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Abstract

Rural financial exclusion in Nigeria remains persistent despite the expansion of
commercial banking, agent banking, mobile finance, and fintech lending. This article
revises the argument that cooperative societies can be understood as community-
based crowdlending institutions, not because they are institutionally identical to
digital peer-to-peer platforms, but because they perform analogous functions of
pooled funding, peer-based credit allocation, mutual monitoring, and trust-based
risk management. The paper adopts a structured conceptual literature review and
comparative institutional policy analysis. It draws on academic databases and
regulatory documents covering cooperatives, financial inclusion, crowdlending, social
capital, financial intermediation, information asymmetry, digital governance, and
Nigerian fintech regulation. The analysis is organized through a synthesis matrix
linking Social Capital Theory, Cooperative Theory, Financial Intermediation Theory,
Information Asymmetry, and critical political economy/digital governance perspectives
to specific functions of cooperative and digital crowdlending systems. The paper shows
that Nigerian cooperatives possess advantages of social proximity, local knowledge,
and community legitimacy, but also face major structural and cultural weaknesses:
organizational heterogeneity, elite capture, manual record-keeping, exclusionary
social pressure, weak capitalization, audit fragility, fraud exposure, digital divides, and
macroeconomic vulnerability. It proposes a phased hybrid model of digitally enabled
cooperative crowdlending that combines local trust with electronic records, liquidity
rules, default provisioning, data protection, consumer protection, cybersecurity
safeguards, proportionate supervision, and empirical evaluation. The contribution
is exploratory and agenda-setting rather than causal or conclusive. It clarifies the
conditions under which cooperative modernization can become a responsible pathway
for rural financial inclusion, while rejecting technological determinism and avoiding
the overgeneralization that all Nigerian cooperatives are equally ready for digital
transformation.
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Replanteando las Sociedades Cooperativas como
Instituciones comunitarias de financiamiento
colectivo mediante préstamos para la inclusion
financiera rural en Nigeria

Resumen

La exclusion financiera rural en Nigeria persiste pese al crecimiento del sector bancario,
la banca de agentes y las plataformas fintech. Este articulo revisa criticamente la
tesis de que las sociedades cooperativas pueden interpretarse como instituciones
comunitarias de financiamiento colectivo mediante préstamos, no en el sentido de
que sean idénticas a las plataformas digitales de préstamo entre pares, sino como
arreglos socioinstitucionales que cumplen funciones analogas de movilizacion de
ahorro, asignacion de crédito, monitoreo entre pares y gestion de la confianza. Para
responder a observaciones metodologicas y conceptuales, el estudio adopta una
revision conceptual estructurada y un analisis comparativo institucional y de politicas
publicas. La literatura se seleccion6 desde bases académicas y documentos regulatorios
sobre cooperativas, inclusion financiera, crowdlending, capital social, intermediacion
financiera, gobernanza digital y regulacion fintech en Nigeria. El argumento se articula
mediante una matriz de sintesis que vincula la Teoria del Capital Social, la Teoria
Cooperativa, la Teoria de la Intermediacion Financiera, la asimetria de informacion
y enfoques criticos de economia politica y gobernanza digital. El articulo muestra
que las cooperativas nigerianas poseen ventajas de proximidad social, conocimiento
local y legitimidad comunitaria, pero también enfrentan limitaciones estructurales:
heterogeneidad organizacional, captura de élites, registros manuales, presion social
excluyente, escasa capitalizacion, debilidad de auditoria, riesgo de fraude, brecha
digital y vulnerabilidad macroeconémica. El trabajo propone un modelo hibrido y
gradual de cooperativas digitalmente habilitadas, con controles de liquidez, protecciéon
de datos, supervision proporcional, interoperabilidad con pagos y mecanismos de
evaluacion empirica. La contribucion principal es ofrecer una agenda exploratoria
y de politica para convertir la confianza comunitaria en infraestructura financiera
responsable, sin presentar la digitalizacion como soluciéon automaética ni suponer que
todas las cooperativas son homogéneas o igualmente preparadas.

Palabras clave: sociedades cooperativas; crowdlending; préstamos entre pares;
inclusion financiera rural; capital social; fintech; gobernanza digital; Nigeria

Introduction

Access to affordable and reliable finance is a foundational condition for household
resilience, agricultural productivity, enterprise development, and poverty reduction. In
Nigeria, however, the reach of formal finance remains uneven. Formal financial inclusion
has improved in recent years, yet the quality, affordability, and resilience dimensions of
inclusion remain problematic. EFInA (2024), for example, reports that formal financial
inclusion increased from 56% in 2020 to 64% in 2023, while a large share of adults would
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still struggle to raise emergency funds within a short period. The implication is that account
ownership or access to a payment channel does not automatically translate into useful
credit, risk protection, or productive financial capability.

The exclusionary burden falls disproportionately on rural residents, informal workers,
women traders, artisans, youth entrepreneurs, and smallholder farmers. These groups
often require modest, timely, and repeatable credit rather than large formal loans. Yet they
frequently lack conventional collateral, formal pay slips, auditable business records, or
credit histories. Formal banking systems are designed around standardized documentation,
enforceable guarantees, and standardized risk evaluation. Rural and informal livelihoods,
by contrast, are shaped by seasonality, reciprocity, rotating obligations, family labour,
fluctuating income, and market disruptions. This institutional mismatch produces systemic
underbanking: people may be economically active but remain ineligible to formal lenders.
Cooperative societies have long occupied this space in Nigeria. They mobilize member
savings, allocate loans according to group rules, monitor repayment through internal
relationships, and distribute benefits through member-oriented governance. In many
communities, a cooperative is more than a savings mechanism; it is a social institution
through which reputation, obligation, and mutual knowledge become financial resources.
This makes cooperatives highly relevant to contemporary debates on rural financial
inclusion, even where their record-keeping and governance practices are weak.

At the same time, global financial technology scholarship has paid increasing
attention to crowdfunding and crowdlending. Crowdlending, often called peer-to-peer
lending, mobilizes funds from multiple lenders and channels them to borrowers through
platform-based matching, screening, and servicing mechanisms (Belleflamme, Lambert,
& Schwienbacher, 2014; Belleflamme, Omrani, & Peitz, 2020; Ribeiro-Navarrete, Saura,
& Palacios-Marqués, 2022). These systems are often treated as digital innovations, but
their deeper logic is institutional rather than merely technological: they organize dispersed
capital, manage information asymmetry, and convert trust signals into lending decisions.

