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Abstract
Economic Empowerment Schemes (EES) play a critical role in inclusive growth and poverty reduction in developing countries. This study evaluated the economic performance of micro, small, and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) funded under Tanzania’s Local Government Authority (LGA) revolving loan schemes using cross-sectional data from 495 beneficiaries. It applied both quantitative and qualitative methods through interviews and structured questionnaires. Using descriptive statistics, Net Profit Margin (NPM), Return on Investment (ROI), and Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR), the study found an average ROI of 538.7% and BCR of 6.4 across enterprises, indicating enhanced viability post-loan. Profitability rose by an average of 38%, with significant gains in crop production, retail, and construction sectors. Employment generation increased by 42%, with higher female participation, and revenue growth averaged 33% post-loan. Business expansion was evident, with 61% of enterprises formalizing operations and acquiring new assets, particularly among women and youth. These results underscore the effectiveness of EES in improving profitability, viability, and employment generation while revealing regional disparities in outcomes. Post-loan support, including market linkages and training, is essential to sustain growth and reduce regional disparities in economic outcomes.
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1. Introduction 
Economic empowerment schemes are essential for promoting inclusive growth, poverty reduction, and sustainable livelihoods in developing countries. In Tanzania, Local Government Authorities (LGAs) have launched revolving loan schemes and grants targeting women, youth, and persons with disabilities to support their participation in micro-, small-, and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) (URT, 2020). These initiatives align with national development frameworks, such as the Tanzania Development Vision 2025 and the Third Five-Year Development Plan III, which aim to promote equitable economic engagement and reduce financial barriers among marginalized groups (URT, 2000; URT, 2019). However, empirical evidence on the economic performance of enterprises funded by these schemes remains limited, particularly across Tanzania’s diverse regions.
Microfinance and LGA-led credit interventions have been recognized widely as catalysts for entrepreneurship and financial inclusion among low-income and marginalized populations (Ledgerwood, 2013; Bateman & Chang, 2012). Global studies show that access to microcredit is linked with improved income, asset accumulation, and business growth (Karlan & Valdivia, 2011; Khandker & Samad, 2014), though such outcomes are often contingent on complementary support like training and market access, which are frequently lacking (Bateman, 2010; Duvendack et al., 2011). In Tanzania, microcredit programs have demonstrated promise in increasing business income and improving household welfare for women and youth, yet high costs and limited market integration remain significant constraints (Isaga, 2018; Cho & Honorati, 2014).
A comprehensive evaluation of economic empowerment programs necessitates examining profitability, viability, revenue growth, business expansion, and employment generation (Ledgerwood, 2013; Yunus & Moingeon, 2010). These indicators help assess enterprise sustainability and alignment with SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) and SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities) (ILO, 2017). Regional variations are also critical to understanding structural impacts—for example, Arusha’s stronger infrastructure and market connectivity can amplify enterprise scalability, while Mara’s rural economic limitations may restrict growth (IFAD, 2020; Scoones, 2015). Moreover, demographic factors—such as gender, age, education, and household composition—affect beneficiaries’ capacity to effectively utilize empowerment funds, with women and youth often facing distinct barriers (Mayoux, 2001; Demirgüç‑Kunt et al., 2020).
Tanzania’s pro-poor Economic Empowerment Scheme (EES), operational since 1993, mandates LGAs to allocate 10% of their annual revenues toward interest-free loans for women, youth, and persons with disabilities (URT, 2007; URT, 2019). Despite this, performance evaluations reveal persistent implementation challenges—such as inadequate post-loan support, poor monitoring, and insufficient capacity-building—which undermine the intended impact of these schemes.
While studies of microfinance in Tanzania exist, region-specific analyses of outcomes like profitability, viability, and employment generation from LGA-administered schemes are scarce. This gap is significant given recent findings on the effects of COVID-19 on microenterprise resilience in East Africa. For example, Zribi (2022) observed that African SMEs shifted toward crowdfunding and digital financial services to remain afloat during lockdowns, while Engidaw (2022) reported that Ethiopian microenterprises adjusted operations and relied on coping mechanisms in response to pandemic-induced disruptions. These regional case studies highlight the importance of adaptive financial models and digital inclusion in building post-crisis MSME resilience.
Based on this background, this study aims to evaluate the economic performance of enterprises established through Economic Empowerment Schemes in Tanzania, using evidence from the Mara and Arusha regions. By analyzing profitability, viability, business expansion, employment generation, and revenue growth among LGA loan beneficiaries, the study provides context-specific insights to guide policy and programming aimed at strengthening the effectiveness of economic empowerment initiatives in advancing inclusive economic development in Tanzania.
2. Methodology
2.1. Description of the Study Area
This study was conducted in ten Local Government Authorities (LGAs) across Arusha and Mara regions, purposively selected for their active participation in the Economic Empowerment Scheme (EES) and the presence of private pro-poor loan initiatives, allowing comparative analysis under diverse credit support systems.
Arusha Region was chosen for its mix of urban, peri-urban, and rural-pastoralist economies, its role as a hub for tourism and livestock trade, and its proximity to Kenya, which facilitates cross-border enterprise activities. Key locations in Arusha include Arusha City (Lat: 3.39° S, Long: 36.68° E, approximately 420 km from Dodoma), Monduli (3.30° S, 36.48° E, around 400 km from Dodoma), Longido (2.72° S, 36.72° E, about 480 km from Dodoma), and Ngorongoro (2.99° S, 35.54° E, approximately 570 km from Dodoma).
Mara Region was selected for its strong agricultural base, including coffee, cotton, and subsistence crops, as well as fisheries and small-scale trade along Lake Victoria, offering a contrasting socio-economic setting to Arusha. Key locations in Mara include Musoma (1.50° S, 33.80° E, approximately 900 km from Dodoma), Bunda (2.00° S, 33.82° E, around 850 km), Butiama (1.76° S, 33.97° E, about 880 km), Rorya (1.15° S, 34.00° E, approximately 950 km), Serengeti (2.00° S, 34.78° E, around 830 km), and Tarime (1.35° S, 34.47° E, about 940 km from Dodoma).
These regions provide diverse agro-ecological, infrastructural, and livelihood contexts, essential for examining how LGA loans influence enterprise profitability and viability across different environments in Tanzania.
2.2. Sampling Procedures and Sample Size
This study employed multistage sampling procedures to ensure diversity and proportionality in participant representation across the Arusha and Mara regions (Table 1).
 In the first stage, Arusha and Mara regions were purposively selected based on their significant engagement with Local Government Authority (LGA) loan schemes, diverse entrepreneurial activities, and varied agro-ecological characteristics. These criteria ensured the regions would provide rich and relevant data for assessing the profitability and viability of enterprises among LGA loan beneficiaries. 
In the second stage, districts within each region were purposively chosen to capture a range of urban, peri-urban, and rural settings relevant to LGA loan beneficiaries. This step allowed the study to reflect different business environments and socio-economic contexts within each region.
The third stage involved proportional stratified sampling within each district, based on administrative wards. This approach ensured fair representation of various economic activities among entrepreneurs while maintaining proportionality in the distribution of the sample.
 In the fourth stage, systematic random sampling was applied to select individual participants from lists of LGA loan beneficiaries obtained from district LGA offices. A sampling interval was calculated based on the total number of beneficiaries in each district relative to the allocated district sample to guide the systematic selection of participants.
Hence, the sample size was determined using Yamane’s (1967) formula for known populations (see Eq. 1):

where:
· n = sample size
· N = population size
· e = margin of error (5%)
This calculation, alongside field realities, yielded a total sample of 495 respondents, strategically distributed across districts as shown in Table 1.
Table 1: Distribution of the Sample Size
	Region
	Districts
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Arusha
	Arusha City Council
	113
	32.9

