Temi di Discussione
(Working Papers)

Why did sponsor banks rescue their SIVs?

Number

February 2017

by Anatoli Segura

1100

Temi di discussione
(Working papers)

Why did sponsor banks rescue their SIVs?

by Anatoli Segura

Number 1100 - February 2017

The purpose of the Temi di discussione series is to promote the circulation of working
papers prepared within the Bank of Italy or presented in Bank seminars by outside
economists with the aim of stimulating comments and suggestions.
The views expressed in the articles are those of the authors and do not involve the
responsibility of the Bank.

Editorial Board: Ines Buono, Marco Casiraghi, Valentina Aprigliano, Nicola
Branzoli, Francesco Caprioli, Emanuele Ciani, Vincenzo Cuciniello, Davide
Delle Monache, Giuseppe Ilardi, Andrea Linarello, Juho Taneli Makinen,
Valerio Nispi Landi, Lucia Paola Maria Rizzica, Massimiliano Stacchini.
Editorial Assistants: Roberto Marano, Nicoletta Olivanti.
ISSN 1594-7939 (print)
ISSN 2281-3950 (online)
Printed by the Printing and Publishing Division of the Bank of Italy

WHY DID SPONSOR BANKS RESCUE THEIR SIVS?
by Anatoli Segura*
Abstract
At the beginning of the recent financial crisis, sponsoring banks rescued their
structured investment vehicles (SIVs) despite having no contractual obligation to do so. I
show that this outcome may arise as the equilibrium of a signaling game between banks and
their debt investors when a negative shock affects the correlated asset returns of a fraction of
banks and their sponsored vehicles. A rescue is interpreted as a good signal and reduces the
refinancing costs of the sponsoring bank. If banks leverage is high or the negative shock is
sizeable enough, the equilibrium is a pooling one in which all banks rescue. When the
aggregate financial sector is close to insolvency, banks expected net worth would increase if
rescues were banned. The model can be extended to discuss the circumstances in which all
banks collapse after rescuing their vehicles.
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Introduction1

1

The 2007-2009 …nancial crisis was rife with situations in which banks provided support
beyond their contractual obligations to sponsored entities in the shadow banking system. A
prominent example occurred in the structured investment vehicles (SIVs) industry. These
o¤-balance sheet conduits experienced problems to re…nance their maturing debt due to
investors’concerns on their exposure to subprime losses.2 When the whole industry was at
the eve of default, most sponsor banks stepped in and rescued their SIVs even though they
were not contractually obliged to do so.
Commentators and regulators attributed these and similar voluntary support decisions
to the reputational concerns of the sponsors. The following quote on HSBC’s rescue of its
two SIVs is a clear example of how these events were interpreted:
“HSBC’s motivation appears to be fear of the unknown. A huge SIV failure,
especially if it triggered losses for the holders of its commercial paper, would be
a reputational black eye. At the extreme, the …nancial consequences could be an
increase in the bank’s perceived riskiness as well as a higher cost of funding in
the capital markets.”Financial Times, November 28, 2007 [emphasis mine].
In addition, the potential negative impact of these rescues on bank capitalization opened
a debate on the regulation of implicit support and “reputational risk”in banking. And as a
result there is currently a regulatory move towards limiting or prohibiting some transactions
between depository institutions and their sponsored entities in the shadow banking system.
In particular, both under the …nal implementation of the Volcker Rule in the US and of
1
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2
SIVs debt consisted of asset backed commercial paper (ABCP) and medium term notes (MTN) in a
typical ratio 2 to 5. Explicit debt guarantees from the sponsor covered no more than 30% of the ABCP,
while MTNs were not guaranteed at all. For a description of the reasons why o¤-balance sheet conduits
su¤ered re…nancing problems in the second half of 2007, see Brunnermeier (2009) and Gorton (2010).
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the proposals of the Vickers Commission in the UK, banks will not be allowed to give
support to their sponsored unguaranteed vehicles.34 In the EU, the European Parliament
is currently negotiating a proposal for structural reform of the banking sector based on the
recommendations of the Liikanen report (2012) that also points towards prohibiting these
forms of voluntary support.5
Yet, the precise nature of the reputational risk and why voluntary support decisions
may weaken the banks is not obvious. In fact, the existing literature predicts that sponsors
will not give support during a severe downturn (Gorton and Souleles, 2006, Ordoñez, 2014,
and Parlatore, 2015). So, why did sponsor banks rescue their SIVs? What reputation was
at stake and why was it so valuable during a crisis? And …nally, should regulators have
intervened and banned these rescues in order to protect the banking system?
To address these questions, this paper develops a signaling model that explains banks’
voluntary rescue of their sponsored vehicles in the midst of a crisis. Although the theory
may also apply to other sponsored entities such as money market funds or hedge funds, the
model focuses, for concreteness, on the rescues of SIVs.6 Banks and their sponsored vehicles
have long-term assets and short-term debt to be re…nanced. At the initial date a negative
aggregate shock a¤ects the assets held by some of the banks and their vehicles and divides the
bank-vehicle pairs into two types, say, good and bad. Crucially, the arrival of the aggregate
shock is public information but the type of a pair bank-vehicle is private information of the
bank. The negative shock is bad enough to trigger a run on all vehicles in spite of the fact
3

In the US, Section 619 of the Dodd-Frank Act, commonly known as the Volcker Rule, adds a new section
13 to the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 whose …nal text was issued by the federal banking agencies in
December 10, 2013. Appart from prohibiting banking entities from engaging in proprietary trading and from
acquiring ownership interests in funds, the new section also prohibits them from entering into transactions
with funds for which they serve as investment advisers and in particular to rescue them.
4
In the UK, the proposals of the Independent Commission on Banking, commonly kwown as Vickers
Commission, have been enacted on December 18, 2013 by the Financial Services (Banking Reform) Act
2013. This regulatory reform limits the exposure of depository institutions to other …nancial entities within
the same bank holding company (BHC). In particular, transactions between a regulated commercial bank
and entities within the BHC will have to be conducted in market terms, which rules out voluntary support
to these entities when they su¤er …nancial distress.
5
See the “Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on structural measures
improving the resilience of EU credit institutions,” Council of the European Union, 19 June 2015.
6
For a detail account of the rise, demise, and rescue of the SIVs industry, see Appendix A. Brady et al.
(2012) and Kacperczyk and Schnabl (2012) document the relevance of sponsor support in the money market
fund industry during the past …nancial crisis. The rescue by Bear Stearns of two of its hedge funds in July
2007 was largely covered by the media.
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that good vehicles are fundamentally solvent (i.e. with perfect information they would be
able to re…nance their debt). In this context, banks face a decision on whether to rescue
their vehicles taking into account its non-trivial impact on the cost of re…nancing their own
debt. Banks …nance these rescues by raising new debt that in the baseline model is assumed
to be junior to banks’preexisting debt.
Two results drive the types of equilibria that may arise in this economy. First, debt
issued by a good bank is fundamentally more valuable. So, the pricing of debt depends on
investors’beliefs on the quality of the issuer and any non fully separating equilibrium involves
some debt overpricing bene…ts for bad banks. Second, good banks have higher incentives to
rescue their vehicles than bad banks. As a result, the decision to rescue is interpreted by the
investors as a good signal.
I show that in equilibrium all good banks rescue their vehicles because, on the one
hand, they have fundamental motives to do so (their vehicles are solvent but illiquid due
to imperfect information), and, on the other, this decision is also interpreted as a good
signal by debt investors. Bad banks trade o¤ the fundamental costs of rescuing their (bad)
vehicles with the debt overpricing bene…ts of keeping their own type unrevealed. The debt
overpricing bene…ts of the rescue are increasing in the market expectation on the quality of
a rescuing bank, which leads to a unique equilibrium that can be of three types: pooling
in which all banks rescue, semiseparating in which good banks and a fraction of bad banks
rescue, and separating in which only good banks rescue.
The model predicts the pooling equilibrium to arise when either banks’debt is very large
or the return of the assets held by bad institutions is very low. Both conditions were likely
satis…ed in 2007. First, banks were highly levered and an important fraction of their debt had
to be regularly re…nanced in wholesale markets due to its very short maturity (interbank
loans, commercial paper, repos). Second, the subprime crisis meant a severe downward
updating of the fundamental value of some of the backing assets.
Regulators have manifested concern about the risk these rescues pose to the banking
system and the new regulatory frameworks in most jurisdictions will ban these actions in
the future. In the context of my model, I analyze the e¤ects of the introduction of a ban
on rescues. In a pooling equilibrium, the ban reduces the welfare of vehicles’debtholders to
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the same extent that it increases the average net worth of banks since it avoids the rescue
of vehicles which are on average insolvent. The net worth of bad banks always increases
as a result of the ban and, interestingly, when the aggregate …nancial sector is close to
insolvency, the net worth of good banks increases as well.7 The last e¤ect arises because in a
pooling equilibrium good banks not only subsidy the re…nancing of bad banks but also end
up subsidizing the rescue of bad vehicles. The latter constitutes an additional cost for good
banks that dominates the fundamental bene…ts from rescuing their illiquid vehicles when the
aggregate …nancial sector is close to insolvency. In a separating equilibrium, the e¤ects of a
ban are reversed: vehicles’debtholders average welfare increases whereas banks’average net
worth decreases.
Central banks played an instrumental role in making the rescues of SIVs possible. In
December 12, 2007 the Federal Reserve and the European Central Bank entered into an
emergency currency swap line in order for the latter to be able to lend dollars to European
banks that had lost access to dollar denominated interbank markets and were in need of this
currency to support their SIVs (and also similar explicitly guaranteed ABCP conduits).8
Central bank lending is secured and thus de facto senior to other forms of …nancing. In an
extension of the model I analyze the e¤ect of allowing for this seniority for the …nancing of
the rescue with respect to banks’preexisting debt. I …nd that when the aggregate …nancial
sector is insolvent this relative seniority is key for the nature of the equilibrium.9 When
new …nancing is junior, banks try to rescue their vehicles but investors refuse to supply the
additional funds, rescues are not completed and vehicles fail. However, when new …nancing
is senior, banks obtain …nancing for the rescues in a …rst stage but then they are not able to
re…nance their own debt, leading to a systemic collapse. This result identi…es a new channel
through which the seniority privileges of central bank lending (or other forms of lending)
may propagate distress through the …nancial system and calls for central banks to closely
monitor banks’use of the funds they provide during liquidity crises.
In another extension of the model I allow each bank to sponsor several vehicles with and
7

I say that the aggregate …nancial sector is solvent (insolvent) when the di¤erence between the aggregate
expected payo¤ of its assets and the face value of maturing debt is positive (negative).
8
See Fleming and Klagge (2010).
9
When the aggregate …nancial sector is solvent this relative seniority is irrelevant in equilibrium.
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without explicit support guarantees.10 I show that if vehicles su¤er a run and sponsors are
contractually obliged to rescue some of them, they have greater incentives to voluntarily
support the rest. This complementarity between contractual and voluntary support may
be yet an additional reason why banks rescued their SIVs in the crisis. I also extend the
model to allow for the possibility that some good banks own bad vehicles. I show that these
sponsors never rescue their vehicles, which reduces the strength as a signal of quality and
the fraction of bad banks (with bad vehicles) that do so in equilibrium. I conclude that a
su¢ ciently high positive correlation in the asset quality of the banks and their vehicles is
necessary for the model to be consistent with a situation in which most vehicles are rescued.
Related literature This paper belongs to the theoretical literature that has analyzed
voluntary support from sponsoring institutions. The existing papers share the prediction
-contrary to my model- that a rescue is less likely under adverse economic circumstances.11
In Ordoñez (2013) the support decision is based on reputational concerns. He assumes the
reputational bene…ts of support to be increasing in the value of new investment opportunities, which means that sponsors are less likely to support their subsidiaries after a severe
deterioration of the economy. In Gorton and Souleles (2006) voluntary support arises as a
form of collusion between sponsors and investors in conduits in a repeated context.12 Since
collusion is sustained by the value of future collaboration, banks have less incentives to rescue
their vehicles in the midst of an economic crisis. Finally, Parlatore (2013) builds a model of
delegated portfolio management in which the sponsor obtains fees that are proportional to
the market price of assets under management and thus its incentives to support a subsidiary
are reduced after a negative shock.
My paper is also connected to earlier contributions in which signaling concerns interact
with debt dilution costs.13 In John and Nachman (1985) reputation, understood as infor10

As an example, in 2007 Citigroup was the sponsor of nine fully supported ABCP conduits and seven
non explicitly supported SIVs.
11
In my model the existence of the shadow banking system is taken as given. Recent theoretical work
about the emergence and fragility of shadow banks includes Parlour and Plantin (2008), Dang, Gorton and
Holmström (2012) and Gennaioli, Shleifer and Vishny (2013). (See the latter for a survey of this literature).
12
The same mechanism leads banks to rescue borrowers in distress in Dinc (2000).
13
The in‡uential paper of Myers and Majluf (1984) gave raise to a literature where security design was
directed to reduce the dilution costs associated with asymmetric information (see e.g. Nachman and Noe,
1994, DeMarzo and Du¢ e, 1999, Fulghieri and Lukin, 2001).
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mation about a …rm’s type, a¤ects the debt dilution costs associated to the …nancing of
future investment oportunities. They show that reputation concerns reduce the debt overhang problem identi…ed by Myers (1977). In Diamond (1991) reputation built over time
reduces a moral hazard problem and allows …rms to switch from banks’monitored …nance
to unmonitored market …nance.
The interaction between reputation concerns and transfers of value among security holders has also been found in other corporate …nance contexts. In Boot, Greenbaum and Thakor
(1993) a …rm complies with an unenforceable …nancial contract in order to improve investors’
perception on its capability to satisfy (similar) contracts in the future. In Thakor (2005)
banks screen borrowers before o¤ering them loan commitments that could be withdrawn
under material adverse change clauses. He shows that during booms banks do not refuse
lending to bad projects in order to preserve their screening reputation.
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the ingredients of the model.
Section 3 …nds the equilibrium of the model and discusses how changes of parameters a¤ect
it. Section 4 analyzes the welfare e¤ects of a ban on rescues. Section 5 extends the model
along several dimensions and discusses the robustness of the results. Section 6 concludes.
Appendix A describes the SIV industry and reviews the events that led sponsor banks to
rescue these vehicles in the recent crisis. All proofs are in Appendix B.

2

The model

There are two dates t = 0; 1; and two classes of agents in the economy: bankers and investors.
Every banker owns a bank, and every bank sponsors a vehicle.

