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Capital Regulation Monetary Policy and Asymmetric Effects of Commercial Bank’ s Efficiency
Li Yong and Wang Mancang

( Economic and Management Department Northwest University)

Abstract: Owing to the important influences imposed by capital regulationand monetary policy we get the endogenous mechanism on how
the rate of none — performingloan( NPL) capitalade quacy( CAR) and statutory reserve( SRR) fluences the bank’ s efficiency through
Liand Wang(2012) and then make the conclusion that NPL is inversely proportional to the commercial banks’ costand profit efficiency.
What’ s more the nonlinear relationship and asymmetry effects are found among CAR SRR and the bank’ s cost and profit efficiency.
Based on the judgment above this paper calculates the cost and profit efficiency with 14 listed commercial bank s relevant data from 1998
to 2010 and the Panel Threshold Model is used to prove the nonlinear relationship and asymmetry effects which shows that excessively
regulation has great harmful effects on the commercial banks. It cannot only minimize the risk effectively but also limit the ability of
“profit creating”. Therefore the reasonable capital regulation and other prudential supervision measures should be emphasized.
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