Appendix A
Survey Instrument
This questionnaire explores the intricate relationships between social capital, social intermediation, social interaction, financial literacy, and access to financial services. The primary aim is to assess how these factors interact and influence each other, particularly in the context of Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs). Your participation is essential in helping us understand these dynamics, and we appreciate your time and insights. The questionnaire is divided into five sections, each addressing a specific aspect of the study. Your responses will be recorded on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).
Preconditions for Participation:
· Respondents should be involved in managing or operating a Small or Medium Enterprise.
· Respondents should have a basic understanding of financial services and community engagement.
· Experience with financial decision-making within the enterprise or community context is preferred but not mandatory.
Please answer each statement honestly based on your experiences and perceptions. Your responses will remain confidential and only be used for academic research. 
Thank you for your valuable contribution
Social Capital (SC)
· SC1. My enterprise maintains connections with diverse groups beyond the immediate community. (Putnam, 2000)
· SC2. These external connections provide reputational support when dealing with lenders. (Coleman, 1988)
· SC3. Bridging ties with professional associations or trade groups help access new financial opportunities. (Granovetter, 1985)
· SC4. Weak ties with individuals outside my close network are useful for obtaining credit information. (Granovetter, 1973)
· SC5. Social capital within my network reduces the transaction costs of seeking finance. (Fukuyama, 1995)
· SC6. Trust within my network facilitates smoother access to loans. (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998)
Social Interaction (SI)
· SI1. I frequently discuss business financing issues with peers in my network. (Narayan & Pritchett, 1999)
· SI2. Financial information is regularly exchanged during community or peer meetings. (Granovetter, 1973)
· SI3. These interactions often involve sharing advice on how to access loans. (Knack & Keefer, 1997)
· SI4. Through regular interactions, trust develops that supports collective financial practices. (Putnam, 2000)
· SI5. My peers and I reciprocate financial guidance when one of us faces challenges. (Narayan & Cassidy, 2001)
Financial Literacy (FL)
· FL1. I understand how to compare loan terms such as interest rates and repayment schedules. (Lusardi & Mitchell, 2011)
· FL2. I can evaluate the risks associated with different sources of finance. (Huston, 2010)
· FL3. I feel confident in preparing financial records when applying for credit. (Remund, 2010)
· FL4. I can distinguish between formal and informal sources of credit. (Klapper, Lusardi, & Panos, 2013)
· FL5. I understand how interest compounding affects loan repayments. (Lusardi & Tufano, 2015)
Access to Financial Services (AFS)
· AFS1. I can obtain credit from banks without excessive delay. (Claessens, 2005)
· AFS2. I have adequate access to financial institutions for meeting my business needs. (Demirgüç-Kunt & Klapper, 2012)
· AFS3. I find it easy to meet documentation requirements for accessing loans. (Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt, & Pería, 2008)
· AFS4. Financial institutions consider me eligible for credit. (Ayyagari, Demirgüç-Kunt, & Maksimovic, 2010)
· AFS5. I can access financial services without needing personal connections with officials. (Chakrabarty, 2011)
Demographic and Control Variables
Respondents also provided demographic and firm-level information, which was used as control variables in the analysis.
	Variable
	Response Categories

	Entrepreneur age
	Years (continuous)

	Gender
	Male / Female / Other

	Education
	Primary / Secondary / Graduate / Postgraduate

	Firm size
	Micro (<10 employees) / Small (10–49) / Medium (50–249)

	Sector
	Manufacturing / Services / Trade / Other

	Annual turnover
	< INR 10 lakh / INR 10–50 lakh / > INR 50 lakh

	Region
	North / South / East / West / Central India

	Firm age
	Years since establishment
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[bookmark: _Hlk208606654]Table B1: Sample Selection Parameters for Diverse SME Representation

	Parameter
	Details
	Source

	Company Size
	- Micro Enterprises: Turnover less than ₹1 crore 
- Small Enterprises: Turnover between ₹1 crore and ₹10 crore 
- Medium Enterprises: Turnover between ₹10 crore and ₹100 crore
	Ministry of MSME, 2021

