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Abstract

This thesis consists of three essays at the intersection of macroeconomics and cor-
porate finance. The broad theme that links the three chapters is the study of how
endogenous borrowing constraints that affect firms and financial intermediaries influ-
ence aggregate investment.

In Chapter I, the existing theoretical framework studying how financial constraints
in firms may make economies more sensitive to shocks (the ‘financial accelerator’) is
extended to take account of firms’ precautionary investment behaviour when they
anticipate future liquidity constraints. This behaviour is at the source of a powerful
amplification mechanism of shocks, and is also able to account for the documented
dynamics of the composition of investment across the business cycle: in particular
how risky, illiquid investment as a share of total investment fluctuates both at the
firm and at the aggregate level.

Chapter II studies how the public supply of liquidity affects the private creation
of liquidity by firms (inside liquidity), and how this interacts with firms’ demand
for liquidity to influence investment and capital accumulation. The conditions under
which government debt may boost or reduce private investment are shown to depend
on three channels: (1) a crowding-in effect, by enhancing aggregate liquidity, (2) a
crowding-out effect, by reducing the collateral value of entrepreneurial assets and
(3) a redistributive effect. The model also shows how a production economy with
endogenous liquidity can help resolve some important asset pricing puzzles. Finally,
the business cycle properties of the model are studied.

Chapter IIT shows how recent developments in financial markets may have made
economies less vulnerable to banking crises as they widen access to liquidity, but by
relaxing financial constraints facing financial intermediaries, they imply that, should
a crisis occur, its impact could be more severe than previously. These effects may be
reinforced by greater macroeconomic stability. Finally, financial intermediaries are

shown to under-insure and over-borrow from a constrained-efficient viewpoint.
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Chapter 1

Credit Constraints, Firms’
Precautionary Investment, and the

Business Cycle

1.1 Introduction

There is a large body of research on the role of financial frictions in amplifying
business cycles and monetary policy shocks. Most of this work is focused on studying
how firms’ investment capacity is affected by tighter borrowing constraints in recessions
or following a tightening of monetary policy, either directly through a balance sheet
channel (Bernanke and Gertler (1989), Kiyotaki and Moore (1997), Bernanke, Gertler
and Gilchrist (1999)) or indirecﬂy through a decreased supply of intermediated finance
(Holmstrom and Tirole (1997), Bolton and Freixas (2003), Van den Heuvel (2007)). In
either case, all of these theories describe how firms are constrained in the amount they
can invest following a shock.

There has been little focus in the literature however on an amplification and propa-

gation mechanism that studies how changes in the likelihood of being credit constrained
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in the future may be affecting firms’ willingness to invest and firms’ preference for the
type of investment they carry out. In short, firms that anticipate being credit constrained
in the future may wish to retain more liquid balance sheets by investing less or investing
differently.

Empirical evidence suggests indeed that firms’ precautionary behaviour in antici-
pation of future expected financial constraints is a key determinant of their financial
and investment decisions. Recent surveys by Graham and Harvey (2001) and Bancel
and Mittoo (2002) find that CFOs consider financial flexibility (having enough inter-
nal funds to avoid having to fore-go positive Net Present Value projects in the future)
to be the primary determinant of their policy decisions. Almeida, Campello and Weis-
bach (2004) report that the expectation of future financing problems significantly affects
firms’ investment policies, and Caggesse and Cunat (2007) find that it significantly af-
fects hiring decisions.

The relevance of this approach is further enhanced by two observations. On the
one hand, despite the fact that a small fraction of agents are observed to be financially
constrained at any given point in time, a much larger fraction may anticipate the possi-
bility of being constrained in the future. The importance of this distinction between the
effect of the anticipation of constraints and the contemporaneous effect of constraints
has already been pointed out in studies of the buffer stock behaviour of consumers.
On the other hand, the subset of firms that suffer most from financial constraints and
hence for which these considerations are relevant (small and privately-owned firms) is
a very sizeable portion of economic activity, and in the US accounts for about one half
of private-sector GDP and employment. !

As is suggested in the empirical evidence mentioned above, firms may insulate

themselves from potential future credit rationing by adjusting their financial policies,

Data from the U.S. Small Business Administration Report 2003 show that non-farm businesses with
less than 500 employees account for about half of private-sector GDP, employ more than half of private-
sector labour, and over 1992-2002 generated between 60-80% of net new jobs annually.
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their hiring decisions, their cash holdings, or their investment strategies. This paper
focuses on the effects on investment decisions.? A number of questions arise. Can a
mechanism capturing this precautionary element in firms’ behaviour have significant
effects on aggregate investment and output dynamics? Can it account for the behaviour
of the composition of real investment across the business cycle, which current mod-
els studying the macroeconomic implications of agency costs cannot account for? Are
frictions preventing optimal risk and liquidity management by firms a powerful ampli-
fication mechanism of macroeconomic shocks?

These questions are dealt with by analyzing a dynamic stochastic general equilib-
rium model of a production economy subject to aggregate and idiosyncratic uncertainty.
In the model, entrepreneurial firms in the investment good-producing sector have access
to a highly profitable technology that is subject to liquidity risk. They also have access
to safe but low-return alternative investment opportunity. Their wealth is limited, and
they enter into state contingent contracts with financial intermediaries, which resemble
a combination of standard loans and credit lines.* Entrepreneurs are subject to limited
commitment and collateral constraints, and this will limit the extent to which financial
intermediaries can spread the idiosyncratic risk faced by entrepreneurs.

In this paper I first describe theoretically the mechanism for the proposed precau-
tionary channel of amplification of macroeconomic shocks. Entrepreneurs need to col-
lateralize their borrowing using their fixed capital. If a negative aggregate productivity
shock hits the economy, fire sales of capital will cause valuations to drop, and this de-

creases the pledgeability of entrepreneurial returns. Given the persistence of aggregate

2With regards to financial policies, I take the approach that firms have a limited ability to use their
capital structure to gain financial flexibility due to financial constraints. For example, a large fraction
of firms do not have the flexibility to switch between debt and equity, or the ability to issue commercial
paper. In any case, in the model firms borrow using state contingent contracts subject to collateral con-
straints, and decide optimally the extent to which they want to hedge using that contract or by adjusting
their investment decisions.

3Small and medium sized enterprises rely overwhelmingly on financial intermediaries rather than
financial markets for their financing and risk management activities (Cantillo and Wright (2000), Faulk-
ender (2003), Petersen and Rajan (1994)) and do so mostly using loan commitment facilities (Kashyap et
al. (2002) document that 70% of bank lending to U.S. small firms is done on a loan commitment basis).
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shocks, firms anticipate being less able to rely on asset liquidations or spot borrowing to
deal with any possible future idiosyncratic liquidity shocks, and shift the composition
of their investment towards less volatile and more liquid, but less profitable, activities.
This amplifies the effect of the initial shock.

Secondly, 1 show in a calibrated model that this mechanism is quantitatively sig-
nificant. Furthermore, I find that the amplification mechanism has fwo features which
match observed business cycle regularities. On the one hand, it is highly asymmetric,
delivering short and sharp recessions, and prolonged moderate boom periods. The ex-
tent to which the amplification mechanism is symmetric or not depends on how positive
and negative technology shocks affect the trade-off between current and future marginal
rates of return on different types of investment differently, and on the extent to which
credit constraints are more likely in recessions. On the other, this channel requires rel-
atively smaller negative technology shocks to generate recessions than it does positive
shocks to generate booms. In the extreme, shocks to the volatility of the stochastic
productivity process can generate downturns without any change to fundamental tech-
nology parameters.

The third main result is that this model is able to account for the business cycle
patterns of aggregate and firm-level composition of investment. This is in line with
evidence presented in a number of recent empirical papers. Aghion, et al. (2007) find
using a firm-level data-set that while the share of R&D investment over total investmént
is countercyclical for firms that do not face credit constraints, it becomes pro-cyclical
for credit constrained firms. Furthermore, this is only observed in downturns, when
the share of R&D for these firms falls drastically. Almeida, Campello and Weisbach
(2004) find on the other hand that financially constrained firms’ cash flow sensitivity
of cash increases significantly in recessions, while it is unchanged for unconstrained
firms. Aghion, et al. (2005) give evidence using data on the aggregate composition of

investment of a panel of countries that the share of structural (long-term) investment
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over total investment decreases following shocks that can be expected to make firms
more likely to be credit constrained in the near future, and also document that this effect
is stronger for less financially developed economies. They find, importantly, that the
effect of financial development on the strength of the financial accelerator does not act
through a mechanism that alters the amount of investment, but rather the composition,
something which is at odds with the main prediction in existing macro models of credit
frictions, in which the effects of the expectations of future potential financial constraints
are ignored.

