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INTRODUCTION 

Mobile money platforms are networked systems, and understanding key mobile money users is 

essential for mobile money providers, policy makers, and promoters of financial inclusion who 

seek to impact their future development. Are there especially active mobile money users with an 

outsize effect on the system? If so, who are these key mobile money users, what drives them to use 

the service extensively, and what is the nature of their influence? 

Mobile money platforms are networked systems, and two features of networked systems conspire 

to set them apart. First, networked systems often follow the Pareto principle (colloquially, the 80/20 

rule) where a small group of users is responsible for a majority of the activity happening on the 

system.1 Second, adding more users makes a networked system more valuable to other users and 

potential users.2 For instance, a merchant willing to accept payments in mobile money creates an 

additional opportunity to use the service and increases the value of the network as a whole. These 

two features interact strongly. By using a networked system extensively, the small group of very 

active users exerts substantial influence over the character of that system as a whole.3 The members 

of this small active group help define how the system can be used and how valuable the system 

becomes for everyone else. We will refer to members of this small group as key users.  

In this report we begin by identifying key users from the individual-level transaction data of a 

mobile money provider in one East African country. We then identify a roughly analogous set of 

self-reported mobile money users from a cross-country panel survey. The survey data and the 

billing records of the provider offer two different lenses through which to understand key users.  

Through the lens of the survey data, the diversity of key users is most striking. For example, 

although a key user is much more likely to live in an urban area than another user, 45% of all key 

users live in rural areas. To the extent that providers can identify and support key users in 

underserved populations, we see an opportunity for growth. We also find that distinguishing key 

users from users is substantially different from distinguishing users from non-users. Factors like 

non-farm employment and bank account ownership strongly encourage key users even when the 

                                                             
1 The equivalent in the network literature are “hubs”, see: Jackson, M. O. (2010). An overview of social networks and 
economic applications. The Handbook of Social Economics, 1, pp, 14-16. 
2 Katz, Michael L., and Carl Shapiro. “Network Externalities, Competition, and Compatibility.” The American 
Economic Review, vol. 75, no. 3, 1985, pp. 424–40. 
3 Szabo, G., and A. L. Barabasi. “Network Effects in Service Usage.” arXiv:physics/0611177, Nov. 2006. arXiv.org, 
http://arxiv.org/abs/physics/0611177. 
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related spatial and demographic characteristics are taken into account. Less encouraging is that 

network considerations like local adoption rates and access to agents fall in importance. 

Through the lens of the provider data, we see that key mobile money users are a relatively stable 

group that underlies a substantial fraction of all transactions. User features from billing records, 

like social network size and mobile calling habits, strongly distinguish key users even when we 

take demographic inferences into account. This raises the possibility of targeting potential key users 

from underserved populations by emphasizing the behavioral signal in provider data. 

The provider data confirms that network variables are more subtle in the context of key users.  

Network effects primarily accentuate underlying demographic and behavioral trends, and mobile 

money users create opportunities for others not by having an account, but by using it. 

DATA SOURCES ON MOBILE MONEY USERS 

The data used in this report comes from two very different sources: the transaction and billing 

records of a mobile money provider, and a geocoded survey on financial inclusion. These two 

datasets provide complementary lenses through which to understand key mobile money users, and 

we draw on their respective strengths throughout this report.  

Our first dataset consists of fine-grained behavioral data from the transaction and mobile billing 

records of Airtel Uganda for the six-month period November 1, 2014 to April 30, 2015. Our 

analysis draws on a one percent random sample of Airtel Money users—about 25,000 customers 

in all. This is fine-grained behavioral data, which lets us identify key mobile money users based on 

their transaction history, and characterize them based on their mobile calling behavior. We can also 

follow users over the six-month period, and directly observe the behavior of users’ mobile phone 

contacts to gain insight into network effects.4  

Our second dataset consists of detailed survey data from Waves 2 and 3 of the Financial Inclusion 

Insights Survey for Uganda, Kenya, and Tanzania, with which we incorporated additional 

geospatial data. These surveys cover about 18,000 respondents in total. While detailed transaction 

histories are not available, respondents were asked to self-report information on their mobile money 

use. This lets us identify a roughly analogous set of key mobile money users and complement our 

understanding of this group with rich socio-demographic information. We can also directly measure 

                                                             
4 See Appendix I for details. 
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the impact of specific access constraints and look beyond a single network to draw conclusions 

about mobile money users in East Africa more generally.5  

  

                                                             
5 See Appendix II for details. 
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ARE THERE KEY MOBILE MONEY USERS? 

There is indeed a small group of especially active mobile money users – key mobile money users.  

We identify key users in the mobile money transaction records of Airtel Uganda using algorithmic 

segmentation. We base the segmentation on the number of times users cash-in, cash-out, send a 

person-to-person (P2P) transfer and receive a P2P transfer over a sequence of three two-month 

periods.6 Algorithmic segmentation uncovers a small group of key users in each period who 

represent about 8% of our sample of Airtel Money users and are much more active than other users 

in every way. These key mobile money users use the service more often, conduct more transactions 

of every kind, and maintain larger balances. This exceptional activity gives key users a substantial 

presence in the system as a whole: key users make 47% of all cash-ins.  

