DFID

Department for

International
Development

RSPN
WOMEN'S ACCESS TO AND CONTROL OVER MICROCREDIT
IN RURAL SUPPORT PROGRAMME (RSP) AREAS

Women's Access To and Control over Micro Credit in Rural Support Programme (RSP) Area
Published in August 2008 in Pakistan
Authors: Shaheen Rafi Khan, Shahrukh Rafi Khan
Art Direction: Sumaira Sagheer
Design and Layout: Retroactive Studios, Lahore
Printed at: Pangraphics, Islamabad
Copyrights © 2008 Rural Support Programmes Network (RSPN)
House No 7, Street 49, F-6/4 Islamabad, Pakistan
Tel: (92-51) 2822476, 2821736, Fax: (92-51) 2829115
www.rspn.org.pk

Contents

1. Introduction: overview, literature review and research questions

0

1.1 Literature review: credit to women

0

1.2 Is there a development-microfinance synergy?

0

1.2.2. Survey Questionnaire

0

2. Research method, sampling, instruments and data bases
2.1 Method

0
0

2.2 Control groups

00

2.4 Research instruments and data bases

00

3. Findings

00

3.1 Analysis of questionnaires

00

3.1.1 Group profiles

00

3.1.2. Credit mechanics

00

3.1.3 Institutional delivery

00

3.1.5. Credit outcome

00

3.1.4.Women's empowerment

00

4. Summary and conclusions

00

5. Recommendations

00

References

00

Appendix Table I: Key indicators of non-RSP members of Pakistan
Microfinance Network (PMN)

00

Appendix Table II: RSP activity by gender

00

Appendix Table III: Spatial coverage of the survey
00
Appendix Table IV: Female perceptions about empowerment status
for members not taking credit (NC) and non-members (NM) (percentages) 00
Appendix V: Questionnaire

00

ACRONYMS

ASA Association for Social Advancement
BRAC Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee
CO community organization
FGD focus group discussions
MF microfinance
MFI Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee
PMN Pakistan Microfinance Network
RSPs Rural Support Programs

Women's Access to and Control Over Microcredit
in Rural Support Programme Areas

1.Introduction: overview, literature review and research
questions
Previously, the poor and marginalised communities, especially women in the rural sector, were
considered high-risk borrowers, with a high likelihood of default. Conventional banks avoided loans
to the rural poor because of the lack of collateral, high transaction costs resulting from limited
infrastructure, the lack of information, small size of loans (leading to high administrative costs), and
contract enforcement problems. The Grameen Bank model overcame these obstacles via peer-group
lending. The social relations and networks in poor rural communities form the social collateral that
substitutes for conventional collateral.1 This microfinance model was revolutionary in the sense that it
successfully challenged conventional perceptions, and proved that non-collateral based loans to the
poor can be a profitable endeavor.2
Microfinance is now an increasingly important tool for poverty alleviation in the world. The global
outreach of microfinance schemes has increased significantly in the recent past. The World Bank
estimated that the total number of microfinance institutions worldwide approximated 7000, with a
total outreach of about 16 million borrowers, and lending of about $2.5 billion.3
The microfinance sector has also gained prominence in Pakistan (refer to Appendix Table I). The
Government of Pakistan passed the Microfinance Bank Ordinance in 2001, which regulates the
establishment of commercial microfinance institutions (MFI). Within three years, microfinance
became an important element of the government's poverty alleviation strategy. The government
took significant steps to develop the sector on a priority basis. A major initiative called the
Microfinance Sector Development Program (MSDP) was launched with assistance from the Asian
Development Bank. The government developed a legislative and regulatory framework to encourage
private sector participation.
Currently, Pakistan's total microfinance outreach is around 1.3 million active borrowers.4 The single
largest provider is the Khushhali Bank, which was established through a public-private partnership as
a result of the Microfinance Bank Ordinance, 2001. It caters to approximtely 175,000 active borrowers
with an average loan size of Rs.10,500. Approximately 75 percent of the total outreach of Pakistan's
MFIs is subsumed under the Pakistan Microfinance Network (PMN), a collection of 13 of the country's
better-established microfinance providers.5 Members of the network include, NGOs, and Rural
Support Programs (RSPs). Within the network, the largest suppliers of microfinance are the Rural
Support Programs (RSPs) with the Pakistan Poverty Alleviation Fund (PPAF) as a major provider of
funds for on lending (refer to Appendix Table During the period 1983 to 2007 (March), the network of
ten RSPs has collectively disbursed Rs. 20.40 billion to 2.13 million beneficiaries, over a quarter of this
amount to women.6

1.1 Literature review: credit to women
Since RSPs focus on poverty alleviation and since it has been well documented that women,
particularly women headed households are the poorest, an investigation of how microcredit is
addressing the needs of this marginalized section of the population is addressed in this paper.
While programs tend to be self-laudatory about their achievements, scholarly research assessing
success has more nuances. Morduch (1999) argues that programs like Grameen overstate their
success and make bold claims that are unlikely to withstand close scrutiny. Zaman (2004, p. 14)
extensively reviews the evidence and concludes that the literature “supports the conclusion that
microcredit contributes to poverty reduction, but the evidence is not entirely clear cut.”7 On
1

Yunus (2002, 2003) and the Grameen Bank website, http://www.grameen.com/
Microfinance and microcredit are used interchangeably in this report. The former is the broader term, but it includes for profit
lending while microcredit is generally provided by non-profit organizations.
3
http://www.gdrc.org/icm/data/d-snapshot.html
4
Pakistan Microfinance Network (PMN) data.
5
Khushhali Bank is not part of PMN.
6
Information made available by the RSPN.
7
Also refer to Amin, Rai and Topa (1999), Khandker, Khilily and Khan (1994), and Pitt, Khandkher and Cartwright (2006).
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reviewing the literature, we arrive at a supportive position, but are sensitive to potential research
pitfalls.
Most studies have methodological problems because either the sample is small or non-random, they
rely on recall (problematic with an illiterate population that does not engage in record keeping) and
perceptions, lack controls, or have not controlled for selectivity (for inclusion into the program). 8
Some of these problems have straight-forward solutions, while others are more complex to deal with.
These problems have carried over to the sub-set of the literature that reviews gender and
microcredit. However, there are some aspects pertaining to women that are special and that have
also been a cause of concern. We review issues raised by both the critical and supportive literature
since these need to be explored in Pakistan's cultural context.
Among critics, Goetz and Sen Gupta (1996) define female empowerment in terms of their ability to
manage the loan they get. Based on this definition, they found that full or significant control was
retained by only 37 percent. They found that control was mostly with men, but that the burden of
repayment was borne by women. 9 Because men are harder to locate and can turn violent when
confronted, women are preferred as recipients but not as the true beneficiaries. However, since
women are responsible for repayments, this can result in household tension as women pressure the
men for repayment and in cases the outcome has been violence against women. The conclusion of
this study is that instead of empowerment or a fundamental transformation in gender roles, men in
fact now have access to women's labor and capital. Furthermore, if women draw on domestic savings
for repayment, this might be at the expense of expenditure on better nutrition, health, and
education for their children.
Even in situations where women do have entrepreneurial potential, limited mobility for cultural
reasons means that they do not have market access. The lack of such access limits what they can do
with credit and perpetuates the dependence on men. The authors concede that access to credit can
raise women's leverage in the household and that can be parlayed as a coping and survival
mechanism in cases of extreme poverty and dependence.
Another path-breaking study, but radical in perspective, is by Parmer (2003). Empowerment for her is
not something that can be granted or externally induced. It is internal and based on socially and
personally overcoming oppression within society and the family respectively. Since oppression is
premised on class and gender relations, change will require a social transformation via social
mobilization.
More specifically, her view, based on empirical research in Bangladesh, is that microcredit is
supposed to build group solidarity but actually creates tensions resulting from peer group pressure,
even to the extent of interference in each other's consumption patterns. In extreme cases she found
females detained in loan centers representing a cause for shame on the women and the family. This
created tension within the household and women were at times subject to physical abuse. The
centers, run by males, reinforced male hierarchies with the women required to call the loan officer
“sir” and to submit to various demands even if they were proffered as self-improvement.

2

She concluded that women were in fact doubly oppressed. First, within the household by the males
who pressure women to join and beat them if they do not qualify for larger loans; second, by the
micro credit institution that passes monitoring costs on to women to keep their own costs low.
There are other critics of microcredit from a gender perspective. According to Montgomery,
Bhattacharya and Hulme (1996), only nine percent of first time female borrowers were primary
managers of loan-funded income generating activities. They also found access to credit did little to
change women's control over household finances. A careful empirical study by Sharif, (2004), that
controlled for selection and had a control group, looked at what females say, based on their
perceptions (response errors possible), on decisions regarding daily food purchases, large purchases,
health, education, marriage, and fertility as a result of participating in an ASA (Association for Social
Advancement, Bangladesh) program. The findings show very limited “empowerment” (as defined
above) from the ASA program. She concludes that norms change slowly and these programs can
only have a limited impact in the long run.10
8
“Empowered” women might join the program and hence this may overstate the impact of credit on empowerment. This is also
the case if the less empowered are more likely to drop even if they do join the program).
9
Starting with a benchmark of zero, this could be considered as dramatic progress, but there is always room for improvement.
10
Another prominent critic at a conceptual level is Mayoux (2001).
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Rahman (1999) documents increased oppression of women borrowers in Bangladesh who were
clients of the Grameen Bank. Women were found to be pressurized by lending institutions in order to
ensure timely payments. In a number of cases, such harassment led to “recycling” (borrowing from
family or friends, other programs, or money lenders) in order to maintain timely payments, which in
turn caused an increase in the household's indebtedness and was found to provide an additional
excuse for dominance over women.
However, several studies have concluded that micro-credit has had a very positive impact on the lives
of women. Heshemi, Schuler and Riley (1996), and Zeller et. al. (1997) suggest a positive impact of
micro-credit on women. Pitt, Khandker, and Cartwright (2006) extensive study in Bangladesh
controlled for the selection problem and used data from a 1998-99 survey of 1,798 households from
87 villages covering 29 thanas. Several programs including Grameen and BRAC (Bangladesh Rural
Advancement Committee) and ASA were included in the study and their findings are for the most
part positive. Empowerment is measured in a technically sophisticated way controlling for various
sources of endogeneity. Pitt et al report that women's participation in the micro-credit programs
does empower them and improve child health.
The evidence from Bangladesh and other countries have made important conceptual and empirical
contributions, notwithstanding the differences in perspectives and findings. As indicated above, in
Pakistan, the RSPs in particular have a significant presence in micro-credit. There is also a small but
growing literature on micro-finance in Pakistan, but most studies have been conducted in a
comparative context and the issue of gender and micro-credit is not central to them.11
In a case study of two MFIs, the National Rural Support Program and the Orangi Pilot Project, Lohano
(2001) analyzed various issues concerning access, repayment strategy, loan utilization and
monitoring, and default. He concluded that there are significant problems in the functioning of MFIs.
The neediest, including women, were not granted access, loan sizes were too small, there was no
mechanism to monitor loans, a savings mechanism was absent, as was technical assistance from
microfinance programs. However, he documented a high rate of recovery and a relatively low default
as compared to the formal sector loans. This raises an important issue of program fixation on
recovery to assess performance, rather than on the well-being, in this case, of poor women. While
some research has been done on gender and micro credit in Pakistan, much more is needed and this
study contributes to this effort.
Challenges faced by the MF sector in Pakistan have received attention in the past and have led to
donor funding in order to strengthen the sector. A major problem facing MF for women includes
inadequate access to services. Cultural obstacles for women in accessing and utilizing loans are other
hurdles, but experience shows them to be surmountable. As stated in Asian Development Bank
(2000), “Consequently, the gender orientation of organizations, products, delivery mechanisms is
insufficient to enhance outreach to women. Inadequate social preparation adversely affects group
cohesion, the quality of loan portfolio, and ultimately the sustainability of MF operations.” We will
address these and other issues, raised above, pertaining to gender and micro credit in this report.

