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Abstract
This paper sought the analysis of microfinance institutions outreach on the realization of economic pillar of vision
2030.Microfinance institution outreach in this study is checked in terms of breadth and depth. In line with
economic pillars for vision 2030, MFIs are vital in advancing credit to the communities which are financially
constrained but have feasible, practicable and promising investment business ideas. This study was carried in
Kakamega County which has very high level of poverty. This study adopted Cross-sectional research design and
correlation design. The target population in this study consist of businesses deriving their capital from 15 microfinance institutions both small scale and medium scale, Employees of MFIs comprising of branch manager, credit
officer, risk officers and operational manager. The results indicated that MFI outreach had a statistically significant
influence on the realization of vision 2030 in Kakamega. The study concluded that MFI outreach had significant
positive influence on the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030
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1. Introduction
The social obligation of MFI is to make financial services available to the poor through outreach programmes.
MFI outreach is defined in terms of breadth and depth of financial services advance to their clients. According to
Jay (2010) outreach is central in MFIs activities as its outlines its vision in improving lives of its clients. In line
with economic pillars for vision 2030, MFIs are vital in advancing credit to the communities which are financially
constrained but have feasible, practicable and promising investment business ideas. Increasing MFI outreach
results to providing credits to many clients who start various income generating activities while at the same time
MFIs enjoy economies of scales translating to MFI growth and sustainability. However, this requires adequate
funding to facilitate reaching to communities where poverty is prevalent with aim of improving their socioeconomic status. It’s worthwhile to examine the influence of MFI outreach in the realization of vision 2030.
2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW
Extending microfinance services to underserved people who are been locked out by formal financial institutions
is classified as outreach. Microfinance outreach is vital on the realization of economic growth and development as
it extends financial services to unbanked population for the purpose of income generating activities. Outreach is
central in microfinance activities because it defines the visions of MFIs in improving lives of its clients especially
the poor. Outreach is determined by how far microfinance as a financial institution has gone to reach those who
have been denied formal financial services. The availability of financial services acts as a buffer for sudden
emergence business risk, seasonal shrimps or events such as flood or a death in the family that can push a poor
family into destitution (Chu, 2008).
According to Lafourcade et al. (2005) the two most common aspects of microfinance outreach are depth and
breadth. Depth of outreach is the socio-economic level of MFIs client and it represents the poverty of clients been
served by a Microfinance institutions. Breadth is the count of clients served by the MFI and the volume of services
in offered in term of total saving and outstanding portfolio. The proponent of MFI outreach should have the
mechanism and ability to cover remote and poor areas with aim of promoting unemployed population to create
and develop various projects for incoming generating (Malkawi and Atoom, 2011).
The proponents of MFI depth is that the principal aim of MFIs is to serve poor individuals who are omitted
from commercial banks credit thus depth is vital for achieving microfinance social objectives of poverty alleviation.
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Depth of outreach accords the gain from microcredit a given borrower from society stands to benefit as a result
using micro credit product and services. Proponents of MFI breadth indicated that MFIs should have large scale
coverage so that they have wider audience for loans and other financial services. The breadth would make
differences in term of poverty level that can be tracked by loans disbursed, saving volume and active numbers of
opened accounts (Navajas, Schreiner, Meyer, & Gonzalez-Vega, 2000). However, shallow depth of MFI can be
offset by breadth through the spillover effects. Zeller and Johannsson (2006) revealed that the spillovers are
revealed through improved standard living of family members and employment opportunities in the society created
by income generating activities by the beneficiaries of micro credit products and services.
Other outreach aspects derived from breadth and depth are worth of outreach, length of outreach, scope of
outreach and cost of outreach. The worth of outreach is the willingness of borrower to pay for MFI services. Cost
of outreach is the cost such as interest rates and expenses such as transports, food, stationery and taxes a borrower
