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1 Introduction

The financial crisis has highlighted the need to understand what governs the availability of credit

in the economy. Research to understand the role played by financial intermediaries in the business

cycle has intensified. This paper uses firm-level data to investigate whether firms in general are

subject to shifts in the supply of bank credit over the business cycle. In other words, do banks vary

the conditions under which they offer credits to firms by more than what is implied by changes in

the creditworthiness of firms or changes in the central bank policy rate?

Theories which allow for frictions in financial markets predict that this is the case.1 According

to the traditional bank lending channel of monetary policy, a tightening of monetary policy drains

reserves from the banking system and induces banks to cut back on their lending, given that raising

external funds is costly to banks. However, in recent models of the bank lending channel, this direct

impact of monetary policy on bank reserves and credit supply is downplayed. Instead, shifts in the

supply of credit is tied to the health of the financial intermediaries and in particular to the capital

of the intermediaries.2 Accordingly, the link between monetary policy and bank lending runs via

the effect of the interest rate on the balance sheets of the banks and thereby on the premium

they pay for external financing.3 As shown by Woodford (2010) in a simple macroeconomic model

which allows for frictions in financial markets, a decrease in aggregate economic activity decreases

the value of intermediaries’assets, and hence their net worth. This results in less borrowing by

the intermediaries, and hence a cutback in the supply of credit. Clearly, not just monetary policy

but any disturbance that affects banks’net worth will shift the supply of bank credit in this type

of model.

Over the years, there has been ample empirical research devoted to identifying the bank lending

channel and the occurrence of shifts in the supply of credit. Early empirical work on the bank

lending channel focused on the correlation between aggregate output, bank debt and indicators of

monetary policy (e.g. Bernanke and Blinder (1992)). It was commonly diffi culty in these type of

studies to disentangle shifts in the supply of credit from shifts in credit demand. Kashyap, Stein

and Wilcox (1993) handled this identification problem by examining relative movements in bank

loans and commercial paper after monetary shocks. The intuition was that a monetary shock that

operates through the standard interest rate channel lowers the demand for all types of finance,

while a monetary shock that operates through a bank lending channel affects the supply of bank

debt only. Kashyap, Stein and Wilcox found that the amount of outstanding bank loans declined

relative to the outstanding stock of commercial paper after a monetary contraction, which seemed

to suggest the existence of a bank lending channel. However, Rudebusch and Oliner (1996) pointed

1See for instance Bernanke and Gertler (1995) for a review of this literature.
2See for instance Woodford (2010) and Disyatat (2011).
3Boivin, Kiley and Mishkin (2010) labels this "the bank capital channel" as distinct from the traditional bank

lending channel.
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to the fact that there might be a compositional shift in credit demand in recessions. If large firms

are less severely hit in a recession and therefore demand relatively more credits than small firms,

this could explain the relative increase in the issue of commercial paper, since most commercial

papers are issued by large firms.

In line with Kashyap, Stein and Wilcox (1993), Becker and Ivashina (2010) examine firms’

substitution between bank credit and public debt to identify shifts in bank-loan supply, but use

firm-level data instead of aggregate loan data. They study both how changes in monetary policy

and changes in banks’ financial health affect firms’ financing choices. The study is naturally

limited to large firms, for which the issue of public debt is an available means of financing. They

find evidence that firms substitute bank loans for bonds at times characterized by high levels of

non-performing loans, low bank share prices and periods of tight monetary policy.

The idea in this paper is to use a contractual difference across bank credits to test for credit

supply effects in a sample of both small and large firms. Firms applying for bank credit may seek

either a commitment contract or a term loan. A commitment contract is a line of credit under

which the firm is entitled to borrow up to a certain pre-set ceiling and at conditions set in advance.

A term loan allows the firm to sign a loan contract as the need arises and with terms set on the

spot. When banks aim to tighten credit conditions, they are free to reduce the supply of term

loans, i.e. loans not under commitment. But their possibilities for reducing the supply of loans

under commitment are more limited. In this way, loan commitments may protect firms from a

credit contraction, as argued by James (2009).

The approach to use the distinction between commitment and non-commitment loans has been

explored by Morgan (1998) and by Black and Rosen (2007). Using aggregated bank lending data,

Morgan found that tighter monetary policy slowed the growth of loans not under commitment

relative to loans under commitment. Black and Rosen examined detailed loan origination data

and found no significant evidence that the number of non-commitment loans decreased relative to

commitment loans when monetary policy was tight. Instead, when analyzing loan maturities, they

found that banks reduced the maturity of loan originations during periods when the fed funds rate

was high. The effect was a gradual reduction in loan supply, as predicted by the bank lending

channel.

In this study, I use firm-level data to examine how firms substitute between commitment loans

and non-commitment loans. The benefit of using firm-level data is that it addresses concerns about

compositional changes in the set of firms raising debt. It also enables me to control for firm-specific

factors that are likely to influence firms’financing decisions. In line with Becker and Ivashina, I

employ several measures of credit conditions at the macro level: the central bank policy rate, the

level of bank credit losses as a percentage of total bank lending and a bank stock market index. The

sample consists of a large panel of Swedish firms over the period 1997 - 2009. The results indicate
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that firms on average rely more on commitment credits, i.e. lines of credit, when monetary policy is

tight and when the financial health of banks is weaker. I interpret this as evidence consistent with

a bank lending channel of monetary policy and of negative shifts in the supply of credit following

deteriorations in banks’balance sheets.

The outline is the following. Section 2 describes the data set I use and discusses some data

limitations that need to be handled. Section 3 provides information on the characteristics of lines

of credit and on their use by Swedish corporations. Section 4 presents the empirical set up and my

results. Section 5 concludes.

2 The data

The study is conducted on a large panel data set of Swedish firms, aktiebolag. Aktiebolag is by

approximation the Swedish equivalent of US corporations and UK limited liability businesses.

The population of firms is collected from the Swedish credit bureau, Upplysningscentralen. The

complete micro data is an unbalanced panel of approximately 340,000 Swedish firms. The credit

bureau collects and compiles annual balance sheet and income statement data from the Swedish

Companies Registration offi ce. As a result, the data covers in principle all registered Swedish

corporations, both public and private.

A diffi culty when using accounting data is that the accounting years do not necessarily coincide

with calender years. Only around half of the firms in the panel have an accounting year that

corresponds to the calender year. I deal with this by converting the annual report data into

quarterly observations by interpolation. That is, I assume that the variables remain constant over

the quarters in a given reporting period.

The time period studied is 1997 to 2009. The time span is limited by the availability of data

on firms’credit lines. Prior to 1997, firms’reporting on credit lines is poor. New, more extensive,

accounting standards that conform with EU directives came into effect in 1996. According to the

current accounting recommendations, a loan in the form of a revolving credit should be reported

on the liability side of the balance sheet and the amount awarded should be reported in connection

with the outstanding debt or in a note. As a result, as of 1997, data on firms’credit lines is much

improved.

Nevertheless, it remains a problem that firms do not always report whether they have a line

of credit or the used amount under an existent credit line. According to the accounting data, on

average over the time period, only 41 percent of Swedish corporations had access to a line of credit.

This is an unrealistically low share. I draw this conclusion by comparing with other studies (Sufi

(2009), Lins, Servaes and Tufano (2010)) as well as with Swedish bank lending data. The Riksbank

has access to a data set comprising all lending by one of the major Swedish banks. Among other
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things, this data is informative on the different forms of corporate lending, such as credit lines and

term loans. By merging the two data sets, I can cross-check that firms which have not reported a

line of credit in their accounts neither have a line of credit according to the bank lending data. I

find that 20 percent of the firms which are customers of the commercial bank do have access to a

line of credit but have not reported so in their accounts.

A conceivable way of handling this problem would be to use the above-mentioned bank lending

data instead. The data set comprises of bank lending data over the time period 2002 to 2009.

However, this time span is arguably too short to study the use of credit lines over the business

cycle. To cover a longer time period, I will use the accounting data in the estimations and restrict

the sample to firms which have reported lines of credit in their annual accounts. However, to the

extent that there is a systematic difference between firms which have a line of credit but have not

reported so and firms which reported their lines of credit, my results may be unrepresentative.

To get an appreciation of this potential sample selection problem, I make use of the bank lending

data to conduct a formal analysis of which factors determine whether firms make use of bank lines

of credit. I estimate a probit model of the likelihood that a firm has a line of credit according

to this data set. I then compare this result with similar estimations using the accounting data

but excluding all missing observations in this data set. The results, which are presented in table

A1 in the appendix, show that, to a large extent, the same firm-specific variables determine the

likelihood that a firm has access to a line of credit in both samples. For instance, the likelihood

that a firm has a line of credit decreases with size of the firm and with the volatility of its cash

flow. I draw the conclusion that there is no severe systematic difference between the population of

firms which choose to report their lines of credit and the population of firms which actually have

a credit line.

In addition to restricting the sample to firms which have reported their credit lines in their

annual accounts, I make the following additional adjustments of the sample. I remove observations

which have unrealistic values for some variables, for instance negative debt. With the aim of

excluding inactive corporations, I also require that the annual reporting of the firm is consecutive,

that the firm has reported an operating income each year and that it has at least one employee.

For each firm, I also remove the first year which the firms occurs in the panel in order to delete

observations with lines of credit negotiated in the current period. Finally, I remove firms belonging

to the financial sector. After these removals, the sample comprises 68,800 corporations.

It is worth noting that the population of Swedish corporations is dominated by small firms; the

median corporation has 4 employees and total assets of 2.4 million SEK (0.4 million USD). Some

summary statistics of the sample of firm are presented in table 1.
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3 The use of credit lines

Banks have traditionally provided liquidity insurance in the form of loan commitments to firms.