1.2 Is there a development-microfinance synergy?
An aspect which earlier studies have not examined is the possible outcomes associated with
combining microfinance and development in the same institutional context. The Rural Support
Programs (RSPs) in Pakistan focused originally on empowering communities to undertake collective
development and social service delivery. About ten years ago, they added microfinance in an effort
to energize the entrepreneurial potential of low-income communities and, hence, alleviate their
economic and livelihood vulnerabilities. Several possible hypotheses have emerged as a result,
namely:
 Does prior social mobilisation synergise the empowerment effects of microfinance;
alternatively, is it a pre-requisite to such empowerment?
 Related to the first, are commercial and development activities compatible in the same
institutional context?
 Is microfinance accessed by the economically marginalised communities?
Our study attempts to address these questions.
11

The notable studies in this regard include Hussain and Shazreh (2003), UNDP (2003) and Zaidi (2007).
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2. Research method, sampling, instruments and data bases
2.1 Method
There are several empirical methods that can be utilised for such studies as evident from the
literature reviewed above. If funds and time are not issues, a randomized design with a stratified
random sample with controls built in for selectivity and also a panel would be ideal. The panel allows
for a control for initial conditions and the research design should rely on objective observations
rather than subjective responses. This would allow for rigorous econometric testing of hypotheses.
Many of the studies we have reviewed are based on non-random selection with none of the controls
mentioned above and all rely on subjective responses and perceptions. No matter how highpowered the econometrics, ultimately, the results are condition by the nature of the data used.
We do not make any pretensions to rigor but adopt a research method that in our view represents a
good compromise. We certainly did not have the time and funds to design an ideal study, but if
ultimately one is going to rely on perceptions and subjective responses, we believe there is a better
way to do it that than relying on structured questionnaires that condition and limit responses. The
results of such a qualitative study design outlined below are suggestive, but ultimately no more so
that more seemingly rigorous studies that rely on perceptions and subjective responses.12

2.2 Control groups
Given the limited budget available for fieldwork and the vast scope of RSP microcredit programmes,
we needed to be selective and did not consider it possible to conduct a study that would be
representative of all the RSPs. However we represent both the breath of the institutions and their
spatial coverage across the country. Reflecting both these aspects, we selected the following RSPs for
extensive study:
NWFP:

Sarhad Rural Support Program (SRSP)

Punjab:

Punjab Rural Support Program (PRSP)

Sindh:

National Rural Support Program (NRSP)

Balochistan: Balochistan Rural Support Program (BRSP)
We adopted a case history approach which enabled us to provide answers to most of the issues
raised above pertaining to gender and microcredit. These include options women have if RSP credit
is not available, their need for loan products, their control over loans and outputs, intra-household
relationships, female empowerment and the contribution of these loans to the well-being of women,
children and households.

4

We identified two control groups to compare with women community organisation CO members
who get micro credit from RSPs.
 Control Group 1:Female CO members who do not take credit from the RSPs
 Control Group 2:Female non CO households
The controls were identified to heuristically capture the differentiated income and empowerment
impacts of micro-credit. The first control group benefits from RSP interventions in all areas except
credit; respondents opted not to take loans or loans were not extended to them.13 The presumption is
that the RSP's organizational, capacity building, and project interventions should empower these CO
members both economically and socially. However, in comparison to the target group, which was
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An anthropological study that is based on direct observation avoids the perception trap, but is naturally limited in coverage.
The issue at hand is what impact the credit had. The dynamics of why some did or did not get loans is an important by separate
study.
13
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extended credit, such empowerment may be relatively less evident when credit was not solicited or
extended. The second control group represents respondents who did not opt to become members of
the village or community organization.

2.3 Sampling
We selected the districts within each province and union councils within each district purposively.
The criterion we used was evidence of microcredit activity. To get adequate credit related
information from households, we needed a reasonable amount of loan exposure. Thus our cut-off,
based on judgement and discussion with program staff, was that the recipients should have had at
least two (one-year) loans which represents an adequate amount of credit activity.
Reflecting budgetary constraints, we pre-targeted 480 households in the four provinces. Of these 320
were RSP credit recipients, 80 were the first control group consisting of CO, non-credit receiving
members and 80 were non-RSP households. We interviewed 329 credit-receiving households and,
primarily as a result of non-responses, respectively, 60 and 53 households in the two control group
categories.14
In Punjab Province, from a sampling frame PRSP sent us identifying union councils, villages, CO
members and credit activity we identified 320 households that had received two or more loans. Of
these, with a random start, we selected every fourth household for a sampling ratio of 25 percent.15
Using a paired sampling method we interviewed households from the same neighborhood as the CO
members so that they would be otherwise similar, except that they were not members of the RSPs
and not availing RSP credit. Our results in this regard are suggestive since we did not have a sampling
frame of non-credit receiving members and non-members from which to make random selections.
Using the same method, in Sindh Province we selected Thatta and Sujawal districts and identified
240 households meeting our criteria. We selected every third from the list with a random start giving
a sampling ratio of 33 percent. In Balochistan Province, we received a list of only 72 recipients for
Mastung district from the program staff and interviewed all of them, giving us a sampling ratio of 100
percent. In the NWFP Province, we selected Peshawar and Nowshera districts and sampled 35
percent from the lists provided. Appendix Table I presents the spatial distribution of the fieldwork

2.4 Research instruments and data bases
To generate the case histories for each group, we utilised a semi-structured household
questionnaire.16The instrument enabled us to provide answers to the research questions on gender
and micro-credit identified above.
The case histories also included details on the following: reasons for each case of default; diversion of
credit for purposes other than those stated; role of family emergencies causing default; a general
attitude towards not paying and possible reasons for such an attitude to develop (for instance, lack of
monitoring or accountability); lack of credit management skills on the part of women. Respondents
were also probed on the role of external factors that might have influenced the decision not to pay
back loans. These include: natural hazards, inflation, market competition, and other covariate risks.
Thus, we developed a holistic picture of the impact of credit on income, employment, asset
accumulation, risk mitigation, the family's well being, and social status in the community with the
focus on determining the access and impact of credit on women's role in the household and her
social status.
We also explored operational information that may be valuable for RSPs in their field operations. This
includes issues of credit access and utilisation. Specifically, we devised questions to determine the
ease with which credit can be obtained; any discrimination in targeting recipients; requirements from
borrowers for the loan to be granted; procedural hurdles in obtaining the loans; the duration of the

14
The research team consisted of a team coordinator, with a Masters degree. The survey team of four women were also masters
degree holders who had priorly carried out surveys on health, education and water supply issues. The team was categorically
instructed not to allow RSP staff to accompany them on the surveys; their assistance was limited to logistical support and
household identification.
15
The rule of thumb is that ten percent sample size gives reasonable standard errors. At 25 percent we are well beyond that.
16
Unlike structured questionnaires used for quantitative studies, semi structured questionnaires enabled us to start with a set of
research questions and draw on other un-anticipated knowledge in the field. This was even more so the case with focus-group
discussions. The questionnaire for the CO members taking credit is included in the report as Appendix I. The other two are
available on request from the authors.
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loans and; the method adopted to ensure repayment. Differences in such operational details by
gender should be instructive.
Information on our key research questions on gender and empowerment was also collected as a
cross-check and complement to findings from the various data bases (semi-structured, key informant
and focus group discussions see below). We also probed respondents to provide suggestions in order
to ensure smoother and more efficient functioning of microcredit for women. They were asked to
suggest means by which operational factors forcing default could be redressed.
Our second data base was generated by transcripts of focus group discussions (FGD) undertaken
with groups of women borrowers. A checklist was developed to facilitate the FGDs and this is
appended as Appendix II.17 The issues covered in the FGDs overlapped with the ones covered in the
individual questionnaires; this provided a cross-check for information received at the household
level. We pre-targeted a total of 16 FGDs for the target group and 4 each for the two control groups.
The respondents in household interviews were excluded from the FGDs.
Our third data base is the key informant interviews we conducted with civil society representatives
and other knowledgeable persons at the grassroots level to provide an additional source of
information on the RSP's role in addressing women's micro-credit needs. From the regional and head
offices we collected the relevant institutional information. This included the overall strategy/vision
for facilitating credit for women, lending methodology, human resource capacity and programmes
for capacity building, insight into the loan appraisal mechanism, monitoring procedure, system to
ensure repayment of loans, and use of management information systems. Programme officials were
also requested to provide us with their perspective of the major constraints they face and suggest
ways to reduce delinquency levels thereby enhancing sustainability. This complemented information
we gathered from the households to identify the constraints in their experiences with micro-credit.
Table 1 below summarizes the various information sources we drew on.

