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ABSTRACT

This study analyzed the levels of microfinance services utilized, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment among rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur. The direct influence of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment, mediating influence of financial inclusion, and moderating influence of financial literacy was also examined. A descriptive-causal research design was employed. The respondents were 273 registered rice farmers and selected through cluster and proportionate stratified sampling. Data were gathered using a modified survey questionnaire and analyzed through top-box scoring and Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). Findings showed that rice farmers moderately utilized microfinance services. Levels of financial inclusion and financial literacy of rice farmers were generally moderate, however socioeconomic empowerment remained low in most constructs. The results further revealed that Microfinance services significantly influenced socioeconomic empowerment. Financial inclusion partially mediated the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment, particularly through financial usage and access. Meanwhile, financial literacy showed limited moderating influence, with only financial behavior showing a significant but negative moderating effect. Therefore, it is recommended that microfinance systems, financial education, and policies adopt integrated, behavior-focused, and climate-resilient approaches to improve the productive use of financial services and achieve socioeconomic empowerment.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

	This chapter presented the overview of the study, which highlights the need for the investigation of the influence of microfinance services, financial inclusion, and financial literacy on household socioeconomic empowerment of rice farmers in rural areas such as in Goa, Camarines Sur.  The gaps from the existing research were also identified and the research problems has been crafted and presented.

1.1 Background
Poverty is one of the major socioeconomic challenges that limits individual’s access to basic needs, better opportunities, and stable income. According to the World Bank (2024), about 8.5% to 10.4% of the global population still lives in extreme poverty. In the Philippines, according to Philippine Statistics Authority [PSA], (2024), the reported national poverty incidence among families in 2023 in the Philippines was at 10.9%, comprising to 2.99 million Filipino families who has no sufficient income to acquire for their basic necessities. Bicol Region was at 20.3 percent poverty incidence. Among the basic sectors, farmers have recorded a 29.7% poverty incidence. This shows that these are some sectors belong to the poor households living below the poverty threshold (PSA, 2025). The study in Goa, Camarines Sur, found that the high poverty level among upland farming households is mainly due to limited farm resources, low income, lack of wealth, and poor access to formal credit. Their vulnerability to economic and environmental shocks further reduces their ability to earn income, making many households depend mainly on subsistence farming and remain poor (Cerio et al., 2019).
The concept of microfinance is designed to help marginalized sectors through providing small loans to alleviate poverty and empower individuals who have limited access to formal banking services (Yunus, 1999; Malik et al., 2023). Microfinance has become a global topic of discussion, receiving significant attention from international institutions, researchers, and policymakers because of its potential role in poverty reduction and financial inclusion (Robinson, 2001; Cull et al., 2009; Ashraf et al., 2024). In 2006, Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas expanded accessibility of microfinance services nationwide with a focus on microcredit, savings, insurance, payments, and trainings. Among these services’ microcredit stands out as the most widely recognized for it can be utilized for emergency purposes, investments for business, and education, acquiring personal assets, and even for agricultural activities. The idea has the potential for microfinance services to empower the marginalized household economically and socially by ensuring their financial inclusion and financial literacy.
[bookmark: _Hlk227364496][bookmark: _Hlk227364471]The positive effects of microfinance have been supported by several studies, particularly in terms of poverty reduction, income improvement, and socio-economic empowerment (Agbola et al., 2017; Ashraf et al., 2024; Samer et al., 2015; Khan et al., 2020; Mengstie, 2022). The correlation between Islamic microfinance and household income, healthcare, education, and employment, as well as the effectiveness of Islamic microfinance as a poverty reduction program in Kwara State, Nigeria, was demonstrated in Maikabara's (2023) research. Meanwhile, the study conducted by Thakur and Kumari (2023) established a positive correlation between women's empowerment and their engagement in microfinance.
Despite several studies on microfinance and socioeconomic empowerment in the Philippines, few studies have empirically examined financial inclusion as a mediator and  financial literacy as a moderator in examining the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment, particularly among the rural rice farmers. Moreover, a clear geographical research gap exists, as only a few empirical studies have been conducted in Camarines Sur (Fiel-Miranda & Miranda, Jr., 2023; Layaoen & Takahashi, 2022; Lozano & Saturnino, 2009; Respicio et al., 2023; Bhelose & Bhise, 2025; M., A., & L., 2024). To address these gaps, this study examines the influence of financial literacy as mediator and financial inclusion as a moderator in the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment, among rural rice farmers' households in Goa, Camarines Sur, Philippines. 
[bookmark: _Hlk227364381]Empowerment will give marginalized individuals a quality of life and will step up their standard of living, which eventually help alleviate poverty (Nadim & Nurlukman, 2017; Octastefani, 2016; Wei et al., 2021; Ngango, 2022; Wang et al., 2025). Given that the Partido district, located in the Bicol region, is home to a significant number of households but is classified as one of the poorest districts in the country due to its lack of access to certain socio-economic activities, it is imperative that district legislators implement measures to promote financial inclusion. Sarma (2008) defines financial inclusion as the participation of the general populace in economic endeavors that guarantee the availability, accessibility, and utilization of a formal financial system. Additionally, this will empower impoverished households socioeconomically.
A review of the relevant literature by Khan et al. (2022), revealed that financial inclusions are fueled by financial literacy.  In order to facilitate the full engagement of impoverished households nationwide, it is imperative to institute a system of financial literacy. Financial literacy acts as a moderator and exerts an influence on financial inclusions, according to the same study. Kumari and Ferdous Azam (2019) posit that the promotion of financial inclusion through financial literacy serves to fortify the effects of women's economic empowerment.
Furthermore, this research aligns with the Philippine Development Plan (PDP) 2023-20028, which aims to encourage economic and social transformation by reducing poverty, improving livelihoods, and strengthening inclusive financial and economic opportunities, especially among marginalize rural communities. This study is also consistent with the PARSU RDE Agenda 2025–2028 and the poverty reduction strategy of the Philippine government, as outlined in Republic Act 8425 and the Medium-Term Philippine Development Plan. Microfinance is a primary instrument in this strategy, which serves to facilitate social reform and alleviate poverty (Chowdhury, 2009). 
This also seeks to provide local policymakers, microfinance institutions, and community stakeholders with actionable policies and programs so that interventions derived from this investigation may maximize the positive influence on the socioeconomic empowerment of marginalized household communities in Partido, Camarines Sur, Philippines particularly the rice farmers.
1.2 Research Questions
This study aims to determine whether financial literacy strengthens or weakens the effect of microfinance services on the socioeconomic empowerment of households’ rice farmers, and whether financial inclusion serves as a mediator in this relationship. This study aims to answer the following specific research problems:
1. What are the levels of microfinance services availed by the rice farmers’ households in Goa, Camarines Sur?
2. What are the levels of financial inclusion of rice farmers’ households in Goa, Camarines Sur in terms of access, quality, usage, and welfare?
3. What are the levels of financial literacy of rice farmers’ households in Goa, Camarines Sur in terms of attitude, behavior, knowledge, and skills?
4. What are the levels of socio-economic empowerment of rice farmers’ households in Goa, Camarines Sur in terms of education, financial, social, economic, employment, and health?
5. Do microfinance services directly influence the socioeconomic empowerment?
6. Does financial inclusion mediate the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment?
7. Does financial literacy moderate the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment?

1.3 Hypotheses of the Study
	H1: Microfinance services significantly affect the socio-economic empowerment of rice farmers’ households in Goa, Camarines Sur.
H2: The following dimensions of financial inclusion significantly mediate the influence of microfinance services on socio-economic empowerment:
a. access to financial services;
b. quality of financial services;
c. usage of financial services; and
d. welfare gains from financial services.
H3: The following dimensions of financial literacy significantly moderate the influence of microfinance services on socio-economic empowerment:
a. Financial Attitude;
b. Financial Behavior;
c. Financial Knowledge; and,
d. Financial Skills.

1.4 Significance of the Study
This study is anchored on the research goals of Partido State University, with greater emphasis on examining the effects of microfinance in alleviating poverty. The results of this study will be beneficial to the following entities:
	Microfinance institutions (MFIs). This study will be able to refine their services to guarantee their accessibility, availability, and efficacy for rice farmers living in rural areas. 	
Marginalized households. They can acquire information and competencies to proficiently handle their funds, appropriately utilize microfinance services, and maximize potential for generating revenue and achieving socio economic empowerment.
Local policymakers and government officials. They can have the opportunity to utilize the results of this research in order to develop and implement microfinance initiatives and policies that effectively cater to the need of disadvantaged rural communities.  They can optimize the potential impact of microfinance services and implement a series of interventions to address the problems. 
	Financial educators. They can have the ability to modify programs by highlighting the deficiencies in marginalized households in order to assist them in crafting greater financial capability related to savings, budgeting, and credit management purposely for farming activities.

1.5 Scope and Delimitation
	This study defines its coverage and boundaries and are carefully established to guide its conduct and ensure clarity in the interpretation of results.
1. The study is geographically limited to the upland sector of Goa, Camarines Sur; hence, findings may not be generalizable to all rice farmers in the Philippines. 
2. The respondents were limited only to registered rice farmers under the RSBSA who availed microfinance services; unregistered farmers were excluded because they may have different financial experiences. 
3. The use of perception-based and self-reported survey questionnaires may introduce response bias, particularly in measuring microfinance services, financial inclusion, financial literacy and socioeconomic empowerment. 
4. Cross-sectional data limits the ability to establish long-term causal relationships between microfinance services and empowerment outcomes. 
5. The study focuses only on selected constructs of financial inclusion and financial literacy, which may not fully capture all aspects influencing socioeconomic empowerment. 
6. External factors such as climate risks, typhoons, inflation, and fluctuating palay prices may also affect socioeconomic empowerment but were not deeply incorporated into the model. 
7. PLS-SEM relies heavily on model specification, incorrect indicator classification (reflective vs formative) may affect interpretation if not carefully justified. 





CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND STUDIES
This chapter presents a review of related literature and studies examining the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. It discusses how microfinance services initiative stimulates economic empowerment, particularly among marginalized sector and rural populations in the Philippines. More so, this also highlights the effectiveness of financial inclusion and financial literacy in the relationship of microfinance service on socioeconomic empowerment. In this study, financial inclusion serves as a mediator that shows how microfinance services affect socio-economic empowerment by explaining the process between them. On the other hand, financial literacy acts as a moderator that affects how strong or weak the relationship is between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. Correlating both local and international research, it aims to identify the gaps that the present study seeks to address and provide an analysis on how these integrated microfinance approaches will impact the marginalized sector in promoting sustainable socio-economic empowerment and eventually uplift underserved communities from poverty.
2.1 The Influence of Microfinance Services on Household’s Socio-economic Empowerment   

Microfinance services plays a significant role to agricultural household especially the farmers who belongs to one of the sectors in Bicol Region which has a higher poverty incident.  This means that, this sector is living below poverty threshold, with low-income generation, and who have limited access to formal banking institutions. Several studies defined microfinance service and explored its impact on the social and economic well-being of these household. These services include microcredit, savings programs, microinsurance, payments, and trainings, which aim to alleviate poverty in the Philippines.
Microcredit was the most being used by an individuals or groups belong to low income households without providing them collateral requirements. Various studies conducted in the Philippine agricultural sector revealed that access to microcredit contributes to improved farm productivity, increased income, and asset accumulation among farmers (Manzano et al., (2011). Research from women entrepreneurs in the province of Northern Samar evidently showed significant grow in income generation and enhance savings capability after availing microfinance service (Fiel-Miranda et al., 2023). Nevertheless, Kondo et al. (20009) also states that benefits are unproportionable given, as credit programs may favorably to rich households while poorer households experience limited advantage. These findings emphasize the importance of examining the actual microfinance services availed by various community households. Microinsurance plays an important role in helping farmers managing potential economic risks and balance household consumption during the unexpected situations. Microfinance institutions offer various insurance products such as life, health, and agricultural insurance purposely designed to protect vulnerable households from any calamities that frequently experienced by the country (Fletschner & Kenny, 2014). According to Craig Churchill & Matul (2012), Microinsurance helps low-income households manage financial risks by providing affordable protection against unexpected losses. Another program that microfinance institutions offered was savings. This type of product represents a key component of microfinance participation. Savings mechanisms enable farmers to contingency fund, prepare for future investments and expenditures, and develop financial discipline thereby reducing loan reliance. Dupas & Robinson (2013) states that savings programs help low-income households build financial security and prepare for unexpected expenses. Savings services provide an alternative way toward asset building without increasing credit risk. In addition to financial products, trainings aimed to strengthen financial literacy, entrepreneurial capability, and livelihood management individual or groups belong to marginalized sectors such as farmers. As explained by Abdullah et al. (2021), training interventions, including agricultural coaching and financial education, enhance beneficiaries’ ability to use financial services effectively and efficiency in improving farmers’ household socio-economic outcomes. Additionally, Fronda (2024) stated that, entrepreneurial training combined with financial education campaigns strengthens the financial literacy and decision-making capability of farmers, helping them improve income generation and manage financial risks more effectively and efficiency. These non-financial services highlight the expanding role of microfinance institutions as facilitators of holistic rural development rather than providers of credit alone.
Reserve Bank of India (2000), defined Microfinance as a financial service that offers small amount of money to individual living in rural and urban regions who are disadvantaged. The purpose is to help them increase their income and improve their living standards. Agcaoili (2019) defines microfinance as a financial service that provides low-income earners with deposits, loans, payment services, money transfers, and insurance. The funds are invested into microbusinesses or in farming activities, with the goal of enhancing borrowers' standard of living. As described in the previous investigation conducted by Her-Loke Koh et al. (2021), urban household microfinance services in Malaysia had a favorable influence on socioeconomic welfare. 
Localized studies in Bicol Region provide evidence on the contribution of microfinance services to rural households, although studies specifically focusing on rice farming remain limited. In Goa, Camarines Sur, Delfino (2016) reported that participation in microfinance programs resulted in improved business profitability and a measurable positive impact on household economic conditions. Another study conducted in Bulan, Sorsogon examined the profitability of palay production and highlighted the importance of financial literacy and microfinance utilization in supporting farmers’ production decisions and financial management (Melitante, 2021). Similarly, studies among rice farmers noted that microfinance institutions play an important role in supporting agricultural activities, although researchers emphasized the need for additional financial literacy and practical agricultural training to maximize the benefits of microfinance programs (Nolon & Plaza, 2020). 
Microfinance services play a significant role in promoting socioeconomic empowerment among rural farmers. In particular, Bhusal and Rana (2025) emphasized that microfinance contributes strongly to economic empowerment, showing a positive relationship with increased income generation and greater financial control. Similarly, Ramos and Macatumbas-Corpuz (2025) found that microfinance services lead to higher incomes, reduced poverty, improved productivity, better household management, and enhanced educational opportunities for children among rural farmers. The study from Fiel-Miranda & Miranda, Jr., (2023) found that the loans provided by Fundacion Grameen Pilipinas helped increase the income of women entrepreneurs. However, the loans did not significantly improve other social and economic conditions, showing that higher income does not always lead to overall socio-economic improvement. Cerio (2018) asserted that limited access to formal credit facilities was identified as a major factor affecting the financial stability of farmer households living in upland area in Goa, Camarines Sur. The study from Farm to Market: Understanding Farmers’ Challenges towards Accessibility in Gainza, Camarines Sur (2024) found that farmers in Gainza, Camarines Sur face several challenges, especially limited access to credit, which restricts their ability to invest in improving their farms.
In the same way, Guriro et al. (2025) highlighted that microfinance empowers rural farmers by improving livestock productivity and increasing household income, which results in stronger economic stability. In addition, Jaiganesh et al. (2025) asserted that microfinance influences socioeconomic empowerment by extending access to loans and savings, encouraging business ventures, improve financial literacy, and supporting vocational training, reinforcing quality of life and promoting community empowerment. A study conducted among registered rice farmers in Victoria, Oriental Mindoro found that informal lenders were considered the most accessible source of credit, while microfinance institutions were moderately accessible and banks were viewed as less accessible (Villena et al., 2024).
Nevertheless, a study of Mundia et al. (2026) noted that while microfinance significantly impacting socioeconomic conditions by increasing income, supporting education, and increasing access to healthcare, it may also create difficulties such as repayment measures and high interest rates, which can cause stress among members. The research by Abdullah et al. (2021), introduces a new approach for analyzing the influence of microfinance services on the socioeconomic performance of households through the application of moderated mediation analysis. The study emphasizes the significance of service efficiency in improving the effectiveness of microfinance treatments. Based on the same study, it implies that the provision of microfinance services, both financial and non-financial, has a significant impact on the socioeconomic outcomes of households. This is achieved by nurturing entrepreneurial skills and improving financial management practices. The study of Kizza and Amonya (2022), examines the influence of microfinance services on the socioeconomic welfare of consumers, emphasizing the necessity of suitable client protection regulations, especially in times of pandemics. The study of Thaher et al. (2021) demonstrates that microfinance services have a favorable effect on women's entrepreneurship in Jordan, leading to the expansion of firms owned by women, higher income levels, and enhanced living standards.



2.2 Influence of Financial Inclusion on Household’s Socioeconomic              Empowerment

Financial inclusion refers to the access to and effective use of formal financial services by underserved and marginalized populations (Mahi & Zainuddin, 2026). This ensures that individuals and businesses have access to and are capable to use affordable and appropriate financial services, including payments, savings, credit, insurance, and trainings that meet their needs (Consultative Group to Assist the Poor [CGAP], 2026). According to World Bank (2018), this entails an access to formal financial services such as savings, credit, and insurance that enables the individuals and enterprises to participate more effectively in economic activities and improve financial stability. 
Financial inclusion plays vital roles in rural agricultural communities as a development goal and as a mechanism enabling households to participate efficiently in economic activities. It is widely recognized as a critical pathway through which poverty reduction and socio-economic empowerment may be achieved. Based on the study of Rahayu et al. (2026), financial inclusion and financial literacy both help enhance household welfare in rural areas. This means that these households which understand financial inclusion and literacy and have an access and manage different financial products have higher standard of living. Empirically, a research of Serrao et al. (2021) explained that financial inclusion significantly influences the socio-economic development of household welfare on poverty alleviation, especially in rural and marginalized communities. Another study from Lal (2021) demonstrate that financial inclusion directly influences socio-economic empowerment which suggest that people become confident and financially self-sufficient, and had high standard of living when households have better access to financial services. 
	From the study of Osuma et al. (2025), it found out that financial inclusion acts as moderator and that microfinance services significantly help in alleviating poverty and foster sustainable development.  Its influence becomes stronger when the financial inclusion mediates on its relationship particularly through access to digital financial services such as mobile banking. The study of Setyawati et al. (2023) shows that financial inclusion and financial literacy are helping each other, when MSMEs understand financial knowledge, usage of financial services becomes better, when they have access to financial services, they can do practically what they know. This simply means, enhancing financial inclusion and financial literacy, helps MSMEs grow in the long-run.
The underlying principle for financial inclusion is rooted in the perception that exclusion from formal financial systems confirming poverty cycles (World Bank, 2018; United Nations Capital Development Fund, 2020). Smallholder rural farmers, often face financial limitation due to insufficient collateral and limited access to formal financial services, which confined their ability to finance agricultural costs and high-yield tasks (Lin et al., 2019). 
Several studies support the role of microfinance institutions as drivers of financial inclusion. In the Pacific region, microfinance and micro banking models have demonstrated potential in correcting formal credit market failures and enhancing income and employment opportunities among low-income populations (Singh, 2011). In the Philippine context, microfinance serves as a key tool for financial inclusion, providing essential support to MSMEs and low-income sectors to help scale their economic operations (Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas, 2019).
. Moreover, research among rural households in the Philippines suggests that participation in microfinance programs is associated with reduced reliance on informal credit sources and increased engagement in savings activities, indicating improved financial inclusion outcomes (Kondo et al., 2009).
This literature positions financial inclusion as a multidimensional construct that encompasses access, usage, sustainability, and systemic impact. While microfinance institutions serve as key instruments in advancing inclusion, the effectiveness of such initiatives depends on institutional sustainability, product design, and supportive policy environments. This understanding provides a foundation for examining the level of financial inclusion among farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur, and its role within the broader framework of microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment.