Gatev and Strahan (2006) argue that synergies in lending and deposit-taking have provided banks

with a natural hedge against market-wide declines in liquidity. Deposit inflows have tended to

increase during periods of market stress. Thereby, funding has been more available to banks just

when borrowers have wanted to draw funds from their loan commitments. This hedge has reduced

the cost of supplying liquidity when the corporate sector’s liquidity demand has risen.

From a firm’s perspective, lines of credit offer an option on future liquidity. Relative to cash,

they have the advantage that they provide liquidity only when needed, i.e. when valuable invest-

ment projects arise. In most cases, holding cash funded by a term loan is costly as cash yields

a return that is lower than the interest rate paid on the debt to fund it (Demirouglu and James

(2011)).

In this section, I study the use of lines of credit among Swedish corporations. I outline some

characteristics of lines of credit, specifically which types of firms have a line of credit, what interest

rates banks charge and what the typical size of a line of credit is. The first two questions are

answered by exploring the Swedish bank lending data mentioned above while the third question

can be answered by use of the accounting data.

Lines of credit are a common means for financing for Swedish corporations. The bank lending

data indicate that close to 70 percent of Swedish corporations have signed a credit line facility.

This is somewhat lower than what is found in other studies. Sufi (2009), for instance, finds that

about 85 percent of US firms had access to a line of credit during the years 1996 to 2003.

Figure 1 shows that lines of credit are more frequently used by small and medium-sized firms

than large ones. The solid line maps the fraction of firms that have a line of credit across the asset

size distribution. It is worth noting that while the share of firms with access to a line of credit

decreases with asset size, still in the top decile, more than half of the Swedish firms have a line of

credit.

The dotted line in figure 1 instead maps the fraction of firms that have a line of credit across the

cash-flow distribution with cash-flow scaled by total assets. Sufi (2009) finds that firms with low

cash-flows are less likely to have a commitment credit. Contrary to his result, figure 1 suggests that

the fraction of Swedish firms which have a line of credit decreases with cash-flow. Sufi argues that

an important channel for the positive correlation he finds is the use of cash flow-based financial

covenants by banks that supply credit lines4 ; only firms that maintain high cash flows can be

guaranteed access to credit under the loan agreement when the need arises. However, in Sweden

the use of financial covenants is relatively rare, a factor that may explain why there is no positive

4Financial covenants on a line of credit require the maintenance of financial ratios. If a ratio, commonly a cash

flow-related ratio, is not satisfied the borrower is in default of the loan agreement.
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correlation between cash flow and the access to a line of credit visible in the Swedish data.

The negative impact of asset size and cash flow on the probability that a firm has a line of

credit is confirmed by the formal probit estimations referred to earlier and reported in table A1

in the appendix. The table also suggests that the probability of having a line of credit increases

with the rate of growth in sales. In other words, fast-growing firms are more inclined to have lines

of credit than other firms. This finding is in line with Lins, Servaes and Tufano (2010) who show

that lines of credit are related to a firm’s need for external financing to fund future investment

opportunities.

Credit line facilities allow firms to borrow up to a certain amount at a pre-set interest rate. For

this right, firms pay an annual fee. The interest rate on the amount drawn on the facilities is an

adjustable interest rate, set as a mark-up over a benchmark, commonly an interbank rate. As the

interbank rate under normal market conditions follows the central bank policy rate (in Sweden, the

repo rate), the interest rate on the credit lines normally evolves in line with this policy rate (see

figure 2). However, the average mark-up is substantial. For instance, during 2004 and 2005, when

the Swedish repo rate varied between 1.5 and 2 percent, the average firm paid an interest rate of

between 6.25 and 7 per cent on drawdowns on lines of credit. However, large firms are charged a

lower mark-up: the thick solid line illustrates that the interest rate weighted by the share of the

used amount to total amount by all firms fluctuated between 3 and 4.25 percent those years.

During the financial crisis, the spread between the interbank rate and the repo rate rose. This

is reflected in figure 2 as a peak in the credit line interest rate in late 2008. Hence, during the

financial crisis, changes in the repo rate were not always representative of changes in the interest

rates on lines of credit. For this reason, I include regressions where I use the interbank rate instead

of the repo rate as interest rate variable. However, it turns out that this does not alter the results.

The potential of firms to borrow via their lines of credit is substantial. On average, the com-

mitted amount of a line corresponds to around 30 percent of firms’total assets and around two

times the total of the outstanding bank debt of the firm.5 Figure 3 shows that smaller firms on

average have larger lines of credit in relation to both total assets and total outstanding bank debt.

Figure 4 depicts the evolution over time in the share of commitment credit (i.e. drawdowns

on lines of credit) in relation to total bank credit. The hypothesis in this study implies that this

share increases when the supply of credit shifts inwards. The thick solid line in figure 4 shows a

downward trend in the share of commitment credit between 2001 and 2006. In 2006, the decline

abates, which coincides with a period of tightened monetary policy as shown by the dotted line

in the figure. In the last quarter of 2007 and the first quarter of 2008, the average firm increases

its share of credit line borrowing. The thin solid line illustrates that the increase in the share

5For clarification, it should be noted that figure 3 shows the size of the total lines of credit while table 1 displays

statistics on the borrowed amount under the lines of credit.
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during the financial crisis was particularly pronounced for firms with tight liquidity conditions,

approximated as firms which did not pay out any dividends in 2007 and 2008. In the next section,

I will explore whether this variation in the share of commitment loans over time can be statistically

explained by variations in the monetary policy stance and/or by changes in banks’financial health.

4 Results

4.1 Empirical specification

The identification of a bank lending channel in this study rests on the assumption that lines of

credit and term loans are substitutable forms of financing for firms: when credit conditions are

tightened, either as a result of monetary policy and/or a deterioration of banks balance sheets,

banks shift the supply of credit inwards. As the conditions for commitment loans are already

negotiated and cannot easily be altered, firms have an incentive to protect themselves from the

credit contraction by increasing their demand for commitment loans, i.e. drawing more on their

lines of credit. An increase in the share of commitment loans over total loans following a monetary

tightening or deteriorating financial health of banks is therefore evidence in favor of a bank lending

channel.

In reality, there will be heterogeneity among firms as regards their incentives to substitute

between different kinds of bank credit as larger firms also have the option to turn to the securities

markets for financing. To the extent that this option is feasible and preferred for firms, it may

make it harder for me to find the evidence I am looking for. In the extreme case where all firms

would use this alternative, a credit tightening would not change the share of commitment loans

relative to non-commitment loans. Instead the share of commercial papers and corporate bonds

would increase relative to the volume of bank credit. However, as the sample of firms I examine

is dominated by small firms, most firms in the sample are unlikely to have access to the securities

markets. Hence, for these firms, the only trade-off possible in terms of credit is likely to be between

different sources of bank credit.

The equation I estimate is of the following form:

xit = αi + β1Mt + β2Zit−4 + β3Dit + β4t+ εit (1)

where xit = Cit/ (Cit +Nit), and Cit are commitment loans (drawdowns on lines of credit) by firm

i in period t and Nit is non-commitment loans (term loans) of the same firm in the same period.

Z is a vector of control variables. I use the following firm-specific control variables: the log of

total assets, the log of property, plant and equipment, the return on assets (defined as operating

income before depreciation divided by total assets), leverage (defined as the sum of short and long

term debt to total assets), the share of tangible assets (defined as property, plant and equipment,
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liquid assets and accounts receivable to total assets) and the share of liquid assets (defined as

cash and short term assets to total assets). To handle that xit and the variables in Zit may be

co-determined, all control variables are lagged four quarters. Dit is a vector of three indicator

variables: whether the firm is part of a group, whether it pays dividends in period t and a sectorial

dummy. The sectorial classification is time-varying and based on industry classifications standards

from 1992, 2002 and 2007 obtained from Statistics Sweden (SNI codes).

Mt is a time series measure capturing either monetary policy or banks’financial health. In

my benchmark estimations, the stance of monetary policy is measured as the deviation in the

real repo rate from trend. As measures of banks’financial strength, I use banks’loan losses as a

percent of total bank lending and a stock price index for banks. The share of loan losses is total

losses over lending for the four Swedish banks dominating the Swedish banking market. The bank

index covers the same four banks. Details on the definition of the macro variables are given in the

appendix, section A2.

4.2 Core results

I estimate (1) using OLS regression with fixed effects. Standard errors have been corrected for

heteroscedasticity and correlation in the cross-section by clustering by quarters. In addition to

estimating over the full sample of firms, I run regressions where I condition on firms’raising new

bank debt in the current period. This is similar to Becker and Ivashina (2010). A rationale for this

separation is that, in the full sample, the share of commitment loans over total bank loans may

increase not only as firms draw more on their lines of credit but also as firms pay back on their

term loans, transactions which may not be the result of relative cost changes.

Table 2 presents the results of equation (1) where the macro variables are the three different

measures of monetary policy and banks’financial health described above.

As regards the firm-specific variables, the table shows that on average the share of borrowing

in the form of commitment loans relative to total bank loans declines as the firm grows in terms of

total assets. The reliance on funding in the form of commitment loans relative to non-commitment

loans also decreases with growing fixed assets such as properties, plants and equipment and a

growing share of tangible assets to total assets. The share of commitment funding is also lower

when firms pay dividends, a result that may suggest that firms with satisfactorily liquidity rely

less on lines of credit in their financing. Furthermore, it seems to be the case that the reliance on

commitment loans declines with profitability, measured as return on assets. However, the marginal

impact of increased profitability is small and in the sample limited to firms with a positive credit

demand it is not significantly different from zero.

