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ABSTRACT

The aim of the study was to determine the relalignbetween selected factors and
performance of Microfinance institutions in Tanzanby integrating financial
performance measures. The study used the followanigbles: debt ratio, portfolio to
assets ratio and operating expense ratio as keguresaof performance. The study
was analyzed using OLS regression model. The fgediof the study show that the
financial performance of the MFIs reviewed was |GWis low financial performance
was due to the low profit margin. In addition, tiigh amounts of operating expenses
and liabilities drained down the amount of net meoof the MFIs. Microfinance
institutions need to balance the financial perfaroea to ensure survival in a
competitive market while meeting their social ol Likewise, the study faced
challenges in collecting data due to the fact thast MFIs were not regulated hence
giving difficulties in getting their financial s&ments to measure their performance.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Microfinance refers to the provision of financia&rgices to small and micro clients.
Like any other business, microfinance grows becalsepportunity arises for it to
fill the gap in the market. Poverty reduction haei the foremost target of MFI’s,
therefore an increase in number of micro-financgititions is an indicator for the
growth and success of micro-finance especialhherural areas (Ullah and Routray,
2007). A key focus of microfinance is to respondttie demand for borrowing to
support self-employment and small enterprise growikhandker, 2005).

Microfinance as a new concept in finance and deraént has endeavored to
develop sustainable enterprises since its birththe 1970s the sector gained
momentum only after 1980’s when Grameen Bank Balegla and Bank Rakyat
Indonesia bring to light that small loan and sasimgn be provided profitably and

created widespread interest in the area.

The microfinance initiative started with two objees: first to provide access to
general financial services targeted to economiediyve poor and other vulnerable
groups in society, and secondly, to provide actesgedit for social and economic
empowerment. The best-known part of microfinancehés second objective, and in
this study it is referred to as microfinance-crg@itahi & Danopoulos, 2004). MFIs

play an intermediary role in mobilizing scarce @ses and disbursing microloans to
micro-enterprises operated by the poor and theesipand their choices, and reduce

the risk they face.



Throughout the world, financial sustainability ofamfinance institutions has been
one of the issues that recently captured the @temtf many researchers due to its
importance in the livelihood of microfinance ingtions. The financial sustainability
of microfinance institutions is a necessary conoditfor institutional sustainability
(Hollis & Sweetman, 1998).In other words, MFIs facdouble challenge: not only do
they have to provide financial services to the p@atreach), but also have to cover
their costs in order to avoid bankruptcy (sustaiitgp both dimensions must

therefore be taken into account in order to asbessperformance.

MFIs in developing countries have been recognizedtlieir innovative means of

delivering credit. Group lending is one way to aior@lte the problems arising from
asymmetric information. Network theory recognizkattparties cooperate by virtue
of the mutual benefits they will receive and reogate. Among networks there is a
high commitment to cooperate among the interdepamuirties (Scott, 2003). Under
group lending, the borrowers monitor themselveisiahting the need for providing

risk information to the lender. There may be mamayses for the reluctance of

conventional financial institutions to serve thep(schmidt, 2009).

There may be socio-psychological reasons, sucb@al prejudice, stubbornness and
ignorance. More likely it is because poor borrowars not perceived as profitable.
The risk of lending to them is too high. The cosftighe lending transaction are too
great. The borrowers often have no collateral aodcredit history. The costs to
enforce the loan agreement may even exceed therarabthe loan itself (Schmidt,

2009).



Most mainstream banks have considered the pooighsrisk and hard to serve as
they are often scattered across remote areas arstnidll loans they need are costly to
make and maintain (Kota, 2007). Sharma (2001) ddinat most financial service
providers perceive this segment of population tddve profitability and high risk,
and has ignored to serve this section. This isabiiee reasons for the poor to lose the
viable investment opportunities and living in pdyetgue to lack of access to financial

services.

With the emergence and growth of MFIs, situatioarged gradually on promoting
access to finance to the poor and disadvantageapbgrdn some areas, poor has
access to a variety of financial services and aeglnlly moving ahead towards
economic empowerment. MFIs provide services suctaamgs, credit and insurance
and found that there is a large demand for safecandenient savings by the poor

and low income households and microenterprises(&he2001).

The high growth rate of the microfinance initiativparticularly in developing

countries, has triggered such a high demand f@anfies that funding levels in the
industry have not been able to match . Cull, DegoarKunt and Morduch, (2007)
suggested that 40 to 80 per cent of the populationost developing economies lack
access to formal banking services. This is paditylof concern when we consider
the decreased availability of traditional donorrses of finance, and the uncertain
capacity of MFIs to access alternative funds. Tiés resulted in the need for
alternative funding for microfinance besides triatial donor sources. MFIs are
currently faced with four sources of funds; ownrses including internally generated
income, Voluntary savings (group) mobilization, feeved funds and Grant support

from donors.



1.1.1 Financial Performance of Microfinance I nstitutions

Microfinance arose with the aim of alleviating pdyeand improving the lives of
underprivileged people. Impact studies were caroiedto attest that microfinance is
genuinely reaching its foremost goal, though thieleswce was not strong enough to
confirm this assumption (Morduch, 2002). Reseasheere then involved in
assessing the outreach and the social performahcaiayofinance institutions.
Therefore, they identified and measured the SHds, social performance indicators

(Zeller et al., 2003).

Many MFIs were restructured in order to achieveaificial sustainability and finance
their growth. Sustainability is defined as the @afyaof a program to stay financially
viable even if subsidies and financial aids areaftif{Woolcock, 1999). It embraces
generating sufficient profit to cover expenses wtheliminating all subsidies, even
those less-obvious subsidies, such as loans mad@rahcurrency with repayment in

local currency (Tucker & Miles, 2004).

The paradox of sustainable microfinance institigjomentioned by Tucker &Miles
(2004), features the trade-off between poverty vateon and financial self
sufficiency. The researchers point out that, withe tpurpose of attaining
sustainability, MFIs try to gain economies of schieconcentrating their efforts in
servicing better-off clients. This strategy resutisreducing expenses per loan and

increasing the probability of repayment.

Another way to attain sustainability, consistenthwTucker &Miles (2004), is to
increase profits by raising interest rates, feefoth. The risk of this option is that it

expands the costs for clients and consequentlggalefault rates. In both cases, the



very poor are marginalized and could not benefitnfimicrofinance services MFIs are

special financial institutions having a social matalong with a for profit nature.

Their performance measurement has to be differem the usual methods that are
applied by other financial institutions like bankgcause of the social aspect. During
the 1990s, many researchers suggested a framehbaskd on the dual concepts of
outreach and sustainability, for the assessmeMFRis performance (Kereta, 2007).
Abate and Jonson (2002) defined a set of indicatsirsg ratio analysis that helps to
measure the financial condition, performance, @idaf MFIs. They considered four
dimensions namely, portfolio quality, productivityfinancial management,

profitability.

1.1.2 Deter minants of Financial Perfor mance

MFIs need to meet growth and break-even/profitedergnd social impact targets as
well. To achieve these targets, the following maestput in place as determinants for
the achievement of good performance of MFIs. The sf an MFI is measured by the
value of its assets (Hermes et al., 2008). AccgrtiinCull et al (2007) the size of an
MFI is significantly positively linked to its finamal performance. Furthermore, the
size of microfinance could also imply that largecrafinance institutions have larger
capital and, therefore, can reach a relatively éiggumber of clients than small
microfinance institutions. A study by Kyereboah-@uolhn and Osei (2008) supports

this.

The breadth of outreach refers to the number ofr mmrved by microfinance
Institution (Hishigsuren, 2004; Woller &Schrein@Q02). Various studies have used

either the number of borrowers or number of cliemdsmeasures of microfinance



breadth of outreach. It is generally assumed tiatarger the number of borrowers or
clients the better the outreachhe best measurement of outreach is the number of
clients or accounts that are active at a giventpnitime. Reporting of loan collection

is a minefield. MFIs’ self-reported collection pemfnance often understates the extent
of problems, usually because of information systesaknesses rather than intent to
deceive. Collection reporting should be regardedeable only if it is verified by a
competent independent party. This study will usefplio at risk as a measure of

collection performance of an MFI.

Financial sustainability (profitability) here regeto ability of an MFI to meet its
financial obligation (including covering costs) anthintain an acceptable level of
microfinance services through its economic lifemdficial sustainability of financial
institutions is commonly measured by Return on Bg(ROE) which measures the
returns produced for the owners, and Return on t8sg@OA), which reflects that

organization’s ability to use its assets produdyiv&his study will use ROE as a

measure of financial performance of MFIs (WolleS&hreiner, 2002)

State of information technology of MFLIT systenashimportant contributions to the
managerial control of MFIs as well as the efficigioé customer services. Porter and
Millar (1985) argued that, investing in IT plays iamportant role in lowering the total

costs of a firm and differentiates its productsifggva competitive advantage),which
should be reflected in increased net profit. Thigstimated by the number of ATMs,

whether it has computerized management informatystems.



1.1.3 Factorsthat Deter minethe Performance of MFls

The long-term vision of MFIs is to provide sustdilea financial services to the
economically active poor who have lacked accesthése services from the main
stream of financial services. The factors that hlagen mentioned in some studies
that determine the performance of MFIs includeuneton asset; portfolio yield:;
financial self sufficiency; profit margin, operatia self sufficiency, return on equity,

operating expense ratio, write-off ratio and deb¢quity ratio (Satta, 2002)

Many researchers has resounded the innovationcasical success factor (CSF) in
directing microfinance. (Gallardo, 2000; Hartung@07). Microfinance has been an
innovation and design of product which assistsravipe new financial service to the
poorest people. For example, group based lendwoitateral free lending system and
group monitoring system etc. are the innovation designs of Grameen Bank. GB
offers new information technology, a technologicalovation, which has extended
the effectiveness and feature of micro financiavise. It has adopted Automated
Tellers Machines (ATMs) and computerized administgsystem which make easy
the transaction such as loan payment, money tnarsdeing account controlling etc

and help to obtain information quickly (Nugroho &il&k, 2009).

