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Counter-cyclical Capital Regulation Regulatory Pressure and Bank Loan

Xu Kun & Su Yang

Abstract: This paper mainly studies the effect of counter-cyclical capital regulation on bank credit by constructing
double difference model( DID)  which is implemented by CBRC in 2013 and can be seen as a typical “quasi-natural
experiment”. The results show that counter-cyclical capital regulation can not only improve loan growth of banks with
greater regulatory pressure but also decrease credit risk of these banks. Operating results of counter-eyclical capital
regulation are obvious. After the implementation because of different influences of counter-cyclical capital regulation on the
risk weights banks with greater regulatory pressure will focus more on mortgages loan long-term loan and Personal
Mortgaged loan. Our study has laid an important basis for counter-eyclical capital regulation.
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(n (3)
(2) (4) (5) (6)
LROA 1.327 1.485 1.418 1.129 1. 657 1. 142
(1.31) (1.14) (0.91) (0.72) (0.39) (0. 60)
L. TA -0. 148 -0.136™* -0. 144 —0. 144 —0. 124 —0. 145
( -16.03) ( -13.69) ( -13.04) ( -13.09) ( -6.74) ( -9.66)
L. IN -0.0015 0.0127 0. 0130 0. 0134 -0.0091 0.0138
( -0.15) (0.89) (0.78) (0. 80) ( -0.14) (0.76)
dGDP -0. 594 % -0. 592 -0. 590 ** -0.637 ™ -0.926™* -0.615**
BUF 0.0011 -0.0085 0. 0083 0.0383 0.0166 0. 0310
(0.10) ( -0.74) (0.47) (1.19) (0.30) (1.01)
L.P -0.0011 -0. 0058 ~0. 0059 ** -0.0027 —0. 0059 **
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BUF* P 0. 0068" 0.0074" 0. 0064 0. 0085 ™
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(1.72) ( -0.78) (2.17)
_cons 2.318™ 2. 173 2.273 % 2.287 2.525 %% 2.223 %
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