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Abstract 

Purpose: The process of identifying and defining effective delivery mechanisms is a critical issue 

in the management of microcredit programs to meet the firm's objectives and the customers’ needs. 
The purpose of this paper is to look at the relative importance of delivery mechanism in microcredit 

programs. In addition, this paper analyses the relationship between delivery mechanism and 

business performance among micro enterprises involved in microcredit programs. Methodology: 
The primary data of the study were obtained from 756 micro entrepreneurs under two major 

microcredit programs (AIM and TEKUN). Descriptive and t-test analysis were used to explain the 

findings of the study. Findings: Analysis of the study shows that cooperation from staff, the 
duration and method of loan repayment and monitoring of loan capital are important mechanism 

in the management of microcredit programs. T-test analysis revealed a significant difference in 

delivery mechanism between the two microcredit programs involved. Empirical findings show 
that the performance of micro enterprises under the AIM microcredit program is better than that 

of micro enterprises under the TEKUN microcredit program. Practical Implications: The 

performance of a microcredit program depends largely on their resource management. This 
involves operational efficiency, credit products offered, and customer support services. These 

three elements are critical factors in determining the effectiveness of the delivery mechanism in a 

microcredit program. Originality/value: The efficiency of delivery mechanisms through strategic 
resource management not only can enhance the competitive advantage of the AIM microcredit 

program but also affect the performance of the micro enterprises involved. 
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1- Introduction 

In an increasingly complex economic environment, the need for more innovative and competitive strategies is seen 

as crucial to achieving business objectives. The ability of a firm to achieve high levels of management efficiency depends 

on how they plan and manage their resources. These resources include physical, human capital and organizational 

resources [1, 2]. Systematically planned resource management not only ensures the achievement of firm goals, generates 

added value [3], enhances competitive advantage and organizational performance [4] but can also have a significant 

impact on various stakeholders. 

In the context of a microcredit program, the performance of the implementing agency depends largely on the delivery 

mechanism of the program in managing its resources. According to Gibbons & Meehan (1999) and Yu et al. (2020) [5, 

6] these competencies include labor and institutional operations that can be achieved through a variety of methods 

including, understanding customer requirements, using information management systems, establishing strategic 

planning and maintaining the quality of loan portfolio. These cover the aspects of operational efficiency (including staff 

                                                           
* CONTACT: Ahmadsuf@uitm.edu.my 

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.28991/esj-2021-01281 

© 2021 by the authors. Licensee ESJ, Italy. This is an open access article under the terms and conditions of the Creative 
Commons Attribution (CC-BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 

http://www.ijournalse.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.28991/esj-2021-01281
http://dx.doi.org/10.28991/esj-2021-01281


Emerging Science Journal | Vol. 5, No. 3 

Page | 339 

development), credit products (e.g. loan size, cost of borrowing, repayment period) and social development programs 

(such as training, exposure on business fundamental, guidance, supervision and project effectiveness, and customer 

services support). The efficiency of delivery mechanisms in microcredit programs not only can create competitive 

advantage, [7] maintain self-reliance without relying on financial assistance from the government but can also ensure 

the business performance of those involve with the program [8]. 

The process of identifying and deciding effective delivery mechanisms is a crucial issue for microcredit program 

management in ensuring that the program can be operate at a high level of efficiency to meet the firm's objectives and 

their customers’ requirement. Although most microcredit programs are replicas of the Grameen Bank microcredit 

program, which is seen as a pioneer in the development of microcredit programs, they operate in accordance with local 

requirements. This is why each microcredit program has a different implementation approach for their delivery 

mechanism. These differences are seen as important elements that can influence the performance of a microcredit 

program. 