1.1.4 Microfinance I nstitutionsin Tanzania

In Tanzania, the history of microfinance starts whagck in 1985 when the
Government promoted and established the Presidémist Fund in mid 1990’s.
Other MFIs emerged such as PRIDE, FINCA, and YOSERDzania Association of
Microfinance Institutions TAMFI is a national netvkofor microfinance institutions

and service providers providing services to theraficance institutions and clients of



microfinance services. Microfinance institutions ncabe categorized as
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), Cooperatiesed institutions namely
SACCOS and SACCAs while the third category is barikee major players in the
NGOs category include PRIDE Tanzania, FINCA (TamganSmall Enterprise
Development Agency (SEDA) and Presidential TrustJelf-Reliance (PTF). Others,
which are relatively smaller in size, include Smafidustries Development
Organization (SIDO), YOSEFO, SELFINA, Tanzania ®gtJrust, Poverty Africa
and the Zanzibar based Women Development Trust Rnddfuko. The cooperative
based MFIs consist mainly of SACCOs numbering al®@ in total and found all
over the country. The SACCOS account for about @D,of the combined client

population, most of whom being savers.

Microfinance institutions in Tanzania are mainlytimee types: the nongovernmental
Organization (NGO-MFIs); the member-based (mairhCEOs and SACAs); and
the formal financial institutions (mainstream banksgaging in Microfinance
business). The nature of regulation depends onythee of microfinance institutions.
The NGO-MFIs, for example, are not externally regedl and, therefore, they are not
allowed by law to mobilize savings. They do, howevake a certain amount of
customer savings that acts as security for theslo@hus, the micro-credits (small
scale loans) remain to be the main products offésethese types of microfinance
institutions. Notwithstanding, however, these NG®iMare required to be registered
in order to be allowed to conduct the microfinannesiness. The member-based
microfinance institutions (SACCOs and SACAs) arenagally governed by the
country’s Cooperative Societies Act 1991 as amenfleth time to time. The

Cooperative Societies Act applies to all typesadperatives in the country. Thus, all



member-based MFIs are to be regulated and supdrbigehe ministry responsible

for cooperatives.

The supervision and regulation of the member-badéts whose capital does not
exceed TZS 800 million are normally done by the iRtey of Cooperatives under the
Ministry of Cooperatives and Marketing. Additionglithe Savings and Credit
Cooperative Union League of Tanzania (SCCULT) idartaking the microfinance
supervision role to its members. The SCCULT is thational Association of

SACCOs in mainland Tanzania. Among the supervisatyities performed by the

SCCULT is the auditing of these member-based M&ttHermore, from March 2005,
the Savings and Credit Cooperative Societies Régukand Financial Cooperative
Societies Regulations of 2004 gives mandate ta@¢méral bank (BoT) to regulate and
supervise all savings and credit associations whoagital exceed the TZS

800million.

The Tanzanian government, through its central {&akk of Tanzania — BoT) under
the provisions of the Bank of Tanzania Act (2008plas prudential regulation to all
formal financial institutions (mainstream bankspaglless of whether they will
engage in microfinance business or not. Thesetutistais are governed by the
Banking and Financial Institutions Act of 1991 amemded from time to time. In
addition to the Banking and Financial InstitutioAst 1991, the 2001National
microfinance institutions policy guided the undkmg and legal framework of the

microfinance activities in the country.

Based on the National microfinance institutionigyp the Microfinance Companies
and Micro Credit Activities Regulations (MCMCAR) vee passed in 2004. The

MCMCAR 2004 governs all companies dealing with micrance business in the



country. It gives the central bank of TanzaniaNtierofinance institutions licensing

authority. It also gives the mandate to regulatal aupervise deposit-taking

institutions. This includes those institutions tbperate the microfinance business.

1.2 Research Problem

The introduction of MFIs is seen as the best adtive source of financial services for
low income earners in rural areas as a means e their income, hence reducing
their poverty level. However evidence has shown these MFIs have limited

coverage, poor organizational structures and sameal@nor driven leading them to

poor performance.

An enduring problem facing microfinance institusorhowever, is how to attain
financial sustainability (Dunford, 2003; Schrein@0Q00; Woller 2000; Hollis &
Sweetman, 1998; Christen et al, 1995). This problems attracted attention of
numerous researchers in recent decades and, saglamany strategies have been put
in place to ensure that MFIs are sustainable (Randh& Gallardo, 2003; Schreiner,
2000; Yaron, 1992). Therefore financial sustaingbiwas a critical problem

addressed by this study.

Several studies have been conducted to determmefaittors affecting financial
sustainability of microfinance institutions usingrde and well developed MFIs in
various countries (Cull et al., 2007; Woller & Seimer, 2002; Christen, 2000;
Woller, 2000; Christen et al., 1995). The level significance of these factors in
affecting the financial sustainability of MFI, hower, varies with studies. While
some of the determinants are found to be significamne economy or applicable to

a set of microfinance institutions, some are ngnigicant.
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Microfinance sector in Tanzania has recently exgpexed tremendous growth due to
the increased number of firms engaging in micrafew services including
commercial Banks and other profit oriented firmsiddios Facet, 2011).Recent
statistics shows that the need for financial sewis still high as more than half of the
country population is still excluded from financiakervices (FinScope, 2009).
Although the number of Microfinance institutionsshiacreased, the outreach to the
poor as well as the social impact is still low (M& Tubaro, 2011; Triodos Facet,
2011). The extent to which Microfinance institutiohalance between financial and
nonfinancial focus has not yet been documented.ificap studies in the country
have mostly focused on financial performance of thstitutions in terms of
efficiency, sustainability and profitability (Nyamgoro, 2010; Marr & Tubaro, 2011;

Kipesha, 2013).

In a study conducted by Kessy & Urio (2006) on cbution of MFI on poverty
reduction in Tanzania, the researchers covered rfegions of Tanzania which are
Dar es salaam, Zanzibar, Arusha and Mwanza. Bathapy and secondary data were
collected; primary data were collected from 352 N§SEirough questionnaires,
interviews were also conducted. PRIDE (T) Ltd whista microfinance institutions
were used as a case study so as to get the irsighti-l operations. The study
findings pointed out that to large extent MFI opieras in Tanzania has brought
positive changes in the standard of living of peopho access their services, clients
of MFI complained about high interest rate chargbed,weekly meeting was pointed
out as barrier as the time spent in weekly meeatmgd be used to other productive
activities. The study recommended MFI to lower iitgerest rate, increase grace

period and provide proper training to MSEs.

11



Recent studies have shown that, there are oveediBtered MFIs in Tanzania but
their overall performance has been poor. In hedysthijoriga (2000) evaluated the
performance and financial sustainability of MFIsTianzania, in terms of the overall
institutional and organizational strengthient outreach, and operational and financial
performance. In the study, 28 MFIs and 194 MSEsewmandomly selected and

visited in Dar es Salaam, Arusha, Morogoro, Mbaya Zanzibar regions.

Despite the success of Microfinance initiativesnirmerous countries worldwide, a
significant percentage of the micro-enterprise raaitkas not been reached due to
funding problems .An enduring problem facing mianafhce institutions, however, is
how to attain financial sustainability. To expltiis opportunity, as well as serve a
large number of poor households, Microfinance ingtins will need an alternative
source of funding. This study will therefore linket financial sustainability and the
performance of the microfinance institutions. Thisidy is sought to find out the

factors that lead to good performance of MFIs (Ke&s$Jrio, 2006).

1.3 Research Objective

The objective of this study was to determine thHati@enship between selected factors

and financial performance of Microfinance Instituits in Tanzania.
1.4 Valueof the Study

First, the study will benefit to MFIs, policy makerGovernment, investors and the
community at large. The study explores and recontimguotential areas that MFIs
need to put more efforts when delivering their ggry. On the other hand, policy
makers will also benefit in the sense that, thdifigs provide informed suggestions

on how policy can be improved. With improved andyet implement policies, more

12



investors and the community at large will be aldeatcess and benefit from the

services of MFI.

The study of this nature is also equally very int@ot because it is going to enlighten
the government and the public on the role and paidace of MFI sector. Lastly the
study findings were meant to act as a benchmarkiuture studies about similar
topics of study by becoming a reference during reitstudies on financial

performance of MFls.

13



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an over view of the Microfina Institutions as studied by
different researchers. How has Micro-finance beearicially performing? Different
types of theoretical literature are critically exipled regarding the success of micro-
finance. The evolution of MFIs, as financial intemaries for the poor and their
advocacy as a poverty reduction tool in the ea8l90k around the globe, created a
hope of having financial services in the rural are# Tanzania. Inspired by
microfinance success stories from other microfieaimstitutions like the Grameen
Bank in Bangladesh, in 2000 the Tanzanian governrrercollaboration with the
donor community started to implement a rural finahprogramme to reinstate the
rural financial services. This gave rise to thereot member-based microfinance
institutions, now known as the Savings and Credibgeratives (SACCOs) and the

Savings and Credit Associations (SACAS).

2.2 Theoretical Review

This sub topic will look into general theory retai to financial performance of
microfinance institutions as well as the theoriedvamced on selected firm

characteristics under study but shall only mengéidaw.

14



2.2.1 Micro Credit Theory

The psychological component of the micro creditotiye- known as social

consciousness-Driven capitalism - has been advdngéide most ardent promoter of
micro finance (Yunus, 1998). His theory argues thapecies of profit-making private
venture that cares about the welfare of its custsro@n be conceived. In other words,
it is possible to develop capitalist enterprisest thaximize private profits subject to

the fair interests of their customéEahi, 2004).

