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How bank competition influence liquidity creation 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Abstract 
 
This paper evaluates the effect of bank competition on liquidity creation by banks. Thus, 

we contribute to the literature on both bank competition and the determinants of liquidity 

creation by banks. To explore this relationship, we conduct dynamic GMM panel estima-

tions on a dataset of Czech banks from 2002 to 2010. We find that enhanced competition 

reduces liquidity creation, a finding we observe under different specifications, including 

alternative measures of liquidity creation. We explain this finding in terms of the impact of 

increased bank competition on the financial fragility of banks, which leads banks to reduce 

their lending and deposit activities. The evidence suggests that pro-competitive policies in 

the banking industry can reduce liquidity provision by banks. 
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1 Introduction 
 
The increasing globalization of banking activities has brought to the foreground a debate 

about the role of competition in the banking industry. The effects of bank competition on 

access to credit (e.g., Beck, Demirgüc-Kunt and Maksimovic, 2004), financial stability 

(e.g., Berger, Klapper and Turk-Ariss, 2009; Beck, De Jonghe and Schepens, 2013; Fun-

gacova and Weill, 2013) and economic growth (e.g., Cetorelli and Gambera, 2001; Claes-

sens and Laeven, 2005) have now been extensively studied. 

However, the burgeoning literature on bank competition has not, to our knowl-

edge, examined the impact of bank competition on liquidity provision by banks. Apart 

from risk transformation, the central function of banks is to supply liquidity to the econ-

omy. Banks create liquidity by financing relatively illiquid assets with relatively liquid li-

abilities, i.e., by using short-term liquid deposits to finance long-term illiquid lending. In 

doing so, they contribute to financing economic activity and facilitate transactions among 

economic agents. For many years, this role of banks has largely been ignored in the em-

pirical literature, in contrast to their role in risk transformation. However, a seminal paper 

by Berger and Bouwman (2009) proposes a novel approach to the measurement of bank 

liquidity creation, an approach that has led to an emerging strand of literature devoted to 

the measurement, causes and consequences of liquidity creation by banks.1 

The aim of this paper is to investigate how bank competition influences liquidity 

creation by banks. We thus contribute to both recent strands of the literature focused on 

bank competition and on bank liquidity creation. 

Two opposing hypotheses can be suggested regarding the impact of bank compe-

tition on liquidity creation. The first is that increased competition increases the fragility of 

banks by reducing bank profits, which normally act as a “buffer” against adverse shocks. 

As a consequence, banks are incentivized to reduce liquidity creation by limiting both the 

volume of loans granted and the volume of deposits accepted to reduce the threat of bank 

runs. Thus, according to this “fragility channel” view, bank competition should lead to a 

reduction in liquidity creation. The fragility channel view is reinforced by Petersen and Ra-

jan (1995), who argue that increased competition reduces credit supply, as banks are less 

likely to grant credit to clients that are not locked in. The idea is that decreased market 
                                                 
1 Among others, Berger and Bouwman (2011) examine the role of liquidity creation in financial crises, while 
Berger and Bouwman (2009), Distinguin, Roulet and Tarazi (2013) and Horvath, Seidler and Weill (2013) 
investigate the relationship between capital and liquidity creation. 
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power reduces incentives for banks to establish long-term relationships with new borrow-

ers, relationships that could create future surpluses to be shared. 

The second hypothesis regarding the effect of back competition on liquidity crea-

tion is that increased competition influences banking pricing policies – specifically, leading 

to diminished loan rates and increased deposit rates. As a consequence, demand for both 

loans and deposits rises. Several studies provide empirical support for a link between com-

petition and low lending rates (e.g. Carbo-Valverde, Rodriguez Fernandez and Udell, 

2009; Love and Martinez Peria, 2012). Enhanced competition stimulates demand for loans 

by alleviating financing obstacles. Beck, Demirgüc-Kunt and Maksimovic (2004) provide 

empirical support for this argument in their finding that increased bank concentration in-

creases financing obstacles in general, while Hainz, Weill and Godlewski (2013) show that 

increased concentration is associated with higher collateral requirements. Thus, the “price 

channel” view suggests a positive link between competition and liquidity creation. 

We analyze the relationship between bank competition and liquidity creation, us-

ing an exhaustive dataset of Czech banks, from 2002 to 2010, provided by the Czech Na-

tional Bank. We restrict our study to a single country, as the measurement of liquidity crea-

tion, following Berger and Bouwman’s (2009) methodology, requires very detailed bank-

level data, including off-balance sheet items. As a consequence, cross-country databases, 

such as Bankscope, would not be suitable, as they do not provide bank-level information at 

a sufficient level of disaggregation.2 The quarterly frequency of the data allows for the use 

of dynamic GMM estimation, enabling us to avoid endogeneity problems. In addition, the 

use of an exhaustive dataset of banks reduces the possibility of selection bias.  