Most studies on microcredit programs focus more on the impact of the program on the socioeconomic status of the 

target population. In addition, there are several case studies that focus on self-dependent issues among microcredit 

program institutions. On the other hand, not many studies have addressed issues related to the importance of mechanism 

of delivery and the effect of mechanism of implementation for each microcredit program on the performance of the 

small business that involved. The objective of this paper is to examine the relative importance of each delivery 

mechanism used in the microcredit program, to make a comparative analysis in terms of delivery mechanisms between 

the two micro-credit programs in Malaysia as well as to analyse the relationship between delivery mechanisms with the 

performance of micro enterprises. The findings of this study can not only provide useful guidance to organizations 

running microcredit programs but also contribute to the literature in the field, policy makers and entrepreneurs. 

2- Literature Review 

Microcredit program is an effort undertaken by various parties, including NGO's and government to help the poor to 

improve their standard of living through economic activity [9]. In addition to credit facilities, various support programs 

such as entrepreneurship and business training, technical assistance and social development inputs are also provided to 

enhance knowledge and skills among the target groups [10, 11]. Nowadays microcredit program had evolved not only 

among developing and poor countries but also as a model for implementation in developed countries. Previous studies 

have clearly showed that microcredit programs had a significant impact on the performance of the micro enterprises that 

involved. These developments clearly indicate that the microcredit programs have become an important mechanism 

towards the growth of micro enterprises and the improvement of the standard of living of the poor. 

The success of the microcredit programs is closely linked to the implementation efficiency of the delivery 

mechanism. Delivery mechanism refers to implementation processes, specifically the channels of reaching the clients 

and the savings and credit methodologies involved in extending the services to the clients. It is crucial that the delivery 

mechanism to be aligned with the target market, thus assisting in business strategy and performance achievements [12], 

[7]. In the context of micro credit program, the implementation of an efficient delivery mechanism is very important to 

enhance the management effectiveness and program supervision. The survival of the program and improvement of micro 

enterprise performance depends on the efficiency of micro credit program management of resources [13] and service 

delivery. Theory of Resource Based View (RBV) highlights the importance of internal resources in determining 

competitive advantage and firm performance. Based on the results of the discussion in the workshop "Bank Poor, 96", 

there are several important factors that can contribute to the degree of independence or performance of microcredit 

programs. These factors can be categorized into three elements namely credit products, operational efficiency and social 

development programs. 

2-1- Credit Product 

Credit products involve the aspect financial capital provided to customers. This element is essential to a microcredit 

program. According to a report, the "Bank Poor 96" product credit model has unique characteristics to attract customers, 

including the nature of products, easily obtainable, timely provision of credit, maturity and reasonable "grace period", 

smaller repayment instalments and; organized and affordable loan size [5, 14, 15]. In accordance with the Grameen 

Bank approach, the amount of credit granted will be increased by the loan. Studies conducted by Fatimah-Salwa et al. 

(2013) [16] demonstrate a growing number of loans granted have resulted in creating more successful microcredit 

programs and the enterprises involved. In addition to the loan repayment method, the success of microcredit programs 

also depends on the amount of loans issued [17, 18], loan interest [5] and approval [15]. Besides, there are several 

scholars that touched on the system adopted including the repayment of loans [19], the number of loans disbursed [16, 

20] as well as the loan repayment period [19] and repayment rates [21] and cost control [5]. 

A study conducted by Seibel and Parhusip (1998) [22] on the microcredit program, Advancement Center for 

Agriculture Committee (CARD) in the Philippines found that performance achievable depends on the strength of credit 
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discipline that covers the repayment method, timelines to refund, rise in the number of repeat loans and alternative 

arrangements to manage loan repayments. Most of the loans issued are in accordance with the approach practiced by 

Grameen Bank through group lending [23]. The management practices of credit products through group lending [24], 

as well as the schedule of repayment and flexible collateral [25] are perceived as the factors that determine the success 

of microcredit programs in developed countries [10]. Microcredit programs in the United States have different financing 

methods than that of developing countries. They do not lend by group, so they failed to utilize the benefits of the network 

[26] thus affecting the performance of the program and MSE's involved. On that account, microcredit programs in 

developed countries were less successful than those of developing countries [27]. For most programs such as the 