2.1

Bankers

There is a continuum of measure one of bankers. Bankers maximize the expected value of
their terminal wealth. Each banker owns a bank with asset size Z and each bank sponsors
a vehicle with asset size 1. Banks and vehicles have preexisting debt of face value DB and
DS ; respectively, that they need to re…nance at t = 0. The bank is the residual claimant of
its vehicle, subject to limited liability. And bankers are the residual claimants of banks, also
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subject to limited liability. The sponsor bank has not granted any contractual guarantees to
its vehicle, i.e. it is not at all obliged by the debts of its vehicle.
Prior to t = 0; all banks and vehicles invested in ex ante identical assets. But at t = 0 a
negative shock a¤ects the assets of a fraction 1

of the bank-vehicle pairs that as a result

become bad (j = b) while the assets of the una¤ected fraction

remain good (j = g).14 The

type of the pair bank-vehicle is private information of the banker who owns the corresponding
bank.
The gross return at t = 1 of the assets of type j = g; b is a random variable Yj with
support [0; +1) and pdf fj (y) > 0 for all y > 0. Yg dominates Yb in the sense of the strictly
monotone likelihood ratio (MLR) property:
Yg

M LR

Yb ,

fg (y1 )
fg (y2 )
>
for all y2 > y1 :
fb (y2 )
fb (y1 )

Accordingly, high returns are relatively more likely when the asset is good, and this is more
so the higher the returns are. MLR dominance implies in particular that Yg strictly …rst
order stocastically dominates Yb and, thus, E[Yg ] > E[Yb ]:

2.2

Investors

At t = 0 there is a large number of risk-neutral investors with deep pockets that require an
expected rate of return on their funds normalized to zero. They compete for buying debt
issued by either banks or vehicles. Some of them hold banks and vehicles’maturing debt. In
case a bank or vehicle is not able to re…nance its debt, the institution fails and debtholders
take ownership of its assets in a frictionless manner.15
14
I capture in this simple way positive correlation on the quality of the assets held by banks and their
sponsored vehicles. The correlation may arise because: banks held junior tranches of the securitized assets
they originated and sold to their vehicles; when the crisis started banks held on balance sheet pools of loans
yet to be securitized that were similar to pools of loans already securitized and sold to their vehicles; in Fall
2007 banks were forced to rescue explicitly guaranteed ABCP conduits whose assets were similar to those
held by SIVs. As discussed in Section 5.4 the mechanisms in the model extend to a situation in which some
good banks have bad vehicles.
15
Introducing bankruptcy costs would only a¤ect the analysis of the distributional welfare e¤ects of a ban
on vehicles rescues (see Section 4) by adding an additional cost of this policy for vehicles’debtholders.
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2.3

Sequence of events after a run on the vehicles

I will focus on a situation in which vehicles are not able to re…nance their debt at t = 0.
Since investors do not observe vehicles’types, such inability arises when the unconditional
expected payo¤ of a vehicle is lower than the value of its debt:
Assumption 1

E[Yg ] + (1

)E[Yb ]

DS :16

The assumption implies in particular that E[Yb ] < DS ; so that bad vehicles are fundamentally insolvent.
Regarding the banking sector, I assume that banks are on average solvent since otherwise
they would also be unable to re…nance their debt:
Assumption 2 Z ( E[Yg ] + (1

)E[Yb ]) > DB :

In addition I make two additional assumptions that simplify the characterization of possible equilibria:17
Assumption 3 E[Yg ] > DS :
Assumption 4 Z

1

:

Assumption 3 states that good vehicles are fundamentally solvent.18 Assumption 4 imposes a rather mild lower bound on the relative size of banks with respect to their vehicles.19
When vehicles are unable to re…nance their debt, banks may voluntarily rescue them. In
the baseline model I assume that the rescue cannot be funded by diluting the preexisting bank
16
As a matter of terminology throughout the paper, when the expected value of the assets of an institution
(bank or vehicle) is just equal to the face value of debt it has to re…nance I say that the institution is insolvent.
The rationale is that there is no …nite promised repayment it could o¤er investors so that they would be
willing to re…nance its debt.
17
In Section 5.5 I discuss the e¤ect of relaxing these assumptions.
18
Assumption 1 and 3 imply that the fraction of bad types is su¢ ciently high:

1
19

For
vehicles.

:5 it only imposes that Z

E[Yg ] DS
> 0:
E[Yg ] E[Yb ]
1; i.e. that the asset size of banks is no lower than that of their
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debtholders.20 So, when the rescue occurs, I consider it as part of a re…nancing arrangement
between the bank, the vehicle and (new) debt investors whereby the latter provide the funds
needed to repay both the bank and its vehicle’s maturing debt, DB and DS ; while the
vehicle’s asset is transferred to the bank. The sequence of events at t = 0; represented in
Figure 1, is as follows:
1. Every bank chooses between rescuing its vehicle (a = 1) and not rescuing it (a = 0).
2. For every a 2 f0; 1g investors ask a promised repayment scheme Ra based on their
beliefs pa 2 [0; 1] on the probability that a bank is good conditional on its decision a.
Speci…cally:
(a) For a = 0 investors set a repayment R0 in exchange for providing the funds DB
the bank needs for its own re…nancing. I write R0 = 1 if investors are not willing
to supply them.
(b) For a = 1 investors set R1 = (R1;F ; R1;N F ) where R1;F is the repayment set in
exchange for …nancing DB + DS (which allows to conclude the rescue) and R1;N F
is the repayment set for …nancing only DB : Again, I use the convention R1;F = 1
and R1;N F = 1 to represent the cases in which investors are unwilling to …nance
DB + DS and DB ; respectively. If R1;F < 1 then investors are willing to …nance
the rescue (and re…nance the bank) and R1;N F is irrelevant. If R1;F = 1 then
investors are not willing to …nance the rescue and R1;N F is the repayment set in
order to re…nance only the bank.21
3. Institutions that fail to re…nance their maturing debt default. Their creditors take
ownership of their assets and become the only claimants on their payo¤s at t = 1:22
At t = 1 the non-liquidated institutions distribute the payo¤ of their assets to their
stakeholders following the standard priority rules.
20

In other words, DB is senior to any debt that could be raised to re…nance DS :
This setup is equivalent to the following sequence of events: …rst, banks try to issue junior debt in order
to …nance the rescue; after that, banks try to re…nance their existing debt.
22
Note that there are no liquidation costs associated to default. This eliminates the possibility that
strategic complementarities between investors in their re…nancing decisions lead to illiquidity driven runs as
in Goldstein and Pauzner (2005).
21
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Figure 1: Sequence of events at t = 0

3

Equilibrium

Banks and investors play a sequential game with imperfect information. The concept of
equilibrium is Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium (PBE) cum the re…nement D1 of Cho and Kreps
(1987). Thus equilibrium consists of a tuple (aj ); (Ra ); (pa ) of (possibly mixed) actions (aj )
for every bank type j, some required promised schemes (Ra ) set by investors and some beliefs
(pa ) for investors, such that:
1. Banks’ sequential rationality: For j 2 fg; bg; aj is optimal for a bank of type j given
(Ra ) :
2. Investors’ competitive rationality: For a 2 f0; 1g; Ra sets the lowest repayments for
which investors break even given pa : In every case, if no break-even repayment exists,
the corresponding R0 ; R1;F or R1;N F is set equal to 1:
3. Belief consistency: If a 2 f0; 1g is on the equilibrium path, pa is determined by Bayes’
rule.
4. Re…nement D1: If a 2 f0; 1g is o¤-equilibrium, pa satis…es re…nement D1, i.e. if there
exists j 2 fg; bg such that for j 0 6= j the following strict set inclusion is satis…ed:
fRa : bank j weakly prefers to deviate from equilibrium to ag (
( fRa : bank j 0 weakly prefers to deviate from equilibrium to ag ;
then pa = 1 if j = b and pa = 0 if j = g:
14

(1)

The …rst three equilibrium conditions correspond to PBE. This equilibrium concept imposes no restriction on investors’beliefs o¤-equilibrium, which generally leads to multiplicity
of equilibria. Re…nements that impose investors’beliefs to be “reasonable” when they observe o¤-equilibrium actions narrow down the equilibrium set. Re…nement D1, which is a
simple and common re…nement in the signaling literature, is su¢ cient for uniqueness of equilibrium in my model in most of the parameter regions.23 The intuition behind this re…nement
is that o¤-equilibrium beliefs should be based on identifying the types that have the most
to gain from deviating from equilibrium.
Before solving the game between banks and investors I discuss next as a benchmark the
economy with perfectly informed investors.

3.1

The perfect information benchmark

Assumption 3 states that a good vehicle is fundamentally solvent and therefore it is able to
re…nance its debt and to generate an expected residual payo¤ to bankers of E[Yg ] DS > 0 at
t = 0. On the other hand, Assumption 1 implies that a bad vehicle is fundamentally insolvent
and thus unable to re…nance its debt. Under perfect information, a bad bank would not raise
additional debt in order to rescue its vehicle because doing so would be detrimental to its
owners whose expected payo¤ would decline in DS

E[Yb ] > 0: As a result, bad vehicles

would fail.

3.2

Asymmetric information and debt mispricing

To analyze the impact of asymmetric information on debt pricing, condider a bank of type
j 2 fg; bg holding some generic X > 0 units of its asset and with debt that promises to pay
R at t = 1: Let the expected payo¤ of this debt be denoted by
Z 1
Vj (X; R) :=
min fXy; Rg fj (y)dy:

(2)

0

23

In the context of …nancing decisions with asymmetric information, D1 has been used in, for example,
Nachman and Noe (1994) and DeMarzo and Du¢ e (1999). Re…nement D1 is a stronger re…nement than both
the Intuitive Criterion (Cho and Kreps, 1987) and Divinity (Banks and Sobel, 1987), which are insu¢ cient
to ensure uniqueness in my model.
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Since the return Yg …rst order stochastically dominates Yb we have
(3)

Vg (X; R) > Vb (X; R);

so the debt issued by a good bank has a greater expected payo¤ than that issued by a bad
bank. Intuitively, this happens because bad banks default more frequently. If investors’
belief on the probability that the bank is good is p, the valuation of its debt will be
V (X; R; p) = pVg (X; R) + (1

p)Vb (X; R):

(4)

Henceforth, the promised repayment R that investors would ask in order to provide D units
of funds to the bank at t = 0 satis…es
(5)

V (X; R; p) = D:

Let R(X; D; p) denote the solution to the equation above, if it exists, and adopt the convention R(X; D; p) = 1 when it does not exist. Clearly, R(X; D; p) is strictly decreasing in X
and p; and strictly increasing in D:
The expected net worth of the bank when it has to obtain D units of debt funding is
Z 1
(Xy R(X; D; p))+ fj (y)dy:
(6)
j (X; D; p) =
0

Note that the convention R(X; D; p) = 1 implies

j (X; D; p)

= 0 when the bank is not able

to …nance the D units of funds it requires (and fails).
Finally, it is useful to de…ne the debt mispricing as
Mj (X; D; p) := D

Vj (R(X; D; p); X):

(7)

The following lemma summarizes the properties of the debt mispricing and its e¤ect on
banks’expected net worth:
Lemma 1 The expected net worth of a bank of type j 2 fg; bg that has X > 0 units of its
asset and has to raise D units of debt when investors’belief on its quality is p is:
j (X; D; p)

= XE[Yj ]
16

D + Mj (X; D; p).

(8)

Assume R(X; D; p) < 1: Then the mispricing Mb (X; D; p) of bad banks’ debt is strictly
positive if p > 0 and 0 if p = 0; and is strictly increasing in p: If p > 0 it is strictly
increasing in D with slope strictly less than 1; and strictly decreasing in X. The mispricing
Mg (X; D; p) of good banks’ debt is strictly negative if p < 1 and 0 if p = 1; and is strictly
increasing in p: If p < 1 it is strictly decreasing in D; and strictly increasing in X:
The lemma states that when banks are able to obtain …nancing bad (good) banks’debt
is overpriced (underpriced), which increases (decreases) their expected net worth relative to
the perfect information case. From the perspective of bad banks, as p increases investors’
misperception on their type increases and thus also the overpricing Mb (X; D; p) of their debt.
The opposite happens with the underpricing

Mg (X; D; p) of good banks’debt.

When the promised repayment R on debt increases, investors get a higher repayment
only on non default states. Since high returns are more likely to happen for the good bank,
the expected payo¤ of the debt issued by a good bank grows faster than that issued by
a bad one, and thus their di¤erence increases. Now, when D increases, investors’required
promised repayment also does and hence the absolute values of debt mispricings Mb (X; D; p)
and

Mg (X; D; p) also increase. Finally, when X increases banks have more collateral to

satisfy their debt promises which reduces the absolute values of debt mispricings.

3.3

Rescuing as a signal of quality

Suppose investors ask promised repayment schemes R1 ; R0 in order to supply the funds that
rescuing and not rescuing banks need, respectively. I say that banks of type j have more
incentives to rescue than banks of type j 0 6= j if in case the latter …nd it weakly optimal to
rescue then the former …nd it strictly optimal.
The fact that banks’ types (and the asymmetric information about them) a¤ect the
quality of the assets held both by the banks and their vehicles, generates two opposite forces
driving which of the bank types has more incentives to rescue. On the one hand, if banks
only di¤ered on the quality of their vehicles’assets, good banks would have more incentives
to rescue their (better) vehicles than bad banks. On the other hand, if banks only di¤ered
on the quality of their on-balance sheet assets, then bad banks would have more incentives
to rescue because of the risk-shifting motives that arise among weak institutions …nanced
17

with overpriced debt. The following lemma states the non trivial result that when Yg

M LR

Yb

the …rst force dominates:
Lemma 2 For any promised repayment schemes R1 ; R0 with R1;F < 1 asked by investors
for the re…nancing of rescuing and not rescuing banks, respectively, good banks have more
incentives to rescue than bad banks.
Because of this “single-crossing”type of result, the rescue decision (a = 1) is going to be
systematically interpreted by investors as a signal of quality. A …rst implication is:
Corollary 1 If the aggregate …nancial sector is solvent, i.e. if
(Z + 1) ( E[Yg ] + (1

)E[Yb ]) > DB + DS ;

in equilibrium all good banks decide to rescue and the rescues can be …nanced.
The intuition for this result is that, on the one hand, good banks have fundamental
motives to rescue their solvent but illiquid vehicles, and, on the other, this decision is also
interpreted as a good signal by debt investors. Hence, good banks have all the reasons to
rescue their vehicles and in equilibrium they do so. In addition, when the aggregate …nancial
sector is solvent and, irrespectively of bad banks’rescue decisions, there is enough collateral
to back both the re…nancing of banks and the …nancing of rescues.