Turning to the variables of main interest in this study, the macro variables, table 2 shows that

in all three specifications the macro variables have a significant impact on the relative share of
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commitment loans for the average firm. A tighter monetary policy, as measured by a higher real

central bank policy rate relative to trend, and a higher share of loan losses for banks covaries with

a higher share of commitment loans. A higher share of commitment loans also covaries with a

lower bank valuation. The results hold for both the full sample and the sample limited to firms

with a positive credit demand.

The quantitative impact is such that one standard deviation rise in the real interest rate in-

creases the share of credit line financing by 0.3 percentage points on average. The impact of a

decline in bank valuation is similar, while the impact from an increase in banks’ loan losses is

somewhat lower: a one standard deviation rise in loan losses increases the share of commitment

loans by 0.2 percentage points.

Overall, the results in table 2 are consistent with the hypothesis that the credit supply shifts

inwards in periods of tight monetary policy and when the financial health of banks deteriorates.

However, the quantitative impact appears to be small on average.

So far, I have implicitly assumed that firms’relative demand for commitment loans and non-

commitment loans does not vary over the business cycle. Consequently, business cycle variations

in credit demand are no concern. However, it is conceivable that lines of credit and term loans are

to some extent used for different purposes. It may for instance be the case that, when monetary

policy is tightened in a boom and firms’investment demand increases, so does their demand for

term loans relative to lines of credit. If this is the case, separating shifts in the supply of credit

from the demand impact remains a concern. The estimate of β1 will then be biased. To deal

with this, I will also estimate equation (1) with measures of monetary policy and banks’financial

position where I control for the demand impact and, subsequently, use the obtained residuals as

instruments for monetary policy and for changes in banks’financial conditions.

I control for the demand impact on monetary policy by two means. In the first set-up, I use

a measure of monetary policy constructed as the deviation in the repo rate from a target level

predicted by a Taylor rule. In the second measure, the residual of monetary policy is calculated

using an extended set of demand related variables. In addition to the standard variables in the

Taylor rule, I also include the deviation in industrial production from trend and the unemployment

rate. By including additional demand variables, I want to make sure that I isolate a monetary policy

term which is cleansed from any correlation with aggregate demand. I use the same extended set of

demand variables to control banks’loan losses and banks’stock valuation from demand influences.

(See the appendix, section A2, for details.)

The results of these estimations are shown in table 3. Also, when I control for demand variation

over the business cycle, the results show that firms on average have a higher share of commitment

loans over total bank loans when monetary policy is tight and when banks’financial health is

weakened. The coeffi cients remain statistically different from zero in most set-ups. The quantitative
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impact remains in the same order. A one standard deviation increase in the repo rate and a one

standard deviation decrease in bank valuation lead to an increase in the share of commitment loans

over total bank loans by approximately 0.3 percentage points. Variations in banks’loan losses still

covary with somewhat smaller changes in the share of commitment loans; a one standard variation

increase in loan losses results in a 0.2 percentage points increase in the share of commitment loans.

4.3 Robustness tests

In this section, I present several tests to check the robustness of the above results.

One concern is the possibility that it is mainly small firms that experience shifts in the credit

supply and that the macro effect is negligible. Since the sample is dominated by small firms, I

would still expect to get significant coeffi cients for the macro impact. To examine that this is not

the case, I re-estimate equation (1) using weighted least squares. I assign weights on the basis

of firms’ total assets size. As illustrated in tables 4 and 5, the results are robust to assigning

firms’weights after the size of their assets. All coeffi cients on macro variables which are significant

according to tables 2 and 3 remain significant in tables 4 and 5. And the size of the coeffi cients

are of the same order. Hence, it appears that the results are not driven by small firms without

macro importance but rather that small and large firms are equally inclined to increase the share

of commitment loans during periods of tight monetary policy and weaker financial positions of

banks.

Another concern is that, when studying the substitution between different types of bank credit,

the distinction between the bank lending channel and the broad credit channel is not clear-cut.

This is not an issue when studying firms’substitution between bank credit and market financing

as in Kashyap, Stein and Wilcox (1993). Firms’switching to non-bank credit can then be taken

as evidence of changes in banks’credit conditions (the bank lending channel). But an increase in

the share of commitment credit could potentially be caused by a deterioration in firms’financial

positions with a subsequent increase in the cost of non-commitment bank loans (the broad credit

channel). In the estimations above, I included several firm-specific variables with the aim of

capturing changes in the firms’financial position. However, to the extent that these variables are

insuffi cient measures of the financial conditions of firms, it could still be the case that the broad

credit channel is affecting my results. Therefore, as an additional check of the possible impact of

the broad credit channel, I also run regressions where I divide the sample of firms into three groups

according to asset size. As the broad credit channel commonly is assumed to affect small firms

more than large firms, a tightening of credit conditions should reduce access to non-commitment

credit relatively more for small firms.6 The results of these estimations over different size groups

6See for instance Bernanke, Gertler and Gilchrist (1996) as regards the distributional impact of the broad credit

channel.
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of firms, presented in table 6, do not support the existence of a broad credit channel. There is

little evidence that small firms are more prone to increase their demand of commitment credit

during periods of tight monetary policy and weaker banks’balance sheets. On the contrary, the

coeffi cients of the macro variable increase with asset size in three of the specifications. However,

as the sample of firms is dominated by small firms, firms in the first tercile of firms are very small

and even firms in the second tercile are small by international standards. As displayed in table

1, the median firm in the second tercile has an asset size of 2.5 billion SEK (0.4 billion USD)

and 4 employees. It may therefore be more relevant to compare in particular the second tercile

with the third tercile of firms when searching for a difference in impact between small and large

firms. But neither in such a comparison is there any clear evidence that larger firms are less likely

to substitute away from non-commitment credit when monetary policy is tight or banks’balance

sheets are weakened. In three of the columns, the coeffi cient is lower for firms in the third tercile

compared to the second tercile. But in another three columns, the coeffi cient is higher for firms in

the third tercile.

In table 7, I examine whether my results are robust to measuring monetary policy conditions

with a short-term market interest rate instead of the central bank policy rate. In normal times,

the spread between the short-term market interest rate and the policy rate is fairly constant and,

accordingly, it should be unimportant which interest rate is used in the estimations. However,

during the financial crisis, the spread between the interbank rate and the Swedish policy rate, the

repo rate, rose. As a result, the cost of using lines of credit did not follow monetary policy as

closely as earlier. Nevertheless the results do not change in any significant way when I use a time

series of the interbank rate instead of the repo rate. The coeffi cients are also in line with my earlier

results when I restrict the time period to the financial crisis and onwards .

So far, I have used quarterly data in the estimations, where the firm-level data have been created

by interpolation from the yearly accounting data. An alternative approach would be to instead

express the macro variables, monetary policy and banks’credit losses as yearly averages. However,

using yearly observations of firms’accounting data is not uncomplicated as firms’accounting years

correspond to the calender year in only half of the observations. Still, an additional concern is

that the results in tables 2 and 3 are driven by the persistence created by the interpolation of

yearly data. To check that this is not the case, I transform the firm level data to yearly data by

only using annual accounts data as of the fourth quarter each year and by expressing monetary

policy and banks credit losses and stock valuation as yearly averages. After doing this, I repeat the

regression in table 2 and 3. The results of these estimations, which are displayed in table 8, show

that the coeffi cients keep the same, expected sign. Changes in monetary policy and in banks’stock

valuation still have a significant impact on the share of commitment loans, while changes in banks’

loan losses no longer can be shown to have a significant impact on firms’loan structure. However,
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using yearly averages of macro variables to explain year end fiscal positions of firms entails losing

valuable information, so the lower degree of statistical significance is not unexpected.

Finally, a concern might be that the results in tables 2 and 3 are dominated by conditions

during the financial crisis. It may be the case that the relationship between monetary policy and

banks’financial health on the one hand and the share of commitment credit on the other hand

is insignificant during less severe business cycle fluctuations. In tables 9 and 10, I split the time

series into a pre-crisis period (from 1997 until the third quarter of 2007) and a crisis period (from

the third quarter of 2007 until the end of 2009). As seen in table 9, also during the period prior

to the financial crisis, firms tend to increase their drawdowns on credit line relative to total bank

credit during periods of tighter monetary policy and when banks’balance sheets deteriorate. The

size of the coeffi cients is also in the same order, with the exception of the impact from changes

in banks’ loan losses where column IV shows a substantially larger coeffi cient than in table 2.

The results from the financial crisis period (table 10) show that firms’share of commitment loans

also continued to covary positively with monetary policy and negatively with the stock market

valuation of banks during the crisis. However, the coeffi cient of loans losses is now negative and no

longer significant.7 The negative coeffi cient is in line with how the average share of commitment

loans evolved during the crisis (as shown in figure 4) in relation to banks’loans losses (see figure

A2). While banks’loan losses began to rise in the autumn of 2008 and continued to rise during

the first half of 2009, the average share of commitment increased during the beginning of the crisis

but then fell back again in the beginning of 2009.