The rationale of the theory is straightforward.h8ligh altruism is not totally absent,
Capitalism is founded mainly on the premise thah&n beings are selfish by nature.
Accordingly, individuals interested in businessee aaturally motivated by the
principle of profit-maximization, with little conderation for the interests of their
clients. This premise is too limited to be a gehenadel for capitalism, however,
because it excludes individuals who are concereditathe welfare of their fellow
human beings. A more generalized principle woulduas that an entrepreneur
maximizes a bundle consisting of financial retumpeofit and social return. This

assumption creates three groups of entreprenelaisi(2002).

The first group consists of traditional capitalistho mainly maximize financial

returns or profits. The second group consists dfapthropic organizations (like

traditional micro credit NGOs) and public credieagies that mainly maximize social
returns. The third group consists of entreprenaims combine both rates in making
their investment decisions under the additionalst@aint that financial return cannot
be negative. This group includes the microfinancemrisers who are to be treated
as socially concerned people, and microfinancechvlié to be treated as a social

consciousness-driven capitalistic enterprise.
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2.2.2 The Economic Theory

This theory treats microfinance institutions (MF&s infant industries. According to
Remenyi (2000), the gist of the economic argumsrihat success in any business
venture, including MFIs, is determined by the eptemeurs' ability to deliver
appropriate services and profitably. However, sisdionducted in different parts of
the world show that there are no successful MFIghiy definition. At best, some
MFIs cover their operating costs while some oflieéer known among them are able
to cover in part the subsidized cost of capital leygd. This situation suggests that
the MFIs will not become financially viable in theng run. One solution to this
problem is to treat MFIs as infant industries, Isat tmicro-lending businesses can be
subsidized during their initial stages of operatidrhis subsidization would be
beneficial to both the economy and society becahise will help micro lenders

realize economies of scale and the productivitypfthat comes with profitability.

The logic goes as follows: Over time, as clients of BlHnicro entrepreneurs will
establish their economic contracts with banks,ileet&a government employees, and
suppliers of production inputs, which will improveeir skills dealing with money
management, contractual obligations, and resoumeagement. These skills should
reduce the cost of transaction, disseminate infoama and increase the micro
entrepreneurs' ability to assess effectively abdalainformation to make sound
business decisions. In this respect, society bendfom what is, in effect, a
productive process leading to the creation of mublbods as spin-offs from the
growth of microfinance. To the extent that thesbligugoods have value, they are a
legitimate basis on which to provide subsidies t&I$1while the transition to

widespread outreach to poor households is ong&tegqenyi, 2000).
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National development is the fundamental objectifdrade policy and accordingly

international trade theory and policy are basicéiynded on a normative criterion
that seeks to improve the economic health of spcigade policies either facilitate or
impede the flows of voluntary exchanges of goodd aervices between nations
undertaken by private nationals. Free trade pakcysed to describe government
measures that facilitate these exchanges and argrrgoent measure aiming to do
the opposite are referred to as protectionism.ollows that international trade

revolves around free trade and protectionism bétwhoch seek the same obijective,

national development (Weinstein, 2001).

Historically protectionism is regarded as conseveagconomic idea that precedes the
liberal economic idea of free trade (Ellsworth, @@%he original protectionist
argument is mercantilism and the infant industrguarent was developed to
accommodate mercantilist sentiments within the &aork of smith’s liberal
economic theory. Since the infant industry argunteag been invoked to justify the
establishment of the micro finance industry in depmg countries, it is in order to
appreciate such features of mercantilism as reigulaif foreign trade, promotion of
domestic industries by inducing cheap raw maternalports, discouragement of
imports through custom duties and encouragemergxpbrts by exempting them

from such duties.

2.2.3 The Psychological Theory

The psychological component of the micro financeeotly known as social
consciousness-driven capitalism has been advangeldebmost ardent promoter of
micro finance (Yunus, 1998).His theory argues thapecies of profit making private

ventures that cares about the welfare of its custencan be conceived. In other
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words, it is possible to develop capitalist entsgs that maximize private profits

subject to the fair interests of their customers.

The psychological and economic arguments form tteal premises of the micro
finance theory and there has been a lot of contsgvand academic skepticism about
the theories. Since capitalism prime mover is hunsa&ifishness, then social
consciousness cannot be a motivating factor foettakling private business activities
in capitalist economies. Micro finance is also matied by similar factors (Mill,

1961).

The current micro finance revolution is founded tbe promise that conventional
banks in third world countries are prejudicial agaithe poor.(Yunus ,1996; Remenyi
2000) critics argue that the poor posses diffekamds of skills that they can use for
generating income through self employment. Theitghib create self employment
however depends upon their access to credit fasilitUnfortunately conventional
banking policy severely restricts poor people’sesscto formal financial institutions.
This banking policy deprives the poor of their tigh make a living through self
employment and forces them to borrow money fronormil lenders at exorbitant
rates of interest and the consequences are petipetuz poverty in developing

countries. This has led to the establishment ofrafitance industry and the micro
lenders seem to have a comparative advantage beercdanventional banks in

rendering their financial services to the poor (MIE968; Myrdal, 1956).

2.2.4The Theory of Mercantilism
Mercantilism is associated with five leading featur(Alien, 1987; Blaug, 1978).

First, bullion and treasure are the essence oftlveélnations. Second, foreign trade

should be regulated to produce an inflow of spetietd, domestic industries are to
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be promoted by inducing cheap raw-material impoRsurth, the importation of
manufactured goods is to be discouraged througtorruduties, while the exportation
of domestic manufactured goods is to be encourageeixempting them from such
duties. Finally, population growth is to be encaew to keep wages low. These
features suggest that the core doctrine of thdettaeory is the favorable balance of
trade as desirable and essential for national pragp This theory, however, clearly
involves a dual policy regime of taking advantafyesn trading partners. This is the
reason mercantilism is popularly described in eaunditerature as the "beggar thy

neighbor’s" policy.

Mercantilism is without a doubt a very unfair trgaticy regime; it might, and it did,

trigger trade wars. In addition to its negativeifpcdl implications, the theory is

economically unsound as a policy for national depaient. Adam Smith was the first
to expose this weakness. He argued that "mercantils nothing but a tissue of
protectionist fallacies foisted upon a venal Pamgat by our merchant and
manufacturers, grounded upon the popular notiohvealth consists in money. Like
an individual, a country must spend less thannit®ine if its wealth is to increase.
What tangible form does this surplus over consuomptiike? The mercantilist authors
identified it with the acquisition of hard money treasure. Money was falsely
equated with capital and the favorable balancerafet with the annual balance of

income over consumption (Blaug, 1978).
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2.3 Empirical Review

Existing literature suggest that the environmemwlvich financial institutions like any
other firms, operate influences them. Therefore, financial market structure, the
economic condition of the country, legal and poditienvironment all may influence

the performance of MFIs (Mcdonald, 1999).

Bartual Sanfeliu et al. (2011) made an interessiragement about the fact that “there
has been a lot of literature dealing with aspedte bkustainability/profitability,

asset/liability management, and/or portfolio qualivhereas there is little literature
on the efficiency/productivity of these instituteh Authors chose to measure the
performance of MFIs that have a banking side ando@al side, using a goal
programming-based multicriterion methodology. Timethodology consists of linear
or non-linear functions and continuous or discketgables in which all the functions
have been transformed into objectives or goalsiefers from the normally used
single-criterion performance rankings by deliveriag global estimation of the

performance of an MFI, combining the individualteria in such a way as to include

all the categories that affect its performance.

Bartual Sanfeliu et al. (2011) then used this sanethodology to obtain a global
business multicriterion performance ranking of engke of Latin American MFIs for

the year 2009, issued from the Mix Market. In stisdy, the authors used the Corielli
and Marcellino algorithm so as to obtain the magpartant or most representative
factors for each of the following business perfonoe categories: institutional
characteristics, financing structure, overall ficah performance, expenses,
efficiency and productivity, and risk and liquiditfhe authors found that the two

categories representative of the general performaendency are overall financial
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performance and risk and liquidity, followed by I@hich represents the size of the

company.

Bartual Sanfeliu et al. (2011) then completed therk by carrying out a Spearman
correlation analysis in order to analyze the catieh between each of the single-
criterion measurements and the final performanbeyTound only two variables that
have highly significant correlations with multi‘&tion performance: return on equity

and portfolio to assets are the two key factorsrfmroving MFIs' performance.

Tucker (2001) studies the importance of benchmgrkimd competition in improving
MFIs' financial performance. He states the risemhpetition and the emergence of
the possibility of comparing the financial performea of MFIs with each other and to
benchmarks. He used the results of a study caotietly Jansson and Taborga (2000)
with a database composed of 17 MFIs, nine regulateldeight unregulated, including
BancoSol Bolivia and FINCA Nicaragua. He selecthrké benchmark ratios and

used their adjusted measures, obtained after adjuse data by removing subsidies.

These ratios are gross financial margin (GFM), R@Ad ROE, and the target
benchmark ratios were calculated based upon theures of the better-performing
MFIs. ROA and ROE are higher in unadjusted meastvas in adjusted measures
(AROA and AROE) due to the high level of subsidiksbursed in the MFIs. GFM-

adjusted and unadjusted measures are high for Bfteswell above that obtained by
the commercial banks. Commercial banks have lowavl Because they benefit from
economies of scale and lower operating expensasdets. Regulated MFIs achieve
better economies of scale than unregulated MFId, leave a better debt-to-equity
(D/E) ratio than unregulated MFIs but still lowdrah commercial banks (Tucker,

2001).
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Tucker (2001) concludes that using benchmark measuorproves business practices.
The author also stresses the importance of hawemghmarks in order to be able to
compare MFIs with each other, particularly on tlsib of financial performance.
Hudon (2010) analyzes the relationship betweemfi@ performance of MFIs and
their management mechanisms. 83 MFIs of four tfgdsnon-profit institutions and
NGOs, 16 non-banking financial institutions, 12 -fpwofit institutions, and 11
cooperatives) constitute the dataset provided lsyN& Rating. All these MFIs are
evaluated based on three financial indicators (ROA, FSS) and four
management dimensions (decision-making: board gewee competencies;
accounting and control: planning budgeting and r@pp competences,
competencies; top management: competencies obghmanagers; human resources:
competencies of HR management). PlaNet Rating medighe four management

variables taking into account the specificationthef microfinance industry.

