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MaLlI PoveErTY OUTREACH STuDY
oF THE KAFO JGINEW AND NYESIGISO
CREDIT AND SaviNGs MITH EpucaTioN PRoOGRAMS

ANASTASE NTEZIVAREMYE AND BARBARA MKNELLY

ExecutiveE SUMMARY

I ntroduction

Snce1996, Kafo Jginew and Nyesigiso credit union
networks added Credit and Savings with
Education (CEE) to the range of products and
servicesthey offer clients. For the credit unions,
oneof themain attractions of the CEE strategy was
its potential to better serve a relatively poorer
clientele. Although CEE doesnot employ specific
screening mechaniams, itisthought that feeturessuch
as small loan sizes, joint guarantee and regular
meetingsresult in the self-selection of relatively
poorer women. With a cadre of motorcycle-
equipped animatrices,* the credit unionshave used
CEE to extend servicesto smaller and more-remote
communities

Theobjectiveof thisstudy isto determinewhether
the CEE gtrategy improvesthedepth of outreach of
the Kafo Jiginew and Nyesigiso credit union
networks. Thestudy will dso examinetheobstacles
to membership that may deter the poor from
participating. The study employed a variety of
quantitativeand quditative methodol ogiesto answer
threetypes of specific questions.

++ A basic needssurvey methodol ogy wasused to
answer thequestion: ISCEE better at reaching
relatively poorer households than the credit
unions other financial products?

« A wedth-ranking exercisswasundertakenina
number of CEE program communitiesto answer
the question: What proportion of the CEE

! Fied agents.

clientscomefromtherelatively poorer versus
the relatively better-off househol ds?

% Focus-group discussionswere held with CEE
membersand nonmembers, al from households
identified asamong thepoorest inthecommunity,
to answer the following questions: What
obstacles prevent women from the relatively
poorest households from joining CEE? Why
is it that some women are able to overcome
these obstacles and join CEE even though
they come from the relatively poorest
households?

Findings
Basic Needs Survey

Applying the basic needs methodology for
developing apoverty index, the CEE clientswere
therelatively poorest client category for both credit
union networks. This method is based on the
popul ation’sown perceptions, astheinterviewees
themselves definewhat isimportant to them. For
example, some of the conditionsthat the greatest
number of respondentsidentified asbeinga“basic
need” that no household should haveto livewithout
included thefollowing:

% Having al the children complete the entire
vaccination series.

++ Having soap in the house for bathing and for
washing clothes.

% Havingenoughfoodinthehousehold soif achild
ishungry thereissomethingto givehimor her.

++ Having the means to honor on€e’s children’s
wedding ceremonies.
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Comparisons of the poverty scores across client
categories.

CEE clientsvs. regular credit union members
CEE improves Nyesigiso and Kafo Jiginew’s
outreach to a significantly poorer clientele as
comparedtotheir regular credit union members.

CEE dlientsvs. clientsof other financial products
for women (AFCRED)

CEE dientsweresgnificantly poorer thanthedlients
of financid productssuch as AFCRED that cater to
apredominantly urbanclientele. Of thefivefinanciad
products included in the Nyésigiso sample, the
AFCRED individud loansfor women had thehighest
averageloan sizeand therelatively best-off client
households.

CEE dientsvs. clientsof agricultura loans
(PACCEM cereal loansand CCA cotton |oans)

CEE clients were not significantly poorer than
borrowersof financia productssuch asPACCEM
and CCA that aredesigned for farmers. Actualy,
therewasconsderableoverlapfor theKafo Jiginew
network between the CEE and CCA client
categories. Inthisrandom sample, 23 percent of
the CEE clients came from householdsin which
another member wasadlient of Kafo Jginew’sCCA
cottonloans.

Productsthat were brought to the villagesreached
arelatively poorer clientele. Extending the credit
unions servicesbeyondthetownsandlargevillages
inwhichthebranchesaretypicdly located seemsto
be more important than loan terms or even
preferentially lending to women in reaching a
relatively poorer clientele.

Wealth-Ranking Exercise

Innine CEE program communities, loca informants
categorized all households into relative wealth
groupings. Four common categories emerged:
Category I: HouseholdsWhich are Food-Secure;
Category 11: Households Vulnerable to Food
Insecurity; Category I11: Householdswith Periodic
Food Insecurity; and Category 1V: Households
Which are Chronically Food-Insecure.

The wealth-ranking exercise showed that the
majority of CEE client householdsfor both networks
came from the target clientele represented by
categoriesl!I-IV. Infact, both programswereeven
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reaching women livingin householdsclassified as
among the poorest and most destitute in the
community.

Oneof themost striking findingsfrom thewealth-
ranking exercise was how closely the wealth
distribution of CEE membersmirrorstheoverall
wedth digtributioninthecommunitiesingenerd.

In the absence of specific screening mechanisms,
the weal th-ranking exercise showed that across-
section of socioeconomic groupswill participatein
the CEE program. Therelativewedlth of theclients
will mimic closaly thedistribution of wealthinthe
community at large. For example, more of the
Nyesigiso CEE householdswere chronically food-
insecurethan Kafo Jiginew CEE households, inlarge
part becausemoreof thehouseholdsintheNyesigiso
communitiesingenera had been classfied that way.

Despite the program terms, a certain number of
women from better-off householdswill join CEE.
And, despite their extreme poverty, a surprising
number of women from the poorest, most food-
insecurehouseholdswill dsojoin. For Kafo Jginew,
somebiasisevident in CEE membership toward
the food-secure category and away from the two
poorest categories. Still, thishbiasisrdatively minor
and the representation of each wealth category
among CEE householdsisnever moreor lessthan
10 percent of what itisinthe population at large.

Focus-Group Discussions with Women from
the Poorest Households

Women from householdsidentified by thewealth-
ranking exercise asamong the poorest third inthe
community were interviewed further. Separate
discussionswere held with poor women who had
never joined the CEE program, with poor women
who were currently members and with ex-
members. The discussionsrevealed littleto no
evidenceof the poorer women being systematically
excluded either by better-off members or by
program representatives.

Womeninthemgjority of thefocusgroupsbelieved
that the program was designed for the poor. In
several instances, women referred to community
orientation given by the CEE animatrice who
described the program as being meant for poor
womento pull them out of poverty.

However, some poor women were self-excluding
themselvesand chosenot tojoin out of fear for their



already precarious economic situations. Infact,
nonmembersreferred threetimesmoreoftentothe
poverty of their household thanto any other reason
for not joining theprogram. They asoreferredtoa
lack of experienceor alack of meansfor starting an
income-generating activity, fear of tainting their
reputation or thetrust of othersif they areunableto
repay, and the pressure to use the loan money to
meet immediate consumption needs such asfood
and clothing and other work responsibilities,
especidly during therainy season.

The poor women who had joined talked about how
their participation had helped them meet their
families' basic needsfor food, clothing, medical
expensesand preparefor the marriagesof children.
Some also described being able to acquire
agricultural equipment, learn new health/business
practices and experience greater self-relianceand
respect. But they also talked about how hard they
struggled to make their repayments and few
described real progressionintheir socioeconomic
status. Thevillagesinwhich thewealth-ranking
exercisewasconducted al had relatively weak local
markets. Thechallengeof converting aworking-
capital loaninto increased incomeisgreatest for
relatively poorer women who, compared to better-
off women, arelesslikely to havetheir ownmode
of transport (moped, bike, etc.) to get to market
and havefewer of their own resourcestoinvestin
their business activity. The weekly repayment
scheduleisalso moredifficult for poor households
becausethey lack alternative meansor sources of
incomefromwhich they can repay their CEE loan.
For thissamereason, the poorer membersarea so
at particular risk if thereisasicknessor deathinthe
family.

Thefocus-groupinterviewsprovideingght intothe
typeof flexing and ancillary financial servicesthe
credit unionsmight offer to better reach and keep
the poorest, most food-insecureclients; for example,
experimenting with lengthening theloan period and
reducing the meeting and repayment frequency.
Ideally, the repayment schedule would match
women’s earning cycles and capacity to repay.
Repayment frequency aso needsto belinkedtothe
economicopportunitiesavallablewithinvillages such
asthefrequency and vigor of the market.

Loan repayment by poor households is perhaps
better understood as being made from “future

savings’ that arecoming fromther overdl productive
and consumption drategiesrather thansmply returns
fromasingleenterprise (Rutherford 1999). From
this perspective, the absol ute amount of repayment
ingtalment isvery important and potentialy limited.

Considering that most of the poor havelittleor no
previous experiencerunning anincome-generating
activity, the first educational sessions should
emphasi ze bus ness devel opment to enhancetheir
skillsand confidence.

Good-quality savingsservicescan attract and ass st
poor womenwho areafraid or unsure of how to use
aworking capital loan.

If not policy aready, meeting frequency needsto be
reduced in the rainy season and new Credit
Associationsshould not beinaugurated. Thecredit
unions already allow women to save without
borrowingif they so choose. Inaddition, dternative
or longer-term credit products could al so be of fered
at this time of year. A variety of studies have
indicated that thefinancia productsthat theextremey
poor needincludethefollowing:

% Good-quality savings services that are
convenient, availableand voluntary.

+ Consumption loansthat assist households to
maintain adequate dietsduring the predictable
“hungry season” during therains.

+« Emergency loansand/or insuranceto hel p poor
households weather economic shocks due to
sicknessor death.

Strategies for enhancing these types of ancillary
financid servicesthat aredready to varying degrees
part of the CEE program should be studied further.
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I NTRODUCTION

Background

Since 1996, Kafo Jginew and Nyesigiso credit union
networkshaveintegrated the CEE product into their
regular credit union operations. Oneof themain
attractionsof the CEE strategy for thecredit unions
wasits potential to better reach relatively poorer
householdswith credit union services. Whilethe
Srategy doesnot employ aspecific poverty-targeting
tool for choosing clients, aspectsof the operationa
methodol ogy encourage poor peopletojoin:

% CEEisofferedtowomenintheir owncommunity
and therefore extends beyond the towns and
largevillagesinwhichthe credit union branches
arelocated.

% Membersmust organizeinto Credit Associations
comprised of severa Solidarity Groups.

% Loan sizesare smaller than the better-off are
likely to desire—maximum loan amount is$50
for thefirst loan and $300 at maximum.

+ Periodicaly, the Credit Associations members
haveto meet in order to reimburse, which also
might discourage non-poor people from
participating.

It ishoped that these programmatic featuresresult

inthe self-selection of relatively poorer households

tojoin CEE. However, thisdoesnot mean that the

CEE clients are exclusively poor. Asthe CEE

program in Kafo Jiginew and Nyesigiso is not

excludvey targeting only the poorest, wecan assume
that membersareamixture of the poorest, the poor,
and thenonpoor. The program staff and the credit
union managers believe that the CEE programis
reaching poorer householdsthantheir other financia
products(individua, AFCRED, PACCEM loansin
the case of Nyesigiso; regular credit union loans,
cotton campaignloansinthecaseof Kafo Jiginew).

However, until now, noempirica evidencehastested

thisassumption.

Objectives

Thisstudy isaimed at determining whether the CEE
strategy improves the two Malian credit union
networks depth of outreach. The study will also
examinethe obstaclesto membership that may deter

the poor from participating.

More specifically, we will attempt to answer the
followingquestions:

% What isthe comparative depth of outreach for
the credit union networks' different financial
products?

% With CEE program communities, what
proportion of the CEE clientscomefrom the
relatively poorer versustherel atively better-off
households?

% What obstacles prevent women from the
rel atively poorest householdsfromjoining CEE?
How are somewomen ableto overcomethese
obstaclesand join CEE eventhough they come
from relatively poorer households? What
obstaclesand constraints do poor women face
when participating in the CEE program?

In addition to answering these questions, the study

will

¢+ learnhow loca peopledefine poverty and how
they characterize poor people;

+ develop and test two poverty assessment tools
that could be used easily by other practitioners
and reproducibleelsewhere; and

% generate operational information for better
matching thefinancia service needsof women
from the poorest households.

Quantitative and qualitative assessment toolswere
usedtoinvestigatethefollowing:

+ The Basic Needs Survey was conducted to
determine which of Nyesigiso's and Kafo
Jginew’sfinancid productswerereachingmore
poor people. The Basic Needs Survey is a
relatively new approach by whichthereisnot a
predetermined definition of poverty. Instead,
interviewersthemsdlvesdetermine poverty asthe
interview goes along. Then, interviews are
compared according to a series of poverty
indicators recognized by the majority of
interviewees as “basic needs’ which every
household should haveand no household should
have to go without. In total, 498 randomly
selected clientsfrom different financia products
of both networkswereinterviewed.

% TheWedth-Ranking Method wasusedinnine
rural communities from both networks to
determinethe proportion of the CEE clientswho
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comefromtherdaively poor versustherdaively
better-off households. Thisapproachisalso
based on the poverty perception of loca people.
Locd informantswereinvited to define poverty
accordingtotheir terms. They weretheninvited
to rank all households of the community
according to their wealth status. From their
ranking, it wasthen possibleto determinethe
proportion of poor households with a CEE
member or with an ex-CEE member.

X/

“+ Thefocusgroupswere conducted inthe same
nine rural communities to investigate the
obstaclesthat might prevent women from the
relatively poorest householdsfromjoining CEE
or fromusingitsservicestother full potential.
After al the householdsinacommunity were
ranked accordingtotheir relativewedth, afocus
group with gpproximately Sx women currently
participating inthe CEE program and another
one with six women not participating in the
programwerefacilitated. Thesewomenwere
chosen from the househol ds considered asthe
poorest of thecommunity. By discussingwith
participantsand nonparticipants, it waspossible
to have a perspective from both groups—poor
women who were not able to join the CEE
program and poor women who were able to
overcome obstaclesand join the CEE program.

Thefieldwork wascarried out inlate February and
early March 2000 in both credit union networks.
Two teams of interviewers were recruited and
trained. Thequantitativeteam of nineinterviewers
and their supervisor wasrespons blefor conducting
theBasic Needs Survey. Thequditativeteam, very
amdl withtwointerviewersand their supervisor, was
responsible for conducting the wealth-ranking
exercise and the focus groups. The preparation
work, including sampling and interviewer training,
lasted for ten days, whiledatacollection lasted for
four weeks, two weeksin each network. Datawere
smultaneoudy entered asdatacollectionwent dong.

Resultsare presented in three sectionscorresponding
to each of the three tools used. Each sectionis
composed of abrief presentation of themethodol ogy,
followed by the presentation of theresultsand abrief
concluson.
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1.0 CLienTS RELATIVE POVERTY BY
FinaNciAL ProbucT: Basic NEeDs
SURVEY

Poverty can be defined as the lack of basic
necessities. A survey to capture households
satisfaction of basic needs was conducted to
determinewhich of thefinancia productsoffered
by Nyesigiso and Kafo Jiginew were better at
reaching poor people. The survey tested the
assumption that the CEE program increases the
credit unions' outreach to a relatively poorer
clientele.

The chapter beginswith adescription of thevarious
financial productsoffered by thetwo credit union
networks. The methodology for thesurvey isthen
outlined. Thisisfollowed by asummary of the
socioeconomic characteristics of each “type’ of
client and acomparison of their relative poverty
levels

Description of Nyesigiso'sand K afo
Jiginew’sMain Financial Productsand
Services

Both credit unionsoffer arangeof financid services.
Their“regular” credit unionmembersal maintainan
account with alocal credit union (Caissed epargne
et crédit or CEC) and they also may or may not
chooseto borrow. Inaddition, both credit union
networkshavediversfiedintofinancia servicesand
loan productstailored to the specific needsof certain
clients. Itwasnot possibletotakeasamplefromall
of thecredit unions variousproducts. Instead, the
survey was confined to the three or four products
that were most important to the credit unions’ loan
portfolio or to the number of individualsreached.

Financial ProductsOffered by theNyesigiso
Networ k

Tablel.1summarizesthefeaturesof thefivedifferent
financid productsfromwhichNyesigisodientswere
sampled. Savingsand loanstoregular credit union
members are the principal financial products

provided by credit unionsinthe Nyésigiso network.
The network also developed other programs to
answer certainclient groups specificneeds. These
programs are Acces des Femmes au Crédit
(AFCRED) (Women'sAccessto Credit), the Projet
d Appui alaCommercidisation desCérédesauMdli
(PACCEM) (Project Supporting Grain Marketing
in Mali)? and Crédit Epargne avec Education
(CEE).2

AFCRED wasinitiated toincrease women'saccess
to credit by offering servicesto individuals and
women’sassociations. Startingin 1996, AFCRED
isgradually being transferred to the credit unions.
Ultimately, AFCRED will cease to operate as a
separate project and theseloanswill become part
of theregular lending service provided by the CECs.
AFCRED loansare concentrated in the urban and
peri-urbantowns. Asof June 2000, approximately
1,600 individuals and 340 groups with 1,400
membersarereceiving AFCRED loans.

Credit from the PACCEM program is a product
specifically designed for grain producersto alow
themto buy inputsand market their grain surpluses.
All clients belong to “Faso Jigi,” a peasant
organizationwithtechnica andfinancid support from
the PACCEM program. Faso Jigi markets its
members grain surplusesand providesaguarantee
for member loans from the Nyesigiso's CEC.
Farmers receive 60 percent of the loan at the
beginning of the season to assist with production
costs. Whenthey deliver their surplusgrain, they
receive an additional 40 percent of their loan.
Farmersmay receive additional money depending
onthepricefor whichthegrainisultimately sold.
Table 1.1 summarizesthe conditionsof membership.
Approximately 1,700 members are receiving
PACCEM loans.

CEE offerswomen acombination of credit, savings
and education servicesthat address health, better
businessand credit management. Nyésigiso adopted
thisfinancial product through a partnership with
Freedom from Hunger. As with the AFCRED
project, CEE will ultimately beintegratedinto the
credit unions regular financia services. With CEE,
women are organized into Solidarity Groupsof five

2Implemented with technical and financial support from the Corporation for International Development of the Union of
Agricultural Producers of Québec, and from Développement international Degjardins (DID).
3 Implemented with technical and financial support from Freedom from Hunger and the U.S. Agency for International

Development.

Research Paper No. 7 % 7



8 % Apnis yoesINO A1eA0d 1. IN

Table 1.1: Nyesigiso: Client “Types’ Included in the Basic Necessities Survey
Financial Regular Credit Union AFCRED AFCRED
Product Members Individuals Groups PACCEM CEE
Purpose/ | Basicfinancial services offeredto | Specialized product to increase Specialized product to increase Specialized product designed for grain | Specialized product to increase lending to
Target credit union members. lending to women, primarily in lending to women, primarily in urban |  producers who are members of “Faso | poorer households and women, primarily
Clientele urban areas. areas. Jigi,” a peasant organization. inrural areas. Nonformal health and
business education offered to groups.
If Group, | Not Applicable. Not Applicable. Women'’s association of 5 to 10 Village association of 5 to 30 Caisse Villageoise (CV) of 25-35 persons
Average persons. cereal producers. made up of Solidarity Groups of 5-7
Size members.
Eligibility | To be amember, must save. To borrow, must To borrow, must To be amember, must To borrow, must
Requirements | To borrow, must 1) maintain individual account at 1) maintain group account at CEC 1) organize village association 1) be amember of a group;
1) be amember for at least four CEC and maintain deposit of and keep on deposit 10 percent 2) pay membership fee (FCFA 10,000) | 2) have the loan approval of Solidarity
months; 20 percent of loan until fully of loan until fully repaid; and annual dues; Group and entire CV;
2) keep on deposit 30 percent repaid; 2) agreetojointly guarantee group 3) expecta grain surplus; and 3) overthe loan cycle, make deposits
of loan until fully repaid; and 2) provide collateral; members' loans; and 4) have access to storage. thataccumulate to 5 percent of loan
3) provide evidence of collateral 3) follow the credit advisor's 3) attend regular meetingsif needed. | To borrow, must amount;
or third-party guarantee. recommendation; and 1) pay FCFA 1,000 fee; 4) agree to jointly guarantee group
4) usethe loan as described. 2) openaccount at CEC and maintain members' loans;
deposit of 10 percent of loan until 5) agree to attend CV's regular meetings;
repaid; and and
3) committo deliver harvest, no 6) agree to possible physical collateral
collateral necessary. requirement for loans above FCFA
Faso Jigi maintains guarantee of 150,000 (US$224).
30 percent of aggregate loan.
LoanTerms |« Lengthofloanflexible e Lengthofloanis 1 year. ¢ Lengthofloanis 1 year, mostly.  Producers get 60 percent of loan  Loans for 16 weeks for first two years
(negotiated). * Repayment monthly, quarterly | < Repaymentmonthly, quarterly or amount before planting and 40 then can increase to 24 weeks.
e Maximum loan FCFA orannually. annually. percent on delivery of the grain. * Initial loan maximum is FCFA
500,000. e Maximuminitial loan FCFA e Maximuminitial loan FCFA * Interestis 12.5 percent per annum 25,000 (US$37) and loan ceiling is
21 percentannualinterest. 50,000. 500,000 per group. based on actual days had loan. 250,000 (US$373).
» Borrower comes to CEC. o 21 percentannual interest. * Reimbursementoccursatonetime < Interest33 percent per annum flat * Repay in equal weekly or biweekly
 Borrower comes to CEC. « Credit advisor visits groups. with delivery of grain. installments.
« Animatrice visits groups. * Animatrice visits groups
regularly in community.
Savings Two types of savings: Mandatory “savings” or deposit Mandatory “savings” or deposit of Mandatory “savings” or deposit of 10 Mandatory “savings” or deposit of 5
Terms 1) No minimum required, earns of 20 percent of loan—can also 10 percent of loan—can also save percent of loan—can also save more. percent of loan. Voluntary savings

nointerest.

2) Minimum of FCFA 50,000
eamsinterest. Rate depends
onamount and period.

save more.

more.

encouraged, access at end of loan cycle.




to seven personsand then severa Solidarity Groups
together form a Credit Association (“Caisses
Villageoise”). TheCredit Associationisin charge
of managing and reimbursing itsmembers’ loans.
Weekly paymentstakeplaceinthevillagea thesame
time asthe educational sessionsfacilitated by the
animatrice. Additional detail about thetermsand
conditionsareincludedin Table 1.1. Asof June
2000, CEE wasreaching morethan 17,000 women
membersorganized into 816 Caisses Villageoises
with an averageloan of FCFA 42,000 (US$63).

Financial ProductsOffered by theKafo
Jiginew Networ k

For itspart, theKafo Jginew network hasdevel oped
a range of products and services to answer its
members specificneeds. Rurd savingsmobilization
is one of Kafo Jiginew network’s reasons for
existence, which is why we have chosen to
particularly focusonly on credit union memberswho
are savers for this study. In addition to savings
services, thetwo other important servicesarethe
cotton loansand CEE (see Table 1.2). Thecotton
loans arereferred to as* Crédit de campagne” or
“Crédit campagnecoton” (CAA) (Credit Campaign
or Cotton Credit Campaign); they represent more
than 75 percent of the network’s loan volume.
Cottonloansare provided to Kafo Jiginew’sregular
membersto allow them to buy inputs, hirelabor,
rent equipment, etc. during the cotton cultivation
Season.

The CEE program accountsfor about 10 percent
of Kafo Jiginew’stotal loanvolume. Itissmilarto
Nyesigiso’'sCEE program except that themaximum
loan callingislower (FCFA 150,000) andtheinterest
rate of 3 percent per month (or 36 percent per year)
for thefirst Six cyclescan decreaseto 2 percent per
month for subsequent cycles. At Kafo Jiginew, the
CEE borrower groups are referred to as Credit
Associationsrather than villageassociations (“ Caisse
Villageoises'). Asof June 2000, CEE wasreaching
more than 16,000 women membersorganized into
733 Credit Associations with an average loan of
FCFA 29,000 (US$43).

TheBasic Needs Survey isconfined to thesethree
products becausethey represent themgjor services.
However, Kafo Jiginew offersother productssuch
as equipment loans and short-term loans, which
dthoughrdativey fewinnumber dso havesgnificant
impactson certain househol ds.

METHODOLOGY

This study built upon the basic needs survey
methodology as described by Rick Davies and
gopliedby ActionAid:* Rather than define* poverty”
or “basicneeds’ apriori, thisisadynamic gpproach
whereby theintervieweesthemsal vesdeterminethe
indicatorsthat will reflect relative poverty. The
questionnaireisvery simple. It listsanumber of
conditions—approximately 30—that might be
consdered to bebasic necessities. Theinterviewee
isasked to respond to the following two questions
for each of the basic necessitiesindicators:

1. “Whichof theconditionsthat | angoingtoread
toyou do youthink arebasic necessitieswhich
every household should have and which no
household should haveto go without?”

2. “Which of these conditionsfrom thefollowing
list doesyour household currently have?’

Only those conditionsor indicatorsconsdered basic
necessities by more than 50 percent of the
respondentsareincluded inthe poverty index (see
question#1). Inthisway, the methodology could
be said to take ademocratic approach. For those
conditions, aweighting coefficient isassigned based
on the percentage of respondentswho considered
itabasicneed. If theintervieweesreport that their
household hasthiscondition, theweighting coefficient
is multiplied by “1.” If they do not have this
condition, they geta“0.” Thesum of the scoresfor
each conditionisdivided by thetotal maximum score
to computethe poverty index. If anintervieweehas
al theconditions, hisor her index will be1, whereas
if anintervieweehasnoneof the conditions, theindex
will beO.

Thelist of basic needsconditionswasgenerated on
thebasisof qualitativeresearch donein Nyesigiso
and Kafo Jiginew several monthsearlier. Inafirst
stage, discussionswith groups of men and women

4 Davies, Rick (1997) “Beyond Wealth Ranking: The Demacratic Definition and Measurement of Poverty,” A Briefing Note
prepared for the ODI Workshop, “Indicators of Poverty: Operational Significance,” held in London, October 1997.
Davies, Rick and William Smith, “ The Basic Necessities Survey: The Experience of ActionAid Vietnam.” Hanoi, September

1998.
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Table1.2: KafoJiginew: Client “ Types’ Included in the Basic Necessities Survey

Financial Campaign de Crédit (CCA) (loans to CEE

Product Regular Credit Union Members cotton farmers) CEE

Purpose/ Basic financial services offered to credit Specialized product designed for cotton Specialized product to increase lending to poorer

Target union members. producers who are organized into village households and women, primarily in rural areas.
Clientele associations to facilitate cotton production Nonformal health and business education also
and marketing. offered to groups.

If Group, Not Applicable. Size of the village association varies and Association du Crédit (AC) of 25 to 35 persons
Average Size can be quite large. made up of Solidarity Groups of 5—-7 members.

Eligibility To be a member, must save. To borrow, must To borrow, must

Requirements

To borrow, must

1) be a member for at least four
months;

2) maintain deposit with CEC of
30 percent of loan until fully repaid;
and

3) provide evidence of collateral or
third-party guarantee.

1) be a member of the credit union for at
least six months;

2) maintain deposit of 10 percent of loans
under FCFA 1,000,000 and 30 percent
for larger loans until repaid,;

3) submit to collateral requirement; and

4) agree to mutual guarantee of the
village section.

1) be a member of a Solidarity Group and AC;

2) have the loan approval of Solidarity Group
and entire AC;

3) make deposits, over the loan cycle, that
accumulate to 5 percent of the loan
amount;

4) agree to jointly guarantee group members’
loans; and

5) agree to attend AC’s regular meetings.

Loan Terms | ¢ Length of loan flexible (negotiated). » Length of loan corresponds to cotton * Loans for 16 weeks for first two years, then
* Maximum loan cannot exceed season. can increase to 24 weeks.
10 percent of the CEC’s total deposits. | ¢ Individual loans can be as high as « Initial loan maximum is FCFA 25,000
e 21 percent annual interest. FCFA 1,000,000 or greater, but cannot (US$37) and loan ceiling is 150,000
» Borrower comes to CEC. exceed 10 percent of the CEC's total (US$224). Interest 3 percent per month
deposits. for 16-week loans or 36 percent per annum
* Interest: 2 percent per month or 24 flat. Can decrease to 2 percent per month
percent per annum. or 24 percent per annum after two years.
» Single reimbursement after the cotton * Repay in equal weekly or biweekly
sale. installments.
« Animatrice regularly visits groups in
community.
Savings Two types of savings: Mandatory “savings” or deposit of Mandatory savings: 5 percent of loan amount.
Terms 1) On-site deposit of at least FCFA 10-30 percent of loan—can also save. Voluntary savings encouraged. Access at end

1,000. Full access. Earns 3 percent
per annum.

2) Term deposit committed to 12 months.
Minimum FCFA 25,000. Earns
4 percent per annum.

of loan cycle.




were facilitated in the villages of Banankoroni
(Sé&gou) and Konségudla (K outiala) with theintent
of identifyingapreiminary list of potentia indicators.
Discussionswere begun by having the partici pants
identify the major needs that households had to
sati sfy and without which householdscould not live
without being considered poor. For eachidentified
need, the participantswere asked to i dentify oneor
moreindicatorsthat would distinguish apoor from
a non-poor household. The discussions were
directed to make the participants respond as
specifically and astangibly aspossible.

Inasecond stage, the methodology wastested ona
few peopleidentified asbeing“ nonpoor,” “ average’

and “poor.” This stage helped determine the
indicators to keep on the list. Starting with 43
indicators, the final version of the questionnaire
ended upwithonly 30indicators. Threeindicators
concerned the satisfaction of nutritional needs, six
concerned agricultural production needs, three
concerned hedlth needs, two concerned educational

needs, five concerned housing needs, two concerned
clothing needs, two concerned social needs, and
seven concerned material needs. Assuggested by
theprotocol, thefind list included itemsthat dmost
everyone would agree are basic necessities and
othersfor which therewould be more disagreement
so that the “list [could] be seen as a menu of

possbilities”®

Thelist wasalso dightly modified during thefour-
day training and asaresult of the pre-test. Thepre-
test a so underscored theimportance of re-reading
the questions as often as possible to keep the
concept of “basic necessity” intheinterviewee's
mind. We found the phrase “... [that] every
household should have and should not livewithout”

essentid for clarifying the concept of basic necessity.