incurs in acquiring a loan product from MFIs (Meyer, 2002). These aspects are related MFI depth of outreach as
cost and worth of loan product indirectly influence socio-economic status of borrowers.
Various authors have used different proxies for MFI depth of outreach unlike breadth of outreach. Bereket
and Lalitha (2009) and Chemining’wa (2013) used average loan size while Lalitha (2009) used number of active
borrowers. Kidzuga (2013) used number of branches and percentage of women borrowers and Magiri (2014) used
the net worth of borrowers. Iftekhar et al. (2014) in their study used depth as average loan balance per borrower
per GNI per capita. This enables comparison on how microfinance institutions have an effect on national income
distribution. According to MIX (2014), loans with outstanding balance below 20% per capita GNI is a suggestion
that borrowers are very poor. According to Quayes (2012), the poverty level of borrower defines the depth of
outreach and the income of the borrowers must be assessed. This has led to Copestake (2007) criticizing previous
researcher on the outreach depth indicators. According to him, no available data has been collected on the average
loan balance per the MFI borrower then divided by gross national income. Therefore, this study used depth of MFI
outreach by considering the GNI so as to represent the poverty level of the borrowers and how far MFIs have
reached these borrowers.
Basing on the above outreach concepts, the microfinance institutions have the responsibility to reach out to
those individual who have been denied or locked out from formal financial services. In the realization of Economic
Pillars for Vision 2030, MFI have major responsibility through its outreach program to bring every citizen on
board. The output in term social value is its outreach to its clients not only to increase the number of clientele but
also to make a difference in their socio-economic status. These aspects of MFI outreach are interlinked as depth is
considered the social value of worth to certain group of borrowers minus cost to users. Breadth on the other hand
is the social value scope of MFI products which is discounted by the length of time required to acquire the products.
Therefore, MFIs outreach is weighted by its depth and summed across the breadth of its clients. Therefore in
examining the realization of Economic pillars for vision 2030, MFI outreach is inevitable indicators and in this
study found it necessary to assess its influences.
The above empirical studies have revealed that there are various gaps which this study sought the fill in the
relationship between MFI outreach and realization of vision 2030. The reviewed literatures has exposed significant
gaps to be filled; conceptually, contextually and theoretical. Contextually, most of the previous studies excluded
Kakamega County in their research and at the same time this study is grounded on economic pillar of vision 2030.
Further, some studies did not consider effect of outreach on MFIs supported business while they focused on
financial sustainability of MFIs. Conceptually, the concept of MFI outreach has elicited different approach in
proxy for depth of outreach. Some researchers have used number of women and average loan which other
researchers have point out some weakness. Therefore, this research, been based on economic pillar for vision 2030
applied average loan size per capita per GNI to determine depth of outreach.
Lastly, there is mixed outcome also in the theoretical aspect of MFI outreach which is considered social
mission of MFIs. Some of the researchers revealed that outreach increase the social welfare of the poor while other
researchers indicated it limits the ability of MFIs to effectively serve the poorest of poor. In relation to vision 2030,
there is need for MFIs to contribute to achievement of vision 2030 and at the same time the MFIs should be
sustainable for unforeseeable future. With various studies indicating tradeoff while other failing to identify tradeoff
between outreach and MFI performance, this study sought to identify the relation between MFI outreach and
realization of Vision 2030. Therefore assess the influence of MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of
vision 2030 with aim of testing the first research hypothesis which posits there is no significant relationship
between the MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030.
2.1 Poverty Lending Theory
The poverty lending theory focuses on reaching out to the poorest of the poor in the society whose main investment
is consumption rather than productivity (Honohan, 2004). This group of people requires financial assistance so as
to meet their basic needs such as health, education, and clothing among others. Any kind of credit extend will be
mainly used for household consumption instead of investment so as to generate return to service the debt
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(Rosenberg, 2003). However, modern MFIs in aim to increase repayment rate for the poorest of poor, they have
included auxiliary services such as training on basic business management skills, family planning and health,
farming techniques and other training which aims to reduce the community or group vulnerability to financial