We measure bank competition using the Lerner index, which is an individual 

measure of competition commonly used in recent studies (Turk-Ariss, 2010; Fungacova 

and Weill, 2013). In comparison with concentration indices, the Lerner index has the major 

advantage of capturing the effective behavior of banks rather than assuming that concentra-

tion is negatively correlated with competition. In addition, the Lerner index enables us to 

exploit bank-level variations in market power in our estimations. 

The Czech banking industry is an interesting case for our study. The Czech Re-

public has been an EU member since 2004, yet possesses certain key characteristics of an 

emerging country, such as a dominant role for the banking system in the financing of the 

                                                 
2 For instance, the disaggregation of loans by category or by maturity, which is required in the computation 
of liquidity creation measures, is not provided in the Bankscope database for most banks. 
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economy and a high market share of foreign-owned banks. According to the figures from 

Czech National Bank, the depth of financial intermediation (measured as the ratio of total 

financial sector assets to GDP) reached 156%, while the ratio of banking sector assets to 

GDP was nearly 115% at the end of 2010. About 97% of banking assets are owned by for-

eign capital. 

The impact of bank competition on liquidity creation is of great interest because 

of its implications for policy. While regulators may be incentivized to favor bank competi-

tion to increase the welfare of bank consumers, any result suggesting a liquidity-destroying 

role of bank competition would indicate the existence of a policy trade-off. Thus, in this 

study, we seek to improve our understanding of the determinants of liquidity creation and 

the consequences of bank competition. 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 explains the meth-

odology. Empirical results are presented in Section 3. Section 4 concludes. 

 
 

2  Methodology 
 
2.1  Data 
 
We use quarterly data, from the Czech National Bank, for all Czech banks operating during 

the 2002–2010 period. All data are from balance sheets reported by banks to the Banking 

Supervision of the central bank. We do not include branches of foreign banks but only 

Czech legal entities. Branches of foreign banks are typically very small and only represent 

about 10% of total assets of the Czech banking industry. We thus have a sample of 31 

banks. Descriptive statistics of the main variables used to compute Lerner indices and li-

quidity creation measures are presented in Table 1. 

 
 
2.2 Lerner indices 
 
Tools used to measure bank competition can be divided into the traditional IO and the new 

empirical IO approaches. The traditional IO approach proposes tests of market structure to 

assess bank competition based on the Structure Conduct Performance (SCP) model. The 

SCP hypothesis states that increased concentration causes less competitive behavior among 

banks and leads to higher bank profitability. Competition can then be measured by concen-
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tration indices such as the market share of the largest banks or by the Herfindahl-

Hirschman index. However, concentration has been shown to be a poor measure of bank 

competition (e.g., Bikker, Shaffer and Spierdijk, 2012). The new empirical IO approach 

provides non-structural tests to circumvent the problems associated with the competition 

measures based on the traditional IO approach. Non-structural measures do not infer the 

competitive conduct of banks from an analysis of market structure but rather measure bank 

behavior directly. 

In line with this approach, we compute the Lerner index, an individual measure of 

competition for each bank and each period, commonly used in recent studies of bank com-

petition (e.g., Fang, Hasan, and Marton, 2011; Fungacova and Weill, 2013). Alternative 

non-structural measures include the H-statistic and the Boone indicator. These, however, 

provide aggregate measures of competition that are not suitable to our bank-level investi-

gation of the relationship between competition and liquidity creation. 

The Lerner index is defined as the difference between price and marginal cost, di-

vided by price, i.e., it measures the market power of a bank to set a price above marginal 

cost. Thus, high values of the Lerner index are associated with significant market power. 

Price here is the average price of bank output (proxied by total assets). Specifically, it is 

the ratio of total revenues to total assets, following, e.g., Carbo et al. (2009). Marginal cost 

is estimated using a translog cost function with one output (total assets) and three input 

prices (price of labor, price of physical capital, and price of borrowed funds). Turk-Ariss 

(2010) applies this specification of inputs when calculating the Lerner index to banks in 

developing countries. We estimate a cost function, in which we include bank fixed effects, 

for all periods. Symmetry and linear homogeneity restrictions on input prices are imposed. 

The cost function is specified as follows: 
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where TC denotes total cost, y is total assets, w1 is the price of labor (the ratio of staff ex-

penses to the number of employees), w2 the price of physical capital (the ratio of the sum 

of general and administrative expenses, depreciation and other operating expenses, divided 

by fixed assets), w3 is the price of borrowed funds (the ratio of the costs of borrowed funds 

to borrowed funds). Thus, total cost is the sum of staff expenses, general and administra-

tive expenses, depreciation, other operating expenses, and costs of borrowed funds. The 
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indices for each bank have been excluded from the presentation for the sake of simplicity. 

The estimated coefficients of the cost function are then used to compute the marginal cost 

(MC): 
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Once marginal cost is estimated and the price of output computed, we can calculate the 

Lerner index for each bank and each period, thus obtaining the direct measure of bank 

competition used in the estimations. Lerner indices for each year are presented in Table 2. 