In addition to the basic necessities, the survey
collected some additional information about
respondents’ demographic characteristicsandthose
of their householdsand their communities, aswell
astheir credit union experience.

Sampling Plan and Sample Size

Overall, 498 credit union clients were surveyed.
These respondents were divided into five

5Seenote 4 above.

membership categoriesfor the Nyesigiso network
and into three categories for the Kafo Jiginew
network. The sampling processoccurredintwo or
three stages, depending on whether theinterviewees
wereindividua or group members.

Thefirst selectionlevel involved choosing the credit
unionsfor thesurvey. Sothat thefindingscould be
compared to another survey a so being conducted
with Nyesigiso and Kafo Jiginew, the pool of
potentid credit unionswaslimited toexaminingthose
elght credit unionsparticipating inthe New Member
Intake Survey. Thecredit union also had to meet
thefollowing criteria

1. Haveavery widerangeof financid products.

2. Have Credit Associations of different ages
(Credit Associationsintheir firgt, second or third
year).

For Nyesigiso, an urban credit union (Médine) and
arural credit union (Koyan Coura) were sel ected.
For Kafo Jiginew, the Konséguélaand Finzankoro
credit unionswere selected.

Within each of the four selected credit unions,
individual memberswere picked at random using
credit union records and arandom number table.
In the case of association members, a random
drawing for therequisite number of associationsin
each category wasdonefirst. Based on association
records, arandom drawing of memberswas made
each timeusing arandom number table. Table1.3
presentsthe sampling plan used at the credit union
level by membership category.

Data Collection

A team of nine interviewers and a supervisor
conducted the survey over aperiod of four weeks
through February and March 2000. Interviewswith
membersorganized into associations (CEE program
members, members of AFCRED women’s
associations, PACCEM program members) took
placeat theseassociations regular meeting places.
| nterviewswith theindividual memberstook place
intheir homes.
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Table1.3: SamplingPlan at theCredit Union Level Accordingto Member Category

Financial
Products SamplingPlan #
Nyesigiso Network: Médine (Urban CEC); Koyan Coura (Rural CEC) 286
Individua At the level of each CEC:
Savingsand » From an availablelist of active members from each credit union, random 72
Borrowing drawing without replacement of 18 savers and 18 borrowers (i.e., 36
Members regular credit union members from Médine and 36 from Koyan Coura)
Individud At the level of each CEC:
AFCRED » From alist of active AFCRED members, random drawing without 36
Members replacement of 18 members from Médine and 18 members from Koyan
Coura (i.e., 36 regular AFCRED members)
Group At the level of each CEC:
AFCRED *» A list of active AFCRED women’s associations 70
Members » Random drawing of seven associations from Médine and five from
Koyan Coura
» Random drawing without replacement of five members from each of the
selected associations
Individua At the level of each CEC:
PACCEM * Selection of two village associations (i.e., two from Médine and two 36
Members including one new and one old from Koyan Coura)
» Random drawing of nine members from each of the selected village
associations
CEE Program | At thelevel of each CEC:
Members » Threelists of Credit Associations according to whether they are in their 72
first, second or third year
» Random drawing of three Credit Associations from each of the three age
categories (five from Médine and four from Koyan Coura)
» Random drawing of eight active members from each of the selected
Credit Associations
Kafo Jiginew Network: Konséguéla Credit Union; Finzankoro Credit Union 212
Individua At thelevel of each credit union:
Savings » From the computerized member register, random drawing without 70
Members replacement of 36 savers
Individud At thelevel of each credit union:
Members Who | ¢« From the computerized member register, itemizing the borrowersfor the 70
Benefit from cotton loans, random drawing without replacement of 36 borrowers
Cotton Loans
Members of the | For both credit unions:
CEE Program » Threelists of Credit Associations according to whether they are in their 72
first, second or third year
» Random drawing of three Credit Associations from each of the three age
categories (six from Konséguéla and three from Finzankoro)
» Random drawing of eight active members from each of the selected
Credit Associations
Total Over the Two Networks 498
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MEMBERS CHARACTERISTICSAND
THEIR EXPERIENCEWITH FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONSBY FINANCIAL
PRODUCT

For thevariousclient groups selected for the
survey, thissection presentstheir socioeconomic
characteristicsat theindividual, household and
community levels(see Table1.4). Findly, the
sectionwill touch onmembers’ experiencewith
their credit unionsand their credit programs.

Socioeconomic Char acteristics AcrossClient
Groups

Location

Aswasdescribed inthemethodology section, clients
wererandomly selected from the records of four
different credit unions. Both credit unionsfromthe
Kafo Jiginew network werelocated in rural areas,
soadmost dl of thesampled clientswere categorized
aslivinginrura communities. For Nyésigiso, oneof
the credit unions was located in atown or urban
areawhilethesecondwasinarura community. As
aresult, theNyesigiso clientsincludedinthebasic
necessities survey comefrom both urban and rural
communities; 64 and 33 percent, respectively.

Acrossthevariousfinancia productsoffered by the
Nyesigiso credit unions, adefinitelocationd biasis
evident. Regular credit union membersand clients
of the AFCRED group and individual program are
much morelikely to comefrom urban communities
than clients of CEE and PACCEM. Since
PACCEM isaproduct for cereal farmers, itisnot
aurprisngthat dl of thesampled clientslivedinrura
communities. Butitisinteresting to notethat 100
percent of the AFCRED group members, 97
percent of the AFCRED individual borrowersand
83 percent of Nyesigiso’s regular credit union
memberslived in urban communitiesas compared
to only 33 percent of thoseinthe CEE program. In
fact, both credit unions have specifically used the
CEE servicesand themohility of theanimatriceto
extend their outreach into smaller and morerural
surrounding communities. For Nyesigiso, CEE

clientsweresgnificantly morelikely to belocated
inrural communitiesthantheregular credit union
members (p<.05).

Socioeconomic Char acteristics AcrossClient
Categories

Informationon clients individua characteristics,
includingtheir gender, age, literacy and marita Satus
were compared for each financia product included
inthebasic necessitiessurvey.

1. Gender

The AFCRED and CEE financia productsare
specifically intended for women, so
100 percent of the individuals sampled to
represent these client groups are women. Of
thefinancia productstailored to farmers, 100
percent of Nyésigiso’'s PACCEM borrowers
were men while only 77 percent of sampled
clients of Kafo Jiginew’s CCA cotton loans
weremen. A minority of amost one-quarter
(23 percent) of the sampled cotton borrowers
were women. Credit union membership is
certainly opentowomen aswell asmen. From
the random sample, however, women are
relatively underrepresented among theregular
membersof both credit unions; women make
up only 26 percent of Nyesigiso and 29 percent
of Kafo Jginew regular members. Thestandard
eligibility criteriafor joining the credit unions
seem to better suit men than women.

2. Age

Theaverage age of thesampled clientswas42
yearsfor both networkswithlittledifference by
financia product. For Nyésigiso, the CEE
program seemed to have better outreach to
older women than either of the AFCRED
products since 13 percent of the CEE clients
wereover 60 yearsof ageascompared toonly
1 and 3 percent of the AFCRED group and
individual loans, respectively. The CEE
programsof both credit union networksalso
had significantly moreyounger members (under
30yearsof age) relativeto their other financia
products. In summary, the Nyesigiso CEE
program seemed to have abroader agerange
of clientswhiletheKafo Jiginew CEE program
cateredtoyounger clientdereativetotheir other
financid products.
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Table1l.4: Individual, Household and Community Char acteristicsBy Client Group

Nyesigiso Kafo Jiginew
Regular Credit
Credit Individual Group CEE Union Individual CEE Over
Union AFCRED AFCRED | PACCEM | Program All Members CAA Program | All Kafo Both
Members | Members Members | Members | Members | Nyésigiso | (savers) Borrowers | Members | Jiginew | Networks
(n=72) (n=36) (n=36) (n=36) (n=72) (n=286) (n=70) (n=70) (n=72) (n=212) (n=498)
Location
Percentage Living in Urban Community 83 97 100 0 33* 66 1 0 0 0 38
Percentage Living in Rural Community 17 3 0 100 67* 34 99 100 100 100 62
Individual Characteristics
Percentage of Men 74 0 0 100 0 31 71 77 0 49 39
Percentage of Women 26 100 100 0 100 69 29 23 100 51 61
Mean Age (in years) 40 44 38 45 45 42 45 43 39 42 42
60 years and older (%) 4 3 1 1 13 6 16 7 7 10 8
40-59 years (%) 50 75 38 56 49 51 43 56 39 46 49
30-39 years (%) 29 17 45 33 24 31 31 27 31 30 30
Under 30 years (%) 17 6 16 13* 12 10 10 24* 15 13
Percentage who are Literate 81 56 23 28 11* 39 34 32 4x 23 32
Average Years in School 7 6 2 1 1* 1 2 1 1 2
Percentage who are Monogamous 54 43 46 58 40 48 40 37 43 40 44
Percentage who are Polygamous 26 43 41 42 49 40 57 60 49 55 46
Percentage who are Single/Widow 19 14 13 0- 11 13 3 3 8 5 9
Household Characteristics
Number of Members 12 14 12 17 13 13 20 19 17 19 16
Number of Literate Members 4 5 1 1* 3 1 1 1 1 2
Most Years of School of Any Member 10 1 3 5* 8 5 4 3 4 6
Number of Economically Active Adults 4 4 6* 5 8 7 7 8 6
Ratio of Total Members to Active Adult 1.9 1.9 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.0
Percentage Having a Wage Earner 54 58 27 19* 33 6 9 7 22
Percentage Receiving Remittance 32 42 16 14 26 26 13 1n 17 14 20
Community Characteristics
Percentage Living in Community with Electricity 89 94 94 22 46* 72 3 1 3 2 42
Percentage Living in Community with Potable
Water 85 92 100 17 67* 76 93 83 100 92 83
Percentage Living in Community with Complete
Primary School 89 97 100 28 34% 71 34 40 38 37 57
Percentage Living in Community with No Health
Services 33 29 36 83 71* 49 39 29 33 33 42

*Statistically significant difference for CEE clients vs. Nyésigiso's (or Kafo Jignew’s) other products. Using T-Test for means or Chi-square test.




3. Education

Literacy. Theraeof literacy anong thedifferent
client groupsshowedred differencesdepending
on gender and whether the clientele was
predominantly drawn fromrura or urban aress.
Ingeneral, literacy rateswerelower for Kafo
Jiginew clients(23 percent) than for Nyesigiso
clients (39 percent). But for both credit union
networks, the CEE dientsweresignificantly less
likely to beliteratethantheregular credit union
members (p<.05). Only 28 percent of the
Nyesigiso CEE members were literate as
compared to 81 percent of the regular
members, and only 4 percent of Kafo Jiginew’s
sampled CEE members were literate as
compared to 34 percent of the regular
members. Of the other products specifically
designed for women, 56 percent of the
AFCRED individua borrowersand 23 percent
of the AFCRED group borrowerswereliterate
as compared to only 11 percent of the CEE
clients. This percentage of CEE literate
memberswas significantly different fromthe
percentage of literate women of AFCRED
individual borrowers (p<.05), but not for
AFCRED group borrowers. Inthat education
levelsand socioeconomic satusareoftenlinked,
the AFCRED program—and in particular the
individual credit line—seemsto bereaching
relatively better-off women than CEE. The
rel ationship betweenrurd areasand low literacy
ratesisalso quiteclear inthat only 28 percent
of thePACCEM clientswereliterate, although
thisgroup wasentirely made up of men. The
lack of education services in rural areas
adversely affects better-off aswell as poorer
households.

Formal Education. Nyesigiso’'s regular
membershad attended on average sevenyears
of schooling, whichissgnificantly morethanthe
oneyear for the sampled CEE clients (p<.05).
Nodifferencewasevident for theKafo Jiginew
credit unionsample.

4. Marital Status
Few differenceswereevident in marital status
acrossthevariousclient groups. For Nyésigiso,
regular credit union membersweremorelikely
than any other group to be unmarried (19
percent) but thisdifferencewasnot significant.
For Kafo Jginew, CEE clientsweremorelikdy

than any other group to beunmarried (8 percent)
but againthiswasnot significant.

Houschold Char acteristics

Household-level information wasa so collected for
each client. For the purposes of the survey, a
household was defined asthose peoplewho regularly
eat together and share the same mealsaswell as
other economic resources.

1. Sze

Thesize of Nyesigiso client householdswere
relatively smaller thanthe Kafo Jiginew client
households—on average 13 ascompared to 19
members, respectively. This difference is
probably related to themorerura nature of the
Kafo Jiginew sample. Few differenceswere
evident, although Nyeésigiso CEE clients
householdshad significantly more active adult
workers than regular credit union members
(p<.05).

2. Economic Security

For Nyesigiso, the CEE client households
seem to haverelatively less economic security
than the households of regular credit union
membersand AFCRED individual borrowers.
CEE households have significantly fewer
literate members (only one as compared to
4-5 for regular members and AFCRED
individual borrowers) and significantly lower
educational attainment (most yearsin school
for any member) (p<.05). CEE households
aredso sgnificantly lesslikely tohaveamember
whoisearningawage (p<.05). Although they
arelesslikely to bereceiving remittances, this
difference is not significant. No significant
differencesareevident for thesesamevariables
for theKafo Jiginew CEE householdsrelative
totheother financia products.

Accessto Basic Social | nfrastructureand
Services

Theavailability of basic socia infrastructureina
community providesanindication of theopportunities
for householdsto have better living conditions. If
public servicesare absent fromacommunity, al the
househol dsfrom thiscommunity will suffer whether
they arerich or poor. Not surprisingly, thefinancia
products such as CEE and PACCEM with greater
outreach into rural communitieshave clientswith
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poorer accessto social infrastructureand services
(seeTable1.4).

For the Nyeésigiso credit unions, the CEE clients
relaivetotheregular credit union membersandthe
AFCRED individua borrowersweresignificantly
morelikdy (p<.05) toliveinacommunity

¢ without eectricity;

¢+ without potablewater;

++ withno primary school; and

¢+ withnohedthservices.

Compared to AFCRED group borrowers, the CEE
clientsweredgnificantly morelikely (p<.05) tolive
in communities lacking in el ectricity and health
SErVices.

Sinceall of the Kafo Jiginew client sampleswere
drawn from rura communities, there were no
significant differences across the three types of
financial productsin accessto socia infrastructure
and services. For theoveral Kafo Jginew sample,
only 2 percent of theclientshad accessto e ectricity
and one-third lived inacommunity with no health
services. However, accessto potable water was
higher for the Kafo Jiginew communitiesthan for
Nyésigiso'srural clientssinceonly 17 percent of
the PACCEM borrowers had potable water as
compared to 100 percent of the cotton borrowers.

Insummary, the basi ¢ socioeconomic characteristics
of thedifferent client ssmplessupport theassumption
that—especially for the Nyesigiso credit union
network—the CEE program isreaching out to a
relatively poorer, female clientele ascompared to
theregular credit unionmembers. For both networks,
theliteracy ratesamong sampled CEE clientswere
significantly lower than for theregular credit union
members who were also much morelikely to be

men (p<.05). For Nyesigiso, the CEE members
also came from householdswith lower education
levels and fewer wage earners and lived in
communities with significantly less social
infrastructure (electricity, potablewater, schoolsand
hedlth facilities) thanregular credit union members.
However, most of these differences seem to be
attributable to the more rural nature of the CEE
clients as compared to the regular credit union
members or the AFCRED borrowers. The
PACCEM client households who are even more
predominantly rural have similar or even lower
education levels, number of wage earners and
accessto social infrastructureand servicesthanthe
CEE client households.

Members Experiencewith theCredit
Unions Financial Products

Onaverage, theindividua ssampled had beenclients
for about 34 years(see Tables1.5and 1.6). The
duration of participation wasalittle shorter for the
Nyesigiso members (34 months) than for theKafo
Jginew members (49 months). The CEE program
inboth networks can beregarded asone of themost
recent financial products (31 monthsat Nyésigiso
and 33 months at Kafo Jiginew), along with the
PACCEM program, whose members have 25
months of experiencewiththe program.

Almog dl of theintervieweessaid they had received
at least oneloan fromtheir credit union or program.
Of the ordinary Nyesigiso members and Kafo
Jiginew savers, however, only 64 and 74 percent
had received loans, respectively. Some members
had received a second type of loan (14 percent),
but rarely athird type (1 percent). Averageloan

Tablel.5: Averagel oan Size—Nyesigiso (US$)

Nyeésigiso
Regular
Credit I ndividual Group CEE
Union CEC| AFCRED | AFCRED | PACCEM| Program All
Members | Members | Members| Members|Members| Nyésigiso

(n=72) (n=36) (n=36) (n=36) (n=72) (n=286)
Length of timeasa 36 41 35 25 31 A
member (in months)
Taken at least one loan 64% 100% 100% 100% 100% 91%
from the credit union
Average loan size $390 $538 $214 $333 $120 $290
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Tablel.6: Averagel oan Size—K afo Jiginew (US$)

Kafo Jiginew
Regular Credit | Individual
Union CEC CAA CEE Program | All Kafo
Members Borrowers| Members Jiginew
(n=70) (n=70) (n=72) (n=212)
Length of time been amember (in 61 53 3 49
months)
Taken at least one loan from the credit 74% 100% 99% 91%
union
Average loan size $76 $98 $39 $71

sizesby product aresummarizedin Tables1.5and
1.6.5

The survey also tried to determine whether the
sampled dlientsor other membersinther households
had accessed other credit unionfinancia products.
It wasinteresting to learn that

% 24 percent of sampled AFCRED group
membersand 8 percent of individua AFCRED
membershad aready applied for CEE loans;

¢+ 3 percent of the sampled clients from the
Nyesigiso CEE program had applied for
individual AFCRED loans, and

+» 15 percent of the sampled Kafo Jiginew CEE
clients had aready taken cotton loans and
6 percent had taken short-term loans (one of
thefinancia productsthat wasnot profiledin
the basic necessitiessurvey).

Intermsof other household membersaso ng
credit unionfinancid services, condder thefollowing:

% 41 percent of thesampled Nyésigiso clientsand
58 percent of the Kafo Jiginew clientslivein
householdsinwhich at |east one other member
hasaccessed credit unionfinancia services. A
majority of these clients (79 and 84 percent at
Nyesigiso and Kafo Jginew, repectively) have
already received aloan from the credit union.

Of the sampled Nyésigiso CEE clients, 38
percent livein householdswhere at | east one
other person isacredit union member and 1
percent live with an individual AFCRED
borrower. For these same CEE clients, 33
percent livein householdswhere at | east one
other woman participatesin the CEE program.

X/
°

+« Of the sampled Kafo Jiginew CEE clients,
57 percent livein householdswhereat |east one
other person is a credit union member and
23 percent live with a CCA borrower. For
these same CEE clients, 36 percent live in
househol ds where at |east one other woman
participatesin the CEE program.

RESULTSFROM THE SATISFACTION OF
BASIC NEEDSAPPROACH

Thissection comparesthe poverty levelsof clients
accessing the credit unions’ various financia
products. Theconditionsor itemsclientsidentified
asbeing “basic needs’ are summarized. Because
thereweredifferencesby clients geographiclocation
inwhat constituted abasi ¢ need, separate poverty
indexeswere created for the Nyesigiso and Kafo
Jginew clients. Findly, therelative*wedth” of the
client groupsis compared based on conditionsor
aststhat aretypically used to assess socioeconomic
status but were not considered “ basi c necessities”
by thecredit unionclients.

Conditionsor ItemsClientsldentified as
Basic Needs

Of thepossible30indicatorsincludedintheligt, only
15 of thesewereidentified asbasic needsthat every
household should have by morethan 50 percent of
theclientsin both urban and rural areas. Table1.7
presents results by residence location to verify
whether poverty isperceived smilarly or differently
according to whether onelivesinarural or urban
area. If thereisadifferencein perception, poverty
indexesmust bedeve oped that arel ocation-specific.

6 If asampled client representing a certain product line also reported taking aloan from another product line, thisinformation was

alsoincludedinthe averages.
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Tablel1.7: “BasicNeed” in Rural and Urban Areas(identified by morethan 50 per cent of

clients)
Rura | Urban

Fifteen Indicators Area Area Total
Number of clientsinterviewed 308 190 498
Percentage having all children compl ete vaccination series % 98 97
Percentage having soap in the house for bathing and washing clothes A 0 %
Percentage having enough food in the household so when children % il A
say they are hungry there is something to feed them
Percentage having the means to honor one's children’s wedding A 86 il
ceremonies
Percentage having at least three meals per day al year long ) 2 )
Percentage having a latrine 83 100 R0
Percentage having money to pay for medical costs and to il 87 89
buy medicine
Percentage having money to pay for school costs and to buy uniforms 81 93 86
Percentage having a meal with meat or fish at least once a week 80 &4 81
Percentage having good shoes for al the children in the household 76 &4 79
Percentage having metal bowls or buckets 83 72 79
Percentage producing enough grain so it is not necessary to buy 83 62 75
Percentage having all children in the household complete or bein 68 86 7
primary school
Percentage having one or more friend(s) who can help financially 7 72 75
in emergency
Percentage having a new set of clothes for the holidays 71 72 72

Therelativeranking of factors providesinsight into
peopl € sprioritiesand conception of fundamental
needs. Thecondition that themaost number of people
identified asabasi c need washaving childreninthe
household complete the vaccination series (97
percent). Thiswasfollowed by having soap inthe
housefor bathing and washing (96 percent). Both
of these health or personal hygiene-oriented
indicatorswere considered to be basic necessities
by dightly more peoplethanthosewho named having
food when children say they arehungry (94 percent).
Similarly, having themeansto honor one'schildren’s
weddingswas abasic need for even more people

than having at |east threemeal sper day. Producing
enoughgrainsoitisnot necessary to buy wasactudly
anindicator developed for therura area. Thefact
that more than one-half of the urban dwellers
identified thisfactor reflectsthe closelink between
urban and rural areasand thefact that many urban
dwdlersgtill maintanfarms.

Certainfactorswereidentified asbasic needsinthe
rural or urban areasbut not both (see Table 1.8). A
mgjority of urbandwellersdon’t think conditionssuch
ashaving aplow and at least four oxen, having a
cart and adraft animal or having abicycleshould be
deemed asbasic needs. Another of theagricultural-

Table1.8: Basic Necessitiesldentified in Rural or Urban AreasOnly

Rural | Urban

Area | Area | Total
Number of clients 308 190 498
Percentage having abicyclein good shape 83 45 69
Percentage having at |east one cart with adraft animal 76 46 65
Percentage having at | east one plow and four oxen for plowing 71 40 59
Percentage having at |east one motorized cultivator and asower 77 — 77
(only for Kafo Jiginew)
Percentage having accessto drinking water 46 69 55
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Table1.9: Indicator sof Relative Wealth

Rural | Urban

Area | Area | Total
Number of clients 308 190 498
Percentage owning amodern granary (can befumigated) 45 31 39
Percentageowningaradio 34 43 37
Percentage owning amoped or amotor cycle 36 39 37
Percentage owning at | east ten head of cattle 29 18 25
Percentage owning ahousewith ar oof built from durablematerias 19 24 21
Percentage owning afr uit plantation (only for Kafo Jiginew) 19 — 19
Percentage owning abed with amattress 5 24 12
Percentage owning ahousewithwallsbuilt from durable materias 3 19 9
Percentagewith electricity inthe house 4 16 9
Percentageowning acar or apick-up truck 2 11 5

oriented indicators—having amotorized cultivator
and sower—was included in surveys with Kafo
Jiginew but not Nyeésigiso clients. (During the
qualitative group discussionsto identify potential
basic needs, motorized machinery was only
mentioned in the Kafo Jiginew areawhere cotton
productionispredominant.) Only onefactor was
identified asabasic needin urban but not rurd aress.
Access to potable water was not considered
indispensableinrura areas. Inthesurvey, potable
water refersto having a pump, afaucet or awell
(covered and maintained), which are not amenities
availablethroughout therura communities.

Ten indicators included in the survey were not
considered to be basi ¢ necessities by morethan 50
percent of thoseinterviewed and therefore are not
included inthe poverty index (Table 1.9). These
included most of theassetsor materia goodsinduded

in the survey—a bed with a mattress, aradio, a 2.

moped, acar, agranary which can be fumigated.
Also not mentioned by the majority were housing
indicatorssuch asaroof andwallsbuilt fromdurable
materialsand having electricity. To somedegree,
these can be congderedindicatorsof relativewedth
that only better-off householdswould consider to
be basic needs.

Client Households' Satisfaction of Basic
Needs

Table 1.10 presents the percentage of clients
reporting that their householdshad or were ableto
meet the conditionsfromthelist. Theresultsare
presented by member category and network to

highlight differencesamong the variousfinancial
products.

Thefollowing pointsemergefromtheresults:

1. Nutritional needs(measured by having three
meal s per day, one meal with meat/fish at least
once per week and having enough food
throughout theyear) areoveral very wdl fulfilled
over dl themember categories(between 92 and
96 percent of the households at Nyesigiso and
between 87 and 93 percent of the households
at Kafo Jiginew). At Nyesigiso, thereisno
ggnificant differenceamong member categories.
At Kafo Jiginew, on the other hand, CEE
program members have asignificantly lower
leve of satisfaction of food needsthan saversin
termsof number of meals per day and meat and
fish consumption (p<.05).

Regarding health needs, itisinterestingto note
that all of the vaccination sequenceshave been
completed in 97 percent of Nyesigiso
householdsand in 93 percent of Kafo Jiginew
households. Also, soap for bathing and for
washing clothesisawaysavailablein 94 percent
of al of the households surveyed. However,
there arefewer householdswith the meansto
pay medical feesand buy medicineeachtimea
household member falsill: 55 percent at Kafo
Jiginew and 64 percent at Nyeésigiso.
Differencesbetween CEE membersand other
categories members can only be seen at
Nyesigisofor money for medical fees. Dueto
their limited financia resources, asignificantly
lower portion of CEE membershave money to
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Table1.10: Satisfaction of Basic Needs (per centage of inter vieweesfor whom the need issatisfied at the household level)

Nyesigiso network

Kafo Jiginew network

Regular
Credit | Individual Group CEE Credit Union| Individual CEE Over
Union AFCRED | AFCRED | PACCEM | Program All Members CCA Program | All Kafo | Combined
Members|Members|MembersMembers|Members| Nyésigisg (saver) Borrowers [Members |Jiginew| Networks
Indicator (n=72) (n=36) (n=36) (n=36) (n=72) (n=286) (n=70) (n=70) (n=72) (n=212) (n=498)
Satisfaction of Nutritional/Health Needs
Three meals per day all year 97 100 97 97 93 96 96 87 78* 87 92
Meal with meat/fish once per week 99 100 100 94 96 98 99 93 85* 92 95
Enough food if child says they are hungry 93 97 91 86 93 92 100 94 86* 93 93
Money for medical treatment 65 75 76 59 49* 64 61 50 53 55 60
Soap 94 100 97 94 85* 93 96 90 96 94 94
Vaccination 97 100 100 91 97 97 96 90 94 93 96
Satisfaction of Educational Needs
All children completed or in primary school 90 97 76 56 53* 74 65 63 58 62 69
Money for school 85 94 85 61 59* 77 80 68 63 70 74
Satisfaction of Housing Needs
Durable roof 56 69 53 8 21* 42 57 53 46 52 46
Durable walls 40 50 20 6 8* 24 9 7 3 6 17
Potable water 76 83 73 17 39* 59 48 50 58 52 56
Latrine 99 97 96 100 100 98 84 79 72 78 90
Electricity 64 64 37 25* 40 1 1 1 23
Satisfaction of Clothing Needs
Set of new clothes at holiday 83 97 96 91 85 89 76 66 74 72 82
Shoes for children 90 97 96 92 90 93 86 81 83 83 89
Satisfaction of Social Needs
Means for children’s wedding 74 77 80 93 77 79 85 83 85 84 81
Friends to help 70 65 57 60 a7 59 62 67 57 62 60
Satisfaction of Material Needs
Bed with mattress 72 92 70 20 36* 59 9 14 8 10 38
Radio 97 94 86 94 75* 88 90 80 78 83 86
Bicycle 72 74 61 86 63* 69 93 96 90 93 79
Moped or motorcycle 71 81 70 56 39* 62 69 50 56 58 60
Car/truck 14 19 9 o* 8 1 0 5
“Modern” granary 17 6 6 36 39* 20 11 14 19 15 18
Metal bowls 92 94 87 94 90 91 97 93 83* 91 91
Satisfaction of Agricultural Production Needs (MORE APPROPRIATE TO RURAL PRODUCTS—PACCEM and all KAFO JIGINEW products)
Grow enough grain so not have to buy 43 44 49 53 51 48 84 72 75 77 60
At least one plow with four oxen 21 25 24 50 26* 27 67 56 58 60 41
At least one cart with animal 51 61 50 86 65* 60 90 83 75 82 70
At least ten cattle 11 11 9 20 20 14 51 30 32* 38 24
Fruit plantation 22 24 22 23 23
Motorized cultivator 80 77 74 77 77

*The chi-square test shows a significant difference (p<0.05) in percentage between CEE members and at least one other credit union member category.




meet their medical expenses compared with
regular credit union members and AFCRED
borrowers (p<.05). Also, soapissignificantly
lessavailablefor CEE membersin comparison
to AFCRED individual members(p<.05). The
highvaccinationratefor al categories, however,
isprobably becausethe serviceisfree.