3.4

Equilibrium characterization

Let us …nd the equilibrium of the model. Let us start with the case of a …nancial sector
that is solvent on the aggregate. Then, in equilibrium all good banks decide to rescue and
rescues are …nanced. Bayesian compatibility on investors’beliefs imposes:
p1

and p0 = 0:24

If p1 = 1; the equilibrium is separating: good banks rescue and bad banks do not. If
p1 2 ( ; 1); it is semiseparating: good banks and some bad banks rescue, and others do not.
Finally, if p1 = ; it is pooling: all banks rescue.
24

Strictly speaking, if the equilibrium is pooling with rescue, p0 is not pinned-down by Bayesian compatibility. In this case Proposition 2 and condition D1 imply that p0 = 0:
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Let us …rst analyze when a semiseparating equilibrium exists. Such an equilibrium is
characterized by investors’ beliefs p1 2 ( ; 1) and p0 = 0; investors’ required repayments
R1;F < 1 and R0 , such that investors’participation constraints and banks’incentive com-

patibility constraints are satis…ed:25

R1;F = R(Z + 1; DB + DS ; p1 );
Z

Z

1

((Z + 1)y

0

0

1

((Z + 1)y

R0 = R(Z; DB ; 0);
Z 1
+
R1;F ) fb (y)dy =
(Zy R0 )+ fb (y)dy;
Z0 1
(Zy R0 )+ fg (y)dy:
R1;F )+ fg (y)dy

(P C1 )
(P C0 )
(ICb )
(ICg )

0

(P C1 ) states that R1;F is such that investors break even when they supply DB + DS units
of funds to rescuing banks that hold Z + 1 units of assets with expected quality p1 : (P C0 )
is analogous. In a semiseparating equilibrium bad banks are indi¤erent between rescuing or
not. According to this, (ICb ) states that the expected net worth of a bad bank that rescues
(LHS) is equal to the expected net worth of a bad bank that does not rescue (RHS). Finally,
(ICg ) states that good banks expected net worth is weakly higher if they rescue.
Using the results from the previous sections it is easy to prove that the constraints above
are satis…ed if and only if the equation
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p1 ) = DS

E[Yb ]:

(9)

has a solution with p1 2 ( ; 1):26 Equation (9) has a direct economic interpretation. The
RHS is the (fundamental) cost a bad bank would incur if rescuing its vehicle under perfect
information. The LHS contains the overpricing bene…ts a bad bank obtains from re…nancing
its maturing debt and …nancing the rescue in the same pool as the good banks. When the
fundamental costs and the debt overpricing bene…ts of the rescue are equalized, the bad bank
is indi¤erent between rescuing or not.
To further understand the impact of the rescue decision on a bad bank, the debt overpricing bene…ts that it enjoys when rescuing can be split into two components: First, there
25
26

Let us highlight that since R1;F < 1 the value of R1;N F is irrelevant.
The formal derivation of this statement can be found in the proof of Proposition 1.
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is the debt overpricing bene…t of the re…nancing of its original balance sheet which is
(10)

Mb (Z; DB ; p1 ):

Second, there is the incremental bene…t of funding the rescue with overpriced debt, which
can residually be computed as
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p1 )

(11)

Mb (Z; DB ; p1 ):

I now introduce the baseline parameterization of the model that I will use to illustrate the
results: Assets of type j follow a lognormal distribution with mean
0:15; and variance

j;

where

g

= 0:1;

b

=

= 0:25: These numbers imply E[Yg ] = 1:14 and E[Yg ] = 0:89; so that

the negative shock reduces by 22% the expected payo¤ of a¤ected assets. The fraction of
good types is

= :5: The balance-sheet parameters are: Z = 2; DB = 1:53 and DS = 1:06;

which imply that the ratio of debt to market value of assets is 75% for banks and 105% for
vehicles.
Figure 2 plots the e¤ect of investors’belief p1 on the total debt overpricing bene…ts (and
its two components) and compares them with the fundamental cost of the rescue. When
p1 = 0 the bad bank’s debt is properly priced. Since the fundamental cost of the rescue for
a bad bank is positive, the costs outweigh the debt overpricing bene…ts and the bad bank’s
expected net worth is lower if it rescues. As p1 increases, a bad bank that rescues enjoys
higher debt overpricing bene…ts both in the re…nancing of its original balance sheet and in
the funding of the rescue, and thus the total overpricing bene…ts also increase. When the
curves describing the debt overpricing bene…ts and fundamental costs of a rescue for a bad
bank intersect the bad bank is indi¤erent between rescuing or not. For higher investors’belief
p1 it …nds it optimal to rescue. If the curves intersect in a point p1 2 ( ; 1) the economy
has a semiseparating equilibrium. Let

denote the fraction of bad banks that rescue. After

determining p1 , this fraction can be recursively computed out of the Bayesian compatibility
of beliefs:
p1 =

+ (1

)

,

=

(1
(1

p1 )
2 (0; 1):
)p1

If the intersection point p1 tends to 1 the semiseparating equilibrium approaches a separating one. When, on the other hand, p1 tends to
20

the equilibrium tends to a pooling

Figure 2: A bad bank’s bene…ts and costs of a rescue as a function of the belief p1 on the
quality of a rescuing bank
one. These “limiting” equilibria extend naturally to the case in which the curves curves do
not intersect in the interval ( ; 1): The complete characterization of equilibria is given in the
following proposition:
Proposition 1 If the aggregate …nancial sector is solvent, the equilibrium is unique, all
banks are able to re…nance their debt and rescues are …nanced. Let

be the fraction of bad

banks that rescue their vehicles. The equilibrium is:
1. Separating ( = 0) if and only if
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; 1)

DS

E[Yb ]:

(12)

2. Semiseparating ( 2 (0; 1)) if and only if there exists p 2 ( ; 1) such that
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p) = DS
in which case

=

E[Yb ];

(13)

E[Yb ]:

(14)

(1 p)
:
(1
)p

3. Pooling ( = 1) if and only if
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; )
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DS

In addition,

is decreasing in DS and increasing in DB ; with strict monotonicity if

2 (0; 1). Finally, for each

2 [0; 1] there exist DS and DB such that the aggregate

…nancial sector is solvent and in equilibrium a fraction

of bad banks rescue their vehicles.

The proposition characterizes the equilibrium and how it depends on the amount of banks
and vehicles’debt. When DB increases bad banks obtain more debt overpricing bene…ts when
they rescue their vehicles and the fraction of them that do so in equilibrium increases. When
on the other hand DS increases, the fundamental cost of the rescue increases faster than bad
banks’debt overpricing bene…ts and fewer of them rescue in equilibrium.
When DB + DS is su¢ ciently large the aggregate …nancial sector becomes insolvent. Let
us now …nd the equilibrium in such a situation. Using Assumptions 3 and 4 it is easy to
realize that
(Z + 1) ( E[Yg ] + (1

)E[Yb ])

DB + DS ) ZE[Yb ] < DB ;

(15)

and bad banks are fundamentally insolvent.27 Since a bad bank that reveals its type is not
able to re…nance its debt and fails at t = 0; bad banks will always …nd optimal to pool with
good banks in their rescue decision. Taking into account that investors refuse to …nance a
rescue intended by a bank perceived as average, we can obtain the following characterization
of equilibria:
Proposition 2 If the aggregate …nancial sector is insolvent, there is multiplicity of equilibria. For all

2 (0; 1]; a fraction

of good banks and a fraction

of bad banks deciding

to rescue constitutes an equilibrium, and all equilibria are of this form. In all equilibria,
all banks are able to re…nance their debt but rescues are not …nanced. Finally, the expected
payo¤ for each agent is constant in all the equilibria.
The reason why multiplicity of equilibria arises is that in equilibrium investors refuse to
…nance rescues so that vehicles fail regardless of their sponsors’ rescue decisions, which in
turn makes banks indi¤erent between rescuing or not. In order to make notation easier, out
of these essentially equivalent equilibria, I choose the pooling one in which all banks try to
rescue.
27

Indeed, if (Z + 1) ( E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ]) < DB + DS ; Assumption 3 implies that (Z +
1) ( E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ]) < DB + E[Yg ];which can be written as [Z
(1
)] (E[Yg ] E[Yb ]) < DB
ZE[Yb ]: Now, Assumption 4 states that Z
(1
) 0 and hence DB ZE[Yb ] > 0:
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Figure 3: Equilibrium regions in the admissible debt space
Equilibrium regions The mispricing of the debt banks and vehicles have to re…nance is
the key force driving banks’decisions. I illustrate in Figure 3 the equilibrium regions in the
admissible debt space of pairs (DS ; DB ) that satisfy Assumptions 1, 2, and 3.28 When DB
increases the economy moves from a separating equilibrium with no bad banks rescuing, to
a semiseparating one in which some bad banks rescue, and then to a pooling equilibrium
in which all banks rescue. The economy enters the pooling region signi…cantly below the
threshold DB = ZE[Yb ] over which bad banks become fundamentally insolvent. For even
higher values of DB the …nancial sector enters into the aggregate insolvency region and
investors refuse to provide the additional funds needed in order to conclude the rescues. In
the aggregate insolvency frontier this refusal leads to a discrete increase on the expected net
worth of both types of banks. When on the other hand DS increases, the economy may exit
the pooling equilibrium region and enter into the semiseparating one, and from there enter
into the separating one. For DB high it can happen that as DS increases the …nancial sector
becomes insolvent in the aggregate and investors refuse to …nance rescues.
28

In terms of the other exogenous parameters of the model the admissible debt space is given by the
rectangle:
[ E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ]; E[Yg ]) [0; Z( E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ])):
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Figure 4: Fraction of bad banks that rescue as a function of severity of negative shock
E¤ect of the severity of the negative shock I now analyze the e¤ect of the severity
of the negative shock to the quality of the assets of bad banks on the fraction of them that
rescue their vehicles. In order to do so let us parameterize the random return of the bad
bank assets by Yb ( ) where

2 [0; 1] ranks them from best ( = 0) to worst ( = 1) in the

sense of MLR property. Speci…cally, assume:
Yg

M LR

Yb (0), Yb ( )

M LR

Yb ( 0 ) if

0

>

and ZE[Yb (1)] = DB :

so that, in particular, bad banks are just fundamentally insolvent for

= 1.

Looking at the generic condition (13) that determines the trade-o¤ that bad banks face
on their rescue decision, two e¤ects from an increase in severity

arise: (i) the quality

di¤erence between good and bad assets increases, which increases mispricing and the debt
overpricing bene…ts of a rescue for a bad bank; (ii) the expected value of the assets of a bad
vehicle falls and consequently the fundamental cost of the rescue increases. In general, these
two opposing forces produce ambiguity with respect to the impact of

on the fraction of bad

banks that rescue ( ): This is illustrated in Figure 4 assuming the mean of the lognormal
distribution of the bad asset is linearly decreasing in :29 Despite this, I can prove that:
29

min
max
I choose b ( ) = max
( max
= 0:05; min
= 0:3: Hence, the baseline value of
b
b
b ); with b
b
max
min
; b ]: The rest of the parameters have their baseline values which were
b is included in the interval [ b
choosen so that DB = ZE[Yb (1)] and DS = E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb (0)].
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Proposition 3 When the severity

of the negative shock is su¢ ciently high then in equi-

librium all banks rescue.

4

Welfare e¤ects of a ban on vehicle rescues

As part of the structural reform of the …nancial system undertaken in the aftermath of
the 2007-09 crisis, the voluntary support of banks to their sponsored vehicles and other
o¤-balance sheet entities has been banned in some jurisdictions. The motivation for this
prohibition is policymakers’ perception that rescues may weaken the …nancial position of
the sponsor institutions. Yet, to the extent that sponsor support is voluntary the question
emerges of why such decision should be detrimental to the sponsor institution and of the
need of regulating it. In this section I study the welfare e¤ects of a ban on vehicle rescues
in the context of the model. The rescue of a vehicle avoids its failure. Since there are no
costs associated to failure, a rescue amounts to a pure redistribution of wealth between the
vehicle debtholders and the shareholders of the sponsor bank (the banker). These wealth
redistributions get modi…ed when a ban on rescues is introduced in a way that is analyzed
next.30
If banks are not allowed to rescue their vehicles, these fail at t = 0 and vehicles debtholders
take ownership of vehicles assets. The expected welfare of vehicles debtholders is thus:
E[Yg ] + (1

)E[Yb ] < DS :

(16)

Since after a ban banks are pooled when re…nancing their DB units of debt at t = 0, the
expected net worth of a bank of type j is:
j (Z; DB ;

) = ZE[Yj ]

DB + Mj (DB ; Z; );

(17)

Comparing these welfare expressions to their analogous in the no ban economy, which
depend on the endogenous fraction

of bad banks that rescue their vehicles, it is possible

to prove the following result:
30

The welfare analysis gets simpli…ed taking into account that in equilibrium banks are able to re…nance
their debt at t = 0 regardless of the introduction or not of the ban. As a consequence, the original bank
debtholders are always fully repaid (and the new debtholders break-even in expectation).
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0
Proposition 4 There exists DB
< ZE[Yb ] and a continuous and decreasing function F(DS )

0
with F(DS ) > DB
such that the e¤ects of introducing a ban when the aggregate …nancial

sector is solvent are the following:
0
DB
:

1. The expected welfare of vehicles debtholders increases if and only if DB
2. The aggregate expected net worth of banks increases if and only if DB

0
DB
:

3. The expected net worth of bad banks always strictly increases.
4. The expected net worth of good banks increases if and only DB

F(DS ):

0
In addition,when DB = DB
the equilibrium is semiseparating and if DB = F(DS ) the

aggregate …nancial sector is solvent.
Let us give some intuitions for these results. In the no ban economy the expected welfare
of vehicles debtholders is:
( + (1

) ) DS + (1

) (1

) E[Yb ]:

(18)

Comparing to their welfare in the ban economy in (16) we deduce that the ban trivially
decreases vehicles debtholders welfare when
welfare when

= 1 but, interestingly, the ban increases their

= 0: The reason is that in a separating equilibrium the fundamentally solvent

vehicles are rescued and vehicles debtholders take ownership only of the assets of the failing
vehicles which are bad. Generally, whether or not these agents bene…t from the ban will
depend on the fraction

