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CHAPTHR = VIII :

CCMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF 3ELECTED BANRS 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 S%udy, Tnis has been done in 3Jection I of
this chapter, 8ection II of the chupter is deveted to the
testing of the hypotheses on the basis of the data used for
analysing the banks in Chapter III to Chapter VII and the

analysis is presented in Section I of the chapter.

SECTION - 1

In this section aggregate lending powers of all the five
banks taken together have been compared, ronked and interpree
ted., For this purpose, six decision centres of each bank
have been considered: two each from the top management level
decision centres, niddle 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 'I' and 'K*' have been
taken., The entire analysis is baseé on the current year data,
For the purpose of comparative analysis, five categories
of advences 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 (Tlable : 8,6)
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the aggregate of the MDLPs 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 HDLE of each Decision Centre across the banks. ‘
It is clear from the above table that difference in the range
of MDLF across the bank narrowé down as we go towards the grass
root decision centres functionaries, The.differenée 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 decigioﬁ ééntre functionaries bhetween
‘bank 'T' and 'Q' position is reverse, For thé remaining 3
banks, the ranks of each decision centre are not uniform, -
However, the grass root level decision centre functionary in
‘bank 'U', occupied the 3rd rank, followed by bank 'R' and

bank fU', |

2, MDLP at group average management level,

At the'tap aﬁd piddle management group average the rank of

banks remain same, inspite of the differsnce in éhe amount of
each Decision Centre's MDLP and also in the size of the bank,
But, the position changes at thg grass root management group

AY

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. 8,795 lakhs at the middle
managenent and to only Rs, 1,15 lakhs at grass root management

level group averages.

Thus, the fall in the difference in the range of MDLF among
the management level group average is steeper than the fall
in the range of VDLP among the decision centre functionarics

across the banks,.

The table No. 8.2 containsg the MOLP for Secured Advances

across the banks,
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 FINDINGS . ’ ‘
1. MDLPs of each Decisgon Gentre across the banks,.

It is c}ear from the abtove tab&e No, 8.2 tha;j%he decision

centre functionaries of largest size bank 'T' are ranking
3rd only at Decision Centre 'Cland 'F' and ranking seccond in
all other decision centres, adrvss the banks. Again, all
decision centres functicnaries of the baﬁk RY rank first, :

except at Decision Centre 'F' where it occupics secand‘rank.

The difference in the range of MDLP of each decision centre
functionaries across thé banks - falls steeply as we go down

at the grass root functionaries, The difference at the decis=-
ion centre 'A; across the banks is Rs. 275 lakhs and at the

M it is of Rs. 2,75 lakhs,

2., WDLP at éroup average managehent levels.
MDLP of group average of top and grass root management levels

of banks, 'R', 'T' apa 'V’ are following the rank order of
1, 2 and 5th rESpéctively, ‘fhe difference in the range of
MDLP of the top management is much higher than the remaining

other two group averages,
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1e HMULE of ecach decision centre across the banks,

It is shown in the table that the decision centre at the top
anagement level follow the same rank in each bank, However

the decision centres of bank ‘I are ranking at the top
followed by the decision centre in largest size bank TV

with second rank, Again, the decision centres in the 4th
largest sized bank ‘U? are ranking 3rd, followed by the banks

Q! and 'W' respectively,

The 'F! decision centre in three banks viz. ¥I*, 'R! and '¥!'
are vith 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 LDLP of

decision centres at middle and grass roob management levels,

2. MDLP at group average management levels

g

MDLP at all group average management levels of banks 'UY, QY

<F

and 'V' are ranking 3, .4 and 5th respectively, Only at the
top level ménagememt group average, bank 'R' is ranking flrst,
and Bank 'T?, the largest sized bank is pranking firs:, in the

middle management and grass root Management group averages,
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PINDINGS

i

1. MDLP of each decision centre across the banks,

It is observed from the above table No. 8,4 that all the
decision centrerfunétianaries'excepte&"K! with the largest
| sized bank 'IY, are ranking firét across the banks., Dank *R!
is occupying fipst rank at 'K' decision centre, Two banks
are having uniform MDLP under this type of advance at the
top and middle lével decision centre functionaries, At the
decision centre 'A', banks 'Q' and 'R', and at 'C' decision
centre banks 'T' and 'U', at ' decisian‘ceptre '? Bank! and
‘U Bank', and Banks, Q' and 'R',‘and lastly at 6! decision
centfe banks 'Q' and 'V' are with uniform MDLP, At the 'K'
decision centre bank ’3' is ranking first among 2ll the banks,

