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Abstract 
Previous studies indicate that microfinance institutions (MFIs) in Latin America and the 

Caribbean (LAC) have different operational strategies to MFIs in South Asia (SA). Given the 

recent emphasis placed on the feasibility of MFIs to achieve the dual goals of outreach and 

sustainability concurrently, we examine and compare the relationship between sustainability 

and outreach of MFIs in LAC with MFIs in SA. Our results indicate that trade-offs exist 

between outreach and sustainability in both regions. However, the severity of trade-off is 

dependent on which goal MFIs decide to focus on in each region. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Microfinance emerged in the 1970s as a tool to help alleviate the prevailing poverty 

conditions and provide financial services to individuals and households who were excluded 

from the traditional financial system. According to a report by the World Bank, the 

microfinance movement has fundamentally altered the financial landscape in most 

developing countries while challenging the traditional financial system and government 

thinking. As a result, in Latin America and South Asia, microfinance provides most of the 

financial services to low-income individuals and households (World Bank, 2007). In addition, 

the industry has contributed significantly towards the engagement of women and empowering 

them towards their social and economic well-being. In countries such as India and 

Bangladesh, the emergence of self-help groups (SHGs) has led to the promotion of female 

empowerment programmes and in a socially conservative country such as Afghanistan, 

women are accorded explicit recognition as economic agents as a result of microfinance 

interventions. Notwithstanding, the microfinance system is largely independent of the 

conventional financial sector and very recently, the sustainability of the industry has raised 

significant concerns.  

Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) and South Asia (SA) are two regions in which the 

microfinance movement emerged around the same time (i.e., the 1970s) and have since 

become well-established in microfinance. However, the microfinance industry in both regions 

has developed some distinct characteristics. For instance, in SA, microfinance is typically 

rural rather than urban. Microfinance effectively started in SA at a time when poverty was 

extensively under scrutiny and thus it is not surprising that the industry is well rooted in the 

poverty discourse. However, in LAC, microfinance is more focused on designing financial 

products for microenterprises than on poverty. The industry in LAC also operated more like a 

business and thus was seen as a branch of the commercial banking system. This difference in 

operation can potentially be attributed to the economic conditions of both regions at the time 

microfinance began. Specifically, in the 1970s when microfinance began in Bangladesh, it 

was driven by a strong sense of idealism to address issues of poverty in rural areas which was 

widespread in the country as a result of the aftermath of the Bangladesh Liberation War. In 

contrast, as a result of the collapsing Bolivian populist regime, there was a widespread 

unemployment which led to the establishment of Banco Sol to help address issues of urban 

unemployment (Weiss & Montgomery, 2005). Thus, microfinance emerged in LAC as a tool 

to provide credit to the informal sector in building successful microenterprises in urban areas. 

This led to the early embrace of the notion of profitability and commercialization in the 

region. With these initial ideological and economic differences surrounding the start of the 

industry in both regions, and by composition with LAC, microfinance in SA was more 

concerned about alleviating poverty than building successful microenterprises. In addition, 

microfinance in LAC focused on the poor rather than the poorest (Rutherford, 2003). Today, 

the industry in both regions is still characterized by these major differences, with SA more 

inclined towards the alleviation of poverty while LAC is more oriented towards the 

promotion of microenterprises.  



Evidence suggests that during the 1970s, apart from cooperatives, the average low-income 

household in SA had no access to financial services and if not for microfinance interventions, 

they would still be excluded from the financial system. Countries such as Bangladesh and 

India have observed astonishing high growth rates while other countries in the region had 

later starts with slower growth but have since been well-established as well. In the 1990s, 

microfinance in Bangladesh grew to include millions of clients and for the first time, a large 

proportion of low-income households had access to financial services. In India, based on the 

developed SHGs, the microfinance industry flourished substantially as well.    

Although the microfinance movement in both LAC and SA has evolved significantly, the 

limits of the industry becomes evident when it comes to increasing outreach and remaining 

financially viable at the same time. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the overall financial 

performance of MFIs in both regions is improving as the awareness of sustainability 

increases. However, there is a potential trade-off between sustainability and outreach. 

According to the World Bank, for-profit microfinance institutions (MFIs) who are committed 

to the social goals of outreach perform better in terms of depth of outreach compared to MFIs 

that depend on subsidies (World Bank, 2007). Thus, it is often argued that donor support and 

subsidies cannot sustain the microfinance industry (see, e.g., Helms (2006)). Furthermore, 

with the growing emphasis on sustainability, anecdotal evidence suggests that focussing on 

sustainability adversely affects the social mission of MFIs, especially depth of outreach. This 

has led to significant debates however very few empirical studies exist on the issue. 

Studies such as Hulme and Mosley (1996), Conning (1999), Zeller, Wollni, and Abu Shaban 

(2003) and Olivares-Polanco (2005) present arguments supporting the existence of a trade-off 

between outreach and sustainability. Evidence suggests that in an attempt to become 

sustainable, MFIs end up reaching out to the poor (i.e., relatively well-off clients) rather than 

the poorest. Navajas and et al. (2000) indicate that high transaction costs are catalysts to the 

trade-off between financial performance and outreach. Thus, given that smaller loans targeted 

to the poorest are expensive, MFIs rather prefer to issue larger loans which are usually 

targeted the poor in order to become and/or remain financially viable. Evidence presented by 

Cull, Demirguc-Kunt, and Morduch (2007) suggests that microfinance service to the poor and 

sustainability can be achieved concurrently. However, there is evidence of a trade-off when 

the poorest are served. In contrast, other studies argue that sustainability and outreach depth 

are complementary objectives and thus there may not necessarily be a trade-off between these 

goals (see, e.g., Rhyne (1998), Woller (2007) and Mersland and Strøm (2010)). Arguments 

presented in these studies suggest that as MFIs serve more clients, transaction costs are 

reduced and this helps in attaining sustainability since transaction costs are major 

determinants of financial performance. Relatively few studies provide evidence to support 

these arguments. For instance, Fernando (2004), Hishigsuren (2007) and Makame (2008) use 

different samples but all came to the conclusion that there is no significant trade-off between 

sustainability and outreach.  

Considering the emergence of the recent debates concerning the trade-off between 

microfinance sustainability and outreach, we set out to examine whether the trade-off 

phenomenon differs between LAC and SA and what region specific feature account for the 



differences, if any. As discussed earlier, the microfinance industry in these two regions has 

distinct characteristics and it is worthwhile to examine if the financial performance and 

outreach dynamics of these two regions vary as well.  Thus, in this study, we examine if there 

is a trade-off between sustainability and outreach in LAC and SA using simultaneous 

equation models. We address the issue of simultaneity and endogeneity which has not been 

addressed fully in the existing literature. For instance, Cull, et al. (2007) did not adequately 

address the issues of endogeneity and simultaneity between sustainability and outreach. 

Quayes (2012), on the other hand, attempt to address the issue of simultaneity but 

circumvented issues regarding endogeneity. Our study also examines the relationship 

between sustainability and outreach breadth, which has not received much attention in the 

existing literature. Furthermore, in order to address limitations in measuring sustainability 

and outreach, particularly, depth of outreach, we construct measurement indices. Most studies 

use average loan size as a measure of outreach depth with the assumption that poorer clients 

prefer smaller loan sizes. Thus, it is argued that as the MFI’s average loan size decreases, it 

reflects the depth of outreach (i.e., more of the poorest are reached). Using this measure can 

be misleading in some cases, especially when there is a general improvement in the MFI’s 

clientele and thus clients no longer require small loans. The use of measurement indices 

adequately addresses concerns regarding reliability of sustainability and outreach measures 

used in the existing literature as it combines the various indicators proposed as proxies for 

each variable, thereby capturing various dimensions that a single indicator fails to capture. 

Furthermore, we demonstrate empirically, if the profit status of MFIs in LAC and SA affect 

the outreach and financial performance of the industry.  

The rest of the study is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the data and variables used 

in this study as well as the details of the measurement index construction process. Section 3 

gives an overview of the empirical strategy and model specifications. Section 4 presents the 

empirical results and lastly section 5 presents a brief discussion of the results as well as 

conclusions and some policy implications.  

