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Abstract

Since 2011, the non-performing loan ratio of China’s commercial Banks has been growing, se-
riously hindering the operation of China's macro economy. There are many reasons for the
non-performing loan behaviors of Banks. Currently, the existing literatures on non-performing
loans mainly focus on the macro-economic situation and internal operating indicators of Banks,
and there are few detailed empirical studies on the situation of enterprises and a specific ma-
cro-factor, which is the innovation point of this paper. Firstly, this paper illustrates the current
situation that the non-performing loan ratio continues to be high through collecting data. Then,
through theoretical analysis, it explains the relationship between non-performing loan ratio, cor-
porate debt ratio and housing price. Then, the distribution lag model and VAR model are estab-
lished based on the quarterly data of non-performing loan ratio of Chinese commercial Banks, as-
set-liability ratio of ST and non-ST companies, and housing price. It is found that the non-performing
loan ratio is positively correlated with the debt ratio of ST enterprises and negatively correlated
with the debt ratio and housing price of non-st enterprises. Finally, this paper puts forward strat-
egies to manage the non-performing loan ratio from the perspectives of enterprises, Banks and
the government.
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Figure 1. Quarterly trend chart of non-performing loan balance from 2011 to 2017
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Figure 2. The quarterly trend chart of non-performing loan ratio from 2011 to 2017
[ 2.2011~2017 FER REREFTEELE

DOI: 10.12677/ssem.2019.85027 182 IR 55 ol 2 RN B


https://doi.org/10.12677/ssem.2019.85027

BT

HIP 3 "3, A\ 2012 R4 2015 4R58 %, TR G KEE BIR — BA T RN, 2K
s [ A, I 0 A R L ARAT AN ROTFORA LR AR R, 4E 2015 S5 =FEE 2018
L WK - HE TRES, HAE 2018 4£55 LRI N, (ESSERATAER.

0.2
0.15
0.1 )
e NPT R BRI K
0.05 -
Oll rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrimi
54%%%%5%%%%%%@
P A 000 0 o A oD e A

N eSS,
S N N N TN S

Figure 3. The quarterly growth rate chart of non-performing loan balance from 2011 to 2017
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Figure 4. The ratio of non-performing loans in each quarter from 2011 to 2017
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Table 1. White test results of the relationship between non-st enterprise debt ratio and non-performing loan ratio

#F# 1. 3F ST Rl AR SR REMRER X AN ITFHRIER

Heteroskedasticity Test: White

F-statistic 2.605701 Prob. F (2,21) 0.0975
Obs*R-squared 4.771726 Prob. Chi-Square (2) 0.0920
Scaled explained SS 7.487644 Prob. Chi-Square (2) 0.0237

Table 2. White test results of the relationship between debt ratio and non-performing loan ratio of ST enterprises

% 2. ST Ml SRR SN REMEX RN ER

Heteroskedasticity Test: White

F-statistic 1.733577 Prob. F (2,21) 0.2010
Obs*R-squared 3.400956 Prob. Chi-Square (2) 0.1826
Scaled explained SS 1.861845 Prob. Chi-Square (2) 0.3942

2) SrAnHE e R
F B IR 5 2 T2l v A BR A A i G AR Y, 45 R An3E 3, B8 ST b it i E 54 R
SERIE A FERE, RA2 = 0.820454, AIC = —0.856685, SC =—0.707907. 7 ST £k fufii 2 i) = 1
W S RS EE TR, RA2 = 0.949774, AIC = —2.124283, SC =—0.707907, #R#E R2 ik KM,
AIC. SC#/NHJE N, ST Akt fii i Jja =i A, itk fs 7 it
npl, = —1.128762+0.01810alr, +0.01229alr, , +0.00649alr, , +0.00068alr; , (1)
PR [0 U B T =R R B T E AR IR O ST Al 4% 5 R ARAT B0 AN R ST B IEAH
K, ST Mk AFfiidellim, ARIUREMA. R0, 4F ST Ml fifiiF 548 RITHER KR N:
npl,.,, =52.37665—0.24041alr, —0.17401alr,_, —0.10761alr,_, —0.04122alr, , ()
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Table 3. Almon polynomial method analysis results

3. FRRESMAESER

ST £k i 0 391 e 1 3] i 2 391 i 3 3]
AIC —0.381624 —0.581657 ~0.856685 ~2.124283
SC —0.283453 —0.43355 —0.707907 —0.707907
R™2 0.660075 0.755662 0.820454 0.949774

E ST k. i 0 391 e 1 3] i 2 391 i 3 3]
AIC —0.103751 —0.103248 —0.170682 —0.308607
SC —0.00558 0.04486 —0.021904 -0.15939
R™2 0.55119 0.60576 0.643464 0.691352
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Table 4. Almon polynomial method analysis results

= 4. MRRSBEEDNTER

Series t-Statistic Testcritical Values Prob.* Outcome
D (NPL) —3.811673 —2.986225 0.0082 Fia
D (PRICE) —4.714093 —2.986225 0.0010 T
D (RGDP) —2.761123 —2.986225 0.0783 T
D (CPI) —3.328828 —2.986225 0.0242 T
D (RATE) —4.750607 —2.986225 0.0009 T

il ADF #3645 - aT LLE i, D (NPL). D (PRICE). D (RGDP). D (CPI). D (RATE){I4 &1 P {E
#EE 0.05 15y, Kt ADF Aar 56 4 244 J5 A K00~ Fe B 1] 1 41 1) JE AR 8, B DA R 23047 — B 22 43 AL 2R, D (NPL).
D (PRICE). D (RGDP). D (CPI). D (RATE)# N %741,

2) BRI 5 B

TERTIG 56 A8 SR 8] P H1 2 5 P Ra 2 Ja, b B0 e A8 & (103 )5 B4, A Re @S VAR BAY . il T
JERBSEAFLE , ARSI F R 2R 52 22 TR B R 5 8. 4 SRk 5 B

Table 5. The model lag order determination results

F 5. REGEEMBFIELER

R AIC SC
0 -1.170561 -1.026403
1 -1.171508 -1.02753
2 -1.170129 -1.02496

i ERAr s, %k AIC. SC H/MO—4H, HE VAR BAUH— i 5 o
3) HERLR
TE 5% 25 PE KT R X bR B iR AT W B 560

Table 6. Co-integration test results

= 6. ERINER

Unrestricted Cointegration Rank Test (Trace)

Hypothesized Trace 0.05
No. of CE (s) Eigen Value Statistic Critical Value Prob.**
None* 0.815946 86.52153 60.06141 0.0001
Atmost1* 0.615426 42.51585 40.17493 0.0285
Atmost2 0.429535 17.66976 24.27596 0.2703
Atmost3 0.108132 3.075851 12.32090 0.8381
Atmost4 0.003857 0.100486 4.129906 0.7943

Trace test indicates 2 cointegratingeqn(s) at the 0.05 level
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Table 7. VAR model results
< 7. VAR (2B B HE T AR

NPL PRICE RGDP CPI RATE
NPL (-1) 0.965333 0.152769 ~0.097282 0.005569 ~1.320582
(0.07524) (0.06836) (0.05057) (0.00856) (0.34249)
[12.8293] [2.23477] [~1.92370] [0.65025] [-3.85582]

PRICE (-1) ~0.287790 0.451297 0.196876 0.035752 4.008670
(0.18405) (0.16721) (0.12370) (0.02095) (0.83773)

[-1.56367] [2.69900] [1.59162] [1.70675] [4.78514]

RGDP (-1) ~0.524462 ~0.204314 0.705167 0.103745 3.132000
(0.23263) (0.21135) (0.15635) (0.02648) (1.05888)

[-2.25445] [0.96671] [4.51021] [3.91821] [2.95784]

CPI(-1) 0.561995 ~0.675432 1.891771 0.218369 ~6.969223
(1.66032) (1.50841) (1.11587) (0.18897) (7.55728)
[0.33849] [-0.44778] [1.69533] [1.15557] [-0.92219]

RATE (-1) 0.018897 0.025023 ~0.016574 ~0.001379 ~0.140298
(0.03295) (0.02994) (0.02215) (0.00375) (0.14999)
[0.57346] [0.83581] [-0.74837] [0.36765] [-0.93536]

C 0.996155 8.317043 —9.867460 3.093306 ~7.842460
(7.40134) (6.72416) (4.97431) (0.84239) (33.6888)

[0.13459] [1.23689] [~1.98369] [3.67204] [-0.23279]
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Figure 5. Response of NPL to PRICE
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