 

Figure 1: The group means of key mobile money users in comparison to three additional customer 

segments that emerged from algorithmic clustering. Key users are ~8% of users, while the other 

segments each represent about 30%. Key users are more active than other users in every way. 

We identify roughly analogous key users in the FII survey data using the available self-reported 

information on mobile money use.7 The survey asked about recent use and about specific use cases, 

framed as: "Have you ever used a mobile money account to do the following?" We consider a 

                                                             
6 Note that we only observe as P2P those person-to-person transfers sent officially. Unofficial workarounds evading fees 
were prevalent among users at the time of data collection, creating some data artifacts. See Appendix II details.  
7 While we intend to capture similar users in both datasets, inherent data limitations mean that the segmentations are not 

entirely equivalent. This would require directly linking survey respondents to their behavioral data, via their phone 
number, and is a promising avenue for future research that would require strict anonymity provisions.  
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respondent to be a key user if they used mobile money in the past week and report two or more 

“intentional” use cases such as transferring money to another person, paying a utility bill, saving, 

or conducting business activities.8 This results in small groups of key users who represent 13%, 

14%, and 27% of mobile money users in Uganda, Tanzania, and Kenya, respectively. Like those 

identified in the Airtel Uganda data, these key users use mobile money services more heavily and 

more often than others. In Table 1 we include, for comparison, the means for two additional 

customer segments with one or no “intentional” uses. Any respondent who reports no use in the 

past 90 days is placed in the passive segment.   

 

 
Table 1: The relative sizes and group means of key mobile money users as defined for the FII Survey 

data. Two additional customer segments and non-users are included for comparison. This 

segmentation is intended to define key users who are roughly analogous to those identified in the 

Airtel Uganda transaction data, see Appendix II for details. 

  

                                                             
8 “Intentional” uses are: sending transfers to other persons, paying utility bills, school fees, or medical fees, making 
purchases, saving, investing, making or taking loans, receiving wages, and conducting business activities. Excluded from 

our count are particularly common and/or passive uses: depositing or withdrawing cash, purchasing airtime, receiving a 
transfer from another person, and receiving a payment from the government. See Appendix II for details. 
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ARE KEY USERS A STABLE GROUP? 

While the group of key users in the Airtel Uganda data looks similar over the six-month period, 

there is considerable movement of individuals in and out of this group. Around 44% of the key 

users as of November and December were still in the top category in March and April. Still, over 

80% of these key users remained in the top two categories and only 10% performed no transactions 

at all. There is more stability in use from month to month among key users than among other users.  

 

Figure 2. This plot tracks individuals, highlighting movement between segments over time. We see 

more stability in use from month to month among key users and regular users. 

WHO ARE KEY MOBILE MONEY USERS? 

The FII data provides a wealth of information on the characteristics of different types of mobile 

money users. We have used these data to help us understand who key users of mobile money are. 

In absolute terms, the diversity of key mobile money users is most striking. Key users reflect the 

breadth of individual characteristics in East Africa, although there are relatively fewer key users 

from disadvantaged populations. Key mobile money users are more educated, more urban, less 

likely to be poor, more likely to be male, less likely to be teenagers, more likely to be employed in 

non-farm occupations, and more financially sophisticated than other users. Key users 

overwhelmingly own mobile phones.9 Nevertheless, there are many key users who are women, low-

                                                             
9 See Appendix IV for variable tables and complete mixed effect logistic regression results.  
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income, less-educated, rural, employed in farming, or otherwise financially excluded. These key 

users from underserved demographic groups could be especially interesting to providers. 

As an illustration of the interplay between absolute and relative trends, Figure 3 conveys the 

number of survey respondents in each category by the size of its tile. The orange tiles correspond 

to rural respondents, while the blue tiles correspond to urban respondents. Note that the orange tiles 

are in sum larger than the blue, reflecting the fact that there are more rural than urban respondents 

in total. The lightest tiles correspond to non-users of mobile money, while darker tiles correspond 

to more active users. We can see that a larger proportion of the urban users are key users, yet in 

total there are about as many key users in rural areas as there are in urban areas, as indicated by the 

comparable sizes of the dark-orange and dark-blue tiles.  

 

Figure 3. In this illustration the size of the tiles reflect the number of respondents. The orange tiles 

represent rural respondents and the blue tiles urban respondents. Darker colors represent more 

active users. Note the interplay between relative trends and absolute numbers that results in the 

dark-orange and dark-blue tiles being of comparable size. 

Within the FII data, other user characteristics reinforce this picture: 

• Key users are more educated than users who are more educated than non-users. However, 

fully 58%, 61%, and 45% of key users in Uganda, Tanzania, and Kenya, respectively, had 

not completed secondary school. 

• Key users are better off than users who are better off than non-users. However, an estimated 

40%, 72%, and 32% of key users in Uganda, Tanzania, and Kenya, respectively, fall below 

the $2.50/day 2005 PPP poverty line.10  

• Farmers and persons who are not employed are underrepresented among key users.  