Hudon (2010) underlines that rating agencies irrafiicance combine in their ratings
fiduciary and credit risk with performance, they shumake adjustments in the
accounting methods used for loan loss provisiongan! write-offs,
amortization/depreciation of fixed assets, inflatiadjustments, and the accounting
basis. This rating process differs from the onedusemainstream finance, which
measures the credit risk corresponding to a préibabf default over a specified time

frame (Negre & Maguire, 2002).

The results of Hudon's analysis show that managenagings influence drastically
MFI financial performance. However, except for cegiives where the management
variable (specifically human resources managemieas) a negative impact on the
ROA, no organizational structure exhibits bettesults for the three financial

indicators. The author underscores that regulatddsMhave significantly better
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management ratings than non-regulated ones. Iststhe case for larger MFIs, in

terms of loan portfolio, total assets, or borrowgtadon, 2010). Conversely, younger
MFIs may be more financially profitable, as suggdsby Stephens (2005), but not
particularly better managed. According to this gtuithe top management is a key
indicator of financial success among the four managnt dimensions, and seems to

also have a positive influence on the amount ofivex! subsidies.

Tchakoute-Tchuigoua (2010) studied the relationdtepveen the performance of
MFIs and their legal status. He compared the pevdoce of 202 MFIs between 2001
and 2006. Three forms of ownership were analyzedoperatives, private
microfinance cooperatives, and NGOs) by considefiag types of performance
(financial performance, social performance, orgatidnal efficiency, quality of
portfolio, and size and solvency). To assess filhmerformance of microfinance
institutions, the author chose to measure the iafig ratios: ROA,operational self
sufficiency( OSS), and profit margin (PM). Regaglisustainability, Tchakoute-
Tchuigoua (2010) found no significant differencavimen NGOs and cooperatives,
and that private microfinance corporations haveebdinancial performance than
NGOs and better portfolio quality than cooperatiaesl NGOs. This outcome is in
contrast to the results of Mersland and Strom (2@0W Hartarska and Nadolnyak
(2007), who found no relation between the sustdlibalmf an MFI and its private

company status.

Recent studies have shown that, there are oveediBtered MFIs in Tanzania but
their overall performance has been poor. In hedysthijoriga (2000) evaluated the
performance and financial sustainability of MFIsTianzania, in terms of the overall

institutional and organizational strengthient outreach, and operational and financial
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performance. In the study, 28 MFIs and 194 MSEsewmandomly selected and

visited in Dar es Salaam, Arusha, Morogoro, Mbaya Zanzibar regions.

The findings revealed that, the overall performaot®FIs in Tanzania is poor and
only few of them have clear objectives, or a stronganizational structure. It was
further observed that MFIs in Tanzania lack pgratory ownership and many are
donor driven. Although client outreach is incregsiwith branches opening in almost
all regions of the Tanzanian mainland, still MFistidties remain in and around
urban areas. Their operational performance densimstiow loan repayment rates

and their capital structures are dependent on dongovernment funding.

In conclusion, the author pointed to low populatdensity, poor infrastructures and
low house hold income levels as constraints taikés’ performance. Many of these
MFIs have no clear mission and objectives. Alsdrteenployees lack capacity in
credit management and business skills. Among tlestepns which arise out of these
research findings is whether these MFIs whose pedace is questionable will have

any impact on poverty alleviation.

Other studies on microfinance services, in Tanzaveae carried out by Kuzilwa
(2002) and Rweyemamu et al., (2003). Kuzilwa exawithe role of credit in
generating entrepreneurial activities. He useditiiszde case studies with a sample
survey of businesses that gained access to cremit & Tanzanian government
financial source. The findings reveal that the autyf enterprises increased following
the access to the credit. It was further obsertxd the enterprises whose owners
received business training and advice, performetetbéhan those who did not

receive training. He recommended that an environnséould be created where
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informal and quasi-informal financial institutioean continue to be easily accessed

by micro and small businesses.

Rweyemamu et al (2003) evaluated the performancanaf constraints facing, semi-
formal microfinance institutions currently providircredit in the Mbeya and Mwanza
regions. The primary data, which were supplement®d,secondary data, were
collected through a formal survey of 222 farmerstippating in the Agricultural

Development Programme in Mbozi and the Mwanza Woni2evelopment

Association in Ukerewe. The analysis of this studyealed that the interest rates
were a significant barrier to the borrowing deaisiBorrowers also cited problems
with lengthy credit procurement procedures and #mount disbursed being
inadequate. On the side of institutions, the stualserved that both credit
programmes experienced poor repayment rates, eflgeci the early years of

operation, with farmers citing poor crop yieldswl@roducer prices and untimely

acquisition of loans as reasons for non-payment

2.4 Summary of Literature Review
The chapter has presented theoretical and empiritatature on financial

performance of MFIs.The reviewed empirical literatthas discussed factors for
financial performance of the MFIs mentioned by eliféint researchers to be, adjusted
return on equity (AROE), operational self suffidi€®SS), financial self sufficiency

(FSS), profit margin and portfolio yield.

Microfinance Institutions can ensure success ifrgypate financial products for the
poor are designed. The poor are not a homogenebo$ people and hence there is a
challenge of designing appropriate financial prdslubat meet their diverse needs.

Therefore, MFIs need to critically formulate credianagement policies that will
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enable them achieve their duel mission of socidfare and profitability as a yard
stick to measure the level of their performancesi@es the chapter has presented the
theories that microfinance theoreticians have usedexplain the concept of

microfinance worldwide.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction
This chapter presents research methodologies asigndef the study. The research

design is the framework or plan for a study usecbitect and analyze data (Churchill
& lacobucci, 2005).Apart from research design tapter will also cover population
of the study, Sampling design, data collection mésh data analysis as well as the

research model that will cover the study.

3.2 Research Design

Babbie (2002) defined research design as the anaegt of conditions for collection
and analysis of data in a manner that aims to coentelevance to research purpose
with economy in the procedure. It is the relatiopskthat exists between the
independent and dependent variables. The proptsey will adopt descriptive study
aimed at investigating the relationship that exaésteong a number of variables. This
will involve obtaining data from the participantadaanalyzing the information on

financial statements of an MFI.

3.3 Population

The study targeted 42 microfinance institution @anzania as registered by TAMFI.

Census survey was carried out. Appendix: 1 shoe/$thls.

3.4 Data Collection

The study employed analysis of secondary data freamcial statements of the MFIs

which were Statement of financial position, Incorsg@tement and Cash flow
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statement. According to Ngechu (2006) there areynmathods of data collection.
The choice of tool and instrument depends mainlythenattributes of the subjects,

research topic, problem question, objectives, deggpected data and results.

3.5 Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics such as means and standasidtobns were used to summarize
the data. Also percentages and frequencies, talplesother graphical presentations
were used as appropriate. The study used OLS sgnesnalysis to see the extent of
performance of MFIs. Several significance testsewapplied to the variables and
model under study to see the significance of th&alkes and the fitness of the overall

model.

3.6 Resear ch M odel

The Regression equation or function that includétha independent and dependent

variables for this study was:

Finy= BotP1X1+ PX2+ P3X3z + €
Where:
Fin,= Financial performance as measured by ROA
Return on Asset, this is measured as Net in¢dratal assets
Bo= Intercept that is the value ofRvhen all other variables take the value of zero
it also measure the partial effect of independaniable
¢ =Random error term
X1= Debt to equity ratio, measured as Total lialgifffl otal assets

Xo=portfolio to assets ratio, measured as gross poatfiolio/total assets

X3= Operating expense ratio, measured as OperatpenegRevenue
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3.7 Statistical Test of Significance of the Variables

This test seeks to test the significance of eadhefthree explanatory variables (the
debt ratio, portfolio to asset ratio and operatexpense ratio) in affecting the

dependent variable (financial performance)
There are tests for:
3.7.1 Significance of Individual Variables

To establish the significance of an individual aate the Z test has been used with

the following aspects under consideration;

= fork= 0,123
anlculated = =€ (ﬂk)

The hypotheses;

Hy:5; =0

Hy:ff; # 0

If Z,gicuiared = Zrapuiasea WE reject the null hypothesis and conclude thatt th
particular variable is significant in the model.

If Z,0icuiared <= Zrapuiarse WE fail to reject the null analysis and concludattthat

particular variable is insignificant to the study.

3.7.2 Overall test of significance

This test aims at establishing the overall sigaifice of the model. It entails the

construction of the ANOVA table and use of the &:te

__ Mean square Regression(M5E)
elculated —

The test statisticF,

Meon square Errors(M5SE)

The critical value of F}::mbu!:zrad = Fl'ri.f of numeratoer.d.f of denominator,a)
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IfF. ioutarea = Frapuiarea WE reject the null hypothesis and conclude thamtiodel is
significant.

If F

ralrulnta

+ < F.s.0.00c We fail to reject the null analysis and concludattthe

model is significant.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
4.1 Data Analysis and Findings

4.1.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the results of the study. dihaysis is based on the 42

microfinance institutions in Tanzania. This chapfecused on data analysis,
interpretation, presentation and the discussioth@fresearch findings. The chapter is
organized as follows: 4.1.2 presents the descap®sults, section 4.1.3 data analysis

while 4.1.4 is the discussion of the findings.

4.1.2 Descriptive Analysis Results

Table 1 shows the results of description of micrafice institutions participated in

the study. The results are also shown in Figure 1.

