
CHAPTER - VIII 225
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SELECTED BANKS AND MAIN FINDINGS

In this chapter, an attempt has been made to make a compara­
tive analysis of the delegated lending powers in the banks 
covered by the study. This has been done in Section I of 
this chapter. Section II of the chapter is devoted to the 
testing of the hypotheses on the basis of the data used for 
analysing the bank3 in Chapter III to Chapter VII and the 
analysis is presented in Section I of the chapter.

SECTION - I
In this section aggregate lending powers of all the five 
banks taken together have been compared, ranked and interpre­
ted. For this purpose, six decision centres of each bank 
have been considered! two each from the top management level 
decision centres, middle level management decision centres, 
and grass root level of management. At the top management 

level Decision Centres ‘A* and *C* have been taken, from the 
middle management *F* and !G' have been taken, and from grass 

root level management decision centre fI* and *K* have been 
taken. The entire analysis is based on the current year data. 
For the purpose of comparative analysis, five categories 
of advances viz. Unsecured advances, Secured Advances, 
Discounting and purchase of Bills/cheques, Letter of Credit, 

Guarantees, have been taken into consideration* Analysis 
has been done for each category of advances in separate table 
from Table No. 8,1 to 8.5 and in the final table (Table : 8.6)
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the aggregate of the KDLPs for each selected decision centre 
of each bank has 'been analysed. Table 8.1 contains the 
maximum delegated lending powers for Unsecured Advances across 
the banks.
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•FINDINGS
1 MDLP of each Decision Centre across the banks,
It is clear from the above table that difference in the range 
of MDLP across the bank narrows down as we go towards the grass 
root decision centres functionaries. The difference in the 
MDLP range of decision centre *A* is as high as Rs, 72/-lakhs, 
and it narrows down to Rs. 1,15/- lakhs of Decision Centre ’K* 
in different banks. Further, bank *Q* is enjoying the highest 
MDLP'for the decision centres at the top and the middle 
management level and is followed by bank *T*, which happens 
to be the largest sized bank compared to all other banks.
At the grassroot level decision centre functionaries between

i

bank *T* and *0* position is reverse. For the remaining 3 
banks, the ranks of each decision centre are not uniform. 
However, the grass root level decision centre functionary in 
bank *Uf, occupied the 3rd rank, followed by bank *R* and 
bank HI*.

2. MDLP at group average management level.
At the top and middle management group average the rank of 
banks remain same, inspite of the difference in the amount of 
each Decision Centre*s MDLP and also in the size of the bank.
But, the position changes at the grass root management group

\

average.

The difference in the range of MDLP at top management level 
group average across the bank is of Rs. 55/- lakhs and
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drastically reduces to Rs. 8.75 lakhs at the middle 
management and to only Rs, 1.15 lakhs at grass root management 
level group averages.

Thus, the fail in the difference in the range of MDLP among 
the management level group average is steeper than the fall 
in the range of MDLP among the decision centre functionaries 
across the banks.

The table Ho. 8.2 contains the ?40LP for Secured Advances
across the banks.
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1. MDLPs of each Decision Centre across the banks.
It is clear from the above table No. 8,2 thatjfthe decision 

centre functionaries of largest size hank *T* are ranking 
3rd only at Decision Centre *C*and .’F* and ranking second in 
all other decision centres, across the banks, Again, all 
decision centres functionaries of the bank *R* rank first, , 
except at Decision Centre *P* where it occupies second rank.

The difference in the range of MDLP of each decision centre 
functionaries across the tanks falls steeply as we go down 
at the grass root functionaries. The difference at the decis­
ion centre *A* across the banks is fts. 275 lakhs and at the 
•K» it is of Rs. 2,75 lakhs.

2, MDLP at group average management levels.
MDLP of group average of top and grass root management levels 
of banks, ,R*, *T* and *7* are following the rank order of 
1,2 and 5th respectively. The difference in the range of 
MDLP of the top management Is much higher than the remaining 
other two group averages.
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FINDINGS
1 • MDLP of each decision centre across the banks.
It is shown in the table that the decision centre at the top 
management level follow the same rank in each bank. However 
the decision centres of bank 'ft* are ranking at the top 
followed by the decision centre in largest size bank *T» 
with second rank. Again, the decision centres in the 4th 
largest sized bank ’ll* are ranking 3rd, followed by the banks 
*Qf and *V* respectively.

The ,F* decision centre in three banks vis, ’T’, *R* and ’V 

are with uniform MDLP and are ranking first, though the size 
of the banks are dissimilar. The difference in the range 
between decision centres in the top management level is very 
high compared to the difference in the range of MDLP of 
decision centres at middle and grass root management levels,

2, MDLP at group average management levels 
MDLP at all group average management levels of banks ’U*, *Gf 
and ’V’ are ranking 3,,4 and 5th respectively. Only at the 
top level management group average, bank *R* is ranking first, 
and Bank *1*, the largest sized bank is ranking first, in the 
middle management and grass root Management group averages.
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FINDINGS

1* MDLP of each decision centre across the banks.
It is observed from the above table No, 8,4 that all the 
decision centre functionaries excepted- #K* with the largest 
sized bank *T*, are ranking first across the banks. Bank *R* 
is occupying first rank at ’K* decision centre. Two banks 
are having uniform MDLP under this type of advance at the 
top and middle level decision centre functionaries. At the 
decision centre *Af# banks »G* and *R*, and at *C* decision 
centre banks *T* and *0% at *F’ decision centre *T Bank* and 
*U Bank1, and Banks, #G* and ''R*, and lastly at *G* decision 
centre banks *G* and *V* are with uniform MDLP. At the *K* 
decision centre bank ♦R* is ranking first among all the banks.

The difference in the range of BDLP between the 1st ranked and 
last ranked bank at each decision centre is very high, indica­
ting that there is no uniformity of MDLPs cross the banks with 
the common decision centre functionaries,

2, HDLP at group average management levels.
It is clear from the above table 8,4 that the bank #T* and 
bank *V* are with uniform rank of 1st and 5th, at all group 
average of management level. Again, the differences in KDLP 
enjoyed by the top management are more than at the grass root 
management in all decision centres among all the banki>.
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FINDINGS
1. MDLP at each decision centre across the banks.
The above table No* 8*5 clearly Indicates that the MDLP for 
guarantees in the largest sized bank ♦?*, for all decision 
centres rank first* At two decision centres viz, at *C* and • 
■?F* having unifora MDLP shared by bank *U» bank *Q* and ,Rt 
are ranking 3rd at decision centre *A*» and are ranking 2nd 
at decision centre ’C* and banks/ *Q* and *U* are having 
uniform MDLP at decision centre 'G*. The ranks at decision 
centres *1* and *K* across the banks are uniform. The 
difference in the range of MDLP across the banks at each 
decision centres narrows down as we go at the grass root level 
functionaries.

2* MDLP at group average management levels*
The rank of the banks at all three management average group 
level* Top, Middle and Grass root remains unchanged except 
with bank *0’ and ’R*. The difference in the MDLP is more 
pronounced at the grass root level management average than 
at the other levels of management.
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FINDINGS
1, wra-P nf <*ach decision centra across the banka.
Bank *T’, at all decision centresexcept at *K* enjoys the MDLP
across the banks* At *F* decision centre, this position is 
shared with bank *U*, Similarly bank ,¥l, at alljdecislon 
centraenjoy the least MDLP across the banks.

The percentage difference in the range of MDLP among the 1st 
and 2nd ranked bank at all decision centres is very pronounced. , 
Again the percentage difference in the range of MDLP between 
banks »T* and ’V*, (The largest size and the small sized bank) 
increases from decision centre A to G and there after it declines.