Possibly, one reason why the historical relationship between banks’loans losses and the share of

commitment credit did not hold up during the crisis is related to the measures undertaken by the

Riksbank to facilitate the provision of credit by the banks. The implementation of such measures,

which began during the fourth quarter of 2008, might have been successful in the sense that banks

did not tighten credit conditions to the same extent that they otherwise would have given the

sharp rise in banks’loan losses.8

7 It should be noted that the lower degree of statistical significance from the financial crisis period is not unex-

pected from a statistical point of view. In the estimations, standard errors are clustered by quarter to take into

account possible correlation between firms within a given quarter. When estimating over only the financial crisis,

the number of clusters (quarters) will be low compared to the overall sample size and the standard errors are likely

to be substantially larger than the OLS results. Potential problems with inference in the presence of group effects

when the number of groups is small have been highlighted by Donald and Lang (2001).
8The measures to facilitate the supply of credit included loans by the Riksbank to the banks at longer maturities

than usual. The Riksbank also offered loans in US dollars to Swedish banks and extended the possibility to borrow

using mortgage bonds as collateral.
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5 Conclusions

This study uses a comprehensive sample of small and large firms to examine whether firms are

subject to shifts in the supply of credit over the business cycle. This is done by studying how

firms substitute between commitment and non-commitment bank credit. The hypothesis is that,

when banks tighten credit conditions, firms have an incentive to substitute commitment credit —

lines of credit with terms set prior to the credit contraction —for non-commitment credit —credit

with terms set on the spot. I use three different variables to capture potential variation in credit

availability over the business cycle: the central bank interest rate, banks’loan losses as a percent

of total bank lending and the stock market valuation of banks.

I find that firms on average rely more on commitment credits, i.e. lines on credit, when monetary

policy is tight and when the financial health of banks is weaker. This holds also when I allow for the

possibility that firms’demand for commitment and non-commitment credit varies over the business

cycle. I interpret this as evidence consistent with a bank lending channel of monetary policy and

of shifts in the supply of credit following deteriorations in banks’balance sheets. The results are

robust to several modifications, such as a transformation to yearly data instead of quarterly and a

change of interest rate measure from the central bank policy rate to the interbank rate.

The time period covered is 1997 - 2009, where the last two years represent the financial crisis. In

an additional robustness test, I run separate regressions for the period up until the crisis erupted

and for the crisis period. Also over the pre-crisis period, I find that firms substitute between

commitment and non-commitment credit in a way that supports the existence of shifts in the

supply credit. Interestingly, I find that, during the financial crisis when there were widespread

concerns of insuffi cient availability of credit, some of the results do not hold. In particular, the

results suggest that the increase in banks’loan losses did not lead to a credit tightening as in the

pre-crisis period. A possible interpretation is that measures undertaken by the Swedish authorities

during the second half of 2008 were successful in supporting the availability of credit; by lending

extensively to the banking system, the tightening effect of loan losses, that would otherwise have

occurred, might have been lessened.

A natural question that arises from the results in this paper is how quantitatively important

shifts in the supply of credit over the business cycle have been for the activity of Swedish firms.

Have shifts in the supply of bank credit affected firms’inventory and investment behavior? The

substitution of commitment credit for non-commitment credit offers firms a way of dampening

the impact of an unexpected shift in the supply of credit. So the fact that firms have increased

their share of commitment credit during times when credit conditions may have been tight cannot

be taken as evidence that the cost of capital has increased in general for firms. The question of

quantitative effects would be interesting to study both over a period characterized by normal busi-

ness fluctuations and for the financial crisis period. However, answering this question satisfactorily
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would require among other things data on firms’investment activities and has been beyond the

scope of this paper.
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Tables and figures

Figure 1. The frequency of lines of credit

Figure Notes: The figure maps the percentage of firms which has a line of credit by assets
and cash flow decile, respectively. Moving from left to right increases the size of the firms
and the amount of cash flow.

Figure 2. Interest rates on lines of credit

Figure Notes: The figure shows the interest rate paid on drawdowns on lines of credit as
well as the Swedish central bank policy rate, the repo rate. The source of the data is the
Riksbank’s detailed data on all commercial lending by a major Swedish bank. The thin solid
line is the interest rate paid in each period on all commitment lending by the bank, i.e. the
interest rate paid on average by the firms. The thick solid line is a weighted interest rate,
where the weights have been set according to the share of commitment credit of each firm to
total outstanding commitment credit of the bank.
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Figure 3. The size of the lines of credit

Figure Notes: The figure displays the size of lines of credit over the distribution of firms
ordered in deciles after total assets. The size of the lines is related to total bank credit (the
solid line) as well as to total assets (the dotted line).

Figure 4. The share of commitment credit to total bank credit and the repo rate

Figure Notes: The figure shows, for each period, the average share of commitment credit
in relation to total bank credit and the repo rate. The thick solid line is the average share
across all firms in the sample. The thin solid line is the average share for firms which did not
pay dividends in 2007 and 2008.
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Table 1. Summary statistics

Mean Median

Standard

deviation

Total assets

All firms

Small firms

Medium sized firms

Large firms

16.500

0.737

2.650

45.100

2.523

0.720

2.478

11.200

194.000

0.349

0.908

330.000

Number of employees

All firms

Small firms

Medium sized firms

Large firms

10.6

2.4

4.9

24.1

4

2

4

11

63.60

2.04

3.93

107.75

Bank debt / Total assets

All firms

Small firms

Medium sized firms

Large firms

0.348

0.340

0.347

0.356

0.316

0.306

0.314

0.328

0.220

0.217

0.220

0.223

Commitment credit / Total bank credit

All firms

Small firms

Medium sized firms

Large firms

0.511

0.680

0.477

0.382

0.464

0.924

0.404

0.258

0.399

0.377

0.389

0.370

Drawdowns/ Total size of credit line

All firms

Small firms

Medium sized firms

Large firms

0.570

0.600

0.657

0.537

0.648

0.680

0.572

0.607

0.359

0.343

0.364

0.366

Table Notes: This table reports some summary statistics of the sample of firms used in
the estimations. Total assets are expressed in SEK billion. Bank debt is the sum of short-
and long-term debt to credit institutions. Commitment credit to total credit is drawdowns
on lines of credit in relation to the sum of drawdowns and term loans. Each variable is
reported for the full sample of firms as well as for the first tercile (small firms), second tercile
(medium-sized firms) and third tecile (large firms). The terciles are based on asset size.
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Table 2. Fixed effect estimates of the effect of monetary policy and banks’financial health on the
share of commitment loans over total bank credit

Monetary policy Loan losses Bank index Monetary policy Loan losses Bank index
Full sample Full sample Full sample Positive credit

demand
Positive credit

demand
Positive credit

demand

Real interest rate 0.42*** 0.22**
[0.095] [0.106]

Loan losses 4.32*** 5.84***
[1.441] [1.402]

Ln(Bank index) ­1.23*** ­0.65**
[0.247] [0.295]

Ln(Total assets) (t­4) ­6.48*** ­6.47*** ­6.45*** ­5.24*** ­5.23*** ­5.21***
[0.084] [0.084] [0.085] [0.166] [0.166] [0.166]

PP&E (t­4) ­2.77*** ­2.78*** ­2.79*** ­2.12*** ­2.12*** ­2.13***
[0.106] [0.105] [0.104] [0.122] [0.122] [0.121]

ROA (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]

Leverage (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005]

Tangible assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.04*** ­0.04*** ­0.04***
[0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004]

Liquid assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.02** ­0.02** ­0.02** ­0.20*** ­0.20*** ­0.20***
[0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.009] [0.009] [0.009]

Part of group ­0.21*** ­0.23*** ­0.25*** ­0.43*** ­0.42*** ­0.45***
[0.072] [0.071] [0.072] [0.139] [0.133] [0.140]

Dividend payer ­3.43*** ­3.41*** ­3.37*** ­0.96*** ­0.93*** ­0.93***
[0.090] [0.088] [0.085] [0.196] [0.196] [0.197]

Observations 1,018,730 1,018,730 1,018,730 257,650 257,650 257,650
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.033
0.180

0.033
0.180

0.033
0.180

0.051
0.243

0.051
0.242

0.051
0.243

Number of firms 67,708 67,708 67,708 36,705 36,705 36,705
Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports estimates from panel regressions explaining the firm-level share of commitment loans
over total bank loans between the first quarter of 1998 and the last quarter of 2009. All regressions include firm fixed
effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test-statistics reported in parantheses are based on heteroskedasticity
consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering by quarters. The three columns to the left present results from
estimations over the full sample of firms. The three columns to the right present results from estimations over
a sample which in each period is restricted to firms raising new bank debt in that period. The columns labeled
"Monetary policy" show the impact on the share of commitment loans from changes in monetary policy. Similarly,
the columns labeled "Loan losses" and "Bank index" show the impact from changes in banks’ loan losses and in
banks’stock valuation. Details on the definitions of the macro variables are given in the appendix, section A2.
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Table 3. Fixed effect estimates of the share of commitment loans over total bank credit. The effects
of monetary policy and banks’financial health have been controlled for aggregate demand impact

Monetary policy Monetary policy Loan losses Bank index Monetary policy Monetary policy Loan losses Bank index
Full sample Full sample Full sample Full sample Positive credit

demand
Positive credit

demand
Positive credit

demand
Positive credit

demand

Deviation from Taylor rule 0.06 0.16***
[0.077] [0.044]

Interest rate controlled for
demand impact

0.57*** 0.38***

[0.060] [0.082]
Loan losses controlled for
demand impact

1.76 5.94***

[2.076] [2.079]
Bank index controlled for
demand impact

­1.76*** ­0.59

[0.502] [0.441]
Ln(Total assets) (t­4) ­6.45*** ­6.50*** ­6.45*** ­6.45*** ­5.21*** ­5.25*** ­5.24*** ­5.22***