2.3 Influence of Financial Literacy on Household’s Socioeconomic Empowerment

Financial literacy is an essential factor in influencing the social and economic welfare of households specially those sectors living below poverty threshold worldwide. Various research conducted has emphasized the significant influence of financial literacy on households’ outcomes. According to Robb & Sharpe (2009) financial literacy enables individuals or group to evaluate various financial options and select the most appropriate alternatives based on their needs and available opportunities. It also contributes to improved financial outcomes by enhancing individuals’ ability to manage their resources effectively (Hung et al., 2009). Moreover, possessing financial knowledge and applying it in real-life situations can build confidence in making financial decisions (Huston, 2010). Ultimately, financial literacy plays a vital role in guiding individuals toward more informed and sound financial choices (Remund, 2010).
Financial literacy as explained by OECD (2023), which consists of knowledge, skills, and confidence necessary to make informed and effective financial decisions, is widely recognized as a foundational capability for achieving meaningful socio-economic empowerment. According to Shefrin (2002), Financial behavior is an inquiry of how psychological phenomena impact financial conduct. Based on the same study of Zoraya et al. (2023), it states that Financial Attitude is vital dimension and has a beneficial impact on financial well-being. However, same study states that there is no significant relationship between Financial Behavior and Financial Knowledge on financial welfare. This condition suggests that achieving financial well-being requires more than just preparing capital, comparing pricing, and collecting financial details. This suggests that lacking financial knowledge can hinder individuals from making informed decisions to improve their financial well-being. In the Bicol Region, studies show that many rice farmers possess basic financial knowledge but still experience difficulties in applying effective financial management practices. A study among small rice farmers in Camarines Norte found that farmers showed weak adaptability to financial shocks and limitations in higher-level financial decision-making despite having positive financial motivation and self-efficacy (Abasolo & Cuesta, 2025). Likewise, the Department of Agriculture–Agricultural Training Institute (DA-ATI) Bicol conducted financial literacy and basic financial management training for rice farmers in Camarines Sur to strengthen budgeting, cash flow management, bookkeeping, and financial planning skills among farming communities. The training highlighted the importance of financial literacy in achieving agricultural sustainability and economic resilience among rice farmers.
Improving financial literacy can contribute to reducing differences in consumption, optimizing the distribution of assets, and decreasing income inequality, eventually promoting shared prosperity (Paladova & Mamiyok, 2023). The financial well-being of household actors in Indonesia is greatly impacted by their financial attitudes, highlighting the crucial need for sufficient financial education resources to improve welfare (Chen, Kang, & Wang, 2023). Similarly, in China, there is a positive relationship between better levels of financial literacy and increased spending on cultural consumption, particularly in rural and central-western regions (Gong & Song, 2021). This highlights the importance of investing more in financial education to improve household cultural consumption (Zoraya et al., 2023). Takemeyang et al. (2026) study shows that financial literacy plays a significant role in developing the financial growth of microfinance members, as financial knowledge, behavior, and planning all have a positive and significant effect on their financial growth. Additionally, Sumastuti et al. (2025) found that, financial literacy significantly moderates the relationship between business savings and business sustainability, but the effect is negative. Moreover, the study of Nadeem et al. (2026), found that digital and traditional financial knowledge positively moderate the link between microfinance effectiveness and poverty alleviation.
[bookmark: _Hlk227364601]Empirical research consistently identifies financial literacy as a significant predictor of financial service demand and effective utilization. A study on rural women's access to financial services found that financial literacy strongly predicts demand for financial services, with rural women often 16% percent less likely than men to possess basic information about financial institutions due to sociocultural constraints limiting mobility and financial exposure (Fletschner & Mesbah, 2011). This gender-based disparity underscores the importance of integrating financial literacy interventions within microfinance programs, particularly in contexts where empowerment objectives target marginalized groups. In the wake of 2008 financial crisis, there has been considerable international interest in promoting financial literacy, which encompasses financial conduct, financial knowledge, and financial outlook on life.  The research conducted by Ishii et al. (2023) revealed that an association between socioeconomic status and depression was found to be less pronounced among Japanese employees with higher financial literacy compared to those with lower levels of financial literacy. From the study of Tivera et al. (2025), the levels of financial literacy of both green and blue economy participants exhibited low levels, as they were unable to convert their financial knowledge and skills into positive financial attitudes and behaviors.
Within the Philippine agricultural context, evidence reveals that financial literacy is multidimensional and unevenly distributed across domains. Research among rice farmers in Bongabong demonstrated high levels of financial literacy in budgeting, savings, and debt management, alongside strong income-generation capacity. However, farmers exhibited low levels of knowledge in social security, financial risk management, and investing, indicating vulnerability in long-term financial planning and risk mitigation (Melendres, 2024). These findings suggest that financial literacy cannot be treated as a singular construct but rather as a composite of interrelated competencies. Importantly, the study found that increased financial knowledge, particularly regarding borrowing practices, positively influenced financial standing, reinforcing the practical relevance of financial literacy in shaping economic outcomes.
The mechanisms linking financial literacy to improved microfinance outcomes operate through several channels. Financial literacy enables individuals to compare financial products, interpret loan conditions, and understand repayment obligations, thereby reducing risks of over-indebtedness. It strengthens budgeting and cash flow management skills, ensuring households can balance loan repayments with essential consumption needs. Furthermore, financial literacy enhances the ability to evaluate investment opportunities, increasing the likelihood that borrowed funds are allocated toward productive activities rather than short-term consumption.
Intervention-based studies further support the transformative role of financial literacy. Financial education initiatives designed to assist women in comparing financial products and making informed decisions have been recommended as strategies to narrow gender gaps in financial participation (Fletschner, 2008). A participatory micro-budgeting training program in rural communities demonstrated significant improvements in financial management skills, including reduced reliance on informal lending and increased savings behavior. Notably, women participants experienced enhanced financial autonomy following hands-on budgeting and savings exercises tailored to local economic conditions (Iqbal, 2025). These findings illustrate that financial literacy training, when contextualized and practical, can yield measurable behavioral changes. 
Beyond individual-level benefits, financial literacy contributes to the sustainability and long-term impact of microfinance initiatives. Strengthening financial literacy enhances clients’ capacity to utilize financial services effectively, thereby improving repayment performance and institutional stability. Scholars emphasize that microfinance institutions should expand beyond credit provision to incorporate financial literacy and vocational training as part of a holistic empowerment strategy (Jaiganesh et al., 2025). Similarly, research in developing nations highlights the importance of integrating financial education with tailored financial products to maximize microfinance effectiveness and borrower outcomes (Roberts, 2025).
For rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur, financial inclusion acts as a mediating factor, meaning it helps explain how microfinance services lead to socio-economic empowerment by turning access to financial services into actual improvements in income and living conditions. Financial literacy acts as a moderating factor, meaning it can strengthen or weaken the effect of microfinance services on socio-economic empowerment depending on how well farmers understand and manage their finances.
In summary, the literature positions financial literacy as a capability-enhancing construct that influences not only access to financial services but also the quality and sustainability of financial engagement. Its multidimensional nature and behavioral implications suggest that financial literacy may shape the strength of the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. This thematic understanding provides a foundation for examining the level of financial literacy among farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur, and its potential moderating role in the effectiveness of microfinance interventions.

2.4 Microfinance Services as a Driver of Multidimensional Socio-Economic Empowerment

Microfinance services help drive socio-economic empowerment in many ways, not only by increasing income but also by improving people’s ability to make decisions and participate in society. They support better living conditions and help individuals become more active and confident in their communities. The literature consistently portrays empowerment as a multidimensional construct that extends beyond income gains to include enhanced decision-making power, improved living standards, and strengthened social capital. Socio-economic empowerment represents the ultimate developmental objective of microfinance interventions (Fonseca et al. 2024). It encompasses improvements in economic well-being, social status, personal agency, and community participation.
Economic empowerment is the most frequently documented outcome of microfinance participation. Empirical studies highlight increases in household income, productivity, asset accumulation, and poverty reduction. Research on rice farmers in the Philippines found that microfinance participation resulted in productivity gains, increased access to formal credit, income growth, and asset accumulation, contributing to poverty alleviation (Manzano et al., 2013). Similarly, a study of women entrepreneurs in Northern Samar reported substantial income increases, with average monthly income rising from ₱6,243 to ₱10,973, enabling respondents to move within the poverty threshold. Savings increased by 432 percent, alongside improvements in household asset acquisition (Fiel-Miranda et al., 2023). Evidence from farmers in Vintar, Ilocos Norte further supports these findings, demonstrating that microfinance services contributed to increased income, enhanced productivity, and improved savings and capital formation (Ramos et al., 2025).
Empowerment applies to individuals or groups that may take economic, social, or even political aspects. World Bank (2002), defines empowerment as refers to increasing the resources and capabilities of poor individuals so they can take part in, negotiate with, influence, manage, and demand accountability from institutions that shape their lives. According to Maigah & Latip (2023), it is the process of strengthening women’s skills, autonomy in decision-making, access to financial resources, and authority over household assets, allowing them to actively engage in economic activities. Socioeconomic empowerment is the process by which individuals develop control over their economic resources and gain greater authority in decision-making (Langbid-Roda and Collantes, 2024).
However, the economic impacts of microfinance are not universally positive. An evaluation of the Rural Microenterprise Finance Project revealed mildly significant positive effects on per capita income and expenditure, but these gains were regressive in nature, benefiting relatively wealthier participants while producing negative impacts among poorer households (Kondo et al., 2009). Although program participants engaged in more enterprises and employed more workers, the study found no significant improvements in asset accumulation or human capital investments. These findings suggest that while microfinance may stimulate income-generating activities, deeper structural transformation may require complementary interventions and improved targeting mechanisms.
Beyond economic outcomes, socio-economic empowerment includes social and relational dimensions. Research on farmers in Vintar found that microfinance services improved household management, lifestyle, public relationships, self-confidence, and overall life satisfaction (Ramos et al., 2025). The Northern Samar study likewise documented high levels of self-empowerment, increased participation in community activities, and improved educational access for children (Fiel-Miranda et al., 2023). Furthermore, evidence suggests that social status functions not only as an outcome but also as a mediating mechanism in empowerment processes, with improvements in social standing strengthening the relationship between microfinance participation and beneficiary empowerment (Kabir & Rai, 2019).
Women’s empowerment constitutes a particularly significant dimension of socio-economic empowerment, as women are often primary beneficiaries of microfinance programs. Research indicates that enhancing women’s access to financial services increases their productive capacity and strengthens their role in household decision-making. This shift contributes to improved child nutrition, health, and education outcomes, thereby enhancing overall family welfare (Fletschner et al., 2014). Microfinance enables women to initiate enterprises, improve living standards, and achieve financial independence, serving as a strategic instrument for economic and social empowerment (Arora, 2024). Microfinance is widely regarded as an effective approach to addressing the financial needs of underserved populations. It promotes self-employment and entrepreneurial activities, particularly among impoverished women in rural areas, thereby supporting income generation and improving household welfare (Leebana Gracy & Radhika Devi, 2024). Evidence further suggests that microcredit participation among women generates intergenerational benefits through improvements in their psychological health (Hamad & Fernald, 2015).
Personal development outcomes further expand the scope of empowerment. Studies report improvements in self-confidence, involvement in family decision-making, health conditions, diet quality, and children’s educational attainment. Research among farmers in Vintar found modest improvements in children’s education, family decision-making participation, and health outcomes (Ramos et al., 2025). Similarly, women entrepreneurs in Northern Samar demonstrated high levels of self-empowerment and enhanced access to higher education for their children (Fiel-Miranda et al., 2023). These findings underscore that empowerment involves not only material gains but also psychological and relational transformations. At the community level, microfinance contributes to broader development processes. It fosters entrepreneurial activities, strengthens rural livelihoods, and supports inclusive growth through capacity building, financial literacy, health support, and vocational training initiatives (Jaiganesh et al., 2025). 
In the Philippines, Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas highlights the critical role of microfinance institutions in advancing financial inclusion, particularly in rural areas, as evidenced by rising account ownership and increased access to formal credit among low-income populations. By expanding microfinance services to the rural farmers, and extending help in increasing household income, this would encourage empowers marginalized populations to participate actively in local economic development and community advancement (BSP, 2020). 
2.5 Synthesis of the State-of-the-Art

The synthesis of the reviewed literature combines findings on microfinance services, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment. It discusses how these concepts are interrelated while determining gaps among the available empirical studies. This section explains a guide for comprehending the correlation among variables and why there is a need for exploring these aspects within the context of rural agricultural rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur.
The body of literature reviewed in this study indicates that microfinance has become an important development program for improving the socio-economic conditions of rural households. Various studies have shown that microfinance services, particularly microcredit, savings, microinsurance, and training initiatives, can contribute to income sufficiency, increased productivity, improved savings habit, and asset capitalization. Evidence from Philippine agricultural communities support these findings, demonstrating that participation in microfinance programs is often associated with enhanced livelihood opportunities and improved household welfare. 
However, the literature also shows that the effects of microfinance are not consistently positive across all groups. While some households experience significant income gains and improved living standards, other studies report only modest impacts or even regressive outcomes, where relatively better-off participants benefit more than poorer households (Kondo et al., 2009). These findings suggest that access to credit alone does not automatically lead to sustained empowerment. Instead, other factors may influence whether financial services translate into meaningful socio-economic improvements. This disparity explains that there is still an unclear situation where microfinance works, especially rural farmers who were facing financial and farming struggles. These studies emphasized that microfinance services are favorable to farmers in improving farming productivity and household welfare, but it does not prove how it will benefit them particularly in rural areas in upland sector in Goa, Camarines Sur where farming risks may affect the quality of harvest and difference in distribution of earnings.
Financial inclusion emerges in the literature as a key factor in understanding how microfinance contributes to development. Beyond simple access to loans, financial inclusion involves sustained participation in formal financial systems, including savings, insurance, and other financial products. Studies indicate that microfinance institutions play a crucial role in expanding financial access in rural areas and reducing reliance on informal lending (Singh, 2011). At the same time, challenges such as subsidy dependence, sustainability concerns, and uneven outreach to poorer clients highlight limitations within existing inclusion efforts (Rossel-Cambier, 2010). 
These literatures point out that financial inclusion plays a vital role for rural farmers in extending microcredit without relying to informal lending who offers much higher loan interest rate. This also highlights that it is not only about the access but about the consistency and usability of financial services. These findings point to the possibility that the gap in knowing financial inclusion may serve as an important mechanism through which microfinance influences greater socio-economic outcomes especially in the context of rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur.
In addition to structural access, the literature underscores the importance of individual capability, particularly financial literacy. Financial literacy enables individuals to understand financial products, manage debt responsibly, and make informed decisions regarding savings and investments. Studies in agricultural communities show that while farmers may demonstrate competence in basic budgeting and debt management, gaps remain in areas such as risk management and long-term financial planning (Melendres, 2024). Training interventions have been shown to improve financial behavior, reduce dependence on informal lenders, and enhance women’s participation in financial decision-making (Fletschner et al., 2014; Iqbal, 2024). These reviewed studies conclude that financial literacy brings individual’s capability to manage financial capital and decision-making process. With its influence on financial behavior, limited research explores its role in strengthening the influence of microfinance services. This emphasizes the call to explore its role as a moderating factor where it could contribute to the effectiveness of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment.
Socio-economic empowerment, as discussed in the literature, is clearly multidimensional. It includes not only income and asset growth, but also improvements in social participation, decision-making power, self-confidence, and overall quality of life. While many studies report positive associations between microfinance participation and these outcomes, others emphasize that empowerment gains are often gradual and may vary depending on context and beneficiary characteristics. This variability reinforces the idea that empowerment is shaped by the interaction of financial access, institutional support, and individual capacity.
Despite the growing number of studies on microfinance and empowerment, several areas remain underexplored (Fiel-Miranda & Miranda, Jr., 2023; Layaoen & Takahashi, 2022; Lozano & Saturnino, 2009; Respicio et al., 2023; Bhelose & Bhise, 2025; M., A., & L., 2024). Much of the existing research focuses on the direct relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic outcomes, with less attention given to the processes that explain how these effects occur. In particular, limited empirical work simultaneously examines financial inclusion as a mediating factor and financial literacy as a moderating factor within a single framework. Moreover, while Philippine-based studies are available, relatively few focuses specifically on farmers in localized rural settings such as Goa, Camarines Sur.
Given these considerations, there is a need for a more integrated approach that examines not only the direct effects of microfinance services, but also the roles of financial inclusion and financial literacy in shaping empowerment outcomes. By focusing on agricultural households in Goa, Camarines Sur, this study seeks to contribute context-specific evidence and to clarify how financial inclusion, and financial literacy interact in influencing socio-economic empowerment.

2.6 Gap Bridged by the Study
	This study bridges important gaps in the existing literature by examining the combined roles of microfinance services, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socio-economic empowerment among rural rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur. While previous studies mainly focused on the direct effects of microfinance on poverty reduction, livelihood, and welfare outcomes, limited research has explored how financial inclusion functions as a mediating variable and how financial literacy operates as a moderating variable in the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. Moreover, the geographic context of Goa, Camarines Sur remains relatively underexplored in microfinance research, particularly among rural rice farming households (Fiel-Miranda & Miranda, Jr., 2023; Layaoen & Takahashi, 2022; Lozano & Saturnino, 2009; Respicio et al., 2023; Bhelose & Bhise, 2025; M., A., & L., 2024). By integrating these variables within a single framework, the study provides a more comprehensive understanding of how microfinance influences the socio-economic conditions of farmers. The findings also contribute to the growing literature on rural development by highlighting the contextual realities, structural limitations, and behavioral factors that affect the effectiveness of microfinance services in agricultural communities.

2.7 Theoretical Framework
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Figure 1. Theoretical Paradigm of the Study

The study is guided by Sen’s (1999) Capability Approach which explains that the growth of an individual happens when they are free and have the better chance to uplift their standard of living. These opportunities were generated for the rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur through Microfinance Impact Theory (Yunus, 1997), which states that availing microloans and other financial products increase their well-being. 
Nevertheless, this would greatly impact them by the present of these two aspects: Financial Inclusion Theory (Demirgüç-Kunt & Klapper, 2012), which centered on bringing individual particularly those who are in underserved household like farmers into formal banking institutions to cater their needs for agricultural activities and relief from capital risk, and Financial Literacy Theory (Lusardi & Mitchell, 2014) which says that farmers must have enough knowledge on how money is being managed and make good choices. When all these aspects pull together, it ends to Socio-Economic Empowerment. As defined by Kabeer (1999), this is the process where farmers enjoy the resources and confidence they need to make their lives empowered. As stated by Tsai (2022) and Brenyah, 2018), Socioeconomic empowerment means providing individual the capability and means they need to create their own decision in improving their lives.
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Figure 2. Conceptual Paradigm of the Study

The study is anchored on the idea that microfinance services alone do not automatically lead to socio-economic empowerment unless certain mechanisms and conditions are present (Morduch, 1995; Duvendack et al., 2011). In this model, microfinance services, such as access to credit, savings, insurance, and trainings, serve as the primary driver of change among beneficiaries, particularly rice farmers in underserved communities (Yunus, 1999; Morduch, 1995). However, the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment is not purely direct (Duvendack et al., 2011). Instead, it operates through financial inclusion as a mediating variable. This means that microfinance services first improve the level of financial inclusion by increasing access to financial institutions, promoting usage of financial products, and enhancing the quality of financial services and its welfare. In turn, improved financial inclusion enables individuals to better manage their finances, invest in productive activities, reduce vulnerability to financial shocks, and ultimately achieve higher levels of socio-economic empowerment. Thus, financial inclusion explains how and why microfinance services translate into meaningful improvements in people’s economic and social well-being (Bongomin et al. 2018). 
	At the same time, the model introduces financial literacy as a moderating variable, which influences the strength or weakness of the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. Financial literacy refers to the attitude, behavior, knowledge, and skills giving control on financial decision making, thus, takes part in the economic empowerment Bongomin et al. (2018). 
2.9 Definition of Terms
	The following terms were defined either conceptually or operationally to provide a better understanding of the concepts. 
Microfinance Services. Pertains to financial services provided to rice farmers residing in rural communities such as loans, savings, insurance, and trainings. 
Loans. A microfinance service extended to rice farmers from microfinance institutions to finance farming activities and related expenses.
Savings. Amount of money deposited by rice farmers for future farming and household needs. 
Insurance. A microfinance service offered to rice farmers to protect them  from the impact of unforeseen situation such as pest infestation,  weather disturbances, disasters, or emergencies. 
Trainings. Activities given to rice farmers that enhance their’ skills and abilities in farming practices, and decision-making process.
Financial Inclusion.  The participation of the general populace in economic endeavors that guarantee the availability, accessibility, and utilization of a formal financial system (Sarma, 2008).
Access. The availability and ease of obtaining microfinance services by rice farmers. 
Quality. The suitability and usefulness of microfinance services provided to rice farmers. 
Usage. The actual utilization of using microfinance services by rice farmers. 
Welfare. Refers to the condition of farmers’ quality of life, income, and overall well-being as influenced from microfinance services. 
Financial Literacy.  The knowledge, skills, attitude, and behavior of farmers in managing financial resources and decisions. 
Attitude. The mindset or outlook of farmers toward saving, spending, and financial management. 
Behavior. The actual financial practices of farmers, such as budgeting, saving, borrowing, and repayment. 
Knowledge. Farmers’ understanding of financial concepts, products, and financial decision-making. 
Skills. The ability of farmers to apply financial knowledge in budgeting, planning, and managing finances. 
Socioeconomic Empowerment. The social and economic conditions of rice farmers and their households in terms of education, employment, economic, financial, Health, and Social. 
Education. The educational attainment and schooling opportunities available to farmers and their family members. 
Employment. The availability and stability of income-generating activities among farmers and their households. 
Economic. The financial condition and standard of living of farmers’ households. 
Financial. The ability of farmers to manage financial resources, budgeting, savings, and financial decisions. 
Health. The physical well-being and access to healthcare services of farmers and their households. 
Social. The participation, confidence, relationships, and involvement of farmers in community and social activities. 
Mediator. A variable that explains how or why microfinance services influence socioeconomic empowerment (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 
Moderator. A variable that influences the strength of the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 
Role. The functional contribution of a variable within the studied link between microfinance  services and socioeconomic empowerment.
Households. Households are defined as domestic entities consisting of individuals who reside together and share common resources and responsibilities for this study.
Influence. It pertains to the consequences or implications of microfinance services, financial inclusion, and financial literacy on the socio-economic empowerment of rural rice farmers











CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

 	This section describes the research approach used to study the moderating role of financial literacy and the mediating role of financial inclusion on the influence of microfinance services on the socioeconomic empowerment of marginalized households in Partido, Camarines Sur, Philippines. 