It Is clear from the above analysis that there is no unifor-
v ' )mity in MDLP across the banks and at all decision centre 

functionaries. '

2. MDLP at group average management levels
The percentage difference in the group average management 
levels is very sharp. Between the 1st and 2nd rank bank it 
widens from 82 at top management to 87 at the middle management 
and at the grass root level the percentage difference between 
the banks *T* and is of 70, The percentage difference in 
group average management level between ranks 1st and 5th is 
maximum at 25 at the middle management average.
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Table j 8*7 I2XTENTAND MAGNITUDE OF AGGREGATE MDLPs OF ALL 

DECISION CENTRES OF *U* BANK FOR CURRENT YEAR

Extent of Magnitude of Delegation as percent of
Delegation higher decision centres

Levels Decision MDLP Top Middle Grass Root 
of Man- Centres (8s* in ...... ..—»
agement Lakh) A B C D E F G H

Top A 825.00 -

B 385.00 ||

Middle C 

D

<joC 22* A©* —186.50 6q 44

62 00 7* 16« 33 
0<i„uu 51 10 24

Grass E 
Root

F

G

II

54*75 6, 14, 29. 88, •63 22 35 30

24.50 2. 6. 13. 39. 44, «•96 36 13 51 74

11.75 1. 3. 6. 18. 21. 47. «»

42 05 30 95 46 95

6,10 0, 1. 3. 9. 11. 24,
51.73 58 27 S3 14 89 91

Aggregate l|55.10

s Mo independent chapter is devoted for this bank. This 
bank has been used for analysis purpose,only as the 
original bank’s categorisation of advances is not based 
on security.

Note



SECTION - IX
HYPOTHESES ~ ,
In this section, the main and sub-hypotheses formulated in

s-relation to the main objectives of the study given in the 
research design have been tested to arrive at the main findings 
of the study. The data already analysed bank-wise in chapter 3 
through 7 and the analytical tables given in the first section 
of this chapter have been used to test the different hypotheses 
The numbers and titles given here for the sub-hypotheses are 
the same as mentioned in chapter 1.

(Hc1 ) "There is no uniformity in the number of decision 
centres in the organisational hierarchy from one 
bank to another"• 

x.e. iA Og

iA « number of decision centres of bank A,
( i * 1* 2, 3.... n)

j0 «= number of decision centres of bank B.
(j '« 1, 2,

Even working in the same business environment, regulated 
policies and objections, the number, of decision centres of 
lending powers differ from bank to bank. This is what we have 
tried to find out hers. ,

Table No. 8-IIa contains the sample banks' decision centres.
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Table 8-11 a

Power wise 
ranking of

Bank
Decision - 
Centres. T . Q R U V

1 CMD CMD CMD MD CMD
2 Dyi-ID ED ED. GM GM
3 CGM GE GM ZM JGM
4 CM DGMS DGH rm DGM
5 CRM AGHS ACM BM I AGM
6 RM DM3 /'rms RM BM II RM
7 EM I BM I m i m hi EE I
8 EM II 1 m ii BM' II - BM II
9 - 3M III? - MB EM III

Total ; . 8 9 8 7 9

It is very much clear from the above table that the no, of
decision centres are not equal for all the banks .Bank '*U* is
having seven Decision Centres, banks *T * and *R* having eight
centres each and banks IQ * and *V* having nine decision centre©
each* Even though the banks *?? and *R* are having the same 
number of decision centres, there designations of the functi­
onaries are different. Same is -the case, when we compare bank 
•0* and bank 5 V!.

This analysis, though very simple in nature, substantiates the 
objective number one discussed in chapter one and leads us to 
accept the maintained hypotheses.
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*

(H 2) "There Is no uniformity in too size of the maximum
w

delegated lending powers across Banks”0

Where

• J. *yH
° *'r-!DLP ” viGLP '
A ® Size of lending powers of banks 

A*s decision centre,
X^|p a Size of lending powers of banks 

B!s decision centre*

To teat the above hypothesis, all hanks* decision centres
KJOLPs for various types of advances are studied. The decision
centres have been classified into top, middle and grass-root
management levels. Accordingly, 2 common decision centres in
each type of management level are identified and In all 6 common

udecision centre functionaries are examined. The HDLPs of all 
banks are ranked in defending order based on the current year 

data for each of the identified decision centre for fivo types 
of advances and the aggregate of thege advances.

Table 8,1 presents the MDLFo in different banks for unsecured
\

advances.

FK01-IG3.
The table 8,1 indicates that out of the 45 points, the uniformity 
in HDLPs are found only at 3 decision centres i.o, C, P and G 
decision centre functionaries. In banks *T* and *V*, the 
uniform MDLPs are found at *C* and *P* decision centres and at 
*G* decision centre for the banks *U* and *V*.



