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Foreword

Since January 1949, when a U.S. President Truman speech
ushered in the modern era of international development,
successive generations of theorists and practitioners have
wrestled to determine the best means to deliver interna-
tional development assistance to the world’s poor.

Progress has followed a steady trajectory with the
number of people living in extreme poverty falling from
1.99 billion in 1981 to 896 million in 2012. In spite of
such progress, many questioned the prevailing relief-
based approach to poverty reduction. The direct deliv-
ery by international aid agencies of welfare-enhancing
goods and services to the poor would, they argued, lead
to a temporary spike in poverty impact, but leave little
behind once priorities changed or the money ran out.

It is against this backdrop that the ‘making markets
work for the poor’ approach was born. This approach
— also known as ‘M4P’, ‘market systems development’
or ‘market facilitation” — gathered momentum during
the late 1990s and 2000s. In July 2008, the Springfield
Centre ran its inaugural ‘Making Markets Work’ training
course in Glasgow, Scotland. In September 2015, the
World Bank’s Consultative Group for the Assistance of
the Poor (CGAP) issued: ‘A Markets Systems Approach to
Financial Inclusion: Guideline for Funders.’

Today, ‘making markets work for the poor’ is a rel-
atively well-understood concept. It focuses on harness-
ing the power of market systems, including their full
range of participants — from suppliers and consumers to
rule-makers and support services providers — to deliver
benefits for poor men and women on a lasting basis. It
seeks to achieve and maintain a careful balance between
public and private sector interests, between the bot-
tom-line and the bottom of the pyramid.

To do this, M4P programmes work closely with market
players to understand market dynamics and test wheth-
er or not necessary behaviour changes can endure (see
Adopt, Adapt below). At other times, M4P programmes
work with a diversity of players to encourage behaviour
and practice changes to deepen and broaden the market
system responses and improve the functioning of sup-
port systems (see Expand, Respond below).

None the less, evidence from the field about how to
apply the market facilitation approach in practice remains
fairly limited and is often poorly documented. Despite
some good examples,’ there is a general dearth of mate-
rial that captures which interventions work, which do not,
and why. Accordingly, there remain important unanswered
questions, such as: How to balance pressure for short-term
results with slow-burn market development activities? What

does effective communication and measurement look like,
and what can it achieve? What attributes do successful mar-
ket facilitators possess? How does crowding in and replica-
tion take place in practice? How and when do market facili-
tators look to exit? How is it best to select, engage and work
with partners? What to measure, when and why?

This case study process emerged as a response to
this challenge — a desire to learn more about the art of
market facilitation in the field. In June 2015, FSD Afri-
ca commissioned the Springfield Centre to produce: a)
one comprehensive case study of FSD Kenya —a financial
market facilitation agency in Nairobi, Kenya; and b) six
mini-case studies of financial market facilitation inter-
ventions from the wider FSD Network, by the FinMark
Trust, FSD Kenya, FSD Tanzania and FSD Zambia.

This particular case study looks at the unique role FSD
Kenya has played in the design and uptake of M-Shwari, a
combined savings and loans product launched through
a collaboration between the Commercial Bank of Africa
(CBA) and Safaricom. It considers the extent to which
FSD Kenya’s strategy and approach governing the sup-
port to M-Shwari were consistent with basic M4P princi-
ples as codified in the “The Operational Guide for the
Making Markets Work for the Poor Approach.”

Taken together, we hope that these case studies con-
tribute useful learning to the theorists and practitioners
that work in the field of ‘making markets work for the
poor’, and beyond. For FSD Africa, the case study mate-
rial will be put to immediate use in the FSD Academy
M4P course — a five-day training programme for staff
from the FSD Network and beyond. We warmly invite
others to use and share them as appropriate.

Throughout, this process has benefitted greatly from
input by FSD Network staff, as well as colleagues at CGAP
— Barbara Scola and Matthew Soursourian, and at DCED
—Jim Tanburn. We’re also extremely grateful to the case
study authors — Alan Gibson, David Elliott and Diane
Johnson of the Springfield Centre. The views included
in the case studies are their own. We would also like to
express our immense gratitude to Eric Muriuki and the
entire CBA team for their significant time investment
and their willingness to have this story told.

We hope that you find them engaging and informative,
and that they refine and strengthen our ongoing effort to
reduce poverty by making markets work for the poor.