3.1 Research Design
	The study utilized a descriptive and causal research design to investigate the connections among microfinance services and various indicators of financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socio-economic empowerment. The descriptive design was employed to determine the levels of microfinance services availed, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socio-economic empowerment. This design focuses on examining the current levels of the variables without manipulating them (Creswell, 2014; Saunders et al., 2019). On the other hand, the causal design was used to examine the relationships among variables through Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) instead of covariance-based SEM (SEM). This tool is suited for explaining variance and predict target constructs rather than confirming established theories. This is more accurate particularly in analyzing complex models with many constructs, indicators, and interaction effects such as the mediating role of the various dimensions of financial inclusion and the moderating role of various constructs of financial literacy on the relationship between microfinance services on socio-economic empowerment of rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur (Hair et al., 2019). 

3.2 Sampling Methodology
	According to Sekaran & Bougie (2016), population is defined as the complete set of individuals, events, or objects that the researcher intends to study. Individuals within a population are referred to as population elements. The sample is a subset of the population that can accurately reflect the characteristics of the entire population. It will be utilized as the subject of the research (Sanusi, 2011). The study focuses on the marginalized households within the rural areas in Goa, Camarines Sur particularly the rice farmers in upland sector. This location was chosen because farmers in this area experience more difficulties, such as climate risks, unstable income, and located far from the center of commerce. As such, they are more prone to economic shocks. Studies show that rural farmers often use financial services mainly to meet daily needs and manage risks, rather than to invest for long-term growth (Collins et al., 2009; Dercon, 2002). 
 	As noted by Creswell (2009), survey researchers must thoughtfully design their sampling procedures by choosing appropriate techniques to maintain methodological soundness. Following this principle, the present study applied both cluster and proportionate stratified sampling to identify the respondents. 
The municipality of Goa, Camarines Sur was first divided into clusters according to its recognized sectors: Poblacion, Rangas, Salog, and Upland. Among these cluster, researcher selected the upland sector because it contains vast rice-growing areas and is geographically distant from the town center, where most farmlands are situated. The upland sector consists of 12 barangays, namely: Abucayan, Balaynan, Digdigon, Hiwacloy, Lamon, Maysalay, Payatan, Pinaglabanan, San Isidro West, Scout Fuentebella, Tabgon, and Tamban. Within these barangays, respondents were chosen through proportionate stratified sampling, where each stratum’s sample size is directly proportional to its size in the total population. When applied proportionally, this approach ensures that each barangay is represented in the sample according to its total number of rice farmers, thereby improving representativeness.
According to the Department of Agriculture - Goa, Camarines Sur (2024), there are 860 registered rice farmers currently recorded under the Registry System for Basic Sectors in Agriculture (RSBSA). In determining the sample size, the study adopted the formula proposed by Taro Yamane (1973) for finite populations. The formula used was n = N / 1 + N(e)², where n is the sample size, N is the total population, and e is the margin of error set at 0.05. Out of its total registered rice farmers, a total of 273 respondents was computed, and this is proportionally distributed per barangay in upland sector. To distribute the sample proportionally across each barangay, the number of rice farmers in each barangay was first identified, then divided by the total number of registered rice farmers in Goa based on RSBSA records, and finally multiplied by the total sample size computed using Yamane’s formula. This procedure ensured that the sample was statistically representative and that the study focused on the location where there are significantly higher number of farmers, consistent with the objectives of the research. 

3.3 Data Gathering Procedures
	The data were collected through face-to-face surveys using an adapted research questionnaire from previous studies. The questionnaire includes questions about the participants' level of microfinance services availed, level of financial literacy and financial inclusion, and socio-economic empowerment. The instrument undergoes validation process and pilot testing. The instrument's reliability was evaluated using Cronbach alpha. The researcher secured first permission from institutional approval represented by the thesis instructor and validators, then coordinate with the local government unit thru the office of municipal mayor and barangay captain, finally asked respondent’s consent to answer questions in the survey questionnaire. Subsequently, the researcher obtained authorization from its adviser regarding the ethics standard which safeguard the participants, uphold the credibility of the research, and secured the reputation of the institution involved. Informed consent was also practice by explaining the study’s objectives and voluntary participation. Confidentiality was strictly followed to ensure the respondent’s anonymity. All responses were solely used for academic purposes.
3.4 Research Instrument
	In this study, a modified structured questionnaire was employed as the primary data collection instrument. Most parts in the questionnaire was adapted from previously validated research tools to ensure reliability and appropriateness for the study context. It was designed to determine the level of microfinance services availed, levels of financial literacy and inclusion, and the level of socioeconomic empowerment among rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur. Before the actual survey, a pilot test was conducted with fifteen rice farmers in Goa to check the clarity, reliability and appropriateness of the research instrument. For Cronbach’s alpha test, smaller sample ranging 7-68 in pilot testing were sufficient depending on the circumstances such as the value of Cronbach’s alpha (Bujang et al., 2024). The respondents answered the questionnaire to see if the items were clear and understandable. The results helped identify any confusing questions and allowed the researcher to make necessary improvements. All indicators across all variables passed the reliability test ranging from 0.723-0.977 (please refer the attached results in appendices) with required Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7 for at least 12 respondents, this ensured that the instrument was reliable and suitable for use in the main study.
The modified and contextualized survey questionnaire about level of financial inclusion and financial literacy were adapted from Bongomin et al. (2018). However, the level of socioeconomic empowerment was adapted from Panakaje et al. (2023). On the first part of the questionnaire, the level of microfinance services availed was assessed on the following aspects: microcredit, savings, insurance, and trainings. Second part, financial inclusion level was assessed through dimensions such as financial access, financial quality, financial usage, and welfare outcomes. Financial literacy level was measured on the third part, and it based on respondents’ financial knowledge, financial skills, financial attitudes, and financial behaviors. Finally, the level of socioeconomic empowerment was evaluated through indicators including education, financial, social, economic, employment, and health status. To measure the level of agreement, the following threshold were used for interpretation: Very High (81–100%), High (61–80%), Moderate (41- 60%), Low (21–40%), and Very Low (0–20%). 

3.5 Statistical Tools 
The data gathered were analyzed using appropriate statistical tools. Microsoft Excel software has been utilized for the analysis of descriptive statistics. In particular, top-box scoring was used for descriptive data. It refines interpretation highlighting positive responses. Frost (2003) clarifies that this technique is suited for ordinal data from Likert-type scales because it focuses on the percentage of respondents who show agreement. 
Meanwhile, for causal explanatory research, the direct effects of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment were examined. In addition, mediating role of financial inclusion and moderating role of financial literacy on the relationship between the microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment were also analyzed using the Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) of Smart PLS - SEM software version 4.1.1.8. This tool was used since it designed to analyze complex relationship simultaneously in a single model involving multiple variables such direct, mediating, and moderating effects (Hair et al., 2019).
Accordingly, as stated by Hair et al. (2022), the two stages were followed to analyze data using Structural Equation Modeling. The first stage was the measurement model and the second stage was the structural model. For the measurement model, Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis has been examined first to determine whether the indicators of each constructs are reflective or formative. Microfinance services falls under reflective, while financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment constructs falls under formative. The reflective measurement model evaluated thru internal consistency using measures such as Cronbach's Alpha and composite reliability; convergent validity assessed by examining indicator reliability and average variance extracted; and discriminant validity has also been examined. On the other hand, the formative measurement model assessed the convergent validity, collinearity between indicators, and the significance and relevance of outer weights. Subsequently, for the structural model, it analyzed the path coefficients, mediating effects (specific indirect effects), moderating effects, the coefficient of determination (R2, adjusted R2), predictive relevance (Q2), effect sizes (f2), and model fit assessment. 
To guide the interpretation of results, the study followed the rule of thumb based on the statistical tool Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), the following rule of thumb were observed. For the path coefficients, mediating and moderating effects, p-values less than 0.05 are considered significant. Coefficient of Determination (R2 values) of 0.75, 0.50, or 0.25 for endogenous latent variables respectively, were described as substantial, moderate, or weak (Hair et al., 2022; Henseler et al., 2009). Furthermore, guidelines for assessing effect sizes (f²) is used to assess the contribution of exogenous latent variable to endogenous construct. Based on (Cohen, 1988), (f²) values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 represent small, medium, and large effects, while values of less than 0.02 suggest no effect. On the other hand, predictive relevance (Q²) evaluates the model’s ability to predict data points outside the sample through the blindfolding process. Values of (Q²) greater than zero indicate that the model possesses predictive relevance, with 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 representing small, medium, and large levels of predictive relevance, respectively (Hair et al., 2019). Finally, according to the same study, model fit assessment using the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) provides an evaluation of how well the proposed model fits the observed data. As a rule of thumb, an SRMR value less than 0.08 indicates a good model fit.
3.6 Locale of the Study
Goa, Camarines Sur is a predominantly agricultural municipality where many rural households depend on rice farming as their primary source of livelihood. Farmers in the area commonly experience unstable and seasonal income due to fluctuating palay prices, rising farming input costs, and dependence on weather conditions. The locality is also vulnerable to typhoons, flooding, and other climate-related disturbances that directly affect agricultural productivity and household income. In many upland and remote barangays, limited transportation, distance from commercial centers, and restricted access to institutional services further challenge farmers’ economic activities and financial participation. These local conditions shape the financial decisions and socioeconomic conditions of rice farming households in the area.

3.7 Ethical Considerations
This study strictly observed ethical standards in the conduct of research involving human participants. Prior to the data gathering, permission was secured from the concerned authorities and respondents. The purpose, objectives, and procedures of the study were clearly explained to the rice farmers to ensure that participation was voluntary and based on informed consent. Respondents were informed that they had the right to refuse participation or withdraw from the study at any time without any penalty.
Confidentiality and anonymity were maintained throughout the study. The identities of the respondents were not disclosed, and all information collected was treated with utmost privacy and used solely for academic and research purposes. Data gathered from the respondents were securely handled and were not shared with unauthorized individuals. The researcher also ensured that no physical, emotional, psychological, or financial harm was caused to the participants during the conduct of the study. Questions included in the survey questionnaire were designed to avoid sensitive or offensive content and focused only on information relevant to the objectives of the study.
Furthermore, the researcher observed honesty, transparency, and integrity in the collection, analysis, interpretation, and presentation of data. All related literature and sources used in the study were properly acknowledged and cited to avoid plagiarism and uphold academic ethics.




CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This section presents the results, analysis, and interpretation of the study using the top-box scoring technique for descriptive and Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) analysis for causal relationship. For top-box scoring, it analyzed the various levels of microfinances services, financial inclusion and literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment of rice farmers. For Structural Equation Modeling analysis, it provides a detailed examination of the direct influence of microfinance services on socio-economic empowerment. It also analyzes the role of financial inclusion as mediator and financial literacy as moderator in this relationship. 








4.1 Integrated Overview of the Results
Table 4.1. Integrated Overview of the Research Results
	Objectives
	Construct/Indicators
	Results
	Conclusion

	1. Determine the level of microfinance services availed by rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur.
	Loans, savings, insurance, trainings
	Loans = (Moderate); 
Savings = (Moderate); 
Insurance = (Low); 
Trainings = (Low)
	 Moderately availed microfinance services, particularly loans and savings, while insurance and trainings remain less utilized.


	2. Determine the level of financial inclusion of rice farmers in terms of access, quality, usage, and welfare.
	Access, Quality, Usage, Welfare
	Access = Moderate; Quality = Moderate; Usage = High; Welfare = Very Low
	Farmers actively use financial services, but these do not substantially improve welfare outcomes.



	3. Determine the level of financial literacy of rice farmers in terms of knowledge, skills, attitude, and behavior.
	Knowledge, Skills, Attitude, Behavior
	Knowledge = Moderate/High; Skills = Moderate; Attitude = Low; Behavior = Low
	Farmers possess financial knowledge and skills but struggle to apply positive financial attitudes and behaviors consistently.

	4. Determine the level of socioeconomic empowerment of rice farmers.
	Education, Financial, Social, Economic, Employment, Health
	Social = Moderate; Education, Financial, Economic, Employment, Health = Low
	Rice farmers demonstrate low socioeconomic empowerment, particularly in employment, finance, and health dimensions.

	5. Determine the direct influence of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment.
	Microfinance Services → SEE Economic
	β = 0.221; p = <0.001; f² = 0.065
	Significant positive influence with small effect size.

	
	Microfinance Services → SEE Education
	β = 0.202; p = 0.001; f² = 0.067
	Significant positive influence with small effect size.

	
	Microfinance Services → SEE Employment
	β = 0.243; p = <0.001; f² = 0.057
	Significant positive influence with small effect size.

	
	Microfinance Services → SEE Finance
	β = 0.252; p = <0.001; f² = 0.095
	Significant positive influence with small effect size.

	
	Microfinance Services → SEE Health
	β = 0.606; p = <0.001; f² = 0.466
	Significant positive influence with substantial effect size.

	


	Microfinance Services → SEE Social
	β = 0.223; p = 0.001; f² = 0.062
	Significant positive influence with small effect size.

	6. Determine the mediating role of financial inclusion in the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment.
	MS → FI Usage → SEE Economic
	β = 0.166; p = 0.009
	Significant indirect effect through financial usage.

	
	MS → FI Quality → SEE Education
	β = 0.113; p = 0.044
	Significant indirect effect through financial quality.

	
	MS → FI Usage → SEE Finance
	β = 0.176; p = 0.002
	Significant indirect effect through financial usage.

	
	MS → FI Access → SEE Empowerment
	β = 0.196; p = 0.042
	Significant indirect effect through financial access.

	
	MS → FI Usage → SEE Social
	β = 0.197; p = 0.003
	Significant indirect effect through financial usage.

	7. Determine the moderating role of financial literacy in the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment.
	Financial Behavior × MS → SEE Employment
	β = -0.113; p = 0.030
	Significant but negative moderating effect. Stronger financial behavior weakens the effect of microfinance on employment empowerment.

	
	Financial Knowledge, Skills, Attitude
	p > 0.05
	No significant moderating effects found.


Table 4.1 presents the Integrated overview of the level of microfinance services availed, financial inclusion, financial literacy, socioeconomic empowerment, and mediating influence of financial inclusion, and moderating influence of financial literacy in the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment.
4.2 Level of Microfinance Services Availed by the Rice Farmers

Table 4.2 Level of Microfinance Services Availed by the Rice Farmers

	MICROFINANCE SEVICES
(Indicators)
	%
SA/A 
Responses
	
Level

	1. I have taken loans from microfinance institutions to support my farming activities.
	59
	
Moderate

	2. I have a savings account where I regularly deposit a portion of my farming income.
	51
	
Moderate

	3. I have availed of insurance services to protect my farm from potential risks.
	32
	
Low

	4. I have participated in training programs that enhance my financial management skills in farming.
	29
	
Low

	Modal Response
	
	Low/
Moderate


Legend: Very High (81–100%), high (61–80%), Moderate (41- 60%), Low (21–40%), and Very Low (0–20%) (Boone and Boone, 2012)

Table 4.2 shows the level of microfinance services availed by the rural rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur. A closer examination of the results shows that 59% of the respondents moderately agreed that they availed loans from microfinance institutions to support farming activities. This indicates that among the microfinance services, loans are the most commonly availed among rural rice farmers. The result suggests that loans are considered highly essential in sustaining farming operations. In contrast, trainings registered the lowest percentage level at 29%, and it is interpreted as “low.” Based on the indicator, the result indicates minimal participation of farmers in capacity-building and financial management activities. This finding suggests that training programs are either insufficiently accessible or not prioritized by the respondents.
These findings reflect a deeper pattern in the financial realities of rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur, where microfinance services are primarily utilized as immediate survival mechanisms rather than instruments for long-term securities and development.

















4.3 Level of Financial Inclusion of Rice Farmers
Table 4.3 Level of Financial Inclusion of Rice Farmers

	FINANCIAL INCLUSION
(Indicators)
	%
SA/A 
Responses
	
Level

	ACCESS
	
	

	1. There are many financial service centers or bank near our farm.
	48
	Moderate

	2. The amount to open and maintain our bank account are affordable for farmers.
	53
	Moderate

	3. The required minimum balance for our savings account is reasonable for our farming income.
	60
	Moderate

	4. The loan fees amount offered are good and appropriate for our agricultural needs.
	55
	Moderate

	5. The minimum loan amounts offered are good and appropriate for our agricultural needs.
	68
	High

	6. The process of opening a bank account requires few documentations, making it easy for farmers
	69
	High

	7. Loan processing is easy and fast for our farm operations.
	68
	High

	8. Financial institutions treat farmers with fairness.
	55
	Moderate

	Modal Response
	
	Moderate

	QUALITY
	
	

	1. The savings account offered by financial institutions satisfy our needs 5 4 3 2 1 as farmers.
	48
	Moderate

	2. The loan supports our farming activities.
	55
	Moderate

	3. The payment services are useful for our transactions.
	60
	Moderate

	4. The savings account is secure and reliable.
	61
	

	5. The loan is transparent and trustworthy.
	60
	Moderate

	6. The payment services are safe and convenient.
	62
	

	7. Microfinance services help improve our financial situation.
	68
	High

	Modal Response
	
	Moderate

	USAGE
	
	

	1. Traveling to the financial institution is affordable and convenient for us 5 farmers.
	65
	High

	2. The paperwork requirements are simple and manageable for us.
	68
	High

	3. The fees for using financial services are reasonable for our farming needs.
	66
	High

	4. The financial institution provides reliable customer service to us.
	60
	Moderate

	5. Financial institutions operate during hours that accommodate farmer’s schedule.
	59
	Moderate

	6. I trust the financial products and services available for our farm business.
	62
	High

	7. The terms for deposits, loans, and repayment are fair and work well for 5 4 3 2 1 our farming activities.
	66
	High

	Modal Response
	
	High

	WELFARE
	
	

	1. Access to financial services has influenced our quality of life.
	42
	Moderate

	2. Financial services have helped us increase our household income.
	19
	Very Low

	3. Using financial services has allowed us to acquire more farming assets.
	14
	Very Low

	4. The services have enhanced the ability to manage money effectively.
	17
	Very Low

	5. We are able to spend more and improve our standard of living due to financial services.
	18
	Very Low

	6. Financial services helped us start our own farm-based livelihood.
	19
	Very Low

	7. The services have given us better access to basic needs.
	20
	Very Low

	Modal Response
	
	Very Low


Legend: Very High (81–100%), high (61–80%), Moderate (41- 60%), Low (21–40%), and Very Low (0–20%) (Boone and Boone, 2012)

Table 4.3 presents the level of financial inclusion of rice farmers in terms of access, quality, usage, and welfare. The overall modal responses were “moderate,” indicating that the respondents are moderately financially included. A closer examination of the results reveals that usage obtained the highest modal response and it was interpreted as “high,” while welfare obtained the lowest modal response interpreted as “very low.”
In terms of access, the indicators “The process of opening a bank account requires few documentations, making it easy for farmers” (69%), “The minimum loan amounts offered are good and appropriate for our agricultural needs” (68%), and “Loan processing is easy and fast for our farm operations” (68%) registered the highest responses. These results indicate that financial institutions have relatively simplified their requirements and procedures, making financial services more reachable and operationally convenient for rice farmers. 
 Then, Quality construct, the highest responses were recorded in “Microfinance services help improve our financial situation” (68%), “The payment services are safe and convenient” (62%), and “The savings account is secure and reliable” (61%). This indicates that respondents generally perceive financial services as reliable, useful, and secure. Nevertheless, the overall moderate modal response suggests that although services are acceptable, they may not yet be fully responsive to the complex financial realities and agricultural risks experienced by rural farmers.
The highest overall construct was usage with modal response of High, indicates that farmers actively utilize financial services. Indicators such as affordable travel to financial institutions (65%), manageable paperwork (68%), reasonable service fees (66%), trust in financial products (62%), and fair repayment terms (66%) demonstrate that respondents are willing and able to engage with formal financial services when these are convenient and practical. This suggests that financial inclusion in the study area is functional in terms of actual service utilization.
In contrast, welfare registered the lowest result with a modal response of “very low.” Most indicators under welfare including increased household income (19%), acquisition of farming assets (14%), improved money management (17%), better standard of living (18%), establishment of farm-based livelihood (19%), and improved access to basic needs (20%) remained extremely low. This indicates that despite access to and usage of financial services, respondents do not experience substantial improvements in income, assets, living conditions, or long-term economic security.