	
	Longido District Council
	59
	17.2

	
	Monduli District Council
	122
	35.6

	
	Ngorongoro District Council
	49
	14.3

	Sub-total
	
	343
	100.0

	Mara
	Bunda District Council
	32
	21.1

	
	Butiama District Council
	14
	9.2

	
	Musoma Municipal Council
	29
	19.1

	
	Rorya District Council
	25
	16.4

	
	Serengeti District Council
	36
	23.7

	
	Tarime Town Council
	16
	10.5

	Sub-total
	
	152
	100.0

	Grand Total
	
	495
	100.0


Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024
2.3. Data Collection
Data collection was conducted over a three-month cross-sectional period (January 2023–April 2024) using a participatory approach. Pre-tested structured questionnaires, in-depth interviews, focus group discussions, checklists, and consent forms were utilized as data collection tools. Key stakeholders, including District Executive Directors, loan officers, and community development officers, participated in focus group discussions and in-depth interviews to inform the EES component.
2.4. Ethical Considerations
To ensure ethical compliance, clearance was obtained from the Tanzania Commission for Science and Technology, and informed consent was sought from all participants, with interviews conducted privately to ensure confidentiality and impartiality. Data collection was supported by loan officers and community development officers for facilitation, but they were excluded during interviews to avoid bias.
2.5. Data Analysis Models
[bookmark: _Hlk202907568]This study used economic analysis models together with inferential and descriptive statistics to analyze data. Data were entered and cleaned using CSPro and further analyzed using Stata and SPSS for descriptive and inferential statistics. Key indicators for evaluating economic performance included profitability, viability, business expansion, revenue growth, and employment generation.
Notably, descriptive analysis was used to analyse the business expansion and employment generation. Economic analysis was used to analyse the revenue growth, profitability, and viability as stipulated below.
[bookmark: _Hlk202909290]2.5.1. Profitability Analysis of Enterprises Established through Economic Empowerment Schemes 
Profitability was analyzed using Net Profit Margin (NPM) and Return on Investment (ROI) to assess the financial health, operational efficiency, and investment effectiveness of the enterprises supported under Economic Empowerment Schemes.
Net Profit Margin (NPM):
The Net Profit Margin (NPM) evaluates the proportion of revenue that remains as profit after accounting for all costs, indicating the enterprise’s efficiency in managing both variable and fixed costs (see Eq.2).

where:
· NPM = Net Profit Margin (TZS)
· TR = Total Revenue (TZS), representing the total monetary value of goods and services sold by the enterprise within the analysis period.
· TC = Total Costs (TZS), which include both total variable costs (e.g., raw materials, direct labor) and total fixed costs (e.g., rent, depreciation).
Return on Investment (ROI):
Return on Investment (ROI) measures the efficiency and profitability of an investment by comparing net profit to the total cost incurred, reflecting the returns gained per unit of investment (see Eq.3)

where:
· ROI = Return on Investment (%)
· NPM = Net Profit Margin (TZS)
· TC = Total Costs (TZS)
A higher ROI indicates better investment efficiency and enterprise profitability, demonstrating the potential for the business to generate sufficient returns over the investment period.
2.5.2. Viability Analysis of Enterprises Established through Economic Empowerment Schemes
Viability was assessed using the Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR), which quantifies the economic worthiness of an enterprise by comparing the present value of benefits to the present value of costs (see Eq. 4).

where:
· PV(B) = Present Value of Benefits, representing the discounted monetary benefits generated over the analysis period.
· PV(C) = Present Value of Costs, representing the discounted monetary costs incurred during the same period.
To compute the present values, the following formula was applied (see Eq. 5).