Joe Huxley
Co-ordinator, Strategic Partnerships & Opportunities
FSD Africa
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AAER: Systemic Change Framework

The AAER framework aims to codify the process of systemic change. It helps us to recognise market system evolution
and the role of development actors, such as FSDs, within it.

To ensure coherence and the emergence of common facilitation lessons across the six mini-cases studies, the AAER
Systemic Change Framework is used as the main organising structure.

However, it can only be a guide. Market system change is messy — hard to instigate, detect and attribute to specific
actors. Though we attempt to use the framework as an organising the narrative, there are a number of exceptions.

2. Initial partner(s) has ‘invested’
in the pro-poor change adopted
independently of programme
support

4. Non-competing players adjust
their own practices in reaction
to the presence of the pro-poor
change (supporting functions
and rules)

1. Partner(s) takes up a pro-poor
change that is viable and has
concrete plans to continiue it
in the future

3. Similar or competing players
copy the pro-poor change or
add diversity by offering
variants of it
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1 Introduction

Many Kenyans face volatile income and consumption lev-
els. For the median household, month-to-month income
and consumption fluctuated by approximately 55% and
43% respectively.® The absence of means to cope with
such volatility is a cause of persistent poverty.*

Safaricom’s mobile phone-based money transfer and
payments service, M-Pesa, helps to reduce income and
consumption volatility.> By reducing transaction costs
and increasing security, it has stimulated an increase in
the volume, value and diversity of remittances received
by its users. As a result, while shocks reduced by 7% the
per capita consumption of households that don’t use
M-Pesa, the consumption of those households that use
the service was unaffected.

M-Shwari (meaning ‘calm’ in Kiswahili) is a combined
savings and loans product launched through a collabo-
ration between the Commercial Bank of Africa (CBA)
and Safaricom. The M-Shwari account is issued by CBA
but must be linked to an M-Pesa mobile money account
provided by Safaricom. The only way to deposit into, or
withdraw from, M-Shwari is via the M-Pesa wallet.®

M-Shwari aims to deepen and diversify the consump-
tion and income benefits of M-Pesa by providing clients
with a facility to save and by offering credit beyond a

‘M-Shwari aims to
deepen and diversify

the consumption and
income benefits of
M-Pesa’

user’s networks of family and friends. Surveys of M-Shwari
users confirm that they mainly save and borrow to man-
age fluctuations in their cash flow and to cope with unex-
pected needs.

M-Shwari was launched in January 2013. As shown in
Figure 1, by the end of 2014 it boasted 9.2 million sav-
ings accounts (representing 7.2 million individual cus-
tomers) and had disbursed 20.6 million in loans to 2.8
million borrowers. This impressive level of growth shows

Figure 1: Growth in M-Shwari savings accounts (in millions)
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Case Study Series: The Art of Financial Market Facilitation

little sign of abating. Full-year data was not available for
2015 at the time of writing, but when interviewed on
the 8th July 2015, CBA confirmed that on the preceding
day 8,000 new savings accounts had been opened and
67,000 new loans had been disbursed.

Putting this in perspective, only 700,000 people in
Kenya had a personal bank loan when M-Shwari was
launched, and less than half this number (310,000) had
loans from micro-finance institutions.”

Atthe end of 2014, M-Shwari held deposits of USD45.3
million and had USD17.7 million in outstanding loans,
with a non-performing loan (NPL) rate of 2.2% (after 90
days). The most recent data for 2015* show deposits of
USD52.2 million, outstanding loans of USD19.9 million
and a NPL rate of 2%.

The poverty profile of users of M-Shwari appears to
be following a similar trajectory to that of M-Pesa: early
adopters are significantly more likely to be urban, above
the poverty line and already banked. According to one
key informant “M-Shwari is not exclusive of the poor. Rather,
it has been taken up more quickly by the less poor”. In 2013,
only 19% of M-Shwari users were below the national pov-
erty line; this had increased to 30% by the end of 2014. It
can be expected that the proportion of poorer users will
grow over time, as usage amongst higher income groups
approaches saturation.

The key point is that as a result of M-Shwari, millions
of poor Kenyans now use savings and credit services that
help them manage risks, mitigate the impact of shocks
and, increasingly, invest in improving their livelihoods.

As a result of M-Shwari, millions of poor Kenyans now use savings and credit services that help them manage risks. © FSD Kenya
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