Laborers, professionals, and those who run a business (including self-employed) make up 

                                                             
10 Specifically, we use the Poverty Probability Index that a user falls below $2.50/day 2005 PPP. This is included in the 

FII Survey data, and was calculated using the standard PPI survey questions. $1.25/day 2005 PPP was the World Bank 
standard of extreme poverty at the time the surveys were conducted.  
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63% of key users, 39% of other users, and 22% of non-users. Nevertheless, in all countries 

there are as many or more key users who are farmers as there are who are professionals. 

See Appendix IV for a full table. 

• Having a bank account, which we interpret as an indicator of financial sophistication, raises 

the odds of being a key user by 75% or more in all three countries. However, having a bank 

account is still rather uncommon in both Uganda and Tanzania, so in total there are more 

key users who do not own bank accounts than who do in those countries.   

• We employ phone access/ownership and distance to a mobile money agent11 as quantitative 

measures of access to mobile money. We find that access constraints are dramatically 

important in distinguishing non-users from users, and continue to have a smaller impact 

on whether a user is a key user. Key users overwhelmingly own mobile phones. 

The Airtel Uganda data allows us to infer a handful of characteristics for Airtel Money users, and 

we observe a similar pattern. Again, the diversity of key users is most striking: 

• Airtel Money users from Kampala12 are nearly twice as likely to be key users. However, 

most of the users in our sample live outside Kampala. With respect to absolute numbers, 

about a third of key Airtel Money users are in Kampala. 

• Using a simple proxy for income13, we infer that key Airtel Money users are better off than 

other users on average. However, 26% of key Airtel Money users fall lower on this measure 

than the median lapsed or occasional user.  

The interplay between the absolute diversity and relative advantage of key mobile money users 

means that there are key users to be found in all but the most disadvantaged populations. The 

existence of these users hints at opportunities for growth in underserved populations to the extent 

that providers can identify and support their use.  

  

                                                             
11 This is calculated using geodesic distance to the nearest mobile money agent catalogued in a separate dataset of 
financial service providers in these countries, published by FSP Maps. See Appendix II for details.   
12 We use the geographic location of a user’s most-called cell tower to infer home location. See Appendix I for details. 
13 We use the average size of cash-in transactions over the full six-month period, in UGX, as a simple proxy for income. 
We expect this to be a noisy inference that may nonetheless be useful. 
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WHAT SETS KEY USERS APART? 

Although the diversity of key users is most striking, overarching trends among key users contain 

actionable information as well. In particular, since many of the characteristics described above go 

hand-in-hand, we want to understand whether a characteristic is still important when all the other 

characteristics are taken into account – its independent effect. We use mixed-effects logistic 

regression to compare characteristics in this way, and provide full tables of regression results in 

Appendix IV for the interested reader. Here we summarize, combining specific variables together 

into four broad categories that suggest different avenues for action: 

• Fixed variables14 are demographic and spatial characteristics of users like education, 

poverty, and the population density of the area in which they live. These variables capture 

societal constraints affecting adoption and use of mobile money.  

• Behavioral variables15 are characteristics of users that directly affect their day-to-day 

financial activity, such as occupation and bank account ownership. Together, these 

variables get at a customers’ individual use case for mobile money.  

• Network variables16 are characteristics of the mobile money rollout in a user’s local area. 

These variables capture the importance of ease of access and network effects. 

• Personal access to or ownership of a mobile phone is included separately, since it has a 

direct causal effect on a person’s individual ability to access mobile money services.  

We build composite indices for each of these categories so that we can compare their relative impact 

on distinguishing users from non-users and key users from users. In Figure 4, we plot the relative 

impact of these indices for each of the three countries in the FII survey data.  

Having personal access to mobile money via access to and ownership of a mobile phone is by far 

the most distinguishing factor between users and non-users. Fixed, behavioral, and network 

variables all play a supporting role in mobile money adoption. Distinguishing key users from users 

appears to be substantially different – fixed and behavioral variables have the strongest independent 

effects. Personal access is less distinguishing as most of those without mobile phones are not users 

to begin with, and network variables appear to have a secondary effect.  

                                                             
14 Includes: age, under-20 binary variable, gender, PPI probability, education, and population density 
15 Includes: occupation, marital status, bank account ownership, and survey reported loan behavior 
16 Includes: distance to nearest mobile money agent and the local penetration rate of mobile money 
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Figure 4: Plotted is the relative importance of composite indices in distinguishing non-users from 

users and users from key users. The variables underlying the composite indices for Airtel Uganda 

are substantially different, and discussed in the next section. See Appendix III and IV for details.   

The increased importance of behavioral variables in distinguishing key users from those who are 

already users is especially interesting and actionable. Factors like non-farm employment and bank 

account ownership strongly encourage key users even when the related spatial and demographic 

characteristics are taken into account. This raises the possibility of targeting potential key users 

from underrepresented demographic groups by emphasizing behavior.  

The decreased importance of network variables in distinguishing key users from those who are 

already users poses a potentially serious problem for mobile money providers and proponents. 