The difference in the range of MDLP between the st ranked and
last ranked bank at each decision centre is very(high, indicam
ting that therz is no uniformity of MDLPS c¢ross the banks with

the common decislon centre functionaries,

2. MDLP at group average manapgenent levels,

It is clear from the above table 8.&'that the bank 7Y and

bank 'V! are with uniform rank cf 1st and 5th, at all group
average of management level, Again, the differences in MDLP
enjoyed by the top menagement are more than at the grass root

management in all decisidn_ﬁentres among all the bankg$.
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EINDINGS
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 'TY, for all decision

237

centres rank first, At two decision centres viz, at 'C' and

17! having uniform MDLP sharsd by bank 'U' bank 'QY and 'R’
are ranking 3rd at decision centrs 'A', and are ranking 2nd
at decision centre 'C!' and banks, 'Q' and 'U' are having
unifora MDLP at decisién centre 'G?Y, The'ranks at dgcigion
‘centres 'I* and 'K' across the banks are uniform, The

difference in the range of MDLP across the vanks at each

‘decision centres narrows down as we go at the grass root level

functionaries,

2, M¥DLE at group average menagement 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
prnnounced at the grass root level management average than

at the other levels of management,
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PINDINGS

1. ¥DLE of each decision centre across the banks,
Bank 'T', at all decision centresexcept at 'K' enjoys the MDLP

across the banksy At 'F! deéision c¢entre, this position is
shared with bank *U', Similarly bank 'V', at allfdecision
centrepenjoy the least MDLP across the banks,

The percentage difference in the range of MDLP among the 1st

and 2nd ranked Bank at all deciéion centres is very ﬁronounced.,
Again the percentage difference in the range of MDLP between
\banks 'TY and 'V!, (The largest size and the small sized bank)

increases from decision centre A to § and there after it declihes,

It is clear fro@ the above analysis that there‘is no unifore
mity in MDLP across the bamks and at 211 decision centre

- functionaries, ‘ -

~

2., MDLP at group average management levels
The percentage difference in the group average management

1evéls is very sharp, Between the 1st and 2nd rank bank it
widens from 82 at ﬁop management to 87 at the middle management
and at ;he grass root level the percentage difference between
‘the banks 'T' and 'R' is of 70. The percentage difference in
group average mgnagemenﬁ level between ranks 1st and 5tn is

maximqﬁ at 23 at the middie management average.
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Table ¢ 8.7 BXTENTAND MAGNITUDE OF AGGREGATE MDLPS OF ALL
DECITION CENTRES OF *U' BANK FOR CURRENT VEAR

Extent of Magnitude of Delegation as percent of-
Delegation higher deeision‘centres
Levels Decision MDLP Top Middle Grass Root
. of Man- Centres (R.in

agement Lakh) A B - b E F G H

Top A 825,00 =

46, =
B 385,00 o8

Middle € 186,50 23 32 -

“ 70 16& 37. -
D 62,00 51" 160 Zz _
‘ 6 1" 29Q éa- -
Grass E 54,75 . * ~\
Root 83 22 35 30 .
; 2e 6. 13, 39' b4, = -
< 1 » 3 6. 18. 21 ™ h?. -
¢ TNT 42t 08 307 5 467 o5
H . 6.10 Q. 10 Se 9 1. 2“‘. 51 =

73 58 27 85 14 89 A

e

Aggregate 445510

=

Note s No independent chapter is devoted for this bank, This
bank has been used for analysis purpose only as the
original bank'®s categorisation of advancées is not based
on securxty. ‘



SECTION = II
HYPOTHESES - \

In this section, the main and sub~hypotheses formulated in
relation to the main objectives of the study given in the . ‘
research design have been tested teo arrive at the main findings
‘0f the stﬁdy. The data already analysed bankuwiée in chapter 3
through 7 and the éhalytidal 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,

(H01 ) "There is no uniformity in the number of decision
‘centres in the organisational hierarchy from one
bank to another®, A

ie. i, # Jp

s = number of decision centres of bank A,
(i e 152, Bevenen)

Jg = number of decision centres of bank B.

| (3 = 15 2y Beeeaem)

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 here.