4.4 Level of Financial Literacy of Rice Farmers
Table 4.4 Level of Financial Literacy of Rice Farmers

	FINANCIAL LITERACY
(Indicators)
	%
SA/A 
Responses
	
Level

	KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	1. I understand financial risks and costs for our farm.
	37
	Low

	2. I can easily calculate interest rates and understand basic financial terms.
	47
	Moderate

	3. I am aware of the key features of financial products for farming.
	42
	Moderate

	4. I base my financial decisions on available information.
	56
	Moderate

	5. I know how to open and use a bank account effectively.
	69
	High

	6. I plan financial activities for my farm.
	73
	High

	7. I know the benefits of financial products and services for farming.
	65
	High

	Modal Response
	
	Moderate/High

	SKILLS
	
	

	1. I can prepare a budget for our farm and household needs.
	55
	Moderate

	2. I can select the right financial services to support my farm.
	63
	High

	3. I can assess the benefits and risks of our financial decisions accurately.
	47
	Moderate

	4. I understand the costs associated with financial transactions.
	53
	Moderate

	5. I can evaluate different financial products and services for our farm.
	55
	Moderate

	6. I can effectively allocate financial resources to support my farm.
	56
	Moderate

	7. I can plan for our future financial needs and manage our money well.
	59
	Moderate

	Modal Response
	
	Moderate

	ATTITUDE
	
	

	1. I prioritize saving money for my farm
	35
	Low

	2. I make careful spending decisions related to farm operations.
	37
	Low

	3. I find it easy to save money for farming needs.
	26
	Low

	4. I make purchases only when it is necessary for the farm.
	40
	Low

	5. I stay organized in managing my farm finances.
	37
	Low

	6. I take an active interested in financial matters related to farming.
	45
	Moderate

	7. I seek information about financial trends and services.
	47
	Moderate

	Modal Response
	
	Low

	BEHAVIOUR
	
	

	1. I always read the terms and conditions before using financial services for our farm.
	40
	Low

	2. I save money regularly and set some aside for future use.
	23
	Low

	3. I carefully choose financial products that suit my farming needs.
	38
	Low

	4. I make debt payments money on time and manage expenses wisely.
	33
	Low

	5. I track and adhere to a budget for my farm's finances.
	32
	Low

	6. I compare options before choosing financial products and services.
	42
	Moderate

	7. I actively monitor my farm's financial status and set clear financial goals.
	36
	Low

	Modal Response
	
	Low


Legend: Very High (81–100%), high (61–80%), Moderate (41- 60%), Low (21–40%), and Very Low (0–20%) (Boone and Boone, 2012)

Table 4.4 presents the level of financial literacy of rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur in terms of attitude, behavior, knowledge, and skills. The results reveal an overall modal response of “low/moderate,” indicating that the respondents possess a lower to fair level of financial literacy.
A closer examination of the constructs shows that knowledge and skills obtained the highest modal response of “moderate.” This indicates that farmers generally have sufficient understanding of basic financial concepts and possess the ability to perform practical financial tasks related to farming activities. Specifically, the highest indicators under knowledge were “I plan financial activities for my farm” (73%), “I know how to open and use a bank account effectively” (69%), and “I know the benefits of financial products and services for farming” (65%), all interpreted as “high.” These findings suggest that farmers are already familiar with formal financial systems and recognize the importance of financial planning and financial services in supporting agricultural operations. Under skills, the highest result was “I can select the right financial services to support my farm” (63%), interpreted as “high,” indicating that farmers are capable of identifying financial products that fit their farming needs.
In contrast, financial behavior obtained the lowest modal response and it was interpreted as “low.” This indicates weak and inconsistent application of financial management practices among the respondents. Particularly, the indicators “I save money regularly and set some aside for future use” (23%), “I track and adhere to a budget for my farm’s finances” (32%), and “I make debt payments on time and manage expenses wisely” (33%) all registered low levels. Similarly, attitude also showed low results, particularly in saving-related indicators such as “I find it easy to save money for farming needs” (26%) and “I prioritize saving money for my farm” (35%). These findings suggest that while farmers possess financial knowledge and technical understanding, they struggle to consistently apply positive financial practices in their daily lives.




















4.5 Level of Socioeconomic Empowerment of Rice farmers 
Table 4.5 Level of Socioeconomic Empowerment of Rice farmers
	SOCIOECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT
(Indicators)
	%
SA/A 
Responses
	
Level

	EDUCATION
	
	

	1.Our family has a good level of education.
	35
	Low

	2. Most family members have completed at least high school.
	31
	Low

	3. Our children are doing well in higher education or professional courses.
	37
	Low

	4. Very few children in our family drop out of school.
	33
	Low

	5. We have enough money to send our children to good schools
	38
	Low

	Modal Response
	
	Low

	FINANCIAL
	
	

	1. I make sound banking decisions based on my  financial knowledge.
	35
	Low

	2. Our household effectively manages financial resources for emergencies.
	30
	Low

	3. We follow a family budget to avoid financial problems.
	35
	Low

	4. I always repay debts on time.
	35
	Low

	5. My financial decisions contribute to increased farm income.
	41
	Moderate

	Modal Response
	
	Low

	SOCIAL
	
	

	1.Our family practices responsible family planning
	54
	Moderate

	2. Most family members have insurance or social security.
	18
	Very Low

	3. Our family actively participates in community activities.
	50
	Moderate

	4. We take part in public programs and social events.
	47
	Moderate

	5. Our family members are confident and have high self-esteem.
	44
	Moderate

	Modal Response	
	
	Moderate

	ECONOMIC
	
	

	1.Our household’s monthly expenses are manageable.
	33
	Low

	2. We maintain a good standard of living.
	41
	Moderate

	3. Having dependents does not create financial strain for us.
	39
	Low

	4. Our family’s economic position is stable.
	37
	Low

	5. We can comfortably afford our household needs.
	41
	Moderate

	Modal Response
	
	Low

	EMPLOYMENT
	
	

	1.Many members of our family are employed or engaged in income generating activities
	18
	Very Low

	2. Unemployment in our family is very low.
	24
	Low

	3. My income is enough to cover all our household expenses.
	30
	Low

	4. Our family has a good share of members working in various sectors.
	23
	Low

	5. We are satisfied with our earning capacity and job status.
	32
	Low

	Modal Response
	
	Low

	HEALTH
	
	

	1.Our family had regular medical check-ups in the past year.
	19
	Very Low

	2.Child malnutrition is not a problem in our family.
	32
	Low

	3.Our family received good medical treatment for health issues in the past year.
	21
	Low

	4.No family member has a long-term health problem.
	59
	Moderate

	5.We have social security or financial coverage for medical emergencies.
	16
	Very Low

	Modal Response
	
	Low


Legend: Very High (81–100%), high (61–80%), Moderate (41- 60%), Low (21–40%), and Very Low (0–20%) (Boone and Boone, 2012)

Table 4.5 presents the level of socioeconomic empowerment of rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur in terms of education, financial, social, economic, employment, and health constructs. The results generally indicate low levels of socioeconomic empowerment among the respondents. Among the constructs, social construct obtained the highest modal response, interpreted as “moderate,” while education, financial, economic, employment, and health dimensions mainly “low.”
In terms of education, all indicators registered low responses, particularly “Most family members have completed at least high school” (31%) and “Very few children in our family drop out of school” (33%). The highest indicator, “We have enough money to send our children to good schools” (38%), still remained under the low category. These findings indicate that respondents experience difficulty sustaining educational opportunities for family members due to financial limitations.
Financial construct, the modal response was also “low.” Indicators such as effective management of financial resources for emergencies (30%), following a family budget (35%), and repayment of debts on time (35%) remained weak. Only the indicator “My financial decisions contribute to increased farm income” (41%) reached the moderate level, suggesting that while some farmers perceive their financial decisions as beneficial to farming activities, overall household financial stability remains limited.
Among all dimensions, social construct showed the relatively strongest result. Indicators such as responsible family planning (54%), participation in community activities (50%), and participation in public programs and social events (47%) were interpreted as “moderate.” Likewise, confidence and self-esteem among family members obtained 44%, also interpreted as moderate. However, the indicator “Most family members have insurance or social security” registered a very low response at 18%, indicating limited social protection among the respondents.
The economic dimension remained generally low. Although respondents moderately agreed that they maintain a good standard of living (41%) and can afford household needs (41%), most indicators such as manageable household expenses (33%), absence of financial strain from dependents (39%), and stable economic position (37%) remained low. These results indicate persistent economic vulnerability among farming households.
Employment registered one of the weakest dimensions, with the indicator “Many members of our family are employed or engaged in income-generating activities” obtaining only 18%, interpreted as “very low.” Similarly, unemployment levels, income sufficiency, diversification of employment, and satisfaction with earnings all remained low. This indicates that farming households continue to experience unstable and insufficient livelihood opportunities.
Similarly, health empowerment also remained weak. Indicators related to regular medical check-ups (19%) and financial coverage for medical emergencies (16%) were interpreted as “very low,” while access to good medical treatment (21%) remained low. Only the indicator “No family member has a long-term health problem” (59%) reached the moderate level. These findings suggest limited healthcare access and inadequate financial protection for health-related emergencies.
4.6 Assessment of Measurement Model
The first stage for Structural Equation Modeling, is the assessment of the measurement model, which ensures that all variables are valid and reliable. Under this stage, Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis (CTA) is examined to determine whether the constructs are reflective or formative. This is based on a threshold, where at least 80% of the results should have p-values greater than 0.05 to be considered reflective, otherwise it is formative (Hair et al., 2022).
Results showed that most indicators under the variables microfinance services, financial inclusion, and financial literacy were statistically significant (p < 0.05). This means that many of their p-values are less than 0.05 and did not meet the 80% threshold requirement for reflective constructs; thus, they are better represented under a formative measurement model.
On the other hand, socioeconomic empowerment indicators passed the average threshold, meaning most of their p-values are greater than 0.05. Therefore, this construct falls under a reflective measurement model (Hair et al., 2022). Reflective measurement model, results revealed that microfinance services has strong validity and reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha (0.937) and composite reliability (0.94), meaning its indicators consistently and accurately measure the construct. It also passed all tests for validity, including convergent validity (Outer Loadings > 0.70 and Indicator Reliability > 0.50), and discriminant validity (cross loadings > 0.70).
For the formative measurement model, there were no multicollinearity issues (VIF < 0.5), and most indicators significantly contributed to their respective variables (Outer Weights p < 0.05; Outer Loadings ≥ 0.5). However, some weak indicators in financial literacy were removed from the model because they did not achieve the required threshold, and these may affect the results of the model. These are the following: indicators 4 and 5 under knowledge, indicators 4, 5, 6, and 7 under skills, and indicator 5 under behavior.
Finally, the refined model was analyzed to examine the direct effects of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment, including indirect (mediating) and moderating effects, as well as overall model performance.
4.7. Assessment of Structural Model 
This model was analyzed to assess the direct influence of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment. The mediating role of financial inclusion and moderating role of financial literacy has been also analyzed between this relationship. Finally, the assessment of model fit. The results provide a comprehensive understanding of how the constructs interact within the proposed framework. Hair et al. (2022), introduces the following threshold for the structural assessment: Effects Size (f²): .02 small; .15 medium; .35 substantial; p-values 0.05 significant; p-values0.05 insignificant. For mediating effects, if both variables are significant (direct and indirect) it is a partial mediation, however if only mediator is significant, it is a full mediation.
[image: ]

Figure 3. Visual Presentation of Direct, Mediating (Indirect), and Moderating Influence
The diagram provides a visual summary of the significant direct effects of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment, as well as the mediating and moderating roles of the various dimensions of financial inclusion and financial literacy, respectively where significant effects were found in this relationship, as indicated by the beta coefficients and p-values. The complete details about the results of the model calculated from the SMARTPLS-SEM was attached in appendices. 

4.7.1 Direct Influence of Microfinance Services on Socioeconomic Empowerment of Rice Farmers
Table 4.6 Direct Influence of Microfinance Services on Socioeconomic Empowerment of Rice Farmers

	Paths
	Path Coefficients 
	P values
	Effects Size (f²)
	P values

	Microfinance Services  -> SEE Economic
	0.221
	<0.001
	0.065
	0.058

	Microfinance Services  -> SEE Education
	0.202
	0.001
	0.067
	0.1

	Microfinance Services  -> SEE Employment
	0.243
	<0.001
	0.057
	0.084

	Microfinance Services  -> SEE Finance
	0.252
	<0.001
	0.095
	0.037

	Microfinance Services  -> SEE Health
	0.606
	<0.001
	0.466
	<0.001

	Microfinance Services  -> SEE Social
	0.223
	0.001
	0.062
	0.11


Legend: Effects Size (f²) threshold: .02 small; .15 medium;.35 substantial p-values 0.05 significant; p-values0.05 insignificant	

The path coefficients indicate that microfinance services have positive and statistically significant direct influence on all dimensions of socio-economic empowerment, although the strength of these relationships varies.  Given the significant influence observed, the null hypothesis is therefore rejected. The strongest effect is observed in health empowerment (β = 0.606, p < 0.05), The large effect size for health indicates that microfinance is primarily used as a coping mechanism for medical and emergency expenses. This suggests that rather than functioning as a tool for economic growth and development, microfinance serves mainly as a financial shock absorber that helps households manage health-related crises. Thus, its strongest impact reflects survival-oriented use rather than long-term socioeconomic advancement. In contrast, the effects on economic (β = 0.221, p < 0.05), education (β = 0.202, p < 0.05), employment (β = 0.243, p < 0.05), financial (β = 0.252, p < 0.05), and social (β = 0.223, p < 0.05) empowerment are all positive but relatively moderate. This indicates that while microfinance contributes to these areas, its direct influence remains limited, as farmers tend to use financial services primarily for short-term consumption and recovery rather than long-term investments. External constraints such as fluctuating palay prices, rising input costs, and recurring calamities further weaken the translation of financial access into broader socio-economic gains.
The effect size results reinforce this pattern by showing that the impact of microfinance services is substantial only for health empowerment (f² = 0.466), while the effects on all other dimensions are small (f² ranging from 0.057 to 0.095). This means that, in practical terms, microfinance services make a strong and meaningful contribution to improving health outcomes but only marginally influence economic, educational, employment, financial, and social aspects of empowerment. These small effect sizes mean that microfinance services alone are not enough to bring significant improvements in overall well-being, as its benefits are constrained by structural challenges such as income instability, environmental risks, and limited opportunities for productive investment. 
This reflects the realities discussed in the study, where farmers prioritize essential and urgent needs. This indicates that while microfinance contributes to these areas, its direct influence remains limited. External constraints such as fluctuating palay prices, rising input costs, and recurring calamities further weaken the translation of financial access into broader socio-economic gains. Furthermore, this supports Kondo et al. (2009) and Duvendack et al. (2011), which emphasized that microfinance alone is insufficient for strong economic transformation.

4.7.2 Mediating Effects of Financial Inclusion (Specific Indirect Effects) in the Relationship between Microfinance Services and Socioeconomic Empowerment
Table 4.7 Mediating Effects of Financial Inclusion (Specific Indirect Effects) in the Relationship between Microfinance Services and Socioeconomic Empowerment
	Paths
	Path Coefficient
	P values

	Microfinance Services  -> FI Usage_ -> SEE Economic
	0.166
	0.009

	Microfinance Services  -> FI Quality_ -> SEE Education
	0.113
	0.044

	Microfinance Services  -> FI Usage -> SEE Finance
	0.176
	0.002

	Microfinance Services  -> FI Access -> SEE Empowerment
	0.196
	0.042

	Microfinance Services  -> FI Usage-> SEE Social
	0.197
	0.003



Legend: p-values =.05 significant; 0.05 not significant 
Table 4.7 present the mediating or the indirect influence of financial inclusion on the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment. The table shows that the results of financial inclusion helps explain how microfinance services improve socioeconomic empowerment, but its influence depends on which part of financial inclusion is involved. Financial inclusion only partially mediates the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment, therefore a partial rejection of the null hypothesis. The mediation results suggest that improved outcomes are not driven by access alone but by how effectively financial services are utilized. This highlights that the impact of microfinance and related interventions depends on the quality and purpose of usage rather than mere availability. Therefore, strengthening guided utilization strategies is essential to ensure that financial services are used more productively and translate into meaningful socioeconomic benefits.
The most important mediator is financial usage, which has significant influence on economic (β = 0.166, p < 0.05), financial (β = 0.176, p < 0.05), and social empowerment (β = 0.197, p < 0.05). This means that microfinance services only lead to better outcomes when farmers actually use the financial services, such as borrowing, saving, and managing money. This supports the earlier findings that farmers mainly use microfinance for daily needs and farm expenses, but when usage becomes more active and consistent, it starts to improve their income, financial situation, and social participation.
Other dimensions also play a role but in a more limited way. Financial quality influence education (β = 0.113, p < 0.05), showing that reliable and affordable services help farmers support schooling needs. Financial access influence overall empowerment (β = 0.196, p < 0.05), meaning that simply having access to financial services can help improve opportunities. However, the influence is only moderate, which means financial inclusion helps but is not enough on its own. Factors like unstable income, typhoons, and high farming costs still limit the impact. This reflects the realities discussed in the study, where farmers prioritize essential and urgent needs. This indicates that while microfinance contributes to these areas, its direct influence remains limited. Furthermore, this supports Kondo et al. (2009) and Duvendack et al. (2011), which emphasized that microfinance alone is insufficient for strong economic transformation. 


4.7.3 Moderating Effects of Financial Literacy in the Relationship between Microfinance Services and Socioeconomic Empowerment

	Paths
	Path 
Coefficient
	P values

	Financial Literacy (Behavior) x Microfinance Services -> Socioeconomic Empowerment_(Employment)
	-0.113
	0.03


Table 4.8 Moderating Effects of Financial Literacy in the Relationship between Microfinance Services and Socioeconomic Empowerment
Legend: p-values =.05 significant; 0.05 not significant
Table 4.8 presents the moderating influence of financial literacy in the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment. The result shows that financial literacy in terms of behavior has a significant but negative moderating influence on the relationship between microfinance services and employment empowerment (β = -0.113, p = 0.03). This means that as farmers demonstrate stronger financial behavior, such as careful spending, saving, and budgeting, the positive effect of microfinance services on employment outcomes slightly decreases. The moderation results reveal a negative effect of financial literacy on employment expansion, indicating that higher financial literacy does not necessarily lead to greater economic risk-taking or job creation. Instead, financially literate farmers tend to adopt more cautious and conservative financial decisions due to income instability, production risks, and economic uncertainty. This suggests that rational caution under constrained conditions may suppress growth-oriented behaviors, limiting the potential of financial literacy to translate into broader socioeconomic expansion.
This finding reflects the realities discussed in the study, where farmers face unstable income, frequent disasters, and high production costs. In such conditions, even financially disciplined farmers may choose to use loans and savings for consumption smoothing and survival, rather than investing in employment-generating activities. This explains why financial behavior does not strengthen, but instead slightly weakens, the impact of microfinance on employment. 
In totality, the result suggests that financial literacy, particularly behavior, does not always lead to growth; in constrained environments, it may lead to more conservative financial decisions, limiting expansion and employment opportunities. Furthermore, this supports Collins et al. (2009) and Sumastuti et al. (2025), but contradicts Nadeem et al.’s (2026) study.
Other paths such as financial attitude, financial knowledge, and financial skills were found insignificant and did not moderate the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment. This means that financial literacy when limited to positive perceptions is not enough to affect outcomes. They may know how to budget and save, but they cannot apply these in real-life situations is constrained by limited income, and pressing household expenses. All such constructs must be translated into financial behavior and supported by favorable economic condition to achieve actual empowerment. Finally, the moderating influence of financial literacy on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment is not significant. This leads to the failure to reject the null hypothesis, indicating that financial literacy does not significantly strengthen or weaken the relationship.
To summarize, microfinance services have a positive and significant direct influence on all the constructs of socioeconomic empowerment. This means that access to these services helps uplift farmer’s well-being. However, the moderate effect sizes conclude that there is an improvement in part of the rice farmers but it is not enough for developing change. The indirect influence or mediation, reveals that financial inclusion is a vital factor for mediating role. Microfinance services enhance financial inclusion and this contribute to farmer’s well-being. Financial usage is recorded as the strongest pathway on empowering rural rice farmers rather than simply accessing them. So, the mediation role of financial inclusion on the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment is partially mediates. For moderating role of financial literacy, this shows that among its constructs, only the Financial behavior shows a significant but negative moderating effect. This interesting result highlights that there is a gap between the financial knowledge and financial behavior, where rice farmers understand financial concepts; however, they did not apply them in actual, therefore weakening the effectiveness of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment.   

