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Fig. 1 Feedback effect between the financial system and the real economy
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Table 1 Systemic risk effect of banks caused by different industries
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Table 2 Systemic risk effect of the real economy caused by different types of banks
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Fig. 4 Systemic risk caused by bank defaults and firm defaults
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3
Table 3 Descriptive statistics of banks’ related variables
SR® 1 045 0.021 0. 076 0 0.387
Size® 1 045 16.251 1.543 13.261 21.682
DAR® 1 045 0.923 0.020 0.675 0.959
LR® 1 045 16.780 4.497 3.194 38.674
ELR® 1 045 0.0702 0.025 0.027 0.464
TC* 1 045 20.465 2.327 15.425 28.164
coct 1 045 0.288 0.369 0 1
4
Table 4 Descriptive statistics of firms’ related variables
SR* 9 505 0.002 0.029 0 0.725
Size® 9 505 21.945 1.248 14.941 29.471
DAR* 9 505 0.448 0.700 0.008 63.971
LR 9 505 2.737 8.525 0.016 426.171
ELR" 9 505 2.458 4.028 0.002 124.903
TF" 9 505 19. 826 1.659 13.816 28.037
COF* 9 505 0.249 0.357 0 1
5
Table 5 Influencing factors of systemic risk caused by banks
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Sine® 0.186" 0.168** 0.189" 0.176**
ize
(0.571) (0.658) (0.455) (0.655)
DAR" 2.785 %% 2.055 %% 2.036™* 2.5127%%
(0.502) (0.541) (0.521) (0.501)
IR? 1.259 %% 1.235%% 0.986*** 1.006 **
(0.343) (0.211) (0.106) (0.025)
BIRP -3.266** -2.855™* -3.201*** -3.556***
(4.032) (3.514) (3.986) (5.062)
- 0.152** 0.206 *** 0.216™* 0. 199 ***
(0.014) (0.020) (0.0997) (0.105)
coc* -0.108** -0.085** -0.099 ** -0.106**
(0.062) (0.061) (0.0741) (0.059)
R 0.702 0.589 0.714 0.611
1 045 1 045 1 045 1 045
* kK kKK

10% 5%

1% ;
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6

Table 6 Influencing factors of systemic risk caused by firms

(1) (2) (3) (4)
» 1,486 %+ 1.395 % 1.456** 1.503 **
Size (0.150) (0.165) (0.152) (0.162)
. 0.931 ** 1.025 %+ 1,056 ** 0,987 ***
AR (0.061) (0.075) (0.080) (0.082)
. 0.903 *** 0.893*** 0.906 ** 0.916**
IR (0.025) (0.030) (0.033) (0.031)
) “1.125" C1152% Z1.166* S
FLE (0.023) (0.030) (0.031) (0.033)
. 0.785 *** 0.823 " 0.817** 0.792 %
" (0.062) (0.070) (0.072) (0.070)
. 0. 153 ** 0.166*** 0. 168 *** 0. 159 ***
cor (0.236) (0.356) (0.316) (0.298)
R 0.652 0.523 0. 688 0.551
9 505 9 505 9 505 9 505
e 10% 5% 1% :
6 N N
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Table 7 Influencing factors of systemic risk caused by banks under the condition of one lag period
(1) (2) (3) (4)
o 0.2317** 0.205*** 0.199" 0.213"
Size (0.485) (0.478) (0.325) (0.426)
B 2.556** 2.145*F 2.097** 2.479**
AR (0.358) (0.956) (0.493) (0.608)
B 2.008" 1.5247** 1.402° 1.374**
IR (0.256) (0.316) (0.134) (0.209)
R -4.016** -3.669" ~3.747** -3.689**
FLR (4.214) (3.147) (3.856) (4.056)
. 0.235 0.214 0.211** 0.207"
e (0.148) (0.083) (0.093) (0.107)
. -0.117" -0.109" -0.127" -0.097"
coe (0.084) (0.091) (0.104) (0.094)
R? 0.506 0.491 0.723 0.720
836 836 836 836
Tk ek 10% 5% 1% ;
8
Table 8 Influencing factors of systemic risk caused by firms under the condition of one lag period
(1) (2) (3) (4)
o 1.526** 1.477** 1.626*** 1.493**
Size (0.201) (0.174) (0.181) (0.211)
. 1.084" 0.996 *** 1.022** 0.973**
AR (0.074) (0.069) (0.091) (0.087)
. 1.002" 0.972" 0.982" 0.933"
IR (0.031) (0.074) (0.044) (0.034)
. -1.231% -1.162" -1.331 -1.124*
FLe (0.035) (0.033) (0.027) (0.031)
. 0.877** 0.793** 0.875™* 0.914***
" (0.071) (0.099) (0.094) (0.078)
e 0.206** 0.179" 0.215** 0.187**
cor (0.212) (0.315) (0.344) (0.274)
R? 0.641 0.622 0.701 0.699
7 604 7 604 7 604 7 604
oo 10% 5% 1% ;
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Systemic risk: Feedback effect between the financial system and the real economy

LI Shou-wei' > WANG Hu' *> LIU Xiao=ing' *

1. School of Economics and Management Southeast University Nanjing 211189 China;
2. Research Center for Financial Complexity and Risk Management Southeast University Nanjing

211189 China

Abstract: The high correlation between the financial system and the real economy results in a feedback of sys—
temic risk between them. This paper proposes a measurement for the feedback effect of systemic risk and
makes an empirical study by using the data of Chinese banks and firms in 2013 —2017. The results show that
ignoring the role of the real economy will result in an underestimating of systemic risk of banks and that the
impact of different sectors of the real economy on systemic risk of banks is significantly different. Further the
banking system has a significant impact on systemic risk of the real economy and the impact of different types
of banks is significantly different. Third the contribution of the banking system to systemic risk of the whole
economic system will vary with time while the banking system does not necessarily have a higher systemic risk
than that the real economy. This paper further reveals the influencing factors of systemic risk.

Key words: systemic risk; feedback effect; influencing factors; DebtRank model