Table 1. Description of MFIsin Tanzania

Frequency Percent
NGOs and SACCOS 35 83.3
Community Banks 4 9.5
Commercial Banks 3 7.2
Total 42 100

Sour ce: MFI Transparency, December 2011

The results show that 83.3% of the MFIs in Tanzaméae NGOs and SACCOS,
9.5% were community Banks while the remaining 7\2&e the commercial Banks

which offer microfinance services.
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Figure 1: Description of MFIsin Tanzania

Frequency

B NGOsand SACCOS
m Community Banks

Commercial Banks

Types of Services Provided by MFIsand Conditionsfor Service Accessibility

The survey revealed that, MFIs provide two typesatices: financial services and
non-financial services. The financial services ed by MFIs are mainly in the
form of loans and savings. MFIs offer short-termrkitng capital loans, investment
loan of more than one year’s duration in additiorthe working capital and different

types of loans. None of the MFIs offered insuraseerices.

It was observed that most MFIs use solidarity geoap a methodology for issuing
small loans while collateral is demanded for ckenho seek big loans. The definition
of small and big loans varies from one MFI to aeotthowever, for many MFIs,
loans start from TZS. 50,000 (about $50). Any amayneater than TZS. 500,000
(about $500), was regarded as a large loan. A dentds required to start with a
small loan and after repayment of this loan thentligraduates to receiving the next
higher loan amount. This process has been obséoveel a limiting factor, especially

for new clients who seek large loans.
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Another noteworthy group of Tanzanian microfinasegvice providers consists of
non-institutional actors who generally operatehie tnformal sector. These include
rotating savings and credit groups, rural savingsl aredit schemes, and
moneylenders. Although there are numerous providerthis field, there are no
reliable statistics on their lending patterns. Ehesoviders operate informally and

offer valuable, but limited and often expensive noiimance services.

4.1.3 Summary of Descriptive Statistics

The mean shows the average value for each varidlile. average value of financial
performance (Y) is 0.1411019; the average valudett ratio (X1) is 0.6714286, the
average value of portfolio to asset ratio (X2) 51832843 and the average value of

operating expense ratio (X3) is 0.1569103.

The standard deviation is a measure of disperstoohnindicates how spreads out the
variable measures are. For instance, the standaxdatibn for the financial

performance is 0.0761258, for the debt ratio i9P7Z201, for the portfolio to asset
ratio is 0.2027729, for the operating expense radio0.1651608. There is no

significant variability in the variables since #ike standard errors are within range.

4.1.4Test of significance of variables
The test of significance of the variables will shthe strength of each of the variables
in determining the financial performance of MFIsielformulated hypotheses are;

Hy:f5,=0

Wherek=0,1,2and 3

B = parametetoefficient
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If a parameter has a P-value of 0.000, then itsgaificant variable. If the P-value
deviates from zero, then the parameter is notrafgignt variable.
The regression results show that the P>|t| valoeslf the variables are close to or

0.000 implying that the variables are statisticalynificant.

4.1.5Test of overall significance

The overall significance test is done using hypsithdesting. The hypotheses
concerned are;

H, = regression fit is not significant.
H, = regression fit is significant.
The test statistic is; F= SSR/3

SSE/206

Where the degrees of freedom for the regressi8raisd for the error term is 206
while the critical F-statistic at 0.05 margin ofaaris F (3, 206 0.05) = 15.16
The test statistic is F (3, 206) = 15.16
Considering thaF, ;. viaees = Frazuiarsa &t 0.05 margin of error, the null hypothesis
is rejected indicating that the regression fitigngicant.
The p-value is 0.0000 indicating that the regres§ias significant.
The R-squared and adj R-squared statistic are 9.4880 0.1690 which are

statistically different from 0.0000 indicating ththe model is of good fit.

4.1.6 Regression results

Y =0.084423 - 0.0466325X1 + 0.1389001X; + 0.1063929X3 + ¢
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The average value of financial performance is M@834vhen the debt ratio is; the

portfolio to asset ratio and the operating expeate are held constant.

For every 1% increase in debt ratio, the averadeevaf financial performance
reduces by 0.0466325 when the portfolio to assit amd the operating expense ratio

are held constant.

For every 1% increase in portfolio to asset ratle average value of financial
performance increases by 0.1389001 when the dabtaiad operating expense ratio

are held constant.

For every 1% increase in operating expense rahtie, average value of financial
performance increases by 0.1063929 when the débtaad the portfolio to asset

ratio are held constant.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the summary of the studyeatian 5.2, conclusion in 5.3,
limitations of the study in 5.4, recommendationsif, and suggestions for further

research in 5.6.

5.2 Summary

The study intended determine the relationship bemwselected factors and financial
performance of microfinance institutions in Tanzarifhe population comprised of
42 MFIs with financial statements ranged from 2Q@082. The study used a
regression analysis model with three dimensionslwhiiere debt ratio, portfolio to

assets ratio and operating expense ratio as keguresaof performance in this study.

The findings show that the financial performancéhef MFIs reviewed was low. This

low financial performance was due to the low praofiargin. From the analysis the
lowest financial performance was 0.0172 while thghést was 0.3224. This was due
to the high amounts of operating expenses andlitiabi which drained down the

amount of net income of the MFIs.
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5.3 Conclusion

The Objective of the study was to determine thati@hship between selected factors
and financial performance of microfinance instidn8 in Tanzania. The study
concentrated on the ten largest microfinance urgtits in terms of the number of
active clients and gross loan portfolio. The sansie of the study was 10 MFIs with
a span of five years from 2008-2012. The institgiincluded 2 community banks, 2

commercial banks and 6 NGOs.

The findings of the study show that the financiatfprmance of the MFIs reviewed
was low. This low financial performance was dugh® low profit margin. From the
analysis the lowest financial performance was @Bile the highest was 0.3604. This
shows that the performance was less than 0.5. Tdnerethe lowest MFI was
operating at 10% while the highest was at aroun®.3Bence the studied MFIs
operated at less than 50%. This was due to the dmigbunts of operating expenses

and liabilities which drained down the amount of ineome of the MFIs.

The findings of the study show a negative corretatibbetween the financial
performance and the debt ratio. There is a posttoreslation between the portfolio to
asset ratio and the financial performance. Theedsis a positive correlation between

operating expense ratio and the financial perfomaan

5.4 Limitations of the Study

The study intended to cover 42 microfinance ingths registered in Tanzania but
only ten largest MFIs managed to get responses.rddmon being most of the MFIs
were not regulated hence they feared giving out tireancial statements to avoid

market competition. Likewise other MFIs were locht® rural areas where the
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infrastructures could allow the research to easibch them. However; the response
from ten largest MFIs gives the overview picturdghad MFI industry in Tanzania.

Secondly, the study focused on microfinance insbifis in Tanzania. The results are
therefore applicable only to microfinance instibms sector in Tanzania and any
attempt to generalize findings to other firms adgsihis scope should be approached

with care.

5.5 Recommendations for Policy

The main aim of MFlIs is to provide access to finahempowerment to support self
employment and small enterprises. Thus, the follgwiecommendations are put
forward in order to improve the performance of MFIfie MFIs should lower their
interest rate to a level that would cover its opegaexpenses and at the same time
facilitate the growth of their clients’ business.

MFIs should consider the provision of long termnsdo their clients thus reducing
the frequency of repayment. MFIs should considdtirey up offices in the rural
areas. The MFIs have not been able to access tr@d aweas due to poor
infrastructure. Hence, efforts should be geareth&improvement of infrastructure
by the government thus providing an enabling emvirent for MFIs to operate. MFIs
should restructure their training contents to idelumproving their clients’ business
skills. They should organize regular business imgirfor their clients and qualified

training institutions should conduct this.

Finally most of the MFIs registered under Tanzaagsociation of microfinance
institution are not regulated which gave problemsieétermining their performance.
Therefore, i recommend that TAMFI should make stivat all its members are

regulated in order to be able to monitor their ficial performances.
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5.6 Suggestions for Further Research

As the interest rates have been observed to beéaiseroblem, there is a need to
conduct a study to determine rates that would cftethe operating expenses of

MFIs and at the same time facilitate the growtltheir clients’ business.

There is a need to conduct a comparative studydstwnember based MFIs Savings
and Credit Cooperative Societies (SACCOS) in ran@las and MFIs operating in
urban areas. This would delineate the rural-urktamctire of MFIs operations in

terms of financial innovations.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: List of MFIsregistered by TAMFI

. Arusha Community Initiative Support Trust
. African Microfinance

. Akiba Commercial Bank Bank

. Better Life for Tanzanians Trust Fund

. CARITAS Dar es Salaam

. CRDB Microfinance Services Company Ltd
. Changamoto Life Preservation Fund

. Dar es Salaam Community Bank

. Ecumenical Church Loan Fund Tanzania

Facilitation for Integrated Development andi&ebervices
Fanikiwa Microfinance Company

F&K

Foundation for International Community Assis&anzania
First Micro insurance Agency

Global Associates

Jiajiri Microfinance

K-FINANCE

Mama Bahati Foundation

Mbinga Community Bank

Mtoni Lutheran Church Saccos

Mufindi Community Bank

Mwanga Community Bank

Oiko Credit
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24. Opportunity International Tanzania

25. Pastoral Activities and Services for peopldwitDS Dar es Salaam Archdiocese
26. Presidential Trust Fund

27. Promotion of Rural Initiative and Developmé&miterprise
28. Rural Financial Services Program Service Pergid

29. Same Kaya Saccos

30. Small Enterprise Development Agency

31. Small Entrepreneurs Loans Facility Project

32. Small Industries Development Organization

33. Tanzania Womens Bank

34. Tujijenge Afrika

35. Tujijenge Microfinance Limited

36. Tujijenge Tanzania Limited

37. Tunakopesha Limited

38. Umoja Saccos

39. Vicoba Microfinance Limited

40. Victoria Microfinance

41. Youth Self Employment Foundation

42. Women Entrepreneurship Development Trust Fund
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Appendix 2: Data Collection