4.8 Model Fit Assessment
The results for coefficient of determination (R²) show that the structural model for endogenous constructs demonstrate moderate explanatory power across variables. The R² adjusted values closely approximate the R² values, suggesting model stability and minimal overestimation. This implies that the exogenous variable, particularly microfinance services, are able to clarify a reasonable portion of the variation in financial inclusion and socio-economic empowerment outcomes.
The financial inclusion constructs such as Access, Quality, and Usage exhibit moderate explanatory power, indicating that microfinance services explain a considerable proportion of variance in access, quality, and usage. Meanwhile, Welfare reflects weak explanatory power, suggesting a relatively lower but still acceptable level of explanation for financial welfare. All corresponding p-values are significant, confirming that the model adequately explains these constructs.
Endogenous construct of socio-economic empowerment such as Economic, Education, Finance, Employment, Health, and Social demonstrate medium explanatory power, indicating that the model moderately explains variations in economic, educational, financial, health, and social outcomes. The significant p-values further confirm the robustness of these relationships. In terms of effect size (f²), although not explicitly large, the values indicate small to moderate contributions of microfinance services to these outcomes, suggesting that while the effects are significant, they are incremental rather than substantial.
The Q² predict results show that the model demonstrates strong predictive relevance across all endogenous constructs. All Q² values are greater than zero, confirming that the model has adequate out-of-sample predictive capability. Specifically, the constructs of financial inclusion such as access, quality, usage, and welfare show moderate predictive relevance, suggesting that microfinance services can reliably predict variations in access, quality, usage, and welfare aspects of financial inclusion. This supports the validity of the structural model in explaining real-world outcomes.
The socio-economic empowerment indicators exhibit moderate to high predictive relevance, with Economic, Education, Employment, Finance, Health, and Social, indicating that the model effectively predicts outcomes related to economic, educational, employment, financial, health, and social empowerment. These results reinforce the quality of the structural model and support the consistency of the hypothesized relationships. In line with the study’s framework, the predictive strength observed across financial inclusion variables further supports its mediating role, while the consistent prediction of empowerment outcomes reflects the relevance of financial literacy as a moderating factor in strengthening the overall model.
The effect size (f²) assesses the individual contribution of each exogenous variable to the R² value of the endogenous constructs. The results show that most f² values are small to moderate, indicating that while the predictors such as microfinance services and financial inclusion have a statistically significant effect, their practical impact is limited. This aligns with the earlier findings that the effects of microfinance are present but not strong enough to produce substantial socioeconomic transformation (Kondo et al., 2009; Duvendack et al., 2011).
The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) provides an evaluation of how well the proposed model fits the observed data. As a rule of thumb, an SRMR value less than 0.08 indicates a good model fit (Hair et al., 2019). Saturated model shows an SRMR value below the recommended threshold, indicating a good fit and suggesting that the measurement model sufficiently represents the data. This implies that the relationships among the constructs, when freely estimated, are well-captured.
However, the estimated model presents an SRMR value which exceeds the acceptable threshold. This indicates that the structural model does not achieve a good overall fit. Furthermore, the SRMR value of the estimated model is higher than both confidence interval thresholds, proving that the model fit is not within the acceptable range. However, in PLS-SEM, model fit is not the only basis for evaluation. It is acceptable since the model still shows acceptable explanatory power (R²) and strong predictive ability (Q²) (Hair et al., 2019). This just means that it can still explain and predict the relationships among microfinance services, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment.
The model results indicate that while the relationships among the variables are adequately explained, the overall model fit suggests limitations in capturing the full complexity of the phenomenon. This implies that important structural factors such as climate risks, market instability, and other external shocks may not be fully accounted for in the model. As a result, although financial access and related interventions are being utilized, they are not effectively translating into meaningful socioeconomic empowerment. This highlights a broader reality where both structural and behavioral constraints jointly limit the transformative impact of microfinance and related financial systems.


CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
This chapter discusses the findings in relation to existing literature and theoretical foundations. It discusses the various level of the variables involved. It also highlights the examination of the direct effects, and the mediating role of financial inclusion and moderating role of financial literacy. The discussion shows how the results align with previous studies and presents their implications for improving financial programs and promoting inclusive socioeconomic empowerment.
5.1 Level of Microfinance Services Availed by Rice Farmers
The findings indicate that rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur primarily utilize microfinance services for immediate financial survival rather than long-term developmental purposes. Microfinance is used not only for farming and livelihood activities but also for household consumption needs such as food, healthcare, education, and debt repayment. This suggests that microfinance serves as a coping and consumption-smoothing mechanism, which may limit its long-term developmental impact. The relatively higher utilization of loans supports the findings of Kondo et al., (2009), who emphasized that rural households in the Philippines commonly use microfinance for consumption smoothing and short-term operational needs rather than productive investment. Similarly, Cull et al. (2009) explained that microfinance institutions often face tensions between achieving developmental objectives and responding to the urgent financial demands of poor households. In the present study, loans function mainly as emergency and operational support for farming activities, explaining why loan utilization is relatively higher than other services but remains only at a moderate level.
Consistent with the previous studies stating that microfinance alone does not always lead to overall well-being. Kondo et al. (2009) found that while microfinance programs can have positive impacts, these are often modest and uneven, with poorer households benefiting less due to existing structural constraints. Additionally, Duvendack et al. (2011), highlighted that microfinance alone has modest effects and is not enough to drive significant economic transformation without additional support. While previous studies (Manzano et al., 2013; Fiel-Miranda et al., 2023) show that microfinance can improve income and assets, the present results suggest that these benefits are not fully realized in disaster-prone rural areas.
Meanwhile, the low utilization of trainings reflects a significant developmental gap. Training programs are intended to improve financial capability, farm management, and entrepreneurial decision-making; however, farmers appear to prioritize immediate financial assistance over long-term capability enhancement. This finding may be explained by contextual realities in rural areas of Goa, Camarines Sur, where farming communities are located far from the center of commerce and institutional service providers, making participation in trainings costly and inconvenient. In addition, heavy farming workloads, unstable income, transportation expenses, and time limitations further discourage participation in capacity-building activities.
The low participation in trainings supports the argument of Rossel-Cambier (2010) that the effectiveness of microfinance depends not only on the availability of services but also on accessibility, institutional support, and socioeconomic conditions. Likewise, Abdullah et al. and Fronda (2004) emphasized that financial education and training are essential in strengthening financial management and entrepreneurial capability among rural households. However, the persistently low participation in trainings in this study suggests that farmers remain more financially dependent than financially empowered.
These findings imply that microfinance institutions should go beyond providing credit and strengthen the delivery of developmental services such as training and insurance, ensuring that these are accessible, relevant, and responsive to the immediate realities of farmers.
5.2 Level of Financial Inclusion of Rice Farmers
The findings reveal a significant gap between financial usage and welfare among rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur. Although farmers actively use financial services and generally perceive them as accessible and convenient, these services do not translate into meaningful welfare gains. This suggests that financial inclusion in the study area is operational rather than transformative.
The high level of usage supports the argument of Demirgüç-Kunt et al. (2022) that financial inclusion becomes meaningful when individuals are able to actively engage with financial systems through loans, saving, and transactions. The present findings indicate that farmers are not excluded from financial systems in terms of participation. Simplified loan processing, affordable fees, and manageable requirements encourage continued utilization of services. This also aligns with the work of Klapper (2024), who emphasized that ease of access, trust, and convenience are critical determinants of financial service usage among low-income households.
This finding is consistent with Sarma (2008), who highlighted that financial inclusion must go beyond access and usage to achieve tangible welfare improvements. Likewise, Serrao et al. (2021) and Lal (2021) highlighted that financial inclusion contributes to socio-economic development only when it enhances income stability and overall quality of life. The low welfare outcome in this study suggests that financial inclusion in this context is functional but not transformative. In the present study, these outcomes remain weak, suggesting that financial inclusion has not yet achieved transformative effects. Findings suggest that financial inclusion among rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur is present in terms of access and usage but remains weak in generating welfare improvements. The results imply that financial inclusion programs should go beyond simply expanding access to credit and financial products. 

5.3 Level of Financial Literacy of Rice farmers
The findings reveal a significant gap between financial knowledge and actual financial behavior among rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur. Although respondents demonstrated lower to moderate knowledge and skills, their attitude and behavioral practices toward financial management remained low. This suggests that financial literacy among the farmers is more cognitive than behavioral, meaning that farmers may understand financial concepts but face difficulties in translating this understanding into consistent financial practices.
The relatively higher results in knowledge and skills indicate that farmers are already known about the formal financial systems and possess practical awareness regarding financial planning, banking, and financial products. The high responses in planning financial activities, understanding banking procedures, and recognizing the benefits of financial services suggest that financial inclusion and exposure to microfinance institutions may have contributed to improving financial awareness among farmers. This finding supports the study of Lusardi & Mitchell (2014), who emphasized that financial knowledge is essential in improving individuals’ capability to make informed financial decisions. Likewise, Huston (2010) and Redmund (2010), explained that financial literacy involves both understanding financial information and applying it effectively in decision-making. Melendres (2024) similarly found that farmers may possess financial knowledge but remain weak in behavioral practices, particularly in long-term planning and risk management.
However, despite moderate knowledge and skills, the persistently low financial behavior indicates that awareness alone does not guarantee positive financial outcomes. The very low results in regular saving, budgeting, expense monitoring, and debt management suggest that farmers experience difficulty practicing financial discipline consistently. This supports the argument of Lusardi & Mitchell (2014) that financial knowledge alone is insufficient without behavioral application. Similarly, OECD (2023), states that financial literacy is composed of knowledge, skills, and behavior. In this study, the weakness in behavior limits the overall effectiveness of financial literacy, explaining why it does not strongly influence the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. This signifies that improving financial literacy programs should focus on practical application and behavior change, rather than purely theoretical knowledge.
Moreover, the low results in financial attitude suggest that farmers may not strongly prioritize financial management despite understanding its importance. Difficulty in saving money and weak interest in financial matters indicate that financial stress and limited income may reduce motivation to engage in disciplined financial practices. This supports the findings of (Fletschner & Kenny, 2014), who explained that structural and socioeconomic constraints significantly influence how financial knowledge is applied in rural households. 
These findings imply that financial literacy interventions should emphasize behavior-based training, continuous coaching, and real-life financial applications to bridge the gap between knowledge and practice among farmers.

5.4 Level of Socioeconomic Empowerment
The findings reveal that socioeconomic empowerment among rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur remains generally weak despite moderate exposure to microfinance services and financial inclusion. The persistently low results across education, financial, economic, employment, and health dimensions suggest that existing financial interventions are insufficient to generate broad and sustainable improvements in the living conditions of rural farming households.
The low educational outcomes indicate that many farming households struggle to sustain educational attainment and long-term investment in human capital. Difficulty in sending children to good schools and the low completion to higher education suggest that limited household income constrains educational opportunities. This finding supports the work of Sen (1999), who emphasized in the Capability Approach that poverty is not only a lack of income but also a deprivation of opportunities and capabilities, including access to education. Similarly, studies by Banerjee et al. (2015) on the low financial empowerment results indicate weak household financial stability despite moderate exposure to financial services. Low responses in budgeting, emergency financial management, and debt repayment suggest that many farmers continue to experience financial stress and liquidity constraints. Although some respondents perceived that financial decisions contribute to increased farm income, this benefit appears insufficient to improve overall financial security. These findings align with the arguments of Lusardi and Mitchell (2014) that financial capability requires not only knowledge but also stable financial conditions that allow households to practice effective financial management. 
Among all dimensions, social empowerment emerged as relatively stronger. Moderate participation in community activities, public programs, and family planning indicates that social relationships and community engagement remain active among respondents. This reflects the collectivist and socially interconnected nature of rural communities in the Philippines, where informal social support networks remain important sources of resilience during periods of economic hardship.
This finding supports studies on rural social capital, which argue that community participation and social cohesion can remain strong even in economically constrained environments (Suhaeb & Kaseng, 2023). However, the very low result in insurance and social security coverage reveals a major gap in institutional social protection. Farmers may possess strong social relationships but remain highly vulnerable to financial shocks, illnesses, and emergencies due to inadequate formal protection systems.
The low economic empowerment results indicate that farmers continue to experience unstable and fragile household economic conditions. Although some respondents perceived that they maintain a moderate standard of living, the low responses regarding manageable expenses, economic stability, and financial strain suggest that households remain economically insecure.
Employment emerged as one of the weakest dimensions, highlighting the severe limitations in livelihood diversification and income stability among respondents. The very low level of employment opportunities among household members suggests that farming remains the primary and often sole source of livelihood. However, agriculture alone appears insufficient to sustain household financial needs.
These findings are consistent with literature emphasizing the seasonal and unstable nature of agricultural employment in rural economies (Paninsoro et al., 2024). Limited diversification of livelihood opportunities exposes households to greater vulnerability during crop failures, low harvest seasons, and market fluctuations. This explains why many respondents remain dissatisfied with their income and employment status. The findings also support critical perspectives on microfinance, which argue that microloans do not always lead to strong job creation, especially when economic conditions and structural problems limit their impact (Tmava & Bellaqa, 2025).
The low health empowerment outcomes indicate weak healthcare access and limited financial protection for medical needs among farming households. Very low participation in regular medical check-ups and low social protection coverage suggest that healthcare remains financially inaccessible for many respondents. Although many respondents reported the absence of long-term illnesses, the weak access to healthcare services and emergency medical coverage indicates high vulnerability to future health-related shocks.
This finding reflects the argument of Sen (1999) that health is a central component of human capability and empowerment. Without adequate healthcare access and financial protection, households remain vulnerable to falling deeper into poverty during health emergencies. The results further suggest that microfinance services may help households temporarily cope with medical expenses, but they remain insufficient to establish long-term health security. In rural agricultural communities, limited healthcare infrastructure, transportation barriers, and inadequate insurance coverage continue to weaken health empowerment outcomes.
The weak level of social empowerment indicates that farmers maintain strong community relationships and participation, which is typical in rural settings. However, as noted by Ramos et al. (2025), socio-economic empowerment is multidimensional, and improvements in social aspects alone are not sufficient to achieve overall empowerment. The persistently low levels in employment and economic dimensions highlight the urgency for comprehensive and contextualized interventions. The interventions aimed at improving farmers’ welfare should adopt a holistic approach that addresses income stability, employment opportunities, disaster resilience, and access to basic services. Findings of Banerjee et al. (2015) which showed that access to microcredit does not necessarily increase employment or income in the short term. In the case in Goa, Camarines Sur, this is affected by the seasonal nature of farming and limited job opportunities.Top of Form
5.5 Direct Influence of Microfinance Services on Socioeconomic Empowerment of Rice Farmers

Microfinance services demonstrate a large effect on health empowerment, suggesting that financial access strongly improves farmers’ ability to meet health-related needs. This may be explained by the fact that loans and savings are often used to cover medical expenses, purchase medicines, or access healthcare services, especially in rural areas where health shocks can impose significant financial burdens. This finding aligns with studies showing that microfinance improves household resilience by enabling access to healthcare (Banerjee et al., 2015; Armendáriz & Morduch, 2010).
In contrast, the effects of microfinance services on the following construct of socioeconomic empowerment economic such as education, employment, financial, are statistically significant but small. This implies that while microfinance contributes to these aspects, its independent influence is limited. This can be attributed to the structural realities faced by rice farmers in upland areas of Goa, Camarines Sur, where frequent calamities, fluctuating palay prices, and rising production costs constrain income growth and economic stability. This aligns with the study of Kondo et al. (2009), who argued that microfinance has modest and uneven impacts on income and welfare, particularly among vulnerable rural populations. Similarly, Duvendack et al. (2011) emphasized that microfinance alone is insufficient to generate strong economic transformation without complementary support systems. Thus, while microfinance services are important, their direct contribution to broader empowerment outcomes remains incremental rather than transformative.
This suggests that microfinance programs should be complemented with broader development interventions such as agricultural support, market access, and social protection to enhance their impact on socio-economic empowerment.
Finally, the significant influence of microfinance services on socio-economic empowerment, the corresponding null hypothesis stating that there is no significant relationship between these variables is rejected. This indicates that microfinance services have a statistically significant influence on the socio-economic empowerment of rural rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur, affirming that access to and use of microfinance contribute to changes in their socio-economic conditions.

5.6 Mediating Effects of Financial Inclusion (Specific Indirect Effects) on the Influence between Microfinance Services and Socioeconomic Empowerment

Among all constructs under financial inclusion, financial usage emerges as the strongest and most consistent mediator. Significant indirect effects were found in the following paths: microfinance services on social empowerment through economic, financial, and usage. This suggests that the actual utilization of financial services, rather than mere access, is the key mechanism through which microfinance improves farmers’ outcomes.
This finding is consistent with Sarma (2008), who emphasized that financial inclusion should not be limited to access but must include active usage to generate meaningful benefits. Likewise, Demirgüç-Kunt et al. (2018) highlighted that frequent and effective use of financial services is essential for improving household welfare. In the context of rural farmers, this means that loans, savings, and other services must be actively used for productive and social purposes to enhance empowerment.
On the other hand, other dimensions of financial inclusion show more limited but still significant mediating roles. Financial quality significantly mediates educational empowerment, suggesting that when financial services are reliable, affordable, and user-friendly, they can support investments in education. This aligns with Beck et al. (2007), who found that better financial service quality improves human capital development.
However, financial access significantly mediates employment empowerment, indicating that the availability of financial services enables farmers to create or sustain livelihood opportunities. This supports the argument of Bruhn and Love (2014), who noted that improved access to finance can increase employment and entrepreneurial activities.
However, not all financial inclusion dimensions exhibit significant mediation effects. This implies that financial inclusion does not uniformly translate into empowerment, particularly in contexts where external constraints such as disaster risks, market instability, and inflation persist. These findings reinforce the idea that financial inclusion is a necessary but not sufficient condition for socio-economic development (Serrao et al., 2021). This implies that policies should focus on promoting not only access but also the effective and productive use of financial services to maximize their impact on empowerment outcomes.
Furthermore, the results support the role of financial inclusion as a mediating mechanism, as discussed by Osuma et al. (2025), where it explains how microfinance services influence socio-economic outcomes. Nevertheless, the limited welfare impact indicates that this mediation is weakened by external economic pressures, such as inflation and agricultural risks, which hinder the translation of financial access into real benefits.
Finally, financial inclusion was found to partially mediate the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. This suggests that microfinance services influence empowerment both directly and indirectly through financial inclusion; however, the mediating effect is limited. The partial mediation implies that while financial inclusion helps explain part of the relationship, other structural and contextual factors, such as income instability and agricultural risks, restrict its full mediating potential.

5.7 Moderating Effects of Financial Literacy on the Influence between Microfinance Services and Socioeconomic Empowerment

Financial literacy has generally limited influence on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. Farmers may possess basic financial knowledge and skills; however, these are not sufficient to enhance the effectiveness of microfinance services. This finding supports Huston (2010), who emphasized that financial literacy must go beyond knowledge and include the ability to apply financial concepts in real-life situations. Similarly, Lusardi and Mitchell (2014) noted that financial knowledge alone does not guarantee improved financial outcomes without behavioral application.
Interestingly, only financial behavior shows a significant moderating effect, specifically on employment empowerment. The negative coefficient indicates that higher levels of financial behavior slightly weaken the positive relationship between microfinance services and employment outcomes. This counterintuitive result may reflect the cautious financial practices of farmers who prioritize risk reduction and consumption smoothing over investment in employment-generating activities. The study from Sumastuti et al. (2025) show that, financial literacy significantly moderates but negative effects on the relationship between business savings and business sustainability. This means that owners of MSME with high financial literacy do not rely much on savings to keep their business going. Instead, they use other strategies like investing, expanding, or venturing new business ideas.  However, these findings contradict to the study of Nadeem et al. (2026), that digital and traditional financial knowledge positively moderate the relationship between microfinance effectiveness and poverty alleviation. 
In the same way, in rural and disaster-prone areas such as Goa, Camarines Sur, farmers with better financial behavior may choose to use financial resources more conservatively, focusing on essential needs rather than expanding economic activities. This interpretation is supported by Collins et al. (2009), who found that low-income households often use financial tools primarily for risk management and survival, rather than for growth-oriented investments.
The weak moderating effects indicate that financial literacy, in its current form, does not strongly enhance the impact of microfinance services. This may be due to the gap between knowledge and behavior, as well as the influence of external economic constraints. OECD (2020) emphasizes that effective financial literacy programs must focus on behavioral change and practical application, not just knowledge acquisition.
Therefore, this implies that financial literacy programs should prioritize behavior-focused interventions and continuous support mechanisms to enhance their moderating role in improving socio-economic outcomes. Taken together, the findings show that microfinance services positively influence socio-economic empowerment, but their impact is mostly moderate and indirect. Financial inclusion—particularly usage—plays a crucial mediating role, while financial literacy shows limited moderating influence. These results highlight that the effectiveness of microfinance depends not only on access to financial services but also on how these services are used and the broader socio-economic context. In upland rural areas affected by calamities, inflation, and market instability, the potential of microfinance is constrained, limiting its ability to produce strong empowerment outcomes.
Consistent with the Capability Approach (Sen, 1999) which states that access to microfinance services alone is not enough, individuals should have the capability and opportunity to utilize these resources effectively. In this study, both capability (financial behavior) and opportunity (stable economic conditions) are limited, which weakens the overall impact of microfinance interventions.
Finally, the moderating effect of financial literacy on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment is not significant, leading to the failure to reject the null hypothesis for this path. This means that financial literacy does not significantly strengthen or weaken the effect of microfinance services on empowerment. This outcome may be attributed to the weak application of financial knowledge into actual financial behavior among farmers, limiting its role as a moderating factor in this study.

