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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

Indian Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises form the backbone of the Indian 

economy by employment, manufacturing output, and contribution to non-farm GDP, yet 

they sit largely outside the formal private equity deal flow. The structural reasons for this 

disconnect are well understood. Ticket sizes do not match. Information and process gaps 

make conventional diligence difficult. Founder posture often resists the dilution and 

governance changes that institutional PE engagement typically requires. The conventional 

response has been to ask how MSME can be made more attractive to PE investment. This 

study takes a different position. 

The study examines how documented private equity value creation practices can be 

unbundled from PE capital and applied by Indian MSME themselves, either through direct 

self-execution or through structured engagement of external strategic support. The central 

argument is that the practices PE firms install in their portfolio companies, the operational 

disciplines, the governance changes, the strategic choices, are valuable independent of the 

capital that historically delivered them. 

The work was conducted through a mixed-methods study based on a structured 

questionnaire administered to 80 valid respondents across three stakeholder segments: 27 

MSME operators, 22 investors and capital providers, and 31 students and early-career 

professionals. The analysis is descriptive and thematic, with findings reported as patterns 

within the sample rather than as inferential claims about broader populations. 

Within the MSME segment, 41 percent of respondents characterise their financial 

management as highly structured, with the remaining 59 percent split between moderately 

structured and mostly unstructured. Operational inefficiencies emerge as the dominant 

perceived source of value loss, named by 30 percent, and as the principal barrier to growth, 

named by 41 percent. Notably, only 15 percent identify lack of capital as their principal 

growth barrier. Ninety-three percent are open to external strategic support, yet only 22 

percent have engaged consultants or advisors. The gap between openness and engagement 

is one of the most actionable findings in the study. 
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Within the investor segment, the qualitative responses on perceived MSME gaps 

converge substantially with the pain points MSME operators identify, surfacing themes of 

execution layer weakness, lack of visibility and drivers, accountability issues, diverted 

founder vision, lack of formalisation, and credit gap. Ninety-one percent of investors 

indicated yes or maybe to interest in curated MSME opportunities, suggesting that the 

constraint on engagement at the MSME-capital interface is structural rather than appetitive. 

Within the student and professional segment, self-assessed familiarity with private 

equity is moderate but uneven, with a mean of 2.94 on a five-point scale. Learning appetite, 

however, is universal, with 100 percent of respondents indicating yes or maybe to learning 

practical deal-making and analysis. The pattern indicates that the future advisor and 

operating talent for MSME is uneven in preparation but consistent in motivation. 

The study's principal contribution is the stage-calibrated value creation framework 

presented in Chapter 6. The framework assembles thirteen documented PE value creation 

levers across operational, strategic, governance, and financial categories, and maps them to 

four stages of MSME maturity from Foundation through Emergence and Scale-readiness to 

Mid-market. The stage calibration is anchored to Greiner's organizational growth model and 

to what the study terms the substrate principle, which holds that each lever requires specific 

organizational substrate to operate on. The framework's two modes of application, self-

execution by the operator and advisor mediated engagement of external help, directly 

address the openness-engagement gap surfaced in the data. 

The framework is grounded in convergent evidence rather than direct measurement of 

the application proposition. The pain points MSME operators identify, the gaps investors 

recognize, and the levers PE practice has documented all point in the same direction. Direct 

testing through implementation research with MSME that adopt the framework is identified 

as a future research direction. 

The study's limitations are acknowledged throughout the document. The sample is non-

probability based and findings should not be generalized to broader populations. The 

MSME respondent set is weighted toward the smaller and lower-medium end of the sector. 

The investor sample is composite across multiple archetypes. The questionnaire was 

designed to capture stakeholder perspectives rather than to test the application proposition 
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directly. These limitations define the proper scope of the study within which the findings 

are defensible. 

Recommendations are organized by audience. MSME owners and operators receive a 

structured way to assess their stage, priorities interventions, and decide between self 

execution and advisor engagement lever by lever. Investors and capital providers receive a 

screening and engagement vocabulary that operates across multiple forms beyond 

conventional equity. Academic institutions receive recommendations on integrating value 

creation thinking into broader management curricula in response to the talent pipeline 

finding. Policy and ecosystem actors receive the case for complementing capital-focused 

interventions with practice-focused ones and supporting advisor capacity building. The 

framework offers structure, anchored in evidence, calibrated to context. Outcomes depend 

on execution, market conditions, and factors beyond any framework's reach. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Background and Context 

The Indian economy rests on a foundation that does not get talked about as much as it should. 

Behind the headline names, the listed conglomerates, the unicorns, the multinationals, sits a 

much larger, much quieter layer of businesses that employ most of the country's non-

agricultural workforce, contribute substantially to manufacturing output, and produce a 

meaningful share of exports. These are the Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises, or MSME. 

They are the workshop floors in industrial estates, the family-run trading houses, the second-

generation manufacturing units, the regional service providers, and the founder-led businesses 

that have been operating, often profitably, often for decades, without ever appearing on a stock 

exchange or in a venture capital portfolio. 

At the same time, a parallel ecosystem has matured in India over the last two decades. Private 

Equity, once a marginal presence, has grown into one of the largest sources of risk capital in 

the country. PE and venture capital funds collectively deploy tens of billions of dollars annually 

across Indian businesses, and the discipline has developed a reputation for not just providing 

capital but for actively reshaping the companies it invests in. The PE playbook, the operational 

improvements, the governance changes, the financial discipline that funds typically install in 

their portfolio companies, is well documented and widely studied. 

Between these two worlds sits a gap. The PE industry, for structural reasons that this study will 

examine, mostly does not invest in MSME. The ticket sizes are too small, the businesses are 

too informal, the founders are often unwilling to dilute equity, and the diligence costs do not 

justify the returns. Yet the practices PE firms use to create value in their portfolio companies, 

practices like financial hygiene, KPI tracking, working capital discipline, management 

cadence, and governance structure, are not, in themselves, dependent on PE capital. They are 

practices. They can, in principle, be applied by anyone willing to apply them. 

This study is built around that observation. It asks whether the playbook is, in fact, separable 

from the capital. It asks what Indian MSMEs are doing today, what they are not doing, and 

what investors and the next generation of finance professionals see as the gaps. And it proposes 

a framework for translating the PE playbook into something MSMEs can actually use, 

calibrated for the realities of where they sit in their own growth journey. 
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1.2 The Indian MSME Landscape 

The MSME sector in India is, by any measure, central to the economy. The Ministry of Micro, 

Small, and Medium Enterprises reports the sector's contribution to national GDP, manufacturing 

output, and employment in its annual publications, and successive editions have placed MSME 

at roughly thirty percent of GDP and a substantially larger share of non-farm employment 

(Ministry of MSME, Annual Reports). The Udyam registration portal, launched in 2020 to 

formalize the sector, has registered tens of millions of enterprises, and the registered count 

continues to grow. 

In 2020, the Government of India revised the definition of MSME, replacing the earlier 

investment-only criteria with a combined investment-and-turnover framework. Under the 

revised definition, a Micro enterprise is one with investment up to one crore rupees and 

turnover up to five crore rupees; a Small enterprise has investment up to ten crore and turnover 

up to fifty crore; and a Medium enterprise has investment up to fifty crore and turnover up to 

two hundred and fifty crore (Notification S.O. 2119(E), Ministry of MSME, 26 June 2020). 

The revision was significant because it widened the category. Businesses that would earlier 

have been classified as large now sit within the MSME bracket, and because it allowed 

enterprises to grow without immediately losing the policy benefits associated with MSME 

status. 

What the headline numbers do not capture is the heterogeneity of the sector. An MSME can be 

a two-person trading firm in a tier-three city, a fifty-person engineering job-shop in an industrial 

cluster, a family-owned textile manufacturer in its third generation, a young software services 

firm with twenty employees, or a regional distributor with annual turnover approaching the 

medium-enterprise ceiling. The challenges these enterprises face, the practices they follow, and 

the kinds of help they need are not uniform. Treating MSME as a single category, which much 

of the public discourse and even some policy work does, obscures more than it reveals. 

The literature on MSME growth constraints in India consistently identifies a recurring set of 

issues. Access to formal credit is constrained, particularly for enterprises without collateral or 

extensive credit history. Financial record-keeping is often informal, which compounds the 

credit access problem. Governance structures, where they exist at all, tend to be founder-

centric, with limited delegation and limited institutional process. Strategic planning is 

frequently reactive rather than deliberate. And the talent layer below the founder, the middle 

management that larger businesses take for granted, is often thin or absent. The Reserve Bank 
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of India's Expert Committee on MSME, chaired by U.K. Sinha, documented many of these 

challenges in its 2019 report and made detailed recommendations across credit, formalization, 

and capacity-building (Reserve Bank of India, 2019). 

These constraints are not new. What has changed in recent years is that some of them have 

begun to ease. Digital payments and GST have introduced more financial visibility into smaller 

businesses. The Udyam portal has lowered the friction of formal registration. Schemes like the 

Credit Guarantee Fund Trust for Micro and Small Enterprises have improved the credit 

environment for collateral-light borrowers. Yet the deeper challenges, particularly around 

strategic clarity, governance, and operational discipline, remain largely unaddressed by 

external interventions, because they are not easily addressed by capital or policy alone. They 

require practices. 

1.3 Private Equity and Value Creation: An Introduction 

Private Equity, in its modern form, is a distinct asset class with a specific operating model. A 

PE fund raises capital from institutional investors, typically deploys that capital across a small 

portfolio of companies over a four-to-six-year period, holds those investments for a further 

period of three to seven years, and exits through sale, secondary buyout, or public listing. The 

returns are intended to come from a combination of growth in the underlying business, 

operational improvements made during the holding period, prudent use of debt, and timing of 

entry and exit. 

What distinguishes PE from passive investment is the active role the fund plays in the business 

between entry and exit. This active role is what the literature refers to as value creation. Bain 

& Company's annual Global Private Equity Report, the Boston Consulting Group's value 

creation work, and academic studies by Kaplan, Strömberg, and others have documented the 

levers PE firms use during their holding period. These include strengthening the finance 

function, installing performance-tracking systems, improving working capital efficiency, 

professionalizing the management team, building or restructuring the board, optimizing pricing 

and procurement, and pursuing disciplined growth in defined directions (Kaplan and 

Strömberg, 2009; Bain & Company, Global Private Equity Reports). 

The Indian PE industry, while younger, has matured along similar lines. The Indian Private 

Equity and Venture Capital Association and Bain's India PE Reports document a deal flow that 

has grown substantially over the last decade and a half, with funds active across growth equity, 
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buyouts, and special situations (Bain & Company, India Private Equity Reports; IVCA 

publications). Some of the better-known Indian PE engagements, including investments by 

funds such as ChrysCapital, Multiples, Kedaara, True North, and others, have been studied as 

case examples of value creation in the Indian context. 

The point relevant for this study is that PE value creation is not a mystery. The practices are 

documented, taught, written about in industry publications, and discussed in academic 

literature. They are not trade secrets. What is true is that they are typically applied within a 

specific operating context. A fund holds a controlling or significant minority stake, the 

company has an institutional shareholder pushing for accountability, capital is available to fund 

the changes, and there is a defined exit horizon driving urgency. Whether the practices 

themselves work outside that operating context is a different question, and one this study takes 

up directly. 

1.4 The Disconnect Between MSME and Private Equity 

The two worlds described above do not, for the most part, meet. There are structural reasons 

for this and they are worth stating plainly. 

The first reason is ticket size. Most institutional PE funds in India have minimum investment 

sizes that are well above what an MSME of small or medium scale could absorb. A fund that 

needs to deploy a thousand crores across ten investments cannot reasonably write five-crore 

cheques; the diligence, monitoring, and exit costs would be prohibitive relative to the capital 

deployed. This is not a flaw in PE. It is a function of how funds are structured and how their 

economics work. 

The second reason is information and process. PE funds operate on diligence, including 

financial, legal, commercial, and operational. An MSME that does not maintain audited 

financials going back several years, that does not have clean separation between owner and 

business cash flows, that does not have documented contracts with key customers, presents a 

diligence problem that most funds will not solve for. The information asymmetry is not 

malicious; it is structural to how smaller, family-owned businesses tend to operate. 

The third reason is founder posture. Many MSME founders are unwilling to dilute equity, take 

on a board, or accept the loss of operational autonomy that PE investment typically requires. 

This is not irrationality. For a founder who has built a business over twenty years, a PE 



5  

engagement represents a significant change in how decisions get made, and the trade-off is not 

always favorable from the founder's point of view. 

The fourth reason runs in the other direction. Even when an MSME is willing and ready, the 

funds that would naturally invest at smaller ticket sizes (angel networks, early-stage VCs, 

family offices) have their own preferences and biases. Many lean toward technology-led 

businesses, scalable services, or sectors with established exit pathways. A traditional 

manufacturing MSME with steady cash flow and modest growth may be a perfectly good 

business and still not fit the typical investor mandate. 

The result is that the PE-MSME interface, in practice, is narrow. A small number of MSME do 

raise PE money each year, particularly at the upper end of the medium-enterprise band where 

the businesses are large enough and structured enough to be diligence-able. But the bulk of the 

MSME sector operates entirely outside PE consideration, and will continue to do so under any 

realistic projection. 

This study takes that reality as a starting point, not a problem to be solved. The argument is not 

that more MSME should access PE. The argument is that the value creation practices PE has 

developed do not require PE to be applied. If the practices are valuable in themselves, they are 

valuable to MSME whether or not the capital ever arrives. 

1.5 Statement of the Problem 

The problem this study addresses can be stated as follows. 

 

Indian MSME report exactly the operational and strategic weaknesses that documented private 

equity value creation practices are designed to address. The pain points MSME identify in their 

own businesses, including inefficient cost management, operational inefficiencies, lack of 

financial visibility, poor pricing strategy, and weak strategic clarity, map closely onto the levers 

PE firms apply in their portfolio companies. Yet MSME are largely not applying these 

practices, are largely not engaging structured external help to apply them, and the talent 

pipeline that would carry these practices into MSME is itself underdeveloped. 

The conventional response to this gap has been to ask how MSME can be made more attractive 

to PE investment. That framing assumes the value lies in the capital. This study takes a different 

position. It argues that the value lies in the practices, and that the practices are, in principle, 

separable from the capital. The problem, then, is not that MSME cannot access PE. The 

problem is that MSME do not have access to a structured, stage-appropriate playbook of value 
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creation practices that they can apply themselves, or use to direct external strategic help when 

they choose to engage it. 

1.6 Rationale of the Study 

Three considerations motivate this study. 

 

First, the MSME sector matters too much, in employment and economic terms, to be left 

without serious attention to its operating practices. Capital and policy interventions have 

received considerable focus; practices have received less. Yet practices are what differentiate 

businesses that grow from businesses that plateau, and the evidence from PE-backed companies 

suggests that disciplined practices materially affect outcomes. 

Second, the PE value creation literature has, until recently, been written largely for and about 

PE-backed companies. The question of whether the same practices transfer to non-PE-backed 

contexts, and if so, how, and at what stage, is an under-examined question. This study 

contributes to that examination by focusing specifically on the Indian MSME context, where 

the gap is largest, and the potential application is most useful. 

Third, the next generation of finance students and early-career professionals in India will 

increasingly find themselves at the interface between capital and operating businesses, whether 

as advisors, fractional CFOs, family-business inheritors, consultants, or operators. Their 

preparedness to carry value creation thinking into MSMEs depends on their awareness of what 

those practices are. Examining that awareness and the gaps in it is part of understanding the 

broader system within which the framework will operate. 

1.7 Scope of the Study 

The scope of this study is defined deliberately, and the boundaries are worth stating up front so 

that the study is not asked to deliver more than it sets out to. 

The study focuses on the Indian MSME sector as defined by the 2020 revised definition. It 

includes operators across the small and medium bands and includes some respondents at the 

lower end of the micro band, but the framework's center of gravity sits at the small and lower-

medium scale, where PE-style practices begin to have organizational substrate to act upon. 

The study examines value creation through the lens of operational, strategic, governance, and 

financial practices that have been documented in private equity. It does not examine PE deal 

structuring, fund-raising mechanics, exit strategies, or the legal and tax aspects of investment 
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readiness. These are adjacent topics and important in their own right, but they fall outside the 

question this study is asking. 

The framework proposed in this study is an analytical and practitioner-oriented tool. It is not a 

regulatory recommendation, a policy proposal, or a financial product. It is a structured way of 

thinking about which value creation practices apply to which kinds of MSME, and how those 

practices can be implemented either directly by the operator or through engagement of external 

strategic support. 

The study does not make inferential statistical claims. The sample is purposive and 

convenience-based, the size is appropriate for descriptive and exploratory work, and the 

analysis is pattern-identifying rather than hypothesis-testing. The findings should be read as 

illustrative of the segments studied, not as estimates of population parameters. 

1.8 Research Objectives 

The study has four research objectives. 

 

The first objective is to examine the financial management practices, growth strategies, and 

perceived value leakages reported by Indian MSME operators across stages of business 

maturity. 

The second objective is to identify the gaps and value creation opportunities that investors and 

capital providers perceive in the Indian MSME segment. 

The third objective is to assess the level of private equity awareness, perceived skill gaps, and 

learning interest among finance students and early-career professionals who represent the 

future advisory and operating talent pool for MSME. 

The fourth objective is to synthesize findings across the three stakeholder groups and develop 

a stage-calibrated value creation framework, derived from documented private equity practices, 

that Indian MSMEs can apply directly or use to structure external strategic engagement, 

independent of formal PE investment. 
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1.9 Research Questions 

The objectives translate into the following research questions. 

 

RQ1. What financial practices, growth strategies, and value leakages characterize Indian 

MSMEs at different stages of business maturity, as reported by operators themselves? 

RQ2. What do investors and capital providers identify as the principal gaps and value creation 

opportunities in the Indian MSMEs segment? 

RQ3. What level of private equity awareness, skill orientation, and learning interest exists 

among finance students and early-career professionals? 

RQ4. How can documented private equity value creation practices be adapted into a stage-

calibrated framework that Indian MSMEs can apply directly or through structured engagement 

of external strategic support, without requiring formal PE capital? 

1.10 Significance of the Study 

The study contributes in three ways. 

 

For MSME operators, it offers a structured way of thinking about value creation that does not 

require taking on PE capital. The framework, when developed, gives an operator a stage-

appropriate set of practices to consider, with an explicit acknowledgement that some of these 

practices can be self-applied while others may benefit from external strategic input. This is 

more useful than either the academic PE literature, which is written for PE-backed contexts, or 

the general business advisory literature, which is rarely calibrated to the realities of the Indian 

MSME. 

For investors, advisors, and capital providers (including family offices, fractional CFOs, and 

management consultants who increasingly serve the MSME segment), the study offers a 

structured view of what value creation looks like outside conventional PE deal economics. This 

is relevant because the MSME advisory market in India is growing, and a framework that 

allows advisors to engage MSMEs around documented practices, calibrated to stage, is more 

credible than ad-hoc engagement. 

For academic institutions and the finance curriculum, the study highlights the awareness gap 

among finance students regarding PE practices and value creation. The data collected as part 

of this study suggests that even among finance and business management students, familiarity 
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With PE being uneven, and learning interest exceeding current exposure. This has implications 

for how PE and value creation are taught, particularly in institutions that prepare students for 

advisory and operating roles in mid-market and MSME contexts. 

1.11 Limitations of the Study 

The study has limitations that should be acknowledged at the outset. 

 

The sample is purposive and convenience-based, which limits generalizability. Findings should 

be read as illustrative of the respondent groups, not as representative of the broader populations 

of Indian MSMEs, investors, or finance students. 

The MSME respondent set is weighted toward the smaller and lower-medium end of the sector, 

with a substantial share of respondents below the twenty-crore-rupee turnover band. While this 

captures a segment of the sector that is often underrepresented in formal research, it does mean 

the framework's applicability at the upper-medium scale rests partly on inference from the 

literature rather than on direct empirical support from the sample. 

The investor sample includes a mix of family offices, PE/VC investors, retail investors, and 

aspiring investors. This mix is realistic for the Indian MSME-adjacent capital ecosystem, but 

means that the "investor perspective" reported in this study reflects multiple capital provider 

archetypes rather than a single PE viewpoint. The study treats this as a feature rather than a 

bug, but the reader should be aware of the composition. 

The questionnaire was designed to capture stakeholder perspectives across the three segments 

and was not designed as a direct test of whether MSMEs would self-apply PE practices. The 

framework's argument, therefore rests on convergent evidence (pain points reported by MSME, 

gaps identified by investors, openness to external strategic input) rather than on a direct 

measurement of the application proposition. This is acknowledged in the methodology and 

revisited in the analysis. 

The study does not undertake inferential statistical testing. The analysis is descriptive and 

thematic, and the conclusions are pattern-identifying rather than confirmatory. 
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1.12 Organisation of the Black Book 

The remainder of this Black Book is organised as follows. 

 

Chapter 2 sets out the research methodology, including the research design, the sampling 

approach, the questionnaire instrument with its three branching paths, the data collection 

procedure, and the analysis plan. It also addresses ethical considerations and the limitations of 

the methodology in greater detail. 

Chapter 3 presents the review of literature. It covers the Indian MSME sector, the private equity 

industry and value creation literature, the organisational growth and stage-based management 

literature that anchors the framework's stage calibration, and existing Indian studies on MSME 

financial practices. The chapter closes with the identification of the research gap. 

Chapter 4, titled "Decoding the Private Equity Playbook: Levers and Case Evidence," takes the 

literature established in Chapter 3 and develops it into a structured inventory of PE value 

creation levers, supported by documented case evidence drawn from Indian and global 

engagements. This chapter functions as the practical reference for the framework chapter that 

follows. 

Chapter 5 presents the data analysis and interpretation. The analysis is organised by stakeholder 

segment (MSME operators, investors and capital providers, students and early-career 

professionals) and closes with a cross-segment synthesis identifying convergence and 

divergence across the three views. 

Chapter 6 develops the stage-calibrated value creation framework. It establishes the 

framework's foundations, defines the four stages of MSME maturity, maps levers to stages, and 

discusses the two modes of application: direct self-application by the operator, and advisor-

mediated engagement. It also addresses anticipated critiques of the framework. 

Chapter 7 brings the study to a close with key findings tied to each research objective, 

recommendations for the four primary stakeholder groups, a discussion of the study's 

limitations, suggestions for future research, and concluding reflections. 

The Black Book closes with a bibliography and four appendices: the full questionnaire, 

frequency tables and cross-tabulations, sample short-answer responses in verbatim form, and a 

glossary of private equity and MSME terms. 
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CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter sets out the methodology adopted for the study. It describes the research design, 

the rationale for the design, the sources of data, the sampling strategy, the instrument used to 

collect primary data, the procedure followed during data collection, the plan for data analysis, 

the ethical considerations applied throughout the study, and the limitations of the 

methodological approach. 

The theoretical and empirical context for the study, including the literature on Indian MSME, 

private equity value creation, and organisational growth stages, is developed in Chapter 3. This 

chapter focuses on how the study was conducted, not on why the questions matter, which has 

been established in Chapter 1. 

2.2 Research Design 

The study adopts a descriptive and exploratory research design. Descriptive, because a 

substantial part of the work is to describe what Indian MSME are doing in their financial and 

strategic management, what investors and capital providers perceive about the MSME segment, 

and what finance students and early-career professionals know about private equity. 

Exploratory, because the study moves from these descriptions toward a synthesis, namely the 

stage-calibrated value creation framework developed in Chapter 6, that does not exist in the 

existing literature in the form the study proposes. 

The design is not experimental, comparative, or causal. The study does not manipulate 

variables, does not establish counterfactuals, and does not claim causation between variables. 

Where relationships are reported between, for instance, business maturity and financial 

management practices, these are reported as patterns observed in the sample, not as causal 

findings. 

The design is also not strictly inferential in the statistical sense. Inferential statistical claims 

would require a sampling approach that this study, given its purposive and convenience-based 

sampling, does not support. The analysis is therefore descriptive and thematic, with cross-

tabulations used to surface patterns within the sample rather than to estimate effects in a 

population. 
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2.3 Research Approach and Justification 

The study uses a mixed-methods approach combining quantitative and qualitative elements 

within a single instrument. The quantitative element comes from categorical and Likert-style 

questions that allow for frequency analysis, distribution analysis, and cross-tabulation. The 

qualitative element comes from short-answer fields where respondents wrote in their own 

words, particularly investors describing the gaps they see in MSME and students describing 

what interests them about private equity. 

The mixed-methods approach was chosen for two reasons. First, the research questions are not 

uniformly answerable through quantitative data alone. Investor-perceived gaps, for instance, 

are better captured through respondents' own language than through a fixed set of options the 

researcher chose in advance. The short-answer responses in the investor branch (phrases such 

as "execution layer," "diverted founder vision," "delayed payment accountability," "credit gap") 

carry texture that a Likert scale would have flattened. Second, qualitative responses provide a 

check on the categorical findings; if the open-text answers and the closed-form answers tell 

consistent stories, the descriptive findings are more credible than they would be from either 

form alone. 

The approach has limitations, which are addressed in section 2.10. Most relevant is that the 

qualitative data, while textured, is not deep. Short-answer fields are not interviews, and the 

analysis cannot make ethnographic claims. The qualitative material is used as supporting 

evidence and for thematic colour, not as the primary basis for any framework lever. 

2.4 Sources of Data 

2.4.1 Primary Data 

 

Primary data was collected through a structured online questionnaire administered via Google 

Forms. The questionnaire was distributed to potential respondents through personal networks, 

professional contacts, academic networks, and social-media-mediated outreach. The total 

primary data collected for analysis comprises 80 responses across the three respondent 

categories. 

2.4.2 Secondary Data 

 

Secondary data drawn upon in this study includes published material from the Ministry of 

Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises, the Reserve Bank of India, the Indian Private Equity 
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and Venture Capital Association, Bain & Company's India and Global Private Equity Reports, 

and academic literature on private equity value creation and organisational growth stages. 