[0.084] [0.081] [0.082] [0.083] [0.164] [0.166] [0.165] [0.166]
PP&E (t­4) ­2.78*** ­2.77*** ­2.78*** ­2.79*** ­2.13*** ­2.12*** ­2.12*** ­2.13***

[0.105] [0.104] [0.106] [0.104] [0.122] [0.121] [0.122] [0.121]
ROA (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***

[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
Leverage (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***

[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005]
Tangible assets/total assets
(t­4)

­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.04*** ­0.04*** ­0.04*** ­0.04***

[0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004]
Liquid assets/total assets (t­
4)

­0.02** ­0.02** ­0.02** ­0.02** ­0.20*** ­0.20*** ­0.20*** ­0.20***

[0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.009] [0.009] [0.009] [0.009]
Part of group ­0.25*** ­0.19*** ­0.24*** ­0.24*** ­0.44*** ­0.41*** ­0.41*** ­0.45***

[0.074] [0.067] [0.071] [0.070] [0.139] [0.135] [0.133] [0.140]
Dividend payer ­3.42*** ­3.40*** ­3.43*** ­3.39*** ­0.95*** ­0.94*** ­0.97*** ­0.95***

[0.089] [0.088] [0.090] [0.083] [0.195] [0.197] [0.195] [0.196]

Observations 1,018,730 1,018,730 1,018,730 1,018,730 257,650 257,650 257,650 257,650
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.033
0.180

0.033
0.180

0.033
0.180

0.033
0.180

0.051
0.246

0.051
0.246

0.051
0.246

0.051
0.246

Number of firms 67,708 67,708 67,708 67,708 36,705 36,705 36,705 36,705
Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports estimates from panel regressions explaining the firm-level share of commitment loans
over total bank loans between the first quarter of 1998 and the last quarter of 2009. All regressions include firm fixed
effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test statistics reported in parantheses are based on heteroskedasticity-
consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering by quarters. The four columns to the left present results from
estimations over the full sample of firms. The four columns to the right present results from estimations over a
sample which in each period is restricted to firms raising new bank debt in that period. The columns labeled
"Monetary policy" show the impact on the share of commitment loans from changes in monetary policy. Similarly,
the columns labeled "Loan losses" and "Bank index" show the impact from changes in banks’ loan losses and in
banks’stock valuation. Details on the definitions of the macro variables are given in the appendix, section A2.
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Table 4. Weighted least squares estimates of the share of commitment loans over total bank credit

Monetary
policy

Loan losses Bank index Monetary
policy

Loan losses Bank index

Full sample Full sample Full sample Positive credit
demand

Positive credit
demand

Positive credit
demand

Real interest rate 0.44*** 0.23**
[0.095] [0.107]

Loan losses 4.18*** 6.01***
[1.475] [1.409]

Ln (Bank index) ­1.20*** ­0.68**
[0.259] [0.295]

Ln(Total assets) (t­4) ­6.20*** ­6.18*** ­6.17*** ­4.97*** ­4.97*** ­4.95***
[0.082] [0.082] [0.083] [0.160] [0.160] [0.160]

PP&E (t­4) ­2.83*** ­2.84*** ­2.84*** ­2.21*** ­2.21*** ­2.21***
[0.112] [0.112] [0.110] [0.126] [0.126] [0.125]

ROA (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]

Leverage (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.03*** ­0.03*** ­0.03***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005]

Tangible assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.04*** ­0.04*** ­0.04***
[0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004]

Liquid assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.21*** ­0.21*** ­0.21***
[0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.010] [0.010] [0.010]

Part of group ­0.20*** ­0.22*** ­0.24*** ­0.42*** ­0.41*** ­0.44***
[0.075] [0.074] [0.075] [0.137] [0.131] [0.137]

Dividend payer ­3.40*** ­3.38*** ­3.35*** ­1.01*** ­0.98*** ­0.98***
[0.089] [0.087] [0.084] [0.201] [0.200] [0.202]

Observations 1,018,730 1,018,730 1,018,730 257,650 257,650 257,650
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.033
0.248

0.033
0.248

0.033
0.248

0.051
0.183

0.051
0.183

0.051
0.183

Number of firms 67,708 67,708 67,708 36,705 36,705 36,705
Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports weighted least squares estimates of the firm-level share of commitment loans over
total bank loans between the first quarter of 1998 and the last quarter of 2009. Weights are set according to the
relative asset size of the firms. All regressions include firm fixed effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test
statistics reported in parantheses are based on heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering
by quarters. The three columns to the left present results from estimations over the full sample of firms. The three
columns to the right present results from estimations over a sample which in each period is restricted to firms raising
new bank debt in that period. The columns labeled "Monetary policy" show the impact on the share of commitment
loans from changes in monetary policy. Similarly, the columns labeled "Loan losses" and "Bank index" show the
impact from changes in banks’ loan losses and in banks’ stock valuation. Details on the definitions of the macro
variables are given in the appendix, section A2.
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Table 5. Weighted least squares estimates of the share of commitment loans over total bank credit.
The effects of monetary policy and banks’financial health have been controlled for aggregate demand
impact

Monetary
policy

Monetary
policy

Loan losses Bank index Monetary
policy

Monetary
policy

Loan losses Bank index

Full sample Full sample Full sample Full
sample

Positive
credit

demand

Positive
credit

demand

Full sample Full sample

Deviation from Taylor rule 0.06 0.15***
[0.079] [0.045]

Interest rate controlled for demand impact 0.58*** 0.40***
[0.062] [0.081]

Loan losses controlled for demand impact 1.85 6.37***
[2.108] [2.032]

Bank index controlled for demand impact ­1.78*** ­0.66
[0.512] [0.445]

Ln(Total assets) (t­4) ­6.16*** ­6.22*** ­6.17*** ­6.17*** ­4.95*** ­4.99*** ­4.98*** ­4.95***
[0.082] [0.079] [0.080] [0.081] [0.158] [0.161] [0.160] [0.161]

PP&E (t­4) ­2.84*** ­2.83*** ­2.84*** ­2.84*** ­2.21*** ­2.21*** ­2.20*** ­2.21***
[0.112] [0.110] [0.112] [0.110] [0.126] [0.125] [0.126] [0.125]

ROA (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]

Leverage (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.03*** ­0.03*** ­0.03*** ­0.03***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005]

Tangible assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.04*** ­0.04*** ­0.04*** ­0.04***
[0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004]

Liquid assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.21*** ­0.21*** ­0.21*** ­0.21***
[0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.008] [0.010] [0.010] [0.010] [0.010]

Part of group ­0.24*** ­0.18** ­0.23*** ­0.23*** ­0.43*** ­0.40*** ­0.40*** ­0.43***
[0.076] [0.069] [0.074] [0.073] [0.136] [0.133] [0.131] [0.138]

Dividend payer ­3.40*** ­3.37*** ­3.41*** ­3.37*** ­1.00*** ­0.99*** ­1.02*** ­0.99***
[0.088] [0.087] [0.089] [0.082] [0.200] [0.202] [0.200] [0.201]

Observations 1,018,730 1,018,730 1,018,730 1,018,730 257,650 257,650 257,650 257,650
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.032
0.183

0.033
0.183

0.032
0.183

0.033
0.183

0.051
0.249

0.051
0.249

0.051
0.249

0.051
0.249

Number of firms 67,708 67,708 67,708 67,708 36,705 36,705 36,705 36,705
Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports weighted least squares estimates of the firm-level share of commitment loans over
total bank loans between the first quarter of 1998 and the last quarter of 2009. Weights are set according to the
relative assets size of the firms. All regressions include firm fixed effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test
statistics reported in parantheses are based on heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering
at firm level. The four columns to the left present results from estimations over the full sample of firms. The four
columns to the right present results from estimations over a sample which in each period is restricted to firms raising
new bank debt in that period. The columns labeled "Monetary policy" show the impact on the share of commitment
loans from changes in monetary policy. Similarly, the columns labeled "Loan losses" and "Bank index" show the
impact from changes in banks’ loan losses and in banks’ stock valuation. Details on the definitions of the macro
variables are given in the appendix, section A2.
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Table 6. Fixed effect estimates of the share of commitment loans over total bank credit. The sample
of firms divided in three size groups

Repo
rate

Deviation
from Taylor

rule

Interest rate
controlled for

demand impact

Loan
losses

Loan losses
controlled form
demand impact

Bank
index

Bank index
controlled for

demand impact
Small firms 0.29***

(0.065)
0.01

(0.038)
0.31***
(0.037)

3.10***
(0.994)

2.79*
(1.552)

­0.66***
(0.134)

­0.78**
(0.327)

Medium
sized firms

0.35***
(0.114)

0.13*
(0.070)

0.56***
(0.069)

5.44***
(1.443)

1.26
(1.879)

­1.45***
(0.239)

­1.94***
(0.490)

Large firms 0.50***
(0.079)

­0.03
(0.100)

0.61***
(0.084)

1.64
(1.701)

0.41
(2.762)

­0.92**
(0.398)

­1.95***
(0.598)

? ? ? ?