5.8 Theoretical Implications
	The findings of the study provide various theoretical implications in the relationship between microfinance services, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment among rural rice farmers.
First, the study supports the idea of the Microfinance Theory that access to financial services can contribute to improving the socioeconomic conditions of marginalized groups. However, the moderate utilization of microfinance services and the low level of socioeconomic empowerment suggest that microfinance alone is insufficient to produce substantial long-term transformation.  
Second, the findings strengthen the relevance of Capability Approach by showing that access to financial resources does not automatically lead to empowerment unless individuals possess the capability and opportunity to effectively use these resources. Although farmers showed moderate levels of financial knowledge and skills, the low levels of financial behavior and socioeconomic empowerment indicate that capability remains constrained by economic realities and limited opportunities.
Third, the study contributes to Financial Inclusion literature by demonstrating that financial inclusion only partially mediates the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment. This implies that access and usage of financial services alone are not enough to improve welfare outcomes unless financial services translate into meaningful economic gains and improved living conditions. 
Fourth, the non-significant moderating effect of financial literacy extends existing theories on Financial Literacy by suggesting that knowledge and skills do not always translate into improved financial outcomes under conditions of poverty and economic uncertainty. The results highlight the “knowledge–behavior gap,” where farmers may understand financial concepts but are unable to consistently apply them due to low income, urgent household needs, and survival-oriented financial decisions.
Finally, the study provides an integrated theoretical contribution by linking microfinance services, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment within a single framework among rural rice farmers. The findings suggest that empowerment is shaped not only by financial access, but also by behavioral, institutional, and contextual factors, thereby supporting multidimensional and context-sensitive approaches to rural development and empowerment.
5.9 Limitations of the Study
This study has several limitations that should be considered. First, the use of a modified self-reported questionnaire may affect the results because answers depend on the respondents’ personal views and memory, which may lead to bias. Second, the study only included selected variables, so other important factors that may affect the results were not included.
The study is also limited to the selected area and respondents, so the findings may not apply to other farming communities. Other external factors such as market changes, weather conditions, and government policies were not fully examined.
For future studies, researchers may use top-box scoring to better measure respondents’ level of agreement. Future research may also include other methods like interviews and add more variables such as institutional support, behavior, and environmental factors to better understand microfinance and socio-economic empowerment.

CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This section synthesizes the results of the Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) analysis focusing on the direct, mediating, and moderating effects of various variables, as well as the explanatory power and overall fit of the proposed model.
6.1 Summary
This study examined the influence of microfinance services on the household socioeconomic empowerment of rice farmers in Goa, Camarines Sur, with financial inclusion as a mediating variable and financial literacy as a moderating variable. Specifically, it determined the levels of microfinance services availed, financial inclusion, financial literacy, and socioeconomic empowerment among 273 registered rice farmers from the upland barangays of Goa, Camarines Sur. A descriptive-causal research design was employed, and data were collected through a modified survey questionnaire. The data were analyzed using top-box scoring for descriptive analysis and Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) for testing the direct, mediating, and moderating relationships among the variables. 
The findings revealed that rice farmers moderately availed themselves of microfinance services and likewise exhibited moderate levels of financial inclusion and financial literacy. However, the level of socioeconomic empowerment remained generally low across most dimensions. Results further showed that microfinance services significantly influenced socioeconomic empowerment among rice farmers. Financial inclusion partially mediated the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment, particularly through improved access to and utilization of financial services. On the other hand, financial literacy demonstrated limited moderating effects, with financial behavior emerging as the only significant moderator and exhibiting a negative moderating influence on the relationship between microfinance services and socioeconomic empowerment. 
The study highlights the importance of strengthening financial inclusion mechanisms and promoting effective financial practices to maximize the empowerment outcomes of microfinance interventions among rural farming households.

6.2 Findings
The findings revealed that the level of microfinance services is moderate, indicating that services are accessible but not fully utilized. Farmers rely mainly on loans and savings for immediate needs such as farm inputs and daily expenses, while insurance and training services remain underutilized. This suggests that microfinance is used more for short-term survival rather than long-term development, largely due to recurring calamities, fluctuating palay prices, and rising production costs.
Similarly, the level of financial inclusion is moderate, with high usage but low welfare outcomes. Although farmers actively use financial services, these do not result in significant improvements in well-being. Financial resources are often used for consumption and recovery rather than productive investments, indicating that financial inclusion is functional but not transformative under existing economic constraints.
The results also show that financial literacy is moderate, with strengths in knowledge and skills but weaknesses in attitude and behavior. This reflects a gap between financial understanding and actual practice, influenced by limited income, unstable livelihoods, and lack of continuous financial guidance. As a result, financial literacy does not strongly translate into improved financial outcomes.
Despite these, socio-economic empowerment is low, such as income, employment, education, and health, although social participation is relatively moderate. This indicates that improvements in farmers’ overall well-being remain limited due to structural challenges such as disaster risks, seasonal income, and market instability.
The direct effects in the model are statistically significant, indicating that the relationships between variables are reliable and not due to chance. However, the effect sizes are generally small, suggesting limited practical or real-world impact. This highlights a clear distinction between statistical significance and practical significance, where findings may be statistically valid but do not necessarily translate into strong socioeconomic improvements. Thus, while the variables are related, their overall contribution to real-life outcomes remains modest.
Financial inclusion was found to partially mediate the relationship, with financial usage appeared as the strongest and most consistent mediator, highlighting that actual utilization of financial services is the key pathway to improved outcomes.
However, financial literacy showed limited moderating effects, with most interaction terms not significant. Only financial behavior showed a significant but negative moderating effect on employment empowerment, suggesting that farmers tend to use financial resources cautiously for risk management rather than expansion.
In summary, the model demonstrated moderate explanatory power (R²) and strong predictive relevance (Q²), but it did not meet the acceptable threshold for model fit (SRMR), indicating areas for further improvement. These findings confirm that while microfinance services, financial inclusion, and financial literacy are present, their impact on socio-economic empowerment is constrained by economic vulnerability, environmental risks, and limited behavioral application of financial knowledge.
Finding of this study can be understood through Capability Approach (Sen, 1999), which says access to financial resources alone is not enough unless individual have the capability to utilize it properly to improve well-being. Additionally, Financial Inclusion Theory, reinforced the findings where financial access and usage enhance standard of living. Moreover, Microfinance Impact Theory, highlights that its effects are only small and not the same for everyone, indicating that there must be a support for total socioeconomic empowerment. Finally, Financial Literacy Theory, having financial knowledge is not enough, when behavior and actual conditions limit how it is used.
6.3 Conclusions	
Based on the findings of the study, the following conclusions are drawn:
Rural rice farmers demonstrate “access without depth” in microfinance utilization. Services are available and accessible, but mainly used for short-term survival and immediate financial needs. This shows that microfinance is largely consumed instead of invested, limiting its potential contribution to sustainable socioeconomic development. However, the lack of insurance and training is a major weakness in microfinance services, not just a minor gap. It increases farmers’ risks and limit its effective loans utilization. They experience a form of financial inclusion that is not matched by meaningful socioeconomic improvement, reflecting a clear decoupling between financial usage and welfare outcomes. Although financial services are accessible and actively utilized, they are primarily used for immediate consumption and survival needs. This indicates that access to financial services alone is insufficient to produce real empowerment. Hence, financial inclusion without corresponding welfare improvement becomes ineffective and results in a form of pseudo-inclusion, where participation in the financial system exists but transformative socioeconomic progress remains limited.
Farmers demonstrate adequate financial knowledge; however, this does not consistently lead to improved financial behavior and outcomes. This inconsistency is largely driven by structural constraints such as income instability, farming risks, and urgent household financial needs. As a result, financial decisions are often shaped more by survival pressures than by financial knowledge alone. This constraint-driven gap reduces the overall effectiveness of financial literacy in improving financial management and long-term socioeconomic conditions, highlighting the need for behavioral and guided financial support interventions rather than knowledge-based approaches alone.
Farmers demonstrate a low level of socio-economic empowerment, which serves as the central finding of the study. While microfinance, financial inclusion, and financial literacy interventions are present, they have not yet translated into meaningful and sustainable empowerment outcomes. This indicates that existing interventions remain limited in impact and are not yet transformative. Thus, improving socio-economic conditions requires not only financial interventions but also stronger structural support, stable livelihood opportunities, and long-term rural development programs.
The direct influence of microfinance services on socioeconomic empowerment were statistically significant, but the small effect sizes indicate limited real-world impact. This means that although the variables are related, their contribution to actual socioeconomic improvement is modest and not strongly transformative.
Financial inclusion serves as a partial mediator, with financial usage identified as the most critical mechanism through which microfinance services influence socio-economic outcomes. This highlights that access alone is not enough; effective and productive utilization is essential. It is suggested that while microfinance services can influence socio-economic empowerment through increased financial access and usage, this pathway is constrained by external economic conditions and limited conversion of access into meaningful welfare outcomes.
Meanwhile, financial literacy’s various construct did not significantly moderate the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. However, financial behavior found significantly moderate its relationship, but have a negative effect. Although farmers have enough financial knowledge and skills, the inability to consistently apply financial literacy in real-life financial decisions weakens its effects on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment. The gap between knowledge and behavior, along with external economic constraints, limits its ability to enhance outcomes.
Microfinance in this context sustains survival but does not lead to transformative socioeconomic empowerment. Although farmers have access to and use financial services, these are mainly directed toward daily needs rather than productive investment. This limited impact occurs because access alone is not enough without effective financial inclusion and financial literacy, and more importantly, because strong structural constraints such as typhoons, unstable prices, and market uncertainty continuously force farmers into survival mode. As a result, access is used but not translated into real empowerment.
6.4 Recommendations
Microfinance Institutions (MFIs)
MFIs should adopt bundled microfinance services that integrate credit, micro-insurance, and training to ensure both financial access and protection. They should also strengthen behavior-based financial coaching systems, including budgeting support, savings tracking, repayment reminders, and guided loan utilization monitoring to improve the actual use of financial knowledge.

Educational Institutions / Financial Educators
Financial literacy programs should focus on behavior-oriented and applied learning, such as budgeting, debt management, agricultural investment planning, and risk management. Community-based and experiential learning approaches should be strengthened to help farmers translate knowledge into practice.

Financial Literacy Advocates and NGOs
Programs should prioritize continuous behavioral financial coaching, including mentoring, goal-setting, savings discipline, and responsible borrowing interventions. These efforts should focus on closing the gap between financial knowledge and actual financial behavior.

Policymakers
Policymakers should develop climate-resilient and outcome-based microfinance policies, including: 1) Climate-resilient financing schemes (flexible repayment and recovery mechanisms during climate shocks); 2) Conditional loan utilization frameworks linked to productive use and livelihood outcomes; and, 3) Integration of microfinance with broader rural development programs such as skills training and income-generating support. 

Local Government Units (LGUs)
LGUs should strengthen localized financial inclusion and implementation support by: 1) Supporting collaboration between MFIs, cooperatives, and training institutions; 2) Ensuring microfinance is linked with livelihood and skills development programs; 3) Providing local-level monitoring and support systems to ensure proper loan utilization; and 4) Strengthening community-based financial literacy and coaching initiatives. 

Future Researchers
Future studies should examine additional factors such as behavioral, institutional, market, and climate-related variables affecting microfinance utilization. Replication in other agricultural areas is also recommended to improve comparability and generalization.
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APPENDIX A. RELIABILITY TEST

	Variables
	
	Cronbach’s Alpha

	Microfinance Services
	Loans, Savings, Insurance, Trainings
	0.810

	
Financial Inclusion
	Access
	0.951

	
	Quality
	0.977

	
	Usage
	0.966

	
	Welfare
	0.958

	
Financial Literacy
	Knowledge
	0.952

	
	Skills
	0.966

	
	Attitude
	0.905

	
	Behavior
	0.930

	
Socioeconomic 
Empowerment
	Education
	0.723

	
	Finance
	0.775

	
	Social
	0.928

	
	Economics
	0.943

	
	Employment
	0.942

	
	Health
	0.958














APPENDIX B. SMARTPLS-SEM ANALYSIS
Appendix B.1 Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis
Microfinance Services
	MS
	Original sample (O)
	P values

	1: MS1,MS2,MS3,MS4
	0.141
	0

	2: MS1,MS2,MS4,MS3
	0.136
	0






Financial Inclusion

	FI_ACC_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	FI_QUA_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	FI_USA_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	FI_WEL_
	Original sample (O)
	P values

	1: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_4
	0.021
	0.01
	1: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_2,FI_QUA_3,FI_QUA_4
	0.052
	0
	1: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_2,FI_USA_3,FI_USA_4
	0.04
	0
	1: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_2,FI_WEL_3,FI_WEL_4
	0.001
	0.86

	2: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_4,FI_ACC_3
	0.021
	0.012
	2: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_2,FI_QUA_4,FI_QUA_3
	0.056
	0
	2: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_2,FI_USA_4,FI_USA_3
	0.045
	0
	2: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_2,FI_WEL_4,FI_WEL_3
	0.003
	0.515

	4: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_5
	0.024
	0.004
	4: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_2,FI_QUA_3,FI_QUA_5
	0.048
	0
	4: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_2,FI_USA_3,FI_USA_5
	0.035
	0
	4: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_2,FI_WEL_3,FI_WEL_5
	-0.002
	0.634

	6: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_5,FI_ACC_2
	-0.003
	0.675
	6: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_3,FI_QUA_5,FI_QUA_2
	0
	0.943
	6: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_3,FI_USA_5,FI_USA_2
	-0.006
	0.262
	6: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_3,FI_WEL_5,FI_WEL_2
	-0.009
	0.106

	7: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_6
	0.016
	0.044
	10: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_2,FI_QUA_3,FI_QUA_7
	0.015
	0.067
	10: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_2,FI_USA_3,FI_USA_7
	0.032
	0
	10: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_2,FI_WEL_3,FI_WEL_7
	-0.001
	0.664

	10: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_7
	0.018
	0.02
	13: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_2,FI_QUA_4,FI_QUA_5
	0.069
	0
	13: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_2,FI_USA_4,FI_USA_5
	0.048
	0
	13: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_2,FI_WEL_4,FI_WEL_5
	0.008
	0.083

	13: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_8
	0.008
	0.296
	19: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_2,FI_QUA_4,FI_QUA_7
	0.028
	0
	19: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_2,FI_USA_4,FI_USA_7
	0.042
	0
	19: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_2,FI_WEL_4,FI_WEL_7
	0.005
	0.215

	17: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_5,FI_ACC_4
	0.05
	0
	25: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_2,FI_QUA_5,FI_QUA_7
	0.033
	0
	25: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_2,FI_USA_5,FI_USA_7
	0.042
	0
	25: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_2,FI_WEL_5,FI_WEL_7
	0.011
	0.087

	23: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_7,FI_ACC_4
	0.036
	0
	30: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_6,FI_QUA_7,FI_QUA_2
	-0.005
	0.341
	30: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_6,FI_USA_7,FI_USA_2
	0.003
	0.318
	30: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_6,FI_WEL_7,FI_WEL_2
	0
	0.898

	26: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_8,FI_ACC_4
	0.029
	0.003
	34: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_3,FI_QUA_4,FI_QUA_6
	0.018
	0
	34: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_3,FI_USA_4,FI_USA_6
	0.012
	0.028
	34: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_3,FI_WEL_4,FI_WEL_6
	0.007
	0.049

	30: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_5,FI_ACC_6,FI_ACC_2
	0.001
	0.722
	38: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_3,FI_QUA_7,FI_QUA_4
	-0.021
	0.024
	38: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_3,FI_USA_7,FI_USA_4
	-0.009
	0.205
	38: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_3,FI_WEL_7,FI_WEL_4
	-0.01
	0.076

	33: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_5,FI_ACC_7,FI_ACC_2
	-0.003
	0.494
	40: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_3,FI_QUA_5,FI_QUA_6
	0.024
	0.001
	40: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_3,FI_USA_5,FI_USA_6
	0.018
	0.006
	40: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_3,FI_WEL_5,FI_WEL_6
	0.017
	0.013

	42: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_6,FI_ACC_8,FI_ACC_2
	-0.003
	0.676
	50: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_4,FI_QUA_6,FI_QUA_5
	-0.003
	0.685
	50: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_4,FI_USA_6,FI_USA_5
	0.001
	0.821
	50: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_4,FI_WEL_6,FI_WEL_5
	0.003
	0.652

	73: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_7,FI_ACC_8
	0.055
	0
	55: FI_QUA_1,FI_QUA_4,FI_QUA_6,FI_QUA_7
	0.023
	0
	55: FI_USA_1,FI_USA_4,FI_USA_6,FI_USA_7
	0.004
	0.519
	55: FI_WEL_1,FI_WEL_4,FI_WEL_6,FI_WEL_7
	0.011
	0.121

	85: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_4,FI_ACC_6,FI_ACC_7
	0.035
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	97: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_5,FI_ACC_6,FI_ACC_8
	0.01
	0.112
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	100: FI_ACC_1,FI_ACC_5,FI_ACC_7,FI_ACC_8
	0.009
	0.188
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	110: FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_6,FI_ACC_4
	0.027
	0.003
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	121: FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_3,FI_ACC_5,FI_ACC_7
	0.064
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	156: FI_ACC_2,FI_ACC_6,FI_ACC_7,FI_ACC_5
	-0.001
	0.928
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Financial Literacy
	FL_ATT_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	FL_BEH_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	FL_KNO_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	FL_SKI_
	Original sample (O)
	P values

	1: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_2,FL_ATT_3,FL_ATT_4
	0.015
	0
	1: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_2,FL_BEH_3,FL_BEH_4
	0.007
	0.071
	1: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_2,FL_KNO_3,FL_KNO_4
	0.009
	0.049
	1: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_2,FL_SKI_3,FL_SKI_4
	-0.004
	0.107

	2: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_2,FL_ATT_4,FL_ATT_3
	0.013
	0.004
	2: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_2,FL_BEH_4,FL_BEH_3
	0.009
	0.022
	2: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_2,FL_KNO_4,FL_KNO_3
	0.011
	0.015
	2: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_2,FL_SKI_4,FL_SKI_3
	-0.001
	0.777

	4: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_2,FL_ATT_3,FL_ATT_5
	0.012
	0.001
	4: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_2,FL_BEH_3,FL_BEH_5
	0.005
	0.137
	4: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_2,FL_KNO_3,FL_KNO_5
	0.009
	0.028
	4: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_2,FL_SKI_3,FL_SKI_5
	0.001
	0.671

	6: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_3,FL_ATT_5,FL_ATT_2
	-0.003
	0.305
	6: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_3,FL_BEH_5,FL_BEH_2
	0
	0.914
	6: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_3,FL_KNO_5,FL_KNO_2
	-0.001
	0.773
	6: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_3,FL_SKI_5,FL_SKI_2
	0
	0.97

	10: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_2,FL_ATT_3,FL_ATT_7
	0.002
	0.367
	10: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_2,FL_BEH_3,FL_BEH_7
	0.006
	0.105
	10: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_2,FL_KNO_3,FL_KNO_7
	0.009
	0.024
	10: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_2,FL_SKI_3,FL_SKI_7
	-0.003
	0.182

	13: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_2,FL_ATT_4,FL_ATT_5
	0.029
	0
	13: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_2,FL_BEH_4,FL_BEH_5
	0.01
	0.007
	13: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_2,FL_KNO_4,FL_KNO_5
	0.015
	0.002
	13: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_2,FL_SKI_4,FL_SKI_5
	0.004
	0.089

	19: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_2,FL_ATT_4,FL_ATT_7
	0.01
	0.002
	19: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_2,FL_BEH_4,FL_BEH_7
	0.005
	0.139
	19: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_2,FL_KNO_4,FL_KNO_7
	0.01
	0.023
	19: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_2,FL_SKI_4,FL_SKI_7
	0.006
	0.017

	25: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_2,FL_ATT_5,FL_ATT_7
	0.016
	0
	25: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_2,FL_BEH_5,FL_BEH_7
	0.011
	0.008
	25: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_2,FL_KNO_5,FL_KNO_7
	0.009
	0.023
	25: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_2,FL_SKI_5,FL_SKI_7
	0.008
	0.007

	30: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_6,FL_ATT_7,FL_ATT_2
	0
	0.6
	30: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_6,FL_BEH_7,FL_BEH_2
	0.002
	0.434
	30: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_6,FL_KNO_7,FL_KNO_2
	-0.002
	0.403
	30: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_6,FL_SKI_7,FL_SKI_2
	0
	0.744

	34: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_3,FL_ATT_4,FL_ATT_6
	0.007
	0.007
	34: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_3,FL_BEH_4,FL_BEH_6
	0.004
	0.254
	34: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_3,FL_KNO_4,FL_KNO_6
	0.001
	0.643
	34: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_3,FL_SKI_4,FL_SKI_6
	0.004
	0.145