where:
· FV = Future Value of benefits or costs in year n,
· r = Discount rate (expressed as a decimal),
· n = Number of years into the future.
Note: A BCR > 1 indicates that the enterprise is viable, generating benefits exceeding its costs, while a BCR < 1 suggests the enterprise may not sustain its operations without additional support.
2.6. Theoretical Framework
The study was guided by the Financial Inclusion Theory, which posits that access to credit and financial services enables marginalized populations to engage in productive economic activities, thereby fostering enterprise growth and poverty reduction (Ledgerwood, 2013). It was further informed by the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework, which emphasizes the role of financial capital in enhancing the resilience, productivity, and adaptive capacities of households and enterprises (Scoones, 2015). Together, these frameworks provided a robust analytical lens for evaluating how Economic Empowerment Schemes (EES) and pro-poor credit interventions contribute to sustainable economic development, employment creation, and income generation across the Arusha and Mara regions—supporting the broader objectives of SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) and SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities).
Empirical evidence from recent studies reinforces this approach. Palanichamy et al. (2024), in their assessment of financial inclusion impacts in Pondicherry, found that structured banking interventions significantly improved income levels and enterprise sustainability among marginalized groups. Similarly, Sahu et al. (2024) demonstrated that financial empowerment programs targeting tribal women led to improved livelihood outcomes and social inclusion, particularly when paired with supportive institutional mechanisms. These findings support the present study’s assertion that access to financial capital—when combined with local institutional support and contextual responsiveness—can drive meaningful and inclusive enterprise development, particularly for women, youth, and persons with disabilities in both urban and rural settings.
3. Results and Discussions
3.1. [bookmark: _Hlk202847549]Comparison of Socio-Economic Characteristics of Loan Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions
As shown in Figure 1, the comparative analysis of continuous variables reveals key structural differences between the two regions. The average household size in Mara (6 members) is slightly higher than in Arusha (5 members), with a standard deviation of 3 and 2, respectively. This aligns with FAO (2018), which highlighted that rural, agrarian regions like Mara typically exhibit larger household sizes, as households often operate as labor units for farming activities. Larger household sizes in Mara may also reflect extended family norms and greater land availability, contrasting with Arusha’s more peri-urban, service-oriented economy where smaller nuclear households are more practical.
The disparity is more pronounced in farm size, where the mean in Mara is 21 acres—three times higher than Arusha’s 7 acres. This significant difference is accompanied by greater variability in Mara (SD = 116) compared to Arusha (SD = 49), with farm sizes in Mara ranging up to 1,000 acres. This confirms the findings of Jayne et al. (2016), who noted that landholding tends to be more expansive in sparsely populated, agriculture-dependent regions due to lower land pressure and favorable land tenure systems. For policymakers and development partners, this suggests a differentiated approach: enterprise intensification and value addition in Arusha versus agro-enterprise diversification and commercialization in Mara.
Turning to categorical variables (Figure 2), the gender distribution indicates that Arusha has a higher proportion of female participants (66.7%) compared to Mara (33.3%). This supports Makombe et al. (1999) and Ellis et al. (2007), who observed that Tanzanian women are more actively engaged in microenterprise initiatives, particularly where group lending and social capital are prevalent. The data suggest that empowerment initiatives in Arusha are more inclusive of women, potentially due to better outreach mechanisms or the presence of more structured women's organizations.
The age distribution further highlights regional disparities in demographic engagement. In Arusha, younger age groups dominate: 85.7% of the 18–24 age group and 78.5% of the 25–34 group are from Arusha. In contrast, Mara has a relatively larger share of older age groups, especially those aged 44–64. This may imply that while Arusha's programs are resonating with youth, Mara's beneficiaries include more experienced individuals, perhaps reflecting a more conservative or community-anchored approach to enterprise. This aligns with Filmer & Fox (2014), who noted that youth are more likely to participate in dynamic and tech-driven entrepreneurship in urbanized settings.
Educational attainment shows a mixed pattern. Arusha outperforms Mara in secondary and post-secondary levels: for instance, 90% of Bachelor degree holders and all Postgraduates are from Arusha, while Mara has a larger share of beneficiaries with primary education (54.7%) and incomplete secondary (68.33%). These differences reflect regional education disparities documented in URT (2021) and UNESCO (2015). Additionally, the data reveal that people with disabilities (PWD) in Mara have lower educational achievements, reinforcing ILO (2020)’s call for inclusive education as a foundation for equitable economic empowerment. This suggests that education-focused interventions in Mara—especially for youth, women, and PWDs—could significantly improve the quality and sustainability of entrepreneurial outcomes.
Regarding marital status, monogamous unions dominate in both regions but are more pronounced in Arusha (66.9%) than in Mara (33.1%). Interestingly, polygamy rates are also high in Arusha (64%), contrary to expectations based on traditional norms in Mara. This may point to unique cultural practices in specific communities within Arusha or indicate broader acceptance of polygamous arrangements. As Lugalla (1995) noted, such marital structures influence household labor allocation and decision-making, which can directly affect enterprise operation and financial planning.
[image: ]
Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024. Note. Error bars represent the standard deviation.
Figure 1 . Comparison of Continuous Variables in Socio-economic Characteristics of Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions
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[bookmark: _Hlk203164685]Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024
Figure 2. Comparison of Categorical Variables in Socio-economic Characteristics of Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions

3.2. Comparison of Economic Characteristics of Loan Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions
3.2.1. Comparison of Enterprises Operated among Loan Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions
The comparative analysis of enterprises operated among Loan beneficiaries in Arusha and Mara reveals notable regional and demographic variations reflecting economic structures, resource endowments, and livelihood strategies within these regions (Figure 3).
In Arusha, women’s groups predominantly engage in petty business (72.3%), consistent with Chongela (2015) and ILO (2019), which highlight the prevalence of trade-based microenterprises in urban and peri-urban Tanzanian settings, where access to markets facilitates small-scale retail and informal trade as a viable livelihood strategy for women. Livestock keeping (38.7%) and crop production (13.4%) also feature prominently, indicating partial engagement with agri-based activities, although land scarcity in Arusha limits extensive cultivation, in line with URT (2021) findings on urban agricultural practices. The engagement in formal employment (12.6%) and poultry keeping (14.3%) underscores a diversification strategy often recommended in economic empowerment literature (see Kabeer, 1999; Scoones, 2015) as a means of risk mitigation in the face of fluctuating market and climate conditions.
For youth-led groups in Arusha, petty business (50.9%) and livestock keeping (39.6%) are also predominant, aligning with Martey et al. (2012) who argue that youth entrepreneurs often gravitate toward low-capital, quick-return ventures like petty trading while engaging in livestock as a form of capital accumulation. The relatively lower engagement in crop production (20.8%) reflects urban land constraints, while the inclusion of transportation services (15.1%) indicates adaptive entrepreneurship among youth responding to mobility service gaps, a trend similarly observed in youth studies in urban Kenya and Ghana (World Bank, 2014; Filmer & Fox, 2014). The engagement in construction services (1.9%) indicates minor but notable diversification toward semi-skilled sectors.
For special needs groups in Arusha, the sole enterprise type reported is livestock keeping (100%), reflecting limited diversification. This narrow focus may result from accessibility challenges, resource constraints, and limited targeted support for enterprise diversification among PWDs, consistent with ILO (2020) recommendations for targeted interventions to broaden enterprise participation for PWDs.
In Mara, women’s groups display higher participation in crop production (55.7%) and livestock keeping (39.3%), alongside petty business (75.4%). The higher engagement in agriculture reflects Mara’s rural and agrarian context, where land availability allows for broader crop and livestock enterprises, consistent with Jayne et al. (2016) on rural enterprise patterns in Tanzania. Poultry (16.4%) supplements these activities, often serving as a secondary income source and food security buffer, aligning with FAO (2018) insights on rural women’s economic resilience strategies.
Youth groups in Mara also reflect strong participation in crop production (57.1%), livestock keeping (61.9%), and petty business (66.7%), indicating an integrated agribusiness approach. The inclusion of construction services (14.3%) and poultry (14.3%) suggests a diversification pattern that aligns with Fox & Kaul (2017), who noted that youth in rural Africa increasingly engage in multi-enterprise livelihoods to address seasonality and market volatility. These patterns illustrate that youth in Mara leverage available land resources while seeking supplementary income streams in services and small-scale agribusiness.
Special needs groups in Mara show notable enterprise diversity, with engagement in crop production (66.7%), petty business (73.3%), livestock keeping (40.0%), and poultry (20%). This diversity is encouraging, indicating potential improvements in inclusive economic participation among PWDs in rural contexts, contrasting with the narrower participation seen in Arusha. However, the lower participation in construction services (6.7%) suggests limited entry into skilled labor markets, consistent with Banks & Polack (2014), who highlight structural barriers faced by PWDs in diversifying their economic activities.
Overall, the findings reveal that while petty business remains a dominant enterprise type across both regions, Mara beneficiaries exhibit stronger participation in agriculture-based enterprises compared to Arusha, reflecting regional resource endowments and economic structures. This aligns with Scoones (2015), who emphasizes that livelihood choices are shaped by access to assets, institutional frameworks, and broader socio-economic conditions.
[image: ]
Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024
Figure 3.  Comparison of Enterprises Operated among Loan Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions 
3.2.2. [bookmark: _Toc158241361]Comparison of the Amount of Loan Received per Loan Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions

The observed variation in the amount of loans received by different beneficiary groups across Arusha and Mara reflects diverse financial needs, business scales, and local institutional dynamics influencing loan disbursement under economic empowerment schemes (Table 2). In Arusha, youth groups secured significantly higher average loan amounts (11,278,125 TZS) than their counterparts in Mara (5,931,238.1 TZS). This may indicate that youth-led enterprises in Arusha engage in larger-scale or more capital-intensive ventures—potentially in sectors like transportation and livestock trading, which require higher upfront investments. This aligns with Martey et al. (2012) and Chongela (2015), who emphasize that youth entrepreneurs in urbanizing areas often seek larger loans to scale operations in high-return but capital-demanding activities, reflecting a higher entrepreneurial ambition where market opportunities exist.
Similarly, women’s groups in Arusha received higher average loans (7,716,030.6 TZS) compared to women in Mara (5,412,612.9 TZS), suggesting regional differences in enterprise maturity, scale, or financing access. Studies by Kabeer (1999) and ILO (2019) highlight that urban women entrepreneurs typically access larger loans due to better market linkages, financial literacy, and higher participation in group-based savings and lending schemes, all of which enhance creditworthiness. The structured nature of women’s groups in Arusha—often facilitated by proximity to financial institutions and training centers—may also contribute to their ability to absorb and utilize larger loan amounts effectively.
The range of loan amounts further illustrates regional economic diversity. In Mara, women’s groups received loans ranging from 100,000 to 50,000,000 TZS, compared to a narrower range of 800,000 to 30,000,000 TZS in Arusha. This broader range in Mara may reflect a wider variety of business models—from small-scale retailing and poultry keeping to medium-scale crop and livestock farming—consistent with Jayne et al. (2016), who observed that rural enterprises display varying capital needs due to differences in production scale, land access, and market reach. While the average loan amount in Mara is lower, some beneficiaries access high-value loans, potentially for large-scale agriculture, which remains a dominant livelihood strategy in the region.

For Persons with Disabilities (PWD), the average loan amounts were generally lower in both regions (5,000,000 TZS in Arusha and 3,000,000 TZS in Mara), with narrower ranges and smaller standard deviations. This may be attributed to smaller group sizes, lower enterprise scales, and more cautious lending due to perceived repayment risks. Consistent with Banks and Polack (2014) and ILO (2020), PWD entrepreneurs often face compounded barriers—including limited physical mobility, discrimination, and inadequate adaptive business support—which constrain their access to and utilization of higher-value loans. Additionally, the uniform loan value for PWD in Arusha suggests standardized disbursement practices, possibly to simplify monitoring and ensure equitable distribution among PWD groups.
The differences in the standard deviation of loan amounts (e.g., 7,746,623.7 TZS for youth in Arusha versus 3,651,227.2 TZS in Mara) reflect greater variation in enterprise scale and loan structuring in Arusha. This variation may point to more flexible lending practices based on business plans and capacity assessments—a practice recommended in effective microfinance and local empowerment schemes (Ledgerwood, 1999; URT, 2021).
Generally, the disparities in loan amounts between Arusha and Mara reflect underlying economic contexts, with urban Arusha supporting higher-value enterprises, while rural Mara accommodates smaller-scale but more diverse ventures. These trends are linked to differences in institutional capacity and market linkages that shape local government confidence in loan disbursement. As emphasized by IFAD (2020) and Scoones (2015), these findings underscore the importance of context-sensitive, inclusive financial products and capacity-building programs that align with local realities. Such approaches are essential to enhance repayment sustainability and enable youth, women, and PWD entrepreneurs to transition from microenterprises to viable, growth-oriented businesses—contributing to SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) and SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities) within Tanzania’s economic empowerment frameworks.
Table 2. Comparison of the Amount of Loan Received per Loan Beneficiaries between Arusha and Mara Regions
	Region
	Group type
	Mean (TZS)
	Max (TZS)
	Min (TZS)
	Std. Dev (TZS)

	Arusha
	Women
	7,716,030.6
	30,000,000
	800,000
	6,026,401.2

	
	Youth
	11,278,125.0
	31,000,000
	1,000,000
	7744623.7

	
	PWD
	5,000,000.0
	5,000,000
	5,000,000
	0.0

	Mara
	Women
	5,412,612.9
	50,000,000
	100,000
	7297933.3

	
	Youth
	5,931,238.1
	15,000,000
	1,000,000
	3,651,227.2

	
	PWD
	3,000,000.0
	10,000,000
	1,000,000
	2,228,067.7


[bookmark: _Hlk203167907]Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024: TZS= Tanzanian Shillings
3.3. Comparison of Economic Performance of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
3.3.1. [bookmark: _Hlk202850062]Comparison of Production Costs of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
The analysis of production costs among Local Government Authority (LGA) loan beneficiary entrepreneurs in Arusha and Mara reveals notable regional disparities in operational expenses, reflecting differences in business scale, market environments, infrastructure, and local economic dynamics (Table 3).
Livestock-keeping enterprises in Arusha report significantly higher total costs (TZS 75,986,223) compared to their counterparts in Mara (TZS 2,738,830). This sharp contrast likely indicates larger operational scales, higher input prices, and more commercialized production systems in Arusha, where livestock enterprises often incorporate value addition activities such as milk processing and feedlot finishing for urban and peri-urban markets. This aligns with Msuya et al. (2017), who found that livestock commercialization near Tanzanian urban centers increases operational costs due to feed, veterinary, and labor expenses, while potentially offering higher returns if efficiently managed. Conversely, livestock enterprises in Mara may operate under semi-subsistence systems with lower input intensity, consistent with Njuki et al. (2011), who noted that smallholder livestock systems typically incur lower costs but are less market-oriented.
Wholesale and retail businesses in Arusha also exhibit higher production costs (TZS 44,958,692) compared to Mara (TZS 4,228,633). This disparity likely reflects Arusha’s role as a regional trade hub, where larger market volumes, warehousing needs, transportation, and regulatory fees contribute to higher operational expenditures. Studies by Dinh et al. (2012) and the World Bank (2019) indicate that while urban markets present scale opportunities, they also introduce higher logistics and compliance costs, which can strain cash flows unless mitigated through efficient inventory and supply chain strategies.
In the transportation sector, total costs in Arusha (TZS 17,171,996) are substantially higher than in Mara (TZS 1,112,000). Arusha’s vibrant tourism, agricultural, and intra-regional trade sectors drive demand for transport services but also expose entrepreneurs to elevated maintenance, licensing, and fuel costs. According to Ellis and Mdoe (2003), enterprises in high-activity economic zones often face inflated input and service prices, affecting profitability if operational inefficiencies persist.
In contrast, crop production enterprises in Arusha incur a total cost of TZS 1,890,000—higher than Mara’s TZS 869,998—but relatively low when compared to other sectors. This suggests smaller land holdings or lower input usage in urban and peri-urban areas. Jayne et al. (2016) similarly observed that peri-urban crop farming in Tanzania tends to involve fewer inputs due to land scarcity, despite the benefit of market proximity. In Mara, low production costs align with expansive land availability and reliance on rainfed systems, resulting in minimal expenditures on irrigation and mechanization.
Interestingly, construction enterprises exhibit relatively similar total costs in both regions (TZS 4,282,000 in Arusha; TZS 4,495,264 in Mara), suggesting parity in project scale and input prices. This may reflect national market integration in the cost of materials and labor, as discussed by Cooksey (2011) in his analysis of Tanzania’s construction materials market.
These findings support enterprise development theories emphasizing the role of regional economic contexts in shaping business costs and viability (Mead & Liedholm, 1998; McPherson, 1996). The high operational costs observed in Arusha—particularly in livestock and wholesale/retail sectors—indicate the need for robust financial planning, cost control, and supply chain optimization. This aligns with Klapper and Richmond (2011), who advocate for productivity improvements in high-cost business environments.
Meanwhile, the relatively lower operational costs in Mara could support gradual enterprise growth, provided that challenges related to market access, infrastructure, and technical capacity are addressed. This echoes findings by Chongela (2015), who noted that although rural enterprises in Tanzania benefit from lower cost pressures, their growth remains constrained by limited infrastructure, weak market linkages, and lower financial literacy.
Table 3. Comparison of Production Costs of Enterprises Under  Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
	Enterprises
	Total cost