DATA & VARIABLES 

Data 

The data used for this study was collected from the MIX Market database (The MIX). The 

MIX provides data on several MFIs worldwide. This data is publicly available and contains 

information self-reported by MFIs to the MIX. Data from the MIX is often regarded as 

reliable because the MFI self-reported data is audited by the MIX before it becomes available 

publicly. Data from the MIX is widely used by microfinance researchers. For instance, Cull, 

et al. (2007), Hartarska and Nadolnyak (2007), Kai (2009), Marr and Awaworyi (2012) and 

Quayes (2012) all used data from the MIX. A major limitation associated with the use of data 

from the MIX is that data on some relevant variables are not available for certain time periods. 

The MIX relies on MFIs to provide them with information in order to compute relevant 

variables. Thus, where MFIs fail to provide such information, data from the MIX becomes 

limited for some relevant variables. As a result, we use an unbalanced panel dataset in our 

study.  



The study includes data on MFIs from South Asia (SA) and Latin America and the Caribbean 

(LAC). For both regions, we include data from 2005 to 2012. We include data on 215 MFIs 

from six South Asian countries and 332 MFIs from 33 countries in LAC. Table 1 presents a 

summary statistics of the data.  

 [INSERT TABLE 1 HERE]  

 

Variables 

We consider two main variables - outreach and sustainability. Outreach in microfinance is 

categorized into two parts; depth of outreach and breadth of outreach (Schreiner, 2002). With 

regards to breadth of outreach, given that the total number of borrowers an MFI has over time 

gives a good indication of that MFIs outreach, it is widely considered as an appropriate 

measure of outreach breadth. In contrast, depth of outreach is often associated with the 

‘quality’ of a MFI’s outreach. Thus, outreach depth concerns the measure of the poorest in 

society that MFIs have served. Measuring this variable appears to be quite complicated 

(Quayes, 2012). In order to measure depth of outreach accurately, information on the poverty 

levels, assets and income levels of clients amongst other things needs to be obtained. Given 

the unavailability of such data for each MFI client, the commonly used measure of outreach 

depth in the existing literature is the MFI’s average loan size. Microfinance researchers (see, 

e.g., Cull, et al. (2007), Quayes (2012)) have argued that there is a positive correlation 

between the income level of borrowers and the size of loans they require. Thus, it is expected 

that poorer clients would opt for smaller loans while the relatively richer clients would opt for 

larger loans. Others have also argued that the number of female borrowers is an appropriate 

proxy for outreach depth since the most vulnerable in society are usually women (Bhatt & 

Shui-Yan, 2001). Thus, MFIs that focus on women are improving their quality of outreach.   

In this study, we construct a measurement index for both depth and breadth of outreach. We 

use average loan size and percentage of female borrowers as indicators for depth of outreach. 

For breadth of outreach, we use the total number of active borrowers and the MFI’s number 

of offices as measures. Number of offices includes the number of branches as well as 

administrative sites and other staffed points (e.g., partner local shops), and is highly 

correlated with the number of borrowers. The emergence of branchless banking which 

includes the use of mobile banking could prevent MFIs from opening more branches but use 

technology to increase their breadth of outreach. However, given the level of illiteracy in 

certain rural areas, the use of technology for banking is likely to deter some borrowers. Thus, 

in the absence of offices outreach breath could be hindered. This suggests that MFIs with 

more branches have the advantage of attracting more clients since they make microfinance 

services more accessible to the poor, especially illiterates. In our regressions, we use these 

individual indicators as well as the constructed measurement indices.  

In constructing the measurement indices, first, we rescale all indicators such that all the 

reported values range between zero and one. This is done after dealing with all potential 

outlier problems. Depending on which indicator is being rescaled, the rescaling process is 

done differently. For instance, the variables number of offices, the total number of active 



borrowers and percentage of female borrowers reflect high outreach only if the recorded 

values for these variables are increasing. On the other hand, for average loan size, which is 

expected to reflect the quality of outreach, as the reported values get smaller, it gives an 

indication of good outreach and vice versa. As a result, in dealing with the former set of 

variables, we assign the minimum value of zero to the smallest reported value for each 

variable and a maximum value of one to the largest reported value. All other reported values 

are rescaled to fall between zero and one. Equation 1 is used for the rescaling of these set of 

variables. For the latter, we do the opposite using equation 2. Thus, the smallest value is 

assigned one and the biggest value zero. We then take the arithmetic mean of the pair of 

indicators that fall under each outreach category.   
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Where  ( ) is the computed re-scaled value,   and   represent the minimum and maximum 

values of the new scale respectively (in our case zero and one).   and   represent the 

minimum and maximum original values of the indicators reported in the sample respectively.  

With regards to sustainability, indicators are chosen to reflect an MFI’s ability to cover its 

operating costs using internally generated funds or revenue. Thus, indicators of sustainability 

are usually associated with measures of financial performance which can lead to the 

permanency of MFIs and their operations. With this understanding, in the existing literature, 

operational self-sufficiency (OSS), return on assets (ROA) and profit margin are often used 

as indicators of sustainability. We use each indicator individually as a measure of 

sustainability in our regressions and a sustainability measurement index constructed from all 

three indicators. The outreach index construction process explained above is used here as 

well and given that for all three sustainability indicators observed increases in values reflect 

good performance, we use equation 1 in the rescaling process.  

Lastly, while the indicators included in each of our measurement indices are justified 

theoretically, we also perform a factor analysis to determine if these indices are valid 

empirically. From the factor analysis, we note that the highest variance between the 

indicators in our index is from the depth of outreach index analysis. Results indicate a 

variance of 0.25 for the percentage of female clients. Thus, for all the variables we include in 

each constructed index, a very low variance is not accounted for by the other variables, 

indicating that each variable in our measurement indices are relevant. In addition, the 

dimensionality of our factors is also well defined given that results indicate factor loadings 

higher than 85% in all cases.  

EMPIRICAL METHODS AND MODEL SPECIFICATION 



As discussed earlier, this study aims at examining the impact of sustainability on the outreach 

of MFIs and vice versa. A single equation model is fraught with problems of endogeneity and 

simultaneity bias in addressing this relationship. This is because of the potential reverse 

causality between sustainability and outreach. In the presence of simultaneity, estimates 

become inconsistent. Thus, to address the simultaneity and endogenous nature of the 

relationship between sustainability and outreach, we specify the following simultaneous 

equation models. Specifically, using the three-stage least square technique, we address the 

issue of simultaneity and endogeneity between sustainability and outreach.  
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Where     is the measure of sustainability of a MFI and as indicated earlier, we use the 

developed measurement index as well as the three indicators involved in the index creation 

(i.e., profit margin, OSS and ROA).     is outreach and regression are conducted using 

measurements indices for both outreach breadth and outreach depth as well as the individual 

indicators used for these indices.  

    is the cost per borrower of a MFI. It is generally considered as an efficiency indicator in 

the microfinance literature and computed as the ratio of a MFI’s operating expense to the 

total number of active borrowers. A high cost per borrower ratio suggests that MFIs are 

facing very high operational costs as such it is expected that sustainability would be impacted 

negatively should this ratio increase. Similarly, if loans become expensive as a result of high 

cost per borrower, MFIs may resort to the issuance of bigger loans, which in principle, 

suggests that depth of outreach is impacted negatively.  

    is the real gross portfolio yield and it is widely used as a measure of interest rates faced 

by clients of MFIs. We expect that yield would have a positive relationship with 

sustainability but not with outreach given that higher interest rates may deter some potential 

borrowers from borrowing. On the other hand,     is the number of deposit accounts held 

by MFIs and can be considered as a proxy for the savings level of clients. Higher levels of 

savings accounts are often considered as leverage for financial institutions, even for 

economic development. As such, we expect a positive association between deposit accounts 

and both sustainability and outreach.  

    is a dummy for MFI age. Data from the MIX groups MFIs into three categories of age – 

new, young and mature. Based on this classification, we introduce dummies for mature and 

new MFIs in our model, leaving out young as the omitted category. We expect that older 

MFIs would have the advantage over younger ones in terms of both sustainability and 

outreach.     is a dummy for the profit status of MFIs. We include a dummy for not-for-

profit MFIs in order to capture the effects of MFI profit status on their sustainability and 



outreach performance. Based on conventional understanding, we expect that not-for-profit 

MFIs compared to for-profit MFIs would perform better in terms of outreach however when 

it comes to sustainability, we expect the reverse.  