. Regardingthelevd of stisfaction of educational
needs, theresultsshow that about three-quarters
of Nyésigiso memberssend all of their children
to school versus 62 percent of Kafo Jiginew
members. Moreover, 77 percent versus 70
percent for Nyesigiso and Kafo Jiginew,
respectively, have enough money to pay for
school fees and buy supplies and school
uniforms. Thereisno significant difference
among themembersof Kafo Jiginew. Among
Nyesigiso members, CEE members and
PACCEM membershavelevelsof satisfaction
clearly inferior to those of the other three
member categories. These same member
categories have poorer access to the basic
school infrastructure given their relative
concentration in rural rather than urban
communities. Thechildren of CEE clientsare
sgnificantly lesslikely thanregular credit union
membersand individua AFCRED borrowers
to attend primary school (p<.05). CEE clients
areasosgnificantly lesslikely than bothtypes
of AFCRED borrowersandregular credit union
membersto have money for education expenses
(p<.05).

Itisstriking to seethelow proportion of clients
for whom the various indicators of housing
needs are satisfied. For both networks
combined, morethan one-haf of thehouseholds
have houseswhich have aroof and wallsbuilt
from non-durable materials and which don’t
haveelectricity. Moreover, only 56 percent of
the househol dshave accessto potabledrinking
water. For Nyesigiso, the percentage of
PACCEM members and CEE members who
live in houses with roofs built from durable
materiasisonly 8 and 21 percent, respectively,
whereasit exceeds 50 percent of the members
for the other three categories. The percentage
for CEE program memberswould beevenlower
if only members living in rura areas were
considered. Thesepoor housing conditionscan

6.

have serious consequencesfor the population’s
state of well-being. For example, at thetime of
the datacollection, entirevillagesaround the
Konséguélacredit union (Koutiala) had been
destroyed and abandoned after the preceding
year’s torrential rains. CEE clients in the
Nyesigiso network weresignificantly lesslikely
to have durable roofs and potable water as
compared to regular credit union membersand
both types of AFCRED borrowers (p<.05).
They werea so significantly lesslikely to have
durable walls and electricity than individual
AFCRED borrowersand regular credit union
members (p<.05).

Overdl, clothing needsarewell satisfied for
members of Nyesigiso and Kafo Jiginew.
Furthermore, thefindingssuggest that thereis
no significant difference among member
categories. Peoplemoreor lesswell-off dother
best to buy their children anew set of clothes,
including new shoes, for at |east the Tabaski or
Ramadan festivities. Itisinstead thevalue of
theclothesor shoesthat variesaccordingtothe
level of well-being. Thephrasing of thequestion
did not allow these differencesto be detected.

Regarding the satisfaction of social needs, the
findingsshow that 81 percent of thehouseholds
for both networks combined have the meansto
honor thewedding ceremoniesof their children
who wish to marry. Moreover, 60 percent of
theintervieweeshave at least onefriend who
canhelpthemfinancidly or materialy in caseof
extreme necessity. Statistical analysisshowed
relativesmilarity acrossmember categoriesfor
thesetwo indicators, probably dueto theway
thesetwo indicatorswere phrased. Asisthe
casefor clothes, what variesaccording to the
level of well-being ared ementssuch asthevaue
of the dowry, the quantity of kolanutsgivento
the bride’s parents, or the value of various
wedding gifts.

Regarding mater ial needs, one should notethat
thelevd of satifactionisquitevariablefromone
indicator to another. For both networks
combined, three out of seven indicators are
satisfied at closeto or more than the 80 percent
level (bike, radio, metd bowlsbuckets) whereas
threeothersareonly satisfied at lessthan the 40
percent level (bed with amattress, “ modern”
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granary, car/pick-up truck). A singleindicator
(metd bowls/buckets) differentiatesamong Kafo
Jiginew members: fewer CEE membersown
this asset compared with savers (p<.05). On
theother hand, & Nyésigiso, CEE memberswere
ggnificantly lesslikely thanregular credit union
members and both types of AFCRED
borrowers to have a bed with mattress, or a
moped/motorcycle(p<.05). They weredsoless
likely than regular credit union membersand
individual AFCRED borrowersto ownaradio
(p<.05). The only asset CEE members and
PACCEM borrowersweremorelikely to have
wasamodern granary, reflecting their greater
concentrationinrural areas (p<.05).

8. The level of satisfaction of agricultural
production needs varies by network. Not
surprisingly, satisfactionratesare higher for the
Kafo Jiginew households, whereinterviewed
memberscome solely fromrurd areas, thanfor
the househol dsof Nyesigiso, wherethemgjority
of intervieweesarefrom urban areas. Infact,
for the Nyesigiso member categories, itisonly
appropriateto consider satisfaction for these
indicatorsamong PACCEM borrowerssincethis
istheonly member category drawn entirely from
rural communities. At Kafo Jiginew, only one
indicator out of six, namely the number of head
of cattle, is significantly different among
members. One-half of theregular credit union
memberssaid that their household had aherd of
ten or more, whilethe proportionisnearly one-
third of thehouseholdsfor cotton campaign credit
borrowersand members of the CEE program
(p<.05).

Thisanalysisallowsusto appreciate thelevel of
satisfaction of needsby member category anddlows
usto have anideaof which indicators seemto be
themost apt at differentiating membersaccordingto
ther leve of well-being. Theseindicatorsareusualy
thosewhich exhibit asignificant difference by the
chi-square test. This analysis also shows the
importance of phrasing the questionsfor capturing
differences. For example, indicatorshaving to do
with dothing or thesatisfaction of socia needsshould
be phrased differently inthe futureto capturethe
characteristics specificto each well-being category.
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Basic Needs Poverty Index by Client
Category

According tothe bas c needsmethodol ogy, apoverty
index isdevel oped for each respondent based on
whether they possess those conditions or items
deemed to bebasic needs. Thedegreeof consensus
among all respondentsasto whether anindividua
condition or item wasindeed abasi ¢ need becomes
theweighting factor for each item. If ahousehold
wereto haveall the basic needs, they would havea
poverty scoreequd to“1” whichisused to represent
thepoverty line. Householdslacking oneor more
basi ¢ needs are defined asfaling bel ow the poverty
line (Daviesand Smith, 1998).

Poverty Index for the Nyesigiso Credit Union
Network

Since Nyesigiso'ssurveyed membersliveinboth
urban and rural areas, the poverty index appliedto
this network is based only on those indicators
identified by 50 percent of the rural and urban
respondentsasbeing abasic need. Theweighting
coefficients for each of the indicators were the
percentagesof al Nyesigiso memberswho thought
that thoseindicatorswere deemed to bebasic needs.
Even though it was identified in both areas, the
condition having to do with grain production was
excluded from the poverty index because it was
judgedtobetoo closdly linked torura aress. Indl,
fourteen indicators were selected to calculate the
poverty index inthe Nyésigiso network:

% Having all the children complete the entire
vaccination series

++ Having soap inthe housefor bathing and for
washing clothes

% Having enough food inthe household so if a
childishungry thereissomethingtogivehimor
her

% Having the meansto honor one'schildren’s
wedding ceremonies

+ Havingat leastthreemealsper day throughout
theyear

% Havingalatrine

++ Having money to pay for medical costsandto
buy medicine



++ Having money to pay for school costs and to
buy uniforms

% Havingamed with meat or fishat least oncea
week

% Having good shoes for dl the children in the
household

+ Having metd bowls or buckets

+«+ Having dl the children in the household go to
school

Having one or more friends who can help out
Having anew set of clothes for the holidays

Table 1.11 presents Nyesigiso's poverty index by
member category and resdencearea. Thefollowing
is aranking of dient categories according to ther
poverty index from relatively poorest to relatively
bedt-off:

CEE program members

PACCEM members

Regular credit union members

AFCRED group members

AFCRED individua members

On average, the CEE members had apoverty index
score of .78 which was sgnificantly lower than the

o
3
B

poverty score for three other Nyesigiso member
categories (AFCRED individuad members AFCRED
group members, and regular credit union members)
(p<.01). The poverty level of PACCEM members
is, on the other hand, comparable to that of CEE
members and was not significantly different. Group
AFCRED members and regular credit union
members have very smilar average poverty index
scores (.85 and .87 respectively). The “best-off”
client category—AFCRED individud borrowers—
was the only client group with an average score in
the nineties. Furthermore, the percentage of
households who manage to satidfy dl of their basic
needsis 14 and 18 percent for PACCEM members
and CEE members, respectively. The number is
about one-third of the households in other client
categories categorized as above the poverty line
(index=1). Of dl the Nyesigiso clients sampled, the
household with the lowest poverty index (.31) was
amember of CEE.

Table 1.11 dso dlows us to see the difference in
living standards between rurd and urban areas. The
level of stisfaction of basic needs of dientslivingin
rurd areasis 78 percent, wheressit is 87 percent in
urban areas, a9 percent difference. Thisdifference
is datigticdly sgnificant (p<0.01 with T-test). For

Table1.11: Basic Needs Poverty Index by Client Category—Nyeésigiso Credit Union

Network
Number of | Index accordingto| Index* for Percentage Above

Member category— Members residence area theEntire | Lowest | Poverty Line
Nyesigiso Interviewed Rurd Urban | Network | Index (index=1)
CEE Program 72 0.73 0.88 0.78 0.31 18%
Members
PACCEM Members 36 0.81 - 0.81 0.51 14%
Regular Credit Union 72 0.90**| 0.85 0.86 0.43 30%
Members
Group AFCRED 70 - 0.87 0.87 0.35 31%
Members
Individud AFCRED 36 - 0.90 0.90 0.58 33%
Members
Nyesigiso Network 286 0.78 0.87 0.84 0.31 25%

* The Student T-test results show a high significant difference (p<0.01) for CEE members versus regular credit union
members, for CEE members versus AFCRED individual members, for CEE members versus AFCRED group members,
but no significant difference for CEE members versus PACCEM members. Furthermore, these results show a
significant difference for PACCEM members versus AFCRED group members, PACCEM members versus AFCRED
individual members, but no difference for PACCEM members versus regular credit union members. There were no
significant differences among regular credit union members, individual members and AFCRED members.

** VVery few observations (11 cases)
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the CEE program, one can see that rurad women
are poorer than their urban counterparts. Thistable
dsodlowsustoredizeto what extent CEE program
members come from relatively poorer households
(score of 0.73) compared with PACCEM program
members (score of 0.81).

Graph 1.1 presentsthe poverty index information in
a dlightly different manner, according to the
didribution of scores within a client category. As
described above, the poverty line or cut-off between
those who are “poor” and “non-poor” is assumed
to correspond to a score of “1” indicating al basic
needsaremet. Householdsfdling below the poverty
linecan beclassified into relative poverty categories.
Households having a poverty score less than .25
are classfied as “dedtitute,” those with a score of
.25through .74 as*moderately poor” and thosewith
a score of .75 to .99 as borderline poor. Also
according to the distribution of poverty within a
membership category, CEE members stand out as
Nyesigiso'srelatively poorest client group.

Poverty Index Based on Basic Needsin Rural
Areas—The Kafo Jiginew Network

Thebasic needsindex for the Kafo Jginew members
included the same 14 indicators that were used for
Nyesigiso plus an additiond five indicatorsthat only
residents of rura areas considered to be basic
necessities. Thislonger list of 19 conditionsor items
was gppropriate incevirtudly al the surveyed Kafo
Jginew memberslivedinrurd areas. Theadditiond
five indicators were as follow:

% Having abicycle in good shape

+ Having a least one cart with a draft animal.

¢ Having a least one plow and four oxen for
plowing
+« Producing enough grain

+ Having at least onemotorized cultivator anda
sower

Table 1.12 presents the poverty index scores by
Kafo Jginew member category. Asisthe casefor
Nyesgiso, on average Kafo Jginew’ sCEE program
members are the relatively poorest client category.
The following is a ranking of client categories
according to their poverty index from relatively
poorest to rdatively bet-off:

CEE program members
CCA borrowers
Regular credit union members (savers only)

On average, CEE members had a poverty index
scoreof .75. Furthermore, the score differencethat
separates CEE members from the richest category
(savers, with a score of 84 percent) is 9 percent.
This difference is datigicaly sgnificant (p<.05).
Although the score of cotton credit borrowers (78
percent) putsthem above CEE members, their level
of wel-being is not sgnificantly different. The T-
test shows a significant difference for CCA
borrowersversus savers (p<.05). Accordingtothe
mean poverty index, theregular credit union members
who only save are from better-off households
compared with CEE membersand CCA borrowers.

Of dl the Kafo Jiginew clients sampled, the
household with the lowest poverty index (.18) was
amember of CEE. However, the percentage of

Graph 1.1: Distribution by Member Category—Nyeésigiso
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Table 1.12: Basic Needs Poverty Index by Client Category—The Kafo Jiginew Networ k

Number of Index* for Percentage Above
Member Category— Members Kafo Poverty Line
Kafo Jginew Interviewed Jiginew Lowest Index (index=1)
CEE Program Members 72 0.75 0.18 13%
CCA Borrowers 70 0.78 0.23 4%
Savings Members 70 0.84 0.38 11%
Kafo Jginew Network 212 0.79 0.18 9%

*The Student T-test results show ahigh significant difference (p<0.01) for CEE membersversussavers, for CCA borrowers
versussavers; but no significant differencefor CEEmembersversus CCA borrowers.

households who manage to satisfy dl of their basic
needs is 13 and 11 percent respectively for CEE
members and regular credit union members,
whereas only 4 percent for the CCA sample is
categorized as above the poverty line (index=1).
Although on average the CEE members are the
relatively poorest client group, there seemsto bea
gregter rangein CEE dlients' socioeconomic status
relative to the other two financia products.

Graph 1.2 presentsthe distribution of poverty scores
within Kafo Jginew's client category. Again, the
basic needs poverty index was used to classify
households into relative poverty categories.
Households having a poverty score less than .25
are classfied as “dedtitute,” those with a score of
.25through .74 as* moderately poor” and thosewith
a score of .75 to .99 as borderline poor.
Households having anindex of “1” are consdered
to be above the poverty line as dl basic needs are
fulfilled. Alsoaccording tothedidribution of poverty
within amembership category, CEE membersstand
out asKafo Jginew’ srelatively poorest client group.

More*“ Traditional” M easur es of
Socioeconomic Status: Relative Wealth
I ndex

Severd indicators included in the survey were not
selected as basic needs yet they reflect a certain
level of relative wedth. Mogt of these indicators
arefrequently used in sudiesthat measure household

socioeconomic status. There are FIVE indicators
concerned with household assets (a bed with a
meattress, aradio, abicycle, amoped or motorcycle,

a car or pick-up truck) and three indicators
concerned with good housing conditions (having a
house with roof and walls built from durable
materids, having access to dectricity). A relaive
weslth index was cal culated based on households

possession of these items without applying any

weighting coefficient. So, for example, ahousehold

with arelative wedth index of “6” possessed s of
the eight indicators.

Table 1.13 presents the wedlth index by member
category and network. The results are ranked in

100% -

Graph 1.2: Distribution of Poverty by Member Category—Kafo Jiginew
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increasing order, from the poorest to the richest
category within each network.

For Nyésigiso, the mean scoreis.39. CEE program
members have the lowest score (.26). Thisscoreis
statistically less than for AFCRED individual
members, regular credit union members and
AFCRED group members. AFCRED individual
members and regular credit union members stand
out from the other categorieswith higher scores (.54
and .49, respectively). Group AFCRED members
have a score (.40) near the network’s mean (.39),
while PACCEM members have ascore much closer
to that of CEE members (.27).

For Kafo Jginew, the CEE members and CCA
borrowershave roughly comparable scores (.28 and
.30, respectively). However, the scores of the CEE
members and the savers (.33) are dtatistically
different (p<.05). By comparing Kafo Jiginew's
resultswith those of Nyesigiso' stwo rura programs
(CEE and PACCEM), one can aso see that the
level of wedth in Kafo Jginew is higher than in
Nyesigiso.

CONCLUSION

This random sdlection of clients shows that CEE
improves Nyésigiso's and Kafo Jginew’ s outreach
toadientderdaivey poorer than their regular credit
union members and poorer than the clientele of

financia productssuch asthoseof AFCRED which
focus on lending to women in urban aress.

The basic descriptive information provided aprofile
of each of the client categories. Certainly, the CEE
program increases credit union outreach to women
as only approximately one-quarter of the regular
credit members of both networks were women as
compared to al of the CEE dients CEE dients
aso had sgnificantly lower literacy ratesthan regular
members. The reatively lower education levels of
CEE dlients seemed to reflect a locationd bias as
much as gender inequity. For example, the CEE
client sample for Nyesigiso had sgnificantly lower
literacy rates than the AFCRED female borrowers
but comparable rates to the al-male PACCEM
farmers,

Virtudly dl theKafo Jginew dient householdswere
categorized as living in rurd communities. Few
differences were evident across client categoriesin
household socioeconomic characteristics or
community infrastructure and services.

In contrast, some of the Nyesigiso financia products
primarily serve an urban clientdle while others serve
a rura clientele. Almost 100 percent of the
AFCRED women borrowers lived in townsaswell
as more than 80 percent of the regular credit union
members. The sample of CEE clients showed a
bias toward rurd communities (67 percent) and al
of therandomly sdlected PACCEM borrowerslived

Table 1.13 Relative Wealth Index for the Nyesigiso and K afo Jiginew Networks

Number of

Members Wealth Lowest Highest
Member category Interviewed [ ndex* Index [ndex
CEE program members 72 0.26 0 0.7
PACCEM program members 36 0.27 0.1 0.6
Group AFCRED members 70 0.40 0 0.8
Regular credit union members 72 0.49 0 0.8
Individud AFCRED members 36 0.54 0.1 0.8
Nyésigiso total 286 0.39 0 0.8
CEE program members 72 0.28 0 0.5
CCA credit borrowers 70 0.30 0 0.6
Savings members 70 0.33 0.1 0.6
Kafo Jginew totd 212 0.30 0 0.6
Over both networks 498 0.35 0 0.8

* For Nyesigiso members, the Student T-test results show asignificant difference (p<0.05) for CEEmembersversusother
Nyésigiso category members, except for PACCEM members. For Kafo Jiginew, theresultsaresignificant only between CEE

membersand the ordinary savingsmembers.
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in rurd communities. Asaresult, more differences
are evident in household and community
characterigtics for the Nyesigiso network whereas
CEE members came from households with lower
education levels and fewer wage earners and they
lived in communities with significantly less socid
infrastructure (e ectricity, potablewater, schoolsand
hedth fadilities) than regular credit union members.
These differences reflect the rura outreach of the
CEE product. The PACCEM dlient householdsthat
are even more predominantly rurd have amilar or
evenlower education levels number of wageearners
and accessto socid infrastructure and servicesthan
the Nyésigiso's CEE client households.

Applying the basic needs methodology for
developing a poverty index, the CEE clients were
the relatively poorest client category for both credit
union networks. This method is based on the
population’s own perceptions, as the interviewees
themsdves define what is important to them. This
approach takes into account a broader view of
poverty, conddering socid dimensions of poverty
rather than limiting itself to concepts of income and
household assts.

CEE dientsvs. regular credit union members

CEE dientsweresgnificantly poorer than Nyesgiso
and Kafo Jginew’s regular credit union members
(p<.05). Significantly moreof theNyesigiso regular
credit union members were categorized as above
the poverty line (30 percent) relative to the CEE
clients (18 percent) (p<.05). Also, sgnificantly more
of theNyesigiso and Kafo Jginew CEE dientswere
categorized as moderately poor (44-50 percent)
than the regular credit union members (21-26

percent) (p<.05).

CEE dients vs. dients of other financid products
for women (AFCRED)

The Nyésigiso CEE dients were dso sgnificantly
poorer than ether the AFCRED individua or group
borrowers, both of which lend exclusvely towomen
(p<.05). Infact, of the five client categories drawn
from the Nyesigiso network, AFCRED individud
borrowerswererdatively the best of the better-off
group. While the AFCRED group loans seem to
reech ardatively poorer clientele than theindividua
loans, both AFCRED dlient groups had morewomen
categorized as above the poverty linethan did CEE
clients. The CEE category adso had more clientsin

the moderately poor category than either AFCRED
borrower groups.

CEE dients vs. dients of financid products meant
for farmers (PACCEM and CCA)

Although CEE dients had a rdatively lower mean
poverty score on average, they were not significantly
“poorer” than dients of the two financid products
tallored to agricultura production—PACCEM and
CCA. Actudly, there seemed to be consderable
overlap for the Kafo Jginew network between the
CEE and CCA client categories. In this random
sample, 23 percent of the CEE clients came from
householdsin which another member wasaclient of
Kafo Jginew’s CCA cotton loans.

Thefindingsfrom therelative wealth index based on
assets or housing conditions brought out the same
generd trends as the basic needs poverty index.
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2.0 WEALTH-RANKING EXERCISE:
REeLATIVE FOOD SECURITY OF THE
CURRENT AND Ex-M EmBERS OF CEE

A wealth-ranking methodol ogy was used to answer
the question: Does CEE reach poor househol ds?

Thismethodology relieson theknowledge of key
informants to classify all the households in the
community into relativewed th categoriesaccording
tothelocally defined and meaningful criteria. By
combining thisapproach with programinformation,
itispossibleto know which socioeconomic stratain
acommunity are being reached by CEE. Because
information was collected about current and former
CEE members, it is also possible to investigate
whether rates of client drop-out differ by
S0Cioeconomic status.

The concept of wealthin Mali impliescomfort that
includesnot only materia goods, but dsofulfillment
of basic needsand other socid dimensionsregarded
asessentid inacommunity. For example, whenyou
arriveinavillage, people might tell you that no one
is“rich” inthisvillage, that everybody is* poor.” Still,
somepeopleare” morecomfortable’ thanmost while
othersaredigtinctly “very poor.” Onebecomesrich
when he/shehasreached acertainlevel of essentia
personal needs satisfaction. Theterm“wealth” in
the Mali context can be used to differentiate
householdsaccording tothesatisfaction of their basic
needs.

METHODOLOGY

Themethodol ogy used for thisaspect of thestudy is
called “wealth ranking” and it was based on the
approach described by Grandin (1988) and applied
to microfinance projects by the Small Enterprise
Foundation.” Thiswasthe second timethisapproach
wasappliedinaCredit with Education program.®
Thewedth-ranking exercisewasdivided into three
phasesat eachvillagelevd:

% Phasel: Initial Contactsand Organizational
Work. Establishing contactswith thevillage
authorities (village chief or representatives) in
order tointerest themin participating inthestudy,

identify key informants, collect the preliminary
information necessary to therealization of the
exercise, and schedulethework. Two typesof
informationd listswerecreated. Thefirst listed
all householdsin thevillage based on census
information available in the village or at the
municipa office. Thecensusdataa so provided
information on thetotal number of people and
adultsin each household. Thesecond list was
compiled during a meeting with the Credit
Associations management committeesand it
identified for each household the number of
womenwho wereeither current or ex-members
of the CEE program.

Phase 2. Ranking the Households. Withthe
support of the village authorities, “key
informants” were selected and invited to
participate in the wealth-ranking exercise
scheduled for alater date. Thekey informants
were principally men possessing ahigh regard
from othersin thevillage and knowledge about
the socioeconomic Stuation of thedl thevillage
households. Depending on the village, key
informantsincuded villagecounsd ors members
of the village committee association or other
peoplesdaectedfor their [eadership or openness.
Thenumber of key informantsvaried—from 6
to 12—ineachvillage. Theexercisetook place
inthreesteps:

Step 1. When the research team met with the
key informants, thefacilitator began by briefly
explainingthereasonfor thevigt. Hethenasked
the participantshow they perceived the concepts
of poverty, wealth and well-being at thevillage
level and, more particularly, at the household
level. Hecontinued by encouraging discussion
ingeneral termsabout the differences between
househaldsintheir community that wererdatively
better-off versus those that were relatively
worse-off. Oncethefacilitator wascertain that
all the participants understood the concepts of
wealth and poverty in the same way, he
introduced the idea of classifying specific
householdsaccordingtother relativewedth. It
wasimportant to stimulate discussionfromthe
beginning of the meeting to ensure that the

”See Barbara Grandin, Wealth Ranking in Smallholder Communities: A Field Manual, IT Publications, U.K., 1988 and Anton
Simanowitz, Small Enterprise Foundation, Pushing the Limits of Wealth Ranking,” PLA Notes#34, 1999.
8MkNelly, Barbara and Chatree Watetip. “Impact of Credit with Education in Thailand,” Freedom from Hunger. May 1993.
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participants were comfortable voicing their
opinionswhenthey began dassfying households.

Step 2. Theloca informantsweredividedinto
three reference groups of two to four people.
Each reference group received acomplete set
of cards corresponding to thetotal number of
households in their village. Each card
represented aspecific household and contained
the name of the head of that household. An
identification number wasrecorded onthe card.
With thefacilitator’s support, each reference
group was asked to organize the cards into
different piles, with each pile containing
households with similar socioeconomic
characteristics. Thepileswere organized from
the relatively wealthiest households to the
relatively poorest households.

Step 3. Oncetheclassification wasfinished,
thefacilitator probed for detailed descriptions
for how they defined and contrasted each card
pile. Thesedetailed descriptionswererecorded
for later comparison and andysis. Thespecific
household identification numbersassigned to
each wealth grouping were al so recorded for
later follow-up.

% Phase 3. Oncetheranking wascompleted, an
overall average score was computed for each
househol d based on the threeindependent scores
assigned by the reference groups. The
“wealthier” a household appeared to be, the
lower its score. For example, if areference
group divided the householdsinto four piles,
thoseinthewedlthiest pilewould haveascore
of (1/4) x 100=25, and the poorest pilewould
have ascore of (4/4) x 100=100.

Selection of Villages

Thewealth-ranking methodol ogy was conducted
withfour villagesparticipating intheNyésigiso CEE
program and fivevillagesparticipating intheKafo
Jiginew CEE program. (See Appendix 2.1 for a
description of thesevillages.) Two of theNyesigiso
villageswereassociated withthe M édinecredit union
(Zéguéla, Tesserela) and two otherswiththe Koyan
N’ Golobalacredit union (Km26, Koyan Coura).
ThreeKafo Jiginew villageswere associated with
the Finzankoro credit union (Tominall, Nieminaand
Finzankoro) and two otherswith the Konséguéla
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credit union (Toupourla, N’ Golobougou). Thechoice
of thesevillageswasbased onthreeprincipd criteria

++ Thetota number of householdsinthecommunity
did not exceed 125. The wealth-ranking
methodol ogy isbetter suited to relatively small
villages with about 100 households. Local
informantsarelesslikely to befamiliar withthe
relaivewedth of each householdif thecommunity
isvery large. If the number of householdsis
much greater than 100, it isrecommended that
thevillagebedivided into severa sections.

¢ Thecommunity included aCredit Association
that had al so been selected for the basic needs
satisfaction survey (seechapter 1.0). Thiswas
doneto allow for acomparison of theresults
generated from the wealth-ranking and basic
needs methods.

% Thecommunity included arelatively mature
Credit Association—one that had been
operating for at least two years—that would
allow program outreach and membership
dynamicstounfold over time. Inorder toinclude
enough program communities, anexceptionwas
madefor thecommunity of Zegudawhichhada
Credit Association that wasonly initssecond
loancycle.

Data Analysis and Processing
Datahashbeen andyzed and processed intwo phases.

Phase 1. In the field summary, anaysis of the
household rankings was completed in order to
identify women from the relatively poorest
households to be included in the focus groups
discussedin Chapter 3. Following themethodology
suggested by Grandin (1988), thiswasdoneby listing
householdsin ascending order according to their
average scores, e.g., from the wealthiest to the
poorest. Cutoff pointswerethan determinedinorder
todividetheentireligt of householdsintothreegroups
“wedlthiest,” “average” and “poorest.” Inmaking
these cutoff points, threecriteriawere considered
and balanced:

1) Definingthreeintervalsof approximately equal
gze([maximal score—minimal scorel/3)

N

) Definingthreeintervaswith approximately the
samenumber of householdsin each group

3) Utilizing gapsoccurring inthe average score



sequence that would help to identify natural
grouping among groups

Thisapproachwasuseful asit dlowed for relatively
immediate identification of therelatively poorest
householdsin the community. Thiswasimportant
as focus-group discussions with members and
nonmembers from these relatively poorest
householdswerearranged for thedaysimmediately
followingthewedth-ranking exercise.

Phase 2. Oncethefieldwork wascompleted, the
issue of determining appropriate and valid wealth
classficationswasrevisted. A mgor chdlenge, and
to some degree weakness, of the wealth-ranking
methodology isthedifficulty of summarizing and
generdizingfindingsacrossdifferent communities.
For example, itispossiblethat householdsthat are
relatively wealthy in onecommunity would beonly
averagein another. Dividing the householdsinto
roughly equa wedlth groupingsand compiling these
groupingsacrosscommunitiesprovidesingghtinto
relativeweal th categoriesbut not consi stent wealth
classfications. Inaddition, arbitrarily organizingthe
households into three wealth categories fails to
incorporatedidtinctionsand sratatheloca informants
believed to beimportant. Of the 27 referencegroups
that performed theweal th-ranking exercise, thegresat
majority divided the householdsinto four or five
separatepiles. Recategorizing householdsinto only
three wealth categories would blur important
differencesinwedth and forcemore ad hoc cutoffs
between groupings.

