, immigrants and ethnic minorities. Eighty-two percent of microlenders surveyed target 

one or several of these categories.” 

63 MFI’s in developing countries mainly aim at serving poor people. Ironically, quite some critique at MFI’s in developing 

countries is aimed at their inability to reach the extremely poor (people living on 1$ a day or less) (Murdoch, 1999). 

Poverty alleviation through microfinance is one of the goals – if not the most important goal – of MFI’s in developing 

countries, but not so much in developed countries. 

64 In relation to targeting certain groups, it is sometimes claimed that MFI’s offer too much standard products and should 

work more client-led (Cohen, 2002). MFI’s in general provide one or more of the following services: microcredits, BDS, 

micro savings, micro insurance, micro pension, equity. Currently only the first two of these services apply to the EU and 

the Dutch situation (Evers and Jung, 2007, Underwood, 2006). Since in developing countries the (large) majority of MFI 

clients are women, much has been written about the gender-specificity of the instrument and the role of MFI’s in the 

empowerment of women (Brau and Woller, 2004). Almost all literature in this respect deals with women in developing 

countries and it seems to be a minor issue for MFI’s in developed countries. There is only one MFI-like organization in the 

Netherlands that explicitly aims to solely serve women: the business club Black Business Women in the Netherlands 
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or they try but are simply unsuccessful.65 While the supply of microfinance in developed 

countries is virtually infinite, the demand still lags behind (Woller, 2002; Evers and Jung, 

2007; Copisarow, 2004; European Commission, 2003a).66 

MFI’s simultaneously employ the strategy of client targeting and client selection 

to reach their target groups through marketing on the hand, and through assessment 

filter out reliable clients from all entrepreneurs that apply for a credit. The assessment 

serves to ensure regular repayment and indirectly financial sustainability. There are 

difficulties to the possibly contradictory goals of targeting and selection: the essential 

characteristic of MFI’s is that they target people that are financially excluded, because 

RFI’s find it too risky and/or financially unattractive to borrow them money. When 

MFI’s employ loose assessment criteria they serve many clients and thus increase 

outreach. Theoretically the relative costs per borrower should decrease. The downside is 

that they run the risk of high repayment default and dependency on funding from third 

parties. When MFI’s employ similar assessment criteria to those employed by RFI’s their 

outreach decreases and they run another risk: reinforcing market failure instead of 

correcting it. It is a continuous balancing act for MFI’s. 

 

The microfinance debate 

There is an underlying set of debates to microfinance. The debates originate from the 

field of microfinance in developing countries and are highly linked to the options A and 

B presented above. They all come down to roughly the following distinction: in one 

camp are people that argue that MFI’s should aim at financial self-sufficiency, ranging 

anywhere from being able to cover for costs, to making profits like RFI’s. They may only 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

(ZZVN). I call Black Business Women in the Netherlands (ZZVN) a MFI-like organization, because I have not managed to 

find out whether they really disburse microcredits themselves. 

65 To illustrate this point, in the next chapter I give a subjective rating of the websites of different Dutch MFI’s and find 

that some of them are difficult to find and/or lack crucial information. That observation is troubling. 

66 On top of that the costs for selecting clients through assessments of their business plan – regularly performed by 

specialized third parties – are considerable: they can run up to thousands of euros, which is a lot when the actual 

microcredit averages between 5 and 10 thousand euros. Again, this is something that makes microfinance very expensive. 
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rely on innovative practices to achieve that goal (cf. option B from the previous 

paragraph). The opposite camp argues that microfinance is a social case in the first place 

(with the main focus on intrinsic value creation) and not a business case. Making a profit 

is not the first priority, but rather financial and social inclusion is. Advancing those MFI 

goals may be done through credit market interventions like subsidies and guarantee 

funds (cf. option A). 

In practice, things are never this black or white, but the differences between the 

two fundamentally different stances can run deep, making Morduch (2000) speak of a 

‘microfinance schism’ between the ‘financially-minded’ and ‘socially-minded’. Brau and 

Woller (2004: 6-7), following Morduch’s argument, link the camps to two paradigms: the 

institutionist paradigm and the welfarist paradigm. The institutionist paradigm “ […] 

asserts that a MFI should be able to cover its operating and financing costs with program 

revenues” (ibid: 6). The welfarists paradigm argues that “MFI’s can achieve sustainability 

without achieving financial self-sufficiency” (ibid: 7). MFI’s would in that case cover 

costs and losses from repayment default with contributions from ‘social investors’ (NGO 

donors, charity funds, government funds etc.), who “[…] realize a social, or intrinsic 

[their italics], return” (ibid: 7).67 

The debates underlying microfinance are conceptual and abstract but also 

normative. They are important, because the outcomes of the debates imply choices about 

the role of MFI’s and eventually have implications for the way MFI’s operate. At the end 

of this thesis I hope to have sketched how the conceptual ideas trickle down to the 

lowest practical level, which in turn feeds back into the conceptual debate. In order to 

                                                             

67 Schreiner (2002) presents a comparable debate between ‘the poverty approach’ – aimed at targeting very poor clients 

who are very costly to serve – and the ‘self-sustainability approach’ that implies targeting less-poor clients on the fringes 

of the formal financial system. The poverty approach is almost identical to the welfarist paradigm: “Like relief efforts, it 

measures success by how well it fulfills the needs of the poorest in the short term. In the poverty approach, donations 

cover the shortfall between revenue from clients and the cost of supply” (ibid: 591). However the self-sustainability 

approach is slightly different from the institutionist paradigm, for “[…] donations cover start-up costs and fund 

experiments meant to find innovations that reduce the cost of supply so much that revenue from clients can cover costs in 

the long term” (ibid: 591). 
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illustrate the implications of the debate I now turn to the key concept of outreach. 

Together with the concepts of sustainability and impact, outreach makes up the ‘triangle 

of microfinance’, for they are interlinked with each other and constitute the most 

important issues in microfinance (Balkenhol, 1998). Discussion of the concepts 

sustainability and impact is moved to appendix B.68 

 

Outreach: breadth and depth 

I repeat here the definition of outreach from the first chapter: ‘the extent to which an 

organization is able to have people – that are not ordinarily reached – take up their 

products and services’. The fact that the concept of outreach contains the notion ‘not 

ordinarily reached’ is a reason why it is used in the microfinance literature: MFI’s 

theoretically serve financially excluded entrepreneurs, who are not ordinarily reached 

by RFI’s. By ‘taking up products and services’ I mean actually disbursing microcredits 

and delivering BDS – and not only having potential borrowers apply. An application can 

be rejected, and in chapter four the significance of the differentiation between 

‘applicants’ and ‘borrowers’ (in other words ‘successful applicants’) will become clear. 

In this thesis I investigate breadth of outreach and depth of outreach.69 Breadth of 

outreach is the total of number of MFI clients, regardless of who those clients are. The 

                                                             

68 Since microfinance is a very young phenomenon it is difficult to detect puzzles with regard to the other two concepts. It 

is much too early to be investigating sustainability and that goes even more for impact. In order to investigate 

sustainability, MFI’s would have to have been in operation for a longer period of time. Investigating sustainability at this 

moment would undoubtedly lead to the conclusion that MFI’s are not sustainable – at least financially. Studying impact is 

even more difficult, for it ideally requires investigation over a period of years and a significant database of indicators, and 

when looking for statistical significant effects of microfinance it even requires an experimental research design (Hulme, 

2000).  Measuring the impact of microfinance on policy goals like stimulating entrepreneurship and economic growth, 

should definitely be done in the future, but at this point is premature. Together –preferably in combination – the three 

topics together should be subject of future research, for together they provide a comprehensive image of the viability of 

microfinance (in the Netherlands). Only then can the success of microfinance as a policy tool/economic phenomenon 

really be measured. That question is as yet unanswerable and out of reach of this research. 

69 In the literature on outreach Schreiner (2002: 592-296) has developed an elaborate – and the only – conceptual 

framework of outreach. He developed it for the context of developing countries, and mentions six aspects of outreach: 

 Breadth of outreach, which is the total of number of clients. 
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accompanying questions for MFI’s are: ‘How many people do we reach?’ or ‘Do we 

reach enough people?’ 

Depth of outreach is less straightforward, and refers to the extent to which 

certain types of people are reached. The question for MFI’s in that respect is: ‘Who do 

we reach?’ or ‘Do we reach the right people?’ Who ‘the right people’ are, is subject of 

discussion. I spoke previously about financially excluded entrepreneurs as a collective 

term for MFI target groups, and I summed up some more specific target groups like the 

unemployed and allochthonous people. But besides in terms of specific target groups, 

depth of outreach can also be described in terms of the difficulty or riskiness of serving 

certain financially excluded entrepreneurs. Bhatt, Painter and Tang (2002: 199) for 

example say that MFI’s in the USA that achieve deep outreach target “the poorest 

segments of society”.70 That resembles the context of developing countries where 

achieving deep outreach also means targeting the very poor. 71 In the context of 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

 Depth of outreach, which he defines as “the value that society attaches to the net gain of a given client”, whereby 

the net gain is defined as the worth to clients minus the cost to clients.  

 Worth of outreach to clients, defined as “their willingness to pay. Worth hinges on the terms of the financial 

contract and on the tastes, constraints, and opportunities of clients”. 

 Cost of outreach to clients, defined as “[…] the sum of price costs and transaction costs. Price costs are direct 

cash payments for interest and fees. Price costs are revenue for the microfinance organization. Transaction costs 

are non-price costs for both non-cash opportunity costs— such as the time to apply for a credit—and indirect 

cash expenses for such things as transport, documents, food and taxes needed to use a financial contract. 

Transaction costs borne by clients are not revenue for the microfinance organization.” 

 Length of outreach: the time period over which a MFI provides its services.  

 Scope of outreach: “the number of types of financial contracts supplied”. 

Schreiner’s (2002) framework is thought-provoking, but he applies the framework economically and aims at testing it with 

quantitative data from long existing MFI’s. That is neither the nature nor ambition of this research – but it could the 

ambition of future research.  

70 Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 39-40) also calculate ‘depth of outreach’ in the ‘developing countries way’: the relative 

credit size compared to the GNI per capita is calculated. This way the type of people served can be determined, whether 

they are the ‘very poor’ or the better-off. Percentages are: Netherlands 57%, UK and France 38%, and Germany 74%. 

Apparently Dutch MFI’s serve on average more well-off borrowers than British and French MFI’s, and less well-off 

borrowers than German MFI’s. 

71 The debate with respect to outreach of MFI’s in developing countries mainly involves depth of outreach. Achieving ‘deep 

outreach’ there means targeting the ‘extremely poor’ or ‘the poorest of the poor’ (Woller, 2002; cf. Bhatt, Painter and 

Tang, 2002). In developing countries, aggregate breadth of outreach is already quite high: over 100 million people from 

developing countries now receive a microcredit (Brau and Woller, 2004). 
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developed countries I use the more general qualification of “more-difficult-to-reach and 

riskier-to-lend-to target groups”, which can later be filled in. 

Although developed and developing countries differ with respect to who is 

specifically targeted for achieving deep outreach, the principles are the same: it is risky 

and expensive (and thus a threat to financial self-sufficiency) for MFI’s to lend money to 

certain borrowers – just as it is for RFI’s. In developing countries those borrowers are 

mainly the extremely poor, in developed countries those borrowers – judging by RFI 

standards all MFI borrowers are risky to lend to of course – may include the long-term 

unemployed or immigrants with little proficiency in the native language.72 

 

Conclusion of this review 

In answering the first sub research question this review has shown the various 

mechanisms and principles behind the concept of microfinance. Although MFI’s come in 

many sizes and shapes, they all have in common that in order to serve financially 

excluded entrepreneurs they require either the (financial) support of the government or 

other sponsors – which have reasons to give that support – or they have to make use of 

innovative practices. Running a MFI in Europe usually requires a combination of both, 

                                                             

72 The literature suggests a trade-off between financial sustainability and depth of outreach (Brau and Woller, 2004). 

Schreiner (2002) distinguishes between the ‘poverty approach’ – targeting very poor and costly to serve clients (deep 

outreach) – and the ‘self-sustainability approach’: targeting the less poor but still financially excluded clients (shallow 

outreach). This distinction is mainly relevant to developing countries, but there are clear parallels with developed 

countries. In developing countries ‘deep outreach’ to very poor potential lenders proves difficult because quite a lot of 

MFI’s are private sector (banking) initiatives with financial sustainability as their first priority. In contrast although in 

Europe some banks are involved in microfinance “governments and public institutions are the main money source for 

microfinance providers” (Evers, Lahn and Jung, 2007: 10). Logic has it that the alleged benefits of market interventions 

like subsidies (and thus a lowered concern for financial sustainability with MFI’s) would imply that MFI’s can take more 

risk to reach riskier target groups and achieve ‘deep outreach’. So assuming some MFI’s do not achieve deep outreach, it 

adds even more to the puzzle I laid out previously: why would mainly publicly funded MFI’s fail to achieve substantial 

depth of outreach? When indeed a simple trade-off between depth of outreach and sustainability exists, as the literature 

seems to suggest, then MFI’s are expected to have many clients coming from long-term unemployment, immigrant clients 

and allochthonous clients. Although some figures about the composition of MFI’s client pools are available (e.g. Jayo, Rico 

and Lacalle (2008) report European-wide data), making hard statements about the extent to which MFI’s achieve deep 

outreach is difficult because there is no standard to compare to. What does the figure that 22% of all clients from Dutch 

MFI’s are ethnic minorities, say for example?   
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because little of them are financially self-sufficient. That financial self-sufficiency is 

typically part of the normative debate underlying microfinance, about what the function 

of MFI’s is, how they should operate and whom they should serve. The outcome of that 

debate eventually resonates in everyday practice. 

Finally, the puzzle of limited outreach in the Netherlands is a puzzle both in 

terms of breadth and depth of outreach. I already fully illustrated in the first chapter that 

breadth of outreach of Dutch MFI’s is very limited.73 With regards to depth of outreach 

of Dutch MFI’s nothing can be said at this point, because nothing is known about them.74 

That situation will change in the next chapter.

                                                             

73 That is not only a puzzle and problem in itself, but is even more problematic when considering that broad outreach and 

thereby advantages of scale of lending populations is one of the most important preconditions to achieving financial 

sustainability (Evers, Lahn and Jung, 2007; Stuart, 2008).  

74 Of course there are explanations for limited outreach with immigrants, and they mainly have to do with specific 

marketing and recruitment techniques needed to reach those groups, which are not yet fully mastered by MFI’s. This 

question points to the fact that there is more to the relationship between sustainability and depth of outreach than initially 

meets the eye. 
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Chapter 3 

 

Investigating outreach of Dutch MFI’s from the supply-side perspective: 

the state of microfinance in the Netherlands 

 

Introduction and methodology 

This chapter is written on the basis of the results of an exploratory study into the state of 

the supply-side of microfinance in the Netherlands, performed in October and 

November 2008. The study consisted in document study of reports, policy papers, 

websites etc.; identifying all MFI’s in the Netherlands, sending them an extensive 

questionnaire and performing some additional interviews (the full methodological 

account and the questionnaire can be found in appendices C and D). 

This chapter serves to answer two sub research questions: ‘What is the state of 

microfinance in the Netherlands from the supply-side?’ and ‘Why do Dutch MFI’s have 

difficulties having potential clients take up their services?’ The answer to the former of 

these two questions consists in describing the results of the exploratory study. The 

description starts with sections on entrepreneurship in the Netherlands and the role of 

the Dutch government in microfinance, and then moves to the individual MFI’s. The 

latter question will be answered point by point in the concluding section of this chapter. 

 

Some recent developments in economy and entrepreneurship in the Netherlands 

As I wrote in the section ‘Why are European governments involved in microfinance?’ of 

the previous chapter, the Netherlands – as the rest of the Europe – are in the process of 

moving towards an entrepreneurial society and economy (European Commission, 

2003b). In 2003, 54.000 new businesses were started while in 2008 107.400 entrepreneurs 

started 94.500 new business – and it is expected that this trend will continue (Chamber 

of commerce, 2009). The number of starting allochthonous, immigrant and female 
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entrepreneurs is growing at a steady rate (EIM, 2004).75 This entrepreneurialism is much 

welcomed by the Dutch government, which associates entrepreneurship with job 

creation, economic growth, innovation and numerous other positive effects.76 The Dutch 

government has been actively stimulating and facilitating entrepreneurship, both by 

removing barriers for entrepreneurship and actively providing incentives. It has done so 

for example by granting subsidies and offering (free) coaching and guidance to starting 

entrepreneurs, simplifying the licensing process for starting up a business and generally 

reducing the administrative burden for entrepreneurs. The aim of all this is creating a 

more business-friendly climate. Nevertheless the Netherlands are still one of the lowest 

ranking European countries in the World Bank Doing Business report 2009 (ranking 26 

out of 181 countries worldwide).77 

After having lagged behind other Europeans countries like Germany, Finland, 

France and the UK, the Dutch government has now also picked up microfinance as one 

of the newest instruments to stimulate entrepreneurship.78 And judging by the recent 

attention for microfinance (in terms of policy plans, means and resources allocated, 

conferences organized and publicity generated) it seems that the Dutch government – 

just like the European Commission – is very serious about microfinance. Strengthened in 

their conviction by surveys predicting high potential demand for microfinance (reported 

in the first chapter), the Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands, the Dutch 

government and the Dutch organization for Small and Medium Businesses (MKB 

Nederland) all have strong beliefs that microfinance is a successful tool for stimulating 

                                                             

75 These figures again add to the puzzle of why outreach of MFI’s in the Netherlands is limited. Plain intuitively, one would 

expect MFI’s in the Netherlands to be much more successful in terms of the number of credits they disburse, when so 

many people start a business.  

76 State secretary or the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs Frank van Heemskerk at the conference of microfinance in 

Nieuwegein on September 11, 2008. 

77 http://www.doingbusiness.org/economyrankings/ (accessed September 5, 2008) 

78 Very symbolic for this lagging behind is the fact that MFI’s from the Netherlands have only been included in the 

European microfinance survey in the most recent version (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle, 2008). 
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entrepreneurship (Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands, 2007; Verbraeken, 

2007; NRC Handelsblad, 2007). 

 

The role of the Dutch government and politics 

In 2006 government policy about microfinance was virtually non-existent. Facet (2006: 5) 

wrote at that time: “The policy [with regard to microfinance] is fragmented; goals are 

ambiguous. […] There is no recognizable microfinance policy […] Clear choices should 

be made about the goal and direction of this policy. Those choices include the goal of 

microcredits: are they aimed at the development of a dynamic economy or do they aim 

at stimulating people getting off welfare? The choice for one of these goals will partially 

determine what services will be delivered, how and by whom”.  

In 2009 the situation is reverse: whereas in other European countries some MFI’s 

are NGO’s or foundations that operate relatively independent from the government, 

microfinance in the Netherlands is largely government-driven. Not only does the Dutch 

government value the instrument of microfinance to stimulate entrepreneurship, it is 

also highly involved in it. State secretary of Economic Affairs Heemskerk could not have 

said it more explicitly in a speech at a national congress about microfinance on June 4, 

2009: “[…] access to credits has always been a problem for small and starting 

entrepreneurs. The government has a clear role to do something about it.” In case of the 

Netherlands, that role consists in granting subsidies and setting up guarantee funds; 

maintaining a ‘National Network Microfinancing’ for exchanging knowledge between 

the Chamber of Commerce, MFI’s, business coaching agencies and entrepreneurship 

offices (ondernemershuizen); administering a portal website for entrepreneurs and MFI’s 

(microfinanciering.com); organizing conferences, distributing newsletters and creating 

positive publicity in the press (Project directorate microfinance and the National 
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Microfinance Network, 2008). 79 Six out of seven Dutch MFI’s – five of which are 

government bodies – are entirely financed with public money. Only the MFI HandsOn 

can be qualified as third sector organization, set up and financed partly by private actors 

and resources. 

In terms of the microfinance debate, the fact that the government actively 

intervenes in the credit market and makes explicit statements about the social case for 

microfinance next to the economic (spillover) effects currently puts it fully in the camp 

of the ‘socially-minded’ or in the welfarist paradigm.80 With the exception of the rightist 

parties VVD, PVV and LijstVerdonk, the political parties in the Dutch parliament also 

express great enthusiasm for government-driven microfinance as an instrument to 

stimulate entrepreneurship, although they do stress the need for financial self-

sufficiency of MFI’s in the long term (Parliament of the Netherlands, 2008).81 

 

Where do starting entrepreneurs in the Netherlands get their money from? 

Before turning to the MFI’s in the Netherlands I present an overview of the way small 

Dutch entrepreneurs finance the start of their business. Table 3.1 illustrates that only 

20% of all small entrepreneurs turn to a bank for a credit when starting a business (Facet, 

2006: 44-45). More than 80% of those credits take the form of a current account credit 

(rekening courant krediet) – in contrast to financial lease credits (middellang krediet). There 

are some special public arrangements for small entrepreneurs (starting from 

                                                             

79 Entrepreneurship offices (ondernemershuizen) are offices set up and run with public finding which aim at helping 

entrepreneurs with almost everything they need. They have an advisory and intermediary function, so they advice 

entrepreneurs what to do and then mostly refer them with questions to other organizations like RFI’s and MFI’s. 

80Research by McKinsey (2006), commissioned by the Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands, explicitly states 

that the costs of disbursing a microcredit cannot be covered by interest revenues and therefore structurally demands 

subsidizing. Nolens (2009) comes to similar conclusions. The remarks about microfinance as social case and the intrinsic 

value were made by the Dutch State secretary of Economic Affairs Frank van Heemskerk at the conference of microfinance 

in Nieuwegein on September 11, 2008. 

81 As do Erlijn Sie, director HandsOn, in an interviews in Amsterdam, November 6, 2008; Elwin Groenevelt, director 

Qredits, The Hague, November 4, 2008; and Princess Maxima of the Netherlands at a nation conference on 

microfinancing on June 4, 2009 (Microfinanciering.com, 2009). 
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unemployment).82 Those arrangements are relatively scarcely used. The main sources for 

starting capital for small entrepreneurs in the Netherlands are private capital resources 

like personal savings and loans from family, friends and acquaintances. 

 

Table 3.1: Financing the start of a small business in 2006 

Means of financing Percentage No. of entrepreneurs 

Private capital resources (savings /mortgage etc.) 36,3 % 22.506 

Bank loan 20,7 % 12.834 

Little financial investments 16,2 % 10.044 

Family, friends and acquaintances 14,0 % 8.680 

Taken over business from father/parents 10,6 % 6.572 

Loan from municipality / public arrangements 1,1 % 682 

Private loan from a bank 1,1 % 682 

Total 100% 62.000 

Table copied from Facet (2006: 39) 

 

How people finance the start-up of their business and whether they would act otherwise 

if more opportunities – like the ones MFI’s offer – would be available, is nevertheless 

still very difficult to find out (Facet, 2006).83 

 

Micro Finance Institutions in the Netherlands 

In table 3.2 and the following paragraphs I present the data from the questionnaire 

returned by seven Dutch MFI’s. An empty box in table 3.2 implies that the questionnaire 

was not completely filled out by the responding MFI. 

 

                                                             

82 The main relevant public arrangement for small starting entrepreneurs is the BBZ (Besluit Bijstandsverlening 

Zelfstandigen), and credits from the Municipal Credit Bank (Gemeentelijke Kredietbank). 

83 This was confirmed in interviews with Elwin Groenevelt, director Qredits, The Hague on November 4, 2008; and with 

Erlijn Sie, director HandsOn, Amsterdam, November 6, 2008. It was also mentioned as a severe difficulty in gaining 

reliable knowledge of the real demand for microcredits. 
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Table 3.2: Microfinance Institution in the Netherlands 

 Starting Fund 

Amsterdam  

 

 

(Startersfonds 

Amsterdam) 

Entrepreneur 

Credit Utrecht  

 

 

(Ondernemerk

rediet 

Utrecht) 

Starting Fund 

The Hague  

 

 

(Starters- 

fonds Den 

Haag) 

Starting 

Fund 

Amsterdam 

South-East 

(Startersfond 

Amsterdam 

Zuid-Oost) 

StartSmart 

Fund 

Arnhem  

 

(Start 

Smart Fonds 

Arnhem) 

SenterNovem 

Guarantee fund  

 

 

(Pilot 

borgstellings 

regeling 

SenterNovem)84 

HandsOn  

 

 

 

(HandsOn 

Micro- 

krediet 

Amster- 

dam) 

In operation 

since 

April 2004 

(terminated 

December 2008; 

restart made in 

2009) 

December 

2005 

April 2006 

(terminated 

December 

2008; restart 

made in 

2009)) 

June 2006 

(terminated 

halfway 

2008) 

October 

2006 

July 2007 December 

2006 

Geographical 

scale of 

operation 

Local: 

Municipality of 

Amsterdam 

Local: 

Municipality of 

Utrecht 

Local: 

Neighbor-

hood in The 

Hague 

Local: 

Amsterdam 

South-East 

(neighbor-

hood) 

Local: 

Arnhem and 

Nijmegen 

Regional in five 

regions/ 

municipalities: 

Friesland, 

Rotterdam, 

Flevoland, 

Hengelo and 

Tilburg 

Local: 

Amsterdam 

Applications 

received 

63 ‘Very much’85 60 - - 312 -86 

                                                             

84 Data were collected through an interview with manager Dave de Haas on January 7th 2009 in the Hague, The 

Netherlands. 

