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IIhe context
The Seli-iHelp-Group Model

« SHG as « microbanks »
« Stage 1 — greup formation (12/20 members)
= Stage 2 — savings and internal lending
« Stage 3 — linkage

« external loan (group loan), which is then lended to the
members individually

* Linkage types
= MFI
= Banking linkage
* Direct linkage (17%)
* NGOs as Faclilitators (75%)
* NGOs as financial intermediaries (8%)




The SHG movement: main strenghts

A dramatic grewih...

= Number of clients:

« +82% per year since 1993 (2 924 973 linked
groups in 2007)

= Volume of credit disbursed:
«+ 110% per year since 1993

« A strong focus on women
= 90% of the clientele
A strong focus on rural areas
= 80% of the clientele

The SHG model: 2/3 of the total Indian
microfinance supply




BUt many Weaknesses

« Quantity at the detriment of quality
« RIgId andi standarnd supply

= Limited amounts (100$ on average)
= Short term (one year)

« Microfinance NGOs:
= A « credit plus » approach

= « \Women empowerment » as a permanent
and recurring discourse

= But no real gender strategy (FWWB, 2005)




Researchn guestions

« Members” perspective
= Soclal and financial aspects

« Group management
« Diversity of behaviors




Methedology

* An emphasis on the production of primary data

= Diversity of socieeconemic contexts (rural areas in south India)
= Diversity ofi micrefinance NGOs

= A focus on poeor women (low caste)

« A combination of guantitative and gualitative tools
= MIS, survey sampling

= Live histories, group discussions, observation

« The challenges ofiempirical analysis

= Poor MIS

= Lack of transparency, NGOs control
« Getting reliable figures on income, debt and savings




Members® perspective (1)

« Streng patriarchal norms
= Men as breadwinners
= Control en wemen mobility

« Daily practices

= Men’s « laziness »
« Significative women's contribution to household income

= Men'’s suspicion and resistance to secial change
« \Women'’s perception of « empowerment »

=« Challenging patriarchy is hardly conceivable

= \WWomen are rather looking for compromises,
adjustement, bypassing and resistance




Members® perspective (2)

« lfensions and conflicts

« The SHG selve some problems but create others »

= Intrahousenold tensions, group tensions, internal
tensions

= [he tricky guestion of time
« Compromises

= Additional wemen obligations as a counterpart of group participation

« Mutual learning of resistance practices

= I'he group as a platform for discussions, exchanges
and mutual learning to bypass patriarchal hierarchy




fhe example of financiall practices

« [The context:

= A permanent paradox: managing family.
pudgets without any control on family.
Income

« TThe conseguences

= Diversity ofi financial women-led
practices (borrowing, saving), partly
clandestine

= Diversity of financial women circuits




SHG Impact
en financial practices (1)

« Additional source ofi berrowing

= But amounts remain limited compared to
global indebtedness (5 to 30%)

« Additionall pressure (regular instalments
and social pressure)
* Internal amangements
« Flexibility
« Strenghtening of women financial circuits




\Wemeni respoensanilities in household
pUdget management

Saving @ Minor Role (0-33%)
B Moderate Role (34-66%)
Borrowing 0O Decisive role (>66%)

Repayment -

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: author’s survey, 2007 (Tiruvallur District,
Tamil Nadu, India)




VWemen borrewing practices

Borrowing Practices (% of women involved)

Relatives, friends and neigbors

Pawnbrokers

SHGs

Shopkeepers

Door-to-door Moneylenders

Employers

"Wealthy People"

Banks and financial compagnies

Source: author’s survey, 2007 (Tiruvallur District,
Tamil Nadu, India)




\Women financial circuits

Lending and
borrowing

Exchange of jewels

Benefiting from a
guarantor

Acting as guarantor

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%




\Wemen clandestine saving practices

Clandestine Saving Practices

Self—hel.p-Group :I 20
(microfinance)

Roscas

Jewels

Source: author’s survey, 2007 (Tiruvallur District,
Tamil Nadu, India)




SHG Impact
en financial practices (2)

+ Better access to the financial market

Better creditworthiness

Better infermation through mutual learming (infermal financial
market Is non transparent and highly segmented)

TThe conseguences:

* For same, broader range ofi cheice and diminution of dependance
toward specific moneylenders (around 30%)

* For others, vicious spiral of debt

« Better management

= Regular instalments

= Mutual learning in terms of management know how (strategies
and tricks to bypass male and in-laws excessive control)




Microfinance Impact on financial practices

Less dependant from specific lenders 3%

More involved in financial decisions 40,00%

More pressure 48,33%

Better management 65,00%

Better access to financial market 3,33%

0,00% 20,00% 40,00% 60,00% 80,00% 100,00

Source: author’s survey, 2007 (Tiruvallur District,
Tamil Nadu, India)




Group management (1)

« TThe decisive role of kinship relations
= Positive: solidarity, incentive and enforcement
= Negative: conflicts, bias in selection

« Leadership

= Positive: « Multipurpose » group leaders and
field workers

= And negative (Power asymetries)
« Support from microfinance NGOs
* |Local socioeconomic context




Group Behaviors

« Einancial circulation: passive vVersus hyperactive
« Types
= « Average » behavior: progressive lending
» example IRCDS (Thiruvallur District ; 2003-2006)

@ Internal loans
W External loans

0
Cyclel Cycle2 Cycle3 Cycle4 Cycle5 Cycle6

Source: IRCDS data

= « Elitist » groups
= « Egalitarian » groups




IRdividual herrewing Penaviors

« TYpes
= [otally inactive (around 10%)
= Partially inactive (areund 30%)
= Irregular (around 30/40%)
Hyperactive (around 10/20%)

= Drop out (10%)
= Non clients
* Explaining factors?
= Diversity of profiles
= Diversity of needs
= Diversity of power and social relations




Coenciuding TThoughts

« [The ambivalence of the SHG model
= flexibility

= highly vulnerable te capture by vested interests and to
Ineguitable distribution of the benefits (Harper, 2002;
Johnson, 2004)

« TThe ambivalence of leadership

« Can hardly promote directly social change but
rather mutual learning allowing a better
iesistance to patriarchy

« Considerable hidden costs

« Group lending as a second rate system (Harper,
2007)?