Among the 3 management levels only at the Middle Management 
group, the average MDLP Is found to be uniform for banks *R*
and »V»#

t

Hence, in 87 per cent of the total points we find no unifor­
mity in the MDLPs, Thus, we can finally infer that for the 
unsecured advances, the hypotheses is sustained.

The Table No. 3.2 presents the MDLPs in different banks for 
secured advances.

It is clear from this table that uniform MDLPs are found for
secured advances at 3 Decision Centres vis ’F*, *G* and *K*e
For banka ’T5 and *IJ’, the uniform MDLPs are found at *F’ and
’K* decision centres and at 5G’ decision centre for the banks

_ *

*T« and fQ*.

Hence MDLPs are not uniform across the banks in majority of 
decision centres. Thus we can infer that so far as the secured 
advances are concerned the hypotheses is sustained.

Table Ho, 8.3 presents the MDLPs in different banks for 
discounting and purchase of Bills/cheques,
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FINDINGS
It is notable from this table that only at 3 decision centres 
the uniform MDLPs are found far in different banks for 
discounting and purchase of Bills/Cheques * These decision 

centres are *F*9 *G* and *K*« At *F* decision centre, the
uniform MDLPs are found in Banks ♦T1, *R’ and *U•, at 5G' 
decision centre for the banks *Qf and 'V’ and at *K* decision 
centre for banks !T* and M/t. Hence we can finally infer 
that so far as the advances for discounting and purchase of 
Bills/cheques the hypotheses is sustained.

Table 8,A presents the MDLP in different bank for Advances 
under Letters of Credit,

FINDINGS
In the case decision centres !A*# !C, and *0% the 
uniformity the MDLPs are found in some banks for advances 
under Letters of Credit,

\

Banks with uniform MDLP at decsion centre *A* are banks 'G? 
and 'R*, at *0’ decsion centre banks ’I* and 'V, at *F* 
decision centre banks ,T*, *uyo* and ’R* and at *0* decision 
centre banks 'Qs and ’F1,

Hence the uniform MDLPs are observed only at 5 points out of 
the 43 points representing only 11 percent of uniformity in 
MDLPs, Thus we can infer here also that there is no unifor­
mity and the size of MDLPs across banks.
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fable 8,5 presents the MDLPs in different banks for 
Advances against Guarantees*

FINDINGS
It is observed from the table 8,5 that the uniformity in 
MDLPs is found only at 4 decision centres and at 6 points out 
of the 45 points, fhe banks fQf and * Represent? the uniform 
MDLPs at decision centres ’A*, 'C’ and at the group average
levels, fhe banks *T* and ’U’ show the uniform MDLPs at *0*

/ v -

and *F’ decision centres. And lastly at the ’G* decision 
centre, *Q* and *V* banks show uniform MDLPs*

From the above analysis it is clear that the MDLP are different 
across the banks, Hence we can finally infer that so far as 
the advances under Guarantees the hypotheses is sustained.

Table 8,6 presents the ALP in different banks for all the 
categories of advances,

FINDINGS
Its clear from the table that the ALP of all the decision 
centre functionaries are different across the banks except at 
one decision centre viz *F*. Banks *T* and 'U* at this 
decision centre show the uniformity in the ALPS, Hence the 
hypotheses that there is no uniformity in the size of ALP 
across the banks is sustained.
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CONCLUSION
Banks *T‘ and ’V* show the uniform MDLP firstly in all types 
of advances at decision centre ’P’, secondly at decision 
centre ’C' under the advances, for unsecured and Letters of 
Credit and finally at decision centre fK* the uniformity in 
•MDLP are found in secured advances, and advances for discount 
and purchase of bills/cheques.

In all only in 43 points out of the total 270 points represen­
ting 16 percentage, the uniformity MDLPs for all decision 
centre functionaries in all the types of advances are found, 
which, are insignificant, Bence that there is no uniformity

i

in the size of maximum delegated lending powers across banks 
is sustained.