Detailed descriptions had been recorded for al
wesdlth groupingsidentified by eachreferencegroup.
Following the completion of thefieldwork, these
descriptionswerereviewed and compared. Virtuadly
all thereference groups mentioned certain common
distinguishing characteriticspertaining to household
food security and ownership of agricultural
equipment, landandanimds. For example, reference
groupscons stently described thewedlth groupings
according to how much agricultural equipment
(plows, carts, etc.) households had, the number of
oxenfor animal traction or total head of cattleand
the adequacy of their food production relative to
household needs. Intermsof thislast aspect, wedth
categorieswere cons stently describedin oneof the
followingfour ways:

1) Producesurplusfoodand agricultura products
so that they could sell or sharewith others.

2) Producesufficient food and agriculturd products
to meet their own needs but with no surplus.
However, someyears(oneintwo or oneinthree
years) they will fail to produce enough food to
meet their needs so some of the householdsin
thiscategory might need to buy food, especidly
during rainy season.

3) Unableto produce enough food to meet their
needsand experiencefood problemsfor some
part of the year (from one to six months),
typicdly during the pre-harvest rainy season.

4) Unableto produce enough food to meet their
needsand experiencefood problemsthroughout
theyear (morethan 6 of 12 monthsand, inthe
great mgority of the cases, daily).

Using these key characteristics, it was possibleto
compute new scoresfor each household by applying
four standard wealth groupings with clear and
consgent distinguishingfeatures. It wasfettha this
approach remained more true to the information
provided by thereference groupsand improved the
comparahility of thewed th-ranking findingsacross
communitiesand credit union networks.

Once the new average scores were recal cul ated,
four rather than three cutoff pointswereapplied again
tothesequentidly organizedtotd list of households.
Because a standard scoring system was being
applied, al lists of households now had average
scores ranging from 25 (a household put in the
“wealthiest” pileby all threereference groups) to
100 (ahousehold put in the “ poorest” pile by al
threereference groups). The cutoff point for the
“wealthiest” group (Category 1) was set at 33 as
this would include only households that were
reassigned to thewedlthiest group by at least two of
thereferencegroupings. Similarly, the cutoff point
for the “poorest” group (Category V) was set at
92 sincethiswould requirethat at |east two of the
three reference groups had categorized the
household asbeinginthe” poorest” pile. Thecutoff
pointsfor thetwo middle wealth categorieswere
madeat gpproximately equd intervas. Thedividing
linesbetween thefour different categories, starting
from the average score, have been organized as

+ Category |, Households Which are Food-
Secure: scoresbetween 25 and 33;

% Category Il, Households Vulnerable to Food
Insecurity: scoresbetween 34 and 62;
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% Category |11, Householdswith Periodic Food
Insecurity: scoresbetween 63 and 91; and

+» Category IV, HouseholdsWhichare Chronicaly
Food-Insecure: scoresbetween 92 and 100.

The number and percentage of current and ex-
members of CEE according to these four wealth
categorieswere determined in order to evaluateto
what extent the CEE program reachesthe poor.

DESCRIPTION OF HOUSEHOLD
CATEGORIESACCORDINGTO
RELATIVEWEALTH

A common characteristic used by virtually all the
reference groupsto distinguish among the various
wealth categories pertained to food security. A
household hasfood security when all the members
have suitable and adequate amounts of food
throughout theyear. Food insecurity inMali, asin
other West African countries, occurs most
profoundly duringthepre-harvest rainy season. This
isthetimewhen for many householdsthe harvest
from the previousyear isfinished. Theregion’'s
characteristically long dry season and single
cultivation period mean that many householdsare
not ableto grow sufficient food to meet their families

needs. The sowing period isalso acritical time
because househol ds which do not have sufficient
food stocks must choose between consuming seeds
or reserving them for planting. The majority of
households begin to experience food shortages
during the months of June through August while
awaiting new harvests. During thesemonths, food
pricestendtoincreasedueto therdative scarcity of
agricultural products. For many households, the
number of daily meds(fromthreeor four mealsper
day to two) aswell asthe quality and quantity of
food per meal often decrease.

A household'sahility to copewith the hungry season
clearly indicatesthelevel of itswealth. Fromthe
key informants’ descriptions (Box 2.1) of wealth
categories, four classficationsemerged:

Category I: Food-Secure. The best-off
househol dseven produce asurplusof food that
they areableto sell and/or useto help others.
They have agricultural equipment and a
substantial number of draft animalsso they do
not need or depend on others to rent equi pment.
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Infact, they rent out equipment to othersand
hirelaborers.

Category 11: Vulnerable to Food I nsecurity.

These househol ds experiencefood insecurity
every oneintwo or oneinthreeyears. These
households do not have a surplus and some
might need to buy food during therainy season.
They havelessequipment and fewer animdsthan
Category | and so they typically need to rent
equipment and/or take credit.

Category 111 Periodic Food Insecurity. These

househol ds experiencefood problemsduring
part of the year (from one to six months,
especially during therainy season). They have
littleequipment and only one, if any, ox. Because
they lack cash, rather than rent additional
equipment they tend to engageininformal land/
|abor/equipment arrangements.

Caegory |V: Chronicdly Food-Insecure. These

householdsare very poor and they suffer from
chronicfoodinsecurity throughout theyear. They
farmwith hoes only becausethey have no other
equipment or draft animals. They depend on
the assistance of others.



Of course, there is a relationship between food
insecurity and other underlying factors—most
importantly the household’s productive assetssuch
as agricultural equipment (plows, cultivators,
sowers), draft animals (oxen and donkeys),
availability of land suitable for cultivation and

manpower. If food security is ensured at the
householdlevd , then the household can afford other
goods, including education, health care, wedding
ceremoniesand other social activities. Table2.1
presents additional details provided by the key
informantsabout thefour wealth categories.

Category I: Food-Secure:

R/
0.0

R/
0.0

R/
0.0

®,
0.0

®,
0.0

“They have cash; they depend on no one.”

®,
0.0

®,
0.0

“Their children go to school by bicycle.”

®,
0.0

Category Il: Vulnerable to Food Insecurity
“They have enough to eat but not to sell.”

®,
0.0

®
0.0

consumption.”

®,
0.0

®
0.0

o

for their inputs with cash.”

Category lll: Periodic Food Insecurity

R/
0.0

®,
0.0

®,
0.0

with food 3 out of 12 months.”

oo

three people do not eat well.”

®,
0.0

®,
0.0

Category IV: Chronically Food-Insecure

®,
0.0

®,
0.0

R/
0.0

R/
0.0

®,
0.0

harvesttime.”

®,
0.0

®,
0.0

Box 2.1: Key Informants’ Descriptions of Households in the Four Wealth Categories

“They eat to their satisfaction throughout the year.”
“They eat three meals a day even in the rainy season.”
“The new harvest joins the previous one in the granary.”
“They are able to take in other family members.”

“They own a good bed to lie on with a mattress.”

“Their household members are seen at the hospital.”

“They have just enough to eat but do not set aside money and have no cereal in storage after

“They have food problems every two to three years.”
“They are equipped, but all their equipment may not belong to them.”
» “Each year, these households rely on credit to farm while those in the first category mostly pay

“Food is not quite assured throughout the year.”
“Before the new harvest, they have food problems.”
“They do not have enough equipment. Some have plows, others do not. They have difficulties

» “Between June and September, they eat three times a day but not to their satisfaction. Two to

“They unite with others. They barter labor for equipment and land for food.”
“They manage to cover half their health costs. Their harvest is not enough for them.”

“They have nothing. It's poverty that reigns from Ato Z. They have no means.”

“They have cruel difficulties with food. They have daily food problems.”

“They don’t have any equipment. They cultivate with a hoe.”

“They live on the help of others. Their survival depends on others.”

“They send their children to work for other villagers in exchange for some sacks of millet at

“They are not well clothed and they lack shoes.”
“Sometimes the children get sick and they cannot have them cared for. They have no money.”
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Table2.1: Characteristicsof the Different Wealth Categories

Category lll: Experience Periodic Food

for ceremonies

entire weddings.

have a wedding or baptism.” “They take a
loan and pay back later.”

cannot repay. They are able to contribute to
others’ ceremonies.

Description Category I: Food-Secure Category Il: Vulnerable to Food Insecurity Insecurity Category IV: Chronically Food-Insecure

Food security | “They eat to their satisfaction throughoutthe | “They have enough to eat but not to sell.” “Their harvest is not enough for them.” “Before “They have cruel difficulties with
year.” “They eat 3 meals a day even inthe | “No cereal in storage after consumption.” the new harvest they have food problems.” They food. They have daily food problems.”
rainy season.” “The new harvest joins the | “They have food problems every 2-3 years.” have difficulties with food 3 out of 12 months (up to “They have nothing. It's poverty that
previous one in the granary.” They are 6 months).” “They eat three meals but not to their reignsfromAto 2"
completely self-sufficient and can sell satisfaction.” “Two or three people do not eat well.”
surplus. They often help others with food.

Agricultural “Their agricultural equipment s complete.” | “They are equipped, but all their equipment “Their agricultural equipmentis incomplete.” Most “They have no agricultural equipment.”

equipment They own draft animals (4-20 oxen), may not belong to them.” They have oxen own a plow and 1-2 oxen. They may have acart/ | They have no cart, donkey, oxen or plow.

and draft plows (2-7), carts, donkeys, cultivators (2-4) and plows (1-2) but fewer of each than donkey but some only have a cart or a donkey. “They cultivate with a hoe.” They do not
animals and seed sowers. They rent equipment Category 1. Likely have cart and donkey. Engage in a variety of informal arrangements use inputs such as fertilizer.
to others. They pay cash for fertilizer. They are able to rent the equipment that they to secure additional labor, equipment or land;
don'thave. They get inputs such as fertilizer e.g., offer their labor for equipment. Lack money
on credit. for inputs such as fertilizer so either yields are low
or they ask friends for fertilizer.

Manpower They are generally big households with The size of the household is up to 25 people Often secure additional labor through They generally are small households.
considerable manpower. They are with 15 active workers. Some have more cooperative exchange such as mutual work They are forced to work for others during
self-sufficient but can afford to hire labor. active members but not enough equipment; parties. Labor not timely, so yield suffers. rainy season. May even send their

others have fewer workers but all the children to work for other villagers in
necessary tools. exchange for millet.

Land They usually own large areas of land They farm less land than Category 1 They own small lands (2-3 ha). In some Own very small parcels of land (1ha).

suitable for (between 15 and 40 ha in the cotton households. cases they sharecrop land or rent out some of “They give their fields to others and

cultivation areas). their land for cash. share the profit.” “They rent fields
from others.”

Herds (cattle) | They own big herds, typically 3040 heads, | Own a maximum of 15 heads. Few or no cattle. No cattle.
but can have as many as 100-200 heads.

Assets (car, Own motorcycles/mobylette and bicycles. | They may have motorcycles or mobylettes They own bicycles but no motorcycles They have no personal means of transport—

motorcycle, May even own a car, tractor or machinery | butnot in good working order. Have bicycles. | ormobylettes. no bicycle, no motorcycle. Own no assets of

bicycle) such as a mill. They own a good bed significant monetary value. They are not
to lie on with a mattress. well clothed and they lack shoes.

Cash/credit They are able to pay their debts and may May borrow from others. If so, they are able Difficult for them to get loans. Tend to use If borrow, can't repay.
make loans to others. to repay. informal exchange rather than take cash loans.

Housing At least one of their structures has Only a few families have an iron roof, others Housing not of good material. No iron roofs. They live in poor housing conditions. Some
corrugated iron roofing. live in tile houses. cannot even find a place to live.

Education They can buy school supplies and clothing | Children go to school but some families have Children go to school but they have difficulty Children go to school in some cases if
for their children. “Their children ride to problems with school expenses, especially for | paying expenses. families get help. In others, they don'tgo to
school by hicycle.” secondary school. school.

Ability to pay | “They can treat their sick all year round.” “Most have means for health center. Others In order to take care of their family members, If they are sick, they need someone else to

for health care | “They are seeninthe hospital.” “They cover one-half of their health costs.” they can take credit, sell their tools and go to help them. “A smallillness can bring on
give birth in the hospital.” traditional healers. death among them.”

Ability to pay | They are able to pay for their children’s “They need to ask others for help when they They take a loan for ceremonies but they When they marry, they exchange daughters

between households. Some are unable to
marry. They are unable to contribute to
others'ceremonies.




OVERALL WEALTH DISTRIBUTION
FORHOUSEHOLDSIN SAMPLED
VILLAGES

Thissection anayzestheoveral distribution across
thewedlth categoriesinthesampled villagesserved
by either the CEE programsof Nyésigiso or Kafo
Jiginew. Graphs 2.1a-2.1b provide household
distribution in each village by wealth category. (In
these graphs, “n” refers to the total number of
householdsinthevillage.) Theprevaenceof food
insecurity, and by our definition poverty, isdifferent
inthetwo CEE program areas.

Thedegreeof poverty isgreater in Nyésigisothanin
theKafo Jiginew villagesincluded inthiswealth-
ranking exercise. In the Nyesigiso villages, 63

percent of all householdswere categorized by local
informantsassuffering fromeither periodicor chronic
food insecurity. Incomparison, only 43 percent of
householdsin Kafo Jiginew villagesfell into these
categories. Almost one-fourth (23 percent) of the
householdsintheKafo Jginew villagesweredefined
asheing food-secure ascompared to only 13 percent
of thoseintheNyesigisovillages.

Kafo Jiginew operatesintherura areaof Southern
Mali, the cotton basket of thecountry and ardatively
rich agricultural region. Due to the favorable
agriculture conditions and relatively greater
agricultura servicesand investment, food concerns
are fewer here than in other rural regions of the
country. Cotton cultivation in this area also
contributesto cashincome. For thesereasons, we
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Graph 2.1a: Distribution of Households According to Wealth Level Nytsigiso
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find morefood security intheKafo Jginew program
area®

Nationd databased ontota household expenditures
for 1998% classify 76 percent of the householdsin
rural Mali as being below the poverty line. The
Nyésigiso CEE communitieswere drawn fromthe
Ségou region which had an overall rate of poverty
of 70 percent. TheKafo Jiginew CEE communities
weredrawn from the Sikasso region which had an
overdl rate of poverty of 83 percent. Althoughthe
poverty lineand thewedth categoriesdescribed here
arederived from different methods and indicators,
categoriesll-1V can beassumedtofall below the
poverty lineasthey represent from 76 to 87 percent
of thetota households, which roughly corresponds
to theregional poverty rates of 70 to 83 percent.
But such acomparison should bemadewith caution,
asthe study did not cover the entire region. For
example, theprogram communitiesfromthe Skasso
regionwereall located withina35- to 45-kilometer
radius from the town of Koutiala where cotton
production issupposed to bethe highest.

Whilethecredit union’sCEE programsdo not apply
arigid eligibility criterion, the intent is to offer
sustainable servicesto poor households; e.g., those
below the poverty line who are vulnerable to or
experiencing food insecurity.

HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICSACCORDINGTO
WEALTH LEVEL

Thissection presentsinformation onthecomposition
of householdsaccordingtotheir relativewedth level
and by credit union network. Thesizeof household,
including thetota number of peopleand tota number
of adultsinthe household, exhibited aclear pattern.
Househol dscategorized aschronicaly food-insecure
tended to havefewer membersthanthoseintheother
categories. Infact, moving up fromthosewho are
chronically food-insecureto those who are food-
secure, the average size of the household is
progressively larger for each wealth category. This
patternisevident for thecommunitiesassociated with
both credit union networks.

Table 2.2 provides information on the average
number of people per household and the average
dependenceindex of householdsby wedlth category.
Category | food-secure householdsarelarger, with
anaverageof 24 peoplein Nyesigiso and 28 people
in Kafo Jiginew. Conversely, Category 1V
househol dsexperiencing chronicfood insecurity are
generaly small, with an average of eight peoplein
Nyesigiso and 11 peoplein Kafo Jiginew. Inthe
Nyeésigiso CEE program, Category |V households
characterized by chronic food insecurity areone-
thirdthesizeof Category | food-secure households
and half the size of Category |11 households
vulnerabletofoodinsecurity. Theseproportionsare
amilar for villagesintheKafo Jginew CEE program.
The proportions observed in the number of adults
per household by category follow the samepattern
of household size, but with morenotablevariations
from onevillagetothenext.

Thesereaultsindicatelarger householdsarelesslikely
to experience food insecurity than smaller
households. Thefactorsunderlyingthisrelationship
could beunderstood intwo ways. Ontheonehand,
relatively large househol dshave many able-bodied
adultstofarmand providefor their food needs. In
communities where agriculture is more labor-
intensiveand littleto no mechanized equipment is
used, thenumber of peopleavailablefor agricultura
work can determine the level of agricultural
production and therefore food security. Itisalso
truethat better-off householdshavemoreagricultura
equipment and draft animalsand arethereforeable
to support larger numbers of people. Rather than
strikeout ontheir own, sonsand their familieswill
remain in the family compound of better-off
households. Incontrast, chronically food-insecure
househol dstend tobemoresmilar toanuclear family
and duetotheir very limited accessto productive
assetstend to splinter into smdler family units. With
thisscenario, therdatively larges zeof the Category |
households is a result of their relatively better
socioeconomic statusrather thanthereasonfor it.

Despitethisdifferenceinabsolutesze, itisinteresting
to notethat the dependenceratioisrdatively smilar

9 However, it should be noted that urban program sites were intentionally not included in this wealth-ranking exercise. In general,
Nyesigiso has more CEE Credit Associationsin urban or peri-urban communities than Kafo Jiginew. Due to the nature of the
methodol ogy, the wealth-ranking exercise was restricted to program communities with less than approximately 120 households.

0 Ministére de I’ économie, du plan et de I’ intégration/PNUD/Banque mondiale (1999), Croissance, Equité et Pauvreté: Rapport

national sur le dével oppement humain durable
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Table2.2: AverageNumber of Household M embersand Dependence Ratio Accordingto

Wealth Category
I-Fod II-Vulnerable  Ill-Periodic  IV-Chronically All Wealth  Total #of

Village -Secure tolnsecurity Insecurity  Food-Insecure  Categories Households
A - Total Number of Personsin theHousehold
Zeguela N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Tesserela 3] 19 15 7 16 101
Koyan Coura 15 17 2 71 12 8
Km26 5 14 9 10 13 4
Subtotal—Nyesigiso 5 17 13 8 14 23
Tomina 1 3 18 10 2 1
Niemina 18 Y] 15 16 2 48
Toupourla 37 19 10 6 18 67
N’ Golobougou 24 15 13 10 15 &
Finzankoro 2 19 18 n 2 a
Subtotal—Kafo Jiginew 2 2 14 n 19 333
Overdl for both networks 2 19 14 9 17 536
B - Ratio of Dependence
Zeguela N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Tesserela 17 15 14 11 14 101
Koyan Coura 09 15 14 10 12 8
Km26 11 08 10 10 09 4
Subtotal—Nyesigiso 13 13 13 10 12 23
Tomina 16 16 14 16 16 1
Niemina 14 20 21 14 18 48
Toupourla 17 13 13 13 14 67
N’ Golobougou 16 15 14 11 15 &
Finzankoro 15 14 20 17 16 a
Subtota—K afo Jiginew 16 16 16 15 16 333
Overall for both networks 15 15 15 12 14 536

acrossthewealth categories.!! For Nyesigisothe
dependence ratio is actually a little higher (1.3
dependentsper adult) for the Category | food-secure
householdsthan for the Category IV chronically
food-insecure (1.0 dependents per adult). For Kafo
Jiginew, the dependenceratio ison average very
stable acrossthewealth categoriesand rangesonly
from 1.5-1.6. It seems that regardiess of the
socioeconomic level, adults were supporting an
averageof 1.5 dependents.

DISTRIBUTION AND COVERAGE OF
THE CEE PROGRAM ACCORDING TO
WEALTH CATEGORIES

CEE isdesigned to serve househol dsthat are either
vulnerableto or experiencing food insecurity. The

intended clientele for the CEE would include
householdsin categories||— V.

However, no “screening” or meanstest isused to
restrict program membership per se. Thiswedlth-
ranking exercise provides a rare opportunity to
assesswhether thestrategy’ sprogrammatic features,
together with an ethosto servethe poor, functionas
sl f-targeting mechanismsfor reaching therelatively
poorer households.

“Depth of outreach” refers to the relative
representation of the poor in an institution’s or
program’'sclientele. For thisstudy, CEE’sdepth of
outreach isexplored at thelevel of the household
and the individual in two ways. One approach
examinesthedistribution of CEE membersacross

1 The ratio between the total number of young people (0-17 years old) divided by the number of adults in the household, also
known as the “dependence ratio.” Usually, thisratio of dependence is calculated as the number of persons not part of the labor
force (whether young or old) divided by the number of adults working in the household (UNDP, 1998). However, from the
source of information available it was impossible to distinguish the number of elderly in the household. For thisreason, the
dependence ratio calculated here will be somewhat underestimated. Still, it allows usto get a sense of the number of young
dependents per adult. A high dependency ratio is one of the factors assumed to correlate positively with poverty.
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the wealth categories. For example, of al the
householdshaving at |least one active CEE member,
what percentage were categorized as being
“Category |: Food-Secure’ versus* Category I V:
Chronically Food-Insecure?’ Thisapproachalows
us to characterize the relative weath of CEE-
member householdsand to determinehow effectively
the program isreaching food-insecure househol ds.
The second approach looks at the program’ sdepth
of outreachinadightly different way accordingto
the coverage within agiven wealth category. For
example, if there were 15 “Category |: Food-
Secure” householdsin agiven community and all
fifteen had at least onemember in CEE, thecoverage
rate for food-secure households would be 100
percent. Thisapproach allows usto see whether
CEE moreeffectively penetratesaparticular wedth

category.

Distribution of Member Householdsby
Wealth Category

Thissection anayzesthedistribution and coverage
of the CEE program to households by wealth
category. At the level of the household, any
household having at |east one member activeinthe
CEE program when thefieldwork was carried out
isconsidered a“member” household. With this
approach, households that had several women
memberswould be counted the sameasahousehold
with only asingle member. Later sectionsof the
report examine depth of outreach at theindividual
leve.

Graphs 2.2aand 2.2b present the distribution by
wealth category of households with at least one

woman activein the CEE program. Thesegraphs
show the percentage of current CEE households
that fall into each of thefour wealth categorieshby
village. Fromthesegraphs, we can seethefollowing:

¢+ CEE isreaching destitute households. Just
over one-third (35 percent) of the Nyésigiso
member households and 11 percent of Kafo
Jiginew households were categorized as
chronically food-insecure. Asdescribed by the
local informants, these householdsweretruly
destitute and “ experiencing poverty fromA to
Z.” Inrecentyears, thequestion hasbeenraised
whether microenterpriseprogramsactudly reach
thistype of severely poor household. These
resultsindicate that agood proportion of the
current CEE householdsaretruly destitute. This
is especialy true for Nyesigiso’'s non-urban
program communities.

+ CEE isreaching householdsexperiencing food
insecurity. Sixty percent (60 percent) of the
Nyesigiso households and 30 percent of the
Kafo Jiginew households were described as
having food problemsfor at |east some part of
eachyear.

+« CEE is reaching its intended target group.
Households categorized as vulnerable to or
experiencing food insecurity arethe strategy’s
target group of householdsfalling below the
poverty line. The percentage of member
households categorized in the target wealth
categories was 87 percent for Nyésigiso and
69 percent for Kafo Jiginew.
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Graph 2.2a: Distribution of Households With at Least One Woman Active in a
Credit Association According to Wealth Level Nyktsigiso
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Graph 2.2b: Distribution of Households With at Least One Woman Active in
a Credit Association According to Wealth Level Kafo Jiginew
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+ CEE also attracts better-off households.
Category | food-secure householdsmade up 31
percent of the current CEE householdsfor the
Kafo Jiginew program and 13 percent for
Nyesigiso. Althoughneither credit union screens
or excludes potential memberson the basi s of
their socioeconomic status, itisthought that the
program termstend not to attract theweal thiest
women. However, it may bethat alternative
sources of credit are so rare for women that
even those from better-off households choose
tojoin CEE. It may also be that women see
vaueinthe savingsand education servicesand/
or the solidarity of thiswomen-only village
association.

These results suggest that the Nyesigiso CEE
program reachesmore very poor householdsthan

theKafo Jiginew program. However, thismay not
reflect any genuinedifferencein how the programs
areimplemented. Instead, it may smply reflect the
greater prevalence of very poor householdsinthe
Nyesigiso as compared to Kafo Jiginew
communities

It is more appropriate to compare the depth of
outreach for thetwo CEE programsrelativeto the
distribution of househol ds acrossthe four wealth
categoriesintheoveral population ashasbeen done
in Graphs 2.3aand 2.3b. With this perspective,
both credit unionsappear to havehad smilar success
self-targeting their services. In both cases, the
socioeconomic breskdownintheir dientdeissmilar
to the overall wealth breakdown evident in the
program communities. Whileitistruethat ahigher
proportion (35 percent) of Nyesigiso'sactive CEE
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24%
25% 4
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Graph 2.3a: Wealth Distribution of Households in the Overall Population vs. in the
CEE Program Nytsigiso
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Graph 2.3b: Wealth Distribution of Households in the Overall Population vs. in the CEE
Program Kafo Jiginew
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households were chronically food-insecure as
compared to only 11 percent for Kafo Jiginew,
more households overall in the Nyésigiso
communitiesfell inthisgroup (also 35 percent) as
compared to only 15 percent in Kafo Jiginew
communities. For Nyesigiso, the percentage of
member householdsthat were classified asbeing
chronically food-insecure mirrors exactly their
percentage in the general population. For Kafo
Jginew, chronicaly food-insecure householdswere
dightly underrepresented inthe programrelativeto
their occurrenceintheoveral population.

However, even considering the greater relative
poverty inthe Nyes giso program communities, the
Kafo Jiginew CEE program shows somewhat of a
biasaway from those experiencing periodic and
chronicfood security ascompared to Nyésigiso.

For Nyesigiso, the outreach of CEE isremarkably
similar to the general pattern of wealth in these
communities. For example, 13 percent of all the
householdsin the community fell into Category I:
Food-Secureand similarly 13 percent of themember
households also camefrom thisgroup. Program
membership for the Category IV chronically
insecure households also mirrored exactly their
genera occurrenceinthetotal population. There
wasavery dight overrepresentation of Category 11
households and underrepresentation for Category
I11 households, so arguably avery minor biasis
evident towards househol dsjust bel ow the poverty
line. Butingeneral, for Nyeésigiso, what ismost
grikingishow smilar thewedth profileof member
householdsisto thecommunity at large.
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By contragt, thereissomewhat of abiastoward the
upper range of thewedlth scaleintheKafo Jiginew
area. For Kafo Jiginew, householdscategorized as
food-secure and vulnerableto food insecurity are
overrepresentedinthe CEE programreativetotheir
occurrenceinthegeneral population. Households
experiencing periodic and chronic food insecurity
are underrepresented in CEE membership,
indicating an underrepresentation of poor and very
poor peoplewithin the CEE program. Evenwith
this upward bias, Kafo Jiginew’s CEE program
showsoutreachinal of thewedth categoriesanda
pattern of wealth distribution that issimilar to the
population at large. For example, the wealth
categorieswith thelargest and smallest shares of
CEE-member households—categoriesil and 1V,
respectively—hold these same rankings in the
overall population.

Program Coveragefor theDifferent Wealth
Categories

Another approach to assessing the depth of
outreach of the CEE programs is to examine
program coverage for the different wealth
categories. The“rate of coverage” refersto the
percentage of householdsin that category witha
member participating in the CEE program. For
example, if al the househol dsin acommunity that
were categorized as being food-secure had a
woman participating inthe CEE program, therate
of coveragefor Category | would be 100 percent.

Overall, the coverage rate of the CEE program
acrossal householdsintheNyesigiso communities
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was 25 percent and inthe Kafo Jginew communities
22 percent. So, for both credit unions,
approximately one-quarter of the households had
at least onewoman activeinthe program. However,
coverageratesarenot uniformfor thevariouswedth
categoriesfor thetwo credit unions.

For Nyesigiso, the CEE coverageratesin Graph
2.4aare highest (28 percent) for households in
Category |1—thosewho are vulnerableto but most
likely not experiencing food insecurity inthecurrent
year. Therateof coverageissurprisngly uniform,
between 22 and 25 percent, acrossthe other three
categories. Thesefindingssupport theconclusons
drawn from Graph 2.3athat the depth of outreach
for the Nyesigiso CEE programisvery similar to
theoverdl wedth distributionwith arguably avery

dight biastoward thosein Category || who areonly
vulnerabletofood insecurity.

For Kafo Jiginew, the CEE coverageratesin Graph
2.4b are higher for householdsin categories| (28
percent) and |1 (25 percent) than for householdsin
categories I11 (15 percent) and IV (16 percent).
Again, thissupportsthefindingsfrom Graph 2.3b
that the Kafo Jiginew CEE program has somewhat
of abiasto the upper range of thewealth scale.

It isinteresting to notethat acrossall the program
communities, Kilometer 26 (Km26) and Koyan
Courastand out as having relatively low program
coverage (about 10 percent) for the food-secure
wealth category, which iswell below the mean.
Thesetwo communitiesare also exceptional inthat
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informants mentioned other credit programs
operating in the area.*? It may be that when
dternativecredit optionsexig, better-off households
are attracted to these other programs and so CEE
tendsto more successfully self-target therelatively
poorer households. In most cases, program
coveragewas higher among Category | households
thanin any other wealth category withtheexception
of Km26, Koyan Couraand Niemina, acommunity
where none of the households were described as
fitting the characteristics of the food-secure
households.

Representation of Individual Membershy
Wealth Category

For acomplete view of the outreach of the CEE
program, analysismust a soinclude the number of
individual members by wealth category. Each
household can have one or several women
participating simultaneously in the program. By
limitingtheandysstothehouseholdlevd, itispossble
to underestimatethe weight of householdsthat have
several women in the program. One might also
assumethat “numbers’ could trandateinto power
andinfluence. Themoreaparticular wedth category
isrepresented inacredit union, themorelikely that
decisionswill bebiased toward theinterests of that
category. Graphs2.5a-2.5.b capturethisindividua-
level dimenson.

Il househol dswith 36 percent of theindividua
memberscategorized inthisgroup ascompared
to 27 percent of member households (see Graph
2.2a). Thisisrelated tothefact that better-off
householdstend to belarger and thereforeare
morelikely to havemultiple CEE members. Still,
for Nyesigiso, 89 percent of the individual
memberswere categorized asbeing inthetarget
clientele, Category 1l to Category 1V, those
wesdlth groupsthat approximatethosebelow the
poverty line. Only 11 percent of theindividual
membersare drawn from the Category | food-
secure households.

In the Kafo Jiginew program area, the
distribution acrosswealth categoriesa so shifts
upward when presented intermsof individuals
rather than households. With a household
perspective, thewedlth category withthelargest
percentage of CEE memberswas Category |1
(39 percent) but when the actual number of
individual membersisconsidered, thelargest
percentage of members are drawn from
Category |I: Food-Secure (38 percent). For
Kafo Jiginew, 62 percent of the individual
members came from theintended clientele—
those either vulnerableto or experiencing food
insecurity. However, individud sfrom households
experiencing chronic food insecurity represent
only 9 percent of al themembership.

+ With this individual-level perspective, the Basedonindividua membership, theNyesigiso CEE
distribution of current Nyesigiso members program hasrelatively equitable representation of
appearseven morebiased toward the Category  househol ds between those that experience periodic
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Graph 2.5a: Distribution of Individual Members by Wealth Category Nyktsigiso
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12 Réseau des Caisses Villageoises d’ Epargne and Crédit Autogérées—CVECA/CIDR or Office du Niger which provides credit for

agricultural purposes.
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Graph 2.5b:
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and chronic food insecurity and those that do not.
However, Kafo Jginew'sCEE programisdominated
by women from thefood-secure and vulnerable-to-
food-insecurity categories. Again, thispatternis
related totherelatively greater prevalence of food
insecurity inthose Nyes giso program communities
includedinthewedth-ranking exercise.

PROGRAM DROP-OUT BY WEALTH
CATEGORY

Thissection exploresthe drop-out ratesacrossthe
four wealth categories to determine whether
members socioeconomic satusisrelaed towhether
they stay in or leavethe CEE program.

CEE Drop-Out Rateby Wealth Category

Thedrop-out ratereflectsthe dynamism of the CEE
membership. Thisrateisthenumber of womenwho
left the CEE program over the total number of
women who ever weremembers. For example, if a
totd of 50womenjoinedacertan Credit Association
since its inception, but 25 of these women
subsequently left thegroup, the drop-out ratewould
be 50 percent. Similarly, theinverse of thedrop-
out ratewould reflect therate of member retention
(2100 minusthedrop-out rate). Table 2.3 presents
thedrop-out ratesby village and by wedl th category
after approximately three years of CEE program

sarvices® Overal, thedrop-out ratesfor both CEE
programsarevery smila—=63 percent for Nyesigiso
and 68 percent for Kafo Jiginew. An average 67
percent of the members who joined CEE
subsequently left the program.

The overal drop-out rate for the two programs
combined (67 percent) isquite comparableto other
village banking programs. A study of sevenvillage
banking programsfrom around theworld found on
averageonly 35 percent of thefirst-cycleborrowers
still participating after threeyears.** Aswith other
programs, those leaving do not seem to discourage
new membersfromjoining, asmembershiptendsto
be stable or even growsover time.

Asfor therelationship between members relative
wealth and thelikelihood of their leaving the CEE
program, Table 2.3 providesthefollowinginsights:

¢+ For both networks combined, thereisstriking
gmilarity acrossthefour wedlth categoriesinthe
overall drop-out rates. The overall drop-out
ratefor the Category | food-secure membersis
65 percent as compared to 68 percent for
individuasin Category 1V who arechronically
food-insecure. Thedrop-out ratefor categories
Il and Il alsofall inthisrange of 65 percent to
68 percent. Additional informationwould be
needed to know whether women from better-
off househol dsleavethe program for different

18 The community of Zeguelais excluded from this analysis because its drop-out rate was considerably lower (.17%) due to the
fact that the program had been operating for a shorter period than other communities. Whereas all the other program communities
had Credit Associations in their seventh or higher loan cycles, the Credit Association in Zeguelawas only in its second loan cycle.
14 Painter, Judith and Barbara MkNelly, “Village Banking Dynamics Study: Evidence from Seven Programs’ in Journal of
Microfinance Practitioner and Devel opment Perspectives, Vol. 1 No. 1. Fall 1999, p. 113-116.
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reasonsthan thosefrom the poorest househol ds. security. However, thesampleisquitesmdl and

But, at least in general terms, acrossthe two so it is difficult to draw strong conclusions.
credit unionspoorer women areno morelikely Tesserelais also relatively more remote and
to leave the CEE program than are wealthy drop-out rateswerehigher for food-securethan
women. chronically insecurehouseholds.

% For Nyesigiso, the “Food-Secure” members <+ Similarly, thedrop-out rateislower invillages
have the relatively highest drop-out rate (78 where good economic opportunitiesexist. In
percent) of thefour wedlth categories. Butwith Nyesigiso, the incidence of program
Kafo Jiginew the opposite is true, with the abandonment islower inthetwo villages(Km26
Category | individuashavingtherdetively lowest and Koyan Coura) located intheirrigated zones.

drop-out rate (62 percent). These patternsare Inaddition to benefiting from the Niono market,
evident inthe current membership profile, with irrigation offersthese village householdstwo
Kafo Jiginew’s CEE program having amore cultivation seasons per year (rice production
pronounced bias toward these better-off during the rainy season and market-garden
households than the Nyesigiso CEE produceinthedry season). InKafo Jiginew,
membership. the drop-out rate is lower in the villages of

« Drop-out ishigher—morethan 76 percent—in N’ Golobougou and Finzankoro which benefit

the more remote villages (Tomina, Niémina, respectively from the Kor_lségu_él a and
Toupourla) that do not benefit from direct access Finzankoromarketsandfromtheir locationdong

to adynamic market. Inthesevillages, drop- avery busy stretch of road.
out from the CEE program appears to be  |nsummary, overdl thereislittledifferencein drop-

somewheat higher inthehousehold categorieswith  out ratesacrossthewealth categories. No particular
food insecurity thaninthe onesthat havefood  wedlth category hasastrikingly higher attrition rate

Table2.3: Drop-Out Rateof CEE Program by Wealth Category

All
V- Members
|-Food- II-Vulnerable Il1-Periodic Chronically =~ WhoEver
Village Indicator Secure tolnsecurity Insecurity Food-Insecure Joined

Tesserela # of CEE members 2 a3 15 2 S 2]
Drop-out Rate 80% 54% 80% 60% 64%

Koyan Coura # of CEE members 3 9 19 2 5
Drop-out Rate 67% 56% 58% 60% 5%

Km26 # of CEE members 4 15 6 27 2
Drop-out Rate % 60% 50% 0% 65%

Subtotal of # of CEE members z 67 40 67 201
Nyeésigiso Drop-out Rate 8% 55% 65% 64% 63%

Tomina # of CEE members 23 17 13 8 61
Drop-out Rate 43% 83% 92% 87% 72%

Niemina # of CEE members u 45 12 u e
Drop-out Rate 100% 73% 83% 55% 7%

Toupourla # of CEE members zr PA] 9 3 &
Drop-out Rate 4% 70% 8% 100% 75%

N’Golobougou  # of CEE members 1 3 17 5 64
Drop-out Rate 2% 71% 65% 60% 61%
Finzankoro # of CEE members 2 2 40 16 130
Drop-out Rate 64% 60% 55% 81% 62%
Subtotal of # of CEE members 124 138 a 43 3%
Kafo Jiginew Drop-out Rate 62% 72% 70% 5% 63%
Overall for # of CEE members 151 25 131 110 597
both networks Drop-out Rate 65% 66% 68% 68% 67%
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than other categories. It seemsdrop-out fromthe
CEE program ismore closely linked to alack of
economic opportunity or the remote location of
villagesrather than to wealth category. Thefewer
opportunities to use a working-capital loan to
generateregular cashincome, the higher thedrop-
out rate.

Individual Member Drop-Out Rateby Wealth
Category

Graph 2.6 presentsthe wealth distribution of the
current and ex-membersof both credit unions CEE
programs. Madeclear by thisgraphisthefact that
the weal th breakdown of the CEE memberstoday
isinfluenced by the socioeconomic status of those
memberswho choseto leavethe program.

% For Nyesigiso, thebreakdown of CEE members
who are periodically and chronically food-
insecureisvery similar for both the current and
ex-members. However, the percentage of food-
secure women who are ex-membersishigher
than the percentage who are current members.
Oneof thereasonswhy such arelatively small
percentage of the Nyesigiso current members
comefrom the best-off wealth category isthe
greater tendency of thistype of womantoleave
theprogram.

+» For Kafo Jginew, the percentage of ex-members
who are chronically food-insecure (28 percent)
ismuch higher than the percentage of current
members who fall into this poorest wealth
category (9 percent). Similarly, thosewho are

periodically food-insecure represent alarger
percentage of the ex-members than current
members—37 percent as compared to 22
percent, respectively. But, only 12 percent of
the ex-members came from food-secure
households whereas women from this group
represented 38 percent of the current members.

It would bevery valuableto know why, especially
for theKafo Jiginew CEE program, food-insecure
membersaremorelikely to leavethe programthan
women from more food-secure households. This
tendency explainsin part therelative bias of Kafo
Jiginew’s current CEE membership towards the
better-off. Thesedynamicsareexploredingreater
depthinthethird section of thisreport, at least for
womenwho aremembersof therelatively poorest
households.

Depth of Outreach toHouseholdsand
IndividualsWho Were Ever CEE Members

As evident in the previous section, many more
households and individua women have accessed
program servicesthanisevident fromonly looking
at current members. A complete picture of CEE’s
depth of outreach should include past aswell as
current members.

Graphs2.7aand 2.7b providethiscomplete picture.
They show theoveral digtribution acrossthewedth
categoriesfor dl householdsand women who were
ever members of CEE relative to the wealth
breakdown of all households in the program
communities
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Graph 2.6: Wealth Distribution of Current Individual Members vs.
Individual Members Who Left CEE
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Graph 2.7a: Overall Wealth Distribution of All Households vs. Households and Individuals
Who Were Ever Members of CEE Nytsigiso
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Graph 2.7b: Overall Wealth Distribution of All Households vs. Households and Individuals
Who Were Ever Members of CEE Kafo Jiginew
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CONCLUSION correspond to househol dsbel ow thenationa poverty

Thewedth-ranking exerciseworked well to classfy
households into meaningful relative wealth
categories. Local informantsconsistently defined
poverty intermsof households' food security and
theability or inability to eat well throughout the year.
The study asoworked well toidentify whether the
credit unions' CEE programswerereaching their
intended clientele and, if so, whether their
participation issustained over time.

CEE isdesigned to servewomen from househol ds
vulnerable to or experiencing food insecurity.
Households classified by local informants into
Category Il: Vulnerable to Food Insecurity,
Category I11: Periodic Food Insecurity and Category
IV: Chronic Food Insecurity meet thisdescription.
These three wealth categories also roughly
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line

Thestudy reved ed that 87 percent of thehouseholds
withacurrent member inthe Nyes giso CEE program
werefromtheintended clientele. Only 13 percent
of the current CEE householdswere classified as
Category |: Food-Secure, a grouping which
approximately corresponds to those above the
nationd poverty line. If oneconsdersal households
that ever had a member in CEE, the targeting
appears only slightly higher, with 88 percent of
the CEE househol dsclassified asvulnerableto or
experiencing food insecurity.

In comparison, only 69 percent of the households
with current membersin the Kafo Jiginew CEE
program were from the intended clientele and
31percent were classified as Category | food-secure



households. Again, thetargeting gppearsjust dightly
better when considering al househol dsthat ever had
amember in CEE (past and present), as 73 percent
of thesehousehol dswere considered to bevulnerable
to or experiencing food insecurity.

Thedifferencein depth of outreach betweenthetwo
credit unionsis very much related to the overall
prevalence of poverty or food insecurity in their
respective program communities. Infact, whatis
perhapsmost gtriking about thestudy findingsishow
closely CEE membership mirrorstherelativewedth
profilesintheprogram communitiesat large. Inthe
four Nyesigiso communities, 87 percent of al the
householdswereclassfiedinto categoriesl| through
IV, which isexactly the same asthe percentage of
current members from these wealth categories.
However, only 77 percent of al the householdsin
thefiveKafo Jginew program communitiesfel below
thepoverty line, whichin part explanswhy categories
11—V only make up 69 percent to 73 percent of the
CEE households. So, for both programs, thewedlth
distribution of CEE membersisquitesmilar tothe
overall wealth distribution in the communitiesin
generd.

Still, for theKafo Jiginew CEE program, somewhat
of abiasisevident toward the householdsinthetop
twowedth categories. Thereisan overrepresentation
of CEE members from Category | food-secure
householdsreativetother occurrenceinthegenera
population by 4-8 percentage pointsdepending on
whether oneisconsdering current or ever-member
householdsor individuals. Conversaly, thereisan
underrepresentation of members from the
periodically and chronically food-insecure categories
by approximately 1 to 9 percent. Although 43
percent of all the households in Kafo Jiginew
communitieswere characterized as experiencing
periodic or chronic foodinsecurity, only 30 percent
of the current member househol dsand 39 percent
of the householdsthat ever had amember fell into
these two poorest wealth categories. In part, this
biasisrelated to a dightly greater tendency for
womenfromtherdatively poorer wealth categories
toleave Kafo Jiginew’s CEE program thanwomen
from better-off households. Understanding the
different reasons why women from the different
wealth categoriesleavethe program would bevery
useful tothisissueof depth of outreach. Still, when
combining themembership dynamicsfrom both credit
unions' programs, drop-out ratesarequitesimilar

acrossthevariouswedth categories. 1t seemsdrop-
out fromthe CEE programismoreclosdy linkedto
alack of economic opportunity or theremotelocation
of villagesrather than to wealth category.

Thiswedth-ranking exercise contributed to abetter
understanding of some of the assumptionsbehind
CEE programdynamics. Ontheonehand, dthough
neither credit union screensnor excludes potential
membersonthebasisof their socioeconomic status,
itisthought that the program termstend not to attract
thewed thiest women. However, Category | food-
secure households made up 27 percent of
householdsthat ever hadamember inKafo Jginew's
CEE program and 12 percent of the Nyésigiso
member households. It may be that alternative
sourcesof credit for women are so rarethat even
those from better-off households choose to join
CEE. (Communities such as Kilometer 26 and
Koyan Courathat had alternative credit programs
showed much lower relative participation of
Category | food-secure househol dsthan other CEE
communities.) 1t may aso bethat women seevaue
in the savings and education services and/or the
solidarity of thiswomen-only villageassociation.

Another assumption this study helped addressis
whether microfinance programsactualy reachvery
poor households. The wealth-ranking exercise
indicatesthat the CEE programsdo reach thetruly
destitute. Thirty-nine percent (39 percent) of the
househol dsthat ever had amember intheNyésigiso
CEE program wereclassified asbeing Category 1V:
Chronically Food-Insecure. Fourteen percent (14
percent) of the Kafo Jiginew member households
alsofell inthisgrouping. These householdswere
described as* suffering cruel difficultieswithfood,”
of having “ poverty from A-Z” and “depending on
othersfor their survival.” Infact, householdsinthis
category were described as sometimes borrowing
money for emergenciesbut not being ableto repay.
Yet, women from these households werejoining
CEE and they wererepaying their loans. A more
in-depth understanding of the experience of the
poorest women with CEE from focus-group
discussionsheld with membersand nonmembersis
provided in the next section of thisreport.
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3.0 Poor WoMEN' sPERCEPTIONS:
CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES OF
JOINING AND PARTICIPATING IN THE
CEE ProGRAM

A series of focus groups was organized to better
understand the obstacles poor women faced in
joining the CEE program. Women from households
identified as relatively poor through the wealth-
ranking exercisewereinvited to participateinthese
focus-group discussions. Separatediscussionswere
held with poor women who had never joined the
program and with poor women who were currently
members. The specific objectives of thesefocus
groupswereto

+« understand poor people's motivations with
respect to joining or not joining the CEE
program;

+¢  identify thedifficultiesand obstacl esexperienced
by the poor in participatingin theprogram; and

% identify possiblestrategiesfor addressing these
difficultiesand obstacles so that more poor and
potentially food-insecure women would be
attracted to the program.

After abrief overview of the method used to lead
thesefocus groups, thischapter presentsthe major
pointsemerging from these discuss onswithwomen
from among the poorest households in the
community. Resultsare presentedinfour sections.
Poor women stated: 1) motivations for joining
(members) or for not joining (honmembers) the
program; 2) positive or negativeimpacts associated
with program participation; 3) obstaclesto program
participation and strategiesused to overcomethem;
and 4) proposed strategiesfor attracting more poor
women.

I n each section, themainthemesthat emerged from
thediscussonsarepresented. Furthermore, specific
guotesfromthewomenareincludedtoillustratethese
points. Inthe appendix, tables can be found that
provide greater detail on the most common points
mentioned by community, disaggregated by members
and nonmembers.

METHODOLOGY

Thefocus-group discussionswere conducted inthe
samevillagesasthose chosen for thewed th-ranking

exercise. Thesevillageswere Zéguéla, Tesserela,
Koyan Couraand Km26 for the Nyésigiso network
and Niémina, Tomina, Toupourla, N’ Golobougou
and Finzankoro for the Kafo Jiginew network. The
wealth-ranking exercise served to identify the poor
househol ds from which the women for the focus
groupscould besdlected. Focus-group participants
were chosen from the bottom 30 percent of
househol dsaccording to theaveragewed th or well-
being scores.

In each village, two focus-group discussionswere
facilitated: onediscussion group with thewomen of
aCredit Association and onediscussiongroup with
women of poor households having no women
belonging to aCredit Association. Intwo of the
nine villages, groups of ex-membersrather than
current members were convened to gain this
additional perspective. TheCredit Associationsthat
wereactiveinthesevillageswererdatively mature,
intheir third year of operation (8" or 9" crediit cycle),
except for thevillage of Zéguélawherethe Credit
Associationwasonly initsfirst year (2 loancycle).

Thefocus groupswere comprised of six women,
exceptinafew villageswhereit wasnot possibleto
either identify or locate thismany women. Tolead
thediscussons, thefacilitator used aligt of discussion
questionsspecificto eachtypeof group. Inaddition,
the facilitator needed to formulate his’her own
probing follow-up questionsto clarify or deepen
certainissueareas. Thiswasnot an easy task asit
required not only amastery of the subject, but also
boundless curiosity to listen and learn without
lecturing or dominating. Thefacilitator hadto be
flexible enough to adapt questions to go deeper
based on the responses and reactions of the
participantsand, at the sametime, to make surethat
the group discussion was keeping to theissues of
concernandthat all participantsweretaking partin
thediscussion. Thefacilitator wassupported by an
assistant who took care of logistics and of tape-
recordingtheentirediscusson. Box 3.1 summarizes
the discussion guide used during these group
discussions.

The entire focus-group discussion was tape-
recorded. It waslater fully transcribed, including
notation of groupdynamics. Later, acontent analyss
was completed of all 18 focus-group discussions
(two per community). Thisinvolved going through
the text(s) to identify key phrases or words that
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Box 3.1: Topics Covered by the Focus-Group Discussion with Poor Women
(Members and Nonmembers of the CEE Program)

Topics covered by discussion groups
with non-members:

1. What do you know about the CEE 1.

program? 2.
2. Why is it that you chose not to participate

in the program? 3.
3. Are there any members of the

community who cannot be members 4.

of a Credit Association because of
their economic status?
4. Does the CEE program tend to attract 5.
the poor women of the community?
5. What factors may discourage poor and | 6.
very poor women from participating
in a Credit Association? 7.
6. Do you know the rules and conditions
imposed by the program that may keep | 8.
poor and very poor people
from participating in the program? 9.
7. What can be done to attract more of the
poor and the poorest to join 10.
the program?

Topics covered by discussion groups with members:

How did you hear about the program?

When you joined the Credit Association, did you have
difficulties or concerns about joining?

What are positive or negative impacts of membership

on your household?

Do any of the obligations or responsibilities that you have
to fulfill as a member of the Credit Association cause you
problems in other facets of your life?

Are there members of the community who cannot be part of
the CEE program because of their socioeconomic status?
Does the CEE program tend to attract the poor and the very
poor of the community?

Do you think that the poor have the same privileges in your
Credit Association?

Do you think that the poor leave or remain in Credit
Associations more than other groups?

What factors may discourage the poor from joining the CEE
program?

What policies or requirements imposed by your Credit
Association may stop the poor from participating in the
program?

11. How did you overcome these obstacles?

12. What can be done to attract more of the poor and the poorest?

emerged in discussions of each question. A “key
word” or “key phrase” can be understood asaword
(term) or group of wordsthat participants used to
expresstheir point of view on atopic raised during
thediscusson. Thekey wordsor phraseswerethen
grouped into distinct response categories.

Then, the number of responses given by women
during thediscussionsthat applied to each of these
categorieswastallied. Thetablesin Appendix 3.1
report the tallies for members and nonmembers
separately. However, for smplicity and clarity of
results, the* principa” or *“mast common” responses
wereidentifiedinthefollowingway: the number of
responses given by women (members and
nonmembers) indicating aparticular category were
summed and are presented as a percentage of the
total number of responsesgiven. Using percentages
helpsclarify the degree of consensusfor any given
response category. Response categoriesare also
ranked in order of prevalence according to these
percentages.

For someof thediscussion points, additiond Satitica
andysswaspeformedtocomparetherdativeranking
of regponsecategories. Spearmanrank corrdationtests
wereused to determinewhether therdativeranking of
reponse categoriesdiffered by credit union network.
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However, thistest can only compareranking of upto
fiveresponsecaegoriessoitsuseislimitedtothemain
difficulties encountered and sol utions proposed by
member and nonmember women.

WOMEN'SREASONSFOR JOINING OR
NOT JOINING CEE

Thissectionamstoidentify themativationsfor joining
or not joining the CEE program. But to redly
understand thesemotivations, it isfirstimportant to

describethe channd sthrough whichwomeninitialy
learn about CEE services.

Sour cesof | nfor mation about CEE and
Nonmembers' Level of Awareness

Women mentionlearning about CEE fromthreemain
sources. Thefirst and principa sourceisnetworksof
relativesandfemaefriends. Acrosstheninevillages,
the concept of “word of mouth” gopearsin 70 percent
of the phrases used inthewomen’sdiscourse. The
second sourceisthe programanimatrice (22 percent)
andthirdisradio programming (8 percent). However,
it must be pointed out that the radio was mentioned
only inthevillageof Km26 (see Appendix 3.1, Table
3.1).



K nowledge about CEE among nonmember womenis
veary limited (seeAppendix 3.1, Table3.2). Evenwhen
someof thewomen have heard of thisprogram, very
few redly know thespecificsof participation or have
an idea of the advantages and disadvantages of
participating. Infact, fully 70 percent of theresponses
of nonmembersindicated that they had no awvareness
of the operationsand services of the CEE program.

over aclearly defined time period with afrequency
agreed upon by both parties. Incontrast to being a
relatively powerl esssupplicant seekinginformal credit,

awoman'ssdf-repect isenhanced by beingamember
of acooperative associationinwhich everyoneisa
partia owner/manager. The clarity of terms and
reidbility of theservicewerevaued by womenasgiving
them greater predictability when comparedtoinformal

Most of what they do loars
know of the program | Box3.2a: Excerpt from Poor Woman :

comes from the initial Member on the Motivations for Ontheissueof thh_el’the
community meetingswhen Joining program altractsrelatively
aprogramrepresentative(in | “You know, it's shameful to go ask for money more poor or nonpoor

most casestheanimeatrice)
introducestheideaof the
programandinviteswomen
to form groups. Once a
Credit Association is

village of Tesserela)

from someone. The Credit Association spared
us this shame and gives us enough time (four
months) to repay, as opposed to any given
person. Come to think of it, there’s less physical
and moral pressure....” (Woman member,

women, there emerged a
differenceof opinion. The
women perceived this
issuedifferently depending
ontheinitial community

formed, disseminating

information about what takes placewithinthe Credit
Associaionto nonmembersseemsvery limited. Of
course, some women nonmembers obtain
information by word of mouth. Others, however,
state that memberswill not tell them anything, as
mentionedinthevillagesof Nieminaand Finzankoro.
Thesewomen essentidly obtaininformationthrough
hearsay or observation that often contributesto a
degreeof misnformation.

M ativations Among Poor Women for Joining

Throughout the discuss onswithwomen belonging
to the program, the main motivation for joining the
CEE programwasclearly the ability to have access
to credit. Women explained that when oneispoor
itisvery difficult to get someonetolend you money.
If you need money, perhapsbecauseyour childis
sick, youwill need to go around and ask different
people for help. It can be humiliating to try to
convince peopletolend you money, and thereisno
guaranteethat youwill be successful. Evenif you
arelucky enoughto get thiskind of informal loan,
youaregoingto livewiththeanxiety of not knowing
exactly when the lender will come to demand
repayment. If therepaymentisaskedforinfull, as
is often the case, and you have trouble putting
together the amount owed, you will belabeled as
dishonest (see Box 3.2a).

The CEE programisperceived intheeyesof the poor
asan honorablemeansto accesscredit. With CEE,
poor women havetheahility to stagger their payments

meetings held by
animatricestointroducethe program (nonmembers)
or according to what they experienced withintheir
Credit Association (for members).

% Womeninthemgority of thediscussongroups
believed that the program wasdesigned for the
poor. Thisperceptionwasmentionedinal the
villagesof Nyesigiso (Zéguéla, Tesserdla, Km26
and Koyan Coura) and in some of thevillages
of Kafo Jiginew (Niémina, Toupourla,
Finzankoro). In several instances, after
animatrice presentations, women described the
program asbeing meant for poor womento pull
them out of poverty (seeBox 3.2b). Although
no specific eligibility criteria or screening
techniqueisused by Kafo Jiginew or Nyésigiso
to ensurethat only the poor jointhe program, it
was clear that the motivation for CEE is

Box 3.2b: Excerpt from Poor Woman
Member on how the Program
was Presented to Her Before
Joining

“We learned about the program through
[employee of the CEE program] who came to
show us photos of a poor woman who slowly
progressed, thanks to her starting an income-
generating activity. That's how we agreed to
participate. [The animatrice] made us aware of it
by showing us pictures. She convinced us that
the program would allow us to reduce our poverty
and that it would make us wealthy.” (Woman
member, village of Koyan Coura)
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associated in the minds of the field staff and
participants asbeing for poor women.

% Second, there are other women who believe
CEEismeant for more-well-to-dowomen. This
perception was more common in most of the
Kafo Jiginew villages (Tomina, Niémina,
N’ Golobougou) but wasespecialy prominent
among women who had either left a Credit
Association (ex-memberswereonly interviewed
intwo of theninevillages) or womenwhowere
nonmembers. Thoseholdingthisview believe
that CEE can only retain thewell-to-do client
because only women in this group 1) can
undertakeincome-generating activitiesthat alow
for weekly reimbursements; 2) have the
necessary manpower for farming and income-
generating activities, especidly duringtherainy
season; and 3) have other meanswithwhichto
pay theloansin casethey encounter problems.
Also, they think that in times of economic
difficulty, the poor are the first to leave the
program, lacking aternative meanswith which
torepay theloans™ A similar point was made
in later focus-group discussions about why
women |leave the program. In short, because
the poorest households operate at themargin of
survival whenthereiseither aloca or househol d-
leve crigs, they lack the necessary “ cushion” or
resourcesto remain inthe CEE program.

% Finally, there are other women who think that
CEEisaprogramopentoal, participation being
anindividua choiceinfluenced by many factors
including the ability to engagein anincome-
generating activity, theself-confidenceinone's
ability torepay theloan, the capacity for money
management, etc. Thesewomen mentioned that
theonly differencewould beintheamounts of
loansrequested. The more-well-to-do tendto
ask for larger amounts whilethe poor ask for
smdler amounts. Thisperceptionwasfoundin
thevillagesof Nyesigisoaswell asinvillagesof
Kafo Jiginew (N’ Golobougou, Toupourla,
Finzankoro).

From these varied perspectivesit seemsthat when
theprogramisintroduced into acommunity, program
representativesdescribeit asbeing for the poor to

movethem out of poverty. CEE hasthisrationale
aspart of its“ethos” or “mission.” On the other
hand, some of the women who had not joined and
some of thosewho had left felt the program said it
was geared toward the better-off sincethey would
havean esser timemaintaining anincome-generating
activity and repaying theloan. However, thosewho
had the most direct experience—those in the
program—tended to believeit wasnot particularly
geared to the poorest or better-off women. Instead,
they observed that avariety of factorsledanindividua
to join or not join. A difference they did note
according to socioeconomic status was that the
better-off tended to takelarger loanswhilethe poor
took smaller loans. Thefindingsfromthewealth-
ranking exercisesupport thisthird view that Credit
Association membersare drawn from therange of
socioeconomic levelsrepresentedinavillage.

Factor sWhich M ay Discour age Poor Women
from Joining the Program

Nonmember women gave several reasonsfor not
joining the CEE program. Their reasonsfell into
three groups: 1) factors relating to the poor
socioeconomic status of their households; 2) factors
relaing to poor women'sinability to smultaneoudy
meet the demands/requirementsof the CEE andtheir
other family obligations(such asfarming, cooking
and other domestic work); and 3) factorsrelated to
thelimited commercia development and activity in
their community.

Factors Relating to Households' Poor
Socioeconomic Status

Nonmember women commonly explained that they
had not joined the CEE program out of fear that
they would fail to make weekly payments. The
dominant reason refersto thelevel of “poverty” of
the households (47 percent of theanswersgiven).
Inthewomen’sdescriptions, itisclearly evident that
itisnot easy for womeninthesevery poor households
toinvest and repay their CEE loans (see Box 3.3,
#1). When a poor woman receives |oan capital,
thereare many demandsto meet her family’sbasic
needs for food, clothing, healthcare, etc., that
compete with investing in anincome-generating
activity. But by using credit to make personal
purchases, they runtherisk of being unableto repay

5 An example of thistype of “economic downturn” was the closing of the local market in one program community (Tominain the

Kafo Jiginew area) dueto relatively low commercia activity.
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theloan and, asaresult, of creating problemswith
the Credit Association and their relationshipsin the
community. Evenwhenthey doinvest productively,
poor womenmay lack the

would be, among others, the lack of consent of
husbands and/or other women, particularly inthe
villageof Toupourla. Somewomen confessthat their

husbands do not wish

means to compete
effectively with nonpoor
women because the poor
tendtohavelessworking | 1.
capitd, takesmdller loans
and lack their ownmeans
of transportation (see
Box 3.3, #2 and #3). 5

In one community
(N’ Golobougou), certain
poor nonmembersbelieve
that it isnecessary towear
good clothes when
participating in Credit | 3.
Association meetings.
This perception would
therefore havethe effect
of discouraging women
who lack the means to
dresswell and/or the self-
confidenceto overcome
thistypeof socid obstacle

Box 3.3: Excerpts Concerning the Factors Related
to Poor Socioeconomic Status

“... Itis very likely that we would spend the loan
(to pay for food) and that we would be incapable
of repaying it properly. So, that could create
problems that we would rather avoid.” (Woman
nonmember, from Tomina)

. “... Itisn’t just poor income level stopping
women from participating because incomes are
generally poor throughout our village. Rather, it
is the ability to repay with other means at the
household’s disposal, because it is impossible
to repay properly from the income-producing
activity ...."” (Woman member, village of Km26)

“Many women have not been able to participate
in the program because of low income level.
The radio announced that any person in default
would see their household (husband and
herself) dispossessed of their property or

because of their debt. That is why lots of poor
women (or women of poor households) have not
wanted to participate up to now.” (Woman
member, village of Km26)

themto do business.

Factors Associated
with Poor Women'’s

I nability to
Simultaneously Meet
CEE and Family
Demands

The demands or

requirementsof CEEwere
cited in 26 percent of the
casesasdiscouraging poor
women from joining the
program (see Appendix
3.1, Table3.4). Demands
can be divided into two
subgroups. The first

valuable objects. Those women whose house- pertai ns to the disparity
holds own nothing of value would be imprisoned between the type of loan
andthemain occupation of

the women. On the one
hand, CEE isfocused on

from joining the CEE
program. Thismay go further when it comesto
counting on the mutual trust of the other group
members to join. In fact, a few women in one
community (Tomina) clamedthat they couldnotjoin
because the others would not support them.
However, in both types of focus groups, with
membersand nonmembers, aspecific questionwas
posed to determinewhether therelatively poor (or
wealthy) were excluded from the program. The
resounding response was that the poor are not
prevented by othersfrom joining athough they may
havehesitation themsdvesinjoining.

Lack of business experience (know-how) emerged
from the focus groups as being another factor that
preventsnonmembersfromjoining the CEE program
(14 percent of the responses). Indeed, certain
women claimthat they areeither incapable of doing
businessinalastingway or that they havedifficulties
managing aloan. Their reticenceand hesitation are
captured in the following quote: “If you have no
bus nessexperience, you will tend to useyour loan
for something other than business.” Other social
reasonsthat would cause poor women not to join

providing working capital
for income-generating activities that earn a steady
income. These, of course, tend to be non-farming
activitiessuch ascommerce or food processing. In
theserural communities, themain occupation of the
womenisagriculture. Duringtherainy season, dl active
manpower isalocated tofiel dwork asapriority, thus
leaving littleroomfor other ctivitiessuchascommerce
(seeBox 3.4, #1 and #3).

The second subgroup of responses regards the
requirement of weekly repayment, whichisseenas
too restrictive (see Box 3.4, #2). Out of fear of
being unableto repay each week, somewomen have
chosen not to join the program or have opted to
watch what would happento thefirst women who
do join. Particularly in the villages of Tomina,
Niemina and Finzankoro, nonmember women
confessed that up to the day these commentswere
made, they have not noticed any benefits enjoyed
by the poor women who had joined (see Box 3.4,
#5). Quitethe opposite, they had theimpression
that since they had joined, women had had
repayment problems. Therewerea so examplesof
when the amount owed was deducted from their
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incomes from cotton.'® Obviously, these
observationswould not encourage the nonmembers
who held back to join the Credit Association.

Factors Linked to the Limited Commercial
Development of the Community

According to the words of nonmember women,
some congraintsaretied tothelocal socioeconomic
situation being unfavorableto the devel opment of
smad| businesses, thusdiscouraging themfromjoining
the program. These constraintsare cited in about
13 percent of cases(see Appendix 3.1, Table 3.4).
For moreremote communities (village of Zéguéla),
distanceto the market isan important constraint.
Also,insomevillages(Tesserdlaand N’ Golobougou)
thelocal marketsaresmall and only take placeonce
aweek. This low frequency of market days
combined with the small size of the market do not
allow women to sell their merchandise to make
enough profit to repay each week. Moreover,
because of thevillagers poor buying power, some
women feel compelledto sell on credit, which can
a so undermineweekly repayment. Thisproblem of
poor economic demand was particularly seriousin
Tominaand Nieminaever sincethevillage market
of Tominaclosed dueto thelocal economiccrisis.

In some villages, the availability of other credit
programs, asisthe case in the village of Koyan
Courawhichisaffiliated with the Network of Self-
run Village Savings and Loan Funds (CVECA/
CIDR), compete with the CEE program. Some of
thenonmembersexplainedthat they did not join CEE
becausethey weredready receivingloansfromthis
other program and they did not have sufficient
resourcesto belong to both programs at the same
time

POSITIVEORNEGATIVEIMPACTSOF
PARTICIPATIONIN THE CEE
PROGRAM

Women in the focus-group discussions described
both positive and negative impactsof participation
in the CEE program. Because there was
considerablesimilarity inthe specific positiveand
negative impacts mentioned by both membersand

Box 3.4: Excerpts Concerning the Demands of the
Program and the Women'’s Other
Obligations

1. “...The hardest time is during the rainy season.
At that time, the participant (woman member)
must simultaneously take care of fieldwork and
manage her small business in order to meet
the weekly repayment. That person is then
faced with a dilemma. She can either devote
herself entirely to fieldwork while running the
risk of having difficulties making weekly
payments or she can devote herself more to
her business in order to be regular with her
payments. In that case, she may not have
much grain at harvest time. That's the problem
during the rainy season....” (Woman
nonmember, village of Zéguéla)

2. “...Particular rules likely to discourage poor
women from joining the program. It's the
obligation to respect the deadlines agreed
upon for repayments. In case we default, the
amount owed is taken out of the household’s
income from cotton. This can lead to
disintegration in the household if there are
disagreements about paying the owed amount
out of joint income ....” (Woman nonmember,
village of Niemina)

3. “As for me, | would love to participate but the
constraints come from not having the time to
have a business during the rainy season.
Within my family, no one will let me go to
market when other women are working in the
fields. Nonetheless, | would really like to
participate... The program loan is not intended
for personal expenses but for income-
generating activities that we cannot take on
during the rainy season. Otherwise, we really
want to participate in this program but we are
scared of not being able to repay.”

(Woman nonmember, village of Finzankoro)

4. “The main constraint is the repayments. In

case we are unable to sell enough to make
payments, we have to run right and left and turn
to other people to put together the amount
needed for the repayment....” (Woman
member, Tomina village)

5. “It all depends on actual members’ behavior,
because they scare others away with their
anguish on days their payments are due. If
everything works well for them, others might
come into the program....That has to do with
the actual participants. Some of them spend
the money instead of investing it, and scare
others off.” (Woman nonmember, village of
Finzankoro)

16 In these communities, village associations have contracted with the cotton marketing board (CMDT) to purchase cotton from
all farmers. After the commercialization campaign, cotton producers are paid by CMDT viatheir village associations after
commercialization deductions (quality grading, weighting, handling, temporary storage, etc.). It seemsthat when the cash pay-

outs are made to farmers for their cotton production, the village association may retain any amount unpaid by members, then the

money is transferred to the Credit Association.
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nonmembers, their responses are summarized
below. However, absolute scoresfor membersand
nonmembers were kept separate to distinguish
between the two categories of women as needed
(see Appendix 3.1, Table3.5and 3.6).

Positivel mpactsTied to Participatingin the
CEE Program

Fivetypesof positiveimpacts (see Appendix 3.1,
Table3.5) werementioned by women membersfrom
their direct experience and by women nonmembers
according to what they had heard from others:

¢ Theimpact that seemsto bethe most important
(72 percent of the responses) was to have
allowed women membersto better meet their
families' basic needs. Basic needs pertain
especially tofood, clothesfor themselvesand
their children, trousseaus for daughters to
preparefor their marriageand medical care (see
Box 3.5, #1 and #2).

% Thesecondimpact areardatestotheacquisition
of agricultural and transportation equipment
(plows, carts, oxen), particularly inthevillages
of Zéguéla and Tesserela (11 percent of the
responses).

% Thethreeother types of positiveimpactsthat
shareapproximatdy the samescore (5-6 percent
each) relateto 1) theimprovement of women's
knowledge and practice of management and
identifying business opportunities; 2) the
improvement of women’s knowledge and
practiceinareasof hedlth, feeding and nutrition
of children, etc. (animatrices facilitate
educational sessionsas part and parcel of the
CEE program); and 3) the improvement in
women’s self-respect by freeing them from
informd loansinwhich borrowing and repayment
conditionsare conddered |essadvantageousand
even shameful by poor women.

NegativelmpactsTied toParticipatingin the
CEE Program

Of the negativeimpactsof participatinginthe CEE
program as explained by women members and
nonmembers, five stood out (see Appendix 3.1,
Table 3.6):

+» Thefirst negative impact (32 percent of the
responses) regardsthe various costs pertaining

Box 3.5: Excerpts on the Positive
Impacts of Participating in the
Program

1. “For me, | have benefited. I'm in my third
loan (third cycle). | had nothing when |
joined the Credit Association, not even to
eat. | had problems. Thanks to my
participation, today | have enough to eat.
Besides food, | was able to buy a cart and
even clothes....” (Woman member,
village of Zéguéla)

2. “...There are many benefits. When your
child has diarrhea, or a cough, you can
take him or her to the health center and
buy medicine. It also allows me to buy
soap. You can meet all these expenses
with the profit you earn ....” (Woman
member, village of Tesserela)

3. “..There are advantages because when
you get the money, you can resolve certain
needs, but when it is time to repay, if you
cannot, the advantage becomes a
constraint that discourages many ...."
(Woman member, village of Toupourla)

to participation in the program. These costs
relateto duesfor joining, mandatory savings,
interest considered too high by somewomen,
and thefinesfor not attending weekly mestings.
These costs force some women to use their
family resourcesto meet their responsibilities
(seeBox 3.6, #1).

The second negativeimpact (26 percent of the
responses) regards time conflicts between
participationintheprogram (buying and sdlling
goods, participating in weekly meetings) and
house- and fieldwork. Thissituation can creste
problemsfor certainwomenwiththeir husbands
or with the other women (the husband’s other
wives). Thesituation becomescrucia during
therainy season (seeBox 3.6, #2). Ontheother
hand, somewomen have no problem with the
meetings, especially when an effortismadeto
coordinatethem with local market daysor not
tointerferewith cooking or med times.

Also, both credit union federations fully
gppreciatetheimportance of farming duringthe
rainy season and alow some performing Credit
Associationsto reducetheir meeting schedule
to biweekly or even monthly during thistime of
year. In addition, women can choose not to
take aloan and still remain a member of the
Credit Association aslong asthey savewithther
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group, attend theregular meetingsand participate
in the learning sessions. However, in some
villageswherethefrequency of repayment was
not adjusted, women claimed that CEE failed
to respect itscommitment madeat thebeginning
of the program. These women confessed that
their Stuation wasworsening because of thislack
of adjustment (see Box 3.6, #3).

The third negative impact regards stress (22
percent of theresponses). Thisstressiscreated
by the fact that women must attend different
marketsin order to sell their goods. Whenthey
cannot, they have to either ask for their
husbands' help, sell part of their belongingsor
borrow money informaly to makepayments. All
thesefactorsgenerate considerable stressinthe
livesof the poor, particularly thosewho hadlittle
previous experiencewith commerce.

Thefourth negativeimpact (10 percent of the
responses) islinked to thefact that in case of
non-payment by amember of aSolidarity Group,
specificaly duetoillness, death or lack of profit
of theincome-generating activity, her fellow
members must bear the debt. This can
contribute to decreasing the incomes in the
households of women who do repay properly
aswell ascreate discord between husbandsand
wiveswithin households (see Box 3.6, #4).

The fifth negative impact (10 percent of the
responses) refers to the fact that women
experience shamewithin their Solidarity Group
andwithinther villagewhenthey facedifficulties
making payments (see Box 3.6, #5). Insome
villages, women who cannot or do not repay
aredenounced on theradio, which contributes
todishonoringthemintheir villages. Moreover,
sometimescertainwomen areforcedtoturnto
informa credit to repay their CEE loanswhich
waswhat they weretrying to avoid by joining.
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Box 3.6: Excerpts on the Negative Impacts

1.

of Participating in the Program

“In our village, no one has an income that would
allow them to live without this program. The low
level of incomes does not keep people from
participating either. Quite the opposite, the
program could allow us to increase our income.
The only problem, in my opinion, is that weekly
repayments force some people to use their family
resources to meet their responsibilities. For poor
families without other resources, that creates
problems....” (Woman nonmember, village of
Km26.)

“We are all poor. But up to now, no one has
progressed because of the repayment schedule
of one week. At least with one month (as a
deadline) | could have gone all the way to Bamako
to buy merchandise and made a profit. It be-
comes harder during the rainy season when we
do not have the time to spend on other activities.
If worse comes to worst, we can only go to the
Sunday market (Niono fair) which is not enough to
buy and sell goods, repay the loan and make a
profit....” (Woman member, village of Km26.)

“In the beginning, we have been told that the
program is meant for the poorest and that its
objective was to extend the reimbursement time
period after a few weeks. But that has not been
the case. Sometimes, we had to sell our stocks
of rice just to be able to reimburse every Monday.
How do you want us to benefit from the program?
On the contrary, we are sinking deeper and
deeper (we spend more than we save)....”
(Woman member, village of Km26.)

“...There are many parameters and unpredictable
factors (deaths, illnesses...) that we cannot
control. Each time the unexpected takes place, it
is other members who have to assume the costs
(repayments) for ill or dead people. That is an
agreement we came to in each Solidarity Group.
This constitutes a problem but the real difficulty
comes from the weekly method of repayments....”
(Woman member, Km26 village.)

“...When unable to repay, we create a lot of
problems for ourselves and even risk being
shamed when we turn to other people. Social
consequences (shame) of the inability to honor
our promises. What's more, instead of going
forward (progressing), we go backwards when
such problems arise....” (Woman nonmember,
village of N’golobougou.)




DIFFICULTIESEXPERIENCED BY POOR
WOMENBELONGING TO THE CEE
PROGRAM AND STRATEGIES
DEVELOPED TO OVERCOME THEM

Having joined the CEE program, poor women are
confronted withvariousdifficultiesasaresult of their
membership. Inthissection, thesedifficulties, as
well as strategies adopted by poor women to
overcomethem, aredescribed. It should be noted
that some of these same difficulties might be
experienced by other membersindependent of their
socioeconomic status. However, asthese focus-
group discussionswere exclusively conducted with
women from relatively poor households, it isnot
possible to explore here which difficulties are
experienced by the poor and the nonpoor alike. In
fact, thewomen participating in the focus groups
insisted on making clear that they could givetheir
own pointsof view onthedifficultiesand congraints
that they face but could not speak for others. The
difficultiesexplained inthe paragraphsthat follow,
aswdll asthesolutionsto them, arethereforesolely
from the perspective of poor women.

Difficultiesand ConstraintsExperienced by
Poor Members

The difficulties and constraints experienced by
women members or those understood by
nonmembersarequitevaried. Themaindifficulties
identified throughout their dialogue are described
below:

¢ Thefirg difficulty which seemsto beof greatest
concern for poor women is the ability to put
together the repayment amount required (30
percent of theresponses). A point mentioned
again and again in the discussion groupswith
memberswasthe difficulty women had making
their loan repayments. Throughout the
discussions, women describe struggling to make
the repayments and at times even having to
forego eating or other basic needsto repay (see
Box 3.7). In some cases, members believed
that aweek wastoo short atimein which to
generate enough profit to repay their loans
without relying on other means. Thesedifficulties
to repay and to enjoy substantial profit seem
morefundamental than any specific repayment
period. They arerootedinthegenera struggles
faced by theserdatively poorest householdsand

the weak markets for women'’s typical loan
activities. Inaddition, giventhevery smdl loan
amountsthat poor women often borrow (aslittle
as2,500 FCFA or US$4) thenet returnstothese
activities are, not surprisingly, very modest.
Another factor that may worsen the repayment
gtuationisillness. When someonefalssick, the
obligation to repay weekly might becometoo
constraining, the consequencesof which areto
leave the program. It seems that thereis no
flexibility or grace periodinrepaying evenif you
wereused to repaying ontime. Box 3.7 speaks
to how seriousy womentaketheir obligationto
repay weekly and thedifficultiesthiscan cause
them.

The second difficulty in terms of frequency
mentioned istheability to runabusinessduring
the rainy season (25 percent of responses).
Indeed, during thisperiod poor women arebusy
with fieldwork. The smaller size of their
households, combined with the lack of
agricultural equipment, makesit essential that
they take advantage of thiscrucial timeof the
year tofarm. If they don’t take advantage of
the season, they risk exposing their households
to even greater foodinsecurity during therest of
theyear.

Thethird difficulty whichisasorelated to the
firgt point istheinability to sell goodseach week
(19 percent of theresponses) (seeBox 3.7, #2).
Inmost of thevillages, women feel compelled
to sell either on credit or at very low pricesin
order to make their weekly repayment.
Relatively better-off women may not feel this
pressure to the same degree for two reasons:
first, they are morelikely to be able to repay
from dternative sourcesif their weekly salesare
inadequate and second, better-off women tend
totakelarger loansand could potentialy buy
moreinputsat |low bulk-rate pricesand therefore
beabletoreducetheir priceswhilestill making
aprofit.

Thefourth difficulty isrelated to thefact that
some poor women cannot manageto maketheir
businesses profitable (13 percent of the
responses). Severa reasonscould beat theroot
of thisdifficulty, including lack of experiencein
busi ness management, the dilemmabetween
spending and investing the loan, the lack of
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markets for certain goods, the thinness and
competition of theloca marketsand thedistance
to more dynamic markets.

< Afifthdifficulty whichismoreaconsequenceof
the previousfour isthat poor women are often
forced to quit the program (11 percent of the
responses). Incertainvillages(suchasTomina,
Niémina and Toupourla), some women are
convinced that the poor quit more oftenthanthe
nonpoor. (Table 2.3 regarding drop-out rate
by wedth category supportsthisobservationfor
Tominaand Toupourlabut not Niemina.) Butin
thediscussion groups, somewomen explained
that poor women werelessableto takeon an

Box 3.7: Excerpts on Some of the Difficulties
Experienced by Poor Women
Members

1. “...We borrow this money to do business. It is
not easy (if not impossible) to sell the goods we
buy in one week. That is very hard. Sometimes
we have to draw on our resources or go into debt
to make these weekly payments....” (Woman
nonmember, village of Tesserela)

2. “Sometimes, we have to give up on some family
expenses (food, other social events) in order to
repay each week. Even if your husband is
starving, you first have to assemble all the money
needed to make the payment in order to leave the
meeting place.” (Woman member, village of
Km26)

3. “...At the third cycle, though, when | fell seriously
ill (due to pregnancy) and the medical bill came
up to 25,000 FCFA, | got a loan in the amount of
70,000 FCFA. After the second reimbursement,
however, | could no more keep up with those
reimbursements. | therefore asked the program
officials to offer me a grace period so that | could
pay my debt off. But they refused, arguing that
other women might do the same thing in order to
escape the weekly reimbursements. When he
heard about the situation, my husband managed
(by any means) to find the amount remaining to
be paid and then asked me not to participate
anymore. He thought that the program is not
meant to protect people from shame; rather the
opposite.” (Woman member, village of Tomina)

4. “There is also the requirement to make pay-
ments on time. Some women cry when they
can’'t manage to come up with the amount they
need for payments. It makes you ashamed and
can discourage those of us who aren’t already
participating.” (Woman ex-member, village of
Finzankoro)

income-generating activity becausethey haveno
oneto help them with house- or fieldwork.

% Insixth place(3 percent of theresponses) isthe
fact that when facing repayment problems,
members are often forced to use other family
resources (from the sale of rice, cotton, etc.).
Because these alternative resources are very
limited or even nonexistent for the poorest
househol ds, the disincentive would be clear.
(SeeBox 3.7, #l and #2.)

Women'sresponses about thedifficultiesthey face
participating in CEE were analyzed further inthe
following way. Responseswereranked according
to the number of times the various response
categorieswere mentioned. The Spearmantest for
rank correl ation wasthen used to determinewhether
therewas consensusamong women inthetwo credit
union networks (see Appendix 3.2, Table 3.10).
From these statistical tests it emerges that poor
womenseemto havethesameranking of difficulties”
in the Nyesigiso network asin the Kafo Jiginew
network (see Appendix 3.2, Table 3.12). This
ranking appearsto be 1) difficultiesputting together
theamount owed eachweek (or biweekly or monthly
inthelater loan cycdes); 2) difficultiescarryingonan
income-generating activity during therainy season;
3) difficulties selling goods each week;
4) discouragement following other poor women’s
departurefromtheprogram; 5) disappointing returns
tothelr commercia activity; and 6) being forced to
depend on outside resourcesto repay. Thiswould
mean that, in general, the priority for strategiesto
addressthesedifficultiesmight bethe samewhether
it be for the Nyesigiso network or for the Kafo
Jginew network.

By way of apartial conclusion, it emergesfromthe
above comparisonsthat poor women havetrouble
selling enough merchandisein oneweek to cover
their weekly repayments, giventheir socioeconomic
situation and therelatively weak local markets. In
some cases, thisforceswomento give up on higher
profits (by selling at a discount or on credit, for
example) inorder to havetheamount owed, or even
toturnto other household resourcesin order to honor
their commitments. Somewomen areforcedto quit
the CEE program, ether temporarily duringtherainy
season or permanently. While al the women
participatingintheprograminthesecommunitiesface

17 Spearman correl ation coefficient threshold of significanceis 1 percent (bilateral test).
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similar markets, the pressure of weekly repayment
ismogt likely moreacuteamong there atively poorer
households since they most likely have fewer
alternative sourcesof incomewithwhichthey can
cover their weekly repayment than do better-off
households.

Strategies Adopted by Some Women to
OvercomeTheseDifficulties

Many of thedifficultiesdescribed above arerelated
tofactorsbeyondthecontrol of anindividua woman.
Some are due to the local socioeconomic
circumstances, othersto the profound poverty of
their households, and in many casestheinteraction
between the two. Yet, aswas seen in Section 2
fromtheresultsof thewealth-ranking exerciseand
from the focus-group discussionswith members,
many poor women do overcome these obstacles
and join the program. Alleviating poverty is a
process. Threeyearsof participationintheprogram
seeminsufficient for eradicating it completely. This
is why certain poor women find that program
participation requiresendurance and perseverance
ontheir part (seeBox 3.8, #1). However, itisalso
important to consider waysthat the program can

Box 3.8: Excerpts on Strategies Adopted by
the Poor to Face Difficulties with the
Program

1. “We had to be brave to stay in the program. The
other Credit Association (named DANAYA or
‘trust’) was dislocated. Even within our Credit
Association (named Benkadi or ‘good harmony’),
there are only a few of us who stayed. The others
did everything they could to discourage us by
telling us we would never even manage to buy
one ox and that we were risking prosecution. But
we've stayed up to now because the program
really is useful. Some ex-members of DANAYA
even came back to us.” (Woman member,
Niemina)

2. “Generally, people leave when they can’'t manage
the payments anymore, even with the help of our
husbands. Before reaching a shameful stage
(turning to other people), it's better to just leave
once and for all.” (Woman member, Tomina
village)

3. “...Right now (during the rainy season), we have
to work in the fields, cook and serve meals in the
field (that may be far), every day. So it can be hard
to have another activity. That's why women leave
the Credit Association for a time during that
period....” (Woman nonmember, village of
Tesserela)

better meet the needs and realities of these poorest,
most food-insecure households before they are
compelled to drop ouit.

Asfor thedifficultiesrdating totheprogrampolicies
andterms, threetypesof behaviorsaredemondrated
in the dialogues of women members. Morethan
half of women quoted (56 percent) seemto argue
thet thebest optionisto permanently quit theprogram,
whilealittlemorethan one-third (36 percent) explain
that they have no alternative but to submit to the
program’sdemands. Lessthan one-tenth (8 percent)
of women’squotesadvanceacompromise strategy
of temporarily leaving the program during therainy
Season.

Fromthesediscussions, it seemsKafo Jiginew has
been moreflexiblethan Nyesigisoinalowing the
relatively moremature Credit A ssociationsto move
to less-frequent loan repayment installments. All
Kafo Jiginew Credit Associationsthat participated
inthefocus-group discussionswereintheir third year
of operation, sotheir repayment schedulewasonly
bimonthly or monthly, whilethelength of payments
has been extended in most cases by two months
(loan cyclesof six monthsinstead of four). Onthe
other hand, theweekly frequency of repaymentswas
gtill arequirement for Nyesigiso Credit Associations.

PROPOSED SOLUTIONSTOATTRACT
MORE POORWOMENINTO THE CEE
PROGRAM

In order to attract more poor women into the CEE
program, discuss on-group participants suggested
several paths (see Appendix 3.1, Table 3.9).
Analyzing the frequency in which these were
mentioned alowed usto rank each solution offered.
Asinthe case of the difficulties experienced by
members, analysis using the Spearman rank
correlation test show that, in general, there seems
to be a convergence in rankings for proposed
solutions(see Appendix 3.2 and Table 3.12) inboth
networks. This seems to be less significant
(threshold of 10 percent) compared to the
convergenceinranking difficulties(dgnificant beyond
athreshold of 1 percent). Thus, the solutionsfor
attracting more people should beranked asfollows:

1. Reduce the frequency of repayments
(27 percent).

2. Increasetherepayment period (23 percent).
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3. Providedirect materid assstance(clothing, food,
househol d equipment, agricultural equipment,
pumps and taps, etc.) and financial assistance
(23 percent).

4. Increaseloan amountsand repayment periods
fromonetofiveyears(13 percent).

5. Widen credit for agricultural production and
specificaly for buying equipment such ascarts,
oxen, mills, equipment to preserve onionsand
tomatoes, etc. (7 percent).

6. Reduceinterest rates(4 percent).

7. Suspend repayments during therainy season
(3 percent).

8. Soften debt-recovery methods (1 percent).

Thesefirst two points pertain to the adjustmentsor
flexing of theloan termsand repayment schedule.
Asmentioned earlier, thecredit unionsareaready
flexing loantermsby lengthening theloan cycleto
six months and requiring biweekly or monthly
repayment for relatively mature Credit Associations
that are performingwell. Particularly asloan sizes
grow, women often requirealonger loan period so
that therepayment ingadlmentsare somewhat smaller
than they would bewith thefour-month cycle. Also,
theless-frequent repayment allowswomen more
timetowork relatively moreof their [oan.

Recent work by Rutherford (1999) and others
suggest that loans made to very poor households
arebetter understood asbeing repaid through these
households “future savings’ rather than simply
through enterprisereturns. Very poor households
usethelump sum of aloan in avariety of waysto
support their various productive strategies and
consumption needs. Consequently, loan repayment
ismadefromthe® surplus’ or savingsgenerated from
ahousehold’'soverall productive strategies. Seen
from this perspective, one can perhaps better
understand why the pressure of the weekly
repayment, particularly asitincreaseswithlarger loan
sizes, becomes more acute over time. The
implicationisto baseloan cyclesand repayment
scheduleson ahoushold’scapacity to repay rather
than assumedientsaremanaging agpecificenterprise
that hasthe capacity to absorb larger amounts of
working capita and generateever increasing regular
weekly returns.
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Other proposed adjustments to the loan terms
included larger loansand evenlonger loan cycles,
from oneyear to aslong asfiveyears. Itislikely
that these much-longer loan periods are requested
to capitdizeactivitiesthat takealonger timetoyield
return (perhaps farming) or that require larger
amountsof money (such aspurchasing oxen). This
ideatofinance other typesof investmentswas made
moredirectly initem#5. Somewomen specificaly
suggested widening the credit uses to allow the
purchasing of agricultural equipment or animals.
Other women suggested additiond training and credit
for thepurchase of equipment to preservevegetables
asaway of diversifying and adding value to the
vegetable productsthey sell (seeBox 3.9, #1 and
#2). Thesepoorer householdsneed not only working
capita for secondary income-generating activitiesbut
morefundamentally, working capital to accessthe
means of production (farming equipment, land,
animals) essential tofarming, whichistheprincipal
livelihood gtrategy inthesecommunities. Therefore,
credit servicestofadilitatethe purchaseof agricultura
equipment appear inthe eyesof poor womenasan
appropriate alternativeto trying to conduct anon-
farmincome-generating activity during therainy
Season.

Thethird most common “solution” proposed by the
women shows the extent to which these women
really suffer from poverty. Even with years of
experience with a non-charity institution, some
womendill believethat only direct materid asssance
can helpthemescapepoverty. Thisbdief iscaptured
inquotessuch as, “Weneed food and clothing first,
then we could use aloan to do business” or “ You
should give usclothesand shoesto prevent usfrom
using our capital to buy those” (seealso Box 3.9,
#3and#4). Giventhediresocioeconomic situation
faced by poor women participating in thesefocus-
groupdiscussions, itisnot surprising that they would
propose alternative interventionsthat would more
directly and profoundly improvetheir immediate
material conditions. These responses may also
reflect theimpatiencewomen fedl at theamount of
time spent beforethe programyiel dstangibleimpacts
on poverty reduction. But it wasalso expressed as
the point of view of some of the nonmemberswho
excluded themsalvesfrom the program becausethey
wereafraid they would “eat” theloan. Charitable
giftsare not a sustainable option for either of the
credit union networksor perhapsevenfor thefield



Box 3.9: Excerpts on Some Solutions
Proposed by Women to Attract More
Poor to CEE Program

1. “We lack agricultural equipment. If you could
allow us to get plows, oxen or fertilizers, this will
help us, especially to help our husbands. If we
could get plows, fertilizers, oxen, at our Credit
Association, we would be pleased. ...l have
forgotten to talk about the lack of a pump that
constitutes the first problem in our village. We
also need a mill that would facilitate our work.”
(Woman member, Village of Zéguéla)

2. “We grow onions and tomatoes in our garden.
Since we cannot (keep) ripe fruits for a long time,
we are forced to sell them at prices (400FCFA per
bowl of tomatoes, and 75 to 100FCFA per
kilogram of onions) that doesn’t yield any
benefits. If reimbursement time periods of 1, 2, 3
months are allowed, we could carry our tomatoes
and onions to important markets in order to make
a better profit. ...If the program could help us find
the means (machines or technology) to stock or
transform our tomatoes, we could benefit from
that greatly. That way, we could even export to
France, etc. Right now, we have to either sell
them at very low prices or throw them away one
week after they are harvested. Recently, we were
shown a machine which dries onions and
packages them after drying. This packaged
onion costs 1000FCFA per kilogram in Bamako
(as opposed to 75 to 100 FCFA per kilogram of
raw onions here). By helping us with such
machines (or techniques of conservation-
transformation-packaging) we could win a lot.”
(Woman member, Village of Km26)

3. “In the village, we (members) are considered
rejects (they only expect us to drift). So, if you
help us (with money), others will regret it and they
will come to us in the program. ...You could also
offer us clothes, even if you don't give us any
money.... Whether clothes, chairs, benches, even
mats, you just need to help us. That way, the
others will come....You could also help us to
learn how to read and write because we are all
illiterate. The dry season is best for that.... One
has to help us feed our children by giving us
more money and allowing longer repayment time
periods. They also have to lower the interest
rate.” (Women members, Village of Niemina)

4. “If you give them (poor women) money, they could
divide it in two. One-half would go into a
commercial activity; the other would go to satisfy
certain family needs....Apart from money, they
should give us clothes, mats, chairs, utensils that
we desperately need. If we get those things, we
don't need to use the loan money to buy them
and we could start progressing. ... You should
give us clothes and shoes to prevent us from
using our capital to buy those.” (Women
nonmembers, Village of Niémina)

of development work. Still, thetypesof financia
productsthese extremely poor households might
need (flexiblesavings services, consumption loans,
emergency loansand insurance) might beextended
through the CEE Credit Associations.

Itisinteresting to note how few women referred to
reducing theinterest rate asapotential “solution”
for attracting additiona poor women. Ashasbeen
showninmany other studies, oftentheinterest rate
isnot themajor obstacleor even“cost” preventing
the poor from joining the program. However, the
pressure to repay weekly does emerge as a
particular cost or burden to thewomen.

CONCLUSION

Theexerciseintended toimproveknowledgeof the
constraints facing poor people joining and
participating in the program. The discussions
revealed littleto no evidence that membersfrom
“better-off” households were systematically
excluding rdatively poorer womenfromjoining the
CEE program. Infact, program representatives
described the program as being intended for the
“poor” to help them progress out of poverty.
However, thediscussionsdo revedl acertain amount
of self-exclusion by some poor women. These
women either did not haveanideaor planfor how
to usetheloan productively or they feared therisk
and socid obligationsof borrowing.

In the responses of member and nonmember
women, there appearsto be an interrelationship
among thefactorsdiscouragingwomenfromjoining
the program, thedifficultiesexperienced by women
oncein the program, and the negative impacts of
joining on households. Thesecondraintsresult from
a combination of factors but are fundamentally
rootedinthedire poverty of the householdswhose
members participated in these focus-group
discussions and the relatively low commercial
development of the program area.

Women from the poorest householdsfaceavariety
of obstaclesthat underminetheir ability to benefit
fromthe CEE program. Thesefactorsaretiedto
the capacity to sart anincome-generating activity—
either due to alack of experience or alack of
means—fear of tainting their reputation or thetrust
of others when unable to repay, or the level of
poverty making it difficult not to usethemoney for
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basi ¢ need expendituresrather than investing. Many
of thenonmemberswho wereinterviewed chosenot
to join out of fear for their already precarious
economic situations. Infact, nonmembersreferred
three times more often to the poverty of their
household thanto any other reason for not joining
the program.

Poor memberstalk about the benefitsthey derive
from participating inthe program. Most frequently
women describe being able to better meet their
families’ basic needs(food, clothing, medical care,
and preparefor theweddingsof their children). Some
women also mention the benefits of being ableto
acquireagricultural equipment aswell asimproved
better business and health knowledge and practice
and enhanced self-respect and self-reliance. But
poor membersa so describethedifficultiesthey face
participating inthe CEE: 1) thedifficulty of putting
together the repayment amount each week dueto
disappointing returns and/or poor salesfor their
commercia activity; 2) being forced to depend on
outside resources to repay; 3) discouragement
following other poor women’sdeparturefromthe
group; and 4) the challenge of conductingincome-
generating activitiesduring therainy season.

It may bethat CEE membersfromdl socioeconomic
levels struggle with the requirement of weekly
repayment, disappointing market demand and the
difficulty of maintaining abusinessduringtherainy
season. However, it seemslikely that for each of
these areas, women from the poorest househol ds
will facerelatively greater burdens. For example,
rigid, weekly repaymentsareparticularly difficult for
poor househol ds because of thelack of aternative
means or sources of income from which they can
repay. For the samereason, they areat particular
riskif thereisascknessor desthinthefamily. Added
to these factors are the difficulties of weak local
markets, relatively poor accessto transportation and
the competition from non-poor women with more
means.

Thesefocus-group interviews provideinsight into
thetypeof flexingand ancillary financid servicesthe
credit unions might offer to better reach and keep
the poorest, most food-insecure clients. For
example, thecredit unionsare aready beginningto
flex loan terms for the more mature Credit
Associations by lengthening the loan period and
reducing the meeting and repayment frequency.
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Another areainwhichthecredit unionsmust continue
to beflexibleistheprovison of servicesintherainy
season. Given the profound seasonality of
agricultura work, program policiesduring therainy
season should reduce meeting frequency, allow
women to save only and not start new Credit
Associations. Other possible courses of action
suggested by these discussion groupsincludethe
following:

% Regular repayment ingtallmentsare essentid for
good repayment performance. But considering
the various damaging consequenceswhen the
poor are required to make weekly payments,
the policy of repayment frequency should be set
according to economic opportunitiesavailable
withinvillages, such asthefrequency and vigor
of themarket and poor peopl € sredl abilitiesto
runanincome-generating businessinaprofitable
and lasting fashion. Loan repayment by poor
househol dsisperhapsbetter understood asbeing
from*“futuresavings’ totheir overal productive
and consumption strategiesrather than smply
returnsto asingleenterprise.

« A variety of studies have indicated that the
financial products that are needed by the
extremely poor includethefollowing:

1. Good-quality savingsservicesthat are
convenient, availableand voluntary can
attract and assi st poor womenwho are
afraid or unsure of how to useaworking
capital loan.

2. Consumption loansthat assist households
to maintain adequate dietsduring the
predictable* hungry season” during the
rans.

3. Emergency loansand/or insuranceto help
poor householdsweather economic
shocksdueto sicknessor death.

% Consdering that most of the poor havelittleor
No experience running an income-generating
activity when they join the program, thefirst
educational sess onsshould emphasizebusiness
development in order to reassure poor women
who arehesitant and to eventualy stimulate new

taents.

% Considering the social and cultural values of
persond reputation andintegrity inMdiansociety,



Credit Associationsshould consider abandoning
coercive and punitive practices for debt
recovery. To absorb thischange, the program
could develop other typesof support, counsding
andtrackingfor clientsin need.

% Condgderingthedifficultiesof participating during
therainy season, it might beworthwhiletorethink
thetermsof participation during that timeof year,
including the possibility of offering other types
of financial products in order to develop
customer loyalty among this category of
customers and to thus decrease the drop-out
ratewhichremainsvery high during that time of
theyear. Thecredit unionshavedready reduced
the meeting frequency at thistime of year and
allow women not to borrow but still remain
membersif they sochoose. However, dterndtive
credit products or longer-term products could
asobeoffered at thistimeof year, allowing poor
households to increase their agricultural
productivity.

Strategiesshould be studied further to enhancethese
typesof ancillary financia servicesthat arealready
to varying degrees part of the CEE program.
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RESUME ANALYTIQUE

I ntroduction

Depuis1996, lesréseaux de caissesdeKafo Jginew
et de Nyesigiso ont gjoutéle Crédit/Epargne avec
Education (CEE) aux produits et services qu'ils
offrent & leurs clients. Pour les caisses, un des
principaux attraits de la stratégie du CEE est sa
capacitéamieux servir uneclientele plusdémunie.
Bien quele CEE n'emploie pas de mécanisme de
sdection, il est estiméquedescaractéristiquestelles
guelepetit montant despréts, lagarantiemutuelle et
lesréunionsrégulieresprovoquent uneauto-sdection
desfemmeslesplusdémunies. A I'aided'animatrices
équipéesde mobylette, lescaissesont utiliséle CEE
pour étendreleurs services aux communautés plus
petiteset pluséoignées.

L'objectif de cette étude est de déterminer si la
stratégie du CEE augmentel'étendue delaportée
des réseaux de caisses de Kafo Jiginew et de

Nyésigiso. Cette étude examineauss lesobstacles

al'adhésion qui peuvent décourager lespersonnes

démunies d'adhérer. L'étude utilise diverses
méthodol ogiesquditativeset quantitativespour répondre
atroistypesdequestionspecifiques:

% Une enquéte sur la satisfaction des besoins
essentiels a été utilisée pour répondre a la
question : « Le CEE atteint-il mieux lesménages
lesplusdéemunisquelesautresproduitsfinanciers
descaisses ?»

% Unexercicedeclassement du niveau de bien-
étre a été realisé dans un certain nombre de
communautés du CEE pour répondre a la
guestion : « Quelle proportion desclientesdu
CEE proviennent desménages|esplusdémunis
par rapport aux ménageslesplusaisés ?»

+ Desdiscussonsavec desgroupesciblesont été
rédistesavec desmembreset desnon membres
du CEE, provenant des ménages ayant é&té
identifiéscomme étant lesplusdémunisdela
communauté, afin de répondre aux questions
suivantes : « Quels obstacles empéchent les
femmesdesménageslesplusdémunisdadhérer
au CEE ?Pourquoi certainesfemmesarrivent-
ellesasurmonter cesobstacleset aadhérer au
CEE bien qu'dlesproviennent desménages|es
plusdémunis?»

Résultats

Enquéte sur la satisfaction des besoins
essentiels

En appliquant la méthodologie de mesure de la
sati sfaction des besoins essentiel spour calculer un
indice de pauvreté, lesclientesdu CEE constituent
lacatégoriededlientslesplusdémunisdanslesdeux
réseaux de caisses. Cette méthode se base sur les
propres perceptions des personnes puisque les
personnes elles-mémes définissent ce qui est
important pour dlles.

Par exempl e, certainesdes conditionsqueleplus

grand nombre de personnes interrogées ont
identifiées comme étant des « besoins essentiel s»
guetout ménage devrait avoir sont lessuivantes:

% Avair touslesenfantsqui ont terminélesséries
devaccination.

+ Avoir du savon alamaison pour les bainsou
pour laver leshabits.

%+ Avoir assez de nourriture dans|e ménage pour
donner aux enfants quand ilsdisent qu'ilsont
fam.

+«» Avoir lesmoyensdhonorer lescérémoniesde
mariage de sesenfants.

Comparaison des indices de pauvreté entre les
catégoriesdeclients:

Clientesdu CEE par rapport aux membresréguliers
descaisses

Le CEE augmentelaportéedeNyesigiso et deKafo
Jginew versuneclientdeplusdémunie, par rapport
aux membresréguliersdeleurscaisses.

Clientesdu CEE par rapport aux clientesdesauitres
produitsfinancierspour lesfemmes(AFCRED)

Lesclientes du CEE sont significativement plus
démuniesquelesclientesdeproduitsfinancierstels
que AFCRED qui attireunedientdemgoritairement
urbaine. Descing produitsfinanciersinclusdans
I'échantillon deNyesigiso, lesprétsindividuel spour
femmesde AFCRED ont lemontant de pré&t moyen
leplusélevéet lesménageslesplusaisés.

Clientesdu CEE par rapport aux clientsdesproduits
financiers destinés aux agriculteurs (PACCEM et
CCA)

Lesclientesdu CEE ne sont pas significativement
plus démunies que les emprunteurs de produits
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financiers tels que PACCEM et CCA qui sont
congus pour lesagriculteurs. Enfait, dansleréseau
de Kafo Jiginew, il semble y avoir une forte
superposition entrelescatégoriesdeclientsdu CEE
et de CCA. Dans cet échantillon aléatoire, 23 %
desclientesdu CEE proviennent de ménagesdans
lesquelsun autremembreest dlient desprétsdu coton
CCA deKafo Jiginew.

Les produits qui sont fournis dans les villages
ateignent unedientdeplusdémunie. Lefat déendre
ladiffusion desservicesdescaissesau-ddadesvilles
et desgrandsvillagesdanslesguelslessuccursales
des cai sses sont habituellement situéessemble étre
plusimportant quelestermesdeprét, ou mémeque
lefait de préter préférentiellement adesfemmes,
pour atteindre uneclientde plusdémunie.

Exercice de classement du niveau de bien-
étre

Dans neuf communautés de programme du CEE,
desinformateurslocaux ont classétouslesménages
dansdesgroupes de bien-étre. Quatre principales
catégories ont été identifiées : la catégorie | des
meénages qui connai ssent une securitéaimentaire;
lacatégoriell desménagesqui sont vulnérablesa
I'insécuritéaimentaire; lacatégoriel |l desménages
qui éprouvent uneinsécuritéaimentaire périodique
; et lacatégorielV desmeénagesqui éprouvent une
insécuritéaimentairechronique.

L 'exercice de classement du niveau de bien-étre
montre quelamajorité desménagesdesclientesdu
CEE proviennent delaclientéle cible représentée
par les catégories Il a IV. En fait, les deux
programmes atteignent méme desfemmesvivant
dans des ménages classés comme étant les plus
démuniset lesplusindigentsdelacommunauté.

Undesrésultatslesplus surprenantsdel’exercice
de classement du niveau debien-&reest I'exactitude
aveclaquellelarépartition desniveaux debien-étre
desmembresdu CEE est lereflet delarépartition
desniveaux de bien-étre danslescommunautésde
programmeen généra . En|'absence de mécanisme
desdection spécifique, I'exercicede classement du
niveau de bien-étre montre qu'un échantillon
représentatif des groupes socioéconomiquesdela
communauté participeraau programmedu CEE. La
répartition du bien-é&tre desclientesseralereflet de
larépartition du bien-étre danslacommunautéen
général. Par exemple, un nombre plusimportant de
ménages du CEE de Nyesigiso, par rapport aux

Mali Poverty Outreach Study « 66

ménagesde K afo Jiginew, éprouvent uneinsecurité
alimentaire chronique, en grande partie parcequ'un
plus grand nombre de ménages des communautés
deNyesigiso sont classes de cette maniére.

Malgrélestermesdu programme, un certainnombre
defemmesdes ménages|esplusaisésadherent au
CEE. Par ailleurs, malgréleur extréme pauvreté, un
nombre surprenant defemmesdes ménageslesplus
démunis, éprouvant une insecurité alimentaire
chronique, adherent aussi au CEE. Pour Kafo
Jiginew, un biaisest visibledanslesadhésionsau
CEE en faveur de la catégorie des ménages
connai ssant une securité dimentaire et en défaveur
desdeux catégoriesde ménageslesplusdémunis.
Pourtant, ce biais est relativement mineur et la
répartition de chague catégoriedebien-étreau sein
des ménages du CEE n'est jamais inférieure ou
supérieurea10% decequeleest danslapopul ation
engénérd.

Discussions avec des groupes cibles defemmes
provenant des ménages les plus démunis

Des femmes, provenant des ménages ayant été
identifiés dans|'exercice de classement du niveau
de bien-étre commefaisant partiedutiersleplus
démuni delacommunauté, ont ééinterrogéesde
facon plusapprofondie. Des discussions separées
ont &érédistesavec desfemmesdémuniesqui n'ont
jamais adhéré au programme du CEE, avec des
femmesqui sont actuellement membreset avec des
ex-membres. Les discussions ont révelé peu ou
aucuneévidencequelesfemmeslesplusdémunies
étaient systématiquement exclues soit par des
membres plusriches soit par lesreprésentantsdu
programme.

Les femmes de la mgjorité des groupes cibles
estiment quele programme est destiné aux femmes
démunies. A plusieurs reprises, des femmes ont
évoqué les présentations dans les communautés
réalisées par lesanimatrices du CEE qui décrivent
le programme comme étant destiné aux femmes
démunies pour lessortir delapauvreté.

Cependant, certainesfemmes démunies sesont ex-
cluesd ellessmémeset ont chois dene pasadhérer
acausedeleur situation économique déaprécaire.
Enfait, lesfemmesnon membresont évoquétrois
foispluslapauvreté deleur ménage quetouteautre
raison pour ne pasadhérer au programme. Ellesont
auss évoqué |'absence d'expérience et ou moyen
pour commencer une activité génératricedereve-



nus, la peur d'entacher leur réputation ou lacon-
fiancedesautresen casd'incapacité arembourser,
latentation d'utiliser I'argent du prét pour satisfaire
des besoins de consommation immeédiatstelsque
I'achat de nourriture et de vétements, ainsi que
d'autresresponsabilitésdetravail, en particulier pen-
dant I'nivernage.

Lesfemmesdémuniesqui adhérent au programme
ont parlé delafagon dont leur participation lesa
adéesastidarelesbesoinsessentidsdeleur famille
en nourriture, vétements, dépenses médicales et
préparationspour |le mariage desenfants. Certaines
ont auss décrit avoir puacquerir dumatérid agricole,
apprendre de nouvelles pratiques sanitaires/
commercidesetfarel’ expérienced uneplusgrande
autosuffisance et respect. Mais, ellesont auss parlé
deleursdifficultésaeffectuer lesremboursements
et quelquesunesont décrit uneréglleaméioration
deleur gatut économique. Lesvillagesdanslesquels
I'exercice de classement du niveau de bien-étrea
étérealisé ont tous des marchéslocaux peu actifs.
Ledéfi deconvertir un prét defondsderoulement
enuneaugmentation desrevenusest plusimportant
pour lesfemmes plusdémuniesqui, par rapport aux
fermmes plusai sées, ont moinstendance aposséder
leur propre moyen de transport (mobylette,
bicyclette, etc.) pour aler au marchéet qui ont auss
moinsderessources propres pour investir dansleur
activité d'entreprise. Les remboursements
hebdomadaires sont aussi plusdifficilespour les
ménages démunis parce qu'ils n'ont pas d'autre
source de revenus avec laquelle ils peuvent
rembourser les prétsdu CEE. Pour lamémeraison,
lesmembres|esplusdémunissont particuliérement
vulnérabless unemaadieou un décessurvient dans
leurfamille

Lesentretiensavec desgroupesciblesont permis
d'avoir un apercu destypesde servicesfinanciers,
flexibleset annexes, quelescaissespourraient offrir
pour mieux atteindre et garder lesclienteslesplus
démunies, éprouvant une plus grande insécurité
dimentaire; par exemple: tester I'allongement dela
périodedeprét et réduirelafréguence desréunions
et desremboursements. |déalement, lafréquence
desremboursementsdoit correspondreau cycledes
revenusdesfemmeset aleur capacité arembourser.
Lafréquence desremboursementsdoit aussi étre
établie en fonction des opportunités économiques
disponiblesdanslesvillages, tellesquelafréquence
et le dynamisme du marché. Etant donné que la

maj orité des personnes démuniesn'ont pas, ou peu,
d'expérience pour mener uneactivité génératricede
revenus avant d'adhérer au programme, les
premiéres seances d'apprentissage doivent mettre
I"accent sur e dével oppement del'entrepriseafin de
rassurer lesfemmesdémuniesqui sont hésitantes«,
finalement, stimuler denouveaux talents.

Leremboursement du prét par lesménagesdémunis
est peut-étre mieux compriscomme provenant des
« épargnesfutures » faisant partiedel’ ensemblede
leursstratégies productrices et consommatricesau
lieu de penser que ce sont Simplement lesrevenus
deleur seuleentreprise (Rutherford 1999). D’ gpres
cette perspective, lemontant absolu du versement
pour le remboursement est trés important et
potentiellement limité.

Etant donnéquelamgjoritédespersonnesdémunies
n’ont pas, ou peu, d’ expérience pour mener une
activitégénératricederevenus, lespremiéresseances
d’ apprentissage doivent mettre I’ accent sur le
développement del’ entrepriseafind andiorer leurs
connaissanceset confiance. Dessarvicesd' épargne
debonnequalité peuvent attirer et aider lesfemmes
démunies qui ont peur ou ne sont pas siresde la
maniéred utiliser un prét defondsderoulement. La
fréguence des réunions doit étre réduite pendant
I"hivernage, 5 cen’ est pasdgalecas, et denouvel-
les Associationsde Crédit ne doivent pasétreinau-
gurées pendant cette période. L es cai sses permet-
tent d§aaux femmesd’ épargner sansemprunter s
elleslesouhaitent. Deplus, dautres produitsde credit
ou des produits apluslong terme pourraient étre
proposés acette période del'année. Diverses étu-
desont montré queles produitsfinanciersdont les
personnes extrémement démuniesont besoin sont :

+ Dessarvicesd'épargne debonnequaitéqui sont
pratiques, disponibleset volontaires.

¢ Desprétsde consommation qui permettent aux
ménagesdemaintenir unedimentation suffisante
pendant le « saison de soudure » prévisible
durantlespluies.

¢+ Des préts d'urgence ou des assurances pour
alder lesménagesdémunisasurvivreaux chocs
€conomiques causes par une maladie ou un
déces.

Desdtratégiespour augmenter cestypesdeservices

financiersannexes, qui font dgapartieadiversdegrés

du programme du CEE, doivent étre étudiées de

fagon plusapprofondie.
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ResumEN EJECuTIVO

I ntroducciéon

Desde 1996, |asredes de cooperativasdeahorroy
crédito Kafo Jiginew y Nyesigiso agregaron
Crédito y Ahorros con Educacion (CAE) ala
gamade productosy servicios que ofrecen asus
clientes. Paralascooperativasdeahorroy crédito,
uno delos mayores atractivos de laestrategiade
CAE ha sido su potencial de megjor servir auna
clientela relativamente pobre. Aungque CAE no
emplea mecani smos especificos de seleccion, se
cons deraquel osel ementaoscomo montos pequenios
de préstamos, la garantia mutuay las reuniones
regularesresultan en laauto seleccién de mujeres
relativamente mas pobres. Con un equipo de
promotoras provistas de motocicletas, las
cooperativas de ahorro y crédito han usado CAE
para extender |os servicios a comunidades mas
pequeiiasy remotas.

El presente estudio tiene como objeto determinar s
laestrategiade Crédito y Ahorroscon Educacion
mejoralaprofundidad del alcancedelasredesde
cooperativasdeahorroy crédito deKafo Jiginew y
Nyésigiso. Lainvestigaciontambiénestudiaralos
obstaculos ala afiliacion que puedan impedir la
participacion delos pobres. El estudio empled una
variedad de metodol ogias cuantitetivasy cuditativaes
paracontestar trestipos de preguntas especificas.

++ Lametodol ogiade unaencuestade neces dades
bés casfueempleadaparacontestar lapregunta:
¢Es mgor CAE en el alcance a hogares
relativamente mas pobres que los otros
productos financieros de la cooperativa de
ahorroy crédito?

% Sehizounaclasificacion deriquezaenvarias
comunidades del programa de CAE para
contestar la pregunta: ¢Qué porcién de las
clientes de CAE provienen de los hogares
relativamente mas pobres en comparacion
con los hogares relativamente mejores
economicamente?

+¢+ Hubo discusiones en grupos de enfoque con
sociasy no socias de CAE, todas de hogares
identificados como los mas pobres de la
comunidad, para contestar las siguientes
preguntas. ¢Cudles obstéculos impiden a las
mujeres de los hogares relativamente mas
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pobres unirse a CAE? ¢Por qué algunas
mujeres pueden superar estos obstaculos y
unirse a CAE a pesar de que provienen de
los hogares relativamente mas pobres?

Resultados
Encuesta de necesidades basicas

Enlaaplicacién delametodol ogiade necesidades
basi cas paradesarrollar un indice de pobreza, las
clientes de CAE representaban la categoria de
clientesrelativamente més pobresen ambasredes
de cooperativasde ahorroy crédito. Este método
sebasaen las percepcionesdelapoblacion, como
las entrevistadas mismas definen |o quetienemas
importancia para ellas. Por gemplo, e mayor
numero deentrevistadasidentificaron lassiguientes
condiciones como “necesidades basicas’ de las
cualesninguin hogar deberiatener queprivarse:

¢ Que todos los nifios cumplen con la serie
completadevacunas.

% Quetienenjabon enlacasaparabafiarsey para
lavar ropa.

+ Quetienen suficiente comidaen lacasapara
darle de comer aun nifio quetiene hambre.

% Quetienenlosmediosparacelebrar lasbodas
deloshijos.

Comparaciones de niveles de pobreza entre las
categoriasdeclientes:

Clientes de CAE en comparacion con |0s socios
regularesde cooperativasdeahorroy crédito
CAE mgjorad acancedeNyesigisoy Kafo Jiginew
a una clientela significativamente méas pobre en
comparacion con sus socios regulares de
cooperativasdeahorroy crédito.

Clientes de CAE en comparacion con clientesde
otros productos financieros para mujeres
(AFCRED)

Lasclientesde CAE eran significativamente mas
pobres que las clientes de productos financieros
como AFCRED quesirvenaunaclientelaqueesen
su mayor parte urbana. De los cinco productos
financierosincluidosenlamuestradeNyesigiso, los
préstamosindividualesde AFCRED paramujeres
tuvieron d mésato monto promedio de préstamoy
loshogaresde clientes eran rel ativamente mejores
econdmicamente.




Lasclientesde CAE en comparacion conlosclientes

de préstamos agricol as (préstamos para cereal de
PACCEM y préstamos paraalgodén de CCA)

Lasclientesde CAE no eran significativamentemas
pobresquelos prestatariosde productosfinancieros
como PACCEM y CCA gue estan disefiados para
los agricultores. En redlidad, se evidencié una
considerable coincidenciaentrelas categoriasde
clientesde CAEy CCA, dentrodelared deKafo
Jginew. Enestamuestraaestoria, e 23 por ciento
delasclientesde CAE provinieron dehogaresen €l
cua otro miembro también era cliente de los
préstamos paraa goddn de CCA deKafo Jiginew.

Losproductosquellegaronalospueblosacanzaron
aunadientdarddivamentemaspobre. Laextengon
de los servicios de | as cooperativas de ahorro y
crédito masalladelasciudadesy lospueblosgrandes
enlos cuaeslas sucursalestipicamente se ubican,
parece ser mas importante que los términos de
préstamo, y hastamasimportantequelapreferencia
por mujeresenlaextenson decrédito, paraa canzar
aunaclientelarelativamente més pobre.

La clasificacion de riqueza

Ennuevedelascomunidadesde programade CAE,
las entrevistadas locales clasificaron atodos |os
hogaresen gruposderiquezardativa. Aparecieron
cuatro categoriascomunes: Categorial: Hogares
con seguridad alimentaria; Categoriall: Hogares
vulnerablesalainseguridad alimentaria; Categoria
[11: Hogares que experimentan inseguridad
dimentariaperiddica; y Categorial V: Hogarescon
inseguridad dimentariacrénica

Laclasificacion deriquezademostré quelamayoria
de hogares con clientes de CAE en ambas redes
provinieron delaclientelaobjetivarepresentadapor
lascategorias|I-1V. Dehecho, ambos programas
dcanzaron hastaalasmujeresquevivianenhogares
clasificadoscomo parte del grupo maspobrey mas
indigentedelacomunidad.