Table Notes: This table reports the coeffi cients of the impact of the macro variables on the firm-level share of
commitment loans over total bank loans between the first quarter of 1998 and the last quarter of 2009. The sample
of firms has been divided into three groups based on the size of the firms’total assets. The sample is split at the 33th
and the 66th percentile. The arrows indicate the macro variables for which the coeffi cients increase when going from
the tertile of the smallest firms to the largest firms. The question marks indicate where there is no monotonicity
in the coeffi cients over the asset size groups of firms. All regressions include firm fixed effects, sectorial dummies
and a time trend. Test statistics reported in parantheses are based on heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors
adjusted for clustering by quarters.
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Table 7. Fixed effect estimates of the share of commitment loans over total bank credit. Estimates
using the interbank rate instead of the repo rate

(I) (II) (III) (IV)

Interbank rate 0.30*** 0.29***
[0.057] [0.041]

Interbank rate controlled for demand
impact

0.37** 0.52***

[0.153] [0.141]
Ln (Total assets) (t­4) ­6.50*** ­6.44*** ­2.10*** ­2.05***

[0.084] [0.085] [0.347] [0.351]
PP&E (t­4) ­2.77*** ­2.78*** ­0.93** ­0.94**

[0.106] [0.105] [0.312] [0.311]
ROA (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** 0.01** 0.01**

[0.002] [0.002] [0.004] [0.004]
Leverage (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** 0.01*** 0.01***

[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002]
Tangible assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.09*** ­0.09*** 0.00 0.00

[0.003] [0.003] [0.006] [0.006]
Liquid assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.02** ­0.02** 0.17*** 0.17***

[0.008] [0.008] [0.035] [0.035]
Part of group ­0.20*** ­0.26*** ­0.20 ­0.21

[0.070] [0.072] [0.299] [0.299]
Dividend payer ­3.43*** ­3.41*** ­2.28*** ­2.29***

[0.090] [0.086] [0.083] [0.085]

Observations 1,018,730 1,018,730 189,046 189,046
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.033
0.204

0.033
0.204

0.007
0.120

0.007
0.120

Number of firms 67,708 67,708 29,140 29,140
Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports estimates explaining the firm-level share of commitment loans over
total bank loans as a function of the interbank rate and firm-specific variables between the first
quarter of 1998 and the last quarter of 2009. Column I and II are results of estimations for the
full time period. In columns III and IV the time period is restricted to the financial crisis period,
defined as 200709 - 200912. In columns II and IV the interbank rate has been controlled for aggregate
demand impact in the same manner as the repo rate in previous tables. Details on the definitions
of the macro variables are given in the appendix, section A2. All regressions include firm fixed
effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test statistics reported in parantheses are based on
heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering at firm level.
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Table 8. Fixed effect estimates of share of commitment loans over total bank credit. Yearly obser-
vations

Monetary policy Monetary policy Monetary policy Loan losses Loan losses Bank index Bank index
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Real interest rate 0.75***
[0.185]

Deviation from Taylor
rule

0.02

[0.229]
Interest rate controlled
for demand impact

0.73***

[0.186]
Loan losses 3.42

[4.664]
Loan losses controlled
for demand impact

4.07

[4.901]
Ln(Bank index) ­1.28*

[0.661]
Bank index controlled
for demand impact

­2.51*

[1.313]
Ln(Total assets) (t­1) ­6.43*** ­6.36*** ­6.43*** ­6.37*** ­6.38*** ­6.36*** ­6.36***

[0.136] [0.139] [0.132] [0.138] [0.134] [0.141] [0.143]
PP&E (t­1) ­2.74*** ­2.76*** ­2.75*** ­2.77*** ­2.76*** ­2.77*** ­2.77***

[0.190] [0.195] [0.189] [0.194] [0.195] [0.192] [0.191]
ROA (t­1) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***

[0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
Leverage (t­1) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***

[0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004]
Tangible assets/total
assets (t­1)

­0.08*** ­0.08*** ­0.08*** ­0.08*** ­0.08*** ­0.08*** ­0.08***

[0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006] [0.006]
Ln(liquid assets) (t­1) ­0.29 ­0.24 ­0.28 ­0.25 ­0.27 ­0.22 ­0.24

[1.349] [1.359] [1.352] [1.358] [1.335] [1.366] [1.351]
Part of group ­0.12 ­0.19 ­0.11 ­0.17 ­0.16 ­0.20 ­0.18

[0.123] [0.134] [0.114] [0.129] [0.125] [0.132] [0.129]
Dividend payer ­3.55*** ­3.56*** ­3.52*** ­3.56*** ­3.57*** ­3.52*** ­3.51***

[0.175] [0.176] [0.167] [0.173] [0.180] [0.163] [0.158]

Observations 256,881 256,881 256,881 256,881 256,881 256,881 256,881
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.032

0.177

0.032

0.177

0.032

0.177

0.032

0.177

0.032

0.177

0.032

0.177

0.032

0.177
Number of firms 62,508 62,508 62,508 62,508 62,508 62,508 62,508

Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports the firm-level share of commitment loans over total bank loans between 1998 and
2009. The underlying quarterly panel data has been transformed to annual data by using only firm-level data as of
the fourth quarter each year. All regressions include firm fixed effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test
statistics reported in parantheses are based on heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering
by date. The columns labeled "Monetary policy" show the impact on the share of commitment loans from changes
in monetary policy. Similarly, the columns labeled "Loan losses" and "Bank index" show the impact from changes
in banks’loan losses and in banks’stock valuation. In columns (2), (3), (5) and (7), the macro variables have been
controlled for aggregate demand impact. Details on the definitions of the macro variables are given in the appendix,
section A2.
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Table 9. Fixed effect estimates of the share of commitment credit over total bank credit. Pre-crisis
period: 199803 - 200706

(I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) (VII)

Real interest rate 0.45***
[0.117]

Deviation from Taylor rule 0.01
[0.085]

Interest rate controlled for demand impact 0.49***
[0.069]

Loan losses 13.29***
[4.865]

Loan losses controlled for demand impact ­0.72
[2.544]

Ln(Bank index) ­1.29***
[0.314]

Bank index controlled for demand impact ­1.00*
[0.556]

Ln(Total assets) (t­4) ­6.46*** ­6.43*** ­6.45*** ­6.44*** ­6.43*** ­6.41*** ­6.42***
[0.129] [0.132] [0.129] [0.129] [0.130] [0.132] [0.132]

PP&E (t­4) ­2.38*** ­2.38*** ­2.38*** ­2.38*** ­2.38*** ­2.39*** ­2.39***
[0.093] [0.094] [0.093] [0.093] [0.093] [0.094] [0.094]

ROA (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002]

Leverage (t­4) ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02*** ­0.02***
[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002]

Tangible assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09*** ­0.09***
[0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [0.004]

Liquid assets/total assets (t­4) ­0.00 ­0.00 ­0.00 ­0.00 ­0.00 ­0.00 ­0.00
[0.010] [0.010] [0.010] [0.010] [0.010] [0.010] [0.010]

Part of group ­0.21*** ­0.24*** ­0.22*** ­0.24*** ­0.24*** ­0.26*** ­0.24***
[0.067] [0.063] [0.064] [0.062] [0.066] [0.063] [0.063]

Dividend payer ­3.20*** ­3.20*** ­3.17*** ­3.17*** ­3.20*** ­3.15*** ­3.18***
[0.125] [0.121] [0.124] [0.121] [0.122] [0.118] [0.119]

Observations 829,684 829,684 829,684 829,684 829,684 829,684 829,684
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.027
0.173

0.027
0.173

0.027
0.173

0.027
0.173

0.027
0.173

0.027
0.173

0.027
0.173

Number of firms 58,464 58,464 58,464 58,464 58,464 58,464 58,464
Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports estimates from panel regressions explaining the firm-level share of commitment
loans over total bank loans between the first quarter of 1998 and the second quarter of 2007. All regressions
include firm fixed effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test statistics reported in parantheses are based on
heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering by quarters. The first three columns present
results from estimations where the macro variable is a measure of monetary policy. In the fourth and the fifth
columns the macro variable is a measure of banks’ loan losses and in the last two columns the macro variable
captures banks’stock valuation. Details on the definitions of the macro variables are given in the appendix, section
A2.
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Table 10. Fixed effect estimates of the share of commitment credit over total bank credit. Financial
crisis period: 200709 - 200912

(I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) (VII)

Real interest rate 0.44***
[0.065]

Deviation from Taylor
rule

0.01

[0.141]
Interest rate controlled
for demand impact

0.58***

[0.105]
Loan losses ­4.25

[2.650]
Loan losses controlled
for demand impact

­10.16

[5.935]
Ln (Bank index) ­0.78

[0.530]
Bank index controlled
for demand impact

­2.13***

[0.489]
Ln(Total assets) (t­4) ­1.95*** ­1.84*** ­1.95*** ­1.85*** ­1.87*** ­1.89*** ­1.94***

[0.376] [0.375] [0.381] [0.375] [0.371] [0.383] [0.373]
PP&E (t­4) ­0.94** ­0.96** ­0.94** ­0.96** ­0.96** ­0.95** ­0.94**

[0.300] [0.298] [0.300] [0.300] [0.302] [0.297] [0.301]
ROA (t­4) 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* 0.01*

[0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
Leverage (t­4) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

[0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
Tangible assets/total
assets (t­4)

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

[0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005] [0.005]
Liquid assets/total assets
(t­4)

0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.17*** 0.18*** 0.18*** 0.18***

[0.033] [0.033] [0.033] [0.033] [0.033] [0.033] [0.033]
Part of group ­0.20 ­0.20 ­0.20 ­0.20 ­0.20 ­0.20 ­0.20

[0.298] [0.300] [0.297] [0.299] [0.299] [0.300] [0.299]
Dividend payer ­2.25*** ­2.30*** ­2.26*** ­2.30*** ­2.29*** ­2.28*** ­2.27***

[0.077] [0.070] [0.076] [0.071] [0.070] [0.072] [0.073]

Observations 193,342 193,342 193,342 193,342 193,342 193,342 193,342
R­squared (within)
R­squared (overall)