Lastly,     and    represent loan loss rate and gross loan portfolio respectively. An increase 

in gross loan portfolio is often associated with higher outreach, especially outreach breadth 

and since the financial performance of MFIs does not depend on the gross loan portfolio, we 

take advantage of this variable to identify equation 3. As the level of loan default increase, 

the general expectation is that financial performance would be affected negatively. Thus, we 

expect loan loss rate to have a negative association with sustainability. Furthermore, we also 

take advantage of the loan loss rate variable to identify equation 4.  

Instruments  

A valid instrument is expected to be uncorrelated with the dependent variable and error term 

but should be correlated with the endogenous variables. In our case, we require two set of IVs 

given that we are dealing with a simultaneous equation with two endogenous variables. First, 

for sustainability, our IVs are administrative expense ratio and operating expense ratio. These 

variables are known financial efficiency measures in the microfinance literature and are 

correlated with sustainability but not outreach. Given that we have two different measures of 

outreach, we use different sets of instruments for both depth of outreach and outreach breadth. 

Average outstanding loan balance and assets are used as instruments for depth of outreach 

while total number of loan officers and assets are used as instruments for breadth of outreach.  

The assets of MFIs amongst other things include the number of offices that an MFI has and 

this has been identified to have a strong correlation with both dimensions of outreach. 

Nonetheless, it can be argued that assets may be correlated with ROA, which is a 

sustainability measure and thus it is not a valid instrument. We find a weak correlation 

between ROA and assets. ROA is a ratio which in itself involves a profitability measure, net 

operating income. This ratio is a complete transformation of an MFI’s income and assets and 

thus this ratio has no correlation with the variable assets. With regards to loan officers as a 

valid instrument, we note that most MFIs depend on loan officers to bring in more clients and 

thus there is a correlation between loan officers and breadth of outreach, especially total 

number of borrowers. Similarly, average outstanding loan balance is correlated with average 

loan size and percentage of female borrowers making it an appropriate instrument for depth 

of outreach. Furthermore, these variables change overtime and this makes them appropriate 

IVs given that the data used in this study is a panel dataset.  

With regards to our IVs for sustainability, it is often argued that the sustainability of MFIs 

largely depends on the level of transaction costs amongst other things Navajas and et al. 

(2000). As such using measures that capture an MFI’s transaction cost could serve as a valid 

instrument for sustainability. Operating expense ratio is an indicator that accounts for the 

costs incurred by MFIs which includes personnel expenses, transaction costs, administrative 

costs and other MFI operation related costs as a ratio of the MFI’s assets. This ratio is 

expected to be correlated with sustainability but not outreach. One may argue that transaction 



costs are dependent on the numbers of clients that are served and thus there may be some 

correlation between outreach and operating expense ratio. Here as well, given that this is a 

ratio which involves other measures thus causing a transformation into an efficiency measure, 

we rely on this transformation and argue that the operating expense ratio is correlated with 

sustainability but not outreach. In addition, the operating expense ratio also includes 

administrative costs which are not affected by outreach. Thus, although transaction costs vary 

depending on the number of clients being served, administrative costs do not depend on this 

but also affect the sustainability of MFIs. This suggests that fixed administrative costs are not 

influenced by outreach and regardless of the whether clients are served or not, MFIs incur 

these costs. Thus, given that these administrative costs also affect the sustainability of MFIs 

Navajas and et al. (2000), using administrative expense ratio as an instrument for 

sustainability is conceptually valid and satisfies all criteria. 

We proceed with empirical tests to further support the theoretical arguments supporting the 

validity of our IVs. A common approach used to determine the validity of IVs is the 

overidentifying restriction test which works with the null hypothesis that overidentifying 

restrictions are valid. The Sargan test (Sargan, 1958) and the Hansen test (Hansen, 1982) 

have long been used for testing overidentifying restrictions. However, recently, various 

studies have proposed the use of the partial  -squared (i.e., the r-squared from the first stage 

regressions) and the  -statistics. Bound, Jaeger, and Baker (1995) and Staiger and Stock 

(1997) amongst others argue that when using large samples the validity of instruments may 

be compromised even when the there is a correlation between IVs and endogenous variables. 

As a result, the test for overidentifying restriction may not be reliable and cannot be 

conclusive in determining the validity of IVs. Hahn and Hausman (2002) and Hahn and 

Hausman (2003) argue that given the difficulty of getting valid instruments, most researchers 

resort to the use of weak instruments, however, existing tests for the validity of instruments 

are quick to reject instruments in such cases and this is a major drawback in empirical work. 

Bound, et al. (1995) recommend the use of the  -squared from the first stage regression 

which includes the instruments while Stock, Wright, and Yogo (2002) propose that since the 

  test presents statistics for the joint significance of IVs used in the first stage, the  -statistics 

can be used and as a rule of thumb, for reliability of inferences, the  -statistics from the first 

stage regression must be larger than 10. Furthermore, the use of first stage  -statistics and  -

squared is a valid approach for instruments validity only in the case of a single endogenous 

regressor. Using this approach proposed by Bound, et al. (1995) and Stock, et al. (2002), we 

conclude that the IVs used for both endogenous variables in our study are appropriate. We 

present the diagnostic test results in the next section, below each regression output table.  

EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

Table 2 presents results for the relationship between the various measures of sustainability 

and depth of outreach for both LAC and SA. Panel 1 presents results for this association 

using the constructed measurement indices, panels 2 to 4 present results for the association 

between female clients (measure of outreach depth) and the three indicators of sustainability 

(i.e., ROA, profit margin and OSS respectively) and panels 5 to 7 present results for the 



association between log of average loan size (measure of outreach depth) and the three 

indicators of sustainability.  

Table 3 presents results for measures of sustainability and breadth of outreach for both 

regions. Panel 1 presents results for the association between our sustainability and outreach 

indices. Panels 2 to 4 present the results for the association between the log of total number of 

borrowers and the three indicators of sustainability while panels 5 to 7 present results for the 

relationship between log of number of offices and the three indicators of sustainability.  

Sustainability and Depth of Outreach 

From panel 1 in table 2, we observe that at the 1% significant level, for LAC, a percentage 

increase in depth of outreach leads to a 0.46% decline in the level of sustainability while a 

percentage increase in sustainability leads to a 1.81% decline in outreach depth. This suggests 

that there is a trade-off between sustainability and depth of outreach in Latin America. 

Similarly, we observe that for SA, a 1% increase in depth of outreach leads to a 0.68% 

decline in the level of sustainability while a 1% increase in sustainability is associated with a 

1.35% decline in the level of outreach depth. Thus, results indicate a trade-off between 

sustainability and depth of outreach in both regions. However, we find that MFIs in LAC that 

focus on increasing performance in terms of outreach depth perform better with sustainability 

than MFIs that do same in SA. This is evident considering the stronger negative coefficients 

of outreach depth on sustainability for SA. In contrast, we find that for MFIs in LAC, the 

decline in outreach depth when MFIs focus on sustainability is greater than what is observed 

when MFIs in SA. Thus, while there is a trade-off between sustainability and depth of 

outreach in both regions, the severity of trade-off is dependent on which performance MFIs 

decide to focus on in each region.  

Results from panel 2 of table 2 do not present evidence of a trade-off between ROA and 

number of female clients in the case of SA. We observe that for SA, if the percentage of 

female clients increases by 1%, there is a corresponding 0.08% increase in ROA. However, a 

1% increase in ROA leads to a 10.56% increase in the percentage of female clients. On the 

contrary, evidence suggests that there is a trade-off between ROA and percentage of female 

clients in LAC. A similar association is observed in panel 3 as well, where results indicate 

that there is a trade-off between profit margin and percentage of female clients in LAC but 

not in SA. Considering panel 4 which explains the relationship between OSS and percentage 

of female clients, we observe that there is a trade-off between sustainability and depth of 

outreach in both region and the severity of the trade-off appears to be somewhat similar.  

