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This report was generated autonomously by an Al replication pipeline for the “Does Empirical Finance
Replicate?” project. It documents one attempt to reproduce the paper’s main analysis from the data and
methods described below. Individual replications may contain mistakes. Treat the numbers as estimates
to be checked, not as a verdict on the original paper. Original article: doi:10.1111/1540-6261.00415.

1 Summary

1.1 The Paper

Kashyap, Rajan, and Stein argue that deposits and loan commitments jointly provide liquidity on
demand. Their central within-banking test aggregates commercial-bank Call Reports to holding
companies, averages each holding company over 1992 through 1996, and regresses commitment
intensity on transactions-deposit intensity. Table IV reports a positive relation in the full sample
and in three size groups.

1.2 Replication Findings

The replication reproduces the headline closely. The all-bank DEPRAT coefficient is 0.107 with a
t-statistic of 18.47, against 0.116 and 20.21 in the paper. Medium and small banks preserve the
positive significant relation, and the large-bank coefficient stays positive but loses five-percent
significance. Extending the same specification to 1997 through 2003 keeps the relation positive
and significant for all banks and for small banks, while it weakens for medium and large banks.

2 Data

The paper and the replication both use quarterly FFIEC Call Reports. The replication draws the
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago’s public quarterly SAS XPORT files and retains the balance-sheet,
loan, deposit, commitment, holder, and district items that Table IV requires. The resulting extract
holds 501,355 bank-quarter rows from 1992Q1 through 2003Q4, and CPIAUCSL from FRED con-
verts assets to real terms. The 1992 through 1996 panel contains 9,348 holding companies before
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complete-case filtering and 9,324 observations in the full regression. The out-of-sample panel
covers 1997 through 2003 and contributes 8,424 complete cases. No proxy dataset or identifier
approximation enters the construction.

3 Methodology

The dependent variable is

Y Conventional unused commitments

COMRAT = )
Y Conventional unused commitments + RCFD1400

The commitment sum uses MDRM items 3814, 3816, 3817, 3818, 3411, and 6550, all with the RCFD
prefix. Item 6550 is the historical MDRM for the construction and development commitment that
the paper describes. DEPRAT equals RCON2215 divided by RCFD2200. Each OLS specification
controls for log real assets, the shares of C&lI loans, real-estate loans, and individual loans in gross
loans, plus Federal Reserve district indicators. Standard errors are conventional homoskedastic
OLS standard errors. RSSD9348 aggregates banks to holding companies, and the regressions use
time-averaged holding-company observations.

Key differences from the paper. The current public Call Report vintage yields 62 more complete-
case holding companies than the paper reports. The historical MDRM labels the construction com-
mitment RCFD6550 although the paper prints RCFD6650. Table II medians nevertheless match
within 0.002.

4 Results
4.1 TableIV
Table 1: Transactions Deposits and Loan Commitments

Sample Paper N Repl. N Paper coef. Repl. coef. Paper ¢ Repl. ¢
All 9262 9324 0.116 0.107 20.21 18.47
Large 100 100 0.232 0.144 3.35 1.75
Medium 500 497 0.160 0.131 5.80 4.63
Small 8662 8727 0.113 0.103 19.35 17.56

Standard errors: conventional OLS. Fixed effects: Federal Reserve district indicators.

The all-bank coefficient differs from the paper by less than eight percent and retains overwhelming
statistical significance. Medium and small banks also reproduce the positive significant relation.
The large-bank estimate is 0.144 with t = 1.75, so this 100-observation cell loses power.



4.2 Out-of-Sample Test

Table 2: Out-of-Sample Table IV, 1997-2003

Sample N  Coefficient t-statistic
All 8424 0.064 9.85
Large 100 0.018 0.12
Medium 499 0.064 1.86
Small 7825 0.064 9.82

Standard errors: conventional OLS. Fixed effects: Federal Reserve district indicators.

The later-period relation remains positive and significant for all banks and for small banks. It
becomes marginal for medium banks and disappears for large banks. The extension therefore
supports a persistent but weaker deposit-commitment relation.