Grameen Bank microcredit replica, AIM participants are required to attend weekly meetings. Such approach turns out 

to be a very effective mechanism to guarantee the repayments by customers. In line the element of credit product, the 

success of microcredit were also contributed by other elements such as excess liquidity, deposit loan and interest rate 

[28], loan size, deposits volume, exchanges rates, lending rates, cash reserves rates, saving deposits rates [27, 29], system 

in credit product [30], variety of credit product, nature of credit products, easily obtainable, timely provision of credit, 

maturity and reasonable “grace period, and smaller repayment instalments [31]. This is supported by Seibel & Parhusip 

(1998) and Christen (1997) [22, 30] who asserted that there is a positive relationship between credit products and 

performance. 

2-2- Operational Efficiency 

Operational efficiency also involves the organization's ability to manage resources utilization in a well-planned and 

effective manner. This includes the management of operations, strategic management, risk management, human resource 

development and savings mobilization [32]. 

The concept of operational efficiency encompasses the practice of improving all of your processes (all your 

company’s activities that lead to your final product or service). Operational proficiency angle for microfinance part is a 

standout amongst the most essential viewpoints that must be considered by their administrations with a specific end goal 

to gain solid financial performances. According to Wheelock and Wilson (2010) [33] efficiency is the ability of 

management of the organizations to manage its operating costs in a most efficient manner through cost rationalization. 

It involves the process of allocating the available resources to viable investments. It can likewise be referred to as what 

happens when the right blend of individuals, process, and innovation meet up to improve the profitability and estimation 

of any business operation, while driving down the cost of routine operations to a desired level [5]. The importance of 

operational efficiency, particularly in the management of internal resources is also emphasized by Gibbons & Meehan 

(1999) [5] in determining the performance of the microcredit program. A study conducted by Dokulilová et al. (2009) 

and Farrington (2000) [34, 35] also explore from the perspective of the importance of efficiency in the management of 

the microcredit program. Operational efficiency is necessary to achieve independent level and between major steps in 

the quest for independence in microcredit [5]. Furthermore, according to Gibbons & Meehan (1999) [5], operational 

efficiency is an important factor in achieving self-reliance. The acceptable administrative efficiency is also vital for the 

survival of the microcredit program and the performance of MSEs [5]. For instance, Bhatt et al. (1999) [36] looked at 

some of the failure factors of microcredit programs in the United States, which are caused by laws manipulating over 

the interest rates charged to clients. Similarly, according to Salas-Velasco (2019) [37], management efficiency of 

microcredit enhances the efficiency level to achieve independent and financial levels of the organization. Meanwhile, 

technology and innovation efficiency has verifiably played an essential role in the business procedure change idea. It is 

considered by some as a noteworthy empowering agent for new types of working and teaming up within an association 

and crosswise over authoritative outskirts [38]. By and large, new innovation offers different sort of beneficial outcome 

to the organization. Therefore, innovation appropriation changes the customary method for working together by giving 

members totally new potential outcomes [39]. 

2-3- Social Development Program 

Social development programs are the support efforts of the microcredit program executors including training, 

guidance and advice, customer support services, savings and monitoring and supervision activities. Microcredit 

programs such as AIM (Malaysia), K-REP (Kenya), Zambuko and PULSE (Zimbabwe) and GAF Stokvel (South Africa) 

are examples of microcredit programs that give special emphasis on training and mentoring. Training is important for 

applying entrepreneurial competency among customers. In fact, according to Light and Pham (1998), there is also a 

microcredit programs that requires prospective borrowers to sit and pass the training program held before the loan is 

issued to them. Involvement of operators in training and personal development programs will improve business 

management skills and provide a large space for increasing social capital in the business environment. They have the 

opportunity to reach out to various stakeholders including government agencies that provide assistance and support, 

competitors, customers and suppliers. Studies conducted by [31, 34, 40-51] also found that training and guidance is 

important in enhancing performance in microcredit and therefore is useful for microcredit in terms of high repayments 

rates and client retention.  
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Sharma & Zeller (1997) [52] have shown that there are various training activities in different areas such as 

entrepreneurial skill development, managing micro enterprises, shop keeping, crafts production, general awareness, 

family planning activities, and so forth. In addition to training and coaching, performance and customer microcredit 

programs also rely on the mandatory savings program. In addition to providing financial assistance, most microcredit 

programs also offer support services to improve the performance of the target groups. There are two main elements of 

focus in social development programs of entrepreneurship-monitoring and supervision. Target groups are not only facing 

capital constraints to operate a business, but also lack effective skills and knowledge in business management [8, 52]. 

