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Characteristics and influencing factors of different type
farmer’s loan behavior:
Based on the farmers loan panel data for consecutive 6 years
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(1. Institute of rural development, Shandong Academy of Social Sciences. Jinan 250002. China;
2. Shandong branch, China Construction Bank, Jinan 250001, China;
3. School of Psychology. Shandong Normal University. Jinan 250014, China)

Abstract In order to reveal the characteristics and influencing factors of different type farmer’ s loan behavior,
investigation data of 573 farmers for 6 years in different areas were analyzed using ANOVA analysis and random effect
models. The result indicated: 1) The impacts of age.farmland and Available Credit Limit status of Farmers who lived on
agriculture were significant higher (P<Z0.01) than those did not. Farmers who lived on agriculture are significant higher
than farmers who didn’t live on agriculture in age, farmland and whether enough or not in Available Credit Limit(P <<
0.01);but the impacts of education, labor. property of farmers, social resource, total assets of the family, total
liabilities , family net income, Available Credit Limit,amount of credit in one year and the amount of average credit (P<C
0.01) were significant lower (P<C0.01) than later;2) The effect of Available Credit Limit was different to different type

of farmers. To farmers who didn’t live on agriculture.the Available Credit Limit was significantly and positively affected
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by domestic population, property of farmers, social resources, total assets of the family, total liabilities, family net
income and years of the loan amount (P<C0.01),but negatively affected by land acreage., gender. Available Credit
Limit, Available Credit Limit status, the amount of average credit and age (P <C0.01). To farmers who lived on
agriculture, their Available Credit Limit was significantly and positively affected by education years, property of farmers,
social resources,whether enough or not in Available Credit Limit,family net income and years of the loan amount (P<<
0.01) ,but negatively affected by land acreage and gender (P<C0.01). In conclusion, different loan policy should be
adopted for different type of farmers.

Keywords farmer’s loan behavior; available credit limit; panel data; rural finance
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Table 1  The basic situation of farmers loan in three different areas
/% /%
Proportion of the Total number Proportion of the
County Town Village Number of number of loans of loans in number of loans
foans in sample village in all loans
Gz 24 12.57 168 14. 29
Lz 43 22.51 267 16. 10
Sz 77 40. 31 395 19. 49
Zz 47 24.61 272 17.28
1 4 191 100. 00 1102 17.33
Btc 42 21.65 253 16. 60
Zjc 43 22.16 251 17.13
Mzc 60 30.93 303 19. 80
Wic 49 25.26 269 18.22
1 4 194 100. 00 1076 18.03
Dxc 21 11.17 129 16. 28
Lyc 60 31.91 288 20. 83
Xpe 36 19.15 209 17. 22
Xje 71 37.77 356 19. 94

1 4 188 100. 00 982 19. 14
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Table 2 Viriable description of different types of farmer
Variable Type of Sample Mean Standard Variable Type of Sample Mean Standard
farmer deviation farmer deviation
391 44, 317 7.692 391 2.020 4. 415
182 41.945 7.441 182 7.193 15. 764
573 43. 564 7.686 573 3.663 9. 886
391 8.962 2.268 391 4.775 6.703
182 10. 560 2. 398 182 12. 213 12.724
573 9.470 2.425 573 7.137 9.689
391 3.481 0. 882 (1= 391 1.926 0. 805
182 3.544 0.949 ;2= 3 182 2.143 0. 815
573 3.501 0.904 [3% 573 1,995 0.814
391 2.294 0. 704 391 0. 941 0.236
182 2.698 0.774 (1= 182 0. 835 0.372
573 2.422 0. 750 0= ) 573 0.908 0. 290
391 7.504 1.757 391 4. 875 5.755
182 4,187 1. 140 182 13.125 11.523
573 6. 450 2.215 573 7.496 8.910
391 1.023 0. 150 93 11. 877 14. 236
- ()1: ’ 182 1.017 0.128 145 27.212 43. 885
573 1.021 0.143 238 21. 220 36.126