Table HNo, 8-ITa contains the sample banks' decision centres,



Table Bella

Power wise Bank

raniting of

Decision -

Centres. T Q R u v
] CHD CHMD cMD i CMD
2 Dyl ED ED GM GM
3 CeM M an ZH JOM
& G REMS DG RM 34301
5 CR AQME AGHM M I AGHM
- DS .
6 - Fﬁ"q /mvgs e BM 1‘1 At‘i\'i
7 P I BM1I B I‘ W TIT MM I
2} BV I BM I BM I - BM OIX
) - B TITZ = - P IIT
Total : . 8 9 8 7 9

it is very much cleay from the above table that the no., of
decision centres are not equal for all the banks.Bank 'U! is
having seven Decisicon Centres, banks 'T' and 'R having eight
centres each and banks Q' and 'V' having nine decision centres
each, E&ven though the banks 'T? 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

‘@' and bank VY,

This analysis, though very simrle in nature, substantiates the
objective number one discussed in chapter one and leads us to

accept the maintained hypotheses,
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(HOB} "There 18 no uniforcity in the eize of the maxioum

delegated lending powers across Banks?,

. . oA B * !
He2 ¢ Fippp  F Funpp ’
where x2 = Size of lending powers of banks

MDLE
Ava decision centra,

B S .
X%ELP = Size of lending powers of hanks

R's decision ceantre,

To test the above hyyéthesis, all vanks' decision centres

¥DLPs for various types of advances are studied, The deeision
centres have been classified into top, middle and grassercot
management levels, Accorﬁiﬁgly, 2 common decision centres in
each type of aanagémen~ level are identified and in all 6 cormon
decision centre finctionaries are examined, The MDLPs of all
banits are ranked in dé@émding arder based on the current year
data for esch of the identificd decision centre for five types

of advances and the aggregate of thege advences,

Table 8,1 nresents the MDLFPs in different banks for unsecured
ot

advances,

FILDINGS | _

The table 8.1 indicates that out of the 45 peoints, ths uniformity
in MDLFs are found only at 3 decision ceﬁirea 1.0, C, F and G

decision centre functionaries, In banks 7' and 'V?, the
uniforn MOLFs are found at 'C! and 'F' decision centres and at

G decision centra for the btanks ' and VY,



Ameng the 3 management levels only at the Middle Mmnagement
group, the average MDLP is found to ve uniform for banks 'R!?

and WY,

Hence, in 87 per cent of the total points we find no unifore
mity iam the WDLPg, Thus, we can finally infer that for the

unsecured advances, the hypotheses is sustained,

The Table Ho, 8.2 presents the MDLPs in different banks for

secured advancoes,

It is clear from this tabple that uniform MDLPs are found for
secured advences at ) Decision Centres viz 'F', 'G' and 'K?%,
For banks 'T! and 'U', the uniform MDLPs are found at 'F' and
*®? decislon centres and at G deéis;on centre for the banks

Mt oand 'Gf,

Hence MDLPS are not uniform across the banks in majority of
decision centres, 7Thus we can infer that so far as the secured
advances are concerned the hypotheses is sustained.

Table No, 8.3 presents the MDLPs in different banks for

discounting and purchase of Bills/cheques,

4



FINDINGS

It is notable from this table that only at 3 decision centres
the wniform MDLFP3S are found for in different banks for
discouﬁting and purchase of Bills/Chequesa- These de¢ision
centres are W', G and W', At 'F' decision centre, the
uniform MDLPs are found in Banks T, 'RY and ‘U, at G
decision centre for the banks 'QY and 'V' and af K? decision
centre for banks *'T' and *V', lence we can finally infer
that so far as the advances for discounting and purchase of

Bills/cheques the hypothsses is sustained,

Table 8,4 presents the MDLP in different bank for Advances

under Letters of Credit,

FPINDINGS
In the case decision centres 'A', *C', 'F' and 'G!, the

unifornity the MDLPs are found in some banks for advances

under Letters of Credit,

Banks with uniform MDLP at decsion centre 'A' are banks ‘'Q°
and 'R', at 'C* decsion centre banks 'T' and ‘W', at 'F!?
decislo centre banks 1Y, 'ULNGY and 'R' and at 'G' decision

centre banks 'Qf and ‘¥4,

Hence the uniform MDLPs are obscrved only at 5 points out of
the 45 points represeating only 11 percent of uniformity in
MDLPs, Thus we can infer here also that there i3 no unifore

mity and the size of VDLPs across hanks,
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+