To overcome the shortcomings of the microcredit program, practitioners feel that customers should be exposed to the 

values and practices of entrepreneurship fundamentals in the business and also be motivated instead of solely 

participating in the provision of credit. Savings is regarded as a source of capital for production of loans to customers 

[5, 53], determinants of the microcredit survival program, performance of the MSEs, impact on the economy of the poor 

which includes the preparation of economic shocks and future ability to self-finance investment [54], and proliferation 

in the confidence of the poor [55]. Therefore, entrepreneurship development programs are treated as an important 

complementary factor to grant microcredit in improving performance. 

3- Research Methodology 

3-1- Sample 

The research populations comprised of micro enterprises participants in microcredit program namely Amanah Ikhtiar 

Malaysia (AIM) and Tabung Kumpulan Usaha Niaga (TEKUN). Both microcredit programs were chosen because they 

have the highest number and the most active participants in Malaysia. The mechanism for implementing the AIM 

microcredit program is based on the Grameen Bank system in Bangladesh with some adaptation to local conditions. 

While TEKUN operates based on the AIM model. Most studies on microcredit in Malaysia used AIM and TEKUN as 

their sample. Meanwhile, the state of Kelantan was chosen because it was the earliest state in implementing the 

microcredit program as well as recording the highest number of participation in both programs. According to statistics 

during the study the number of participants in the AIM program, also known as “sahabat” was 30,446, while the TEKUN 

program consisted of 16,432 participants. Based on this population, Sekaran & Bougie (2016) [56] proposes that the 

sample size for the study should be 380 (AIM) and 376 (TEKUN) respectively. The standard sampling method is used 

for data collection purposes. The population is divided into 10 districts in the state of Kelantan and the sample size for 

each strata is determined by the ratio of the strata population to the whole population. 

Using the questionnaire as a research instrument, face-to-face interviews involving entrepreneurs of micro enterprises 

were conducted to obtain research information. The majority (41.5%) of the business has been operated between 11 and 

15 years old. They have less than 5 employees and an initial capital of less than RM5000. This explains that the majority 

of companies involved are micro enterprises. Most of them were involved in the retail sector (77%) followed by the 

services sector (16.7%) and manufacturing sector (6.3%). A total of 63.5% made microcredit loans amounted less than 

RM6000. The main purpose of the loan is to grow their business. In addition to obtaining capital loans, they also 

benefited from various support programs including personal development (58.9%), advisory services (42.9%), moral 

support (42.3%) and business training (12.8%). 

3-2- Measurement 

3-2-1- Microcredit Delivery Mechanism 

Delivery mechanism refers to the method of the implementation of microcredit programs. This includes credit product 

that is closely linked to financial loans provided and social development product that involved with delivery services 

and various support programs. Based on the literature review, this study considers 13 items that are important 

mechanisms in the implementation of microcredit programs. The items for microcredit delivery mechanism included in 

this study were costs charge on loan, time taken for loan approval, rules imposed, amount of loan disbursement, method 

of loan repayment, loan repayment period, monitoring of loan usage, personal development program, cooperation from 

the staff, monitoring and evaluation of business project, training / course offers, exposure to foundation of business, and 

provision of advisory services. In the survey, micro entrepreneurs were asked to rate the importance of each delivery 

mechanism items with a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly dissatisfied) to 7 (strongly satisfied). 