+ (1

) of them that are rescued in the no ban economy and on

the full repayment DS they receive in case of rescue. The proposition states that when DB
0
is below a threshold DB
the economy is “closer” to the separating case than to the pooling

one and these agents bene…t from a ban.31
The ban always increases the expected net worth of bad banks since it allows them to
pool the re…nancing of their debt without the need to incur the costly rescue of their vehicles.
Interestingly also, despite the fact that good vehicles are fundamentally solvent, the e¤ect
31

Let us highlight that this threshold is independent of the value of DS even though the latter a¤ects both
and the repayment debtholders of rescued vehicles obtain. For details see the proof of Proposition 4.
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Figure 5: E¤ect of a ban on the welfare of di¤erent stakeholders
of the ban on the expected net worth of good banks is also ambiguous. Using expressions in
(8) and (17), the expected net worth of good banks increases with the ban if
Mg (Z; DB ; )

Mg (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p)

E[Yg ]

DS ; with p =

+ (1

)

(19)

The LHS accounts for the reduction in good banks’debt underpricing due to the ban and
can be interpreted as the (signed) bene…ts of the ban for these agents.32 In the RHS there
is the fundamental bene…t of the rescue for good banks and can be interpreted as the cost
of the ban for them. Since

Mg (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p) is decreasing in p and p is decreasing in

; inequality (19) could be satis…ed for

high. The proposition states that this is the case

when DB is above the threshold F(DS ). When DS increases the fundamental bene…t of a
rescue for a good bank decreases while the equilibrium debt underpricing costs are increased.
In order to restablish equality in (19), DB has to decrease which explains why the threshold
F(DS ) is decreasing in DS : (See the proof of the proposition for details).
The results in Proposition 4 are illustrated in Figure 5 where I show the di¤erent regions
in which the admissible debt space is partitioned with respect to the e¤ect of the ban for
the di¤erent stakeholders. (In order to give a reference on the type of equilibrium in every
32

It is easy to prove that the term is positive for

= 1 , p = : It is trivially negative for
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= 0 , p = 1:

region the pooling and separating equilibrium frontiers are plot with dotted lines). These
welfare e¤ects are summarized in Table 1. Bad banks bene…t from a ban in all regions
except IV where the aggregate …nancial sector is insolvent and investors decline to …nance
0
DB
;

the rescues even with no ban on them. Only in region I, which corresponds to DB

vehicles debtholders bene…t from the ban. Equivalently, only in this region the expected net
0
worth of aggregate banks decreases with the ban. In region II, where DB

DB

F(DS );

more bad banks rescue in equilibrium and the aggregate banking system bene…ts from a ban
while good banks do not. Let us highlight that in this region there are pooling equilibria for
DS close to its lower bound. In region III, with DB even higher, bad banks are in a more
distressed situation and even more of them (if not all) rescue in equilibrium. Both e¤ects
increase good banks’dilution costs and also these types bene…t from the ban. Finally if DB
keeps on increasing, the …nancial sector enters region IV where the ban has no e¤ect.
Vehicles’debtholders
Aggregate banks
Good banks
Bad banks

Region I Region II Region III Region IV
+
=
+
+
=
+
=
+
+
+
=

Table 1: Summary of welfare e¤ects of ban in the di¤erent regions

5

Extensions and discussion

In this section I extend the model in several dimensions and analyze robustness. Section
5.1 analyzes the e¤ect of allowing rescues to dilute banks’ preexisting debt. I …nd that
this can lead to the collapse of the whole banking system after banks rescue their vehicles.
Section 5.2 extends the model to include a second sponsored vehicle by each bank whose
debt is guaranteed. I show that these explicit guarantees increase the incentives bad banks
have to rescue their unguaranteed vehicles. Section 5.3 describes a variation of the model
that accounts for an alternative signaling theory that may explain voluntary support and
compares its predictions to those of the baseline model. Section 5.4 relaxes the assumption
of perfect correlation between the assets of the banks and their sponsored vehicles. I …nd
that the presence of some good banks with bad vehicles reduces the fraction of bad banks
that rescue their vehicles. Section 5.5 analyzes the robustness of the model to changes in
28

some other important assumptions.

5.1

Seniority of preexisting bank debt

In the model preexisting bank debt is senior to debt raised for the …nancing of the rescue.
As a result, the rescue of a vehicle cannot dilute bank debtholders and, when the aggregate
…nancial sector is insolvent, banks try to rescue their vehicles but investors refuse to provide
them the additional required funding. However, in order to rescue their SIVs, European
banks relied in the dollar denominated lending that the ECB was able to provide them after
entering into an emergency swap currency line with the Federal Reserve in December 2007.
Since central bank lending is secured, the lending from the ECB might have diluted the
claims of other unsecured debtholders.
In order to extend the model to account for the possibility of diluting banks’preexisting debt, let us assume that a rescue is the following bi-party deal: the vehicle’s asset is
transferred to the bank and its debt is swapped into bank debt with the same principal as
the vehicle’s debt and the same maturity as the bank’s original debt. A rescuing bank then
tries to raise DB + DS units of funds to repay its debtholders (including the new debtholders
coming from the debt swap). If investors are not willing to supply these funds the bank fails
and its Z + 1 units of assets are distributed pari passu among all its debtholders. The key
di¤erence with respect to the baseline model is that in this setup the intended rescues are
always feasible, even if banks are unable to re…nance their overall new debt soon after.33
Speci…cally, in the region where the aggregate …nancial sector is insolvent, banks are
(unconditionally) insolvent after completing their rescues and investors refuse to re…nance
them, so the whole banking system collapses at t = 0: In other words, the run on SIVs
propagates to a run on banks due to their rescue decisions. This has an important policy
implication: to the extent that central banks provide secured lending in crisis times they
should be very attentive to the use banks give to borrowed funds. Lack of doing so may be
instrumental to the contagion of distress from the shadow banking system to the regulated
33

Formally, at the re…nancing stage R1 consists of a single promised repayment in order to supply DB +DS
units of funds instead of a contingent pair of promised repayments (R1;F ; R1;N F ): It can be proved that,
since banks are solvent in the aggregate whereas vehicles are not, vehicles’ debtholders would accept the
exchange of their debt for bank debt even if they are not fully repaid by the banks after the rescue.
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banking system.

5.2

Banks with guaranteed vehicles

In the run-up to the 2007 …nancial crisis banks sponsored several types of o¤-balance sheet
ABCP conduits that di¤ered on the extent of support guarantees granted to them. In order
to analyze how the presence of explicitly guaranteed vehicles a¤ects banks’ incentives to
rescue their unguaranteed vehicles, I extend the model and assume that every bank sponsors
a second guaranteed vehicle. At t = 0 this vehicle has Z > 0 units of the asset of quality j;
where j is the type of its sponsor bank, and ZDS units of guaranteed debt that has to be
re…nanced.34 The guarantee implies that if investors are not willing to re…nance the vehicle
the sponsor bank is contractually obliged to rescue it.
At t = 0 both vehicles are unable to re…nance their debt. Each bank rescues its guaranteed
vehicle and has to decide whether to rescue the unguaranteed one. If a bank does not rescue
this vehicle, it asks investors for the …nancing of DB + ZDS units of debt backed by Z + Z
units of assets, whereas if it does, the debt to …nance increases to DB + Z + 1 DS and
is backed by Z + Z + 1 units of assets. These are the only di¤erences with respect to the
baseline model. Hence, in equilibrium all good banks rescue their unguaranteed vehicle and
the bene…t vs cost trade-o¤ that bad banks face in their rescue decision (previously re‡ected
in (13)) becomes:
Mb (DB + Z + 1 DS ; Z + Z + 1; p) = DS

E[Yb ]:

(20)

From here we have that:
Proposition 5 Let (Z) be the fraction of bad banks that rescue their unguaranteed vehicles
in equilibrium when the size of the guranteed vehicles is Z

0. If 0 < (Z) < 1 then (Z)

is strictly increasing in Z:
When banks are contractually forced to bring some vehicles back on balance sheet, the
degree of asymmetric information in the banking system increases and bad banks value more
preserving their private information (i.e. the debt overpricing bene…ts of a rescue in the LHS
34

So Z is the relative size of the guaranteed vehicles with respect to the unguaranteed ones.
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of (20) increase). As a consequence, in equilibrium the fraction of bad banks that rescue the
unguaranteed vehicle increases.
This result identi…es a novel complementarity between contractual and voluntary support
of sponsored vehicles and gives yet another reason that may have pushed banks to the rescue
of their SIVs. From an ex-ante perspective, the contractual obligation to support some
vehicles serves to commit to (voluntarily) support other similar vehicles. To the extent that
recourse is appreciated by vehicles’ investors and contractual guarantees are costly, banks
may have exploited this complementarity in their choice of an optimal mix of guaranteed
and unguaranteed vehicles.35

5.3

Reputation concerns and future …nancing

Regulators and rating agencies have provided yet another view on the reasons why a sponsor
may voluntarily support its conduits: the sponsor’s concern that “failure to provide support
would damage its future access to the asset-backed securities market” (OCC, 2002, p.3).36
Capturing this explanation formally only requires a small variation in the model under which
most of the economic intuition behind the results is preserved. However, I …nd that when
rescuing is a signal directed to reduce the …nancing costs of future investment opportunities
it is less likely that sponsors support their vehicles under stressful economic situations.
The future …nancing model (to be distinguished from the current re…nancing baseline
model) is as follows. There is a new intermediate date, t = 1=2: At t = 0 banks have
Z0 < Z units of their asset and no debt.37 At t = 1=2 banks have access to a new investment
opportunity: they can acquire Z1=2 = Z

Z0 units of their asset at the cost DB that is

…nanced by debt issued to investors. So if a bank invests at t = 1=2 the size of its assets and
outstanding debt is the same as in the current re…nancing model. I assume that for good
35

The standard argument for the value created by recourse is that it reduces moral hazard/adverse selection problems at origination (Gorton and Souleles, 2006). But recourse may be costly from a regulatory
perspective. Since 2004 bank regulators in the US required sponsors to hold capital requirements against
the provision of liquidity guarantees to conduits at a conversion factor of 10% relative to on-balance sheet
…nancing. In Europe, banks that had adopted Basel II were applied a conversion factor of 20% while for
those under Basel I it was 0%.
36
See also FitchIBCA (1999, p. 4).
37
I could allow for positive debt D0 > 0 at t = 0 which would generate a current re…nancing concern in
banks rescue decisions. In order not to mix the two channels I assume D0 = 0:
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Figure 6: Fraction of bad banks that rescue as a function of severity of negative shock
banks the investment opportunity has positive fundamental NPV:
Z1=2 E[Yg ] > DB :
Vehicles are as in the baseline model. Investors at t = 0 and t = 1=2 are in excess supply
and competitive. When vehicles su¤er a run on their debt at t = 0 their sponsors decide
whether or not to rescue them. In case they do, the debt they issue in order to …nance the
rescue has to be re…nanced at t = 1=2:
Using an analogous to Lemma 2 it can be proven that in equilibrium good banks rescue
their vehicles at t = 0 and take the investment opportunity at t = 1=2: Bad banks in their
rescue decision trade-o¤ the fundamental costs of the rescue and the bene…ts of improving
the cost of …nancing the future investment opportunity. If rescuing banks are perceived to
be of quality p bad banks’indi¤erence condition analogous to (13) can be written as:
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p) = DS
The new term max(DB

E[Yb ] + max(DB

Z1=2 E[Yb ]; 0):

Z1=2 E[Yb ]; 0) captures the fact that in case bad banks’investment

opportunity at t = 1=2 has negative fundamental NPV, the banks have the option not to
invest. This option reduces bad banks’ incentives to rescue their vehicles with respect to
the baseline model. I now reconduct the exercise at the end of Section 3.4 on the e¤ect of
the severity of the negative shock on the equilibrium of the future …nancing model. Figure
32

6 shows the fraction of bad banks that rescue their vehicles in both models.38 We observe
that when bad banks’investment opportunity has positive fundamental NPV, the equilibria
of both models coincide. However as the severity of the shock increases and investment for
bad banks has fundamental negative NPV, each equilibrium evolves in opposing directions:
the future …nancing economy moves fast to a separating equilibrium, while the current re…nancing one converges to a pooling equilibrium with rescue. This result suggests that, in the
contractionary context of the end of 2007, preserving the reputation of banks’balance sheet
was a more decisive factor on the rescue of SIVs than maintaining investors’con…dence on
the future of banks’securitization business.

5.4

Imperfect correlation between banks and sponsored vehicles’
asset quality

In the baseline model, the shock at the initial date that a¤ects the assets of banks and their
vehicles is assumed to be perfectly correlated. In this section I analyze the e¤ect of relaxing
this assumption. More precisely, I assume that the initial date shock creates good and bad
banks in proportions

and 1

; respectively, and that a fraction q 2 [0; 1] of the good

banks have a good vehicle, while the remaining fraction 1

q of good banks, as well as all

bad banks, have bad vehicles.39
Lemma 2 still holds in this context and states that good banks with good vehicles have
more incentives to rescue than bad banks (with bad vehicles). The signaling properties of
rescues depend on how the incentives to rescue of good banks with bad vehicles compare
to those of the other types of pair bank-vehicle. Under assumptions on the gross return of
good and bad assets slightly more restrictive than those in the baseline model, it is possible
to prove that:40
Lemma 3 For any promised repayment schemes R1 ; R0 with R1;F < 1 asked by investors
for the re…nancing of rescuing and not rescuing banks, respectively, bad banks (with bad
vehicles) have more incentives to rescue than good banks with bad vehicles.
38

The …gure uses the following values for the new parameters of the future …nancing economy: Z0 = 0:2
and Z1=2 = 1:72:
39
Note that for q = 1 the extended and baseline models coincide.
40
See the proof of Lemma 3 for details on these assumptions.
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The intuition for this result is that a bad bank has some risk-shifting incentives to rescue
its bad vehicle that a good bank with a bad vehicle does not have. Combining the two
lemmas one can easily extend Corollary 1 and prove that if the aggregate …nancial sector is
solvent in equilibrium all good banks with good vehicles rescue their vehicles and no good
bank with bad vehicle does so. The arguments in Section 3.4 can then be extended to show
that a semiseparating equilibrium in which a fraction

of bad banks rescue their vehicles

exists if and only if
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p1 ( ))

Mb (Z; DB ; p0 ( )) = DS

(21)

E[Yb ];

where p1 ( ; q); p0 ( ; q) are the probabilities that rescuing and not rescuing banks are good,
respectively. These probabilities satisfy
p1 ( ; q) =

q
q + (1

)

; and p0 ( ; q) =

(1

(1 q)
q) + (1
)(1

The indi¤erence condition in (21) includes an additional term

)