2C )
Varible P sample Mean O variable P Sumple Mean O
farmer deviation farmer deviation
(1= 391 1.018 0.133 93 2.720 2.643
;2= 182 1.187 0. 391 145 3. 455 3.657
) 573 1.072 0. 258 238 3.168 3.312
391 0.141 0. 348 93 4. 885 3.993
(1= 182 0.522 0.501 145 9.265 9.429
0= ) 573 0.262 0. 440 238 7.553 8.049
391 38. 060 42.633
Total house- 182 87.934 83.938
hold assets 573 53.901  63.315
2.2 (F ) .
(P<<0.01), .
, F ) , , , N
(P<C0.0D), ; .
) , ( .
N N N N N C 3,
3
Table 3 Analysis of variance among different types of farmer
Variable SOU.I‘CG' of Sum of squares df Mean square E Significance
variation
698. 799 1 698. 799 12. 056 0. 001
33 096. 126 571 57.962
33 794. 925 572
317.456 1 317. 456 59. 485 0. 000
3 047.260 571 5. 337
3 364.716 572
0.495 1 0.495 0. 606 0.437
466. 754 571 0. 817
467. 250 572
20. 238 1 20. 238 38.322 0. 000
301. 556 571 0.528

321.794 572
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3C )
Variable Sou'rce. of Sum of squares df Mean square F Significance
variation
1 366. 229 1 1 366. 229 542.085 0. 000
1439.103 571 2.520
2 805. 332 572
0.005 1 0.005 0.258 0.612
11.743 571 0.021
11.749 572
3.543 1 3.543 58. 605 0. 000
34.523 571 0.060
38.066 572
18. 057 1 18. 057 111. 257 0. 000
92.676 571 0.162
110. 733 572
308 919. 801 1 308 919. 801 88.902 0. 000
1984 121.768 571 3474.819
2 293 041. 569 572
3 324.088 1 3 324.088 36.096 0. 000
52 583. 800 571 92.091
55 907. 888 572
6 870. 225 1 6 870.225 83.776 0. 000
46 826. 155 571 82.007
53 696. 381 572
5. 849 1 5. 849 8.951 0.003
373.135 571 0.653
378.984 572
1. 396 1 1. 396 17. 065 0. 000
46.702 571 0.082
48.098 572
8 453.510 1 8 453. 510 130. 623 0. 000
36 953. 298 571 64.717
45 406. 808 572
13 325.137 1 13 325.137 10. 625 0. 001
295 977.515 236 1 254,142
309 302. 653 237
30. 588 1 30. 588 2.810 0.095
2 568.690 236 10. 884
2599. 277 237
1 086. 607 1 1 086. 607 17.973 0. 000
14 267. 894 236 60. 457

15 354. 500 237
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Table 4 Estimation results of influence factors of credit amount for different types of farmer
Farmers independent on farm Farmers dependent on farm
Variable
z P z P
Coef Std. Err. Coef Std. Err.
0.023 0.051 0. 46 0. 648 0.311% 0.121 2.55 .010
0. 820™™ 0. 268 3.05 0.002 0.735 0.478 1. 54 . 124
0.101 0.195 0.52 0. 606 0.263 0.474 0.55 580
—0. 295" 0.122 —2.41 0.016 —0. 803" 0.222 —3.60 . 000
—1.901* 0.779 —2.44 0.015 —2.755 1.945 —1.42 . 157
4, 2447 0.795 5. 34 0. 000 4,356 0. 836 5.21 . 000
0. 5447 0.119 4.55 0. 000 1. 287 0.283 4.53 . 000
—0. 035" 0.003 —11.07 0. 000 0.041 5 0.004 10. 11 . 000
0. 086 0.021 4. 21 0. 000 —0.049 % 0.028 —1.71 . 107
0. 058™™ 0. 009 6.22 0. 000 0. 087" 0.007 11.07 . 000
0. 309" 0.022 14. 31 0. 000 0.351%* 0.025 14. 00 . 000
—0. 088" 0.032 —2.70 0.007 0.019 0.053 0. 36 . 721
—0.011 0.015 —0.77 0. 444 0.002 0.042 0. 06 . 954
—0. 405 0.128 —3.14 0.002 —0.779 % % 0.362 —2.15 .032
Lk L dok | ook 10%.5% 1%

Note; % , %% and soo¢ mean 10%,5% and 1% significant, respectively.
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