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Financial Markets in Rural Niger : Fermal and Informal
Transactions at the Household Level

1. Introduction

In this report we present and discuss the first set of
findings from the rural-household survey undertakern by the 0SU
teas in July-August 1985. This survey corresponds to the first
stage oI our program of field work. The second stage deals with
credit issues at the cooperative and institutional level. This
second stage of field work was carried out in January and
February of the current year and will be processed and analyzed
shortly. The third stage, scheduled for April-May 1986, will
gather ifurther information on informal financial activities in
selected rural areas, to complement the findings of the first two
stages.

The preliminary results reported hers refer +to the
Prevalence, importance, and magnitudes of formal and informal
financial tramnsactions in rural areas, at the household level.
These findings correspond to approximately two-thirds of the
information gathered inm +the first-stage field survey of 1985.
Detailed data‘on the procedures and costs involved in these
financial transactions are yet +to be processed and reported on.
Tais remaining analysis of the first stage survey will be
undzrtaken in conjunction with the data gathered in the second-
stage survey of cooperatives and institutions, <that complements
the transaction costs material obtained in the household survey.
Likewise, part of the data documenting the features and costs of

ron~-institutional financial transactions will be analyzed once
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the results of the third field survey are obtained, since this
will help characterize the role of traders, money~keepers, and
other individuals participating in these markets.

The next section presents an ovarview of the characteristics
of the rural households in the sample of our first field survey
during July-August 1985. This overview emphasizes the main
features of their economic activities. Section 3 documents the
access to institutional credit by these rural households, and the
financial magnitudes involved in these operations. The releQance
and characteristics of non~institutional (or informal) credit
arrangements at the household level are discussed in Section 4.
Institutional and non-institutional savings are the subject of
Section 5. This activity will be complemented by information to
be gathered during our third field survey in the Spring of 1986.
Some concluding remarks and implications are presented in the

final section.

2. Overview of the Rural Household

A total of 898 interviews were carried out between July and
August 1985 in five departments of Niger: Niamey, Dosso, Tahoua,
Maradi, and Zipder. This total number of interviews will be
referred to as the "overall sample” and is comprised by five sub-
samples. The first sub-sample, of 398 households, was drawn at
random in 14 ‘“arrondissements" of +the departments indicated
above. A second sub-sample consisted of 44 village-leaders

("notables"), who were interviewed in the same villages, randomly
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selected for +the first sub-sample. The third sub~-sample
corresponded to 69 women selected at random in these same
Qillages. The other two sub-samples were obtained from different
sample frames, and were included in the survey for specific
purposes. The loan records of the “"Caisse Nationale de Credit
Agricole” (CNCA) were the basis for the selection of the fourth
sub-sample, that consisted of 230 credit beneficiaries. The
purpose of +this sub-sample was to obtain a significant number of
cases for the documenting of procedures and <transaction costs
associated with institutional loans. Finally, a total of 157
households were selected for interviews in three wvillages
participating in the INRAN program currently under way in Maradi,
and four villages included in the ICRISAT project in the Niamey
department. The data on financial transactions obtained in this
sub-sample will complement the detailed household information
that these +two institutions are recording in their respective
areas.

In all cases, excepting the sub-sample for women, the
interviews were carried out with the head of the household in the
local laﬁé&;ge. The guestionnaire, about 80 pages long, included
two pages of guestions designed for the spouse, to obtain some
summary information omn her credit/savings activity. In the case
of the explicit sub-sample for women however, +the zfull
gquestionnaire was applied to the respondent regardless of her

position in the household.
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This section preseunts the main characteristics of the sample
in terms of its regiomal and ethnic coverage, and some major
features of the households such as household size and literacy
levels, and the type and magnitude of their economic activity.
Emphasis is given +to documenting <the main crop and livestock
enterprises undertaken by households, and estimating the value of
pProduction, physical assets, and income flows obtained from

agriculture.

2.1. Regions and Ethnic Groups in the Sample

This first-stage field survey included interviews with
members of six major ethnic groups in the country, Djerma,
Haoussa, Touareg, Peulh, Beriberi, and Gourmantche. Their
regional distribution in the survey is reported in Table 1 for
the overall sample. and in Table 2 for the random sub-sample
alonel!. The corresponding table for +the CNCA sub-sample is
included in the appendix, table A.1. Tables 1 and 2 show that
Djerma and Haoussa households are pPredominant, followed by
Touaregs, and by Peulhs and Beriberis in a third level of
Participation in the sample. Less than 'oﬁé percent of the
interviews corresponded to Gourmantche households. Except for an
over—representation of the Touareg group, the ranking of

participation of the different ethnic groups in the random sub-

1 The total number of observations reported in different
tables may not coincide with the numbers indicated above for the
overall sample and +the sub-samples, due to missing values for
some variables entering a particular table.
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sample reflects appropriately the participation of these ethmic
groups in the five departments included in the survey.
The majority of the heads of households interviewed were
men. The proportion of women in the overall sample was about 8
percent of the total, but this includes the sub-sample of women
therefore it over-estimates the proportion of women as
respondents in the survey. In fact, +the proportion of female
respondents in the random sub-sample (as heads of households) was
only 3 percent. There were no female respondents among the CNCA-
borrower sub-zample. Tables A.2 through A.4 of the appendix
document in detail the composition of +the overall sample and

these two sub-samples by ethnic group and sex of the respondent.

——————— e+ .

Given the traditional structure of the rural population in
Niger, a distinctioa was made between the number of households
("menages") comprising an extended family ("famille"), and the
number of members in a household or household size. Tables 3 ang
4 present the average figures for these two measurements in the
overall sample, Table 3, and in the random sub-sample, Table 4.
Overall, rural families include an average of two households
("menages”), =nd these households on the average arc comprised of
Seven members. The averages for the random sub-sample are of
Similar magnitudes. Variations across ethnic groups are not very
important with +the exception of the Gourmantche and the Beriberi

groups, that register a smaller number of households rer family.
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Only the Beriberi group has a household size consistently smaller
than average.

Approximately 36 percent of +the heads of households could
read and write, without major differences in literacy level
across ethnic groups (see Tables 5 and 6). Literacy rates among
other members of the household are substantially higher. Sixty
percent of the respondents in the overall sample (Table 7)
indicated that other members of the household could read and
write. In the random sub-sample this rate was almost 56 pefcent
(Table 8). The Touareg group stands out in this aspect, with
other members of the household being literate in over 70 percent
of the cases. The predominant language of instruction for
literate heads of households was Arabic (75 percent of the
cases). For other members of the households the language of
instruction was primarily French (about 70 rercent of the cases).

An interesting contrast can be established between some
characteristics of the CNCA-borrower sub-sample and the random
sub-sample. The CNCA borrowers have a larger number of households
per family, 2.5 as compared to 2 households in the random sub-
sample, and a larger household siza, over 9 members rer household
(see table A.5 in the apperndix). The CNCA borrowers also show
higher literacy rates for the heads of household (48 percent) and
for other members of the family (72 percent) as compared +to the
random group ( 36 percent and 58 pPercent respectively). As will

be discussed later, the CNCA borrowers are an atypical group in



TABLE 5 .
OVERALL SAMPLE. LITERACY OF TIHE HEAD OF HOUSENCLD

I HO I
————————————— *———_——-—-——.———
t I IPERCENT | N [IPERCENT |
———————————— - T e St aT T (U SUSHAOE
IETHNIC croup I : I : :
—————————————————————————————— I I
ITIAOUSGBA I 1241 305.94.1 221} 64.061
—————————————————————————————— A
IBERIBERT 1 1514 37.501 251 62.601
—————————————————————————————— Rt e T |
IDJERMA I 1381 37.601 229 62.40|
e e e e e e e R R |
IPEULT ! 121 27.911 311 72.9%1
—————————————————————————————— B T uyT G |
i TOUAREG I 281 36.831 481 63.16|
—————————————————————————————— R Bt T S G |
1COURMARITCHE I a1 42.061 41 67.141
———————————— —— R e Ty W
T1ALL 1 3201 36.451 G581 63.581

1T



TABLE 6 .

I
| |
| I YES ! RO |
| | mmmm o m e e
| I N IPERCENT | N IPERCENT |
o e e R T e 1
:I'Z'I'IIN 1C Gnouyy : : : : :
111A0USSA I 64i 36.571 1111} 63.431
—————————————————————————————— A e ]
IRERIBER]T 1 101 37.041 171 62.961
—————————————————————————————— R e S VMU |
| DJERNA i 491 38.281 791 €1.721
—————————————————————————————— R et ST S
IPEULH I 61 d1.681 131 68.421%
—————————————————————————————— R o St Y |
I TOUAREG 11 25.681 321 74.421
—————————————————————————————— R Attt S U S |
{ GOURLIANTCIIE I i 60.00} 1l 66.00|
—————————————————————————————— R e Y e
TALL i1 1411 35.791 2531 64.211

¢cT



TABLE 7 .

_—._.._..._...__.._....__._....._..._.._.___.__.._.....__.___....__.__.___—_..____._________

I LITERACY OTIEL MEMBERS OF |
] HODSENOL?) !