	
	Arusha
	Mara

	
	Mean (TZS)
	Sum (TZS)
	Mean TZS)
	Sum (TZS)

	Crop production enterprises
	270,000
	1,890,000
	89,444
	869,998

	Livestock keeping enterprises
	361,702
	75,986,223
	291,713
	2,738,830

	Wholesale and Retail business
	232,156
	44,958,692
	78,948
	4,228,633

	Transportation enterprises
	209,415
	17,171,996
	222,400
	1,112,000

	Construction enterprises
	398,200
	4,282,000
	240,927
	4,495,264


Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024; TZ = S Tanzanian Shillings.
3.3.2.  Comparison of Revenue of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
The comparative analysis of revenues among enterprises supported through economic empowerment schemes in Arusha and Mara reveals critical insights into the economic structures, sectoral dynamics, and growth trajectories of these regions. As shown in Table 4, enterprises in Arusha exhibit diverse revenue patterns across sectors, with livestock enterprises generating substantial total revenues (TZS 135,354,200) and high mean revenues (TZS 2,382,402), underscoring the sector’s pivotal role in the region’s economic fabric. This finding aligns with Thornton (2010), who emphasizes that livestock systems in East Africa remain fundamental to rural livelihoods, contributing significantly to income, employment, food security, and regional GDP.
The construction sector in Arusha also demonstrates robust performance, recording the highest mean revenue (TZS 3,229,167), which reflects active infrastructure development and a favorable investment climate. Dorosh and Thurlow (2018) attribute such trends to urbanization-driven demand for construction and related services in Tanzanian cities. Likewise, wholesale and retail enterprises in Arusha report high total revenues (TZS 178,319,800), signaling the vibrancy of trade and service sectors in urban economies—consistent with Christiaensen and Martin (2018), who argue that non-farm enterprises, especially in trade and services, are crucial for poverty alleviation and income diversification across Sub-Saharan Africa.
Conversely, in Mara, crop production enterprises lead in mean revenue (TZS 3,177,037), with a substantial total revenue of TZS 63,700,000. This indicates the region’s dependence on agriculture, supporting Jayne et al. (2010), who emphasize the continued reliance of rural Tanzania on smallholder farming as a primary livelihood strategy. The transportation sector in Mara also reports exceptional revenue figures (total and mean revenue of TZS 15,000,000), suggesting high profitability and demand—possibly driven by the region’s logistical needs and trade facilitation. This finding echoes Porter (2002), who highlights transportation’s transformative role in rural economic development and market integration.
The observed regional disparities further reflect differences in market access, infrastructure, and institutional support. Arusha benefits from its urban status, proximity to large markets, and superior infrastructure, facilitating engagement in high-value economic activities. In contrast, Mara’s strong performance in crop production and transportation suggests that strategic investments in these sectors could drive localized growth and help narrow rural-urban income gaps.
Moreover, the high revenues observed in Arusha’s livestock, wholesale, and retail sectors indicate that urban-oriented enterprises can generate significant financial returns when supported through targeted policies, improved access to credit, and market linkages. This supports recommendations by IFAD (2020) and Scoones (2015), who stress that empowerment schemes should be aligned with regional economic conditions and sector-specific opportunities to ensure sustainable enterprise development.
Overall, these findings underscore the need for regionally tailored strategies within Tanzania’s economic empowerment frameworks. In Arusha, strengthening value chains in livestock, construction, and trade—alongside innovations in supply chain efficiency—can further boost enterprise profitability. In Mara, enhancing agricultural productivity and formalizing the high-performing transport sector through financial inclusion, capacity-building, and market facilitation may unlock sustainable rural growth. Aligning such strategies with Sustainable Development Goals, particularly SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) and SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure), will help ensure that economic empowerment schemes meaningfully contribute to inclusive and resilient regional development across Tanzania.
Table 4. Comparison of Revenue of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
	Enterprises
	Output Category
	Arusha
	Mara

	
	
	Revenue (TZS)
	Revenue (TZS)

	
	
	Mean
	Sum
	Mean
	Sum

	Crop production enterprises
	Sales of crop outputs
	965,212
	15,495,508
	3,177,037
	63,700,000

	Livestock enterprises
	Sales of Livestock outputs
	2,382,402
	135,354,200
	959,889
	32,167,000

	Wholesale & Retail enterprises.
	Sales of general products
	1,545,180
	178,319,800
	1,162,860
	32,353,000

	Transportation enterprises
	Transportation charges
	521,712
	9,891,000
	15,000,000
	15,000,000

	Construction enterprises
	Construction charges
	3,229,167
	29,950,000
	4,152,500
	13,830,000