Networked systems rely on network effects – that adding more users makes the system more 

valuable to other users – to flourish, but it seems that higher adoption rates are not encouraging 

more active use on their own. The Airtel Uganda data allow more detailed analysis of this question, 

which we explore in our last section. 
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WHAT SETS KEY USERS APART IN PROVIDER DATA? 

Transaction histories and mobile billing records provide a second lens through which to view 

overarching trends among key Airtel Money users. Airtel Uganda billing records contain fine-

grained information on customers’ mobile phone use. These records capture whom users talked to, 

how often, when, and approximately where. These records provide insights into mobile money 

users and their social networks, and can be used to understand what sets key users apart.  

The variables with the strongest independent effect on key users are: the size of a customers’ social 

network17, their average number of calls per contact, and a simple proxy for income18. These 

variables have a substantial effect on the likelihood that a user is a key user, although they are not 

precise since the overall population of key users is small. Having 50 additional voice contacts raises 

the odds of being a key user by 52%, an additional 2.24 average calls per contact raises the odds by 

45%, and the equivalent19 increase in the income proxy raises the odds by 19%. To a lesser extent, 

indicators capturing the population density of users’ inferred home locations, calling habits,  

geographic diversity of contacts, the fraction of users’ social networks who have mobile money, 

and the mobile money activity of users’ social networks are also significant.20 

Although the variables themselves are not directly comparable to those in the FII data, they reflect 

underlying fixed, behavioral, and network characteristics that we can relate back to on a general 

level. As in the FII survey analysis, fixed variables like inferred income and behavioral variables 

like average calls per contact are independently important. Network variables detailing the average 

characteristics of a user’s social network have a secondary effect (see Figure 4).  

It is important to note that many observed variables, like social network size, will pick up on both 

behavioral and fixed differences between users. We use inferred income and population density in 

an effort to take this into account, but we expect that our fixed composite index is weaker than it 

could be. If more detailed demographic information is available, such as through surveys or Know 

Your Customer data, providers can better control for fixed differences and better isolate behavioral 

differences.21 This raises the possibility of targeting potential key users from underrepresented 

demographic groups by emphasizing the behavior seen in provider data.  

                                                             
17 This is the number of unique voice contacts over the two-month period.  
18 As a rough indicator of income, we calculate the average size of all cash-in transactions made by an Airtel Money user 
over the full six-month period. We use the log value of this in our analysis. 
19 These are all continuous measures. The interval presented is the observed difference in averages between super users 
and lapsed or occasional users. 
20 See Appendix III for details, including a list of all variables included and full result tables. 
21 The relevant question becomes: is this user more likely to be a potential key user than similarly well-off users? 
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE NETWORK EFFECTS? 

Our initial findings suggest that users’ networks have a lesser impact on their mobile money use 

than expected: a higher local adoption rate and easier access to agents have a subdued influence on 

whether users are key users. However, the Airtel data allows us to take a more granular look, which 

reveals two nuanced yet important network effects. 

First, we see direct evidence of network effects at the individual level: having voice contacts who 

use mobile money more often is correlated with being a key user oneself. This effect is stronger 

and more consistent than having a higher local adoption rate (a larger fraction of voice contacts 

who have adopted mobile money). In other words, when individual fixed and behavioral effects are 

taken into account, it is the level of mobile money activity that a user’s social network maintains 

that has the greatest correlation with being a key user. This suggests that mobile money users create 

opportunities for others to use the service not by having an account, but by using it. 

Second, network effects accentuate underlying 

trends. To illustrate, we use an example. Figure 5 

shows in orange the average difference in social 

network size across user categories. Key Airtel 

Money users have roughly twice as many voice 

contacts as lapsed and occasional users; their social 

networks are larger. In addition to being larger, the 

social networks of key users have higher mobile 

money adoption rates and make more cash-ins on 

average. Figure 5 shows in blue the average total 

number of cash-ins made by the social networks of 

users in those categories (not including themselves). 

Key Airtel Money users have roughly twice the 

social networks of lapsed and occasional users, but 

these social networks make three times as many 

cash-ins in total. Network effects are accentuating the 

underlying trend in social network size.   
Figure 5. Small but consistent trends in 

the mobile money activity levels of 

users’ social networks magnify 

personal differences in network size.  
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CONCLUSIONS  

In this report we identify and characterize a subset of users, in two complementary datasets, whose 

use of mobile money services is particularly extensive. We find that key mobile money users 

underlie a substantial fraction of all transactions and are a relatively stable group. These key users 

help determine the value of the system itself and are of particular interest. 

Although key users are relatively more educated, urban, male, employed, financially sophisticated 

and less likely to be poor, teenagers, or farmers, the population of key users reflects the diversity 

of East Africa. For example, though a key user is more likely to live in an urban area than a regular 

user, 45% of all key users live in rural areas. More generally, the data suggest that there are key 

users in all but the most disadvantaged populations. To the extent that providers can identify and 

support key users in underserved populations, we see an opportunity for growth into these 

populations. Furthermore, given the large number of people in these underserved populations, it is 

here where the most growth can occur. 