0.007
0.010

0.006
0.095

0.007
0.099

0.006
0.095

0.007
0.097

0.007
0.090

0.007
0.097

Number of orgnr 29,661 29,661 29,661 29,661 29,661 29,661 29,661
Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports estimates from panel regressions explaining the firm-level share of commitment
loans over total bank loans between the third quarter of 2007 and the last quarter of 2009. All regressions in-
clude firm fixed effects, sectorial dummies and a time trend. Test statistics reported in parantheses are based on
heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors adjusted for clustering by quarters. The first three columns present
results from estimations where the macro variable is a measure of monetary policy. In the fourth and the fifth
columns the macro variable is a measure of banks’ loan losses and in the last two columns the macro variable
captures banks’stock valuation. Details on the definitions of the macro variables are given in the appendix, section
A2.
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Appendices

A1. Assessment of sample selection impact

Table A1. Probit estimations of the likelihood that a firm has a line of credit (marginal effects)

(I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI)

Cashflow/total
assets

­0.051*** ­0.053*** ­0.053*** ­0.036*** ­0.036*** ­0.036***

[0.019] [0.019] [0.019] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002]
Ln (Total
assets)

­0.045*** ­0.045*** ­0.045*** ­0.001*** ­0.001*** ­0.001***

[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Tangible
assets

­0.087*** ­0.089*** ­0.089*** ­0.020*** ­0.020*** ­0.020***

[0.014] [0.014] [0.014] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
Growth in
sales

0.014*** 0.014*** 0.014*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.005***

[0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Part of group 0.020* 0.021* 0.021* ­0.007*** ­0.007*** ­0.007***

[0.012] [0.012] [0.012] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
Cash flow
volatility

­0.016* ­0.016* ­0.001** ­0.001**

[0.010] [0.010] [0.001] [0.001]
Industry sales
volatility

0.228*** ­0.010

[0.038] [0.008]
Pseudo R2 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.03
Observations 114,783 114,783 114,783 1,718,168 1,718,168 1,718,168

Robust standard errors in brackets
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table Notes: This table reports results from probit regressions where the dependent variable takes
the value 1 if the the firm has a line of credit in the current period. Columns (I) to (III) report the
estimated marginal effects of firm characteristics on the probability of having a line of credit from
probit estimation using the bank lending data. Columns (IV) to (VI) report corresponding results
based on the accounting data.
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A2. Macro variables

Figure A1. Measures of the stance of monetary policy

The thick solid line in figure A1 is the deviation in the real Swedish repo rate from an estimated trend. The real
interest rate is calculated as the nominal interest rate deflated by expected inflation one year ahead according to
the survey Economic Tendency Survey Business and Consumer (Source: National Institute of Economic Research).

The thin solid line in figure A1 is the residuals of the following estimated equation:

it = α+ 1.5 (πt − 2) + 0.5 (yt − y∗t ) + εt (A1)

where (yt − y∗t ) is the output gap as calculated by the Riksbank (source: Monetary Policy Report, October 2010).

The dotted line is the residuals of the following estimated equation:

it = α+ β1 (πt − 2) + β2 (yt − y∗t ) + β3 (indprodt − indprod∗t ) + β4 (ut) + εt (A2)

where (indprodt − indprod∗t ) is the deviation in industrial production from trend and ut is the unemployment rate.
The trend in industrial production has been estimated by means of the Hodrick-Prescott filter.
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Figure A2. Measure of banks’financial health: loan losses as a percent of total lending

The thick solid line shows total loan losses in each period for the four dominant Swedish banks. Loan losses are
expressed as a percent of total bank lending according to:

llt =

(
LLt

Lt + Lt−1

)
∗ 100 (A3)

where LLt is loan losses in period t as reported in the banks’quarterly reports and Lt is bank lending in period t.
(Source: The Riksbank.)

The thin solid line is calculated in the same way as in equation A2. That is,the residuals in:

llt = α+ β1 (πt − 2) + β2 (yt − y∗t ) + β3 (indprodt − indprod∗t ) + β4 (ut) + εt (A4)
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Figure A3. Measure of banks’financial health: ln(bank index)

The thick solid line in figure A3 is the log of a bank stock index and the thin line is calculated in the same way as
in equation A4. The index is the OMX Stockholm Banks_GI, which is composed of the four major Swedish banks
(Source: Nasdaq OMX.)

33



Earlier Working Papers: 
For a complete list of Working Papers published by Sveriges Riksbank, see www.riksbank.se/en/Research/ 

Estimation of an Adaptive Stock Market Model with Heterogeneous Agents 
by Henrik Amilon 

2005:177 

Some Further Evidence on Interest-Rate Smoothing: The Role of Measurement Errors in the Output Gap 
by Mikael Apel and Per Jansson 

2005:178 

Bayesian Estimation of an Open Economy DSGE Model with Incomplete Pass-Through 
by Malin Adolfson, Stefan Laséen, Jesper Lindé and Mattias Villani 

2005:179 

Are Constant Interest Rate Forecasts Modest Interventions? Evidence from an Estimated Open Economy 
DSGE Model of the Euro Area  
by Malin Adolfson, Stefan Laséen, Jesper Lindé and Mattias Villani 

2005:180 

Inference in Vector Autoregressive Models with an Informative Prior on the Steady State 
by Mattias Villani 

2005:181 

Bank Mergers, Competition and Liquidity  
by Elena Carletti, Philipp Hartmann and Giancarlo Spagnolo 

2005:182 

Testing Near-Rationality using Detailed Survey Data 
by Michael F. Bryan and Stefan Palmqvist 

2005:183 

Exploring Interactions between Real Activity and the Financial Stance 
by Tor Jacobson, Jesper Lindé and Kasper Roszbach 

2005:184 

Two-Sided Network Effects, Bank Interchange Fees, and the Allocation of Fixed Costs 
by Mats A. Bergman 

2005:185 

Trade Deficits in the Baltic States: How Long Will the Party Last? 
by Rudolfs Bems and Kristian Jönsson 

2005:186 

Real Exchange Rate and Consumption Fluctuations follwing Trade Liberalization 
by Kristian Jönsson 

2005:187 

Modern Forecasting Models in Action: Improving Macroeconomic Analyses at Central Banks 
by Malin Adolfson, Michael K. Andersson, Jesper Lindé, Mattias Villani and Anders Vredin 

2005:188 

Bayesian Inference of General Linear Restrictions on the Cointegration Space 
by Mattias Villani 

2005:189 

Forecasting Performance of an Open Economy Dynamic Stochastic General Equilibrium Model 
by Malin Adolfson, Stefan Laséen, Jesper Lindé and Mattias Villani 

2005:190 

Forecast Combination and Model Averaging using Predictive Measures 
by Jana Eklund and Sune Karlsson 

2005:191 

Swedish Intervention and the Krona Float, 1993-2002 
by Owen F. Humpage and Javiera Ragnartz 

2006:192 

A Simultaneous Model of the Swedish Krona, the US Dollar and the Euro 
by Hans Lindblad and Peter Sellin 

2006:193 

Testing Theories of Job Creation: Does Supply Create Its Own Demand? 
by Mikael Carlsson, Stefan Eriksson and Nils Gottfries 

2006:194 

Down or Out: Assessing The Welfare Costs of Household Investment Mistakes 
by Laurent E. Calvet, John Y. Campbell and Paolo Sodini  

2006:195 

Efficient Bayesian Inference for Multiple Change-Point and Mixture Innovation Models 
by Paolo Giordani and Robert Kohn 

2006:196 

Derivation and Estimation of a New Keynesian Phillips Curve in a Small Open Economy 
by Karolina Holmberg 

2006:197 

Technology Shocks and the Labour-Input Response: Evidence from Firm-Level Data 
by Mikael Carlsson and Jon Smedsaas 

2006:198 

Monetary Policy and Staggered Wage Bargaining when Prices are Sticky 
by Mikael Carlsson and Andreas Westermark 

2006:199 

The Swedish External Position and the Krona 
by Philip R. Lane 

2006:200 



Price Setting Transactions and the Role of Denominating Currency in FX Markets 
by Richard Friberg and Fredrik Wilander 

2007:201  

The geography of asset holdings: Evidence from Sweden 
by Nicolas Coeurdacier and Philippe Martin 

2007:202 

Evaluating An Estimated New Keynesian Small Open Economy Model  
by Malin Adolfson, Stefan Laséen, Jesper Lindé and Mattias Villani 

2007:203 

The Use of Cash and the Size of the Shadow Economy in Sweden 
by Gabriela Guibourg and Björn Segendorf 

2007:204 

Bank supervision Russian style: Evidence of conflicts between micro- and macro-prudential concerns  
by Sophie Claeys and Koen Schoors  

2007:205 

Optimal Monetary Policy under Downward Nominal Wage Rigidity 
by Mikael Carlsson and Andreas Westermark 

2007:206 

Financial Structure, Managerial Compensation and Monitoring 
by Vittoria Cerasi and Sonja Daltung 

2007:207 

Financial Frictions, Investment and Tobin’s q  
by Guido Lorenzoni and Karl Walentin 

2007:208 

Sticky Information vs Sticky Prices: A Horse Race in a DSGE Framework 
by Mathias Trabandt 

2007:209 

Acquisition versus greenfield: The impact of the mode of foreign bank entry on information and bank 
lending rates  
by Sophie Claeys and Christa Hainz 

2007:210 

Nonparametric Regression Density Estimation Using Smoothly Varying Normal Mixtures 
by Mattias Villani, Robert Kohn and Paolo Giordani 