I YES { NO f

- B

I' N IPERCENT | N IPERCENT I
--------- - B St LD S SOV |
LETHINIC GROUP ] | i I I
—————————————————————————————— I i I I !
I HADUSSA I 1981 07.391 1471 42.611
—————————————————————————————— D e P S |
IBERIDENR] I 231 57.601 17} 42.50%
e e e R L Satute SRR 1
IBJERMA 1 2201 62.131 1391 37.871
————————————— _— T )
IPEULI ! 201 46.611 23] 63.49]
——————————————————————————————— B e S E R G |
I TOUAREG ! ©B51 72.371 211 27.631
———————————————— o 2
| COURMARTCHE I 41 B7.141 31 42.861
= - ——— R Bt e L S I
1ALL I 6281 60.141 3601 d39.861

€T



TABLE 8 .
RANGOM SUB-SAMPLE. LITERACY OF OTIIEN MEMBERS OF TIIE. HOUSENOLD

| LITERACY OTHER HEHDBERS OF |
|

|
: HNOUSENOLYD !
e I
: : YES I NO i
————————————— -‘,_——_-—_—_.—_—-—
| I § (PERCENT | N IPERCENT |
I e e e D ittt EERRUE LR l
IETIINIGC Gnroup : : ! : :
______________________________ |
HIIAOUSSA 1 971 55.431 70l 144.671
—————————————————————————————— R e S M |
IBERIBER]T | 141 61.831 131 403. 161
—————————————————————————————— Rt T e T T R
IDJERMA I 64l 60.001 641 §50.001}
——————————————————————————————— R Rt Tt S S
IPEULY I 111 57.891 a1 42.11)
—————————— ——— . St P S
I TOUAREG I 311 72.69| 121 27.911
————————————— - e R T M (Y
IGOURHANTCIE I 21 1600.001| . .|
R —— T R e [
ITALL i 2191 66.601 17951 44.421|

LAY



15
many respects in comparisorn to the characteristics of <the

randomly selected households.

2.3. Economic Activity

Crop production was the most important agricultural activity
for the households included in the survey. Eighty percent of the
respondents declared having grown at least one crop in the crop
season preceding the date of <the interview, 62 percent had
cultivated two or more crops in +the same season?. Rainfed
agriculture predominated,‘since 86 percent of the respondents had
non-irrigated fields. Less than 5§ percent worked only on
irrigated plots, and about 12 percent cultivated both types of
fields. Millet, sorghum and cowpeas were the most important
crops. Almost 77 percent of the households had grown millet in
the past season, sorghum and cowpsas had been cultivated by 40
percent and 35 percent of the respondents, respectively. Rice was
the fourth crop in importance, grown by about 14 percent of the
respondents.

Seventy percent of +the households owned some type of
livestock, almost one half of the respondent declared having two
or more types of animals. Among other physical assets ‘the survey
obtained information about ox-carts and donkey-carts. Only 10
percent of the households declared having an ox-cart, and less
than 7 percent had donkey~carts. In order to obtain an estimation

2 Figures and Proportions reported in this section are based
on the random sub-sample, unless otherwise indicated.
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of the value of agricultural assets, livestock were evaluated
using the average market Prices registered in the different
departmen;s in 1984, and some assumptions about the composition
of the herds by age categories. Carts were valued at theiz
reported cost as inputs for 1984. The value of agricultural
assets, estimated with these two components, is a lower-bound
estimate of +total household assets, since it does not include
other agricultural equipmeﬁt and +tools, other inputs, and other
non-agricultural assets ownad by the household. However, the two
items considered in the estimation, livestock and carts, are the
components of total assets most likely to generate a significant
flow of income.

The estimated mean values of livestock and agricultural
assets (livestcaok andg carts) are reported in Table 9 for the
different sub-samples, along with <the estimated mean values of
crop production for the season Preceding +the date of the
interview. The mean valua of agricultural income also reported in
this table was computed as the sum of the value of crops plus the
income flow generated by agricultural assets, estimated as 20
percent of +the value of these assets. Table 92 shows important
differences among the different sub-samples. Using as a level of
reference the wvalue of agricultural income estimated for the
random sub-sample, the group of village leaders enjoys an average
income *twice as high as the random group of village households in
which they belong. The income of the CNCA borrowers was 73

percent higher than that estimated for the random sub-sample. The
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INRAN-ICRISAT group showed average figures for value of crops and
agricultural income very similar to the random group of
households. The relative position of the different sub-samples
Wwith respect to the random group remains the same when median
values instead of mean values are used for comparison (see Table
A.8 in the appendix). In all sub-samples median values are
considerably lower than mean values, thus denoting a regressively
skewed distribution of income and assets in all sub-groups.

The estimated values of agricultural income were classified
in four income~-level categories for descriptive purposes. These
categories were defined according to the quartiles of +the income
distribution of the random sub-sample, therefore each category
includes one-fourth of the observations in this sub-sample. The

distribution of agricultural income according to these categories

for the different ethnic groups in the random sub-sample is
reported in Table 10 3. Since the expected proportion of the
number of observations in each income 1level is 25 percent, the
income distribution of each ethnic group can be compared against
this standard. The agricultural income of Djerma and Peulh
households appear relatively higher +than that recorded for the
other ethnic groups, since their participation in the two highest
income categories is substantially larger than the average and,
consequently, they show a smaller pProportion of cases in the low-

income categories. The Beriberi group shows the largest

3 Table A.9 in +the appendix shows this income-level
distribution br ethnic group for the overall sample.
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proportion of households in the lowest income category,
suggesting that this ethnic group would be in gemeral poorer than
others.

It is important to keep in mind that the above discussion
relates only to agricultural income. Thus this is a lower-bound
estimate of +total income since, in the majority of the cases,
other sources of ipbcome exist. Sixty percent of the households in
the random sub-sample indicated that they received income from
another non-agricultural source. For one—-fifth of these
househoids the other source of income was more important +han the
revenue obtained from agricultural activities and, in ten percent
of the cases, ths ﬂbn—agricultural source was as important as
agriculture in generating total household income. Reliance upon
non-agricultural sources of income was found less important among
high and medium-high income levels as defined above, but
differences across income categnries were not substantial. For
example, the highest income-level category shows 49 percent of
the cases receiving income from other Sources (as compared to 60
bercent average for all bouseholds) and among these, +the other
Source was more important +than agriculture in 16 percemt of the
cases.

A summary assessment of the results discussed above
indicates that the rural population represented in the survey can
be characterized as very poor in absolute terms. If mean
agricultural incumes are related toc average household size, per

capita figures amount to 22,750 CFA francs per year (about 65 US
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dollars) for the random sub-sample, and just over 30,000 Cra
francs per capita (88 US dollars) for the CNCA sub-sample. Only
the sub-sample of village leaders shows per-capita agricultural
income over 100 US dollars per year. Thus reliance on non-
agricultural activities becomes important for a majority of the
households to improve their income situation. The following
sections will now document to what extent and in what ways
financial transactions contribute to +the operations of rural

households.

3. Institutional Credit: Access and Magmitudes

The survey gathered hasic information about four aspects of
institutional ecredit in rural areas: first, access to
institutional loans over the last five years: secogd, amounts and
distribution of the most recent loans obtained by farmers: third,
terms, conditions, and Procedures associated with these loans;
and fourth, the borrower’s non-interest transaction costs implied
by these +erms, conditions, and procedures. As indicated in the
introductory section, +this report will cover <the first two
aspects of this subject, leaving analysis of +the terms,
procedures, and transaction costs borne by the borrowers <to our
future report for August 1986. This future report will analyze
the operations of the institutional credit system, and +ihe costs
associated with these operations at all 1levels of +the
institutional credit network namely, the participating

institutions, cooperatives, and individual borrowers.
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3.1. Access to Institutional Credit, 1980-1984

A majority of the households had received at least one loan
during the five-year preriod preceding the date of the interview.
Table 11 shows the distribution of the number of loans received
in this period for the overall sample, and the different sub-
samples. Overall, 37 parcent of the respondents had not received
a loan between 198i and 1985, i.e., 83 ‘'percent obtained credit
from institutions at least once in this five-year period.
However, this overall indicator of access 1is upwardly biased
because of the inclusion of the CNCA-borrowers sub-sample in the
overall sample. This sub-sample was intentionally drawn from the
records of CNCA to obtain information about loans and borrowing
costs, therefore the expected proportion of no-loans in the first
column of Table 11 for this sub-sample was zero. Twelve CNCA
borrowers however (5.2 percent of the sub-sample) did not
acknowledge raceipt of any loans.

A more accurate estimate of access to formal loans for rural
houssholds is obtained observing the findings for the random sub-
sample. Almost half of the households did not receive a single
loan in the last five years, b4 percent obtsined at least cne
loan, only 4 percent had “"regular" access to credit, since they
received five or more loans over this same period (see the last
two columns in Table 11). Overall, the respondents in the random
sub-sample obtained a total of 446 loans in the last five years,

an average of B89 loans per year for the 398 households that
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comprise +this random sub-sample. This represents an average
access rate of 22.4 percent, or, on average 22.4 percent of the
farmers have access to institutional loanms.