	38: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_3,FL_ATT_7,FL_ATT_4
	0.003
	0.456
	38: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_3,FL_BEH_7,FL_BEH_4
	0
	0.957
	38: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_3,FL_KNO_7,FL_KNO_4
	-0.001
	0.64
	38: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_3,FL_SKI_7,FL_SKI_4
	0.005
	0.061

	40: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_3,FL_ATT_5,FL_ATT_6
	0.013
	0
	40: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_3,FL_BEH_5,FL_BEH_6
	0.01
	0.017
	40: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_3,FL_KNO_5,FL_KNO_6
	0.006
	0.051
	40: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_3,FL_SKI_5,FL_SKI_6
	0.006
	0.049

	50: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_4,FL_ATT_6,FL_ATT_5
	0.001
	0.878
	50: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_4,FL_BEH_6,FL_BEH_5
	-0.001
	0.781
	50: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_4,FL_KNO_6,FL_KNO_5
	-0.003
	0.358
	50: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_4,FL_SKI_6,FL_SKI_5
	0.003
	0.169

	55: FL_ATT_1,FL_ATT_4,FL_ATT_6,FL_ATT_7
	0.013
	0.002
	55: FL_BEH_1,FL_BEH_4,FL_BEH_6,FL_BEH_7
	0.004
	0.286
	55: FL_KNO_1,FL_KNO_4,FL_KNO_6,FL_KNO_7
	0.002
	0.533
	55: FL_SKI_1,FL_SKI_4,FL_SKI_6,FL_SKI_7
	0.008
	0.008





Socio-economic Empowerment
	SEE_ECO_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	SEE_EDU_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	SEE_EMP_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	SEE_FIN_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	SEE_HEA_
	Original sample (O)
	P values
	SEE_SOC_
	Original sample (O)
	P values

	1: SEE_ECO_1,SEE_ECO_2,SEE_ECO_3,SEE_ECO_4
	0.015
	0.233
	1: SEE_EDU_1,SEE_EDU_2,SEE_EDU_3,SEE_EDU_4
	0.007
	0.452
	1: SEE_EMP_1,SEE_EMP_2,SEE_EMP_3,SEE_EMP_4
	0.004
	0.647
	1: SEE_FIN_1,SEE_FIN_2,SEE_FIN_3,SEE_FIN_4
	-0.013
	0.128
	1: SEE_HEA_1,SEE_HEA_2,SEE_HEA_3,SEE_HEA_4
	-0.004
	0.671
	1: SEE_SOC_1,SEE_SOC_2,SEE_SOC_3,SEE_SOC_4
	0.032
	0.02

	2: SEE_ECO_1,SEE_ECO_2,SEE_ECO_4,SEE_ECO_3
	0.007
	0.579
	2: SEE_EDU_1,SEE_EDU_2,SEE_EDU_4,SEE_EDU_3
	0.009
	0.322
	2: SEE_EMP_1,SEE_EMP_2,SEE_EMP_4,SEE_EMP_3
	0.012
	0.161
	2: SEE_FIN_1,SEE_FIN_2,SEE_FIN_4,SEE_FIN_3
	-0.018
	0.025
	2: SEE_HEA_1,SEE_HEA_2,SEE_HEA_4,SEE_HEA_3
	0.01
	0.161
	2: SEE_SOC_1,SEE_SOC_2,SEE_SOC_4,SEE_SOC_3
	0.021
	0.16

	4: SEE_ECO_1,SEE_ECO_2,SEE_ECO_3,SEE_ECO_5
	0.022
	0.093
	4: SEE_EDU_1,SEE_EDU_2,SEE_EDU_3,SEE_EDU_5
	0.005
	0.614
	4: SEE_EMP_1,SEE_EMP_2,SEE_EMP_3,SEE_EMP_5
	0.025
	0.002
	4: SEE_FIN_1,SEE_FIN_2,SEE_FIN_3,SEE_FIN_5
	0.009
	0.34
	4: SEE_HEA_1,SEE_HEA_2,SEE_HEA_3,SEE_HEA_5
	-0.005
	0.445
	4: SEE_SOC_1,SEE_SOC_2,SEE_SOC_3,SEE_SOC_5
	0.014
	0.3

	6: SEE_ECO_1,SEE_ECO_3,SEE_ECO_5,SEE_ECO_2
	-0.011
	0.388
	6: SEE_EDU_1,SEE_EDU_3,SEE_EDU_5,SEE_EDU_2
	0
	0.971
	6: SEE_EMP_1,SEE_EMP_3,SEE_EMP_5,SEE_EMP_2
	-0.022
	0.024
	6: SEE_FIN_1,SEE_FIN_3,SEE_FIN_5,SEE_FIN_2
	-0.018
	0.049
	6: SEE_HEA_1,SEE_HEA_3,SEE_HEA_5,SEE_HEA_2
	-0.009
	0.377
	6: SEE_SOC_1,SEE_SOC_3,SEE_SOC_5,SEE_SOC_2
	0.013
	0.156

	10: SEE_ECO_1,SEE_ECO_3,SEE_ECO_4,SEE_ECO_5
	0.003
	0.822
	10: SEE_EDU_1,SEE_EDU_3,SEE_EDU_4,SEE_EDU_5
	0
	0.982
	10: SEE_EMP_1,SEE_EMP_3,SEE_EMP_4,SEE_EMP_5
	0.011
	0.225
	10: SEE_FIN_1,SEE_FIN_3,SEE_FIN_4,SEE_FIN_5
	-0.01
	0.306
	10: SEE_HEA_1,SEE_HEA_3,SEE_HEA_4,SEE_HEA_5
	0.005
	0.388
	10: SEE_SOC_1,SEE_SOC_3,SEE_SOC_4,SEE_SOC_5
	-0.014
	0.238




Appendix B.2 Results Summary for Reflective Measurement Model

	Construct
	Indicators
	Convergent Validity
	Internal Consistency Reliability
	Discriminant Validity

	 
	 
	Outer Loadings
	Indicator Reliability
	Average variance extracted (AVE)
	Cronbach's alpha
	Composite reliability (rho_a)
	Composite reliability (rho_c)
	Cross Loadings
	Fornell and Larcker
	HTMT (HTMT confidence internal does not include 1)

	 
	 
	›0.70
	›0.50
	›0.50
	0.60-0.90
	0.60-0.90
	0.60-0.90
	 
	 
	0.9

	Microfinance Services
	MS1
	0.906
	0.821
	0.841
	0.937
	0.94
	0.955
	0.906
	0.917
	Yes

	
	MS2
	0.93
	0.865
	
	
	
	
	0.93
	
	

	
	MS3
	0.939
	0.882
	
	
	
	
	0.939
	
	

	
	MS4
	0.892
	0.796
	
	
	
	
	0.892
	
	

















Appendix B.3 Results Summary for Formative Measurement Model

	 
	VIF
	Outer Weights
	Significance
	Outer Loadings
	Significance

	FI_ACC_1
	3.017
	0.238
	0.021
	0.828
	0

	FI_ACC_2
	3.465
	0.165
	0.11
	0.822
	0

	FI_ACC_3
	4.036
	-0.095
	0.413
	0.812
	0

	FI_ACC_4
	3.473
	0.137
	0.171
	0.855
	0

	FI_ACC_5
	6.458
	0.237
	0.127
	0.922
	0

	FI_ACC_6
	7.381
	0.101
	0.552
	0.915
	0

	FI_ACC_7
	6.179
	0.241
	0.122
	0.92
	0

	FI_ACC_8
	2.945
	0.114
	0.199
	0.834
	0

	FI_QUA_1
	3.523
	0.262
	0.023
	0.869
	0

	FI_QUA_2
	3.826
	0.036
	0.742
	0.844
	0

	FI_QUA_3
	7.126
	0.193
	0.205
	0.909
	0

	FI_QUA_4
	10.03
	0.074
	0.741
	0.901
	0

	FI_QUA_5
	7.417
	0.174
	0.278
	0.898
	0

	FI_QUA_6
	5.145
	0.022
	0.889
	0.876
	0

	FI_QUA_7
	3.473
	0.358
	0.005
	0.906
	0

	FI_USA_1
	2.969
	0.433
	0
	0.93
	0

	FI_USA_2
	3.452
	0.241
	0.026
	0.89
	0

	FI_USA_3
	6.752
	0.25
	0.147
	0.88
	0

	FI_USA_4
	8.947
	-0.212
	0.265
	0.838
	0

	FI_USA_5
	10.653
	0.071
	0.672
	0.862
	0

	FI_USA_6
	15.54
	0.02
	0.917
	0.877
	0

	FI_USA_7
	10.224
	0.292
	0.084
	0.899
	0

	FI_WEL_1
	1.72
	0.462
	0
	0.841
	0

	FI_WEL_2
	3.906
	0.413
	0.001
	0.881
	0

	FI_WEL_3
	5.137
	-0.089
	0.6
	0.825
	0

	FI_WEL_4
	5.3
	0.221
	0.232
	0.856
	0

	FI_WEL_5
	4.706
	0.321
	0.026
	0.824
	0

	FI_WEL_6
	6.255
	-0.144
	0.51
	0.75
	0

	FI_WEL_7
	4.182
	-0.034
	0.877
	0.713
	0

	FL_ATT_1
	1.326
	0.192
	0.154
	0.547
	0

	FL_ATT_2
	1.474
	0.282
	0.047
	0.65
	0

	FL_ATT_3
	1.615
	0.222
	0.131
	0.665
	0

	FL_ATT_4
	2.493
	0.448
	0.01
	0.721
	0

	FL_ATT_5
	2.974
	-0.173
	0.405
	0.612
	0

	FL_ATT_6
	3.452
	-0.01
	0.957
	0.616
	0

	FL_ATT_7
	2.859
	0.508
	0.001
	0.694
	0

	FL_BEH_1
	1.319
	0.368
	0
	0.704
	0

	FL_BEH_2
	1.501
	0.094
	0.295
	0.624
	0

	FL_BEH_3
	1.549
	0.39
	0
	0.79
	0

	FL_BEH_4
	1.3
	0.187
	0.021
	0.589
	0

	FL_BEH_6
	1.317
	0.246
	0.001
	0.639
	0

	FL_BEH_7
	1.226
	0.198
	0.003
	0.539
	0

	FL_KNO_1
	1.616
	0.446
	0.023
	0.832
	0

	FL_KNO_2
	1.594
	0.265
	0.145
	0.743
	0

	FL_KNO_3
	1.248
	0.257
	0.115
	0.634
	0

	FL_KNO_6
	1.364
	0.221
	0.173
	0.62
	0

	FL_KNO_7
	1.356
	0.217
	0.195
	0.61
	0

	FL_SKI_1
	1.299
	0.791
	0
	0.953
	0

	FL_SKI_2
	1.242
	0.253
	0.201
	0.619
	0

	FL_SKI_3
	1.238
	0.16
	0.391
	0.555
	0

	MS1
	4.691
	0.269
	0
	0.906
	0

	MS2
	5.763
	0.266
	0
	0.93
	0

	MS3
	5.662
	0.294
	0
	0.939
	0

	MS4
	4.078
	0.261
	0
	0.893
	0

	SEE_ECO_1
	1.698
	0.235
	0
	0.764
	0

	SEE_ECO_2
	2.172
	0.359
	0
	0.867
	0

	SEE_ECO_3
	2.001
	0.158
	0.028
	0.778
	0

	SEE_ECO_4
	1.89
	0.185
	0.002
	0.775
	0

	SEE_ECO_5
	1.763
	0.304
	0
	0.801
	0

	SEE_EDU_1
	1.817
	0.223
	0
	0.78
	0

	SEE_EDU_2
	1.721
	0.225
	0
	0.762
	0

	SEE_EDU_3
	1.979
	0.255
	0
	0.812
	0

	SEE_EDU_4
	2.131
	0.177
	0.001
	0.803
	0

	SEE_EDU_5
	1.823
	0.362
	0
	0.844
	0

	SEE_EMP_1
	2.046
	0.446
	0
	0.885
	0

	SEE_EMP_3
	2.085
	0.294
	0.002
	0.818
	0

	SEE_EMP_4
	1.575
	-0.007
	0.931
	0.586
	0

	SEE_EMP_5
	1.642
	0.437
	0
	0.845
	0

	SEE_FIN_1
	1.97
	0.141
	0.026
	0.758
	0

	SEE_FIN_2
	1.919
	0.294
	0
	0.811
	0

	SEE_FIN_3
	2.139
	0.245
	0
	0.833
	0

	SEE_FIN_4
	2.529
	0.155
	0.012
	0.829
	0

	SEE_FIN_5
	2.47
	0.365
	0
	0.883
	0

	SEE_HEA_1
	2.086
	-0.002
	0.98
	0.691
	0

	SEE_HEA_2
	1.663
	0.326
	0
	0.689
	0

	SEE_HEA_4
	1.414
	-0.155
	0.014
	0.364
	0

	SEE_HEA_5
	1.959
	0.864
	0
	0.964
	0

	SEE_SOC_1
	1.382
	0.036
	0.542
	0.535
	0

	SEE_SOC_2
	1.191
	0.199
	0
	0.515
	0

	SEE_SOC_3
	1.938
	0.241
	0.001
	0.804
	0

	SEE_SOC_4
	2.16
	0.472
	0
	0.891
	0

	SEE_SOC_5
	1.753
	0.323
	0
	0.818
	0






Appendix B.4 Direct Effects/Effects Size (f²) of Microfinance Services on Socioeconomic Empowerment
	
	 Direct Effects
	 Effect Size (f²)

	
	Original sample (O)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values
	Original sample (O)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values

	FI_ACC_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.06
	0.109
	0.547
	0.585
	0.001
	0.012
	0.119
	0.905

	FI_ACC_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.132
	0.092
	1.437
	0.151
	0.008
	0.017
	0.496
	0.62

	FI_ACC_ -> SEE_EMP_
	0.286
	0.136
	2.098
	0.036
	0.024
	0.026
	0.9
	0.368

	FI_ACC_ -> SEE_FIN_
	0.158
	0.122
	1.296
	0.195
	0.011
	0.024
	0.455
	0.649

	FI_ACC_ -> SEE_HEA_
	0.021
	0.114
	0.182
	0.856
	0
	0.008
	0.02
	0.984

	FI_ACC_ -> SEE_SOC_
	0.129
	0.114
	1.132
	0.258
	0.006
	0.016
	0.389
	0.697

	FI_QUA_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.011
	0.103
	0.107
	0.915
	0
	0.007
	0.007
	0.995

	FI_QUA_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.176
	0.085
	2.072
	0.038
	0.015
	0.018
	0.831
	0.406

	FI_QUA_ -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.052
	0.123
	0.426
	0.67
	0.001
	0.008
	0.103
	0.918

	FI_QUA_ -> SEE_FIN_
	0.041
	0.106
	0.387
	0.699
	0.001
	0.009
	0.079
	0.937

	FI_QUA_ -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.038
	0.107
	0.352
	0.725
	0.001
	0.008
	0.07
	0.944

	FI_QUA_ -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.044
	0.113
	0.387
	0.699
	0.001
	0.009
	0.083
	0.934

	FI_USA_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.252
	0.092
	2.736
	0.006
	0.037
	0.029
	1.298
	0.194

	FI_USA_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.145
	0.073
	1.993
	0.046
	0.015
	0.018
	0.867
	0.386

	FI_USA_ -> SEE_EMP_
	0.097
	0.103
	0.945
	0.345
	0.004
	0.011
	0.375
	0.708

	FI_USA_ -> SEE_FIN_
	0.267
	0.08
	3.36
	0.001
	0.047
	0.029
	1.615
	0.106

	FI_USA_ -> SEE_HEA_
	0.015
	0.09
	0.166
	0.868
	0
	0.008
	0.017
	0.987

	FI_USA_ -> SEE_SOC_
	0.299
	0.095
	3.139
	0.002
	0.05
	0.032
	1.545
	0.122

	FI_WEL_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.09
	0.067
	1.342
	0.18
	0.009
	0.019
	0.508
	0.611

	FI_WEL_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.037
	0.06
	0.627
	0.531
	0.002
	0.012
	0.166
	0.868

	FI_WEL_ -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.055
	0.077
	0.712
	0.476
	0.003
	0.01
	0.249
	0.803

	FI_WEL_ -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.054
	0.063
	0.86
	0.39
	0.004
	0.011
	0.352
	0.725

	FI_WEL_ -> SEE_HEA_
	0.096
	0.066
	1.454
	0.146
	0.01
	0.016
	0.637
	0.524

	FI_WEL_ -> SEE_SOC_
	0.028
	0.065
	0.424
	0.672
	0.001
	0.009
	0.096
	0.924

	MS -> FI_ACC_
	0.683
	0.034
	20.358
	0
	0.876
	0.167
	5.262
	0

	MS -> FI_QUA_
	0.642
	0.039
	16.631
	0
	0.702
	0.148
	4.732
	0

	MS -> FI_USA_
	0.66
	0.036
	18.215
	0
	0.771
	0.154
	5.01
	0

	MS -> FI_WEL_
	0.54
	0.051
	10.685
	0
	0.411
	0.115
	3.565
	0

	MS -> SEE_ECO_
	0.221
	0.058
	3.81
	0
	0.065
	0.034
	1.893
	0.058

	MS -> SEE_EDU_
	0.202
	0.061
	3.312
	0.001
	0.067
	0.04
	1.647
	0.1

	MS -> SEE_EMP_
	0.243
	0.067
	3.605
	0
	0.057
	0.033
	1.73
	0.084

	MS -> SEE_FIN_
	0.252
	0.058
	4.358
	0
	0.095
	0.045
	2.088
	0.037

	MS -> SEE_HEA_
	0.606
	0.059
	10.325
	0
	0.466
	0.115
	4.048
	0

	MS -> SEE_SOC_
	0.223
	0.067
	3.324
	0.001
	0.062
	0.039
	1.599
	0.11

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	0.002
	0.046
	0.04
	0.968
	0
	0.006
	0.001
	0.999

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	-0.03
	0.047
	0.647
	0.518
	0.002
	0.011
	0.213
	0.831

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	0.082
	0.051
	1.629
	0.103
	0.01
	0.011
	0.863
	0.388

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.026
	0.046
	0.554
	0.579
	0.001
	0.009
	0.162
	0.871

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.042
	0.05
	0.836
	0.403
	0.003
	0.011
	0.319
	0.75

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.013
	0.055
	0.234
	0.815
	0
	0.008
	0.038
	0.97

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	-0.04
	0.051
	0.79
	0.43
	0.003
	0.011
	0.283
	0.777

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	-0.043
	0.053
	0.816
	0.415
	0.004
	0.015
	0.283
	0.777

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.113
	0.052
	2.165
	0.03
	0.017
	0.016
	1.094
	0.274

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.032
	0.05
	0.65
	0.516
	0.002
	0.011
	0.202
	0.84

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	0.066
	0.045
	1.453
	0.146
	0.008
	0.012
	0.667
	0.505

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.074
	0.053
	1.415
	0.157
	0.01
	0.016
	0.593
	0.553

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	0.032
	0.043
	0.744
	0.457
	0.002
	0.007
	0.314
	0.753

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	0.015
	0.045
	0.342
	0.733
	0.001
	0.008
	0.076
	0.94

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.032
	0.041
	0.772
	0.44
	0.002
	0.006
	0.274
	0.784

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.028
	0.04
	0.701
	0.483
	0.002
	0.009
	0.217
	0.828

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.019
	0.043
	0.445
	0.656
	0.001
	0.006
	0.117
	0.907

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	0.064
	0.045
	1.423
	0.155
	0.008
	0.01
	0.81
	0.418

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	0.008
	0.043
	0.18
	0.857
	0
	0.006
	0.021
	0.983

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	0.024
	0.045
	0.546
	0.585
	0.001
	0.008
	0.178
	0.859

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	0.018
	0.051
	0.353
	0.724
	0
	0.006
	0.081
	0.935

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	0.063
	0.044
	1.438
	0.15
	0.009
	0.013
	0.672
	0.501

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.007
	0.043
	0.168
	0.866
	0
	0.006
	0.018
	0.985

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.023
	0.044
	0.513
	0.608
	0.001
	0.007
	0.145
	0.884








Appendix B.5 Mediating Effects (Specific Indirect Effects) of Financial Inclusion 

	
	Original sample (O)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values

	MS -> FI_WEL_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.049
	0.038
	1.289
	0.197

	MS -> FI_USA_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.166
	0.063
	2.618
	0.009

	MS -> FI_WEL_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.02
	0.033
	0.604
	0.546

	MS -> FI_QUA_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.007
	0.067
	0.105
	0.916

	MS -> FI_USA_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.096
	0.05
	1.925
	0.054

	MS -> FI_WEL_ -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.03
	0.043
	0.694
	0.487

	MS -> FI_ACC_ -> SEE_ECO_
	0.041
	0.076
	0.54
	0.589

	MS -> FI_QUA_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.113
	0.056
	2.01
	0.044

	MS -> FI_USA_ -> SEE_EMP_
	0.064
	0.069
	0.926
	0.354

	MS -> FI_WEL_ -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.029
	0.035
	0.843
	0.399

	MS -> FI_ACC_ -> SEE_EDU_
	0.09
	0.064
	1.418
	0.156

	MS -> FI_QUA_ -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.034
	0.08
	0.42
	0.675