(Hq3) MThere is no uniformity in the MDLP fractional
relationship amongst the decision centres in a bank11.

xi
XA

power of with respect to )

size of the i decision centre of a bank,
size of the other decision centre of the same bank

ty 1
To test, this hypothesis, the decision centres of the sample

Ubanks have been divided into three management levels namely 
Top, Middle and Grass root management level,' The fractional 
analysis of all the sample banks have been considered for the



testing of this hypotheses. As all the results lead to the same 
conclusion (as discussed below) we have taken bank *0* for the 
analysis, findings and methodology purposes.

Analysis of tractionai relationship amongst decision centres 
of bank »G» (Table : 3.20)
(1) It is clear from Table' 3*2, that decision centre B's 
lending power as a percentage of decision centre A's lending 
power is 38.5. This percentage between Decision Centre *0* 
and Decision Centre *A* is 42.5. Accordingly, if we look at 
the table, we find that the percentages of lending powers
of decision centres B through K (powers of decision centres in 
decreasing order) to lending power of Decision Centre *A* are 
declining. Logically this decline movement in percentage is 
an accepted fact but the rate of change of decline is not the 
same as is clear from column ’A* of the table, Same is case 
is.case- in other columns also. Columns *B* shows the lending 
powers of centres *C* through *K* as a percentage of Decision 
centre 'B's lending powers and so on,

(2) Second point to note from the table is percentage 
(fractional) relationship between the lending powers of two 
successive decision centres, i.e., lending powers of a centre 
and it’s centre's, is not uniform. It is generally expected, 
that this percentage for the two immediate decision centres*

i

lending powers remain to be the same through out. This disim­
ilarity is clearly visible if we read the table diagonally
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(compare the last figures of all the rows) where the Decision 
Centre *D% lending power as a percentage to Decision Centre ,C* 
lending power is as high as 74,11 where as Decision Centre*Kfs 
lending power as a percentage of Decision Centre M3s lending 
powers is 49.94.

This whole analysis suggests us to accept the hypothesis (Mc3) 
maintained in the first chapter.

If we refer the other tables (4,19 for bank R, Table in 
appendix - A for bank 3* Table 6.16 for bank 3T! and Table 7.16 
for bank ’U*), the simple reading of these tables leads us 
to the same findings and conclusions. All these tables have 
already been discussed in detail in various previous chapters.

(H 4) "There is no uniformity in the time gaps in the 
revisions made in MDLPs by different banks".

TA*SDLP

where TA^^p « time taken to make revision in MDLPs by
Dank A,

^%1DLP 08 taken to make revision in MDLPs by 
Bank 3.

To tost this hypotheses we considered the frequency of revi­
sions in the MDLPs of six banks under consideration over the 
reference period mentioned below.
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OBSERVATIONS
The following table shows the Banks arranged in (trending 

order of their size and frequency of revision in the MDLPs 
over the reference period.

Bank Year of revision
of MDLPs,

No. of 
changes

T 1985#- 86 2
S - 1986, 87 2
Q 1986 2
R 1986 1
11 1984, 82 2
y - Nil

Findings
It Is observed that over the references period out of the six

/ *

banks under consideration in case of four Banks (T# S, Q and U) 
the MDLPs were revised twice while in case of one Bank (R) it 
was revised only once and in case of one bank (V) It was not 
revised ever once.

It was further observed that the frequency of revision also
1 \varied with the size* xn at least four cases

the large sized banks were associated with higher frequency 
of variation in MDLPs and in only one case the frequency in 
variations was high inspite of the low rank of the bank in 
teres of size. The smallest sized bank experienced no change 
in MDLPs over the reference period. Another point to observe
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Is that though the number of times the KDLPs were revised 
is same In the case of four banks, there years of change 
difference across these banks.