Two main findings emerge from the analysis of these measures. First, the values 

of Lerner indices are high in comparison to what is observed for other countries, suggest-

ing a low degree of competition in the Czech banking industry. Carbo et al. (2009) observe 

mean Lerner indices at the country level ranging from 11% to 22% for EU countries. How-

ever, Fungacova, Pessarossi and Weill (2012) find a mean Lerner index among Chinese 

banks of 37.8%. In their analysis of the link between competition and cost efficiency in the 

Czech banking industry, Pruteanu-Podpiera, Weill and Schobert (2008) measure bank 

competition in the 1994–2005 period, using Lerner indices. For the latter years of their 

study, they obtain average Lerner indices of around 43%, which accord with the high val-

ues that we find.  

Second, the evolution of the mean Lerner index shows a stable level of bank com-

petition over the sample period, with yearly means ranging from 49% to 55%. This sug-

gests that no big changes have occurred in the market structure of the Czech banking in-

dustry during the period of our study. This finding is in line with the observation that large 

Czech banks were privatized before the beginning of our study period. 

 
 
2.3  Measures of banks’ liquidity creation 
 
We follow Berger and Bouwman’s (2009) methodology in classifying balance sheet items 

as liquid, semi-liquid, or illiquid. Once all of the balance-sheet items are classified, we as-

sign them weights according to Berger and Bouwman’s (2009) four measures of liquidity 

creation and calculate the measures by summing all weighed items. Their specifications 

classify all items, except loans, by combining information on both product category and 
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maturity, while loans are classified based purely on category or maturity (“cat” or “mat” 

measures). In addition, off-balance-sheet items are either included or excluded (“fat” or 

“nonfat” measures). 

Following Horvath, Seidler and Weill (2013), we classify items based only on ma-

turity, as our data set provides detailed information that allows us to consider on- and off-

balance-sheet items by maturity, not by category. Hence, in Berger and Bouwman’s (2009) 

terminology, we consider the “mat fat” and the “mat nonfat” liquidity creation measures. It 

should be stressed that we expand upon their classification, as they classify only loans by 

maturity, while we classify all balance sheet items by their remaining maturity. 

For the purposes of our analysis, we label these measures broad and narrow li-

quidity creation, respectively. The broad measure of liquidity creation is our preferred 

measure because it accounts for off-balance-sheet items that can also provide liquidity. We 

nonetheless also consider the narrow measure of liquidity creation in our analysis, as it 

provides a relevant means of testing the robustness of our conclusions. Table 3 provides a 

detailed description of the classifications, while Table 4 presents the means of the liquidity 

creation measures by year. 

We observe a strong rise in liquidity creation using both measures. The mean ratio 

of liquidity creation to assets has increased between 2002 and 2010 from 7% to 28% under 

the broad measure and from 9% to 32% under the narrow measure. A detailed analysis of 

the path of liquidity creation shows a strong expansion between 2002 and 2008 followed 

by stabilization between 2008 and 2010. The financial crisis has not caused a reduction in 

liquidity creation among Czech banks, but it does appear to have occasioned a halt in the 

growth of liquidity creation. Broadly, this accords with the fact that Czech banks remained 

largely stable during the financial crisis, requiring no government support and exhibiting 

high levels of profitability and liquidity (Czech National Bank, 2012), unlike many other 

European banks. 

 
 
2.4  The relation between competition and liquidity creation 
 
To analyze the relationship between competition and liquidity creation, we estimate the 

following equation: 

 
LiquidityCreationi,t = f(Lerner Indexi,lag,LiquidityCreationi,lag,Zi,t) + ei,t  (3) 
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where the subscript i denotes bank i, t denotes the time dimension, Z represents the control 

variables, and ei,t is an error term. LiquidityCreation is the ratio of liquidity creation to as-

sets. We use the broad and narrow measures of liquidity creation to test the robustness of 

our results. The Lerner Index is our measure of bank market power. 

We estimate this equation using GMM estimators, so that we can take into ac-

count potential issues of endogeneity and omitted variables, following Arellano and Bover 

(1995) and Blundell and Bond (1998). Horvath, Seidler and Weill (2013) proceed in the 

same manner in their analysis of the relationship between capital and liquidity creation 

among Czech banks. This approach has also been applied by Fiordelisi, Marques-Ibanez 

and Molyneux (2011) to analyze risk in the European banking industry. We consider four 

lags to be reasonable, given the quarterly frequency of our data. 

We consider several control variables in our estimations, where the selection of 

these variables is based on Berger and Bouwman (2009) and Horvath, Seidler and Weill 

(2013), who measure liquidity creation by US banks and Czech banks, respectively. 