Table 1: Information sources
Targeted

Surveyed

Household surveys
Target group: RSP credit recipients

320

329

Control group 1: CO members not taking credit

80

54

Control group 2: Non RSP households

80

64

Focus group discussions

16

16

Researcher case studies

-

30

Key informant interviews
Province-wise synthesis

6

17

Once again, the check-list for the two control groups will be made available on request.

25
-
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3. Findings
3.1 Analysis of questionnaires
The results are reported for the four provinces, allowing a cross-province comparison.

3.1.1 Group profiles

18

As indicated earlier, there were 329 households who the RSPs listed as getting credit (group 1), 54
members who did not take credit (group 2) and 60 non-members who did not take credit (group 3).
The average age was 42, 31, and 35 years respectively for the three groups. The average age
increased with the number of respondents, with a similar distribution across the groups.

Table 2: Group profile Profession (Target group)
Occupation

Punjab

(%age)

Sindh

Balochistan

NWFP

Total

Farming

54.17

78.94

34.15

3.45

43.93

Business

20.83

5.26

7.32

75.86

24.24

12.5

10.53

29.27

3.45

15.15

0

0

9.76

10.34

5.3

Private job

4.17

0

2.44

3.45

2.27

Services

8.33

5.26

14.63

3.45

8.33

0

0

2.44

0

0.76

Labor
Govt. job

Social work
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

Occupationally 40% of the 329 respondents reported professions. The percentage distribution is for
this sub-group. Farming is the dominant profession, except in the NWFP. This is consistent with the
sample selection. There was a peri-urban focus to the households selected in the NWFP (Peshawer
and Nowshera), and to a lesser extent the Punjab (Sialkot). Also, the high percentage of labor in
Balochistan is interesting, given the prevailing cultural conservatism.
By contrast, and in the aggregate, 70 and 77 percent of women in control groups 1 and 2 reported no
profession.

Table 3: Group profile Education (Target group)
Education

Punjab

(%age)

Sindh

Balochistan

NWFP

Total

Primary

55.88

66.67

40

27.27

49.18

Middle

23.53

0

20

27.27

21.31

Matric

14.71

16.67

20

27.27

18.03

Inter

2.94

16.67

0

9.09

4.92

Graduate

2.94

0

20

0

4.92

0

0

0

9.09

1.64

Master
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

Illiteracy clearly is high. Only 18.54 of the respondents reported having acquired some level of
educated. Of these, the majority did not go beyond primary school. The bulk of the remaining
respondents admitted to being illiterate a few did not respond. In groups 2 and 3, however
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Missing information by variable are not reported, but in each case the valid percentages are reported.
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respectively, 61, and 60 percent admitted to being illiterate. This speaks in favor of RSP targeting, on
the reasonable assumption that illiteracy and poverty are synonymous. However, this could be a
fortuitous coincidence as well since the income criteria is being less judiciously applied, as indicated
below.

Figure 1: Group profile average monthly household income (Credit recipients)
20,000
15,000
10,000
5000
0

Punjab

Sindh

Blochistan

NWFP

Mean Income (Rupees)
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

The relatively higher mean incomes in the Punjab and the NWFP, reflect the peri-urban location of
the surveyed households.
More pertinent to our hypothesis, the
average household monthly income was Rs.
13,711, Rs. 7,025 and Rs. 11,350 respectively
(Rupees)
for the three groups. The evidence suggests
Mean
Number
SD
that marginalized households are being
excluded from the credit program. In all
13,710.72
329 14,810.90
Target group
probability, this reflects commercial
7,026.85
54
5,696.78
Control group 1
imperatives. Such imperatives are
11,349.67
60 25,996.21
Control group 2
manifested in two related forms. First, the
RSPs have to operate within a tight financial
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
discipline and are selective in their approvals.
Second, and dovetailing with this tendency,
CO members are reluctant to accept households they feel are at risk of default, because it affects their
collective credibility. An almost two-fold gap has emerged between those members getting credit
and those not getting credit. This partly reflects the higher income of this group pre-credit and hence
its credit eligibility. Part of it is due to an income increase, thanks to microcredit. Also, as we show
later, while mobility and decision-making ability with regards to program activities did improve for
this group, consumption and food expenditures of credit receiving members improved about twice
as much that of those not receiving credit.

Table 5: Average monthly household
Income (all groups)

8

Marginalized groups tend to be neglected by the RSP microfinance programmes. This is because of a
perceived lack of credit-worthiness, combined with the fact that the RSPs work within financial and
operational constraints defined by the loaning agencies (primarily the PPAF in their case). Similarly, in
another well known poverty alleviation initiative in Andhra Pradesh, Deshmukh-Ranadive (2004)
indicates that 'the composition of the members reveals that the coverage of the poorest of-the-poor
is low, while the coverage of non-poor is considerable.19 She further points out that 'the limitations of
micro credit to alleviate poverty or to empower people can be overcome by integrating micro credit
with a powerful plus component of social and economic infrastructure. This is clearly what the RSPs
are already doing in the provinces. They could further consider extending subsidized credit to the
excluded groups. Admitted the arguments against subsidized credit are legion, including inter alia
misallocation and misuse of funds, a violation of opportunity cost, possibility of arbitrage, lack of
inherent entrepreneurial qualities among recipients. Our counter is that these concerns can be
addressed if subsidized credit is embedded within an appropriate institutional environment. Citing a

19
The Indian state of Andhra Pradesh, one of India.s poorest, has used development self-help groups (SHGs) extensively as a
primary tool of poverty alleviation and empowerment. A SHG is a small group of persons who come together with the intention of
finding a solution to a common problem such as medical issues, livelihood generation or watershed management, with a degree
of self-sufficiency. However, in Andhra Pradesh, the groups largely are the conduit through which micro credit is routed to the
poor in the belief that it will serve as a catalyst in helping them to pull out of poverty (Deshmukh-Ranadive, 2004)
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counterexample, the wheat ration cards instituted during the early Bhutto era are an example of a
scheme which lent itself to misuse, precisely because the enabling institutional conditions were
lacking. At the other end of the spectrum, the RSPs have clearly established their pro-poor credibility,
demonstrated a bent for innovation, and for operational and financial discipline. These attributes
constitute adequate qualifications to launch a subsidized microfinance program which embraces the
poorest of the poor. There will be the usual cavils about discrimination (against credit recipients who
pay full charges) and sustainability, but the effort is worth making precisely because one can not
afford to ignore this group. The modalities can be worked out once the principle is accepted.

3.1.2 Credit mechanics
About a fifth of the households receiving credit from the RSP (group 1) had taken a loan prior to the
arrival of the RSP. Given the small numbers involved for the control groups, we profile here the
primary loan drawn by CO members from the RSP and return to the comparative analysis when
discussing issues of gender empowerment; a key focus of this report.
About a third of group 1 had borrowed from a family member another third from banks and 15
percent from friends. Only 3 percent borrowed from a money lender. The average amount borrowed
was Rs. 8,730, although the standard deviation was about five times this amount so there was a high
variation. Of the 59 who responded to the question, new business (27 percent), marriage (19 percent)
dominated with regards to the purpose of the loan. Other reasons at 10 percent or close to that
included medical treatment, construction, need of a family member, agriculture or livestock.
Simple procedures constituted the primary
reason (47 percent) for taking RSP loans, with
clear precedence across provinces. The
response reflects institutional merit; the RSPs
are doing a good job. Next in order are homebased loaning and the absence of alternatives.
Not surprisingly, the importance given to
home-based loaning denotes the cultural
conditions in Sindh, Balochistan and the
NWFP. Surprisingly, the social collateral aspect
gets a low score except in the Punjab. This is
surprising as such collateral, globally, forms
the core of microfinance operations. We can
only infer that there was a failure to
Simple procedure Home based loaning
communicate, or alternatively, that social
Low interest
No alternative
No collateral
collateral was taken for granted by the
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
respondents. Not surprisingly, the women are
not too enthusiastic about the interest they
are required to pay. Nor do they feel repayments are too easy. But one could view this as a generic
complaint any debtor would be prone to make.

Figure 2: Why loans from RSPs

Most of the respondents in our sample (over 80 percent) thought they had the relevant experience in
the business for which they were taking the loan. This is at odds with the need expressed for skill
development; fully one-third of the respondents indicated this need (see Table 6). Also, the demand
for skills training appears to reflect the kind of training that is already being provided namely
business training in the NWFP and vocational training in Balochistan. The SRSP, in particular, has
taken important training initiatives in business development, in loan flexibility and in loan
monitoring, which need to be replicated in the other provinces.
Twenty-eight percent of the loan recipients decided to stop taking loans. The decision was not linked
with institutional delivery but with inability to repay, business failure, loan terms and alternative
sources of financing. Only about 14% of the loans were used for other than designated purposes.
However, fungibility was high. In other words, while the funds were not misutilised, they were used
elsewhere and replaced with own sources for the designated purpose. Only about 10 percent of the
loans were put to other than designated uses. The main diversions were other loan repayments,
household consumption and emergency expenses. Very few (19) loan denials by the RSP were
recorded. The two main reasons for loan denials were defaults on earlier loans and lack of loan funds.
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Table 6: Skill needs
Type of skills

Punjab

Sindh

Balochistan

NWFP

Total

Tech. Training

8

7

2

4

21

Marketing

8

2

2

19

31

Advertising/sales promo.

-

1

1

2

4

Vocational training

-

7

14

-

21

Business Handling

-

-

-

17

17

16

17

19

42

94

Total:
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
Note: - = no response for cell.

3.1.3 Institutional delivery
The RSPs manage to do a good job canvassing their presence. Fifty-seven percent of the respondents
indicated that they heard of the RSP from the program staff, 22 percent from friends or relatives, and
16 percent from other family members. Thus, 95 percent of the respondents were aware of program
presence and what was on offer and the terms of the partnership.

Figure 3: Credit program dissemination

RSP Staff
Female family members

Male family members
Friends/ Relatives

Almost 90 percent stated that the staff had
done a good job in explaining the programme
vision pertaining to credit and ninety-seven
percent thought that the program facilities
were easy to access.
The gender orientation of the programme was
perceived as its main attraction followed by
the related benefits. Surprisingly, the savings
potential was pointed out as the third most
attractive feature, even though this was not
borne out in household savings behavior. As
we indicated earlier, easy repayments were
not a strong selling point.