These sources support the literature review in Chapter 3, the lever inventory in Chapter 4, and 

the framework in Chapter 6. Specific secondary sources are cited at the points of use rather 

than listed in this methodology chapter. 

2.5 Sampling Strategy 

2.5.1 Target Population 

 

The study has three distinct target populations, reflecting the three-stakeholder design. 

 

The first population is Indian MSME operators, that is, owners, founders, and senior decision-

makers in micro, small, and medium enterprises operating in India. The MSME definition 

followed is the revised 2020 definition, which uses combined investment and turnover criteria. 

The second population is investors and capital providers with exposure to or interest in Indian 

businesses, including those who invest at scales relevant to the MSME segment or adjacent to 

it. This population is deliberately broad and includes private equity and venture capital 

investors, family office representatives, retail investors, and aspiring investors. The breadth 

reflects the reality that the capital provider ecosystem around Indian MSME is itself diverse, 

and a single archetype would not represent it. 

The third population is finance students, business management students, and early-career 

professionals, individuals who are likely to occupy advisory, operating, or investment-related 

roles in their careers, and whose awareness and learning orientation toward private equity is 

itself part of the study's interest. 

2.5.2 Sampling Technique 

 

The study uses a combination of purposive and convenience sampling. Purposive in the sense 

that respondents were sought out because they belonged to one of the three target populations 

and could meaningfully respond to the corresponding branch of the questionnaire. Convenience 

in the sense that within each target population, respondents were drawn from networks 

accessible to the researcher, rather than through a probability-based frame. 

The choice of non-probability sampling reflects the practical realities of researching the Indian 

MSME ecosystem at a student-research scale. A probability-based sampling frame for Indian 

MSME would require access to a comprehensive enterprise register, time and resources for 
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randomised outreach, and response-rate management beyond what is feasible for a Black Book 

study. The trade-off is well understood: non-probability sampling permits descriptive and 

exploratory work but does not support inferential generalisation to the broader population. The 

study acknowledges this trade-off explicitly and frames its findings accordingly. 

2.5.3 Sample Size and Composition 

 

The total sample comprises 80 valid responses, distributed across the three branches as follows. 

The MSME operator branch has 27 responses. The investor and potential investor branch has 

22 responses. The student and professional branch has 31 responses. 

Demographically, the overall sample is composed of 49 male and 31 female respondents. Age 

distribution spans Below 18 (1), 18–24 (20), 25–34 (23), 35–44 (16), 45–54 (10), and 55+ (10). 

The age distribution shows reasonable spread across the working-age band, with concentration 

in the younger working-age groups consistent with the proportion of student respondents in the 

sample. 

Within the MSME branch, respondents are distributed across turnover bands as follows: Less 

than ₹1 crore (8), ₹1–5 crore (4), ₹5–20 crore (6), ₹20–50 crore (4), and ₹50 crore and above 

(5). On business maturity, the distribution spans Less than 3 years (9), 3–5 years (6), 5–10 years 

(3), and 10 or more years (9). The MSME sample captures operators across the full range of 

business maturity, with reasonable representation in each band. 

Within the investor branch, the distribution by investor type is: Family Office (7), PE/VC (6), 

Retail (6), and Aspiring (3). Within the student and professional branch, the distribution by 

current status is: Undergraduate (2), Postgraduate (11), and Working Professional (18). Field 

of study or work spans Finance (11), Engineering (8), Business and Management (7), and a 

small number of respondents from Human Resources, Healthcare, Pharma, Advertising, and 

Creative fields. 

The sample composition is appropriate for descriptive and exploratory work and is sufficient 

to surface patterns within each segment. It is not designed to support inferential claims about 

the broader population of Indian MSME, investors, or finance students, and the analysis in 

Chapter 5 respects this constraint. 
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2.6 Research Instrument 

2.6.1 Questionnaire Design 

 

The primary data collection instrument is a single structured questionnaire administered 

through Google Forms. The questionnaire is designed with a common entry section followed 

by three branching paths, one for each respondent category, allowing each respondent to answer 

questions relevant to their own role without being asked to engage with material outside their 

experience. 

The common entry section captures respondent profile information: email address (collected 

for acknowledgement and follow-up purposes, not for identification in analysis), respondent 

category, age group, and gender. Based on the respondent's selection of category, the 

questionnaire branches into one of three paths. 

2.6.2 The Three Branching Paths 

 

The MSME operator branch contains questions on annual revenue, years of operational 

existence, structure of the financial management system, items actively tracked by the business, 

frequency of financial forecasting, perceived sources of value loss, presence and clarity of 

growth strategy, principal barriers to growth, prior engagement with consultants or advisors, 

perceived areas of highest value creation potential, and openness to external investment or 

strategic support. 

The investor branch contains questions on investor type, sectors of primary investment focus, 

the two attributes most looked for in a business, the biggest gaps perceived in MSME today, 

and interest in curated MSME opportunities. The gaps question is a short-answer field, 

allowing respondents to describe gaps in their own language rather than selecting from 

researcher-defined options. 

The student and professional branch contains questions on current academic or professional 

status, field of study or work, self-assessed familiarity with private equity on a five-point Likert 

scale, what interests the respondent most about private equity (a short-answer field), and 

interest in learning practical deal-making and analysis. 

2.6.3 Question Types and Measurement 

 

The questionnaire uses three question types. Single-select categorical questions are used where 

one answer is appropriate, such as turnover band or growth strategy clarity. Multiple-select 



16  

categorical questions are used where respondents may legitimately give more than one answer, 

such as items tracked by the business or attributes investors look for. A five-point Likert scale 

is used for the self-assessed PE familiarity question in the student branch, ranging from "Not 

at all" to "Yes I'm well versed." Short-answer fields are used in the investor branch (sectors 

invested in, biggest gaps in MSME) and the student branch (what interests you about PE). 

The choice of measurement type for each question reflects the kind of information sought. 

Where the universe of plausible answers is reasonably bounded, categorical options are used. 

Where respondent-generated language is more informative than researcher-defined categories, 

short-answer fields are used. The five-point Likert scale is the standard scale length for self-

assessed familiarity questions and balances discriminative power against respondent fatigue. 

2.7 Data Collection Procedure 

Data collection was conducted online through Google Forms over a defined collection window. 

The form link was distributed through personal networks, academic networks, professional 

networks, and targeted social media outreach. No financial or material incentive was offered 

for participation. Respondents could complete the questionnaire on a desktop or mobile 

browser; the form was tested across both before distribution. 

Responses were stored automatically in the Google Forms backend, with email addresses 

captured for acknowledgement purposes. After the collection window closed, responses were 

exported to a spreadsheet for cleaning and analysis. Cleaning involved checking for duplicate 

submissions (none were found at the level of email address), checking for incomplete branch 

responses (forms that had been started but not submitted were excluded automatically by 

Google Forms' submission logic), and verifying that branch routing had worked correctly for 

each response. 

The final dataset of 80 valid responses was used for the analysis presented in Chapter 5. 

 

2.8 Data Analysis Plan 

The analysis plan has four components, mapped to the four research objectives. 

 

For the first three objectives, the analysis uses descriptive statistics, including frequency 

counts, percentages, distributions, and cross-tabulations within each respondent segment. 

Where multi-select questions are involved, response counts and rates are reported per option 

rather than as mutually exclusive categories. For the Likert-scale question on PE familiarity, 
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distribution and central tendency are reported. The analysis is conducted segment by segment, 

with findings for MSME operators, investors, and students reported separately before being 

brought together in the cross-segment synthesis. 

The qualitative material from the short-answer fields is analysed through thematic coding. 

Responses are read, recurring themes are identified, and each response is tagged against one or 

more themes. The analysis reports the prevalence of themes across the relevant respondent 

group and uses verbatim quotes to illustrate themes where the original language is more 

informative than a paraphrase. Anonymised verbatim responses are presented in Appendix C. 

The fourth objective, the synthesis into a stage-calibrated framework, draws on the segment-

level findings, the cross-segment synthesis, and the lever inventory developed in Chapter 4. 

The framework is constructed by mapping the pain points and gaps identified in the data to the 

documented PE value creation levers, calibrated by stage of business maturity. This is a 

synthesising and constructive analysis rather than a statistical one, and is presented in Chapter 

6. 

The analysis does not employ inferential statistics, regression analysis, or hypothesis testing. 

The reasons have been stated above and are restated in the limitations section that follows. 

2.9 Ethical Considerations 

The study followed standard ethical practices for academic research involving human 

respondents. 

Participation in the questionnaire was voluntary. Respondents were informed at the start of the 

questionnaire that the survey was part of an academic research study, that responses would 

remain confidential, and that the data would be used strictly for academic purposes. No 

respondent was required to answer any question against their will, and respondents could exit 

the questionnaire at any point before submission without penalty. 

Email addresses were collected for acknowledgement and for the purpose of sending insights 

from the study back to interested respondents, and were not used to identify respondents in the 

analysis. In the analysis presented in Chapter 5 and the verbatim responses presented in 

Appendix C, all identifying information has been removed. Quoted short-answer responses are 

reproduced anonymously. 
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No sensitive personal information was sought. The questionnaire did not ask for financial 

details that could identify a specific business, did not ask for proprietary or confidential 

business information, and did not seek personally identifying details beyond the categorical 

demographic questions in the entry section. 

The study has been conducted under the academic supervision of the assigned guide and within 

the academic framework of the institution. The researcher has no financial or commercial 

conflict of interest in the subject matter of the study. 

2.10 Scope and Limitations of the Methodology 

The methodology has several limitations that are acknowledged here so that the findings of the 

study are read with the appropriate level of confidence. 

The sampling approach is non-probability based. Findings should not be generalised to the 

broader populations of Indian MSME, investors, or finance students. The findings are 

illustrative of the respondent groups in this study and surface patterns that warrant further 

investigation, but they are not population estimates. 

The MSME respondent set is weighted toward the smaller end of the sector. While this captures 

a segment that is often underrepresented in formal research, it limits the direct empirical 

support for the framework's applicability at the upper end of the medium-enterprise band. The 

framework's applicability at higher scales rests partly on inference from the literature and the 

case evidence in Chapter 4, rather than solely on direct survey data. 

The investor sample includes multiple investor archetypes, namely PE/VC, family office, retail, 

and aspiring. This mix reflects the reality of the capital ecosystem around Indian MSME but 

means that "investor perspective" in this study is a composite view rather than a single PE 

viewpoint. Where this matters for interpretation, it is flagged in Chapter 5. 

The questionnaire was designed primarily to capture stakeholder perspectives across the three 

segments. It was not designed as a direct test of whether MSME would self-apply private equity 

practices in the absence of PE capital. The framework's central proposition therefore rests on 

convergent evidence, namely the alignment of MSME-reported pain points with documented 

PE levers, the gaps identified by investors, the openness to external strategic input expressed by 

MSME respondents, and the awareness gaps observed among students, rather than on a direct 

measurement of the application proposition. This is a meaningful limitation and is treated as 

such in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. 
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The analysis is descriptive and thematic. The study does not employ inferential statistical 

methods, and no claims of statistical significance, effect size, or confidence interval are made. 

The sample size is appropriate for descriptive and exploratory work at the Black Book level. It 

is not large enough for statistical analyses that would require larger samples, and the findings 

should be read with the corresponding humility. 

These limitations do not invalidate the study. They define the scope within which the study's 

findings are credible. The framework developed in Chapter 6 is presented as a structured, 

evidence-grounded proposition for further engagement and refinement, not as a finished or 

fully validated artefact. The path to refinement would include broader sampling, longitudinal 

observation of MSME that adopt elements of the framework, and direct testing of the 

application proposition through implementation studies. These directions are noted in Chapter 

7's discussion of future research. 

2.11 Research Framework 

The conceptual flow of this study is summarised in Figure 2.1. The framework integrates three 

streams of primary data, drawn from MSME operators, investors, and finance students and 

professionals, with two streams of secondary input, namely the documented private equity 

value creation literature and case evidence from documented PE engagements. These streams 

converge into a cross-segment synthesis, which in turn informs the construction of the stage-

calibrated value creation framework presented in Chapter 6. The framework is validated against 

the survey evidence by mapping the pain points and gaps reported in the data to the levers 

identified in the literature, which is the analytical task taken up in Chapters 5 and 6. 

The framework is therefore not derived from a single source. It emerges from the deliberate 

triangulation of operator-reported realities, investor-perceived gaps, and the awareness 

orientation of the talent pipeline, set against the body of documented value creation practice. 

Each input stream contributes a different kind of evidence; the framework is defensible because 

its claims are supported by more than one stream simultaneously.
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CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter reviews the literature relevant to the study. The review is organised across four 

main streams. The first deals with the Indian MSME sector, its definition, scale, and structural 

challenges. The second deals with private equity, both globally and in India, and the structural 

reasons why the MSME segment sits largely outside conventional PE deal flow. The third deals 

with the value creation literature itself, which is where the practices examined later in the study 

were originally articulated. The fourth deals with organisational growth and stage theory, which 

provides the theoretical anchor for the stage calibration that runs through the framework in 

Chapter 6. 

The chapter then takes up two narrower areas. Indian studies on MSME financial practices and 

governance, briefly. The talent and awareness gap at the PE to MSME interface, also briefly, 

because the literature there is genuinely thin. 

The review is selective. The MSME sector and private equity are both subjects of large 

literatures, and a comprehensive review of either would not fit in a Black Book chapter. What 

is selected has been chosen with the framework's needs in mind, not the bibliographic 

completeness of the fields. 

3.2 The Indian MSME Sector: Definition, Scale, and Significance 

3.2.1 The Revised MSME Definition (2020) 

 

The Government of India revised the definition of Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises in 

June 2020, through Notification S.O. 2119(E) issued by the Ministry of Micro, Small and 

Medium Enterprises. The revised definition replaced the earlier investment-only criteria with 

a combined investment-and-turnover framework. It also unified the criteria across 

manufacturing and services, where the earlier definition had treated the two separately. 

Under the revised definition, a Micro enterprise has investment in plant and machinery or 

equipment up to one crore rupees and turnover up to five crore rupees. A Small enterprise has 

investment up to ten crore and turnover up to fifty crore. A Medium enterprise has investment 

up to fifty crore and turnover up to two hundred and fifty crore [Notification S.O. 2119(E), 

Ministry of MSME, 26 June 2020]. 
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The revision mattered for two reasons. It widened the MSME band substantially. Businesses 

that would earlier have been classified as large now sit comfortably within the medium 

category. It also reduced the disincentive to grow that the earlier definition had created, where 

enterprises near the threshold faced a sudden loss of MSME-linked benefits if they crossed it. 

The new ceiling allowed enterprises to grow into the upper end of the medium band without 

immediately losing access to the credit and policy benefits associated with MSME status. 

The Udyam registration portal, launched in July 2020, replaced the earlier Udyog Aadhaar 

Memorandum and now serves as the single registration mechanism for the sector. Registration 

is free and online. Successive Annual Reports of the Ministry of MSME have documented the 

steady growth in registered enterprises since launch [Ministry of MSME, Annual Reports, 

multiple years]. 

3.2.2 Economic Contribution and Sectoral Spread 

 

The MSME sector's contribution to the Indian economy is documented in the Ministry of 

MSME's Annual Reports, in periodic publications of the Reserve Bank of India, and in National 

Statistical Office data. Across these sources, the sector is consistently described as a major 

contributor to Gross Domestic Product, to manufacturing output, to non-farm employment, and 

to merchandise exports [Ministry of MSME, Annual Report; National Sample Survey Office 

data]. 

The sector spans a wide range of activities. Traditional manufacturing. Trading. Modern 

services. Technology-enabled businesses. Family-owned units in industrial clusters. Solo 

proprietorships. Mid-sized firms approaching the medium threshold. 

The heterogeneity is itself worth flagging. Studies and policy reports consistently emphasise 

that the sector cannot be treated as a single category. The constraints faced by a small trading 

firm in a tier-three town are not the constraints faced by a fifty-employee manufacturing unit 

in an industrial cluster, and neither are the constraints faced by a hundred-employee technology 

services firm in a metro. Aggregated statistics obscure these differences. The U.K. Sinha 

Committee Report makes this point directly and at some length [Reserve Bank of India, 2019]. 

3.2.3 Growth Constraints and Structural Challenges 

 

The U.K. Sinha Committee Report, formally titled the Report of the Expert Committee on 

Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises, was published by the Reserve Bank of India in June 

2019. It remains one of the most comprehensive policy-oriented assessments of the sector. The 
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report identified credit access, formalisation, capacity building, governance, and ease of doing 

business as the principal areas requiring intervention [Reserve Bank of India, 2019]. 

On credit, the report and related literature have noted that formal credit penetration into the 

MSME sector is uneven. The unevenness is most pronounced for enterprises lacking collateral, 

formal financial records, or established credit history. The Credit Guarantee Fund Trust for 

Micro and Small Enterprises (CGTMSE), priority sector lending norms, and more recent 

initiatives like the Trade Receivables Discounting System (TReDS) and various co-lending and 

digital lending efforts have sought to address parts of this gap. With varying degrees of success. 

On formalisation, the picture has shifted over the last decade. The Goods and Services Tax 

came in 2017. The Udyam portal followed in 2020. Digital payments have continued to expand. 

Together these have moved more enterprises into the formal record-keeping system than was 

the case earlier. This matters beyond compliance. A business that maintains digital records, 

files GST returns, and is registered on Udyam is, by virtue of those activities, also more capable 

of engaging with formal credit, formal supply chains, and formal advisory inputs [Reserve 

Bank of India, 2019; Ministry of MSME publications]. 

On governance and operational practice, the literature has been less prescriptive. The pattern, 

however, is consistent. Indian MSME are predominantly owner-operated. They are frequently 

family-owned. They run with limited delegation to professional management below the 

founder. Strategic planning, where it exists, tends to be implicit rather than documented. 

Boards, where they exist, tend to be advisory rather than supervisory. Middle management is 

often thin. Specific numerical claims vary across sources. The qualitative pattern is well 

established. 

Some sources state that MSME contribute approximately 30 percent to India's GDP and 

approximately 45 percent to manufacturing output. While these figures are widely cited, the 

underlying methodology and reference year vary across publications. The author has chosen to 

report this contribution qualitatively in the body of the chapter, and recommends sourcing the 

most recent official figure directly from the latest Ministry of MSME Annual Report at the time 

of submission. 
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3.3 Private Equity: Origins, Evolution, and the Indian Context 

3.3.1 The Global PE Industry 

 

Private equity in its modern form emerged in the United States in the late twentieth century. 

The leveraged buyout boom of the 1980s was an early high-profile phase. In the decades that 

followed, the industry matured into a broader asset class encompassing growth equity, buyouts, 

distressed and special situations, secondaries, and infrastructure. 

The academic literature on PE is substantial. It has examined the asset class from multiple 

angles, including return characteristics, the sources of those returns, the impact on portfolio 

companies, the role of PE in capital markets, and the way the industry has changed over time. 

A widely cited overview is Steven Kaplan and Per Strömberg's paper "Leveraged Buyouts and 

Private Equity," published in the Journal of Economic Perspectives in 2009. The paper traces 

the history of the industry, summarises the empirical evidence on PE performance and impact 

at the time of writing, and examines the channels through which PE creates value in its portfolio 

companies. The framework Kaplan and Strömberg articulate, distinguishing between financial 

engineering, governance engineering, and operational engineering as the three sources of PE 

value creation, has become a reference point for subsequent work [Kaplan and Strömberg, 

2009]. 

Industry-side documentation of PE practices comes most consistently from the major 

consulting firms that work with PE clients. Bain & Company publishes an annual Global 

Private Equity Report and a separate annual India Private Equity Report. McKinsey and the 

Boston Consulting Group publish similar work. These reports are not peer-reviewed, but they 

are based on substantial deal-level data access and they are widely used as references in both 

academic and practitioner contexts [Bain & Company, Global PE Reports, multiple years; Bain 

& Company, India PE Reports, multiple years]. 

3.3.2 Private Equity in India 

 

The Indian PE industry has grown substantially since the early 2000s. The Indian Private Equity 

and Venture Capital Association, founded in 1993, is the apex body and publishes data on deal 

flow, fund-raising, and exits. Bain's annual India Private Equity Report draws on IVCA and 

proprietary data to track the industry year by year. Both sources document a shift over the past 

decade and a half from a market dominated by venture-stage investments to one with a 
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substantially developed growth equity, buyout, and special situations layer [IVCA publications; 

Bain India PE Reports, multiple years]. 

The composition of the Indian market has its own character. Buyouts, while a growing share, 

remain a smaller proportion of deal value than in mature markets like the United States or 

Europe, where buyouts dominate. Growth equity, meaning minority investments in established 

but still-scaling businesses, has historically been a larger share of Indian PE activity. This 

reflects two things. The structure of Indian businesses, where founders are often unwilling to 

cede control. And the development stage of the broader corporate market. 

The sectoral focus has evolved with the economy. Recent years have seen significant 

deployment into financial services, technology, healthcare, and consumer-facing businesses 

[Bain India PE Reports, recent editions]. 

3.3.3 Why MSME Sit Outside Conventional PE Deal Flow 

 

The structural reasons why MSME and conventional institutional PE rarely meet are well 

understood within the industry, even where they are not always explicitly catalogued in any 

one source. 

The first reason is ticket size. Most institutional PE funds in India deploy capital at minimum 

cheque sizes well above what an MSME of small or lower-medium scale could absorb. A fund 

operating with a defined fund size and a target portfolio of ten to fifteen investments has a per-

deal floor that excludes most of the MSME band. The economics of deal sourcing, diligence, 

monitoring, and exit at smaller cheque sizes are difficult to make work within the operating 

cost structure of an institutional fund. 

The second reason is information and process. Institutional PE diligence requires audited 

financials going back several years, clean accounting separation between the business and the 

founder's personal affairs, documented contracts with key customers and suppliers, and a level 

of process documentation that allows the fund to develop conviction in the business and its 

risks. Many MSME do not maintain this. Not from negligence. From the simple fact that the 

business has been run on relationships and direct founder oversight, where the founder's own 

knowledge has substituted for written process. 

The third reason is founder posture. Many MSME founders are unwilling to dilute equity, 

accept a board, or transfer operating decisions to a structure that includes external investors. 
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This is often framed as resistance to PE specifically. It is more accurately understood as a 

preference for autonomy that has been built up over years or decades of running the business. 

The fourth reason runs in the other direction. Even where an MSME is willing and ready to 

engage with capital, the funds that would naturally invest at smaller ticket sizes (angel 

networks, early-stage venture funds, family offices, emerging mid-market funds) have their 

own preferences. Many lean toward technology-led businesses, scalable services, or sectors 

with established exit pathways. A traditional manufacturing or services MSME with steady 

cash flow and modest growth often does not fit those mandates, even when the business itself 

is sound. 

The result is structural narrowness. A small number of MSME at the upper end of the medium 

band, with strong financial structure and willing founders, do raise institutional capital each 

year. The bulk of the sector operates outside PE consideration entirely, and would continue to 

do so under any realistic projection of how the industry might evolve. 

3.4 The Value Creation Literature 

3.4.1 Financial Engineering, Operational, and Governance Schools 

 

The value creation literature has historically organised the sources of PE returns into three 

categories. Kaplan and Strömberg's 2009 paper provides a clean version of this organisation, 

distinguishing financial engineering, governance engineering, and operational engineering 

[Kaplan and Strömberg, 2009]. 

Financial engineering refers to the use of debt to amplify equity returns, the optimisation of 

capital structure, the management of cash flows for debt service and value distribution, and 

tax-related structuring. In the early phase of the leveraged buyout era, financial engineering 

was widely understood as the primary source of PE returns. The argument, associated most 

prominently with Michael Jensen's free cash flow theory of LBOs in his 1989 Harvard Business 

Review article "Eclipse of the Public Corporation," was that the discipline imposed by debt 

service forced more efficient use of cash flow than was typical in widely held public companies, 

and that this discipline was itself a source of value [Jensen, 1989]. 

Governance engineering refers to the changes in board composition, management incentive 

alignment, reporting cadence, and decision-making process that PE funds typically install in 

their portfolio companies. The argument here is straightforward. Concentrated ownership, an 

active board, equity-linked incentives for senior management, and a discipline of regular 
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performance review produce better decisions and tighter execution than is typical under more 

diffuse ownership structures. Governance engineering became a more prominent part of the 

value creation discussion as the industry matured beyond pure financial engineering. 

Operational engineering refers to direct improvements in how the portfolio company operates. 

Its finance function. Its commercial practices. Its working capital efficiency. Its procurement 

and pricing discipline. Its talent layer. Its strategic focus. As the academic literature on PE 

returns has developed, an increasing share of the documented return premium has been 

attributed to operational improvements rather than to financial structuring alone [Kaplan and 

Strömberg, 2009; Bain Global PE Reports, multiple years]. 

3.4.2 Evidence on Where PE Returns Actually Come From 

 

A meaningful body of academic and industry research has examined empirically where PE 

returns actually come from. The general direction of this evidence is that the relative 

contribution of financial engineering has declined over time, while the relative contribution of 

operational and governance improvements has grown. The shift reflects two things. Credit 

markets have matured, which has made the financial engineering edge less distinctive. And the 

operating capabilities of PE firms themselves have developed, with most now staffing in-house 

operating partners, sector specialists, and dedicated value creation teams. 

Bain & Company's Global Private Equity Report has repeatedly addressed the value creation 

question. Successive editions have noted the increasing importance of operational and 

commercial improvements in delivering returns to limited partners. The reports document the 

rise of dedicated operating partners within PE firms, the growth of value creation as a 

formalised discipline, and the increasing sophistication of post-investment hundred-day plans 

and value creation roadmaps [Bain Global PE Reports, multiple years]. 