Table 1: Collected Data of MFIswith Duration Of Five Years Each

MFI

Y ear

Net
Income

Asset

Liabilities

Gross
Loan
Portfolio

Operating
Expense

CRDB

2008

249130070

1912132000

170125123

197625276

18990127

2009

274259000

1950122000

172208012

205671220

21196954

2010

341025000

2513561574

212226311

221234159

25406987

2011

376990090

2824941105

237331020

316875121

40066751

2012

498310500

3041121171

251186513

334328118

44738428

SELFINA

2008

1.346E+09

1.2575E+10

2199201901

3968971484

861199205

2009

1.606E+09

1.3459E+10

3778114293

4000755675

890777853

2010

1.857E+09

1.4214E+10

3978275895

4545660000

1.097E+09

2011

2.057E+09

2.0565E+10

5014907841

4981789201

1.696E+09

2012

2.318E+09

3.7049E+10

5599466713

5000000000

1.807E+09

PTF

2008

853523796

310122155%

790118281

1278448900

160908172

2009

971004755

3234836644

820224489

1495613245

138877004

2010

1.227E+09

3405795595

898431347

1667711887

197586824

2011

171636031

4605146313

901812111

1814349376

220819297

2012

1.301E+09

4798201841

940554690

1934424523

256686923

YOSEFO

2008

940224481

2849118294

1787288118

2900880787

880213581

2009

968193567

3519281266

1990271867

3000155200

885964108

2010

980418291

4004861988

2118219992

3302457675

918402215

2011

1.195E+09

4622565871

2636727076

3481568791

940093208

2012

1.979E+09

6302858243

3553375425

3516132881

1.451E+09

FINCA

2008

1.448E+09

1.3708E+10

2256888000

4012356367

874598800
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2009| 1.768E+09| 1.447E+10] 3851650097 4168054078 902371100
2010| 1.856E+09| 1.5101E+10 4056980905 4632167400 1.144E+09
2011| 2.167E+09| 2.1444E+10 5132433340 5010055009 1.738E+09
2012| 2.455E+09| 3.8412E+10 5642130079 5123500000 1.954E+09
Akiba 2008| 1.191E+09| 5.5446E+10 4.0189E+10 3.7708E+10 9293487
2009| 1.347E+09| 6.1395E+10 4.4817E+10 4.0078E+10 9443779
2010| 1.051E+09| 7.7343E+10 5.3422E+10 4.2889E+10 13252534
2011| 1.381E+09| 8.0439E+10 6.1395E+10 4.5482E+10 16330826
2012| 1.804E+09| 8.2672E+10 7.7343E+10 4.8101E+10 20646782
Pride 2008| 41927294 165429314 17812240, 158817826 5764698
2009| 45243557 199218781 20087014, 161242949 6278952
2010| 48781800, 2267532760 23723645 182762249 8547047
2011| 50498201 277136419 28588778 204785824 12787992
2012| 54413241 307481625 31573840 229443890 14481243
MBF 2008| 80941493 530304064 7688910| 364678359 78981244
2009| 102929902 418467443 10181210, 388451239 78574892
2010| 103246878 500541678 12781871 401092654 80914584
2011 | 150499251 540888687 16558185 420179855 80460047
2012| 180584892 560112423 18642700 436681600 80678982
NMB 2008 | 1.556E+09| 1.4201E+10 2343315441 4145076500 882383290
2009| 1.86E+09| 1.5233E+10 3922037700 4259029420 911842850
2010| 1.921E+09] 1.638E+10| 4121176500 4710033700 1.211E+09
2011| 2.213E+09| 2.2283E+10 5299618033 5139554350 1.858E+09
2012| 2.522E+09| 3.9355E+10 5768996421 5269065400 2.002E+09
DCB 2008| 42435300 175945096 16134200 164599000 5811260
2009| 46339600, 202566890 21367689 173561090 6360035
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2010| 49700445 233456977, 24128600 193015569 8600000
2011| 51266110 284567000 29665811 210018800 13167900
2012| 55254700 313435690 32410680 232841900 15456487
Mbinga 2008 | 1.039E+09| 9690453500 1867807800 3669023150 830094298
2009| 1.345E+09| 1.0378E+10 3468080700 3712368070 862345900
2010| 1.546E+09| 1.1567E+10 3669877590 4238978688 979465450
2011| 1.735E+09| 1.6003E+10 4723476530 4623167070 1.36E+09
2012| 2.03E+09| 3.4456E+10 5234580760 4755678900 1.557E+09
African
Microfinance 2008| 98645611 675764832 564978644 379300195 46419785
2009| 111658031 897219085 563876980 426932310 51532961
2010| 148843780 1034197460 864403745 556328700 61098450
2011| 173098392 1255307113 1089765512 728141510 68984270
2012| 273601124 1905163271 1695907900 1001870943 80045420
Better Life
Trust Fund 2008| 89414361 621447912 534868812 362753140 44071640
2009| 99026040, 695135615 595020431 389188475 51703295
2010| 119793945 863807600 725115098 479838110 59316721
2011| 143189423 958636341 804768810 608861807 61787821
2012| 175542030 1100109911 915404867, 662007910 69719643
Mwanga CB 2008 | 200141620 1836316800 1645081762 936412334 48523345
2009| 238457872 2169240786 1937411239 954311593 51423714
2010| 370631170 3231124874 2758081213 1383092512 55498401
2011| 409417390 3674401653 3176512920 1973713650 58302311
2012| 622016113 4617381231 4037912035 2299750646 79234418
Changamoto 2008| 28802344 131432590 115202150 86245533 83471230
2009| 32007955 153258752 131115739 100731198 91206743
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2010| 36493261 197109854 166189100 117302129 102721354
2011| 51764950, 215618967 219323145 154272060 168312245
2012| 75884031 345903531 300351607 196148650 190682324
FIDRS 2008| 67412846 465719834 381156472 363750211 55206129
2009| 79156290 689933109 597262340 453523870 69033614
2010| 103120045 1047937100 900262391 667406708 87416450
2011| 151072100 1531681052 1388317450 981256834 115912543
2012| 220941287 1800159230 1642719045 1063038755 117937715
Fanikiwa 2008| 44172354 3637217420 297326120 197483204 18900235
2009| 49532670 366571535 293756133 205643197 21930511
2010 65026339 453042990 358399716 221275893 21930511
2011 73617581 539403571 443663107, 316881344 40012550
2012| 107048260 640700126 522954954 334385510 44790480
F&K 2008| 143485012 1204901238 1035915961 454234705 22919602
2009| 175288456| 1539527864 1332632011 563135255 25026575
2010| 204491128 1967112401 1699159646 601199982 27919014
2011| 234361140 2335280525 1997423102 733412411 29517141
2012| 302517813 2487719220 2081337453 1013221318 34024823
First
Microfinance 2008 | 23914739 228921129 134544148 135550261 11628194
2009| 29153788 305269514 207072131 141383056 14862117
2010| 60291235 455811816 342027067] 95348323 17114224
2011| 718439111 503017745 374022032 167544332 19125638
2012 96174288 622052413 483516556 101948276 24023912
Global
Associates 2008| 16371478 81843395 65130575 69554361 3958472
2009| 14217412 79885321 67361582 12616370 5206617
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2010| 18259374 80194170] 70703041 16923256 8131821
2011| 22453660 93194639 82732997 21380009 8513456
2012| 27308674 95848143 84747813 24514343 7121339
Jigjiri
Microfinance 2008| 98125328 538183146 216409167, 241308543 54222518
2009| 75904360 491128204 176417166 212184327 55782117
2010| 192106244 1726140111 703546138 395511146 22819130
2011| 152121371 2070337710 543119533 390511537 20311976
2012| 367236149 3483541165 1386192183 1431172694 25814139
K-Finance 2008| 36922118 449117037, 387352362 105815032 14719715
2009| 44626217 465259614 391225916 132191775 16429417
2010| 48515239 542615123 452948571 165042674 17119519
2011| 57274146 586128110 479815579 223092541 19126104
2012| 92510423 701182491 566664125 346120515 19571126
Mtoni
Lutheran 2008| 55429378 4753522121 383451149 184587301 13313478
2009| 49781152 513724734 402957228 217365256 14308572
2010| 52562182 620702833 491871365 217002101 18439100
2011| 77651027 746461271 595341192 283233717 20012250
2012| 112255231 695801635 522332434 231831219 22681079
A.CIST 2008| 44112912 363195073 297015157, 197621324 18923877
2009| 49561723 366517789 2937222320 205615518 21931124
2010| 65013491 453051866 358353408 221212812 21931124
2011| 73666220 539453421 443620534 316821550 40016021
2012| 107016065 640727043 522917413 334314415 44710173
Oiko credit 2008| 45172294 366568090 314684562 262531156 11201010
2009| 53591281 440091723 365901315 250681302 13591285
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2010 70197171 625521096 495721210 364041474 16274187
2011| 91392106 766903111 630477689 475753867 19271699
2012| 131151483 915201095 749291790 559872291 24482069

Opportunity

Inter national 2008| 61034919 655716471 578320821 224644848 24443717
2009| 69122747 733910624 638124236 227417717 24613974
2010 66331104 812729519 700916171 233412260 26021512
2011| 74170942 872211703 744234408 276510405 29355106
2012| 117827363 970233920 817212132 242350128 30228350

Mufindi CB 2008 | 153321380 1424765005 1064294191 116902410 74310641
2009| 203117716 1823911207 1416618020 155561065 79813455
2010| 273106051 2932640130 2505685551 202279705 79813455
2011 | 375314462 3197234273 2719033193 258431157 103099804
2012| 534911700 4011991300 3340216210 309107099 112315330

PASADA 2008| 20005130 199451020 168695108 99362113 5871069
2009| 23731745 237002463 206351280 110896157 6631224
2010| 31131318 324441107, 285461095 152812290 8821980
2011| 38837097 351851137 314421317, 189481381 10091217
2012| 60001439 434632116 392881346 218114777 11801745

Promotion Of

Rural

Initiative 2008| 11745118 99022139 87521424 44551253 5025936
2009| 14330140 123783833 109861010 57591143 5159404
2010| 15679211 142746197, 122415127] 61232548 6022119
2011| 18206729 164121514 143611774 96875357 7383995
2012| 26446635 195431820 164890145 113781121 8563015