These observations are at odds with the existing models of macroeconomic implica-
tions of agency costs in which expectations of future constraints do not affect firms’ cur-
rent actions. In my model, however, a worsening of expected credit conditions causes
the composition of investment to shift to safer but lower return technologies (contrary
to the Schumpeterian idea of "cleansing" recessions). Also, composition shifts to ac-
tivities with a higher degree of asset tangibility, and towards activities that use more
liquid collateral and collateral whose value is less pro-cyclical. Absent alternative safer
investment technologies, firms increase their investment in liquid, marketable securities

and cash.

Relationship with the Literature

This paper is closely related to the strand of literature studying the macroeconomic
implications of endogenous borrowing constraints for firms, such as Bernanke and
Gertler (1989), Holmstrom and Tirole (1997), Kiyotaki and Moore (1997), Bernanke,
Gertler and Gilchrist (1999), Bolton and Freixas (2003), Krishnamurthy (2003), Rampini
(2004) and Van den Heuvel (2007). The majority of the papers in this literature does not
study issues of risk-sharing and insurance, and instead focus mainly on how credit fric-

tions affect the ability of firms to invest.* Krishnamurthy (2003) and Rampini (2004) are

4Stochastic models in this literature abstract from issues of risk management by making certain mod-
elling choices that make risk irrelevant for entrepreneurs, such as assuming risk neutrality, linear produc-
tion technologies, or permanently binding credit constraints.

17



an exception however. Krishnamurthy (2003) studies how introducing state-contingent
claims eliminates the Kiyotaki and Moore (1997) mechanism, and shows that an ag-
gregate constraint on the capacity of the economy to provide such insurance against
aggregate shocks reinstates the mechanism, only that the constraint is on the side of the
suppliers of finance. I extend that analysis along three key dimensions. Firstly, Krish-
namurthy (2003) does not study the ex-ante effects of limited insurance capacity on the
optimal investment choice of firms, which is the key element of the new mechanism I
introduce in this paper. Secondly, I extend the model to a fully dynamic setup. Finally,
I integrate the analysis in a fully general equilibrium model to be able to assess quan-
titatively the importance of this channel. A paper closely related in spirit is Rampini
(2004), in which a model is introduced that delivers pro-cyclical entrepreneurial ac-
tivity and amplification of technology shocks. The main difference with my paper is
that his mechanism relies on entrepreneurs’ risk aversion as the only motive for risk
management, while in my setup demand for insurance is production-related.

There is another strand of literature that studies the macroeconomic impact of unin-
surable idiosyncratic labour-income risk (Huggett (1993), Aiyagari (1994), Krusell and
Smith (1998)) or uninsurable investment risk (Acemoglu and Zilibotti (1997), Angele-
tos and Calvet (2005, 2006), Covas (2006)) in the neoclassical growth model, to analyze
issues related to capital accumulation, equilibrium real interest rates and output growth
rates. They do not study however if and how market incompleteness varies across the
cycle, and how this endogeneity of the risk-sharing opportunities affects cyclical fluc-
tuations.

Regarding the corporate finance literature, a number of theoretical papers have iden-
tified the different sources of firms’ insurance demand. One such motive is that if firms
face costs of raising external finance, or indeed the prospect of being credit rationed,
they may find it optimal to hedge against low cash-flow realizations to avoid having to

fore-go positive NPV projects, a motive studied formally in Froot, Scharfstein and Stein
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(1993). Another important source is the risk-aversion of entrepreneurs who, for incen-
tive reasons, have most of their personal wealth invested in the venture they manage,

and who also hold a controlling stake in that venture (Stulz (1984)).°

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 1.2 studies in detail the
problem faced by entrepreneurial agents and financial intermediaries in a partial equi-
librium set-up. Section 1.3 embeds this analysis in a fully general equilibrium dynamic
stochastic model. The steady state of the model, and the calibration, are discussed in
section 1.4. Section 1.5 presents the main results of the model. Section 1.6 presents

empirical evidence. Finally, section 1.7 concludes.

1.2 Partial Equilibrium Analysis of Entrepreneurs and
Financial Intermediaries

In this section I focus on the partial equilibrium analysis of entrepreneurs and finan-
cial intermediaries, and in the following section I embed this partial equilibrium setup
in a general equilibrium framework. For clarity, I begin here by making a brief descrip-
tion of the whole economy in which the entrepreneurial and intermediary sectors will
be embedded. An explanatory chart to aid in understanding the interrelationships in the
model economy is in figure (1.1).

Consider an infinite horizon, discrete-time economy, populated by four fypes of
agents: households (measure 1 — 7)), entrepreneurs (measure 7)), firms (measure 1) and
banks (measure 1), where within each type there is a continuum of agents. There are
three types of goods: consumption goods, investment goods, and entrepreneurial capi-

tal ("capital" from now on). Entrepreneurs produce the investment good using capital,

5Other motives have also been pointed out in the literature, such as hedging as a way to avoid non-
linear costs of financial distress (Greenwald and Stiglitz (1993), Smith and Stulz (1985)), to resolve
conflicts of interest between bond-holders and equity-holders, or between managers and providers of
finance, and hedging to avoid tax non-linearities (Smith and Stulz (1985)).
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and are subject to agency problems when seeking external finance. They are financed
using their own net worth and external funds from households through financial inter-
mediaries. Firms produce the consumption good using labour (from households and
entrepreneurs) and the investment good, and are not subject to any agency problems.

The model uses consumption goods as the numeraire.

Households Rental of Stock
of Investment
Goods
Savings Labor
New Fi
. . wrms
Financial Investment Prod
Intermediaries Goods omoti
consumption

goods using

. investment goods
Savings

Entrepreneurs Labor

Produce investment
goods using
entrepreneurial capital

Figure 1.1: The Economy - Agents and their Economic Relationships

Now I turn to analyze the entrepreneurs’ and intermediaries’ problem in detail.

1.2.1 Entrepreneurs

There are overlapping-generations of two-period lived entrepreneurs, and within
each generation there is a continuum of'them. Entrepreneurs are risk-neutral and maxi-
mize expected utility of consumption in their final period.

An entrepreneur alive in period ¢ (which could either be a newborn or a second-
period entrepreneur) can invest in two different technologies, both of which produce

capital (to be used by final consumption good producing firms) using consumption
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goods as the sole input. The difference between both technologies is that one pro-
duces safe returns, is less productive, and uses tangible (collateralizable) capital, while
the other is more productive, risky and uses intangible capital. One could think of the
first technology as expanding an existing production plant, while the second technol-
ogy could be thought of as investment in marketing in order to start selling products
in a new regional market or as R&D investment. Both production processes take place
within the period, and hence are not subject to aggregate uncertainty, which is resolved
at the beginning of the period.

In particular, the first technology produces a return a,i,; in terms of capital goods,
where a; > 0, to be sold at price ¢;, and requires investing a total amount 1 / 2cz'§,t.
The second technology produces an expected return of E(a,)i,; capital goods plus
ei,; consumption goods, and requires investing a total amount 1/ 2dz'§'t. I assume that
E(a;) > a,, and that a, can take two values, af’ > 0 or zero with equal probability.

An entrepreneur born in period t will make a first investment choice at the beginning
of t and a second one at the beginning of period ¢ + 1. It is convenient to study the
optimal investment problem backwards. In period ¢ + 1 an entrepreneur with wealth

nt+1 solves the following optimization problem:

. n}ax 1Qt+16h=2'3,t+1 + (g1 E(ar) + €]ir i1, (L.1)
Ts,t41,%r,t4
s.t.
1/2¢ig5 10 + 1/2di2 411 = Mgy + b (1.2)

where 4,41 is the investment in the safe technology, 4,41 is the investment in the
risky technology, n;1 is the wealth with which an entrepreneur enters period ¢ + 1, and
b:+1 is the position in safe bonds (borrowing if b;,; > 0, lending if b;,; < 0). Absent

any borrowing constraints, optimal investment and borrowing positions are:
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One of our objects of interest is the study of the cyclical behaviour of risky, produc-

tive investment as a share of safe investment, which in this case is given by:

e+l _ [¢:+1E(ar) + €] E (1.6)

is.t+1 dt+10s d

This ratio turns out to be countercyclical, or, in other words, in a world without
credit constraints the share of R&D and other risky activities increases in downturns. In
good times, short run returns are high (¢ is high, which is the only element driving the
immediate returns), and relatively more so than long-run returns given that the mean-
reverting process driving g; is dampened by the constant term e, making returns to the
risky activity fluctuate less across the business cycle.