This article argues that Nigerian cooperative societies can be productively analyzed
as socially embedded, community-based models of crowdlending. The claim is deliberately
framed as a functional and institutional analogy, not as an assertion of complete identity
(Mollick, 2014) . Cooperatives are not digital P2P platforms, and they should not be treated
as if their local, democratic, and mutual-benefit character were equivalent to commercial
platform lending. Rather, both institutions address a similar problem: how to mobilize
funds from many participants and allocate credit to borrowers outside conventional
banking, while managing trust, information, and default risk. The difference is that their
trust infrastructure is primarily social and institutional rather than algorithmic and
platform-based. This distinction matters because it allows us to see cooperatives not as
archaic remnants of pre-digital finance but as viable foundations for a hybrid future in
which community-based credit systems become digitally enabled without losing their local
legitimacy. The reconceptualization proposed here is timely for several reasons. First,
Nigeria’s financial inclusion agenda increasingly depends on reaching rural populations
that formal banks and even many fintech firms have struggled to serve effectively. Second,
the cooperative sector already provides a functioning social infrastructure on which
more efficient and transparent credit systems can be built. Third, global scholarship on
alternative finance has matured enough to support analytical comparisons between analog
and digital peer-lending systems. Finally, policy interest in inclusive fintech, regulatory
sandboxes, and digital public infrastructure creates a favourable moment for rethinking
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the role of cooperatives in national development.

This article elaborates the conceptual foundations of the cooperative—crowdlending
nexus, extending the comparative analysis between the two systems, and situating the
discussion more fully within the political economy of rural financial exclusion in Nigeria.
It argues that the future of inclusive finance in Nigeria may not lie in replacing traditional
institutions with imported digital solutions, but in transforming existing community
institutions into digitally enhanced, accountable, and scalable financial actors. In this
sense, cooperative societies offer not a nostalgic alternative to fintech but a locally grounded
pathway through which fintech can become socially meaningful and developmentally
effective. Accordingly, this paper strengthens the methodology, clarifies the scope
conditions of the argument, expands the regulatory and risk analysis cooperatives society,
and proposes a practical roadmap for rural Nigeria.

Conceptual Clarification and Scope Conditions

The conceptual distinction between functional similarity and institutional identity
is central to the argument. A cooperative society and a digital crowdlending platform
can perform analogous functions without belonging to the same institutional category.
Functional similarity refers to shared economic operations: pooling funds, evaluating
borrowers, lending to members or users, monitoring repayment, and managing default
risk. Institutional identity refers to legal form, ownership, regulatory status, governance
logic, and operational culture. Cooperatives and crowdlending platforms overlap in the
first sense but differ substantially in the second.

In the Nigerian context, cooperative societies are legally recognized member-owned
associations formed for mutual economic and social benefit. They may include agricultural
cooperatives, multipurpose societies, thrift and credit societies, women’s groups, workers’
cooperatives, religiously affiliated cooperatives, urban salary-earner societies, and
informal-to-formal community associations. The term “Nigerian cooperatives” therefore
does not designate a homogeneous category. Cooperatives differ by size, capitalization,
management capacity, gender composition, technology readiness, audit culture, and
exposure to state cooperative departments. Any model proposed for them must therefore
be tiered and adaptable rather than uniform.

Crowdlending, by contrast, is usually defined in the fintech literature as a platform-
based arrangement through which borrowers receive loans funded by multiple lenders.
The platform performs matching, verification, risk disclosure, repayment servicing, and
often credit scoring (Belleflamme et al., 2020; Katsamakas & Sanchez-Cartas, 2024).
Its users may be anonymous to one another; its trust mechanism is mediated through
data, platform reputation, ratings, and contractual rules. Its regulatory concerns include
consumer protection, securities law, data protection, anti-fraud controls, capital flows,
and systemic risk.

The central proposition of this paper is therefore that Cooperative societies in Nigeria
may be conceptualized as community-based crowdlending institutions where: (i) funds
are pooled from a group of contributors; (ii) credit is allocated to known or semi-known
borrowers within the group; (iii) monitoring is performed through social and institutional
relationships; (iv) repayment discipline depends on a combination of rules, reputation and
sanctions; and (v) digitization can improve transparency, reporting and external linkage.
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This proposition does not imply that every cooperative is efficient, inclusive, digitally ready,
or empirically proven to improve financial outcomes. Those claims require fieldwork and
quantitative validation.

Methodology

This article is an exploratory conceptual study based on a structured literature review
and comparative institutional policy analysis. It does not present original survey data,
interviews, default-rate records, platform transaction data, or econometric testing. Its
contribution is theory-building, institutional reinterpretation, and policy synthesis. The
paper, therefore, treats its conclusions as propositions for empirical testing rather than as
verified causal findings.

The review strategy combined academic and policy-document searches. Academic
literature was identified through Google Scholar, Scopus-indexed searches where
available, Web of Science-oriented keyword searches, SSRN, ResearchGate previews, and
known bibliographic anchors in cooperative finance, crowdfunding, financial inclusion,
social capital and financial intermediation. Policy and regulatory documents were selected
from official or institutional sources, including the Central Bank of Nigeria, Securities
and Exchange Commission, Federal Competition and Consumer Protection Commission,
Nigeria Data Protection Commission, Nigerian Communications Commission, EFInA,
World Bank, and cooperative law repositories.

» 13

The search terms combined the following: “cooperative societies Nigeria”, “rural
financial inclusion Nigeria”, “crowdlending”, “peer-to-peer lending”, “crowdfunding”,
“social capital lending”, “financial intermediation theory”, “information asymmetry”,
“digital lending Nigeria”, “CBN regulatory sandbox”, “open banking Nigeria”, “SEC
crowdfunding rules Nigeria”, “FCCPC digital lending regulations”, “Nigeria Data
Protection Act”, “cooperative governance”, “elite capture”, “social collateral”, “digital
exclusion”, “algorithmic bias” and “African savings groups digital finance”. Inclusion
criteria were: direct relevance to cooperative finance, rural inclusion, alternative lending,
trust mechanisms, digital-finance governance, Nigerian regulation or comparable African
institutional experience; conceptual or empirical contribution; and sufficient source
credibility. Exclusion criteria were: purely promotional fintech material, unverified market
commentary, sources lacking identifiable authorship or institutional authority, and studies
unrelated to lending or financial inclusion.

The analytical synthesis proceeded in four stages. First, the literature was coded into
conceptual families: social capital, cooperative organization, financial intermediation,
information asymmetry, critical institutional theory and digital governance. Second, the
functions of cooperative lending and crowdlending were compared across ownership,
source of funds, trust mechanism, risk control, technology, regulation, access, and
sustainability. Third, Nigerian regulatory instruments were mapped against the proposed
hybrid model to identify compliance interfaces and gaps. Fourth, policy guidelines were
developed to translate the conceptual model into phased implementation steps, including
connectivity, technology financing, governance, fraud control, data protection, liquidity
management and monitoring indicators.

The method has limits. It cannot demonstrate that digitization increases access
to credit, reduces delinquency, improves transparency, or raises financial inclusion. It
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cannot estimate default rates or compare cooperative performance statistically with banks,
microfinance institutions or digital lenders. It also does not provide ethnographic case
studies of particular cooperative types. These limitations are made explicit because the
article’s purpose is not final proof, but disciplined conceptual clarification and a testable
research agenda.

Table 1. Review and policy-document selection protocol

Element Operationalization in this article
Academic literature on cooperatives, rural finance, crowdlending, social capital,
Search domains intermediation, digital governance and financial inclusion; official Nigerian regulatory

and policy documents.

Google Scholar, Scopus/Web of Science-oriented searches, SSRN, ResearchGate
Core databases/sources  previews, CBN, SEC, FCCPC, NDPC, NCC, EFInA, World Bank and cooperative law

sources.

Relevance to cooperative finance, P2P/crowdlending, Nigerian or African rural
Inclusion criteria finance, trust and information asymmetry, regulation, consumer protection, digital

exclusion or governance.

Promotional sources, unverified commentary, material unrelated to credit, lending,

Exclusion criteria regulation or cooperative governance, and sources with insufficient institutional or
scholarly credibility.
Synthesis technique Narrative synthesis, theory-function matrix, comparative institutional mapping and

policy-risk translation.

Exploratory and conceptual; propositions require future empirical validation through
surveys, case studies, administrative records and comparative performance data.

Status of claims

Source: Author’s synthesis.

Theoretical and Analytical Framework

The cooperative-crowdlending nexus is best understood through multiple theories
rather than through a single lens. Literature appropriately identified Social Capital Theory,
Cooperative Theory, Financial Intermediation Theory, and the Trust and Information
Asymmetry framework, political economy, and digital governance as the most relevant
lenses.

Social Capital Theory explains how networks, norms and reputation can lower
transaction costs in lending (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988, 1990; Putnam, 1993, 2000).
In cooperatives, social capital operates through repeated interaction, member visibility,
peer pressure, reciprocity, and reputational sanctions. In digital crowdlending, trust
is mediated by platform reputation, ratings, transaction histories, verified identity, and
performance dashboards. However, the “dark side” of social capital must be acknowledged.
Dense networks can also produce exclusion, favoritism, nepotism, discrimination, and
punitive social pressure (Portes, 1998; Woolcock, 1998). A borrower who defaults because
of crop failure or illness may face social humiliation or exclusion even where the cause is
structural rather than moral.

Cooperative Theory explains why member ownership and democratic control matter.
Cooperatives are not merely credit channels; they are institutions in which users are also
owners (Birchall, 2013; Chaddad and Iliopoulos, 2013). This can align incentives, reduce
opportunism and preserve mutual benefit. However, cooperative democracy can become
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formal rather than substantive if leadership is captured by local elites, if women and poorer
members lack voice, or if meetings become rituals that rubber-stamp executive decisions.
Institutional design must therefore include audit, transparency, rotation of leadership and
grievance mechanisms.

Financial Intermediation Theory explains the economic function of pooling, screening,
monitoring, and reallocating funds (Gurley & Shaw, 1960; Diamond, 1984; Levine, 1997).
Commercial banks perform these functions through balance sheets, professional staff,
and legal enforcement. Crowdlending platforms perform them through software, data
and contractual architecture. Cooperatives perform them through member contributions,
rules, and participatory governance. The theoretical issue is not whether cooperatives are
“informal” or “formal”, but how they mediate between surplus and deficit units and how
effectively they manage risk.

Information Asymmetry Theory clarifies why both cooperatives and platforms
require trust infrastructure. Akerlof’s (1970) insight that markets can fail when one party
knows more than another is directly relevant to lending. Borrowers know more than
lenders about their effort, risk exposure, and repayment intention. Cooperatives reduce
asymmetry through local knowledge, guarantors, and peer monitoring. Platforms reduce
it through digital identity, alternative data, scoring and disclosure (Belleflamme et al.,
2014; Battisti, Troise, Salvi, & Christofi, 2024). Each method has limits: social knowledge
can be biased, while digital scoring can be opaque or exclusionary. Critical institutional,
political economy, and digital-governance perspectives prevent technological optimism.
They ask who owns the infrastructure, who controls member data, who benefits from
external capital, how regulatory power is exercised, and whether digitization intensifies
dependency on private vendors or urban fintech firms. These perspectives are especially
important in rural Nigeria, where digital infrastructure, electricity, literacy, and security
conditions vary significantly across regions.

Table 2. Theory-function matrix connecting cooperative lending and
digital crowdlending

Cooperative lending

Digital crowdlending

Theory/lens Core insight function a5 i
Networks, norms, Member familiarity, peer Ratings, platform reputation,
. . and reputation reduce pressure, guarantors, . .
Social Capital Theory . . . verified profiles, transaction
transaction costs but may  reputation and collective S L
) histories and social signals.
also exclude. sanctions.
. One-member-one- Platform governance is
Member ownership and o .
. L vote principles, elected usually centralized; user
. democratic participation .
Cooperative Theory . . leadership, surplus trust depends on rules,
align finance with mutual o . . .
distribution and concern for disclosure and service quality
benefit. . .
community. rather than ownership.
Institutions pool surplus Savings mobilization, Platform matching,
Financial funds, screen borrowers, loan committees, internal underwriting algorithms,
Intermediation Theory monitor loans and manage allocation rules, repayment  servicing, diversification and
risk. monitoring and reserve use. investor reporting.
Lending requires credible  Local knowledge, Digital identity, credit
Information mechanisms to reduce contribution history, scoring, alternative data,
Asymmetry adverse selection and guarantors, social visibility ~ risk grades and performance

moral hazard.

and member scrutiny.

dashboards.
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Cént... Table 2.
o . Cooperative lending Digital crowdlending
Theory/lens Core insight function ST T
" " Finance and technology Elite capture, nepotism, Algorlthmlc bias, data'
Critical political . . extraction, cybersecurity
.. can reproduce power gender exclusion, leadership o
economy/digital . . . vulnerability, platform
imbalances, dependency dominance and coercive .
governance . . concentration and consumer
and exclusion. social collateral.

abuse.

Source: Author’s synthesis.

Cooperative Societies in Nigeria’s Rural Financial
Architecture

Cooperative societies have historically served as intermediate institutions between
informal rotating savings practices and formal financial institutions (Adeleke, 2020). They
are more structured and durable than ad hoc mutual aid groups, but usually more socially
embedded and accessible than commercial banks. Their legal recognition under cooperative
law gives them organizational continuity, while their social legitimacy gives them local
credibility. This intermediate position makes them attractive candidates for hybrid financial
innovation. Rural cooperatives mobilize savings through regular contributions and provide
loans for agriculture, petty trade, education, housing, emergencies and consumption
smoothing (Agbo & Igbokwe, 2021; Ojong, Simba, & Dana, 2021). They also support collective
purchasing, marketing, welfare support, and information exchange. For smallholder farmers,
timely pre-season credit may determine whether planting occurs on schedule. For market
women, a small working-capital loan may sustain inventory turnover. For artisans and youth
entrepreneurs, cooperative credit may substitute for collateral they do not possess.

Their institutional strength lies in proximity. Members often know one another’s
occupations, households, reputations, and patterns of conduct. Loan decisions can be
informed by social intelligence that is unavailable to distant lenders. This helps explain why
cooperatives persist in low-information environments. Yet proximity is not an unqualified
virtue. It may produce accurate trust, but it may also reinforce local hierarchies, gender
norms, political patronage or punitive social pressure. Cooperative modernization must
therefore strengthen accountability without destroying embeddedness.