shocks.
The proponents of Poverty Lending Theory lay a lot of emphasis on MFIs operation meeting their social
objectives rather than the source of funds. Therefore, this approach emphasizes on poverty alleviation, the number
of clients reached by the MFIs and the empowerment of poorest of the poor economically (Brau & Woller, 2004).
The target segment proposed by the proponents include slum dwellers, rural populations, youth, poor women as
well as other vulnerable groups who are excluded from formal lending. The critics of the theory argued focusing
on poorest sector of the markets results to high administration costs and inefficiency and there is need for external
support to sustain the MFIs (Paxton, 2002).
The theory in its entirety focuses on reaching out to the unbanked population regardless to the sustainability
of the MFIs. The outreach in this case is explained in terms of depth (Poverty) and breadth of outreach (number
of clients). Therefore, the theory guided the researcher in assessing the influence of MFI outreach on the realization
of economic pillar of vision 2030 as the main objective of MFIs is to offer credit services to unbanked group with
aim of alleviating them from poverty.
3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN
This study adopted Cross-sectional research design and correlation design. Cross sectional research design
provides a 'snapshot' of the outcome and the characteristics associated with it, at a specific point in time.
Correlation design was used in order to find the relationships among the different variables of interest.
Correlation design was used in this study.
This study was carried out in Kakamega County which is located in western province of Kenya. Headquarter
of this county is Kakamega town. The target population in this study consist of businesses deriving their capital
from 15 micro-finance institutions both small scale and medium scale, Employees of MFIs comprising of branch
manager, credit officer, risk officers and operational manager.
This research identified two-in-one aggregation or study groups; these are Microfinance Institutions (MFIs)
in Kakamega County of the Kenyan republic and the Microfinance Institutions (MFI) clients who are micro and
small enterprise operators, particularly those that have benefited at one time or the other from the financial and
non–financial services rendered by the MFI in Kakamega county. The study employed research questionnaires,
interviews, focus group discussions and document analysis as the main tools for collecting data.
3.1 Model Specification
The hypotheses were structured to ascertain the extent to which microfinance facilities can enhance the expansion
capacity of small business in the study. This was expressed as:
H01: There is no significant relationship between the MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of vision
2030.
H01 was modelled as:
EPV1 = α + β1OR1 + ε…………………………………………………………………….i
Where:
EPV = Economic Pillar of Vision 2030
α = regression constant derived from the y-intercept,
β1 to β13 = regression coefficients,
OR = MFI outreach,
ε = error term.
4.0 RESEARCH FINDINGS, ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION
4.1 Response Rate
Two set of questionnaires were administered to sample population consisting of MFI and their clients. Seventy
five questionnaires were administered to MFI branch manager, Operational manager, credit officers, Risk officers,
and sectional heads. Nine of the respondents failed to return leading to 88.0% response rate. Three hundred and
eighty four questionnaires were issued to client of sampled MFI. Three hundred and six were returned. The
response rate was 79.69%. Both questionnaires yielded over 60% of response rate which is satisfactorily according
to Mugenda and Mugenda (2008).
MFI outreach and the economic pillar of vision 2030
The objective of the paper was achieved through testing of the hypothesis: H01 There is no significant relationship
between the MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030. MFI outreach indicator was used
as independent variable while Economic Pillars in the Vision 2030 was used as dependent variable. Government
policy, Socio-economic factors and political environment were used as intervening variable and therefore their
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role in the relationship between MFI outreach and realization of Economic Pillar for Vision 2030 was also sought.
Regression and correlation analyses were done with 0.05 significance level and 95.0% confidence level. Secondary
data which comprised of audited financial records was used to depict trend in microfinance outreach in term of
depth, breadth and average loan size.
4.3.1 Descriptive Results: MFI Outreach
Descriptive measures included mean and standard deviation. Mean is a measure of central tendency used to
describe the most typical value in a set of values. Standard error of mean is a measure of reliability of the study
results. It is equal to the standard deviation of the population divided by the square root of the sample size
calculated as: SE= (SD) (of the population)/square root (n). Standard deviation shows how far the distribution is