Same Saccos 2008| 17562157 143661099 125861033 93946856 9351146
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2009| 23152110/ 183311511 164661292 98495104 11482939
2010| 31522139 209441406/ 189201376 107411787 14061033
2011| 20341478 146302139 130951561 77171099 8201182
2012 26671222 171501190 146462254 91652635 8791355
SEDA 2008 7532776| 55581608 47234451 42783355 2282614
2009 8233246 67781751 59052726/ 46602615 2073178
2010 9741285 55231144 70837327 48231144 2964017
2011| 11442874 88361115 77714066 66402776 3291608
2012| 17514020, 117453458 105521014 77181219 3861775
SEL F-Project 2008 2521852 50000000 37271015 18321766 6102483
2009 6279447 77496103 65991752 49512512 7524409
2010 8531109| 95941482 83701152 62971615 7873727
2011| 12251153] 129153613 115966388 74996425 8661613
2012| 17522089 135626124 120017382 95791178 10161919
SIDO 2008 5732809| 43291227 39059163 28542749 2261055
2009 6581210 54991663 50092177 33341088 2491266
2010| 11791419 82092491 74072032 45897204 1432195
2011| 14076428 107891789 97723919 66621185 4361303
2012| 19831647 117721007] 105873164 69751789 4451175
CARITAS
Dar 2008 7184309| 59382551 53304241 36274127 2941423
2009 8623181 69141273 60581822 37933761 3232457
2010| 14944230 102344511 88941494 50741825 3814511
2011| 13356712 118461740 102681160 64742797 3925230
2012| 18223724 122800218 105056136 56185205 4641802
Tujijenge
Africa 2008| 15452520 81842911 70553649 61811946| 13151053
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2009| 16371179 71364093 60301216 53661485 13626181
2010| 14311156 76701015 65131841 59763308 10851158
2011| 18252710 93191647 79885436 72322245 10691103
2012| 22451568 95461708 80192107 75531310, 11101789

Umoja Saccos 2008 6441515| 64944027 52621016 35521523 1863669
2009 7672536 81099319 67411218 49221171 2971212
2010 9561740| 1064511620 91525425 57105796 2471038
2011| 11514769 115233876 99611317 63581454 2661009
2012| 15371073| 134171418 117831558 74281287 2562874

Tanzania

Womens

Bank 2008| 59321015 561468660 491257324 346126528 18681015
2009| 80121239 666791214 585911108 428344882 27627925
2010| 102509453 836008451 733406747 526401336 36712360
2011| 89271542 774484696 670812577 516042374 26957226
2012| 145697633 945127704 796331109 608625932 30632124

Victoria

Microfinance 2008| 14000000 34149072 32211475 23601441 1651991
2009 1426171 33645740 25441711 18681015 1981339
2010 1651208 47621007 39681218 27627925 2302030
2011 1661053 72871401 15882094 24626181 2071039
2012 2201415 72878291 17461444, 30851158 2581147

Tujijenge

Microfinance 2008 5462163| 44092903 37343316| 23734670 2551147
2009 5081884 44612991 37361823 28123345 2695182
2010| 10244117 103958925 94931586 53862563 5922700
2011| 14269488 129272305 117232065 69968281 6731426
2012 20651015 141092400 133871022 80023423 10227166
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Tujijenge

Tanznaialtd 2008 2811083] 16391819 12281141 14852112 1536217
2009 2721248| 15964122 11341517 11951399 1615167
2010 2711000 18745256 12781083 14267013 1861978
2011 3601032 23162803 16041547 19212495 2151783
2012 6732177| 25845462 16681080, 21771118 4043880
Tunakopesha 2008 2288330, 31801295 24051379 8772814 3162581
2009 3432438| 44525940, 37892348 « 23115611 4251094
2010 5466344 63801961 58152319 29932467 6341460
2011 9091718 87401147 79041008 42951198 6962286
2012| 12848511 99593162 88811916 55451082 7982311
WEDTF 2008 4841644| 44601019 36972841 27853430 4410233
2009 6131926 51301560 41961353 31741644 4410233
2010 7372168 62151882 51122678 34851065 5582621
2011 8712388| 76452060, 63931495 41101270 9317316
2012| 15024284 103231187] 82874015 52911717 9841971
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Appendix 3: Data Analysis

Table 2. Ratios Results

MFI YEAR X1 X2 X3
CRDB 2008| 0.1303 0.089| 0.1033] 0.0961
2009| 0.1406| 0.0883] 0.1055| 0.1031
2010| 0.1357, 0.0844 0.088| 0.1148
2011| 0.1335 0.084| 0.1122| 0.1264
2012| 0.1639, 0.0826 0.12| 0.1338
SELFINA 2008 0.107 0.175| 0.3156 0.217
2009| 0.1193| 0.2807| 0.2973] 0.2226
2010| 0.1306 0.28| 0.3198] 0.2413
2011 0.1| 0.2439, 0.2422| 0.3405
2012| 0.0626, 0.1511 0.135| 0.3615
PTF 2008| 0.2752| 0.2548| 0.4122] 0.1259
2009 0.3| 0.2536| 0.4623| 0.0929
2010| 0.3604, 0.2638 0.49| 0.1185
2011} 0.0373, 0.1958 0.394| 0.1217
2012) 0.2711 0.196/ 0.4031| 0.1327
YOSEFO 2008| 0.2672) 0.6273] 1.0182| 0.3034
2009| 0.2751] 0.5655| 0.8525| 0.2953
2010| 0.2448 0.523| 0.8246| 0.2781
2011| 0.2585 0.57| 0.7532 0.27
2012 0.314] 0.5638| 0.5579| 0.4126
FINCA 2008| 0.1056, 0.1646| 0.2927 0.218
2009| 0.1221 0.2662] 0.2881| 0.2165
2010| 0.1229| 0.2687| 0.3068 0.247
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2011 0.1011] 0.2393] 0.2336] 0.3469
2012| 0.0639, 0.1469] 0.1333| 0.3814
Akiba 2008| 0.0215, 0.7248 0.68| 0.00024
2009| 0.0219 0.73| 0.6528| 0.00023
2010| 0.0136] 0.6907; 0.5545| 0.0003
2011] 0.0172] 0.7632] 0.5654| 0.00036
2012| 0.0218] 0.9356; 0.5818| 0.00043
Pride 2008| 0.2534, 0.1076 0.96| 0.0362
2009| 0.2271] 0.1008] 0.8094| 0.0389
2010| 0.2151, 0.1046 0.806| 0.0468
2011 0.1822] 0.1031] 0.7389| 0.0624
2012 0.177| 0.1026] 0.7462| 0.0631
MBF 2008| 0.1526| 0.0145;] 0.6877| 0.2166
2009 0.246| 0.0243| 0.9283| 0.2023
2010| 0.2063| 0.0255] 0.8013] 0.2017
2011 0.2782, 0.0306] 0.7768| 0.1914
2012| 0.3224| 0.0333] 0.7796| 0.1848
NMB 2008| 0.1016 0.165 0.292| 0.2129
2009| 0.1221| 0.2575] 0.2796| 0.2141
2010| 0.1173] 0.2516; 0.2875| 0.2572
2011| 0.0993| 0.2378] 0.2306] 0.3616
2012| 0.0641, 0.1466| 0.1339 0.38
DCB 2008| 0.2412| 0.0917; 0.9355| 0.0353
2009| 0.2288| 0.1055| 0.8568| 0.0366
2010| 0.2129| 0.1034| 0.8268| 0.0446
2011| 0.1802, 0.1042 0.738| 0.0627