Academic work has reached broadly consistent conclusions. Studies examining the operating 

performance of PE-backed companies during the holding period have generally found 

improvements in operating margins, productivity, and growth relative to comparable non-PE-

backed companies. The magnitude and consistency of these effects vary across studies and time 

periods. The literature is not unanimous. Debates continue about selection effects, about the 

role of leverage in driving headline returns, and about the heterogeneity of outcomes across PE 

deals. The broad direction of evidence, however, supports the view that operational and 

governance improvements are a meaningful and persistent source of PE value [Kaplan and 

Strömberg, 2009; subsequent academic literature]. 
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3.4.3 The Operational Turn in Modern PE 

 

What has been called the "operational turn" in private equity refers to the shift, particularly 

visible from the 2000s onward, toward PE firms organising themselves explicitly around the 

post-investment improvement of portfolio companies. This has shown up in several ways. 

Senior executives with operating rather than financial backgrounds are now hired into PE firms 

with some regularity. Value creation playbooks have been formalised and written down, and 

PE firms now apply them consistently across portfolios. Sector-specific operating expertise has 

been built. Internal teams now work alongside portfolio company management on specific 

improvement initiatives [Bain Global PE Reports, multiple years; industry literature]. 

The operational turn matters for this study for one specific reason. The practices being applied 

are not idiosyncratic to specific deals anymore. They are increasingly standardised, written 

down, and transferable as practices. A PE firm with a defined hundred-day plan template, a 

defined KPI framework, defined working capital diagnostic tools, and defined procurement 

and pricing playbooks is, in effect, articulating a body of practice that is in principle 

independent of any particular deal. That articulation is what makes the decoupling argument 

tractable. The practices exist in documented form. They can be discussed, evaluated, and 

adapted independently of the specific PE engagements in which they were originally applied. 

3.5 Organisational Growth and Stage-Based Management 

3.5.1 Greiner's Growth Model 

 

The argument that organisations face different challenges at different stages of their growth, 

and require different management interventions at each stage, was articulated influentially by 

Larry Greiner. His 1972 Harvard Business Review article "Evolution and Revolution as 

Organizations Grow" remains the classic reference. The article was republished with an 

addendum in 1998, with the original framework largely preserved [Greiner, 1972; revised 

1998]. 

Greiner's model proposes that organisations pass through a series of growth phases. Each phase 

is characterised by a dominant management approach. Each ends in a crisis that, if successfully 

navigated, leads to the next phase. The phases as articulated in the framework include growth 

through creativity (resolved by a leadership crisis), growth through direction (resolved by an 

autonomy crisis), growth through delegation (resolved by a control crisis), growth through 

coordination (resolved by a red-tape crisis), and growth through collaboration. The specific 
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labels and the number of phases have varied across subsequent re-articulations. The underlying 

argument has been retained: management practices appropriate to a small founder-led 

organisation differ from those appropriate to a large multi-divisional one, and the transitions 

between stages are themselves the principal source of organisational difficulty. 

For the purposes of this study, the precise structure of Greiner's phases matters less than the 

general theoretical claim. Effective management interventions are stage-dependent. 

Interventions appropriate to one stage may be ineffective or counterproductive at another. That 

is the core theoretical claim that anchors the stage calibration in this study's framework. 

3.5.2 Why Different Stages Need Different Interventions 

 

The reasons different stages require different interventions follow from what has been 

described in this study as the substrate principle. An organisation's capacity to absorb a 

particular management practice depends on the organisational substrate already in place. A 

practice that requires a finance function to operate on cannot be applied where there is no 

finance function. A practice that requires a management team to hold accountable cannot be 

applied where there is no management team beneath the founder. A practice that requires board 

governance cannot be applied where there is no board. 

This is consistent with Greiner's framework but goes further in operational specificity. Greiner 

addresses the question at the level of organisational structure and dominant management 

approach. The substrate principle, as applied here, addresses the question at the level of specific 

practices. Which value creation lever requires which kind of organisational substrate. At which 

stage that substrate typically becomes available. 

The literature on organisational growth and life-cycle has been developed substantially since 

Greiner. Subsequent contributions have added nuance, but the fundamental claim that different 

stages require different management approaches has been retained across these contributions. 

3.6 MSME Financial Practices and Governance: Existing Indian Studies 

The literature specifically examining financial practices and governance in Indian MSME is 

substantial in volume but uneven in depth. A meaningful portion of the published work in this 

area comes from policy and industry reports, not peer-reviewed academic research. The U.K. 

Sinha Committee Report cited above. Periodic publications from industry chambers like 

FICCI, CII, and ASSOCHAM. Consulting firm reports on the MSME segment [Reserve Bank 

of India, 2019; industry chamber publications]. 
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The general findings of this literature are consistent with what has been described in earlier 

sections. Indian MSME are characterised by predominantly informal financial management 

practices in the smaller and lower-medium bands. Structured financial reporting and 

forecasting become more common as enterprises scale. Governance practices are 

predominantly founder-centric. Formal boards are rare in the smaller bands and more common 

but still often advisory in nature in the medium band. Strategic planning is frequently implicit 

rather than documented. Explicit strategic planning processes are more common at the upper 

end of the medium band and rare below it. 

The literature also documents the relationship between these practices and outcomes. Studies 

examining the relationship between financial discipline, governance structure, and growth in 

Indian MSME have generally found positive associations. The studies vary in methodology 

and the magnitude of effects reported, so quantitative claims should be made with caution. The 

qualitative direction of the evidence is consistent. MSME with more structured financial and 

governance practices tend to grow more reliably, access formal credit more easily, and weather 

business cycles more successfully than MSME without such practices. 

What this literature does not address, and what this study takes up, is the question of how the 

specific value creation practices developed in private equity might be adapted for MSME, 

calibrated by stage, and applied either by MSME directly or through structured external 

engagement. That is the gap to which the study now turns. 

3.7 The Talent and Awareness Gap in PE-MSME Bridging 

A small body of literature has examined the talent and awareness gap that exists at the interface 

between private equity practice and MSME operating reality. The literature is not large, and 

not particularly systematic. It does, however, point to a pattern. 

On the PE side, the talent staffing Indian PE firms is concentrated in major financial centres, 

has typically passed through investment banking, consulting, or top business school pipelines, 

and has limited direct exposure to MSME operating realities outside the segments in which 

their firms invest. PE professionals develop their operating intuition through engagement with 

the upper-medium and large-corporate segment that constitutes their portfolio. Not through 

engagement with the broader MSME population. 

On the MSME side, owners and senior decision-makers often have limited exposure to private 

equity as a discipline. Beyond a general awareness of PE as a source of capital. The specific 
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practices that PE firms apply in their portfolio companies, the playbook elements this study 

takes as its raw material, are not part of the typical knowledge base of an MSME owner outside 

the upper end of the medium band. That is where some exposure to institutional finance and 

strategic advisory typically begins. 

The talent layer that would, in principle, bridge this gap is the next generation of finance 

students, business management students, and early-career professionals. Many will go on to 

work in advisory, consulting, fractional CFO, family-business, or operating roles where they 

would be in a position to carry value creation thinking from the PE world into the MSME 

world. The state of this bridging talent layer, particularly its awareness of PE practices and its 

preparedness to apply them outside conventional PE engagement structures, is itself part of the 

system this study examines. 

The literature specifically addressing this bridging talent layer in the Indian context is thin. The 

study contributes to that thin literature by collecting data directly on PE awareness, learning 

interest, and skill orientation among finance and business students and early-career 

professionals. 

3.8 Identification of the Research Gap 

The literature reviewed in this chapter establishes several things, and leaves a specific set of 

questions unaddressed. 

It establishes that the Indian MSME sector is large, heterogeneous, and structurally important, 

that it faces a recurring set of constraints around credit access, formalisation, governance, and 

operational practice, and that these constraints have been documented across academic, policy, 

and industry sources. It also establishes that private equity has developed, particularly over the 

past two decades, a substantial body of practice for creating value in mid-sized companies, and 

that this body of practice is increasingly documented, articulated, and discussed in formats that 

allow it to be evaluated and adapted independently of specific deals. 

What the literature does not establish, and where the gap that this study addresses sits, is how 

the value creation practices developed in private equity can be adapted, calibrated, and made 

applicable to the Indian MSME sector by MSME themselves, independently of formal PE 

investment, and in a form that recognises the substantial heterogeneity within the MSME band. 

The PE value creation literature is written largely for and about PE-backed companies. The 

Indian MSME literature is written largely about constraints, policy, and credit, with relatively 
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limited engagement with the specific practices that drive operational and strategic 

improvement. The intersection of these two bodies of work, what an Indian MSME owner or a 

finance professional advising one could actually do with the PE playbook in the absence of PE 

capital, has not been systematically articulated. 

That is the gap the study addresses. The framework developed in Chapter 6 is the contribution 

to filling it. The chapters that follow do the analytical work that makes the framework possible. 

Chapter 4 assembles the lever inventory and case evidence on which the framework draws. 

Chapter 5 presents the survey data the framework is built to address. Chapter 6 brings them 

together. 
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CHAPTER 4: DECODING THE PRIVATE EQUITY 

PLAYBOOK: LEVERS AND CASE EVIDENCE 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter takes the literature reviewed in Chapter 3 and develops it into a structured 

inventory of value creation practices that private equity firms apply in their portfolio 

companies. The objective is to move from the academic and industry-level discussion in 

Chapter 3 to a practitioner-facing catalog. A catalog that names specific levers, describes 

what each one does, explains why it works, and supports it with evidence from documented 

engagements. 

The chapter is structured in two parts. The first part, sections 4.3 through 4.6, sets out 

the lever inventory itself, organised by category. Operational levers, strategic levers, 

governance levers, and financial levers. These categories follow the conventional 

classification used in the value creation literature and discussed in Chapter 3, with one 

practical adjustment. The categories are presented as overlapping rather than strictly 

exclusive, because in practice the levers interact, and a single intervention can sit across 

two categories at once. 

The second part, sections 4.7 through 4.9, presents case evidence from four 

documented PE engagements. Two global, two Indian. Each case is examined using a 

consistent template so that comparison across cases is possible at a glance. The chapter 

closes with a discussion of what transfers from the PE context to the MSME context and 

what does not, which sets up the framework chapter that follows. 

This chapter does not treat the levers as a complete or exhaustive inventory of PE 

practice. It treats them as a working set, drawn from the most consistently documented 

patterns in the literature, organised in a way that allows them to be evaluated for 

transferability. The framework in Chapter 6 will pick up these levers and map them to 

MSME stages. 
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4.2 Approach to Lever Identification 

The levers in this chapter were identified through three filters. 

The first filter is documentation. A lever was included only if it appears consistently 

in the published value creation literature. Specifically, in Bain's Global Private Equity 

Reports, in McKinsey and BCG publications on PE value creation, in Kaplan and 

Strömberg's framing of operational and governance engineering (Kaplan and Strömberg, 

2009), and in academic case studies that examine specific PE engagements. Levers that 

appear in only one source, or that show up in industry commentary without supporting 

documentation, were excluded. This filter is conservative by design. 

The second filter is practitioner specificity. The lever has to be specific enough that a 

practitioner could recognise it as an action, not just a goal. "Improve operational efficiency" 

is a goal. "Implement a monthly KPI dashboard tracking five to seven leading indicators 

of business performance" is a lever. The chapter aims at the second level of specificity 

throughout. 

The third filter is transferability potential. A lever was included only if it has at least 

some plausible application outside a PE-controlled context. Some PE practices are deeply 

tied to fund economics (carried-interest structures, fund-level capital allocation, deal 

sourcing through limited-partner networks) and have no analogue in an MSME setting. 

These were excluded, even though they are part of how PE firms create value at the fund 

level. The framework in Chapter 6 is about what an MSME or its advisors can apply, so 

the lever inventory in this chapter is filtered to that question from the start. 

The result is a working inventory of around thirteen levers, organised across four 

categories. The inventory is not the full PE playbook. It is the part of the playbook that can 

credibly be discussed in an MSME context. 
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4.3 The Operational Levers 

Operational levers are the practices that affect how the business runs day to day. They 

sit closest to the business itself, are usually the most labour-intensive to implement, and 

are the levers most associated with the operational turn in modern PE that was discussed 

in Chapter 3. 

4.3.1 Financial Hygiene and the CFO Function 

The first lever PE firms typically install in a portfolio company is a strengthened 

finance function. This includes upgrading or replacing the chief financial officer where 

needed, putting in place monthly closing discipline, separating the founder's personal 

financial affairs from the business cleanly, and establishing audited financial reporting that 

can be relied upon for management decisions and external diligence (Bain Global Private 

Equity Reports, multiple years). 

The lever works for two reasons. The first is that decision-making quality depends on 

the quality of the underlying numbers. A management team that does not know its actual 

gross margin by product line, or its actual customer-level profitability, cannot make sound 

decisions about pricing, mix, or growth. The second reason is that financial hygiene is the 

substrate on which most other levers operate. KPI dashboards require reliable numbers. 

Working capital optimisation requires accurate receivables and payables data. Procurement 

discipline requires clean spend data. Without the finance function in order, the rest of the 

playbook does not work. 

In PE-backed contexts the CFO function is typically professionalised within the first 

three to six months of investment. The new CFO is often brought in from outside the 

company, with experience in either PE-owned businesses or in the company's specific 

sector, and reports both to the company CEO and effectively to the PE deal partner. 
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4.3.2 KPI Dashboards and Management Cadence 

Once the finance function is producing reliable numbers, the next lever is using those 

numbers to run the business systematically. PE firms install management cadence 

disciplines that typically include a monthly business review with the senior team, a defined 

set of leading and lagging indicators reviewed at each meeting, a quarterly operating review 

at the board level, and an annual strategic planning cycle linked to budget and capital 

allocation (McKinsey and BCG industry publications on PE value creation; Bain Global 

Private Equity Reports). 

The KPI dashboard is the centrepiece of this discipline. The principle is that a small 

set of carefully chosen indicators, reviewed regularly, drives accountability and surfaces 

problems early. Different sectors have different specific KPIs, but the underlying logic is 

the same. Pick the five to seven numbers that, if moved, would move the business. Track 

them. Review them. Hold someone accountable for each. 

Management cadence is the ritual that makes the dashboard work. A dashboard 

without a regular review meeting is just a spreadsheet. A review meeting without consistent 

attendance and accountability becomes a status update. PE firms have developed strong 

practices around running these meetings to keep them decision-oriented rather than 

informational. 

4.3.3 Working Capital Optimisation 

Working capital is one of the most consistently documented PE levers because it is 

one of the most consistently fixable. A business with bloated inventory, lax credit terms, 

and weak collections discipline is using cash inefficiently. Tightening these elements 

releases cash without affecting the income statement, which is why PE firms attack 

working capital aggressively in the early months of an investment (Bain Global Private 

Equity Reports). 

The specific practices include reducing days sales outstanding through tighter credit 

terms and stronger collections discipline, reducing inventory through better demand 

planning and vendor-managed inventory arrangements where appropriate, extending days 

payable outstanding without damaging supplier relationships, and centralising treasury 



37  

functions to manage cash across the business as a single pool rather than as fragmented 

balances. 

For PE firms, working capital release is also financially significant because it reduces 

the equity that has to be tied up in the business and improves the cash available for debt 

service, capital expenditure, and growth investment. The same logic applies in non-PE 

contexts. An MSME that releases cash from working capital has more room to invest, 

weather downturns, or reduce its borrowing. 

4.3.4 Procurement and Cost Discipline 

Cost is the other side of the operational ledger. PE firms typically conduct a 

comprehensive procurement review in the first year of an investment, examining supplier 

concentration, pricing benchmarks, contract terms, and category-level spend patterns. The 

output is usually a set of identified savings opportunities that are implemented over the 

following twelve to twenty-four months (industry publications on PE value creation). 

A more aggressive version of cost discipline is zero-based budgeting, which requires 

every line of expense to be justified each year from a starting point of zero rather than from 

the previous year's budget. Zero-based budgeting has been used aggressively by some PE 

firms, most notably 3G Capital, and has produced documented results in specific contexts. 

The practice is examined in detail in section 4.7.2, where it is the principal lever in the 

Burger King case. 

Cost discipline does not mean cutting indiscriminately. The literature on PE 

operational improvement is consistent that the strongest engagements distinguish between 

strategic and non-strategic spend, protect or even increase investment in areas that drive 

long-term value, and cut hard in areas that do not. Cost-out done well preserves growth 

capacity. Cost-out done badly destroys it. 

4.3.5 Pricing and Revenue Management 

Pricing is the lever with the most asymmetric impact and the one most commonly 

under-managed in non-PE-backed businesses. A one percent improvement in average 

price, holding volume constant, generally translates into a several percent improvement in 

operating profit. Few interventions in a business have that kind of return on effort. Yet 
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pricing in many businesses is set based on history, gut feel, or simple cost-plus formulas, 

none of which captures what customers actually value or what they would actually pay 

(industry publications on PE value creation). 

PE firms typically install pricing discipline through a combination of data analysis 

(segmenting customers by willingness-to-pay, identifying products and services where 

pricing is below market, finding instances of inconsistent or eroded pricing), governance 

(centralising pricing decisions, requiring approval for discounts beyond defined 

thresholds), and capability building (training the sales organisation in value-based pricing 

rather than discount-based selling). 

Revenue management extends the pricing discipline into mix and channel decisions. 

Which products to push. Which customer segments to grow. Which channels to invest in 

versus exit. These decisions are themselves levers when made deliberately rather than by 

default. 

 

4.4 The Strategic Levers 

Strategic levers operate at a higher level than operational levers. They are about what 

the business is, not how it runs. They tend to take longer to implement, and their effects 

show up over years rather than months. 

4.4.1 Customer Concentration and Mix 

Customer concentration is one of the hidden risks most commonly surfaced in PE 

diligence. A business deriving forty percent of its revenue from a single customer is 

structurally fragile, regardless of how profitable that customer is. PE firms typically assess 

customer concentration during diligence, identify it as a risk where it exists, and work with 

management post-investment to diversify the customer base over the holding period 

(academic literature on PE diligence; industry publications). 

The lever is not just risk management. It is also growth strategy. Diversifying away 

from concentration usually requires building out the sales function, identifying new 

customer segments, and investing in capabilities that allow the business to compete in 

adjacent markets. These are growth-creating activities, not just risk-reducing ones. 
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The same lever applies inversely in cases where customer concentration reflects under-

developed major-account management. A business that has many small customers but no 

systematic approach to growing the larger ones is leaving value on the table. PE-backed 

engagements often install key-account management programs that move the customer base 

toward higher-value relationships without the fragility of single-customer dependence. 

4.4.2 Product or Service Portfolio Rationalisation 

Portfolio rationalisation is the deliberate decision to do less of some things in order to 

do other things better. Most businesses accumulate product lines, service offerings, 

customer segments, and geographic markets over time, and most do so without a 

corresponding discipline of pruning. The result is sprawl. Sprawl absorbs management 

attention, dilutes commercial focus, and obscures the parts of the business that actually 

generate value (Bain Global Private Equity Reports). 

PE firms apply portfolio rationalisation through structured analysis. Each product line, 

segment, or business unit is examined on profitability, growth potential, strategic fit, and 

resource consumption. The output is typically a categorisation into "invest", "maintain", 

and "exit" buckets, with explicit decisions and timelines attached to each. 

Portfolio rationalisation is one of the levers where governance support matters most. 

The decisions are often emotionally difficult for founders and management teams. A long-

standing product line, even an unprofitable one, often has constituencies inside the business 

that defend it. PE firms use board-level discipline to enforce decisions that would otherwise 

be deferred indefinitely. 

4.4.3 Market Expansion and Channel Development 

Where the strategic levers above are about doing less, market expansion is about doing 

more, but selectively. Expansion can take several forms. Geographic expansion into new 

regions or countries. Channel expansion into new routes-to-market. Segment expansion 

into adjacent customer types. Product expansion into adjacent offerings. 

PE-backed expansion is typically distinguished from organic expansion by its 

disciplined, sequenced approach. Each expansion move is treated as a defined initiative 

with an investment case, milestones, and review points. Expansions that miss their 
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milestones are reassessed or stopped. Expansions that hit them get additional capital and 

attention. The discipline is what separates expansion as a value creation lever from 

expansion as growth-for-its-own-sake (industry publications on PE growth strategies). 

Acquisition-led expansion is a specific variant worth flagging. Many PE engagements 

involve a "platform plus add-on" strategy, where the initial investment serves as a platform 

onto which smaller acquisitions are bolted to add scale, capabilities, or geographic reach. 

The Manjushree Technopack case examined in section 4.7.3 follows this pattern, with 

multiple acquisitions made under Advent's ownership to build out the company's market 

position. 

 

4.5 The Governance Levers 

Governance levers are the practices that affect who decides what, how decisions get 

made, and how accountability is structured. They are the levers most associated with what 

Kaplan and Strömberg (2009) called governance engineering. 

4.5.1 The 100-Day Plan as an Organising Discipline 

The 100-day plan is the standard PE practice for organising the first phase of post-

investment work. The plan is typically prepared in the period between deal signing and 

closing, validated in the first weeks after closing, and executed over the first three to four 

months of ownership. It defines the priority interventions, the responsible owners, the 

milestones, and the review cadence (Bain Global Private Equity Reports; McKinsey 

publications on PE value creation). 

The 100-day plan matters for two reasons. The first is sequencing. PE firms have learnt 

that the order in which interventions are made affects whether they succeed. Financial 

hygiene comes before KPI dashboards because the dashboards need reliable numbers. 

Working capital optimisation comes before procurement consolidation because working 

capital is faster to fix. Talent decisions are taken early because they affect everything 

downstream. The 100-day plan codifies the sequencing logic for a specific business. 

The second reason is momentum. PE firms understand that the early months of 

ownership are the period when change is most accepted, when the management team is 
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most aligned around the new direction, and when the urgency of action is highest. A well-

executed 100-day plan converts that early window into durable practices that survive the 

urgency phase. 

4.5.2 Boards, Reporting Cadence, and Accountability 

Most PE-backed companies operate with a board that meets every six to eight weeks 

rather than the quarterly cadence common in widely held public companies. The smaller, 

more frequent meeting drives faster decision-making and tighter accountability. Board 

composition typically includes the PE deal partner, one or two operating partners or 

advisors with relevant sector expertise, the CEO, and sometimes the CFO. Independent 

directors with specific expertise are added where the value creation plan requires it 

(academic literature on PE governance). 

Reporting cadence within the company also tightens. Monthly business reviews 

replace quarterly. Weekly or fortnightly leadership team meetings replace ad hoc check-

ins. Defined reporting templates replace narrative updates. The effect is to make the rhythm 

of the business more frequent, more structured, and more decision-focused. 

Accountability is enforced through the combination of cadence and consequence. 

Senior managers know their KPIs are being tracked. They know underperformance will be 

raised and addressed. They also know that strong performance is recognised, often through 

equity-linked incentives that align their financial outcomes with the value creation plan. 

This combination of pressure and incentive is what governance engineering is designed to 

produce. 

4.5.3 Talent Upgrades and the Operating Layer 

The single most consistent lever across documented PE engagements is talent. PE 

firms upgrade or replace senior leadership in a substantial proportion of their portfolio 

companies, particularly the CEO and CFO roles. The Hilton case examined in section 4.7.1 

is a textbook illustration. Christopher Nassetta was brought in from Host Hotels to replace 

the existing Hilton CEO, and he in turn brought in his own senior team (academic literature 

on PE governance; case studies on Hilton). 
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Below the senior level, PE firms typically invest in the operating layer of the business. 

This is the layer of department heads and middle managers that actually implements 

decisions. In many businesses, this layer is thin, under-developed, or accumulated through 

tenure rather than capability. PE engagements often involve assessing this layer, upgrading 

where needed, and adding capability where the business has historically been under-

resourced. 

Talent decisions are difficult, slow, and politically charged in any context, but 

particularly in family-owned and founder-led businesses where loyalty and tenure are 

valued. PE firms have developed practices for managing these transitions, including using 

outside advisors to handle assessments, structuring transitions to preserve dignity, and 

connecting talent decisions explicitly to the business case for the value creation plan. 

 

4.6 The Financial Levers 

Financial levers are about how the business is funded, how it manages its cash, and 

how its capital is structured. These are the levers most associated with the financial 

engineering school discussed in Chapter 3, and they are the levers that have, in the 

academic literature, declined in relative importance compared to operational and 

governance levers (Kaplan and Strömberg, 2009). 

4.6.1 Capital Structure and Debt Discipline 

Capital structure refers to the mix of debt and equity used to fund the business, the 

terms on which the debt is raised, and the discipline imposed on cash flow by debt service 

obligations. In leveraged buyout contexts, debt typically represents a substantial proportion 

of the deal financing, and the discipline of meeting interest and principal payments forces 

the business to operate efficiently. 

For non-buyout contexts, including growth equity engagements typical in India, the 

financial engineering element is usually less pronounced. The capital structure lever in 

these contexts is more about right-sizing debt rather than maximising it. A business 

carrying inefficient debt (too short tenor, too expensive, with poor covenant terms) can 

have value created simply by refinancing. A business with no debt at all may be under- 
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utilising its balance sheet, since some debt at appropriate cost can fund growth that equity 

alone cannot. 

The lever for non-PE-backed businesses is to think about capital structure deliberately 

rather than by default. Most MSME operate with the capital structure they have inherited 

from how the business grew, which is rarely the optimal structure for what the business is 

now or what it could become. 

4.6.2 Cash Flow as a First-Class Metric 

In PE-backed businesses, cash flow is treated with at least the same seriousness as 

accounting profit. Often more. The reason is structural. Debt service is paid in cash, 

dividends and distributions are paid in cash, and capital expenditure is funded in cash. A 

business that is profitable but cash-consuming cannot return capital to investors regardless 

of what its income statement says. 

The discipline this imposes on the business includes monthly cash forecasting at fine 

granularity, structured working capital management linked to cash conversion, capital 

expenditure approval processes that test cash payback rather than accounting return, and a 

board-level metric set that includes free cash flow alongside revenue and EBITDA. 