3-2-2- Microenterprises Performance 

The problem of availability and reliability of micro enterprise financial data has been a key factor for most researchers 

[57], to use subjective methods in performance measurement. This study also used the same method as a mechanism for 

measuring business performance. It involves a combination of performance assessment methods based on the 

importance of certain financial indicators such as profit realization, sales revenue, diversification of activities, market 

access, business growth as well as job creation opportunities [58]. There are 12 items used in performance measurement 
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including sales revenue, profits, business stability, employment growth, reduction in cost of production, customer 

satisfaction, value of assets, market outreach and business networks. Based on the performance indicators listed, 

respondents were required to select their satisfaction level for the last three years based on a seven-point likert scale 

with a frequency of “1 = strongly dissatisfied” to “7 = strongly satisfied”. 

Based on the reliability test, Cronbach’s Alpha values for the two variables used were 0.895 (business performance) 

and 0.816 (delivery mechanism). These values are higher than the lowest value (0.7) as stated by Nunnally (1978) [59], 

indicating their reliability to be used in the analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of Microcredit Delivery Mechanism and Microenterprise performance. 

4- Results 

4-1- Relative Importance of Delivery Mechanism 

The rapid development of microcredit programs at the global level, particularly in terms of increasing number of 

institutions offering microcredit program and total participation among the poor clearly demonstrates that the program 

has the ability to conduct socio-economic shift to the target groups. The implementation of the program is not only a 

model for improving the lives of the target groups in poor and developing countries but also implemented in developed 

countries. Highlights of discussion among scholars in the field explain some of the important factors that can determine 

the impact of microcredit programs not only depend on the target groups as beneficiaries but also delivery mechanisms 

that are put into practice. Operational efficiency, credit product management and social development programs must be 

in line with the resources available, able to meet customers’ needs and according to market needs. The uniqueness of 

the management of these three elements is an important factor that determines the effectiveness of delivery mechanisms 

for microcredit programs. The implementation of the strategic delivery mechanism can affect the performance of the 

micro enterprises involved. Table 1 shows the list of delivery mechanisms arranged according to the importance based 

on the mean value of the respondents' response. The analysis of the relative importance of each item of delivery 

mechanism was done according to the AIM and TEKUN microcredit programs and the overall sample.  

For the AIM microcredit program, the highest satisfaction expressed by the respondent on the delivery mechanism 

was cooperation from the staff, followed by the method of loan repayment, loan repayment period, monitoring of loan 

use and amount of loan disbursement. Whereas low level of satisfaction involves training / course offered and exposure 

to foundation of business. For TEKUN programs, high levels of satisfaction include items of cooperation from the staff 

in addition to loan repayment period, method of loan repayment, monitoring of loan use and monitoring and evaluation 

of business project. The delivery mechanism under TEKUN also indicates a low level of satisfaction for personal 

development programs involving exposure to foundation of business and training / course offered. The analysis of the 

entire sample also showed that the cooperation of the staff was the most important factor, followed by several factors 

related to the operational efficiency of the loan repayment period and the method of loan repayment. In addition, 

respondents also pointed out the importance factor of monitoring of loan use, and monitoring and evaluation of business 

project. While the low level of satisfaction expressed by the respondents included time taken for loan approval, exposure 

to foundation of business as well as training and courses offered. These findings explain that the operational efficiency 

factor in the management of microcredit programs is the most important element to ensure the performance of micro 

enterprises. This is consistent with the findings of a study by [16, 22, 31, 34, 35, 40-51]. In this regard staff development 

programs need to be given priority to ensure that they understand their responsibilities and role in performing the tasks 

and meeting customer requirements. 
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4-2- Comparison of Delivery Mechanism 

In total, the comparative analysis of the delivery mechanism between AIM and TEKUN microcredit programs 

involved with the 13 items shown in Table 2. Based on the seven-point likert scale, the AIM microcredit program shows 

that there are six items with a mean value of more than five, while the remaining seven have a mean value of less than 

five. For the TEKUN program, there are two items (Cooperation from the staff of loan provider and loan repayment 

period) that indicate a mean value of more than five, while another 11 items indicate a mean value lower than that. By 

comparison, the delivery mechanism under the AIM microcredit program shows higher mean value in 12 items than just 

one item of delivery mechanism (exposure to foundation of business) for the TEKUN microcredit program. T-test 

analysis revealed that there are eight items had significant differences in terms of delivery mechanism between the two 

programs. The items were amount of loan disbursement (t = 5.68, p <0.01), cooperation from the staff of loan provider 