85 This was the literal answer in a telephone interview with Nicole van Ginkel, the director of Entrepreneurial Credit 

Utrecht, on November 11, 2008. 

86 In a magazine article by Prins (2009) in June 2009, HandsOn reports that is has disbursed 25 microcredits out of 100 

applications. 
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Credits 

disbursed in 

total 

33 1 17 27 1 137 18 

Credits 

disbursed 

over last 

twelve 

months 

8 1 4 15 1 Approximately 

11087 

12 

Average 

number of 

credits 

disbursed per 

month 

(credits/mon

ths) 

33/54 = 0,61 1/35 = 0,03 17/31 = 0,55 27/25 = 1,08 1/24 = 0,04 137/18 = 7,6 

(1,52 per region/ 

municipality) 

18/24 = 

0,75 

Legal status Government 

body 

Government 

body 

Government 

body; 

secretariat 

run by 

external 

bureau. 

Government 

body; 

secretariat 

run by 

external 

bureau. 

Foundation Government 

body 

Foundation 

Supplier of 

credit capital 

- Rabobank Rabobank Rabobank European 

subsidy and 

Rabobank 

Several banks Participa-

tion fund  

Minimum 

credit size 

5.000 - 5.000 5.000 2.500 - 2.000 

Maximum 

credit size 

35.000 30.000 50.000 25.000 25.000 35.000 5.000 

                                                             

87 This figure was guessed on the basis of the total figure (137) times 12/17 (17 was the number of months SenterNovem 

had been disbursing credits) which makes 97. I added 13 credits because of remarks by Dave de Haas that the number of 

applicants had risen over time. 
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Interest 

rate88 

Current 

commercial 

interest rate 

(approximately 

9%) 

- Decided by 

the 

municipality 

of The Hague 

5% Current 

commercial 

interest rate 

+ 2,5% + 1% 

Current 

commercial 

interest rate + 

2,5% - 3,6% 

6% 

Repayment 

term 

Maximum 3,5 

years 

- Maximum 4 

years 

3 years (with 

the 

possibility of 

twice 

postpone-

ment of 

repayment of 

3 months) 

3 or 5 years - 12 or 18 

months 

Number of 

repayment 

installments 

- - - (the fund is 

flexible with 

repayment 

default) 

- Linear 

repayment 

scheme, in 

cooperation 

with the 

bank 

- Monthly 

Repayment 

rates89 

- - ‘high’ 90% 100% - - 

Pre-

application 

Business 

Development 

Services 

Yes, optional, 

on demand, 

performed by 

an external 

organization. 

Applicants are 

advised to 

consult an 

external 

coaching 

Applicants are 

advised to 

consult an 

external 

coaching 

Yes, 

compulsory, 

via a public 

entrepreneur

-ship office 

Yes, 

compulsory, 

via a closely 

related 

project 

- Yes, 

compulsory

, by 

coaches 

from a 

                                                             

88 According to Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 36), MFI’s in the Netherlands charge on average a very low interest rate 

(5,3%) compared to MFI’s in other European countries. According to my own exploratory study however that average 

percentage lies around 8%. 

89 Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 46) report that 33% of European MFI’s have repayment rates in between 91% and 95%. 

40% have repayment rates of 96%-100%. 
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organization 

before 

applying 

organization 

before 

applying 

(external) (external). coaching 

pool. 

Post-

application 

Business 

Development 

Services 

Not compulsory. - Borrowers are 

advised to join 

entrepreneurs 

networks 

Yes, 

compulsory. 

Yes, 

compulsory 

for a year. 

- Yes, 

compulsory 

for the 

entire 

repayment 

period. 

 

Age, status and financial resources 

Table 3.1 clearly illustrates that microfinance is indeed a very young phenomenon: the 

start of the first MFI (Starter fund Amsterdam) dates from April 2004.90 All but one MFI 

serve a local market and their institutional status is either that of a governmental body 

or a foundation. 

Three MFI’s explicitly indicated that earned income (fees, interest and income 

earned on assets) is insufficient to cover operational costs and the costs of BDS. For the 

other four MFI’s the same is assumed, because they receive external funding – either 

through direct budget (in case of a government body) or through subsidies and gifts 

(foundations).91 That finding confirms the claim that microfinance in the Netherlands is 

still a social case and not (yet) a business case, and that it is not (yet) possible to run a 

financially self-sufficient MFI in the Netherlands (McKinsey, 2006; Nolens, 2009).92 

                                                             

90 There was one organization however that could be called MFI avant la lettre: Stason (‘multicultural starting fund’), a 

foundation based in Rotterdam, which had been operating since 1992 (Trouw, January 23rd, 2009). By September 2008 

they ceased operations and it proved impossible to retrieve any information about the MFI, except for a digital brochure 

with the goal, procedure and assessment criteria that are similar to those of MFI’s included in the exploratory study. Why 

Stason ceased operating after 15 years remains unclear. 

91 HandsOn Microcredit Amsterdam is the only MFI that formulates a goal with regard to financial self-sufficiency. They 

aim at covering overhead costs from revenue interest from the end of the year 2009 onwards. 

92 In terms of the microfinance debate presented in the previous chapter some motives from the ‘financially-minded’ / 

institutionist paradigm / self-sustainability approach side are encountered as well. Most obviously with the directors of 

the MFI’s HandsOn and Qredits, that both express the wish to be able to finance themselves with earned income (fees, 
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Five of seven MFI’s are government bodies, and all of the MFI’s engage more or 

less in public-private cooperation. Except for HandsOn they all work together with 

banks for their loan capital, and with external agencies for assessment of the applications 

and delivering BDS.93 For five out of six MFI’s the Rabobank is the only bank they 

cooperate with, while the SenterNovem Guarantee Fund cooperates with multiple 

banks. HandsOn draws its assets for lending money from their own participation fund 

to which accomplished entrepreneurs donate money free of interest. 

 

Breadth of outreach and geographical scale 

Together the seven MFI’s disbursed a total of 234 microcredits of which 151 over the last 

12 months (October 2007 – October 2008). I had already concluded that this means the 

breadth of outreach of Dutch MFI’s is very limited. 

When we zoom in on individual MFI’s some interesting observations arise. Two 

MFI’s – Entrepreneur credit Utrecht and StartSmart Fund Arnhem – disbursed virtually 

no microcredits. They gave some reasons for this surprising finding. Although 

Entrepreneur credit Utrecht received ‘very much’ applications, the director indicated 

disappointment by the quality of the applications. As a result of which they rejected 

almost all of them. Her exact words were “When we disburse credits to all these people, 

it will be a disaster, because they will go bankrupt. We have a pedagogical task as well. 

We have to protect them from entrepreneurship”.94 The Start Smart Fund expressed the 

wish to reach more entrepreneurs by: “[first] a different procedure and [second] 

different intermediary organizations that refer to us, like the municipal credit banks 

(stadsbanken)”. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

interest and income earned on assets) in the long term (Prins (2009) and interviews with Erlijn Sie, director HandsOn, 

Amsterdam, November 6, 2008; Elwin Groenevelt, director Qredits, The Hague, November 4, 2008). 

93 The Starting FundAmsterdam has an exceptional position in that it lends out public money when the credit size is under 

€ 10.000 and have the Rabobank supply the credit when the credit size is more than € 10.000. 

94 Telephone interview with Nicole van Ginkel, the director of Entrepreneur credit Utrecht, on November 11, 2008. 
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The four MFI’s Starting Fund The Hague (0,55 credits disbursed per month of 

operation); Starting Fund Amsterdam (0,61), HandsOn (0,75) and Starting Fund 

Amsterdam South-East (1,08 credits per month) did better, but their success is still 

relative. SenterNovem Guarantee Fund is really the only MFI that managed to disburse 

a substantial amount of microcredits: 137 credits during 17 months of operating (7,6 

credits disbursed per month of operation). That success can probably be attributed to the 

fact that they serve a regional market of five municipalities/regions, which results in 

advantages of scale. Per municipality/region they disburse 1,52 credits per month.95  

 

Goals and target groups 

In the questionnaire all MFI’s explicitly formulate the mission statement of disbursing 

microcredits to financially excluded entrepreneurs.96 In addition, MFI’s have quite 

narrowly defined application criteria for new lenders – criteria which they almost 

always clearly communicate via their website. The criteria implicitly translate into a 

target group approach.97 However, when asked for, only two MFI’s explicitly mention a 

target, and in both occasions that target group is again ‘financially excluded 

entrepreneurs’.98 That makes it even more curious that at the same time almost all MFI’s 

                                                             

95 Literature on microfinance tells us that the microfinance supply in the USA, Europe and the Netherlands is very 

fragmented, with many small and locally-oriented initiatives. The logical result of which is that outreach per MFI is 

limited and costs are high (Underwood, 2006; Jayo, Rico and Lacalle, 2008; Bhatt, Painter and Tang, 2002). A larger 

geographical focus may have disadvantages like difficulty of monitoring individual borrowers. 

96 Although none of the MFI’s uses the exact words, they indeed aim at serving the ‘financially excluded’, which is what 

microfinance was intended for. It is somewhat narrower however than the goals  Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 57) 

observe with European MFI’s: “Most lenders work to ensure job creation, promotion of entrepreneurship, SME and 

economy development and social inclusion. Financial inclusion is also stated as a relevant goal.” 

97 I distinguish between three different kinds of criteria and terms: application criteria, assessment criteria and lending 

terms. Application criteria are the criteria that have to be met in order to be eligible to apply. Assessment criteria are the 

criteria on the basis of which MFI’s assess an application. Lending terms are the terms for lending money, such as 

maximum loan size and interest rate. 

98 According to Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 30-32) immigrants make up 2% MFI clients in the Netherlands, and ethnic 

minorities make up 22%. Alhough my interview samples (presented in chapter 6) are not at all representative,  it is 

somewhat surprising that while MFI’s do not identify target groups, a sample of eight interviews respondents from 

HandsOn Microcredit Amsterdam consisted of four allochthonous respondentents, and two out of four respondents from 

Qredits were allochthonous. 
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explicitly report they have difficulties reaching their target group(s) – which they do not 

fully define. 99 

Three MFI’s explicitly report a lack of knowledge about the size of their potential 

target group – the other MFI’s are silent on the topic. Some of them call it a ‘blind spot’, 

which they say makes both research for academics and work for MFI personnel 

difficult.100 Unfortunately it is impossible to make an estimate of depth of outreach when 

neither the composition of the MFI client file is known, nor the size or composition of the 

target groups of MFI’s is well defined.101 

 

Marketing and intermediary organizations 

The conclusion from the last section is roughly that MFI’s do not know exactly how 

many people they could serve, who those people are and how they can be reached. 

Naturally that makes marketing difficult, but then their marketing attempts are also 

modest. Many MFI’s indicate that they insufficiently market their products and services. 

HandsOn is the only MFI that makes use of direct marketing instruments, which 

involves informing people face-to-face about microfinance on the streets, at markets, 

concerts, schools etc. That is a very labor-intensive and thus expensive method, for 

                                                             

99 Prins (2009: 17) however, quotes director Erlijn Sie of HandsOn saying: “In contrast to Qredits, HandsOn has a very 

clear ‘social goal’. We mainly focus on the ‘socially excluded’: people with little opportunities who live on minimal means. 

With a microcredit and coaching we want to give them an opportunity for an economically self-sufficient life as 

entrepreneur”.  The target group approach seems Janus-faced: on the one hand it helps organizations to keep focus on 

financially excluded entrepreneurs (some MFI’s go as for as to make this one of their criteria for application). On the other 

hand, it ironically has exclusionary effects on people unable to meet the criteria. 

100 For academic researchers the question is: How can we get to know the characteristics of a group of people, of which we 

do not know who they are? For practitioners in the field of microfinance the questions are: How do we know we are really 

serving a niche market? And do we go about targeting people we have no knowledge of, both in quantity and quality? Who 

and how many people start without formal financing? How many of those are well served with a microcredit? Surprisingly 

banks – who do not supply many microcredits for reasons stated – allegedly also have no clue as to why small or micro 

entrepreneurs do not have access to finance (Facet, 2006: 4). 

101 I did include questions in the questionnaire about the MFI’s’ target groups (which they did not answer) and the extent 

to which they thought the target groups were actually reached (which they did answer), but did not include a question 

about the composition of the MFI’s clients databases. Such a question could be valuable in itself, but mainly in 

combination with an indication of whom the MFI’s are trying to reach. Only then an estimate of deep outreach could be 

made – whether ‘the right people’ are targeted. 
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which many MFI’s lack resources.102 The other MFI’s rely mainly on intermediary 

organizations (coaching agencies for starting entrepreneurs; entrepreneurship offices; 

Chamber of Commerce etc.) to refer entrepreneurs to them. Other instruments include 

various media formats like newspaper advertisements and articles, flyers and 

websites.103 The entrepreneurship offices sometimes organize informative meetings 

about microfinance, which draw quite a lot of visitors.104 

This finding is extra important because literature on microfinance tells us that a 

focused marketing strategy is of crucial importance for sufficient outreach (Kritikos, 

Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006). It is of particular importance in case of 

allochthonous/immigrant entrepreneurs, a main target group of many MFI’s. Marketing 

for MFI’s goes beyond standard promotion techniques; it requires knowledge of 

recruitment networks in neighborhoods.105 MFI’s can then tap into social structures like 

allochthonous ‘enclaves’ or allochthonous networks to recruit clients and communicate 

with hard to reach target groups (Kloosterman and Rath, 1999). 

                                                             

102 Jan Gerritse, managing director of the Starter Fund Amsterdam South-East wrote the following illustrative statement 

in the questionnaire: “[in order to better reach the target groups] you would have to get out on the streets, to 

entrepreneurs and markets. You would have to give presentations at various events and with various interest groups. That 

costs a lot of time and money and the question is: who is going to do that, and who is going to pay for it?” 

103 It is striking how much this reflects the findings from a research on American MFI’s: “In developing countries, program 

officers [conduct] door-to-door outreach programs. Our in-depth study of four oldest microcredit programs in California 

reveals that they invested little time in personal outreach, and depended more on flyers, public service announcements, 

and newspaper advertisements to get the word out about their loan programs. For many program managers, the key 

reason for not engaging in intense outreach is lack of resources to hire staff” (Bhatt, Painter and Tang, 2001: 200-201). 

104 The Starter Fund Amsterdam South East reports that 100 people visited their information meeting. My own experience 

with three of such meetings is that between 20 and 40 people show up. At those meetings several MFI’s (Qredits, 

HandsOn Microcredit Amsterdam and Starter Fund Amsterdam) present themselves. I was also told by Ellen de Rijk, 

manager of Starter Fund Amsterdam, at one of those meetings that the big question for them is why they see so many 

people visit these information meetings and so little of the attendants eventually apply for a microcredit. s 

105 As was explained by Nathan Rozema, expert on recruiting allochthonous entrepreneurs for MFI’s, at the conference of 

microfinance in Nieuwegein on September 11, 2008. 
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Application process and criteria for assessment 

Whereas review of the MFI’s’ websites show that some of them serve little purpose as 

marketing instrument, the elaborate criteria for applying for a microcredit and the many 

phases in the application procedure are clearly spelled out on all of them.106 The exact 

criteria for applying and application procedures vary, but they have a lot in common. 

Returning application criteria for a microcredit are: the entrepreneur must be 

able to showcase an entrepreneurial attitude and present a viable business plan; his 

business must be in the start-up phase or recently started; his business is located in a 

certain geographical area; the entrepreneur can prove his credit application was turned 

down by one or two RFI’s; the entrepreneur is willing to accept Business Development 

Services (BDS).107 All MFI’s offer optional or compulsory Business Development Services 

(BDS) before the loan application, and some also offer it after application.108 The charge 

to clients for BDS is minimal, and seems to be pro forma rather than cost covering. 

Common phases in the application procedure are: contacting the MFI; 

(sometimes) attending meetings with business coaches; (sometimes) a background check 

on credit history109; sending in a business plan and some additional documents; one or 

                                                             

106 Only the websites of HandsOn Microcredit Amsterdam and the Starter Fund The Hague contained enough clearly 

understandable information and had a welcoming effect for potential clients at the same time. 

107 Many MFI’s claim that one of the important differences that separates them from RFI’s is that they not only look at the 

financial paragraph of an applicant’s business plan and at the applicants financial background (own capital, employment 

etc.), but that they assess an application more on the basis of the entrepreneurial attitude of an applicant. They also claim 

to be much more flexible when it comes to debts, unemployment etc. as being obstacles standing in the way of 

disbursement of a credit. 

108 A possibly serious dilemma with regard to BDS in the Netherlands is that two contradictory trends are noticeable: BDS 

are often targeted at allochthonous entrepreneurs – a specific target group of MFI’s. However, on average allochthonous 

entrepreneurs are more likely to prefer to abstain from guidance and coaching by third parties, so emerges from recent 

Dutch research (Meijaard, 2006). There are also some more operational questions concerning BDS: should a MFI lend 

money and also provide BDS to its clients or should those activities be separated? Should coaching be performed by 

successful entrepreneurs or professional coaches? Should coaching be done by volunteers or should it be a paid activity? 

These are all questions that Dutch MFI’s have not yet formulated a definitive answer to. I draw this conclusion on the 

basis of observations at the national conference on microfinance on September 11, 2008. 

109 This background check mainly consists in checking whether the applicant is registered with the Bureau Credit 

Registration (Bureau Krediet Registratie). A registration implies that someone currently has debts, had debts in the past, 
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more meetings with MFI personnel (‘loan officer’); submitting the complete application 

to a loan officer or a committee that decides on the application. The length of the entire 

application procedure varies from two weeks to six months; while most MFI’s stress that 

it depends on the quality of the business plan submitted and the initial completeness of 

the application. It usually takes some days to some weeks for the loan officer or the 

committee to make a definite decision about an application. 

I mentioned before that the exploratory study shows that financial self-

sufficiency (let alone profitability) is no issue for Dutch MFI’s, which could imply that 

they uphold flexible criteria in assessing applications. In reality it turns out that the 

strictness of assessment results in a significant number of rejections. There is 

considerable variation in strictness. The Starting Fund The Hague seems to be the 

strictest MFI with only 28% of applications accepted.110 The starting fund Amsterdam 

has the highest acceptance rate of 53% (0,61 credits disbursed per month on municipality 

level).111 SenterNovem is in between with a 44% acceptance rate, while the assessment 

procedure is “strict” according to director Dave de Haas.112 Less strict assessment criteria 

naturally lead to increased outreach – although it may imply that a MFI takes more risks 

and decreases chances for self-sufficiency. That is why I stressed in the previous chapter 

the differentiation between the number of applications and the actual number of 

microcredits disbursed.113 

Researchers report that many potential MFI clients in Germany and the USA 

turned out to be ineligible for a microcredit due to all kinds of restrictive criteria 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

or failed to pay a bill in time in the past. It is quite ‘easy’ to get registered with the BKR – sometimes unjustly – and proves 

to be a significant barrier in applying for a credit with a RFI. A MFI will usually be more tolerant about a BKR registration. 

110 Although it was discovered in June 2009 that HandsOn has accepted only 25% of all applications (Prins, 2009). 

111 These differences show the importance of defining outreach as the extent to which MFI’s actually disburse microcredits 

rather than as the extent to which they manage to attract applicants. To what extent the figures are comparable is 

unknown, because it is unknown how many applications are not even taken into consideration by a MFI before they reach 

the application procedure – or whether that happens at all. 

112 Interview with Dave de Haas, manager SME Finance of SenterNovem in The Hague on January 7, 2009.   

113 The rejection rate cannot be seen separated from the normative debate presented in the literature review. Looser 

criteria for judging applications are directly connected to the MFI’s mission statement, financing sources etc. 
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(Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006; Carr and Tong, 2002).114 Ironically that 

means that MFI’s set up with the goal of financial inclusion, have an exclusionary effect 

themselves.115 

 

Conclusion: explanations for limited outreach at the organizational level from the 

supply-side perspective 

I presented in the first chapter some macro-level explanations for limited outreach of 

MFI’s. We can now add some explanations for limited outreach at the level we have 

descended to in this chapter: the organizational level of the individual MFI’s. All 

explanations are deduced from the exploratory study. Together, the explanations form 

an answer to the third research question: ‘Why do Dutch MFI’s have difficulties having 

potential clients take up their services?’ Since that question is a reformulation of the 

main research question, they are also explanations for limited outreach of Dutch 

MFI’s:116 

                                                             

114 In a telephonic interview Gert-Jan Bennink from SNOR Almelo – a coaching agency for starting entrepreneurs – 

reported that this is also the main obstacle for people applying for a credit via the BBZ or the borgstellingsregeling: they 

could not meet the criterion of delivering evidence that they had previously applied for a credit with two banks, and had 

been turned down on both occasions. 

115 Very illustrative in this respect are the findings from research on MFI’s in the USA by Carr and Tong (2002: 199-200) 

that are worth fully quoting: “The primary problems [that form a reason for MFI’s to turn down an application] are a bad 

credit history, a lack of adequate cash flow, and poorly prepared application. In addition, almost half of the programs have 

rejected applications because applicants did not fit program requirements. Ironically, these reasons quite closely resemble 

those cited by Dymski and Veitch (1991) as the top three reasons why banks deny small business loans: high debt-income 

ratios, inadequate capital or collateral, and poor credit histories. Thus it is not surprising that many microcredit programs 

have a hard time identifying people who failed to qualify for a traditional bank loan, but may be qualified for microloans.” 

116 At the end of the questionnaire MFI’s were asked what they thought are the most important topics and research 

questions in the field of microfinance. The following list illustrates the topics and questions Dutch MFI’s currently struggle 

with (questions are slightly edited): 

 ‘Is there really a need for microcredits in the Netherlands?’ 

 ‘Are people who make use of a microcredit really entrepreneurs?’ 

 ‘Considering that their financial situation is unlikely to improve a lot when starting a business, should we push 

people towards entrepreneurship or should we prevent them from it?’ 

 ‘How strict should we be in the assessment procedure?’ 

 ‘How do we strike a balance between a thorough application assessment and too much bureaucracy?’ 

 ‘Are the barriers to get access to a MFI too high?’ 
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 There is unclarity and a lack of knowledge about the size, nature, needs and 

location of target group(s). Consequently MFI’s fail to develop goal-oriented 

strategies for reaching them. 

 Marketing is insufficient and/or ineffective. This is partly due to unclarity about 

the target group(s), partly due to a lack of knowledge of how to reach them and 

partly due to a lack of marketing means and resources. 

 Intermediary organizations like the Chamber of Commerce, entrepreneurship 

offices and coaching organizations refer starting entrepreneurs insufficiently to 

the MFI. 

 The application criteria and/or assessment criteria for applications are (too) strict. 

Since I defined outreach in the previous chapter as the extent to which a MFI 

actually manages to provide services (disburse microcredits) to potential 

borrowers, this is a relevant explanation. The application criteria and strictness of 

assessment are of course set by a MFI at one point, but it is important to consider 

that they represent choices made – and that there are alternative choices. 

 The geographical focus is too small. A larger geographical focus naturally means 

a larger market share of potential borrowers and thus larger breadth of outreach 

for a MFI – as the SenterNovem Guarantee Fund clearly shows. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

 ‘Where do we get our resources from to cover our operating costs?’ 

 ‘How can we provide every starting entrepreneur with BDS?’ 

 ‘Should there be a ‘certificate of proven quality’ for agencies providing BDS?’ 

 ‘How do we reach our target group(s)?’ 

 ‘How do we make sure that MFI’s are well known among entrepreneurs, without spending too much money on 

marketing?’ 

 ‘Is it possible to create significant outreach for Dutch MFI’s?’ 

Jayo, Rico and Lacalle (2008: 55-56) mention that on a European scale MFI’s mention the following goals as most 

important for the future (in this order): sustainability; social performance; outreach to the most excluded; scale. As 

biggest constraints they mention: lack of institutional capacity; lack of an appropriate legal and regulatory environment; 

lack of funds to cover operational costs; lack of funds ror lending. There is considerable overlap with the things Dutch 

MFI’s report, but ‘lack of an appropriate legal and regulatory environment’ and ‘lack of funds ror lending’ are (for now) 

completely absent in the Dutch context. 



67 

 

 A MFI encounters competition for borrowers from other lenders like other MFI’s, 

RFI’s, friends, family, lenders of consumer credits etc. 117 This explanation for 

limited outreach is nowhere encountered in the literature – maybe because 

theoretically MFI’s fill a ‘market gap’ supposedly empty of other parties. Nor is it 

mentioned in the questionnaires, although specifically asked about. Nevertheless 

it remains a real possibility and I personally witnessed it at information meetings 

in entrepreneurship offices.118 MFI’s may have to both uncover ‘tacit demand’ 

and/or successfully compete with other parties.119 

                                                             

117 Consumer credit or credits from friends or relatives may be easier to get to and their interest rates may be lower. 

Although judging by a first look at the website www.iedere-lening.nl (‘everyloan.nl’), where all consumer credit are listed, 

MFI’s have a strong case when only looking at interest rates. Also, at the time or writing this research plan, a number of 

interview respondents indicated that the credit crisis makes banks even more reluctant to lend money to small 

entrepreneurs, which should add to the competitive strength of Dutch MFI’s. 

118 At two information meetings in entrepreneurship offices in Amsterdam I witnessed the MFI’s Qredits, Starter Fund 

Amsterdam and HandsOn Microcredit Amsterdam give presentations one after each other (Office East-Amsterdam, April 

2, 2009; Office West-Amsterdam, May 6, 2009). Their presentations were partly similar but partly different both qua 

content and qua form. Judging by reactions from the public my personal impression is that they were most impressed by 

Qredits and least impressed by the Starter Fund Amsterdam. Copisarow (2004) reports that the UK-based MFI Street UK 

experienced unexpectedly severe competition from third parties, which she identifies as one of the main reason for a lack 

of outreach. 

119 I previously made a conceptual distinction between breadth of outreach and depth of outreach. I add now a second 

distinction: the distinction between overt and tacit/latent demand. Previously, I made notice of the fact that most starting 

entrepreneurs in the Netherlands use savings, consumer credit or informal credits from friends or relatives to start their 

business. Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann (2006) even report that from a sample of German small entrepreneurs 65% 

indicated they started their business without any ‘outside’ finance – which includes private credits from friends or 

relatives. When MFI’s would only focus on people that explicitly indicate they are in need of finance from MFI’s, they 

would only focus on overt demand. Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann (2006) however see high latent demand among 

“the high share of business owners who reported no need for outside finance (in particular among those who are currently 

afraid of applying for a credit). This latency could be explained by a lack of awareness on the part of the business owners of 

existing micro lending options: with the right products already in the market, they merely have to look for the products 

offering the characteristics they might not have been able to articulate […]”.119 Looking at the large number of people 

starting a business without a bank credit, it is plausible that with the right marketing efforts MFI’s could tap into this 

latent demand. Findings from other European countries indicate that the supply of microcredits by specialized MFI’s 

uncovers latent demand (Facet, 2006). 
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Chapter 4 

 

Investigating outreach of Dutch MFI’s from the demand-side 

perspective (1): research design, methodology and data collection 

 

Introduction 

In chapter one I discussed macro-level explanations for limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s. 

In chapter three I discussed organizational level explanations. In this chapter and the 

next one I come down to the micro-level of the individual entrepreneur. The level of 

explanation not only changes, but the perspective also changes. In the previous chapter 

the supply-side perspective – the perspective of MFI’s – was investigated. In this chapter 

and the next one the perspective of the individual entrepreneur is taken – the demand-

side perspective. The central question in these chapters is the fourth and last sub 

research question: Why do entrepreneurs apply for a microcredit or refrain from 

applying? 

 Investigating the entrepreneurs’ perspective is important because it is necessary 

for a comprehensive answer to the main research question of why the outreach of Dutch 

MFI’s is limited. Failing to include the perspective leads to a knowledge deficit. Without 

being aware of it MFI’s may have offered the wrong product or may have taken a wrong 

approach, from the perspective of (potential) borrowers. For example, the analysis in the 

next chapter reveals that many entrepreneurs are not financially excluded because their 

credit application is turned down by a RFI, but because they are reluctant to even try to 

apply. They dare not or cannot apply, for various reasons. Potential borrowers may 

experience the same reluctance with MFI’s, causing them to refrain from applying. That 

is an explanation for limited outreach that would remain tacit, when the focus would be 

solely on the demand-side perspective. 
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Investigating the demand-side of outreach is crucial, but for several reasons also 

more difficult than investigating the supply-side. First, it is not immediately clear who 

should be investigated. Whereas the small number of Dutch MFI’s are easily identified 

and contacted, how do we know who are the entrepreneurs we should investigate and 

where can we find them? A second difficulty is the question of what should be 

investigated. A questionnaire can be designed to include as much topics as possible, but 

what exactly is it we want to know from entrepreneurs? We have the fourth sub research 

question, but we would have to make it further operational. That brings us to the last 

difficulty: how should the entrepreneurs’ perspective be investigated? Can we also send 

them a questionnaire? 

It is because of these questions that I devote this entire chapter to the 

presentation of well-argued choices for a particular research design, methodology and 

relevant variables, and a discussion of the data collection and the sample of respondents 

collected. The next chapter is entirely devoted to the analysis and discussion of data 

collected about the entrepreneurs’ perspective. 

 

Research design: comparing ‘refrainers’ and ‘borrowers’ 

A research design for investigating the entrepreneurs’ perspective of outreach of Dutch 

MFI’s can involve any (combination) of these four conceptually different groups of 

entrepreneurs:120 

Group 1. [The ‘ignorants’] Entrepreneurs who are not aware of the existence of 

microfinance but would have considered applying (and consequently 

actually applied or refrained from applying) for a microcredit, if they had 

known about it. 

                                                             

120 The word conceptually is put here in italics to underline that in practice the five groups aren’t easily separated. In 

practice the groups overlap and the boundaries between the groups are vague. That makes both running a MFI and 

investigating microfinance in the Netherlands difficult. 
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Group 2. [The ‘refrainers’] Entrepreneurs who were aware of the existence of 

microfinance, and considered applying, but refrained from applying for a 

microcredit. The group of ‘refrainers’ consists of two subgroups: the 

‘starters’ and the ‘nascents’.  

a. [The ‘starters’] Entrepreneurs who were aware of the existence of 

microfinance, and considered applying, but refrained from applying for a 

microcredit, and who started (or continued) a business with other financial 

means. 

b. [The ‘nascents’] Entrepreneurs who were aware of the existence of 

microfinance, and considered applying, but refrained from applying for a 

microcredit, and who continue thinking about starting (or continuing) a 

business or decided to (temporarily) refrain from starting or continuing. 

Group 3. [The ‘applicants’] Entrepreneurs who applied with a MFI for a 

microcredit but whose application was turned down. 

Group 4. [The ‘borrowers’] Entrepreneurs who did successfully apply for a 

microcredit. 

This classification can be completed by adding that group 1 (‘ignorants’), group 3 

(‘applicants’) and group 4 (‘borrowers’) may be conceptually under divided like group 2 

(‘refrainers’) between entrepreneurs that eventually did start or continue a business and 

entrepreneurs that did not. All groups are indicated in figure 5.1 (presented a few pages 

later). The ‘applicants’ and ‘borrowers’ are easily traced, because they are registered 

with MFI’s. The ‘ignorants’ and the ‘refrainers’ however are more difficult to find, partly 

because they are not registered as such in any official database.121 

The research design for investigating the question ‘Why do entrepreneurs apply 

for a microcredit or refrain from applying?, consists of comparing the ‘refrainers’ and 

                                                             

121 The difficulties I encountered are similar to difficulties that political scientists encounter when searching for non-voters 

or difficulties that researchers of public administration have when searching for citizens that do not take up services they 

are eligible to. 
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the ‘borrowers’.122 The design tells us about the motives, considerations, perceived 

advantages and disadvantages to microfinance that crossed the minds of entrepreneurs 

when making a decision about applying for a microcredit – or refraining to apply.123 

That knowledge is not yet available and contributes most to a better understanding of 

the demand-side perspective of limited outreach.124 

                                                             

122 In order to be complete, the following twofold question with both a quantitative and a qualitative part should then be 

answered: ‘How many entrepreneurs decide to apply for a microcredit or refrain from applying [quantitative], and why 

[qualitative]?’The quantitative part of the question would have to be answered with a survey research, which outside the 

reach of this thesis. The only way to research that question is to draw a random sample of entrepreneurs and ask them 1) 

whether they ever heard of microfinance?; and 2) whether they applied or refrained from applying? The number of 

applicants can of course also be determined on the basis of figures from MFI’s. Since it already proved difficult to find 

enough people for qualitative interviews, a survey would probably have been no success. On a last note, the ‘applicants’ 

may also be included in the comparison alongside the ‘borrowers’. There were practical reasons for me to refrain from that 

option: MFI’s were unable to supply me with their contact information, or bring me into contact with them. 

123 It is plain to see that the different questions cannot be answered at the same time using the same research population. 

For example, it is possible to investigate why or where marketing by MFI’s fails when interviewing the first group about it. 

But that group cannot be asked what considerations crossed their mind or what obstacles they encountered when applying 

for a microcredit. Vice versa, it is difficult to investigate marketing failure when solely interviewing entrepreneurs from the 

‘borrowers’ group.  

124 In order to provide a fully comprehensive explanation of the outreach of MFI’s from the entrepreneurs’ perspective, all 

four groups are ideally included in the research. Three twofold questions (with both a quantitative and a qualitative part) 

should then be answered, through three different research designs. Besides the research design chosen, it would also 

involve two alternative design. The first alternative design consists in specifically investigating the ‘ignorants’. The 

operational research question then is: ‘How many (starting) entrepreneurs who are unaware of the possibility of 

microfinance would apply (or refrain from applying) for a microcredit [quantitatively], and for what reasons 

[qualitatively], if they had known about it?’ Answering that question would tell something about the extent to which MFI’s 

manage to create awareness of microfinance and market their product. It would also tell us about the perceived extent of 

attractiveness of microfinance to entrepreneurs. Valuable knowledge, but the research design is basically an extensive 

market research and I do not have the means for doing that. Besides, such researches have already been done in Germany  

and the Netherlands (Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006; Nolens, 2009). The second alternative design involves 

comparing the ‘applicants’ and ‘borrowers’. In that case the operational research question is: ‘How many applications are 

turned down or accepted [quantitatively], and for what reasons [qualitatively]? The qualitative part of that question could 

be answered from both the entrepreneurs’ perspective and the MFI’s’ perspective. This design is less interesting for two 

reasons. First, I have already answered the question to some extent with the study. Second, the design and accompanying 

question learns us nothing about the group of entrepreneurs that do not apply for a microcredit. That group still forms a 

blind spot for MFI’s and is therefore most interesting to investigate. 
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Methodology: qualitative interviewing 

The method used for comparing a group of ‘borrower’ with a group of ‘refrainers’ is the 

method of qualitative interviewing, with the interview topics derived from the list of 

variables presented below. Characteristic of qualitative research is the aim of 

comprehensive and in-depth data analysis based on “interpretation, summary and 

integration”, while relying on a relatively small but theoretically informed sample 

(Weiss, 1994: 3). The interviews are open and do not follow a survey-style question list. 

There is a positive and negative argument for employing the method of qualitative 

interviewing in this thesis. 

The positive argument is that qualitative interviewing is an appropriate method 

given the research design. The research design consists in comparing two groups of 

Dutch entrepreneurs: 

1) That have never been structurally interviewed and compared before. I have not 

encountered any research into microfinance or entrepreneurship in Netherlands 

or any other European country using the method of qualitative interviewing. 

2) From whom we do not yet know what is relevant or important to them. This is directly 

related to the first point. Although some variables can be deduced from the 

literature, all those variables give only indirect suggestions for what is important 

to ‘applicants’ or ‘refrainers’. 

3) About whom we know little. Especially the motives, thoughts and considerations of 

the ‘refrainers’ are largely a blind spot for MFI’s.125 

4) Of which one group – the ‘refrainers’ – may be very difficult to find. This is directly 

related to the third point. If MFI’s have difficulty finding them, why would it be 

different for researchers? 

                                                             

125 Facet (2006: 39) writes illustratively: “We cannot find out how many people have not [their italics] started a small 

business – or have had to cease their business activities – because they had not managed to acquire financing means.” 
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5) Who probably have stories to tell that are rich in detail. Entrepreneurship is about 

taking chances and taking risks; about doubts and uncertainty; about success and 

failure. 

All the characteristics of the interview respondents summed up ‘fit’ the method of 

qualitative interviewing. 

The negative argument for qualitative interviewing is that the two alternative 

methodological options – (comparative) case analysis and survey research/quantitative 

interviewing – are both problematic in their own way. The option of a comparative case 

study is appealing, because comparing a MFI that achieved substantial outreach with a 

MFI that failed to do so could lead to a better understanding of outreach. However such 

a research focuses on supply-side explanations rather than demand-side explanations, 

and the practical problem is that although Dutch MFI’s can be compared on a number of 

variables, there is not one MFI that has achieved really substantial outreach.126 

A survey research is the second alternative method. A questionnaire could be 

distributed among entrepreneurs with a business, starting entrepreneurs (people setting 

up a business) and nascent entrepreneurs (people thinking about starting a business) – in 

combination with any of the research designs discussed. 127 If we would also include in 

the sample people who gave up their business plans because of financing problems, then 

we could calculate the size of the ‘market gap’ or ‘finance gap’ (Facet, 2006: 39).128 The 

obstacles however are significant. Selecting a representative random sample proves 

difficult and none of the organizations addressed was willing to share contact 

                                                             

126 It is true that one organization – SenterNovem – achieved higher outreach than all the other MFI’s combined, but that 

figure is deceptive because the working area of SenterNovem consists of five municipalities whereas most MFI’s focus on 

only one. 

127 This was done by Facet (2006), McKinsey (2006), Nolens (2009) and Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann (2006). The 

latter asked small entrepreneurs whether they were in need of ‘outside finance’ at the time of starting their business and 

subsequently asked whether they would have found a microcredit useful at the time of starting their business. 

128 Such a large market research among nascent entrepreneurs is something Van Stel, Thurik, Storey and Wennekers 

(2006) did, but was not within the reach of this thesis. They set up a general longitudinal research into nascent 

entrepreneurship and found that after one year, 47% of all respondents actually started a business, 27% was still 

organizing, and 26% gave up the effort. 



74 

 

information or use their database for the purpose of conducting a survey.129 A lack of 

resources makes setting up a survey design very difficult.130 

 

Micro-level variables 

Although the entrepreneurs’ perspective is relatively underdeveloped in the literature 

on microfinance, some relevant variables for consideration in the analysis of the 

interview data can be deduced from it. 131 

 Fit of a microcredit to the needs of an entrepreneur. MFI’s offer a special product: a 

small credit at a (often) commercial interest rate that has to be repaid in frequent 

repayment installments; it is relatively easily and quickly disbursed and (almost 

always) accompanied by (compulsory) Business Development Services. To 

consider applying for this product, from an entrepreneur’s perspective the 

                                                             

129 They will not allow it because of the ‘privacy law’ – which unfortunately seems to have become an excuse for public 

organizations to routinely refuse cooperation. 

130 An additional obstacle in case of a survey among small entrepreneurs is that very low response rate are expected (filling 

out a questionnaire for a master thesis research probably has low priority for a starting entrepreneur); the N is likely to be 

too small to draw significant conclusions; there is a significant risk that questions will be misunderstood or answered in a 

socially accepted manner; closed questions may miss the details of the complex process of starting a business and seeking 

finance; the group of (potential) MFI clients is very heterogeneous overall, resulting in limited comparability; last but not 

least it is difficult to obtain on a large scale contact information of entrepreneurs via organizations because of 

confidentiality of such information. After the data collection my suspicion is fully confirmed: it proves impossible to get 

contact information of starting entrepreneurs from any public organization for this research, because of ‘privacy law’. It is 

not impossible though to set up a survey research design, when a large pool of nascent entrepreneurs and/or starting 

entrepreneurs on the one hand and entrepreneurs already running a business on the other hand are contacted through the 

databases of the Chamber of Commerce and similar organizations. This is something to seriously consider for follow-up 

research. 

131 The variables are derived from academic literature, from previous market research and experiences with MFI elsewhere 

in Europe (Facet (2006); McKinsey (2006); Copisarow (2004); Balkenhol (1998); Bhatt and Tang (2001); Evers, Lahn and 

Jung (2007); Groeneveld, ten Kroode and Meurs (2008); Schreiner (2002); Woller (2002); European Commission 

(2003a); Capisoraw (2004)). In order to discover more specifically what variables play a role in creating outreach market 

research is needed. Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann (2006) performed a market research in Germany, arguing that 

little market research had been performed by MFI’s until that time (which they mention as a major contributor to the 

initial failure of German MFI’s to achieve significant outreach). In the Netherlands some initial market research was 

performed by Facet (2006) and McKinsey (2006). Unfortunately those market researches are very tentative and 

preliminary. MicroFin investigated by means of a market research the question of whether there is a market for a 

commcerically-run MFI in the Netherlands. A new market research commissioned by the Ministry of Economic Affairs is 

performed at the time of writing this thesis. 
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minimum requirement is that it fits his or her (financial) needs. That means the 

size of the credit required by the entrepreneur to start or continue a business lies 

between the minimum and maximum credit size offered by the MFI and the 

interest rate is not so high it presents a deterring obstacle.132 Lack of fit is 

reported to be especially a problem for banks that mainly offer standardized 

services – and strict assessment criteria. MFI’s could demonstrate added value by 

offering client-tailored products (Facet, 2006: 5). 

 Fulfillment of the application criteria set by MFI. MFI’s set quite a number of criteria 

for applying for a microcredit, e.g. (these are random criteria from various MFI’s) 

living in a certain geographical area; receiving minimum wage; having a 

business plan; being unemployed; having been turned down by RFI’s etc. This 

could discourage entrepreneurs from applying for a microcredit (Bhatt, Painter 

and Tang, 2002; Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006). 

 Length and speed of the assessment procedure. It is a common insight that potential 

MFI clients want to get quick access to their credit (Capisoraw, 2004).133 The 

expectation of a long and bureaucratic assessment procedure may scare off 

potential clients, while the expectation of a quick and short procedure may 

attract them. 

 Business Development Services. Although Business Development Services seem to 

increase the chances of business survival, and may provide a welcome help to 

entrepreneurs, to some potential MFI clients (compulsory) BDS may be a reason 
                                                             

132 According to the literature small entrepreneurs have relatively low funding needs during the start-up phase, but their 

funding needs are evenly distributed over time (Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006). Kritikos, Kneiding and 

Germelmann (2006: 19) conclude from this (a little hastily in my opinion): “Since most existing German MFI’s offered 

credit products only to start-ups in year one, this observation probably explains the exceptionally low demand for these 

products.” 

133 This was confirmed independently of each other by Gert-Jan Bennink from SNOR Almelo and by Elwin Groenevelt, 

director Qredits, who both explicitly stated that the ability to be able to disburse a credit within two weeks was of crucial 

importance of the success of the Qredits. It was also indirectly confirmed by a business coach working with micro 

entrepreneurs at the conference of microfinance in Nieuwegein on September 11, 2008. He complained that the external 

office assessing business plans of clients took too much time doing so (on average two months, to which he added that 

they too often gave a negative advice). 
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to refrain from applying – instead of a reason to apply. Allochthonous 

entrepreneurs – one of the target groups of MFI’s – relatively often prefer to 

refrain from BDS (unless offered by friends or family), so emerges from recent 

Dutch research (Meijaard, 2006). 

 Attractiveness of the offer by a MFI in relation to other financing means. In the 

academic literature it is assumed that all MFI clients are completely financially 

excluded, in that a microcredit is their last and only available option. In theory a 

microcredit should be applied for as a last resort, and MFI’s should only disburse 

credits to entrepreneurs that have unsuccessfully tried every possible way to 

finance the start-up or continuation of their business. Assuming however that in 

practice MFI’s do not or cannot fully check whether this is indeed the case, for 

some potential borrowers a microcredit may not be the last and only available 

option – but simply an attractive one. As I also noted in the previous chapter, the 

relative attractiveness of a MFI in relation to other possible financing means 

(including other MFI’s) may then play a role. Previous research shows that 

negative experiences from entrepreneurs with banks (even if it does not involve a 

credit application) are positively correlated to the willingness to apply for a 

microcredit (Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006).134 

 Probability of approval of application. A high probability of application approval 

(rule of thumb is a 90% approval rate) contributes to higher application figures 

and thus increased outreach (Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006). The 

opposite may also be true. 

                                                             

134 Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann (2006) remark that this may point to the fact that they ‘do not speak each others 

language’ and adds to the suspicion that MFI’s can take a niche market. MFI’s giving customers the feel that they are fully 

fledged customers is important. 
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A model for guiding the analysis 

The model in figure 4.1 visualizes schematically which possible pathways entrepreneurs 

can take when deciding about financing the start or continuation of their business. The 

arrows do not represent causal relationships and the model aims not at testing 

hypotheses. It rather serves as a mental guide when analyzing the interview data.135 

 

Data collection: finding entrepreneurs 

The sampling of interview respondents was not performed randomly, but on the basis of 

theoretical and methodological considerations. Since the research design is to compare 

two specific groups of entrepreneurs I had to explicitly look for entrepreneurs from 

those groups (Weiss, 1994; Charmaz, 2007). I found 12 entrepreneurs from the 

‘borrowers’ group via two Dutch MFI’s: HandsOn (local MFI in Amsterdam; credit size: 

€ 2.000 – € 5.000) and Qredits (national MFI; credit size: € 10.000 –  € 35.000).136. Basic 

information about the two Dutch MFI’s is presented in table 4.1 It proved much more 

difficult to find ‘refrainers’.137  

                                                             

135 A short explanation of the model: Macro-economic circumstances and advice from intermediary organizations have an 

influence on the likelihood of an entrepreneur starting or continuing a business. If he has a credit need of ≥ € 35.000 he 

may or may not become aware of the existence of MFI’s, via direct marketing or via intermediary organizations. If he does, 

he decides on the basis of variables listed above whether he/she will apply for a microcredit. If he does apply, he may do so 

with the help of pre-application BDS. His application is rejected or accepted. Whatever the outcome of the research model, 

there may always be the chance he decides to start a business or refrain from starting. 

136 The MFI Qredits does not appear in the previous chapter. The reason is that Qredits started operating in January 2009, 

three months after I had finished my exploratory study. I discuss Qredits in the epilogue. 

137 I tried several ways to contact them: 

1. Through talking to entrepreneurs who visited information meetings and courses about starting a business, writing a 

business plan or seeking finance (or more specifically microfinance), organized by organizations like the Chamber of 

Commerce and entrepreneurship offices. Because entrepeneurs were at those meetings to learn more about microfinance, 

I wrote down theire contact information and asked them one or two months later whether they had already taken a 

decision about applying for a microcredit or refraining from applying. 

2. By having those organizations (an business coaching bureaus) spread letters in which I explained what I do and the 

request for interested entrepreneurs to contact me for an interview. 

3. By asking MFI’s to search for and contact entrepreneurs who contacted them but who quit the application procedure 

along the way. 

The letters proved useless: not a single entrepreneur contacted me. Actively recruiting respondents by asking face-to-face 

for their cooperation – if they fitted the profile of ‘refrainer’ – worked better, but still very slow. Many people I talked to 
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Figure 4.1: A model for guiding the analysis of the interview data, with the location of 

respondents indicated 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

eventually backed out because they said they were too busy for an interview. With a lot of effort I managed to gather a 

sample of seven ‘refrainers’, of which five ‘nascents’ and two ‘starters’. 

Entrepreneur has a maximum credit need of €35.000 

Intermediary 
organizations: 
Chamber of 
Commerce etc. 

Plans to start or 
continue a 
business. Need for 
external financing. 

Awareness of the 
existence of 
MFI(’s) 

No awareness of the existence 
of MFI(’s) 
(‘ignorants’) 
 

Direct 
marketing 

No application 

Start 
business 

Do not 
start 
business 

Assessment of the product offered by a 
MFI, in terms of the following questions: 

- Do I meet the criteria? 
- Does the product financially ‘fit’ 

my credit need? 
- How attractive is the product in 

comparison to other lenders? 
- Is the microcredit quickly 

disbursed? 
- Is it probable that my 

application is accepted? 
- Do I want to make use of BDS? 
 

Application 

Application 
accepted 
(‘borrowers’) 

Application 
rejected 
(‘applicants’) 

Start 
business 

Do not 
start 
business 

Start 
business 

Do not 
start 
business 

Do not start 
business 
(‘nascents’) 
 

BDS (possibly by intermediary 
organizations) 

No application (‘refrainers‘) 

Start 
business 
(‘starters‘) 
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A full list of meetings attended (12 in total) and organizations contacted (nine in 

total) for the purpose of finding ‘refrainers’ can be found in appendix E. 138 The difficulty 

of finding ‘refrainers’ surprised me at first, but is actually very logical – and a problem 

MFI’s also struggle with, as we saw in the previous chapter.139 Microfinance is still not a 

widely known phenomenon in the Netherlands, and entrepreneurs that are aware of the 

possibility of applying for a microcredit, but decide to refrain from applying, form a 

loosely defined group that cannot be found clearly in one place. That is why I had to 

visit so many different venues to get into contact with potential respondents. Because 

the decision-making processes of ‘refrainers’ are largely unknown to public agencies, 

they seldom make it to statistics or organizational databases – which is another reason 

so little is known about them. And when they do make it to organizational databases 

(e.g. from the Chamber of Commerce), it proves impossible to get information about 

them from any public organization, which all deny outsiders access to their databases 

because of what they call ‘privacy law’. 

