Advances in Applied Mathematics BZF #2433 &, 2020, 9(12), 2366-2383 Hans X
Published Online December 2020 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/aam
https://doi.org/10.12677/aam.2020.912276

ETHARE R/l S 5 REE

BUMITTE R, WL A
Email: 1162209997 @qg.com

C2

Weks H . 2020411 H28H: FHHM: 20200F12 H24H; KATHM: 2020412 H31H

wm B

MR VAR SRADFRIT R, I ERATIE R R AR IE DL AR 5 B4R 45 BRI 77 % B Rl 5T
HOHERE, HNEERE. FRIARDRSVSTFHRMLE. T, B ANLFIRRARNBREAN
KRFM, SITHRFEBFRRUER . HHEEVHRRRAS . H=EA85. SVELER, Al
RS AL R BT S SRR EE 2R AN R S B SR

XKigid

AERAS, BERRMER, JSRMER, =-Critich&iRRl

Research on Credit Strategy of Micro, Small
and Medium Enterprises (MSME) Based on
Optimization Model

Jie Gao, Yu Li, Yi Tuo
Hangzhou Normal University, Hangzhou Zhejiang

Email: 1162209997 @qg.com

Received: Nov. 28", 2020; accepted: Dec. 24", 2020; published: Dec. 31%, 2020

Abstract

MSME are small in scale and lack mortgage assets. Therefore, banks usually formulate loan strate-
gies based on factors such as the information and influence of the enterprise’s transaction bills,
and give preferential interest rates to enterprises with high reputation and low credit risk. Based
on this, a model that optimizes the bank’s loan income with the threshold of the average customer
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churn rate as a constraint is established. The company’s anti-risk score, asset strength score, and
corporate default are calculated, so as to determine whether to lend to the company and the credit
strategy such as loan quota, interest rate and term.
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Figure 1. Percentage of companies with default records in each level
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Figure 2. Relation diagram of various variables
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Figure 3. Calculation flowchart of cloud model for enterprise credit score evaluation
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Figure 4. Flow chart of corporate credit score correction
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Figure 5. Flow chart of simulated annealing algorithm
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Figure 6. Decision tree model algorithm flow
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Table 7. Information of the final decision tree model
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Figure 7. Training set decision tree model running process
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Figure 8. Test set decision tree model running process
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Table 12. Quantitative factor score sheet
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