Distinguishing key users from users appears to be substantially different from distinguishing users 

from non-users. Especially actionable is that behavioral variables are of increased importance in 

distinguishing key users from those who are already users. Factors like non-farm employment and 

bank account ownership strongly encourage key users even when the related spatial and 

demographic characteristics are taken into account. This raises the possibility of targeting potential 

key users from underrepresented demographic groups by emphasizing behavior. Our analysis 

suggests that billing records of mobile money providers can be used for this purpose – social 

network size and mobile calling habits are strong distinguishing factors of key users even when we 

take demographic inferences into account. Providers could better isolate behavioral differences 

where more detailed demographic information is available.  

Network effects are important, but secondary, in the context of key users. Compared to mobile 

money adoption, factors like the local adoption rate and ease of access to agents are subdued. 

Primarily, network effects accentuate underlying fixed and behavioral trends. When these 

individual factors are taken into account, it is the mobile money activity level that a user’s contacts 

maintain that has the greatest correlation with being a key user. Mobile money users create 

opportunities for others to use the service not by having an account, but by using it. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

For Mobile Money Providers 

Providers should focus on (1) fostering and (2) expanding key users from across their user base. 

First, identify and find ways to support existing key mobile money users, especially those from 

otherwise underserved populations. Key users are a double benefit – they answer for a large fraction 

of existing activity themselves and encourage other users to be more active.  

Second, identify and target potential key users by behavior, rather than demographics, to reach a 

broader pool. Mobile money providers can identify potential key users from behavioral signatures 

in their own billing records. Providers can better isolate behavioral differences by controlling for 

demographic information where it is available or can be inferred. 

For Promoters of Financial Inclusion 

First, encourage mobile money providers to pursue the recommendations listed above. 

Second, while demographic characteristics remain resoundingly important – and this is an issue – 

absolute numbers show space for optimism. There are substantial numbers of more rural, poorer, 

and less educated people using mobile money services already, and thus a clear opportunity upon 

which to build. Proponents ought to study the experience of statistically less likely users and 

encourage providers to cater to them and solve the problems they are facing.  

Lastly, we must continue to emphasize access and adoption while acknowledging the limits of 

this approach. Network effects are helping mobile money spread, but higher adoption rates are 

not enough to encourage more extensive use of mobile money services. There needs to be 

activity, and activity breeds activity. Especially in terms of encouraging use of mobile money 

among underserved populations, it may be prudent to move towards promoting this use directly. 

Promoters can encourage the cultivation of communities of key users in underserved populations 

and begin to exploit network externalities more effectively.  
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APPENDIX I 
AIRTEL: DATA AND CUSTOMER SEGMENTATION 

Through the Gates Foundation and IFC, we received cleaned and anonymized Airtel Uganda data files for each of the six 

months between November 2014 and April 2015. We use the files containing Airtel Money transactions, Airtel Uganda 

voice calls, and a mapping from cellular tower IDs to geographic coordinates that can be cross-referenced with the voice 

files. Individual phone numbers are hashed in the same way across files, meaning that we can compare the social and 

financial networks of the anonymized individual accounts in the data.  

Data irregularities 

Preliminary data checks identified several irregularities that must be kept in mind. Especially vexing is an apparent under-

reporting of P2P transactions due to a practice we term over-the-counter person-to-person transfers or OTC-P2P transfers. 

These are transfers from one person to another whereby the sender deposits money directly onto the phone of the intended 

recipient, rather than depositing the money on their own phone and then transferring the money to the recipient. An 

analysis of the one-percent sample found that 30 percent of the amount cashed in on a phone was cashed out within four 

hours from the same phone, and that 45 percent of the amount cashed in was cashed out within 24 hours. These data are 

suggestive of the scale of the OTC-P2P transfer phenomenon. This phenomenon also limits the data we have on the 

network context of Airtel mobile money users, because these types of transaction only contain a record of the recipient 

of the transfer, not the originator. As a result, we have relied on voice call data for the bulk of our network analysis. 

We noticed several issues with the geographic data we received. First, the recipient of a call is rarely assigned a cell tower 

and so we receive geographically keyed information about mobile money users mainly when they initiate a call.  

Furthermore, some cell tower IDs are missing geographic coordinates, or missing data entirely. In particular, these data 

are missing cell tower IDs (and their corresponding locations) for several regions of the country beginning sometime in 

February. This adds sizeable uncertainty to our geographic embedding.  

Data processing 

We reformatted the mobile money transaction data from an unwieldy list of transactions into chronological histories 

indexed by individual account. First, we combined the files for the 6 months and added the inverse of all transactions so 

they are acknowledged as transactions for both the sender and receiver. Topup transactions were not inverted. We then 

brought together all transactions involving one individual together chronologically. For each transaction we store the 

unique ID of the individual, the unique ID of their counterparty in the transaction, the transaction ‘type’, whether the 

focal ID was the ‘source’ or the ‘target’, the timestamp, and the amount. 

Using a similar process, we created meaningful aggregations of voice variables for each mobile money user. We noted a 

user’s total calls, outward calls, daytime calls, call duration, and number of days communicated with each of their voice 

alters in each month. In order to do geographically embedded analysis, we record the number of hits to each cell tower 

during daylight hours (6am-6pm), night hours (6pm-6am), and overall.  

As mentioned above, we received a file linking cellular tower IDs with geographic locations. We used QGIS and the 

administrative areas from GDAL to place each tower location within a level 2 geographic area, corresponding to Ugandan 
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Counties. Within Kampala we used the City Council boundaries from the third GDAL level, as there was no difference 

between the first and second levels. The handful of cell towers who were placed just outside the country or in water 

bodies were manually assigned to the closest administrative area. The handful of cell towers where we could not impute 

the geographic information were given a location ID of 998 and cell towers with no additional information provided were 

given a location ID of 999. 

Variable extraction 

1. Mobile money activity 

For all mobile money accounts we calculated: the number of financial contacts, number of active days, number of 

transaction types, mean of account balance, total number of each transaction type, total amount transacted for each 

transaction type, and average size of transactions for each transaction type. These values are calculated for each of the 

three two-month periods and for the full six-month period.  

2. Voice call activity 

For all mobile money accounts we calculated: the number of voice contacts, number of calls, average calls per contact, 

average call duration, number of outgoing calls, number of daytime calls, and a user’s ‘home location’. A ‘home tower’ 

is the tower with the most calls routed through it, and a ‘home location’ is the administrative area that contains that ‘home 

tower’. These values are calculated for each of the three two-month periods and for the full six-month period. 

3. Social network averages 

For all mobile money accounts we calculated measures of mobile money activity across their voice contacts. We first 

calculate the fraction of voice contacts who were Airtel Money customers.22 These are, in a direct sense, potential 

transaction partners with which the user already has a social connection. We then calculate averages over these voice 

contacts who were Airtel Money customers: the number of voice contacts, number of active days, mean of account 

balance, total number of cash-in transactions, total amount cashed in. 

An interesting observation 

Most customers have many social ties who are active mobile money customers but very few financial transaction partners. 

The customer-to-customer financial network is very thin. This contrast is intriguing, and we suggest three potential 

explanations: 

• These social contacts have no reason to send each-other money 

• These social contacts send money to one another in some non-digital way 

• These social contacts do send money to one another, but do so using informal OTC  

Creating a 1% sample 

We simply looped through the accounts and selected customers23 with a probability of 0.01. 

                                                             
22 Specifically, the fraction of their voice contacts who appear in the Airtel Money data. This means they used mobile 
money at any point in the six-month observation period. 
23 We used the recorded transaction types to distinguish between customers and other accounts, including agents. An 
account is defined to be an agent account if they, at any point in the 6 months, initiate a CASHIN or receive a CASHOUT. 
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Customer segmentation 

We used Tableau’s built-in clustering algorithm to perform a k-means clustering of the 1% sample of the Airtel mobile 

money customers. As our dimensions we used the count of transactions for cash in, cash out, P2P transfer sent, and P2P 

transfer received. We chose to focus on counts of transactions (rather than amounts) to avoid conflating mobile money 

behavior with characteristics related to the resources available to the customers.  

Initially we focused on the November-December period, with the intent of building a baseline profile of the sample and 

following the clusters through time. Tableau offers the option of letting the algorithm determine the optimal number of 

clusters based on the Calinski-Harabasz criterion and this was the starting point for our analysis. The initial clustering 

identified two clusters, one of which was about 8 percent of the sample – these are our key mobile money users. In order 

to compare these users to other groups of users, we conducted a separate clustering analysis of the larger group.  The 

second clustering identified three further clusters, representing 11 percent, 16 percent, and 65 percent of the total. A 

closer look at the data identified that about half of the larger group (the 65 percent) performed no transactions in 

November and December—they were in the data set because they performed transactions in later months. We use these 

findings to divide the 92 percent group into roughly thirds.  

We divide the 1% sample into four basic segments that emerged from this analysis: 

• Key Users —the top ~8% of the sample, corresponding to the group that was identified as being 

distinct from the vast majority of users in the first round of Tableau’s k-means clustering 

• Regular Users —the upper middle ~27% of the sample, this is a combination of the two smaller groups 

emerging out of the second round of Tableau’s k-means clustering  

• Occasional Users —the lower middle ~30% of the sample, these are the customers in the large group resulting 

from the second round of clustering that performed at least one transaction 

• Lapsed Users —those that performed no transactions in November and December 

We again used Tableau’s k-means clustering to find analogous segments in the January-February and March-April 

periods. We used the exact same definitions of segments, specifying two groups in the first round of clustering and three 

in the second, to examine the extent to which segments remained consistent over time and whether individual mobile 

money users moved between segments over time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix I, Table 1: Behavioral Segments, Airtel Money Data 

                                                             

A non-agent account is defined to be a customer account if, at any point in the 6 months, they are on the expected side 
of a CASHIN, CASHOUT, TOPUP, BILLPAY, BULKPAY, or P2P transactions.  
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APPENDIX II 
FII SURVEY: DATA AND CUSTOMER SEGMENTATION 

Data processing 

We received the survey data from The Financial Inclusion Insights Program by InterMedia. We received the survey for 

Uganda, Tanzania, and Kenya along with geo-coded locations of respondents for Waves II and III.24  We conducted 

extensive restructuring of the FII data to enable an analysis of the data across the three countries covered in this report 

and across time. We identified questions that were common across waves and countries and recoded variable names to 

enable cross-wave and cross-country analysis. The three waves asked many of the same questions but they were given 

different variable names in the SPSS output requiring extensive recoding, and certain crucial questions were re-framed 

between waves requiring clever fixes. All in all we integrated the data sets across waves to create three data sets of ~9000 

respondents each and integrated the geo-coded data across countries to create a data set of ~18,000 respondents. 