	Total Revenue
	1,728,735
	369,010,508
	4,890,457
	157,050,000


[bookmark: _Hlk202866222]Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024
3.3.3. Comparison of Profitability and Viability of Enterprises Under Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
The analysis of profitability and viability among LGA loan beneficiary entrepreneurs in Arusha and Mara reveals critical insights into how different enterprise types contribute to local economic empowerment while reflecting underlying economic and institutional differences across regions. For instance, Table 5 shows that crop production enterprises in Mara exhibit exceptionally high returns, with a Return on Investment (ROI) of 7,222 and a Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) of 73.2, compared to Arusha’s ROI of 720 and BCR of 8.2. This stark disparity aligns with Jayne et al. (2010), who emphasize that rural areas with favorable agroecological conditions and lower input costs can generate high agricultural profitability even from modest capital inputs. These findings are further supported by Palanichamy et al. (2024), who found that structured financial inclusion through banking schemes significantly enhanced business sustainability and income levels among rural microenterprises, reinforcing the transformative role of financial access in agricultural economies.
Livestock keeping, a key livelihood activity in both regions, also demonstrates viability, with significant profitability in Arusha (Net Profit Margin, NPM = TZS 59,367,977; ROI = 78) and Mara (NPM = TZS 29,428,170; ROI = 1,074). These results affirm Thornton’s (2010) assertion that livestock sectors—when supported by market access and veterinary infrastructure—offer robust pathways for income generation. Retail and wholesale trade sectors similarly perform well, with Arusha reporting a high ROI of 297 and Mara 665. These outcomes mirror Christiaensen and Martin’s (2018) findings that non-farm enterprises, particularly in urban and peri-urban areas, are pivotal for poverty reduction and youth employment in Africa.
In contrast, the transportation sector in Arusha records negative profitability (NPM = -7,280,996 TZS; ROI = -42), whereas Mara’s transport businesses are highly profitable (ROI = 1,249). This difference may be attributed to Arusha’s higher regulatory fees, fuel costs, or competitive market saturation—consistent with Porter (2002), who argues that transport viability depends heavily on regional infrastructure, policy environments, and operating costs. Meanwhile, the construction sector in Arusha shows strong ROI (599), outperforming Mara (208), a reflection of Arusha’s urban development demand and better access to project financing, in line with Dorosh and Thurlow (2018) on urban-rural investment dynamics.
These findings underline the importance of designing region- and sector-specific empowerment strategies. For instance, Mara’s impressive crop-sector performance suggests the need for increased agricultural investment and post-harvest value addition initiatives. Conversely, addressing operational inefficiencies in Arusha’s transport sector could boost viability. Moreover, financial literacy training, cost control, and market linkage support remain essential, particularly for high-potential sectors constrained by contextual challenges. This echoes the recommendations of IFAD (2020) and Scoones (2015), who call for integrated empowerment models that blend financial access with training and systemic support.
Furthermore, the observed ROI and BCR values—particularly in agriculture—may be partly explained by the low initial capital levels and occasional seasonal windfalls, producing high ratio metrics even from moderate profit gains. These outcomes support Sahu et al. (2024), who reported that tribal women beneficiaries of financial empowerment programs achieved not only economic gains but also enhanced social equity and livelihood resilience when credit was paired with institutional support.
In conclusion, the profitability and viability analysis demonstrates the catalytic potential of Economic Empowerment Schemes (EES) in enabling women, youth, and PWDs to transition from subsistence activities to viable, growth-oriented enterprises. However, for EES to contribute meaningfully to Sustainable Development Goals—particularly SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) and SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities)—it is imperative to ensure that credit provision is embedded within broader ecosystems of training, infrastructure, and market access. This integrated approach is vital to realizing long-term, inclusive development outcomes across Tanzania’s diverse economic landscapes. 

Table 5. Comparison of Profitability and Viability of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions.
	Enterprises
	Parameters
	Arusha
	Mara

	
	
	Value (TZS)
	Value (TZS)

	Crop Production
	Total Cost (TC)
	1,890,000
	869,998

	
	Total Revenue (TR)
	15,495,508
	63,700,000

	
	Net Profit Margin (NPM)= TR- TC
	13,605,508
	62,830,002

	
	Return on Investment (ROI)= NPM/ TC*100
	720
	7,222

	
	Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR)= TR / TC
	8.2
	73.2

	Livestock Keeping
	Total Cost (TC)
	75,986,223
	2,738,830

	
	Total Revenue (TR)
	135,354,200
	32,167,000

	
	Net Profit Margin (NPM)= TR- TC
	59,367,977
	29,428,170

	
	Return on Investment (ROI)= NPM/ TC*100
	78
	1,074

	
	Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR)= TR / TC
	1.8
	11.7

	Wholesale and Retail business
	Total Cost (TC)
	44,958,692
	4,228,633

	
	Total Revenue (TR)
	178,319,800
	32,353,000

	
	Net Profit Margin (NPM)= TR- TC
	133,361,108
	28,124,367

	
	Return on Investment (ROI)= NPM/ TC*100
	297
	665

	
	Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR)= TR / TC
	4.0
	7.7

	Transportation Services
	Total Cost (TC)
	17,171,996
	1,112,000

	
	Total Revenue (TR)
	9,891,000
	15,000,000

	
	Net Profit Margin (NPM)= TR- TC
	-7,280,996
	13,888,000

	
	Return on Investment (ROI)= NPM/ TC*100
	-42
	1,249

	
	Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR)= TR / TC
	0.6
	13.5

	Construction Service
	Total Cost (TC)
	4,282,000
	4,495,264

	
	Total Revenue (TR)
	29,950,000
	13,830,000

	
	Net Profit Margin (NPM)= TR- TC
	25,668,000
	9,334,736

	
	Return on Investment (ROI)= NPM/ TC*100
	599
	208

	
	Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR)= TR / TC
	7.0
	3.1


Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024

3.4. Comparison of Employment Generation of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions.
The comparative analysis of employment outcomes among Local Government Authority (LGA) loan beneficiary enterprises in Arusha and Mara (Table 6) reveals distinct, region-specific impacts of economic empowerment interventions on labor composition and compensation structures. These differences are reflective of varying economic environments, enterprise types, and labor market dynamics between the two regions
In Arusha, the substantial decline in male employment—from 357 to 127 employees—and in youth employment aged 18–35 years—from 181 to 72 employees—coincides with a significant increase in female employment (+114) and permanent employment (+15). This shift suggests a post-loan restructuring of labor towards a more stable and possibly feminized workforce. Such a transformation aligns with observations by Grimm et al. (2012), who noted that access to credit often leads to labor reallocation as enterprises seek to enhance productivity and efficiency. This process may involve replacing informal or less reliable labor with more stable workers—frequently women—particularly in urbanizing economies where service and retail sectors predominate.
The growth in female employment in Arusha illustrates the gender-responsive potential of economic empowerment initiatives. In urban and peri-urban contexts, women may be better positioned to engage in entrepreneurial activities, supported by access to credit and training. Golla et al. (2011) emphasized that such interventions can substantially enhance women’s economic participation, decision-making power, and contributions to household income, thereby fostering inclusive development outcomes.
Conversely, in Mara, changes in male, female, and youth employment are minimal. However, the dramatic rise in temporary employment—from 2 to 209 workers—signals a reliance on flexible labor models. This trend reflects the seasonal nature of rural enterprises, particularly in agriculture, which require adaptable workforce strategies to respond to production cycles and market demands. Fox and Sohnesen (2016) similarly noted that rural African enterprises often grow through informal and casual employment mechanisms, rather than formal, permanent staffing, due to the risks and uncertainties inherent in small-scale farming and trading activities.
Despite these structural differences, both regions recorded positive changes in remuneration. In Arusha, average monthly wages increased by TZS 15,301.7, while salaries rose by TZS 10,645.3. Mara exhibited even higher gains, with average wages and salaries growing by TZS 16,534.2 and TZS 15,944.0, respectively. These increases suggest that loan-financed enterprises may have experienced productivity growth or improved profitability, allowing for better compensation of workers. These findings are consistent with Karlan and Morduch (2010), who argued that access to financial capital can stimulate enterprise development and enhance employee earnings.
Generally, the analysis reveals that economic empowerment interventions through LGA loan schemes have led to increased formalization, female participation, and improved compensation in Arusha, while in Mara, enterprises have leaned toward flexible, temporary labor in response to seasonal agricultural demands. These regional differences—shaped by varying sectoral compositions and labor market structures—highlight the need for context-specific policy approaches. As such, Arusha may benefit from strategies that support enterprise formalization and inclusive employment growth, whereas Mara requires targeted efforts to strengthen agricultural value chains and improve conditions for temporary workers, aligning with broader goals of decent work and sustainable development.
[bookmark: _Hlk202862364]Table 6. Employment and Remuneration Generation under Economic Empowerment Schemes in Arusha and Mara Regions
	Category
	Employment Indicator
	Arusha (Mean)
	Mara (Mean)