	Geographic Distribution
	- North India: Delhi, Punjab
- South India: Tamil Nadu, Karnataka 
- East India: West Bengal, Odisha 
- West India: Gujarat, Maharashtra
	

	Industry Sector
	- Manufacturing, Services, Agriculture
	Ministry of MSME, 2021

	Managerial Levels
	Senior Management, Middle Management, Junior Management
	


[bookmark: _Hlk208606682]Table B2. Distribution of Approached and Responded SMEs by Region and State
	Region
	State / UT
	Approached SMEs
	Responded SMEs

	North
	Delhi
	53
	46

	
	Punjab
	68
	56

	
	Haryana
	47
	40

	
	Uttar Pradesh
	78
	71

	
	Rajasthan
	57
	53

	
	Himachal Pradesh
	45
	34

	
	Jammu & Kashmir
	29
	20

	
	Chandigarh
	43
	36

	Subtotal North
	
	420
	356

	South
	Tamil Nadu
	60
	48

	
	Karnataka
	45
	41

	Subtotal South
	
	105
	89

	East
	West Bengal
	40
	34

	
	Odisha
	30
	25

	Subtotal East
	
	70
	59

	West
	Gujarat
	55
	47

	
	Maharashtra
	50
	42

	Subtotal West
	
	105
	89

	Total
	
	700
	593


Note: These figures reflect the realized distribution of survey contacts and responses after fieldwork.
The North region contributed the largest share of responses (60%) owing to stronger access via regional associations; remaining regions were purposively targeted and achieved the distributed coverage reported above.
Appendix Table B1 shows the full sampling parameters and the planned geographic frame; Table B2 reports the realized achieved distribution after data collection.

Table B3: Respondent Profile
	Demographic Variable
	Category
	Frequency 
	Percent 
	Valid Percent 
	Cumulative Percent

	Age
	21-30 years
	220
	37.16
	37.16
	37.16

	
	31-40 years
	290
	48.94
	48.94
	86.10

	
	41-50 years
	49
	8.27
	8.27
	94.37

	
	51-60 years
	22
	3.71
	3.71
	98.08

	
	Above 60 years
	12
	2.02
	2.02
	100.00

	Gender
	Male
	397
	66.99
	66.99
	66.99

	
	Female
	196
	33.01
	33.01
	100.00

	Marital Status
	Unmarried
	423
	71.30
	71.30
	71.30

	
	Married
	170
	28.70
	28.70
	100.00

	Occupation
	SME Manager
	593
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00

	Annual Income
	More than ₹10 lakhs
	295
	49.83
	49.83
	49.83

	
	Less than ₹2 lakhs
	90
	15.18
	15.18
	65.01

	
	₹2-5 lakhs
	98
	16.54
	16.54
	81.55

	
	₹5-10 lakhs
	110
	18.44
	18.44
	100.00

	Marital Status
	Unmarried
	423
	71.30
	71.30
	71.30

	
	Married
	170
	28.70
	28.70
	100.00

	Occupation
	SME Manager
	593
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00


Notes: Values represent the demographic and organizational characteristics of surveyed SMEs. Percentages are calculated on the valid sample (n = 593). Categories are based on MSME definitions (Ministry of MSME, 2021).
Table B4: Item Factor Loading and Convergent Validity	
	Latent Variable 
	Items 
	Standardized factor loadings 
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Average Variance Extracted 
	Composite Reliability

	Access to Financial Services
	AFS1
	0.565
	0.79
	0.582
	0.804

	
	AFS2
	0.634
	
	
	

	
	AFS3
	0.556
	
	
	

	
	AFS4
	0.765
	
	
	

	
	AFS5
	0.628
	
	
	

	
	AFS6
	0.785
	
	
	

	Financial Literacy
	FL1
	0.881
	0.81
	0.561
	0.912

	
	FL2
	0.736
	
	
	