The heterogeneity of Nigerian cooperatives is crucial. Agricultural societies may face
seasonal repayment risks and climate shocks. Salary-based workers’ cooperatives may
rely on payroll deductions and have stronger repayment predictability. Women’s thrift
cooperatives may emphasize micro-trade and welfare needs. Religious and community
cooperatives may rely heavily on moral pressure and social cohesion. Urban multipurpose
cooperatives may have stronger access to banks and digital tools. A single model cannot
apply equally to all. The proposed hybrid approach is therefore tiered: low-capacity societies
require basic digitized records and governance training, while mature cooperatives may be
prepared for payment integration, external capital, and regulatory partnerships.

Structural and Cultural Shortcomings of Rural Cooperatives
in Nigeria
A critical analysis must avoid romanticizing cooperatives. Many societies face
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structural weaknesses that limit their ability to serve as reliable credit institutions. First,
record-keeping is often manual, fragmented, and dependent on a small number of officers.
This creates errors, delays, weak audit trails, and opportunities for manipulation (Barton
et al., 2018). Where books are poorly kept, members may not know the true financial
position of the society, and external financiers cannot assess performance credibly
(Michaels, 2020). Second, governance may be vulnerable to elite capture. Local leaders,
founding members, educated members, or politically connected actors may dominate
meetings, influence loan allocation, or resist audit scrutiny (Olowu & Wunsch, 1990).
Democratic rules do not automatically produce democratic practice; in some cases, less
powerful members may avoid challenging executives because of respect norms, fear of
retaliation, or limited financial literacy (Cornwell, 2014). Third, social collateral can be
double-edged. Group pressure can improve repayment, but it can also punish poverty.
Members who default because of illness, insecurity, crop failure, or market collapse may
be publicly shamed or excluded (Gonzalez et al., 2021). If not carefully governed, social
pressure may discourage the most vulnerable members from borrowing, even when they
need credit most. Cooperative finance should therefore distinguish strategic default from
distress default and should develop humane restructuring procedures (Fischer, 2019).

Fourth, cooperatives may reproduce social exclusion. Women, youth, migrants,
minority groups, or poorer households may face implicit barriers to membership,
leadership, or loan approval (Chapman, 2019). Even where women are numerous as
members, leadership may remain male-dominated (Kumar & Singh, 2022). Digitalization
can worsen such inequalities if more educated or device-owning members gain preferential
access to new services (Parker, 2022). Fifth, capitalization is often insufficient. Member
savings may be too small to meet credit demand, particularly during planting seasons,
school-fee periods, or economic shocks (Khan et al., 2018). Without liquidity rules, loan
ceilings, reserves, and external linkages, cooperatives may over-lend, delay disbursement,
or create member frustration (Duncan & Seibel, 2020). Financial sustainability is therefore
as important as access. Sixth, fraud and internal abuse remain real risks. Cooperatives
may suffer embezzlement, false entries, ghost members, preferential loans, weak recovery
practices, and poor segregation of duties (Al-Khater, 2021). Digital systems can reduce
some risks by creating audit trails, but they can introduce others: unauthorized system
access, identity fraud, data tampering, phishing, and insider manipulation (Rahman et al.,
2023). Governance and cybersecurity must therefore be treated together.

These shortcomings do not invalidate the cooperative model. They explain why
modernization must be institutional, not merely technological. A cooperative that digitizes
weak governance may simply produce faster and more opaque failure. The appropriate
sequence is governance clarification, member education, record digitization, audit
strengthening, consumer protection, data safeguards, and only then, more advanced
external funding integration.

Crowdlending and the Logic of Digital Peer Finance

Crowdlending reorganizes lending around digital platforms that connect borrowers
to multiple lenders. Its appeal lies in speed, reach, alternative data use and the possibility
of mobilizing capital outside conventional banking. Platforms can create dashboards,
repayment histories, risk grades, and diversified lending opportunities. In environments
where formal banks are conservative, crowdlending may broaden credit access for
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individuals and microenterprises excluded by conventional underwriting.

However, crowdlending does not eliminate risk. It merely redistributes and re-codes
risk. P2P platforms may face borrower fraud, identity theft, internal fraud, data manipulation,
predatory pricing, weak disclosure, cyberattacks, inadequate recovery practices, and default
clustering. Algorithmic scoring may reproduce bias if it relies on incomplete or unequal data.
Platform governance may concentrate power in private operators whose incentives are not
identical to those of borrowers, lenders, or rural communities.

In rural Nigeria, pure platform finance faces additional constraints: unstable internet
connectivity, unreliable electricity, limited smartphone ownership, low digital literacy,
language barriers, mistrust ofimpersonal lending, and fear of data misuse. These constraints
make cooperative-based hybridization more plausible than direct transplantation of
urban fintech models. Cooperatives can provide a trust anchor, assisted access and local
knowledge, while digital tools can improve record visibility and transaction discipline. The
policy task, therefore, is not to replace cooperatives with platforms. It is to translate useful
platform functions - electronic records, verification, repayment tracking, transparency,
reporting, and external capital interfaces - into cooperative settings under proportionate
governance and consumer protection. This translation must be gradual, supervised and
adapted to different cooperative types.

Comparative Institutional Analysis: Cooperatives,
Crowdlending, and Alternative Rural Finance

A credible argument for cooperative crowdlending requires comparison with
competingsources of finance. Rural Nigerians donot choose between banks and cooperatives
alone. They may use microfinance banks, rural branches, agent banking, digital lending
apps, informal rotating savings arrangements such as ajo or esusu, moneylenders, family
networks, trader credit, agricultural value-chain credit, and formal credit cooperatives.
Each mechanism has advantages and risks.

Cooperatives are not automatically superior to all alternatives. Their comparative
advantage lies in social embeddedness, member ownership, potential affordability and
local information. Their comparative weakness lies in limited capital, uneven governance
and weak scalability. Microfinance institutions may have professional systems but higher
costs. Digital lenders may be fast but may raise consumer protection and data-abuse
concerns. Informal savings groups may be trusted but lack legal continuity and capital
depth. The hybrid model proposed here is strongest where cooperatives can retain local
trust while acquiring the transparency, compliance, and reporting features that make
formal partnerships possible.

Table 3. Comparative rural-finance alternatives and implications for
cooperative crowdlending

Finance channel Strengths Main limitations/risks Impllcatl.o VT 137107
cooperatives
Regulated, capitalized, Collateral requirements, .
. . Cooperatives can act as
Commercial banks/ connected to payment distance, formal
. . . . borrower aggregators and local

rural branches systems and credit documentation, risk aversion information partners

bureaus. and product mismatch. P )
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Cént... Table 3.

Implication for hybrid
cooperatives
Partnerships may provide
wholesale funds where
governance and repayment
data are credible.

Finance channel Strengths Main limitations/risks

Closer to low-income
clients than commercial
banks; professional
lending systems.

Interest cost, urban
concentration, limited rural
depth and repayment pressure.

Microfinance banks

. Consumer abuse, opaque Cooperatives can provide
.. . Fast disbursement, data- .. . . . .
Digital lending . . ., pricing, data misuse, ethical screening and assisted
driven scoring and mobile L
fintech algorithmic bias and over- access under consumer-
access. . .
indebtedness. protection rules.
. High trust, simplicity, Limited capital, weak legal Cooperatives can formahz(?
Informal ajo/esusu/ . . - useful group-finance practices
. . cultural familiarity and protection and vulnerability to o .
rotating savings .. . . while improving records and
low administrative cost. ~ organizer default.
governance.
Moneylenders/ Immediate access and High costs, coercive recovery Aff01"dable cooperative
. . . credit can reduce reliance on
trader credit flexible documentation. and dependency. .
predatory lending.
Combines local trust with Requires infrastructure
electronic records, audit q ’ Viable only as a phased

Digital cooperative
crowdlending

governance reform, data
protection, liquidity rules and
supervision.

trails, member governance
and potential external
capital.

and regulated model, not a
universal quick fix.

Source: Author’s synthesis.

Nigeria’s Regulatory and Policy Framework

The viability of digitally enabled cooperative crowdlending depends on Nigeria’s actual
legal and regulatory environment. Several regimes are relevant. Cooperative societies are
primarily governed by the Nigerian Co-operative Societies Act and state cooperative laws
and regulations. These frameworks provide for registration, operation and supervision
of cooperative societies, but they were not designed for platform interfaces, digital fund
mobilization or data-driven credit profiling. Any hybrid model must therefore remain
anchored in cooperative law while seeking regulatory clarification for digital operations.

The Central Bank of Nigeria is central to payment systems, banking, other financial
institutions, financial inclusion, open banking and regulatory sandbox arrangements.
The CBN’s framework for regulatory sandbox operations and open banking guidelines
provide entry points for supervised experimentation, customer-permissioned data sharing
and payment-system integration (CBN, 2021; CBN, 2023). A digitized cooperative that
connects to payment rails or partners with licensed financial institutions must therefore
respect CBN rules on payment services, agent banking, know-your-customer procedures,
consumer protection and data sharing.

The Securities and Exchange Commission is relevant where crowdfunding
involves investment instruments, public fundraising, securities-like structures or
online crowdfunding portals. SEC’s Rules on Crowdfunding regulate investment-based
crowdfunding and portal operations (SEC, 2021). Cooperative crowdlending must avoid
unauthorized public fundraising or securities issuance. If external lenders or diaspora
investors are invited through an online portal, the structure may require SEC engagement
or partnership with appropriately licensed intermediaries.

The Federal Competition and Consumer Protection Commission has become
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increasingly important in digital lending. The Digital, Electronic, Online, or Non-traditional
Consumer Lending Regulations, 2025 establish standards for registration, transparency,
responsible lending, data privacy, fair recovery and monitoring of digital/non-traditional
lenders (FCCPC, 2025). A cooperative that digitizes lending must therefore consider
disclosure of loan terms, fair collection practices, complaint handling and avoidance of
abusive recovery methods.

Data protection is also central. The Nigeria Data Protection Act, 2023 and the Nigeria
Data Protection Commission create obligations around lawful processing, consent, data
minimization, purpose limitation, security, data-subject rights and accountability (NDPC,
2023). Cooperative member records contain sensitive financial and identity information.
Digitization requires data governance: access controls, member consent, secure storage,
retention policies, breach response and limits on sharing data with fintech partners.

The Nigerian Communications Commission is relevant not as a financial regulator but
as a regulator of the communications infrastructure on which digital inclusion depends.
Network quality, USSD access, mobile broadband availability and consumer protection in
telecommunications shape whether rural cooperatives can use digital tools. Partnerships
with telecom providers should therefore be designed with connectivity gaps, affordability
and low-bandwidth channels in mind.

This regulatory mapping shows why the model cannot be implemented informally.
Digitallyenabled cooperative crowdlending cuts across cooperativelaw, payment regulation,
crowdfunding/securities rules, digital lending consumer protection, data protection and
telecommunications access. The most appropriate policy response is a proportionate,
tiered framework that recognizes different cooperative capacities and activities rather than
forcing all cooperatives into bank-like compliance or leaving them outside supervision.

Hybrid Model of Digitally Enabled Cooperative Crowdlending

The proposed model is a phased institutional architecture rather than a claim
that cooperatives should instantly become fintech firms. At its foundation is the local
cooperative: membership rules, elected leadership, contribution records, loan committees,
guarantor systems and welfare functions. The first modernization layer digitizes records
without changing the cooperative’s mutual-benefit identity. This includes member identity,
contribution balances, loan applications, approvals, guarantors, repayment schedules,
arrears, meeting resolutions, and audited statements. The second layer strengthens
governance and compliance. It requires written lending policies, role separation, periodic
audits, member access to statements, grievance mechanisms, data-protection procedures,
cybersecurity protocols, and transparent election cycles. Without this layer, digitization
may merely give a technological appearance to weak governance.

The third layer creates controlled external interfaces. Mature cooperatives may
connect with payment service providers, licensed fintech firms, microfinance institutions,
development finance institutions, agricultural value-chain funders, or diaspora-impact
investors. These connections should occur through clear contracts, regulatory approvals
where necessary, member consent, and disclosure of fees, risks, and data use. The
cooperative should remain a local trust anchor rather than becoming a passive customer-
acquisition channel for outside firms. The fourth layer is monitoring and evaluation.
Inclusion outcomes should be measured, not assumed. Indicators should include number
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of members served, gender and youth participation, loan turnaround time, average loan
size, repayment rate, portfolio-at-risk, member satisfaction, default restructuring, fraud
cases, complaints resolved, digital-access support, and external capital mobilized. These
indicators create an evidence base for future empirical research and regulatory learning.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of digitally enabled cooperative
crowdlending in rural Nigeria

Social capital Digital infrastructure Regulatory environment
(trust, reputation, norms) (data, platform, payments) (CBN, SEC, FCCPC, NDPC, NCC)
Cooperative governance and compliance layer
(member participation, audit, elected leadership, data protection, consumer protection)

Legal - ¢' g Macro
fit risk
Trust and information transparency layer
verified member identity, contribution records, loan history, grievance channels, credit reporting interface

v J
e 1)
Cooperative crowdlending operations
pooled savings + ethical external capital -> loan appraisal -> disbursement -> repayment -> surplus/reserve management
| + J
( A
Financial sustainability and risk controls
capital adequacy, liquidity reserves, default provisioning, fraud prevention, cybersecurity, member education
Digital - ‘l’ J Feedback
access & M&E
1)
Inclusion and development outcomes
responsible rural credit, women and youth access, business continuity, resilience, reduced reliance on predatory lenders

Source: Author’s design, revised to integrate legal, governance, and macroeconomic elements

Implementation Roadmap and Policy Guidelines

The model must answer practical questions: how connectivity gaps will be managed,
who will finance technology, how regulatory responsibilities will be allocated, and how
members will be protected. A realistic roadmap should begin with diagnostic classification.
Cooperatives should be assessed according to membership size, capital base, record quality,
leadership stability, audit history, loan performance, digital literacy, gender inclusion, and
regulatory compliance. This diagnosis determines the appropriate modernization tier.