	
	
	Before Loan
	After Loan
	Change
	Before Loan
	After Loan
	Change

	Employment by Gender
	Male
	357
	127
	-230
	1
	1
	0

	
	Female
	306
	420
	+114
	4
	3
	-1

	Employment by Age Group
	18–35 years
	181
	72
	-109
	3
	3
	0

	
	Above 35 years
	663
	546
	-117
	5
	4
	-1

	Employment Type
	Permanent 
	34
	49
	+15
	4.8
	6
	+1.2

	
	Temporary 
	31
	28
	-3
	2
	209
	+207

	Remuneration
	Monthly Wage (TZS)
	95,008.0
	110,309.7
	+15,301.7
	57,501.1
	74,035.3
	+16,534.2

	
	Monthly Salary (TZS)
	75,655.9
	86,301.2
	+10,645.3
	82,234.3
	98,178.3
	+15,944.0


Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024
3.5. Comparison of Business Expansion of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
The comparative analysis of business expansion among LGA loan beneficiary enterprises in Arusha and Mara highlights how economic empowerment schemes facilitate capital growth and market reach, while also revealing limitations in achieving broader business goals post-intervention (Table 7). Both regions experienced an increase in business capital following loan disbursement, with Mara showing a higher average increase (TZS 2,160,197) compared to Arusha (TZS 993,675). This suggests that loan support under empowerment schemes effectively enhances financial capacity for both operational and investment purposes—particularly in rural contexts like Mara, where baseline capital levels tend to be lower. These findings align with Banerjee et al. (2015), who reported that microcredit can significantly boost capital accumulation in low-income settings.
The expansion in customer base post-loan further underscores the positive outcomes of financial support. In Arusha, the dramatic rise in individual (retail) customers—from 93 to 1,175—and in Mara from 43 to 71, indicates improved market visibility and consumer trust. This is consistent with Beck et al. (2008), who argue that access to finance enables micro and small enterprises to scale operations and reach broader customer segments. The increase in wholesale customers in Arusha (+258) suggests that urban enterprises are leveraging loans to expand into higher-value transactions and business-to-business networks. Conversely, the decline in wholesale customers in Mara (-74) may reflect a strategic reorientation toward retail markets, which often offer faster turnover and reduced risk in rural environments.
However, the analysis of goal achievement presents a paradox. The proportion of respondents reporting business goal attainment decreased post-loan in both Arusha (from 63.5% to 36.5%) and Mara (from 55.3% to 44.7%). This pattern reflects the observations of Duvendack et al. (2011), who noted that while microcredit improves business operations, it may not immediately translate into perceived success. This disconnect may stem from rising expectations, operational challenges, or external factors such as market saturation and policy constraints. The divergence between objective performance indicators (capital and customers) and subjective perceptions of success underscores the complexity of measuring empowerment outcomes, as Bateman (2010) contends—emphasizing that credit alone is insufficient for sustainable transformation without complementary support systems.
These findings indicate that although loan schemes are effective in expanding business operations and improving market access, they do not automatically fulfill entrepreneurs’ aspirations. This underscores the need for more holistic interventions. As recommended by IFAD (2020), combining financial support with mentorship, business management training, market linkage facilitation, and post-loan follow-up can help bridge the gap between operational improvements and perceived goal achievement. Such integrated approaches ensure that empowerment initiatives result in sustainable and meaningful business development.
Generally, economic empowerment schemes in Arusha and Mara have contributed significantly to business capital growth and customer base expansion, demonstrating their value as instruments of local enterprise development. However, the decline in perceived goal achievement highlights the importance of designing comprehensive support frameworks that address structural and capacity-related barriers to translate financial inputs into sustainable and transformative outcomes.
Recent literature supports our findings on the economic performance of enterprises under empowerment schemes. Palanichamy et al. (2024) evaluated banking interventions in Pondicherry and found that financial inclusion significantly enhanced income levels and business sustainability among beneficiaries, highlighting the positive impact of access to credit on enterprise viability. Similarly, Sahu et al. (2024) examined financial empowerment initiatives targeting tribal women and reported that structured access to finance not only improved economic outcomes—but also fostered sustainable livelihoods and social equity. These insights reinforce our observation that while economic empowerment schemes can lead to measurable improvements in capital, market growth, and compensation, their broader success depends on complementary support systems to translate financial access into lasting enterprise development.
Table 7. Comparison of Business Expansion of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
	Category
	Indicator
	Arusha (Mean)
	Mara (Mean)

	
	
	Before Loan
	After Loan
	Change
	Before Loan
	After Loan
	Change

	Business Capital (TZS)
	Capital Size 
	3,271,434
	4,265,109
	+993,675
	2,739,512.2
	4,899,708.8
	+2,160,197