An important qualification needs to be introduced here,
since loans are not a homogeneous commodity. A large number of
small seed-loams is included in the loan count used to arrive at
the access rate indicated above. This type of 1loan has been
granted primarily in recent years and could be better desc;ibed
as a routine input delivery in which small quantities of seed aras
distributed with a minimum of formalities. Furthermore, as will
be documented later in this section, the CFA equivaient value of
these loans is considerably smaller than the average amounts for
the other types of loans received by farmers. If these seed loans
are subtracted from the total number of loans received by the
households in +the random sub-sample, the average access to
institutional credit reduces to 15.3 percent. This is still an
"upper-bound” estimate since the questionnaire could identify the
type of loan only for the most recent loan received by the
respondent. Seed loans received during the five-year period in
question that were not the most recent for the farmer went
undetected. With this final qualification, we can assert that
each year an "upper bound" average of about 15 percent of rural
households in the random sub-sample had access to meaningful
institutional loans.

As shown in Table 11, wvillage leaders and households in the

INRAN-ICRISAT sub-sample had betcer access to institutional
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credit than the randomly selected households. Women had no access
to this type of credit in the last five years according to this
survey. The survey detected some differences in access to formal
credit across ethnic groups. Table 12 shows that the groups with
better access +to institutiomal credit were the Beriberi and the
Touareg groups with two-thirds or more of +the households
receiving at least one loan in the 1last five vyears. The
proportion of households without a single loan in #five years was
the highest for the Djerma group, above average for Peulhs and
Gourmantches, and lower than average for the Haoussa groupt.

A comparison of access +o formal credit between households
in different income-level categories is presented in Table 13.
Rather surprisingly, households in the lowest income category
appear tv have the best access, since two-thirds of +this Eroup
received at least one loan in the last five years, as compared to
only one-third of +the respondents in the highest income-level
class. These figures again consider all loans received, without
distinction between different loan types and amounts. As will be
discussed below, the pattern of credit distriﬁution by income

level looks different when loan amounts are considered.

4 The random sub-sample is used in this comparison across
ethnic groups, since the regional breakdown of the CNCA sub-
sample may have implied an over-representation of the Djerma
group in this sub-sample (see +tables A.1 and A.10 in the
appendix).
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3.2. Types and Amounts of Loans

Detailed information was obtained about the most recent loan
obtained by the farmer, provided that it had been received in or
after 1980. In most cases the respondent did not remember or did
not know the equivalent amount of the 1loan (in CFA francs),
therefore this amount was calculated (in all cases) evaluating
the inputs included in the Loan at the prices prevailing in the
year the loan was obtainedS5. The amounts calculated are used in
the following discussion.

Types of loans were classified in three categories. Their
average amounts are reported in Table 14 for the overall sample,
and the different sub-samples that received institutional credit.
ﬁ;GI;;;EE— and Input 1loans include all farming equipment that
normally comprise the so called “technology packages", oxen, and
cattle. Seed loans correspond to small amounts of millet seed and
occasiomnally sorghum seed. A sm~11 number of loans +that included
both some equipment (and/or animals) and seeds are labeled
"mixed"” loans, and were merged with the first type of loans for
the purposes of this presentation. Finally, a reduced number of

loans in cash were reported by some of <the raspondents, thus

defining the third type of loan included in Table 14.

5 In most of the cases where “he respondent indicated a loan
amount in CFA, this amount was smaller than the amount calculated
through the evaluation of inputs received.
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' Average loan amounts are substantially different between
loan types, and across sub~samples, as Table 14 shows very
clearly. Overall, the average CFA value of equipment-inputs loans
is comsiderably larger than that of seed loans. Indeed, the
reduced average amount of seed loans makes their significance as
agricultural credit questionable. This is the type of loan that
was reported as +the most recent loan by the majority of
households with credit in all sub-samples, excepting the CNCA-
borrower sub-sample.

An important contrast stands out in Table 14 between the
average amount of loans received by the CNCA sub-sample and those
obtained by +the random group. CNCA borrowers record an average
loan size about ten times as large as that registered by
borrowers in the random sub-sample. This striking difference is
explained not only because the méjority of loans documented for
the CNCA group were equipment loans, but also because, within
each loan type excepting cash loans, the average amount is also
considerably larger for this group than it is for the borrowers
in the random sub—-sample. If these average loan amounts are
related +to .the average agricultural incomes discussed in the
Previous section (Table 9), the credit-to-income ratios for
households receiving formal loans are in the order of 9 to 10
percent for all sub-samples, excepting the women sub-sample (zero
loans) and the CNCA sub-sample, where this ratio is approximately
54 percent. Even if only the average value of equipment loans is

considered to avoid the bias introduced by the different
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importance of seed loans across sub-samples, the ratio of loan
value to annual income is still considerably higher for the CNCA
sub-sample, 56 Percent, than for <the random sub-sample, 35
percent. The INRAN-ICRISAT group shows a ratio of almost 48
percent, whereas for village leaders the ratio of loan amount to
annual income is about 32 percent.

The foregoing discussion helps complement the
characterization of +the typical CNCA beneficiary in reference to
an average randomly selected household. In addition to a larger
family size, higher literacy rates, and higher per-capita income,
CNCA beneficiaries operate with higher credit to output ratios
than the average housebhold in th: random sub-sample. Even though
it is difficult to determine the causal relatiomship underlying
these contrasts, thgse findings suggest that there is a certain
kind of selection process implicit in +the choice of CNCA
beneficiaries. Whether this process originates in the institﬁtion
or results from the relationships Prevailing in cooperative
organizations and village—level,"groupement mutualistes” (GMs) is
an interesting issue that our recent survey of cooperative and GM
leaders may help to clarify.

The loans most recently received by the respondents were
classified into four loan-size categories. These categories were
defired using the quartiles of the loan-size distribution, so
that each category includes one-fourth of <+the loans in the
overall sample. Table 15 shows the distribution of institutional

loans by loan-size category for the different sub—éamples. With
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the exception of the CNCA sub-sample, all other sub-samples have
most of +their loams concentrated in the smaller loan-~size
categorias, thus reflecting the differences in average loan
amounts discussed above.

The main purpose of defining <these loan-size categories
however, is to compare this distribuﬁion against the income-level
distribution defined in the Previous section. This relationrship
is presented in Table 18. There is a clear, yet not strong,
association between income level and loan size. The borrowers in
the highest income category receive loans primarily in the
highest loau-size categories. Seventy five percent of all loans
received by households in this income level are in the two
highest loan-size categories. However, there is a good proportion
of very small loans received in this inceme group (14 percent).
Most of the loans received in the lowest income-level category
are in the two smallest loan-size categories (70 percent of the
total), but this income Eroup is also represented in the higher
loan-size categories. The intermediate income categories show
fairly homogeneous distributions by loan size, though still
following the pattern of associaﬁion between loan size and income
level suggested by the extreme income-level categories.

The absence of a strong association between income level and
loan size suggests the absence of a typical banker’s criteria in
credit allocation. There is no evaluation procedure of individual
loan applications where loan amounts are decided taking into

account expected revenues, collateral, and other conventional
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evaluatiecn criteria. Once a cooperative, or & GM, is granted a
loan, all individuals participating in the lcuin will most likely
receive the same quantities of inputs, thus loans of egual
amounts. Income level becomes a factor to the extent that it can
aifect the influence an. individual may have on loan allocation
inside the GM or cooperative. However, <the other findings
reported ia +this section suggest that village-wide income levels
and wealth may be a consideration in deciding credit allocatiom
among cooperatives, as opposed to within cooperatives. This is to
Say, cooperatives or GMs comprised by individuals with relatively
high incomes and wealth may become eligible for relatively large
loans. Each individual member of these wealthier cooperatives
will then receive a larger loan than that obtained by members of
a less affluent organization. This interpretation ﬁould explain
the weak relationship observed between {individual) income levels
and loan size, and at the same time would explain +the clear
differences between +the borrowers in the CNCA sub~sample and the
loan beneficiaries in the random sub-sample. The CNCA borrowers
are likely tc be members of a relatively wealthier set of
cooperatives than those to which the randomly selected households
belong.

The findings reported in this section indicate that access
to institutional credit is limited among rural households. At
best, about 22 percent of these households obtain a loan ir an
average year. The average amount of these loans do not represent

more than 10 percent of the household’s average agricultural
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income. The borrowers in the CNCA sub-sample benefit from
relatively larger loans in relation +to the average amounts
received by +the randomly selected households. Furthermore, the
relative importance of borrowed funds with respect +to the
agricultural income of CNCA borrowers is about five times as high
as that recorded for househclds in the random sub-sample.

An estimate of the overall ratio of agricultural credit to
agricultural output can be obtained by multiplying the credit
access rate (22.4 percent) by the average credit-to~income ratio
found for +the households receiving loans (9.95 percent). The
estimated ratio of agricultural credit to agricultural output
results 2.23 percent, a proportion very similar to the ratio of
agricultural credit to agricultural GDP that can be calculated
from official macro-economic statistics. The average ratio
calculated from this source for the period 1980-1983 was 2.05

percentst .

4. Non-Institutional Credit

When access to institutional credit is somewhat restricted
and not very significant, it becomes important to investigate the
non-institutional (or informal) fimancial transactions that are
likely to take rlace in rural areas. This section documents the
informal transactions vrerformed by the rural households included

in this survey. First, +their informal borrowing activities are

6§ Calculated from statistics published by the Ministry of
Planning, "Bulletin Statistique™, 1985.
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considered, along with a summary of the sources of financial
support f{for +the rural households. Secondly, this section
documents the role of heads of households as informal lenders, or
suppliers of loans and assistance to other members of the rural

comrunity.