A high proportion of the households
indicated the loan process was easy to follow.
The loan turn-around time was also
reasonable; the bulk of the loans are processed in about a month. Again, about 62 percent of the
confirming households indicated that the monitoring by the programme staff was regular. The RSP
loan officers reportedly monitored 86 percent of the loans. About 43 percent of the respondents
indicated the loan officers were strict on recoveries. However, of these, 40 percent reported repeated

Figure 4: Perceived program strengths
10
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100
80
60
40
20
0

Livestock
option

Easy
repayments

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
Note: The actual number of loans are indicated on the y-axis

Saving
potential

Program
benefits

Women
loan
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visits as a means to ensure recovery, demonstrating a non-coercive approach.20 More than half the
respondents (56 percent) did not think the loan officers were strict about recoveries and threefourths mentioned that they are prepared to accept late payments. In general, about 88 percent of
the women responded that there was peer pressure inducing repayment of the loan and over 94
percent of the women responded that the pressure extended to monitoring their consumption
decisions. In most cases (93 percent), the loan officer was a woman and this facilitated
communications; women expressed a high degree of confidence in the process and the behavior of
the loan officers. A little more than 60 percent of the respondents kept loan records. Among these,
the three main systems in use were registers, notebooks and receipts.
Two-thirds of the respondents thought the loan size was adequate. A total of 115 households
indicated the loans were too small; 76 of these households wanted the loan size to vary between
Rs.15,000 Rs.50,000. Of these, a surprisingly large number, namely 22 households wanted the loan
size increased to 50K. Exactly half (58) of the 115 households did actually request larger loans.
However, only 10 of these requests were accepted. The bulk of the requests (36) were turned down
on because policies were not in place to accommodate them.21 Only 18 households responded to the
question on whether repayment of large loans would be a burden; 13 of these households indicated
repayments would not be a burden.
Some respondents queried why much larger infrastructure grants were being provided without
expectation of repayment, while small loan amounts were charged at market rates. In their
communication strategy, the programme staff need to make a distinction between collective
benefits and market governed individual or household benefits when the programme is being
introduced.
On the whole the micro credit system was strongly endorsed. Over ninety-five percent of the

Table 7: Beneficiary evaluation of microcredit and suggestions for improvement
Punjab

Sindh

Balochistan

NWFP

Total

85

80

71

78

314

Increase loan amount

11

6

14

23

54

Easier loan criteria

21

8

5

4

38

Flexible loan repayments

18

8

12

0

38

0

1

9

6

16

12

2

0

1

15

Does micro credit work well
Suggestions for improvement

Reduce interest rates
Stamp paper availability
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

respondents thought it worked well.The tabulated suggestions are made in a constructive spirit.
Business support from the RSPs was disappointing. Only 23 percent indicated they received such
support, which is low.
The kind of support needed is prioritized. The needs differ across provinces: Balochistan and the
NWFP have opted for business support; the Punjab is more keen on identifying business
opportunities. In general, facilitating input supply (35 percent) got the most loading in terms of the
kind of help women need with their business.

20
The loan officer made regular (62 percent) or irregular visits (37 percent). In contrast to repeat visits and persuasion, coercive
tactics could for example be late fees, penalty interest rates, and quick exclusion from COs.
21
Some of the RSPs (Punjab, NWFP) are actively considering increasing the loan amount, beginning modestly at first and
expanding if the take-up and repayments are satisfactory.
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Table 8: Business support
Punjab

Sindh

Balochistan

NWFP

Total

14

10

19

31

74

Input support

21

11

44

40

116

Technical training

12

8

12

8

49

Business identification

0

36

0

1

37

Output marketing

7

1

3

8

19

Support provided?
Needed technical and logistical support

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
Notes: The training refers to technical aspects of the business and to providing knowledge on how best to source inputs,
identifying promising opportunities and finding markets.

Three-fourths of the CO members indicated that they are regular about attending meetings,
suggesting a fairly high level of commitment.22 Nearly 90 percent of the respondents affirmed that
the COs consist exclusively of women members.

Figure 5: Issues discussed
140
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40
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utilization
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Start_ups
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Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

Savings emerged as a priority issue. As we noted earlier in Figure 4, respondents viewed savings as a
strong selling feature of the programme and the CO meetings confirmed its importance as an
agenda item. About 80 percent of the respondents affirmed that the RSP had set up savings schemes.
However, while this does not appear impressive to have translated into actual savings, 73 percent of
the respondents indicate cumulative savings below Rs,7,500 per CO member, which is low even by

Table 9: Savings performance
12
RSP savings schemes

Punjab

Sindh

Balochistan

NWFP

82

63

59

60

Total
264

Savings amount (All provinces)
Range

Number

Cumulative percentage

136

42

60-2500

61

60

3,000 – 7,500

44

73

7,800 – 17,000

50

20,000 – 140,000

40

No savings

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

22

Our anonymous reviewer informed us that “generally this is not what RSPs experience suggests.”
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comparison to household income reported in Table 5. This anomaly probably reflects the lack of
institutional arrangements to give concrete shape to the indicated interest in savings. As such, the
RSPs need to give more attention to this issue.
Nearly 80 percent of the respondents indicated they needed loans in the future. Again, the
preferences differed across provinces: the Punjab and the NWFP were business oriented; while Sindh
and Balochistan wanted livestock loans. Interestingly, in the aggregate, livestock loans have acquired
increasing importance even though, originally, they were not a program selling card.

Figure 6: Future loan priorities
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Punjab

Sindh
Livestock purchase

Balochistan
Extended business

NWFP

Total

Start business

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
Note: Y-axis represents numbers

3.1.5 Credit outcome
75 percent of the women indicated they owned their business. Among these, 70 percent stated their
income had increased by an average of Rs.3,498 which is about 3/5ths of the average amount
borrowed. Close to 35 percent reported an increase in assets.23 We also inquired about the growth in
the size of the business from when it had started to the current time and they reported about a
three-fold increase. A third had responded in the affirmative to an increase in the amount of personal
assets they possessed and a third had stated that they had re-invested in the business.

Figure 7: Credit benefits
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Own
business

Increase in household
income

Increase in
assets

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
Note: The y-axis denotes percentages
23

The assets consisted of new rooms, house improvements, durables and an increase in livestock.

Reinvested

Over 12 percent of the respondents claimed that the growth in the business enabled them to hire
additional family members. Two-fifths of the respondents claimed that their nutritional intake had
improved and two-thirds claimed this was the case with regards to their health status. Thirty percent
said they had managed to improve the educational level of the children in their family; others
claimed no additional investment in education or that this was not needed. Almost three-fifths
responded that the over all family socio-economic status had improved due to the loan. The reported
increase in household and food expenditure was much lower for households not taking credit.
Reported benefits are tabulated below in Table 10.

10.3.1.4 Women's empowerment
Table 10: Credit benefits
Provide household employment

(%age)
Yes

No

12

16

Increased Unchanged
General household expenditure

51

30

Family nutritional intake

52

42

Family health status

59

35

We consider two aspects of women's
empowerment. First, to what extent are
women the main agents in the loan
process as recipients. Second, to what
extent are they empowered as a result of
taking loans?

3.1.4.1 Female agency

Ninety percent of the women (294)
responded that they did need the
permission of males in the family before
Invest more in children’s education
30
51
taking the loans. A third of these women
Source: SDPI survey, 2007.
(114 respondents) claimed that the loan
was based on their own initiative. In the
remaining cases (192 respondents) the loan was taken at the urging of the husband (80 percent); the
son (10 percent) and; other family members (10 percent). Male family members remained involved in
the loan in three-fifths of the cases. Much of the involvement pertained to applying for the loan and
taking responsibility for re-payment. Half the women who responded to this question (200) said that
men also took on specific tasks such as input procurement or marketing the output. Two-fifths of the
women also indicated taking loans exclusively for males in the family; in most cases for business also
though in some cases for personal expense (only in one case out of 137 did a woman claim that the
male had wasted the money). In three-fifths of such cases the women have had to urge the men to
repay the loan and in five of these cases has this led to violence. In a third of these cases, the women
have had to find alternative means for repaying the loan, including drawing down on family saving
(28), getting a loan from a family member and in five cases selling livestock or land.
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Other women in the household have been involved in the loan in only 16 percent of cases, mostly in
the application process. However, the respondents themselves stayed involved with the loan in ninetenths of the cases (283) in all stages from applying to repayment. Fifty-five percent stated they
engaged in a business with the loan and undertook all related activity including purchasing the
inputs and marketing the outputs. Slightly over a third of the women claimed to have engaged in
loan re-cycling (taking new loans to pay an old one). In 22 cases, this included borrowing from other
sources to pay back the RSP, but only in one case was a money-lender tapped for this purpose. This
information regarding female agency is reported in Table 11.
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Table 11: Female agency in the loan process
Punjab

Sindh

Balochistan

NWFP

Total

%

Female agency – Men’s permission
Permission to take loans?

83

74

68

69

294

89

On own initiative?

53

21

16

23

113

40

At husband’s urging
/Encouragement

40

47

48

57

192

58

Males involved in loan

64

53

56

27

200

61

Specific activities

30

45

43

19

137

41

Credit on men’s behalf

51

47

27

14

139

42

Urge men to repay

32

21

17

13

83

61

Involved in loan processing

72

71

66

74

283

86

Involved in business
activities

17

43

57

57

174

53

Female loan staff

70

63

67

72

272

93

Loan recycling

57

31

14

1

103

35

Borrow from other
sources to repay

17

2

3

0

22

18

Men’s involvement

Repayments

Loan processing, staff composition

Loan recycling

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

3.1.4.2 Female empowerment
Ninety percent of the 305 women who responded, 42 percent claimed that their status in the
household had improved moderately and 30 percent claimed a high improvement after getting
credit. By contrast, this was the case for 37 and 22 percent respectively for women who did not get
credit but were asked if they could attribute the change to CO membership. Non-members were
asked the same question and asked to think in terms of changes over time and 23 percent reported a
moderate improvement and another 23 percent a high improvement in their status. Even if there is
an inclination to respond in the affirmative and even though one cannot claim causality based on
reporting of perceptions, but by all accounts there is a significant difference between the 72 percent
improved status for those with membership and credit relative to the 46 percent for non-members.
The more empowered may be the ones who become members and among this group once again
the more empowered may be the ones who get the credit. These comparative findings regarding
female household status are reported below in Table 12.