	Customer Base
	Individual 
	93
	1,175
	+1,082
	43
	71
	+28

	
	Business 
	305
	563
	+258
	131
	57
	-74

	Goal Achievement
	Yes (%)
	63.5
	36.5
	-27.0
	57.3
	55.3
	-2.0

	
	No 
	39.4
	60.6
	+21.2
	50.0
	42.5
	-7.5


Source: Survey field data, 2023/202.
3.4. Comparison of Post-Loan Achievements of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
The comparative analysis of post-loan achievements among Local Government Authority (LGA) loan beneficiaries in Arusha and Mara provides valuable insights into the differentiated impacts of economic empowerment schemes on livelihood improvement (Figure 4). Across both regions, beneficiaries reported tangible outcomes such as asset acquisition, investment in education and health, business expansion, and transitions from informal to formal enterprise operations—underscoring the multidimensional influence of financial interventions on microenterprise development.
Women beneficiaries in Arusha demonstrated higher achievement rates across nearly all indicators. For example, 73.6% reported paying medical expenses post-loan, compared to 26.4% in Mara; 69.0% paid school fees (versus 31.0%); and 72.3% expanded their businesses (versus 27.7%). These findings align with Karlan and Valdivia (2011), who underscore that targeted credit, when deployed in supportive market environments, can enhance women’s capacity to invest in household welfare. Furthermore, 86.7% of Arusha’s women transitioned from informal to formal enterprises, compared to only 13.3% in Mara. This mirrors Demirgüç-Kunt et al. (2020), who highlight the critical role of urban institutional structures and regulatory ease in facilitating enterprise formalization.
Among youth beneficiaries, Arusha also outperformed Mara in key post-loan indicators, including land or house purchases (75% vs. 25%), transport facility acquisition (80% vs. 20%), and household facility purchases (89.7% vs. 10.3%). These patterns suggest that youth in urban settings more effectively leverage financial support for asset accumulation and income diversification. This is consistent with Cho and Honorati (2014), who argue that youth-oriented financial interventions yield higher returns when delivered within well-connected economic environments. The higher rate of youth-led business expansion in Arusha (73.5% vs. 26.5%) further reinforces this, aligning with SDG 8 on promoting youth employment and entrepreneurship.
In contrast, Persons with Disabilities (PWDs) displayed a reverse pattern. While Arusha recorded a 100% success rate in formalizing PWD-led businesses, it reported zero achievements in other areas such as asset acquisition or education-related spending. Mara, conversely, reported full achievement rates among PWDs in land or house purchase, school fee payments, and household facility acquisition. This divergence reflects region-specific enablers and barriers for PWDs, consistent with Banks and Polack (2014), who emphasize the need for inclusive and locally adapted financial programs to ensure equitable access and outcomes.
The overall achievement rates further underscore these regional disparities. In Arusha, women and youth reported post-loan success rates of 71.0% and 78.1%, respectively, compared to 29.0% and 21.9% in Mara. These differences reflect the infrastructural and institutional advantages of urban economies, which facilitate broader and more effective utilization of credit, as framed by the IFAD (2020) rural financial inclusion model. Notably, despite Mara’s relatively limited diversification, beneficiaries still reported substantial individual gains, particularly in agriculture and household asset accumulation.
Crucially, while credit access enabled many positive outcomes, it did not uniformly translate into success across regions and groups. This supports Bateman’s (2010) argument that microcredit alone is insufficient without accompanying non-financial support such as market facilitation, training, and mentorship. Recent studies reinforce this position: Palanichamy et al. (2024) found that banking schemes in Pondicherry improved income and sustainability among enterprise beneficiaries, while Sahu et al. (2024) showed that structured financial empowerment among tribal women in India led to not only economic gains but also enhanced social inclusion and livelihood security.
Generally, post-loan achievements in Arusha and Mara affirm the transformative potential of economic empowerment schemes in supporting women, youth, and PWDs. However, the regional disparities observed reinforce the need for context-sensitive program design. To fully unlock the developmental potential of such schemes, financial support must be paired with tailored non-financial interventions that address local economic realities and institutional gaps, thereby promoting inclusive and sustainable empowerment outcomes across Tanzania. 
[image: ]
Source: Survey field data, 2023/2024
Figure 4. Comparison of Post-Loan Achievements of Enterprises Under Economic Empowerment Schemes between Arusha and Mara Regions
4. Conclusion
This study evaluated the economic performance of enterprises supported by Economic Empowerment Schemes (EES) in Tanzania, focusing on LGA loan beneficiaries in Arusha and Mara. Using indicators such as profitability, viability, business expansion, and employment generation, the study revealed distinct regional dynamics shaped by socioeconomic and sectoral contexts. Mara beneficiaries had larger households and farm sizes, with greater participation in agriculture and livestock, while Arusha exhibited higher education levels and stronger engagement in petty trade and construction. Economic outcomes varied accordingly—Arusha recorded higher revenues but lower profitability due to higher operational costs, whereas Mara achieved stronger returns and viability, particularly in agriculture and transport, as reflected in higher ROI and BCR values. Employment effects also differed: Arusha saw increased female and permanent employment, while Mara relied more on temporary labor. Wages rose in both regions, and post-loan expansion was evident in capital growth and customer bases. However, perceived goal achievement declined, highlighting that credit alone does not guarantee success without post-loan support. Notably, women and youth in Arusha reported more formalization and asset acquisition, while Mara’s diverse gains—including among persons with disabilities—demonstrate inclusive impact. These findings align with Palanichamy et al. (2024) and Sahu et al. (2024), who emphasize that financial access must be coupled with institutional support to foster sustainable livelihoods. Generally, while EES have stimulated enterprise development and inclusive economic participation, their effectiveness depends on context-sensitive implementation and complementary services such as training, mentorship, and market facilitation. Tailored interventions are essential to translate financial empowerment into long-term, transformative outcomes.
6. Policy Recommendations
Based on the findings, the following actions are recommended to enhance the effectiveness of Economic Empowerment Schemes (EES) in Tanzania:
1. Tailored Loan Products: Adjust loan sizes to regional realities, with larger, flexible loans and financial training in Arusha and accessible, right-sized loans for agro-enterprises in Mara.
2. Inclusive Financing for PWDs: Develop targeted lending and mentorship programs to improve credit access for Persons with Disabilities.
3. Market Access and Value Chains: Strengthen agricultural value chains in Mara and improve market linkages in Arusha to enhance enterprise profitability.
4. Capacity Building: Integrate entrepreneurship and financial literacy training within EES to support sustainable enterprise growth post-loan.
5. Support Formalization: Simplify registration and provide incentives to encourage microenterprises to formalize, particularly in Arusha.
6. Sectoral Focus: Prioritize support for high-return sectors such as crop production in Mara and livestock, retail, and construction in Arusha.
7. Monitoring and Evaluation: Establish robust systems to track EES impacts on employment and livelihoods for data-driven policy refinement.
7. Areas for Further Research
Further research is recommended to:
1. Assess Long-Term Impacts: Track EES-supported enterprises over time to evaluate sustainability in profitability and employment.
2. Gender Analysis: Examine how EES affects women’s agency and household dynamics in rural and urban settings.
3. PWD Inclusion: Identify structural and cultural barriers limiting PWD participation in EES.
4. Sectoral Dynamics: Analyze value chains in key sectors to pinpoint productivity constraints and high-return interventions.
5. Market Infrastructure: Study the role of infrastructure and digital platforms in enhancing market access for EES beneficiaries.
6. Formalization Pathways: Investigate factors influencing the shift from informal to formal businesses under EES.
7. Resilience to Shocks: Explore how EES enterprises respond to climate and market disruptions.
8. Youth Entrepreneurship: Analyze challenges and success factors for youth entrepreneurs to improve tailored support under EES.
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