For non-PE-backed businesses, the cash flow discipline is one of the most directly 

transferable PE practices. It does not require institutional ownership, formal governance, 

or external capital. It requires a decision by the operator to track and manage cash with the 

same seriousness as profit, and a finance function capable of producing the relevant 

analysis. 

 

4.7 Case Evidence 

This section presents four documented PE engagements that together illustrate the 

levers discussed in sections 4.3 through 4.6. Two of the cases are global, two are Indian. 

Each case is structured using a consistent four-part template. Context describes the business 

and the situation at the time of investment. Intervention describes what the PE firm did 

during the holding period. Outcome describes the publicly documented results at exit. 
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Lever Mapping connects the intervention back to the lever inventory in the preceding 

sections. 

The four cases were selected on the basis of public documentation. Each case has 

substantial public material that allows specific intervention claims to be made and 

supported. Where the public record is thinner on specific levers, the case section says so 

and stays at the level of what the documentation will support. 

4.7.1 Hilton Hotels under Blackstone (2007–2018) 

Context. Blackstone acquired Hilton Hotels Corporation in July 2007 in a leveraged 

buyout valued at approximately $26 billion. The deal was financed with around $20.5 

billion in debt and $5.6 billion in equity, representing approximately 78 percent leverage 

at acquisition. At the time of acquisition Hilton was a major hospitality brand with a global 

footprint, but it was viewed within the industry as an under-performer relative to its 

potential, with operational inefficiencies, lower EBITDA multiples than peers, and an 

opportunity for international expansion that had not been fully developed. The deal closed 

days before the 2008 global credit market crisis began to unfold (Bocconi Students 

Investment Club case study; Strategy Story; Hospitality Investor reporting on the 

transaction). 

Intervention. Blackstone implemented an unusually broad set of interventions during 

the holding period, which makes Hilton a useful anchor case for illustrating the full lever 

set. 

The first intervention was a CEO change. Christopher Nassetta, then chairman and 

CEO of Host Hotels and Resorts, was approached in July 2007 to take over as Hilton's 

CEO and accepted the role. Nassetta brought in a new senior team, with reporting 

suggesting that approximately twenty percent of the original Beverly Hills headquarters 

staff continued in the new structure (Bocconi case; Studocu LBO case study). The board 

was reduced from eleven members to seven, and pre-acquisition directors were replaced. 

The second intervention was a headquarters relocation. The corporate headquarters 

was moved from Beverly Hills, California to Virginia, with the explicit intent of reducing 

overhead costs and assembling a new operating team in a different geography. 
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The third intervention was a strategic shift toward an asset-light franchise model. 

Rather than owning hotels directly, Hilton accelerated growth through franchising, with 

new properties added under the Hilton brand portfolio while capital obligations remained 

with franchisees and owners. Between 2007 and 2013, the company added approximately 

1,180 hotels to its portfolio, with notable expansion in the Middle East, Europe, and China, 

where over 170 hotels were opened during the period (Bocconi case; Hospitality Investor). 

The fourth intervention was operational and digital improvement. The company 

invested in property renovations, technology upgrades, and digital service enhancements 

including mobile key entry and digital check-in. The Hilton Honors loyalty program was 

digitised, which reduced friction in customer engagement and increased the lifetime value 

of repeat guests (Strategy Story; industry reporting). 

The fifth intervention was incentive realignment. Equity-linked incentives were 

structured to align senior management with the value creation plan, which is a standard PE 

governance practice and was applied here at scale (Bocconi case). 

The sixth intervention was financial restructuring during the credit crisis. The original 

deal financing came under stress as the global financial crisis unfolded, and Blackstone 

restructured the company's debt to reduce the immediate risk of distress and extend the 

runway for operational improvements to take effect (industry reporting on the deal). 

Outcome. Blackstone took Hilton public again in December 2013 through an initial 

public offering. The exit was executed progressively through secondary offerings between 

2014 and 2018, with the final 5 percent stake sold in May 2018. Across the eleven-year 

holding period, the deal generated approximately $14 billion in profit on the original $5.6 

billion equity investment, representing roughly a 3x return at an internal rate of return of 

approximately 16 percent annually (Beta Brief case study; multiple industry sources). The 

deal is widely cited as one of the most successful private equity engagements in the modern 

history of the industry. 

Lever Mapping. The Hilton case illustrates almost the full lever inventory. Talent 

upgrades (4.5.3) at the CEO and senior management levels were the foundational early 

move. Governance restructuring (4.5.2) reduced the board and tightened decision-making. 

The 100-day plan discipline (4.5.1) is implicit in the speed and sequencing of the early 
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changes. Strategic levers were applied through the asset-light franchise model (a form of 

portfolio rationalisation in 4.4.2 combined with channel expansion in 4.4.3) and through 

the international expansion programme. Operational levers showed up in the headquarters 

relocation (cost discipline in 4.3.4), the digital and service improvements (operational 

efficiency aligned with 4.3.1 and 4.3.5), and the loyalty programme upgrade (revenue 

management in 4.3.5). Financial levers were applied through the debt restructuring during 

the crisis (capital structure discipline in 4.6.1) and through the cash flow management that 

allowed the company to service its leverage through the holding period (4.6.2). 

4.7.2 Burger King under 3G Capital (2010–2014) 

Context. 3G Capital acquired Burger King in October 2010 for approximately $3.3 

billion, taking the company private. At the time of acquisition Burger King was facing 

structural challenges. Average unit sales were significantly below McDonald's. Same-store 

sales growth was flat. Corporate overhead was viewed as bloated. Franchisee litigation 

over pricing strategy had revealed internal misalignment. Capital expenditure remained 

high while returns were declining (Manda Fabric case write-up; INSEAD case study; 

Capital and Clarity analysis). 

Intervention. 3G Capital's intervention at Burger King is specifically associated with 

the systematic application of zero-based budgeting and a specific cost-discipline-led 

playbook that has been studied as a distinct approach to PE value creation. 

The first intervention was the introduction of zero-based budgeting (ZBB). Under 

ZBB, every line of expense in the company's budget was required to be justified annually 

from a starting point of zero rather than from the previous year's budget plus an inflation 

adjustment. The practice has been documented as the central operational lever in 3G's 

playbook across its portfolio companies and was researched in academic work on the 

revival of ZBB as a management practice (Coyte and others, Accounting and Finance, 

2022). 

The second intervention was a major reduction in headcount at corporate headquarters. 

Reporting indicates that the headcount at the Miami headquarters was reduced from 

approximately 800 to fewer than 300 (Manda Fabric write-up; Capital and Clarity 
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analysis). Executive perks were eliminated. The cultural reset was deliberate and intended 

to create a meritocratic, performance-oriented operating culture. 

The third intervention was a strategic shift toward an asset-light franchise model. More 

than 1,300 company-owned restaurants were refranchised during the holding period, 

transferring operating responsibility and capital obligation to franchisees while Burger 

King retained royalty income from the brand. The model shift converted Burger King from 

a hybrid owner-operator to a primarily royalty-based business, which improved capital 

efficiency and reduced operating risk for the corporate entity (Manda Fabric; multiple 

industry sources). 

The fourth intervention was relisting and the construction of a larger platform. In June 

2012, Burger King was relisted as a publicly traded company through a $1.4 billion deal 

with Justice Holdings, while 3G retained a 71 percent stake. In December 2014, 3G 

acquired Tim Hortons for approximately $12.5 billion and merged it with Burger King to 

form Restaurant Brands International, creating a multi-brand quick service restaurant 

platform. 

Outcome. Two years after taking Burger King private, 3G had returned approximately 

135 percent of invested capital to itself while still retaining a 71 percent stake. The brand 

value of Burger King has since approximately doubled compared to its level at the time of 

acquisition, according to BrandZ data referenced in INSEAD's case study material on the 

engagement (INSEAD case publication on Burger King; The Case Centre listings). 

System-wide sales growth accelerated under 3G ownership, with the average compound 

rate increasing meaningfully in the years after the initial restructuring (INSEAD case 

material). 

Lever Mapping. The Burger King case is most closely associated with the cost 

discipline lever (4.3.4), and specifically with zero-based budgeting as a structured form of 

that discipline. The headcount reduction and the elimination of overhead expenses are 

direct expressions of the cost-out element. The strategic shift to asset-light franchising is 

an example of portfolio rationalisation (4.4.2) combined with channel restructuring (4.4.3). 

The talent layer was substantially restructured through the headcount reduction and the 

introduction of new senior leaders, which connects to the talent upgrade lever (4.5.3). The 
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Tim Hortons merger and the construction of Restaurant Brands International is an example 

of platform-plus-add-on strategic expansion (4.4.3). The financial engineering element is 

present through the leveraged structure and the disciplined cash flow management that 

allowed the rapid return of capital, but the case is more notable for the operational and 

governance levers than for the financial structuring itself. 

4.7.3 Manjushree Technopack under Kedaara and Advent (2015–2024) 

Context. Manjushree Technopack is a rigid plastic packaging manufacturer based in 

Bengaluru, founded in the 1980s and led by Vimal Kedia. By 2015, the company was a 

market leader in PET bottle and preform manufacturing in India, supplying packaging to 

multinational consumer goods clients including Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Mondelez, Reckitt 

Benckiser, Dabur, L'Oreal, Unilever, Nestle, and Heinz. The business was family-led with 

the founder remaining as managing director, and the company's manufacturing footprint at 

this point comprised approximately seven facilities and 150,000 metric tonnes of annual 

converting capacity (Kedaara press release on the 2018 exit; Manda Critique reporting on 

the deal; Plastemart industry coverage). 

Kedaara Capital invested approximately ₹150 crore in Manjushree in 2015 for a stake 

reported at around 40 percent. Three years later, in October 2018, Kedaara exited entirely 

through a secondary sale to Advent International, which acquired both Kedaara's stake and 

a portion of the founding Kedia family's stake to take majority ownership. Advent then 

held the company until 2024, when it sold to PAG at a valuation of nearly $1 billion. The 

two-fund holding period spans nine years and provides a useful documented arc of value 

creation across multiple investment cycles. 

Intervention. The Manjushree case is unusually well-documented for an Indian PE 

engagement at the lever level, primarily because the founder Vimal Kedia spoke publicly 

at the time of Kedaara's exit about what the PE firm had done during its holding period. 

In Kedia's own words, recorded in Kedaara's October 2018 announcement of the 

Advent transaction, Kedaara helped Manjushree with "promoting new business 

development, strengthening the management team, streamlining sales management 

processes and driving geographic expansion to build a strong organisation" (Kedaara press 
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release, 6 October 2018). This single statement maps unusually cleanly onto multiple levers 

in the inventory, and it is rare in Indian PE coverage for the founder of a portfolio company 

to describe specific operational interventions in this much detail. 

Under Advent's subsequent ownership from 2018 onwards, the strategic emphasis 

shifted toward acquisition-led growth. Manjushree acquired Hitesh Plastics in July 2022, a 

Bengaluru-based maker of plastic caps and closures, expanding into a new packaging 

product segment. Subsequent acquisitions during Advent's ownership included Classy 

Kontainers, National Plastics, and Oriental Containers, the last of which was acquired in 

April 2024 for approximately ₹520 crore from Oricon Enterprises (Sustainability MEA 

reporting on the PAG transaction; Advent International communication on the Manjushree 

investment). 

The combined effect of the two holding periods was a substantial scale-up of the 

business. By the time of Advent's exit to PAG in 2024, Manjushree operated approximately 

23 manufacturing plants across 21 locations in India, compared with the seven facilities at 

Kedaara's exit in 2018. Annual converting capacity grew from 150,000 metric tonnes at the 

Kedaara exit to over 200,000 metric tonnes by 2024 (Plastemart industry coverage; 

Kedaara press release; Sustainability MEA). 

Outcome. Kedaara's three-year holding generated approximately a 6x money multiple 

on its 2015 investment, with the 2018 exit valuing the company at approximately ₹2,440 

crore (Manda Critique reporting on the exit). Advent's six-year holding from 2018 to 2024 

took the company from a roughly ₹2,440 crore valuation to a transaction with PAG at 

nearly $1 billion, representing further substantial value creation, with the investment thesis 

explicitly built around acquisition-led consolidation and geographic expansion. 

Lever Mapping. The Manjushree case illustrates several levers from the inventory. 

Talent upgrades (4.5.3) were directly cited by the founder as a Kedaara intervention 

through "strengthening the management team". Sales process discipline, which falls under 

operational efficiency (4.3.1) and revenue management (4.3.5), was directly cited through 

"streamlining sales management processes". Strategic expansion (4.4.3) was cited through 

"driving geographic expansion" and is also evident in the post-2018 acquisition programme 

under Advent. Acquisition-led platform-plus-add-on growth (4.4.3) is the most clearly 
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documented lever during the Advent holding, with multiple acquisitions adding capacity, 

product range, and market position. The case is particularly useful for the framework 

chapter that follows because it connects PE practice to the kind of family-founded Indian 

manufacturing business that overlaps directly with the upper-medium MSME profile. 

4.7.4 Vedant Fashions (Manyavar) under Kedaara (around 2017–2022) 

Context. Vedant Fashions is the parent company of Manyavar, an Indian ethnic wear 

brand for men founded by Ravi Modi. The company operates a franchise-led retail model, 

with company-owned and franchisee-owned exclusive brand outlets across India, 

supported by multi-brand outlet, large format store, and online channels. Manyavar 

accounts for the substantial majority of company revenue, and the company has expanded 

its brand portfolio to include Mohey for women's ethnic wear, Manthan, Mebaz, and 

Twamev (Vedant Fashions IPO prospectus; multiple industry sources). Kedaara Capital's 

investment in Vedant Fashions was made through Kedaara Capital Alternative Investment 

Fund, with the company's pre-IPO shareholding showing Kedaara as one of the institutional 

investors alongside Rhine Holdings (Business Standard reporting on the IPO; M&A 

Critique). 

Intervention. The lever-level public documentation for the Vedant Fashions 

engagement is more limited than for Manjushree. What is publicly observable is the 

trajectory of the business during the period of PE involvement, particularly in the years 

leading up to the February 2022 IPO. The company expanded its store footprint 

substantially, the franchise-led retail model was scaled, and the brand portfolio was 

extended into adjacent segments through Mohey for women's ethnic wear and the premium 

Twamev sub-brand. By the time of the IPO, Manyavar was the category leader in the 

branded Indian wedding and celebration wear market with a pan-India presence and 

revenue concentrated in the men's wedding wear segment (Vedant Fashions IPO 

documentation; Business Standard). 

Specific operational interventions made during Kedaara's involvement are not 

extensively detailed in public sources, which is a pattern consistent with most Indian PE 

engagements where the financial outcome at exit is well-documented but the operating 
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playbook during the holding period is not disclosed in the same level of detail. The case is 

therefore presented at the level the public record supports. 

Outcome. Vedant Fashions completed its initial public offering in February 2022 at a 

price band of ₹824 to ₹866 per share, raising approximately ₹3,149 crore. The IPO was 

structured as a pure offer for sale, with selling shareholders including Rhine Holdings, the 

Ravi Modi Family Trust, and the Kedaara fund, which exited its position fully through the 

offering (Business Standard IPO coverage; Chittorgarh IPO data). The QIB portion of the 

issue was subscribed approximately 7.49 times, indicating strong institutional demand. The 

company has since been listed on NSE and BSE, with the share code MANYAVAR, and 

its post-listing financial performance is publicly visible through quarterly reporting. 

Lever Mapping. The Vedant Fashions case is best understood as evidence of the 

strategic expansion lever (4.4.3) applied to a family-founded consumer brand, supported 

by the channel discipline implicit in the franchise-led retail model. The growth in store 

count and the extension of the brand portfolio into adjacent segments are the most 

observable strategic moves during the period of PE involvement. Governance discipline 

(4.5.2) is implicit in the company's transition from a privately held family business to a 

publicly listed company, a transition that in the Indian context typically involves significant 

strengthening of board structure, financial reporting, and management process. The case is 

particularly useful for the framework chapter because Vedant Fashions illustrates a family-

founded business that successfully navigated the transition from owner-operator scale to 

institutional scale through PE involvement, which is a transition many MSME in this 

study’s sample would face if they pursued similar growth trajectories. 

The chapter does not make stronger lever-level claims about Vedant Fashions because 

the public documentation does not support them. The pattern this case illustrates, which is 

itself one of the chapter's findings, is that Indian PE engagements often produce 

documented outcomes without producing documented playbooks. The framework in 

Chapter 6 will pick up this finding when discussing the limits of relying on case evidence 

alone. 



52  

4.8 What Transfers, What Doesn't: A Note on Adaptation 

The case evidence in section 4.7 illustrates the levers in their original PE-backed 

context. The framework in Chapter 6 will argue that the levers can be applied outside that 

context, by MSME directly or through structured engagement of advisory help. Before that 

argument is made, this section sets out what transfers cleanly from the PE context, what 

transfers with adaptation, and what does not transfer at all. 

What transfers cleanly are the practices that depend on management discipline rather 

than on capital structure or governance form. Financial hygiene transfers cleanly. KPI 

dashboards and management cadence transfer cleanly. Working capital optimisation 

transfers cleanly. Procurement and cost discipline transfer cleanly. Pricing discipline 

transfers cleanly. Cash flow as a first-class metric transfers cleanly. None of these requires 

institutional ownership, board control, or external capital. They require only a decision by 

the operator to adopt the practice and the substrate to apply it on. This is the largest category 

of levers in the inventory, and it is the category that does most of the work in the framework 

chapter. 

What transfers with adaptation are the practices that depend on governance form but 

can be approximated in other forms. Board cadence and accountability transfer with 

adaptation. An MSME without a formal board can install a regular advisory cadence with 

external advisors that reproduces much of the discipline. Talent upgrades transfer with 

adaptation. The principle of strengthening senior leadership applies, but the specific 

practice of an external CEO replacement may not be available or appropriate. The 100-day 

plan transfers with adaptation. The principle of sequenced, intensive early intervention 

applies even where the trigger is not a PE acquisition. 

What does not transfer at all are the practices that depend on PE-specific structures. 

The leveraged buyout capital structure does not transfer. The fund-level economics that 

allow PE firms to absorb diligence costs at scale do not transfer. The exit-driven urgency 

that comes from a defined fund holding period does not transfer in the same form, although 

a self-imposed planning horizon can substitute. 
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This means that of the thirteen levers in the inventory, the substantial majority transfer 

either cleanly or with adaptation. The transferability is not asymmetric or constrained to a 

small subset. It is broad, which is what makes the framework's argument tractable. A useful 

playbook can be constructed from the levers that transfer, without depending on the levers 

that do not. 

 

4.9 Summary of the Lever Inventory 

The chapter has assembled thirteen levers across four categories. 

In the operational category, financial hygiene and the CFO function (4.3.1), KPI 

dashboards and management cadence (4.3.2), working capital optimisation (4.3.3), 

procurement and cost discipline (4.3.4), and pricing and revenue management (4.3.5). 

In the strategic category, customer concentration and mix (4.4.1), product or service 

portfolio rationalisation (4.4.2), and market expansion and channel development (4.4.3). 

In the governance category, the 100-day plan as an organising discipline (4.5.1), 

boards, reporting cadence, and accountability (4.5.2), and talent upgrades and the operating 

layer (4.5.3). 

In the financial category, capital structure and debt discipline (4.6.1), and cash flow as 

a first-class metric (4.6.2). 

The case evidence in section 4.7 shows these levers in operation across four 

documented engagements. Hilton illustrated the broadest set of levers across all four 

categories. Burger King concentrated on cost discipline, talent restructuring, and platform-

plus-add-on expansion. Manjushree provided the closest Indian analogue to the 

framework's intended application, with founder-narrated evidence of talent upgrades, sales 

process discipline, and acquisition-led expansion. Vedant Fashions illustrated strategic 

expansion within a family-founded consumer brand context, with public documentation 

thinner at the lever level but the trajectory and outcome clearly visible. 

The transferability discussion in section 4.8 established that the substantial majority 

of levers transfer either cleanly or with adaptation to non-PE-backed contexts. 
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CHAPTER 5: DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the analysis of the primary data collected through the structured 

questionnaire described in Chapter 2. The analysis is descriptive and thematic, consistent 

with the methodological approach set out earlier. It does not employ inferential statistics, 

and the findings are presented as patterns observed within the sample rather than as 

estimates of population parameters. 

The chapter is organised by stakeholder segment. Section 5.2 sets out the overall 

sample profile across all three respondent categories. Section 5.3 presents findings from 

MSME operators. Section 5.4 presents findings from investors and capital providers. 

Section 5.5 presents findings from students and early-career professionals. Section 5.6 

brings the three views together in a cross-segment synthesis, identifying the convergence 

and divergence patterns that inform the framework developed in Chapter 6. Section 5.7 

closes with a brief discussion of the limitations of the analysis. 

Throughout the chapter, findings are presented in figures with accompanying text 

interpretation. Where relevant, qualitative material from the short-answer fields of the 

questionnaire is quoted to provide texture that the categorical data alone cannot. All such 

quotes are anonymised and reproduced verbatim. The full set of short-answer responses is 

reproduced in Appendix C. 

 

 

 

5.2 Sample Profile 

 
5.2.1 Overall Demographic Composition 

The total sample for the study comprises 80 valid responses, distributed across three 

respondent categories. Figure 5.1 shows the composition of the sample by stakeholder 

segment. 
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The student and professional segment is the largest with 31 respondents, representing 

38.8 percent of the sample. The MSME operator segment has 27 respondents, or 33.8 

percent. The investor and capital provider segment has 22 respondents, or 27.5 percent. All 

three segments cleared the minimum thresholds set out in Chapter 2 for being analytically 

defensible, and the relative balance across segments is appropriate for a triangulation-based 

study where each stakeholder group is examined in its own right before the views are 

combined. 

The overall sample is composed of 49 male and 31 female respondents, as shown in 

Figure 5.2. The gender split of approximately 61 to 39 percent reflects the realities of the 

underlying populations being sampled, particularly within the MSME operator segment 

where Indian business ownership remains predominantly male, and is consistent with the 

gender distributions observed in similar studies of the Indian MSME ecosystem. 
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The age distribution of the sample, shown in Figure 5.3, spans the full working-age 

band from below 18 to 55 and above. The largest age groups are 25 to 34 with 23 

respondents and 18 to 24 with 20 respondents, together accounting for over half the sample. 

This concentration in the younger working-age groups is consistent with the proportion of 

student and early-career professional respondents in the sample, who naturally cluster in 

these age bands. The older age bands of 35 to 44, 45 to 54, and 55 and above together 

account for 36 respondents, providing meaningful representation of more experienced 

stakeholders, particularly relevant for the MSME operator and investor segments where 

business and investment experience typically accumulates with age. 
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5.2.2 Stakeholder Segment Distribution 

Within each stakeholder segment, additional profile information was collected as part 

of the questionnaire branching structure. The MSME segment includes information on 

annual revenue, years of operation, and structural characteristics of the business. The 

investor segment includes information on investor type and sectoral focus. The student and 

professional segment includes information on academic or professional status and field of 

study or work. These segment-specific profiles are presented at the start of each segment-

level findings section that follows, where they are immediately relevant to the 

interpretation of the substantive findings. 

 

5.3 MSME Operator Findings 

This section presents findings from the 27 respondents who identified as MSME 

operators or business owners. The questionnaire branch for this segment included eleven 

substantive questions covering business profile, financial management practices, perceived 

value leakage, growth strategy and barriers, prior advisory engagement, perceived value 

creation priorities, and openness to external strategic input. 
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5.3.1 Business Profile: Revenue and Maturity 

Figure 5.4 shows the distribution of MSME respondents by annual revenue band. The 

revenue distribution spans the full range of the MSME definition, from below ₹1 crore to 

above ₹50 crore. 

 

 

The largest single band is the below ₹1 crore category with 8 respondents, representing 

about 30 percent of the MSME sample. This is followed by the ₹5 to 20 crore band with 6 

respondents, the ₹50 crore and above band with 5 respondents, and the ₹1 to 5 crore and 

₹20 to 50 crore bands with 4 respondents each. The distribution shows reasonable 

representation across the spectrum, with a centre of gravity in the small enterprise band but 

with meaningful coverage of the medium enterprise category as well. As discussed in 

Chapter 1, the framework's centre of gravity will sit at the small to lower-medium scale, 

where the documented PE practices begin to have organisational substrate to act upon, and 

the sample composition supports analysis at that scale. 

Figure 5.5 shows the distribution of MSME respondents by years of operational 

existence. 
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The maturity distribution is reasonably balanced across the four bands, with 

respondents in the less than 3 years and 10 or more years bands tied at 9 respondents each, 

the 3 to 5 years band at 6 respondents, and the 5 to 10 years band at 3 respondents. The 

combination of younger businesses and well-established businesses in the sample is useful 

for the framework, because it allows the chapter to surface differences in financial 

management practice and perceived value leakage that correlate with business maturity. 

The substrate principle introduced in Chapter 1, which holds that organisational complexity 

grows with maturity and creates the conditions in which more sophisticated practices 

become applicable, is a question this distribution allows the chapter to engage with. 

5.3.2 Financial Management Practices 

Respondents were asked to characterise the structure of their financial management 

system on a three-point ordinal scale ranging from highly structured to mostly unstructured. 

The distribution of responses is shown in Figure 5.6. 
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Eleven of the 27 MSME respondents, or 41 percent, characterise their financial 

management as highly structured with regular tracking, forecasting, and reporting. The 

remaining 59 percent split evenly between moderately structured and mostly unstructured, 

with 8 respondents (30 percent) in each category. The distribution shows a meaningful 

proportion of MSME operating with mature financial management practices, but a majority 

where financial management is either incomplete or weak. 