from the mean. The statements were anchored on a five point Likert-type scale ranging from 1=strongly disagree
to 5= strongly agree and respondents from MFI institutions were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed
to the nine statements. The pertinent results are presented in Table 1.
Table 1: Descriptive Data for Outreach
Outreach and the realization of
SD
D (%) U (%)
A (%) SA
Mean Stdev
economic pillar of vision 2030
(%)
(%)
There has been increase customers base
2
0
34
24
6(9.09)
4.181 .83958
in our MFI leading to credit uptake.
(3.03) (0.0)
(51.52) (36.36)
More MFI branches has influenced
0
3
34
20
9(13.64)
4.075 .79053
growth in Trade/wholesale and retail
(0.0)
(4.55)
(51.52) (30.3)
My organization has sufficient staff to
0
1
11
41
13
4.000 .65633
serve customers adequately
(0.0)
(1.52)
(16.67)
(62.12) (19.7)
There has been increase in number of
2
0
9
35
20
4.075 .84691
loans given to customers.
(3.03) (0.0)
(13.64)
(53.03) (30.3)
Increased education and entrepreneurship 1
9
11
36
9
3.651 .93632
trainings
(1.52) (13.64) (16.67)
(54.55) (13.64)
Special loans products and services have
targeted marginal group such as women
0
2
10
36
18
4.060 .74170
and those excluded from conventional
(0.0)
(3.03)
(15.15)
(54.55) (27.27)
banking
There is unlimited withdrawal of savings 0
2
12
33
19
4.045 .77324
that fit with the demands of clients
(0.0)
(3.03)
(18.18)
(50)
(28.79)
Cost of products and services of MFIs to
1
7
12
34
12
the clients are affordable in term of both
3.742 .93333
(51.52) (18.18)
(1.52) (10.61) (18.18)
price costs and transaction costs.
Source: Field Data, 2016
The results in Table 1 reveal that majority of the respondents (87.88%) confirmed that there has been increase
customers base in their MFI leading to credit uptake as shown by 34(51.52%) of the respondents who agreed and
further 24(36.36%) who strongly agree (mean score=4.1818, SD=.83958). Increase in customer base is an
indication of increase in breadth of outreach of MFIs as more clients are able to access credit for various
investments. Likewise, more MFI branches has influenced growth in Trade/wholesale and retail in Kakamega
County as shown by 34(51.52%) of the respondents who agreed and 20(30.3%) who strongly agree (mean
score=4.0758, SD=0.79053). Opening of branches especially to those MFIs which were visible in other parts of
the country but not Kakamega County is an indication that credit services are brought closer to the citizen thereby
contribute to increase in growth of trade.
Sufficiency staff is vital to reach out to unbanked or clients who are not aware of credit facilities that they
may qualify for. Majority of the respondents agreed that their organization has sufficient staff to serve customers
adequately as shown 41(62.12%) and further 13(19.7%) strongly agree (mean score=4.000, SD=0.65633).
Similarly, there has been increase in number of loans given to customers as shown by 83.3% of the respondents
of which 35(53.03%) agreed and 20(30.3%) strongly agree (mean score=4.0758, SD=.84691). The increase in
loans and loan size is a measure of both depth and breadth of outreach. Increase in small sized loans is an indication
of depth of outreach as more pro-poor client is targeted by MFIs.
Education and entrepreneurship trainings are non-financial services offered by MFIs so that credits are
invested properly. The findings revealed that 36(54.55%) of the respondents agreed, 9(13.64%) strongly agreed
while 36(54.55%) were undecided (mean score=3.6515, SD=.93632). In bid to realize economic pillars for Vision
2030, MFIs need to reach out to entrepreneurship training and financial literacy before disbursing credit to small
and micro-enterprises. This would ensure that credits advanced to clients are invested into useful ventures as well
as improvement in repayment rates. Similarly, targeting groups of lender excluded from formal financial credit is
risk and it has been considered by many studies as proxy of breadth of outreach. Majority of the respondents
confirmed that special loans products and services have targeted marginal group such as women and those
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excluded from conventional banking as shown by 36(54.55%) of the respondents who agreed and 18(27.27%)
strongly agree (mean score=4.0606, SD=0.74170).
Limited withdrawal limits ability of MFI clients to access credit when need thereby reduce the reachability
of funds by the clients. Majority of the respondents (78.79%) confirmed that there is unlimited withdrawal of
savings that fit with the demands of clients while 12(18.18%) were undecided (mean score=4.0606, SD=.74170).
Lastly, 34(51.52%) of the respondents agreed that cost of products and services of MFIs to the clients are
affordable in term of both price costs and transaction costs and further 12(18.18%) strongly agree while 12(18.18%)
were undecided (mean score=3.7424, SD=.93333).
4.3.2 Secondary data
Descriptive data was collected from MFIs financial statements between 2010 and 2013. For outreach (breadth and
depth) and number of active borrowers, the mean, minimum, maximum and standard deviation is presented as
shown in Table 2.
Table 2: Descriptive Data for Outreach
Outreach Indicators
Minimum
Maximum
Mean
Std. Deviation
Breadth Outreach