Table 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 ohly at 4 decision centres and at 6 points out
of the 45 points, The banks Qf and 'R! presenty the uniform
MDLPs at decision cgntres *At, 'C' and at the group average
levels, The banks 'T' and '0° show the uniform MDLPs at ¢!
and 'F' decision centres. And lastly at the 'G' decision
centre, 'Q* and .'V' banks show ﬁn;form 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 sugtained,

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

FINDIKRGS o

Its clear from the table that the ALP of all the decision
centre functionaries are different across the banks except at
one decisiqn centre viz *¥F'., Banks '?' and 'U' at this
decision centre shew the uniformity in the ALPs, Hence the
hypotheses tﬁat there is no uniforaity in the sizejof ALP

"across the banks 1is sustained,
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CONCLUSION

Banks 'T' and 'V' show the uniform MDLP firstly in all types
of advances at decision centre 'F', secondly at decision

" centre 'C' under the advances. for unsecured and Letters of
Credit and finally at decision centre 'K' the uniformity in
‘MDLF are found in secured advances, gnd'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 unifefmitypmnbps forféll deciéion
centre functionaries in all the types of advances are found,
waich. are insignificant,. Hgnée that there is no uniformity
in the size of meximum delegated lending powers across banks

1s sustained, : '

(Hoi) "There is no uniformity in the MDLP fractional
fela;ioﬁship amongst the decision centres in a bank®,
iy F Ky
xij = ‘poﬁér of Xi wiﬁherSpect to,xé (Xi/Xj)
X; = size of the 1 gqecision centre of a bank.
Xj, = ‘size of the éther decision centre of the same bank
i7 1
To test this pypothesis, the decision centres of the sample
banks have been dévided into‘threg management levels namely
Top, Middle and Grass root management level, The fractional

analysis of all the sample banks have been considered for the
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S

testing of this hypotheses.\ As all the results lead to the same
conclusion (as discussed below) we have taken bank 'Q' for the

analysis; findings and methodology purposes.

Analysis of tréc;ional relationship émongst decision~centres
| of bank *Q' (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
povwer is 58,5, This percentage between Decision Centre 'C?
and Decision Centre 'A' is 42,5, \écoerﬁingly, if we look at
the teble, we find that the percentagrs of lending powers

of decision centres B through K (powers of decision centres in
decreasing order) t§ lending powef of Decision Centre 'A! are
declining. Logicaily 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
Ls—eaee—iﬁ other colums alse, Columns 'B' shows the lending
powers of cen%res 'S through 'Y as a percentage of Decision

centre 'B's lending powers and so on, ‘ o

© {2) Second poiﬁt to note from the table is percentage
(fractional) relétionship between the lending powers of two :
aucceSSive decision centres, 1.e., lending.powers ¢f a centre
and it's centre's, is not un;form. It 1s‘geperally expected,
that this percentage for thelﬁwc irmedlate decision centres!

lending powers remain to be the same fhrough out, This disime

. ilarity is clearly visible if we read the table diagonally

\



(compars the last figures of all the rows) where the Decision
Centre DY, lending power as a percentage to Decision Ceantre 'C!
lending power is as high as 74,11 where as Decision Centre'i's
lending power as a percentage of Decision Centre *J°s lending

powers is 49,94,

This whole analysis suggests us to accept the hypothesis (HGE)

maintained in the first chapter,

1f we refer the other tables (4,19 for bank R, Table in
appendix « A for bank 3, Table 6.15 ior bank 'T! and Table 7.16
for bvank 'U'), the simple reading of these tables leads us

to the same findings and conclusions. All theseutables have

already been discussed in detall in various previous chapters.