In the first tier, low-capacity cooperatives should focus on governance basics and
digital record conversion. In the second tier, cooperatives with stable leadership and
reliable records can adopt mobile money, USSD notifications, payment reminders, and
periodic digital reporting. In the third tier, well-governed cooperatives can connect
to licensed financial institutions, development finance, supervised crowdfunding/
crowdlending structures, or credit-reporting interfaces. In the fourth tier, apex bodies and
cooperative federations can provide shared services, software, cybersecurity support, audit
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tools, and standardized reporting. Financing the initial infrastructure should not depend
solely on individual societies. A blended model is more plausible: member contributions
for ownership, cooperative federation support for shared systems, state cooperative
departments for training, development partners for pilot grants, telecom and fintech
partners for low-cost access, and CBN or development-finance-linked programmes for
regulated experimentation. To avoid vendor dependency, software procurement should
prioritize interoperability, data portability, local-language support, transparent fees, and
cooperative ownership or control of member data.

Connectivity gaps should be managed through technological pluralism. Mobile apps
may suit some members, but USSD, SMS, agent-assisted interfaces, offline-first ledgers,
and community service points are essential for low-resource settings. Solar-powered
devices or shared digital kiosks can support communities with unreliable electricity. Human
mediation remains important: trained cooperative digital officers can help members verify
balances, submit applications and understand repayment schedules without excluding
those who lack smartphones.

Table 4. Practical roadmap for implementing cooperative crowdlending
in rural Nigeria

Implementation

osEan Recommended response Responsible actors  Safeguards

o Use USSD, SMS, low-bandwidth Cooperatives, telecom Do not make smartphone
How will internet/

connectivity gaps e 2PPS offline-first records, agent-  providers, NCC-facing  ownership a condition for
managed? y8ap assisted access and shared digital  partners, state agencies, participation; preserve
seds kiosks. NGOs. assisted access.,

Cooperative apex

bodies, state cooperative Avoid vendor lock-in;
departments, CBN- require transparent
linked programmes, pricing, data portability
development agencies, and member approval.
fintech partners.

Blend member equity, cooperative
federation support, development
grants, public financial-inclusion
funds, ethical fintech partnerships
and pilot funding.

Who finances initial
technology?

Use licensed payment partners,
How does the model sandbox pilots, open-banking/
interact with CBN data-sharing rules where
rules? applicable and proper KYC/
consumer-protection procedures.

Avoid unauthorized public

CBN, licensed financial ~No deposit-taking or
institutions, payment payment activity outside
service providers, permitted regulatory
cooperative federations. arrangements.

. S SEC, FCCPC, Clear loan contracts, fee
.How does.the model investment fund}v aising; comply cooperative leaders disclosure, complaint
interact with SEC/ with digital lending transparency, legal advisers platf;)rm channels a’n d ethical
FCCPC rules? fair recovery, disclosure and ’
partners. recovery.

complaint rules.
Adopt consent, role-based access,

Cooperatives, NDPC/ Members should know

How will member encryl .tIOIl/ backups, purpose DPCOs, fintech vendors, who accesses their data
data be protected? limitation, breach reporting and . .
; cooperative unions. and for what purpose.
data-sharing agreements.
Collect baseline and follow-up Researchers, ..
. . " Do not claim impact
How will the model  data on loan access, repayment, universities, . .
. . . . before evidence; publish
be validated? defaults, inclusion, member cooperatives, regulators, {lot results and lessons
welfare, fraud and satisfaction. development partners. P )

Source: Author’s synthesis.
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Financial Sustainability, Fraud Control and Macroeconomic
Risk

Financial inclusion without financial sustainability is fragile. Cooperatives cannot lend
responsibly if demand for credit repeatedly exceeds accumulated savings, if default losses
are not provisioned, or if external funds are accepted without clear repayment capacity.
A hybrid model therefore, requires capital planning. Cooperatives should establish loan
ceilings, liquidity reserves, capital adequacy thresholds, portfolio-at-risk monitoring,

default provisioning and rules for restructuring distressed loans. External capital should
be phased and conditional on governance performance, not injected indiscriminately.

Default risk must be treated as a normal financial risk rather than merely as a
moral failure. Rural borrowers face crop disease, flooding, insecurity, market volatility,
health shocks, school-fee pressure, inflation and currency depreciation. High inflation
and exchange-rate instability can raise input costs and reduce real repayment capacity.
Insecurity can disrupt production and market access. Cooperatives should therefore
distinguish between willful default and shock-induced distress. Restructuring, insurance
linkage, emergency funds, and welfare mechanisms can reduce destructive social pressure.

Fraud control requires both institutional and digital safeguards. Traditional risks
include embezzlement, ghost members, preferential loans, false ledgers, weak audit and
collusion between executives and borrowers. Digital risks include unauthorized access,
credential theft, data manipulation, impersonation, phishing, malware, and insider abuse.
Controls should include segregation of duties, dual approval for disbursement, audit logs,
periodic independent audit, member statement access, role-based permissions, secure
authentication, and incident reporting.

Cybersecurity should be scaled to cooperative capacity but never ignored. Even
basic measures - strong passwords, device controls, routine backups, restricted admin
rights, member verification, transaction alerts, and cyber-awareness training - can reduce
harm. More mature federations should adopt centralized cybersecurity support, vendor
assessment, disaster recovery and breach notification protocols.

Table 5. Key risks and control mechanisms in a digitally enabled
cooperative crowdlending model

Risk area Manifestation Control mechanism
Lo . Credit demand exceeds member savings; Loan ceilings, liquidity reserves, capital

Liquidity/capital : .

external funds create repayment planning, staged external funding and
adequacy . > L

pressure. portfolio-at-risk monitoring.

Crop failure, insecurity, illness, inflation ?e(;rti?l‘(l:vtirr?rﬁ) prgésfzhl%u?gzgl};()orrsﬁr(lllstress
Default risk or strategic non-payment affects & P &

repayment.

insurance linkage and differentiated
recovery.

Governance abuse

Elite capture, preferential lending, weak
audit and executive dominance.

Term limits, transparent elections,
independent audits, member access to
statements and grievance channels.

Fraud

Embezzlement, false entries, ghost
members, identity theft or insider
manipulation.

Segregation of duties, dual approval,
audit trails, verified identity and periodic
reconciliation.

Data protection

Unauthorized data sharing, weak
consent, data leakage or vendor misuse.

Data minimization, consent, access
controls, secure storage, data-sharing
contracts and NDPA compliance.
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Cont... Table 5.

Risk area

Manifestation

Control mechanism

Digital exclusion

Women, elderly, low-literacy or device-
poor members are left behind.

USSD/SMS channels, assisted access,
local-language training, shared service
points and gender-sensitive design.

Algorithmic/platform
bias

External scoring systems disadvantage
members with thin data or informal
livelihoods.

Human review, explainable criteria,
cooperative records, appeal mechanisms
and bias audits.

Source: Author’s synthesis.

Comparative Lessons from African and Developing
Economies

Comparative experience from other developing economies strengthens the plausibility
of the cooperative—crowdlending model for Nigeria. The cases from Kenya, India, Uganda,
Tanzania, and Ghana, each illustrate a different mode of hybridization between socially
embedded finance and digital systems.

Comparative experience supports the feasibility of blending social finance with digital
systems, while also warning against simple transplantation. Kenya’s experience with mobile
money and savings-group digital interfaces shows that digital finance works best when it
fits existing practices and solves immediate problems such as cash handling, traceability,
and distance (Ndemo and Weiss, 2017). The lesson for Nigeria is incrementalism: begin
with payment integration, digital records, and secure transaction channels rather than
assuming that every cooperative should become a full online marketplace.

Uganda and Tanzania illustrate the relevance of savings groups, village savings and
loan associations, mobile money, and agricultural finance linkages. Their experiences
suggest that local group finance can reduce exclusion when combined with training, simple
tools, and supportive partners. However, weak consumer protection, over-indebtedness,
and patchy connectivity remain risks. Rwanda’s policy emphasis on digital public services
and cooperative organization suggests that state coordination can accelerate formalization,
but it also shows the importance of administrative capacity and trust in public systems.

Ethiopia’s cooperative and rural finance experience demonstrates the importance of
agricultural value chains and state-supported cooperative structures. The lesson is that
cooperative finance cannot be separated from production systems, market access, and
input finance. South Africa’s experience with stokvels and cooperative banking highlights
both the potential and regulatory complexity of member-based finance. Group savings can
be large and socially trusted, but formalization requires careful governance, prudential
rules, and consumer protection.

India’s self-help group-bank linkage experience adds an important comparative
lesson outside Africa. It shows that socially rooted group finance can become a bridge
to formal banking without eliminating group identity (Ranjani, 2019). Ghana’s digital
insurance and rural finance linkages show that once trusted group channels are digitized,
they can support savings, insurance, remittances, and agricultural services beyond simple
loans (Boateng, Ahenkorah, and Ofori, 2021). These cases confirm the article’s central
caution that successful hybridization depends on regulation, user education, institutional
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trust, and local adaptation, not software alone.

Validation Agenda and Future Empirical Research

Because this article is conceptual and exploratory, its propositions require empirical
validation. A future research agenda should include at least five strands. First, survey
research should measure the digital readiness, governance quality, member composition,
capitalization, and loan performance of different cooperative types across Nigerian regions.
Second, case studies should examine agricultural, women’s, workers’, religious, urban,
and multipurpose cooperatives to avoid overgeneralization. Third, comparative financial
analysis should compare repayment rates, loan costs, turnaround time, and member
welfare outcomes across cooperatives, microfinance banks, digital lenders, and informal
savings groups. Fourth, pilot studies should test digitized cooperative record systems under
controlled conditions. Baseline and follow-up data should measure whether digitization
improves transparency, reduces fraud, shortens loan processing time, increases member
confidence, improves repayment, or expands access for women and youth. Fifth, regulatory
sandbox or policy-lab experiments should test how cooperative federations can partner
with licensed payment providers, fintech firms or development funders without violating
crowdfunding, lending, data-protection or consumer-protection rules.

The most important research principle is that impact should be measured rather
than assumed. Digitization may improve recordkeeping but fail to increase inclusion; it
may increase access but create over-indebtedness; it may reduce manual fraud but create
cyber risk; it may empower women in some cooperatives and marginalize them in others.
A responsible research agenda must therefore examine both benefits and harms.

Conclusion

This article has reconceptualized Nigerian cooperative societies as community-based
crowdlending institutions within a carefully qualified framework. The argument is not that
cooperatives and digital P2P platforms are identical, nor that every cooperative is ready to
operate as a fintech actor. The argument is that cooperatives already perform several core
functions associated with crowdlending: pooled funding, peer-based credit allocation, trust-
centered risk management, and alternative intermediation outside conventional banking.
Their importance lies in the fact that they organize finance through social legitimacy in
environments where formal collateral, credit histories, and banking proximity are weak.

This paper makes the methodology explicit, acknowledging cooperative heterogeneity,
analyzing structural and cultural shortcomings, mapping the Nigerian regulatory
environment, comparing alternative rural-finance channels, addressing fraud and
sustainability risks, and rejecting technological determinism. Social capital is treated not
only as an asset but also as a possible source of exclusion and coercion. Technology is treated
not as an automatic solution but as an instrument whose value depends on governance,
infrastructure, data protection, consumer protection, and member participation.

The practical implication is that cooperative modernization should be gradual,
tiered, and regulated. Rural cooperatives should first strengthen governance, records and
member transparency. Mature societies can then integrate payment tools, USSD/SMS
systems, digital ledgers, data-protection safeguards, and audited reporting. Only well-
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governed cooperatives should proceed to external capital interfaces, supervised fintech
partnerships, or crowdlending portals. This sequence protects members while allowing
credible cooperatives to expand access to responsible credit.

For policymakers, the article proposes a proportionate regulatory approach that
connects cooperativelaw, CBN payment, and open-banking frameworks, SEC crowdfunding
rules, FCCPC digital-lending consumer protection, NDPC data-protection obligations, and
NCC-related connectivity realities. For researchers, it proposes a validation agenda based
on surveys, case studies, loan-performance data, and pilot evaluation. For development
actors, it offers a locally grounded pathway for rural financial inclusion: transform trusted
community institutions into transparent and accountable financial intermediaries rather
than imposing disembedded digital solutions. In this sense, digitally enabled cooperative
crowdlending is best understood as a researchable and policy-relevant institutional vision
for linking trust, technology, and rural inclusion in Nigeria.

References

ADELEKE, O. (2020). Informal finance and credit accessibility in Nigeria: The role of
cooperative societies. Journal of Development Finance, 14(2), 112—127.

AGBO, C. U., & IGBOKWE, E. M. (2021). Cooperative membership and rural women’s
empowerment in Nigeria. African Journal of Rural Development, 6(1), 45-61.

AJAYI, K. (2021). Digital literacy and financial inclusion among rural women in
Nigeria. Information Development, 37(4), 593—608.

AKER, J. C., BOUMNIJEL, R., & TIERNEY, N. (2021). Mobile money and economic
development in Africa. World Development, 146, 105605.

AKERLOF, G. A. (1970). The market for “lemons”: Quality uncertainty and the market
mechanism. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 84(3), 488-500.

BARTON, D., MOLYNEUX, P., & WILSON, J. (2018). Financial Services and Record
Keeping for Cooperatives. Journal of co-operative accounting and reporting, 6(1),
1-15.

BATTISTI, E., TROISE, C., SALVI, A., & CHRISTOFI, M. (2024). Decoding the
success of equity crowdfunding: Investment decisions of professional and non-professional
investors. Review of Managerial Science, 18(12), 3545—3573.

BELLEFLAMME, P., LAMBERT, T., &« SCHWIENBACHER, A. (2014). Crowdfunding;:
Tapping the right crowd. Journal of Business Venturing, 29(5), 585-609.

BELLEFLAMME, P., OMRANI, N., & PEITZ, M. (2020). The economics of
crowdfunding and peer-to-peer lending. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 34(3),
149-172.

BIRCHALL, J. (2013). Resilience in a downturn: The power of financial cooperatives.
International Labour Office.

BOATENG, H., AHENKORAH, E., & OFORI, K. S. (2021). Digital cooperatives and
rural insurance adoption in Ghana. Journal of African Business, 22(4), 511—530.

BOURDIEU, P. (1986). The forms of capital. In J. Richardson (Ed.), Handbook of
Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education (pp. 241—258). Greenwood.