Table 12: Female status in the household by group
Indicator

High
improvement

Moderate
improvement

No change

n

Status in the household (%age)
Target group

28

Control group 1

41

Control group 2

54

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

42

30

305

37

22

54

23

23

60
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Loans taken by women did in their perception improve household well-being notably. Thirty-two
percent responded that food expenditures increased moderately and 23 percent that there was a
high increase. Similarly, there was a perception of a 36 percent and 15 percent moderate and high
increase in general household expenditure respectively. This reported increase, either moderate or
high increase, was much lower for members not getting credit.
We also explored empowerment resulting from credit drawn by women at a fairly high level of
disaggregation and results are reported below in Table 13.

Table 13: Women's perception regarding credit related empowerment
Indicator

No
change

Moderate
improvement

High
improvement

N

Decisions pertaining to business

49

29

23

291

General financial decisions

49

25

26

294

Decisions pertaining to personal savings

43

30

27

289

Participating in RSP activities

25

36

39

296

Participating in other group/ social activities

55

21

24

293

Spending on self

37

32

31

296

Mobility

35

27

38

281

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

The variations are quite instructive. The most notable improvements are in the areas pertaining to
the project i.e. business and financial decisions, working with the RSP, and mobility. Sixty-eight
percent of the women noted that the RSP had made efforts to inform them about their
empowerment (rights, potential). Another positive development is the extent of change on personal
decisions such as spending on self or decisions regarding personal savings.
The further removed from project related issues, the less change there has been such as in the case
of contraception decisions and ability of women to vote independently as reported in Table 14
below.

Table 14: Degrees of perceived female empowerment by other
Contraception decisions

16

No change

Moderate
improvement

High
improvement

N

Marriage related decisions

54

28

18

312

Decisions pertaining to dowry

56

28

16

284

Decisions pertaining to entertainment

62

26

12

287

Electoral decisions

72

17

11

294

Contraception decisions

74

18

8

274

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

As reported in Table 15, men are not doing much more to help women in the household despite the
extra load the women are carrying since on most issues two-thirds or more women reported no
change. But there been positive and notable change across the board and in most cases assessing
the change is a matter of interpretation. One could highlight that two-fifths did note a change in this
regard and given that social change is generally glacial, this number is quite dramatic. We asked the
same set of questions on empowerment from women in Control groups 1 and 2. The results indicate
that the empowerment status of CO members getting credit is in general much higher than of those
not getting credit. And that of the latter group is in general much higher than those of nonmembers. However, there is also not much difference across all three groups in terms of men helping
more with household chores.
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A recommendation emerging out of these findings is that RSP involve itself more closely in rightsbased training programs. Increased sensitization is an effective way for women to cajole/persuade
men to support them in areas where they are seen to be lagging.

Table 15: Change in male supportive role for females in the household
Indicator

No change

Moderate
improvement

High
improvement

n

Are husbands helping more with any of the following
Childcare

62

29

9

288

Cleaning

73

19

8

290

Shopping

51

32

17

281

Getting fuel/water

61

21

11

282

Source: SDPI survey, 2007.

We asked the same set of questions on empowerment from women who were members but did not
take credit and from women who were non-members. These results are reported in Appendix Table
IV and confirm the findings above that the empowerment status of CO members getting credit is in
general much higher than of those not getting credit and that of the latter group is in general much
higher than those of non-members. As might be expected, there is a similar change in terms of
working with the RSP and mobility. There is also not much difference across all three groups in terms
of men helping more with household chores.
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4. Summary and conclusions
The RSPN (Rural Support Programmes Network) includes the largest network of NGOs delivering
micro-credit. As of March 2007, the ten members of this network were serving 2.13 million
beneficiaries, over a quarter of them women. While it was not possible, given time and resources, to
draw a representative stratified random sample, we have tried to get a broad coverage of four of the
larger members in the network and also visited all four of the provinces. Also, we argue in the
method section that since the findings are in any case based on respondent perceptions, qualitative
data gathering techniques have advantages over a more regimented quantitative format. However,
that said, our findings are suggestive as is true of all methods since they are not based on direct
observation. To get a handle on empowerment issues, we sampled two control groups in additional
to the group 1 that did get credit from RSPs; one that was an RSP member but did not get RSP credit
(group 2) and another that was not an RSP member (group 3).
The literature on micro-credit and female empowerment is mixed. Some studies suggest that such
credit intensifies the exploitation of women whereby men using women as agents to procure loans
and leaving them with little decision making power with regards to procurement or use. However,
the organizations lean on the women for the return of the loans, thereby reducing their transaction
costs, and women get caught in the middle of pushy credit giving organizations and recalcitrant and
often violent spouses. Others have suggested that this is an unfair caricature and that in fact on
average women are empowered as a result of the loans.
Empowerment is not easy to define and there is disagreement on definitional issues. We have
followed scholars who define it in functional and measurable terms of whether women have greater
decision making powers on issues that are of concern to them. While this is our main focus in this
report, we also explored some broader issues.
The overall credit experience was reported to be very positive with only 3 persons out of 320 ever
having defaulted. There was a high level of recipient satisfaction expressed with the programme staff
in terms of explaining the programme, ease of understanding procedures, ease of access, and
confidence in the loan officers. The monitoring was viewed to be tight, but most felt there was
adequate flexibility with regards to repayment. While a third felt that the loan size should be bigger,
this needs to be viewed in conjunction with the statistic indicating that only 14 percent used the loan
exclusively for the purpose intended. Overall, 95 percent responded that the credit program as is
worked well.
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Respondents reported a threefold increase in the sizes of their business. In addition, nutritional
intake, their health status, investment in the children's education, all increased. Overall, three-fifths of
the respondents reported an improvement in the families overall status. Seventy-two percent of the
women reported that their own status within the household has improved moderately or
significantly and this was much higher than the groups that did not take credit or were non-CO
members. Similarly, CO household members getting credit reported a much higher improvement in
their overall and food expenditures. Finally, credit appeared to have had a very notable impact on
women's mobility, and say in business or financial decisions, expenditures on self or savings behavior,
and interacting with the RSP.
The household income varied for all three groups but for group 1 it was the highest, but even so
barely over the $1 a day cut-off for a family of 7. The poorest group was the one not getting credit
with the non-members (group 3) was the intermediate category in this regard. Based on their own
reporting, group 1 also experienced the greatest increase in general expenditures and food
expenditures which they attribute to credit followed by group 2.
Perhaps our finding that is of greatest concern is an almost two-fold gap in average household
income between those members getting credit and those not getting credit; putting the latter way
below the poverty line by our estimates. Also, while mobility and decision-making ability with
regards to program activities did improve for this group, consumption and food expenditures of
credit receiving members improved about twice as much that of those not receiving credit. Thus, the
large income gap appears to have gotten bigger.
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5. Recommendations
The study generated specific recommendations which, with their underlying rationale, are explained
below:
A. Provide subsidized credit to marginalised groups
As mentioned earlier, marginalised groups tend to be neglected by the RSP microfinance
programs. This is because of a perceived lack of credit-worthiness, combined with the fact
that the RSPs work within financial and operational constraints defined by the loaning
agencies (primarily the PPAF in their case). The RSPs have clearly established their pro-poor
credibility, demonstrated a bent for innovation, and for operational and financial discipline.
These attributes constitute adequate qualifications to launch a subsidized microfinance
program which embraces the poorest of the poor. There will be the usual cavils about
discrimination (against credit recipients who pay full charges) and sustainability, but the
effort is worth making precisely because one can not afford to ignore this group. The
modalities can be worked out once the principle is accepted.
B. Undertake a prior training needs assessment and tailor training to these needs. Some of the
identified needs are accounting/record keeping, credit management, business and
technical training.
The training that is being carried out is sporadic at best, with some RSPs doing better than
others. The challenge is to develop user-friendly training modules which account for
differences in entrepreneurial ability and inclinations and for the religious ethic. In order to
be focused and needs-based, a prior needs assessment should be carried out.
C. Make the loan packages more flexible.
Originally, the RSPs started out with a standardized cookie-cutter, one-size-fits-all
approach. In time, they started experimenting with different approaches which took into
account seasonality, amounts, differentiated charges (cross-subsidizing emergency loans).
This shows a sensitivity and awareness of the diversity of recipients, occupational range and
personal circumstances. The demonstrated flexibility dovetails commercial, development
and humanitarian considerations. The recommendation is to replicate these approaches on
a larger scale.
D. Provide business support (input identification and procurement, marketing support)
The need for business support was strongly felt. While a large number among the universe
of recipients are entrepreneurially inclined and find solutions, an equally large number
need guidance. This is true especially for women who are uneducated and face cultural and
social bars to mobility. The Orangi Pilot Project serves as a role model to this kind of
support and its expertise should be tapped.
E. Promote savings, as internal funds generation leads to financial independence.
As we indicated, the demonstrated interest in savings did not translate into tangible results.
This anomaly probably reflects the lack of institutional arrangements to give concrete
shape to the indicated interest. As such, the RSPs need to examine the legal and procedural
restrictions on setting up savings schemes and come up with answers to work around
them.
F.

