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Table 4. GLP and AB-multiple Comparisons-Tukey HSD.

Mean
Difference

Dependent Variable () Std. Error Sig.
GLP NBFC-MFI NBFC I.416* 0.115 0.000
SEC.8CO [.359% 0.1'5 0.000

OTHERS 0.786* 0.1'15 0.001
NBFC NBFC-MFI —-1.416* 0.1'15 0.000
SEC.8CO —0.057 0.1'15 0.959
OTHERS —0.630%* 0.1'15 0.003
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI —1.359% 0.115 0.000
NBFC 0.057 0.1'15 0.959
OTHERS —0.573% 0.1'15 0.005

OTHERS NBFC-MFI -0.786* 0.1'15 0.001
NBFC 0.630* 0.1'5 0.003
AB NBFC-MFI NBFC 0.344* 0.048 0.000
SEC.8CO 0.336* 0.048 0.001
OTHERS 0.205* 0.048 0.012
NBFC NBFC-MFI —0.344* 0.048 0.000
SEC.8CO -0.008 0.048 0.998

OTHERS -0.139 0.048 0.081

SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI —-0.336* 0.048 0.001
NBFC 0.008 0.048 0.998
OTHERS -0.130 0.048 0.104
OTHERS NBFC-MFI —0.205%* 0.048 0.012

NBFC 0.139 0.048 0.081
SEC.8CO 0.130 0.048 0.104

Note: *The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

in Table 5 show that there is no significant mean difference in CAR across
all categories of MFIs, with sig > 0.05 in all cases compared.

DER: The debt-equity ratio is the ratio of total debt borrowed to total
equity held at any given time. Table 5 shows multiple comparisons of
DER across categories of MFIs. There is no significant mean difference in
DER across all categories of MFIs, with sig > 0.05 in all cases compared.
ABCO: ABCO is an abbreviation for Average Borrower per Credit Officer,
which is a measure of the client-staff ratio. Case Load is another name for
it. In Table 5, the mean difference between NBFC-MFI and NBFC is
significant as sig < 0.05. In case of OTHERS, the mean difference is seen
to be significant when compared with NBFC and SECTIONS8CO., as
sig <0.05. No significant mean difference is seen between and NBFC-MFI,
NBFC and SECTIONSCO on the ABCO dimension.

Value Capture

The variables ROA, ROE and YIELD show multiple comparisons of value capture
dimension of business model. The result of the analysis of these variables follows

below:
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ROA: ROA is a widely accepted profitability metric that, in essence, is the
percentage net income earned from the total average assets deployed by
MFIs over a given period, say a year. Table 6 shows the multiple
comparisons of ROA across all categories of MFIs. There is no significant
mean difference seen in ROA across all categories of MFIs, as sig > 0.05.
ROE: The net income earned from the average equity of MFIs held by
MFTIs during the given period is referred to as the ROE. Table 6 shows the

Table 5. FCR, OER, CAR, DER & ABCO-multiple Comparisons-Tukey HSD.

Mean
Difference

Dependent Variable (-) Std. Error Sig.
FCR NBFC-MFI NBFC —0.113 0.090 0.619
SEC.8CO —0.134 0.090 0.489
OTHERS —0.045 0.090 0.959
NBFC NBFC-MFI 0.113 0.090 0.619
SEC.8CO -0.022 0.090 0.995
OTHERS 0.068 0.090 0.873
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI 0.134 0.090 0.489
NBFC 0.022 0.090 0.995
OTHERS 0.090 0.090 0.758
OTHERS NBFC-MFI 0.045 0.090 0.959
NBFC —0.068 0.090 0.873
SEC.8CO -0.090 0.090 0.758
OER  NBFC-MFI NBFC -0.700 1.584 0.969
SEC.8CO —-1.573 1.584 0.758
OTHERS —-1.963 1.584 0.622
NBFC NBFC-MFI 0.700 1.584 0.969
SEC.8CO -0.873 1.584 0.944
OTHERS —-1.263 1.584 0.854
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI 1.573 1.584 0.758
NBFC 0.873 1.584 0.944
OTHERS —0.390 1.584 0.994
OTHERS NBFC-MFI 1.963 1.584 0.622
NBFC 1.263 1.584 0.854
SEC.8CO 0.390 1.584 0.994
CAR  NBFC-MFI NBFC —6.613 3.733 0.352
SEC.8CO -3.513 3.733 0.785
OTHERS 0.663 3.733 0.998
NBFC NBFC-MFI 6.613 3.733 0.352
SEC.8CO 3.100 3.733 0.839
OTHERS 7.277 3.733 0.282
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI 3513 3.733 0.785
NBFC -3.100 3.733 0.839
OTHERS 4.177 3.733 0.689
OTHERS NBFC-MFI —0.663 3.733 0.998
NBFC -7.276 3.733 0.282
SEC.8CO —4.176 3.733 0.689

