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Does Poor-Village Mutual Fund Reduce Household Vulnerability?

Evidence from Panel Data of 1213 Households from 5 Provinces
YANG Long LI Meng WANG Sangui

Abstract: Poor—village mutual fund is the important exploration for solving credit problems in
poor rural areas. Based on the three—phase panel data of 1213 households this paper analyzes the
impact of poor—village mutual fund on household vulnerability using propensity score matching
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method and generalized propensity score matching method. The study finds that non—poor house—
holds have a high possibility falling into poverty in the future but poor—village mutual fund
doesn’ t significantly reduce household vulnerability. The policy implications targeted poverty alle—
viation should pay attention to the vulnerable households and the government should extend the
effect of poor—village mutual fund on household vulnerability.

Keywords: Poor—village mutual fund; Household vulnerability; Generalized propensity score

matching; Panel data