Provide rights-based training to the RSP community (actors and recipients)
As we noted, women are less empowered in relation to certain functions. Increased
awareness through rights-based training (both for women and men) would both sensitize
the men into becoming more supportive as well as making women more assertive in terms
of demanding their rights.
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Appendix Table
Appendix Table I: Key indicators of non-RSP members of Pakistan Microfinance
Network (PMN)
Institution

Total Assets
(Rupees)

Total Debt
(Rupees)

Portfolio(Rupees)
Gross loan

Equity-Asset
Ratio(%)

Debt-Equity
ratio (%)

Gross loan portfolioasset ratio (%)

Commercial banks
KB

6.85

4.97

2.15

27.3

2.70

31.40

TMFB

1.27

0.72

0.53

43.50

1.30

41.50

POMFB

0.49

0.004

0.08

99.10

0.001

17.30

FMFB

1.68

0.96

0.69

42.90

1.30

40.90

RMFB

0.11

0.02

0.04

81.20

0.20

36.80

NMFB

0.11

0.04

0.05

65.20

0.50

45.00

KASHF

2.00

1.06

1.53

47.10

1.12

76.40

SAFWCO

0.11

0.01

0.01

17.9

4.60

82.00

DAMEN

0.24

0.22

0.17

10.400

8.70

69.70

CSC

0.13

0.10

0.11

25.70

2.90

81.30

KHUWAT

0.05

0.00

0.04

98.20

0.02

78.20

OPP

0.14

0.03

0.10

78.50

0.30

69.40

ASASAH

0.22

0.24

0.11

-6.80

-15.70

49.20

NGO MFIs

Source: Pakistan Microfinance Review, 2006

Appendix Table II: RSP activity by gender
Indicators

AKRSP

NRSP

BRSP

PRSP

SRSP

Total

Cos/Vos formed
Men

2,571

611

23,310

8,800

4,119

47768

Women

1,753

431

10,757

6,557

1,814

26140

Men

371.01

1.31

482.32

28.33

49

1013.12

Women

129.27

0.73

108.66

17.45

19

316.7

4,223

97

8,836

840

638

15499

85

35

2,777

500

1,016

4909

Men

20,267

1253

184231

161887

25380

442793

Women

16,433

511

94398

66800

28845

240832

1,439.33

14.39

6967.08

1882.76

189.22

11342.08

155,281

10.96

1261.48

925.11

84.24

2973.85

Men

465,843

1564

514768

160841

18819

1234554

Women

155,281

1192

131733

90318

7551

414851

Savings (Rs. million)

Staff members trained
Men
Women
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Community members trained

Credit disbursed (Rs. million)
Men
Women
Credit beneficiaries

Source: RSPN, 2006

Appendix Table III: Spatial coverage of the survey
Districts

Tehsil

Union councils

Districts

Tehsil

Sialkot

Daska

Ghuinke

Balochistan Mastung

Mastung

Punjab

Union councils
Sheikh Wasil

Wadala
Sandhowan

Ispelengi

Thatta

Jar

Spezand

Sujawal

Kalankot

Sorguz

Sindh

NWFP

Kalri

Peshawer

Mera Kachori

Nowshera

Aza Khel Payan

Keenjhar

Chamkani

Makli

Korvi

Thatta

Chowki Mumrez

Appendix Table IV: Female perceptions about empowerment status for members
not taking credit (NC) and non-members (NM) (percentages)
Indicator

No change
NC

22

Moderate
improvement

NM

NM

NC

n

High
improvement
NM

NC

NM

NC

Marriage related decisions

58

67

27

19

15

14

48

57

Decisions pertaining to dowry

60

71

23

18

17

11

48

55

Decisions pertaining
to entertainment

69

70

21

16

10

14

52

56

Electoral decisions

81

74

9

12

9

14

53

58

Decisions pertaining
to business

67

68

8

21

25

11

52

56

General financial decisions

56

59

15

22

29

19

52

59

Spending on self

40

55

30

21

30

24

53

59

Decisions pertaining
to personal savings

47

67

19

20

34

13

53

54

Contraception decisions

52

76

26

13

21

11

42

46

Mobility

37

52

39

26

25

22

52

58

Participating in RSP activities

22

na

34

na

44

na

50

na

Participating in other
group/ social activities

55

75

14

7

31

18

51

55

Are husbands helping more with any of the following:
Childcare

63

61

20

18

18

21

51

56

Cleaning

59

62

24

16

18

22

51

55

Shopping

51

61

24

15

24

24

51

55

Getting fuel/water

57

64

22

14

22

22

51

55

Source: SDPI survey
Note: columns may not add to 100 percent due to rounding errors.
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Annex 1: Questionnaires

For office use only

Questionnaire for the Case Histories (for the HHs which get Credit)

Introduction:
Name of Village/Mohallah ________________________
Location:
Rural……………………1
Urban……………………2
Tehsil:

___________________________

District:

___________________________

Name of Respondent: ____________________Line #____

Profession (Respondent):
Housewife
Farming
Business
Labour
Govt. job
Private job
Services
Other (specify)

00
01
02
03
04
05
06
77

Age: ___________ completed years
Monthly income: __________________________
Education:___________________________
Relationship with head of the household:
Self
1
Wife
2
Daughter
3
Mother
4
Sister
5
Daughter-in-law
6
Mother-in-law
7
Sister-in-law
8

Name of Researcher: _________________________
Date of interview:

______/______/ 2007
Hours

Minutes

Time of interview Started:
Time of interview Completed:

Marital Status of Respondent:
Never Married
1
Married
2
Divorced/Separated
3
Widowed
4

Data entry operator(DEO): Name:_______________________________
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Code:

Date:______/______/ 2007

Household Roster
Sr. No/
Line No.

Name

Age

Gender

Education

Health

1. Male
2. Female

00. Not in school
05. Primary (1-5)
08. Middle (6-8)
10. Secondary (9-10)
12. High (11-12)
14. BA/BSc
16. MA/MSc +

1. Good
2. Fair (minor
illnesses)
3. Poor (Major/
Chronic illness)

1

1

2

1

2

3

2

1

2

1

2

3

3

1

2

1

2

3

4

1

2

1

2

3

5

1

2

1

2

3

6

1

2

1

2

3

7

1

2

1

2

3

8

1

2

1

2

3

9

1

2

1

2

3

10

1

2

1

2

3

11

1

2

1

2

3

12

1

2

1

2

3

13

1

2

1

2

3

14

1

2

1

2

3

15

1

2

1

2

3

16

1

2

1

2

3

17

1

2

1

2

3

18

1

2

1

2

3

19

1

2

1

2

3

20

1

2

1

2

3

24
Note: Please ensure that Head of the household is listed first and “Sr_no” should be encircled.
If household members are more than 20, please use extra sheet/roster & please mention it here
If a person is not employed/not working and seeking for a job/employment
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Section A: Socio-economic profile
Q.No.
A1

Question
Major source of household income
(A source which is major contributor to Household income)

A2

Household income (Rs.)

A3

Type of house

Responses
Farming 01
Business 02
Labour
03
Govt. job 04
Private job 05
Services 06
Other (specify) _________________________
a. Crops___________________Rs.
b. Livestock________________Rs.
c. Business_________________Rs.
d. Labour__________________Rs.
e. Govt. job________________Rs
f. Private job_______________Rs.
g. Services_________________Rs.
h. Pension_________________Rs.
i. Rent____________________Rs.
j. Remittances______________Rs.
k. Gift/ Cash________________Rs.
l. Other (Specify)_________, _______Rs.
Pacca
Katcha
Pacca/katcha

A4

Number of rooms

A5

Water supply

A6

01
02
03

Piped (inside - Govt. Supplied)
Piped (outside - Govt. Tab)
Hand pump
Well inside
Well out side
Canal/ stream
Other (Specify)

01
02
03
04
05
06

Inside
Outside
Yes
No
Gas
Wood
Kerosene
Electricity
Other (specify)

01
02
01
02
01
02
03
04

Latrine

A7

Drainage

A8

Fuel (For cooking & heating)

A9

What is your living arrangement?
Nuclear family
Joint Family
Extended family

A10

A11

01
02
03

House ownership?

Do you have the following utilities?
a. Electricity
b. Gas
d. Sewerage System
e. Telephone: line
Cell phone

Own
Rent
Without rent/ rent free
Yes
1
1
1
1
1

01
02
03
No
2
2
2
2
2

A12
Monthly Household Expenditure (Rs.) Please use average if reported expenditure are other than monthly

a. Food_______ _____________Rs.

b. Clothing_________________Rs.

c. Health care_______________Rs.

d. Education________________Rs.

25

e. Transport________________Rs.

f. Housing__________________Rs.

g. Social Functions___________Rs.

h. Utility Bills_____________ ___Rs.

i. Other expenses (specify)___________________, ____________Rs.
A13

A14

Household Food Expenditure (in Rs. per week)

a. Wheat_______________ Rs.

i. Fish_________________ Rs.

b. Maze________________ Rs.

j. Sugar_______________ Rs.

c. Fruits________________ Rs.

k. Millets_______________ Rs.

d. Poultry_______________ Rs.

l. Vegetables____________ Rs.

e. Milk_________________ Rs.

m. Mutton______________ Rs.

f. Rice_________________ Rs.

n. Eggs_______________ (No.)

g. Pulses_______________ Rs.

o. Fat/Oil_______________ Rs.

h. Beef________________ Rs.

p. Other (Specify)_______________, ________Rs.

Assets
Assets

26

Number

Value (Rs.)

Assets

a. Land

l. Car

b. Trees

m. Motorcycle

c. Livestock

n. VCR/ DVD

d. Poultry

o. Bicycle

e. Tractor

p. Sewing machine

f. Thresher

q. TV/ radio

g. Cart/trolley

r. Savings(cash, etc)

h. Tube well/pump

s. Loan given

i. Shop/business

t. Jewelry

j. House

u. Air-conditioner

k. Other structure

v. Other assets

Number

Value (Rs.)

Women's Access to and Control Over Microcredit
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Section B: Credit Details
Qno.

Questions

Responses

B1

Have you ever taken a loan(s) other than from RSP?
(Over the past 5 years)
Where did you take loan(s) from?

Yes
NoGo to

B2

B3

Informal source (family, friends, etc.)
Money lender?
Banks
NGOs
Other (Specify)
From whom

Amount

Interest/mark-up

Purpose of loan

1
2
01
02
03
04

Loan duration

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
B3

Have you taken a loan (s) from the RSP?

B4

Why, did you take a loan from the RSP instead of another source (s)?

B5

How long ago did you take your first loan (years and months)?

B6

How many times have you taken loans from RSP o ver the past 5 years (1, 2 times, more)
Amount

Interest/mark-up

Yes________________________________01
No________________________________02
No collateral needed ______________________ 01
Simple procedure ______________________02
Home–based loaning______________________03
Lower interest ______________________04
No alternative______________________05
Any other (Specify)______________________

Loan
duration

Purpose of the loan

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
B7

a. Did you have the skill/experience for the business for which you
took the loan?
b. If no, do you wish to acquire skills?
c. If yes, what type of skills?

B8

a. Have you ever been denied a loan?

27
Yes________________________________ 01
No________________________________ 02
Yes________________________________ 01
No_________________________________02
Technical Training_____________________ 01
Marketing____________________________02
Advertising/sales promotion_____________03
Any other (Specify)_____ ___________________
Yes ___________________
.
01
No___________________ Go to B9 ___________________ 02

b. If so, why? Please explain.
c. When refused did you get the money from CO savings instead?

