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Can Commercial Micro Credit Companies Benefit Small Customers?

YANG Hu-feng HE Guang-wen
( Collage of Economics and Management China Agriculture University Beijing 100083)

Abstract: Based on survey data of 42 micro credit companies this paper analyzes their business activi-
ties empirically. Studies show that micro credit companies tend to provide service to small enterprises and
large farmers. The most loans they provided are short-term and noncredit loans. The interest rates are higher
than commercial banks’. Micro credit companies” depth of outreach are effected by loan technology com-—
panies” operation efficiency the level of local economy and competition of financial market and are not
effected by company “assets scale and return on assets .

Keywords: micro credit company; credit; outreach