This pattern matters for the framework because the financial hygiene lever introduced 

in Chapter 4 is the foundational lever on which most other levers depend. KPI dashboards, 

working capital optimisation, procurement discipline, and pricing analysis all require 

reliable financial data as input. Where financial management is moderately structured or 

mostly unstructured, the higher-order levers cannot be applied effectively until the 

foundation is built. The finding that 59 percent of MSME respondents fall into these two 

weaker categories supports the argument made in Chapter 4 that financial hygiene is a 

foundational and widely needed practice in the lever inventory, and the finding that 41 

percent already operate with highly structured financial management is itself useful, 

because it suggests a meaningful subset of MSME is already positioned to engage with 

higher-order levers. 
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5.3.3 Tracking, Forecasting, and Visibility 

Respondents were asked which financial and operational metrics they actively track, 

with the question allowing multiple selections. The aggregated counts are shown in Figure 

5.7. 

 

 

Profit margins are tracked by the largest number of MSME, followed by revenue, cash 

flow, and customer metrics such as customer acquisition cost or lifetime value. Detailed 

cost tracking is tracked by the smallest number of respondents that selected any tracking 

option. The pattern is consistent with what the literature on Indian MSME financial practice 

describes. Top-of-the-funnel measures like revenue and profit margins are tracked because 

they are visible and easy. Cash flow is tracked by a smaller subset because it requires basic 

financial discipline. Granular cost tracking, which requires the most sophistication, is 

tracked by the smallest group. 

Figure 5.8 shows the frequency with which MSME prepare financial forecasts or 

projections. 
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Fourteen of 27 respondents, or 52 percent, indicate that they prepare forecasts only 

occasionally. Eight respondents, or 30 percent, prepare forecasts on a monthly or quarterly 

cadence. Five respondents, or 18 percent, do not prepare forecasts at all. The combined 

finding that 70 percent of MSME either do not forecast or do so only occasionally is 

consistent with the financial management structure pattern reported above. Forecasting is 

not a standalone practice. It depends on having reliable financial data to forecast from, and 

on having a management cadence that uses the forecast for decision-making. Where the 

underlying finance function is moderate or weak, forecasting tends to be reactive or absent. 

5.3.4 Perceived Value Leakage 

Respondents were asked to identify the single area where they feel their business loses 

the most value. The responses are shown in Figure 5.9. 
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Operational inefficiencies emerged as the most cited source of perceived value loss, 

identified by 8 of 27 respondents, or 30 percent. This was followed closely by inefficient 

cost management with 7 respondents, or 26 percent, and lack of financial visibility with 6 

respondents, or 22 percent. Together these three options account for 78 percent of MSME 

responses on this question. Low sales conversion was identified by 4 respondents and poor 

pricing strategy by 2. 

The convergence on operational inefficiencies, cost management, and financial 

visibility is meaningful for the framework. Each of these three areas maps directly to a 

lever in the inventory developed in Chapter 4. Operational inefficiencies are addressed by 

the operational levers of KPI dashboards and management cadence (4.3.2) and 

procurement and cost discipline (4.3.4). Inefficient cost management is the direct subject 

of the procurement and cost discipline lever (4.3.4). Lack of financial visibility is addressed 

by the financial hygiene and CFO function lever (4.3.1) and the tracking and forecasting 

practices that follow from it. The MSME in the sample are not identifying abstract or 

unaddressable problems. They are identifying the specific problems that the documented 

PE playbook is designed to fix. 
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5.3.5 Growth Strategy and Barriers 

Respondents were asked whether they have a clear growth strategy and what they see 

as the principal barrier to their business growth. Figure 5.10 shows the responses on growth 

strategy clarity. 

 

 

Thirteen of 27 MSME respondents, or 48 percent, characterise their growth strategy 

as somewhat defined rather than well-defined and documented. Eight respondents, or 30 

percent, indicate that they do not have a clear growth strategy. Six respondents, or 22 

percent, indicate that their growth strategy is well-defined and documented. The finding 

that 78 percent of respondents fall into the somewhat defined or no categories suggests that 

growth strategy as a deliberate, documented exercise is the exception rather than the norm 

in the MSME respondent group, and that even where some sense of direction exists, it is 

rarely committed to writing in a form that supports execution. 

Figure 5.11 shows the principal barrier to growth as identified by respondents. 
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Operational inefficiencies again emerged as the dominant response, cited as the 

biggest barrier by 11 of 27 respondents, or 41 percent. Poor financial planning was cited 

by 6 respondents, lack of strategic clarity by 5 respondents, lack of capital by 4 respondents, 

and market competition by 1 respondent. The convergence of operational inefficiencies as 

both the most cited source of value loss in section 5.3.4 and the most cited barrier to growth 

here is one of the most internally consistent findings in the MSME data. Different 

questions, framed differently, are producing the same answer. The same is broadly true of 

financial planning weakness, which appears as a barrier here and is implicit in the financial 

visibility and forecasting findings reported earlier. 

Notably, lack of capital appears as the principal barrier for only 4 of 27 MSME in the 

sample, or about 15 percent. This is worth dwelling on, because it directly supports the 

premise of the study. The conventional framing of MSME growth constraints emphasises 

capital access as the central problem, and policy interventions are accordingly capital-

focused. The data here suggests that, at least within this sample, MSME themselves do not 

see capital as their primary growth constraint. They see operational and strategic 

weaknesses, the very issues that PE value creation practices are designed to address. The 

framework's argument that practices, not capital, are the more relevant intervention finds 

support in how MSME themselves diagnose their own situation. 
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5.3.6 Engagement with Advisors and External Support 

Respondents were asked whether they have previously worked with consultants or 

advisors. The responses are shown in Figure 5.12. 

 

 

Twenty-one of 27 MSME respondents, or 78 percent, have not previously worked with 

consultants or advisors. Only 6 respondents, or 22 percent, have. This is a striking finding 

given the operational and strategic challenges these same respondents identify in the 

preceding sections. The MSME in the sample report meaningful gaps in financial 

management, growth strategy, and operational efficiency, yet the substantial majority have 

not engaged structured external help. Whether this reflects affordability, awareness, 

scepticism about the advisory market, or simple inertia, the pattern indicates a clear gap 

between the help that might be useful and the help that has actually been accessed. 

5.3.7 Perceived Value Creation Priorities 

Respondents were asked which areas they believe have the highest potential for value 

creation in their business, with multiple selections allowed. Figure 5.13 shows the 

aggregated responses. 
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Improving operational efficiency and reducing costs emerged as the top two perceived 

value creation priorities, cited by 15 and 14 respondents respectively. Increasing revenue 

was cited by 9 respondents, pricing optimisation by 6, and expanding into new markets by 

3. 

The top two responses are particularly noteworthy because they map directly onto specific 

levers in the Chapter 4 inventory. Reducing costs corresponds to the procurement and cost 

discipline lever (4.3.4). Improving operational efficiency is addressed across multiple 

operational levers (4.3.1 through 4.3.3). The MSME in the sample are not just describing 

problems where PE levers apply. They are describing solutions that those same levers 

represent. 

5.3.8 Openness to External Strategic Input 

Respondents were asked whether they are open to external investment or strategic 

support. Figure 5.14 shows the responses. 
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Seventeen of 27 MSME respondents, or 63 percent, are open to external investment or 

strategic support, with 8 respondents, or 30 percent, indicating a maybe response. Only 2 

respondents, representing 7 percent of the sample, indicated that they are not open. The 

combined yes-and-maybe response of 93 percent indicates substantial willingness, in 

principle, to engage with external strategic input. 

When this finding is considered alongside the consultant engagement finding from 

section 5.3.6, the gap becomes clear. Ninety-three percent of MSME are open to external 

strategic input. Twenty-two percent have actually engaged consultants or advisors. The gap 

between openness and engagement is substantial and is one of the most actionable findings 

in the survey. The bottleneck does not appear to be appetite. It appears to be either access, 

awareness of what good advisory engagement looks like, or the absence of a structured 

framework that would let MSME know what to ask for and what to expect. The framework 

developed in Chapter 6 directly addresses the third of these by giving MSME and their 

potential advisors a structured playbook of practices that can be discussed, applied, and 

managed. 
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5.4 Investor and Capital Provider Findings 

This section presents findings from the 22 respondents in the investor and capital 

provider segment. As discussed in Chapter 2, this segment is deliberately broad in 

composition and includes private equity and venture capital investors, family office 

representatives, retail investors, and aspiring investors. The breadth reflects the realities of 

the capital ecosystem around Indian MSME, which is itself diverse, and the findings should 

therefore be read as a composite view of capital provider perspectives rather than as a single 

PE viewpoint. 

5.4.1 Investor Profile and Sectoral Focus 

Figure 5.15 shows the distribution of investor respondents by type. 

 

 

Family Office representatives form the largest single group with 7 respondents, or 32 

percent of the investor segment. Private Equity and Venture Capital investors are next with 

6 respondents, or 27 percent. Retail investors also account for 6 respondents, with 3 

respondents identifying themselves as aspiring investors. The composition is consistent 

with the Indian capital ecosystem around MSME, where family offices have emerged as 
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significant participants alongside the more conventional institutional PE and VC funds, 

and where individual investors play a meaningful role at the smaller end of the market. 

The sectoral focus reported in the open-text responses spans information technology, 

pharmaceuticals, real estate, commodities, financial services, fintech, e-commerce, 

healthcare, agriculture, FMCG and quick commerce, electric vehicles and ecosystems, gold 

and other precious metals, and green energy. Information technology was the single most 

cited sector, named in some form by approximately one-third of respondents, often 

combined with other sectors. The breadth of sectoral focus across the respondent group 

reflects the fact that the segment includes investors with very different mandates, and 

supports the framing of the segment as a composite rather than a homogeneous one. 

5.4.2 What Investors Look For in a Business 

Respondents were asked to select up to two attributes they look for most in a business. 

The aggregated counts are shown in Figure 5.16. 

 

 

Strong financials emerged as the most frequently selected attribute, cited by 15 of 22 

respondents, or 68 percent. Growth potential was a close second at 14 respondents, or 64 

percent. Operational efficiency was cited by 7 respondents, market size by 5, and founder 

quality by 3. The pattern is consistent with what the literature on investor diligence 

documents. Financial performance and growth trajectory are the dominant screening 
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criteria, with operational and market factors as secondary considerations and founder 

quality treated as a complementary rather than central attribute by most of the investor 

respondents in this sample. 

The relative ranking matters for the framework. The two most-cited attributes, strong 

financials and growth potential, both depend directly on the lever inventory developed in 

Chapter 4. Strong financials require the financial hygiene and CFO function lever (4.3.1), 

the tracking and forecasting practices that follow from it, and the cash flow discipline of 

section 4.6.2. Growth potential is shaped by strategic levers including market expansion 

(4.4.3), portfolio rationalisation (4.4.2), and customer concentration management (4.4.1). 

The investors in the sample are screening on attributes that the framework's lever inventory 

directly produces, which strengthens the argument that MSME applying the framework 

would be better positioned for any future capital engagement they might pursue. 

5.4.3 Perceived Gaps in MSME 

The investor questionnaire branch included a short-answer field asking respondents to 

identify the biggest gaps they see in MSME today. Twenty-two responses were collected. 

Three respondents indicated they were either not sure of the answer or that the question 

was not their primary focus, leaving 19 substantive responses on the question. The 

substantive responses were analysed thematically and clustered around several recurring 

themes. 

The most frequently named cluster relates to operational and execution weakness. 

Responses in this cluster included execution layer, operational accountability issues, slow 

pace of technology adoption in non-IT sectors, slow digitisation of businesses, and 

infrastructure gaps. Several investors framed the issue as a problem of follow-through 

rather than ambition, suggesting that MSME often have growth plans but lack the operating 

discipline to deliver against them. 

A second cluster relates to financial visibility and discipline. Responses in this cluster 

included lack of visibility and drivers, lack of visibility, credit gap, and delayed payment 

accountability. The visibility theme is particularly notable because it surfaces the same 

financial visibility weakness that MSME respondents themselves identified in section 5.3.4 
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as their principal source of value loss. Different stakeholder groups, asked different 

questions, are converging on the same underlying issue. 

A third cluster relates to founder posture and strategic clarity. Responses in this cluster 

included diverted founder vision, lack of literacy, no innovation, expansion knowledge, 

and skill gap. The diverted founder vision response is worth dwelling on. It points to a 

problem the academic literature on family business has documented at length, where 

founders simultaneously try to maintain operational control of the business and pursue 

strategic transformation, and where the dual focus dilutes both. 

A fourth cluster relates to formalisation and structural issues. Responses in this cluster 

included lack of formalization, regulations, market saturation, and market access. These 

are issues at the boundary between the business itself and its operating environment, and 

address the structural challenges of operating an MSME in India. 

Selected verbatim responses, drawn from the substantive answers and reproduced 

anonymously, illustrate the texture of the qualitative material: 

"Execution Layer" 

"Slow pace of Tech adoption in non-IT sectors" 

"Lack of visibility & drivers" 

"Diverted Founder Vision" 

"Delayed payment accountability" 

"Lack of formalization" 

"Credit Gap" 

The convergence of investor-perceived gaps with MSME-reported pain points is one 

of the most analytically important findings in the chapter and is taken up in the cross-

segment synthesis in section 5.6. Where investors and operators agree on the nature of the 

problem, the framework's recommendations have a stronger evidentiary basis than where 

the two groups diverge. 
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5.4.4 Interest in Curated MSME Opportunities 

Respondents were asked whether they would be interested in curated MSME 

opportunities. The responses are shown in Figure 5.17. 

 

 

Thirteen of 22 investors, or 59 percent, indicated yes. Seven, or 32 percent, indicated 

maybe. Only 2 respondents, or 9 percent, indicated no. The combined yes-and-maybe 

response of 91 percent suggests that investors and capital providers are open in principle 

to engaging with the MSME segment, provided the opportunities are presented in a curated 

and structured form rather than through ad-hoc deal flow. 

This finding has implications beyond the immediate question of curation. It suggests 

that the constraint on investor engagement with MSME is not appetite but structure. 

Investors are willing to look at MSME opportunities when those opportunities arrive in a 

form that fits their diligence and decision-making processes. The framework developed in 

Chapter 6, by giving MSME a structured way to articulate where they are, what they have 

done, and what they are pursuing, contributes to making the MSME-investor interface 

more navigable in both directions. 
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5.5 Student and Early-Career Professional Findings 

This section presents findings from the 31 respondents in the student and early-career 

professional segment. The questionnaire branch for this segment captured current academic 

or professional status, field of study or work, self-assessed familiarity with private equity, 

what specifically interests respondents about PE, and interest in learning practical deal-

making and analysis. 

5.5.1 Respondent Profile 

Figure 5.18 shows the distribution of student and professional respondents by current 

status. 

 

 

Working professionals form the largest single group with 18 respondents, or 58 

percent of the segment. Postgraduate students account for 11 respondents, or 35 percent. 

Undergraduate students account for the remaining 2 respondents. The skew toward 

working professionals and postgraduates is useful for the study because these are the 

respondents most likely to be in or approaching the kinds of advisory, operating, or 

investment-related roles that the framework's transmission mechanism depends on. Their 
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views on PE awareness and learning interest are therefore directly relevant to the talent 

pipeline question that motivates the third research objective. 

Figure 5.19 shows the distribution of respondents by field of study or work. 

 

 

Finance is the most common field with 11 respondents, or 35 percent of the segment. 

Engineering accounts for 8 respondents, or 26 percent. Business and management for 7 

respondents, or 23 percent. The remaining 5 respondents come from human resources, 

healthcare, pharma, advertising, and creative fields. The combined finance, business and 

management share of 58 percent provides a meaningful base of respondents who are 

actively studying or working in fields where PE practices would be encountered through 

formal education or professional exposure. 

5.5.2 Awareness and Familiarity with Private Equity 

Respondents were asked to rate their familiarity with private equity on a five-point 

scale ranging from 1, not at all familiar, to 5, well versed. The distribution of responses is 

shown in Figure 5.20. 
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The distribution shows a clear central tendency around level 3, with 9 respondents (29 

percent) selecting this middle option. Level 2 accounts for 7 respondents, while Levels 1, 

4, and 5 are each at 5 respondents. The mean response is 2.94 and the median is 3, indicating 

a sample with moderate but uneven familiarity. Approximately 39 percent of respondents 

(those at levels 1 or 2) describe themselves as having low or no familiarity. Approximately 

32 percent (those at levels 4 or 5) describe themselves as moderately to highly familiar. 

The remaining 29 percent sit in the middle, indicating awareness without depth. 

The distribution is meaningful for the study's third research objective. The talent 

pipeline that the framework depends on is uneven in its current preparation. A meaningful 

proportion of finance and business management students and early-career professionals 

describe themselves as not particularly familiar with PE practices, even at the awareness 

level. Within a population that is or will shortly be in advisory, operating, and investment-

related roles, that level of unfamiliarity matters for the broader system the framework 

operates within. 
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5.5.3 What Attracts Interest in PE 

The questionnaire included a short-answer field asking respondents what interests 

them most about private equity. The 31 responses range substantially in depth, 

sophistication, and engagement with the topic. The variation is itself informative. 

Some responses are substantive and demonstrate genuine engagement with the value 

creation discipline. Examples include: 

"Private Equity interests me because it combines strategic decision-making with 

hands-on value creation to transform businesses." 

"It is particularly appealing for the opportunity to transform underperforming 

companies, rather than merely analyzing them, and for the hands-on partnership 

with management." 

"I'm most interested in private equity's ability to drive long-term value by 

combining strategic insight, operational improvements, and disciplined 

investing." 

"Control in the decision-making and structure of a PE Firm." 

Other responses are surface-level, focused on returns or perceived glamour, and 

indicate a more limited engagement with the substance of PE work: 

"Profit" 

"Returns" 

"Good Shares at Low Price" 

"The Volume" 

"Glamour, because of movies" 

"Not really sure, looks glamorous" 

A third group of responses are honest declarations of unfamiliarity, which are 

themselves analytically useful: 

"I don't know so how would I get interested about it?" 

"Don't know much" 

"No Idea" 
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"Not really aware" 

The spread of response types suggests that PE awareness in the sample is genuinely 

uneven. A subset of respondents is engaging with the discipline at the level of value 

creation and strategic transformation. Another subset associates PE primarily with returns 

or surface impressions. A further subset acknowledges they do not know enough to form a 

view. This is precisely the talent landscape into which the framework would need to be 

transmitted, and it points to the awareness gap as an addressable rather than uniform 

challenge. 

5.5.4 Learning Appetite and Skill Orientation 

Respondents were asked whether they would like to learn practical deal-making and 

analysis. The responses are shown in Figure 5.21. 

 

 

Twenty-two of 31 respondents, or 71 percent, indicated yes. Nine respondents, or 29 

percent, indicated maybe. Notably, no respondent indicated no. The combined yes-and-

maybe response of 100 percent indicates that the appetite for practical learning in this area 

is universal across the sample, even among respondents who described themselves as 

having low familiarity with PE in section 5.5.2. 
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The combination of moderate-to-uneven awareness with universal learning appetite is 

a useful diagnostic for the talent pipeline question. The constraint on the future advisor and 

operating talent that would carry value creation thinking into MSME is not motivation. It 

is exposure. The respondents in this sample want to learn but, for the most part, have not 

yet been systematically exposed to the practices the framework codifies. The framework's 

recommendation chapter takes up the implications for academic curriculum design and 

professional learning, where this finding is directly actionable. 

 

5.6 Cross-Segment Synthesis 

Sections 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5 present findings within each stakeholder segment. This 

section brings the three views together. The synthesis is organised around two questions. 

Where do the three views converge, and what does the convergence imply for the 

framework. Where do the three views diverge, and what does the divergence tell the chapter 

that no single segment alone could. 

5.6.1 Where the Three Views Converge 

The most analytically important finding in the chapter is the convergence between 

MSME operators and investors on the nature of the problems facing the MSME segment. 

MSME operators identify their principal sources of value leakage as operational 

inefficiencies, inefficient cost management, and lack of financial visibility. They identify 

their principal barriers to growth as operational inefficiencies and poor financial planning. 

They identify their highest value creation potential in operational efficiency improvement 

and cost reduction. 

Investors, asked an entirely different question in different language, identify the 

biggest gaps in MSME as execution layer weakness, operational accountability issues, lack 

of visibility and drivers, slow technology adoption, credit gap, delayed payment 

accountability, diverted founder vision, lack of formalisation, and skill gap. The investor 

language is different. The investor framing is more critical. But the substantive content of 

the diagnosis is broadly the same. 
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Both groups, asked separately, are converging on a common diagnosis. The Indian 

MSME segment is constrained by operational and strategic weaknesses that show up as 

execution gaps, financial visibility deficits, and discipline issues, more than by capital 

scarcity in any direct sense. This convergence matters because it means the framework's 

recommendations can be grounded in evidence from both sides of the MSME-capital 

interface, not just one. The pain points the framework's levers address are recognised as 

pain points by the people who run MSME and by the people who provide capital to them. 

The student and professional segment converges with the other two on a more limited 

dimension. Where the substantive PE-engaged responses appeared in section 5.5.3, they 

consistently named value creation, operational improvement, strategic transformation, and 

hands-on engagement with management as what attracts them to the discipline. The 

vocabulary maps directly onto the lever inventory in Chapter 4. This is a smaller 

convergence than the operator-investor one, because it applies only to the subset of student 

respondents who engaged substantively with the question, but it suggests that where 

awareness exists at all, it correctly identifies the substance of what PE value creation 

involves. 

5.6.2 Where the Three Views Diverge 

The principal divergence is on the perceived role of capital. Investors, by their nature, 

frame engagement in terms of capital deployment. MSME operators, asked what stops their 

businesses from growing, name capital as the principal barrier in only 15 percent of cases. 

The two views are not directly contradictory. Investors and operators are answering 

different questions. But the divergence is meaningful for the framework's argument. The 

conventional framing of MSME-investor interaction emphasises capital flow as the central 

transaction. The data suggests that, from the operator's side at least, what is most needed is 

not capital but the practices that would make better use of the capital, the operations, and 

the strategic position the business already has. 

A second divergence is on the perceived state of the talent pipeline. The student and 

professional segment's PE familiarity distribution suggests an uneven preparation. The 

investor segment, by virtue of being already in the capital provider role, is past this 

preparation phase. The MSME segment does not directly comment on the talent pipeline, 
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though the consultant engagement finding from section 5.3.6 is relevant. Twenty-two 

percent of MSME have engaged consultants. The thinness of the supply-side of advisory 

talent that has been exposed to value creation practices may be one factor in this low 

engagement rate. The framework's recommendation chapter takes up this divergence and 

the implications for academic and professional learning. 

A third, smaller divergence is on the appetite for engagement. MSME are open to 

external strategic input at 93 percent yes-or-maybe. Investors are open to curated MSME 

opportunities at 91 percent yes-or-maybe. The willingness exists on both sides. What is 

missing is the structured interface that would allow each side to engage the other in a form 

that fits their respective decision-making processes. This is where the framework's 

contribution is most direct. By giving both MSME and their potential capital and advisory 

partners a common vocabulary of practices, calibrated by stage, the framework reduces the 

friction at the interface that the appetite figures indicate is otherwise present. 

5.6.3 What the Convergence Implies for the Framework 

The convergence and divergence patterns documented in this chapter inform the 

construction of the framework in Chapter 6 in three specific ways. 

First, the convergence on operational and strategic weaknesses as the principal MSME 

constraints means the framework's centre of gravity should sit on the operational and 

strategic levers from Chapter 4 rather than on the financial engineering levers. This is 

consistent with the Chapter 3 literature on the operational turn in modern PE, but the survey 

data here adds a specifically Indian and specifically MSME-grounded basis for that 

emphasis. 

Second, the divergence between investor framing and operator self-diagnosis on the 

role of capital means the framework's recommendations need to speak to both audiences in 

their own language. To MSME, the framework presents a playbook of practices that 

improve the business with or without external capital. To investors, the framework presents 

a structured way to assess where an MSME stands on the practices that drive value, which 

makes the screening and engagement process more efficient. 
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Third, the talent pipeline finding means the framework's recommendation chapter 

must address how value creation thinking gets transmitted into the next generation of 

finance and business professionals. The motivation is universal. The exposure is uneven. 

The framework's recommendations to academic institutions and curriculum designers, set 

out in Chapter 7, follow directly from the data presented in this chapter. 

 

5.7 Limitations of the Analysis 

The analysis presented in this chapter has limitations that follow from the methodology 

described in Chapter 2 and from the specific characteristics of the data collected. 

The sample size, while sufficient for descriptive and exploratory work at the Black 

Book level, does not support inferential statistical claims. Findings are reported as patterns 

observed within the sample and should not be generalised to the broader populations of 

Indian MSME, investors, or finance students. 

The investor segment is composite in nature, including private equity and venture 

capital investors, family office representatives, retail investors, and aspiring investors. 

Where the chapter has reported findings at the segment level, the composite character 

should be borne in mind, particularly when the findings are read as if they were a pure 

private equity perspective. They are not. They are a multi-archetype capital provider 

perspective. 

The thematic analysis of short-answer responses, particularly in section 5.4.3 and 

section 5.5.3, involves interpretive judgement on the part of the researcher in clustering 

responses into themes. The verbatim responses are reproduced in Appendix C to allow the 

reader to verify the clustering against the original material. Where the analysis has reported 

a particular theme as cited by a particular number of respondents, that count reflects the 

researcher's coding and is presented with appropriate caution rather than as a statistical 

claim. 

The questionnaire was designed primarily to capture stakeholder perspectives across 

the three segments, and was not designed as a direct test of whether MSME would self-

apply private equity practices in the absence of PE capital. As acknowledged in Chapter 2, 

the framework's central proposition therefore rests on convergent evidence, that is, the 
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alignment of MSME-reported pain points with documented PE levers, the gaps identified 

by investors, the openness to external strategic input expressed by MSME respondents, and 

the awareness gaps observed among students. The chapter's findings should be read as 

supporting the framework through this convergent evidence rather than as testing the 

application proposition directly. 