 

Table 4.1: Basic information about the MFI´s Qredits and HandsOn 

 Qredits HandsOn 

Geographical scale National (minus the 

municipalities/regions 

served by the 

SenterNovem Guarantee 

Fund) 

 

Local (Amsterdam) 

                                                             

138 The people from HandsOn made appointments with eight of their clients and accompanied me to the interviews to 

introduce me to their clients. All eight respondents used the microcredit to start a business. Qredits asked permission 

from four of their clients to have their contact information forwarded to me, so I could contact them and make 

appointments for interviews. One respondent via Qredits used the microcredit to start a business, and three other 

respondents used the microcredit to financially bridge hard times for their business and continue their business. 

139 Considering the difficulty I had contacting ‘refrainers’, but even ‘borrowers’, trying to do a survey research would 

indeed have had catastrophical consequences. 



80 

 

Office(s) Main office in Almelo, loan 

officers have offices in 

entrepreneurship offices. 

Office in Amsterdam-East 

Application procedure (derived 

from websites  

www. qredits.nl and 

www.handsonmicrokrediet.nl) 

1. Submission of 

application form and 

business plan via website. 

2. Completion of 

entrepreneurship test. 

3. Meeting with a loan 

officer. 

4. Final application 

assessment by loan officer. 

5. Coming to agreements 

about BDS. 

1. Submission of the application 

form via website. 

2. First screening of business 

plan and first contact. 

3. Intake meeting with analyst. 

4. Final application assessment 

and check with BKR 

5. Credit proposal by HandsOn 

to applicant 

6. If proposal is agreed upon by 

applicant he/she meets with 

coach and optionally follows a 

short business course. 

Application criteria (derived 

from websites  

www. qredits.nl and 

www.handsonmicrokrediet.nl) 

1. Having a credit need 

with a maximum of  

€ 35.000 

2. Starting or continuing a 

business. 

3. Willing to complete an 

entrepreneurship test. 

4. Willing to accept BDS. 

1. Having a credit between  

€ 2.000 and € 5.000. 

2. Starting a business. 

3. Having a maximum income of 

€ 25.000 or being unemployed. 

4. A family member or friend 

stands surety. 

5. Having the Dutch nationality 

or having a legal status in the 

Netherlands. 

6. Willing to accept BDS. 

Pre-application BDS No pre-application BDS. Optional pre-application BDS. 

Consists in advice on how to 

write a business plan. 

Post-application BDS Compulsory post- Compulsory post-application 
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application BDS on the 

basis of perceived need for 

BDS by Qredits. Categories 

are ‘no coaching’, ‘light 

coaching’, ‘normal 

coaching’ and ‘heavy 

coaching’. BDS delivered 

by external coaching 

agencies. Borrowers pay 

for the costs, which are 

dependent on the 

category of coaching. 

BDS. Consists in regular 

meetings with an experienced 

entrepreneur. Costs for 

borrower are standard € 25 per 

month. 

Direct marketing Flyers, brochures and 

website. Information 

meetings at 

entrepreneurship offices. 

Proactively talking to potential 

borrowers at public places. 

Handing out brochures. 

Information meetings at 

entrepreneurship offices and 

other venues. 

Indirect marketing Press publicity. Referral by 

intermediary 

organizations.  

Press publicity. Referral by 

intermediary organizations. 

Supplier of credit capital Ministry of Economic 

Affairs, ABN Amro Bank, 

ING Bank, Fortis Bank, 

Rabobank. 

Participation fund of 

entrepreneurs each depositing  

€ 10.000 interest-free. 

Interest rate 9% annually 6% annually 

Repayment conditions Monthly repayment over a 

period of 1 to 10 years (in 

agreement) 

Monthly repayment over a 

period of 12 or 18 months (in 

agreement) 
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Sample and representativity 

The sample is twofold: it consists of ‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’ (consisting of the sub 

groups ‘starters’ and ‘nascents’. Their representativity differs and I will explain how. 

 The ‘borrowers’ sample is again divided into two sub samples: eight clients of 

HandsOn and four clients of Qredits. Characteristics of the sample of interviewees in 

terms of gender, age, credit size, type of business etc. can be deduced from the 

interviews; the characteristics of the total lending population are registered with all 

Dutch MFI’s combined. Had I had those latter figures (which I have not), I could have 

determined representativity of the ‘borrowers’ with some precision (keeping in mind 

that a sample of 12 is still extremely small). 

Determining representativity of the ‘refrainers’ sample on the other hand is very 

difficult – if not impossible. Although characteristics of the sample of interviewees in 

terms of gender, age, credit need, type of business etc. can more or less be deduced from 

the interviews, the sample consists of very little people. More importantly nothing is 

known about the size or composition of the total population of ‘refrainers’. Also, the fact 

that the sample of ‘refrainers’ is composed of the two sub samples of ‘ starters’ and 

‘nascents’ makes it even more difficult to find out something about the size or 

composition of the total population of those two sub samples. 

I could try to make educated guesses about the size and composition of 

‘refrainers’ by combining various databases. In future (quantitative) research, that 

would be valuable, but I have a clear reason for refraining from it in this research: the 

power of qualitative data analysis is not in statistical representativity, but in the 

completeness, accuracy and richness of its description (Charmaz, 2007). 140 

                                                             

140 Although with the help of Nolens (2009) we are able to say something about the composition of a combined sample of 

‘applicants’ and ‘starters’. On the basis of a market study in Nijmegen Nolens (2009) concludes that of 3.002 

entrepreneurs small entrepreneurs, 1.168 (39.5%) are “micro-entrepreneurs” who lack access to credits. In turn, 345 

(29.5%) of those entepreneurs is “possibly desiruous” of a credit (in other words: ‘would consider applying’), and a 

maximum of 40% of ‘possibly desiruous’ entrepreneurs is expected to actually apply – 60% is expected to refrain from 

applying. The sample of “possibly desiruous” (‘applicants’ + ‘refrainers that did start a business ’) entrepreneurs consists 
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Data collection: interviewing entrepreneurs 

The respondents that I did get hold of were interviewed in their home, business or on 

another location chosen by them. I conducted the interviews in Dutch and recorded 

them on audiotape, after which I transcribed them and removed all personal 

information referring to the respondent.141 The variables I had identified initially served 

as a question/topic list for the interviews (the question/topic list is published in 

Appendix F). During the interviews I constantly balanced between two thoughts: on the 

one hand to give entrepreneurs room to fully tell their story (wherever that story lead), 

and on the other hand trying to discuss as many possible relevant variables for outreach 

as possible (Weiss, 1994). In the course of collecting data I gradually let go of the topic 

list – both physically and mentally – and tried to engage in dialogue with the sole 

purpose of generating rich data in cooperation with my interview respondent (Charmaz, 

2007). The main reason for this shift is that I discovered that my preconceptions about 

the decision-making process about applying for a microcredit or refraining from 

applying were too rational and linear.142 

Because the decision-making process was not as linear and rational as I had 

supposed, but rather chaotic and driven by feelings, moods and intuitions, I decided to 

also explicitly investigate the question: ‘How do entrepreneurs apply for a microcredit or 

refrain from applying?’143 One of the criteria of good qualitative research is staying close 
                                                                                                                                                                                     

of 80% male; has a young business (average of seven years); is 67% allochthonous; hardly owns business premises; and 

expects to need a credit of € 7.435 on average. 

141 The fact that the respondents were promised anonymity is the reason I do not add a respondents list in the appendix. 

142 There is one moment in the fourth or fifth interview that captures the turning point of letting go of the question/topic 

list over the course of the data collection, which allowed me to listen to the respondents more or less without the 

(modernist, rational and linear) preconceptions I had about the decision-making process of applying for a microcredit or 

deciding to refrain. At that moment the respondent told me how he had considered different ways of financing the start-up 

of his business, and I replied: “The things you mention seem to be mainly considerations based on your feelings/intuitions 

(gevoelsmatige overwegingen). If you consider the more objective criteria [MFI x] sets, like maximum annual income, 

registration with the BKR and the need to have someone to stand surety for you. Have any of those criteria played a role 

for you?” The respondent replied that those criteria did not really play a role for him and I realized that I had been 

questioning my respondents on the basis of my preconceptions. 

143 Again, the reason for adding that second question is that halfway the data collection I realized my preconceptions about 

the decision-making process were not right. My preconceptions – underlying the variable list, the model for guiding the 
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to what the interview respondents tell (Charmaz, 2007). Most of what the respondents 

told me had not so much to do with microfinance but with the decision-making process 

as a whole. The analysis in the next chapter is therefore split into two parts: first the 

‘how’ part, then the ‘why’ part. 

 

Coding the interviews and creating a code tree 

The analysis in the next chapter is grounded in a code tree and a selection of coded 

segments that was the result of coding the 19 interviews. The coding process was guided 

by the search for recurring motives, considerations, actions and feelings displayed by 

different entrepreneurs. Weiss (1994: 153) calls this type of analysis ‘issue-focused’, in 

contrast to case-focused analysis – which consists of in-depth description of their unique 

accounts. 

 I coded the interviews with the qualitative data analysis computer program 

MAXQDA, ending up with 652 coded text segments divided over 57 codes and sub 

codes processed into a logically structured code tree (‘sorting’ according to Weiss 

(1994)).144 I repeatedly recoded text segments, made new codes, deleted some codes and 

renamed others until I was eventually satisfied with the structure of the code tree, which 

is depicted (in Dutch) in figure 4.2 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

analysis and the code tree – were the following: entrepreneurs who need to finance the start-up or continuation of their 

business first determine their exact financing needs (e.g. on the basis of a business plan); then investigate all possible ways 

to acquire that capital and compare them in all possible aspects; and then choose for the most suitable and favorable way. 

Microfinance is one of those ways, and I expected to be able to come up with clear findings of when, why and to whom 

microfinance was most the most suitable and favorable way and when, why and to whom other ways were most suitable 

and favorable. 

144 The second thing I noticed during the analysis was that I still had the tendency to organize the codes in a code tree that 

reflected the stepwise manner of thinking represented by the research model. However, with the new code tree I had a rich 

and empirically grounded account of the stories of entrepreneurs, allowing me to develop some insights into how and why 

people apply for a microcredit or why not (in Weiss’ (1994) terminology ‘local integration’ and eventually ‘inclusive 

integration’). 
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Conclusion: the complexity of everyday practice 

This chapter has brought us yet a step closer to a comprehensive answer to the question 

of why outreach of Dutch MFI’s is limited. Although the real analysis and discussion of 

the interview data is done in the next chapter, the difficulty of finding respondents is 

already very telling. It tells us that both the noble intentions of the Dutch government 

described in chapter one and three, as well as the theory about microfinance from 

chapter two, can only prove their real value in confrontation with the complexity and 

stubbornness of everyday practice. The next chapter will tell which micro-level variables 

presented in this chapter are indeed important and relevant, and contribute to a better 

understanding about limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s.
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 Ondernemingsplannen (0) 
  achtergrond/voorgeschiedenis (31) 
   speciale opleiding gevolgd voor ondernemen (4) 
  motief zelfstandig ondernemen (26) 
   negatieve ervaringen in het verleden (8) 
  aanleiding doorzetten ondernemingsplannen (20) 
  idee onderneming (18) 
  eerste voorbereidingen (0) 
   ondernemingsplan (10) 
   cursus volgen (7) 
  contact met intermediaire organisatie (0) 
   subsidiebureau (1) 
   KvK (11) 
   UWV (5) 
   Werknet (2) 
   Ondernemershuis (4) 
  eerdere ervaring met ondernemen (16) 
  hulp van vrienden en familie (9) 
 besluitvormingsproces over financiering (0) 
  snelheid ondernemen (7) 
  benodigdheden onderneming (0) 
   geld/financiele middelen (29) 
   tijd (3) 
  familie en vrienden (0) 
   steun/meewerking familie en vrienden (15) 
   reactie familie en vrienden op zelfstandig ondernemen (10) 
  risico nemen (18) 
  andere financieringsvormen (0) 
   investeerder/durfkapitaal (8) 
   eigen vermogen (10) 
   ervaring bank (32) 
    BKR melding (8) 
   perceptie bank (17) 
   wedstrijdprijzen als financiering (1) 
   vergelijking verschillende kredietaanbieders (7) 
   lenen van familie/vrienden (15) 
  'objectieve criteria' (0) 
   Borgstelling (3) 
   aanvragen zakelijke bankrekening (0) 
   looptijd lening (2) 
   coaching (20) 
   afwijzing BKR/schuldenvrij zijn (2) 
   afwijzing kredietaanvraag bij banken (0) 
   vestigingsplaats (0) 
   hebben van een ondernemingsplan (0) 
   rentestand (13) 
   terugbetalen in termijnen (13) 
  eerste contact / vinden MFI (27) 
  oorspronkelijke perceptie van microkrediet/MFI (19) 
  aanvraagproces MFI (0) 
   stappenplan/feitelijke gang van zaken (7) 
   ervaring aanvraagproces MFI (10) 
    snelheid leningaanvraag (18) 
 ondernemen (0) 
  ondernemerschap (6) 
  primair proces (9) 
   verhouding primair proces - andere vaardigheden (13) 
    acquisitie (8) 
  rondkomen (0) 
   bronnen van inkomsten (13) 
   verwachtingen van onderneming (8) 
  ervaring/ gevoel over onderneming (19) 
   succes onderneming (13) 
  ervaring coaching (21) 
  ervaring/mening MFI (17) 
  toekomstplannen (11) 
 restcategorie (0) 
  Crisis/recessie (19) 
  mogelijke redenen om van microkrediet af te zien (6) 
  perceptie beschikbaarheid startersfinanciering (5) 
   onbekendheid met microkrediet (3) 

Figure 4.2 The code tree (in Dutch). 

(number of codes between parentheses) 
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Chapter 5 

 

Investigating outreach of Dutch MFI’s from the demand-side 

perspective (2): analysis and discussion of the interview data 

 

Introduction 

I explained in the previous chapter that a quantitative (survey) research proved 

impossible, and that I even had to go to great lengths to gather sufficient interview 

respondents for a qualitative interview. The qualitative nature of this study does not 

allow for reliable numerical claims about the outreach of MFI, but it can answer 

questions like: Who applied with MFI’s for a microcredit, and why? Are they the ‘right’ 

people, with the ‘right’ plans and needs, at the ‘right’ moment? Who refrain from 

applying, and why? Is it good that they refrain? Were they not the ‘right’ people? Did 

they not have the ‘right’ plans or needs? Was the moment not ‘right’? In the conclusion 

of this chapter the partial answers add up to an answer to the sub research question: 

‘Why do entrepreneurs apply for a microcredit or refrain from applying?’ 

 In the previous chapter I presented a list of variables that might play a role in the 

decision-making process of entrepreneurs to apply for a microcredit or refrain from 

applying. In the second half of this chapter I review the usefulness of that list in 

confrontation with the interview data. In the first half I describe what the general 

decision-making process of starting or continuing a business looks like on the basis of 

the interview data. That may sound like a detour but I argue that the specific decision to 

apply for a microcredit or refrain from applying cannot be separated from that general 

process. That is, if only for the reason that the decision to refrain from starting a business 

consequently implies refraining from applying for a microcredit. 
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Part one: How entrepreneurs apply for a microcredit, or refrain from applying 

I repeat here that my statement from the previous chapter that my preconceptions about 

the decision-making process were too rational and linear, and that it was in practice 

rather chaotic and driven by feelings, moods and intuitions.145 I have instead developed 

an account of the decision-making process that small entrepreneurs go through when 

considering the start or continuation of a business and the application of a microcredit. 

That account I think does more justice to the nature of the process than my 

preconceptions. It starts with the characteristics of the 19 entrepreneurs interviewed. The 

Table 5.1 outlines some general characteristics of the sample, deduced from the 

interviews. 

 Throughout this chapter I regularly quote or summarize some of the statements 

made by respondents. Since their identities remain anonymous, I use the following 

coding system to refer to their interviews: 

 ‘borrowers from HandsOn’ = HO1-8 

 ‘borrowers from Qredits’ = QR1-4 

 ‘starters’ (sub group of ‘refrainers’) = ST1-2 

 ‘nascents’ (sub group of ‘refrainers’) =NA1-5 

                                                             

145 Not all of the interview respondents followed all the steps expected by me: make plans for their business on the basis of 

elaborate market research; write an elaborate business plan with an extensive financial paragraph; make an inventory of 

all different ways to finance their business; compare the different ways on the basis of a number of criteria, pros and cons; 

and eventually make a decision after careful deliberation and comparison. 
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Table 5.1: Characteristics of ‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’ 

 ‘borrowers’ ‘refrainers’ 

  ‘borrowers from 

HandsOn’ (total: 8) 

 ‘borrowers from 

Qredits’ (total: 4) 

‘starters’ (total: 2)  ‘nascents’ 

(total: 5) 

start from unemployment 3 1 2 1 

start from part-time job/ 

freelance work 

5 - - 1 

start from full-time job - - - 3 

continuation of business - 3 - - 

higher education 

degree146 

2 - - 4 

education degree in 

entrepreneurship, finance 

or economy 

1 1 - 2 

allochthonous 5 2 - 1 

younger than thirty years 

old147 

4  1 1 1 

men/women 4 / 4 2 / 2 1 / 1 3 / 2 

 

Comparing characteristics 

Table 5.1 gives reason to make four observations: 

1) Comparing the ‘borrowers’ and the ’starters’ on the hand, and the ‘nascents’ on 

the other hand, is very illustrative. None of the ‘borrowers’ and the ’starters’ had 

a full-time job when they started their business. At that time they were 

                                                             

146 This is not a very precise indication, and I have to admit that I did not ask respondents explicitly about their education. 

For most respondents it became clear from their story, and I think it is a relevant characteristic, because in combination 

with other observations it fits in with my account about how respondents decide to apply for a microcredit or refrain from 

applying. 

147 Again this is not a very precise indication, and again I have to admit that I did not ask respondents explicitly about their 

age. I made a reasonable estimation, and again I think it is a relevant characteristic, because it fits in with my account. 
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unemployed, or freelance/part-time employed.148 Little of them are higher 

educated and/or have an educational background in entrepreneurship, finance or 

economy. In contrast, the majority of the ‘nascents’ has a full-time job. The 

majority of them is also higher educated and/or has an educational background 

in entrepreneurship, finance or economy. 149 

2) The majority of the ‘borrowers’ is allochthonous, while virtually none of the 

‘refrainers’ is allochthonous. 

3) Half of the ‘borrowers from HandsOn’ are less than thirty years old, which is 

relatively young in comparison to the ‘refrainers’.150 

4) Women make up 50% of the ‘borrowers’ in comparison to 30% of all starting 

entrepreneurs in the Netherlands (Chamber of Commerce, 2009). 

Two tentative conclusions result from these observations. First, the observations about 

employment status, allochthonous background, age and gender are all in line with the 

literature on microfinance. In chapter two I wrote that European MFI’s in general target 

(among other groups) the unemployed, young people, allochthonous people, and 

women. Although we have seen in chapter three that Dutch MFI’s make no explicit 

mention of specific target groups, the empirical data show that they indeed do (albeit 

unconsciously) target specific groups.151 

 The second tentative conclusion is that it seems that the situation entrepreneurs 

find themselves in has an influence on their decision to start a business. I think the 

observations just made fit into the broader account of how entrepreneurs make decisions 

                                                             

148 Most ‘borrowers from Qredits’ continued the business they were already running, when they successfully applied for a 

microcredit. They are not included in this specific comparison. 

149 This finding may be explained with circumstantial evidence that a flaw has found its way into my data collection 

process and thereby into my sample: ‘refrainers’ with a higher education degree that did not start a business may very well 

have been sympathetic to my cause of doing research on microfinance in the Netherlands, having some affiliation with 

research themselves. That may explain their positive reaction to my request of interviewing them. 

150 And also in comparison to the ‘borrowers from Qredits’, but that can be explained by the fact that most ‘borrowers from 

Qredits’ started their business years ago. 

151 Although the question remains whether there is a real relationship and what way it works. Do MFI’s specifically recruit 

entrepreneurs with certain characteristics or do entrepreneurs with certain characteristics feel attracted to MFI’s? 
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– about starting a business and about applying for a microcredit. I will now further fill in 

that account. 

 

Different trajectories in small entrepreneurship 

The interviews provoke the idea that there are three different trajectories when starting a 

small business, and consequently different decision-making trajectories about financing 

that start-up:152 

 Trajectory 1: An entrepreneur wants to set up a business in a product or service 

he/she is already involved in – e.g. through a freelance job or through the work 

he/she currently does or did in the past as employee. The entrepreneur may 

already have the ideas and skills associated with the product or service. The 

transition to running a business can be relatively smooth and a relatively small 

credit is needed to make the step. Examples are a freelance film producer that 

started her own production company (HO3), a part-time masseur who quit his 

second job to fully commit himself to massage (HO6) and a jewelry maker who 

started to sell the jewelry she initially made as a hobby (HO7). 

 Trajectory 2: An entrepreneur wants to start a new business ‘from scratch’. 

He/she may already have been thinking about the idea for a long time, and also 

have some of the skills required, but actually starting the business goes together 

with significant investments in both time and money – and may involve several 

people. The transition to running a business is more drastic than in case of 

trajectory one. Examples are a former bank employee who wanted to start an 

online store in embroidery (NA1), a lawyer who wanted to build a resort in 

Brazil (NA3) and a catering employee who wanted to start an international 

flower trading business (NA5). 

                                                             

152 Three out of four ‘borrowers’ from Qredits applied for a microcredit to be able to continue their business in financially 

difficult times, but they too once started their business. I have tried to reconstruct what trajectory they followed when 

initially starting their business, and added those trajectories to this list. 
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 Trajectory 3: An entrepreneur wants to take over/buy a company from someone 

else. The value of the business can be assessed and a price negotiated. From the 

start the new business-owner usually already has a premises, inventory and 

clientele from the previous one. Examples include the take-over of a grinding 

shop (HO1) and a restaurant (QR1). 

In table 5.2 I have listed the trajectories in combination with the groups in the sample. It 

is striking that almost all ‘borrowers from HandsOn’ and ’starters’ follow trajectory 1, 

while the ‘nascents’ mainly follow trajectory 2. I will explain in the next sections how I 

think that can be explained. 

 

Table 5.2 Three trajectories in starting a business 

 ‘borrowers’ ‘refrainers’ 

  ‘borrowers from 

HandsOn’ (total: 8) 

 ‘borrowers from 

Qredits’ (total: 4) 

‘starters’ 

(total: 2) 

 ‘nascents’ (total: 

5) 

trajectory 1: ‘continuation of 

previous activities in 

business-form’  

7 NA 2 1 

trajectory 2: business ‘from 

scratch’ 

- NA - 4  

trajectory 3: take over 

business 

1 NA - -  

 

Starting or continuing a business: goals, motives and risks 

None of the respondents say that earning a lot of money is an important goal. To the 

contrary, some explicitly state the opposite: generating sufficient income to get by, while 

doing something they like is their primary goal (HO2 and HO6; QR1). Almost all of the 

19 entrepreneurs that were interviewed have two strong personal motives for starting or 

continuing their business in common: ‘having freedom, and not having to answer to a 

boss’ and ‘doing what one likes to do and doing it in a way that one seems fit’ – both  are 
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related to independence.153 Quite some respondents showcase the first motive in 

connection to negative experiences with previous employment and having to answer to 

a boss (e.g. HO3, HO5 and HO8; QR1, QR3 and QR4; NA1 and NA4). 

 Given the fact that all entrepreneurs are driven by strong motives to start or 

continue a business, they make an implicit or explicit assessment of the risks.154 Possible 

risks of starting a business are (approximately in order of magnitude): (unexpectedly) 

large time investments, disappointing business results, continuous financial hardship, 

bankruptcy, debts, and unemployment. Those risks are very real and have an impact on 

an entrepreneur’s personal situation, considering that: 

 Entrepreneurs work on average 55 hours per week, 13 hours more than 

employees (De Zaak and ING Economic Bureau, 2009). Many interview 

respondents indicate that they have to do tasks like administration and 

acquisition all by themselves. 

 14% of all self-employed are qualified as ‘working poor’ versus 2% of all 

employees (CBS, 2007: 79). Those 14% are inevitably all small entrepreneurs. 

 50% of businesses go bankrupt after five years (European Commission, 2003a). 

Bankruptcy is generally associated with a social stigma, also in the Netherlands 

(European Commission, 2007c). 

 

Risk factors 

The interviews reveal that the following things play a role when entrepreneurs assess 

the perceived risk of starting a business: 

 A bigger credit size increases the perceived risk. 