Hence the hypotheses that there is no uniformity in the time 
gets in the revisions made in KDLPs by different Banks is 
accepted for at least three cases,

CONCLUSION
The above observation reveals that our hypothesis is partially 
accepted, however it can be concluded that there is a lack of 
uniformity in the time gaps and the frequency of variations 
in MDLPs is higher for larger banks while it is comparatively 
lower in case of smaller, banks, however this is not without 
exceptions* \

<ho5)

"There is no positive relationship between the size of banks 
and size of lending powers"*

Where XY
X
Y

XY * 0
* Coefficient of correlation between X and Y

** Size of banks
* Size of the lending powers.

To test this hypothesis, we have taken data series on three 
centres of lending decision centres namely, CWD*s lending
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power, RM’s lending power and small branch manager*s lending 

power. We have examine the degree of correlation, using the 
Karl Pearson’s method, with size index of banks. This 

analysis takes into consideration the data from five sample 
banks identified previously for the current year.

For simplification, we have given symbols to all the 

variables a3 follows s
'

’ x •»

Y1 *

bank size index
CMD’s lending powers

Y2 = RM’s lending powers

Y^ a SBM’s lending powers.

FINDINGS .
1

After calculating the coefficients of correlation from the 

given data, we get, .

XY1 ' » .50 
XY2 * .46 

XV3 O .12

Here,
XY-j shows the coefficient of correlation between 
rise of the banks (X) and CMD’s lending powers(Y^),

XYj shows the coefficient of correlation between 
size of the banks (X) and RM’s lending powers(Yg).

XYj shows the coefficient of correlation between 
size of the banks (X) and SBM’s lending powers(Yj),
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OBSKRVATIOKS

1* The empirical findings clearly suggest, that we should
reject the maintained hypothesis as all the lending powers 
(X-j, X^) are positively related with the size of the
hanks and coefficients are different from zero,

2. CRD’s lending powers are more closely related with the 
size of the banks than S3M*s powers, RM*s lending 
power finally very near to the CMD*s lending power*

3* As the lending powers go down from one centre to other 
centre (downward movement), the degree of correlation 
between lending powers and size of banks falls rapidly*

<H06)
•There is no positive correlation between the size of MDLP 
and the volume of lending business."

H0 BY * 0
BY « coefficient of correlation between B and Y 
B » volume of lending Business 
Y « Size of lending Business.

To test this hypothesis, we haw two types of lending business 
carried out by the banks namely* Secured Advances (B^) and 
Unsecured Advances (Bz). We have examined'the degree of 
correlation of these variables with three centres of lending 
decisions, namely, CMD, (Y1), RM(Y2) and SBM (Y3>,
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FINDINGS

B^Y#j = .50 b2Yi tD .53

B1T2 “ .45 Vz ss .47

B1Y3 * .12 V3 8S *13

Here, shows the coefficient of correlation between total

secured advances of five banks and CMD*s lending powers and 

like wise. .

OBSERVATIONS

We find out that both types of lending business (B^ and Bg) are 

positively related with three types of lending decision centres 

(, Yg and Yj). This finding forces us to reject the main­

tained hypotheses that there is no positive correlation between 

the si2& of MDLP and the volume of lending business.

(H07) ”There is no uniformity in changes in the size of

maximum delegated lending powers (MDLP) across banks”

i.e. *MDLP * yb
kidlp

where yAamdlp at Size of ADLP
centre.

of bank A*s |th decision

„BXMDLP & Size of ADLP of bank B*s Lth decision

centre.
(i * 1, 2,

To test this hypothesis we considered the maximum delegated 

lending powers for the Top, level, middle level and grass root 

level decision centres to find out the differences between the 

maximum and minimum lending powers at the same decision centres
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for the tanks under consideration. The percentage change for 
the same over the period of reference was also considered.

Observations
Range(Maximum lending power 

Minimum lending power 
for the same decision centres)

% change
in range over the 
base year and the 
current year

Top Level 360 18.70
Middle Level 325, , 13.77
Grass Root Level 000 Nil

FINDINGS _ .
It is observed that though the same level decision centres for 
different hanks are assigned same targets, perform similar
functions and have no other significant inequality in any

‘ \

aspect, still there is significant inequality in the lending 
powers at the middle and top level the latter being more 
significant, there is also a positive percentage change in the 
range over the reference period. Hence the hypotheses that 
there are no differences in lending powers at the same level 
decision centres across the banks is rejected in case of top
and middle level decision centres,

\ « ' "* •

There were however no differences in lending powers at the 
grass root level and hence the hypotheses is rejected for 
the grass root level. ,
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CONCLUSION
It is observed that there is a marked inequality in lending 
powers at the same level decision centres across the banks*
Not only this but the range has further widened over the refer­
ence period* It is felt that there is no possible explanation 
or justification for the inequality in lending powers when all 
other factors pertaining to the decision centres are equal.