A first group of control variables consists of bank-level variables. Specifically, we 

take different dimensions of risk into account using four variables: Earnings Volatility, de-

fined as the standard deviation of a bank’s monthly returns on assets measured over the 

previous six months; Credit Risk, measured as the ratio of risk-weighted assets and off-

balance-sheet activities, divided by assets; Z-Score, measured by the return on assets plus 

the ratio of equity to total assets, divided by Earnings Volatility; NPL, defined as the ratio 

of non-performing loans to total loans. We also include Capital, defined as the ratio of eq-

uity to total assets, as there is evidence, noted above, for a role of this variable in banks’ 

liquidity creation. We do not use size or market share as control variables, as they are ob-

viously strongly related to our proxy variable for competition. 

A second group of control variables consists of macroeconomic variables. Spe-

cifically, we use Inflation (the year-on-year change in consumer prices) and Unemployment 

(the unemployment rate) to control for the macroeconomic environment. Data for these 

variables come from the Czech Statistical Office. 
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3  Results 
 
We present our estimations on both the broad and narrow measures of liquidity creation in 

Table 5. As noted above, the broad measure of liquidity creation is our preferred one, as it 

is the most comprehensive measure. However, we use the narrow measure to check the ro-

bustness of our regression results. In addition, we test two alternative sets of control vari-

ables by including or excluding the macroeconomic control variables Inflation and Unem-

ployment, so that we can examine their potential influence on the findings.  

The major finding is the positive and significant coefficient for the Lerner index. 

We obtain this result with both sets of control variables and both measures of liquidity 

creation. We thus observe that greater market power enhances liquidity creation. As a con-

sequence, our estimations clearly support the prediction that bank competition reduces li-

quidity creation. 

This result accords with the hypothesis that competition undermines liquidity 

creation by increasing the fragility of banks. In particular, increased competition dimin-

ishes profits and thus weakens banks’ protections against negative shocks. Given reduced 

profitability, banks have lower incentives to create liquidity, as a higher volume of loans 

increases potential loan losses and a higher volume of deposits increases sensitivity to bank 

runs. Thus, we provide evidence that increased bank competition can have detrimental 

economic effects by reducing liquidity creation of banks. 

Regarding the control variables, we observe that Credit Risk and Z-score, with 

negative and positive coefficients, respectively, are the only bank-level variables that are 

significant in both estimations. These findings accord with the view that reduced risk en-

hances liquidity creation. 

We now turn to additional estimations, also displayed in Table 5, using the narrow 

measure of liquidity creation. Under this specification, we again find a positive and signifi-

cant influence of the Lerner index on liquidity creation, a result observed both with the 

macroeconomic control variables both included and excluded. Thus, our main conclusion, 

that market power of banks favors liquidity creation, is not influenced by inclusion or ex-

clusion of off-balance sheet items in the liquidity creation measure. 

We check the robustness of our results in two ways. The results of the robustness 

tests are displayed in Table 6.  
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As the number of lags can influence the results, we try an alternative specifica-

tion, using six lags of the Lerner index instead of four. Under the alternative specification, 

we again observe a positive and significant effect of the Lerner index on liquidity creation 

for both measures of liquidity creation. Hence, these results corroborate those obtained 

with four lags. 

Second, as financial crises can influence the relationship between competition and 

liquidity creation through its effects on the latter, we restrict our sample data to 2000–

2007, thereby excluding the period of the financial crisis from the analysis. Again, we find 

that the Lerner index exerts a positive effect on liquidity creation, suggesting that increased 

bank competition is likely to lead to less liquidity creation. 

Our main result is thus confirmed by robustness tests, supporting the view of the 

liquidity-destroying effect of bank competition.3 

 
 

4  Concluding remarks 
 
This paper examines the relationship between bank competition and liquidity creation by 

banks. We find that increased bank competition reduces liquidity creation. We interpret 

this result in terms of the effect of competition in increasing bank fragility, which reduces 

banks’ incentives to create liquidity. 

Our results, which shed light on the debate over the economic effects of bank 

competition, send two important messages to policymakers. First, bank competition can 

have detrimental economic effects. In other words, there is a trade-off between the positive 

effects of competition on consumer welfare, stemming from lower margins, and the nega-

tive effects of competition on liquidity creation. Second, regulation of bank competition 

cannot be considered independently of monetary policy. In particular, if bank competition 

plays a role in liquidity creation, authorities in charge of policies that influence the financ-

ing of the economy cannot ignore the impact of market structure on banking activities. 

Our investigation represents, of course, a first analysis of the relationship between 

competition and liquidity creation. Thus, our results are not generalizable in all respects, as 

we focus on just one country. But the need to use detailed data in this analysis and the ab-
                                                 
3 We also estimated simple correlation coefficients between the Lerner index and our measures of liquidity 
creation for all banks as well as separately for large and small banks. The correlation coefficients were al-
ways positive and statistically significant at the 5% level and varied between 0.1 and 0.45, depending on the 
measure of liquidity creation, the number of lags of the Lerner index and size of the bank. 
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sence of previous studies of this issue make our results relevant to an understanding of the 

effects liquidity-creating effects of bank competition. We hope that further research in 

other fields of investigation will deepen our understanding of this issue. 
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Tables 
 

Table 1  Descriptive statistics 
 

Variable   Mean Std. Dev. 

Assets  102  173 

Loans 42.5 69.5 

NPL 5.83 7.97 

Credit risk 41.24 43.56 

Capital 0.08 0.11 

Earnings volatility 0.34 0.91 

Z-score 11.18 16.87 

Price 0.05 0.02 

Marginal cost 0.03 0.01 

Unemployment 7.19 1.28 

Inflation 2.68 1.94 

Price of labour  910  489 

Price of physical capital 6.45 12.18 

Price of borrowed funds 0.025 0.012 

Total cost 4.096 6.577 
Revenues 6.056 10.6 
    

This table displays the mean and the standard deviation for all variables used to compute the Lerner indices 
or as control variables in the estimations. Assets, Loans, Total cost, and Revenues are in billion CZK. Price is 
the ratio of revenues to assets. Marginal cost is estimated using a translog cost function with one output (as-
sets) and three input prices (price of labor, price of physical capital, and price of borrowed funds). Price of 
labor is the ratio of staff expenses to number of employees. Price of physical capital is the ratio of the sum of 
general and administrative expenses, depreciation and other operating expenses, divided by fixed assets. 
Price of borrowed funds is the ratio of expenses for borrowed funds to borrowed funds. Total cost is the sum 
of staff expenses, general and administrative expenses, depreciation, other operating expenses, and expenses 
for borrowed funds. Earnings Volatility is the standard deviation of a bank’s monthly return on assets meas-
ured over the previous six months. Credit Risk is the ratio of risk-weighted assets and off-balance-sheet ac-
tivities divided by assets. Z-Score is the return on assets plus the ratio of equity to total assets divided by 
Earnings Volatility. NPL is the ratio of nonperforming loans to loans. Capital is the ratio of equity to total 
assets. Inflation is the year-on-year change in consumer prices. Unemployment is the unemployment rate. 
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Table 2 Lerner indices 
 

Year Mean Std. Dev. 

2002 0.49 0.11 

2003 0.52 0.12 

2004 0.51 0.11 

2005 0.51 0.13 

2006 0.51 0.13 

2007 0.51 0.12 

2008 0.49 0.12 

2009 0.51 0.14 

2010 0.55 0.10 
 

This table shows the mean and the standard deviation of the Lerner indices computed for each year. 
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Table 3 Description of classification for liquidity creation 

Assets 

Illiquid assets (weight ½) Semi-liquid assets (weight 0) Liquid assets (weight -½) 
Financial assets held for trading with 
maturity greater than one year 

Financial assets held for trading with 
maturity between three months and 
one year 

Financial assets held for trading 
with maturity less than three 
months 

Financial assets designated at fair 
value through profit or loss with 
maturity greater than one year 

Financial assets designated at fair val-
ue through profit or loss with maturity 
between three months and one year 

Financial assets designated at fair 
value through profit or loss with 
maturity less than three months 

Available-for-sale financial assets 
with maturity greater than one year 

Available-for-sale financial assets with 
maturity between three months and 
one year 

Available-for-sale financial assets 
with maturity less than three 
months 

Loans and receivables with maturity 
greater than one year 

Loans and receivables with maturity 
between three months and one year 

Loans and receivables with maturi-
ty less than three months 

Held to maturity investments with 
maturity greater than one year 

Held to maturity investments with 
maturity between three months and 
one year 

Held to maturity investments with 
maturity less than three months 

Derivative-hedge accounting (posi-
tive fair value) with maturity greater 
than one year 

Derivative-hedge accounting (positive 
fair value) with maturity between three 
months and one year 

Derivative-hedge accounting (posi-
tive fair value) with maturity less 
than three months 

Other assets with maturity greater 
than one year 

Other assets with maturity between 
three months and one year 

Other assets with maturity less than 
three months 

   Cash and cash balances with central 
banks 

Liabilities 

Illiquid liabilities (weight -½) Semi-liquid liabilities (weight 0) Liquid liabilities (weight ½)  
Financial liabilities held for trading 
with maturity greater than one year 

Financial liabilities held for trading 
with maturity between three months 
and one year 

Financial liabilities held for trading 
with maturity less than three 
months 

Financial liabilities designated at fair 
value through profit or loss with 
maturity greater than one year 

Financial liabilities designated at fair 
value through profit or loss with ma-
turity between three months and one 
year 

Financial liabilities designated at 
fair value through profit or loss 
with maturity less than three 
months 

Financial liabilities measured at 
amortized cost with maturity greater 
than one year 

Financial liabilities measured at amor-
tized cost with maturity between three 
months and one year 

Financial liabilities measured at 
amortized cost with maturity less 
than three months 

Derivative-hedge accounting (nega-
tive fair value) with maturity greater 
than one year 

Derivative-hedge accounting (negative 
fair value) with maturity between three 
months and one year 

Derivative-hedge accounting (nega-
tive fair value) with maturity less 
than three months 

Other liabilities with maturity great-
er than one year 

Other liabilities with maturity between 
three months and one year 

Other liabilities with maturity less 
than three months 

  Deposits, loans and other financial 
liabilities vis-à-vis central banks 

Off-balance-sheet items 

Illiquid items (weight ½) Semi-liquid items (weight 0) Liquid items (weight -½) 
Commitments and guarantees given 
with maturity greater than one year 

Commitments and guarantees given 
with maturity between three months 
and one year 

Commitments and guarantees given 
with maturity less than three 
months 

Commitments and guarantees re-
ceived with maturity greater than 
one year 

Commitments and guarantees received 
with maturity between three months 
and one year 

Commitments and guarantees re-
ceived with maturity less than three 
months 

 

This table classifies balance sheet items in terms of their liquidity, which is the basis for calculation of the 
liquidity creation measures. We take off-balance sheet items into account for the broad measure of liquidity 
creation but not the narrow measure. 
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Table 4 Liquidity creation measures 
 

  
Liquidity creation – Liquidity creation – 

broad measure narrow measure 

Year Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 

2002 0.07 0.23 0.09 0.15 
2003 0.09 0.27 0.12 0.17 
2004 0.13 0.26 0.16 0.17 
2005 0.15 0.26 0.18 0.17 
2006 0.20 0.27 0.22 0.18 
2007 0.24 0.27 0.26 0.19 
2008 0.27 0.26 0.31 0.20 
2009 0.29 0.27 0.32 0.20 
2010 0.28 0.26 0.32 0.18 

 

This table shows the mean and standard deviation for the liquidity creation measures adopted in the estima-
tions. These measures are ratios of liquidity creation (both the broad measure and the narrow measure of li-
quidity creation) to total assets. 
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Table 5 Main estimations 
 
 Explained variable: 

Liquidity creation – broad measure 
Explained variable: 

Liquidity creation – narrow measure 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
LiquidityCreationt-1 

 

0.18* 0.07 0.30*** 0.24* 
(0.10) (0.14) (0.11) (0.13) 

LiquidityCreationt-2 
 

–0.06 –0.06 0.13** 0.05 
(0.09) (0.13) (0.06) (0.08) 

LiquidityCreationt-3 
 

0.06 0.01 0.03 0.03 
(0.06) (0.11) (0.07) (0.09) 

LiquidityCreationt-4 
 

–0.07 –0.02 0.19 0.21** 
(0.07) (0.12) (0.08) (0.09) 

Lernert-1 
 

0.24*** 0.18** 0.04 0.03 
(0.09) (0.08) (0.04) (0.04) 

Lernert-2 0.64*** 0.51*** 0.17*** 0.15* 
 (0.18) (0.18) (0.06) (0.08) 
Lernert-3 0.15** 0.11* 0.01 0.03 
 (0.06) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) 
Lernert-4 0.06*** 0.05 0.07*** 0.04* 
 (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) 
Lernertotal 1.09*** 0.85*** 0.29*** 0.25* 
 (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.07) 
Capital 1.36*** –0.08 –0.17 0.16 
 (0.52) (0.66) (0.55) (0.57) 
NPL –0.002 –0.001 –0.01*** –0.01*** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) 
Credit risk 1.2E–05 5.5E–05 2.2E–05 0.9E–05 
 (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) 
Z-score –0.0003*** –0.0003** –0.0001 –0.0001 
 (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 
Earnings volatility –0.02 –0.01 0.02** 0.02* 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Unemployment  0.003  –0.003* 
  (0.004)  (0.002) 
Inflation  0.004**  0.001 
  (0.002)  (0.001) 
Observations 869 869 869 869 

Sargan test 13.29 9.98 22.83 23.51 
AB test AR(1) –1.89* –1.66* –2.84*** –2.39*** 
AB test AR(2) 0.42 0.48 –0.32 0.53 

 

We use the two-step system GMM estimator with Windmeijer’s (2005) corrected standard errors (reported in 
brackets). ***, **, and * indicate that p is less than 0.01, 0.05, and 0.1, respectively. The Sargan/Hansen test 
of the overidentifying restrictions for the GMM estimators is the null hypothesis that instruments used are not 
correlated with the residuals, and hence the overidentifying restrictions are valid. The Arellano–Bond (AB) 
test for serial correlation concerns the first differenced residuals. The null hypothesis is that errors in the first 
difference regression do not exhibit second-order serial correlation. The variable Lernertotal is the estimated 
coefficient for the test that the sum of lagged terms is not different from zero (p-values are reported in brack-
ets). Constant not reported. 