From panel 5 of table 2, we observe that in the case SA, there is no significant association 

between ROA and average loan size. However, for LAC, there is evidence of a trade-off. A 1% 

decrease in depth of outreach (i.e., increase in ALS) is associated with a 0.57% increase in 

ROA in LAC. Similarly, a 1% increase in financial performance (ROA) is associated with a 

0.08% increase in average loan size (i.e., a decline in outreach depth). With regards to the 

relationship between profit margin and average loan size, results from panel 6 indicate that 

for both regions, an increase in ALS is associated with an increase in the profit margin of 



MFIs while increases in profit margin are associated with higher ALS. Thus, confirming a 

trade-off between sustainability (measured by profit margin) and depth of outreach (measured 

by ALS). Furthermore, we note that the effect of a unit increase in profit margin on ALS is 

stronger for MFIs in SA than those in LAC. Additionally, results indicate that a 1% increase 

ALS is associated with a 1.43% increase in profit margin in the case of LAC while for SA, a 

1% increase in ALS is associated with a 1.7% increase in profit margin. Thus, we find that 

MFIs that give bigger loans in SA report higher profit margins than MFIs in LAC. Panel 7, 

which presents results for the relationship between OSS and ALS also suggest that there is a 

trade-off between sustainability and outreach. Here, we observe that a 1% increase in ALS is 

associated with a 0.52% and 0.33% increase in OSS in SA and LAC respectively. This 

suggests that giving out bigger loans is more rewarding in terms of OSS for MFIs in SA than 

MFIs in LAC. In addition, results indicate that depth of outreach is compromised more 

severely in LAC than in SA when MFIs attempt to improve their OSS. In essence, in an 

attempt to improve OSS, MFIs in LAC tend to give out larger loans compared to MFIs in SA. 

In fact, considering the size of the coefficients in both cases, ALS increases very significantly 

for LAC (2.48% compared to SA’s 1.81%) with a percentage increase OSS.  

Sustainability and Breadth of Outreach 

With regards to the relationship between sustainability and breadth of outreach, our results 

from panel 1 of table 3 suggest that there is no significant relationship between sustainability 

and breadth of outreach in LAC. However, in SA for a 1% increase in sustainability, there is 

a corresponding 0.52% decline in breadth of outreach. The effects of our outreach breadth 

index on sustainability also present contrasting relationships for both regions. While there is 

no significant association between breadth of outreach and sustainability in SA, we find that 

in the case of LAC, a 1% increase in breadth of outreach leads to a 1.05% increase in 

sustainability.  

Results from panels 2 to 7 to a large extent confirm these relationships described in panel 1. 

For instance we note that from panels 3, 4 and 6, there is no significant association between 

the measures of outreach breadth and the sustainability measures. However, there is a 

significant negative relationship between sustainability and outreach breadth. Specifically, 

from panel 3 and 6, the results for SA indicate that a 1% increase in MFI profit margin leads 

to a 0.24% and 0.28% decline in the number of borrowers and offices respectively. Similarly, 

from panel 4, a 1% increase in OSS leads to a 2.11% decrease in the total number of 

borrowers. Results from panels 2 and 5 however suggest that there is no significant 

association between ROA and total borrowers as well as total number of offices. Turning to 

LAC, unlike in the case of SA, results from all panels indicate that there is a positive 

association between all measures of breadth of outreach and all sustainability measures. We 

note that depending on what measure of outreach and sustainability is being used, the effects 

of outreach breadth on sustainability are positive in LAC and ranges from 0.03% to 0.22% 

for a 1% increase in outreach. On the other hand, based on results from panels 2, 3, 4 and 7, 

we find that ROA, profit margin and OSS have negative effects on total number of borrowers. 

OSS also has a negative effect on the total number of offices. Thus, as MFIs in LAC attempt 



to increase profitability in terms of their ROA, profit margin and OSS, it affects the number 

of borrowers reached negatively.  

Overall, results indicate that there is no trade-off between sustainability and breadth of 

outreach in both LAC and SA. However, while focussing on the expansion of outreach 

breadth, MFIs in LAC have the advantage of performing better financially compared to MFIs 

in SA.  

The effects of Other Regressors 

Turning to the effects of the other regressors on both sustainability and outreach, we observe 

that from table 2, the relationship between LLR and all measures of sustainability is 

statistically insignificant in the case of SA except for its negative effect on OSS and ROA in 

panels 4 and 5 respectively. On the contrary, we find that for LAC, there is a significant 

negative relationship between LLR and all measures of sustainability except for a statistically 

insignificant relationship on profit margin observed in panel 3. This is consistent with the 

results from table 3. We find that for LAC, there is consistently a negative association 

between LLR and sustainability across all panels however for SA, a few panels present 

statistically insignificant results. This indicates that overall, for both regions, an increase in 

LLR has a negative effect on sustainability. Given that LLR captures the level of loss 

associated with loan default, a negative relationship is usual.  

For the relationship between cost per borrower and our sustainability measures, we observe 

that from both tables 2 and 3, there is a negative association across all panels for MFIs in 

LAC. However, this relationship appears to be quite weak. For LAC, the largest coefficient is 

observed in table 2 panel 3, which predicts a 0.008% decline in profit margin for a unit 

increase in the cost per borrower. Cost per borrower gives an indication of how expensive 

loans are. It is calculated as the ratio of MFI operating expense to the total number of 

borrowers. Thus, a higher cost per borrower ratio suggests that loans are expensive and this 

can deter borrowers. As a result, when expensive loans drive clients away, it potentially 

affects their profitability and consequently sustainability. In the case of SA, cost per borrower 

is not always associated with profitability negatively as shown in tables 2 and 3. We find that 

in panels 2 and 3 of table 2, expensive loans improve the financial performance of MFIs. 

Panels 1, 4, 5 and 6 of table 2 however present a negative association between cost per 

borrower and our sustainability measures. This is consistent with results for SA from panels 1, 

4 and 7 of table 3. As expected, we observe that for both regions, expensive loans are 

associated with lower levels of outreach depth. Specifically, we note that from panels 1 to 4 

of table 2 for both regions, a unit increase in the cost per borrower is associated with a 

decline in our outreach depth index and also percentage of female clients. Similarly, from 

panels 5 to 7 of table 2 for both SA and LAC, expensive loans (determined by higher cost per 

borrower) are associated with an increase in ALS, which indicates a decline in outreach depth. 

Thus, given that bigger loans are associated with relatively rich clients, evidence suggests 

that in both SA and LAC, there is a re-orientation from the poorest clients to the poor when 

operating expenses increases. Furthermore, based on results from table 3 the evidence also 



suggests that in both regions, breadth of outreach is compromised when the cost per borrower 

increases.        

With regards to the relationship between yield and both sustainability and outreach,  we find 

that except for results in panel 2 of table 2 for SA, which indicate statistically insignificant 

relationships, all coefficients suggest a positive association between yield and all our 

sustainability and outreach measures. Likewise from table 3, except for a few statistically 

insignificant coefficients, evidence suggests that there is a positive association between yield 

and both sustainability and breadth of outreach. Yield is a measure of interest rate used in the 

microfinance literature and thus the observed positive association between yield and our 

sustainability measures is expected since it is often argued that high interest rates are 

associated with profitability (see Cull, et al. (2007)). As a result, it is not surprising to find 

that in both SA and LAC increases in interest rates are associated with high profitability and 

sustainability. Surprisingly, from table 2 we find that an increase in yield leads to an increase 

in the percentage of female clients and a decrease in ALS, suggesting that increasing interest 

rates are associated with better performance in terms of outreach depth in both regions.  

Deposit account serves as a proxy that captures the level of savings amongst microfinance 

clients and we expect that increase in the number of savings account would help MFIs 

expand outreach, especially outreach breadth. For LAC, from table 2, we find that there is 

mainly no significant association between deposit accounts and both sustainability and 

outreach depth, except for panels 1 and 7 where we find a weak association with our 

sustainability index and OSS. On the contrary from table 3, there is mainly a negative 

association between deposit account and our sustainability measures. In addition, results 

confirm that there is a positive relationship between deposit accounts and outreach breadth in 

both regions (panel 1). Considering deposit accounts and sustainability in SA, results indicate 

that there is mainly a weak positive association between deposit account and our 

sustainability measures. Thus, consistent with economic theory, an increase in deposit 

accounts (savings) gives MFIs in SA the leverage to perform well financially. Similarly, we 

observe that increases in deposit accounts are associated with lower ALS (better depth of 

outreach performance) but with poorer performance in terms of female clients served.  

For the association between MFI age and our outreach measures, we find that based on 

results from panel 1 of both tables, there is no significant association between MFI age and 

both outreach measures in LAC.  However, in SA, evidence suggests that new MFIs perform 

poorly compared to older MFIs in both depth and breadth of outreach. From panel 1 of table 

2, we also find that older MFIs perform better than younger MFIs in terms of sustainability. 

However, from panels 2 and 3 of table 1, newer MFIs in LAC have the advantage of serving 

more female clients compared to older MFIs and also the advantage in terms of getting higher 

ROA and profits. In addition, results from panel 5 of table 2 indicate that older (mature) MFIs 

in LAC compared to younger and newer MFIs have the advantage of performing better in 

terms of outreach depth (i.e., giving out smaller loans). On the contrary, based on results from 

panel 4 of table 2, newer MFIs in SA compared to older MFIs perform poorly in terms of 

OSS and the number of female clients served.  



For the relationship between profit status and performance, results from panel 1 of table 2 

indicate that there is no significant association between profit status and sustainability in both 

regions, however in SA, not-for-profit MFIs perform better in terms of outreach depth. From 

table 2, results from panel 1 suggest that the profit status of MFIs have no effect on outreach 

breadth in both regions however we find that for-profit MFIs in both regions perform better 

in terms of sustainability. Results from panels 4, 5 and 6 of table 2 also confirm that not-for-

profit MFIs compared to for-profit MFIs in SA have the advantage of performing better in 

terms of outreach depth. From these panels, we observe that if the dummy for not-for-profit 

MFIs switch from zero to one, there is either an increase in the percentage of female clients 

or a decline in the ALS, which in both cases indicate good outreach depth performance. In 

LAC, there is mainly no significant association between profit status and both outreach and 

sustainability across all panels except for panels 5 and 6 of table 2 which suggest that not-for-

profit MFIs in LAC compared to for-profit MFIs have the tendency of giving larger loans.  

Lastly, for loan portfolio, based on results from table 2 we find that there is no association 

between the size of MFI loan portfolio and our depth of outreach index as well as percentage 

of female borrowers in SA. However, from table 3, results indicate that there is a positive 

relationship between gross loan portfolio and all measures of outreach breadth in both SA and 

LAC. Thus, for both regions, as MFIs’ gross loan portfolio increases, the breadth of outreach 

also increases. Considering depth of outreach, in the case of LAC, based on the results 

reported in panel 1 of table 2, we find that an increase in MFI loan portfolio is associated 

with a decline in outreach depth. Similarly, results from panel 2 suggest that there is a 

negative relationship between loan portfolio and percentage of female clients. For both 

regions, we observe from panels 5 and 6 that there is a positive association between loan 

portfolio and ALS. Thus, as the size of MFI loan portfolio increases, MFIs tend to give 

bigger loans hence higher ALS. Overall, results suggest that in both regions, higher loan 

portfolios for MFIs suggest the possibility of a mission drift. This is evident given that our 

results indicate a positive association between outreach breadth and gross loan portfolio but a 

negative association between depth of outreach and gross loan portfolio. More precisely, we 

note that with increasing trends in the gross loan portfolio of MFIs, MFIs tend to serve fewer 

female clients and give out bigger loans while their total clientele increases.  

CONCLUSIONS 

The paper has dealt with the issue of possible trade-off (or not) between financial 

sustainability and outreach performance by MFIs in two known major microfinance regions 

in the world, namely South Asia (SA) and Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC). Even 

though microfinance emerged about the same time in both regions, the industry in each has 

presented differing characteristics over time. One of the most enduring and prominent 

dissimilarities is the fact that, due to the prevailing economic conditions in the regions, LAC 

adopted an early approach towards the notion of profitability when running microfinance 

institutions, while in SA, MFIs were primarily concerned with alleviating poverty and aiming 

at targeting the poorest households.  



Our research findings indicate that trade-offs exist between depth of outreach and financial 

sustainability in both regions. Interestingly, our evidence seems to suggest that there are 

limits to the particular strategic focus that each geographical area has specialised in. That is to 

say, where the emphasis has been primarily on achieving financial sustainability (as in LAC), 

persistence in maintaining this focus leads to a greater loss in depth of outreach compared to 

SA, i.e. 1.81% vs. 1.35%. Similarly, a continuous emphasis on depth of outreach 

compromises financial sustainability to a greater extent in SA than in LAC, i.e. 0.68% vs. 

0.46%. This suggests that a more balanced strategy is recommended in both regions whereby 

both depth of outreach and financial sustainability are pursued as long as they complement 

each other. To this end, further research is needed in order to answer key questions such as: 

where do these strategic limits lie? Is it possible to avoid over-stepping these limits? What 

policies need to be implemented so as to identify frontiers and ways to improve strategies? 

Further evidence of trade-off demonstrates a connection to the particularities of each region. 

For instance, our findings show that MFIs in SA have to issue larger loan amounts than those 

in LAC for one unit increase in profit margin and one unit increase in OSS. This may be 

explained by the fact that, generally speaking, in SA disbursed loan amounts start at a much 

lower base than those in LAC, which relates to the particular focus on poverty alleviation in 

SA. For this reason, MFIs in SA need a much larger increase in loan amounts to achieve a 1% 

increase in profit margin or OSS.  

However, in terms of outreach to female clients, our research findings provide mixed results. 

While there is no trade-off in SA between financial sustainability and reaching female clients, 

LAC extends less finance to women when focussing on financial sustainability. The reason 

for the latter finding might be because provision for female clients demands the extension of 

other services such as health protection and group formation, while these services are well 

established in SA, particularly in India, via self-help groups. 

Lack of trade-off is also evident in the relationship between interest rates and depth of 

outreach, which might be explained by the common understanding that access to finance is 

more important than loan interest rates. Thus, clients that are desperate for credit are not 

deterred by high interest rates. Meanwhile, the correlation between profit status and outreach 

shows expected results wherein not-for-profit MFIs perform better in terms of depth of 

outreach and for-profit MFIs perform better in terms of financial sustainability. 

In conclusion, our study has shown that trade-offs between the two major microfinance goals 

still exist in some important aspects and that these relate closely to the particular strategies 

that each of the regions has chosen to emphasise. Thus, it would be in the best interest of 

microfinance practitioners and policy makers to assess the benefits and costs of maintaining 

such strategies and those of adopting new mechanisms, which can lead to greater 

complementarity of objectives. 
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TABLES  

Table 1: Summary Statistics 
Variable Name Variable Description SA LAC 

Sustainability Index Index for Sustainability 0.6476 

(0.2653) 

0.6546 

(0.1630) 

Outreach Depth Index Index for Outreach Depth 0.7326 

(0.1496) 

0.4415 

(0.1909) 

Outreach Breadth Index Index for Outreach Breadth 0.4402 

(0.1158) 

0.5053     

(0.3131) 

Log of OSS Financial Revenue / (Financial Expense + Impairment Loss + 

Operating Expense) 

4.6742 

(0.2824) 

4.7034    

(0.2352) 

Log of ROA (Net Operating Income, less Taxes)/ Assets, average 0.6149 

(1.1549) 

1.0420     

(1.1322) 

Log of Profit Margin Net Operating Income/ Financial Revenue 2.4566 

(1.0484) 

2.4306     

(0.9898) 

Percentage of Female 

Clients  

Percentage of borrowers who are women 85.4462 

(25.0022) 

63.9549     

(19.7303) 

Log of ALS Loan Portfolio, Gross / Number of Active Borrowers 

 

4.9941 

(0.6235) 

6.5862      

(0.8915) 

Log of Total Borrowers  Number of borrowers an MFI has 10.6086 

(1.8407) 

9.2669     

(1.5314) 

Log of Number of Offices Number of staffed points of service and administrative sites 

 

3.6648 

(1.5584) 

2.2133      

(1.2308) 

Log of Loan Loss Rate (Write-offs - Value of Loans Recovered)/ Loan Portfolio, gross, 

average 

-0.4599 

(1.6870) 

0.2484     

(1.4292) 

Log of Loan Portfolio  All outstanding loans issued to borrowers 15.6115 

(1.7947) 

15.8534    

(1.8137) 

Cost per borrower Operating Expense/ Number of Active Borrowers 28.0153 

(42.0444) 

197.6583      

145.933 

Yield (Yield on Gross Portfolio (nominal) - Inflation Rate)/ (1 + 

Inflation Rate) 

13.5964 

(8.0177) 

30.6246     

(20.0556) 

Number of Deposit 

Accounts  

Number of any type of deposit account held by an MFI 

 

26.3731 

(37.8793) 

4.0112     

(20.2183) 

Mature MFI (dummy 

variable, Mature MFI is 1) 

 0.6893 

(0.4630) 

0.8052     

(0.3961) 

New MFI (dummy 

variable, New MFI is 1) 

 0.1188 

(0.3237) 

0.0607     

(0.2388) 

Not-for-profit MFIs 

(dummy variable not-for-

profit is 1) 

 0.5817 

(0.4935) 

0.6684     

(0.4709) 

*Mean and Standard Deviation (in brackets) of sample, based on data from MIX Market 

 

  



Table 2: Sustainability and Depth of Outreach Results (3SLS)  
 PANEL 1 PANEL 2 
 LAC SA LAC SA 

VARIABLES Sus Index Depth Index  Sus Index Depth Index Log (ROA) % of Female  Log (ROA) % of Female  

         
Outreach Measure -0.4562***  -0.6767***  -0.0813***  0.0885***  

 (0.0167)  (0.0554)  (0.0075)  (0.0148)  

Sustainability Measure  -1.8109***  -1.3509***  -8.7512***  10.5645*** 
  (0.0781)  (0.1198)  (0.5478)  (1.4539) 

Log of LLR -0.0026***  -0.0017  -0.0431*  -0.0140  

 (0.0008)  (0.0012)  (0.0229)  (0.0341)  
Cost Per Borrower -0.0004*** -0.0008*** -0.0023*** -0.0033*** -0.0069*** -0.0780*** 0.0302*** -0.3435*** 

 (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0006) (0.0043) (0.0066) (0.0403) 

Yield 0.0025*** 0.0053*** 0.0032*** 0.0046*** 0.0594*** 0.6339*** -0.0067 0.1077 
 (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0005) (0.0007) (0.0043) (0.0310) (0.0183) (0.2038) 

Deposit Accounts -0.0002** -0.0002 0.0000** 0.0001** -0.0027 -0.0175 0.0012** -0.0127** 

 (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0020) (0.0246) (0.0005) (0.0060) 
Mature MFI 0.0051 0.0089 -0.0115 -0.0183 0.3580** 3.6690** 0.0810 -1.0961 

 (0.0055) (0.0111) (0.0096) (0.0143) (0.1421) (1.6859) (0.2968) (3.4399) 

New MFI -0.0029 -0.0008 -0.0319** -0.0405* 0.7147*** 8.0428*** -0.6328 7.1247 

 (0.0092) (0.0182) (0.0139) (0.0214) (0.2580) (2.9840) (0.5776) (6.6550) 

Not-for-profit 0.0027 0.0046 0.0114 0.0191* 0.2052** 1.7141 0.1069 -0.8897 

 (0.0038) (0.0079) (0.0078) (0.0116) (0.0915) (1.1333) (0.2292) (2.7664) 
Loan Portfolio  -0.0060***  0.0003  -0.4413*  0.0427 

  (0.0017)  (0.0022)  (0.2608)  (0.4622) 

Constant 0.8436*** 1.6968*** 1.1629*** 1.6324*** 5.2948*** 71.3018*** -7.9570*** 89.0336*** 
 (0.0095) (0.0526) (0.0430) (0.0770) (0.4887) (4.9438) (1.4003) (9.0855) 

Time Dummies  Yes Yes 

Observations 1239 1239 1340 1340 993 993 1243 1243 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation     

Partial R-squared 0.4075 0.7489 0.5444 0.6760 0.5064 0.4343 0.4638 0.3419 

First stage F-stat 70.27*** 304.69*** 32.56*** 56.85*** 83.77*** 62.69*** 66.87*** 99.96*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 

 

Table 2 Continued 
 PANEL 3 PANEL 4 

 LAC SA LAC SA 

VARIABLES Log (Profit) % of Female Log (Profit) % of Female  Log (OSS) % of Female  Log (OSS) %of Female  

         

Outreach Measure -0.1074***  0.0478***  -0.0202***  -0.0155***  

 (0.0066)  (0.0168)  (0.0010)  (0.0048)  
Sustainability Measure  -8.7796***  8.5368***  -41.6453***  -41.2505*** 

  (0.4154)  (2.4283)  (2.6481)  (7.7240) 

Log of LLR -0.0273  -0.0704  -0.0169***  -0.0240**  
 (0.0181)  (0.0430)  (0.0038)  (0.0102)  

Cost Per Borrower -0.0084*** -0.0777*** 0.0165** -0.3639*** -0.0013*** -0.0603*** -0.0082*** -0.4788*** 

 (0.0006) (0.0042) (0.0068) (0.0390) (0.0001) (0.0030) (0.0018) (0.0309) 
Yield 0.0498*** 0.4566*** -0.0118 0.4027** 0.0087*** 0.4100*** 0.0133*** 0.7618*** 

 (0.0042) (0.0278) (0.0142) (0.1920) (0.0007) (0.0248) (0.0038) (0.1441) 

Deposit Accounts -0.0008 -0.0058 0.0009*** -0.0114* -0.0004 -0.0149 0.0001 0.0030 
 (0.0024) (0.0240) (0.0003) (0.0063) (0.0004) (0.0216) (0.0001) (0.0064) 

Mature MFI 0.2334 2.1092 -0.0814 -1.5779 0.0406 1.6415 -0.0498 -4.2834 

 (0.1718) (1.6813) (0.2120) (3.3893) (0.0270) (1.4559) (0.0518) (2.9489) 
New MFI 0.6454** 5.9564** -0.7152* 10.2628 -0.0037 0.2049 -0.2476*** -10.8844** 

 (0.3013) (2.9195) (0.4014) (6.3280) (0.0447) (2.3952) (0.0680) (4.4746) 

Not-for-profit 0.1096 1.0241 0.0463 1.8498 -0.0080 -0.0794 0.0446 4.7135* 
 (0.1088) (1.0854) (0.1633) (2.8000) (0.0186) (1.0259) (0.0479) (2.4553) 

Loan Portfolio  -0.0791  0.5011  -0.2784  0.3637 

  (0.1729)  (0.7932)  (0.2054)  (0.7174) 
Constant 9.0631*** 84.5165*** -2.0824 62.2074*** 5.9651*** 262.7808*** 6.0265*** 274.8163*** 

 (0.4565) (3.7320) (1.5526) (14.8978) (0.0695) (11.8023) (0.4124) (32.9344) 

Time Dummies Yes Yes 
Observations 1002 1002 1245 1245 1239 1239 1340 1340 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation     

Partial R-squared 0.4512 0.4359 0.5011 0.6435 0.4088 0.4192 0.5259 0.4657 

First stage F-stat 67.77*** 63.68*** 54.87*** 90.12*** 70.64*** 73.74*** 30.23*** 23.75*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

  



Table 2 Continued 
 PANEL 5 PANEL 6 
 LAC SA LAC SA 

VARIABLES Log (ROA) Log (ALS) Log (ROA) Log (ALS) Log (Profit) Log (ALS) Log (Profit) Log (ALS) 

         

Outreach Measure 0.5664***  0.0561  1.4261***  1.7989***  
 (0.0966)  (0.2852)  (0.0828)  (0.2299)  

Sustainability Measure  0.0829***  0.0006  0.2895***  0.3085*** 

  (0.0185)  (0.0481)  (0.0179)  (0.0462) 
Log of LLR -0.0753***  -0.0809*  -0.0682***  -0.0420  

 (0.0253)  (0.0480)  (0.0208)  (0.0377)  

Cost Per Borrower -0.0040*** 0.0041*** -0.0036 0.0100*** -0.0076*** 0.0045*** -0.0196*** 0.0105*** 
 (0.0005) (0.0001) (0.0037) (0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0001) (0.0032) (0.0008) 

Yield 0.0375*** -0.0249*** 0.0385*** -0.0147*** 0.0389*** -0.0241*** 0.0365*** -0.0172*** 
 (0.0031) (0.0008) (0.0121) (0.0039) (0.0028) (0.0007) (0.0113) (0.0038) 

Deposit Accounts -0.0022 -0.0015** 0.0008*** -0.0004*** -0.0015 -0.0007 0.0011*** -0.0005*** 

 (0.0016) (0.0006) (0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0015) (0.0006) (0.0003) (0.0001) 
Mature MFI 0.2559** -0.0730* -0.2274 0.1401** 0.0908 -0.0588 -0.5447*** 0.2279*** 

 (0.1111) (0.0419) (0.2002) (0.0623) (0.1044) (0.0424) (0.1890) (0.0667) 

New MFI 0.2049 -0.0309 -0.0515 -0.0240 0.1663 -0.0633 -0.2608 0.0736 

 (0.1978) (0.0739) (0.3793) (0.1188) (0.1816) (0.0734) (0.3498) (0.1247) 

Not-for-profit 0.1200* 0.1277*** 0.3560** -0.1212** 0.0465 0.0717** 0.5102*** -0.2030*** 

 (0.0721) (0.0293) (0.1593) (0.0561) (0.0667) (0.0289) (0.1492) (0.0548) 
Loan Portfolio  0.1411***  0.0510***  0.0921***  0.0286* 

  (0.0085)  (0.0173)  (0.0082)  (0.0149) 

Constant -3.3808*** 4.2682*** -0.3104 4.0455*** -6.9722*** 4.3761*** -6.5479*** 3.7026*** 
 (0.6617) (0.1537) (1.4145) (0.3038) (0.5702) (0.1433) (1.1511) (0.2823) 

Time Dummies Yes Yes 

Observations 993 993 1243 1243 1002 1002 1245 1245 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation     

Partial R-squared 0.5064 0.9026 0.4638 0.7654 0.4512 0.9031 0.5011 0.7654 
First stage F-stat 83.77*** 756.63*** 62.87*** 62.53*** 67.77*** 768.36*** 34.87*** 63.09*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 2 Continued 
 PANEL 7 
 LAC SA 

VARIABLES Log (OSS) Log (ALS) Log (OSS) Log (ALS) 

     
Outreach Measure 0.3314***  0.5175***  

 (0.0099)  (0.0294)  

Sustainability Measure  2.4761***  1.8074*** 
  (0.0914)  (0.1181) 

Log of LLR -0.0081***  -0.0024  

 (0.0029)  (0.0040)  
Cost Per Borrower -0.0013*** 0.0038*** -0.0067*** 0.0127*** 

 (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0004) (0.0006) 

Yield 0.0085*** -0.0245*** 0.0084*** -0.0158*** 
 (0.0004) (0.0008) (0.0016) (0.0029) 

Deposit Accounts -0.0007*** 0.0012* 0.0003*** -0.0006*** 

 (0.0003) (0.0007) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
Mature MFI 0.0195 -0.0548 -0.0052 0.0120 

 (0.0185) (0.0463) (0.0334) (0.0603) 

New MFI 0.0032 -0.0318 -0.0364 0.0527 
 (0.0305) (0.0760) (0.0494) (0.0906) 

Not-for-profit 0.0028 0.0140 0.0197 -0.0378 

 (0.0127) (0.0330) (0.0267) (0.0489) 
Loan Portfolio  0.0401***  0.0061 

  (0.0075)  (0.0086) 

Constant 2.4961*** -5.6336*** 2.1533*** -3.6808*** 
 (0.0730) (0.4078) (0.1505) (0.5532) 

Time Dummies Yes 

Observations 1239 1239 1340 1340 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation 

Partial R-squared 0.4088 0.8847 0.5259 0.7794 

First stage F-stat 70.64*** 783.96*** 30.23*** 96.30*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 



Table 3: Sustainability and Outreach Breadth Results (3SLS) 
 PANEL 1 PANEL 2 
 LAC SA LAC SA 

VARIABLES Sus Index Breadth Index Sus Index Breadth Index Log (ROA) Log (Borrowers) Log (ROA) Log (Borrowers) 

         
Outreach Measure 1.0502***  -0.0317  0.1034***  0.1087*  

 (0.1346)  (0.0381)  (0.0255)  (0.0555)  

Sustainability Measure  0.0041  -0.5249***  -0.0341*  0.0909 
  (0.0106)  (0.1286)  (0.0188)  (0.0801) 

Log of LLR -0.0125***  -0.0077***  -0.0926***  -0.0742  

 (0.0012)  (0.0019)  (0.0247)  (0.0467)  
Cost Per Borrower -0.0001*** -0.0000*** -0.0006*** -0.0004*** -0.0014*** -0.0040*** -0.0020 -0.0095*** 

 (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0023) (0.0012) 

Yield -0.0000 0.0002*** 0.0008** 0.0007 0.0226*** 0.0238*** 0.0369*** 0.0083 
 (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0019) (0.0008) (0.0113) (0.0065) 

Deposit Accounts -0.0003*** 0.0002*** 0.0001*** 0.0005*** -0.0035** 0.0016*** 0.0005 0.0003* 

 (0.0001) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0016) (0.0006) (0.0004) (0.0002) 
Mature MFI 0.0131** 0.0014 0.0093 0.0176* 0.2186** 0.0615 -0.2679 0.0282 

 (0.0054) (0.0011) (0.0081) (0.0101) (0.1104) (0.0420) (0.1948) (0.1042) 

New MFI -0.0207** 0.0020 -0.0463*** 0.0114 0.1951 0.0367 0.0263 0.1921 

 (0.0088) (0.0017) (0.0117) (0.0156) (0.1946) (0.0739) (0.3780) (0.1986) 

Not-for-profit -0.0138*** 0.0000 -0.0164** -0.0009 0.2169*** -0.1370*** 0.4614*** 0.1103 

 (0.0038) (0.0008) (0.0065) (0.0087) (0.0783) (0.0294) (0.1605) (0.0938) 
Loan Portfolio  0.0042***  0.0391***  0.8548***  0.9330*** 

  (0.0003)  (0.0029)  (0.0086)  (0.0289) 

Constant 0.6697*** -0.0712*** 0.6490*** -0.2768*** -0.6575** -4.2238*** -1.3223* -3.9030*** 
 (0.0072) (0.0062) (0.0100) (0.0837) (0.3011) (0.1554) (0.7118) (0.5076) 

Time Dummies  Yes Yes 

Observations 1237 1237 1340 1340 993 993 1243 1243 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation     

Partial R-squared 0.4075 0.9321 0.5444 0.9509 0.5064 0.9677 0.4638 0.9005 

First stage F-stat 70.15*** 140.30*** 32.56*** 57.69*** 83.77*** 244.64*** 65.87*** 173.52*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 

Table 3 Continued 
 PANEL 3 PANEL 4 
 LAC SA LAC SA 

VARIABLES Log 

(Profit) 