4.1. Informal Borrowing

The households included in this survey received loans or
assistance from several non-institutional sources in the 12-month
period preceding the date of the interview. A summary of the
number of sources that provided loans or aid to +the heads of
households is presented in Table 17. Overall, only 18 percent of
the heads of households did not receive any non-institutional
assistance in the preceding year, i.e., a vast majority of them
(82 percent) obtained loans or assistance from at least one
source. The proportions reported for the random sub-sample are-
not very different from these overall figures. Eighty four
percent of the randomly selected households received informal
support from at least one source in the period in question.

The most important source of loans or assistance was
relatives. Over fifty porcent of the overall sample had received
aid from this source, without major variations across sub-samples
(see +table A.15 in the appendix). Friends and neighbors were
mentioned as sources of assistance in 30 percent of +the
interviews (appendix table A.16). Almost one-fifth of the heads

of households interviewed included <traders and merchants among
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their sources of informal loans or assistance (appendix table
A.17). Finally, one-half of the respondents indicated other
miscellaneous sources of assistance (appendix table A.18), among
which they included emergancy aid from wvarious organizations?.

The predominant form of informal borrowinz was in grains,
Primarily millet and sorghum. Almost seventy percent of the
respondents that received some assistance in +the 1last yeaar
mentioned grains as one of the forms in which they received it.
About 48 percent had obtained help in cash, and 10 percent of the
heads of households indicated other forms of informal borrowing,
including different types of livestockS.

Even though spouses did not have access to institutional
credit, they did reported receiving informal loans or assistance.
Table 18 shows that about one-fourth of the spouses in the
overall sample obtained aid from at least one source in the year
Preceding the interview. The spouses in houssholds in the random
sub-sample show similar access +to this +type of borrowing. This
finding implies that access to informal loans or assistance by
the household as a whole (i.e., heads of households and spouses)
is even wider than that indicatéé above for heads of households.

Table 19 summarizes the informal borrowing undertaken by the

7 The sum of the percentages reported imn +this Paragraph
exceeds 100 percent due +to the existence of multiple sources of
loarns or assistance for many households.

8¢ This +time +the sum exceeds 100 percent because some
informal borrowing included more than one form, e.g., grains and
cash.



TABLE 18.

: : INFORIAL LOANS FOR SPOUSE (LAST 12 MONTHS) | i
: : NONE ! ONE I TWO | TINREE i FOUR { ALL :

——————————————— b e e e e
| I H IPERCENT | N IPERCENT | N IPERCENT | N IPERCERT 1| N IPERCENT | N IPERCENT |
o e el Fm o ———— e Fo———— e tm————— Fmm————— Fo———— o ——— Fmm o A=-m L bttt I
ISUB-SANPLE | | | | | ! | | ! I | f |
------------------------------ | ! ] ! | ] ! I | ! ! i !
I RARDONM | 3031 76.131 451 11.311 391 9.801 101 2.611 1§ 0.251 3981  100.001}
T tomm o tm————— o Fomm———— Fo—mm————— Fm———— Fmm———— Fo————— o t————— b i
1LEADERS 1 251 66.4821 91 20.481 91 20.451 1t 2.271 - . 441 100.00|
| e e e e f—————— o o e o e o pm————— tm———— tomm—————— o e
| WOMEN | 681 28.5061 1t 1.461 | .| | | .| . 691 100.00])
—————————————————————————————— +——————+——————-—+——————+---—----+—-——--+———-———-+~—————+————————+-—————+————————+——————+-——~————|
ICHCA BORROVERS | 2101 91.301 61 2.611 101 4.391 41 1.741 . . 2301 100,001
—————————————————————————————— +——————+——-——-——+——----+-————-—-+—--———+--———-——+——-—~—+——————-—+————-—+——-————-+---———+————-———
I INAN-ICRISAT I RN 32.481 6501 36.941 1431 27.391 a1 1.911} 21 1.271 1571 100.00!
—————————————————————————————— +——————+———~——-—+——————+—-———--—+-——-—-+——-——-——+--————+————————+——--——+——--—~——+—-————+—-——-———I
{ALL I 6571 73.161 1191 13.251 1011 11.251 181 2.001 31 0.331 8981  100.001

oy



TABLE 19 ,

|
]
] TWO: ! TINEE ! Foun ] ALI
e e e o e ettt Fm o I
| IPERCENT 1 IPERCENT | IPERCENT | IPERCENT | IPERCENT | IPERCENT 1
I__W__TOF TOTALI N 1OF TOTALI N [OFITOTALI N 1Grf TOTALI N 10F TOTALI N 1OF TOTALY
- + e +—- +—- e t-———— o $———— tomm f————— P {
1HFOWIAL LOANS FON NEAD OF ] ] ] ] ] 1 ] ! ] | ] ! i
HOUBEHOLD (LAST 12 MONTIS) ; } 1 1 | | 1 1 | 1 | 1 !
SRttt - ] ! I ! ! i ] ! ! !
NONE ! 831  13.821 71 1.761 21 0.50! .1 N N N 641  16.00]
———————————————————— ————t ——tm————— e} -+ ——-1 P e e R O S |
ORE I i191  20.39] 121 9.021 61 1.6511 21 0.601 . -1 1331 39,421
————————————— e - + e -+ —-—t e e )
THO ] 911  22.861 191 4.771 161 4.02| Gl 1.261 .1 <L 13 32,911
————— - —~—— B e it ST TR Y ~+ ———+ e e e e I ST SR
TINEE | 22| 0.041 710 1.761 1) 2.761 al 6.761 . N 531 13.1921
——— - t ——t ——— e ———— + + o ——— e o —— e t————— e P ——— e e I
FOUR | 121 3.021 N N 41 1.011 . ! ] 0.251 171 4.271
----- + —-——t e e TG St S T S S S S
ALL I 3031 76.131 451 11.911 391 9.001 101 2.611 1 0.251 9981  100.001




42

household, considering both the head of household and the spouse.
The proportion that needs to be highlighted here is found at the
top left-hand corner of this table. Only 14 percent of the
households did not receive any informal loan or assistance in the
past year, i.e., over 886 percent of the households in the random
sub-sample obtained at least ome form of aid in this period,
either through informal borrowing by the head of household, or
through informal borrowing by the spouse.

Despite the wide variety of forms and units of measurement
under which informal borrowing occurred (more than five types of
grains measured in about ten different units, three types of
livestock, etc.) an estimation of the CFA equivalent amount of
informal borrowing was attempted with the information obtained in
the interviews. When possible, loans received in kind, primarily
grains, were evaluated at the retail prices of the items in
question, since this was considered +the best estimate of the
opportunity cost of these commodities. The average amount of
loans and assistance obtained by heads of households is reported
for the different sub-samples in Table 20. The overall sample
average and the average for the random sub-sample are very
similar, a little over 31 thousand CFA francs per loan. As
components of +this weightsd average, loans or aid in cash and
loans or assistance in kind bad similar average amounts.

The average magnitude of informal borrowing reported in
Table 20 can be contrasted and analyzed with the figures obtained

for institutional credit reported in the pPrevious section. This
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analysis will corcentrate on the results for the random sub-
sample, since the purpose is to characterize the average
(randomly selscted) rural household.

As reported in the preceding section, a household in the
random sub-sample that received a formal loan obtained on average
the equivalent of 15,916 CFA framcs (see Table 14 iﬁ section 3).
This amount represented almost 10 percent of the household’s
agricultural income estimated for the year preceding the date of
the survey. On the other hand, a randomly selected household that
succeeded in borrowing from non-institutional sources received
the equivalent of 31,757 CFA francs (Table 20, this section), or
almost 20 percent of its annual agricultural income.It follows
from the foregoing discussion <that a household receiving both
types of credit, formal and informal, would obtain an average of
47,673 CFA francs in some combination of cash and kind. This
total average amount represents about 30 percent of the average
annual household income from agriculture.

At this point it is important to incorporate the findings
related to access to institutional and non-institutional sources
of loans or assistance. By doing so it is possible to estimate
the weighted average amount of total borrowing for the average

randomly selected household. As reported in section 3, an annual

average of 22.4 percent of the households in the random group had

access to institutional credit, each loan with the average amount
indicated in the previous paragraph (15,916 CFA francs). Thus the

"expected value" of an institutional loan for the average
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household becomes 3,565 CFA francs (i.e., 15,916 times 0.224). A
similar computation for the expected value of informal borrowing
gives the amount of 26,651 CFA francs. This results from
multiplying the average magnitude of an informal loan or
assistance (31,757 CFA francs) by the proportion of households in
the random sub-sample that engaged in at least omne informal
borrowing operation (83.92 percent). Therefore, the average
awcunt of formal plus informal borrowing by the average randomly
selected household is the equivalent of 30,213 CFA francs. This
magnitude represents 18.9 percent of the estimated average annual
agricultural income of these households. These calculations also
indicate that informal financing or aésistance provide about 88
percent of the total indebtedness acquired by the average rural
household, thus highlighting the importance of mnon-institutional

credit arrangements in rural areas.

4.2. Informal Lending

A large number of heads of households had provided informal
loans or assistance to other members of their rural communities.
Table 21 shows that two-thirds of the interviews in the overall
sample provided zome kind of help +to others during the twelve
months preceding the survey. The proportion observed in the
random sub-sample and in the CRCA sub-sample are essentially the
same as that observed for +the overall sample. An even larger

percentage of the wvillage-leaders sub-sample and of the
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households in the INRAN-ICRISAT sub-sample had provided loans or
assistance in the last year.