With the FII Survey data, we incorporated geographic data from other sources. We integrated geographic information on 

the administrative region of the geo-coded respondents from the Geospatial Data Abstraction Library (www.gdal.org). 

We integrated geographic information on population density at the respondent’s location using the Gridded Population 

of the World, v4: UN-Adjusted Population Density 2015, which we accessed through the Socioeconomic Data and 

Applications Center (sedac.ciesin.columbia.edu). Finally, we received plain text versions of the FSP Maps database of 

GPS coordinates for mobile money agents in Uganda, Tanzania, and Kenya from Insight2Impact (www.fspmaps.com, 

i2ifacility.com). Using this we calculated the distance from each respondent to the nearest mobile money agent recorded 

in the database.  

Customer segmentation 

The FII Survey data includes detailed survey questions about 

specific use cases, framed as: "Have you ever used a mobile 

money account to do the following?" We standardized the 

possible answers across waves and countries. It also asked 

respondents “Apart from today, when was the last time you 

conducted any financial activity with this mobile money service?” 

for each of the mobile money services the respondent reported to 

have used, where the answers could be: “Yesterday”, “In the past 

7 days”, “In the past 30 days”, “In the past 90 days”, or “More 

than 90 days ago”. We use the most recent of these reported 

intervals.  

Across all three countries and all years, most of the reported 

activity was concentrated in five types of use: deposits (cash in), 

withdrawals (cash out), sending money to or receiving money 

from friends, family, and associates (P2P), and airtime top ups. 

                                                             
24 GPS coordinates were anonymized by adding a jitter in the range of (.001 – .002) to both the latitude and longitude. 

Appendix II, Table 1: Share of Respondents 

Reporting Mobile Money Uses, by Country 
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Use of more specific services: paying utility bills, school fees, or medical fees, making purchases, saving, investing, 

making or taking loans, receiving wages, and conducting various business activities were far less commonly reported. 

We find a clear relationship between these less common (“advanced”) uses and sending P2P transfers, see figure below. 

Cognizant that our intent is to identify key mobile money users, we employ this insight to create our segmentation, 

grouping sending P2P and “advanced” uses together as “intentional” uses. Excluded from this count are particularly 

common and/or passive uses: depositing or withdrawing cash, purchasing airtime, receiving a transfer from another 

person, and receiving a payment from the government. 

 

We segment survey respondents based on the number of distinct “intentional” mobile money uses reported and their 

reported most recent use of mobile money. We consider a respondent to be a key user if they report using mobile money 

“In the past 7 days” and report two or more “intentional” use cases. We consider a respondent to be an intentional user 

if they report using mobile money “In the past 90 days” and report one or more “intentional” use cases. Users who report 

no “intentional” use cases or have not used mobile money in the past 90 days are considered to be passive users. Non-

users report no users at all. This results in small groups of key users who represent 13%, 14%, and 27% of mobile money 

users in Uganda, Tanzania, and Kenya, respectively. 
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While we intend to capture similar users with this segmentation in this dataset as algorithmic clustering did in our first 

dataset, there are inherent data limitations and the segmentations are not entirely equivalent. The FII Survey data is based 

on recall and does not ask questions that can be used to estimate total volume of usage. We hope that our combination of 

reported “intentional” use diversity and reported recency of use reflects this adequately, and the segment means suggest 

that this is the case. Of course, frequent users who make use of many different services are also interesting in their own 

right! Note that it is possible to conduct a study where the behavioral and survey information are truly linked. This would 

require directly linking survey respondents to their behavioral data, via their phone number, and is a promising avenue 

for future research given strict anonymity provisions. 
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APPENDIX III 
AIRTEL: ANALYSIS 

Independent variables 

From the variables extracted from the Airtel Uganda transaction and voice calling data, we select a group of variables 

that are individually interpretable. When possible, we define variables orthogonally to one another. As an example, we 

include the fraction of voice contacts who are Airtel Money users rather than the total number as that would be strongly 

collinear with the total number of voice contacts. 