58




2012| 0.1763| 0.1034| 0.7429| 0.0664
Mbinga 2008| 0.1072) 0.1927| 0.3786| 0.2262
2009| 0.1296, 0.2998] 0.3577| 0.2323
2010, 0.1336| 0.3173| 0.3665| 0.2311
2011 0.1084| 0.2952] 0.2889| 0.2942
2012| 0.0589| 0.1519 0.138| 0.3273
African
Microfinance 2008 0.146| 0.8361| 0.5613| 0.1224
2009| 0.1244, 0.6285| 0.4783| 0.1207
2010| 0.1439| 0.8358| 0.5379| 0.1098
2011 0.139| 0.8681] 0.5801| 0.0947
2012| 0.1436| 0.8902| 0.5259| 0.0799
Better Life
Trust Fund 2008| 0.1439| 0.8607| 0.5837| 0.1215
2009| 0.1425 0.856| 0.5599| 0.1328
2010, 0.1387| 0.8394| 0.5555| 0.1236
2011 0.1494| 0.8395| 0.6351| 0.1014
2012| 0.1596, 0.8321] 0.6018| 0.1053
Mwanga CB 2008 0.109| 0.8959| 0.5099| 0.0518
2009 0.12| 0.8931] 0.4399| 0.0539
2010| 0.1147) 0.8536] 0.4281| 0.0401
2011| 0.1114| 0.8645| 0.5372| 0.0295
2012| 0.1347| 0.8745| 0.4981| 0.0345
Changamoto 2008| 0.1347, 0.8765| 0.6562| 0.9678
2009| 0.2088| 0.8555| 0.6572| 0.9054
2010| 0.1851 0.8431] 0.5951| 0.8757
2011 0.2401| 1.0171] 0.7155 1.091
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2012| 0.2194, 0.8683] 0.5671 0.9721
FIDRS 2008| 0.1447| 0.8184 0.781] 0.1518
2009| 0.1147) 0.8657| 0.6573| 0.1522
2010, 0.0984| 0.8591| 0.6369| 0.1301
2011| 0.0986, 0.9064| 0.6406| 0.1181
2012| 0.1227) 0.9125] 0.5905| 0.1109
Fanikiwa 2008| 0.1214| 0.8175 0.543| 0.0957
2009, 0.1351, 0.8014 0.561| 0.1066
2010| 0.1435| 0.7911] 0.4884| 0.0991
2011 0.1365| 0.8225] 0.5875| 0.1262
2012 0.1671, 0.8162] 0.5219| 0.1339
F&K 2008| 0.1191, 0.8598 0.377| 0.0505
2009| 0.1139| 0.8656| 0.3658| 0.0444
2010 0.104| 0.8638| 0.3056| 0.0464
2011| 0.1004| 0.8553] 0.3141] 0.0402
2012| 0.1216, 0.8366] 0.4073| 0.0336
First
Microfinance 2008| 0.1045| 0.5877| 0.5921| 0.0858
2009, 0.0955| 0.6783| 0.4631| 0.1051
2010| 0.1322| 0.7504| 0.2092| 0.1795
2011 0.1428| 0.7436 0.331] 0.1142
2012| 0.1546, 0.7773] 0.1639| 0.2356
Global
Associates 2008 0.2| 0.7958| 0.8498| 0.0569
2009| 0.1992| 0.8432] 0.1579| 0.4127
2010| 0.2381| 0.8816 0.211] 0.4805
2011 0.2409, 0.8877| 0.2294| 0.3982
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2012| 0.2849| 0.8842| 0.2558| 0.2905
Jigjiri
Microfinance 2008| 0.1823| 0.4021| 0.4484| 0.2247
2009| 0.1546| 0.3592 0.432| 0.2629
2010| 0.1113| 0.4076| 0.2245| 0.0577
2011| 0.0745| 0.2623| 0.1886 0.052
2012| 0.1054| 0.3979| 0.4108 0.018
K-Finance 2008| 0.0822| 0.8625| 0.2356] 0.1391
2009 0.01, 0.8409| 0.2841] 0.0125
2010| 0.0894| 0.8347| 0.3042| 0.1037
2011| 0.0977| 0.8186| 0.3806| 0.0857
2012| 0.1319| 0.8081| 0.4936| 0.2765
Mtoni
Lutheran 2008| 0.1166| 0.8067, 0.3883| 0.0072
2009| 0.0969| 0.7844| 0.4231| 0.0658
2010| 0.0847| 0.7924| 0.3496 0.085
2011 0.104| 0.7976] 0.3794| 0.0707
2012| 0.1613| 0.7569| 0.3332| 0.0978
AC.I.ST 2008| 0.1215| 0.8178| 0.5441| 0.0958
2009| 0.1352| 0.8014 0.561| 0.1067
2010| 0.1435 0.791| 0.4883| 0.0991
2011| 0.1366| 0.8224| 0.5873| 0.1263
2012 0.167| 0.8161] 0.5218| 0.1337
Oiko credit 2008| 0.1232] 0.8585| 0.7162| 0.0427
2009| 0.1218| 0.8314 0.57| 0.0542
2010| 0.1122| 0.7925 0.582| 0.0447
2011| 0.1192| 0.8221| 0.6204| 0.0405
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2012| 0.1433| 0.8187| 0.6117| 0.0437

Opportunity

I nter national 2008| 0.0931 0.882| 0.3426/ 0.1088
2009| 0.0942| 0.8695| 0.3099| 0.1082
2010| 0.0816| 0.8624| 0.2872| 0.1115
2011 0.085| 0.8533 0.317| 0.1062
2012| 0.1214| 0.8423| 0.2498| 0.1247

Mufindi CB 2008| 0.1076| 0.7469 0.082| 0.6357
2009| 0.1114| 0.7767| 0.8529| 0.5131
2010| 0.0931| 0.8544| 0.0689| 0.3945
2011| 0.1174| 0.8504| 0.0808| 0.3946
2012| 0.1333| 0.8326 0.077| 0.3634

PASADA 2008| 0.1003| 0.8458| 0.4982| 0.0591
2009| 0.1001| 0.8707| 0.4679| 0.0598
2010 0.096/ 0.8799 0.471| 0.0577
2011| 0.1104| 0.8936| 0.5385| 0.0533
2012| 0.1381 0.9039| 0.5018| 0.0541

Promotion

Of Rural

Initiative 2008| 0.1186| 0.8839| 0.4499| 0.1128
2009| 0.1158| 0.8875| 0.4652| 0.0896
2010| 0.1098| 0.8576 0.429| 0.0983
2011| 0.1109 0.875| 0.5903| 0.0762
2012| 0.1353| 0.8437| 0.5822| 0.0753

Same Saccos 2008| 0.1222] 0.8761] 0.6539| 0.0995
2009| 0.1263| 0.8983| 0.5373| 0.1166
2010| 0.1505| 0.9043| 0.5128| 0.1309
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2011 0.139| 0.8951| 0.5274| 0.1063
2012| 0.1555 0.854| 0.5344| 0.0959

SEDA 2008| 0.1355| 0.8499| 0.7697| 0.0534
2009| 0.1215| 0.8712| 0.6875| 0.0444
2010| 0.1213 0.882| 0.8733| 0.0615
2011 0.1295, 0.8795| 0.7515| 0.0496
2012| 0.1491| 0.8984| 0.6571 0.05

SELF-

Proj ect 2008| 0.0504| 0.7454| 0.3664| 0.3331
2009 0.081) 0.8515| 0.6389 0.152
2010, 0.0889| 0.8724| 0.6564 0.125
2011 0.0949| 0.8979| 0.5807| 0.1155
2012| 0.1292| 0.8849] 0.7062| 0.1061

SIDO 2008| 0.1324, 0.9022] 0.6593| 0.0792
2009, 0.1197, 0.9109| 0.6063| 0.0747
2010| 0.1436, 0.9023] 0.5591| 0.0312
2011 0.1305| 0.9058| 0.6175| 0.0655
2012| 0.1685| 0.8994| 0.5925| 0.0638

CARITAS

Dar 2008 0.121| 0.8976] 0.6109| 0.0811
2009| 0.1247) 0.8762] 0.5486| 0.0852
2010 0.146 0.869| 0.4958| 0.0752
2011| 0.1128, 0.8668] 0.5465| 0.0606
2012| 0.1484| 0.8555| 0.4575| 0.0826

Tujijenge

Africa 2008| 0.1888 0.861| 0.4575| 0.2128
2009| 0.2294 0.845] 0.7519| 0.2539
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2010, 0.1866] 0.8492| 0.7791] 0.1815
2011 0.1959| 0.8572| 0.7761] 0.1478
2012| 0.2352 0.84| 0.7912 0.147

Umoja

Saccos 2008| 0.0992, 0.8103 0.547| 0.0525
2009, 0.0946/ 0.8312| 0.6069| 0.0604
2010| 0.0898| 0.8598| 0.5365| 0.0433
2011 0.0999, 0.8644| 0.5518| 0.0419
2012| 0.1146| 0.8782| 0.5536| 0.0345

TWB 2008| 0.1057 0.875| 0.6165 0.054
2009| 0.1202| 0.8787| 0.6524| 0.0645
2010| 0.1226) 0.8773] 0.6297| 0.0697
2011| 0.1153, 0.8661] 0.6663| 0.0522
2012 0.1542) 0.8426 0.644| 0.0503

Victoria

Microfinance 2008 0.42| 0.9433| 0.6911 0.07
2009| 0.0424, 0.7561] 0.5552| 0.1061
2010| 0.0347, 0.8333] 0.5802| 0.0833
2011| 0.0228, 0.2179] 0.3379| 0.0841
2012| 0.0302| 0.2396| 0.4233| 0.0837

Tujijenge

Microfinance 2008| 0.1239| 0.8469| 0.5383] 0.1075
2009| 0.1139| 0.8375| 0.6304| 0.0958
2010, 0.0985/ 0.9132] 0.5181| 0.1099
2011 0.1103| 0.9067| 0.5968| 0.0962
2012| 0.1464| 0.9488| 0.5672| 0.1278

Tujijenge

Tanznaialtd 2008| 0.1715| 0.7492| 0.9061| 0.1034
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2009| 0.1705| 0.7104| 0.7486| 0.0953
2010| 0.1446, 0.6818] 0.7611| 0.1305
2011 0.1555| 0.6925] 0.8295| 0.1119
2012| 0.2605| 0.6454| 0.8424| 0.1857
Tunakopesha 2008| 0.0719, 0.7563] 0.2758| 0.3605
2009| 0.0771 0.851| 0.5191] 0.1839
2010| 0.0857| 0.9114| 0.4691] 0.2118
2011 0.104| 0.9043| 0.4914| 0.1621
2012 0.129| 0.8917| 0.5568| 0.1439
WEDTF 2008| 0.1086 0.829| 0.6245| 0.1583
2009| 0.1195 0.817| 0.6187| 0.1389
2010| 0.1186| 0.8225| 0.5607| 0.1602
2011 0.114] 0.8362| 0.5376| 0.2267
2012| 0.1456, 0.8362| 0.5126 0.186
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Appendix 4: Regression

Table 3.Summary Descriptive Statisticsfor the Variables

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Y 210 0.1411019 | 0.0761258 | 0.01 0.7709
X1 210 0.6714286 | 0.2927701 | 0.0145 1.0171
X2 210 0.5132843 | 0.2027729 | 0.0689 1.0182
X3 210 0.1569103 | 0.1651608 | 0.00023 1.091
Table 4. ANOVA
Sour ce SS df MS
M odel 0.219099227 3 0.073033076
Residual 0.992083092 206 0.004815937
Total 1.21118232 209 .@05795131
Number of obs F( 3, 201) Prob > F| R-squared Adj R-squared Root MSE
210 15.16 0.0000 | 0.1809 0.1690 0.0694
Table 5.Regression Results
Y | Coef. Std. Err. |t P>|t| | [95% Conf. Interval]
X1 | -0.0466325 0.016559 | -2.82| 0.005| -0.0792794 -0.0139857
X2 |0.1389001 | 0.0241908 5.74 | 0.000| 0.0912068 | 0.1865933
X3 | 0.1063929 | 0.029455 | 3.61 | 0.000| 0.0483209 | 0.1644648
_cons | 0.084423 | 0.01750834.82 | 0.000| 0.0499045| 0.1189415
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