(Hoh) “Phere is no uniformity in the time gaps in the
revisions made in MDLPs by different tanks®.
Thwprp # TBmp

b3

where TAMDLP = timz taken to make revision in MDLPs by

DBank A,

”»

e

TByyp = time teken to make revision in MDLP3 by

Hank 3,

To teat this hypothesss we considered the freguency of revie
sions in the MDLFs of six banks under censideration over the

reference pericod mentioned helow,
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OBSERVATIONS | o _
The following table shows the Banks arranged in dééending
order of their size and frequency of revision in the MDLPs

over the reference periocd,

Bank "~ Year of revision' No. of

of MDLPs, - ~ changes
T 1985,- 86 2
s . 1986, 87 2
a 1986 2
R 1986 1
U 1984, 82 2
v . Nil

Findings ‘ |
It 1s observed that over the references pericd out of the six

banks under consideration iq 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
varied with the size®

4

of the banks, In at least four cases
the large sized banks were assoclated Qitn higher fredquency |
of variation“}nvMDLPs and in only one case the frequency in
variations was high inspite of the low rank of the bank in
terms“of size. The smallest sized bank experienced no change

in ¥DLPs over the reference pericd., Another point to observe
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is that though the number of times the MDLPs were revised
is same in the case of four banks, thére years of change

gifference across these banks,

Hence the hypotheses that there is no uniformity in the time
gets in the revisions mede in WDLPs by different Banks is

accepted for at least three cases,

CONCLUSTION
The above observation reveals that our hypothesis is partially
éccepted. however it can be concluded that there is a lack of
uniformity in the time gaps and the frequency of wvariations

in ¥DLPs is higher;for larger vanks while it 1ls comparatively
| lower in case of smaller, banks, however this is not without

exceptions. R

(Ho,,)

"Phere 18 no positive relationship between the size of banks
and size of lending powers®:
.Ho = Xy = 0
Where ¢, = Coefficient of cofrelation between X and Y
X = Size of banks

Y =« BSize of the lending powers,

To test this hypothesis, we have taken data serles on three

centres of lending decision centres namely, CQD’S lending

2

-



252

H

\power, Rﬂ's leﬁdiﬁg pover and small branch manager's lending
?ower. We have examine the degréq of‘corréiation, using the
Karl Pearson's méthod, 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 symbbls to all the
variables as follows i .

X ‘= bank size index

= CMD'g lending powers

Ya = Rits lending powers

Y3 = SBM'S’lending powers,

FINDINGS

After calculating the coeificients of correlation from the

given data, we get,

XY1 ‘5 050 !

XYS @ ‘g 1 2

Here, ‘
‘XY1 shows the coefficient of correlation between
_ rise of the banks (X) and CMD's lending powers(Y1).

. : f
-XY, shows the coefficlent of correlation between
"size of the banks (X) and RM's lending powers(Y,).

XY, shows the coefficient of correlation between |
size of the banks (X) and SBM's lending’powers(YB).
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OBSERVATIONS

1e éhe empirical fin&ings&cleariy suggest‘thaﬁ we should
reject the maintained hypothesis as all the lending powers
(%44 Xy X5) are positively related with the size of the

banks and coefficients are different from zero,

2+ CHMD's lending powersxare more closely related with the
size of the banks than SBM's powers, RM's lending
power finally very near to the CMD's lending power,

3., As the leﬁding powers go down from one centre to other
centre {downward movement)} the degree of correlation

between lending powers and size of banks falls rapidly,

(0g)
“There is no positive correlation between the size of MDLP

.and the volume of lending ﬁusiness.”

Ho BY = G ‘
~ BY = coefficient of correlation between B and Y
B = volume of lending Business .

Y = Size of lending Business,

To test this hypothesis, we have two types of 1én§ing business
carried out by the banks hamely, Secured Advances (3;) and

© Unsecured Advances (Ba). We have examined the degree of
correlation of these variaﬁles with three centres of lending
decisions, namely, CMD, (Y4), RM(Y,) and SBM (¥5).
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FINDINGS
B1Y2& = vaﬁ' BQYZ = 0&7
gﬂYB = .1% EZYB = | L,13

Here, B4Y¥y 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 (B4 and B,) are
vositively relateﬁ'with thrée types of lending decision centres
(Y1, Y, and YB)‘ This finding forces us to rejecﬁ’the maiﬁp

tained hypotheses that there i1s no positive correlation between

the size of MDLP and the volume of lending business,

(HO7) "There is no uniiormity‘in changes in the size of

maximum delegated lending powers (MDLP) across Qankg" _

A 3
feee Xyyp  # Xuprp

where X&BLP a Size of ADLP of bank A's 1th decision
cenire, .
x2 = Size of ADLP of bank B's i®® decision
MDLP :

centre,
(1 @ 1’ 29 310000“)

To test this hypothesis we considered the maximum delegated
lending powers fér 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



255

for the banks under ccnsideratioﬁ. “The peroentage change for

the same over the period @f reference was also considered.