Consumption by entrepreneurs in their second period in the unconstrained case is:

[qt-HE(ar) + 6]
d

— (1 +7e41) (1/2%:,;)2 + 1/2[qt+1E(ar) + e]? ~ ntH)

2
. a .
¢y o= (qt_w“z_s)_ + (qerat +e)

(1.7)

d

In expression (1.7), superscript 1 indicates the outcome of the risky project. Note in
this expression that consumption is linear in beginning-of-period net worth.

When we consider credit frictions this result may no longer hold. In particular,
assume that an entrepreneur is prevented from borrowing more a multiple y of its short

run profits in the safe activity. This captures the extent to which the entrepreneur can
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borrow using the returns to the short run activity as collateral. Credit constraints will

bind as long as first best borrowing is above the pledgeable amount, or:

[gt11E(a,) + €]? (Qt+1as)2

1/2 +1/2 ; — M1 > B

(Qt+1as)2
c

This is more likely to happen when ¢ is low, ie. in downturns. Intuitively, the
combination of low short run profits and a shift of the opportunity cost trade-off towards
the long-run risky activity being relatively more attractive than the short run activity
in recessions than in booms means that borrowing constraints are more likely to bind
in negative aggregate states. This means that the long-run risky activity may be less
countercyclical than in the unconstrained scenario, or indeed procyclical. With binding
borrowing constraints in period ¢ + 1, optimal investment and borrowing positions in

that period are:

Q4105 (1 — p(1 + 7141 — Aq1))

lsgpl = (1.8)
c At41
) [g:+1E(a,) + €]
. = 1.9
Urt+l Mo (1.9)
biy1i = PG18sis i1 (1.10)

Combining expressions (1.2), (1.8) and (1.9), we get a consumption function in
the constrained case which is a nonlinear (concave) function of beginning-of-period
net worth. Now let’s focus on the first period’s decision. The problem solved by an

entrepreneur at the beginning of his lifetime is:

max E;(ci1(ne1))

is,t,0r,t,bt

s.t.
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The potential for binding constraints in some states introduces an important non-
linearity in the relationship between the net worth entrepreneurs transfer into their sec-
ond period and returns from investment in that period. This nonlinearity introduces a
motive for smoothing this net worth, and to the extent that financial frictions may limit
the ability to share entrepreneurial risk, this hedging incentive may affect first-period
investment decisions. This is the essence of the precautionary investment motive de-

scribed in the introduction.

1.2.2 Financial Intermediaries

Financial intermediaries in this model channel savings received from households
and lend to entrepreneurs. At the beginning of every period, all of the households’
savings are deposited in financial intermediaries, which commit to purchase investment
goods from entrepreneurs and return it to households by the end of the period. Financial

intermediaries use that liquidity to provide loans to entrepreneurs.

1.3 General Equilibrium

In this section, I embed the entrepreneurial and financial intermediation sectors in a
general equilibrium framework. I will start by explaining the choices faced by house-
holds and firms, and then discuss how the entrepreneurial sector and the financial inter-
mediaries are introduced into the general equilibrium framework. In order to understand
the sequence of events in this economy, Table (1.1) summarizes what happens within

each period.
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Table 1.1: Sequence of Events within One Period
1 0., the aggregate productivity shock, is realized.
2 Firms hire labor from households and entrepreneurs and rent capital from
households. These inputs are used to produce the consumption good, Y; =
0.F (K, Hy, Hf).

3 Households make their consumption and savings choice. All savings are deposited

in financial intermediaries, which commit to purchase capital from entrepreneurs
and return it to households by the end of the period.

4 Financial Intermediaries use the resources obtained from households to provide
loans to entrepreneurs.

5 Entrepreneurs borrow resources from the Intermediaries. Entrepreneurs decide how
to allocate their investment into risky and safe projects.

6 The idiosyncratic entrepreneurial technology shock is realized. Loans are repaid to
the Intermediaries.

7 Intermediaries purchase all of the investment goods from entrepreneurs, and hands
them to households. Banks end the period with no liquidity. Old entrepreneurs
consume and die.

In what follows, all variables in upper case indicate aggregate quantities.

1.3.1 Households

There is a continuum of risk-averse households, who maximize expected lifetime
utility of consumption, ¢;, and leisure, (1 — L;), taking as given wages w;, the price of

investment goods ¢;, and the equilibrium rate of return on the investment goods 7, 1:
EoY-Bu(ci,1 - Ly). (1.11)
t=0

At the beginning of every period households choose their labour supply, and their

optimal labour-leisure choice is given by:

= w (1.12)

They then choose their optimal consumption. All savings are deposited in financial

intermediaries, which commit to purchase investment goods from entrepreneurs and
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return them to households by the end of the period. These investment goods are then
rented to firms, which use it for production the following period and pay in return an
interest rate of 1+ 7;,1 (Which is stochastic and depends on the realization of 6;,). The

optimal savings and consumption choice is given by:

Gry1(1 = 6) + (1 +7eq)
q:

ue(t) = BE; |uclt + 1) (1.13)

where u.(t) is the marginal utility of consumption in period t.

1.3.2 Firms

Firms produce the consumption good using a constant returns to scale production
function:

Y: = 6,F(K, Hy, H) (1.14)

where K is the stock of investment goods, H; is aggregate labour supplied by
households, and Hf = H*® is labour supplied by entrepreneurial agents (which is con-
stant).

Perfect competition in the factor markets implies the following factor prices:

T = gtFl(t)—l (115)
w, = 0,F(t) (1.16)
we = 0,F(t) (1.17)

1.3.3 Market Clearing Conditions

There are four markets that need to clear in this economy: the markets for invest-
ment goods, consumption goods, entrepreneurial labour, and household labour. With

regards to the last two, the labour supplied by households is equal to H; = (1 — )L,
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on one hand, while on the other entrepreneurs supply labour inelastically and in the
aggregate provide Hy = 1.
The aggregate resource constraint (goods market equilibrium) in terms of expendi-

tures is given by:

Y,=(1-nCe+nCi+n>m Il,+n > 7 I, + 1N (1.18)
i=Y,L,U i=Y,L,U

The first two terms in (1.18) capture aggregate consumption in this economy, by
both households (C;) and entrepreneurs (Cy). The third and fourth terms capture in-
vestment in the safe and risky technologies respectively by the three groups of entre-
preneurs (young, old lucky and old unlucky), while the fifth term deals with aggregate
savings of young entrepreneurs.®

The market for investment goods used by consumption goods producing firms clears
at the price of g;, according to the expression:

Y (g)

Kipi(g) = (1-96)K; + o
t

where Y, is entrepreneurial production of new capital, and is given by:

i i ar i 78
Yf(g) =nas 3 Ié,t(qt)+n5’22r 17 (qt) (1.19)

i=Y,L,U =Y,

1.3.4 Recursive Equilibrium Conditions

The recursive competitive equilibrium is defined by decision rules for K., C;, H;,
{I: Yimviw AL s }imy,L v, Ny, N2, BY, BE, BY, q; and 1y, as a function of Kj, 6;,

and {N}};—pv. The appendix provides a detailed explanation of these recursive equi-

®Households can only transfer resources from one period to the next by purchasing capital (even if
they could use a safe storage technology with no return they would not use it as it would be rate-of-return
dominated by investment in k,4 ). Entrepreneurs on the other hand can only transfer any resources they
have at the end of the period through a safe (zero-return) storage technology.
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librium conditions, and of the computational procedure used to solve this model.

1.4 Calibration and Analysis of Steady State

1.4.1 Calibration

The model is parameterized at the non-stochastic steady state using values to repli-
cate long-run empirical regularities in U.S. post-World War II macro data. In addition
the calibration is designed so the results are comparable with the existing quantitative
studies on agency costs and business cycle fluctuations, such as Carlstrom and Fuerst
(1997).

The final good production technology is assumed to be Cobb-Douglas of the form
K e
Y, =6, K" HHY

with a capital share (o) of 0.36, a household labour share (a) of 0.63, and an entre-
preneurial labour share (o) of 0.01. The share of entrepreneurial labour is positive
to ensure that young entrepreneurs have positive net worth with probability one. It is
chosen to be small so that the model dynamics closely resemble the standard RBC dy-
namics when the financial frictions in the model are removed. The capital depreciation
rate is setto § = 0.02.

The technology shock, 6;, follows the process
10g 9t+1 = plog Bt + 0c€¢41

where ¢ = .01 and p = 0.95, and &,41 ~ N(0, 1).
The utility function for households is of the form

28



-1
- iy
U = +o(1 )

with v chosen so that the steady-state level of hours is equal to 0.3. The intertemporal
preference rate is set at § = 0.99, and the risk aversion parameter + is set at 1, but
higher values (up to 4) are also tested for robustness.
With regards to the calibration of the entrepreneurial sector parameters, we start by
calibrating the pledgeability of entrepreneurial capital (captured by u) to match em-
| pirically documented Loan-to-Value (LTV) ratios for commercial mortgage lending to
small and medium-sized enterprises. Titman, Tompaidis, and Tsyplakov (2005) find
that the LTV ratios (measured as the loan amount divided by the appraised value of the
property) have values between 60% and 80% for over 75% of the loans the study, and
an average of 65%.7 In numerical simulations, the choice of this parameter is shown
to be quite important for my results. For that reason I use a conservative choice in my
baseline calibration of 70%. The two remaining parameters relate to the entrepreneurial
risky technology (the multiplicative productivity factor, and the parameter regulating
its curvature and hence the intensity of the demand for risk and liquidity management),
and they are calibrated to match two empirical regularities: (1) the risk premium, and
(2) the share of loans that are issued on a commitment basis. Regarding the latter, I use
the value document by Kashyap et al. (2002), who find that 70% of bank lending by
U.S. small firms is through credit lines. Regarding the former, I follow Carlstrom and
Fuerst (1997) and use the average spread between the 3-month commercial paper rate
and the prime rate (which for the period from April 1971 to June 1996 equals 187 basis

points).

"They use data on 26,000 individual commercial mortgages originated in the U.S. between 1992 and
2002.
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Figure 1.2: Composition of entrepreneurial investment and aggregate capital in the
steady state, as a function of changes in idiosyncratic volatility.

1.4.2 Analysis of the Steady State

The analysis of the steady state of this model yields some interesting results. The
steady state is obtained by eliminating the volatility ofthe aggregate productivity para-
meter, but preserving the idiosyncratic uncertainty element.

I then conduct an analysis by which I perform a mean-preserving increase in the
idiosyncratic volatility parameter. The results are that the steady state composition of
entrepreneurial investment shifts to a safer profile with higher volatility, and that the
aggregate stock of investment goods in the economy is substantially lower, as is clear
from figure (1.2). This is in contrast to standard models of credit frictions in which the
anticipation offuture financing problems do not affect current investment decisions.
Those models predict that the share of risky productive investment is not sensitive to
idiosyncratic volatility, and I reproduce that result in this model by removing the source
of precautionary behaviour in firms, as is shown as well in figure (1.2) in the series

labeled "No Precautionary” .8

8The transformation of the model into one in which there is no precautionary behavior is straight-
forward and is done by altering the functional form of the second period entrepreneurial production
opportunity to one with constant returns to scale in the only factor, entrepreneurial capital (as opposed
to the benchmark setup with decreasing returns to scale in that same factor). This implies that the entre-
preneur is no longer concerned with smoothing his net worth at the beginning of the second period and
hence has no demand for insurance.
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1.5 The Precautionary Channel of Amplification

I analyze the dynamics of this model by studying the behaviour of different ag-
gregates in response to changes in aggregate productivity, or total factor productivity
(TFP). I compare the response of the relevant aggregate variables in three models: a
completely standard real business cycle (RBC) framework, a model with borrowing
constraints but no precautionary channel, and the full model introduced in the previ-
ous section. The purpose of this section is to clarify how the amplification mechanism
described in the previous sections works and in particular to highlight what the contri-
bution of this mechanism is with respect to the standard financial accelerator.

I focus the attention on some aggregate quantities and prices that relate to entrepre-
neurial investment; in particular I will study the dynamic behaviour of the composition
of entrepreneurs’ investment between safe and risky investment, the price g; of the in-
vestment goods produced by entrepreneurs and bought by firms, aggregate investment
by consumption good-producing firms, and finally aggregate output. The results are in
figure (1.3).

First, the dynamics of the standard RBC model are well known. I obtain these
dynamics by eliminating the capital-producing sector (entrepreneurs) and assuming an
infinitely elastic supply of capital at the price of unity. The response of investment and
output mimics closely the evolution of the underlying technology process. In essence,
there is little propagation in this version. The price of capital g; does not react to changes
in technology because of the assumption of infinite elasticity, and there are no compo-
sitional effects of investment changes.

Secondly, the dynamics of the standard financial accelerator can be obtained in the
current framework through several ways. One is by not giving firms an investment
choice and assuming that they are permanently credit constrained: firms will simply

invest as much as possible in the risky activity every period. Another is by linearizing
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Figure 1.3: Impulse Response to a Positive One Standard Deviation Shock to Produc-
tivity (Periods = quarters).
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the second period production function: this way, firms have no incentive to smooth
second-period investment, and simply maximize first period investment in the risky
activity and do not invest in the safe asset. I adopt the latter approach, without loss
of generality. In either case, there is no compositional effect and no precautionary
behaviour: even if firms anticipate rationally that the severity of credit constraints may
increase the following period, this does not affect their current behaviour. This is the
essence of the contribution of the precautionary mechanism introduced in this paper.
The idea is not that firms behave in an irrational way by not reacting to the anticipation
of future credit constraints, but that either the are unable to react (because they have
no discretion as to how to invest or save, or because they always operate in a corner
solution because they are assumed to be permanently credit constrained, etc...) or that
they are unwilling to react (they have no motive to smooth end-of-period wealth, which
implies they are risk neutral and that returns to investment the following period are
linear in beginning-of-period net worth). |

The cyclical dynamics in the standard financial accelerator are well known as well.
Financial imperfections may amplify and add persistence to the effects of technology
shocks, as is the case in figure (1.3), but do not affect the composition of investment.
Two comments are in order. First, it is worthwhile noting that there is some controversy
in the literature as to the extent to which financial imperfections dampen or amplify
cycles, and different papers analyze scenarios in which one or the other result obtains.
The focus of the results in this paper are on how taking into account firms’ precaution-
ary behaviour changes the way we should understand the way financial frictions affect
aggregate investment dynamics, and in that respect contributes to that discussion. Sec-
ondly, there is less controversy in the literature surrounding the persistence effects of
financial frictions, at least in terms of the qualitative effects. In the results in this paper
the persistence effects are dampened with respect to frameworks in which entrepreneurs

are modelled as infinitely lived and hence their net worth (the aggregate level and its
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distribution) becomes an important state variable that adds substantial persistence. In
my model, entrepreneurs live for two periods, and hence the effect of net worth dynam-
ics is significantly smaller. In any event, in the context of my framework it affects both
the standard financial accelerator version and the precautionary channel version in the
same way, and thus does not affect the comparison of both, which is the object of study.

Finally, if we observe the changes that occur in the aggregate dynamics as a result
of considering firms’ precautionary behaviour, we can notice that they are significant.
The main idea of the precautionary channel is that if future expected borrowing condi-
tions worsen, then entrepreneurs will adjust the riskiness of their investment portfolio
by reducing their exposure to the risky technology. When a negative shock hits, firms
understand that the shock will be persistent and that it means that the probability of be-
ing financially constrained next period increases. They react by decreasing their share
of risky investment. This works both ways, so when a positive shock hits the economy
and future expected borrowing conditions improve, entrepreneurs increase the riskiness
of their investment portfolio. The precautionary model implies a larger contemporane-
ous response to shocks (more amplification), and smaller persistence. The intuition for
this result is that firms anticipate future financial restrictions and react immediately. In
the standard financial accelerator framework, in papers such as Carlstrom and Fuerst
(1997) and Bernanke, Gertler and Gilchrist (2000), firms invest as much as they can
at every point in time. This adds persistence to their effects; a negative shock may
imply that entrepreneurs’ net worth decreases slowly to reach its minimum several pe-
riéds later, with entrepreneurial investment following that pattern. Taking into account
a precautionary behaviour and the flexibility to adjust the investment portfolio means
forward-looking firms may choose to react in advance to that to minimize future credit
rationing.