	MS -> FI_USA_ -> SEE_FIN_
	0.176
	0.056
	3.17
	0.002

	MS -> FI_WEL_ -> SEE_HEA_
	0.052
	0.037
	1.388
	0.165

	MS -> FI_ACC_ -> SEE_EMP_
	0.196
	0.096
	2.034
	0.042

	MS -> FI_QUA_ -> SEE_FIN_
	0.026
	0.069
	0.382
	0.702

	MS -> FI_USA_ -> SEE_HEA_
	0.01
	0.06
	0.164
	0.87

	MS -> FI_WEL_ -> SEE_SOC_
	0.015
	0.036
	0.414
	0.679

	MS -> FI_ACC_ -> SEE_FIN_
	0.108
	0.084
	1.281
	0.2

	MS -> FI_QUA_ -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.024
	0.07
	0.347
	0.728

	MS -> FI_USA_ -> SEE_SOC_
	0.197
	0.066
	2.998
	0.003

	MS -> FI_ACC_ -> SEE_HEA_
	0.014
	0.079
	0.18
	0.857

	MS -> FI_QUA_ -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.028
	0.074
	0.383
	0.702

	MS -> FI_ACC_ -> SEE_SOC_
	0.088
	0.079
	1.114
	0.265











Appendix B.6 Moderating Effects of Financial Literacy

	 
	Original sample (O)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	0.002
	0.046
	0.04
	0.968

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	-0.03
	0.047
	0.647
	0.518

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	0.082
	0.051
	1.629
	0.103

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.026
	0.046
	0.554
	0.579

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.042
	0.05
	0.836
	0.403

	FL_ATT_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.013
	0.055
	0.234
	0.815

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	-0.04
	0.051
	0.79
	0.43

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	-0.043
	0.053
	0.816
	0.415

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.113
	0.052
	2.165
	0.03

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.032
	0.05
	0.65
	0.516

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	0.066
	0.045
	1.453
	0.146

	FL_BEH_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.074
	0.053
	1.415
	0.157

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	0.032
	0.043
	0.744
	0.457

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	0.015
	0.045
	0.342
	0.733

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	-0.032
	0.041
	0.772
	0.44

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	-0.028
	0.04
	0.701
	0.483

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.019
	0.043
	0.445
	0.656

	FL_KNO_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	0.064
	0.045
	1.423
	0.155

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_ECO_
	0.008
	0.043
	0.18
	0.857

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_EDU_
	0.024
	0.045
	0.546
	0.585

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_EMP_
	0.018
	0.051
	0.353
	0.724

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_FIN_
	0.063
	0.044
	1.438
	0.15

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_HEA_
	-0.007
	0.043
	0.168
	0.866

	FL_SKI_ x MS -> SEE_SOC_
	-0.023
	0.044
	0.513
	0.608











Appendix B.7 Model Fit Assessment

Table 10. R-Square, Adjusted R-Square, Predictive relevance Q²
	 
	R-Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Q² predict
	RMSE
	MAE

	Financial Inclusion Access
	0.467
	0.465
	0.447
	0.752
	0.629

	Financial Inclusion Quality
	0.412
	0.41
	0.39
	0.791
	0.651

	Financial Inclusion Usage
	0.435
	0.433
	0.417
	0.773
	0.637

	Financial Inclusion Welfare
	0.291
	0.289
	0.265
	0.873
	0.697

	Socioeconomic Empowerment Economic
	0.64
	0.622
	0.514
	0.704
	0.575

	Socioeconomic Empowerment Education
	0.707
	0.693
	0.552
	0.674
	0.534

	Socioeconomic Empowerment Employment
	0.507
	0.482
	0.415
	0.772
	0.62

	Socioeconomic Empowerment Finance
	0.679
	0.663
	0.548
	0.678
	0.545

	Socioeconomic Empowerment Health
	0.624
	0.605
	0.574
	0.657
	0.53

	Socioeconomic Empowerment Social
	0.617
	0.598
	0.48
	0.728
	0.587


R² Threshold:	.25 weak;	.5 medium;	.75 substantial	
Q² Threshold:	.02 small;	.15 medium	.35 large












Appendix B.8 Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR)

	SRMR
	Original sample (O)
	95%
	99%

	Saturated model
	0.044
	0.041
	0.044

	Estimated model
	0.136
	0.046
	0.049


SRMR Threshold:  0.08 good model fit
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	3. We follow a  family budget to avoid financial problems.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	4. I always repay debts on time.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	5. My financial decisions contribute to increased farm income..
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	SOCIAL
	
	
	
	
	

	1.Our family practices responsible family planning
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	2. Most  family members have insurance or social security.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	3. Our family actively participates in  community activities.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	4. We take part in public programs and social events.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	5. Our family members are confident and have high self-esteem..
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	ECONOMIC
	
	
	
	
	

	1.Our household’s monthly expenses are manageable.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	2. We maintain a good standard of living.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	3. Having  dependents does not create financial strain for us.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	4. Our family’s economic position is stable.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	5. We can comfortably afford our household needs.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	EMPLOYMENT
	
	
	
	
	

	1.Many members of our family  are employed or engaged in income generating activities
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	2. Unemployment in our family is very low.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	3. My income is enough to cover all our household expenses.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	4. Our family has a good share of members working in various sectors.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	5. We are satisfied with our earning capacity and job status.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	HEALTH
	
	
	
	
	

	Our family had regular medical check-ups in the past year.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Child malnutrition is not a problem in our family.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Our family received good medical treatment for health issues in the past year.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	No  family member has along-term health problem.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	We have social security or financial coverage for medical emergencies.
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
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[image: ]APPENDIX D. BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Alvin C. Valenzuela is a graduate of Bachelor of Science in Business Administration, Major in Financial Management in Partido State University, Goa, Camarines Sur. He is currently pursuing a Master of Business Administration at the same university. He took units in Methods of Teaching at Partido College, Goa, Camarines Sur and successfully passed the Licensure Examination for Professional Teachers in March 2016.
He has gained professional experience in lending, banking and education sectors. He previously served as a bank trainee at Greenbank, Inc. in Naga City and worked as a Credit Consultant at Oragon Lending Corporation, Goa, Camarines Sur.
At present, he is affiliated with the Department of Education as a Teacher I, a position he has held since June 2018. Through his academic background and diverse work experience, he continues to develop his competencies in finance and education.
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Dear Respondents,

The researcher is currently pursuing a Master in Business Administration at Partido State University in Goa,
Camarines Sur. As part of the program requirements, the undersigned will be conducting a study titled “THE
ROLE OF FINANCIAL LITERACY AND FINANCIAL INCLUSION ON THE INFLUENCE OF
MICROFINANCE SERVICES ON HOUSEHOLD SOCIO-ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT:
EVIDENCE FROM MARGINALIZED FARMERS IN GOA, CAMARINES SUR, PHILIPPINES”. This
study aims to evaluate the moderating effect of financial literacy and the mediating cffect of financial inclusion
on the impact of microfinance services on the sociocconomic cmpowerment of houscholds within the farming
sector in Goa, Camarines Sur.

In this regard, the rescarcher kindly requests your valuable time and cooperation in completing the survey
questionnaire. Please answer sincerely. All responses will be greatly appreciated. The rescarchers strictly
comply with the Data Privacy Act of 2012, and all information provided will remain confidential and used
exclusively for this study.

Thank you very much!

Sincerely,

ALVIN C. VALENZUELA
Researcher

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS:
Instructions: The survey consists of five parts that must be answered carefully, as follows: Socio-demographic
Profile (Part I), Microfinance Services (Part II), Financial Inclusion (Part IIT), Financial Literacy (Part IV), and
Socio-economic Development (Part V). Review each section carefully and answer based on your knowledge
and experience.

PART I: SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE
Instructions: Please check the options according to your personal information.

Name (Optional):

Address:
Age Group:
030 at pababy, 03140 04150
051 60 60 patags
Sex: O Male O Female
O LGBTQIA+ O Prefer not to say
Civil Status: O Single O Lived-In
O Separated O Widow(er)
Educational Attainment: O Elementary O High School
O College O Vocational O Post-Graduate
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PART I1. MICROFINANCE SERVICES -
Instruction: Below are the statements about how frequently you availed microfinance services.
Please encircle the most appropriate option for cach items below: Use the following likert scale:

Always(5): Often(@);  Sometimes(3);  Often(2):  Never(1).

1 have taken loans from microfinance insitutions (o support my | 5[4 [3 2 [1

Thave a savings account where 1 regularly deposita portion of my |5 |4 | 3
farming income.

3. Thave availed of insurance services to protect my farm from HOE
tential i
a participated in training programs y financial |5 |4 |3
management skills in farming.

PART I1L. FINANCIAL INCLUSION
Instructions: Please read and enci for
each statement below regarding financial inclusion in your household. Financial inclusion refers
10 the accessibility, quality, usage, and welfare of financial services on your houschold,
particularly in the context of your farming actiities. The scale below will guide you in selecting
‘your answer:

Strongly Agree (S);  Agree (4);  Notsure(3); Disagree (2); Strongly Disagree (1),

1. There are financial service centers or bank _near oy N 413121
2. The amount o open and maintain our bank account ae aifordatie Tor | 5143 2 [+
farmers.
3. The required minimum balance for our savings account is reasonable 3432 1
for our 2 income.
“The ‘amount offered are good and appropriate for our HOEEBD
agricultural needs.
s 'l'll:mlnlln\nnlnlnlmollrmoffntdllegoodlndlp iate for our 5|4(3]2
propri 1
& he process ofnpemng  bank account requires few documentation, [543 (2 |1
making it casy for farmers
7. Loan processing is easy and fast for our farm operations. HEOEED
8. Financial institutions treat farmers with faimess. slal3[2 1
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. The savings account offered by financial institutions satisfy our needs
as farmers.

. The loan supports our farming activities.

. _The payment services are useful for our transactions.

. The loan is transparent and trustworthy.

. The payment services are safe and convenient.

2. 5
3 5
4. The savings account is secure and reliable. 5
3 5
6. 5
7 5

. Microfinance services help improve our financial situation.

1. Traveling to the financial institution is affordable and convenient forus (5 (4 |3 |2

farmers.

2. The paperwork requirements are simple and manageable for us. 5/413]12 |1

3. The fees for using financial services are reasonable for our farming 5(413]2 |1
needs.

4. The financial institution provides reliable customer service to us. Si+ial2 |1

5. Financial institutions operate during hours that accommodate farmers’ |5 (4|3 |2 |1
schedule.

6. 1 trust the financial products and services available for our farm 514|132 |1
business.

7. The terms for deposits. loans. and repayment are fair and work well for | 5[4 |3 |2
our farming activitics.

1. Access to financial services has influenced our quality of life. 514]3[2 |1
2. Financial services have helped us increase our houschold income. S4]3]2 |1
3. Using financial services has allowed us to acquire more farming assets. |5 |4 (3|2 |1
4. The services have enhanced the ability to manage money effectively. 51413(2 |1
5. We are able to spend more and improve our standard of living due to 5014(3(2 (1
financial services.
6. Financial services helped us start our own farm-based livelihood. 51413(2 |1
7. The services have given us better access to basic needs. 5/413[2 |1

PART IV. FINANCIAL LITERACY

Instructions. Please read each statement carefully and circle the most appropriate option for each
statement below, based on your household’s experience with financial literacy in managing your
farming activities. Financial literacy refers to your understanding and ability to effectively
manage finances, including knowledge, skills, attitude, and behavior. The scale below will guide
you in selecting your answer:

Strongly Agree (5);  Agree (4): Not sure (3); Disagree (2); Strongly Disagree (1).

1. I understand [inancial risks and costs for our farm. 514 1312 11
2. I can easily calculate interest rates and understand basic financial |54 |3 |2 |1
terms.
3. 1am aware of the key features of financial products for farming. 5|4 |3 |2 |1
4. [ base my financial decisions on available information. 514 13 201
5. I know how to open and use a bank account effectively. sid:03. 12 1
6. 1 plan financial activities for my farm. sT# 13.12 .11
7. 1 know the benefits of financial products and services for farming. |5{4 [3 |2 |1

3|Page
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1.1 can prepare a budget for our farm and household needs.
2. | can select the right financial services to support my farm.
3. Ican assess the benefits and risks of our financial decisions s
accurately.
4. T understand the costs associated with financial transactions. 51413 (2|1
5. 1 can evaluate different financial products and services for our 5|4 2
farm.
6.1 can effectively allocate financial resources to support my farm. 5
7. 1can plan for our future financial needs and manage our money
well.

Wi
e
wlwlw
LSIESAIS)

w
e
ww
LSS

1 prioritize saving money for my farm

. I make careful spending decisions related to farm operations.

.1 find it easy to save money for farming needs.

I make purchases only when it is necessary for the farm.

I stay organized in managing my farm finances.

.1 take an active interested in financial matters related to farming.

(oo lwio =
(VA (PN (VA VAN
EIE IR SRR N
AR R LVR) (O] EPVR PR LOV) LY
L A IS SR ]
P OB P . 1S PP

.1 seek information about financial trends and services.

wn
S
w
[~}

. Talways read the terms and conditions before using financial
services for our farm. =
2. Isave money regularly and set some aside for future use.

w

3. 1 carefully choose financial products that suit my farming needs.

4. T'make debt payments money on time and manage expenses
wisely.

._I'track and adhere to a budget for my farm's finances. 5

.1 compare options before choosing financial products and services.

. Tactively monitor my farm’s financial status and set clear financial | 5
goals.
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FNFNFS
W

[SH SIS
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[
EE e
w
[SIINII%Y

N
PART V. SOCIO-ECONOMIC EMPOWERMENT

Instructions. Please read each statement carefully and circle the number that best represents your
opinion or experience. Your responses will help assess the socio-economic empowerment of your
houschold in relation to farming. The scale provided below will guide your selection.

Strongly Agree (5);  Agree (4);  Notsure (3); Disagree (2): Strongly Disagree (1).

1._Our family is well-educated. 314 13 1211

2. Most family members have completed at least high school. 51413 (2|1

3. Our children are doing well in higher education or professional Sf413 (211
courses.

4._Very few children in our family drop out of school. sl4l3 21

5. We have enough money to send our children to good schools Si4 131211

1. I'make wise and careful decisions based on my financial 51413 (211
knowledge.

2. Our hnuse_hold handles our financial resources well for 51432
emergencies.
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. GOA CAMARINES SUR
February 4, 2025 léfl,l.’cfo, e MUNIGIPAL MAYOR
RECEIVE
Hon. Alfredo P. Gonzaga III ‘
Municipal Mayor

Goa, Camarines Sur

Attention: Engr. Carlo 1. Palaypayon

Municipal Agriculturist
Goa, Camarines Sur

Subject: Request for Data on Registered Farmers for Rescarch Purposes

Dear Hon. Gonzaga:

Good day!

Iam Alvin C. Valenzuela, a master’s in business administration student at Partido State University,
Goa, Camarines Sur, currently conducting an approved research study entitled “The Role of
Financial Literacy and Financial Inclusion on the Influence of Microfinance Services on
Household Socio-Economic Empowerment: Evidence from the Farmers in Goa, Camarines
Sur, Philippines.” This study is being conducted as part of my academic requirements

The primary objective of this research is to examine the potential moderating effect of financial
literacy on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment of
the farmers, as well as how financial inclusion mediates this relationship

In line with this, I respectfully seek your permission to obtain a copy of the list of all registered
farmers in your municipality, regardless of their commodities, as they will serve as the primary
subjects of this study. The data will be used solely for research purposes and will be handled with
the utmost confidentiality, adhering strictly to ethical research standards

Should you require further details or clarifications regarding this study, please feel free to contact
me at alvincvalenzuela90@gmail com or 09100958703

I sincerely hope for your favorable consideration of this request Thank you very much for your
time and support

Respectfully yours,

(s
ALV%MLENZUELA

Researcher - MBA student
Partido State University
Camarines Sur

Approved:

HON. ALFREDO P. GONZAGA 111
Municipal Mayor
Goa, Camarines Sur
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March 19, 2025

LGU- GOA CAMARINES SUk '
OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATOR

RECEIVED
- _z%m_:_lx_

Hon. Alfredo P. Gonzaga 111
Municipal Mayor
Goa, Camarines Sur

Subject: Request for Permission to Conduct a Survey

Dear Hon. Gonzaga,
Good day!

I am Alvin C. Valenzuela, a master’s in business administration student at Partido State
University, Goa, Camarines Sur, currently conducting an approved research study entitled “The
Role of Financial Literacy and Financial Inclusion on the Influence of Microfinance
Services on Household Socio-Economic Empowerment: Evidence from the Rice Farmers in
Goa, Camarines Sur, Philippines.” This study 1s being conducted as part of my academic
requirements.

The primary objective of this research 1s to examine the potential moderating effect of financial
literacy on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment of
the rice farmers, as well as how financial inclusion mediates this relationship

In line with this, I respectfully asking your good office a permission to conduct this study to
selected registered rice farmers residing at your municipality particularly in upland sector as they
will serve as the primary subjects of this study I assure you that all procedures will adhere to
ethical research standards, including obtaining informed consent from participants, ensuring
confidentiahty, and complying with all necessary protocols.

I would appreciate your support and assistance in facilitating the research activities, including
identifying potential respondents and providing any relevant data or information that may be
useful for the study. I am confident that the findings of this study can contribute to the
development and improvement of microfinance services for rice farmers in the barangay

I am hoping for your kind consideration and approval of this request. Please feel free to contact
me at 09100958703 for any clarifications or further discussions

Sincerely,
ALVIM ZUELA
Researcher

Approved:

Hon. Alfredo P. Gonzaga III
Municipal Mayor
Goa, Camarines Sur
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Republic of the Philippines

PARTIDO STATE UNIVERSITY
Camarines Sur

March 19, 2025

Hon. JOCEINW &, PEANGON
Barangay Captain
Balaynan, Goa, Camarines Sur

Subject: Request for Permission to Conduct a Survey

Dear Hon. Penyon ;
Good day!

I am Alvin C. Valenzuela, a master’s in business administration student at Partido State
University, Goa, Camarines Sur, currently conducting an approved research study entitled “The
Role of Financial Literacy and Financial Inclusion on the Influence of Microfinance
Services on Household Socio-Economic Empowerment: Evidence from the Rice Farmers in
Goa, Camarines Sur, Philippines.” This study is being conducted as part of my academic

requirements.

The primary objective of this research 1s to examine the potential moderating effect of financial
literacy on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment of
the rice farmers, as well as how financial inclusion mediates this relationship

In line with this, I respectfully asking your good office a permission to conduct this study to
selected registered rice farmers residing at your barangay as they will serve as the primary
subjects of this study I assure you that all procedures will adhere to ethical research standards,
including obtaining informed consent from participants, ensuring confidentiality, and complying
with all necessary protocols

I would appreciate your support and assistance in facilitating the research activities, including
identifying potential respondents and providing any relevant data or information that may be
useful for the study. I am confident that the findings of this study can contribute to the
development and improvement of microfinance services for rice farmers in the barangay.

I am hoping for your kind consideration and approval of this request. Please feel free to contact
me at 09100958703 for any clarifications or further discussions.

Sincerely,

ALV 2 ZUELA
Researcher

Approved:

HON. _JocalyN
Barangay Captain
Balaynan, Goa, Camfarines Sur
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PARTIDO STATE UNIVERSITY
Camarines Sur

March 19, 2025

Hon. Cfulle  %. D¥tu6®
Barangay Captain
Maysalay, Goa, Camarines Sur

Subject: Request for Permission to Conduct a Survey

Dear Hon. LE FUe1d ;
Good day!

I am Alvin C. Valenzuela, a master’s in business administration student at Partido State
University, Goa, Camarines Sur, currently conducting an approved research study entitled “The
Role of Financial Literacy and Financial Inclusion on the Influence of Microfinance
Services on Household Socio-Economic Empowerment: Evidence from the Rice Farmers in
Goa, Camarines Sur, Philippines.” This study is being conducted as part of my academic
requirements.

The primary objective of this research is to examine the potential moderating effect of financial
literacy on the relationship between microfinance services and socio-economic empowerment of
the rice farmers, as well as how financial inclusion mediates this relationship.

In line with this, I respectfully asking your good office a permission to conduct this study to
selected registered rice farmers residing at your barangay as they will serve as the primary
subjects of this study. I assure you that all procedures will adhere to ethical research standards,
including obtaining informed consent from participants, ensuring confidentiality, and complying
with all necessary protocols

I would appreciate your support and assistance in facilitating the research activities, including
identifying potential respondents and providing any relevant data or information that may be
useful for the study. I am confident that the findings of this study can contribute to the
development and improvement of microfinance services for rice farmers in the barangay.

I am hoping for your kind consideration and approval of this request. Please feel free to contact
me at 09100958703 for any clarifications or further discussions.

Sincerely,
ALY NZUELA
Researcher '%/ ‘“ﬁ y
. Y va JemeC ¥ Koo
;’M Q,,‘) fo-
Approved: 03 ,u l T

HON. GEW\E T. REFULL0 bazmiaag
Barangay Captain
Maysalay, Goa, Camarines Sur
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