These limitations do not undermine the analysis. They define its proper scope. Within 

that scope, the chapter has surfaced patterns that are sufficient to inform the construction 

of the framework presented in Chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER 6: A STAGE-CALIBRATED VALUE CREATION 

FRAMEWORK FOR INDIAN MSME 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the framework that the study has been building toward. The 

framework draws together three streams of work that have been developed in the preceding 

chapters. The lever inventory developed in Chapter 4, where thirteen documented private 

equity value creation practices were identified, classified, and supported with case 

evidence. The stage-calibration argument introduced in Chapter 1 and grounded in Chapter 

3, which holds that effective management interventions are stage-dependent and that 

interventions appropriate to one stage may be ineffective at another. The survey evidence 

presented in Chapter 5, which surfaced specific patterns of pain and opportunity across the 

three stakeholder segments. 

The framework's purpose is not to introduce new material. It is to assemble the material 

that already exists into a single, structured, defensible artefact that an MSME owner, an 

advisor, or a capital provider could pick up and use. The framework does one specific job. 

It tells the reader which value creation levers apply to which stage of MSME maturity, why 

those levers and not others, and how the levers can be applied either directly by the operator 

or through structured engagement of external strategic support. 

The chapter is structured in eight sections. Section 6.2 sets out the foundations of the 

framework, including the decoupling argument, the substrate principle that drives stage 

calibration, and the two modes of application. Section 6.3 defines the four stages of MSME 

maturity. Section 6.4 maps the levers from Chapter 4 to each stage, with explicit reasoning. 

Section 6.5 presents the framework as a single visual artefact. Section 6.6 links the 

framework to the survey evidence from Chapter 5, demonstrating that the framework's 

recommendations are grounded in what the data actually shows. Section 6.7 discusses the 

two modes of application in practice. Section 6.8, an unconventional section by Black Book 

convention, addresses anticipated critiques of the framework directly and provides written 

responses, which strengthens both the chapter and the eventual viva defence. 
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6.2 Framework Foundations 

Three foundational ideas underlie the framework. Each has been introduced earlier in 

the document. This section pulls them together. 

6.2.1 The Decoupling Argument: Practices vs Capital 

The framework rests on the argument that the value creation practices developed in 

private equity are separable from the capital that PE funds bring. The conventional reading 

of PE value creation treats the practices and the capital as a bundle. Capital flows in, 

practices follow as part of the engagement, and the two operate together to drive value. 

This reading is accurate as a description of how PE typically operates. It is not, however, 

an analytical claim about what is actually doing the work. 

The literature reviewed in Chapter 3 documents that the relative contribution of 

operational and governance improvements to PE returns has grown over time, while the 

relative contribution of pure financial engineering has declined (Kaplan and Strömberg, 

2009; Bain Global Private Equity Reports). The case evidence assembled in Chapter 4 

illustrates this pattern in specific deals. Hilton's transformation under Blackstone was 

driven primarily by operational, strategic, and governance interventions rather than by the 

leverage in the original deal structure. Burger King's revival under 3G Capital was driven 

principally by zero-based budgeting and cost discipline, which are practices, not capital 

structures. Manjushree Technopack's growth under Kedaara and Advent was driven by 

talent upgrades, sales process discipline, and acquisition-led expansion, all of which are 

practices. 

If practices are doing most of the work, then practices are valuable in themselves. They 

do not require PE capital to be applied. They require an operator willing to apply them and 

the organisational substrate to apply them on. This is the decoupling argument. It is the 

central claim of the study and the foundation on which the framework rests. 

The decoupling argument does not hold that PE capital is unhelpful. PE capital is 

genuinely useful in the contexts where it is deployed. It funds the changes that take time to 

pay back. It provides the urgency of a defined exit horizon. It brings the discipline of an 

external shareholder pushing for accountability. None of these is trivial. But none of them 
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is the substance of the value creation. The substance is the practices. And the practices, on 

their own, can be applied by an MSME operator who never takes a rupee of PE money. 

6.2.2 The Substrate Principle and Stage Calibration 

The second foundational idea is that practices are not universally applicable. They 

require organisational substrate to operate on. A practice that requires a finance function 

to professionalise cannot be applied where there is no finance function. A practice that 

requires a management team to hold accountable cannot be applied where there is no 

management team beneath the founder. A practice that requires board governance cannot 

be applied where there is no board. 

The substrate principle is consistent with Greiner's growth model discussed in Chapter 

3, which argues that organisations face different challenges at different stages and require 

different management interventions at each stage (Greiner, 1972; revised 1998). Greiner 

addresses the question at the level of organisational structure. The substrate principle, as 

applied in this framework, addresses the question at the level of specific practices. Which 

value creation lever requires which kind of organisational substrate. At which stage that 

substrate typically becomes available. 

Stage calibration follows directly from the substrate principle. If different stages have 

different substrate, then different stages need different lever sets. A framework that 

recommends the same practices to a one-crore turnover trader and a fifty-crore turnover 

manufacturer would be wrong on both ends. It would over-prescribe for the trader, who 

lacks the substrate for most of the levers. It would under-prescribe for the manufacturer, 

whose substrate could support practices the framework had ignored. Stage calibration is 

what allows the framework to be useful across the full MSME band rather than to one slice 

of it. 

Stage calibration also makes the framework more defensible. An examiner who asks 

whether the framework applies to a fifty-lakh-turnover micro enterprise gets a clean 

answer. The Foundation stage applies, with a specific subset of levers, and other stages and 

levers come into play as the business grows. The framework is not making a universal 
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claim that fails at the edges. It is making a calibrated claim that explicitly acknowledges 

its own boundaries. 

6.2.3 Two Modes of Application: Self-Execution and Advisor-Mediated 

The third foundational idea is that the framework's levers can be applied in two distinct 

modes, and the framework explicitly accommodates both. 

The first mode is self-execution. The MSME operator, having read or been introduced 

to the framework, applies the relevant levers directly. The operator runs the financial 

hygiene clean-up, installs the KPI dashboard, tightens working capital, reviews pricing, 

and so on. The advantage of this mode is independence. The MSME does not depend on 

external help. The constraint is operator bandwidth and capability. Self-executing the full 

applicable lever set is demanding and not every operator can or should do it alone. 

The second mode is advisor-mediated. The MSME engages external strategic help, in 

the form of consultants, fractional CFOs, family office advisors, growth equity partners, or 

others, and uses the framework to structure that engagement. The framework gives the 

MSME a vocabulary for what to ask for, what good engagement looks like, what milestones 

should be set, and what outcomes are reasonable to expect. The advantage of this mode is 

leverage. The MSME gets capability it does not need to build internally. The constraint is 

cost and access to good advisors. 

In practice, most successful applications of the framework will involve a hybrid. Some 

levers will be self-executed. Others will be advisor-mediated. The mix will depend on the 

operator's bandwidth, the business's stage, the cost of available advisors, and the strategic 

priority of each lever. The framework does not prescribe the mix. It provides the structure 

within which the operator can decide. 

The two-mode design is a direct response to the survey evidence in Chapter 5. The 

MSME data showed 93 percent openness to external strategic input combined with only 22 

percent prior engagement with consultants or advisors. The gap suggests that the bottleneck 

is not appetite. It is structure. The framework's two-mode design closes part of this gap by 

giving operators a clear map of which levers they could apply themselves and which would 

benefit from advisor engagement, with the same lever vocabulary across both modes. 
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6.3 Defining the Stages 

The framework defines four stages of MSME maturity. The stages are anchored to 

indicative revenue bands but are not strictly bounded by them. As discussed below, the 

stages reflect organisational complexity, of which revenue is a useful but imperfect proxy. 

A two-crore-turnover technology services firm with established processes and a small but 

functional management team may sit higher on the framework than a fifteen-crore-turnover 

trading firm operated by the founder alone. The framework's stages are properties of the 

organisation, not just its revenue. 

6.3.1 Stage 1: Foundation 

Indicative revenue band: below ₹5 crore. 

The Foundation stage is the smallest end of the MSME band. Businesses at this stage 

are typically founder-led, with informal management structures, limited delegation below 

the founder, and minimal organisational complexity. Financial management is often basic, 

frequently combining personal and business affairs in a single set of records. Strategic 

planning is implicit rather than documented. There is usually no separate finance function, 

no middle management layer, and no formal board. 

At the Foundation stage, the framework's role is to introduce the basics. The substrate 

to support most PE-style levers does not yet exist. What can be applied is the simplest end 

of the lever inventory. Financial hygiene basics. Cash flow tracking as a discipline. 

Founder-led customer focus, where the founder uses the customer concentration question 

even if no formal portfolio analysis is conducted. External advisor input, where a single 

trusted advisor with relevant experience meets with the founder regularly to provide 

perspective. The framework's value at this stage is establishing the foundation on which 

more advanced levers can later operate. 
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6.3.2 Stage 2: Emergence 

Indicative revenue band: ₹5 to 25 crore. 

The Emergence stage is where organisational substrate begins to develop. Businesses at 

this stage typically have a small management team beyond the founder, some separation 

between business and personal financial affairs, regular if informal financial reporting, and 

a customer base large enough that concentration and mix become meaningful questions. 

Strategic intent often exists in the founder's mind even if it is not yet documented. The 

business has typically passed initial product-market fit and is in some form of growth mode. 

At the Emergence stage, the lever set expands meaningfully. The CFO function can be 

strengthened, possibly through a fractional CFO arrangement rather than a full hire. Basic 

KPI dashboards become applicable, tracking five to seven indicators rather than the full 

operational metric set of a larger business. Working capital basics can be addressed, with 

attention to receivables, payables, and inventory. Customer concentration reviews and 

initial portfolio rationalisation become possible. Advisory board cadence can be installed, 

even informally. Initial talent upgrades become possible as the business's hiring capacity 

grows. Capital structure questions, including refinancing of historical debt or strategic use 

of credit lines, become relevant. 

6.3.3 Stage 3: Scale-Readiness 

Indicative revenue band: ₹25 to 100 crore. 

The Scale-readiness stage is where the framework's lever inventory becomes most fully 

applicable. Businesses at this stage typically have defined functional areas, a finance 

function with a CFO or finance head, a management team with clear roles, customer 

relationships at scale, and operational systems that produce reliable data. The substrate to 

support the full set of operational, strategic, and governance levers is in place. 

At the Scale-readiness stage, full KPI dashboards and management cadence become 

applicable. Procurement and cost discipline programmes can be run systematically. Pricing 

and revenue management as a deliberate discipline becomes possible. Channel and market 

expansion can be pursued with proper investment cases and milestones. Active portfolio 

rationalisation, including discontinuation of underperforming product lines or customer 
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segments, can be executed. The 100-day plan as an organising discipline becomes useful, 

particularly when triggered by a strategic inflection point such as a new investor, a new 

senior hire, or a major strategic decision. Formal board structure becomes possible, with 

regular board meetings, defined reporting templates, and accountability mechanisms. 

Talent upgrades at the senior level become both more necessary and more feasible. Active 

capital structure management becomes a meaningful lever. 

6.3.4 Stage 4: Mid-Market 

Indicative revenue band: ₹100 to 250 crore. 

The Mid-market stage corresponds to the upper end of the MSME definition under the 2020 

revised criteria. Businesses at this stage are organisationally complex, with multiple 

functional areas, established management structures, and the operating substrate to support 

the full PE playbook as it would be applied in a portfolio company. Many businesses at 

this stage are PE-backed or PE-eligible, although the framework's argument continues to 

apply. The practices are valuable whether or not PE capital ever arrives. 

At the Mid-market stage, the full lever inventory applies. The full operational lever set 

including the most demanding practices like comprehensive procurement programmes and 

sophisticated revenue management. The full strategic lever set including platform-plus-

add-on growth, where the business itself becomes a platform for acquisition-led expansion. 

The full governance lever set, with formal board structure, equity-linked incentives for 

senior management, and the rhythm of monthly business reviews and quarterly board 

meetings. Sophisticated capital structure management and a formal treasury function. The 

framework at this stage operates in territory closest to the documented PE playbook and is 

most directly comparable to PE-backed engagements. 

6.3.5 A Note on Boundary Fluidity 

The revenue bands are indicative, not rigid. Two adjustments are worth flagging. 

Sectoral differences matter. A technology services firm at fifteen crore turnover may 

have organisational complexity comparable to a manufacturing firm at fifty crore. The 

substrate is determined by what the business actually does, how it is organised, and what 

processes it has built, not just by its revenue line. 
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Growth rate matters. A business growing at thirty percent a year typically builds 

organisational complexity faster than a business growing at five percent a year. A rapidly 

growing twenty-crore business may already be operating with Stage 3 levers because the 

growth has forced the substrate to develop. A slowly growing seventy-crore business may 

still be operating effectively at Stage 2. 

The stages should be read as descriptive of organisational maturity, with revenue 

serving as a useful but imperfect signal. The framework's user, whether operator or advisor, 

should pick the stage based on a combined assessment of revenue, organisational 

complexity, and growth trajectory rather than on revenue alone. 

 

6.4 Stage-Wise Lever Mapping 

This section maps the levers from the Chapter 4 inventory to each stage. The mapping 

is presented stage by stage, with explicit reasoning for which levers apply at each stage and 

which do not. 

6.4.1 Levers Applicable at Stage 1 (Foundation) 

Stage 1 has the smallest applicable lever set, reflecting the limited organisational 

substrate. The applicable levers are: financial hygiene basics from lever 4.3.1, in a 

simplified form focused on separation of business and personal affairs and basic record-

keeping; cash flow as a first-class metric from lever 4.6.2, framed simply as tracking what 

comes in and what goes out and forecasting it forward; customer focus, drawing on the 

customer concentration awareness in lever 4.4.1 in its most basic form; and founder 

discipline supplemented by external advisor input, drawing on the lighter end of 

governance lever 4.5.2. 

What does not apply at this stage. KPI dashboards (4.3.2) require a finance function 

and a management team. Working capital optimisation (4.3.3) requires meaningful 

receivables, payables, and inventory volumes. Procurement discipline (4.3.4) requires 

procurement spend at scale. Pricing as a deliberate lever (4.3.5) is often premature when 

product-market fit itself is still being established. Portfolio rationalisation (4.4.2) is 

premature when the portfolio is too small to rationalise. Market expansion as a deliberate 



92  

programme (4.4.3) requires the operational substrate to fund and absorb it. The 100-day 

plan (4.5.1) has limited usefulness when there is no senior team to coordinate. Boards and 

reporting cadence (4.5.2), in their formal form, require a management layer beneath the 

founder. Talent upgrades at scale (4.5.3) require a hiring capacity that early-stage 

businesses typically do not yet have. Capital structure as an active lever (4.6.1) is usually 

premature. 

6.4.2 Levers Applicable at Stage 2 (Emergence) 

Stage 2 is where the lever set expands. The applicable additions are: strengthened CFO 

function from lever 4.3.1, possibly through a fractional CFO arrangement; basic KPI 

dashboard from lever 4.3.2, with a small set of indicators reviewed monthly; working 

capital basics from lever 4.3.3, focused on receivables collection and inventory turn; 

customer concentration review from lever 4.4.1, conducted as a structured exercise; initial 

portfolio rationalisation from lever 4.4.2, with explicit decisions about which products or 

customers to grow versus deprioritise; advisory board cadence from lever 4.5.2, with 

regular meetings of the founder and one or two external advisors; initial talent upgrades 

from lever 4.5.3, focused on key functional hires; and capital structure review from lever 

4.6.1, addressing inherited debt and credit arrangements. 

What still does not apply or applies in adapted form. Procurement discipline (4.3.4) is 

partially applicable but typically requires Stage 3 scale to be done systematically. Pricing 

as a deliberate exercise (4.3.5) becomes more applicable but usually informally. Market 

expansion (4.4.3) becomes possible but should be sequenced carefully. The 100-day plan 

(4.5.1) becomes useful at strategic inflection points but is not yet a default operating 

discipline. Formal board structure remains less common than advisory board cadence at 

this stage. 

6.4.3 Levers Applicable at Stage 3 (Scale-Readiness) 

Stage 3 is where the framework approaches full applicability. The applicable additions 

over Stage 2 are: full KPI dashboards and management cadence from lever 4.3.2; 

procurement and cost discipline from lever 4.3.4 as a systematic programme; pricing and 

revenue management from lever 4.3.5 as a deliberate exercise with data and governance 
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support; channel and market expansion from lever 4.4.3 with structured initiative 

management; active portfolio rationalisation from lever 4.4.2; the 100-day plan from lever 

4.5.1 as an organising discipline at strategic inflection points; formal board structure from 

lever 4.5.2; full talent upgrades from lever 4.5.3; and active capital structure management 

from lever 4.6.1. 

Most of the lever inventory is now applicable. What may still not apply at Stage 3 is 

the most sophisticated end of the playbook, including platform-plus-add-on acquisition 

strategies, equity-linked senior management incentives at scale, and the formal treasury 

function of larger businesses. These are reserved for Stage 4, where the substrate is fully 

developed. 

6.4.4 Levers Applicable at Stage 4 (Mid-Market) 

Stage 4 has the full lever inventory available. The additions over Stage 3 include: 

platform-plus-add-on growth from lever 4.4.3, where the business pursues acquisition-led 

expansion as part of its strategic plan; full strategic lever set including the most ambitious 

portfolio and market expansion moves; equity-linked incentives for senior management 

from lever 4.5.3; sophisticated capital structure with multiple instruments and active 

management; and a formal treasury function operating cash and debt across the business as 

a single pool. 

At Stage 4, the framework's recommendations converge most closely with what would 

be applied in a PE-backed company of comparable scale. The decoupling argument 

continues to apply. The practices are valuable whether or not PE capital is involved. But at 

this stage, the difference between a self-executed framework and a PE-managed 

engagement is mostly about the source of urgency and the pace of execution rather than 

the content of the practices themselves. 
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6.5 The Framework Visual 

The framework is presented as a single visual artefact in Figure 6.1 below. The visual 

organises the four stages as columns and the four lever categories as rows, with each cell 

showing the levers applicable at that stage in that category. The visual is a reference 

artefact, intended to be readable on its own without the surrounding prose, and to serve as 

the framework's compact representation when presented to operators, advisors, or 

investors. 

 

 

The visual is read from left to right as a progression of stages, and from top to bottom 

as a progression of lever categories. As the reader moves rightward across stages, more 

cells fill in, reflecting the increasing applicability of levers as organisational substrate 
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develops. As the reader moves downward across categories, the levers shift from the most 

directly operational to the most structural, ending with the financial levers that depend on 

the broadest substrate. 

The substrate principle is reproduced at the foot of the visual as a reminder that the 

stage calibration is not arbitrary. The stages reflect organisational substrate, and the lever-

stage mapping reflects which substrate is required for which lever. The principle is what 

makes the framework defensible at the boundaries. 

 

6.6 Linking the Framework to Survey Evidence 

The framework is grounded in the survey evidence presented in Chapter 5. This section 

makes the linkage explicit, mapping the principal findings from Chapter 5 to the 

framework's recommendations. 

6.6.1 Mapping MSME Pain Points to Levers 

The MSME data in Chapter 5 surfaced specific pain points. Operational inefficiencies 

were cited as the principal source of value loss by 30 percent of MSME respondents and 

as the principal barrier to growth by 41 percent. Inefficient cost management was cited as 

a value loss source by 26 percent. Lack of financial visibility was cited by 22 percent. Poor 

financial planning was cited as a barrier to growth by 22 percent. 

Each of these pain points maps to a specific lever in the framework. Operational 

inefficiencies are addressed by the operational levers, particularly KPI dashboards and 

management cadence (4.3.2) and the broader operational discipline of Stage 2 onwards. 

Inefficient cost management is addressed by procurement and cost discipline (4.3.4), which 

becomes systematically applicable at Stage 3. Lack of financial visibility is addressed at 

the foundation by financial hygiene (4.3.1) and tracking discipline, applicable from Stage 

1. 

Poor financial planning is addressed by the forecasting and dashboard discipline that 

flows from a strengthened CFO function, applicable from Stage 2. 

The mapping is not coincidental. The framework's lever inventory was selected partly 

because it addresses pain points that exist in the MSME sample. The mapping in this section 

is therefore a check rather than a claim. It demonstrates that the framework is not floating 
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free of its evidentiary base. The pain points exist in the data. The levers address them. The 

framework directs each pain point to the appropriate stage-calibrated intervention. 

6.6.2 Mapping Investor-Identified Gaps to Levers 

The investor data in Chapter 5 identified gaps that converge substantially with the 

MSME-reported pain points. Execution layer weakness, lack of visibility and drivers, slow 

technology adoption, accountability issues, diverted founder vision, lack of formalisation, 

credit gap, and skill gap were among the recurring themes from the open-text responses. 

These map to the framework as follows. Execution layer weakness maps to the 

operational lever set, particularly the management cadence and KPI dashboard practices 

that drive accountability. Lack of visibility and drivers maps to the financial hygiene and 

KPI dashboard levers. Slow technology adoption is partly addressed by the management 

cadence that surfaces operational gaps and the strategic levers that prioritise investment in 

capability. Accountability issues map directly to the governance lever set, particularly 

board cadence and equity-linked incentives. Diverted founder vision is addressed by talent 

upgrades that allow the founder to delegate operational responsibility and focus on strategic 

direction. Lack of formalisation is addressed by the financial hygiene foundation. The 

credit gap is partly outside the framework's direct remit but is mitigated by the financial 

hygiene and capital structure levers, which together make the business more credit-worthy. 

The convergence between MSME pain points and investor-identified gaps means the 

framework's levers address concerns that both sides of the MSME-capital interface 

recognise. This is the most analytically important property of the framework. It does not 

need to choose between operator perspective and investor perspective. Both perspectives, 

when surfaced separately, point to the same underlying issues, and the framework's levers 

address those issues regardless of which perspective is driving the engagement. 
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6.6.3 Implications for the Talent Pipeline 

The student and professional data in Chapter 5 surfaced an awareness gap that has 

implications for the framework's transmission. PE familiarity in the sample showed a mean 

of 2.94 on a five-point scale, with 39 percent of respondents at low or no familiarity, 32 

percent at moderate to high familiarity, and 29 percent in the middle. Yet the appetite for 

learning practical deal-making was universal at 100 percent yes-or-maybe. 

The implication for the framework is that the supply-side of advisory talent that would 

carry value creation thinking into MSME is uneven. The motivation is universal but the 

exposure is incomplete. This is relevant for the framework's advisor-mediated mode of 

application. The mode depends on the availability of advisors who understand the practices 

the framework codifies and can apply them in MSME contexts. The data suggests this 

advisor pool is in formation rather than fully formed. The framework's chapter on 

recommendations addresses this directly through its proposals for academic curriculum and 

professional learning. 

 

6.7 Application Modes in Practice 

Section 6.2.3 introduced the two modes of application in principle. This section 

discusses what each mode looks like in practice and how a hybrid mode might operate. 

6.7.1 Self-Application by the Founder or Operator 

In self-application, the operator reads or is introduced to the framework, identifies the 

relevant stage for the business, and applies the corresponding levers directly. The practical 

sequence typically begins with a self-assessment against the stage definitions, followed by 

a review of the levers applicable at that stage, followed by prioritisation of which levers to 

address first based on what the business needs most. The operator then implements the 

prioritised levers either personally or by delegating to the senior team where one exists. 

Self-application has clear advantages. It does not depend on external help and therefore 

does not incur advisor cost. It builds capability internally. It keeps decision-making within 

the business. It is consistent with the autonomy that many MSME founders prefer. The 

main constraint is bandwidth. An operator running the day-to-day business 
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cannot also implement a full lever set without help. Self-application therefore tends to work 

best when the operator has either the bandwidth to focus on it or the discipline to sequence 

it over time, addressing one or two levers at a time rather than attempting the full set 

simultaneously. 

6.7.2 Advisor-Mediated Application 

In advisor-mediated application, the operator engages an external advisor to apply 

some or all of the levers. The advisor may be a fractional CFO, a management consultant, 

a family office advisor, a growth equity partner, or another type of strategic resource. The 

framework gives the operator a structured way to brief the advisor, set milestones, and 

review progress. 

Advisor-mediated application has its own advantages. The operator gets capability that 

does not need to be built internally. The pace of execution can be faster because the 

advisor's bandwidth is dedicated to the engagement. External perspective often surfaces 

issues that internal teams miss. The constraints are cost, access to good advisors, and the 

integration challenge of working with an external party on internal matters. Advisor-

mediated application also requires the operator to be sufficiently informed about the 

framework to evaluate whether the advisor is doing good work, which is itself an argument 

for the operator engaging with the framework rather than simply outsourcing it. 

6.7.3 Hybrid Application 

In practice, most successful applications will be hybrid. Some levers, particularly the 

financial hygiene foundation and the cash flow tracking discipline, are best self-executed 

because they are ongoing rather than project-based. Other levers, particularly procurement 

and cost discipline, pricing analysis, and major talent decisions, often benefit from external 

help because they require specialised capability that does not justify a full hire. 

The hybrid mode requires the operator to be deliberate about which levers go in which 

bucket. The framework does not prescribe the split. It provides the structure within which 

the operator can decide based on the business's specific situation, the operator's bandwidth, 

the cost of available advisors, and the strategic priority of each lever. The two-mode design 
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therefore works in practice as a continuum rather than a binary, with the operator selecting 

along that continuum lever by lever. 

 

6.8 Defending the Framework: Anticipated Critiques and Responses 

This section addresses anticipated critiques of the framework directly. The convention 

of writing such a section into a Black Book is unusual. The motivation is that anticipated 

critiques will surface in viva regardless. Addressing them in writing strengthens both the 

chapter and the eventual oral defence by giving the reader and the writer pre-formed 

responses. 

6.8.1 Critique: Why is this framework original? 

A reasonable challenge is that the framework's individual levers are not original. They 

are documented PE practices, drawn from established literature and well-known case 

evidence. The framework, this critique would hold, is an assembly of existing material 

rather than a contribution. 