:

Mb (Z; DB ; p0 ( )) relative to

that in (13) capturing the debt mispricing bene…ts that a bad bank that does not rescue its
vehicle enjoys from being pooled with the good banks with bad vehicles that neither rescue
their vehicles. Note that p1 ( ; q); p0 ( ; q) are decreasing and increasing in ; respectively,
which ensures that the solution to the equation (21) is unique. The latter in turn implies
that the equilibrium of the extended model is also unique. Moreover, since p1 ( ; q); p0 ( ; q)
are increasing and decreasing in q; respectively, it can be easily seen that the fraction

of

bad banks that rescue their vehicles in equilibrium is increasing in q: So as we move from the
perfect correlation case of the baseline model (q = 1) to a situation in which some good banks
have bad vehicles (q < 1) the fraction of bad banks that rescue their vehicles gets reduced.
Eventually, when the fraction of good banks with bad vehicles is su¢ ciently large no bad
bank rescues its vehicle. These results show, on the one hand, that the mechanisms of the
baseline model extend to the more general case of imperfect correlation between the qualities
of banks and their vehicles, and, on the other, that it is necessary a high positive correlation
to have a pooling equilibrium with rescues as observed in the 2007 …nancial crisis.41
41

The model could be further extended to include a fourth type of pair bank-vehicle: a bad bank with a
good vehicle. Because of fundamental and risk-shifting motives the banks in this pair bank-vehicle would
have the most incentives to rescue. As a result re…nement D1 would generally not eliminate a pooling
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5.5

Robustness

In this Section I brie‡y comment the robustness of the model to relaxing some other important assumptions.
Risk insensitive banks’debt The model can be extended to include a fraction of banks’
debt that is risk insensitive. This insensitivity could be the result of explicit deposit insurance
or of bailout expectations from debt investors. Since in this case a smaller proportion of
banks’debt is sensitive to investors’expectation on the quality of the bank, the incentives
for bad banks to rescue are reduced. As a result, the fraction of bad banks that rescue their
vehicles in equilibrium is reduced.
Fundamentally insolvent good vehicles If Assumption 3 is relaxed to allow for both
types of vehicles to be fundamentally insolvent, i.e. if:
E[Yb ] < E[Yg ] < DS ;
then also good banks rescuing their vehicles incur a positive fundamental cost. Since the
validity of Lemma 2 does not depend on this assumption, the rescue decision is still a signal
of quality. Hence, a good bank that rescues bene…ts from a reduction in debt underpricing
costs that overweighs the fundamental costs of the rescue when these are not very important,
i.e. when DS

E[Yg ] is not very high. In this case the unique equilibrium of the economy

is the one characterized in Section 3.4. In contrast, if DS is su¢ ciently high the unique
equilibrium of the economy would be pooling with no rescue.42
equilibrium in which no bank rescues its vehicle. Another equilibrium in which all banks with good vehicles
rescue, good banks with bad vehicles do not rescue, and a fraction of bad banks with bad vehicles rescue
might also arise and could be described with an indi¤erence condition similar to that in (21). The incentives
to rescue for the latter type of banks would get further reduced because under this extension there would
also be some bad banks that always rescue their vehicles in equilibrium. This more general case is of lower
practical interest because of the wide perception in Fall 2007 that the most problematic assets were primarily
held by o¤-balance sheet vehicles, which is at odds with the possibility that bad banks had sponsored good
vehicles.
42
There is an intermediate range of values of DS for which there is multiplicity of equilibria. These
equilibria are: the equilibrium in which all good banks rescue their vehicles, a pooling equilibrium with no
rescue, and an unstable semiseparating equilibrium in which only a fraction of good banks rescue. The net
worth of both types of banks is maximized in the pooling equilibrium with no rescue and a ban on rescues
would be a way to coordinate banks on the outcome that is best for them.
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Small size of banks relative to vehicles If Z is small and Assumption 4 is not satis…ed
there are situations in which bad banks are solvent but the aggregate economy is insolvent.
In these cases there are two equilibria: the one characterized in Section 3.4 in which rescues
are not …nanced and another one in which all good banks rescue, only a fraction of bad banks
do so and rescues are …nanced.43 The source of multiplicity is a complementarity between
bad banks’actions and investors’beliefs on these actions that arises due to the possibility
that investors refuse to …nance rescues when they believe many bad banks want to do so.
This possibility materializes in equilibrium only when the aggregate economy is insolvent
and bad banks are fundamentally solvent.

6

Conclusions

In this paper I develop a signaling theory that explains sponsor banks voluntary support
of their SIVs at the beginning of the 2007 …nancial crisis. In an economy in which debt
investors have imperfect information on the institutions a¤ected by a negative shock, a
bank that rescues its vehicle sends a positive signal because investors anticipate that good
banks have more incentives to rescue than bad ones. As a result, in equilibrium the costs of
re…nancing the balance sheet of the signaling bank are reduced and good banks always …nd it
optimal to rescue their (solvent) vehicles. In contrast, a bad bank trades o¤ the fundamental
costs of rescuing its (insolvent) vehicle with the debt overpricing bene…ts of keeping its own
type unrevealed.
When the crisis started in August 2007 banks were highly levered and their short term
debt required regular re…nancing in wholesale markets. In addition, agents’downward updating of the value of subprime associated assets was very severe. In circumstances like these,
my model predicts a pooling equilibrium with rescue as the one we observed in reality. I also
show that having vehicles with explicit support guarantees would further push in favor of
the emergence of the pooling equilibrium regarding the rescue of the unguaranteed vehicles.
Regulators have manifested concern about the cost of these actions for the banking system
and in most jurisdictions voluntary support will be banned in the future. In the context of
my model I show that if the aggregate …nancial sector is close to insolvency the net worth
43

The fraction of bad banks that rescue in this equilibrium is determined by equation (13).

36

of all banks would increase with a ban on rescues that prevents them from engaging in this
form of costly signaling.
The ECB provided the dollar funding European banks needed to rescue their SIVs and
hence, since central bank lending is secured, the funding for these rescues was de facto
senior to the banks’preexisting debt. I show that when this is the case, vehicles inability
to re…nance their debt may propagate to banks due to their rescue decisions. The result
shows that central banks may play an instrumental role for the contagion of distress from
the shadow banking system to the regulated banking system and calls for these institutions
to closely monitor banks’use of the funds they provide during liquidity crises.
Finally, some regulators and rating agencies argued that voluntary support was a response
to sponsors fear to lose access to the securitization business in the future (if they had let
their conduits fail). A minimal variation in the model allows me to capture this alternative
reputation theory. However, I show that this concern for future …nancing is weaker when
economic prospects are poorer, which suggests that this alternative reputational story is less
plausible as an explanation of the events observed in the past …nancial crisis.
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Appendix
A

The SIV industry: rise and demise

Since the mid 1980s, banks have been sponsoring ABCP conduits for the o¤-balance sheet
funding of a varied range of assets. The main source of …nancing of these conduits is commercial paper (CP) that, as opposed to corporate CP, is secured by the conduits’assets and
also enjoys from the “bankruptcy remoteness” of the conduits. By June 2007 these conduits constituted an important part of the shadow banking system with outstanding ABCP
amounting to $1.3 trillion, $903 billion of which were sponsored by banks.
There are four types of ABCP conduits (single-seller, multiseller, securities arbitrage
vehicles and SIVs) that di¤er on the types of assets they hold, their liability structure,
their governing accounting rules and, most importantly for the focus of this paper, on the
contractual support guarantees from their sponsors. In order to achieve the maximum rating
on the liabilities issued by their conduits and make them eligible for institutional investors
such as MMMFs, sponsors extend support facilities to their conduits. These can require the
sponsor to pay o¤ the full principal of maturing ABCP in case the conduit is not able to roll
it over at the market (full support) or only a fraction of it (partial support).44 SIVs were the
only partially supported ABCP conduits.
SIVs engage in spread lending by investing in highly-rated long-term securities that are
…nanced by the issuance of ABCP and medium term notes (MTN) in a typical ratio of 2:5.
In order to provide some credit risk protection to their investors, SIVs also issue subordinated capital notes that constitute between 6% and 10% of total assets. SIVs operate on
a marked-to-market basis and must meet strict liquidity, capitalization, leverage and concentration guidelines whose violation leads to limitations on the vehicles’ operations and
eventually to liquidation. The asset portfolio is typically managed by the sponsoring institution. Even though general characteristics about the portfolio (e.g.: type of assets, industry
concentration) are part of the programs and are monitored by rating agencies, the speci…c
assets held are considered by sponsors as proprietary information and not disclosed. Finally,
sponsors in their role of administrators of the vehicles obtain fees that are proportional to
their net pro…ts.45
44

Formally, there is a distinction between full credit support in which the sponsor has to pay o¤ maturing
ABCP in all circumstances and full liquidity support in which the sponsor has to pay it o¤ only if the conduit’s
assets are not in default. In practice, liquidity support gives the same level of protection to the investors
because ABCP investors can withdraw before assets enter into default. Preferable regulatory treatment of
liquidity support has led most sponsors to use it for their fully supported conduits (see Acharya et al., 2013).
45
For more institutional details on SIVs and a description of the other types of ABCP conduits see Moody’s
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The …rst SIV was launched by Citibank in 1988 and at the zenith of the sector in July
2007 there were 34 SIVs with a total of $400 billion of assets, outstanding ABCP of $97
billion (7.5% of the ABCP market) and MTN of $270 billion. Banks sponsored 19 of the
SIVs, that accounted for 85% of the assets managed by the sector. The largest player in
the market was Citibank which sponsored seven SIVs with 101$ billion of assets (25% of
the market), which constituted a 5% of its on-balance sheet assets and 110% of its Tier 1
capital. Other important bank sponsors were HSBC (12%) and Dresdner Bank (10%).
When investors became nervous about the location of toxic subprime assets in August
2007, they stopped rolling over ABCP or required very high yields in order to do so. The run
was more pronounced on SIVs due to the lack of full support from their sponsors (Covitz et
al., 2013), and led two non-bank sponsored SIVs to default on their ABCP on August 22.46
Problems aggravated in September when Moody’s downgraded and placed under negative
review the ratings of several SIVs.47 On September 20, Sachsen Funding Ltd was the …rst
SIV to be rescued.48 Fearing the potential destabilizing e¤ect of massive …re sales from
SIVs trying to obtain liquidity in order to repay ABCP at maturity, the US Treasury tried
to coordinate a private bail out of the SIV sector. This government supported plan led
Citigroup, JP Morgan Chase and Bank of America to propose in October the creation of
the Master Liquidity Enhancement Conduit, also known as Super SIV, a conduit partially
capitalized by these institutions that would buy the highest-quality assets of SIVs with
liquidity needs. However, problems in attracting external investors to the Super SIV delayed
its creation and, after the failure of two additional SIVs, HSBC announced the rescue of its
two SIVs in November 26. Under the pressure from market commentators and participants
who commonly alluded to the reputation of the sponsors, other banks followed HSBC and
announced rescue plans for their sponsored SIVs in the subsequent dates. On December 14,
Citigroup announced the rescue of its seven SIVs and the creation of the Super SIV was
abandoned. By February 2008 most sponsoring banks had announced their intentions to
rescue their vehicles.49
Investors Service (2003) or Arteta et al. (2013).
46
Golden Key Ltd, sponsored by the investment manager Avendis Financial Services Ltd, and Mainsail II
Ltd, sponsored by the hedge fund Solent Capital Ltd.
47
At the end of July Moody’s had published a Special Report with the title “SIVs: An Oasis of Calm
in the Sub-prime Maelstrom”. This complete change of assessment is indicative of the level of imperfect
information on the sectors’exposure to subprime risk.
48
The rescuer was the German landesbank LB Baden-Württemberg that had acquired with public support
at the end of August the sponsor of this SIV, Sachsen LB. The latter needed the bail out due to the losses
incurred as a result of the run on its supported ABCP conduits.
49
IKB Deutsche Industriebank was bailed out by a consortium of banks leaded by the German state owned
bank KfW in August 2007 due to its exposure to Rhineland FCC, a hybrid ABCP conduit. Rhinebridge
Plc, the SIV sponsored by IKB defaulted on October 16 while IKB was merged with KfW. Hong Kong
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Although the particular details on how rescues were structured di¤ered across banks,
they all amounted to a de facto transfer of the vehicle assets on balance sheet, the full
repayment of senior debtholders and the end of the operation of the SIV as a going concern.
For example, HSBC rescue and restructuring plan for his sponsored SIVs considered the
exchange of maturing debt by similar debt issued by a newly created and fully supported
conduit to which the SIVs’assets would be transferred.
In October 2008 Moody’s announced the closure of the ABCP program of Sigma Finance
Corporation, putting an end to this twenty year old industry.50

B

Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1 Using the de…nitions of j (X; D; p) in (6), Vj (X; R) in (2) and
Mj (X; D; p) in (7), after some straightforward manipulation the expression in (8) is obtained.
From now on I assume R(X; D; p) < 1: Using (4) and (5) and the de…nition of the
mispricings in (7) we obtain:
Mb (X; D; p) = p (Vg (X; R(X; D; p))
Mg (X; D; p) = (1

Vb (R(X:X; D; p)))

p) (Vb (X; R(X; D; p))

(22)

Vg (X; R(X; D; p)))

and from here the equality
pMg (X; D; p) + (1

p)Mb (X; D; p) = 0:

(23)

For j = g; b; we have:
@Vj (X; R)
= Pr [XYj
@R

R] = 1

Fj

R
X

> 0;

(24)

where Fj (y) denotes the cdf of Yj : Since Yg strictly …rst order stochastically dominates Yb
we have that
R
R
@Vg (X; R)
@Vb (X; R)
Fb
> Fg
,
>
:
(25)
X
X
@R
@R
based Standard Chartered Bank announced the rescue of its vehicle Whistlejacket Capital Ltd on November
2007, but the vehicle defaulted on February 2008 prior to completing its rescue. These were the only bank
sponsored SIVs to default, arguably because their intended rescues arrived too late.
50
The non SIV segment of the ABCP market was also severely disrupted by the …nancial crisis and has
been declining since. The outstanding ABCP in September 2013 is $273 billion, around 20% of its size in
June 2007.
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By construction R(X; D; p) satis…es:
pVg (X; R(X; D; p)) + (1

(26)

p)Vb (X; R(X; D; p)) = D:

Di¤erentiating wrt D the equation above we obtain:
@Vg (X; R)
+ (1
@R

p

p)