Another important result is the asymmetry of effects, which can be seen in figure

(1.4). Hansen and Prescott (2002) and Sichel (1993) find evidence that positive shocks
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Figure 1.4: Asymmetry of Effects: Impulse Response Functions to a Positive and a
Negative One Standard Deviation Shock to Productivity (Periods = quarters). (FA =
Financial Accelerator Model; PREC = Precautionary Model)

produce smaller positive output effects than negative shocks produce negative output
effects. The existing theory tries to explain this on the basis of capacity constraint mod-
els (Hansen and Prescott (2002), Danziger (2003)) and sticky price models (Devereux
and Siu (2003)). In my framework, the key element to these results is in the nonlinear
dynamics of the endogenous borrowing constraints. The ratio of risky to safe invest-
ment /r,t/.,t is procyclical in an unconstrained scenario, which implies that when credit
constraints are taken into account, and bearing in mind that /s is collateralizable and /r
1s not, these will tend to bind more in downturns. The intuition is that in downturns
several factors concur: profits are low, collateral values (g¢) are also low, and collater-
alizable assets become relatively more expensive (or rather, relatively less profitable, as
the relative profitability gap between the risky technology and the safe one increases
in downturns9). These three factors combine to make borrowing constraints counter-

cyclical, and hence to make the effects of this mechanism strongly asymmetric. This

9This is clear by observing the ratio of the risky, productive investment as a share of safe investment
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asymmetry in the pricing behaviour generates asymmetry in both the model with and
the model without the precautionary element, but more so in the latter, the reason being
that an asset price feedback effect kicks in in the precautionary model: firms do not

internalize the future pricing effects of their current actions.

1.6 Empirical Evidence

In this section I present evidence that provides support to the predictions of the
model analyzed in the previous sections. The predictions refer broadly to ex-ante re-
actions by entrepreneurial firms when the expectations about future risk-sharing condi-
tions vary. These reactions may manifest themselves in particular decisions with respect
to the choice of production technology along the dimensions of riskiness, length or col-
lateralizability of the capital used, the choice of the share of cash and liquid securities
as a share of total assets, and the choice of the level of investment.

Special care has to be taken to distinguish the effects of the specific channel identi-
fied in this paper, with the effects of the traditional credit channel. In particular, some
of the empirical studies carried out to test the standard credit channel could be picking
up the effects of the insurance channel identified in this paper. If firms’ investment sen-
sitivity to monetary policy shocks or productivity shocks is higher for small firms with
a high degree of agency problems, this could be due to either a lack of ability to borrow
to invest (a corner solution), or a lack of willingness to carry out such investments as

an optimal decision that weighs in the prospect of being credit constrained in the fu-

in the unconstrained scenario, given by:

brtt1 _ [q1E(ar) + el c
Tg,t4+1 Gi+10s d

In good times, short run returns are high (g is high, which is the only element driving the immediate
returns), and relatively more so than long-run returns given that the mean-reverting process driving gq; is
dampened by the constant term e, making returns to the risky activity fluctuate less across the business
cycle.
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ture and not being able to undertake profitable investment opportunities that may arise
(an interior solution). If banks’ loan supply is sensitive to monetary policy shocks or
productivity shocks, and small firms with high agency problems are especially bank-
dependent, then their investment reaction may be due to an inability to borrow today,
or to the expectation that the current credit crunch will persist in time and may result
in an inability to borrow in the future to withstand liquidity shocks or undertake invest-
ment opportunities. The empirical tests carried out in this section take this observational
equivalence into account.

The broad prediction tested is that if risk-sharing conditions worsen in the present,
or are expected to worsen in the future, then the asset composition strategies of high
agency cost firms should reflect this in a particular way. We need to operationalize both
elements of the prediction, the exogenous explicative component, and the endogenous
reaction. We do so in a number of ways below, and we divide the analysis into two
subsections, one analysing a firm-level panel data set of European firms, and another

using aggregate U.S. investment data.

1.6.1 U.S. Aggregate Investment Data, the Business Cycle and Credit

Conditions

In order to distinguish between different types of investment along the riskiness di-
mension, one strategy is to study the behaviour of Research & Development investment
as a fraction of total investment. Another strategy is to study the behaviour of long-term,
structural investment, again as a share of total investment. The U.S. is particularly con-
venient to study these aspects of investment as there is abundant data on industrial R&D

activity, provided by the National Science Foundation.
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R&D Investment Behaviour Across the Business Cycle

A component of investment which is likely to be very sensitive to liquidity insurance
supply conditions is Research & Development spending. Some authors in the literature
have pointed out the potential effect of business cycle fluctuations on research and de-
velopment investment. Geroski and Walters (1995), Fatas (2000) and Barlevy (2004) all
find evidence of a positive relationship between output and R&D.!? Other studies have
looked further into the topic by analysing the composition of R&D spending, and how
that varies across the cycle. Rafferty (2003a and 2003b) documents that basic research
increases in downturns, while development is procyclical. He also analyses in that work
if cash flow constraints have a role in the variations of total R&D spending, and finds
that they do, which suggests that availability of means to insure against negative liquid-
ity shocks to those R&D projects should encourage investment in them. Interestingly,
Hall (1992) finds that most R&D is financed by internal funds, which makes this type
of investment especially reliant on being able to implement an optimal risk manage-
ment strategy that does not leave a firm willing to engage in R&D development at some
future stage totally dependent on external funds for that venture.!!

I show in figure (1.5) some evidence for the cyclical pattern of R&D spending using
data from the National Science Foundation for the United States from 1953 to 2005. I
plot the share of R&D investment as a share of total fixed capital formation and compare
the evolution of this ratio against NBER dated recessions in the United States. Again,
this chart shows evidence of sharp contractions in the share of R&D spending at the
onset of recessions and fast recoveries following the beginning of the upward section of
the cycle.

I have conducted some further analysis studying variations in the share of R&D

19Geroski and Walters (1995) measure R&D spending by the number of patent applications, while
Fatas (2000) and Barlevy (2004) look at R&D expenditures as reported by companies in the United
States.

1More evidence in this line is provided by Himmelberg and Petersen (1994), who document that R&D
spending at the firm level is very sensitive to cash flow.
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Figure 1.5: R&D Investment as a Share of Total Fixed Capital Formation (Data for
investment for the U.S. from National Science Foundation)
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investment exploiting certain differences at the sectorial level. The main premise is that
certain types of firms should show a higher sensitivity in their ratios of R&D investment
as a fraction of total investment than others. In particular, the model suggests that
smaller firms (a proxy for higher agency costs), firms in more volatile sectors, and firms
in sectors with a higher external finance dependence, should show a higher sensitivity.

Some tentative evidence, without resorting to formal econometric analysis, for all
these three is shown below. One of the analyses looks at sectorial variation in invest-
ment across the cycle, where sectors are classified according to their volatility using a
number of different criteria.'> My criterion to classify industries as per their volatility
uses a combination of measures such as the standard deviation of real wages, of input
prices, of output prices, and the average horizon of investment projects within sectors.
The data is divided into very low volatility sectors and very high volatility sectors (ig-
noring moderate sectors), and shown in figure (1.6) below. The data suggests that R&D
spending is more sensitive in highly volatile sectors, as a share of total investment, in
line with my predictions.

Another interesting measure is that of external dependence, where the precise de-
finitions and classification are taken from Rajan and Zingales (1998). Again the data
is divided into very low dependence sectors and very high dependence sectors (ignor-
ing moderate sectors), and shown in figure (1.7) below. The data suggests that R&D
spending sensitivity is not significantly different in both groups of firms. This lack of
evidence may be due to either a lack of the effect posited, or indeed a failure in the
specific index used, and I am currently investigating this more deeply.

Finally, I use average firm size within each sector to again divide the data intd very
low average size sectors and very high average size sectors (ignoring moderate sectors),
and the results are shown in figure (1.8) below. The data suggests that R&D spending

is more pro-cyclical in sectors with smaller sized firms, in line with my predictions.

12This measure is in line with that used by Huizinga (1992), and I compare my classification with the
one in that paper for robustness.
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Figure 1.6: Annual % Variation in R&D Private Spending as a Share of Total Investment
- Industries Classified by Volatility (using criterion that weighs input and output price
volatility, uncertainty in outcome of investment projects, average duration of projects,
etc...)

41



7.0%
5.0%
3.0%
1.0%
-1.0%
m3.0%
-5.0%

0% 0 e |

Low Financing Need High Financing Need

Figure 1.7: Annual % Variation in R&D Private Spending as a Share of Total Invest-
ment - Industries Classified as per the Rajan and Zingales (1998) index of External
Dependence
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Figure 1.8: % Variations in ratio of R&D expenditures as a share oftotal investment
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Long-Term Structural Investment and Credit Standards

One broad classification of investment with relevance for the topic of uncertainty is
along the dimension of duration of the project. Longer projects, which carry a higher
risk of facing intermediate episodes of reinvestment requirements, and a higher risk
about returns inherent in that the conditions about demand and other aspects so far
into the future will be more uncertain, will not be undertaken in case the risk-sharing
opportunities are low. I construct a measure of the share of long-term investment as
a proportion of total investment, using data from the OECD, and study how it varies
across the cycle. The raw numbers for the United States are plotted in figure (1.9),
which captures the evolution of this ratio over the past 50 years. Also plotted are the
NBER dated recessions that have taken place during this period of time. The chart
shows a clear cyclical pattern that is common to most of the recession episodes that
occurred: the share of long-term investment falls significantly during downturns, and
recovers with some lag as the boom begins.

