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An Empirical Study of Borrowing Description’ s
Influence on P2P Lending

Wang Huijuan' and He Lin’
( 1. PBCSF School of Finance Tsinghua University Beijing 100083 China;
2. School of Economics and Management Tsinghua University Beijing 100083 China )

Abstract: This paper uses data from Renrendai which is the industry leader to test the
influence borrowing description has on P2P lending behavior. Results show that: first the
lower the borrowers credit rating is the higher the possibility of adding description is. This
is because of the asymmeltric information between the borrower and the lender. Second the
more personalities a borrower’ s description presents ( with the same other variables) the
easier the access to borrowing is the more the number of bidders is the faster the full -
scale is and the lower the rate of loan default is. Third among other personalities “intelli-
gence” has biggest influence on the rate of successful borrowing and the number of bidders
while “successfulness” has biggest influence on the duration of a bid and the rate of the
loan default. Other personalities also influence the lending behavior to different degrees.

Key words: P2P lending; description; personality; the success rate of loan

On the Influence that Executives’ Banking Background of Listed
Companies has on the Companies’ Bank Credit and Private Lending

Wang Fan and Feng Lili

( School of Accounting Zhejiang Gongshang University Hangzhou 310018 China;
School of Accounting Shijiazhuang University of Economics Shijiazhuang 050031 China)

Abstract: The article aims to study how the executives’ banking background helps the
listed companies to get banks credits and then engage in private lending. The results reveal
that with executives’ banking background the companies are more likely to get bank credits
even in the time of monetary tightening. And with these bank credits the companies are
more likely to undertake private lending even in the time of monetary tightening. In the
whole process the executives’ banking background plays a crucial role. We further divide
the executives into two types and then find that companies with Type I executives have big—
ger possibilities to both get bank credits and engage in successful private lending.

Key words: executives’ s banking background; bank credit; private lending
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