(Table 5 continued)
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(Table 5 continued)

Mean
Difference

Dependent Variable (H) Std. Error Sig.
DER NBFC-MFI NBFC 2.066 0.877 0.164
SEC.8CO 0.666 0.877 0.870
OTHERS 1.866 0.877 0.223
NBFC NBFC-MFI -2.066 0.877 0.164
SEC.8CO —1.400 0.877 0.432
OTHERS -0.200 0.877 0.995
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI —0.666 0.877 0.870
NBFC 1.400 0.877 0.432
OTHERS 1.200 0.877 0.551
OTHERS NBFC-MFI —-1.866 0.877 0.223
NBFC 0.200 0.877 0.995
SEC.8CO —-1.200 0.877 0.551
ABCO NBFC-MFI NBFC I 13.000* 28.227 0.017
SEC.8CO 86.333 28.227 0.061
OTHERS -75.333 28.227 0.106
NBFC NBFC-MFI —113.000* 28.227 0.017
SEC.8CO —26.667 28.227 0.783
OTHERS —-188.333* 28.227 0.001
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI —86.333 28.227 0.061
NBFC 26.667 28.227 0.783
OTHERS —-161.667* 28.227 0.002
OTHERS NBFC-MFI 75.333 28.227 0.106
NBFC 188.333* 28.227 0.001
SEC.8CO 161.667* 28.227 0.002

Note: *The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

multiple comparisons of ROE across all categories of MFIs. There is no
significant mean difference seen in ROE across all categories of MFIs, as

sig > 0.05.

e YIELD: YIELD represents total income from microfinance operations
(interest, processing fee/service charge) earned from the average loan
portfolio outstanding. Investment income is not included. It works well as
a proxy or surrogate for the loan interest rate. In Table 6, there is no
significant mean difference in YIELD across all categories of MFIs, with
sig > 0.05 in all cases compared.

Summary of Findings

The results (Table 1: Normality & Table 2: Homogeneity of variances) confirm
data suitability for ANOVA analysis. The analysis finds significant differences
exist for GLP and AB (value creation), as shown in Table 3. Other variables show
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Table 6. ROA, ROE& YIELD-multiple Comparisons-Tukey HSD.

Mean
Difference

Dependent Variable () Std. Error Sig.
ROA NBFC-MFI NBFC 0.040 0.611 1.000
SEC.8CO -0.303 0.611 0.958
OTHERS 0.087 0.611 0.999
NBFC NBFC-MFI —0.040 0.611 1.000
SEC.8CO -0.343 0.611 0.941
OTHERS 0.047 0.611 1.000
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI 0.303 0.611 0.958

NBFC 0.343 0.611 0.941
OTHERS 0.390 0.611 0917
OTHERS NBFC-MFI -0.087 0.611 0.999
NBFC -0.047 0.611 1.000
SEC.8CO -0.390 0.611 0917
ROE NBFC-MFI NBFC 3.853 3.084 0.616
SEC.8CO 2317 3.084 0.874
OTHERS 2.723 3.084 0.814
NBFC NBFC-MFI -3.853 3.084 0.616
SEC.8CO —-1.537 3.084 0.957
OTHERS -1.130 3.084 0.982
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI -2.317 3.084 0.874
NBFC 1.537 3.084 0.957
OTHERS 0.407 3.084 0.999
OTHERS NBFC-MFI -2.723 3.084 0.814
NBFC 1.130 3.084 0.982
SEC.8CO -0.407 3.084 0.999
YIELD  NBFC-MFI NBFC 0.000 2.345 1.000
SEC.8CO 1.333 2.345 0.939
OTHERS 0.000 2.345 1.000
NBFC NBFC-MFI 0.000 2.345 1.000
SEC.8CO 1.333 2.345 0.939
OTHERS 0.000 2.345 1.000
SEC.8CO NBFC-MFI —-1.333 2.345 0.939
NBFC -1.333 2.345 0.939
OTHERS -1.333 2.345 0.939
OTHERS NBFC-MFI 0.000 2.345 1.000
NBFC 0.000 2.345 1.000
SEC.8CO 1.333 2.345 0.939

Note: *The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
uniform trends across MFI categories. The results of the analysis in Tables 4, 5

and 6 show multiple comparisons revealing that:

*  Value creation: NBFC-MFIs outperform other categories in GLP and AB.
NBFC-MFIs lead in value creation due to their expansive borrower base
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and higher loan portfolios. NBFC-MFTIs perform best in value creation but
need improvements in value deliverance and capture.

e Value deliverance: No significant differences in FCR, OER, CAR and
DER across categories. Value deliverance remains consistent across MFI
categories, suggesting similar operational efficiencies.

e Value capture: ROA, ROE and YIELD remain similar across MFI types.
Value capture indicates financial parity among MFIs, implying stable
revenue generation mechanisms.