With regards to the first element in the insurance channel, the worsening of expected
insurance conditions, available U.S. data provides the opportunity to measure varying
Bank credit conditions through the Senior Loan Officer Opinion Survey on Bank Lend-
ing Practices. This is a survey of approximately sixty large domestic banks and twenty-
four U.S. branches and agencies of foreign banks conducted by the Federal Reserve. It
is conducted quarterly, and questions cover changes in the standards and terms of the
banks’ lending and the state of business and household demand for loans.

The premise is that if credit conditions worsen (standards for credit lines increase,...)
or are expected to worsen (bank liquidity expected to fall, collateralizable asset values
expected to fall,...), high agency cost firms, and firms in industries with (a) riskier pro-
files and (b) higher financing needs, should be hit worst, and hence should see a higher
reaction of their long-term structural investment ratio (as a fraction of total investment).

As preliminary evidence, I show below, in chart (1.10), the reaction of the share of
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Figure 1.9: Long-Term Investment as a Share of Total Investment (Data for investment
for the U.S. from OECD)
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long-term structural investment as a share of total investment for firms of all sizes for
the U.S. The evidence is not in line with the predictions of this paper, as the graph
shows that riskier, long-term investment responds positively to credit conditions. Lack
of availability of data disaggregation by firm-size may explain this puzzling result, and
I am currently studying this issue further.

Credit Standards are measured as the percent of Loan Officers reporting that they
have tightened their credit standards during the past 3 months (Minus percent which
have eased), and the composition of investment is calculated according to three different

measurcs:

e Share 1 = (Structures + Residential Investment) / Gross private domestic invest-

ment
e Share 2 = (Structures + Residential Investment) / Fixed investment

e Share 3 = Structures / Nonresidential Fixed investment

where gross private domestic investment = Fixed Investment (Structures + Equip-

ment and software + Residential) + Change in private inventories for small firms.
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Figure 1.10: Credit Standards and the Share of Long-Term Structural Investment as a
Fraction of Total Investment (US Data)

1.7 Discussion and Conclusion

There exists a large body of research on the role of financial frictions in amplifying
macroeconomic shocks. Most work has been focused on how firms’ investment capacity
is affected in recessions by tighter borrowing constraints or by a decreased supply of
intermediated finance, and has studied how firms are constrained in the amount they can
invest ex-post. There has been little focus however on a propagation mechanism that
studies how cyclical changes in the risk-sharing capacity ofthe financial system may be
affecting /zr/ws ’ willingness to bear risk and acting to propagate the cycle by affecting
the risk profile of their investment portfolio (the composition as well as the amount).

This paper is motivated by two sets of observations. On the one hand, there is ev-
idence that constrained firms shift the composition of their investment towards safer
and more liquid technologies in recessions, while this is not the case for unconstrained
firms. On the other hand there is evidence that credit constrained firms display a pre-

cautionary behaviour induced by future expected financing constraints that significantly
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affects their real and financial policies.

Based on these observations, I incorporate these precautionary effects into a dy-
namic stochastic general equilibrium framework to study their macroeconomic impli-
cations. I use this framework to address two important questions. Can a mechanism
capturing this precautionary element have significant consequences for aggregate in-
vestment and output dynamics? Can this mechanism account for the observed variation
in the composition of aggregate and firm-level investment across the business cycle?

This paper identifies a novel amplification mechanism of macroeconomic shocks
based on time-varying risk-sharing opportunities that affect firms’ preference for the
risk profile of their portfolio of investment projects. This amplification mechanism is
shown to be quantitatively large and asymmetric. On the other hand, this framework
is able to account for the empirically documented cyclical variation in the composition
of real investment, a feature which the existing models studying the macroeconomic
implications of financial constraints cannot account for. In particular, it is shown how
following worsening expected financing conditions, firms shift to safer but lower re-
turn investments, or, absent alternative investment opportunities, to liquid securities
and cash, and how these effects are stronger for high agency cost firms and for firms in
highly volatile industries.

A next step in this research agenda is to study if this mechanism can be potentially
enhanced by financial intermediaries’ own credit constraints, creating a powerful feed-
back mechanism between entrepreneurial investment choices, asset prices, and banks’
balance sheet conditions and insurance capacity. The ability of financial intermediaries
and capital markets to satisfy firms’ liquidity demand may itself be subject to similar
countercyélical constraints as non-financial firms, creating the potential for feedback ef-
fects between firms’ investment decisions and intermediaries’ balance sheet conditions.
A main source of risk and liquidity management for firms are financial intermediaries,

both using ex-ante protection through credit lines, and ex-post protection by borrowing
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on the spot market. Several empirical studies have found that loan supply to small firms
is curtailed in downturns and following monetary policy shocks (Gertler and Gilchrist
(1993)). The feedback effect through entrepreneurial capital valuations and financial
intermediaries’ commitment capacity could work as follows. Following a negative
aggregate shock, firms increase their demand for ex-ante protection by financial in-
termediaries through credit lines. Intermediaries, however, are also subject to limited
commitment and collateral constraints, and need to back their loan commitments us-
ing the loans extended to entrepreneurs as collateral. Intermediaries’ ability to provide
these loan commitments may decrease both due to lower valuation of existing loans,
and lower demand for loans. This introduces a premium on liquidity services by banks,
and forces firms to rely even more on operational hedging by adjusting the riskiness
of their production technologies, reinforcing the initial effect. This further depresses
the valuation of capital, and in turn the valuation of the loan portfolio of banks, further
limiting their liquidity commitment capacity. A feedback effect from entrepreneurial
investment composition choices to asset prices, loan portfolio valuations and financial
intermediaries’ liquidity provision capacity arises. The theoretical underpinnings and

the quantitative relevance of this extension is left for future research.
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1.A Appendix

1.A.1 General Equilibrium - Recursive Equilibrium Conditions

The recursive competitive equilibrium is defined by decision rules for K, 1, C;, H;,
{Ii ey v {51 YimviLu, NEa, N, BY, BE, BY , q; and 1y, as a function of K, 6;,
and {N}}i—rv. The recursive equilibrium conditions are given below. First, there is a

savings supply decision by households, and a labour supply decision, given respectively

by:
us(t) = BE, {uc(t +1) gea (1 = ‘2 2310 } , (1.20)
and:
ZL((;) = 0,Fy(t). (1.21)

The investment good market clearing obtains when the following equation is satis-

fied:

i 14 ar i i
K@) = (1= 0)Ks +nas 37" I, (q:) + ey o7 I 4(qy),
iSY,LU =Y, L,U

The aggregate resource constraint requires that

Yi=1-nC+nCi+nn I, +n > 7 L, +qN; (122)
i=Y,L,U =Y, L,U

The aggregate productivity factor 6 follows the stochastic process:

log 0¢11 = plog b: + oceria (1.23)

1.A.2 Computational Appendix

The equilibrium of this model is solved using the Parameterized Expectations Algo-

rithm (PEA), a method commonly used to solve nonlinear stochastic dynamic models
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(see Marcet (1988), den Haan and Marcet (1990), and Christiano and Fisher (2000)).
It is a non-finite state-space algorithm that approximates the conditional expectation of
one or more equilibrium conditions by using a parametric function of the state variables.
I have chosen this solution method as it allows me to deal with (a) the relatively large
number of endogenous state variables (applying discrete state-space methods might be
problematic because of the ‘curse of dimensionality’) and (b) the occasionally binding
inequality constraints.

To solve this model I need to approximate two expectational equations. First, I ap-
proximate the households’ euler equation, from which I obtain current period consump-
tion C;. Second, I also need to approximate the optimality condition of entrepreneurs
from which I obtain current period investment in the risky technology by the young
entrepreneurs.

For the choice of approximating function for (1.20) I can use homotopy and intro-
duce a function based on the closed form solution that exists for the one-sector stochas-
tic growth model with logarithmic utility and full depreciation. For the second equation
I have tried with polynomial functions of different orders, discarding terms for which
the explanatory power is small.

The rest of the endogenous variables are calculated each period, where the length
of simulation for each iteration is 7' = 5,000. The parameters of the approximating

functions are recalculated after each iteration until convergence.
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Chapter 2

Aggregate Liquidity and

Entrepreneurial Risk

2.1 Introduction

The episode of financial market turbulence in 2007/2008 has highlighted the im-
portance of liquidity for the normal functioning of the financial system. It has shown
how even large financial corporations with unparalleled access to capital markets suffer
from liquidity shortages, and also how certain assets have a very volatile degree of lig-
uidity. Beyond this casual observation, there is ample evidence that liquidity shortages
are often linked to economic slowdowns, and also that liquidity is an important factor
for asset pricing. In this paper I focus on how issues of aggregate liquidity affect an
arguably more vulnerable set of agents, small and medium sized entrepreneurial firms
with limited access to capital markets.

Several recent trends may have affected the relevance of liquidity for investment
and output dynamics, and, in order to understand how, it is important to distinguish
between the public and the private supply of liquidity. With regards to the public supply

of liquidity (outside liquidity), the fiscal positions of many countries have improved in
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recent years, resulting in a decrease in the supply of government debt.! With regards
to the private supply of liquidity (inside liquidity), innovation in the financial sector has
changed the availability and characteristics of liquid securities available, an example of
which is the recent boom in the securitization of mortgage loans. These recent trends in
government finance and in financial development combined have had important effects
on financial sector liquidity.

This paper starts by introducing a general equilibrium characterization of liquidity.
Firms without investment opportunities demand liquidity to be able to finance future
investments, and investing firms create liquidity by issuing claims against their future
returns. Additionally, the government issues debt to finance its budget deficits. The
contribution of this paper is to analyze the determinants of the supply of private liquidity
(inside liquidity) in conjunction with the availability of publicly supplied liquidity, in a
model where firms act both as consumers and creators of liquidity.

The first main result of the paper concerns the effect of variations of the public sup-
ply of liquidity on steady state investment and capital, and three different channels are
identified. On the one hand, an increase in supply decreases the cost for non-investing
entrepreneurs of acquiring liquidity, and hence makes self-insurance cheaper and pro-
motes a higher level of investment (the crowding-in channel). On the other hand, an
increase in supply increases the rate of return on government debt and decreases the
demand for equity issued by entrepreneurs, hence decreasing aggregate investment (the
crowding out channel). Finally, variations in government debt cause a redistribution of
wealth between the entrepreneurial sector and workers (the inter-sectorial redistribu-
tive effect), the sign and strength of which depends crucially on how the taxation that

finances the interest cost of that debt is allocated between these two groups of agents.?

1See figure (2.6) in the appendix, that shows the evolution of US public debt as a share of GDP over
the past decades.

2In the model, in equilibrium all debt is held by entrepreneurs, so increases in debt when the real
rate of return is positive and entrepreneurs are not fully taxed for the interest cost of that debt result in
a transfer between workers and entrepreneurs. This should not be confused with the redistributive effect
of government debt variations within the entrepreneurial sector; those transfers are the essence of the
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I show that when comparing in isolation the first two channels, the crowding-in ef-
fect dominates when the degree of financial frictions is high (low borrowing capacity
and low liquidity of equity of entrepreneurs), and vice-versa. In other words, addi-
tional liquidity is most valuable when borrowing constraints are tight and equity is very
illiquid. Absent financial frictions, the crowding-out effect dominates. The redistrib-
utive effect is shown to be ambiguous in general. It is most likely to be negative (i.e.
for increases in debt to transfer wealth from entrepreneurs to workers) when financial
frictions are severe and government debt carries a liquidity premium large enough to
justify negative real rates of return to government debt. Two scenarios are identified in
which, when considering the three channels together, the effects of government debt on
aggregate investment are non-monotonic (reducing investment for low values of debt-
to-GDP, and increasing investment beyond a threshold).

The second set of results concerns the asset pricing implications of the model. The
features of the model introduced, and in particular those related to liquidity, that can
bring us closer to resolving some of the main ongoing asset pricing puzzles are iden-
tified. The debt-to-GDP ratio, the degree of financial constraints, and the liquidity of
equity are shown to significantly affect asset prices, and I also show which parameter
conditions are needed to match the observed asset pricing facts better. In particular, I
show that there is a negative relationship between the debt-to-GDP ratio and the eq-
uity premium, which can help understand the reduction in the equity premium in recent
decades.

Finally, I study how variations in the determinants of liquidity affect an economy’s
response to productivity and liquidity shocks. The contemporaneous response of ag-
gregate investment and output to productivity shocks is larger in economies with lower
levels of government debt. Firms rely to a greater extent on equity for self-insurance,

the supply of which endogenously co-moves with the cycle and acts to amplify the

crowding-in effect, as they allow a better allocation of resources to investing entrepreneurs.
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effect of shocks. The model also offers a new explanation for the documented counter-
cyclical pattern of the equity premium. Equities provide a worse hedge against the risk
of having an investment opportunity and being liquidity constrained in a downturn than
do government bonds, and hence agents holding equities require a higher premium in
downturns. I also study the effect of liquidity shocks, and show that shocks to the lig-
uidity of firms’ equity affect investment and output to a greater extent in economies

with a low level of government debt.

Literature Review

This paper is related to various strands of the literature. It builds on the litera-
ture studying the effects of the public supply of liquidity on private investment, such
as Woodford (1990) and Holmstrom and Tirole (1998). The differences with both are
important. In Woodford, the private supply of liquidity is not considered by assum-
ing that entrepreneurs cannot borrow at all, and the only means of saving for non-
investing entrepreneurs is government debt. Holmstrom and Tirole (1998) do consider
the private supply of liquidity, but in a context where there is no channel through which
government-supplied liquidity can crowd-out private investment. Additionally, in both
papers, there is only one type of agent, entrepreneurs, and hence the issue of the redis-
tribution of wealth through government debt and taxation between different sectors of
the economy (workers and entrepreneurs in my framework) cannot be studied.

This paper is also related to the recent research that explores the asset pricing im-
plications of production-based models. Cochrane (1991) and (1996) shows that such
a model can fit the data better than a standard consumption-based model. His model
however assumes complete markets, unlike this one, and hence does not study issues
of liquidity. A more recent contribution is Jermann (2008), whose analysis is similar
to Cochrane’s and does not consider the role of financial frictions. Gomes, Yaron, and
Zhang (2006) is an empirical study of the significance of factors related to firms’ fi-

nancial constraints in explaining the cross-section of equity returns. Finally, a closely
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related paper is Holmstrom and Tirole (2001), which is a theoretical study that tries to
bridge the gap between corporate finance and asset pricing.

This paper also builds on the literature studying the aggregate implications of en-
dogenous borrowing constraints, with papers such as Bernanke and Gertler (1989), Kiy-
otaki and Moore (1997), and Bernanke, Gertler and Gilchrist (2000), and particularly
to Kiyotaki and Moore (2008), who also study the effects of liquidity on investment
and capital accumulation. In particular, the model in this paper builds on Kiyotaki and

Moore (2008) by extending their framework to include government debt.

2.2 Model

Consider an infinite-horizon, stochastic, discrete time economy with three agents:
entrepreneurs, workers and a government. There are two goods in this economy, con-
sumption goods and capital goods. All entrepreneurs can produce consumption goods
using labour from the workers and capital, but only some entrepreneurs have the oppor-
tunity to produce capital in a given period. One important ingredient in the model is
that the combination of financial constraints and the stochastic arrival of investment op-
portunities creates a demand for liquidity, and this demand can only be met by holding
government debt and entrepreneurial equity.

I will now analyze separately the optimization of entrepreneurs and workers and the

behaviour of the government.

2.2.1 Entrepreneurs

There is a continuum of entrepreneurs with expected lifetime utility

Eo>-Btu(cy),

t=0
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where 0 < f <1 andu(c) = Inc.

Production Technologies

Entrepreneurs have access to two production technologies. On the one hand they
can, every period, produce consumption goods using labour and capital according to
the production function

ajl-a
Yy = afkt lt )

where 0 < o < 1, and a; is a stochastic productivity factor which is equal across
entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs do not have any labour endowment, and hire workers at
the market rate w, for that purpose.

On the other hand, entrepreneurs also have access occasionally to a technology
that converts 7; units of the consumption good into capital one-for-one to be used the

following period. Total capital next period is thus

kiyr = (1 —8)ke + 1y,

where J is the rate of depreciation of capital. The opportunity to produce capital is
not available every period to every entrepreneur, and arrives only with probability 7 in
any given period, and this arrival is independently distributed across entrepreneurs and

time.