 
  



Roman Horvath, Jakub Seidler and Laurent Weill How bank competition influence liquidity creation 

 
 

 22 

Table 6 Robustness checks 
 
 

Explained variable: 
Liquidity creation – broad measure 

Explained variable: 
Liquidity creation – narrow measure 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

 More lags of Lerner index included (6 lags) 

Lernertotal 0.59** 1.27*** 0.19** 0.08*** 
 (0.02) (0.00) (0.04) (0.00) 
Bank controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Macro controls No Yes No Yes 
Observations 807 807 807 807 
Sargan test 17.65 7.71 17.16 7.14 
AB test AR(1) –2.48** –2.28** –2.11*** –2.50*** 
AB test AR(2) 0.29 0.69 –0.34 0.45 
     

 (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 
Without the period of financial crisis 

Lernertotal 0.12** 0.11* 0.16*** 0.20*** 
 (0.03) (0.09) (0.01) (0.00) 
Bank controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Macro controls No Yes No Yes 
Observations 566 566 566 566 
Sargan test 17.30 12.44 22.38 18.33 
AB test AR(1) –3.19*** –2.28** –2.82*** –2.88*** 
AB test AR(2) 0.56 –0.08 0.51 –0.24 
      

We use the two-step system GMM estimator with Windmeijer’s (2005) corrected standard errors (reported in 
brackets). ***, **, and * indicate that p is less than 0.01, 0.05, and 0.1, respectively. The Sargan/Hansen test 
of the overidentifying restrictions for the GMM estimators is the null hypothesis that instruments used are not 
correlated with the residuals, and hence the overidentifying restrictions are valid. The Arellano–Bond (AB) 
test for serial correlation concerns the first differenced residuals. The null hypothesis is that errors in the first 
difference regression do not exhibit second-order serial correlation. The variable Lernertotal is the estimated 
coefficient for the test that the sum of lagged terms is not different from zero (p-values are reported in brack-
ets). Other coefficients are not reported for the sake of brevity. Columns (1)–(4) present the results with 6 
lags of the Lerner index, while columns (5)–(8) present the results for the period 2000–2007, i.e., excluding 
the period of the financial crisis. 
 
 



 

BOFIT Discussion Papers  
http://www.bof.fi/bofit_en • email: bofit@bof.fi  

ISSN 1456-6184, online 

BOFIT Discussion Papers  
A series devoted to academic studies by BOFIT economists and guest researchers. The focus is on works relevant for economic policy and 
economic developments in transition / emerging economies.  
 
2012  No 1 Walid Marrouch and Rima Turk-Ariss: Bank pricing under oligopsony-oligopoly: Evidence from 103 developing countries  

No 2 Ying Fang, Shicheng Huang and Linlin Niu: De facto currency baskets of China and East Asian economies: The rising weights  
No 3  Zuzana Fungáčová and Petr Jakubík: Bank stress tests as an information device for emerging markets: The case of Russia  
No 4 Jan Babecký, Luboš Komárek and Zlatuše Komárková: Integration of Chinese and Russian stock markets with World markets:  
 National and sectoral perspectives  
No 5  Risto Herrala and Yandong Jia: Has the Chinese growth model changed? A view from the credit market  
No 6  Sanna Kurronen: Financial sector in resource-dependent economies  
No 7  Laurent Weill and Christophe Godlewski: Why do large firms go for Islamic loans?  
No 8  Iftekhar Hasan and Ru Xie: A note on foreign bank entry and bank corporate governance in China  
No 9  Yi Yao, Rong Yang, Zhiyuan Liu and Iftekhar Hasan: Government intervention and institutional trading strategy: 
 Evidence from a transition country  
No 10  Daniel Berkowitz, Mark Hoekstra and Koen Schoors: Does finance cause growth? Evidence from the origins of banking in Russia  
No 11  Michael Funke and Michael Paetz: A DSGE-based assessment of nonlinear loan-to-value policies: Evidence from Hong Kong  
No 12  Irina Andrievskaya: Measuring systemic funding liquidity risk in the Russian banking system  
No 13  Xi Chen and Michael Funke: The dynamics of catch-up and skill and technology upgrading in China  
No 14  Yin-Wong Cheung, Menzie D. Chinn and XingWang Qian: Are Chinese trade flows different? 
No 15 Niko Korte: Predictive power of confidence indicators for the Russian economy  
No 16 Qianying Chen, Michael Funke and Michael Paetz: Market and non-market monetary policy tools in a calibrated  
 DSGE model for Mainland China 
No 17  Pierre L. Siklos: No coupling, no decoupling, only mutual inter-dependence: Business cycles in emerging vs. mature economies 
No 18 José R. Sánchez-Fung: Examining the role of monetary aggregates in China 
No 19 Konstantins Benkovskis and Julia Wörz: Non-price competitiveness of exports from emerging countries 
No 20 Martin Feldkircher and Iikka Korhonen: The rise of China and its implications for emerging markets - Evidence from a GVAR model 
No 21 Pierre Pessarossi and Laurent Weill: Does CEO turnover matter in China? Evidence from the stock market 
No 22  Alexey Ponomarenko: Early warning indicators of asset price boom/bust cycles in emerging markets 
No 23 Gabor Pula and Daniel Santabárbara: Is China climbing up the quality ladder? 
No 24 Christoph Fischer: Currency blocs in the 21st century 
No 25 Duo Qin and Xinhua He: Modelling the impact of aggregate financial shocks external to the Chinese economy 
No 26 Martin Feldkircher: The determinants of vulnerability to the global financial crisis 2008 to 2009: Credit growth and other sources of risk 
No 27 Xi Chen and Michael Funke: Real-time warning signs of emerging and collapsing Chinese house price bubbles 
No 28 Yi David Wang: Convertibility restriction in China’s foreign exchange market and its impact on forward pricing 
No 29 Risto Herrala and Rima Turk Ariss: Credit conditions and firm investment: Evidence from the MENA region 
No 30 Michael Funke and Michael Paetz: Financial system reforms and China’s monetary policy framework:  
 A DSGE-based assessment of initiatives and proposals 
No 31 Zuzana Fungáčová, Pierre Pessarossi and Laurent Weill: Is bank competition detrimental to efficiency? Evidence from China 
 

