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The Lender’s Investment Strategy in P2P Lending
WANG Hui-juan

Abstract Based on the data of Renrendai, this paper analyses lender’s investment strategy to obtain high —earnings from
lender’s perspectives. It was found that, in the classification based on loan object, the earnings of lender’s investment in credit
certification object is the highest, followed by on—site certification object, and that of guarantee certification object is the lowest.
The main reason is because the risks of credit certification object are high, but the on—site certification object includes Ren—
rendai partner’s on-site investigation which decreases risks, and the risks of guarantee certification object decreases risks fur—
ther because the third party is liable for the joint responsibility for non—performing loans. In the classification based on the in—
vestment channels of loans, the earnings of preferred wealth management plan chosen by borrower are obviously higher than
those of scattered object, because preferred the wealth management plan decreases transaction costs, improves the utilization of
funds, thereby increases earnings of loans.
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