Among ‘the households that did provide loans or assistance,
almost 87 percent did so to relatives, and 15 percent to friends
or neighbors. Balf of the loans or assistance were provided in
kind, about 22 percent in cash and 28 percent in a combination of
both. Less than two percent of the respondents that supplied
loans or assistance to others acknowledged having charged
interest. The average amount of the loans or aid provided was the
equivalent of 21,000 CFA francs, according to the estimation of
the respondent.

There was a comnsistent association between <the fregquency of
cases that provided informal loans or assistance and the income
level of the respondent, as can be seen in Table 22. However,
these differences across income categories are not substantial.
Even in the 1lowest income-level class 62 percent of <the
respondents had provided some assistance to others in the last
twelve months, as compared to 78 prercent in +the highest income
category. This indicates +that informal lending and assistance
among rural households is a very widwespread activ_ty, with little
differences between different income levels.

A more important and interesting relationship exists between
access to institutional loans and informal lending. Table 23
shows the number of households providing informal loans or
assistance in the last twelve months according to their degree of

access to formal loans. Even households with no loans in the past
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five years engaged in some informal lending activity (63 percent
of the households in this group). The proportion of respondents
performing this activity increased as the access to formal credit
improved. On iverage, two-thirds of the households that received
two institutional loans or less in the past five years provided
some type of informal loans or assistance. On the other hand,
almost eighty percent of the respondents that obtained three or
more formal loans in this five-year period engaged in informal
lending activities. This relationship between access +to
institutional credit on the one hand, and supply of informal
loans or assistance on +the other hand, indicates some degree of
transmission of credit supplied by institutional sources through
the initial beneficiaries +o other members of +the rural
communities. The increased liquidity gained by the households
that obtain formal loans allow them to engage in greater informal
lending than they might do if they did not have access to
institutional loans.

This section has shown clearly the importance of informal
transactions between rural households as a mechanism of
transmission and reallocation of iiéuidity. In a twelve-month
period, more than eighty percent of the raral households received
some sort of loans or assistance, whereas at least two-thirds of
the same households engaged in some form of informal lending or
Provision of assistance to others. Cash transactions were
important, even though in-kind transactions (primarily grains)

were predominant. This should not be surprising since in-kind
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transactions are likely to be the least costly type of
transaction at the village level. Informal borrowing and lending
may explain an important part of the use of temporary surpluses
generated in rural activities. This subject will be discussed
further in the following section, alohg with the role of

institutional and non-institutional savings in the rural economy.

5. Savings Activity

The provision of deposit services by financial institutions
in the rural areas of Niger is very limited. It is restricted to
a small number of bank branches in major cities, mnotably the
"Banque de Developpement de 1la Republique du Niger" (BDRN) with
14 branches, and to the prost office network, with 47 bragches
throughout the country. The post office network provides deposit
services on behalf of <the "Caisse Nationale D’Epargne" (CNE)9 .
Given this limited development of formal financial intermediation
in the rural areas, it was unlikely that the survey would find
any significant household savings activity involving formal
financial institutions. Non-institutional financial savings, if
any, and non-financial forms of savings were expected to play a
more important role than formal deposits at financial
institutions. This section presents ‘the preliminary findings of

our survey in this area. The results of our third stage field

9 A study of the banking system of Niger with emphasis in
the analysis of financial services for rural areas will be
included in our final report (August 1986). A separate section on
the CNE will also be included in the August report.
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work on informal Tfinancial activity in rural areas (April-May,
1986), and of our on~-going study of the CNE will complemept the
initial findings reported here. Thus a complete analysis of the
current state and the potemtial for savings activity in rural

areas will be a subject of our August report.

5.1. Instituticonal Savings

A very small proportion of the households included in the
survey had some form of financial savings with depository
institutions. Only three percent of the respondents in the random
sub-sample were holding deposits with institutions on the date of
the interview. Of these households, 43 percent had accounts at
the post office, i.e., the CNE, and almost 30 percent had their
deposits at the BDRN. Other “institutions" indicated in the
interviews were cooperatives and "caisses samarias", <that indeed
cannot be considered formal financial intermediaries. The use of
depository services in institutions Was even more limited among
the spouses of the respondents. One and one-half percent of the
spouses had deposits at a financial institution.

The foregoing results confirmed the expectation that formal
financial savings acfivity are almost non-existent in the rural
areas of Niger. The potential for the development of the savings
side of financial intermediation will depend on the extent to
which other forms of financial and non"financiai savings exist. A

first glance at these issues is given below.
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5.2. Non-Institutional Savings

The survey obtained information on the use of local savings
groups or associations as depositoriesz of financial forms of
savings by the households. Non-financial forms of savings were
detected through a set of questions about the different ways in
which the households allocated their operational surpluses. The
first part of the discussion in %his section cowncentrates on the
role of informal groups or associations, and that of money-
keepers, as depository entities in rural areas. The sescond part
of this section analyzes the findings on the existence and use of
operational surpluses, and +the savings potential implicit in
these surpluses.

Savings activity in informal savings groups or associations
was not important amonéwzhe households interviewed ir the survey.
The number of households in the different sub-samples holding
deposits in these informal organizations on the date of the
survey is shown in Table 24. About 3 rercent of the respondents
in the overall sample had deposits with a group or association on
the date of the interview. The proportion of heads of households
with non-institutional (financial) savings was close to 4 percént
in the random sub-sample. The sub-sample of women registered the
highest rate of use of local groups or associations, almost 6
percent. The proportion of spouses of the respondents holding
deposits of +this kind (not shown in Table 24) was close to 3

percent.
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The predominant type of informal group or association was
the "tontine", where almost 80 percent of the heads of households
with deposits heid their savings. Among the spouses, the
“tontine" had even more importance. Over 90 rercent of the
spouses that were holding some informal financial savings oan the
date of the interview, were doing so by participating in
"tontines’

Almost one-third of the respondents knew of the existence of
money-keepers in the village or its neighborhood. About 14
percent of the heads of households had used the services of these
money-keepers in the year pPreceding the date of the interview.
Among the households that had used these services, one-fourth of
them bhad remunerated +the money-keeper in cash or in kind.
However, this éroportion does not incluae the services that
individuals are likely to provide to the money-keeper, that are
not considered explicit remuneration.

The potential for financial savings exists when there are at
least other non-financial forms of savings or accumulation. These
in turn depend on the ability of the household to Eenerate an
operational surplus from its economic activities. Table 25 shows
that approximately 13 percent of the households had obtained some
operational surplus in +the season preceding the date of the
survey. It is important to note here that this refers to overall
surplus and does not capture temporary surpluses that may occur
during the course of the year. This distinction will be further

discussed later.
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The predominant uses of surpluses were purchases of grains
(68 percent of the households with surplus in the previous year),
purchases of other durables (34 percent), purchases of animals
(34 percent), and personal savings mot in institutions or local
organizations (32 percent of the respondents with some
surplus)10¢, Eight percent of the households with surplus in the
previous year had used it in deposits at savings groups or
associations.

As documented in the preceding section, informal lending and
informal borrowing are important mechanisms of transmission and
reallocation of liquidity among rural households. This explains
in part the reduced role of local savings groups or associations
found in the survey. Temporary surpluses appear to be used in the
provision of short-term loans or assistance to other households
Funning a temporary deficit, instead of deposits with savings
organizations. The expectation of receiving similar assistance in
return at some time in the future substitutes for the explicit
return +that could be obtained from holding financial forms of
savings.

In summary, the results presented in this Section indicate
that financial savings activities, institutional and non-
institutional, are limited among rural households. As discussed
in section 4, most temporary surpluses are used in informal

lending <transactions performed in highly liquid commodities,

10 The sum of the percentages exceeds 100 percent because
some households use their surpluses in more than one form.
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€rains and Eash. Overall operational surpluses are pPrimarily used
in non-financial forms of savings and accumulation. Under these
circumstances, the potential role for improved financial
intermediation depends upon the lack of coincidence of temporary
surpluses and temporary deficits, both geographically and over
time. Direct informal financial arrangements are efficient and
least costly when surplus units and deficit units coincide in the
same vlace (i.e., in the same village) at the same point in time.
However, when these transactions must be performed across.long
distances, or when liquidity must be "stored” in some form before
an informal loan or assistance can be granted, then informal
transactions become more costly to perform and a more forual

vehicle for financial intermediation may be justified.

6. Concluding Remarks and Implications

This preliminary report has documented the main features and
relative importance of formal and informal financial transactions
in the rural areas of Niger, at the household level. The study
covers the main regions of the country and the most important
ethnic groups comvrising its population.

The rural households investigated in this survey had very
low agricultural incomes, estimated at the equivalent of 22, 750
CFA francs per capita per year (about 65 US dollars). A majority
of these households relied upon other non-agricultural sources of

revenue to complement their agricultural income.
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Access to imstitutiomal credit was limited among rural
households. At most 22.4 percent of these households obtain a
loan in an average year. The average amount of these loans do not
represent more +than 10 percent of the household’s average
agricultural income. Thus the implicit ratio of (institutional)
agricultural credit to agricultural output is only 2.2 percent, a
very low figure in comparison to other low-income countries.