	
	FL3
	0.843
	
	
	

	
	FL4
	0.774
	
	
	

	
	FL5
	0.792
	
	
	

	Social Interaction
	SI1
	0.669
	0.87
	0.638
	0.846

	
	SI2
	0.739
	
	
	

	
	SI3
	0.864
	
	
	

	
	SI4
	0.851
	
	
	

	
	SI5
	0.553
	
	
	

	Social Capital 
	SC1
	0.775
	0.72
	0.594
	0.839

	
	SC2
	0.738
	
	
	

	
	SC3
	0.863
	
	
	

	
	SC4
	0.891
	
	
	

	
	SC5
	0.741
	
	
	

	
	SC6
	0.597
	
	
	

	
	SC7
	0.793
	
	
	


Note: All Cronbach’s α and CR values exceed the 0.70 benchmark and AVE exceeds the 0.50 threshold (Hair et al., 2019), supporting reliability and convergent validity. Items with loadings slightly below 0.60 (AFS1, AFS3, SC6, SI5) were retained due to their theoretical significance for SME credit access and network breadth.
Table B5. Collinearity Diagnostics
	Construct
	VIF Range

	All IVs
	1.013–1.180


All VIF < 5.00, indicating absence of multicollinearity.
 Table B6. Cross-Loadings of Items on Latent Constructs 
	Item
	Access to Finance (AF)
	Financial Literacy (FL)
	Social Interaction (SI)
	Social Capital (SC)

	AFS1
	0.565
	0.221
	0.187
	0.244

	AFS2
	0.634
	0.208
	0.192
	0.251

	AFS3
	0.556
	0.215
	0.201
	0.233

	AFS4
	0.765
	0.264
	0.241
	0.276

	AFS5
	0.628
	0.229
	0.210
	0.258

	AFS6
	0.785
	0.271
	0.249
	0.291

	FL1
	0.277
	0.881
	0.305
	0.332

	FL2
	0.254
	0.736
	0.288
	0.310

	FL3
	0.268
	0.843
	0.322
	0.341

	FL4
	0.289
	0.774
	0.301
	0.327

	FL5
	0.263
	0.792
	0.314
	0.333

	SI1
	0.241
	0.288
	0.669
	0.297

	SI2
	0.262
	0.314
	0.739
	0.323

	SI3
	0.279
	0.327
	0.864
	0.352

	SI4
	0.272
	0.319
	0.851
	0.346

	SI5
	0.218
	0.284
	0.553
	0.295

	SC1
	0.301
	0.334
	0.317
	0.775

	SC2
	0.287
	0.321
	0.306
	0.738

	SC3
	0.312
	0.348
	0.329
	0.863

	SC4
	0.326
	0.361
	0.344
	0.891

	SC5
	0.298
	0.335
	0.318
	0.741

	SC6
	0.245
	0.297
	0.279
	0.597

	SC7
	0.309
	0.338
	0.323
	0.793


Note: Bold values represent the highest loading for each item on its intended construct. All items load more strongly on their intended construct than on others, supporting item-level discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2019). This evidence complements construct-level tests (Fornell–Larcker, HTMT).
Table B7. Alternative Model Comparisons (CB-SEM)
	Model
	Description
	χ²/df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	AIC
	ΔCFI

	Model 1: Hypothesized Full Model
	SC → SI → AF (mediation), FL × SI → AF (moderation)
	2.31
	0.943
	0.931
	0.041
	0.048
	12,530
	–

	Model 2: Direct Effects Only
	No mediation, no moderation
	3.92
	0.884
	0.865
	0.073
	0.085
	13,215
	–0.059

	Model 3: Mediation Only
	Includes SC → SI → AF, excludes moderation
	2.79
	0.921
	0.905
	0.052
	0.060
	12,844
	–0.022


Note: The hypothesized conditional process model (Model 1) demonstrated superior fit over alternative models, with ΔCFI > 0.05 and lower AIC/BIC, consistent with recommended criteria for model comparison (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).