CENTRAL BANK OF NIGERIA (CBN). (2022). National Financial Inclusion Strategy

Sitio Web: https://produccioncientificaluz.org/index.php/espacio
Creative Commons Reconocimiento-NoComercial-CompartirIgual 4.0 Internacional (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0)
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0



Espacio Abierto Vol 36 N° 1 (enero-marzo, 2027): 176-196

194/

(Revised Edition). Abuja: CBN Publications.

CHADDAD, F., & ILIOPOULOS, C. (2013). Control rights, governance, and the costs
of ownership in agricultural cooperatives. Agribusiness, 29(1), 3—22.

CHAPMAN, J. (2019). Gender Dynamics in Cooperative Leadership. Journal of
Gender Studies, 28(3), 345-360.

COLEMAN, J. S. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American
Journal of Sociology, 94, S95-S120.

......... (1990). Foundations of social theory. Harvard University Press.

CORNWELL, G. (2014). Exploring Governance in Cooperative Organizations. The
International Journal of Cooperative Management, 7(2), 19-26.

DIAMOND, D. W. (1984). Financial intermediation and delegated monitoring.
Review of Economic Studies, 51(3), 393—414.

DUNCAN, D., & SEIBEL, H. D. (2020). Cooperatives and Financial Sustainability:
Challenges and Opportunities. Journal of Cooperative Economics, 36(2), 204-221..

FAPOHUNDA, T. M. (2020). Gender and financial inclusion in Nigeria: Policy
perspectives. Nigerian Journal of Economic Policy, 27(1), 83—102.

GONZALEZ, A. R., & DE LA TORRE, R. (2021). The Effects of Social Pressure on
Cooperative Borrowers. Rural Finance Review, 15(4), 332-347.

GURLEY, J. G., & SHAW, E. S. (1960). Money in a theory of finance. Brookings
Institution.

KHAN, M. Z., RAHMAN, M., & READING, T. (2018). Savings and Credit Demand in
Agricultural Cooperatives. Journal of Development Finance, 38(1), 23-45.

KUMAR, R., & SINGH, A. (2022). Gender Inclusion in Cooperative Structures: An
Empirical Study. The International Journal of Cooperative Management, 8(3),
77-96.

ATSAMAKAS, E., & SANCHEZ-CARTAS, J. M. (2024). A computational model of the

effects of borrower default on the stability of P2P lending platforms. Eurasian Economic
Review, 14(3), 597—618.

LEDGERWOOD, J. (2013). The new microfinance handbook: A financial market
system perspective. World Bank.

LEVINE, R. (1997). Financial development and economic growth: Views and agenda.
Journal of Economic Literature, 35(2), 688—726.

MICHAELS, A. (2020). Assessing Financial Accountability in Cooperatives.
Cooperative Management Review, 10(1), 50-65.

MOLLICK, E. (2014). The dynamics of crowdfunding: An exploratory study. Journal
of Business Venturing, 29(1), 1-16.

NDEMO, B., & WEISS, T. (2017). Digital Kenya: An entrepreneurial revolution in the
making. Palgrave Macmillan.

OJONG, N., SIMBA, A., & DANA, L.-P. (2021). Microfinance and sustainable
development in Africa. Journal of Small Business & Entrepreneurship, 33(3),

333—353.
OLOWU, T., & BALOGUN, R. (2022). Governance practices and accountability

Sitio Web: https://produccioncientificaluz.org/index.php/espacio
Creative Commons Reconocimiento-NoComercial-CompartirIgual 4.0 Internacional (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0)
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0



Reconceptualizing Cooperative Societies as a formal model of rowdlending for rural financial inclusion in Nigeria
Olatomide Waheed Olowa y Omowumi Ayodele Olowa

195/

mechanisms in cooperative societies. Journal of Cooperative Research and Practice,
5(2), 99-115.

OLOWU, D., & WUNSCH, J. S. (1990). Local Governance in Africa: The Challenges
of Development. Journal of Modern African Studies, 28(1), 1-18.

PARKER, K. (2022). The Digital Divide in Cooperative Accessibility. Journal of
Digital Inclusion, 5(2), 112-130.

PUTNAM, R. D. (1993). Making democracy work: Civic traditions in modern
Italy. Princeton University Press.

PUTNAM, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American
community. Simon & Schuster.

RANJANI, K. (2019). Digital transformation of self-help groups in India. Asia Pacific
Journal of Rural Development, 29(1), 23—38.

RIBEIRO-NAVARRETE, S., SAURA, J. R, & PALACIOS—MARQUES, D. (2022).
Fintech ecosystems and trust-driven innovation in emerging markets. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 180, 121693.

UPHOFF, N. (1999). Understanding social capital: Learning from the analysis
and experience of participation. Social Capital: A Multifaceted Perspective, 215—249.

RAHMAN, M., KAOSAR, A. M., & HUQ, M. R. (2023). Cybersecurity Risks in Digital
Cooperatives: A Growing Concern. Journal of Cybersecurity and Digital Trust,
19(1), 84-100.

OSTROM, E. (1990). Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for
Collective Action. Cambridge University Press.

PORTES, A. (1998). Social capital: Its origins and applications in modern sociology.
Annual Review of Sociology, 24(1), 1-24.

.WOOLCOCK, M. (1998). Social capital and economic development: Toward a
theoretical synthesis and policy framework. Theory and Society, 27(2), 151-208.

Oficials documents

CENTRAL BANK OF NIGERIA (CBN). (2022). National Financial Inclusion Strategy
(Revised Edition). Abuja: CBN Publications

EFInA. (2024). Access to Financial Services in Nigeria 2023 Survey Report.
Lagos: Enhancing Financial Innovation & Access.

FEDERAL COMPETITION AND CONSUMER PROTECTION COMMISSION
(FCCPC). (2025). Digital, Electronic, Online, or Non-traditional Consumer
Lending Regulations, 2025. Abuja: FCCPC.

NIGERIAN COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION (NCC). (2023). 2023 telecom
industry data report. Abuja: NCC.

NIGERIA DATA PROTECTION COMMISSION (NDPC). (2023). Nigeria Data
Protection Act, 2023. Abuja: NDPC.

NIGERIAN CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES ACT. (2004). Cap N98, Laws of the
Federation of Nigeria.

OECD. (2023). Regulatory sandboxes and fintech innovation: A global review.

Sitio Web: https://produccioncientificaluz.org/index.php/espacio
Creative Commons Reconocimiento-NoComercial-CompartirIgual 4.0 Internacional (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0)
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0



Espacio Abierto Vol 36 N° 1 (enero-marzo, 2027): 176-196

196/

Paris: OECD Publishing.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION (SEC). (2021). Rules on
Crowdfunding. Abuja: Securities and Exchange Commission

WORLD BANK. (2020). Global Findex Database: Measuring financial inclusion
and the fintech revolution. Washington, DC: World Bank.

WORLD BANK. (2022). Nigeria financial inclusion update. Washington, DC:
World Bank.

Sitio Web: https://produccioncientificaluz.org/index.php/espacio
Creative Commons Reconocimiento-NoComercial-CompartirIgual 4.0 Internacional (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0)
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0