(H 8) “There is no positive co-relation between the change in 
MDLPs and the change in the volume of lending business", 

i.e* A*P *s 0
where -A *P , <= coefficient of corelation between A & P.

A* » percentage change in MDLPs and 
P « percentage change in advances*

To test this hypothesis we have taken the lending powers of 
two different decision centres namely CMD, BM-S and the 
Aggregate lending power, at all decision centres for all 
categories of advances and, attempted* to establish a co-relation 
between these three variables and the growth of advances.
The analysis was conducted for five banks over the relevent 
period of 1983-87* The data mentioned below was obtained by 
considering the changes in the current and base year figures.

/
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OBSERVATIONS

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION

% change In (P)

% change in CMD (A)
% change in SBM (B)
% change in Agg, lending power(C)

0.69
-0,04
0.49

A = percentage change in delegation powers of CMOS 
B = percentage change in delegation powers of managers 

of small hanks
C o percentage change in Aggregate lending powers of all 

decision centres
P m percentage change in advances during 1983-1987.

FINDINGS
(1) There is a positive,and significant co-relation between 

the percentage change in delegation of lending powers of CMDs 
and in the percentage change in advances. Hence the hypothesis 
that there is no positive co-relation between the change in the 
maximum delegated lending powers and the change in the volume 
of lending business is rejected.

(2) There is a negative and insignificant co-relation between 

the percentage change in delegation of powers of the managers 
of small branches and the percentage change in advances. Hence 
the hypothesis that there is a no corelation between the 
percentage change in the lending powers of the managers of 
small branches and the change in the volume of lending business 

is accepted.
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(3) There is a positive co-relation between the percentage 
change in Aggregate lending powers of all decision centres 
and the percentage change in the advances* Hence the hypo­
theses that there is no corelation between the percentage 
change in the Aggregate lending powers of all decision centres 
and the percentage change in the advances is rejected.

CONCLUSION
As obvious from the cases given above, it can be concluded 
that the hypotheses is accepted, for one case and rejected for 
two cases and it can be stated that the change in the dele­
gation of lending powers of managers of small branches is 
not co-related with the growth in advances. While the changes 
in the lending powers of CMDs and the Aggregate lending powers

4

are positively corelated with the growth in Advances,

MAIN FINDINGS
Even though, all the banks were working in the same business
environment, regulated policies and Identical objectives, It
was found that the number of decision centres1 lending power
were not similar across banks. It was further found that the
banks with equal number (in two cases) of decision centres
were having different designation of functionaries. Hence,

1the HOJ is upheld.

On comparisfon of the MDLPs of sample tanks at each decision
centre, it was observed that the size of MDLPs were different. 

tHence, the HQZ is upheld by our analysis.
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It was observed that,the percentage (fractional) relationship 

between the MDLPs of two successive decision centres (B*s 

MDLP as a percentage of A's MDLP) do not remain same within 

a bank. Hence, HQ3 is also upheld.

It was found that there was no uniformity in the time gap the 

revisions were made in MDLPs across banker. Further, it was 

found that the number of times the revisions were made in the 

sample period were disimilar. Hence, HQ4 is also accepted.

It was found in cross section sample study that the size of a 

banks and the size of MDLPs at different decisions centres are 

positively correlated except in the case of BM level, where it 

was positive but not significant. Hence HQ5 is rejected.

Our analysis reveals that the size of MDLP and the size of 

lending powers are positively correlated. Hence, HQ6 is rejected.

It was observed that there is significant inequility in the 

change in the lending powers during the sample period across 

the banks. Hence, H07 is accepted. ...

Finally, positive and significant correlation was found 

between percentage change in delegation of lending powers of 

CMD and the percentage change in advances, and was negative 

and insignificant between percentage change in delegation of 

power of small branch manager and percentage change in advan­

ces. Hence, HQ8 is only partially accepted.