1594.75
6.33

266203.00
76.81

46759.1833
23.3592

69163.57154
17.62021

Depth Outreach
Average Loan Size
164.75
2777.39
664.2904
636.12788
Source: Field Data, 2016
Breadth of outreach
Breadth of MFI outreach measured by the number of active borrowers at any given period. The average number
of active borrowers between 2010 and 2013 was 46,759 while the maximum was 266,203 and minimum 1,594.
The MIX bench mark methodology classifies the breadth of outreach as large (greater than 30,000 number of
borrowers), medium (10,000-30,000 number of borrowers), and small as having less than 10,000 number of
borrowers (Kinde, 2012). The average breadth with over 30,000 borrowers indicates that the MFI outreach is
largely serving the clients in the realization of vision 2030. On the other hand, Chemining’wa (2013) revealed that
average number of borrowers has been declining since 2009 for 8 purposively selected microfinance institutions
in Kenya.

Breadth
Outreach

60,000.00
50,000.00
40,000.00
30,000.00
20,000.00
10,000.00
2011,

2012,

2013,

2014,

Figure 1: Breadth of MFI outreach between 2010 and 2013
Source: Field Data, 2016
From Figure 1, there has been increase in average number of active borrowers from 2010 to 2013. This
indicates that, more clients are joining MFI for credit uptake for various social-economic developments. Between
2010 and 2013, the percentage increase was 20.25%. This reveals that MFI have been reaching out to more people
over the years. This in agreement with Chepkorom (2013) who revealed there has been increase in number of
clients as a result of range of microcredit products and their accessibility
Depth of outreach
Researchers have used average loan size per borrower as a proxy measure of depth of MFI outreach relative level
of poverty (GNI) of the country (Wagenaar, 2012; Quayes, 2012; Schriener, 2002; Cull et al., 2007). The average
depth of outreach was 23.3592% which are above 20 percent of per capita indicating that very poor clients were
served by the MFIs between 2010 and 2013. The average depth shows that for a one currency unit per capita
income earned, there is a loan outstanding of 23.3592 currency units i.e. a borrower can have a loan size nearly
23% his/her share from the total GDP. According to Mokaddem (2010), Kenya unlike other region has achieved
depth of outreach due to a mixture of more low class and middle class borrowers. This is done with aim of
achieving social mission and financial sustainability.
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Figure 2: Outreach Depth between 2010 and 2013
Source: Field Data, 2016
Figure 2 reveals that there has been increase in MFI outreach depth from 2010 to 2013. From 2010 and 2013,
the increase was 44.58% indicating that more poor people and groups have been reached by MFIs over the four
years.
4.3.2 Correlational analysis between MFI outreach and the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030
Before further inferential analysis was conducted, it was necessary to conduct correlation tests to determine the
existence, strength and direction of the linear relationship between the study variables. The relationship between
MFI outreach, intervening variables and economic pillar of vision 2030 was significant and positive at 99.0%
confidence level. The relationship between MFI outreach and economic pillars for vision 2030 is good, positive
and statistically significant (R=.857, p-value < .001). On intervening variables, the relationship between MFI
outreach and GP, SE and PE is significant and positive as shown by R=.639, p-value < .001; R=.524, p-value
< .001 and R=.701, p-value < .001 respectively. Similarly, the relationship between Economic pillars for vision
2030 and GP, SE and PE is significant and positive as shown by R=.596, p-value < .001; R=.522, p-value < .001
and R=.682, p-value < .001 respectively. This implies that, the intervening variables (PE, SE and GP) are
significant mediating variable between MFI outreach and economic pillar for vision 2030.
4.3.3 The relationship between MFI outreach and Economic pillars for Vision 2030
Test of hypothesis H01
H01 There is no significant relationship between the MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of
vision 2030
To test H01 a simple regression analysis was conducted. Data used to test this hypothesis was obtained by asking
MFIs respondents the extent to which they agreed with various statements associated with MFI outreach and the
MFIs client realization of economic pillar of vision 2030. The relevant results are presented Table 3.
Table 3: Regression results of MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030.
Model Summary and Coefficients
Model Summary and ANOVA
R
R Square
Adjusted R Square
Df
F
Sig
.857a
.735
.730
1,65
177.072
.000b
Coefficients
Model
Unstandardized coefficients
Standardized coefficients
B
Std Error
Beta
t
Sig
Constant
1.250
.217
5.759
.000
Outreach
.730
.055
.857
13.307
.000
a. Dependent Variable: Economic pillar of vision 2030
b. Predictors: (Constant), MFI outreach
Source: Field Data, 2016
The results in Table 3 show that there is significant relationship between the MFI outreach on the realization
of economic pillar of vision 2030. (R=0.867, P<0.001). It explained 73.5% of its variation (R2=.735). This implies
that MFI outreach has a strong relationship with economic pillar of vision 2030. The overall model reveals a
statistically significant relationship between predictor variable and the dependent variable (F=177.072, p-value
< .001) as shown. This further implies that there is a significant relationship between the predictor variable (MFI
outreach) and realization of economic pillar of vision 2030
The unstandardized regression coefficient (β) value of MFI outreach was 0.730 with a t-test of 13.307 and
significance level of p value < .001. The results achieved objective one of the study and confirmed that MFI
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outreach had a statistically significant relationship with realization of economic pillar of vision 2030 as it explained