Given the limited significance of formal credit, it was not
surprising to find +that informal transactions played a very
important role in the reallocation of liquidity among rural
households. Over 80 percent of +the hoﬁseholds engaged in some
form of informal borrowing, while two~thirds of +the same
households provided some type of informal loans or assistance to
other members of the rural community. Overall, the value of these
informal +tramsactions was considerably more important than
institutional credit, since it accounted for almost 90 percent of
total borrowing by +the households in the survey. Even when
institutional and non-institutional credit are pooled together,
total borrowing does not represent more than 19 percent of
agricultural income for the average household.

Direct ‘informal financial transactions between households
predominated over institutiomal and non—~institutional forms of
savings. Temporary surpluses were used primarily to alleviate
other households’ temporary deficits through informal lending.

Overall operatiomal surpluses, when they existed, were allocated
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mainly to non-financial forms of accumulation (physical
accumulation of crops and livestock).

Under the circumstances described in this interim report,
the potential role of new or improved financial intermediaries
will depend upon the extent to which households with temporary
surpluses do not coincide with households with temporary
deficits, in the ss7me place and at the same time. Formal
financial intermediation could help service these seasonal
disequilibria in cash flow needs. More importantly, it could
facilitate inter-village or inter-regional intermediation,
something that informal finance carries out less efficiently. The
relative efficiency of intra-village informal financial
transactions will decrease particularly in the presence of
increased liquidity in the system, derived from increased
operational surpluses obtained by households, or from inflows of
external funds. Any expansion in agricultural activity should
seriously consider low-cost alternatives of financial
intermediation to complement the positive role of direct informal

finance currently pPredominant in rurai areas.
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IBERIBERT] | . . .| . [} 4.1714 HY 6.261 41 1.761
—————————————————————————————— +-———+————————+--——+————-—~-+————+—--—————+————+——————-—+—-——+~—---———l
IDJERMA I 671 683.671 651 90.28} . A Il 2.081 1231 54.19}
—————————————————————————————— +-———+-———————+—-——+—--—————+————+—-—————-+——-—+-—-—————+————+————-———l
IPEULI | 1l 1.201 11 1.39]} i | | | 21 a.08|
—————————————————————————————— +————+—-—-————+-———+—-—————-+——-—+——-——-—~+————+-————-——+————+—————-—-|
i TOUANREG ! 131 16.661} . . 61 25.001 21 .17V 214 9.2861|
—————————————————————————————— +——-—+—-——————+————+———-——-—+————+————————+—-——+——-—————+—-——+———————-
ICOURMANTCHE ] 61 6.02} | . . 4 . . . 61 2.2014
e e e tem e tom e e R R
{ALL 1 831 100.001 72) 100.001 24 100.0061 401 160.001 227} 100.001}

Z9



TADLE A.2

: : SEX : |
___________________________ l
I ! MALE | FFEMAI I ALL {
I Jmmmmmm e - e i
| I N II'ER(J‘NI‘ I N IPERCENT | N IPERCENT |
e et U o R Smtat bl S Sttt SN l
IETIINIC CROUP : : : : | ! :
—————————————————————————————— ! ]

I TIAOUSSA i 9171 21.801 21 1.121 2451 100.001
—————— - . e e et T S
IBERTBENT I 3831 82.801 71 17.661 401 100.001}
—————————————————————————————— DRI Sttt SO S St
IDJERMA I 3461 94.201 211 B.721 3671 100.001|
—————————————————————————————— TS s Sttt ST SR S S
IPEULI I 39] 20.701 41 9.301 421 1C0. 00I
—————————————————————————————— R e SR S SN
!TOUAREC 1 67l .16 91 11.841 761 160.001
—————————————————————————————— Fomm ey B et T T SR |
ICOURHAN'I’C"E ' 71 100.001 ! .1 71 160, OOI
————————————————— R el S S S SN
lALL I 8691 92.141 691 7.861 g7l 100. 0061

€9
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TABLE A.3
RARDOM SUB-SAMPLE. OBSERVATIONS BY ETHNIC GROUP AND SEX

| | SEX | |
| [ e e i |
| i HALE i FERALE l ALL |
i fmmmmmmm e T — b !
1 RO IPERCENT | N IPERCENT 1 N IPERCENT |
e e S Rttt T e Tttt 1
IETIIRIG cnoup 1 | i | | i |
e i | | | | i 1
IIAGUSSA I 1721 98.291 a3l 1.711 1751 100.001
—————————————————————————————— B e e e e Tt Ty
IBERTBERT I 261 96 .30} 1l 3.701 27i 100.601
—————————————————————————————— B e S T UG S GO
IDJERMA I 123} 96.691 g1 3.911 1281 100.00}
—————————————————————————————— B et T PO S
IPEULI ! 181 94.741 11 5.261 191 160.601
e B s Sat T S Ao |
I'TOUAREG 1 41} 95.351 21 4.651 431 160.001
—————————————————————————————— R e S e T SN P
| GOURIIANTCILE I 21 100.001] A . 21 100.060)
—————————————————————————————— L B e R Tt TNNSU R |
1ALL I | 3.031 3941 16¢. 601



TABLE A.4

CNCA-BOMROWERS SUB-SAMPLE ONBSERVATIONS BY ETIRIC GROUP AND SEX
| | SFX ] |
! R ] f
! } HALRE | ALL 1
] f—mm e Rt .
1 I N IPERCENT | N l PERCENT 1
b e e o R R T [
IETINIC croup : : : : :
' ______________________________

I HAOUSSA I 721 100.001 721 160.001
—————————————————————————————— B e e SR SO |
IBENIBER]T I 41 100.001 41 100.601
—————————————————————————————— ARk Attt S S S
IDJERMA I 1231 100.06G1 1251 100.601)
—————————————————————————————— Rt e T S
IPEULH ! 21 100, 00! 21 100. OOI
e R T P S o
ITOUI\HF(‘ I 211 100, OOI 21] 160. OOI
—————————————————————————————— B G ST S
IGOURNANT(‘HE | 61 100,001 Gi 100.001
—————————————————————————————— e P Y S S
lALL 1 2271 100.001 2271 109. OOI

S9



TABLE A.5

l I 1OUSENG

1 Z/FAMNIIL

LDS-i HNOUSENOLD |
Y 1 BIZE ]
_...__+ ____________

! MEAN i
et S i

| |

!
2.481 10. 191
m— e I
0.23) 2.76G1
————— e ————
2.63i 8.60l
O e |
3.001 6.501
s St I
2.0514 7.10]
G |
2.001 8.801
—__—+ ____________
2.531 9.671

99



TABLE A.6

{

: I YFS
! I H IPER
e e e -
IETHNIC GROup ] ]
et | !
IIAQUSSA 1 94

T T T T e e e e e e ———————— e +—_-__.+—._—
IDERIBEN I 41 1
T T T e e e e — ————— e +_—._—+-——._
IDJERMA ! 631

T et e e e +____+_—_
IPEULIT [ ¥

T T e e e ——————— +—.——.—.‘.-—__
ITOUAHFG P14l

e e e e e [ S R,
ICOURNANTCHE f 21

T e e —————— e —— e +__.—__+_..._
IALL ! 1061

! NO i
______ +_._....___.___.___._
CENT | RN IPERCENT |
————— St S

1 | I

| | !
47.221 30} 52.781
————— Fmmm e )
00.001 . -
—————— e
43.691 701 66.911
------ R S
DO. 401 1 50.00|
————— e e )
66.671 71 33.331
————— B |
40.00] HY 60.001
————— e
47.5801 1191 H2.42)

L9



TABLE A.7

| LI'TERACY OTIER MEMDERS OF |
t

|

I NoUsEHoLD :
i B
! | YES I NO |
I R e {
| I N IPERCERT | N IPERCENT |
Tt T At S, R e 1
IETIHNIC Group ! 1 ! | |
e e — ! I i ! I
1IIAOUSSA I 611 70.831 211 29,17}
—————————————————————————————— B e T S
INERIBERY I 41 100.001} . .
——————————————————————————————— B e e AN SR |
1DJIENRMNA ! 901 73.171 331 26.83|
—————————————————————————————— R L T E N QU |
IPFULI | 21 100.001 . .
—————————————————————————————— S e S S N ——
I TOUAREG I 161 71.431 61 21.671
———————————— -— R e R A et AP U
| GOURMANTCIHE I 21 40.001 J1 60.001
- - - -— e E Sttt TR I
TALL 1 1641 72.261 631 27.751

89



ISUB SAHPI E

|MNDOH

{LEADERS

1 YOMER

:CHCA BORROVWENS

TADLE A.8

! HEDIAN VALUE|
IMEDIAN VAL UFIHEDIAH VAL UFIHI‘DIAN VALUFE!

