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Introduction 
With only one in five households having access to formal financial services in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), 
access to finance remains a challenge to the region’s economic development. African microfinance has 
evolved over the past 10 years with increased competition, institutional diversity, and entrance of new 
players, such as mobile operators. In 2007, African microfinance institutions (MFIs) reached 5.2 million 
borrowers and 9 million savers.1 However, the sector is still facing many challenges, such as limited 
capacity of MFIs and supervisory bodies, lack of transparency, and lack of financial infrastructure. Although 
microfinance has continued to receive attention from funders in SSA, practitioners believe lack of funding 
is a barrier to access.2

 
  

In 2008, CGAP conducted the first global survey of leading microfinance donors and investors. This report 
uses data collected from this survey. The survey is based on self-reported information from 54 funders. All 
data provided are as of December 2007 (except for a few funders whose fiscal year ends in June) and were 
collected from April to August 2008. A few funders were not able to provide information on disbursements 
and breakdowns of total amounts committed to microfinance (e.g., committed amounts by level/purpose 
and instrument). In these cases, CGAP staff used secondary sources and their best judgment to arrive at 
reliable estimates. 
 
Investors that mainly interact with retail private sector institutions reported their outstanding amounts per 
investment.3 Donors that mostly operate at the project level and often work with public sector institutions 
(e.g., provide loans to governments) reported committed funding amounts per project.4

 

 Both groups 
provided information on the instruments used for funding, the countries where they invested, and the 
intended purpose of the money. See Annex 1 for classification of funders. 

This report ascertains regional trends and aims to support future collaboration among funders. It answers 
the following questions about funding in SSA: 

• How much money is going to microfinance? 
• Who is providing the funding? 
• Where does the money go? 
• What funding instruments are used? 
• What is financed? 

 

                                                 
1 “Africa Microfinance Analysis and Benchmarking Report, 2008.” MIX, CGAP, Dec. 2008. Washington, D.C. 
2 “Microfinance Banana Skins 2008: Risk in a Booming Industry”: http://www.cgap.org/gm/document-
1.9.2956/MF_BananaSkins2008.pdf 
3 Outstanding portfolio includes funds that have been disbursed and excludes repayments. 
4 Committed funding is all the funds set aside for microfinance in all active projects, whether or not disbursed. 

http://www.cgap.org/gm/document-1.9.2956/MF_BananaSkins2008.pdf�
http://www.cgap.org/gm/document-1.9.2956/MF_BananaSkins2008.pdf�
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How much money is going to microfinance? 
The survey estimates that, in 2007, 54 leading donors and investors committed $11.7 billion globally and 
supported close to 3,000 investments and active projects. SSA ranks third in support to microfinance from 
donors and investors, after South Asia (SA), and Eastern Europe and Central Asia (ECA). Fourteen percent 
($1.6 billion) of the global committed amount goes to SSA (see Graph 1). Forty-one out of 54 donors and 
investors reported to be active in this region are supporting close to 760 active projects and investments 
(26 percent of total number of projects). See Annex 2 for survey participants. 
 
Graph 1: Total Committed Amount (million USD) 

 
Number of respondents: 54 
 
In SSA, donors tend to support larger projects than investors do. The average size of donors’ projects is 
$2.5 million, with 62 percent of projects above $1 million. On the other hand, investors prefer smaller size 
investments, on average $1.2 million per investment. In Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), where 
donors and investors committed nearly as much funding as in SSA in 2008, the average project/investment 
size is $1.3 million for donors and $2 million for investors. One reason to explain this difference is that LAC 
has a more competitive microfinance sector with a strong commercial focus attracting more investors and 
larger investments than in SSA. 
 
Who is providing the money? 
While the microfinance sector globally attracts donors and investors equally, donors in SSA are more active 
(79 percent of committed funding) than investors (21 percent of committed funding) (see Graph 2). 
Multilateral donors and bilateral agencies have traditionally been the largest funders in SSA, but 
development finance institutions (DFIs) have increased their support in the region. Since 2005, DFIs’ 
outstanding portfolio has increased by 78 percent, with $229 million outstanding at the end of 2007.  
Interestingly, only five funders account for more than 50 percent of the total funding committed to SSA, 
with two multilateral donors (AfDB and IFAD), one bilateral donor (GTZ), and two DFIs (KfW and DCA 
USAID).  
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Graph 2: Total committed amount, by type of funders 

 
 
On the other hand, new players, such as private foundations and commercial investors, are starting to 
increase their presence in SSA. Another CGAP survey that focuses on microfinance investment vehicles 
(MIVs)—private funds that typically have a more commercial orientation—reports that in 2007 MIVs 
invested $223 million in SSA, accounting for only 6 percent of their investments globally. However, MIVs’ 
investments in SSA are on the rise, with an increase of 119 percent between 2006 and 2007.5

 

 See Annex 3 
for funders active in SSA. 

Where does the money go? 
 
While donors and investors report activities in 
almost all countries in SSA, microfinance support is 
heavily concentrated in East Africa6

 

 and certain 
countries of West Africa (Ghana, Nigeria, Mali, 
Senegal, and Benin) (see Graph 3). Funding is least 
concentrated in Southern and Central Africa, with 
the latter being the least supported subregion (9 
percent of commitments for the region).  

Graph 3: Committed amounts (in USD million)  
 

 
 
 

                                                 
5 CGAP 2008 MIV Survey Main Findings: http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/template.rc/1.26.1430  
6 For this report, subregions are defined as the following: East Africa: Uganda, Kenya, Ethiopia, Tanzania, Madagascar, Sudan, 
Mauritius, Comoros, Somalia, Eritrea, and Seychelles; West Africa: Ghana, Nigeria, Mali, Senegal, Benin, Sierra Leone, Guinea, 
Togo, Niger, Burkina Faso, Mauritania, the Gambia, Cote d’Ivoire, Cape Verde, Liberia, and Guinea-Bissau; Southern Africa: 
Mozambique, South Africa, Zambia, Namibia, Malawi, Lesotho, Swaziland, Angola, Zimbabwe, and Botswana; Central Africa: Chad, 
Rwanda, Cameroon, Democratic Republic of Congo, Congo, Burundi, Central African Republic, Sao Tome and Principe, Equatorial 
Guinea, and Gabon 

http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/template.rc/1.26.1430�


 

4 
 

 
The top 10 funded countries account for nearly 70 percent of committed funding, while the 10 least 
funded countries account for only 2 percent. Commitments from donors and investors were approximately 
$130 million each to Ghana, Uganda, Kenya, and Mozambique (see Table 1).  
 
Table 1: Funding amounts per country 

 
 
While both donor and investor funding primarily target low-income countries, investors are more present 
in middle-income countries.  
 
In line with the overall trend in SSA, donors provide more funding than investors across all four subregions 
(see Graph 4). Some differences within each subregion may be explained by market characteristics and 
country contexts.  
 
Investors seem to be more present in certain countries of Southern and East Africa than West and Central 
Africa. Notably, investor funding predominates in certain countries of Southern Africa, such as Namibia and 
South Africa, with 90 percent and 47 percent, respectively, of the total funding for these two countries 
coming from investors. This may reflect the prevalence of economic environments and formal financial 
systems more favorable for investments. This trend also corroborates investors’ larger presence in middle-
income countries (see Table 1). In East Africa, countries like Kenya and Uganda, characterized by more 
mature but not yet saturated microfinance markets, are also attracting investor funding. Thirty-seven 
percent of the funding in Kenya and 29 percent in Uganda is coming from investors.  
 
Graph 4: Commitment breakdown by subregions, by funder type 

 
Number of respondents: 41 
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Donor presence is slightly more important than investor presence in West and Central Africa. Senegal, 
which has a more advanced microfinance sector, is the only exception with 41 percent of funding coming 
from investors.  
 
What instruments are used? 
Across regions, funders use a range of funding instruments to support access to finance, including loans, 
equity, guarantees, and grants. However, the type of instruments used varies according to the type of 
funder in a specific region, the country/regional context, the activities, the overall project objectives, and 
so forth.  
 
In SSA, debt and grants are the most commonly used funding instruments to support access to finance, 
with 45 percent and 40 percent, respectively, of the total committed amount (see Graph 5). This trend 
contrasts with that of other global regions where grant funding is less prevalent, reflecting the regional 
context of the microfinance sector and the type of active funders in SSA. 
 
Graph 5: Total committed amount, by instruments7 

 
Number of respondents: 54 
 
Interestingly, in SSA both donors and investors channel their funding through debt—48 percent and 43 
percent, respectively (see Graph 6). In fact, they typically use debt financing to support direct refinancing 
of MFIs. Grant financing, mostly used by donors, represents 47 percent of their commitments. Investors, 
on the other hand, committed 37 percent of their funding by providing equity for retail finance institutions 
and wholesale funding facilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
7 The nature of the debt instrument is different for donors and investors. Investors typically provide debt directly to retail financial 
institutions or indirectly through investment vehicles. Many of the largest donors, however, channel their debt instruments as 
loans to governments. Governments can then use funds for multiple purposes, including on-lending to the retail level. 
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Graph 6: Total committed amount in SSA, by instrument, by funder type8 

 
Number of respondents: 41 
 
As mentioned previously, the type of instruments varies according several factors, including the country 
context. When compared to GDP per capita quintiles,9

 

 it is interesting to note that in SSA the use of debt 
and guarantees tends to diminish as the GDP per capita increases while the use of equity and grants tends 
to increase (see Graph 7). This could be because the use equity is more appropriate in countries where 
financial systems are more developed. It is also critical to note that those equity deals are usually 
accompanied by grants for technical assistance. 

Graph 7: Committed amounts, by instruments compared to GDP per capita 

 
Number of respondents: 41  

                                                 
8 For investors, only disbursed amounts for grants are taken into consideration. 
9 In SSA, 2008 GDP per capita quintiles are as follows: 

• First quintile—Democratic Republic of Congo, Burundi, Guinea Bissau, Liberia, Malawi, Niger, Ethiopia, Central African 
Republic 

• Second quintile—Sierra Leone, Togo, Madagascar, Chad, Burkina Faso, Rwanda, Uganda, Mali 
• Third quintile—Ghana, Benin, the Gambia, Mozambique, Tanzania, Comoros, Zambia, Guinea 
• Fourth quintile—Kenya, Nigeria, Mauritania, Senegal, Sudan, Cote d’Ivoire, Lesotho, Cameroon 
• Fifth quintile—Angola, Swaziland, Cape Verde, Namibia, South Africa, Mauritius 
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What is financed? 
Funders projects typically support three areas of the financial system: (1) retail or micro-level funding is 
targeted at MFIs; (2) meso-level funding supports the general market infrastructure or is used for 
wholesale lending to MFIs; and (3) macro/policy-level funding strengthens the enabling and regulatory 
environment for microfinance. Although donors can work at these three levels, investors by their intrinsic 
nature do not support the policy level. 
 
Globally, as well as in SSA, donors and investors tend to concentrate their efforts in supporting retail 
financial institutions. In SSA, 69 percent of donor and investor commitments support a wide range of 
financial and nonfinancial institutions (see Graph 8).  
 
Graph 8: Total committed amount, by levels 

 
Number of respondents: 49 
 
Donors provide those institutions support in capacity building and refinancing (72 percent of donors’ 
commitments). Investors provide around 59 percent of their funding directly to retail providers and around 
41 percent through MIVs and wholesale/apex institutions (see Graph 9).  
 
Graph 9: Total committed amount by levels, by funder type 

 
Number of respondents: 41 
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Interestingly, 36 percent of the micro-
level projects with a capacity building 
component are in SSA compared to 
22 percent in ECA and 17 percent in 
LAC (see Graph 10). This is a very 
encouraging trend because capacity 
building, which includes activities 
such as trainings for MFIs, is still a 
barrier to developing the 
microfinance sector in SSA. Capacity 
building programs are mostly funded 
by bilateral and multilateral donor 
agencies in the region.  
 

 
Graph 10: Number of projects with capacity building for retail 
institutions 

 
 

Twenty-five percent of funding committed by donors and investors goes to support the meso level. 
However, donors and investors use different types of intervention at this level. While most donor funding 
supports market infrastructure (21 percent of donors’ commitments), investors mostly provide funding to 
wholesale funding facilities (e.g., MIVs and apex institutions). 
 
Projects that support policy environments receive 7 percent of total committed funding in SSA, and they 
are supported only by donors. It should be noted that engagement at the policy level (e.g., technical 
assistance) requires less funding but more skilled human resources than, for example, a loan to a large MFI. 
A majority of the policy projects in SSA are supported by multilateral donors. 
 
The level of intervention of a funder depends on different factors, such as funder type, comparative 
advantage, and regional/country context. In SSA, funder commitments at the macro level tend to decrease 
as GDP per capita increases, perhaps reflecting more advanced financial systems in countries with high 
GDP per capita and more developed policy environments (See Graph 11). 
 
Graph 11: Committed amounts, by level, compared to GDP per capita10 

 
Number of respondents: 41 

                                                 
10 In this graph, refinancing at the meso level was incorporated into retail/micro projects and other projects at the meso level were 
incorporated to policy/macro projects. 
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Conclusion 
The 2008 CGAP funder survey shows that 41 donors and investors support microfinance in SSA, with 
approximately $1.6 billion committed. According to practitioners, scarcity of funding remains a challenge in 
the region, but there have been positive developments. SSA has the attention of the donor and investor 
community—it ranks third in terms of funding compared to other regions. The survey results also reveal 
that the microfinance funding landscape in SSA is evolving, with the increased presence of DFIs and the 
entrance of new actors, such as foundations and commercial investors.  
 
However, microfinance funding in SSA is heavily geographically concentrated; more support is needed for 
Central Africa and Southern Africa, where the microfinance sector is the least developed. More 
coordinated support is required to meet the demand for access to financial services in these markets.  
 
The region—still suffering from the 2007 food crisis—is now feeling the effects of the current global 
economic crisis. In fact, a March 2009 CGAP opinion survey reveals that microfinance clients have less 
income as a result of higher food prices, lower remittances inflows, decreasing savings capacity, and 
increasing difficulties for repayments, making MFI managers concerned with liquidity constraints.11

 

 Donors 
and investors need to maintain their support of MFIs, to help them build capacity, strengthen market 
infrastructure, and develop sound policy environments. Increased transparency and greater coordination 
through partnerships and alliances are essential to building inclusive and stable domestic financial markets. 

                                                 
11 “2009 Financial Crisis Snapshot: Sub-Saharan Africa.” CGAP, 2009. http://www.cgap.org/gm/document-
1.9.34501/CGAP%202009%20Financial%20Crisis%20Snapshot%20SSA.pdf 
 

http://www.cgap.org/gm/document-1.9.34501/CGAP%202009%20Financial%20Crisis%20Snapshot%20SSA.pdf�
http://www.cgap.org/gm/document-1.9.34501/CGAP%202009%20Financial%20Crisis%20Snapshot%20SSA.pdf�
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Annex 1: Classification of funders 

 
 

Donors Investors 
Bilateral Agencies 
Aid agencies and ministries of governments in 
developed countries (e.g., Swedish International 
Development Agency [Sida], United States Agency 
for International Development [USAID]) 

Development Finance Institutions (DFIs) 
The private sector arms of government-owned 
bilateral and multilateral development agencies 
(e.g., KfW [Germany], International Finance 
Corporation [IFC]) 

Multilateral Development Banks and UN Agencies 
Agencies owned by several governments of the 
industrialized and developing world (e.g., the World 
Bank, the regional development banks), and UN 
agencies (e.g., the United Nations Development 
Programme [UNDP], International Fund for 
Agricultural Development [IFAD]) 

Individual Investors 
Socially motivated individual “retail” investors and 
high net worth individuals who act as venture 
philanthropists. Individual investors provide their 
capital through organizations like Oikocredit, a 
Dutch cooperative society; investment funds; and 
online, peer-to-peer platforms like Kiva.org. 

Foundations 
Nonprofit corporations or charitable trusts typically 
funded by a private individual, a family, or a 
corporation, with a principal purpose of making 
grants to unrelated organizations (e.g., Bill and 
Melinda Gates Foundation, Ford Foundation) 

Institutional Investors 
International retail banks, investment banks, 
pension funds, and private equity funds that 
channel capital into microfinance, often with an 
expectation of return that is below market (e.g., 
Deutsche Bank, TIAA-CREF) 

Other Donors 
For example, international NGOs 

Microfinance Investment Vehicles (MIVs)12

Investment entities that have microfinance as a core 
investment objective and mandate. MIVs receive 
money from investors through the issuance of 
shares, units bonds, or other financial instruments. 
They provide debt, equity, or guarantees to MFIs 
and nonspecialized financial intermediaries (e.g., 
European Fund for South East Europe [EFSE], 
BlueOrchard). 

 

 

                                                 
12 MIVs are not included in this survey. For more information, see http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/template.rc/1.26.1430/ 
 

http://www.cgap.org/p/site/c/template.rc/1.26.1430/�
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Annex 2: Survey participants 

 
 
Bilateral agencies 
Agence Française de Développement (AFD), Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), 
Department For International Development (DFID), Finland Ministry of Finance, Gesellschaft für Technische 
Zusammenarbeit (GTZ), Italy Ministry of Finance, Japan Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC), Lux Dev, 
Netherlands Ministry of Finance, Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad), Swiss Agency 
for Development and Cooperation (SDC), Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), 
United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 
 
Multilateral agencies 
African Development Bank (AfDB), Asian Development Bank (AsDB), European Commission (EC), 
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), International Labor Organization (ILO), 
International Monetary Fund/African Regional Technical Assistance Center (IM/AFRITAC), Islamic 
Development Bank (IsDB), United Nations Capital Development Fund (UNCDF), World Bank 
 
Foundations 
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Citi Foundation, Fondation Sen’Finances, Ford Foundation, Michael and 
Susan Dell Foundation (MSDF), Rabobank Foundation 
 
Other donors 
Cordaid, The Financial Sector Reform and Strengthening (FIRST) Initiative, Hivos, Interchurch Organisation 
for Development Co-operation (ICCO), Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), Omidyar Network, Oxfam 
Novib 
 
Development finance institutions 
Agencia Española de Cooperación Internacional (AECI), Belgische Investeringsmaatschappij voor 
Ontwikkelingslanden N.V. (BIO), Corporacion Andina de Fomento (CAF), Commonwealth Development 
Corporation (CDC), Development Credit Authority (DCA) USAID, European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD), European Investment (EIB), Finnfund, Financieringsmaatschappij voor 
Ontwikkelingslanden N.V. (FMO), International Finance Corporation (IFC), Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau 
(KfW), Multilateral Investment Fund—Inter-American Development Bank (MIF–IADB), Norfund, (Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation) OPIC, Proparco, Swiss Investment Fund for Emerging Markets (SIFEM) 
 
Individual investors 
Kiva, Oikocredit 
 
Institutional investors 
Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association, College Retirement Equities Fund (TIAA-CREF) 
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Annex 3: Funders active in SSA 

 
 

 