The response is that the originality lies not in the individual levers but in three other 

places. First, the synthesis. The thirteen levers are pulled into a single coherent inventory 

specific to Indian MSME, with each lever's transferability examined explicitly. The 

inventory does not exist in this consolidated form in the literature. Second, the stage 

calibration. The mapping of levers to stages of MSME maturity, anchored to Greiner's 

growth model and the substrate principle, is not present in the existing literature on either 

PE value creation or Indian MSME management. Third, the decoupling argument. The 

explicit claim that PE practices are valuable independent of PE capital, supported by survey 

evidence and case analysis, is not the standard reading of PE value creation. The 

framework's contribution is the integration and the contextualisation, not the invention of 

new levers. This is a legitimate form of contribution in management research and is 

consistent with how most applied frameworks contribute to their fields. 
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6.8.2 Critique: Why should an MSME owner trust this framework? 

The challenge is that an MSME owner with twenty years of operational experience 

may reasonably ask why a framework derived from PE practice should change how they 

run a business they already know how to run. 

The response is to reframe the question. The framework is not intended to replace 

founder experience. Founder experience is what built the business to its current state. The 

framework is about what is needed to take the business to the next state. The data presented 

in Chapter 5 shows that growth plateaus in MSME are commonly associated with the 

absence of the disciplines this framework codifies. The framework does not prescribe what 

the founder should believe about the business. It provides a structured way for the founder 

to think about the next stage, with practices that have demonstrably worked in similar-sized 

businesses elsewhere. The framework asks for engagement, not blind trust, and provides 

the underlying logic for each lever so the founder can evaluate its applicability for the 

specific business. 

6.8.3 Critique: Where is the evidence that these practices actually create value? 

The challenge here is that the framework's claims about lever effectiveness rest on PE 

evidence rather than direct evidence from MSME that have applied these practices outside 

PE contexts. 

The response is to acknowledge this limitation honestly while explaining why the 

framework is still defensible. The framework's evidentiary base is constructed in three 

layers. First, the academic and industry literature on PE value creation, which documents 

that operational and governance levers consistently generate value in PE-backed 

companies. Second, the case evidence in Chapter 4, which illustrates these levers in 

operation in specific deals with publicly documented outcomes. Third, the survey evidence 

in Chapter 5, which shows that the pain points the framework's levers address are 

recognised by Indian MSME and their potential capital partners. The combination of these 

three layers provides convergent evidence for the framework's recommendations. What it 

does not provide is direct evidence that MSME that have applied this specific framework 

have achieved specific outcomes. That evidence does not yet exist because the framework 
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is being proposed by this study, and direct testing of the application proposition is identified 

as future research in Chapter 7. 

6.8.4 Critique: Why are the stage boundaries set where they are? 

A pointed challenge is on the specific revenue thresholds used to define the stages. 

Why is Stage 1 below five crore rather than below three crore or below ten crore? Why is 

Stage 3 set at twenty-five to one hundred crore rather than fifteen to seventy-five? 

The response is that the boundaries are indicative, not precise. They are based on 

typical patterns of organisational complexity at different revenue scales, but individual 

businesses may sit higher or lower depending on sector, growth rate, and operating model. 

Section 6.3.5 of this chapter explicitly addresses boundary fluidity. The framework's user, 

whether operator or advisor, is expected to assess organisational substrate directly rather 

than rely on revenue alone. The stage boundaries serve as starting points for that 

assessment, not as rigid classifications. This makes the framework defensible at the 

boundaries because it does not claim more precision than the underlying logic supports. 

6.8.5 Critique: Is this framework applicable beyond the specific MSME contexts in 

your sample? 

A final challenge is on generalisability. The survey evidence comes from a specific 

sample, drawn from specific networks, weighted toward specific segments. Does the 

framework apply to MSME not represented in the sample? 

The response is to be clear about what the framework is and is not. The framework's 

levers are derived primarily from documented PE practice, which itself reflects a 

substantial body of evidence across many companies, sectors, and geographies. The Indian 

MSME calibration draws on the literature on Indian MSME management as well as the 

survey evidence specific to this study. The framework's recommendations are therefore 

grounded in evidence that extends beyond the specific sample, even where the survey 

evidence itself is sample-specific. Applicability beyond the sample is best read as a 

hypothesis for further testing rather than as a claim already established. The framework is 

offered as a structured proposition for further engagement, refinement, and testing, 

consistent with how applied research frameworks generally enter their fields. 
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CHAPTER 7 — FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND 

CONCLUSION 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter consolidates the principal findings of the work, sets out recommendations for 

the four primary audiences the study addresses, acknowledges limitations, identifies 

directions for future research, and offers concluding reflections. 

7.2 Key Findings by Research Objective 

7.2.1 MSME Financial Practices and Value Leakage 

• Financial management practice is mixed: 41% of MSMEs describe it as highly 

structured; the remaining 59% are split evenly between moderately structured and 

mostly unstructured. 

• Forecasting is uneven: only 30% forecast on a monthly or quarterly cadence; 70% 

forecast occasionally or not at all. 

• Operational inefficiencies, inefficient cost management, and lack of financial visibility 

together account for 78% of perceived value loss. 

• Growth strategy is largely informal: 78% characterise it as somewhat defined or absent. 

• Capital is not the dominant perceived growth barrier: only 15% cite lack of capital. 

Operational inefficiencies dominate at 41%. 

• 93% of MSMEs are open to external strategic support, yet only 22% have engaged 

consultants — the most actionable single finding in the survey. 

7.2.2 Investor-Perceived Gaps 

• Investor screening is dominated by strong financials (68%) and growth potential (64%). 

• Investor-perceived gaps converge with MSME-reported pain points: execution layer 

weakness, lack of visibility and drivers, accountability issues, diverted founder 

vision, lack of formalisation, and skill gaps. 
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• 91% of investors indicated yes or maybe to interest in curated MSME opportunities — 

the constraint is structural, not appetitive. 

7.2.3 PE Awareness and the Talent Pipeline 

• PE familiarity is moderate but uneven: mean of 2.94 on a five-point scale; 39% at low 

or no familiarity, 32% at moderate to high. 

• Substantive engagement with PE correctly identifies value creation as the central 

discipline. 

• Learning appetite is universal: 100% indicate yes or maybe to learning practical deal-

making. 

7.2.4 The Stage-Calibrated Framework 

• The decoupling argument finds support in the convergence of stakeholder findings — 

practices are valuable independent of capital. 

• The substrate principle holds across the data: different stages of MSME maturity have 

different organisational substrate, and lever applicability follows. 

• The two modes of application (self-execution and advisor-mediated) respond directly 

to the 93%-openness-to-22%-engagement gap. 

7.3 Recommendations 

7.3.1 For MSME Owners and Operators 

• Conduct a structured self-assessment against the four stages to identify which lever 

set applies. 

• Prioritise foundational levers (financial hygiene, cash flow tracking) before higher-

order ones. 

• Address the most-cited pain points first: operational inefficiencies, cost management, 

and financial visibility. 

• Decide consciously between self-execution and advisor-mediated application, lever 

by lever. 

• Where external help is engaged, use the framework as a structuring device for the 

engagement. 
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• Be explicit about what the framework is not — it is a tool, not a guarantee of 

outcomes. 

7.3.2 For Investors, Family Offices, and Capital Providers 

• Use the framework as a screening and engagement tool with MSME prospects. 

• Recognise that engagement with MSMEs may take forms beyond conventional equity 

— growth equity, mezzanine, structured credit, advisory. 

• Develop curated opportunity structures that translate stated appetite into actual 

engagement. 

• Be conservative about substituting capital for practices — capital alone without 

practice change tends to produce limited results. 

7.3.3 For Academic Institutions and Curriculum Designers 

• Recognise that exposure to PE practice in current curricula is uneven, even within 

finance and business management fields. 

• Integrate value creation thinking into broader management curriculum, not only 

specialised PE electives. 

• Build practical engagement opportunities — live cases, simulations, internships, 

structured MSME engagements. 

• Serve the broader student population destined for advisory, fractional-CFO, and 

family-business roles, not only those bound for institutional PE. 

7.3.4 For Policy and Ecosystem Actors 

• Complement capital-focused interventions with practice-focused ones. 

• Support advisor capacity building for the MSME-focused advisory market. 

• Continue investment in formalisation infrastructure (Udyam, GST, digital payments) 

that creates the substrate framework levers operate on. 

7.4 Limitations of the Study 

• Non-probability sampling: findings are illustrative of the respondent groups, not 

generalisable to broader populations. 

• MSME sample weighted toward smaller and lower-medium end of the sector; upper-

medium applicability rests more on inference. 
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• Investor sample is composite (PE/VC, family office, retail, aspiring) — the investor 

perspective is multi-archetype rather than pure PE. 

• Questionnaire was designed to capture stakeholder perspectives, not to test the 

application proposition directly; framework rests on convergent evidence. 

• Case evidence reflects the public record; Indian deals are more thinly documented 

than global ones. 

7.5 Scope for Future Research 

• Broader sampling across cities, sectors, and growth stages for more reliable stage-

specific findings. 

• Direct testing of the application proposition through longitudinal implementation 

research with MSMEs that adopt the framework. 

• Sector-specific calibration of the framework (manufacturing, services, consumer 

brands, B2B). 

• Family business calibration drawing on the family business literature alongside PE 

literature. 

• Research on the current state of MSME-focused advisor capability and pathways into 

that pool. 

• Comparative international research with MSMEs in other emerging economies. 

 

7.6 Concluding Reflections 

The framework is a structured proposition grounded in available evidence, not a finished 

or fully tested artefact. The decoupling argument — that PE-style value creation is valuable 

independent of PE-style ownership — is supported by convergent evidence but awaits 

direct testing through implementation research. 

Most Indian MSMEs will never take PE money. That is the starting condition, not the 

problem. The framework asks what can be done within it, and the answer is that the 

practices are available whether or not the capital ever arrives. If the framework helps any 

single MSME owner take a structured look at their business, prioritise an intervention that 

would otherwise have been deferred, or engage external help with greater clarity about 

what is being asked for, the work has been worth doing. 
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Appendix A 

Full Questionnaire — All Three Branches 
 
 

Survey Title: Value Creation in MSMEs: A Study on Financial Practices, Strategy, and 
Investment Perspectives 

Conducted by: HEXVantage 

Purpose: This survey is part of an academic research study aimed at understanding how businesses create 
value and how investors perceive opportunities within the SME sector. 

Confidentiality: All responses will remain confidential and will be used strictly for academic purposes. 

Estimated Time: 3–4 minutes 

* Required field 

 
Section 1: Respondent Profile  

 This section helps us understand your background and perspective.  

 

Q1. Email Address (to receive acknowledgment/insights) * 

Email:   

 

Q2. Which category best describes you? * 

○ (a) Business Owner / SME Operator 

○ (b) Investor / Potential Investor 

○ (c) Student / Professional 

 

Q3. What is your age group? * 

○ (a) Below 18 

○ (b) 18–24 

○ (c) 25–34 

○ (d) 35–44 

○ (e) 45–54 

○ (f) 55+ 

 

Q4. What is your gender? * 

○ (a) Male 

○ (b) Female 

○ (c) Prefer not to say 

○ (d) Other 
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Q5. What is your business's annual revenue? * 

○ (a) Less than ₹1 Cr 

○ (b) ₹1–5 Cr 

○ (c) ₹5–20 Cr 

○ (d) ₹20–50 Cr 

○ (e) ₹50 Cr+ 

 

Q6. How long has your business been operational? * 

○ (a) Less than 3 years 

○ (b) 3–5 years 

○ (c) 5–10 years 

○ (d) 10+ years 

 

Q7. How structured is your financial management system? * 

○ (a) Highly structured (regular tracking, forecasting, reporting) 

○ (b) Moderately structured 

○ (c) Mostly unstructured 

 

Q8. Which of the following do you actively track? (Select all that apply) * 

☐ (a) Revenue 

☐ (b) Profit Margins 

☐ (c) Cash Flow 

☐ (d) Costs (detailed tracking) 

☐ (e) Customer metrics (CAC/LTV) 

☐ (f) None 

 

Q9. Do you regularly prepare financial forecasts or projections? * 

○ (a) Yes (monthly/quarterly) 

○ (b) Occasionally 

○ (c) No 

 

Q10. Where do you feel your business loses the most value? * 

○ (a) Inefficient cost management 

○ (b) Poor pricing strategy 

○ (c) Low sales conversion 

○ (d) Operational inefficiencies 

○ (e) Lack of financial visibility 

This section focuses on understanding financial practices, challenges, and growth strategies within businesses. 

[Shown to respondents who selected: Business Owner / SME Operator] 

Branch A: Business Insights (For SME Operators) 
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Q11. Do you currently have a clear growth strategy? * 

○ (a) Yes (well-defined and documented) 

○ (b) Somewhat defined 

○ (c) No 

 

Q12. What is your biggest barrier to business growth? * 

○ (a) Lack of capital 

○ (b) Poor financial planning 

○ (c) Lack of strategic clarity 

○ (d) Market competition 

○ (e) Operational inefficiencies 

 

Q13. Have you worked with consultants or advisors before? * 

○ (a) Yes 

○ (b) No 

 

Q14. Which areas do you believe have the highest potential for value creation? (Select all 
that apply) * 

☐ (a) Increasing revenue 

☐ (b) Reducing costs 

☐ (c) Improving operational efficiency 

☐ (d) Expanding into new markets 

☐ (e) Pricing optimisation 

 

Q15. Are you open to external investment or strategic support? * 

○ (a) Yes 

○ (b) No 

○ (c) Maybe 
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Q16. What type of investor are you? * 

○ (a) Angel 

○ (b) PE / VC 

○ (c) Family Office 

○ (d) Retail 

○ (e) Aspiring 

 

Q17. What sectors do you primarily invest in? (Short answer) * 

Your answer:   

 

Q18. What do you look for most in a business? (Select up to 2) * 

☐ (a) Strong Financials 

☐ (b) Growth Potential 

☐ (c) Founder Quality 

☐ (d) Market Size 

☐ (e) Operational Efficiency 

 

Q19. What are the biggest gaps you see in MSMEs today? (Short answer) * 

Your answer:   

 

Q20. Would you be interested in curated SME investment opportunities? * 

○ (a) Yes 

○ (b) No 

○ (c) Maybe 

This section captures investor perspectives on MSME opportunities and market gaps. [Shown to respondents who 

selected: Investor / Potential Investor] 

Branch B: Investors (Market Perspective) 
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Q21. What is your current status? * 

○ (a) Undergraduate 

○ (b) Postgraduate 

○ (c) Working Professional 

 

Q22. Field of study / work? * 

○ (a) Finance 

○ (b) Business / Management 

○ (c) Engineering 

○ (d) Other (please specify) 

Other:   

 

Q23. How familiar are you with Private Equity? (Rate 1–5) * 

1 = Not at all familiar 5 = Yes, I'm well versed 
 

Not at all 1 ○ 2 ○ 3 ○ 4 ○ 5 ○ Yes, very 
well 

 

 

Q24. What interests you most about Private Equity? (Short answer) * 

Your answer:   

 

Q25. Would you like to learn practical deal-making & analysis? * 

○ (a) Yes 

○ (b) No 

○ (c) Maybe 
 

 

This section assesses awareness of Private Equity and interest in financial education. [Shown to respondents who 

selected: Student / Professional] 

Branch C: Students / Professionals (Knowledge & Perception) 
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Appendix B 

 Frequency Tables and Cross-Tabulations  
 

 
Survey: Value Creation in MSME: A Study on Financial Practices, Strategy, and Investment Perspectives | n = 80 total 
respondents | HEXVantage 

Note: Percentages are rounded to one decimal place. Multi-select questions show % of respondents selecting each option; column 
totals may exceed 100%. Cross-tabulations show raw counts. 

 
Section 1: Respondent Profile (n = 80)  

 

Table 1.1 — Respondent Category Distribution 

Response n % Distribution 

Business Owner / MSME Operator 27 33.8% ██████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

33.8% 

Investor / Potential Investor 22 27.5% ████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

27.5% 

Student / Professional 31 38.8% ████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

38.8% 

Total 80 100%  

38.8% of respondents were Students/Professionals, followed by MSME Operators (33.8%) and Investors (27.5%). 
 

Table 1.2 — Age Group Distribution 

Response n % Distribution 

Below 18 1 1.2% ░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

1.2% 

18–24 20 25% ████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

25% 

25–34 23 28.7% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

28.7% 

35–44 16 20% ██████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

20% 

45–54 10 12.5% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

12.5% 

55+ 10 12.5% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

12.5% 

Total 80 100%  

The majority of respondents (53.7%) fall in the 18–34 age bracket, reflecting a younger sample composition. 
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Table 1.3 — Gender Distribution 

Response n % Distribution 

Male 49 61.3% ██████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

61.3% 

Female 31 38.8% ████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

38.8% 

Total 80 100% 
 

61.3% of respondents identified as Male and 38.8% as Female. No respondents selected 'Prefer not to say' or 'Other'. 
 

Table 1.4 — Cross-Tabulation: Respondent Category × Age Group 

Category Below 
18 

18–24 25–34 35–44 45–54 55+ Total 

Business Owner / MSME 
Operator 

0 4 8 8 4 3 27 

Investor / Potential Investor 0 3 5 6 3 5 22 

Student / Professional 1 13 10 2 3 2 31 

Column Total 1 20 23 16 10 10 80 

Students/Professionals are concentrated in the 18–24 age group; SME Operators and Investors skew older (25–44 and 45+). 
 

Table 1.5 — Cross-Tabulation: Respondent Category × Gender 

Category Male Female Total 

Business Owner / MSME 
Operator 

19 8 27 

Investor / Potential Investor 13 9 22 

Student / Professional 17 14 31 

Column Total 49 31 80 

Male respondents dominate the MSME Operator segment (19 vs 8). Female representation is more balanced in the Investor and 
Student groups. 
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 Branch A: Business Insights — MSME Operators (n = 27)  

 

Table 2.1 — Annual Revenue 
 

Response n % Distribution 

Less than ₹1 Cr 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

₹1–5 Cr 4 14.8% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

14.8% 

₹5–20 Cr 6 22.2% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.2% 

₹20–50 Cr 4 14.8% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

14.8% 

₹50 Cr+ 5 18.5% ██████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

18.5% 

Total 27 100% 
 

Revenue is broadly distributed. 29.6% operate below ₹1 Cr, while 18.5% exceed ₹50 Cr, indicating a diverse range of business 
scales. 

 

Table 2.2 — Years in Operation 

Response n % Distribution 

Less than 3 years 9 33.3% ██████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

33.3% 

3–5 years 6 22.2% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.2% 

5–10 years 3 11.1% ███░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

11.1% 

10+ years 9 33.3% ██████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

33.3% 

Total 27 100% 
 

Respondents are split between early-stage (<3 years: 33.3%) and mature businesses (10+ years: 33.3%), with limited mid-stage 
representation. 

 

Table 2.3 — Financial Management Structure 

Response n % Distribution 

Highly structured 11 40.7% ████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

40.7% 

Moderately structured 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

Mostly unstructured 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

Total 27 100% 
 

40.7% report a highly structured financial system. However, 59.3% are only moderately or mostly unstructured, signalling a systemic 
gap. 
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Table 2.4 — Metrics Actively Tracked (Multi-select, % of 27 respondents) 

Response n % Distribution 

Profit Margins 19 70.4% █████████████████████░░░░░░░░░ 

70.4% 

Revenue 18 66.7% ████████████████████░░░░░░░░░░ 

66.7% 

Cash Flow 14 51.9% ████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

51.9% 

Customer Metrics (CAC/LTV) 11 40.7% ████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

40.7% 

Costs (detailed tracking) 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

Total 27 100% 
 

Profit Margins (70.4%) and Revenue (66.7%) are tracked most commonly. Only 29.6% track detailed costs, suggesting limited 
granular financial oversight. 

 

Table 2.5 — Frequency of Financial Forecasting 

Response n % Distribution 

Yes (monthly/quarterly) 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

Occasionally 14 51.9% ████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

51.9% 

No 5 18.5% ██████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

18.5% 

Total 27 100% 
 

Only 29.6% forecast regularly. 51.9% forecast only occasionally, and 18.5% do not forecast at all — a concern for sustainable 
growth planning. 

 

Table 2.6 — Primary Area of Value Loss 

Response n % Distribution 

Operational inefficiencies 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

Inefficient cost management 7 25.9% ████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

25.9% 

Lack of financial visibility 6 22.2% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.2% 

Low sales conversion 4 14.8% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

14.8% 

Poor pricing strategy 2 7.4% ██░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

7.4% 

Total 27 100% 
 

Operational inefficiencies (29.6%) and cost mismanagement (25.9%) are the top perceived value leakage points for MSME 
operators. 
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Table 2.7 — Presence of a Clear Growth Strategy 

Response n % Distribution 

Yes (well-defined and documented) 6 22.2% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.2% 

Somewhat defined 13 48.1% ██████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

48.1% 

No 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

Total 27 100% 
 

Only 22.2% have a well-defined strategy. Nearly half (48.1%) have only a somewhat defined plan, highlighting a strategic clarity 
deficit. 

 

Table 2.8 — Biggest Barrier to Business Growth 

Response n % Distribution 

Operational inefficiencies 11 40.7% ████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

40.7% 

Poor financial planning 6 22.2% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.2% 

Lack of strategic clarity 5 18.5% ██████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

18.5% 

Lack of capital 4 14.8% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

14.8% 

Market competition 1 3.7% █░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

3.7% 

Total 27 100% 
 

Operational inefficiencies (40.7%) are the single largest barrier — outweighing financial planning gaps and capital constraints. 
 

Table 2.9 — Prior Engagement with Consultants/Advisors 

Response n % Distribution 

Yes 6 22.2% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.2% 

No 21 77.8% ███████████████████████░░░░░░░ 

77.8% 

Total 27 100% 
 

77.8% have never worked with a consultant or advisor, indicating significant untapped demand for structured advisory services. 
 

Table 2.10 — Highest Potential Value Creation Areas (Multi-select, % of 27 respondents) 

Response n % Distribution 

Improving operational efficiency 15 55.6% █████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

55.6% 

Reducing costs 14 51.9% ████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

51.9% 

Increasing revenue 9 33.3% ██████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

33.3% 

Pricing optimisation 6 22.2% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.2% 

Expanding into new markets 3 11.1% ███░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

11.1% 

Total 27 100% 
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Improving operational efficiency (55.6%) and reducing costs (51.9%) are viewed as the most impactful areas for value creation by 
MSME operators. 

 

Table 2.11 — Openness to External Investment or Strategic Support 

Response n % Distribution 

Yes 17 63% ███████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░ 

63% 

Maybe 8 29.6% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29.6% 

No 2 7.4% ██░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

7.4% 

Total 27 100% 
 

63% of MSME operators are open to external investment or support — a strong signal of demand for structured PE/VC engagement 
at the MSME level. 
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 Branch B: Investors — Market Perspective (n = 22)  

 

Table 3.1 — Investor Type Distribution 
 

Response n % Distribution 

Family Office 7 31.8% ██████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

31.8% 

PE / VC 6 27.3% ████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

27.3% 

Retail 6 27.3% ████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

27.3% 

Aspiring 3 13.6% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

13.6% 

Angel 0 0% ░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

0% 

Total 22 100% 
 

Family Office (31.8%) is the largest investor category, followed by PE/VC and Retail (both 27.3%). No Angel investors respond ed — 
a notable gap. 

 

Table 3.2 — Investment Decision Criteria (Multi-select, % of 22 respondents) 

Response n % Distribution 

Strong Financials 15 68.2% ████████████████████░░░░░░░░░░ 

68.2% 

Growth Potential 14 63.6% ███████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░ 

63.6% 

Operational Efficiency 7 31.8% ██████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

31.8% 

Market Size 5 22.7% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.7% 

Founder Quality 3 13.6% ████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

13.6% 

Total 22 100% 
 

Strong Financials (68.2%) and Growth Potential (63.6%) are the dominant criteria. Founder Quality (13.6%) ranks surprisingly low 
among this cohort. 

 

Table 3.3 — Interest in Curated MSME Opportunities 

Response n % Distribution 

Yes 13 59.1% ██████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

59.1% 

Maybe 7 31.8% ██████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

31.8% 

No 2 9.1% ███░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

9.1% 

Total 22 100% 
 

59.1% of investors expressed interest in curated MSME deal flow, and 31.8% are open (Maybe). Only 9.1% declined — a strong 
validation of market demand. 
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 Branch C: Students & Professionals — Knowledge & Perception (n = 31)  

 

Table 4.1 — Current Status 
 

Response n % Distribution 

Working Professional 18 58.1% █████████████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

58.1% 

Postgraduate 11 35.5% ███████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

35.5% 

Undergraduate 2 6.5% ██░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

6.5% 

Total 31 100% 
 

Working Professionals make up the majority (58.1%), followed by Postgraduates (35.5%). Undergraduates are a smaller segment 
(6.5%). 

 

Table 4.2 — Field of Study / Work 

Response n % Distribution 

Finance 11 35.5% ███████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

35.5% 

Engineering 8 25.8% ████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

25.8% 

Business/Management 7 22.6% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.6% 

Other (various) 5 16.1% █████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

16.1% 

Total 31 100% 
 

Finance (35.5%) and Engineering (25.8%) dominate fields represented. Business/Management accounts for 22.6%, with diverse 
specialisations in the remaining 16.1%. 