2013 No 1 Aaron Mehrotra: On the use of sterilisation bonds in emerging Asia 
No 2 Zuzana Fungáčová, Rima Turk Ariss and Laurent Weill: Does excessive liquidity creation trigger bank failures? 
No 3 Martin Gächter, Aleksandra Riedl and Doris Ritzberger-Grünwald: Business cycle convergence or decoupling?  
 Economic adjustment in CESEE during the crisis 
No 4  Iikka Korhonen and Anatoly Peresetsky: What determines stock market behavior in Russia and other emerging countries? 
No 5 Andrew J. Filardo and Pierre L. Siklos: Prolonged reserves accumulation, credit booms, asset prices and monetary policy in Asia 
No 6 Mustafa Disli, Koen Schoors and Jos Meir: Political connections and depositor discipline 
No 7 Qiyue Xiong: The role of the bank lending channel and impacts of stricter capital requirements on the Chinese banking industry 
No 8 Marek Dabrowski: Monetary policy regimes in CIS economies and their ability to provide price and financial stability 
No 9 Rajeev K. Goel and Michael A. Nelson: Effectiveness of whistleblower laws in combating corruption 
No 10 Yin-Wong Cheung and Rajeswari Sengupta: Impact of exchange rate movements on exports: An analysis of Indian  
 non-financial sector firms 
No 11 Martin Feldkircher, Roman Horvath and Marek Rusnak: Exchange market pressures during the financial crisis: A Bayesian  
 model averaging evidence 
No 12  Alicia Garcia-Herrero and Le Xia: China’s RMB bilateral swap agreements: What explains the choice of countries? 
No 13 Markus Eller, Jarko Fidrmuc and Zuzana Fungáčová: Fiscal policy and regional output volatility: Evidence from Russia  
No 14 Hans Degryse, Liping Lu and Steven Ongena: Informal or formal financing? Or both? First evidence on the co-funding of Chinese firms 
No 15 Iikka Korhonen and Anatoly Peresetsky: Extracting global stochastic trend from non-synchronous data 
No 16  Roman Horvath, Jakub Seidler and Laurent Weill: How bank competition influence liquidity creation 
 
 
 

 


	BOFIT DP 16/2013
	Contents
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2  Methodology
	2.1  Data
	2.2 Lerner indices
	2.3  Measures of banks’ liquidity creation
	2.4  The relation between competition and liquidity creation

	3  Results
	4  Concluding remarks
	References
	Tables


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType true

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings true

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts false

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

    /Arial-Black

    /Arial-BlackItalic

    /Arial-BoldItalicMT

    /Arial-BoldMT

    /Arial-ItalicMT

    /ArialMT

    /ArialNarrow

    /ArialNarrow-Bold

    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic

    /ArialNarrow-Italic

    /CenturyGothic

    /CenturyGothic-Bold

    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic

    /CenturyGothic-Italic

    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT

    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT

    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT

    /CourierNewPSMT

    /Georgia

    /Georgia-Bold

    /Georgia-BoldItalic

    /Georgia-Italic

    /Impact

    /LucidaConsole

    /Tahoma

    /Tahoma-Bold

    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold

    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT

    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT

    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT

    /TimesNewRomanPSMT

    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic

    /TrebuchetMS

    /TrebuchetMS-Bold

    /TrebuchetMS-Italic

    /Verdana

    /Verdana-Bold

    /Verdana-BoldItalic

    /Verdana-Italic

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 150

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.40

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.76

    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 150

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.40

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.76

    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<





    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>







    /HUN <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>





    /SKY <>



    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>



    /ENU <FEFF004b006900720073007400750075006e0020006a00610020007000610069006e006f00740061006c006f006900680069006e0020006d0065006e0065007600e4007400200074007900f60074002e>

  >>

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [600 600]

  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]

>> setpagedevice