(t = 5.44, p <0.01), monitoring and evaluation of business project (t = 4.23, p <0.01), provision of advisory services (t = 

3.85, p <0.01), monitoring of loan use (t = 3.84, P <0.01), method of loan repayment (t = 2.35, p <0.05), cost / services 

charge on loan (t = 1.92, P <0.1) and loan repayment period (t = 1.70, P <0.1). Only five items, namely rules / conditions 

imposed on loan, personal development programs, the time taken for loan approval, exposure to the foundation of 

business and training / course offer which shows no significant difference between the two programs. The analysis of 

the study also shows that the mean value of the delivery mechanism for the AIM microcredit program (4.96) is higher 

than the mean value of the overall delivery mechanism for the TEKUN program (4.75). According to the t-test (t = 4:34, 

p <0.01) clearly shows there are significant differences in terms of delivery mechanisms between the two programs. 

4-3- Comparison of Performance by Microcredit Program 

The difference in delivery mechanism will not only affect the competitive advantage of the institution that implement 

microcredit program but also the performance of the small enterprises involved. Table 3 shows the performance 

comparison analysis between AIM and TEKUN microcredit programs. For the AIM program all items showed a mean 

value of more than five except for increase in item number of workers (4.62). The highest mean for the AIM program 

is indicated by the item sales revenue (5:49). Whereas for the TEKUN micro credit program, six items have a mean 

value of five while another six items have a mean value of less than five. The highest mean value for the TEKUN 

program involved customer satisfaction item (5.21) and the lowest mean value is for reduce production costs item (4.51). 

The analysis of the study clearly shows that the overall mean value of micro enterprises’ performance under AIM 

microcredit program (5.18) is higher than the micro enterprises’ performance under TEKUN program (4.97). 

By comparison, out of the 12 performance measurement items involved, the AIM microcredit program showed higher 

mean value in 11 items compared to only one item in the TEKUN microcredit program (increased number of workers). 

Based on the t-test, the study found that 10 items showed significant differences in performance between small firms 

under AIM and TEKUN. The most significant difference was for reduce production costs item (t = 6.46, p <0.01). Other 

items that indicated significant differences between the two microcredit programs were sales revenue (t = 4.24, p <0.01), 

market breadth (t = 4.03, p <0.01), the value of asset (t = 3.64, p <0.01), meet market needs (t = 3.17, p <0.01), business 

stability (t = 2.80, p <0.01), business network (t = 2.48, p <0.05), business growth (t = 2.22, p <0.05), customer 

satisfaction (t = 2.18, p <0.05) and contribute to community (t = 1.99, p <0.05). Only two items, namely profit earned 

and increased number of workers, did not show significant differences between the two microcredit programs. The t-test 

analysis revealed significant differences in performance (t = 4.23, p <0.01) between the small enterprises of the two 

programs. Based on the mean value of the performance measurement in the findings of the study, it can be concluded 

that the performance of small enterprises under the AIM microcredit program is better than the small enterprises under 

the TEKUN microcredit program. 
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Table 1. Relative importance of delivery mechanism in microcredit programs. 