OF AC, !
! OF CROPS 10OF LIVES l'()(‘l(l()l' AG. ASSEIS | HICONE !
B et T U T {
| 1 I 1 §
| | | I !
I 66299 ,94| 22998.401 27686.701 79347.061
e Bt o o {
! 01794, 97| 71529, l"6l 127053. 97! 102787, 66|
+ ________________________________________________
| 0.00I 1073, 60' 1610, 40! 4101. 04|
+ ————————————————————————————————————————————————
! 22819. 94| 0L:0u5. 56! 173205, )6| 124670. 50:
et et Tt P M S
i 73569.941 86089%6. OGI 6406G. UOI 26067.301

69


http:90067.31
http:1610.4.01

TABLE A.9
OVERALL SAMPLE. INCORE-LEVEL DISTRICUTION OF DIFFERENT ETANIC CTLOUrs, BASED ON ESTINATED AGR. INCOME 1984

i | INCONE LEVEL (ACRICULTURE) i |
! d e e I 1
i I NIGH-(OVER | HEDIUI-IIGH I HEDTUE-T.OM | I |
I | 200740 HOTO25-200720 [ (6530 0-0360G LOou-cunnen |
i | Craziin | GI'A/YLD ! Gl sy 153288 Gtrh ) | ALL i
' |___..._._-._:__.._..+ ______________ e et T T pLp Y e e e e e ]
: rn PERCENT | N IPERCERT | Y IPRGCEIT | N et oo IPERCENT 1
——— e ———— o ——— e ——— e — e ————- T S ———————— i
IETHNIC cnour 1 I i ] i i I I l I I
-~ B e T i ! ! ! I ! 1 | I ! !
HIADUSSA . 531 16.161 641 12.611 107) SNU62LE 109 .71 3281 160.001
R Y frm— R e e S e p—_——— P e s b
InEnIBERT | LAy | 1O, 531 ol 1G.¢o} ol HAV I 18] vt LOU.COE BB 100.001
——————— - -— e e e T T N S e e Y RN
IDJERNA I 1621 29.481 of} 2B.731 70 19,581 841 9.021 8541 100,001
f e e e e N et o F—— e R at R e o b b R ~—1
IPFULI i 131 31.711% {01 32,601 14 g B | bl 15.201 411 160.001
_____ -— .___.__...g.__._._.,.____.__._...,._.._._..:.____.___._..;.____..;.__..._....-.__..;.____.;.__......_._.__.;___._.;,_.____._.__.
UTOUAREG I ol 13.04 161 20101 a2 NZANMEH B T4] ] SU.0%1 091 100,001
———————— - —————— T e e e IR SR SR S S !
| COUNTIANTCIIE | 21 20,971 21 23,67 8] 14,30 a1 28,0671 (4| 100.001
—————————— —— e -————————1'-————--:--——-—-—-_-:-—--“-:-———~-——----:-———-—-:-———----——-——+—-—--+-——-——-———-—|
TALL 1 2281 2B.421 1691 B2.G11 224 OO 11 320181 2361 100.001

0L



TAPLE  A.10
OVERALL S8AMPLE. HUHBC'.P. or m"'rrm'rmnm, LOANS OBTAINED DY IUDIVIDUALS I TR LAST FIVE YEARG, BY ETHRIC CROup

I o v T E}GEFFE'GE"EBBEG"IF(.".XSTET»"F”I’ZX?-G"'“"""‘“"“““"“““"“T"““"' T
| | T ——“T“““““T““"_“"TM““W__T_"“_“"szfpﬁn—c‘;‘ﬁ;ﬁ_ | |
| | uewe 1 onm I Tuo I CRBEE 1 roun 1 WIVE 1 prve ! ALL )
E 0 yver 1y ver in ot rer | w1 ver ) Wy rer e
IETINIC Grovr | I ] | I I ! ! I | ! |
INAOUSEA : 119; 34-.00; 106; 0.201 6ol 16.00; aal o.so; 6.711 9501 160.00]
IBERIDERT B I |-:'..j'-‘—::_&_)'{“;gl_;(_an?}(_)-l'-“«-:.jl_}(_)‘(_)5}'"—5?“1—585.?' '"5?&5}“287165‘65'
IDJERIA "——.i l-:6“?—(—].&;_;:I}_;:;;T-;:&?;;:I_‘;:}I-_;:}?:T.;.——;B—l“i.—-g.-l—»;;..lr TTiLa51 9781100, 00/
irevLn 1 516, IET“"E.T‘IIBEi'"'E?']5?«333”“2’?"5?15’. __________________ 3.681  431100.001
ITovanee - —-?'__5":..3'-55_;;1_—55T-‘—:-\:,T;-—'Ji'“;::'_i.—75?5.—'i'—_—-_:»4|.~—l-;'?|- st T "ITSI{{""%B, 100001
[ GOURNANTCIE tod '.i_;;f—5'|_"-EE_§';TTET|_“?§—?7::5';_"?;_;7;5 P . T 00, 001
T TV 391 So.781 2071 05 151 100, 15.021 6ol G.961 o6 TThL a6 weat 100, 60)

TL



]
!
]

SOUCE OF LOAH (ACCBL I

BOLILLOULELR)

e e e e e —— - -

fCc.n.en.
IU .G,

Il‘lerU( reverey I'ld).ll (}'i'

I "CROUPEIIENT LUTUALESTYY

1COPERAYEVE

TADLE ALl

I Vel O 1 .Gay I t
b e e e e e e e e e e i -1 |
1. u'.'f'llll"hl",N‘f a | 1 { ) )
i Vil | 3. HETD B2Aal | | t
T § DRCH ST 1)) I 2. CEFD LOANGT | o G0 a0 ol ) OANG | ALL I
| ........................... e e el O T VU R S, e ——— |
o IL’H AHDITE S B ¥ tPtsrr + n Il‘ l(( [T N ¥ |l'l'l RETCAT I D B 1| HERCERT |
LT T N, e RN el e e e e e '
| | I ! | | | i | i l
| ! | I - I 1 ! | i | |
| i | I i | 1 1 | t 1
| G.3310 11 0.751 - | o ol i 2,284
———— —em—am el - e ——— fr——————— . m—————— e | J e ———— G —————— b ———— |
| ol HARAE S 11 14,501 o1 AT IO I] | . | | 1¢.821
N fomm e e e oo - el e TSI e | e -1
i ol S.801 1t 0.9 - -1 i 4.G01 Y 2.79]
[T O e e e e e e e e e N - e e ———— ! e————— f———————— |
| . .| 61 P . . | ol i 2.791
: ......... : ............. : .......... e L S e c— : ................. e e e — .‘. _______ ;. ——————— _..I
| 1351 50,004 01 (LI H Gl YULLO) ] 0. O] 1141 05.92]
e ———— e e e ————— . e e T b——e——— .- ) O T L TN o [}
I 31 5.065 1ol o.cnt | .I ty SLL 00N 161 3.94]
e e et e ————— e e e [T PR e aa e e L RSP f—————— o
| | 100.C01 1311 1G3. 6V O i0v, ()\JI & 100. OOI 1791 100.001

ZL



AH L) SUT’; SN‘I"LL‘.. ‘"OUT‘G['S or "FT‘DIT (I‘(,L!) DIHG 1’0 '!iil" I‘ORR 'TI‘I‘J m’

1GOULCE ofF
I BORLULELD

L2AIT (ACCHIDNLIE vy

TACLE

l'lful.J i
AN I .

LS DA Y 1o

- — o

Gurn Lot
ll’l_l! ! ! Il

A-12
'T‘F. 0"' LOAH

hl’(' Ul' l.i‘f\ll

[
HIZED JOAUS
t &2 LI AT | HJ'\'I’T

il llll.lHH l 14

1
2 0,601 ) ) - C6.67 451 925 an
1150, col o N G G0 941 19,80
..;.._._.- B T ——tee - i e lieena ..__._.._.:......._-.._4: ——— e e '
U 1 N N i 1 201 16,00
......... g._.-_..._._._-..;._...-_-_.-..:. e e e e s e .._‘.___....:._..__.__.._.;A_._...___..., |
.1 N N N N N 'R 0.561
______________________ D nmam I Ll PN RV e T Ty |
3 20.00) 1 100,001 A . 64l 80. 101
————————————————————— :-_.-.—....—._--._ :4—-_...--...-..__.:‘-.._~._. .-.-'u—-.-.--—v-u-..‘ arg veae ._——_.—.'.-.——‘——.'.-—._—_——._-— l
.1 N N N N N a1 2,251
_____________ :...._.._.._.___.:.__.__..__..:A_....._..._......_., e e e e e e Y ——— m |
1 169.00) i1 160.001 ol (00.001 1771 109,001




TABLE A.13
RANDOM SUB-SAMPLE. DISTRIBUTION OF INST!TUTIONAL LOANS BY LOAR-SIZE CATEGORY, BY INCOME LEVEL OF THE 30RROWER

i LOAN SBIZE |
LESS TIIAN 400

| i I

{OVER 113000 GFAI9000 113000 CFAl 400-9000 CFA | CFA I ALL

————————————————————————————— A e e e ———————

I RN IPERCEﬂT I N IPERCENT | N IPERCENT | N IPERCENT | N IPERRCERT |
————— +——= + -+- A e e e e 1]
| INCOME LEVEL C(AGRICULTURE) : | | : ( | i | | i i
e R | | | | ( | ! i
IRIGH-COVER 2007406 CFA/YR) § 21 a8.701 121 62.171 651 21.741 41 17.391 231 100.00=
————————————————————————— + + ———+ ————— + + i St et e
ITHEDIUM-RICH (936206-206740 i | | | | | | | l ] |
LCFA/YID I 21 4.441 12} 26.671 101} 22.22) 211 46.67) 451 100.001
== e tom——— = + +- o Fm————— Fo———— fo—————— e At D e
IMEDJUM-LOW €33234-93625 l 1 i ) | | I 1 | 1 i
ICFA/YR) ! 21 4.601 4! 9.091 141 31.821 241 64.661 441 100.00!
{ ~= - + Fo——————— + + -+ ——————— Fm————— o ————— e
:LOH—(UHDER 33234 CFAYR) i | | 41 6.901 261 44.831 281 48. 281 581 100 00:
——————————————— ———— + + + ———t + T A e e R .
|ALL ! 61 3.831 324 18.821 65061 32.351 771 45.291 1701 100.00)