@Vb (X; R) @R
= 1;
@R
@D

and therefore:
@R(X; D; p)
=
@D
p 1

1
+ (1

R
X

Fg

p) 1

> 0:

R
X

Fb

(27)

Now, di¤erentiating wrt D in the de…nition of Mb (X; D; p) in (7) we get:
1

@Mb (X; D; p)
= 1
@D
= p

p 1
p 1

R
X
R
Fb X
R
+
X

Fg
Fg

Fb
+ (1

R
X

p) 1

R
Fg X
(1 p) 1

Fb
Fb

R
X

(28)

R
X

;

where in the last equality we have used (27). From inequality (25) we immediately conclude
that 0 < @Mb (X;D;p)
< 1 if p > 0: Di¤erentiating equation (28) wrt D again and using (24),
@D
(27) we obtain:
1
@ 2 Mb (X; D; p)
=
2
@D
X p 1
1 pfg
X p 1
Now, Yg

M LR

R
X

Fg

+ (1
R
X

fb
R
X

Fg

p)fb
+ (1

R
X

+ (1
R
X

p) 1
1

p) 1

Fb
Fb

Fb

R
X
R
X

R
X

2

3:

(29)

Yb implies straightforwardly that for p > 0 and y > 0:

pfg (y) + (1 p)fb (y)
<
fb (y)

R1
y

(pfg (z) + (1 p)fb (z)) dz
p (1
=
R1
f (z)dz
y b

Fg (y)) + (1 p) (1
1 Fb (y)
2

Fb (y))

(X;D;p)
and using this inequality in equation (29) we conclude that @ Mb@D
> 0 if p > 0: Since
2
Mb (X; D; p) is homogeneous of degree one in X; D we have the Euler identity:

X
and using that

@Mb (X; D; p)
@Mb (X; D; p)
+D
= Mb (X; D; p);
@X
@D

@ 2 Mb (X;D;p)
@D2

> 0 we obtain that

@Mb (X;D;p)
@X
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< 0:

Also, di¤erentiating implicitly wrt p in (26) we obtain:
Vg (X; R)

Vb (X; R) + p

@Vg (X; R)
+ (1
@R

and since Vg (X; R) > Vb (X; R) we deduce that

@R(X;D;p)
@p

@Mb (X; D; p)
=
@p

p)

@Vb (X; R)
@R

@R
= 0;
@p

< 0:Using the de…nition of Mb (X; D; p):

@Vb @R
> 0:
@R @p

The results for Mg (X; D; p) are either direct consequence of those for Mb (X; D; p) using
equation (23) or their proofs are analogous.
Proof of Lemma 2 If a bad bank weakly prefers to rescue we must have that:
Z
Z
+
((Z + 1)y R1 ) fb (y)dy
(Zy R0 )+ fb (y)dy:

(30)

Let us denote

g(y) = ((Z + 1)y

R1 )+

(Zy

R0 )+ :

R
The function g(y) is continuous and inequality (30) simply states that g(y)fb (y)dy 0:
R1 R0
For y
max Z+1
; Z we have g(y) = y R1 + R0 and g(y) is strictly positive for y
su¢ ciently high.
R0
R1
then it is easy to check that g(y) is always non negative, and then trivially
If Z+1
Z
R
we have that g(y)fg (y)dy > 0 and the good bank strictly prefers to rescue.
R1
If, on the other hand RZ0 < Z+1
; then one can check that g(y) 0 for y 2 (0; R1 R0 ] and
R
g(y) > 0 for y > R1 R0 : Let us denote y1 = R1 R0 . We can rewrite g(y)fb (y)dy 0 as
Z 1
Z y1
g(y)fb (y)dy
g(y)fb (y)dy:
(31)
y1

0

Let us now use that Yg

M LR

Yb to obtain the following inequalities:

fg (y)
fg (y1 )
fg (y 0 )
<
<
for all y < y1 and y 0 > y1 :
fb (y)
fb (y1 )
fb (y 0 )

(32)

Using inequalities (31), (32) and the fact that g(y) < 0 for y < y1 we have the following
sequence of inequalities:
Z y1
Z y1
Z y1
fg (y)
fg (y1 )
g(y)fg (y)dy =
g(y)
fb (y)dy <
g(y)
fb (y)dy
fb (y)
fb (y1 )
0
0
0
Z 1
Z 1
Z 1
fg (y)
fg (y1 )
g(y)
g(y)fg (y)dy;
g(y)
fb (y)dy <
fb (y)dy =
fb (y1 )
fb (y)
y1
y1
y1
R1
and comparing the extremes of the inequality we deduce that 0 g(y)fg (y)dy > 0 and thus
a good bank strictly prefers to rescue.
42

Proof of Corollary 1 The …rst step is to prove that a pooling equilibrium with no rescue
does not exist. Indeed, using Lemma 2 re…nement D1 implies that investors should believe
that a bank that deviates and rescues is good. But then, good banks would strictly prefer to
rescue because they would not su¤er mispricing losses and on top of this they would make
a pro…t on the rescue of their vehicles since E[Yg ] > DV :
Therefore in equilibrium at least a bank of type j 2 fg; bg rescues. Let us suppose that
rescues are …nanced, i.e. R1;F < 1: If j = b and bad banks …nd it weakly optimal to rescue,
then Lemma 2 implies that all good banks rescue in equilibrium. If j = g but not all good
banks rescue then good banks would be indi¤erent between rescuing and not and Lemma 2
states that bad banks would …nd it optimal not to rescue. Therefore banks that rescue are
necessarily good and in equilibrium investors would perceive them as such. But then again
good banks would strictly prefer to rescue.
For future use in the proof of Proposition 2, we have so far proved wihtout any restriction
on the solvency or not of the aggregate …nancial sector that if in equilibirum R1;F < 1 then
all good banks rescue.
The only thing left to prove in the corollary is that R1;F < 1: Let us suppose on the
R0 :
contrary that R1;F = 1. Since there is some bank that rescues we must have R1;N F
If the inequality is strict then all banks …nd it optimal to rescue and p1 = : Now the fact
that R1;F = 1 and investors do not want to …nance the rescue of an average bank means
that the aggregate …nancial sector is insolvent, which is a contradiction. If on the other hand
R1;N F = R0 then due to Bayesian updating we must have p1 = p0 = and again R1;F = 1
would mean that the aggregate …nancial sector is insolvent.
Proof of Proposition 1 The existence of a semiseparating equilibrium has been characterized in the main text by the satisfaction of the constraints (P C1 ); (P C0 ); (ICb ) and (ICg )
for some p1 2 ( ; 1): The indi¤erence condition in (ICb ) and R1;F < 1 imply that R0 < 1
and banks that do not rescue obtain the required funds. In addition, Lemma 2 states that
(ICg ) is redundant given (ICb ). Now, substituting (P C1 ) and (P C0 ) in (ICb ) and using
equation (8) in Lemma 1, the equilibrium conditions collapse into a single equation in p1 :
(Z + 1)E[Yb ]

DB

DS + Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; p1 ) = ZE[Yb ]

DB + Mb (Z; DB ; 0):

Using that Mb (Z; DB ; 0) = 0 since R(Z; DB ; 0) = R0 < 1 and simplifying the equality above
we obtain the result in the proposition.
If there is a pooling equilibrium we must have that (ICb ) is satis…ed which, after substituting the participation constraints of investors can be written as:
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; )

DS
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E[Yb ] + Mb (Z; DB ; 0):

Using that Mb (Z; DB ; 0)
0; this inequality implies (14). The converse is easily proved
taking into account that Mb (Z; DB ; 0) > 0 if and only if b (Z; DB ; 0) = 0:
If there is a separating equilibrium then we …nd analogously that (ICb ) can be written
Mb (Z + 1; DB + DS ; 1)

DS

E[Yb ] + Mb (Z; DB ; 0):

Now, if Mb (Z; DB ; 0) > 0 then we have that investors do not re…nance not rescuing banks.
Since in equilibrium rescues are …nanced, in particular investors re…nance rescuing banks
and thus bad banks would …nd it optimal to rescue, which is a contradiction. Therefore
it has to be the case that in a separating equilibrium Mb (Z; DB ; 0) = 0 and the inequality
above becomes (12). The converse is easily proved.
Finally, since R(Z + 1; DB + DV ; p1 ) < 1 for all p1
; Lemma 1 states that Mb (Z +
1; DB + DV ; p1 ) is strictly increasing in p1 for all p1
: This strict monotonicity implies
that the conditions (12), (13) and (14) are exhaustive and mutually exclusive and thus the
equilibrium exists and is unique.
The results regarding the monotonicity of (DS ; DB ) with respect to DS and DB are
an easy consequence of the characterization of equilibrium in Proposition 1, the properties
@Mb (D;X;p)
2 (0; 1) if p > 0 and @Mb (D;X;p)
> 0; and …nally the fact that in equilibrium the
@D
@p
fraction of bad banks that rescue is decreasing in investors’belief on the quality of rescuing
banks.
For DB = ZE[Yb ]; (15) implies that the aggregate …nancial sector is solvent and thus in
equilibrium rescues are …nanced and banks that rescue obtain a strictly positive expected
net worth. Banks that do not rescue are perceived as bad and since ZE[Yb ] = DB they
are not able to re…nance their debt and their expected worth is zero. Hence, all banks …nd
optimal to rescue and the equilibrium is pooling. This proves that there exist (DS ; DB ) 2 A
such that (DS ; DB ) = 1:
Let DB = 0 and DS0 = E[Yg ]: Then by construction g (Z; DB ; 0) = g (Z + 1; DS0 ; 1)
which means that for R1;F = R(Z + 1; DS0 ; 1); R0 = 0 a good bank is indi¤erent between
rescuing or not. Now, Lemma 2 implies that bad banks strictly prefer not to rescue, which
means that b (Z; 0; 0) > b (Z + 1; DS0 ; 1) : By continuity, for DS slightly smaller we have
b

(Z; 0; 0) >

b

(Z + 1; DS ; 1) and

g

(Z; 0; 0) <

and for this pair (DB ; DS ) the equilibrium is separating, i.e.
A continuity argument …nally implies that (A) = [0; 1]:

g

(Z + 1; DS ; 1) ;

(DS ; DB ) = 0:

Proof of Proposition 2 I have argued in the main text that if the aggregate …nancial
sector is insolvent bad banks have to be fundamentally insolvent. If R1;F < 1 investors
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are willing to …nance banks that rescue which in particular implies that the expected net
worth of a bank that rescues is strictly positive. In addition I have proved in the proof of
Corollary 1 that all good banks rescue. If all bad banks rescue as well then p1 = but since
the aggregate …nancial sector is insolvent we would have R1;F = 1: If some bad banks don’t
rescue then Bayesian updating implies that p0 = 0. Now, since bad banks are fundamentally
insolvent we must have that R0 = 1 and thus banks that do not rescue are not able to
re…nance their debt and their net worth is zero. But then bad banks would strictly prefer to
rescue, which is a contradiction. We conclude that in equilibrium it has to be the case that
R1;F = 1 and rescues are not …nanced.
Now, if R1;N F < R0 all banks rescue which implies by Bayesian updating that p1 =
and is sustained with the o¤-equilibrium belief p0 = 0: If R1;N F = R0 then imposing the
participation constraint of investors we have p1 = p0 which implies that the same fraction
of good banks and bad banks rescue. Finally if R1;N F > R0 then no bank would rescue. The
proof of Corollary 1 shows this can never happen.
The expected net worth for every bank type j = g; b is the same in the pooling with
rescue case R1;N F = R(Z; DB ; ) < R0 = R(Z; DB ; 0) = 1 and in the case R1;N F = R0 =
R(Z; DB ; ) in which both types play mixed strategies in identical proportions.
Proof of Proposition 3 Let us …rst highlight that for all 2 [0; 1] Assumptions 1, 2
and 3 are satis…ed. Since for al we have ZE[Yb ( )] DB ; (15) implies that the aggregate
…nancial sector is solvent for all . We have thus:
b

(Z + 1; DB + DS ; j = 1) > 0 =

By continuity, there exists
b

0

2 (0; 1) such that for all

(Z + 1; DB + DS ; j ) >

And this means that for all

b

>

0

b

(Z + 1; DB ; 0j = 1) :
>

0

we have that:

(Z + 1; DB ; 0j ) :

the equilibrium is pooling.

Proof of Proposition 4 Let = (DS ; DB ) be the fraction of bad banks that rescue in
the no-ban economy. Using Proposition ??, the equations (DS ; DB ) = 1; (DS ; DB ) = 0
de…ne implicitly two increasing functions DB = H1 (DS ); H0 (DS ) that describe all the pairs
(DS ; DB ) in the pooling and separating frontiers, respectively. We need some prelminary
results before proceding to the proof of the proposition:
a. We have
H1 ( E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ]) = H0 (E[Yg ])
(33)
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b. If for i = 1; 2; (DSi ; DB ) is in the semiseparating region or in the pooling or separating
frontiers then:
j (Z

+ 1; DB + DS1 ; p( ((DS1 ; DB ))) =

j (Z

+ 1; DB + DS2 ; p( ((DS2 ; DB ))) for j = g; b (34)

Indeed, by de…nition we have:
b (Z

+ 1; DB + DS1 ; p( ((DS1 ; DB ))) =

b (Z; DB ; 0)

=

b (Z

+ 1; DB + DS2 ; p( ((DS2 ; DB )));

which implies that
R(Z + 1; DB + DS1 ; p( ((DS1 ; DB ))) = R(Z + 1; DB + DS2 ; p( ((DS2 ; DB )));
and thus
g (Z

+ 1; DB + DS1 ; p( ((DS1 ; DB ))) =

g (Z

+ 1; DB + DS2 ; p( ((DS2 ; DB ))):

c. The function Mg (Z; DB ; ) Mg (Z + 1; DB + DS ; ) is increasing in DB :
fb (y)
Indeed, since pfg (y)+(1
is decreasing in y the following function is also decreasing
p)fb (y)
in y :
R1
fp (z)dz
1 Fb (y)
y
= R1
(35)
p (1 Fg (y)) + (1 p) (1 Fb (y))
(pfg (z) + (1 p)fb (z)) dz
y
Now, by linearity of the valuation function:
V (Z + 1;

Z +1
Z +1
R(Z; DB ; p); p) =
DB < DB + DS ;
Z
Z

where in the last inequality I have used that assumptions 1 and 2 imply in particular that
DB
< DS : We deduce from here that R(Z + 1; DB + DS ; p) > Z+1
R(Z; DB ; p) or equivalently
Z
Z
R(Z+1;DB +DS ;p)
R(Z;DB ;p)
@Mb (X;D;p)
>
: Using the expression for
in equation (28) and the
Z+1
X
@D
@Mb (Z+1;DB +DS ;p)
B ;p)
monotonicity of the function in (35) we …nally conclude that
> @Mb (Z;D
@D
@D
and taking into account that Mg (X; D; ) = 1 Mb (X; D; ) the result is proved.
Let us sequentially prove all the statements in the proposition:
i) Expected welfare of vehicles debtholders
Looking at (18) we observe that the expected welfare of vehicles debtholders is increasing
in (DS ; DB ) and thus exists M(DS ) such that the ban increases the welfare of vehicles
0
debtholders i¤ DB M(DS ). Let DB
= H1 ( E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ]): It su¢ ces to prove that
0
DB = M(DS ) for all DS :
0
Let DS1 = E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ]: By constructio the equilibrium for the pair (DS1 ; DB )
is pooling. Now, since we have chosen DS1 so that the face value of debt is equal to the
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unconditional expected payo¤ of the vehicle’s asset, the welfare of the vehicles’debtholders
0
is una¤ected by the introduction of the ban. Therefore, DB
= M(DS1 ):
0
Let DS2 = E[Yg ]: Using (33) we have that (DS2 ; DB
) is in the separating frontier and then
0
using preliminary result b we have that for the pairs (DSi ; DB
); i = 1; 2 the expected net
worth of both types of banks in the no ban economy is the same. Henceforth, the aggregate
expected net worth of bank for both pairs is the same in both no ban economies. This implies
that the welfare of vehicles debtholders in both no ban economies is the same. Finally, since
these agents are una¤ected by the ban in the …rst economy they also are in the second, i.e.
0
DB
= M(DS2 ):
0
From here using preliminary result b it is easy to prove that DB
= M(DS ) for all DS :
ii) Aggregate expected net worth of banks
The result is equivalent to the one proved above for the welfare of vehicles debtholders
iii) Expected net worth of bad banks
If < 1 we must have ZE[Yb ] > DB and the type of some bad banks is revealed in the
no ban economy and thus their expected net worth is ZE[Yb ] DB : Comparing with bad
banks net expected worth in the ban case in (17) we conclude that the ban increases their
net expected worth.
The argument for the pooling equilibrium case = 1 is slightly more involved. Let us
suppose on the contrary that the ban reduces their expected worth, i.e. that
b (Z; DB ;

)

b (Z

+ 1; DB + DS ; ):

Using Lemma 2 with R1;F = R(Z + 1; DB + DS ; ); R0 = R(Z; DB ; ) we deduce that:
g (Z; DB ;

)<

g (Z

+ 1; DB + DS ; );

but this would imply that the aggregate expected net worth of banks decreases, which we
have proved in i) is not the case when = 1:
iv) Expected net worth of good banks
Let us consider the inequality:
Mg (Z; DB ; )

Mg (Z + 1; DB + DS ; )

E[Yg ]

DS :

(36)

For every DS this inequality is satis…ed for DB su¢ ciently high so that the equilibrium is
pooling and the …nancial sector is close to aggregate insolvency. Since preliminary result
c states that the LHS is increasing in DB there exists G(DS ) such that the inequality is
satis…ed i¤ DB G(DS ): In addition G(DS ) is decreasing in DS :
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Let DS1 be the intersection of G(DS ) and H1 (DS ) with the convention that DS1 = E[Yg ]
if they do not intersect.51
I de…ne:
G(DS ) for DS DS1
F(DS ) =
;
G(DS1 ) for DS > DS1

and I claim this function satis…es the properties stated in the proposition.
I state two results I use in the rest of the proof: …rst, we have F(DS )
G(DS1 ) =
0
H1 (DS1 ) > H1 ( E[Yg ] + (1
)E[Yb ]) = DB
; second, since preliminary result a states that
0
0
DB = H0 (E[Yg ]) we have that if DB DB < H1 (DS ) the equilibrium is semiseparating.
Let (DS ; DB ) be an admissible debt pair. If DB H1 (DS ) and the equilibrium is pooling,
inequality (36) coincides with (19) and by construction good banks bene…t from the ban i¤
DB F(DS ) = G(DS ):
Let us suppose that DB < H1 (DS ) and let us distinguish three cases:
0
the equilibrium is semiseparating. There exists
If DB F(DS ) then since F(DS ) DB
2
1
2
DS DS such that DB = H1 (DS ); using preliminary result b we have
g (Z

+ 1; DB + DS ; p( ((DS ; DB ))) =

g (Z

Since the equilibrium in (DS2 ; DB ) is pooling and DB
g (Z; DB ;

)

g (Z

+ 1; DB + DS2 ; p( ((DS2 ; DB ))):
F(DS ) = F(DS2 )

G(DS2 ) we have

+ 1; DB + DS2 ; ):

Combining the two previous inequalities and taking into account that p( ((DS2 ; DB )) =
we conclude that good banks bene…t from the ban as wanted.
0
0
=
DB < F(DS ) then the equilibrium is semiseparating. Also, since DB
If DB
H1 ( E[Yg ]+(1
)E[Yb ]) there exists DS2 < DS1 such that DB = H1 (DS2 ): The steps followed
above can be reproduced with the di¤erence that in this case we have DB = H1 (DS2 ) < G(DS2 )
since DS2 < DS1 and thus
g (Z; DB ;

)<

g (Z

+ 1; DB + DS2 ; );

from which we deduce that good banks do not bene…t from the ban as wanted.
0
If DB < DB
then we have in particular that DB < F(DS ): Also, the aggregate expected
net worth of banks is reduced with the ban and since bad banks always bene…t from the ban
this implies in particular that the expected net worth of good banks is reduced with the ban
as wanted. This concludes the proof.
51

It can be proved that they intersect but since it is not essential for the rest of the proof of this proposition
I skip this proof and allow for the possibility that they do not intersect in order for my arguments to be
complete.
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Proof of Proposition 5 Since Mb (X; D; p) is homogeneous of degree one we have:
!
DB + Z + 1 DS
;p :
Mb (Z + Z + 1; DB + Z + 1 DS ; p) = (Z + Z + 1)Mb 1;
Z +Z +1
DB +(Z+1)DS
DB
< DS and thus
Z
Z+Z+1
@Mb (X;D;p)
>
0,
equality
above
@D

Assumptions 1 and 2 imply in particular that

is increasing

in Z: Taking this into account and also that
implies that
Mb (Z + Z + 1; DB + Z + 1 DS ; p) is increasing in Z and the proposition easily derives.
Proof of Lemma 3 The lemma is proved under the following assumptions on the gross
return of good and bad assets: the return Yg of the good asset follows a lognormal distribution, and the return Yb of the bad asset satis…es Yb = Yg for some 2 (0; 1): These
assumptions imply that Yb also follows a lognormal distribution and Yg
Yb :
M LR

Let us denote
g(y) = ((Z + )y
h(y) = ( (Z + 1)y

R1 )+
R1 )+

(Zy
( Zy

R0 )+ ;
R0 )+ :

Taking into account that Yb = Yg ; it su¢ ces to prove that
Z
Z
g(y)fg (y)dy 0 ) h(y)fg (y)dy > 0:

(37)

R
R0
R1
then it is easy to check that h(y) is
Let us suppose that g(y)fg (y)dy
0: If Z+1
Z
R1
always non negative and strictly positive for y > (Z+1) : In this case we trivially have that
R
h(y)fg (y)dy > 0.
R1
Let us suppose that RZ0 < Z+1
: Then it is easy to prove that g(y) = h(y) for all y 2
h
R0
R1
R1
0; Z and y 2 (Z+1) ; 1 and g(y) < h(y) for all y 2 RZ0 ; (Z+1)
. This implies that
R
h(y)fg (y)dy > 0.

49

References
Acharya, Viral, Philipp Schnabl, and Gustavo Suarez (2013), “Securitization without Risk
Transfer,”forthcoming, Journal of Financial Economics.
Arteta, Carlos, Mark Carey, Ricardo Correa, and Jason Kotter (2013), “Revenge of the
Steamroller: ABCP as a Window on Risk Choices,”Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, International Finance Discussion Papers, Number 1076.
Banks, Je¤rey S. and Joel Sobel (1987), “Equilibrium selection in signaling games,”Econometrica, 55(3), 647-661.
Boot, Arnoud, Stuart Greenbaum, and Anjan Thakor (1993), “Reputation and Discretion
in Financial Contracting,”American Economic Review, 83, 1165-83.
Brady, Stephanie A., Ken E. Anadu, and Nathaniel R. Cooper (2012), “The stability of
prime money market mutual funds: Sponsor support from 2007 to 2011,” Federal
Reserve Bank of Boston, Risk and Policy Analysis Working Papers, RPA 12-3.
Brunnermeier, Markus K. (2009), “Deciphering the Liquidity and Credit Crunch 20072008,”Journal of Economic Perspectives, 23, 77-100.
Cho, In-Koo and David M. Kreps (1987), “Signaling Games and Stable Equilibria,”Quarterly Journal of Economics, 102, 179-221.
Covitz, Daniel, Nellie Liang and Gustavo Suarez (2013), “The Evolution of a Financial
Crisis: Collapse of the Asset-Backed Commercial Paper Market,”Journal of Finance,
68, 815–848.
Dang, Tri Vi, Gary Gorton, and Bengt Holmstrom (2011), “Ignorance, Debt and the Financial Crisis,”Yale University Mimeo.
DeMarzo, Peter and Darrell Du¢ e (1999), “A Liquidity-Based Model of Security Design,”
Econometrica, 67, 65-99.
Diamond, Douglas (1991), “Monitoring and Reputation: The Choice between Bank Loans
and Directly Placed Debt,”Journal of Political Economy, 99, 689-721.
Dinc, I. Serdar (2000), “Bank Reputation, Bank Commitment, and the E¤ects of Competition in Credit Markets,”Review of Financial Studies, 13, 781-812.

50

FitchIBCA (1999), “Implications of Securitization for Finance Companies,”Financial Services Special Report, November 15, 1999.
Fleming, Michael J. and Nicholas J. Klagge (2010), “The Federal Reserve’s Foreign Exchange Swap Lines,”Current Issues in Economics and Finance, 6, N 4, NY Fed.
Fulghieri, Paolo and Dmitry Lukin (2001), “Information production, dilution costs, and
optimal security design,”Journal of Financial Economics, 61, 3-42.
Gennaioli, Nicola, Andrei Shleifer, and Robert Vishny (2013), “A Model of Shadow Banking,”forthcoming, Journal of Finance.
Goldstein, Itay, and Ady Pauzner (2005) “Demand Deposit Contracts and the Probability
of Bank Runs,”Journal of Finance, 60, 1293-1328.
Gorton, Gary B. (2010), “Slapped by the Invisible Hand: The Panic of 2007,” Oxford
University Press.
Gorton, Gary B. and Nicholas S. Souleles (2006), “Special Purpose Vehicles and Securitization,”in Mark Carey and René M. Stulz, editors, The Risks of Financial Institutions,
University of Chicago Press.
John, Kose and David C. Nachman (1985), “Risky Debt, Investment Incentives, and Reputation in a Sequential Equilibrium,”Journal of Finance, 40, 863-878.
Kacperczyk, Marcin and Philipp Schnabl (2013), “How safe are money market funds?,”
Quarterly Journal of Economics, August 2013, 1073-1122.
Liikanen, Erkki, Chairman (2012), “High-level Expert Group on reforming the structure of
the EU banking sector,”European Commission, Brussels, October 2012.
Myers, Stewart C. (1977), “Determinants of Corporate Borrowing,” Journal of Financial
Economics, 5, 147-75.
Myers, Stewart C., and Nicholas S. Majluf (1984), “Corporate Financing and Investment
Decisions when Firms Have Information that Investors Do Not Have,” Journal of Financial Economics, 13, 187-221.
Nachman, David C. and Thomas H. Noe (1994), “Optimal design of securities under asymmetric information,”Review of Financial Studies, 7, 1–44.

51

O¢ ce of the Comptroller of the Currency, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, and the O¢ ce of Thrift Supervision (2002),
“Interagency Guidance on Implicit Recourse in Asset Securitizations,”May 23, 2002.
Ordoñez, Guillermo (2014), “Con…dence Banking and Strategic Default,” working paper,
University of Pennsylvania.
Parlatore, Cecilia (2015), “Fragility in Money Market Funds: Sponsor Support and Regulation,”Journal of Financial Economics, forthcoming.
Parlour, Christine A. and Guillaume Plantin (2008), “Loan Sales and Relationship Banking,”Journal of Finance, 63, 1291-1314.
Thakor, Anjan (2005), “Do loan commitments cause overlending?,” Journal of Money,
Credit, and Banking, 37, 1067-1099.

52

RECENTLY PUBLISHED “TEMI” (*)
N. 1073 – Search costs and the severity of adverse selection, by Francesco Palazzo (July 2016).
N. 1074 – Macroeconomic effectiveness of non-standard monetary policy and early exit.
A model-based evaluation, by Lorenzo Burlon, Andrea Gerali, Alessandro Notarpietro
and Massimiliano Pisani (July 2016).
N. 1075 – Quantifying the productivity effects of global sourcing, by Sara Formai and Filippo
Vergara Caffarelli (July 2016).
N. 1076 – Intergovernmental transfers and expenditure arrears, by Paolo Chiades, Luciano
Greco, Vanni Mengotto, Luigi Moretti and Paola Valbonesi (July 2016).
N. 1077 – A “reverse Robin Hood”? The distributional implications of non-standard monetary
policy for Italian households, by Marco Casiraghi, Eugenio Gaiotti, Lisa Rodano
and Alessandro Secchi (July 2016).
N. 1078 – Global macroeconomic effects of exiting from unconventional monetary policy, by
Pietro Cova, Patrizio Pagano and Massimiliano Pisani (September 2016).
N. 1079 – Parents, schools and human capital differences across countries, by Marta De
Philippis and Federico Rossi (September 2016).
N. 1080 – Self-fulfilling deflations, by Roberto Piazza, (September 2016).
N. 1081 – Dealing with student heterogeneity: curriculum implementation strategies and student
achievement, by Rosario Maria Ballatore and Paolo Sestito, (September 2016).
N. 1082 – Price dispersion and consumer inattention: evidence from the market of bank
accounts, by Nicola Branzoli, (September 2016).
N. 1083 – BTP futures and cash relationships: a high frequency data analysis, by Onofrio
Panzarino, Francesco Potente and Alfonso Puorro, (September 2016).
N. 1084 – Women at work: the impact of welfare and fiscal policies in a dynamic labor supply
model, by Maria Rosaria Marino, Marzia Romanelli and Martino Tasso, (September
2016).
N. 1085 – Foreign ownership and performance: evidence from a panel of Italian firms, by
Chiara Bentivogli and Litterio Mirenda (October 2016).
N. 1086 – Should I stay or should I go? Firms’ mobility across banks in the aftermath of
financial turmoil, by Davide Arnaudo, Giacinto Micucci, Massimiliano Rigon and
Paola Rossi (October 2016).
N. 1087 – Housing and credit markets in Italy in times of crisis, by Michele Loberto and
Francesco Zollino (October 2016).
N. 1088 – Search peer monitoring via loss mutualization, by Francesco Palazzo (October
2016).
N. 1089 – Non-standard monetary policy, asset prices and macroprudential policy in a
monetary union, by Lorenzo Burlon, Andrea Gerali, Alessandro Notarpietro and
Massimiliano Pisani (October 2016).
N. 1090 – Does credit scoring improve the selection of borrowers and credit quality?, by
Giorgio Albareto, Roberto Felici and Enrico Sette (October 2016).
N. 1091 – Asymmetric information and the securitization of SME loans, by Ugo Albertazzi,
Margherita Bottero, Leonardo Gambacorta and Steven Ongena (December 2016).
N. 1092 – Copula-based random effects models for clustered data, by Santiago Pereda
Fernández (December 2016).
N. 1093 – Structural transformation and allocation efficiency in China and India, by Enrica
Di Stefano and Daniela Marconi (December 2016).
N. 1094 – The bank lending channel of conventional and unconventional monetary policy, by
Ugo Albertazzi, Andrea Nobili and Federico M. Signoretti (December 2016).
N. 1095 – Household debt and income inequality: evidence from Italian survey data, by
David Loschiavo (December 2016).
(*) Requests for copies should be sent to:
Banca d’Italia – Servizio Studi di struttura economica e finanziaria – Divisione Biblioteca e Archivio storico –
Via Nazionale, 91 – 00184 Rome – (fax 0039 06 47922059). They are available on the Internet www.bancaditalia.it.

"TEMI" LATER PUBLISHED ELSEWHERE

2015

AABERGE R. and A. BRANDOLINI, Multidimensional poverty and inequality, in A. B. Atkinson and F.
Bourguignon (eds.), Handbook of Income Distribution, Volume 2A, Amsterdam, Elsevier,
TD No. 976 (October 2014).
ALBERTAZZI U., G. ERAMO, L. GAMBACORTA and C. SALLEO, Asymmetric information in securitization: an
empirical assessment, Journal of Monetary Economics, v. 71, pp. 33-49, TD No. 796 (February 2011).
ALESSANDRI P. and B. NELSON, Simple banking: profitability and the yield curve, Journal of Money, Credit
and Banking, v. 47, 1, pp. 143-175, TD No. 945 (January 2014).
ANTONIETTI R., R. BRONZINI and G. CAINELLI, Inward greenfield FDI and innovation, Economia e Politica
Industriale, v. 42, 1, pp. 93-116, TD No. 1006 (March 2015).
BARDOZZETTI A. and D. DOTTORI, Collective Action Clauses: how do they Affect Sovereign Bond Yields?,
Journal of International Economics , v 92, 2, pp. 286-303, TD No. 897 (January 2013).
BARONE G. and G. NARCISO, Organized crime and business subsidies: Where does the money go?, Journal
of Urban Economics, v. 86, pp. 98-110, TD No. 916 (June 2013).
BRONZINI R., The effects of extensive and intensive margins of FDI on domestic employment:
microeconomic evidence from Italy, B.E. Journal of Economic Analysis & Policy, v. 15, 4, pp.
2079-2109, TD No. 769 (July 2010).
BUGAMELLI M., S. FABIANI and E. SETTE, The age of the dragon: the effect of imports from China on firmlevel prices, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, v. 47, 6, pp. 1091-1118, TD No. 737
(January 2010).
BULLIGAN G., M. MARCELLINO and F. VENDITTI, Forecasting economic activity with targeted predictors,
International Journal of Forecasting, v. 31, 1, pp. 188-206, TD No. 847 (February 2012).
CESARONI T., Procyclicality of credit rating systems: how to manage it, Journal of Economics and
Business, v. 82. pp. 62-83, TD No. 1034 (October 2015).
CUCINIELLO V. and F. M. SIGNORETTI, Large banks,loan rate markup and monetary policy, International
Journal of Central Banking, v. 11, 3, pp. 141-177, TD No. 987 (November 2014).
DE BLASIO G., D. FANTINO and G. PELLEGRINI, Evaluating the impact of innovation incentives: evidence
from an unexpected shortage of funds, Industrial and Corporate Change, , v. 24, 6, pp. 1285-1314,
TD No. 792 (February 2011).
DEPALO D., R. GIORDANO and E. PAPAPETROU, Public-private wage differentials in euro area countries:
evidence from quantile decomposition analysis, Empirical Economics, v. 49, 3, pp. 985-1115, TD No.
907 (April 2013).
DI CESARE A., A. P. STORK and C. DE VRIES, Risk measures for autocorrelated hedge fund returns, Journal
of Financial Econometrics, v. 13, 4, pp. 868-895, TD No. 831 (October 2011).
CIARLONE A., House price cycles in emerging economies, Studies in Economics and Finance, v. 32, 1,
TD No. 863 (May 2012).
FANTINO D., A. MORI and D. SCALISE, Collaboration between firms and universities in Italy: the role of a
firm's proximity to top-rated departments, Rivista Italiana degli economisti, v. 1, 2, pp. 219-251,
TD No. 884 (October 2012).
FRATZSCHER M., D. RIMEC, L. SARNOB and G. ZINNA, The scapegoat theory of exchange rates: the first
tests, Journal of Monetary Economics, v. 70, 1, pp. 1-21, TD No. 991 (November 2014).
NOTARPIETRO A. and S. SIVIERO, Optimal monetary policy rules and house prices: the role of financial frictions,
Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, v. 47, S1, pp. 383-410, TD No. 993 (November 2014).
RIGGI M. and F. VENDITTI, The time varying effect of oil price shocks on euro-area exports, Journal of
Economic Dynamics and Control, v. 59, pp. 75-94, TD No. 1035 (October 2015).
TANELI M. and B. OHL, Information acquisition and learning from prices over the business cycle, Journal
of Economic Theory, 158 B, pp. 585–633, TD No. 946 (January 2014).

2016
ALBANESE G., G. DE BLASIO and P. SESTITO, My parents taught me. evidence on the family transmission of
values, Journal of Population Economics, v. 29, 2, pp. 571-592, TD No. 955 (March 2014).
ANDINI M. and G. DE BLASIO, Local development that money cannot buy: Italy’s Contratti di Programma,
Journal of Economic Geography, v. 16, 2, pp. 365-393, TD No. 915 (June 2013).
BARONE G. and S. MOCETTI, Inequality and trust: new evidence from panel data, Economic Inquiry, v. 54,
pp. 794-809, TD No. 973 (October 2014).
BELTRATTI A., B. BORTOLOTTI and M. CACCAVAIO, Stock market efficiency in China: evidence from the
split-share reform, Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance, v. 60, pp. 125-137, TD No. 969
(October 2014).
BOLATTO S. and M. SBRACIA, Deconstructing the gains from trade: selection of industries vs reallocation of
workers, Review of International Economics, v. 24, 2, pp. 344-363, TD No. 1037 (November 2015).
BOLTON P., X. FREIXAS, L. GAMBACORTA and P. E. MISTRULLI, Relationship and transaction lending in a
crisis, Review of Financial Studies, v. 29, 10, pp. 2643-2676, TD No. 917 (July 2013).
BONACCORSI DI PATTI E. and E. SETTE, Did the securitization market freeze affect bank lending during the
financial crisis? Evidence from a credit register, Journal of Financial Intermediation , v. 25, 1, pp. 5476, TD No. 848 (February 2012).
BORIN A. and M. MANCINI, Foreign direct investment and firm performance: an empirical analysis of
Italian firms, Review of World Economics, v. 152, 4, pp. 705-732, TD No. 1011 (June 2015).
BRANDOLINI A. and E. VIVIANO, Behind and beyond the (headcount) employment rate, Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society: Series A, v. 179, 3, pp. 657-681, TD No. 965 (July 2015).
BRIPI F., The role of regulation on entry: evidence from the Italian provinces, World Bank Economic
Review, v. 30, 2, pp. 383-411, TD No. 932 (September 2013).
BRONZINI R. and P. PISELLI, The impact of R&D subsidies on firm innovation, Research Policy, v. 45, 2, pp.
442-457, TD No. 960 (April 2014).
BURLON L. and M. VILALTA-BUFI, A new look at technical progress and early retirement, IZA Journal of
Labor Policy, v. 5, TD No. 963 (June 2014).
BUSETTI F. and M. CAIVANO, The trend–cycle decomposition of output and the Phillips Curve: bayesian
estimates for Italy and the Euro Area, Empirical Economics, V. 50, 4, pp. 1565-1587, TD No. 941
(November 2013).
CAIVANO M. and A. HARVEY, Time-series models with an EGB2 conditional distribution, Journal of Time
Series Analysis, v. 35, 6, pp. 558-571, TD No. 947 (January 2014).
CALZA A. and A. ZAGHINI, Shoe-leather costs in the euro area and the foreign demand for euro banknotes,
International Journal of Central Banking, v. 12, 1, pp. 231-246, TD No. 1039 (December 2015).
CIANI E., Retirement, Pension eligibility and home production, Labour Economics, v. 38, pp. 106-120, TD
No. 1056 (March 2016).
CIARLONE A. and V. MICELI, Escaping financial crises? Macro evidence from sovereign wealth funds’
investment behaviour, Emerging Markets Review, v. 27, 2, pp. 169-196, TD No. 972 (October 2014).
CORNELI F. and E. TARANTINO, Sovereign debt and reserves with liquidity and productivity crises, Journal
of International Money and Finance, v. 65, pp. 166-194, TD No. 1012 (June 2015).
D’AURIZIO L. and D. DEPALO, An evaluation of the policies on repayment of government’s trade debt in
Italy, Italian Economic Journal, v. 2, 2, pp. 167-196, TD No. 1061 (April 2016).
DOTTORI D. and M. MANNA, Strategy and tactics in public debt management, Journal of Policy Modeling,
v. 38, 1, pp. 1-25, TD No. 1005 (March 2015).
ESPOSITO L., A. NOBILI and T. ROPELE, The management of interest rate risk during the crisis: evidence from
Italian banks, Journal of Banking & Finance, v. 59, pp. 486-504, TD No. 933 (September 2013).
MARCELLINO M., M. PORQUEDDU and F. VENDITTI, Short-Term GDP forecasting with a mixed frequency
dynamic factor model with stochastic volatility, Journal of Business & Economic Statistics , v. 34,
1, pp. 118-127, TD No. 896 (January 2013).
RODANO G., N. SERRANO-VELARDE and E. TARANTINO, Bankruptcy law and bank financing, Journal of
Financial Economics, v. 120, 2, pp. 363-382, TD No. 1013 (June 2015).

2017
ALESSANDRI P. and H. MUMTAZ, Financial indicators and density forecasts for US output and inflation,
Review of Economic Dynamics, v. 24, pp. 66-78, TD No. 977 (November 2014).
MOCETTI S. and E. VIVIANO, Looking behind mortgage delinquencies, Journal of Banking & Finance, v. 75,
pp. 53-63, TD No. 999 (January 2015).
PATACCHINI E., E. RAINONE and Y. ZENOU, Heterogeneous peer effects in education, Journal of Economic
Behavior & Organization, v. 134, pp. 190–227, TD No. 1048 (January 2016).

FORTHCOMING
ADAMOPOULOU A. and G.M. TANZI, Academic dropout and the great recession, Journal of Human Capital,
TD No. 970 (October 2014).
ALBERTAZZI U., M. BOTTERO and G. SENE, Information externalities in the credit market and the spell of
credit rationing, Journal of Financial Intermediation, TD No. 980 (November 2014).
BRONZINI R. and A. D’IGNAZIO, Bank internationalisation and firm exports: evidence from matched firmbank data, Review of International Economics, TD No. 1055 (March 2016).
BRUCHE M. and A. SEGURA, Debt maturity and the liquidity of secondary debt markets, Journal of
Financial Economics, TD No. 1049 (January 2016).
BURLON L., Public expenditure distribution, voting, and growth, Journal of Public Economic Theory,
TD No. 961 (April 2014).
CONTI P., D. MARELLA and A. NERI, Statistical matching and uncertainty analysis in combining household
income and expenditure data, Statistical Methods & Applications, TD No. 1018 (July 2015).
DE BLASIO G. and S. POY, The impact of local minimum wages on employment: evidence from Italy in the
1950s, Regional Science and Urban Economics, TD No. 953 (March 2014).
FEDERICO S. and E. TOSTI, Exporters and importers of services: firm-level evidence on Italy, The World
Economy, TD No. 877 (September 2012).
GIACOMELLI S. and C. MENON, Does weak contract enforcement affect firm size? Evidence from the
neighbour's court, Journal of Economic Geography, TD No. 898 (January 2013).
MANCINI A.L., C. MONFARDINI and S. PASQUA, Is a good example the best sermon? Children’s imitation of
parental reading, Review of Economics of the Household, TD No. 958 (April 2014).
MEEKS R., B. NELSON and P. ALESSANDRI, Shadow banks and macroeconomic instability, Journal of
Money, Credit and Banking, TD No. 939 (November 2013).
MICUCCI G. and P. ROSSI, Debt restructuring and the role of banks’ organizational structure and lending
technologies, Journal of Financial Services Research, TD No. 763 (June 2010).
MOCETTI S., M. PAGNINI and E. SETTE, Information technology and banking organization, Journal of
Financial Services Research, TD No. 752 (March 2010).
NATOLI F. and L. SIGALOTTI, Tail co-movement in inflation expectations as an indicator of anchoring,
International Journal of Central Banking, TD No. 1025 (July 2015).
RIGGI M., Capital destruction, jobless recoveries, and the discipline device role of unemployment,
Macroeconomic Dynamics, TD No. 871 July 2012).
SEGURA A. and J. SUAREZ, How excessive is banks' maturity transformation?, Review of Financial Studies,
TD No. 1065 (April 2016).
ZINNA G., Price pressures on UK real rates: an empirical investigation, Review of Finance, TD No. 968
(July 2014).

