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Research on the Influence of Social Network
on the Rural Households Getting Formal Credit

WANG Xiu - hua' TAN Kai - tong’

(1. College of Finance and Statistics Hunan University Changsha Hunan 410079; 2. PBC Yulin Sub — branch Yulin ~ Guangxi 537000 China)

Abstract: Based on the fact of China’s “acquaintance society” this paper puts forward some hypothesis proposition that the rural

households’ social network influence on formal loan availability. In addition it uses China’ s rural households micro survey data to test

them. The results show increasing the proportion of gift spending accounting for the daily expenditure and improving the rural house—

holds’ social network centrality can increase the the availability of access to formal loans for the rural households. In creasing the rural

housholds’ strong relationship network size can decrease the farmer formal loan availability. Network zenith network gap social network

size and network heterogeneity have no significant impact for the rural households getting formal credit. Policy implications are that it

fully takes into account and make use of the social network resources owned by the farmers in the current credit culture.

Keywords: social network; rural household; formal loan; order logit model
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