73.5% of its variation (R2=.735). The regression equation to estimate the economic pillar of vision 2030 was stated
as:
Economic pillar of vision = 1.250+0.730*MFI Outreach
During interview and FGD session, the researcher noted that most of the MFIs have diversified their products.
This included saving and loan products and borrowers were allowed to select products according to their ability.
However, some of MFIs took long time to process the loans and interview with MFI officials revealed they take
long time due to screening of risky clients before awarding loans. Similarly, discussants in FGDs revealed that the
process fees were high and similar observation was observed with interest rate which made the clients to gain less
from loans disbursed. Some of the respondents revealed that loan amount disbursed was not sufficient to cater for
the purpose they applied for. The interview with MFIs officials revealed that they have conducted various training
programme to various group such as youth and women. The aim of training was to ensure that loan is well invested
so that they are able to repay on time and avoid taking of household items. The clients affirmed that they have
been given training especially before loan disbursement and they indicated that more training and education is
needed as most of them lack basic financial skills.
Having achieved the first objective, the study rejected the hypothesis that there is no significant relationship
between the MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030. This implied that there is significant
relationship between the MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030. The finding of this
objective agrees with Pitt et al. (2003) who found out that MFIs outreach programme in Bangladesh led to capital
accumulation, employment opportunities and higher income. In Thailand, Kaboski & Townsend (2005) revealed
that depth of outreach resulted increase agricultural productivity, asset growth and at same decrease in vulnerability.
In Mexico, MFI outreach had positive impacts on employment and income as a result of business ownership
(Bruhn & Love, 2009).
However, using 13 MFIs in seven countries, Mosely and Hulme (1998) established inverse relationship
between outreach and socio-economic development. Kondo (2007) found that microcredit had negative impact
on poorer clients in Philippines. Banerjee et al. (2010) indicated MFI outreach had no positive impact on health,
education and women empowerment. Similar results were obtained in India by Karlan & Zinman (2009) among
women borrowers. Bateman (2011) revealed that depth of outreach results to indebtness of poor borrowers
especially in developing countries instead of pulling down out of poverty. The results were supported by Coleman
(2006) and Kondo (2007) who found out that microcredit benefitted wealthier and more affluent clients in Thailand
and Philippines respectively
During interview, MFIs officials revealed that commercialization of MFIs have forced them to charge
maximum interest rate which limits their outreach especially average loan size. This was also revealed during
FGDs where some of the respondents revealed that the interest rate were high as compared to SACCOs. The
findings agree with Hubka and Zaidi (2007) who revealed that government plays key role in reaching out to the
poor through offering grants to the MFIs. Cull, Demirgüç-Kunt and Morduch (2009) revealed that government
regulation such as commercialization and interest rate ceiling influence larger average loan size and lending to
women. The same was identified by Hartarska (2005) in Newly Independent states
5.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Summary of findings
The objective of the study was to assess the influence of MFI outreach on the realization of economic pillar of
vision 2030. The results indicated that MFI outreach had a statistically significant influence on the realization of
vision 2030 in Kakamega. The hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between the MFI outreach on
the realization of economic pillar of vision 2030 was rejected by the study. Most of the MFI had increased their
customer through MFI breadth of outreach and special loans targeting marginal groups through depth of outreach.
Secondary data from MFI revealed an increase in breadth of outreach as well as increase in depth of outreach
between 2010 and 2013. The outstanding loan also revealed an increase in trend. The intervening variables jointly
had significant influence on the relationship between outreach and realization of economic pillars for vision 2030.
Political environment had highest significant influence of the three variables on the relationship between MFI
outreach and realization of economic pillar for vision 2030.
5.2 Conclusion
The study concluded that MFI outreach had significant positive influence on the realization of economic pillar of
vision 2030. This was achieved by MFI increasing the breadth and depth of outreach as well as involvement of
training and education to their clients. Government policy and regulation made it easy for the poorer to access
loans which were invested in agribusiness.
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5.3 Recommendations
From the conclusion, the following recommendations were made in respective to the objective of the study
MFI Management
The study also recommends that MFIs should open more branches country wide in order to get closer to the people
and hence increase the number of customers through diversity of services. Bring MFI services closer to the
clients/borrowers would increase the uptake of credits which would in turn fasten the realization of economic pillar
for vision 2030 thereby achieving social mission.
Government
Government need to ensure adequate provision of infrastructures like electricity which is basically required by the
MFIs to carry out its operation, based on the findings that outreach increases together with increase in operating
expense ratio therefore by providing necessary development, the efficiency of MFI would increase hence MFI
sustainability.
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