                                                             

153 The two most important motives for starting a business according to a recent investigation by the Chamber of 

Commerce are ‘independence’ and ‘making a dream come true’ (Kooyman, 2009). 

154 They also make an assessment of the possible success of course. There again they are uniform in their comments: they 

all want to get by (in Dutch: ‘rondkomen’), and none of them hopes or expects to get rich. Two ‘borrowers’ from HandsOn 

and two ‘nascents’ report they have higher goals with their (planned) business, in that they want to make a social 

contribution to society or help the cause of sustainable development. 
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This is illustrated by the fact that some ‘borrowers’ from HandsOn stressed that 

while they seriously dislike lending money, the small credits HandsOn offers 

(max. € 5.000) poses an acceptable risk for them (e.g. HO5, 7). On the other hand 

some of the ‘nascents’ also disliked lending money, but needed bigger credits (up 

to € 35.000), which made the decision to apply for them more difficult. They 

talked about the risk of having a significant debt as a serious deterrent from 

starting a business. For example NA1 told: “Some things are simply not an 

option. [...] A bank loan requires collateral. That seems a bad idea […] because if 

you fail to repay you may end up homeless”. The three respondents from 

Qredits who already run a business did not mention credit size and associated 

risk as a factor of much importance. The most plausible explanation I can come 

up with is that their experience with running a business had made them 

acquainted with the risks, which therefore seem less deterring. 

 The newer the business idea, the further it lies away from current activities and the 

bigger the transition to running a business, the bigger the perceived risks. 

This observation results from the difference between the first two trajectories: the 

second trajectory is riskier than the first. The business ideas from the ‘borrowers’ 

from HandsOn (trajectory one) were very concrete and close to what they 

already did, while the plans of the ‘nascents’ were not always very concrete nor 

well developed.155 Examples of very concrete ideas are selling party decoration 

(QR4), massaging people (HO6) and running a sandwich bar (ST1). Examples of 

less concrete ideas are selling custom-made embroidery via internet (NA1), 

building an environment-friendly resort in Brazil (NA3) and importing 

environmentally sustainable wood (NA4). 

 The more there is at stake in an entrepreneur’s personal situation – in terms of a full-time 

job with steady income, a mortgage, a wife and kids – the bigger the perceived risk.  

                                                             

155 Illustratively it never became completely clear to me during the interview what products they wanted to produce or 

what services they wanted to deliver with their planned business. 
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This is the point where the relevance of employment status returns. Having a 

fulltime job may be an inhibiting factor to starting a business in multiple ways: 

o It may prevent an entrepreneur of taking time for developing business 

plans; NA3 told that he needed part of the credit to ‘buy time’ preparing 

the start of his business; “I have to quit my job. […] I need a credit with 

which I can bridge the time in between, but I have to be sure that I have a 

chance of succeeding”. 

o Starting a business usually also marks the end of the full-time job, so 

there are little back-up plans when having to compensate for lost income. 

NA4 states: “I have to invest quite a lot of money, but the question is 

whether I want to do that in these times. […] I find it difficult; I do not 

want to go bankrupt”. 

o The alternative to starting a business is staying in a full-time job, so the 

need for starting a business to generate income is low. 

All these considerations apply much less for entrepreneurs who start from a 

situation of unemployment, a freelance job or a part-time job.156 ST1 – who is 

unemployed – reports: “[…] for me this [a small loan from a friend] is a small 

risk. If it goes wrong, it is no disaster”. At this point the relevance of age also 

returns. Younger entrepreneurs are less likely to have a wife and/or kids 

and/or a mortgage, which are things that matter a lot when assessing risks: 

the seriousness of the risks summed up previously is increased by such 

personal circumstances. 

 

Taking a decision 

No matter how long an entrepreneur keeps assessing risks he/she can never fully predict 

what the future will look like. ST2 has a telling quote about friends of his that think 

                                                             

156 On the other hand someone with a full-time job may be able to save enough money to ‘buy’ some ‘full-time’ off for 

himself. 
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about starting a business: “[…] a lot of people want to profit from the flexibility of 

having a business, but they do not want to take the risk. If you want something, you 

have to be willing to run a risk for it.” That insecurity is inherently part of 

entrepreneurship, and some emotional and instinctive considerations inevitably enter 

the decision-making process. This makes it better understandable why entrepreneurs act 

so much on the basis of instincts, feelings and moods besides rational deliberation. It 

may also offer an explanation of why the ‘nascents’ are disproportionately highly 

educated (in entrepreneurship, finance or economy). Assuming that someone who is 

highly educated attaches relatively much weight to the rationally considered risks of 

starting a business –in combination with the likelihood of a better position on the labor 

market – he or she may feel more hesitation to make the final decision to start a business. 

I encountered this hesitance with all highly educated ‘nascents’ (NA1, NA2, NA3, 

NA4).157 

 

‘Immediate causes’ for starting a business 

An entrepreneur may have considered the risks of starting a business. He/she may have 

also written a business plan; consulted with family and friends; followed classes and 

courses in entrepreneurship; sought contact with intermediary organizations; got into 

contact with potential business partners, suppliers and sellers and made other 

preparations. All such actions are repeatedly mentioned in all the interviews. Despite all 

the preparations, the final push to actually start a business may still be absent. The 

interview data give every reason to believe that such a final push is almost always 

needed to really take the decision to start a business.158 From now on I call that final 

push the ‘immediate cause’ for starting a business. 

                                                             

157 Analysis of the data shows that the decision to start or continue a business is affected by many more factors, like the 

presence or absence of support from family and friends, or the economic tendency. I will not further address those factors 

here. 

158 A coach of two ‘borrowers from HandsOn’ literally uses the word ‘push’ when describing his motive to be a business 

coach in Prins (2009: 18):“[starting a business is not easy], especially finding means to finance the start, while people are 
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 The ‘immediate causes for starting or continuing a business can be positive or 

negative. In three of the 14 interviews with ‘borrowers’ and ‘starters’ (HO4, HO6 and 

QR2) it was difficult to clearly identify one immediate cause, but in the other 11 

interviews it was quite clear. The positive immediate causes include: the concrete offer to 

take over an already existing business (encountered thrice; HO1, HO8 and QR1); the 

concrete offer from a business partner to start a business (ST1); the suggestion to start 

selling products in a store (HO7). Examples of negative immediate causes are: the loss of 

a job (encountered thrice (HO2, QR3 and ST2); a very negative experience with a boss 

(encountered twice; HO3 and QR4); the failure of a previous business idea (HO5).159 

 The idea of the ‘immediate cause’ is strengthened by the observation that the 

‘nascents’ lacked a clear positive or negative ‘immediate cause’ for turning their plans 

into the actual start of a business. In combination with the fact that we just concluded 

that it is extra risky for them to start a business makes it unlikely that they will start. The 

outcome then is usually nascent entrepreneurship: the entrepreneur continues thinking 

about starting a business without definitely refraining from it. 

 

Microfinance as ‘immediate cause’ for starting a business: marketing and first contact 

I conclude my account of the decision-making process with the claim that the discovery 

of microfinance can be an ‘immediate cause’ for entrepreneurs to start or continue their 

business.160 This idea of ‘microfinance as immediate cause’ is provoked by three 

observations:  

                                                                                                                                                                                     

often very motivated. They only need a small push and a small amount of money.” A previously quoted longitudinal 

research by Van Stel, Thurik, Storey and Wennekers (2006) into nascent entrepreneurship found that after one year, 47% 

of all respondents actually started a business, 27% was still organizing, and 26% gave up the effort. Maybe for half of all 

the respondents the final push did not come. 

159 I have reconstructed from the interviews with three of four ‘borrowers from Qredits’ that already run a business how 

and why they initially started their business, and included that information in this list. The reasons they needed funding to 

continue their business was that they 1) needed a financial buffer because they were stuck with many non-paying 

customers because of economic downturn; 2) needed to invest in essential hardware; 3) needed to invest in supplies. 

160 Many ‘borrowers from HandsOn’ had not yet fully developed their business plan, decided about their exact financial 

needs and researched all different possible ways of fulfilling those needs, by the time they discovered microfinance. In 
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1) All but one ‘borrower’ (HO6) indicated that a microcredit really was the only 

option to finance the start or continuation of their business. They were, in other 

words, indeed financially excluded.161 Had they not discovered microfinance, 

they would not have been able to start or continue their business. In contrast the 

’starters’ naturally had other financing options left, and some of the ‘nascents’ 

also perceived they had other financing options. They were not or felt not 

financially excluded and microfinance was for them not the ‘immediate cause’ 

for starting a business. 

2) The majority of the ‘borrowers’ came across microfinance more or less by 

accident rather than through actively searching for it, or being targeted by it 

through direct marketing. They suddenly and unexpectedly discovered 

microfinance and felt immediately that this was an ideal opportunity.162 HO5 

qualifies HandsOn as having “a low threshold”; QR1 made the illustrative 

statement: “when visiting a bank I got the idea that there was a crisis going on, 

and when visiting Qredits I felt the opposite”; and HO5 even states: “I read an 

interview about HandsOn and I could almost hear angels sing”. The ‘refrainers’ 

in contrast, were much less overwhelmed by the opportunity. Some were even 

skeptical. Common among them was they apparently did not feel the need to 

extensively investigate the possibility. During the interviews it turned out that 
                                                                                                                                                                                     

some instances coaches from the MFI, friends or family helped them to finish their business plan after they had sought 

contact with the MFI. 

161 Although they mentioned a bank loan or lending money from friends or family as possible alternatives for a 

microcredit, they added that those alternatives were only theoretical and not realistic. The reasons were that they either 

did not know anybody who could spare the required amount of money to lend it to them, or they did not want the money 

to affect their personal relationship. 

162 Four of 19 respondents actively searched for microcredit on the internet, with the search engine Google (HO2, HO8, 

NA1 and ST2) . Four others were referred to a MFI by an intermediary organization (HO1, QR3, QR4 and NA4). Of three 

respondents it is unknown how they learned about microfinance (QR2, ST1 and NA5). The remaining 8 respondents more 

or less stumbled upon it: one heard about it on the radio (HO6); one read an interview about it in the magazine of the 

Chamber of Commerce (HO5); two heard about it from a friend (HO4 and NA3); one heard about it from her web designer 

(HO3); one read a flyer at a market (HO7); two read about it in the newspaper (QR1 and NA2). These figures pose 

question marks with the research model from the previous chapter. Direct marketing and intermediary organizations play 

a smaller role than expected. 
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they knew little details about microfinance. NA2 thought MFI’s were 

“patronizing”, ST1 told: “I saw the interest rate and immediately lost attention 

[…]”; and NA5 stated: “I have heard microcredits are just small credits, I do not 

know anything else about it”. 

3) The ‘borrowers’ perception of the MFI is often immediately positive after the first 

contact. They find that the MFI “allows them to tell story” (HO2), “provides 

support and trust” (HO3, HO6), “has a personal approach” (HO3, HO7, QR3), 

“are enthusiastic and cooperative” (HO5, QR1), is “flexible” (HO7). All 

‘borrowers’ perceive microfinance to be an unexpectedly ideal option to finance 

the start-up or continuation of their business. The contact with the MFI 

strengthens them in their conviction to apply for a microcredit. Strikingly, almost 

none of the ‘refrainers’ sought contact with a MFI. 

 

Conclusion of part one 

In this first half of the chapter I have described the decision-making process of starting 

or continuing a business. Implicitly I have already touched upon one general 

explanation of why entrepreneurs do apply for a microcredit: microfinance is for some 

financially excluded entrepreneurs the ‘immediate cause’ for starting a business. I have 

also implicitly identified one explanation for refraining from applying: an entrepreneur 

completely refrains from starting a business, e.g. because it is too risky.163 

 In the second half of this chapter I turn to specific reasons for applying for a 

microcredit or refraining from applying. 

                                                             

163 Although the interviews clearly suggest the opposite, the last explanation seems to be a case of reversed causation. 

Logic has it that refraining from applying for a microcredit is a reason for not starting a business – and not the other way 

around. 
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Part two: Why entrepreneurs apply for a microcredit or refrain from applying. 

I have discussed what the interview data suggest is how entrepreneurs decide about 

starting a business. The role of microfinance in that process can be the role of ‘immediate 

cause’. The question remains: why is microfinance for some entrepreneurs not an 

‘immediate cause’ to start a business? We have seen that the two descriptive answers to 

that last question are: 1) because they finance the start of their business with other 

means; or 2) because they do not start a business at all.164 Those answers do not provide 

sufficient explanation. I will therefore structurally deal with all possible explanatory 

variables summed up in the previous chapter, in the same order. Table 5.3 contains data 

about three motives for applying for a microcredit or refraining, that I collected some 

comparative data about. 

 

Lending terms and the fit of a microcredit to the needs of an entrepreneur 

Given the previous account of how the decision-making process evolves, it is 

understandable that the interview data reveal that details about the ‘objective’ lending 

terms played only a minor role in the decision-making process.165 The ‘borrowers’ were 

principally glad that they had found means to finance the start or continuation of their 

business. The ‘refrainers’ showcased a striking lack of knowledge about the about the 

‘objective’ lending terms.166 
                                                             

164 I often get the first of these two answers when I pose the question to MFI personnel. 

165 Those objective application criteria and lending terms are: having a credit need between the minimum and the 

maximum credit size; no registration with the BKR or being able to give a good explanation for it; having been rejected by 

an RFI (not with Qredits and HandsOn); living in a certain geographical area; having a (good) business plan; showcasing 

entrepreneurial skills and motives; being willing to get a business bank account; accepting the interest rate and the credit 

disbursement costs; repaying the credit in frequent repayment installments; accepting BDS; (with HandsOn) having a 

maximum annual income of € 25.000 and having someone stand surety for the credit. 

166 The lack of knowledge expressed itself for example in factually incorrect statements about the maximum credit size or 

interest rate of MFI’s. What made this finding even more striking was that I initially contacted the respondents at 

information meetings about microfinance or starting a business, and interviewed them some time afterwards. I found that 

many entrepreneurs at those information meetings only had a vague idea of what microfinance was. Considering that 

microfinance is such a recent phenomenon, it is not surprising. It seems that the only thing that helps is raising 

awareness, which is a labor-intensive and long-term process. Three of five ‘refrainers that do not start a business’ 

expressed a general hesitation about lending money, because of the risks associated with it. Probably because of this 
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Table 5.3: Motives of ‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’ 

 ‘borrowers’ ‘refrainers’ 

 ‘borrowers from 

HandsOn’ (total: 8) 

‘borrowers from 

Qredits’ (total: 4) 

‘starters’ 

(total: 2) 

 ‘nascents’ (total: 

5) 

Interest rate as 

motive 

Motive for 

applying 

2 1 - - 

Motive for 

refraining 

1 - 1 1 

No mention / 

neutral 

5 3 1 4 

 

Speed of 

application as 

motive 

Motive for 

applying 

6 3 - 

 

- 

Motive for 

refraining 

- -  1 -  

No mention / 

neutral 

2 1 1 5 

 

BDS as motive Motive for 

applying 

6 -  - 

 

-  

Motive for 

refraining 

- - - 2 

No mention / 

neutral 

2 4 2 3 

 

Some lending terms were never mentioned in any of the 19 interviews. The 

interest rate (HandsOn charges 6%; Qredits charges 9%) was the only criterion that 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

hesitation, the ‘objective’ lending terms of MFI’s – in comparison to RFI’s – played an even smaller role than with the 

‘borrowers’. The lending terms simply seemed to loose their importance in comparison to the general decision to start a 

business. 
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received some attention – except for BDS, which I discuss in a next section. Table 5.3 

illustrates that four of 12 ‘borrowers’ mentioned it as a motive for applying, while for 

two out of seven ‘refrainers’ it was a motive for refraining. Other criteria like the 

maximum credit size of € 35.000 (or € 5.000 in case of HandsOn); the frequent repayment 

installments, the criterion of no registration with the BKR or being able to give a good 

explanation for it, living in a certain geographical area, and the fact that someone had to 

stand surety for a borrower (only with HandsOn) played virtually no role.167 Some 

‘borrowers’ reported that it helped the MFI’s showed flexibility on several of these 

criteria. For example, both ‘borrowers’ from HandsOn and Qredits could get 

postponement of the start of the repayment period, instead of having to start repaying 

immediately. Also, entrepreneurs from outside of Amsterdam – the official geographical 

working area of HandsOn – could apply for a loan with HandsOn. This kind of 

flexibility and adaptation to the needs of an entrepreneurs is also mentioned in the 

literature on microfinance as added value of MFI’s – in contrast to the rigid and 

standardized behavior of banks (Facet, 2006: 5; 32). 

The fact that none of the ‘refrainers’ refrained from applying for a microcredit 

because they felt they could not meet the application criteria or the lending terms leads 

to the conclusion that perceived exclusionary effects due to restrictive application 

criteria or lending terms – reported by some researchers on microfinance in Europe and 

the US – seems to apply much less to potential borrowers in the Netherlands (Kritikos, 

Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006; Bhatt, Painter and Tang, 2001). 

                                                             

167 The maximum credit size of € 35.000 (or € 5.000 in case of HandsOn) was not a major point of consideration. To the 

contrary, as I mentioned before many entrepreneurs liked the idea of a small credit to decrease the risk. Some ‘borrowers’ 

effortlessly adjusted their business plan to the amount of money they could lend. For the ‘refrainers’ the maximum credit 

size proved no problem either; only one ‘refrainer’ indicated that the maximum credit size of € 35.000 was an 

insurmountable problem. 
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Length and speed of the assessment procedure 

Most ‘borrowers’ were informed in their first contact with the MFI that the length of the 

assessment procedure was short and the speed high – especially in comparison to a RFI. 

Table 5.3 shows that it provides an important motive for them to apply. It plays such an 

important role because many entrepreneurs had been walking around with the plans for 

some time and wanted to quickly start (in case of HandsOn); or they had to make quick 

investments in their business to keep it running (in case of Qredits). An example makes 

clear how important the speed of the application procedure exactly is: “If things would 

not work out with Qredits I would have to continue my search, but after a month or two 

I would have to give notice of quitting the rental contract. Those are the terms you are 

working with, so speed is very important” (QR1). 

The ‘refrainers’ were largely silent about the length and speed of the assessment 

procedure, perhaps because they had not sought contact with a MFI.168 The speed of 

application may be less important to this group, because of their general hesitation to 

start a business. 

 

Business Development Services (BDS) 

Table 5.3 shows that The Business Development Services (BDS) also played an important 

role, but only with ‘borrowers from HandsOn’ (for whom coaching is compulsory). 

Many of them indicated that they were inexperienced (see also table 5.1), and insecure 

about their business and that they felt they had a need for BDS.169 Some of them wanted 

to train particular skills like managing their finances or learning to do acquisition A 

majority of HandsOn clients were allochthonous, a finding that questions literature 

                                                             

168 Table 5.3 shows that one ‘starter’ was dissatisfied by the long and slow procedure of the SenterNovem Guarantee Fund. 

During the period he had to wait on his appointment with an assessment officer of the SenterNovem Guarantee Fund, he 

found a bank willing to supply him with a credit. 

169 While reviewing the actual coaching again six borrowers indicated satisfaction with the coaching and two others 

mentioned dissatisfaction. Boldly stated, for the two dissatisfied borrowers the business coaching was not always what 

they wanted or needed. That is again an insights reported in the literature (Bhatt, Painter and Tang, 1999; Evers, Lahn and 

Jung, 2007). 
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reporting a general reluctance of allochthonous entrepreneurs to make use of BDS 

(Rabobank, 2006; EIM, 2004). 

For the ‘borrowers from Qredits’ coaching is only sometimes and to some extent 

compulsory, depending on what Qredits deems necessary.170 They were largely silent on 

the topic. For two ‘refrainers’ the BDS that comes with a microcredit is a motive for 

refraining. They found the idea of BDS ‘patronizing’, and indicated that if they needed 

help with their business, they could better look for it by themselves. The other 

‘refrainers’ did not mention it. 

 

Probability of application approval 

German scholars report that MFI’s need a 90% approval rate to attract potential 

borrowers (Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006). The approval rates of Dutch 

MFI’s are not near that percentage. HandsOn approves only 25% of all applications, but 

it remains unclear whether they openly communicate that percentage to potential 

borrowers (Prins, 2009). I personally heard a loan officer of Qredits communicating to a 

group of potential borrowers that Qredits had approved 50% of all applications after 

four months of operating.171 Prins (2009) in contrast quotes director Elwin Groenevelt 

saying that the approval rate had been 30% over the first two months of operation. 172 

Whether Qredits heightened its approval rates and/or whether HandsOn did not 

openly communicate its approval rate – and whether that is done to prevent deterring 

potential borrowers – remains unknown. Fact is that in none of the 19 interviews the 

probability of approval came up as a motive for applying or refraining. Fact is also that 

both Qredits and HandsOn continue to receive a lot more applications than they actually 

                                                             

170 This was communicated by a loan officer from Qredits in an information meeting about microfinance on May 6 (4 

months after the start) in the entrepreneurship office Amsterdam-West. 

171 The occasion was an information meeting about microfinance on May 6 (4 months after the start) in the 

entrepreneurship office Amsterdam-West. 

172 Interestingly, banks seem to have higher approval ratings than MFI’s: approximately 40% (Facet, 2006: 45). 
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approve. Those two facts support the suspicion that approval rates play little role as a 

motive for applying for a microcredit or refraining. 

 

The relative attractiveness of MFI’s 

In the first part of this chapter I already showed that to all ‘borrowers’ the MFI, and the 

product they offer, is very attractive. The MFI relieves them from their financial 

exclusion, while showcasing a very positive and stimulating attitude towards them and 

towards their business plans. This attraction was much less felt by ‘refrainers’, partly 

because none of them actually sought contact with a MFI. Although a handful of the 

respondents reported awareness of the existence of different MFI’s none of them had 

considered more than one MFI to apply to. The careful conclusion is that MFI’s do not 

compete with each other. 

Approximately half of all ‘borrowers’ and half of all ‘refrainers’ had 

(unsuccessfully) tried to apply for a credit with a bank. Almost all ‘borrowers’ 

contrasted the attraction of MFI’s with either the rejection they experienced from banks 

or their negative perception of banks. The following perceptions nicely illustrate how 

‘borrowers from HandsOn’ thought of banks: “It would be nice if banks would think 

about more than money for once” (HO3); “Banks are good for people with higher 

education degrees and business men, but other people shrink from the idea of having to 

apply for a credit with a bank” (HO5); “Banks do not care about you, as long as you 

repay your loan” (HO7). The actual experiences of some ‘borrowers’ were also largely 

negative: “They [banks] do not want to listen to you”(HO2); “I had a plan that does not 

make huge profits, and that is not interesting for them. They showed their disinterest 

openly. One employee demonstratively looked at his watch while I was presenting my 

plans” (HO8). ‘Borrowers from Qredits’ were less explicit in their formulations, possibly 

because they had more experience with the reluctance of banks, but their experiences 

were nevertheless the same.  
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With the exception of one entrepreneur who eventually received a credit from 

the Rabobank two others ‘refrainers’ were unable to convince a bank to lend him/her 

money, and four others did not apply. ‘Refrainers’ were somewhat less negative about 

banks, regardless of whether they had actually applied or only had a perception.173 In 

general, the commercial-mindedness of banks bothers them less. The correlation 

suggested by the literature between negative bank experiences or perceptions of banks 

on the one hand, and willingness to apply with a MFI on the other, seems confirmed by 

these findings (Kritikos, Kneiding and Germelmann, 2006). 

The one entrepreneur that did receive a credit (ST2), paints an interesting picture 

of the contrast between the way the ING bank and the Rabobank treated the same 

application. About his meeting with the ING bank he says: “That did not work at all. 

They did not trust my application; I had to bring in more of my own money as collateral 

[to get a loan]. But I was on welfare, so I had nothing. I said: I have no money, but I do 

have time. Time I can invest. But they work according to a system that automatically 

says no […]. That gets you into a bad mood, because it is the first meeting with a bank, 

and you wonder whether you will ever get a loan.” ST2 continues: “[ING bank and 

Rabobank] are two different worlds. ING bank is much more commercial-minded. I 

think that the bank is much better for big clients than for starting entrepreneurs. The 

Rabobank had a more personal approach. They think along with you, tried to do 

something for you. That makes a huge difference. If both the ING bank and the 

Rabobank would have approved on the same conditions, I would still take my chances 

with the Rabobank.”174 

                                                             

173 They felt they were not taken seriously by bank personnel and the bank rejected their proposal without exception. They 

often used qualifications to contrast banks with the MFI. For example, they said banks were only about money, whereas 

the MFI was about people, and the bank had a ‘high threshold’ whereas the MFI had a ‘low threshold’. 