. Range '
o (Maximum lending power 4. fﬁﬁ?ﬁ"ﬁier the
Observations ‘Minimun lending DOWSY — yase year-and the
for thec;2%§65)90151°n current year
Top Level 360 | 18,70
Middle Level 325 L AT

. Grass Root Level - . ‘000 Nil

FINDINGS

"It is observed that thbugh the sane levelydecisién centres for
different banks are assigned same targets, perforam siiilar
fun@tiona and have no otﬁanfsignifiéant inequaiity in any
aspect, still thege‘is significant 1néqpality in the(lending
powers at tbé middle and top level the latter béing nore
significant, there is also a positive percentage change in the
rance over the reference éeriod; Hence the hypotheses that
there are no differencas in lending powers at the same level
decision centres across the banks 15 rejected in case of ‘top

and middle level decision centres,

There were however no dmfferences in lending powers at the ;

~ grass root level énd hence the hypotheses i° rejected for

the grass root level,
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CONCLUSION )

It is observed that éhere is a marked inequality in lending
-powers at the same level decision centres across the banks,

Not only thla but ‘the range has further widened over the refere
ence period, It s 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,

(HOS)' “There is no positive co=relation between the change in
| MDLPs and the change in the volume of lending business®,
f.ee A% = 0 _‘ | ’
Qhere 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 takeu the lending powers of

two different decision centres namely CHD, BM-S and the
Aggregate 1ending power, at all deciaion centres for all
,}categaries of advances and.attempted. to establish a co-relation
between these three variables and the growth of advances.

The analysis was cenducted for fivg banka over the relevent
reriod of 1983-87. The data mentioned below was obtained by.

cqnsidering the changes in the current and base year figures,
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OBSERVATIONS J
COEFFICIGNTS OF CQRRELATION
% change in (P)
% change in CMD (A) G.69
% change in SBM (B) ‘ =0, O
_ % change in Agg. lending power(C) 0.49
A = percentage change in deiegation powers of CMDs

D = percentage ehangé in delegation powers of managers
of small hanks - )

C = percentage change in Aggregate lending powers of all
decision centres

P = percentage change in advances during 1983-1987,

FINDINGS

(1) There is a positive and significant co-reiation between
the percentage change in delegation of lending ?owers of CMDs
and in the percentege change in advances, Henée‘the hypothesis
that there is no positive co-relation between the change in the
maximum delegatdd lendihg*pawers and the'change in the volume

of lending business is rejected.

(2)  There is a negative and insignificaht co~rela£ion between
the perceﬁtage‘change in delegation of powers of the managers
of small branches and thé percentage change inAadvances. Hence
the hypothesis that there is a no corelation between the
percentage change in tﬁg‘lending powers of the managers of

small braanches and the chanée 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 lénding powers of all decision centres
and the percentage change in the advances, Hence thie 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 1s rejected.

CORCLUSION

As obvious from the cases given above, it can be concluded
that the hypotheses is accepicd for one case and rejected for‘
two cases and it can be stated,that the change in £he dele-
gation of lending powers of managers of amail'branches is

not coe-rclated with the growth in advances, While the changes
in the lending powers of CiDs and the Aggregate lending powers

+

are positively corelated with the growth in Advances,

MATIN FINDINGS

Even though, all the banks were working in the same business
envircnment, regulated policies and identical objectives, it
was found that the number of dedision centres' 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,

1
the HOX 1s upheld,

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

X
Hence, the HOX is upheld by our analysis,
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It was observed that the percentage (fractional) relationship
between the MDLPs of two sucqessive decision centres (B's
MDLP as a percentage of A's MDLP) do not remain same within

a bank. Hence, H03 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, Hoh 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 H 5 is rejected.

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

lending powers are positively correlated. Hence, H06 is rejected.

It was observed that there is significant inequility in the
change in the 1egding powers during the sample period across

" the banks. Hence, H,7 ~is{%é§épted.

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, HOB is only partially accepted.