AIM (n = 380) TEKUN (n = 376) All samples (n =756) 

Rank Criteria of delivery mechanism Mean a Rank Criteria of delivery mechanism Mean a Rank Criteria of delivery mechanism Mean a 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Cooperation from the staff of loan provider 

Method of loan repayment 

Loan repayment period 

Monitoring of loan use 

Amount of loan disbursement 

Monitoring and evaluation of business project 

Rules/conditions imposed on loan 

Provision of advisory services 

Cost/service charge on loan 

Personal development program 

Time taken for loan approval 

Training/course offer 

Exposure to foundation of business 

5.61 

5.15 

5.14 

5.13 

5.13 

5.11 

4.91 

4.87 

4.78 

4.75 

4.67 

4.47 

4.41 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Cooperation from the staff of loan provider 

Loan repayment period 

Method of loan repayment 

Monitoring of loan use 

Monitoring and evaluation of business project 

Rules/conditions imposed on loan 

Personal development program 

Amount of loan disbursement 

Time taken for loan approval 

Cost/service charge on loan 

Provision of advisory services 

Exposure to foundation of business 

Training/course offer 

5.18 

5.02 

4.98 

4.88 

4.82 

4.80 

4.69 

4.65 

4.65 

4.56 

4.55 

4.43 

4.34 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Cooperation from the staff of loan provider 

Loan repayment period 

Method of loan repayment 

Monitoring of loan use 

Monitoring and evaluation of business project 

Amount of loan disbursement 

Rules/conditions imposed on loan 

Personal development program 

Provision of advisory services 

Cost/service charge on loan 

Time taken for loan approval 

Exposure to foundation of business 

Training/course offer 

5.40 

5.08 

5.06 

5.01 

4.96 

4.89 

4.85 

4.72 

4.71 

4.67 

4.66 

4.42 

4.40 

Table 2. Comparison between AIM and TEKUN microcredit program. 

Delivery mechanism 
AIM (n= 380) TEKUN (n=376) 

t-stat 
Standard Deviation Mean a Standard Deviation Mean a 

Cooperation from the staff of loan provider 1.02 5.61 1.14 5.18 5.442*** 

Loan repayment period 0.81 5.14 1.05 5.02 1.695* 

Method of loan repayment 0.82 5.15 1.13 4.98 2.354** 

Monitoring of loan use 0.81 5.13 1.02 4.88 3.839*** 

Monitoring and evaluation of business project 0.87 5.11 1.03 4.82 4.233*** 

Amount of loan disbursement 0.92 5.13 1.34 4.65 5.684*** 

Rules/conditions imposed on loan 1.33 4.91 1.44 4.80 1.013 

Personal development program 1.14 4.75 1.21 4.69 0.686 

Provision of advisory services 1.07 4.87 1.20 4.55 3.852*** 

Cost/ services charge on loan 1.54 4.78 1.61 4.56 1.922* 

Time taken for loan approval 1.30 4.67 1.46 4.65 0.194 

Exposure to foundation of business 1.54 4.41 1.27 4.43 0.172 

Training/course offer 1.36 4.47 1.31 4.34 1.396 

Roles of the overall program 0.87 4.96 1.24 4.75 4.336*** 

Notes: significant at: *0.10, ** 0.05 and ***0.01, a with a seven-point scale 

Source: Based on the sample survey 
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Table 3. Comparison of Performance by Microcredit Program. 

Micro Enterprise Performance 
Mean 

t- test 
AIM (N= 380) TEKUN (N = 376) 

Sales revenue 5.49 5.19 4.240*** 

Profit earned 5.21 5.13 1.109 

Business stability 5.29 5.11 2.799*** 

Contribute to community 5.08 4.93 1.992** 

Meet market needs 5.23 5.00 3.166*** 

Business growth 5.09 4.93 2.223** 

Increased number of workers 4.62 4.74 -1.311 

Reduce production costs 5.04 4.51 6.464*** 

Customer satisfaction 5.37 5.21 2.177** 

Market breadth 5.18 4.88 4.028*** 

The value of assets (current and fixed) 5.19 4.92 3.639*** 

Business Network 5.20 5.02 2.482** 

Overall mean value 5.18 4.97 4.230*** 

Notes: Significant at: *0.10, ** 0.05 and ***0.01, a with a seven-point scale 

Source: Based on the sample survey 

5- Discussion 

The objective of this article is to explain the relative importance of various delivery mechanisms used in the 

management of microcredit programs, to analyse the comparative performance of delivery mechanisms between the two 

microcredit programs and to see the relationship between delivery mechanisms and the performance of the micro 

enterprises involved. The study data is derived from a survey of 756 small enterprises involved in two of the most active 

microcredit programs in Malaysia today. 