174 In the case of respondent RST2, a MFI (SenterNovem Guarantee Fund) did (unconsciously) compete with a bank. The 

respondent was awaiting a reaction about the assessment of his business plan by the SenterNovem Guarantee Fund while 

his application was approved by the Rabobank. The exploratory study shows that the Rabobank is also the bank that 

supplies five out seven MFI’s in the Netherlands with loan capital. Although it seems that the Rabobank is most willing to 

disburse small credits or microcredits (or at least profiles as such), Facet (2006: 21) reports (in 2006) that ABN Amro 

disburses more small credits than Rabobank overall, and lends to relatively more allochthonous entrepreneurs. 
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Conclusion of this chapter 

The goal of this chapter was to find out how limited outreach of MFI’s could be 

explained from an entrepreneurs’ perspective. The leading operational question was: 

‘Why do entrepreneurs apply for a microcredit or refrain from applying?’ Part of the 

answer was given in the previous paragraphs discussing individual explanations. I will 

here summarize the remainder of the answer. 

 This chapter has shown that the decision-making process about applying for a 

microcredit cannot be separated from the general decision-making process of starting or 

continuing a business. That decision-making process is more elusive than expected. It is 

based on clear motives and goals, and a (implicit) sense of the risks involved, but not 

always based on structural and elaborate information. It turns out that many 

respondents – both ‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’ – found out about microfinance 

indirectly, and lacked knowledge about the details of microfinance. These findings 

match the experience of MFI’s, reported in chapter three, that their potential borrowers 

are difficult to find and inform. This calls for more marketing, in order to inform 

entrepreneurs about the existence and possibilities of microfinance, and convince them 

to get into contact with MFI’s. Marketing requires time and effort, but the result may be 

a significant increase in outreach of MFI: once in contact with a MFI, the flexible and 

stimulating attitude of MFI’s can decrease the perceived risks and stimulate 

entrepreneurs in their plans to start or continue a business. In combination with BDS 

and/or the high speed of the application procedure, MFI’s provide some entrepreneurs 

with the ‘immediate cause’ for starting or continuing a business. 

It is difficult to make hard claims about depth of outreach on the basis of a small 

sample, in combination with a lack of knowledge about the ‘applicants’ and the 

‘ignorants’ (cf. previous chapter). We can start by asking whether the ‘borrowers’ in the 

interview sample are the ‘right’ people, with the ‘right’ plans and needs, at the ‘right’ 
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moment?175 The answer to that question is a definite yes. Although we saw in chapter 

three that Dutch MFI’s do not really define specific target groups, many ‘borrowers’ 

belong to one or more of the specific target groups identified in the microfinance 

literature. In general they are all genuinely financially excluded.176 Their needs can be 

met by the MFI’s they apply to, and the fact that high speed of the application procedure 

is such an important factor suggests that they contacted the MFI’s just in time. There is 

reason to believe that there are (much) more entrepreneurs in the Netherlands like the 

‘borrowers’ in this sample, which suggests that the limited breadth of outreach of MFI 

can increase in the future. 

The logical next question is: are the ‘refrainers’ in the interview sample the 

‘wrong’ people, with the ‘wrong’ plans and needs, at the ‘wrong’ moment? The answer 

to this question is also yes – though less definite. The two ‘starters’ were probably right 

to do so. Although their needs could be met by MFI’s, they fell into one of the target 

groups (‘the unemployed’), and they needed a credit fast, they were not completely 

financially excluded.177 The five ‘nascents’ were indeed not (yet) ready to do so: their 

plans were less developed and urgent, and the (perceived) risks of starting a business 

higher than those of the other respondents. Although that shows how intertwined the 

decisions of starting a business and applying for a microcredit are, they need not be 

decisive reasons to refrain. In addition however, some of the ‘nascents’ belonged to no 

specific MFI target group, others clearly disliked the idea of (compulsory) BDS, and in 

general their perceptions and experiences with banks were less negative. All together, 
                                                             

175 I wrote in the literature review that in the context of developed countries ‘depth of outreach’ is a not so straightforward 

concept, and refers to the extent to which ‘certain types of people’ are reached. Those ‘types of people’ can be certain target 

groups, but ‘depth of outreach’ can also be described in terms of the difficulty or riskiness of serving certain financially 

excluded entrepreneurs. In that respect, I used the following general qualification for depth of outreach: ‘lending to 

“more-difficult-to-reach and riskier-to-lend-to target groups”’ (which may include the long-term unemployed or 

immigrants with little proficiency in the native language). 

176 That suggests that at least from a RFI perspective MFI’s achieve some depth of outreach, because RFI’s find all 

financially excluded entrepreneurs too risky to lend money to, by definition. 

177 From a RFI perspective these entrepreneurs were less risky to lend money. As a matter of fact, one of them even started 

his business with a credit from a bank. When MFI’s would disburse microcredits to them, it would imply less deep – or 

even shallow – depth of outreach. 
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they were probably right to refrain from applying for a microcredit. Disbursing 

microcredits to them would mean shallow outreach rather than deep outreach for MFI’s. 

I conclude this chapter with the remark that I roughly found that no ‘borrowers’ 

applied and no ‘refrainers’ refrained for the ‘wrong’ reasons. That suggests that once 

entrepreneurs become aware of the existence of MFI’s they enter a kind of (implicit) 

selection mechanism – that apparently works quite well. Therefore the major challenge 

for combating limited outreach seems to be in marketing and in profiling MFI’s. This 

chapter resulted in some suggestions about what should be emphasized. On the next 

page I present what the model that guided the analysis looks like, when redesigned on 

the basis of that same analysis.
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Figure 5.1: Redesigned model after the analysis of the interview data, with the location of 

respondents indicated 
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Chapter 6 

 

Conclusion: the future of microfinance in the Netherlands 

 

Explanations for limited outreach: puzzle solved and question answered? 

‘Why is the outreach of Micro Finance Institutions in the Netherlands limited?’ That was 

the main research question this thesis started with. The question followed directly from 

the puzzle that the outreach of Dutch MFI’s is limited, both in comparison to the 

potential demand for microcredits that Dutch market research finds; and in comparison 

to the actual number of microcredits disbursed in European countries similar to the 

Netherlands. Over the course of this thesis four sub research questions have been 

addressed and answered: 1) what are the theoretical mechanisms and principles behind 

the concept of microfinance in the Netherlands?; 2) what is the state of microfinance in 

the Netherlands from the supply-side?; 3) why do Dutch MFI’s have difficulties having 

potential clients take up their services?; and 4) why do entrepreneurs apply for a 

microcredit or refrain from applying? Now it is time to answer the main research 

question. 

A number of explanations for limited outreach have been gathered throughout 

this thesis, and they are presented in figure 6.1 – which resembles figure 2.1.178 Not all 

explanations have been subjected to (extensive) empirical scrutiny, and none of them are 

the product of quantitative analysis, but it is still possible to distinguish the relevant 

                                                             

178 I have to make two remarks about the content of table 6.1. First, I reformulated some of the micro-level explanations in 

order to make them fit in with the scheme. For example when sufficient ‘borrowers’ indicated that they find a short and 

fast application procedure a relevant motive to apply and/or sufficient ‘refrainers’ were silent on the topic, I formulated 

‘slow and long application procedure’ as a variable for limited outreach. The same goes for the relative attractiveness of 

MFI’s and BDS. The second remark is that when I write ‘proven unimportant or irrelevant’ about an explanation, it can 

mean two things: either the explanation is not really an explanation for limited outreach because it turns out to be false in 

confrontation with empirical data (it is irrelevant, e.g. because MFI’s turn out to use flexible instead of strict application 

criteria), or the explanation carries so little weight that it has virtually no explanatory power (it is unimportant, e.g. 

because the probability of application approval is low, but it does not scare off potential borrowers).  
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explanations that carry relatively much weight. The puzzling observation that the 

aggregate outreach of Dutch MFI’s is limited in comparison to the aggregate outreach of 

MFI’s in other countries is largely explained by the fact that there are simply very little 

MFI’s in the Netherlands; and that the few Dutch MFI’s that are operational, have a 

narrow geographical focus and are young and unexperienced organizations. 

Admittedly, those are not very shocking conclusions. More interesting are the 

explanations for limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s in comparison to the potential demand 

that market research in the Netherlands finds. I can straightforwardly conclude that the 

most important explanation is the fact that Dutch MFI’s seriously lack knowledge about 

the size, needs and location of their target group(s) – and even struggle to define what 

exactly their target groups are. Partly as a consequence of that lack of knowledge – and 

partly as a consequence of the lack of resources and perseverance – marketing by MFI’s 

has been insufficient and ineffective. That finding is confirmed by the unawareness and 

lack of knowledge about microfinance among potential borrowers. On the other hand 

this thesis has shown that once potential borrowers are aware of microfinance and 

familiar with the products and services MFI’s offer, the perspective of MFI’s corresponds 

to the perspective of potential borrowers. Both parties handle the application criteria 

and lending terms flexibly, and potential borrowers highly value the attitude of MFI’s, 

the specific products and services they offer, and how they offer them. They value them 

so much that they do not mind the low probability of approval of their application. The 

clear task Dutch MFI’s are therefore up to, is to inform potential borrowers about the 

existence and possibilities of microfinance. That will undoubtedly take time and effort, 

evoking the motto that became the title of this thesis: practice that you reach. 

Although some of the explanations for limited outreach that are summed up in 

figure 6.1 carry more weight than others, I believe that not a single explanation carries 

enough weight to be the decisive explanation. The explanations are also largely 

incomparable units, and non-exclusive: multiple explanations can hold at the same time.  
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This thesis  

 Chapter 3 
Tested and proven important: 
- Small geographical focus  
- Unclarity and a lack of knowledge about 

the size, nature, needs and location of 
target group(s) 

- Insufficient and/or ineffective marketing 
- Strict assessment criteria for 

applications 
 
Tested and proven unimportant or irrelevant 
- Restrictive application criteria 
- Competition from other lenders 

Chapter  5 
Tested and proven important: 
- Slow and long application procedure 
- Little relative attractiveness of MFI’s 
- (Compulsory) Business Development 

Services (for some entrepreneurs) 
 
Tested and proven unimportant or 
irrelevant 
- Restrictive application criteria and  

lending terms 
- Low probability of application 

approval 

Chapter 1 
Untested but (very) plausible 
- The small number of (big) MFI’s (explanation for limited aggregate outreach of MFI’s) 
- Arrears in practicing microfinance in comparison to other European countries 
- Tendencies of the economy and credit market (especially temporary reluctance by RFI’s 

to disburse small credits) 
 
Untested and unlikely to carry much weight 
- Little structural socioeconomic incentives for borrowing money and starting or continuing 

a business 

 

Demand-side perspective: entrepreneur Supply-side perspective: MFI 

Macro level         
of explanation 

Organizational 
level of 

explanation 

Micro level           
of 

explanation 

Figure 6.1: All explanations for limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s in one scheme  
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This thesis illustrates that a comprehensive understanding of limited outreach of Dutch 

MFI’s is therefore only possible when all relevant explanations are taken into account. 

Truth is that the goal of this thesis was never to find the explanation for limited 

outreach of Dutch MFI’s. The goal was to make a complete inventory of possible 

explanations, empirically test them to the extent possible, and conclude which 

explanations persist and which explanations can be dismissed. That goal has been 

achieved. This thesis lays a solid and very factual foundation on which to build further 

research. I will turn to suggestions for such research, as well as practical implications for 

MFI’s, at the end of this chapter. But first I will describe what I think the future of 

microfinance in the Netherlands looks like, on the basis of findings from this thesis. 

 

The future of microfinance in the Netherlands 

Microfinance is still a new phenomenon in the Netherlands and all Dutch MFI’s 

currently experience problems similar to those of MFI’s in other European countries: 

outreach is limited, and it has yet proven impossible to achieve financial self-sufficiency. 

All Dutch MFI’s have difficulties reaching entrepreneurs and still need public money to 

balance the books. The Dutch government and Dutch politicians are still willing to 

spend that money, but have explicitly formulated the long-term ambition for MFI’s to 

reach a significant number of small entrepreneurs in a financially self-sufficient manner. 

Is that ambition likely to become reality in the future? I answer that question in two 

parts: 

1) Will self-sufficiency be achieved and will supplementary public money become 

superfluous? 

With regard to financial self-sufficiency I can be brief. Only the foundation HandsOn – 

which ironically is the one privately initiated MFI from third sector – explicitly shares 

the goal of the Dutch government and politicians. Public money received directly or 

indirectly by HandsOn serves the purpose of bridging the start-up period until it 

becomes financially self-sufficient. Whether that moment will actually come, and when 
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it will come, is unpredictable.179 The other five MFI’s investigated in chapter three – 

almost all of which have the institutional status of government body – will (by 

definition) remain dependent on public money permanently. 

2) Given the explanations for limited outreach of Dutch MFI’s, is it probable that it 

will increase significantly? 

Breadth of outreach of Dutch MFI’s (the number of borrowers) will generally increase, 

because they successfully cope with some of the factors limiting outreach – summed up 

in figure 7.1. For reasons discussed in chapter four it is very difficult to say what the 

potential breadth of aggregate outreach of all Dutch MFI’s is. My estimated guess is that 

when indeed as many people have plans for starting a business as various market 

research reports, and the availability of microfinance has such an effect on the plans of 

entrepreneurs as we have seen in chapter five, then MFI’s may very well indeed serve a 

significant market. Still, I agree at this point with the most conservative future estimate 

of 2000 new MFI borrowers annually (McKinsey, 2006). 

Whether the figure of 2000 borrowers will actually be reached highly depends on 

the success of individual MFI’s. There are certain limits to the outreach of MFI’s set by 

factors like geographical focus and application criteria, but MFI’s also clearly differ in 

their proven capacity to reach out to borrowers. The two MFI’s Entrepreneur Credit 

Utrecht and StartSmart Fund Arnhem for example have simply proven to be incapable. 

The reasons seem to be lack of a clear mission and little incentives to market their 

product, in combination with very strict application criteria. Other MFI’s have done 

better, with the SenterNovem Guarantee Fund as the best performing MFI in terms of 

breadth of outreach, and HandsOn as the MFI with the clearest mission and most 

thorough marketing. 

Continuously investigating how successful different Dutch MFI’s are – not only 

in terms of outreach but in every aspect possible – is important for the future of 

                                                             

179 The European Commission (2003a: 30) claims that a European MFI can achieve financial self-sufficiency within 7 to 10 

years. 
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microfinance in the Netherlands. That is first and foremost a task for independent 

academic researchers. But I argue that it is even more important for the future of 

microfinance that MFI’s, the Dutch government and Dutch politicians make a range of 

choices; choices which researchers cannot make for them. 

 

Choices to be made by MFI’s, the Dutch government and Dutch politicians 

In chapter two I outlined two distinctive ways of serving financially excluded 

entrepreneurs and the normative debate on microfinance connected to them. I argued 

how important the normative debate is – not only conceptually but in practice as well. I 

return to that point here: MFI’s, the Dutch government and Dutch politicians should 

take full notice of that debate, firmly take their position in it and accept the 

consequences of that stance. That means making a range of clear choices about 

microfinance (policy) in the Netherlands and consequently choices about how Dutch 

MFI’s should work. They should make those choices while microfinance is still a new 

phenomenon.180 The choices involve detailed answers to the following topics and 

questions: 

a. Chapter five illustrated that different entrepreneurs have different needs, 

acknowledging the idea of a conceptual differentiation between ‘small 

entrepreneurs’ and ‘micro entrepreneurs’ – some of which only need € 5.000.181 

That triggers the question of whether the singular concept of microcredit as a 

credit up to € 35.000 may be deceiving? Should the difference be stressed 

between microcredit as simply a small credit, and microcredit as a specialized 

product? Should (some) MFI’s take up an even more distinct profile, aim at 

different (types of) entrepreneurs and consequently focus their marketing efforts 

on those entrepreneurs? Or should (all) MFI’s in principle serve everyone? Is it 

                                                             

180 The fact that two government-driven MFI’s – SenterNovem Garantee Fund and Qredits – are labeled as ‘pilots’ 

indicates that microfinance is not only a new, but also still an experimental phenomenon (Microfinanciering.com, 2009). 

181 That differentiation is very strictly made in some of the literature, e.g. by Capisoraw (2004), but has only partly found 

its way into the discourse on microfinance in the Netherlands. 
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justified to sacrifice financial self-sufficiency in order to reach entrepreneurs that 

may be expensive to reach and serve? 

b. What are the specific target groups of MFI’s? Should target groups be explicitly 

formulated as such? And how strict should that target-group approach be 

applied? Can the clientele of MFI’s also include people that are not really 

financially excluded – in order to increase outreach? Are MFI’s in that case 

allowed to compete for borrowers with RFI’s? Or should RFI’s be pushed by the 

government to showcase a different – more open and stimulating – attitude 

towards credit applications of starting entrepreneurs, as Facet (2006) and Nolens 

(2009) suggest? The fact that there is a lack of awareness about microfinance 

among target groups, who are as such seldom explicitly defined, has been a 

recurrent conclusion for years: in 2006 by research agency McKinsey (2006: 22), in 

2007 by chairman of the Committee for Microfinancing in the Netherlands 

Diederik Laman-Trip (Van Lierop, 2007), in 2008 at the first national conference 

on microfinance in the Netherlands by State Secretary Frank van Heemskerk, and 

in 2009 at the second national conference (Microfinanciering.com, 2009). That is 

also the main reason why it is very difficult to make claims about the depth of 

outreach of Dutch MFI’s. 

c. What should marketing techniques consist in? How far should marketing go? 

The difficulties of reaching out to people were very well illustrated by the 

difficulties of data collection for this thesis. May we expect from entrepreneurs 

that they find and contact MFI’s by themselves, or should MFI’s proactively 

reach out to them? 

d. How strict should MFI’s be in their application criteria and assessment criteria? 

MFI’s are currently even stricter in their application assessment than banks. Is 

that a good thing? Are MFI’s not copying the exclusionary practices of RFI’s 

when they are too strict in their assessment? Is it justified for MFI’s to be less 
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strict and possibly sacrifice financial self-sufficiency in order to increase 

outreach? 

e. How big should MFI’s be? What should be their geographical scale? Should there 

be a few big MFI’s and/or many smaller MFI’s? An argument in favor of many 

small MFI’s is that they serve local markets or niche markets – which is relevant 

in relation to the issues of differentiation and target groups. On the downside 

smaller MFI’s are less likely to achieve financially self-sufficiency. An argument 

in favor a few bigger MFI’s is that they may also serve the clientele, and in a 

financially self-sufficient. 

Some of the questions above have been answered, but only partial and fragmented. 

They are not comprehensively laid down in official policy documents or MFI strategy 

papers. Many statements about these issues have to be derived from newspaper articles, 

interviews and conference reports. Some of the statements are potentially contradictory. 

For example, State Secretary van Heemskerk made remarks about microfinance as 

‘social case’ at one conference, while advisor to the State Secretary Princess Maxima of 

the Netherlands argued the need for MFI’s to become financially self-sufficient, at 

another.182 Those statements reflect opposing stances in the microfinance debate 

presented in chapter two, and cause confusion. 

Clear and explicit choices would greatly help the cause of microfinance in the 

Netherlands, and it is the only way to be able to evaluate the success of MFI’s and of 

microfinance (policy) in the future. Regardless of whether MFI’s attain significant 

outreach and/or financial self-sufficiency, any public money currently spent on all MFI’s 

is justified by expected benefits from microfinance. That triggers a range of questions: Is 

the money well spent? Do the benefits of (the expected spill-over effects of) microfinance 

outweigh the costs? How long should the government stay involved? Are the 

                                                             

182 The remarks about microfinance as social case and the intrinsic value were made at the first conference on 

microfinance in Nieuwegein on September 11, 2008. The remarks about financial self-sufficiency were made at the second 

conference on microfinance in IJsselsteijn on June 4, 2009. 
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underlying policy goals of stimulating entrepreneurship achieved? All these questions 

are questions about the impact of microfinance; about the question whether 

microfinance ‘works’ in the Netherlands. Not only is it too early to answer them because 

data are simply not yet available, I also foresee that some of them will not fully 

answerable if Dutch MFI’s, the Dutch government and Dutch politicians omit to make 

some crucial choices now. 

 

Practical implications of this thesis for MFI’s 

The explanations for limited outreach presented in chapters one, three and five are not 

only useful to build further academic research on. They are useful for everyday practice 

of MFI’s as well. From the previous section it follows that MFI’s will have to formulate a 

clearer and more detailed strategy about how many entrepreneurs they want to serve, 

which (type of) entrepreneurs they want to serve, and how they plan to reach out to 

them. After they formulated have the strategy, they have to engage in more focused 

marketing efforts than they now do. This thesis provides them with issues that 

borrowers value, issues that MFI’s can use in their marketing efforts. For example: MFI’s 

are advised to keep BDS in the package, market their distinct profile in contrast to banks 

and stress the speed of the application procedure. Also, they should already start 

thinking about measuring the impact of what they do. When will they be able say that 

they achieved their goal(s)? How many entrepreneurs should they have reached for 

example? They ideally also have a clear justification of how much public money they 

spend while helping entrepreneurs to start or continue a business. 

 

Suggestions for future research on microfinance in the Netherlands 

Now that the foundation for future research has been laid, some very concrete 

suggestions for future research can be made. 

The first suggestion is the very practical suggestion to experiment with ways to find 

more respondents to conduct both qualitative and quantitative research into 
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microfinance. The difficulties I encountered in collecting data could be countered by 

convincing organizations like the Chamber of Commerce and entrepreneurship offices 

to make use of their databases. Another option is to try to find entrepreneurs via 

business networks. A last option is investigating why entrepreneurs with plans to start 

or continue a business come to information meetings of entrepreneurship offices. That 

could learn a lot about their motives and how they can be recruited for research 

purposes.  

The second suggestion is to keep a close eye on developments in the field of 

microfinance in the Netherlands, and as soon as possible perform a comparative case 

study and a survey research. Structurally comparing a number of MFI’s on issues like 

outreach, sustainability and impact, would allow accurate statements about the relative 

success of MFI’s. It would probably also help in the decision-making process about the 

choices previously outlined. The clear benefit of a survey research is to get a – much-

desired – view of the size of the matter; a possibility to really investigate (potential) 

breadth and depth of outreach of MFI’s. 

The third and last suggestion is to look across the border and perform comparative 

research on MFI’s in the Netherlands and other Western-European countries – and 

possibly also the USA. Such research also has value for microfinance in other Western-

European countries, since MFI’s in those countries deal with similar problems. 

 

Princess Maxima and 175 microcredits 

By the time I wrote this conclusion in August 2009, a second nationwide conference on 

microfinance in the Netherlands took place two months ago. Princess Maxima of the 

Netherlands was again present at that conference, but now she did more than sitting in 

the front row. As a keynote speaker she declared at the conference: “For me it is a dream 

that comes true […] Microfinance has been firmly put on the map in the Netherlands”.183 

The main reason for that statement was the fact that the nationwide MFI Qredits had 
                                                             

183 http://www.microfinanciering.com/microfinanciering_in_nederland/nieuws/24 (accessed on June 9th, 2009) 
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gone into operation four months before, and had disbursed 175 microcredits in the 

meantime. In the epilogue I describe how that development relates to the conclusions of 

this thesis. 
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Epilogue 

 

Qredits 

While I spent a full year working on this thesis, a lot of developments quickly followed 

each other in the eventful field of microfinance in the Netherlands. Despite constantly 

updating the draft versions, it was inevitable that there would be a development I had to 

leave out. That development turned out to be the successful operations of the MFI 

Qredits from January 2009 on. 

 I began this thesis with the observation that although market researches 

predicted MFI’s would be overwhelmed with applications, none of the Dutch MFI’s 

managed to achieve significant outreach. The MFI Qredits was the first MFI that was 

indeed overwhelmed by applications, despite minimal direct marketing efforts. Qredits 

expected to disburse 1500-2000 credits during the first year. Approximately four months 

after the start-up it had received around 1150 applications, of which they had approved 

175 – with many applications still awaiting approval or rejection. They were so 

overwhelmed by the number of applications that although their initial aim was to fully 

process all applications within a maximum of two weeks they immediately experienced 

delays.184 

Qredits was set up as a pilot initiative by the ministry of Economic Affairs in 

addition to the Senter Novem Guarantee Fund. Its geographical coverage extends to the 

entire Netherlands except for the areas covered by the Senter Novem Guarantee Fund. 

The Association of Dutch Banks (1,2 million Euro) and the ministry of Economic Affairs 

(0,8 million Euro) cover for the operational start-up costs and the screening and 

monitoring costs.185 The credit assets of 12 million come from public funds. While the 

Parliament stressed in a debate previous to the start-up that they found financial 

                                                             

184 All the information in this paragraph is derived from an interview with Elwin Groenevelt, director of Qredits, The 

Hague, November 4, 2008 

185 Tweede Kamer, vergaderjaar 2008–2009, 31 311, nr. 24 6 
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sustainability the most important goal, director Elwin Groenevelt told in an interview 

that his primary aim is to achieve broad outreach through local marketing and not very 

strict application assessment. He added that he was tired of continuously analyzing the 

market for potential demand of microfinance and – being a former banker – felt unease 

with the strict assessment of business plans.186 

 

Explanations for success 

Although I managed to include data from interview with four borrowers from Qredits 

in my analysis, Qredits started operating too late to change the research design of this 

thesis to a comparative analysis with other MFI’s. Still, we can attempt to briefly explain 

here the success of Qredits in comparison to other MFI’s, and in relation to findings and 

conclusions of this thesis. The explanations are the following: 

First, Qredits is a big MFI that works at a national scale, which greatly increases 

its pool of potential clients.187 The fact that such a MFI would be successful was more or 

less to be expected on the basis of the conclusions presented earlier in this chapter. 