Yes________________________________01
No_________________________________.02

B9

a. Have you decided to stop taking loans?

Yes………………………………………… 01
No………….. Go to B10………………… 02

b. If yes why? Please explain.

B10

Have you ever defaulted on a loan?

Yes………………………………………… 01
No…………. Go to B11……………………….
02

What was/were the reaso ns?
Endogenous
a. Family emergency
b. Attitudinal (aggressive, defiance by self or
family members)
c. Lack of monitoring & accountability
d. Lack of credit management skills
e. Other
Exogenous
f. Natural disaster
g. Inflation
h. Other

28

B11

a. Have you used the loan(s) entirely for the purpose for
which it is given?
b. If no, what other uses do you put it to?

B12

If yes, to what degree?

No……………………………………… ….01
Yes………… Go to b12.…….………………02
To repay another loan……………………..01
Dowry……………………………………...02
For household consumption……………..03
Give it to husband or relative.……………04
Buy jewelry………………………………..05
Use it for an emergency (funeral, medical)...06
Dealing with a natural disaster……………..07
Any other (specify)_________________________
> 75%...........................................................01
50 – 75%......................................................02
75% -- 100%................................................03

Women's Access to and Control Over Microcredit
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Section C: Institutional details
QNo.

Questions

C1

How did you first find out about the RSP micro -credit program

Responses
RSP staff
Male member of the family
Female member of the family
Friends/relatives
Other (Specify)
__

C2

a. Has RSP informed you of its overall credit st rategy/vision?

Yes
01
No…………. Go toC3

01
02
03
04

02

b. If yes, please explain what this is
C3

Was it easy to access the program?

Yes……….. Go to C5 01
No
02

C4

If no, what were the reasons

Poverty……………………………..01
No experience……………………...02
No connections..…………………...03
Gender……………………………..04
Any other (Specify)_____________________

C5

Why do you think you got the loan? Please explain

C6

a. Was the loan size adequate to meet required purpose?

Yes……….. Go to C8 01
No
02

b. If not, how much more did you n eed? Specify amount
C7

a. Did you request for the additional funding?
b. If yes, did they agree?
c. If no, why?

d. If yes, did repayment represent a burden?
e. If yes (burden), how did you manage to repay?

f. If not a burden, explain why?

C8

________________Rs.
Yes
01
No
02
Yes……….. Go to C7 d
01
No……….. Go to C7 c
02
Policy issue
01
Maximum for specified activities 02
Lack of funds
03
Any other (Specify)_____________________
Yes……….. Go to C7 e
01
No……….. Go to C7 f 02
Borrowed from money
01 lenders 02
Family
03
Friends
04
Other NGO
05
Other (Specify)
Had sufficient funds 01
We expected the business to generate funds
02
We expected to borrow the necessary funds
03
Other (Specify)

a. Is the loan process complicated?
Yes…………………………………… ...01
No…………. …………………………..02
b. Please explain the steps and how long it takes to complete each step. (Once you have acquired an understanding of the
procedure, please skip to the next question
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

c. How long do you wait befo re you get a loan?
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C9

a. Are the loans monitored?
b. If yes, how?
c. If yes, (monitoring) By whom?

C10

Are the loan officers strict about recovery?

C11

What do they do to ensure timely repayment?

C12

In what way are they flexible?

C13

Do you think this system works well?

C14

Do you have suggestions to improve it?

C15

Do you maintain your own loan records?

C16

Please explain the system you use (ledger, any other)

C17

How can the RSP help you to improve your skills?

C18

a. Does the RSP provide any business support facilities?
b. If yes, what kind?

C19

a. Do you have a need for taking a loan in the future?

Yes……….. Go to C9 b…………………… 01
No……….. Go to C10 …………. ………02
Never…… ….Go to C10………………….01
Regular visits………………………. 02
Irregular……………………………. 03
Loan officer
01
CO officeholder
02
Any other (specify)_____________________
Yes……………………………………..01
No………………Go to C12. …………. 02
More visits
01
Threats 02
Use peer pressure of CO members
03
Any other(specify)____________________
Accept delayed payments………………01
Write-off loans (complete or part)……...02
Any other (specify)______________________
Yes……………………………………...01
No…………. ………………………….. 02
Stamp paper availability………………..01
Easier loan criteria……………………...02
Flexibility on loan repayments…………03
Any others (specify)_____________________
Yes……………………………………...01
No……….. Go to C17…………………….. 02

Output marketing
01
Input supply……………………………02
Business identification
02
Technical training
04
Other (specify)
__
Yes……………………………………...0 1
No………..Go to C19.….....…………….02
Input procurement……………….……...01
Output marketing…………………….....02
Market /price information………………03
Technology/business practices…………04
Any others (specify)_____________________
Yes……………………………………...0 1
No………..Go to C19 c….....……………02

b. If yes, why?
c. If no, why not?
C20

Does your CO consist exclusively of women?

Yes……… Go to C20 c
No………….

…….01
…….02

b. If no, how many males?
c. How many members does it have?
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C21

a. Do you attend your CO meetings regularly?

Never……… Go to C22..……………….01
Regularly………………………………..02
Irregular………………………………...03

b, How many times a month?

c. What issues are discussed at these meetings?

C22

Has the RSP helped you set up a savings scheme?

C22

How much has the CO saved since it was established?

C23

Do you take loans against these savings?

Yes……………………………………...0 1
No……………………………… ………02

_____________________Rs.
Yes……………………………………...01
No………………………………………02
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Section D: Credit-related benefits (income, asset growth, welfare improvement)
Qno.

Questions

Responses

D1

a. Is it your own business, or is it a joint family business?

Own…………..Go to D2………………..01
Joint
……..02

b. If jointly, with whom?
D2

a. Has the household income increased as a result of the loan activity?

Yes
……..01
No………Go to D4

……..02

Explain by how much? (Rs./ Month)

D3

a. How large was the business when you took your first loan (the respondent can answer in rupee or in physical terms)?
b. How large is your business now (in rupee or physical terms?)

D4

Have your assets increased
Yes………………………………............01
No………Go to D9 ……..02

D5

Please explain.

D6

Have you re-invested in your business?

D7

New rooms……………………………....01
House improvement……………..............02
Utilities (drainage, sanitary)…………….03
Durables (TV, VCR, DVD other electronics) ..04
Car, motorcycle…………………………05
Any other (Specify)______________________

Yes………………………………………01
No………Go to D9………………………02
If yes, please explain (more livestock, poultry, leather punching machines, increased busine
ss turnover, shop expansion, etc.)

D8

Does the business activity provide employment to members of
the household?

Yes………………………………............01
No………………………………...……..02

D9

a. Has your health status improved as a result of the loan activity?

Yes………………………………............01
No
……..02
Yes………………………………............01
No
……..02

b. Has your family health status improved as a result of the loan activity?
D10

a. Has your nutritional intake increased as a result of the loan
activity (more meat, milk )?

……..01
Same
Increased ……..02
Other (Specify)______________________

b. Has family nutritional intake increased as a result of the loan
activity (more meat, milk)?
D11

Same
……..01
Increased ……..02
Other (Specify)______________________
Do you invest more in your c hildren’s education as a result of the loan activity?

D12

Has credit improved the family’s social status? Please explain.
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Section E: Empowerment / Gender relations
Qno.

Questions

Responses

E1

Do you need the permission of a male member of the
family to take loans?
Is the loan on your own initiative or have you been urged by a
male family member?
What is his relationship to you?

Yes…………………………...01
No……………………………02
Yes…………………………...01
No (family member)…………02
Husband 01
Brother 02
Father
03
Father-in-law
04
Brother in law
05
Any other (specify)____________

E2

Is a male family member involved in the loan
Yes……………………………….01
No……………Go to E5………..02
What is the role of the male household member in the loan activity?

Are men responsible for specific activities?
d. If yes what are they?
E3

a. Do you take credit on behalf of a male family member?
b. What does he spend the money on?

c. Have you urged the male member(s) to repay?
d. Has this ever led to violence?
E4

What do you do if the male member refuses to pay?

E5

a. Is a female family member/other female member involved in the loan?
b. What is her relationship to you? (after completing the male questions)
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c. What is her role?

E6

Applying for loans………….. .01
Signing/processing forms….....02
Keeping accounts (ledger)…...03
Obtaining stamp paper...……..04
Repaying loan……….……….05
Any other (specify)____________
Yes…………………………...01
No……..Go to E3 a……………02
Input procurement .01
Marketing outputs………………..02
Other (specify)__________________

a. Are you involved in any of the above loan processing activities?
b. If so, what are they? Refer to E5 (c)

c. Are you involved in any of the business activity?
d. If so what are they?

Yes……………………………….0 1
No…………Go to E5…………..0 2
Personal expenses ..01
Business ..02
Children ..03
Wastes it ..04
Don’t know
..05
Any other (specify)______________
Yes……………………………….0 1
No………………………………..0 2
Yes…………………………… ….01
No………………………………...0 2
Draw down household savings ..01
Sell jewelry?
..02
Any other (specify)_________________
Yes……………………………….01
No……………Go to E6………..02
Mother in Law
01
Sister-in-law
02
Mother 03
Sister
04
Aunts
05
Any other (specify)_________________
Applying for loans…… ……...01
Signing/processing forms….....02
Keeping accounts (ledger)…...03
Obtaining stamp paper...……..04
Repaying loan……….……….05
Any other (specify)____________
Yes…………………………...01
No……………………………02
Applying for loans…………...01
Signing/processing forms….....02
Keeping accounts (ledger)…...03
Obtaining stamp paper...……..04
Repaying loan……….……….05
Any other (specify)____________
Yes…………………………...01
No……………………………02
Input procurement .01
Marketing outputs………………..02
Other (specify)__________________
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E7

a. Are the RSP loan staff male or female?
Male……………………………...0 1
Female..…………………………..02
b. Are there any problems with the loan staff?
Yes……………………………….0 1
No………go to E8…………………02
c. Have loan staff ever behaved inappropriately?
Abused .01
Insulted .02
Made you aware of your sex
Other (specify)

E8

a. Is there any loan re-cycling? (Using new loans to pay old ones).