Based on the analysis of the relative importance of the microcredit program delivery mechanism, the findings show 

that there is no clear difference in the relative importance of the delivery mechanism between the two microcredit 

programs involved. Some items reach a high level of satisfaction including cooperation from staff, loan repayment 

period, method of loan repayment and monitoring of loan use. While other mechanisms such as time taken for loan 

approval, exposure to foundation of business and course / training offer show low levels of satisfaction. These findings 

suggest that microcredit programs focus more on operations and credit product management but less on social 

development programs such as training and exposure to business and entrepreneurship fundamentals. This is consistent 

with a study by [8] who described small entrepreneurs under both programs as less involved in training and mentoring 

programs. In fact, their propensity for training and mentoring programs is too low. That is why the factor is seen as 

insignificant with the performance of the small enterprises involved. According to Chinomona (2013) [43], exposure to 

training and mentoring programs are critical factors in determining business performance. 

In comparison there are six mechanisms under the AIM microcredit program showing a high degree of satisfaction 

(mean value exceeds five) compared to only two mechanisms under the TEKUN microcredit program. Empirically the 

study explains that there are eight mechanisms that show significant differences between the two microcredit programs. 

All eight of these mechanisms are dominated by the AIM microcredit program. Only five mechanisms do not show 

differences in implementation between the two microcredit programs. Based on the role of the whole program the 

empirical evidence shows that there are differences between the two microcredit programs. Accordingly, the study 

summarizes the delivery mechanism under AIM is better than what is practiced by TEKUN. 

The performance measurement mechanism under the AIM microcredit program showed a higher level of satisfaction 

in 11 items compared to only one item in the TEKUN microcredit program. Empirically the study found 10 items of 

performance indicators that significantly explain the differences in performance that exist between the two microcredit 

programs. Only two items (profit earned and increased number of workers) showed no differences. Based on empirical 

evidence of the overall mean value, the study concluded that the performance of micro enterprises under the AIM 

microcredit program is better than that of micro enterprises under the TEKUN microcredit program. The AIM 

microcredit program demonstrates improved viability through high self-reliance and high loan repayment rates. Through 

the implementation of strategies that involve the exploitation of its resources, internal strengths, the environment, 

neutralizing external threats and avoiding internal weaknesses [1] is a key factor in the implementation of delivery 

mechanisms under the AIM microcredit program. The high degree of satisfaction with the mechanism of delivery under 

the AIM microcredit program clearly indicates that there is a more strategic management of resources within the 
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microcredit program as described in the Resource-based View Theory (RBV). The uniqueness of the delivery mechanism 

through the strategic management of these resources not only enhances the competitive advantage of the AIM 

microcredit program but also affects the performance of the micro enterprises involved. 

6- Conclusion 

Based on these findings, the study proposes microcredit programs to focus on several important aspects to ensure 

improvement in existing delivery mechanisms. This is important to ensure the effectiveness of the microcredit program 

and the performance of the small businesses involved. These measures include increasing the amount of loans provided 

to small enterprises with satisfactory repayment records, more flexible loan repayments to increase liquidity in the 

financial management of small enterprises, imposing more favourable conditions, facilitating more transparent 

supervision of the use of loan capital to prevent leaks and capital misuse and to emphasize self-development programs 

to strengthen business fundamentals and create high entrepreneurial traits among small business owners. 

This study only considers some of the delivery mechanisms involved in microcredit programs. In a broader context, 

there are several other mechanisms that can be included in the study, including those related to saving mobilization, 

insurance, participant selection, and program information delivery. In terms of performance measurement, the study only 

considers economic indicators without regard to social aspects such as quality of life, household spending, and 

dependency education. Accordingly, for further research it is proposed that performance measures include more 

comprehensive elements in the socio-economic aspects. This can provide a clearer picture of the performance of the 

microcredit program and the target groups involved. 
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