 

Table 4.3 — Self-Rated Familiarity with Private Equity (Scale 1–5) 

Response n % Distribution 

1 – Not familiar 5 16.1% █████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

16.1% 

2 – Slightly familiar 7 22.6% ███████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

22.6% 

3 – Moderately familiar 9 29% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29% 

4 – Quite familiar 5 16.1% █████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

16.1% 

5 – Very well versed 5 16.1% █████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

16.1% 

Total 31 100% 
 

PE familiarity is moderately distributed. A combined 32.3% rate themselves at 4–5 (fairly to very familiar), while 38.7% rate 
themselves 1–2 (low familiarity). 
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Table 4.4 — Interest in Learning Practical Deal-Making & Analysis 

Response n % Distribution 

Yes 22 71% █████████████████████░░░░░░░░░ 

71% 

Maybe 9 29% █████████░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

29% 

No 0 0% ░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░░ 

0% 

Total 31 100% 
 

A striking 71% said Yes, and 29% said Maybe to learning deal-making & analysis. Zero respondents declined — validating strong 
latent demand for PE education. 

 

Table 4.5 — Cross-Tabulation: Current Status × PE Familiarity Rating 

Status 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

Working Professional 4 4 1 4 5 18 

Postgraduate 0 3 7 1 0 11 

Undergraduate 1 0 1 0 0 2 

Column Total 5 7 9 5 5 31 

Working Professionals show higher PE familiarity (ratings 4–5: 9 out of 18) than Postgraduates, who cluster around rating 3 (7 out of 
11), reflecting real-world exposure. 
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Appendix C 

Sample Short-Answer Responses (Verbatim, 
 Anonymised)  
Survey: Value Creation in MSME: A Study on Financial Practices, Strategy, and Investment Perspectives | HEXVantage 

This appendix presents all verbatim short-answer responses collected across three survey questions. All responses are anonymised; 
respondent identifiers reflect only type, age group, and gender. Responses are presented in full with no editorial alteration except minor 
punctuation standardisation. A thematic summary follows each question set. 

Key: PG = Postgraduate | WP = Working Professional | UG = Undergraduate | M = Male | F = Female | Score = Self-rated PE familiarity 
(1–5) 

 

 
Q17 — What sectors do you primarily invest in? 

All 22 investor respondents provided a short-answer response. Responses are verbatim. Theme tags assigned by the researcher. 
 

# Respondent Profile Response (Verbatim) Theme 

1 PE/VC | 18–24 | Male "IT" Technology 

2 Retail | 55+ | Male "Large cap" Equities 

3 Family Office | 55+ | 
Female 

"IT" Technology 

4 PE/VC | 35–44 | Male "Pharma" Healthcare 

5 Aspiring | 18–24 | Female "None specifically, mostly banking or IT" Banking/Tech 

6 Retail | 25–34 | Female "Agri" Agriculture 

7 Retail | 55+ | Male "Tech, Pharma, commodities" Diversified 

8 PE/VC | 45–54 | Female "IT" Technology 

9 Retail | 25–34 | Male "IT, Banking, Commodities" Diversified 

10 Family Office | 55+ | Male "Real Estate" Real Estate 

11 Family Office | 25–34 | 
Female 

"Commodities" Commodities 

12 Aspiring | 18–24 | Female "Gold Silver" Commodities 

13 PE/VC | 45–54 | Male "AI, Healthcare" Tech/Health 

14 Family Office | 25–34 | 
Male 

"E-commerce" Technology 

15 Retail | 35–44 | Male "IT, Healthcare" Diversified 

16 Retail | 35–44 | Male "Mutual Funds" Equities 

17 Family Office | 35–44 | 
Female 

"ETF & Data Centres" Tech/Data 

18 Family Office | 35–44 | 
Female 

"Fintech" Technology 

19 PE/VC | 55+ | Male "Green Energy" ESG/Energy 

20 Aspiring | 25–34 | Female "IT, Gold" Diversified 

Section C.1: Investor Sector Preferences (n = 22 Investors) 
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21 Family Office | 35–44 | 
Male 

"EV Ecosystem" ESG/Energy 

22 PE/VC | 45–54 | Male "FMCG & Qcomm" Consumer 

 

 

C.1.1 — Thematic Summary: Investor Sector Preferences 

Technology/IT dominates (8 responses). ESG-linked sectors (Green Energy, EV Ecosystem) represent an emerging theme among 
PE/VC and Family Office investors. 

 

Theme Representative Responses Count 

Technology & IT "IT", "AI, Healthcare", "Fintech", "E-commerce", "ETF & Data 
Centres" 

8 

Diversified "Tech, Pharma, commodities", "IT, Banking, Commodities", "IT, 
Healthcare" 

4 

Healthcare & Pharma "Pharma", "AI, Healthcare", "IT, Healthcare" 3 

Commodities "Commodities", "Gold Silver", "IT, Gold" 3 

ESG / Clean Energy "Green Energy", "EV Ecosystem" 2 

Equities / Funds "Large cap", "Mutual Funds" 2 

Real Estate "Real Estate" 1 

Agriculture "Agri" 1 

Consumer / FMCG "FMCG & Qcomm" 1 
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Section C.2: Investor-Perceived Gaps in MSME Today (n = 22 Investors)  

 
Q19 — What are the biggest gaps you see in MSME today? 

All 22 investor respondents provided a response. 4 respondents indicated uncertainty ('Not sure', 'Not really sure', 'Not my primary 
focus'). These are included for completeness. 

 

# Respondent Profile Response (Verbatim) Theme 

1 PE/VC | 18–24 | Male "Execution Layer" Operations 

2 Retail | 55+ | Male "No innovation" Innovation 

3 Family Office | 55+ | 
Female 

"Expansion knowledge" Knowledge 

4 PE/VC | 35–44 | Male "Lack of Literacy" Financial 
Literacy 

5 Aspiring | 18–24 | Female "Not really sure" Unclear 

6 Retail | 25–34 | Female "Slow pace of Tech adoption in non-IT sectors" Tech 
Adoption 

7 Retail | 55+ | Male "Lack of visibility & drivers" Visibility 

8 PE/VC | 45–54 | Female "Not my primary focus" Unclear 

9 Retail | 25–34 | Male "Lack of visibility" Visibility 

10 Family Office | 55+ | Male "Not sure" Unclear 

11 Family Office | 25–34 | 
Female 

"Market Saturation" Market 
Access 

12 Aspiring | 18–24 | Female "Accountability issues" Governance 

13 PE/VC | 45–54 | Male "Diverted Founder Vision" Governance 

14 Family Office | 25–34 | 
Male 

"Credit Gap" Finance 
Access 

15 Retail | 35–44 | Male "Market Access" Market 
Access 

16 Retail | 35–44 | Male "Regulations" Regulatory 

17 Family Office | 35–44 | 
Female 

"Slow digitization of businesses" Tech 
Adoption 

18 Family Office | 35–44 | 
Female 

"Infra" Infrastructure 

19 PE/VC | 55+ | Male "Delayed payment accountability" Governance 

20 Aspiring | 25–34 | Female "Not really sure" Unclear 

21 Family Office | 35–44 | 
Male 

"Skill gap" Knowledge 

22 PE/VC | 45–54 | Male "Lack of formalization" Governance 
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C.2.1 — Thematic Summary: Investor-Perceived MSME Gaps 

Governance & accountability (4 responses) and knowledge/literacy gaps (3 responses) are the most cited concerns. Visibility and tech 
adoption each received 2 responses. 4 respondents were unsure, indicating low MSME familiarity among some investor sub-groups. 

 

Theme Representative Responses Count 

Governance & 
Accountability 

"Accountability issues", "Diverted Founder Vision", "Lack of 
formalization", "Delayed payment accountability" 

4 

Visibility & 
Transparency 

"Lack of visibility & drivers", "Lack of visibility" 2 

Tech Adoption "Slow pace of Tech adoption in non-IT sectors", "Slow 
digitization of businesses" 

2 

Market Access "Market Saturation", "Market Access" 2 

Knowledge & Literacy "Lack of Literacy", "Expansion knowledge", "Skill gap" 3 

Finance Access "Credit Gap", "Execution Layer" 2 

Regulatory / 
Infrastructure 

"Regulations", "Infra" 2 

Innovation "No innovation" 1 

Unclear / No View "Not really sure", "Not sure", "Not my primary focus" 4 
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Section C.3: Student/Professional Interest in Private Equity (n = 31)  

 
Q24 — What interests you most about Private Equity? 

All 31 student/professional respondents provided a response. Responses range from detailed articulations to single-word answers. 
One respondent replied 'N'; included for completeness. Score refers to self-rated PE familiarity on a 1–5 scale. 

 

# Respondent Profile Response (Verbatim) Theme 

1 PG | Finance | Score 3 | 
Below 18 | F 

"The Volume" Scale/Size 

2 PG | Business/Mgmt | Score 
4 | 18–24 | F 

"Private Equity interests me because it 
combines strategic decision-making with 
hands-on value creation to transform 
businesses." 

Value 
Creation 

3 PG | Finance | Score 3 | 
18–24 | F 

"Because of studies." Academic 

4 PG | Finance | Score 3 | 
18–24 | F 

"Shares, bonds" Returns 

5 WP | Business/Mgmt | 
Score 1 | 55+ | F 

"Profit" Returns 

6 WP | Engineering | Score 5 
| 35–44 | M 

"Value creation through strategic growth and 
business transformation." 

Value 
Creation 

7 UG | Engineering | Score 3 | 
18–24 | F 

"I like the active management and investment 
strategies." 

Active Mgmt 

8 WP | Finance | Score 4 | 
18–24 | M 

"It is particularly appealing for the opportunity 
to transform underperforming companies, 
rather than merely analyzing them, and for the 
hands-on partnership with management." 

Value 
Creation 

9 PG | Finance | Score 2 | 
18–24 | M 

"Good Shares at Low Price" Returns 

10 PG | Engineering | Score 3 | 
18–24 | M 

"Flexibility" Flexibility 

11 WP | Business/Mgmt | 
Score 3 | 45–54 | M 

"Particularly their returns" Returns 

12 PG | Business/Mgmt | Score 
3 | 18–24 | M 

"In depth analysis" Analytical 

13 PG | Human Resources | 
Score 2 | 18–24 | F 

"I'm most interested in Private Equity because 
it combines investing with hands-on value 
creation to grow businesses strategically." 

Value 
Creation 

14 WP | Engineering | Score 1 
| 18–24 | M 

"I don't know so how would I get interested 
about it?" 

Low 
Awareness 

15 WP | Creatives/Adv | Score 
5 | 25–34 | M 

"Control in the decision-making and structure 
of a PE Firm" 

Decision-
Making 

16 WP | Finance | Score 5 | 
25–34 | F 

"N" No Response 

17 PG | Engineering | Score 2 | 
18–24 | F 

"I'm most interested in private equity's ability to 
drive long-term value by combining strategic 
insight, operational improvements, and 
disciplined investing." 

Value 
Creation 
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18 PG | Finance | Score 3 | 
18–24 | F 

"High risk, high return" Returns 

19 PG | Business/Mgmt | Score 
3 | 25–34 | M 

"Sense of ownership in a company" Ownership 

20 UG | Engineering | Score 1 | 
18–24 | M 

"Don't know much." Low 
Awareness 

21 WP | Finance | Score 4 | 
35–44 | M 

"Growth Potential" Growth 

22 WP | Business/Mgmt | 
Score 2 | 25–34 | F 

"Not really sure, looks glamorous." Superficial 

23 WP | Engineering | Score 5 
| 45–54 | M 

"Potential Growth" Growth 

24 WP | Pharma | Score 2 | 
55+ | M 

"Spouse works in PE." Proximity 

25 WP | Finance | Score 4 | 
25–34 | F 

"Returns" Returns 

26 WP | Finance | Score 2 | 
25–34 | F 

"Diversification Chance" Diversification 

27 WP | Engineering | Score 1 
| 25–34 | M 

"Not really aware." Low 
Awareness 

28 WP | Business/Mgmt | 
Score 5 | 45–54 | F 

"High risk reward" Returns 

29 WP | Finance | Score 1 | 
25–34 | M 

"No Idea" Low 
Awareness 

30 WP | Healthcare | Score 2 | 
25–34 | M 

"Glamour, because of movies." Superficial 

31 WP | Advertising | Score 4 | 
25–34 | M 

"Growth, if lucky." Growth 
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C.3.1 — Thematic Summary: PE Interest Among Students & Professionals 

Financial returns dominate (7 responses), followed by value creation & business transformation (5) and low awareness (4). Notably, 
the most articulate responses came from score 4–5 respondents, while low-familiarity respondents often expressed curiosity or 
candidly admitted ignorance — both signals of latent demand for PE education. 

 

Theme Representative Responses Count 

Value Creation & 
Transformation 

"combines strategic decision-making with hands-on value 
creation", "transform underperforming companies,", "drive 
long-term value." 

5 

Financial Returns "High risk, high return", "Particularly their returns", 
"Returns", "Profit", "Good Shares at Low Price" 

7 

Growth Potential "Growth Potential", "Potential Growth", "Growth, if lucky." 3 

Low Awareness / 
Unfamiliar 

"Don't know much", "I don't know, so how would I get 
interested?" "No Idea", "Not really aware" 

4 

Active Management & 
Control 

"Active management and investment strategies", "Control in 
the decision-making", "Sense of ownership" 

3 

Academic / Analytical 
Interest 

"Because of studies, "" In-depth analysis, "disciplined 
investing." 

2 

Superficial / Peripheral "Looks glamorous", "Glamour, because of movies,", 
"Spouse works in PE." 

3 

Diversification "Diversification Chance" 1 

No/Unclear Response "N", "The Volume", "Flexibility", "Shares, bonds." 3 

 

 

End of Appendix C — All responses reproduced verbatim from BB_Responses.xlsx. Respondent identities are fully anonymised. Theme 
categorisation conducted by the research team. 
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Appendix D 

 Glossary of Private Equity and SME Terms  
 

This glossary provides definitions of key financial and sector-specific terms used throughout this research 
report. Terms are grouped into two sections: Private Equity (PE) terminology and MSME (Micro, Small & 
Medium Enterprise) terminology, to support readers across all backgrounds. 

 
Private Equity (PE) Terms  

 

Term Definition 

Private Equity (PE) A form of alternative investment consisting of capital not listed on a public 
exchange. PE firms raise funds from institutional investors and high-net-
worth individuals to invest in private companies or take public companies 
private. 

Venture Capital (VC) A subset of private equity focused on early-stage, high-growth potential 
companies. VC firms provide funding to startups and emerging 
businesses in exchange for equity stakes. 

Angel Investor A high-net-worth individual who provides early-stage funding to startups, 
typically in exchange for equity or convertible debt. Angels often invest 
personal funds and may also offer mentorship. 

Family Office A private wealth management advisory firm that serves ultra-high-net-
worth investors, managing investments across multiple asset classes 
including private equity on behalf of a single family or small group. 

Limited Partner (LP) An investor in a private equity fund who contributes capital but has limited 
liability and limited involvement in management decisions. LPs include 
pension funds, endowments, and high-net-worth individuals. 

General Partner (GP) The managing entity of a private equity fund responsible for making 
investment decisions, managing portfolio companies, and returning 
capital to investors. GPs typically earn a management fee and carried 
interest. 

Carried Interest 
(Carry) 

The share of profits that a PE fund's general partners receive as 
compensation, typically 20% of returns above a hurdle rate. It serves as a 
performance incentive for fund managers. 

Hurdle Rate The minimum rate of return that a PE fund must achieve before the 
general partners are entitled to receive carried interest. Commonly set at 
8% per annum. 

Management Fee An annual fee charged by a PE firm to its investors (LPs), typically 1.5–
2% of committed capital, used to cover operational expenses during the 
investment period. 

Fund of Funds An investment vehicle that allocates capital across multiple private equity 
funds rather than directly into companies, providing diversification across 
managers and strategies. 
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Term Definition 

Deal Flow The rate at which investment opportunities are presented to a PE or VC 
firm. Strong deal flow is critical to sourcing high-quality investments. 

Due Diligence A comprehensive appraisal of a business or investment opportunity, 
including financial, legal, operational, and strategic assessment, 
conducted before finalising a transaction. 

Term Sheet A non-binding agreement outlining the basic terms and conditions under 
which an investment will be made. It serves as a template for the final 
legal agreements. 

Valuation The process of determining the current worth of a company or asset. 
Common methods include Discounted Cash Flow (DCF), comparable 
company analysis, and precedent transactions. 

EBITDA Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation, and Amortisation. A 
commonly used proxy for a company's operational cash flow and 
profitability in PE valuation and deal structuring. 

EV/EBITDA Multiple Enterprise Value divided by EBITDA; a key valuation metric used in PE to 
compare companies across industries and assess pricing relative to 
peers. 

Leveraged Buyout 
(LBO) 

An acquisition of a company using a significant amount of borrowed 
money to meet the purchase cost. The assets of the acquired company 
often serve as collateral for the loans. 

Equity Stake Ownership interest in a company represented as a percentage of total 
shares. PE and VC investors acquire equity stakes in exchange for their 
capital investment. 

Convertible Note A short-term debt instrument that converts into equity, typically at the next 
funding round. Commonly used in early-stage investments to defer 
valuation discussions. 

Cap Table 
(Capitalisation Table) 

A spreadsheet or document that shows the equity ownership structure of 
a company, including all shareholders, their ownership percentages, and 
dilution from future financing rounds. 

Dilution The reduction in an existing shareholder's ownership percentage resulting 
from the issuance of new shares, typically through subsequent funding 
rounds. 

Exit Strategy The method by which investors plan to realise returns on their investment. 
Common exit routes include Initial Public Offering (IPO), trade sale, 
secondary sale, or management buyout. 

Initial Public Offering 
(IPO) 

The process through which a private company offers its shares to the 
public for the first time on a stock exchange, providing an exit mechanism 
for early investors. 

Secondary Sale A transaction where an existing investor sells their stake in a private 
company to another investor, rather than back to the company or through 
an IPO. 
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Portfolio Company A company in which a PE or VC fund has made an investment. Fund 
managers actively monitor and support portfolio companies to drive value 
creation. 

Value Creation The process through which PE investors improve the performance, 
profitability, and strategic positioning of portfolio companies to generate 
superior returns upon exit. 

Growth Equity A type of private equity investment focused on minority stakes in mature 
companies seeking capital to expand or restructure without a change in 
control. 

Mezzanine Financing A hybrid form of capital that blends debt and equity, often used in 
buyouts. It is subordinate to senior debt but ranks above equity in the 
capital structure. 

SAFE (Simple 
Agreement for Future 
Equity) 

A financing instrument that grants investors the right to future equity in the 
startup upon a triggering event, without determining a valuation at the 
time of investment. 

Vintage Year The year in which a PE fund makes its first investment. It is used to 
benchmark fund performance against peers of the same vintage. 

DPI (Distributions to 
Paid-In Capital) 

A measure of the cash returns distributed to investors relative to the 
capital they invested in a fund. A DPI greater than 1x means the fund has 
returned more than its invested capital. 

TVPI (Total Value to 
Paid-In Capital) 

A measure of a fund's total value (both realised and unrealised) relative to 
paid-in capital. It reflects overall fund performance including unrealised 
gains. 

IRR (Internal Rate of 
Return) 

The annualised rate of return on an investment, accounting for the time 
value of money. It is the primary performance metric used to evaluate PE 
fund returns. 

 

 
MSME (Micro, Small & Medium Enterprise) Terms  

 

Term Definition 

MSME Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises — businesses classified by 
investment in plant and machinery (or equipment) and annual turnover. In 
India, as per the MSME Development Act: Micro (turnover up to ₹5 Cr), 
Small (up to ₹50 Cr), Medium (up to ₹250 Cr). 

Micro Enterprise A business with investment up to ₹1 crore and annual turnover up to ₹5 
crore. Micro enterprises typically operate with minimal staff and limited 
financial infrastructure. 
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Small Enterprise A business with investment up to ₹10 crore and annual turnover up to ₹50 
crore. Small enterprises often have more defined operational structures 
than micro businesses. 

Medium Enterprise A business with investment up to ₹50 crore and annual turnover up to 
₹250 crore. Medium enterprises are a critical segment in industrial supply 
chains and employment generation. 

Working Capital The difference between a company's current assets and current liabilities. 
It measures a business's short-term liquidity and ability to meet day-to-
day operational expenses. 

Cash Flow The movement of money in and out of a business. Positive cash flow 
means more money is entering than leaving, which is essential for 
business sustainability and growth. 

Profit Margin The percentage of revenue that remains as profit after expenses. 
Common types include Gross Profit Margin, Operating Profit Margin, and 
Net Profit Margin. 

Revenue The total income generated by a business from its normal business 
operations, primarily from the sale of goods or services, before any costs 
or expenses are deducted. 

CAGR (Compound 
Annual Growth Rate) 

The rate at which a business's revenue, earnings, or investment grows 
over a specific time period, expressed as an annual percentage. It 
smooths out year-to-year fluctuations. 

Financial Forecasting The process of estimating a company's future financial outcomes based 
on historical data, market trends, and business assumptions. Used for 
planning and investment decision-making. 

Financial Structuring The process of organising a company's financial resources — including 
debt, equity, and working capital — in a way that optimises cost, risk, and 
growth potential. 

CAC (Customer 
Acquisition Cost) 

The total cost incurred by a business to acquire a new customer, 
including marketing and sales expenses. A key metric for assessing the 
efficiency of growth strategies. 

LTV (Lifetime Value) The total revenue a business expects to earn from a single customer over 
the entire duration of the relationship. Often used alongside CAC to 
measure business sustainability. 

Bootstrapping Building and scaling a business using personal savings or operating 
revenues, without seeking external funding. Common among early-stage 
MSME. 

Debt Financing Raising capital through borrowing — such as bank loans, NBFCs, or 
government schemes — which must be repaid with interest. Ownership is 
not diluted. 

Equity Financing Raising capital by selling a portion of ownership (shares) in the business 
to investors. Unlike debt, it does not require repayment but dilutes 
founders' stakes. 
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NBFC (Non-Banking 
Financial Company) 

A financial institution that provides banking services without holding a 
banking license. NBFCs are important sources of credit for MSME that 
lack access to traditional bank loans. 

Collateral An asset pledged by a borrower to secure a loan. MSME often face 
difficulties in accessing credit due to insufficient collateral, particularly at 
the micro stage. 

Credit Rating An assessment of a business's creditworthiness, reflecting its ability to 
repay debt obligations. Higher credit ratings typically result in better 
borrowing terms. 

SIDBI (Small 
Industries 
Development Bank of 
India) 

The principal development financial institution for promotion, financing, 
and development of MSME in India, providing refinancing, direct lending, 
and developmental support. 

Udyam Registration The official online registration process for MSME in India, introduced in 
2020. Businesses with Udyam registration gain access to government 
schemes, subsidies, and priority sector lending. 

Priority Sector 
Lending (PSL) 

A mandate by the Reserve Bank of India requiring commercial banks to 
allocate a specified portion of their lending to priority sectors including 
MSME, agriculture, and education. 

Operational Efficiency The ability of a business to deliver products or services in the most cost-
effective manner while maintaining quality. Higher operational efficiency 
leads to improved profitability. 

Scalability The capacity of a business to grow and manage increased demand 
without proportionally increasing costs. Scalable MSME are more 
attractive to investors. 

Burn Rate The rate at which a startup or early-stage business spends its cash 
reserves before generating positive cash flow. A high burn rate can signal 
financial risk. 

Gross Margin The difference between revenue and the cost of goods sold (COGS), 
expressed as a percentage of revenue. It indicates a business's 
production efficiency and pricing power. 

Break-Even Point The level of sales at which total revenues equal total costs, resulting in 
neither profit nor loss. It is a critical milestone for MSME to demonstrate 
financial viability. 

Supply Chain 
Financing 

A set of financial solutions that optimise cash flow by allowing businesses 
to extend their payment terms with suppliers while providing suppliers 
with early payment options. 

Invoice Discounting A form of short-term borrowing where a business uses its outstanding 
invoices as collateral to access funds before customers make payment, 
improving liquidity. 
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Micro Finance Financial services — including small loans, savings, and insurance — 
provided to low-income entrepreneurs and small businesses that lack 
access to conventional banking. 

MSME Cluster A geographic concentration of interconnected MSME in a similar industry 
facilitates knowledge sharing, collective bargaining, and infrastructure 
benefits. Clusters are supported by government schemes. 

Strategic Clarity A clear and documented understanding of a business's vision, goals, 
competitive positioning, and action plan. Lack of strategic clarity is a 
common barrier to MSME growth. 

Formalisation The process by which informal businesses transition to registered, 
compliant entities. Formalised MSME gain access to institutional credit, 
government schemes, and investor confidence. 
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Abbreviation Full Form 

APA American Psychological Association 

ASSOCHAM Associated Chambers of Commerce and Industry of India 

B2B Business to Business 

B2C Business to Consumer 

BCG Boston Consulting Group 

CAC Customer Acquisition Cost 

CFO Chief Financial Officer 

CGTMSE Credit Guarantee Fund Trust for Micro and Small Enterprises 

CII Confederation of Indian Industry 

DOI Digital Object Identifier 

EBITDA Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation, and Amortisation 

FICCI Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce and Industry 

FMCG Fast-Moving Consumer Goods 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 

GST Goods and Services Tax 

HBR Harvard Business Review 

IPO Initial Public Offering 

IRR Internal Rate of Return 

IVCA Indian Private Equity and Venture Capital Association 

KPI Key Performance Indicator 

LBO Leveraged Buyout 

LTV Lifetime Value 

MMS Master of Management Studies 

MSME Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprise 

MT Metric Tonnes 

NSE National Stock Exchange of India 

NSSO National Sample Survey Office 

PE Private Equity 

PSE Public Sector Enterprise 

PSL Priority Sector Lending 

QSR Quick Service Restaurant 

RBI Reserve Bank of India 

RBV Resource-Based View 

RQ Research Question 

SEBI Securities and Exchange Board of India 

SIDBI Small Industries Development Bank of India 

SME Small and Medium Enterprise 

TReDS Trade Receivables Discounting System 

VC Venture Capital 

ZBB Zero-Based Budgeting 

₹ Indian Rupees (currency symbol used throughout) 

 

Abbreviations 


