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dLoan 0.263 0.162 -0.061 0.955
pringap 0.003 0.041 ~0.086 0.084
local 34.054 22.441 11.571 78.100
Ta 10.632 1.094 8.252 13.505
Car 12.295 4.049 2.100 32.380
Lig 52.264 13.222 29.320 63.990
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2016 4
2
dLoan | pringap local Ta Car Liq dLoaninc S5 ROAA
2005 0.285 -0.008 | 33.176 9.864 7.538 56.771 0.358 61.302 0.536
2006 0.297 -0.006 | 33.253 9.909 8.966 49.968 0.281 55.939 0.638
2007 0.246 0.025 | 32.311 | 10.141 11.035 49.729 0.351 51.979 0.923
2008 0.229 0.048 | 30.349 | 10.344 13.534 55.817 0.377 52.481 1.166
2009 0.366 -0.015 | 32.784 | 10.648 13.471 55.334 0.116 52.698 1.059
2010 0.269 0.019 | 36.927 | 11.020 13.525 51.086 0.406 54.019 1.189
2011 0.253 0.049 | 35.089 | 11.280 14.048 50.629 0.421 51.229 1.280
2012 0.249 0.000 | 34.263 | 11.486 13.690 51.367 0.219 50.054 1.289
2013 0.209 -0.058 | 34.136 | 11.700 12.486 50.121 0.132 49.997 1.170
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(1
dLoan dLoan dLoan dLoan
L dloan -0.137"* 0.121* -0.066 -0.108™
g (=3.72) (2.41) (-0.47) (-2.65)
rinea -0.4527" -0.302" -0.763" -0.796™
pringap (-2.91) (-1.83) (-2.04) (-2.95)
local -0.001 -0.002* -0.001 -0.001
oca (-1.59) (-2.65) (-0.53) (-0.87)
Ta -0.020™ -0.005 0.011 -0.041"
(-2.52) (-0.59) (0.77) (-2.12)
Car 0.010 -0.003 0.019™* 0.023**
(1.66) (-0.84) (3.07) (3.35)
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ROAA (-1.97) (-0.79) (-0.19) (-2.89)
erisis 0.084™* 0.100™* 0.045" 0.061™
(5.56) (5.63) (1.84) (2.26)
Constant 0.381° 0.340™ -0.243 0.414
' (3.23) (2.62) (-1.49) (1.47)
Observations 396 227 73 96
Number of bank 69 38 14 17
AR( 1) ~3.45(0.001) -3.04 (0.002) -2.85(0.004) -3.14( 0.002)
AR(2) -0.93 (0.351) 0.71 (0.478) 1.32(0.187) -1.35(0.178)
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o anxlocal -0.013™ -0.013™ ~0.010 -0.017
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Tu -0.023* -0.005 0.005 -0.047™
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Car 0.010" -0.003 0.019™ 0.0227
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' (5.81) (5.59) (1.79) (2.39)
Constant 0.407 ™ 0.336™ -0.187 0.503"

(3.47) (2.70) (-1.29) (1.89)
Observations 396 227 73 96
Number of bank 69 38 14 17
AR(1) -3.5(0.000) -3.01 (0.003) ~2.99( 0.003) ~3.30( 0.001)
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2005-2013

( Pgap) GDP ( pringap)
() (2 5 o
5 R
dLoan dLoan dLoan dLoan

(1 (2) (1) (2) (1 (2) (1) (2)

I dLoan -0.127™ | -0.146™ | 0.094 0.055 -0.049 -0.078 | -0.109" | -0.097"
(-2.58) | (-3.11) (1.66) (0.69) | (-0.42) | (-0.53) | (-2.12) | (-2.11)
Paap -0.883™% | =0.925™ | -0.612" | -0.663" |-0.924"" | -0.896™ | -0.949" | —1.028™
(=4.25) | (-4.43) | (-1.94) | (-1.83) | (=3.08) | (=3.07) | (-3.39) | (-3.64)

local -0.003 -0.001 |-0.001"" | -0.002™* | -0.000 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001
(-1.34) | (-1.44) | (-2.75) | (-2.86) | (-1.04) | (-1.08) | (-L13) | (-0.97)

Poanxlocal -0.003" -0.006™ -0.001 -0.002
&ap (-1.67) (-2.26) (-0.36) (-0.24)
Ta -0.028™ | -0.028" | —-0.009 -0.008 0.009 0.009 | -0.006™ | -0.063™
(-2.91) | (-2.92) | (-1.19) | (-1.06) (0.68) (0.70) (-2.50) | (-2.56)

Car 0.017 0.016 -0.003 -0.003 | 0.017™ | 0.017™ | 0.037™ | 0.036™

(1.58) ( 1.56) (-1.03) | (-L13) (2.75) (2.35) (4.29) (4.28)

Lig -0.011 -0.007 0.046 0.034 -0.031 0.063 -0.014 -0.021
(-0.78) | (-0.75) (0.29) (0.63) | (-0.56) (0.45) (-0.85) | (-0.66)

dloanine 0.285™ | 0.271™ | 0.192"* | 0.189™ | 0.373* | 0.372™ | 0.201™ | 0.193"

(4.24) (4.18) (3.23) (3.25) (3.05) (3.02) (2.23) (2.05)

S5 -0.001 -0.006 -0.001 -0.048 0.002 0.019 0.002 0.016

(-0.13) | (=0.07) | (-0.67) | (-0.63) (1.28) (1.27) (0.84) (0.74)

ROAA -0.006" | -0.059" -0.002 -0.020 -0.010 -0.017 | -0.084" -0.085
(-1.97) | (-197) | (-0.93) | (-0.85) | (-0.18) | (-0.25) | (-1.89) | (-1.74)

erisis 0.097™ | 0.097™* | 0.106™ | 0.105™ | 0.053" 0.061 0.074" 0.074"

(5.74) (5.75) (6.24) (5.97) (1.88) (1.72) (2.14) (2.00)

Constant 0.517™ | 0.523™ | 0.507™ | 0.504™ | -0.122 -0.100 | 0.689™ | 0.700*

(3.73) (3.79) -0.009 (3.80) | (=0.73) | (-0.62) | (2.20) (2.26)
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Do Ownerships of Local Governments Affect
the Cyclical Characteristics of City Commercial Banks’ Lending?
Pan Min' Kang Qiaoling' and Zhu Dixing
( 1: Economics and Management School Wuhan University; 2: The PBOC Wuhan Branch)
Abstract: Compared to national financial institutions there are intrinsic links between city
commercial bank and the development of local economy.On the on hand local government urges
city commercial bank to serve local economy by using equity control and executive appointment.On
the other hand the development of city commercial banks relies on the development of local
economy. Using an unbalanced panel data of 69 China’ s city commercial banks from 2005 to
2013 this paper empirically investigates the cyclical characteristics of city commercial banks’
lending behaviors as well as regional differences and how the equity changes of local governments
in different regions affect those cyclical characteristics.The results show that the lending behaviors
of China’ s city commercial banks are significantly counter — cyclical and this relationship is
stronger in the middle and western regions. In general an increase in local government’ s
ownerships will strengthen the counter—cyclicality effect. However in the regional perspective only
rises in the eastern local governments’ ownerships will significantly strengthen the counter —
cyclicality effect while the relationships between equity changes of local governments and city
commercial banks’ counter—cyclical lending behaviors are insignificant in the middle and western
regions.
Keywords: Bank Governance Business Cycle Bank Lending Ownership Structure
JEL Classification: E32 G21 G32
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