L



TAUBLE LA B

CRCA SUB-SAMPLE. DISTRIBUTION OF INRSTITUTIONAL LOANRS BY LOAR-SIZE CATEGORY, BY IRCOME LEVEL OF THE NORNOWER

LOAN BI1ZE |

1
] { i ]
OVER 113000 CFM‘)OOO 113000 (‘FAI 400-9000 CFA | CFA 1 ALL
STt ant T LIS SN Fom e e o 1
1 N IPERCENT l H Il‘En(‘l‘NT I N H’CII(‘I‘NT I N IPERCENT | N II’Fn( ENT )
+ —4- I e B e e Fom e o |
INCOHE LEVEL (ACRICULTURE) l i ! l { l I 1 1 l |
| | { | | ! | i ! | (
llllClI-(OVEn 200740 CFA/YR) 1 291 55.771 22} 42.311 - | 1 1.924 621 100.00]
- —-= S +- + ————t -—+ = e o Gt oo o I
IMEDIUM-HICI (93625-200740 { l | | | I ! | ! |
ICFA/YI) | a1 63.27] 171 34.691 1] 2.041 . - 491  1n0.00|
1-- + + ————t -4 e o o o e fommmme |
IMEDIUN-LOVW (33234-93¢285 | | | | | | | 1 | | |
ICFA/YI) 1 341 68.001 181 Jo.601 1] 2.001 N - el 100, 00!
- + —+ -t ~=—4= Fom Fm—m +- -t —de e
|LOW-(URDER 33234 CF*/YR) 1 12 41. 38! 151 51.72! .t . 21 6.901 291 (00. on:
———= + + o e o o $m———— e e o
TALL ! 1061 5a. 89! 691 Jo. 33! 21 1.111 31 1.671 1808 100.001




TABLE A.15

INFONMAL BONROWING BY THE HEAD OF THE HOUSENOLD :
NELATIVES AS SOURCES OF LOANS AND ASSISTANCE, BY SUB-SAMPLE

BORROWING FROH RELATIVES |

| l
i |
] ALL |
1 |
1 1

1
NO | YES 1
R e Lt et +——-
' R IPERCENT | N IPERCENT | N IPELCENT
—-— +- o Fom——— i e Fommm———— |
:SUB—SAHPLE : : 1 | : | :
I 1 |
IRANDOH | 176 | 44.221 222| 65.781 3901 100.001
————————— + -—+ e e At T il |
ILEADENS I 211 47.731 231 62.2714 141 100.001
—————— + Bt Rt At e
:HOMEH ' 341 49.201 351 650.721 691 100.00]
—-—— - + B et b e +————— foe e
:CNCA DORILOVERS i 1971 £9.671 931 40.431 2301 160.00=
- - - + + ———— o fo———— Fom——————
1 INNAN- ICRISAT l 661 4).401 921 58.601 1671 160.001
| et e L e + 1 - e o t————— e
I

4331 40.221

»e
a
x
=4
~y
=]
=
©
=
[
@
-]
Q@

9L



TABLE A .16

IMFOIMAL BOMROWIRG BY '11E NEAD OF TUE DOUSEHOLD
FRIEMN3 AND NEICIHBORS AS SOUNCES OF LOANS AND ASSISTANCE, DY SUB-SAMPLE

! BONMROWIRG FROM FRIENDS on 1 |
NEIGHnons ] 1
|
i

-
S

!
] YFS ! ALL

[~ R et e
! N IPERCERT 1 [ IPERCERT } N IPERCENT |
—t—————— F——————— F————— o ———— o ——— Fmm ]
:SUB—SMII’LE : ] 1 ! : I :

- - - —— ! ! t t

I RANDOTE ! 20631 66.0681 1331 33.421 J9g1 100.001
| o Fm——— o Fmm——— Fmmm e Fem e Fom e 1
ILEADERG 1 331 “3.00! 11 25.001 441 190.001
l—————— - -4 —F b e ——— Fm——— e !
| HOIIEN 1 63 04.061 1t 15.941 691 100.001
————————————— -——+ —t—— e s Sttt T WL PR |
ICRCA DONROVENS ! 1831 79.871 471 20.431 2301 1900, 00}

|————— - + —m————— e tmm———— Fm————— R Fom——————
{ IRIAR-1CNIsAT ! 901 87.321 671 42.68} 1671 100.0():

- ——— + ——tm o m———— + + e
1ALL I 6291 70.04! 2691 29.961 8ol 100.001

LL



TABLE

A.17

INFONMAL BORNOWIRG BY THE HEAD OF TIE HNOUSEHOLD :
TNADERS AS SOURCES OF LOANS AND ASSISTANCE, BY SUD-SAMPLE

! 1

1 {

| | HO } YES | ALL

} S Rttt Gttt TR
| I N IPERCENT + N IPERCERT | N IPERCENT |
{ - ———t —m o R o 1
:SUB—SAHPLE : : : ; : : §
I RANDOM I 3001 77.391 9501 22.611 3201 100.900}
b + i o e Fomm e mm e .
| LEADENS I 301 86.36¢ 6l 13.641 441 100.001}
————————— —_— I St e O S S
| HOMER I 641 92,761 Gl 7.25i 691 100.001
—————————————————————————————— B e T S S S
ICHCA BONROUERS ! 19714 835.6061 331 14.3G1 23061 100.001
—————————————————————————————— e e it L SO S St
| IRNAN- ICRISAT | 120] 76.43} a7l 23.571 1671 100.001
—————————————————— -+ A e L
IALL ! 7271 00.961 17t 19.041 a4%8!  100.001

8L



TABLE A, 18

INFORMAL BORROWING BY THE HEAD OF THE NOUSENOLD @
OTHER BOURCES OF LOANS ARD ASSISTANCE, DY BUD-SANPLE

! INFORMAL BORROYWING FIOM OTHER I

! I
: | SOUICES 1 |
Bt | f
! ! NO | YES 1 ALL I
{ Jm e Fo e
I I N IPERCERT | N IPERCENT | N {PERCENT |
| —= Fm———— e o Fo————— e $o————— B et |
ISUB-SAIIPLE f : : | l I |
——= - -1 I | I
Imannon I 2211 65.831 1771 44.471 3901 100.00])
——————— + e e
ILEADERD I 231 062.271 211 47.731 441 100.00]
——— - - + —F—— e e Fom b Fomm e
I WOIIEN I 631 91.301 Gl 8.701 691 100.00]|
————————— - — + e 1)
ICHCA BOIMOWENS ! 1261 54.7801 1041 48.221 2301 100.001
| e - -+ T e Fom Fmm Fommme |
:InnAN—lCRISAT I 171 10.031 1401 89.171 1671 100.001
—— + o P Fom e Fom—— e o —
1ALL ! 4001 Go.111 4481 49.091 828!  100.001

6L



TABLE A . 19

I
|

' none ! ORE I THO { THREE l FOUR | ALL |

| Fom e o o b e !

! IPERCERT | IPERCENT | [PERCERT | IPERCENT | IPERCENT IPTERCENT |

I R IOF TOTALi R I1OF TOTALI N {OF TOTALiI N IOF TOTALI N {OF TOTALI N 1OF TOTALI
f - —— - fm———— e Fom———— Fmm e e T, R e oo e Fomm e b |
FTFONTIAL, | LOANB Fol| HEAD ! | | I | | 1 | | | { | |
:HOUOEHULD \LAST 12 MONTHS) : : | | | i | | : : | I :
------------------------------ { | | | ( | I |
HD (1D | 1401 16.921 111 1.22¢ k4 0.781 21 0.22) - . 1631 18.1561
——————————————————————————————— 1---————1-—----—-———+—--—-——--+-———--——-——-—+————-——1-—-——-————+——-————+-—-—-——-—-——~I R et B i |
fone | L U | 27.731 a1 4.231 221 2.451 Gi 0.561 A | 3141 34,971
———————————————— ~*~—~-———~—————--+—————-1————-———+——-——~+————————+——-~——+——~————-+——~-——+————————+————~—+———-—~——+~—————l—————~——l
I'Tvoe | 1761 19.601 401 4.451 421 4.681 Gl 0.661 - N | 2631 29.29]
—————————————— —-————————-———-—+—---——+————————+———~——+——«———~—+——————+————-——-+——————+————-———+—————-+————————+—-——-—r-—————»—l
{HINkLE | 671 7.4061 231 2.561 221 2.451 6l 0.671 1§ 0.111 1191 13.2651
——————————————— —~——~~—--———--—-+————~—+————-—~—+—~————+——--—~——+——————+-———-———+——————+-———————1——-———+———-———-+——-——-'—~—————-
roun { 22 2.4061 71 0.701 (1] G.091 . - 21 0.22] 391 14.341
————————————— e e e e e e e —--——-+——-—~———+——————+-————-—-+-——-——+——--————4—~——-—+————————+————~~+——~—————
1ALL ! 657 73.161 112l 13.2561 1611 11.201 181 2.001 31 0.331 8281 100.001