E9

a. Do you borrow from other loan sources to repay the RSP loan? (separate?)

.03

Yes……………………………….0 1
No……………Go to E10………..0 2
Don’t know………………………03
Yes……………………………….0 1
No………………………………..0 2
Don’t know…………… …………03

b. Which sources? Please specify?
Informal source (family, friends,
etc)…………………………………01
Money lender?
…02
Banks
…03
NGOs
…04
Other (Specify)_________________
Has your status/respect in the family improved since you became an earning
ber?
mem
E10

R a t e f r o m 1 to 3

(Rate from 1-3 with 1 as no change, 2 as
moderately improved, 3 as highly
improved).

No change

Moderately improved

Highly improved

1

2

3

Do you now enjoy greater decision making powers with regards to the following?
E11
R a t e f r o m 1 to 3
No change

Moderately improved

Highly improved

1

2

3

1

2

Decisions related to marriage of
children/other family members

1

2

Decisions relating to dowry

1

2

Decisions relating to entertainment

1

2

Electoral decisions (who to vote for)

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

2

a. General household expenditure
(food purchases, house improvemen t,
entertainment)
Food purchases

Decisions relating to business (expand,
reinvest earnings)
General financial decisions (lending /
giving money, borrowing)
Spending on self (clothes, jewellery,
shoes)
j. Decisions related to savings
(personal savings account, retaining
earnings frrm business)
k.

Employment of children/relatives

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

3
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l. Contraception

1

2

m. Mobility (visiting family, visiting
friends, going to market, clinic, hospital,
courts)

1

2

n. Participation in RSP activities

1
2
o. Participation in group/social
1
activities (NGO, welfare organization)
2
p. Have the male members of the
household started participating more in
household chores?
Childcare
1
2
Housecleaning
Shopping
Providing water/fuel
E12
a. Is there peer group pressure on you regarding how the income
is to be spent? (Peer pressure is from other CO members?)
b. If yes, please specify (these are consumption activities)

E13

a. Is there peer group pressure on you regarding repayment of the loan?
b. If yes, why is that the case?

E14

a. Does RSP conduct women empowerment programs?
b. If yes, what are these programs?
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3
3
3
3

3

No
..01
Yes………...……………………..02
Jewelry ..01
Weddings ..02
Other(Specify)
No
..01
Yes………...……………………..02
They were concerned that their loans
would be stuck up if I did not repay on
time?
01
They wanted to keep good relations with
the RSP 02
Other (specify)__________________
No
..01
Yes………...……………………..02
Awareness creation…….…….01
Any other (Specify)______________

Women's Access to and Control Over Microcredit
in Rural Support Programme Areas

Appendix VI: Checklist for FGDs
Checklist for FGD (main target group)
Socio-economic information
What is the village population
Are the majority of the houses “katcha” or “pucca”?
What is the main occupation of the village residents (3 major occupations)
What are the main types of home-based employment (3 major types)
What is the highest household income? lowest household income? average household income?

Village infrastructure and services
Are the majority of the village roads “katcha” or “pucca”?
How many primary and secondary schools are there in the village. Are there any girls primary and
secondary schools? Any co-educational schools?
Does the village have any dispensaries/health centers/basic health units?
Does the village have piped water supply within the houses. Does it have public water tanks?
Is there proper drainage/sewerage in the village?
Are there any garbage removal arrangements?
Is gas and electricity available to the majority of the households?
What are the main fuels used for cooking and heating?
Are there telephone facilities. Is cell phone use common?
Are there arrangements for public transport?
Do villagers rely largely on private transport?

Credit-related questions
What are the major sources of loans (family, shopkeeper, money lender, RSPs, other NGOs, banks)
Why do women take loans from the RSP?
Do women have the skills/experience for the business for which they take loans?
Are the majority of the loans paid back? Why? (social collateral)
Are there loan defaults? Why (exogenous/endogenous)
Are loans used for purposes other than those specified? What are these?

Institutional questions
How did you first find out about the RSP micro-credit program?
Has RSP informed you of its overall credit strategy/vision? What is it?
Was it easy to access the program? Why are some women able to access and others not?
Are the loans large enough? If not, how large should they be?
Did you communicate this to the RSP? How did it respond?
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Will it not be difficult to repay the large loans? How will you ensure the loan is repaid?
How long do you have to wait before you get a loan? What are the steps you have to go through?
Are the loans strictly monitored. Do the loans officers show some flexibility? In what way?
Does the RSP provide any business support facilities? (Input procurement, output marketing, market
/price information, technology, business practices)
How well is the savings program running?
Is there an increasing trend to take loans from these savings? Why?

Income/welfare related questions
Has the household income increased as a result of the loan activity?
Have household assets increased. (New rooms, house improvement, utilities (drainage, sanitary),
durables (TV, VCR, DVD other electronics), car, motorcycle)?
Is there a trend to reinvest in the business? Why?
Have the loans contributed to an improvement in health and nutrition
Is there investment in better education
Has increased business activity contributed to household employment
Has consumption increased. What are the major items of consumption? (marriage, jewellery,
consumer durables electronic items, cycle, motorcycle, etc.)

Empowerment questions
Is the home and community environment restrictive? Do you feel oppressed? Please explain.
Do you need the permission of a male family member or older female relatives to take loans?
Are men involved in the loan process? In what way?
Are they involved in the business? In what way?
Do you take loans on behalf of the men? What do the use these loans for?
Do you face problems in repaying these loans? What kind of problems? Does it lead to tension or
violence?
How do you repay these loans?
Are there any problems with RSP staff? Do they misbehave?
Has your status/respect in the family improved since you became an earning member? Do you enjoy
greater decision making powers? Please explain.
Do other CO members influence your consumption decisions? (for instance do they influence you to
spend the income on consumption items such as weddings, jewellery, etc.)
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Are you allowed to use the income you earn in any way you like, or do you need the permission of
other male or female family members ?
What is the general pattern of use? How do you spend the income that you earn from your business?
Do you have personal savings accounts?
Are you allowed to go out of the house on your own?
Are you allowed to participate in the activities of the RSP, other NGOs, other welfare organizations in
the area
Does RSP conduct women empowerment programs? If so, what are these programs?

Women's Access to and Control Over Microcredit
in Rural Support Programme Areas

Checklist for FGD (CO non-credit control group)
Village infrastructure
Yes No

Yes No

a. Electricity

1

2

f. Drains

1

2

b. Telephone

1

2

g. Cobbled Path

1

2

c. Piped Water

1

2

h. Shops/market

1

2

d. Tubewell

1

2

Is the village affected by floods?

1

2

e. Hand pump

1

2

Is the village affected by droughts?

1

2

Community Organization Statistics
Started (months):__________
Number of Members:at start:________at present_______
CO Savings (Rs.): at start:___________at present___________
Loans Disbursed:Number_______Amount(Rs.):______________
Loans Outstanding: Number_______Amount(Rs.):______________
Training provided: Number___________
Labour given for physically productive infrastructure (PPI):

Yes___ No___

Credit-related questions (only if non-RSP credit taken)
What are the major sources of loans (family, shopkeeper, money lender, NGOs, banks)
Do women have the skills/experience for the business for which they take loans?
Are the majority of the loans paid back? Why? (social collateral)
Are there loan defaults? Why (exogenous/endogenous)
Are loans used for purposes other than those specified? What are these?

Income/welfare related questions (only if non-RSP credit taken)
Has the household income increased as a result of the loan activity?
Have household assets increased. (New rooms, house improvement, utilities (drainage, sanitary),
durables (TV, VCR, DVD other electronics), car, motorcycle)?
Is there a trend to reinvest in the business? Why?
Have the loans contributed to an improvement in health and nutrition
Is there investment in better education
Has increased business activity contributed to household employment
Has consumption increased. What are the major items of consumption? (marriage, jewellery,
consumer durables electronic items, cycle, motorcycle, etc.)

Empowerment questions
Is the home and community environment restrictive? Do you feel oppressed? Please explain.

The following questions only if loans taken
Do you need the permission of a male family member or older female relatives to take loans?
Are men involved in the loan process? In what way?
Are they involved in the business? In what way?
Do you take loans on behalf of the men? What do the use these loans for?
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Do you face problems in repaying these loans? What kind of problems? Does it lead to tension or
violence?
How do you repay these loans?
Are you an earning member of the household
Has your status/respect in the family improved since you became an earning member?
Do you enjoy greater decision making powers? (with respect to household expenditure, food
purchases, decisions related to children's marriage, children's education, employment of
children/relatives, contraception, mobility, any other).
Are you allowed to use the income you earn in any way you like, or do you need the permission of
other male or female family members ?
What is the general pattern of use? How do you spend the income that you earn from your business?
Do you have personal savings accounts?
Are you allowed to go out of the house on your own?
Are you allowed to participate in the activities of NGOs, other welfare organizations in the area

Checklist for FGD Control group (Non RSP)
Empowerment questions
Village infrastructure
Yes No

Yes No

a. Electricity

1

2

f. Shops/market

1

2

b. Telephone

1

2

g. Is the village effected by flood

1

2

c. Piped Water

1

2

H.Is the village affected by droughts?

1

2

d. Drains

1

2

e. Cobbled path

1

2

Note:Distance from metalled road-km

Is the home and community environment restrictive? Do you feel oppressed? Please explain.
Do you enjoy decision making powers with respect to the following:
- With respect to household expenditure
- Food purchases
- Decisions related to children's marriage
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-Decisions related to dowry
-Decisions relating to entertainment
-Electoral decisions (who to vote for)
-Children's education / health
-Employment of children/relatives
-Contraception
-Mobility (visiting family, visiting friends, going to market, clinic, hospital, courts)
-Any other

Women's Access to and Control Over Microcredit
in Rural Support Programme Areas

Do the male members of the household participate in household chores?
-Childcare
-Housecleaning
-Shopping
-Providing water/fuel
Do you participate in decisions related to the family business or in the occupations that the male
members of the family pursue?
What kind of business do you engage in (3-4 broad categories)
Are you allowed to use the income you earn in any way you like, or do you need the permission of
other male or female family members?
What is the general pattern of use? How do you spend the income that you earn from your business?
Do you have personal savings accounts?
Do you spend money on yourself (clothes, jewellery, shoes)
Do you participate in group/social activities of NGOs, other welfare organizations
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