Uno de los hallazgos méas impresionantes de la
clasificacion deriquezafue queladistribucién de
rigueza entre las socias de CAE reflegja casi
idénticamenteladistribucion deriquezaglobal en
lascomunidadesengeneral.

La clasificacion de riqueza demostré que sin
mecani smos especificos de seleccion, unaseccion
representativa de los grupos socioeconémicos

participardn en el programade CAE. Lariqueza
relativadelasclientesreflgjaraestrechamentela
distribucién deriquezaenlacomunidad en generd.
Por gemplo, mas de los hogares de CAE de
Nyesi giso experimentabaninseguridad dimentaria
crénicaqueloshogaresde CAE deKafo Jiginew,
principal mente porque mas deloshogaresen las
comunidadesdeNyesigisoengenera seclasificaron
comotal.

A pesar delostérminosdd programa, cierto nimero
de mujeres de los hogares que estan mejores
economicamenteseuniranaCAE. Y, apesar desu
extrema pobreza, un niumero sorprendente de
muijeres de los hogares més pobresy con mayor
inseguridad dimentariatambién seunirdn. ParaKafo
Jginew, ciertapropens on esevidenteentrelassocias
de CAE hacialacategoriade seguridad alimentaria
y no hacia las dos categorias més pobres. Sin
embargo, estapropensién esrdativamentemenor y
larepresentaci on de cadacategoriaderiquezaentre
loshogaresde CAE nuncavariapor masdel 10 por
ciento méso menosdelo queexisteenlapoblacion
engenerd.

Discusiones en grupos de enfogque con
mujeres delos hogares mas pobres

Las mujeres de hogares identificados por la
clasificacion deriquezacomo partedel tercio mas
pobre delacomunidad recibieron unaentrevista
adicional. Sesostuvieron discusionesespeciales
entre las mujeres pobres que nunca se habian
unido al programade CAE, |as mujeres pobres
gue actualmente son sociasy mujeres que antes
eran socias. Lasdiscusionesrevelaron pocao
ningunaevidenciade quelas mujeresméas pobres
hayan sido sistemati camente excluidas por socias
gue gozan de mejores condiciones econdmicaso
por representantes del programa.

Las mujeres de la mayoria de los grupos de
enfoque creian que el programaestuvo disefiado
paralospobres. Envariasocasiones, lasmujeres
hicieron referencia a la orientacion de la
comunidad proporcionada por unapromotorade
CAE, quedescribio € programacomo destinado a
lasmujeres pobres parasacarlasdelapobreza.

Sinembargo, agunas mujeres pobresexcluian asi
mismasy decidieron no unirse por e miedo, debido
asusstuacionesecondmicasqueyaeran precarias.
De hecho, las no socias fueron tres veces mas
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propensas a hacer referenciaala pobreza de sus
hogares que cualquier otrarazon por no unirse al
programa. También hicieron referenciaaunafata
de experienciao faltade medios paraemprender
unaactividad generadoradeingresos, € miedo de
tachar su reputacion o perder laconfianzadelas
demaéssi no son capacesdereembolsar un crédito,
y lapresion de usar el dinero del préstamo para
sati Sfacer neces dadesinmedi atas de consumo como
alimentos y ropa, y otras responsabilidades de
trabajo, especia mente durante la temporada de
lluvies

Lasmujerespobresque sehabianunido d programa
explicaron que su participacion leshabiaayudado a
satisfacer |asneces dadesbés casde sufamiliacomo
aimentos, ropa, y gastosmédicos, y prepararsepara
lasbodasdesushijos. Algunastambiéndescribieron
unacapacidad deadquirir equipo agricola, aprender
nuevas practicas de salud/negociosy experimentar
una mayor autonomiay respeto. Pero también
hablaron delo mucho que lucharon por hacer sus
reembolsos y pocas describieron un verdadero
avance en su estado socioecondmico. Todoslos
pueblosdonde sellevé acabo laclasificacion de
riqueza tenian mercados locales relativamente
debiles. El retodeconvertir un préstamo paracapita
detrabajo en un mayor ingreso esmésdificil para
las mujeres relativamente mas pobres gue, en
comparacion con mujeres que estan mejores
econdmicamente, tienen menos probabilidad de
contar con su propio medio de transporte
(motocicleta, bicicleta, etc.) parallegar d mercado
y tienen menosde suspropiosrecursosparainvertir
en su actividad empresarial. El programa de
reembol sos semana es estambién masdificil para
los hogares pobres porgue no tienen losmedios o
fuentes alternativas de ingresos para pagar su
préstamo de CAE. Por estamismarazon, lassocias
mas pobrestambién corren unriesgo particular si
hay unaenfermedad ofdlecimientoenlafamilia.

L asentrevistas en grupos de enfogque proporcionan
una perspectiva sobre el tipo de flexibilidad y
sarviciosfinancierosauxiliaresquelascooperativas
de ahorro y crédito podrian ofrecer para mejor
alcanzar y mantener alasclientesmaspobresy con
un mayor indice de inseguridad alimentaria; por
gemplo, experimentar con extender € periodo del
préstamo y reducir lafrecuencia de reunionesy
reembolsos. Lo ideal es que el programa de
reembol sos coincide conlosciclosdegananciasde
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lasmujeresy su capacidad depagar. Lafrecuencia
de reembol sos también debe vincularse con las
oportunidades economicasdisponiblesdentrodelos
pueblos, como lafrecuenciay fuerzadel mercado.

Seentiende meor el reembol so de préstamos por
loshogares pobrescomo un pago hecho de* ahorros
futuros’ de susestrategiasglobaesde producciony
consumo, en vez de s mplemente pagoshechoscon
losréditos de unasolaempresa (Rutherford 1999).
Desde esta perspectiva, e monto absoluto de la
cuota de reembolso es muy importante y
potenciamentelimitado.

Dado el hecho de que la mayoria de los pobres
cuentacon pocao ningunaexperienciapreviacon
la operacion de una actividad generadora de
ingresos, las primeras sesiones educativas deben
hacer énfasis en e desarrollo del negocio para
aumentar sushabilidadesy confianza.

L osserviciosde ahorros de buenacalidad pueden
atraer y ayudar alas mujeres pobres que tienen
miedo 0 gque no estan seguras de cOMo usar un
préstamo paracapital detrabajo.

Si yano secuentacon estapalitica, lafrecuenciade
reuniones debe ser reducidadurante latemporada
de lluvias y no deben inaugurar nuevos Bancos
Comunales durante esta temporada. Las
cooperativasdeahorroy crédito yapermitenalas
mujeres ahorrar sin pedir prestado si desean.
Ademas, sepodriaofrecer productosaternativoso
aplazosméslargosdurante estatemporada. Varios
estudioshanindicado quelosproductosfinancieros
necesitadospor losqueviven enlaextremapobreza
incluyenlossguientes

% Serviciosdeahorrosdebuenacalidad que sean
convenientes, disponiblesy voluntarios.

+ Préstamos de consumo que ayudan a los
hogares amantener dietas adecuadas durante
la“épocade hambre,” previsible durante las
lluvies

+ Préstamos de emergencia y/o seguros para
ayudar alos hogares pobres a sobrevivir los
gol peseconomicos causados por laenfermedad
omuerte.

Sedeben estudiar méslaestrategias paraexpandir
estostiposdeserviciosfinancierosauxiliaresqueya
forman parte del programa de CAE en grados
variables.
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AprPENDIX 1
Reviewed by (team leader name): Survey ID#: [ ]

Survey of the Level of Satisfaction of Basic Needs: Nyesigiso and Kafo Jiginew
(FINAL VERSION —MARcH 15, 2000)

Name of interviewer: Date of interview:

CU Name: Community:

Category of member:  (Account number ) [ ] Rurad [ ] Urban
Nyeésigiso

[ ] 2.Individual member (Saver only) [ 14. AFCRED group member

[ ] 2Individua member (Borrower) [ ]15. AFCRED individual member
[ ] CWE member (name of CA) [ ] 6. PACCEM member

Kafo Jiginew

[ 1 7.Individual member (saver only) [ 1 9. CCA village associa-
tion

[ ] 8.CWE member (name of CA) [ ] 10. CCA individual borrower
Name of interviewee: Sex of Interviewee: [ ] 1 Femde [ ]2 Made

Introduce self and explain the purpose of the interview. Ask respondent if willing to participate.

Credit Union Experience
I'd like to start out by asking a few questions about your experience with Nyésigiso or Kafo Jiginew.

1. For how long have you (or your association) been a member of the CU of (name of the CU)?
[ ] Number of yearsand/or [ ] Number of months [ ]99 Don’t know

2. Didyou ever get aloan from the Credit Association of (name of Credit Association) since you
became a member?

[ J]1Yes [__]10No

3 (If vesto #2)

Types of Loans 3a. Did you 3b. How many| 3c. Do you 3d. What is (was

(read across 3a-3d by| ever take a times did you | currently have the amount of

row) 1=Yes 0=No| take this type | this type of loan?| your current or
99=Don t know/| of loan? 1=Yes 0=No last loan of this

type (in FCFA)?

Either Nytsigiso or

Kafo

1. CEE (Credit and
Savings with
Education) Credit
Association loan

Nytsigiso only

2. AFCRED loan for
individuals

3. AFCRED loan for
groups

4. PACCEM loan
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Types of Loans 3a. Did you 3b. How many| 3c. Do you 3d. What is (was

(read across 3a-3d by| ever take a times did you | currently have the amount of

row) 1=Yes 0=No| take this type | this type of loan?| your current or
99=Don t know| of loan? 1=Yes 0=No last loan of this

type (in FCFA)?

5. Aloan directly
from the credit
union

Kafo Jiginew only

6. CCA cotton
campaign credit

7. CCO short-term
credit

8. CEQ equipment
credit

9. Other (specify)

Household Information
I"d like to continue by asking some questions about you and the members of your household.

4. How old are you? | | In years | | 99. Didmow

5. If someone sent you a letter, could you read it?
[__10.No [ 11.Yes [ ] 99.Dont know

6. How many years of school did you successfully complete?
[ ] Number of years (French school) | | Number of years (Koran school)

7. Currently, are you.? (Read answers. Check only one.)
[ ]11. Married - monogamous [ 14. Widowed
[ 12. Married - polygamous [ ]5. Single/Never Married
[ ] 3. Separated or Divorced

8. Including you, how many persons in your household (those who live together/eat a meal together at

least once a day) are (Read answers and mark the number in appropriate box):
a. adults (18 years or older)? [ ] number of adults
b. school-age children (7-17 years old)? [ ] number of school-age children
c. young children (0-6 years old)? [ ] number of young children

9. How many of these adults (18 years and older) in your household are actively working?
[ ]number of adults

10. How many persons in your household can read? [ ] number of persons
11. What school grade was completed by the most educated person in your household?
(Original Question: How many years did the most educated person in your household attend formal

school?) | | number of school years completed

12. In your household, do you have any member who has a job that earns a regular salary?
[ ]J1.Yes [ ]0.No [ 1 99.Dont know
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13. Is there someone who works outside the community/neighborhood who regularly sends your household

cash?
[__11. Yes [_10.No [_1 99. Dort know

14a. Is anyone else in your household also a member odsaagibp/Kafo Credit Union or a member of a
Nyesigiso/Kafo Credit Association?
[__11. Yes [_10.No [__1 99. Dont know

14b. (If yes to 14a), Did any other member of your household get a loan froasigiblyKafo Credit
Union or from a Ngsigiso/Kafo Credit Association?

| ] 1. Yes | ] 0. No

14c. (If yes to #14b), In the last 12 months, what type of loan did other member(s) of your household get
from a Nyésigiso/Kafo Credit Union or from a Ngigiso/Kafo Credit Association? (Read the answers
and check the appropriate box)

Nyeésigiso Loan Products Kafo Loan Products

[ ]1. CWE loan- Caisse villageoise [ ]1. CWE loarCredit Association

[ ]12. AFCRED loan for individuals [___]2. CCAloan for individuals

[ 13. AFCRED loan for groups [_]3. CCA loan for groups

[ 14. PACCEM loan for individuals [ ]4. short-term credit

[ 15. individual loan from CU [ 15. equipment credit

[ 16. know took a loan but not what kind [ 16. know took a loan but not what kind
[ ]7. other [__] 7.other

[__199. dott know [__]199.dort know

Household Basic Needs Satisfaction

| would like to ask you a series of questions that will help us to understand what are basic necessities
and also about the situation of your particular household.

15a. Which of the conditions | 15b.Which of these
that | am going to read to you| conditions on the
do you think are basic following list does
necessities which every your household
household should have and | have now?

which no household should |1- has the item
have to go without? 0- doesn t have
1=thinks it is a basic necessity99- Doesft know
O=thinks it is not a basic nec. | 98- Not applicable

Satisfaction of nutritional needs
1. Atleast 3 meals a day throughout the year
even during the hungry season.
2. A meal with meat or fish at least once a
week.
3. To have enough food so that when a child
in the household says he or she is hungry|and
asks for food there is something to give him
or her.

Satisfaction of food production needs

4. To grow enough cereal so it is not
necessary to buy more during the year.

Resear ch Paper No. 7 < 81



APPENDIX 1

15a. Which of the conditions
that | am going to read to you
do you think are basic
necessities which every
household should have and
which no household should
have to go without?

1=thinks it is a basic necessity
O=thinks it is not a basic nec.

15b.Which of theseg

conditions on the
following list does
your household
have now?

1- has the item

0- doesn t have
99- Doesft know
98- Not applicable

154

. At least one cart and an animal to pull

t.

6
7. At least ten head of cattle.
8. A fruit plantation (Kafo only).

9. At least one multicultivator and one
sower (Kafo only).

Satisfaction of health needs

10. To have adequate money to pay for
medical consultations and to buy medicing
when member of household falls sick or is
injured.

£S

11. Soap at home for bathing and for
washing clothes.

vaccination series.

12. All children in the household complete

Satisfaction of education needs

13. All children in the household are
enrolled or have completed primary schoqg

14. Enough money to pay school fees an
buy school supplies and uniforms needed
attend school regularly.

j®H

Satisfaction of housing needs

15. A house with a roof made with durabl
material such as corrugated iron.

1%}

16. A house with walls made with durable
material such as baked bricks or cement
bricks.

17. Access to potable water either from a
pump, a tap or a covered and maintained
well.

18. A latrine.

19. Electricity in the house.

Satisfaction of clothing needs

or Ramadan for each member of the
household.

20. A new set of clothes for either Tabaski

21. Good shoes for all the children in the
household.

Satisfaction of social needs

22. Adequate means to honor the
engagement and wedding ceremonies for
of your children willing to get married

all

(something more specific).
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14

15a. Which of the conditions | 15b.Which of these
that | am going to read to you| conditions on the
do you think are basic following list does
necessities which every your household
household should have and | have now?

which no household should | 1- has the item
have to go without? 0- doesn t have
1=thinks it is a basic necessity99- Doesft know
O=thinks it is not a basic nec. | 98- Not applicable

23. Friend or friends who can help
financially and/or materially in an extreme
emergency.

Satisfaction of material needs

24. A bed with a mattress.

25. A radio.

26. A bicycle in good working condition.
27. A moped or motorcycle.

28. A car or truck.

?29. To have an attic that can be fumigated.
30. To have plastic basins or metallic
buckets.

Community-level Information (Information that should be collected by the interviewer from a
reliable source in the community).

16. What type of health services are available in this community/neighborhood? (Multiple responses are

possible.)
| | 1. None | | 5. Private clinic
| | 2. District Health Post | | 6. Hospital

| | 3. Community Health Center (CSCOM) | | 7. Other (Be specific)
| | 4. Regional Health Center

17. What is the approximate distance in kilometers to the nearest government health center, private clinic
or hospital?
| | Distance in kilometers

18. What type of schools are available in this community/district? (Multiple responses are possible.)

[__112. No school [ 15. Primary school complete

[ ] 2. Koran school/French Arabic [ ]6. Second Fundamental Cycle
[ 1 3. Literacy Center [ 17. Technical or trade school

[ 14. Primary school incomplete [ ]8. Secondary school

19. What is the approximate distance in kilometers to the nearest primary school (all primary grades)?
| | Distance in kilometers

20. Does this community have a potable source of waggher a pump, taps or covered and maintained

well?
[__11. Yes [_10.No [_1 99. Dort know

21. Does this community have any electricity?
[__11. Yes [_10.No [_1 99. Dort know
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APPENDIX 2
DESCRIPTION OF VILLAGESTHAT PARTICIPATED IN THE RANKING BY WEALTH

Description of the villages of Nyesigiso:

The villages covered in the study in thesBlgiso network are of two kinds. The villages affiliated with the
Meédine credit union (Eguéla and Tesserela) are hemmed in and have no access to dynamic markets. The
only dynamic market is located 35 km away in the towrégb8, while the second and less dynamic
market is that of Tesserela. The other two villages affiliated with the Koyaoldbala credit union

(Km26 and Koyan Coura) distinguish themselves from the others by being located in the irrigated zone
and by being close to the market in the town of Niono (the capital of the Niono circle is located more than
100 km from the town ofé&gou).

1. Located 35 km from the &ine credit union, theillageof Zéguélais at the far edge of theddine
credit unions coverage area. This village is very remote and hemmed in, accessible only with difficulty
during the rainy season. The trails leading to the village are almost exclusively used by carts carrying
goods from this village to the town adgdu or to other neighboring villages. No social infrastructure
exists in this village, except for one source of potable water. There is neither a primary school, nor a
literacy center, a health center, or electricity. Moreover, since the village has no market, villagers attend
the one in &gou (35 km away), or the one in Tesserela (10 km).

2. Thevillageof Tessereais a little further away than the village adgiéla. However, the former has
the advantage of having access to its own local market as well as to a beaten-earth trail that is used
from time to time. Itis a large village made up of three sections. It is dotted with some social services
including the community health center and a primary school offering an incomplete curriculum. It will be
the headquarters of the future rural community of Tesserela. It is also equipped with solar energy to
power the CESCOM and the communal office.

3. Thevillageof Koyan Courais arelatively medium-sized village located about 8 km from the town of
Niono. Itis accessible by a busy secondary road. Located in arice cultivation area developed by the
OfficeduNiger, it benefits from irrigation for rice farming. The availability of water also allows farmers
to practice market agriculture (onions, vegetables) for dry-season crops. It has access to other financial
services, namely those offered by the network of self-managed village credit unions and equipment
loans from th&fficedu Niger. Social services are limited to a primary school offering an incomplete
curriculum. There is no electricity, but most households have access to potable water. A few signs of
wealth that may separate it from the first two villages are quite evident, such as vehicles, motorcycles,
mills and corrugated iron houses.

4. Km26is avillage attached to the town of Niono in such a way that an uninformed person might think
it a neighborhood of Niono. But inhabitants of this village distance themselves from Niono by their
sense of belonging to their village and by agriculture, which constitutes the main source of income. In
addition to taking advantage of the farming opportunities favored by irrigation (rice farming and market
agriculture), inhabitants fully benefit from the opportunities offered by the nearby dynamic market of
Niono. Basic social services there are well developed compared to the other villagesgisdly
The village has two primary schools (a French school and an Islamic school) as well as a health center.
Signs of wealth can also be observed, such as mills, vehicles, motorcycles, commerce. But the village
does not have electricity.
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APPENDIX 2
Description of thevillagesof Kafo Jiginew:

Villages are characterized by a lack of good roads linking them, large distances between villages, and a
lack of dynamic markets. Besides the Koutiala market located in a 35- to 45-km radius from the area of

interest, no other important market exists in the area. From one village to the next, small weekly markets
are often found that are flooded with consumer products: cereals, used clothing, agricultural products. The
weak demand for these products combined with the lack of means of transportation to facilitate exchange
considerably limit the development of income-generating activities in these villages.

5.

Niéminais a very remote village located 9 km from the main roadway. Several corrugated iron houses
seem to indicate a certain level of household well-being, thanks to income from cotton farming. But the
absence of a primary school, a community health center or a village market shows the extent to which
this village remains underdeveloped. The closest market is 9 km away in the village of Finzankoro.

Tominais practically the same aséxiina. It differs from it in that it has a primary school with an
incomplete curriculum and a small village pharmacy affiliated with thed§oda CSCOM. There is

no electricity, but potable water is available. Corrugated iron houses seem to indicate that the village
draws significant income from cotton farming. However, the lack of a local market has limited the
development of income-generating activities. To do business, villagers must turn to the weekly market
of Finzankoro, located 8 km away, or even the k¥goda market located 20 km away.

Toupourlais a relatively average-sized village located about 10 km from the busiest roadway. Itis
practically inaccessible, even difficult to reach during the dry season, because the trail is used only by
carts and motorcycles. The village has no vehicles, but motorcycles can be found. The village has no
electricity or health center but it does have potable water and a primary school with an incomplete
curriculum. There is also a small village market, but principal trading is done at tiégitmmarket

located 14 km from their village.

N’ Golobougou is a relatively medium-sized village and is apparently more developed, as evidenced
by several corrugated iron houses, motorcycles and vehicles. Its strategic location offers more economic
opportunities compared to the first three villages of Kafo Jiginew. It is located along a busy roadway
and 4 km from the development zone of Kaguéla which has the most dynamic market of the survey
area. Itis equipped with a primary school with an incomplete curriculum, and with potable water, but
no electricity.

Finzankorois a relatively average-sized village located along a busy roadway. It has a dynamic
market that attracts residents of several neighboring villages, including thogmioiENind Tomina. It

offers several social services including a primary school with an incomplete curriculum, a community
health center, and potable water. However, the village does not have electricity. It has its own market
visited by the inhabitants of nearby villages. It can be considered the village with the most economic
opportunities of all the participating Kafo Jiginew villages. Itis at a crossroads on the wayitwalNi
Tomina and Korggyudla. It is accessible year-round.
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ApPPENDIX 3.1
RELATIVEIMPORTANCE GIVEN TO VARIOUSRESPONSE CATEGORIES

Table 3.1: Sources by which members initially learned aboG@ERgrogram

By village
Sourceof information | Zeg| Tes| KM|[ Koy| Nie| Ngd Ton Toup Finz Total Perf.
1. Relatives and friends 5 y, 4 2 q K 3 ? | 26 0%
2. Field Agent 0 1 0 3 2 0 1 1 0 8 22po
3. Radio 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 80

Table 3.2: Level of awareness of tBEE program among nonmember women

By village
Level of awareness | Zeg| Tes| KM| Koy| Nie| Ngd Tonl Toup Fing Total Perg.

1. No awareness or 7 9 2 3 2 3 1 5 3 35 69%
very limited
awareness of
programs operationg
and services

2. Some awareness 4 p D 1) ? D X f P | 6 31%

Table 3.3: Reason for joining the program among member women
By village

Reason Zeg | Tes| KM| Koy| Niel Ngd Tom| Toup Finz Total Peic.
Ease of access to credlit 3 b D 1 1 ) 0 0 0 18

Table 3.4: Reasons for not joining among nonmember women

By village
Reasons Zeg | Tes| KM| Koy| Nie| Ngo| Tom Toup Fing Total Pert.
1. Unfavorable 8 3 | 16 1 4 10 14 19 0 75 479
socioeconomic
status in the
household
2. Lack of business| 5 6 2 1 4 0 1 3 0 22 14%
experience
3. Restrictive terms 5 1 3 6 3 1 2 3 29 18%
of repayment
4. Unfavorable local| 5 4 2 0 3 2 1 2 2 21 13%
socioeconomic
situation
5. Mismatch 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 1 3 12 8%
between loan
goals and main
activity of the
women
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ApPPENDIX 3.1

Table 3.5: Positive impacts from program participation stated by members and nonmembers
By village
Positive Impacts | Zeg| Tes| KM| Koy| Nie| N go| Tom Toup Finz Total Perf.
1. Contributionto| 5 | 10 |3 ()| 7 | 9(1) 6() 11 2(@) o0 471 72%
satisfying the
consumer needs
of the family
2. Contributionto| 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71 11%
the investment
needs of the
family
3. Knowledge in 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 4 6%
areas of interest
(child care,
maternity, etc.)
4. Decrease in 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 6%
shame
5. Increasein 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 5%
small business
know-how
Note: Numbers in parentheses refer to women nonmembers.

Table 3.6: Negative impacts from program participation stated by members and nonmembers

By village
Negative Impacts | Zeg| Tes| KM| Koyl Nie| Ngq Tom| Toup Fing Total Perf.
1. Related cost 1 |1@1) 6 1( 0 2 0 0 1 16 329
payments
(interest, dues
for joining)

2. Decreasein 0 3 4 O 12(1) O 0 2 2 13 269
time available
for housework

3. Increasein 1(2)] O 0 0| 3 0 0 11 1@3) 11 229
stress

4. Increase in 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 109%
shame when
having
problems
making
payments

5. Paymentsfor | O 0 2 0] 0 1 1 0 1 5 109%
other members
in default

Note: Numbers in parentheses refer to women nonmembers.
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ApPENDIX 3.1
Table 3.7: Difficulties experienced by members or heard of by nonmembers

By village
Difficulties Zeg| Tes| KM| Koy| Nie| Ngg Tom Toup Finx Total Pelc.
1. Collecting the 2123 4@ 2| 4@Q) 14 2 11 1(3) 31 30
amount owed
weekly
2. Trading, meeting| 0(2)| 2 4 0132 3 1 1| 3¢@) 25 25%
and making
payments during
the rainy season
3. Sellingthegoods| 0 |0(2)] 3 | 2@ 2| 0(2 5 2 1 20| 1%
each week
4. Insecurity in 0 2 3 0 |3(2) 0 1 0 (3)| 13| 13%
business
profitability
5. Withdrawal from |0 (1)| 6 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 11| 11%
the program by
some poor wome
6. Need to turn to 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 3%
other resources i
order to make
payments
Note: Numbers in parentheses refer to women nonmembers.
Table 3.8: Strategies adopted by member women to faGEtprograms requirements
By village
Strategies Zeg| Tes| KM| Koy| Nie| Ngd Tom Toup Fing Total Pelc.
1. Permanent leave 0 10 K 1 1 q ] ( 4 20 5p%
2. Submission 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 2 o] 13 3%
3. Temporaryleave | 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 8%
during the rainy
season
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Table 3.9: Solutions proposed by members and nonmembers to attract more poor women

Solutions

By village

Zeg

Tes

KM

Koy

Nie

N go

Tom

Tou

Fin

y  Tot

il

Peifc.

Decrease in
payment
frequency
(maximum of
monthly)
Increase in
repayment
period (six
months)
Material or
financial
assistance
(household
equipment,
pumps)
Increase in
loan amount
and
repayment
period
Expanding
credit for
agricultural
equipment
(plows and
oxen),
equipment for
preserving
onions and
tomatoes,
mills, etc.
Decrease in
interest rates
Suspending
repayments
during the
rainy season
Softening
debt-recovery
methods

2 (2)

4 (4)

0(1)

5 (3)

0 (6)

0(1)

3 (1)

0 (1)

0 (1

0 (2)

3(3)

1(1)

4

0(1)

1(5)

3

7(1

01

0 (1)

1

3(3

0 (1

0(2

27

23

23

13

276

23%

23V

13%0

7%

4%

3%

19
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APPENDIX 3.2
SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION ANALYSISRESULTS

Table 3.10: Ranking in difficulties by network

Nytsigiso Networ k Kafo Jiginew Network
Difficulties Score Rank Score Rank

1. Collecting the amount owed each 16 1 16 2
week

2. Trading, meeting and making 8 2 17 1
payments during the rainy seaqon

3. Selling of the goods within eack 8 2 12 3
week

4. Insecurity in business 5 5 8 5
profitability

5. Withdrawal from the program by 7 4 4 5
some poor women

6. Need to turn to other resourceq in 2 6 1 6
order to make payments

Table 3.11: Ranking of proposed solutions by network
Nytsigiso Networ k K afo Jiginew Networ k

Solutions Score Ranking Score Ranking

1. Decrease in payment frequency 17 1 10 3
(maximum of monthly)

2. Increase in repayment period (six 9 3 14 1
months)

3. Material or financial assistance 10 2 13 2
(household equipment, pumps)

4. Increase in loan amount and 3 5 10 3
repayment period

5. Widening of credit towards 6 4 1 7

agricultural equipment (plows and
oxen), equipment for preserving
onions and tomatoes, mills, etc.

6. Decrease in interest rates 1 6 3 5

7. Suspending repayments during the 1 6 2 6
rainy season

8. Softening debt-recovery methods 0 8 1 7

Table 3.12: Spearman rank correlation coefficients for proposed solutions, between networks

Corréation coefficients
Proposed Solutions 0.70 *
Difficulties 0.91 **

* Spearman correlation coefficient significant past a threshold of 10% (bilateral test)
*Spearman correlation coefficient significant past a threshold of 1% (bilateral test)
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APPENDIX 3.3

CALCULATING THE SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATION

COEFFICIENT

_ S
* J/Suussw

where

S = (u'_UXV' V) S uivi - _(&XM

SSJU:Z(ui—G) Zw EL)

SSw = Z(w ) Zw

( v.)

rs = Spearman rank order correlation coefficient
ui =rank of the ith measure (answer category) from sample 1 (Nytsigiso)

vi =rank of the ith measure from sample 2 (Kafo Jiginew)
n = number of measured pairs

The critical values for a bilateral test are given in the following table:

Number of measured 10% P- 5% P- 1% P-
pairs value value value

6 0.829 0.886 -
8 0.643 0.738 0.881
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