Conclusion

The business model analysis of MFIs in India during COVID-19 covered NBFC-
MFIs, NBFCs, Section 8 Companies, and OTHERS. NBFC-MFIs performed
best in value creation (ABs and GLP). For value delivery (CAR, DER, ABCO,
FCR, excluding OER) and value capture (ROA and YIELD, excluding ROE), all
MEFI categories showed similar performance. NBFC-MFIs show strong value
creation and have the potential to improve in delivery and capture by enhancing
ROE, ROA, OER, FCR, DER, CAR and YIELD compared to other MFI forms.
Other MFIs—NBFCs, Section 8 Companies and OTHERS—are advised to
improve GLP, ABCO, FCR, DER, CAR, ROE, ROA, OER, YIELD and AB to
enhance their performance in value creation, delivery and capture.

MFTIs using SHG and JLG delivery models can enhance their performance with
support from NABARD, self-regulatory organisations like Sa-Dhan and MFIN
and the RBI’s Regulatory Framework for Microfinance Loans introduced in
March 2022. The COVID-19 pandemic affected all forms of MFIs. In response,
NABARD launched initiatives to support the microfinance sector post-pandemic.
Notably, 12.8 lakh SHGs across 281 districts in 26 states and 2 UTs were digitised
under Project E-Shakti. In 2020, NABARD introduced a Business Model Scheme
for RRBs/RCBs to promote and finance JLGs. During the pandemic, Hewa-
Wellalage et al. (2022) found that female-led enterprises faced greater challenges,
with women being up to two percentage points more likely to rely on debt
financing than men, solely due to gender. Reserve Bank of India (2021) highlighted
Project E-Shakti as a key digital inclusion initiative. By 2022, SHGs grew from
255 (29 lakh in bank credit, 1992) to 67.40 lakh (Z1.51 lakh crore), and JLGs
from 285 (%447 lakh, 2005) to 188 lakh (%3.27 lakh crore). NABARD has led the
SHG movement by offering policy support, training, capacity building and
refinancing for SHG loans. Initiatives include simplified account opening
procedures, relaxed collateral norms, the 1993 Bulk Lending Scheme, support for
SHG promotion, livelihood training, research and awareness programmes (Status
of Microfinance, 2020-2021). Hence, it can be concluded that the role of
Government and Non-Government organisations is significant for various forms
of MFIs to cope with the post-COVID-19 scenario in value creation, value
deliverance and value capture.
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Policy Implications

*  Enhancing capital adequacy: Strengthening financial reserves to mitigate
economic shocks.

» Digital transformation: Technological integration, alternative financing
and policy support are crucial for MFIs’ sustainability. The study suggests
promoting fintech adoption for efficient credit disbursement.

*  Regulatory support: Post-pandemic, regulatory interventions have helped,
but liquidity concerns persist. The study recommends leveraging RBI and
NABARD frameworks to stabilise MFI growth.

Limitations of the Study

The current study is based on the COVID-19 period, which restricts its scope in
analysing long-term changes in MFIs’ business models and their post-pandemic
recovery strategies.

Future Research Directions

Future research could focus on:

* Analysing post-2021 data to evaluate the prolonged effects of the
pandemic, including economic recovery patterns, shifts in consumer
behaviour and structural transformations across various sectors.

» Investigating innovative business models that utilise fintech advancements
and digital lending, exploring their role in enhancing financial inclusion,
market dynamics and regulatory implications.

* For future research, there is potential to explore more advanced
methodologies such as machine learning and financial modelling, which
offer deeper insights and predictive capabilities. However, traditional
statistical techniques like one-way ANOVA and post-hoc tests continue to
hold value, particularly in analysing structured financial data and
identifying significant differences across business models. Integrating
both conventional and modern approaches could enhance the robustness
and depth of future analyses.
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ABCO: Active borrower per credit officer
ANOVA: Analysis of variance

BRICS: Brazil Russia India China South Africa
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COVID-19: Coronavirus disease-2019

DER: Debt-to-equity ratio

FCR: Finance cost ratio
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GLP: Gross loan portfolio

JLG: Joint liability group

MFTI: Microfinance institution

NABARD: National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development
NBFC: Non-banking financial company

NBFC-MFTI: Non-banking financial company-microfinance institution
NGO: Non-governmental organisation

OER: Operating expense ratio

ROA: Return on assets

ROE: Return on equity

RRBs: Regional rural banks
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