Second, Qredits is widely known among other public agencies like the Chamber 

of Commerce offices and local entrepreneurship offices – and much referred to by 

them.188 That proves to be a successful marketing technique. In addition, Qredits has a 

very clear marketing pitch, which is probably due to the fact that many of the people 

                                                             

186 Interview with Elwin Groenevelt, director Qredits, The Hague, November 4, 2008 

187 Continuing on this course Qredits may be heading to match the size of France’s biggest MFI Adie or Finland’s biggest 

MFI Finnvera in the future. It must be said that a genuine comparison of outreach between Qredits and other MFI’s the 

number of credits per month disbursed by Qredits should be divided between the number of municipalities it serves. The 

figure of outreach may then very well turn out less impressive than they look at first sight – similar to the Senter Novem 

Guarantuee Fund. 

188 I conclude this from two things. First, Qredits is heavily aided by the Ministry of Economic Affairs that stimulates 

public and private organizations involved in entrepreneurship – like entrepreneurship offices and business coaching 

consultancy firms – to set up ‘microfinance entrepreneurship points’ (microfinanciering ondernemerspunten). That 

basically menas those organizations refer starting entrepreneurs to Qredist. The second observation is that in every 

entrepreneurship office and Chamber of Commerce office I have seen flyers from Qredits lying around and almost all 

personal and entrepreneurs I spoke to were aware of its existence. 
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working with Qredits come from the banking sector.189 Again, the observation that 

marketing increases outreach is one of the main conclusions of this thesis. 

Third, in their marketing pitch, the loan officers of Qredits present the 

application procedure of Qredits as being very efficient and very fast, which we 

concluded is attractive to entrepreneurs in need of quick money. The fact that their strict 

assessment – they approve only 30% of all applications – apparently does not scare off 

potential borrowers is also in line with the conclusions of this thesis. 

Fourth, the fact that Qredits does not employ a strict target group approach 

apparently is no reason for limited outreach. To the contrary , Qredits seems to attract a 

wide variety of borrowers with different needs in terms of credit size, repayment 

installments and BDS – borrowers that they can all serve in principle. That adds a 

question mark to a previous conclusion about the necessity for MFI’s to identify size, 

nature and needs of their target group(s), in order to overcome limited outreach. 

Last but certainly not least, Qredits started operating in the middle of economic 

downturn in the Netherlands, causing businesses to get into financial difficulties and 

banks to become (even more) reluctant to lend out money. Those are exactly the 

economic tendencies mentioned in this chapter as being relevant explanations for 

increased outreach. 

It turns out that the explanations for the success of Qredits connect largely to the 

conclusions of this thesis. That implicitly lends credibility to those conclusions. 

                                                             

189 Their marketing pitch seems to be better than the pitch of other MFI’s. This I concluded from three information 

meetings where several MFI’s, among which Qredits, presented themselves to potential clients. 
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Appendix A: Three innovative practices in microfinance 

 

Group lending: transferring risk and social capital 

Many MFI’s in developing countries employ group-based lending, which involves 

disbursing loans to individuals who belong to a social group – or have to join one – that 

is collectively accountable for repayment (Brau and Woller, 2004; Hermes and Lensink, 

2007). A lot has been written about the pros of group-based lending; the group self-

selects the most reliable borrowers in advance and through social pressure the 

individual borrowers are motivated to make their repayments in time. Both risk and 

efforts to enforce repayment are transferred from the MFI to the group. This way 

lending to the ‘financially excluded’ becomes less risky and even profitable. 

According to many, group lending is the one of the most lauded characteristics 

of the original modern concept of microfinance, as initially developed by the 

Grameenbank (Armendariz and Morduch, 2005; Sangupta and Aubuchon, 2008; Evers 

and Jung, 2007; Brau and Woller, 2004; Hermes and Lensink, 2007)). Empirically, some 

joint-liability groups have indeed shown to guarantee repayment through peer-pressure 

(Schreiner and Woller, 2003) and group-based lending can build on and further increase 

existing social capital (Mosley and Steel, 2004; Mosley, Olejarova and Alexeeva, 2004). 

On the downside, group-based lending may exclude the ‘out-group’ from MFI services. 

For various reasons group-based lending in the USA has proven not very successful 

(Sangupta and Aubuchon, 2008; Schreiner and Woller, 2003; ). In general however ‘It is 

by far the most celebrated microfinance innovation, and with good reason. Group 

lending showed how unconventional contracts can work where tried-and-true banking 

practices failed again and again […]’ (Armendariz and Morduch, 2005: 119).  

Not all MFI’s in developing countries employ group-lending and the situation in 

developed countries is exactly reversed. Underwood (2006: 31-32) observes that: “The 

preference for individual over group lending in Europe continues. Group lending is the 

methodology used most commonly in developing countries. Experimentation continues 
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with the group lending methodology in the UK, Belgium, Norway and France. This 

method tends to be used with specific client groups as a means for replacing collateral 

and guarantees. Group loans schemes also provide technical assistance and training, 

mutual support and networking. In the majority of cases, group lending focuses on 

immigrant and/or women clients.” Although the majority of MFI’s in the Netherlands 

target specific groups, among which are immigrants and women, as yet, none of the 

MFI’s in the Netherlands is known to employ group-based or collective lending. 

 

Frequent repayment installments 

MFI’s almost universally use the practice of frequent repayment installments and the 

repayments often start soon after the loan is disbursed (Jain and Mansuri, 2003). RFI’s to 

use the instrument of a current account (Dutch: rekening courant). In developing 

countries it is possible to make use of frequent repayment because most MFI clients 

already have some trade going (e.g. selling fruit, farming chickens or running a small 

bakery) and quickly and with little means and resources set up a business with the 

newly required loan. This way they are able to immediately start repaying their loan. 

Although the business environment in developed countries is completely different, this 

aspect often remains attached to the practice of microfinance. In combination with the 

maximum loan size of € 35.000, this sets limits to what kind of businesses can possibly 

be started with a microcredit. Large investments with a long-term pay-back time for 

example are impossible when a microcredit is the only means of financing. 

Although frequent repayment installments can clearly put quite some pressure 

on the financial management of starting entrepreneurs, there is practically no literature 

addressing this issue. It is indeed “overlooked by academics”, as Armendariz and 

Morduch (2005: 129-134) rightfully observe. Jain and Mansuri (2003) as one of the few 

academics that do address this issue, point out that frequent repayment installments are 

usually explained as inculcating ‘fiscal discipline’ among borrowers. They argue that 

“[…] a rationale for this loan repayment structure lies in the difficulty of monitoring 
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borrowers’ actions. The potential for moral hazard [the phenomenon that lenders cannot 

oversee whether borrowers are making any efforts to repay their loan] leads MFI’s to 

use innovative mechanisms, such as regularly scheduled repayments […]” Jain and 

Mansuri (2003: 253). 

 

Progressive lending/ stepped lending 

Besides using the method of frequent repayment installments, it is common practice for 

MFI’s in developing countries to make use of progressive lending or stepped lending: 

initially small amount of money are lent and after the borrowers has proven he or she 

makes repayments on time, a larger sum of money is lent. This procedure can continue 

for a long time and reduces the risk of default for MFI’s, because borrowers can only get 

to large loans after they have showed reliability (Armendariz and Morduch, 2005). 

Although this practice is copied by some MFI’s in developed countries, “[…] only a very 

small proportion [of 110 surveyed European MFI’s] offer individual loans followed by 

loans of increasing size once previous borrowing is paid in full (stepped loans)” 

(Underwood, 2006: 31). MFI’s in the Netherlands do not use the method of progressive 

lending. Of course, the practice of providing follow-up loans to business planning to 

expand or invest (e.g. in new technology) is common practice for RFI’s, but that is 

something different from the specific practice of progressive lending. 
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Appendix B: The key concepts sustainability and impact 

 

Sustainability 

Sustainability is not a straightforward concept and it is often used interchangeably with 

financial self-sufficiency or even profitability. That is understandable, but they are not 

the same. That is illustrated by a seemingly neutral definition from Capisoraw (2004: 10): 

“[sustainability is] the capacity of an organization to cover all of its cash costs of 

operation, including credit losses, overheads and cost of capital, with income generated 

from its clients. Sustainable interest rates mean interest rates charged to clients on their 

credits which are sufficient for the lender to achieve sustainability over the medium-

long-term.”  

Taking a second look at the definition of Capisoraw (2004:10), it appears to be 

tied to the institutionist paradigm and thus to financial sustainability and 

professionalism. Evers and Jung (2007: 14) in that respect observe that MFI’s in Europe 

are rarely sustainable because “there is too much social money” and “every newly 

granted credit just produces more costs and makes the program more expensive”. They 

argue there are too little incentives for MFI’s in Europe for operating in a financially 

sustainable matter. They imply basically the same as Nolens (2009: 2) concludes after a 

market research on the feasibility of a commercial MFI in the Netherlands: 

“Governments and NGOs should limit their role to facilitating the development of a 

sustainable market for microfinance and stimulating private actors, in particular banks, 

to serve the target group.” 

For the welfarists paradigm, sustainability means something like ‘being able to 

keep an organization operating in the long-term while continuously providing a 

rationale for its existence’ (my own formulation). For welfarists the continuation of a MFI 

is most important – and the intrinsic value it creates. Whether operational costs are 

covered by income generated trough interest revenues or funded with subsidies from 

the government or ‘social investors’ is a secondary and less relevant issue. 
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Impact 

Impact is an even more ambiguous than sustainability. Impact can be made operational 

in numerous ways and is difficult to measure. Brau and Woller (2004) conclude from a 

literature review that the difficulty of measuring impact of MFI’s lies mainly in 

measuring social returns, while measuring financial returns is relatively 

straightforward. Bhatt, Painter and Tang (2002: 195) for example write about a 

longitudinal study in the USA that demonstrates the financial impact. The study 

measured average income gains by MFI clients of $ 8,484 during 5 years. They 

immediately warn that the results might be overstated because no control groups were 

involved. Furthermore, they present a researcher’s argument that (ibid: 196): “[...]the 

value of microenterprise programs is not just in building financial capital, but also in 

human and social capital that participants may acquire through various training, 

counselling, and social activities organized by the programs.”  They reply: “It remains 

unclear how such intangible benefits can be accurately captured in any impact study of 

microcredit programs.” 

Previous attempts to measure the impact of microfinance included measurement 

of impact on “clients, their enterprises, households, and the communities they live in” 

(Brau and Woller, 2004: 26). Some promising impact assessments of microfinance in 

European countries have been performed (Mosley and Steel, 2004; Hulme, 2000; 

Gutierrez-Nieto, 2006). In order to gain full legitimacy, MFI’s will eventually have to 

demonstrate they make a significant and lasting impact on their clients ‘situation’ – a 

demonstration which had little priority for MFI’s developing countries (Morduch, 1999). 

A telling quote from the latest European microfinance survey: “The EMN Research 

Working group believes that up to date the EU organizations are not undertaking 

thorough impact evaluations of their programs, with appropriate methodologies, in 

order to do rigorous analysis. Further efforts on impact evaluation need to be done 

across the sector” (Jayo, Rico and Lacalle, 2008: 34).  
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Without getting into specifics, it is evidently very difficult to demonstrate all the 

expected benefits from microfinance described in chapter one of the thesis. Even more, 

such a demonstration would never be self-evident but always contested within the 

framework of the microfinance debate. For instance, what would be the ‘objective’ 

verdict when a MFI demonstrates that it effectively helped a number of entrepreneurs to 

start their business, but with the help of a significant amount of subsidized money? 



146 

 

Appendix C: Methodological account of the exploratory study into the 

state of microfinance in the Netherlands from the supply-side 

 

The logical starting point for exploring the state of microfinance in the Netherlands from 

the supply-side is the website www.microfinanciering.com, administered by the 

ministry of Economic Affairs, which it uses as a platform to exchange knowledge, 

communicate news and publications, store a database of business coaches on and 

connect potential MFI clients to MFI’s. On that website a total of 30 MFI’s are listed. 

After critical revision of that list I concluded that many of those organizations weren’t 

really MFI’s at all: for example they only provided advice to starting entrepreneurs, but 

did not offer microcredits themselves. After making a selection of what I deemed to be 

real MFI’s, I sent 12 of them a questionnaire. Most were left unanswered, but after 

follow-up e-mails and phone calls most MFI’s returned the questionnaire, or agreed to a 

face-to-face interview or telephone interview during which I ran through the 

questionnaire. Eventually two MFI’s never responded after having repeatedly reminded 

them: ‘SEON/Fortis microfinancing’ (SEON/Fortis microfinanciering) (a regional MFI) and 

‘Groninc’ (a local MFI). 

In addition to data from the questionnaires, I interviewed Erlijn Sie, director of 

HandsOn microcredit foundation in Amsterdam on November 6, 2008;  Elwin 

Groenevelt, director of Qredits in The Hague on November 4, 2008 and in Almelo on 

February 23, 2009; Priscilla van der Vegte of the directorate microfinance, ministry of 

Economic Affairs in The Hague on October 21, 2008;  Wilco Schuttelaar, consultant at 

KplusV consultants (working for Startersfund The Hague) in Amsterdam on November 

6, 2008; and Dave de Haas, manager SME Finance of SenterNovem in The Hague on 

January 7, 2009.  I conducted three telephonic interviews with personnel from MFI’s in 

the start-up phase (not included in this study).  After a first scan of the data returned by 

the 10 MFI’s, I decided that only 7 of them were ‘real’ MFI’s. Two of the other three 

MFI’s supplied artists with loans for artistic material (and so did not help entrepreneurs 
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to start a business): ‘The Material Fund’ (Materiaalfonds) and ‘Artists & 

company’(Kunstenaars & co). The third MFI (‘Starting lift Tilburg’(Starterslift Tliburg)) 

supplied loans to ‘innovative techno-starters’ who, although they do tend to have 

trouble getting a loan from a RFI, do not belong to the target group of this research. In 

conclusion, the information presented in the exploratory study is based upon 7 returned 

questionnaires, the interviews (face-to-face and telephonic) I held with MFI staff, (MFI) 

websites, MFI reports, newspaper articles, policy papers, official government 

communication and personal notes from a conference on microfinance in Nieuwegein 

on September 11, 2008. 
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Appendix D: Questionnaire sent to 12 Dutch MFI’s (in Dutch) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vragenlijst verkennend onderzoek 

Microfinanciering in Nederland 

 

Vragenlijst voor [MFI] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vragenlijst gemaakt voor de masterscriptie ‘Microfinance in the Netherlands’  

Opleiding: Master ‘Research in public administration and organizational science’ 

Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam, Universiteit Utrecht en Universiteit van Tilburg 

Vragenlijst gemaakt door Peter Kasbergen (p.h.a.kasbergen@students.uu.nl) 

Scriptiebegeleider: prof. dr. Kees van Paridon (vanparidon@fsw.eur.nl)   
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Aanleiding voor deze vragenlijst en verzoek 

(De tekst op deze pagina is identiek aan de tekst in de e-mail die ik stuurde. U kunt hem 

overslaan als u de e-mail heeft gelezen.) 

 

L.S., 

 

Laat ik mijzelf voorstellen. Mijn naam is Peter Kasbergen en ik ben masterstudent 

Bestuurskunde aan de Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam en de Universiteit Utrecht. Tot 

en met juli 2009 doe ik onderzoek naar microfinanciering in Nederland, en schrijf daar 

een scriptie over. 

 

Microfinanciering is de laatste jaren uitvoerig wetenschappelijk onderzocht en heeft in 

toenemende mate aandacht heeft gekregen in de internationale literatuur. Over de 

situatie omtrent microfinanciering in Nederland is echter nog niet veel onderzoek 

verricht. Zeer verspreid is enige informatie te vinden over microfinanciering in 

Nederland, maar het ontbreekt vooralsnog aan een volledig overzicht. Daarom heb ik 

een vragenlijst met voornamelijk open vragen gemaakt om een verkennend onderzoek 

uit te voeren. 

 

Het doel van deze vragenlijst is tweeledig: enerzijds wil ik zoveel mogelijk en zo 

compleet mogelijke feitelijke informatie verzamelen over de huidige stand van zaken 

omtrent microfinanciering in Nederland, om een volledig overzicht te krijgen. 

Anderzijds wil ik aan de hand van de met deze vragenlijst verzamelde gegevens de 

definitieve onderzoeksvragen voor mijn onderzoek formuleren. Op die manier wil ik er 

verzekerd van zijn dat ik de belangrijkste en meest actuele onderwerpen met betrekking 

tot microfinanciering in Nederland ga onderzoeken. 
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Uw hulp is hierbij onmisbaar. Graag zou ik u willen vragen om de bijgesloten vragenlijst 

zo volledig mogelijk in te vullen en te retourneren naar p.h.a.kasbergen@students.uu.nl 

(eventuele vragen over de vragenlijst kunt u ook sturen naar dat e-mail adres). Uiteraard 

zullen uw antwoorden vertrouwelijk worden behandeld. Vanwege de planning van 

mijn onderzoek naar microfinanciering in Nederland zou ik het zeer op prijs stellen als u 

de vragenlijst binnen 14 dagen zou kunnen retourneren. 

 

Ik wil u bij voorbaat heel erg bedanken voor het invullen van de vragenlijst en zal u op 

de hoogte houden van de voortgang en de eindresultaten van onderzoek, zodat u daar 

optimaal gebruik van kunt maken. 

 

Met vriendelijke groeten, 

 

Peter Kasbergen
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Instructies bij de vragenlijst 

Onderstaande vragenlijst spreekt voor grotendeels voor zich. Toch wil ik u vragen de 

volgende instructies door te lezen voordat u de vragenlijst invult. 

 

 Zou u onderstaande vragenlijst zo volledig mogelijk willen invullen door uw 

antwoorden in de rechterkolom te typen, de ingevulde vragenlijst op te slaan en 

weer terug te sturen naar: p.h.a.kasbergen@students.uu.nl? 

 

 Uw antwoorden in deze vragenlijst worden vertrouwelijk behandeld. De 

onderzoeksresultaten van dit verkennend onderzoek zijn het meest bruikbaar als 

ze kunnen worden gepubliceerd in een wetenschappelijk rapport of artikel. Als 

gegevens alleen geanonimiseerd mogen worden gepubliceerd (d.w.z. niet 

herleidbaar tot een specifieke organisatie) zou u dat dan in de antwoordkolom 

willen aangeven? Als er niets staat aangegeven bij een antwoord, ga ik ervan uit 

dat de gegevens gepubliceerd mogen worden. Persoonlijke gegevens worden in 

geen geval gepubliceerd. 

 

 Indien u een vraag niet kunt beantwoorden omdat het vertrouwelijke informatie 

betreft die ook in geanonimiseerde vorm niet kan worden gepubliceerd, zou u 

dat dan in de antwoordkolom willen aangeven? 

 

 Op de website van [MFI] heb ik reeds het antwoord op een aantal vragen uit de 

vragenlijst gevonden. Om u tijd te besparen heb ik dat aangegeven in de 

betreffende antwoordkolom. Zou u eventuele nieuwe en/of gewijzigde en/of 

aanvullende informatie ten opzichte van de informatie die op de website staat, 

willen toevoegen aan de antwoordkolom? 
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 Als u een vraag niet kunt beantwoorden omdat u niet beschikt over voldoende 

informatie om de vraag te beantwoorden, zou u in dat geval de vragenlijst (na 

hem verder te hebben ingevuld en opgeslagen) willen doorsturen naar een 

collega die mogelijk wel beschikt over de betreffende informatie, met het verzoek 

de vragenlijst, na hem te hebben aangevuld, terug te sturen naar 

p.h.a.kasbergen@students.uu.nl?  

 

 Ik heb het woord ‘microfinanciering’ gebruikt in onderstaande vragenlijst, maar 

u kunt daar ook ‘microkrediet’ of ‘microlening’ lezen (in mijn uiteindelijke 

onderzoek maak ik onderscheid tussen die begrippen). 

 

 Indien u beschikt over documenten met bruikbare informatie voor het 

verkennend onderzoek, wilt u die dan meesturen met de vragenlijst? 

 

Ten slotte: de insteek van dit verkennend onderzoek evenals de insteek van het 

uiteindelijke onderzoek naar microfinanciering in Nederland is dat de 

onderzoeksresultaten bruikbaar zijn voor zowel wetenschappelijk onderzoekers als voor 

microfinancieringsorganisaties. Daarom wil ik u vragen zo volledig mogelijk aan het 

eind van de vragenlijst aan te geven wat voor [MFI] de belangrijkste en meest actuele 

vragen en onderzoeksonderwerpen zijn omtrent microfinanciering in Nederland.
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Vragenlijst verkennend onderzoek microfinanciering in Nederland 

 

 Vraag Antwoord 

   

1 Naam en contactgegevens  

   

1A Volledige contactgegevens [MFI] 

(Via deze contactgegevens 

bericht ik over de voortgangs- 

en eindresultaten van het 

onderzoek) 

 

   

1B Naam en contactgegevens 

respondent enquête. 

 

   

2 Basisgegevens  

   

2A Welke activiteiten ontplooit 

[MFI]? 

 

   

2B Op welke datum is [MFI] gestart 

met haar activiteiten? 

 

   

2C Op welke geografische schaal 

ontplooit [MFI] haar activiteiten: 

lokaal, regionaal of nationaal? 

 

Indien [MFI] zich richt op een 
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specifiek geografisch gebied, 

kunt u dan aangeven welk 

gebied dat is?  

   

2D Wat is de wettelijke status van 

[MFI]? (bv. publieke organisatie/ 

overheidsorganisatie; bank; 

(micro)kredietfonds; NGO; 

stichting; BV)  

 

   

2E Wilt u [MFI] hoofdzakelijk 

kwalificeren als 

microfinancierings- of 

microkredietorganisatie? 

 

Zo nee, hoe zou u [MFI] dan 

willen omschrijven? 

 

   

2F Wat is het doel/zijn de doelen 

van [MFI]? (indien er een missie 

en/of visie is geformuleerd, wilt 

u die dan ook vermelden?) 

 

   

2G Met welke organisaties/partijen 

werkt [MFI] samen? (zowel 

publieke als private 

organisaties/partijen)  
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Hoe wilt u de aard van die 

samenwerking omschrijven? 

(bv. adviserend; financieel 

ondersteunend) 

   

3 Financiën  

   

3A Kunt u een indicatie geven van 

hoe de kosten van [MFI], en hoe 

de financiële reserves om 

leningen uit te verstrekken, 

worden gefinancierd? 

 

   

3B Ontvangt [MFI] subsidie en/of 

gift(en) voor haar activiteiten?  

 

Zo ja, van welke organisaties 

ontvangt [MFI] subsidie en/of 

gift(en)? 

 

   

3C Kunt u een indicatie geven van 

het relatieve aandeel van 

subsidie(s) en/of gift(en) in de 

totale inkomsten van [MFI], en 

waaraan de subsidie(s) en/of 

gift(en) voornamelijk word(en) 

besteed? 
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3D Heeft de financiële realisatie van 

[MFI] over het afgelopen jaar 

een positief, een negatief of een 

neutraal resultaat? (m.a.w. werd 

er winst of verlies gemaakt, of 

geen van beide?) 

 

   

4 Leenaanvraag en 

leenstatistieken 

 

   

4A Hoeveel mensen ontvangen op 

dit moment een lening van 

[MFI] in totaal? 

 

   

4B Hoeveel leningen heeft [MFI] de 

afgelopen 12 maanden verstrekt? 

 

4Bi. Hoeveel aanvragen heeft het 

[MFI] afgekeurd? 

 

4C Naar hoeveel leningen streeft 

[MFI] er per jaar te verstrekken? 

 

4C1. Is er voldoende behoefte/vraag 

naar microfinanciering in 

Nederland? 

 

4D Kunt u een indicatie geven van 

het totale aantal potentiële 

klanten van [MFI]? 

 

   

4E Wat zijn de criteria voor het  
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verkrijgen van een lening bij 

[MFI]? 

   

4F Welke stappen zijn in het proces 

van een leenaanvraag te 

onderscheiden? 

 

   

4G Hoe lang duurt een gemiddelde 

leningaanvraagcyclus, vanaf het 

eerste contact met een potentiële 

klant tot en met het 

daadwerkelijk verstrekken van 

de lening? 

 

   

4H Kunt u een indicatie geven van 

de totale kosten van één 

leningaanvraagcyclus, vanaf het 

eerste contact met een potentiële 

klant tot en met het 

daadwerkelijk verstrekken van 

de lening? 