• Inferred demographic or spatial variables (fixed) 

a. Average size of a user’s cash-in transactions*# 

b. Population density in the user’s ‘home location’*# 

c. A dummy variable for if the user’s ‘home location’ is in Kampala* 

• Observed user behavior (behavior) 

a. Number of voice contacts 

b. Average number of calls per voice contact 

c. Number of distinct counties with voice contacts (who use Airtel Money) 

d. Percent of calls made by the user that are routed through a user’s ‘home tower’ 

e. Percent of calls during daylight hours (6am-6pm) 

f. Percent of calls initiated by the user 

• Local environment for mobile money (network) 

a. Percent of voice contacts who are Airtel Money users  

b. Percent of Airtel Money voice contacts who share user’s ‘home location’ 

c. Average cash-in transactions by Airtel Money voice contacts 

d. Average cash-in amount by Airtel Money voice contacts# 

* Denotes a variable derived from the full six-month dataset 
# Denotes that a log transformation was done to this variable prior to inclusion in regressions 

 

Note that our reliance on voice contacts means that any Airtel Money user who is not an Airtel Uganda mobile phone 

user, or who made no calls in a time period, is excluded from our analysis.  

We conducted mixed effect logistic regression analysis using these independent variables on the propensity of a user to 

be identified as a key user in each of the time periods. We used Stata’s xtmelogit regression model to include a random 

effect at the level of the individual and at the level of Ugandan counties to control for multiple observations per individua l 

and the geographic sample clustering by cell tower. To evaluate consistency, we also ran each two-month period 

separately. 
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November-December 2014 

 

January-February 2015 
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March-April 2015 

 

 

 



26  

APPENDIX IV 
FII SURVEY: ANALYSIS 

Independent variables 

We grouped the restructured survey data to help us categorize and understand these user segments. Some explanation is 

required because these groupings are not what you traditionally see in social science survey data descriptions–

traditionally the first two groupings would all be considered respondent characteristics. Broadly this is true, but we have 

classified a number of variables as “financial network” behaviors to highlight their direct relationship with personal use 

cases of mobile money.  

Occupation and marital status are both “financial network” characteristics of the respondents because what is important 

about these variables, from our perspective, is how they identify people with differing financial relationships with other 

people. This is clearly the case for marital status – being married puts an individual in an intimate relationship with 

another person with corresponding obligations, including financial obligations, which might entail the digital movement 

of money. An individual’s occupation is a product of their education and determines their poverty level, but these 

characteristics are taken into account by other variables included in the survey data. So what is important about occupation 

itself is how it shapes one’s day-to-day work interactions and the need, or not, to move money digitally. For example, a 

person who owns a business may need to move money digitally on a regular basis as part of their buying and selling of 

goods and services, while a farmer may only need to use mobile money once in a while to pay for seasonal inputs or 

receive harvest payments. Similar logic applies to the bank account and loan variables, which establish whether an 

individual has a formal relationship with the banking system already.  

We identify a respondent’s distance to a mobile money agent and the local penetration rate of mobile money as variables 

that convey whether the local environment for mobile money is favorable.   

The phone access/ownership variable has a clear independent causal effect on a respondent’s ability to use mobile money, 

and is thus included separately. 

• Fixed demographic and spatial characteristics 

a. Age 

b. Under 20 binary variable 

c. Gender 

d. Progress out of Poverty Index (PPI probability) 

e. Education# 

f. Population density at the respondent geo-location@  

• Behaviors affecting personal financial network 

a. Marital status# 

b. Occupation*# 

c. Ownership of a bank account 

d. Survey reported loan behavior 

• Local environment for mobile money, including community access considerations 
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a. Distance in kilometers to the nearest mobile money agent from household GPS location 

b. Fraction of other respondents within the highest administrative area who are mobile money users 

• Individual access considerations 

a. Access and ownership of a cell phone 

# Denotes a variable where multiple survey categories were combined 
* Denotes a category requiring considerable standardization to be comparable across country and wave 
@ Denotes that a log transformation was done to this variable prior to inclusion in regressions 
 

Descriptive tables 
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We conducted mixed effect logistic regression analysis using these independent variables on the propensity of a 

respondent to be a user. We used Stata’s xtmelogit regression model to include a random effect at the level of the smallest 

administrative areas (www.gdal.org) to control for geographic sample clustering observed in the data. 

UGANDA – 6001 respondents, 2638 mobile money users: 
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TANZANIA – 5993 respondents, 3181 mobile money users:
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KENYA – 5989 respondents, 4725 mobile money users:
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We conducted mixed effect logistic regression analysis using these independent variables on the propensity of a mobile 

money user to be a key mobile money user. We used Stata’s xtmelogit regression model to include a random effect at the 

level of the smallest administrative areas (www.gdal.org) to control for geographic sample clustering observed in the 

data. Cases with marital status ‘Other’, mobile access ‘None’, and occupation ‘Unknown’ are dropped to avoid small, 

over-defined categories.   

UGANDA – 2553 users, 345 key mobile money users: 
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TANZANIA – 3116 users, 443 key mobile money users: 
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KENYA – 4651 users, 1289 key mobile money users: 

 

To consolidate these results into an easily interpretable form, we created a composite index for each of these regressions 

along each of the dimensions in our conceptual framework: (1) fixed demographic and spatial characteristics, (2) personal 

use case for mobile money, and (3) local environment. We add a fourth indicator that accounts for personal mobile phone 

access/ownership, an independently strong driver. Composite indices are based on a linear combination of the variables 

in that category using the logistic regression coefficients as weight, creating a variable that is then standardized. The 

specific definition thus differs for each regression presented. 

 