Log 

(Borrowers) 

Log 

(Profit) 

Log 

(Borrowers) 

Log (OSS) Log 

(Borrowers) 

Log (OSS) Log 

(Borrowers) 

         

Outreach Measure 0.1371***  0.0013  0.0306***  0.0157  

 (0.0239)  (0.0530)  (0.0049)  (0.0098)  
Sustainability 

Measure 

 -0.1949***  -0.2433***  -2.5155***  -2.1106*** 

  (0.0202)  (0.0839)  (0.1210)  (0.2488) 
Log of LLR -

0.1410*** 

 -0.0958**  -

0.0405*** 

 -

0.0248*** 

 

 (0.0229)  (0.0436)  (0.0041)  (0.0072)  
Cost Per Borrower -

0.0011*** 

-0.0043*** -0.0016 -0.0102*** -

0.0003*** 

-0.0038*** -

0.0022*** 

-0.0133*** 

 (0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0022) (0.0012) (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0003) (0.0009) 
Yield 0.0026 0.0233*** 0.0112 0.0134** -0.0002 0.0229*** 0.0034** 0.0149*** 

 (0.0018) (0.0007) (0.0109) (0.0060) (0.0003) (0.0008) (0.0016) (0.0040) 

Deposit Accounts -0.0020 0.0013** 0.0007** 0.0005*** -0.0005* -0.0001 0.0002** 0.0007*** 
 (0.0015) (0.0006) (0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0007) (0.0001) (0.0002) 

Mature MFI 0.0827 0.0640 -0.2456 -0.0592 0.0466** 0.0920** 0.0298 0.0998 

 (0.1041) (0.0425) (0.1880) (0.1066) (0.0196) (0.0468) (0.0329) (0.0815) 
New MFI 0.0778 0.0621 -0.4062 0.1061 -0.0628** 0.0063 -

0.1798*** 

-0.0341 

 (0.1793) (0.0734) (0.3543) (0.1986) (0.0319) (0.0765) (0.0482) (0.1260) 
Not-for-profit 0.1126 -0.1095*** 0.1735 0.2010** -0.0325** -0.0894** -0.0436 0.0297 

 (0.0730) (0.0295) (0.1550) (0.0898) (0.0148) (0.0350) (0.0278) (0.0700) 

Loan Portfolio  0.8787***  0.9472***  0.9123***  0.9711*** 
  (0.0091)  (0.0283)  (0.0116)  (0.0239) 

Constant 1.1285*** -4.1297*** 2.2033*** -3.5689*** 4.4696*** 6.6479*** 4.4915*** 5.3964*** 

 (0.2826) (0.1552) (0.6827) (0.5205) (0.0561) (0.5048) (0.1223) (1.1080) 
Time Dummies Yes Yes 

Observations 1002 1002 1245 1245 1239 1239 1340 1340 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation     

Partial R-squared 0.4512 0.9678 0.5011 0.9024 0.4088 0.9589 0.5259 0.9316 
First stage F-stat 67.77*** 247.74*** 54.87*** 178.78*** 70.64*** 238.68*** 30.23*** 71.17*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



Table 3 Continued 
 PANEL 5 PANEL 6 
 LAC SA LAC SA 

VARIABLES Log 

(ROA) 

Log 

(Offices) 

Log 

(ROA) 

Log 

(Offices) 

Log 

(Profit)  

Log 

(Offices) 

Log 

(Profit)  

Log 

(Offices) 

         
Outreach Measure 0.1640***  0.1362**  0.2244***  -0.0128  

 (0.0368)  (0.0651)  (0.0349)  (0.0619)  

Sustainability 
Measure 

 0.0392  0.1636  -0.0533  -0.2811*** 

  (0.0320)  (0.1032)  (0.0338)  (0.1090) 

Log of LLR -0.0799***  -0.0742  -0.1298***  -0.0893**  
 (0.0251)  (0.0466)  (0.0238)  (0.0437)  

Cost Per Borrower -0.0017*** -0.0008*** -0.0022 -0.0062*** -0.0015*** -0.0009*** -0.0017 -0.0073*** 
 (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0023) (0.0016) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0022) (0.0016) 

Yield 0.0223*** 0.0157*** 0.0342*** 0.0235*** 0.0022 0.0166*** 0.0113 0.0311*** 

 (0.0019) (0.0014) (0.0114) (0.0084) (0.0018) (0.0012) (0.0110) (0.0078) 
Deposit Accounts -0.0038** 0.0016 0.0004 0.0007*** -0.0025 0.0012 0.0008** 0.0009*** 

 (0.0017) (0.0011) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0016) (0.0010) (0.0004) (0.0003) 

Mature MFI 0.2123* 0.0247 -0.2627 -0.0079 0.0703 0.0296 -0.2407 -0.1215 

 (0.1118) (0.0719) (0.1939) (0.1347) (0.1069) (0.0708) (0.1876) (0.1382) 

New MFI 0.2108 -0.0666 0.0478 0.0241 0.1046 -0.0549 -0.4135 -0.0787 

 (0.1973) (0.1266) (0.3783) (0.2568) (0.1843) (0.1221) (0.3555) (0.2573) 
Not-for-profit 0.2374*** -0.1186** 0.4564*** 0.1270 0.1446* -0.0938* 0.1607 0.2549** 

 (0.0790) (0.0503) (0.1580) (0.1212) (0.0747) (0.0490) (0.1529) (0.1163) 

Loan Portfolio  0.5929***  0.7700***  0.6061***  0.7942*** 
  (0.0148)  (0.0374)  (0.0152)  (0.0366) 

Constant -0.0034 -7.5641*** -0.5876 -8.9469*** 1.9754*** -7.6211*** 2.2806*** -8.6785*** 

 (0.1774) (0.2664) (0.3762) (0.6561) (0.1694) (0.2584) (0.3628) (0.6740) 
Time Dummies Yes Yes 

Observations 991 991 1243 1243 1000 1000 1245 1245 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation     

Partial R-squared 0.5066 0.7532 0.5638 0.8015 0.4521 0.7526 0.6597 0.8050 

First stage F-stat 83.68*** 248.71*** 62.87*** 77.40*** 67.86*** 250.21*** 54.87*** 79.82*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 3 Continued 
 PANEL 7 

 LAC SA 
VARIABLES Log (OSS) Log (Offices) Log (OSS) Log (Offices) 

     

Outreach Measure 0.0606***  0.0194*  
 (0.0071)  (0.0116)  

Sustainability Measure  -1.4188***  -1.9735*** 

  (0.1681)  (0.3518) 
Log of LLR -0.0509***  -0.0322***  

 (0.0045)  (0.0075)  

Cost Per Borrower -0.0003*** -0.0010*** -0.0022*** -0.0103*** 
 (0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0003) (0.0013) 

Yield 0.0000 0.0176*** 0.0035** 0.0129** 

 (0.0003) (0.0011) (0.0016) (0.0054) 
Deposit Accounts -0.0009*** 0.0007 0.0001* 0.0011*** 

 (0.0003) (0.0009) (0.0001) (0.0003) 

Mature MFI 0.0378* 0.0765 0.0314 0.0128 
 (0.0201) (0.0612) (0.0329) (0.1106) 

New MFI -0.0497 -0.1467 -0.1841*** 0.0702 

 (0.0327) (0.1001) (0.0481) (0.1718) 
Not-for-profit -0.0179 -0.0660 -0.0443 0.0930 

 (0.0152) (0.0458) (0.0275) (0.0952) 

Loan Portfolio  0.6420***  0.8134*** 
  (0.0154)  (0.0326) 

Constant 4.6237*** -1.6743** 4.5841*** -0.0444 

 (0.0320) (0.7009) (0.0653) (1.5643) 
Time Dummies Yes 

Observations 1237 1237 1340 1340 

Diagnostic test for IV estimation 

Partial R-squared 0.4088 0.7484 0.5259 0.8078 
First stage F-stat 70.52*** 303.33*** 30.23*** 114.52*** 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 