 

   

4I Wat is het minimum en 

maximum bedrag dat bij [MFI] 

geleend kan worden? 

 

   

4J Moet er bewijs van onderpand 

door een potentiële klant 
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worden overlegd aan [MFI] om 

een lening te kunnen krijgen? 

 

Zo ja, waar bestaat dat (bewijs) 

van onderpand uit? (bv. bewijs 

van spaartegoed, garantstelling 

door vriend/familielid) 

   

4K Welk rentepercentage hanteert 

[MFI]? 

 

   

4L (teruggrijpend op vraag 3D en 

4A) Is het rentepercentage in 

combinatie met het aantal 

uitstaande leningen hoog 

genoeg om de kosten van [MFI] 

te dekken? 

 

Zo niet, kunt u een indicatie 

geven van de rentestand en het 

aantal uitstaande leningen 

waarbij de kosten wel zouden 

worden gedekt? 

 

   

4M In hoeveel termijnen en over 

welke periode moet een lening 

van [MFI] worden terugbetaald? 
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4N Wat is het gemiddelde 

terugbetalingpercentage van alle 

leningen die [MFI] verstrekt? 

 

   

5 Doelgroep(en) en marketing  

   

5A Richt [MFI] zich op één of meer 

specifieke doelgroep(en)?  

 

Zo ja, op welke doelgroep(en) 

richt [MFI] zich? 

 

   

5B Zet [MFI] op dit moment 

marketinginstrumenten in om 

haar activiteiten naar potentiële 

klanten toe te promoten? 

 

Zo ja, welke 

marketinginstrumenten? 

 

   

5C Kunt u een indicatie geven van 

de mate waarin de 

doelgroep(en) van [MFI] ook 

daadwerkelijk worden bereikt? 

 

Als de doelgroep(en) in lage 

mate wordt bereikt, hoe zou 

[MFI] in de toekomst haar 
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doelgroep(en) beter kunnen 

bereiken? 

   

5D Ondervindt [MFI] concurrentie 

van andere organisaties/partijen 

om potentiële klanten een lening 

te verstrekken? (bv. woekeraars, 

consumentenkredietverstrekker, 

vrienden en/of familie van 

potentiële klanten) 

 

Zo ja, op welke manier(en) 

ondervindt [MFI] concurrentie? 

(bv. qua rentepercentage, criteria 

voor leningaanvraag)  

 

   

6 Coaching en/of begeleiding  

   

6A Krijgen klanten vóórdat hun 

leningaanvraag wordt getoetst 

door [MFI] coaching en/of 

begeleiding? 

 

Zo ja, is die coaching en/of 

begeleiding verplicht om een 

lening te krijgen bij [MFI]? 

 

   

6B Kunt u specifiek beschrijven  
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waar die coaching en/of 

begeleiding uit bestaat? 

   

6C Verricht [MFI] de coaching en/of 

begeleiding zelf of doet een 

externe organisatie/partij dat?  

 

In geval van een externe 

organisatie/partij, welke 

organisatie/partij? 

 

   

6D Moet voor de coaching en/of 

begeleiding betaald worden?  

 

Zo ja, hoeveel moet de klant 

voor de coaching en/of 

begeleiding betalen? 

 

   

6E Krijgen klanten nadat [MFI] hun 

leningaanvraag heeft 

goedgekeurd coaching en/of 

begeleiding? 

 

Zo ja, is die coaching en/of 

begeleiding verplicht om een 

lening te krijgen bij [MFI]? 

 

   

6F Kunt u specifiek beschrijven  
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waar die coaching en/of 

begeleiding uit bestaat? 

   

6G Moet voor de coaching en/of 

begeleiding betaald worden?  

 

Zo ja, hoeveel moet de klant 

voor de coaching en/of 

begeleiding betalen? 

 

   

6H Verricht [MFI] de coaching en/of 

begeleiding zelf of doet een 

externe organisatie/partij dat? 

 

In geval van een externe 

organisatie/partij, welke 

organisatie/partij? 

 

   

7 Vervolgonderzoek en 

interviews 

 

   

7A Afhankelijk van mijn definitieve 

onderzoeksontwerp en 

onderzoeksvragen zou ik in de 

periode november 2008 – juni 

2009  graag: 

 met een aantal werknemers 

van [MFI] interviews 
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houden; 

en/of  

 interviews houden of een 

vragenlijst uitzetten onder 

coaches/begeleiders en/of 

klanten van [MFI] 

 

Kunt u aangeven of dat mogelijk 

is en of u daarmee akkoord 

gaat? 

   

7B Kan ik u voor toekomstige 

verzoeken als contactpersoon 

benaderen?  

 

Zo niet, wie kan ik als 

contactpersoon benaderen? (en 

zou u zijn/haar contactgegevens 

kunnen noteren?) 

 

   

7E Wat zijn voor [MFI] de 

belangrijkste en meest actuele 

vragen op het gebied van 

microfinanciering in Nederland 

op dit moment? (bv. ‘hoe bereik 

ik de doelgroep?’, ‘welk 

rentepercentage moeten we 

heffen?’ e.d.) 
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7F Welk(e) onderwerp(en) op het 

gebied van microfinanciering in 

Nederland moet(en) volgens 

[MFI] onderzocht worden? (bv. 

‘regelgeving voor 

microfinancieringsorganisaties’ 

e.d.) 

 

 Wat vind je van mijn 

onderzoeksvraag: Waarom is het 

bereik van MFI’s in Nederland 

zo laag? (op basis van resultaten 

uit het verleden, en onderzoeken 

naar potentieel 

ondernemerschap) 

 

 Wat vind je van mijn 

onderzoeksmethode om 

kwalitatieve interviews te 

houden met startende 

ondernemers? 

 

 Op welke manier is mijn 

onderzoek bruikbaar voor 

[MFI]? 

 

 

 Kun je experts/organisaties aan 

raden om te interviewen? 
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Appendix E: list and report of meetings attended and organizations 

contacted to find ‘refrainers’ (in Dutch) 

 

Bezochte bijeenkomsten 

Datum (2009) Bezochte bijeenkomst 

4 maart KvK Den Haag – Start een onderneming 

5 maart A’dam ondernemershuis Groot Oost - ondernemersborrel 

23 maart KvK A’dam – Start een onderneming 

31 maart KvK Den Haag – Start een onderneming 

2 april A’dam ondernemershuis Groot Oost – ondernemersborrel 

6 april  KvK Leiden – schrijf een ondernemingsplan 

17 april KvK Den Haag – kantoor Vaillantlaan 

20 april KvK A’dam – start een eigen bedrijf 

22 april RBZ Rotterdam (wel mailcontact mee) 

23 april KvK A’dam – schrijf een ondernemingsplan 

23 april Utrecht – Wijk in bedrijf (netwerkbijeenkomst microkrediet 17u-19u) 

6 mei Ondernemershuis West A’dam, netwerkbijeenkomst microkrediet (17-19) 

7 mei KvK Leiden – start een bedrijf (14-17) 

26 mei KvK A’dam – schrijf ond. plan (19-22) 

2 juni KvK A’dam - startersfinanciering  (alleen brieven laten verspreiden) 

8 juni KvK Leiden – startersfinanciering 

 

Aangeschreven organisaties voor interviewrespondenten  

Organisatie Plaats Actie 

Extenzio Utrecht Ontvangen door Nathan Rozema; reactie afwachten. 

Geen reactie ontvangen. 

Microkredietfon Amsterdam Wacht reactie toestemming EZ af. Toestemming 
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ds (via 

intakeambtenar

en) 

gegeven. Aanwezig op 6 mei bij netwerkbijeenkomst 

Ondernemershuis Oud West. Nog een laatste verzoek 

gestuurd of het mogelijk is om via het fonds 

ondernemers te interviewen die interesse hebben 

getoond en vervolgens uit eigen beweging zijn 

afgehaakt. 

Qredits Almelo Regelt interviews. 4 interviews geregeld. Weinig 

afhakers bekend, en geen bereidheid die informatie 

door te geven. Verdere pogingen gestaakt. 

HandsOn Amsterdam Regelt interviews. 8 interviews geregeld. Geen tijd om 

afhakers contactinformatie door te geven. Verder 

pogingen gestaakt. 

KvK Leiden, Den 

Haag, 

Amsterdam 

Aanwezig bij startersbijeenkomsten. Weinig respons, 

max. 1 respondent per bijeenkomst, vaak niemand. 

Brief gestuurd met uitleg en verzoek met vraag om de 

brief door te sturen naar ondernemerscoaches/ 

bedrijfsadviseurs. Geen reacties op ontvangen. 

STEW (via 

ondernemersco

aches) 

Amsterdam Mail gestuurd; bellen. Belverslag: je moet ‘zeven’, 

selectie van the fittest. Coaching helpt bij veel mensen 

ook niet. Veel ontmoedigen, als ze dan toch starten 

met bv. te weinig financiering zie je het mis gaan. Als 

ze na 5 jaar nog steeds draaien is dat een goede 

indicator. Enige wat STEW doet is 

ondernemingsplannen beoordelen, kunnen niet 

verder helpen aan ondernemers. De 

ondernemershuizen doen de begeleiding totdat zij de 

ondernemers ook kwijt zijn. 

Startersfonds Den Haag Geen afhakers bekend. Pogingen gestaakt. 
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Den Haag 

Wijk in Bedrijf Utrecht Aanwezig geweest bij netwerkborrel 23 april 17-19, 

veel contactgegevens opgedaan, twee interviews uit 

voortgekomen. Ze willen niet contactgegevens 

doorspelen. Verdere pogingen gestaakt. 

RBZ / 

Borgstelling 

Senter Novem 

(via 

intakeambtenar

en) 

Rotterdam 22 april (inloopspreekuur) aan Arjan Kok 

(coördinator borgstelling R’dam) vragen.  Mail sturen 

naar Arjen Kok om mensen uit het bestand te halen. 

Reactie gehad dat ze maar twee van die mensen 

hadden. Met 1 ondernemer een interview gepland. 

Verdere pogingen gestaakt. 

Ondernemersve

renigingen 

Den Haag / 

Amsterdam / 

Rotterdam / 

Utrecht 

Via Karin Verhaar/Sjaak van der Scheef/Bert Wams 

regelen. 

Bedrijfsadviseu

rs KvK 

Den Haag / 

Amsterdam / 

Rotterdam / 

Utrecht 

Via Karin Verhaar/Sjaak van der Scheef/Bert Wams 

regelen. Brief met uitleg en verzoek om interview 

doorgestuurd. Verdere pogingen gestaakt. Brief 

gestuurd met uitleg en verzoek met vraag om de brief 

door te sturen naar ondernemerscoaches/ 

bedrijfsadviseurs. Geen reacties op ontvangen. 
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Appendix F: question/topic list for  

‘borrowers’ and ‘refrainers’ (in Dutch) 

 

 

Interviews startende ondernemers die met microkrediet starten 

 

Interview 

 

Inleiding:  

Mijn naam is Peter Kasbergen en ik doe voor de Universiteit Utrecht onderzoek naar 

microkrediet in Nederland. Ik ben met u in contact gekomen via [naam MFI] en wil u graag 

interviewen omdat u van [naam MFI] een microkrediet ontvangt. Ik wil u graag een paar vragen 

stellen over microkrediet en uw onderneming. 

Uw antwoorden worden anoniem verwerkt en gepubliceerd. Niemand kan dus zien welke 

uitspraken u heeft gedaan, ook [naam MFI] niet. Ik ben een onafhankelijk onderzoeker en niet 

verbonden aan [naam MFI], u kunt dus vrijuit spreken. Om mijn volledige aandacht bij het 

interview te houden, neem ik dit interview op met een audiorecorder. Heeft u daar bezwaar 

tegen? 

Neemt u zoveel tijd als u wil om een vraag te beantwoorden. Als een vraag onduidelijk is, 

wilt u dan direct vragen of ik de vraag kan herhalen of verduidelijken? 

 

[Toelichting bij de vragen voor de interviewer zelf:  

- De subvragen worden alleen gesteld ter verduidelijking of toelichting, als dat 

nodig is naar aanleiding van het antwoord op een hoofdvraag. 

- De vragen zijn nu nog erg formeel geformuleerd, probeer ze wat minder formeel 

te formuleren.] 
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Inleidende vragen (hoeven niet allemaal gesteld te worden, afhankelijk van verloop 

interview) 

 

Hoe bent u op het idee gekomen om te starten met een eigen onderneming? 

 

Wat was uw uitgangssituatie? 

- Bent u gestart vanuit een uitkeringssituatie? 

- Bent u aangemoedigd en/of geholpen door iemand van een uitkeringsinstantie 

om op het idee voor uw onderneming te komen? 

- Bent u door anderen (familie, vrienden) aangemoedigd en geholpen bij het 

nemen van deze stap? 

 

Welke stappen heeft u ondernomen, nadat het idee voor uw onderneming zich had 

gevormd? 

 

Heeft u direct een ondernemingsplan opgesteld? 

 

Welke obstakels bent u tegengekomen in het proces van het opstarten van uw 

onderneming? 

 

Bent u op dit moment al gestart met uw onderneming? 

- Hebt u zich ingeschreven bij de Kamer van Koophandel? 

- Hebt u al inkomsten uit uw onderneming? 

 

Welke activiteiten voert uw onderneming uit? 

- In welke sector/branche zit uw onderneming? 

- Hebt u personeel/een winkel/kantoorpand? 
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Hoe gaat het met uw onderneming? 

- Groeit uw onderneming? 

- Is uw persoonlijke situatie erop vooruitgegaan? 

- Is een eigen onderneming wat u ervan verwacht had? 

 

Vragen over microkrediet (bij voorkeur komen al deze onderwerpen aan bod) 

 

Hoe bent u te weten gekomen over het bestaan van microkrediet? 

 

Welke overwegingen speelden een rol bij het aanvragen van een microkrediet? 

- Welke rol speelde de hoogte van het bedrag dat u nodig had om uw 

onderneming te starten? 

- Welke rol speelden de leencriteria? 

o hebben van een ondernemingsplan 

o vestigingsplaats van de onderneming 

o borgstelling 

o maximaal inkomen 

o afwijzingen kredietaanvraag bij banken 

o schuldenvrij zijn 

o (verplicht accepteren van) een coach 

- Welke rol speelden de leenvoorwaarden? 

o rentepercentage 

o terugbetalingstermijnen 

o looptijd lening 

o aanvragen bankrekening 

- Welke rol speelde de begeleiding die u (verplicht) krijgt bij een microkrediet? 

- Wat is uw oordeel over de organisatorische aspecten om in aanmerking te komen 

voor een microkrediet? 
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- Welke rol speelde de verwachte lengte van de leningaanvraag? 

 

Bent u begeleid/hebt u hulp gehad in het proces van het aanvragen van een 

microkrediet? 

- Van wie heeft u hulp gehad? 

- Welke rol speelde de begeleiding?  

- Was de hulp nuttig? 

 

Hoe ervoer u het proces van het aanvragen van een microkrediet? 

- Hoe lang duurde het? 

- Hoeveel tijd koste het u? 

- Hoe streng ervoer u de beoordeling? 

 

Wat zijn voor u nadelen/niet aantrekkelijke kanten van een microkrediet? 

 

Heeft u overwogen om banken te benaderen voor uw kredietbehoefte 

- Zo ja, wat leverde dat contact op? 

- Zo nee, waarom niet? 

 

Heeft u met andere mogelijke kredietaanbieders contact gezocht (Bijvoorbeeld familie, 

vrienden, consumentenkrediet, spaartegoeden, andere microkredietaanbieders)? 

- Zo ja, wat leverde dat op? 

- Zo nee, waarom niet? 

 

Stel dat u voor de keuze geplaatst was, een krediet van een microkredietaanbieder of 

van een bank 

- waarnaar zou uw voorkeur uitgaan? 

- Waarom? 
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Stel dat u voor de keuze geplaatst was, een krediet van een microkredietaanbieder of 

van een andere kredietaanbieder (familie, vrienden etc) 

- waarnaar zou uw voorkeur uitgaan? 

- Waarom? 

 

Stel dat u voor de keuze geplaatst was, een krediet van een bank of van een andere 

kredietaanbieder (familie, vrienden etc) 

- waarnaar zou uw voorkeur uitgaan? 

- Waarom? 

 

Wat is uw algemene oordeel over de mogelijkheden in Nederland om als startende 

ondernemer aan krediet te komen? 

 

Afsluitende vragen 

 

Heb ik nog iets belangrijks overgeslagen? 

 

Wilt u nog iets toevoegen? 

 

Uitleiding: Ik wil u hartelijk bedanken voor uw tijd en wens u veel succes met uw onderneming. 

Als u mij uw contactgegevens geeft kan ik u het onderzoek toesturen als het klaar is. Dat zal eind 

juli zijn. 
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Interviews startende ondernemers die zonder microkrediet starten 

 

Recruteringsgesprek 

 

Plaats interview: startersbijeenkomst van […] / telefonisch interview met startende 

ondernemer, contactgegeven gekregen via de KvK. 

 

Inleiding:  

Mijn naam is Peter Kasbergen en ik volg de researchmaster Bestuurskunde aan de Universiteit 

Utrecht. In dat kader doe ik voor mijn scriptie een onderzoek naar microkrediet in Nederland. Het 

doel van onderzoek is meer inzicht te krijgen in hoe organisaties die microkredieten verstrekken 

meer startende ondernemers kunnen bereiken. Ik ben voor interviews op zoek naar startende 

ondernemers die op de hoogte zijn van de mogelijkheid om een microkrediet aan te vragen, en 

informatie hebben verzameld over de eisen en voorwaarden daarvoor, maar toch uiteindelijk 

besloten hebben om geen aanvraag voor een microkrediet in te dienen.  

 

Ervan uitgaande dat u startende ondernemer bent, heeft u overwogen een micro-krediet 

aan te vragen? 

 

1) Ja, en aangevraagd en gekregen. 

2) Ja, en aangevraagd, maar helaas niet gekregen 

3) Ja, maar niet aangevraagd omdat ik niet op de hoogte was van de beschikbaarheid 

van microkredieten, of  

4) Ja, maar niet aangevraagd vanwege andere overwegingen. 

 

(Bij optie 1 en 2: mag ik vragen bij welke organisatie u een aanvraag heeft gedaan?) 
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Komt u op optie 4 uit, dan wil ik graag met u een interview hebben (zie verder 

hieronder) 

 

Een interview met u zou erg waardevol zijn voor het onderzoek. Mede met die 

informatie kan het instrument microkrediet zo worden aangepast, dat in de toekomst 

aan meer mensen in Nederland een microkrediet zou kunnen worden verstrekt. Is het 

mogelijk om u binnenkort te interviewen op een door u gekozen plaats en tijd? Het 

interview zal ongeveer een uur duren. Uw antwoorden zullen anoniem worden 

verwerkt en gepubliceerd. Indien u dat op prijs stelt, kan ik u een exemplaar van mijn 

scriptie toesturen. 

 

- [Zo niet] Bedankt voor uw tijd, voor het geval u zich nog bedenkt geef ik u 

mijn kaartje met contactgegevens (telefoonnummer en e-mail adres indien 

via de telefoon). U kunt me e-mailen, en elk moment van de dag bellen. 

- [Zo ja] Is het mogelijk om nu op dit moment een datum, tijd en plaats voor 

het interview af te spreken? 

- [Zo niet] Mag ik dan uw contactgegevens noteren: naam, adres, e-mailadres 

en telefoonnumer? Dan neem ik zo snel mogelijk contact met u op om een 

afspraak voor het interview te maken. Hier hebt u mijn kaartje met 

contactgegevens, (telefoonnummer en e-mail adres indien via de telefoon) 

zodat u kunt e-mailen, en elk moment van de dag bellen. 

 

Uitleiding: 

Ik wil u hartelijk bedanken voor uw tijd en wens u veel succes met uw onderneming. 

 

Daadwerkelijk interview 

 

Inleiding:  
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Mijn naam is Peter Kasbergen en ik doe voor de Universiteit Utrecht onderzoek naar 

microkrediet in Nederland. Ik ben met u in contact gekomen op een bijeenkomst van […]. Daar 

vertelde u mij dat u op de hoogte bent van de mogelijkheid om een microkrediet aan te vragen (bij 

[…] of […]), maar besloten hebt daarvan af te zien en uw onderming te starten zonder een 

microkrediet. Ik wil u daarover graag een paar vragen stellen. 

Uw antwoorden worden anoniem verwerkt en gepubliceerd. Niemand kan dus zien welke 

uitspraken u heeft gedaan, ook […] niet. Ik ben een onafhankelijk onderzoeker en niet verbonden 

aan […], u kunt dus vrijuit spreken. Om mijn volledige aandacht bij het interview te houden, 

neem ik dit interview op met een audiorecorder. Heeft u daar bezwaar tegen? 

Neemt u zoveel tijd als u wil om een vraag te beantwoorden. Als een vraag onduidelijk is, 

wilt u dan direct vragen of ik de vraag kan herhalen of verduidelijken? 

 

Toelichting bij de vragen voor de interviewer:  

- De subvragen worden alleen gesteld ter verduidelijking of toelichting, als dat 

nodig is naar aanleiding van het antwoord op een hoofdvraag. 

- De vragen zijn nu nog erg formeel geformuleerd, probeer ze wat minder formeel 

te formuleren. 

 

Inleidende vragen (hoeven niet allemaal gesteld te worden, afhankelijk van verloop 

interview) 

 

Hoe bent u op het idee gekomen om te starten met een eigen onderneming? 

 

Wat was uw uitgangssituatie? 

- Bent u gestart vanuit een uitkeringssituatie? 

- Bent u aangemoedigd en/of geholpen door iemand van een uitkeringsinstantie 

om op het idee voor uw onderneming te komen? 
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- Bent u door anderen (familie, vrienden) aangemoedigd en geholpen bij het 

nemen van deze stap? 

 

Welke stappen heeft u ondernomen, nadat het idee voor uw onderneming zich had 

gevormd? 

 

Heeft u direct een ondernemingsplan opgesteld? 

 

Welke obstakels bent u tegengekomen in het proces van het opstarten van uw 

onderneming? 

 

Bent u op dit moment al gestart met uw onderneming? 

- Hebt u zich ingeschreven bij de Kamer van Koophandel? 

- Hebt u al inkomsten uit uw onderneming? 

 

Welke activiteiten voert uw onderneming uit? 

- In welke sector/branche zit uw onderneming? 

- Hebt u personeel/een winkel/kantoorpand? 

 

Hoe gaat het met uw onderneming? 

- Groeit uw onderneming? 

- Is uw persoonlijke situatie erop vooruitgegaan? 

- Is een eigen onderneming wat u ervan verwacht had? 

 

Vragen over microkrediet (bij voorkeur komen al deze onderwerpen aan bod) 

 

Hoe bent u te weten gekomen over het bestaan van microkrediet? 
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Welke overwegingen speelden een rol bij uw besluit om af te zien van het aanvragen 

van een microkrediet? 

- Welke rol speelde de hoogte van het bedrag dat u nodig had om uw 

onderneming te starten? 

- Welke rol speelden de leencriteria? 

o hebben van een ondernemingsplan 

o vestigingsplaats van de onderneming 

o borgstelling 

o maximaal inkomen 

o afwijzingen kredietaanvraag bij banken 

o schuldenvrij zijn 

o verplicht accepteren van een coach 

- Welke rol speelden de leenvoorwaarden? 

o rentepercentage 

o terugbetalingstermijnen 

o looptijd lening 

o aanvragen bankrekening 

- Welke rol speelde de begeleiding die u (verplicht) krijgt bij een microkrediet? 

- Welke rol speelde de verwachte lengte van de leningaanvraag? 

 

Wat zijn voor u voordelen/aantrekkelijke kanten van een microkrediet? 

 

Heeft u verschillende kredietaanbieders vergeleken? 

- Bijvoorbeeld familie, vrienden, consumentenkrediet, spaartegoeden, andere 

microkredietaanbieders. 

 

Stel dat u voor de keuze geplaatst was, een krediet van een microkredietaanbieder of 

van een andere kredietaanbieder (familie, vrienden etc) 



178 

 

- waarnaar zou uw voorkeur uitgaan? 

- Waarom? 

 

Stel dat u voor de keuze geplaatst was, een krediet van een bank of van een andere 

kredietaanbieder (familie, vrienden etc) 

- waarnaar zou uw voorkeur uitgaan? 

- Waarom? 

 

Wat is uw algemene oordeel over de mogelijkheden in Nederland om als startende 

ondernemer aan krediet te komen? 

 

Wat denkt u dat andere ondernemers van microkrediet vinden? 

 

Afsluitende vragen 

 

Heb ik nog iets belangrijks overgeslagen? 

 

Wilt u nog iets toevoegen? 

 

Uitleiding: Ik wil u hartelijk bedanken voor uw tijd en wens u veel succes met uw onderneming. 

Als u mij uw contactgegevens geeft kan ik u het onderzoek toesturen als het klaar is. Dat zal eind 

juli zijn. 