2007:211 

The Costs of Paying – Private and Social Costs of Cash and Card 
by Mats Bergman, Gabriella Guibourg and Björn Segendorf 

2007:212 

Using a New Open Economy Macroeconomics model to make real nominal exchange rate forecasts  
by Peter Sellin 

2007:213 

Introducing Financial Frictions and Unemployment into a Small Open Economy Model 
by Lawrence J. Christiano, Mathias Trabandt and Karl Walentin 

2007:214 

Earnings Inequality and the Equity Premium  
by Karl Walentin 

2007:215 

Bayesian forecast combination for VAR models  
by Michael K. Andersson and Sune Karlsson 

2007:216 

Do Central Banks React to House Prices? 
by Daria Finocchiaro and Virginia Queijo von Heideken 

2007:217 

The Riksbank’s Forecasting Performance 
by Michael K. Andersson, Gustav Karlsson and Josef Svensson 

2007:218 

Macroeconomic Impact on Expected Default Freqency 
by Per Åsberg and Hovick Shahnazarian 

2008:219 

Monetary Policy Regimes and the Volatility of Long-Term Interest Rates 
by Virginia Queijo von Heideken 

2008:220 

Governing the Governors: A Clinical Study of Central Banks 
by Lars Frisell, Kasper Roszbach and Giancarlo Spagnolo 

2008:221 

The Monetary Policy Decision-Making Process and the Term Structure of Interest Rates 
by Hans Dillén 

2008:222 

How Important are Financial Frictions in the U S and the Euro Area 
by Virginia Queijo von Heideken 

2008:223 

Block Kalman filtering for large-scale DSGE models  
by Ingvar Strid and Karl Walentin 

2008:224 

Optimal Monetary Policy in an Operational Medium-Sized DSGE Model 
by Malin Adolfson, Stefan Laséen, Jesper Lindé and Lars E. O. Svensson 

2008:225 

Firm Default and Aggregate Fluctuations  
by Tor Jacobson, Rikard Kindell, Jesper Lindé and Kasper Roszbach 

2008:226 



Re-Evaluating Swedish Membership in EMU: Evidence from an Estimated Model 
by Ulf Söderström 

2008:227 

The Effect of Cash Flow on Investment: An Empirical Test of the Balance Sheet Channel 
by Ola Melander 

2009:228 

Expectation Driven Business Cycles with Limited Enforcement 
by Karl Walentin 

2009:229 

Effects of Organizational Change on Firm Productivity 
by Christina Håkanson 

2009:230 

Evaluating Microfoundations for Aggregate Price Rigidities: Evidence from Matched Firm-Level Data on 
Product Prices and Unit Labor Cost  
by Mikael Carlsson and Oskar Nordström Skans 

2009:231 

Monetary Policy Trade-Offs in an Estimated Open-Economy DSGE Model 
by Malin Adolfson, Stefan Laséen, Jesper Lindé and Lars E. O. Svensson 

2009:232 

Flexible Modeling of Conditional Distributions Using Smooth Mixtures of Asymmetric 
Student T Densities  
by Feng Li, Mattias Villani and Robert Kohn 

2009:233 

Forecasting Macroeconomic Time Series with Locally Adaptive Signal Extraction 
by Paolo Giordani and Mattias Villani 

2009:234 

Evaluating Monetary Policy  
by Lars E. O. Svensson 

2009:235 

Risk Premiums and Macroeconomic Dynamics in a Heterogeneous Agent Model 
by Ferre De Graeve, Maarten Dossche, Marina Emiris, Henri Sneessens and Raf Wouters 

2010:236 

Picking the Brains of MPC Members  
by Mikael Apel, Carl Andreas Claussen and Petra Lennartsdotter 

2010:237 

Involuntary Unemployment and the Business Cycle  
by Lawrence J. Christiano, Mathias Trabandt and Karl Walentin 

2010:238 

Housing collateral and the monetary transmission mechanism  
by Karl Walentin and Peter Sellin 

2010:239 

The Discursive Dilemma in Monetary Policy  
by Carl Andreas Claussen and Øistein Røisland 

2010:240 

Monetary Regime Change and Business Cycles  
by Vasco Cúrdia and Daria Finocchiaro 

2010:241 

Bayesian Inference in Structural Second-Price common Value Auctions  
by Bertil Wegmann and Mattias Villani 

2010:242 

Equilibrium asset prices and the wealth distribution with inattentive consumers 
by Daria Finocchiaro 

2010:243 

Identifying VARs through Heterogeneity: An Application to Bank Runs 
by Ferre De Graeve and Alexei Karas 

2010:244 

Modeling Conditional Densities Using Finite Smooth Mixtures 
by Feng Li, Mattias Villani and Robert Kohn 

2010:245 

The Output Gap, the Labor Wedge, and the Dynamic Behavior of Hours 
by Luca Sala, Ulf Söderström and Antonella Trigari 

2010:246 

Density-Conditional Forecasts in Dynamic Multivariate Models 
by Michael K. Andersson, Stefan Palmqvist and Daniel F. Waggoner 

2010:247 

Anticipated Alternative Policy-Rate Paths in Policy Simulations 
by Stefan Laséen and Lars E. O. Svensson 

2010:248 

MOSES: Model of Swedish Economic Studies  
by Gunnar Bårdsen, Ard den Reijer, Patrik Jonasson and Ragnar Nymoen 

2011:249 

The Effects of Endogenuos Firm Exit on Business Cycle Dynamics and Optimal Fiscal Policy  
by Lauri Vilmi 

2011:250 

Parameter Identification in a Estimated New Keynesian Open Economy Model 
by Malin Adolfson and Jesper Lindé 

2011:251 

Up for count? Central bank words and financial stress  
by Marianna Blix Grimaldi 

2011:252 



Wage Adjustment and Productivity Shocks 
by Mikael Carlsson, Julián Messina and Oskar Nordström Skans 

2011:253 

Stylized (Arte) Facts on Sectoral Inflation  
by Ferre De Graeve and Karl Walentin 

2011:254 

Hedging Labor Income Risk 
by Sebastien Betermier, Thomas Jansson, Christine A. Parlour and Johan Walden 

2011:255 

Taking the Twists into Account: Predicting Firm Bankruptcy Risk with Splines of Financial Ratios 
by Paolo Giordani, Tor Jacobson, Erik von Schedvin and Mattias Villani 

2011:256 

Collateralization, Bank Loan Rates and Monitoring: Evidence from a Natural Experiment 
by Geraldo Cerqueiro, Steven Ongena and Kasper Roszbach 

2012:257 

On the Non-Exclusivity of Loan Contracts: An Empirical Investigation 
by Hans Degryse, Vasso Ioannidou and Erik von Schedvin 

2012:258 

Labor-Market Frictions and Optimal Inflation  
by Mikael Carlsson and Andreas Westermark 

2012:259 

Output Gaps and Robust Monetary Policy Rules  
by Roberto M. Billi 

2012:260 

The Information Content of Central Bank Minutes 
by Mikael Apel and Marianna Blix Grimaldi 

2012:261 

The Cost of Consumer Payments in Sweden      2012:262 

by Björn Segendorf and Thomas Jansson  

Trade Credit and the Propagation of Corporate Failure: An Empirical Analysis    2012:263 

by Tor Jacobson and Erik von Schedvin  

Structural and Cyclical Forces in the Labor Market During the Great Recession: Cross-Country Evidence 2012:264 

by Luca Sala, Ulf Söderström and AntonellaTrigari  

Pension Wealth and Household Savings in Europe: Evidence from SHARELIFE   2013:265 

by Rob Alessie, Viola Angelini and Peter van Santen  

Long-Term Relationship Bargaining     2013:266 

by Andreas Westermark  

Using Financial Markets To Estimate the Macro Effects of Monetary Policy: An Impact-Identified FAVAR* 2013:267 

by Stefan Pitschner  

DYNAMIC MIXTURE-OF-EXPERTS MODELS FOR LONGITUDINAL AND DISCRETE-TIME SURVIVAL DATA 2013:268 

by Matias Quiroz and Mattias Villani  

Conditional euro area sovereign default risk     2013:269 

by André Lucas, Bernd Schwaab and Xin Zhang  

Nominal GDP Targeting and the Zero Lower Bound: Should We Abandon Inflation Targeting?*  2013:270 

by Roberto M. Billi  

Un-truncating VARs*       2013:271 

by Ferre De Graeve and Andreas Westermark  

Housing Choices and Labor Income Risk     2013:272 

by Thomas Jansson  

Identifying Fiscal Inflation*       2013:273 

by Ferre De Graeve and Virginia Queijo von Heideken  

On the Redistributive Effects of Inflation: an International Perspective*   2013:274 

by Paola Boel  

Business Cycle Implications of Mortgage Spreads*     2013:275 

by Karl Walentin  

Approximate dynamic programming with post-decision states as a solution method for dynamic   2013:276 

economic models by Isaiah Hull  

A detrimental feedback loop: deleveraging and adverse selection     2013:277 

by Christoph Bertsch  

Distortionary Fiscal Policy and Monetary Policy Goals    2013:278 

by Klaus Adam and Roberto M. Billi   

Predicting the Spread of Financial Innovations: An Epidemiological Approach   2013:279 

by Isaiah Hull  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 

Sveriges Riksbank 
Visiting address: Brunkebergs torg 11 
Mail address: se-103 37 Stockholm 
 
Website: www.riksbank.se 
Telephone: +46 8 787 00 00, Fax: +46 8 21 05 31 
E-mail: registratorn@riksbank.se 


	Earlier Working Papers:



