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Promotion Pressure Officials” Tenure and
Lending Behavior of the City Commercial Banks

Qian Xianhang' Cao Tingqiu’ and Li Wei‘an®
(‘a: Research Center of Corporate Governance Nankai University;

b: School of Economics Shandong University)

Abstract: Based on the perspective of promotion incentive this paper verifies the “political view” of government
ownership using the sample of City Commercial Banks ( CCB). We exam the promotion pressure and tenure of local
officials” impact on lending behavior of CCB. The results indicate that when local officials have higher promotion pressure
the CCB will decrease loans but the officials” tenure can weaken this effect. And from the point of term structure the
reduced loans are all short-term loans and it will increase medium-andJong~term loans. Meanwhile the CCB will reduce
loans to wholesale trade but increase to construction and real estate industry. And the CCB also have higher loan
concentration related lending and non-performing loan ratio. Besides this the officials” tenure can strengthen relationship
between promotion pressure and lending behavior except related lending. The further research shows that the enhancement
of promotion pressure can form CCB’s non-performing loans through increasing medium-and-ong-term loans real estate
loans and loan concentration. Moreover it can effectively inhibit the accumulation of non-performing loans to add
environment protection and people’s livelihood to officials” promotion evaluation system.
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