Financial Constraints and Demand for Liquidity

Entrepreneurs can finance themselves by issuing equity e;. From the point of view
of the agent purchasing that equity, the rate of return from purchasing one unit at price
gt is [re41+ (1 — 8)ge1], Where 1eq1 = ap10k{ I} . Effectively, the purchase of one
unit of equity gives the same return as the purchase of one unit of capital, which will

also produce a return the following period of 7,1 + (1 — 8)g;1. Another way to see this
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is that all equity is fully collateralized using capital, and hence provides the same return

as capital. For this reason from now on we will consider capital and outside equity as

the same for the purposes of entrepreneurs’ choices, denote it n; and call it "equity".
Equity issuance by entrepreneurs is subject to financial constraints. More specifi-

cally, entrepreneurs can only pledge a fraction # of the returns to investment. *
€ S Gzt (21)

The budget constraint for an investing entrepreneur (denoted with superscript 7) in

period t is thus:

P i i . b; i
c+is+7y = reng +q{ (1 —0)ny — [ny, — (ie — )]} + (bt — l—f-“-:,—l) +qe;, (2.2)
t+

where b are the holdings of government debt of an investing entrepreneur, which
becomes payable at the beginning of period ¢. New government debt b;,; can be pur-
chased at price 1/(1 + r{,,), where 7, is the rate of return on government treasuries.
The reason the predetermined variables (such as n;) do not carry a superscript is that
they may refer both to an entrepreneur who was a saver or an investor in the previous
period.

The budget constraint for a non-investing entrepreneur (saver, denoted with super-

script s) in period t is thus:

b
C: + Tts = TN + qt[(]- - 5)’"4 — n:+1 — 6:] + bt - —'—H-—lg—" + qtef. (23)
1+717,

Expression (2.3) can be simplified if we take into account that equity owned and
equity issued pay the holder the same return, and can thus be netted out. Taking this

into account, and rearranging terms, we have:

3For a rationale for this type of collateral constraint see Hart and Moore (1994).
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bs
c;+71i+ T _{_t:%-l +qng g =g + ¢ (1 — 6)ng + by

Optimization of an Investing Entrepreneur

In a similar way to Tobin’s g-theory of investment, whenever ¢; > 1, an investing
entrepreneur will want to invest as much as possible to produce capital goods, given
that producing capital costs one unit of the consumption good. When ¢; < 1, it is
not profitable to issue equity to invest. The parameter conditions under which ¢, > 1
obtains are in the Appendix.

When this is the case, then e; = 6%;, nﬁ_l_l = (1 —0)i; and b7, = 0. Taking this into

account, and substituting 7; out of expression (2.2) we get:
¢+ gty + 75 =1y + @ (1 — 8)ny + by
Given logarithmic preferences, consumption is equal to a fraction (1— /) of wealth:
¢ = (1—B) {rm + g1 — &)ny + b, — 71}, 2.4)

and investment will be equal to:

[rtm + qt(l — 6)7115 + bt - 'T;] — Ci

" 1 — O
_ ,B [’f‘tnt + qt(l - 5)nt + bt — 7';] (25)
1- Hqt

Optimization of a Saving Entrepreneur

Entrepreneurs that do not have an investment opportunity face two choices: a con-
sumption/savings choice, and a portfolio choice.

As before, their consumption every period will be equal to a fraction (1 — ) of
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wealth, and hence be equal to:
¢; = (1= B) [rene + @(1 — 8)ne + by — 7] (2.6)

Their first order conditions with regards to the choice of entrepreneurial equity and

government debt holdings are respectively:

W() = mE {u’(c§+1)“+1 ha qtq“(l L) } @.7)
+(1—)E, {u’(cf+1>”“ s "’;“(1 —9) } (2.8)

and
w(e]) = B {(1 + rip)[me (chya) + (1 — mu'(ef0)]} 2.9

2.2.2 Workers

There is a continuum of workers with expected lifetime utility

Eo> Btu | — ——(@)+|
=0 1+wv

where 0 < 8 < 1,4/(.) > 0,4”(.) < 0, w > 0 and v > 0. The budget constraint of
workers is given by

w
bt-’r—l

—— + 77 = wdy + iy’ + q@ny’ + b
1+7"tg+1 t tht tTy T QT t

w w
¢ +qny g +

where 7, is lump sum taxation. Simple optimization delivers:

wo_ (W)®
o= (2) (2.10)
= wi. @.11)
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Workers’ consumption is equal to their wage income each period (expression (2.11)),
and the appendix shows why in the neighborhood of the steady state workers choose not

to hold any equity or government debt.

2.2.3 Government

The role of government is simplified by assuming there is no government spending.
It is just assumed to follow a target of total amount of one-period government debt B

which it rolls over every period, where:

B= / b, dB(s),

and where ®,(s) is the distribution function of saving entrepreneurs in period ¢. Every
period, the government balances its budget by financing the interest rate cost of this

debt with lump-sum taxation:

1 Tg () s w
(1—1+T’f)B=-1_-l—-t—T't§B=7th+(1_7r)Tt+Tt, (2.12)

where 7%, 75 and 7Y are respectively the lump-sum taxes charged to investing entre-
preneurs, saving entfepreneurs, and workers, which are weighted in expression (2.12)
by their population share. The assumption of how the tax-burden is distributed is not
innocuous, and the results in the following sections are robust to all possible assump-

tions.

2.3 General Equilibrium

Aggregation is made easy because the policy functions for consumption, investment
and portfolio decisions are all linear in start of period holdings of government debt and

equity. Furthermore, given that the process driving investment opportunities is indepen-
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dently distributed across time and entrepreneurs, we can drop references to aggregate

equity [V, and instead always refer to capital, given that in the aggregate N; = K. The

distinction will be kept, however, for savers’ future period net worth, V;, ;, for reasons

that will become clear later.

The aggregate resource constraint for this economy is

Y, =Ci+C:+C¥ + 1,

(2.13)

where C?, C¢ and C¥ are respectively the aggregate consumption of investing en-

trepreneurs, saving entrepreneurs, and workers, and are given by:

Cz = 7T(1 — ﬁ) {’I"th + qt(l - (S)Kt + B — T;}
C; = (]. - 7T)(1 - ,@) {Tth + qt(l - 6)Kt + B — T:}

CY = w—1717,
where r; = aa, K7t
The aggregate resource constraint becomes, after rearranging:

i
1+7r]

aa Ky + B—[rri+ (1 —m)71+ T}”]

= L+(1-8){rnK:+q(1l—-086)K+B, — [rri+(1—m7}]} + (w

Where I, = K;1 — (1 — 8) K;.The expression for investment is:

_ W,B['f'th + qt(]. — (S)Kt + Bt — T;]
1 — 0g;

Iy

(2.14)
2.15)

(2.16)

2.17)

t—ﬁ")

(2.18)

Finally, the expression for aggregate portfolio choices of the saving entrepreneurs

is:
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[re41 + q+1(1 — 0)]/a }
E 2.19
! { [rer1 + @1 (1 — 0)[ Ny + Bia (2-19)

= Et { (1 + T'f+1) } )
[rev1 + @1 (1 — 0)| Ny + Bia

Proofs for existence and uniqueness of a competitive equilibrium in the neighbor-

hood of the steady state are contained in the appendix.

2.4 Public Supply of Liquidity and Private Investment

In this section I will analyze the effects of changes in the aggregate amount of
government debt on entrepreneurs’ investment in the steady state. Accordingly, I drop
time subscripts in all variables in this section. The steady state equilibrium can be

obtained by solving the following three equilibrium conditions for ¢, 79 and K:

aaK*+ B—[rr'+ (1 —m)7° + 7] = 6K (2.20)

1479
+(1-B){aaK*+q(1-80)K+B - [rr'+(1-m7°]}  (221)

(1—0¢)0K = nBlaaK*+q(1 — 6)K + B — 7] (2.22)

[aaK* ' +q(1 - 0)]/g = (1 +r9). (2.23)

Expression (2.20) is the aggregate resource constraint, (2.22) is the aggregate in-
vestment equation, and finally (2.23) is the aggregate portfolio equation.

A study of these equilibrium conditions reveals that in this economy there are three
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channels through which an increase in government debt affects aggregate investment.
First, it relaxes investing entrepreneurs’ borrowing constraints and increases investment.
This is the crowding-in effect, and is captured in expression (2.22). Second, it increases
the rate of return on government debt and decreases demand for entrepreneurial equity
from saving entrepreneurs, thus reducing investment. This is the crowding-out effect,
and is captured in the aggregate version of the portfolio choice equation (expression
(2.22)), and in the aggregate resource constraint (2.20).

Finally, an increase in government debt may vary the transfers between the govern-
ment and the entrepreneurial sector, and between the government and the workers (the
inter-sectorial redistributive effect). For example, if entrepreneurs pay no taxes (they
are fully paid by workers), and the government increases its borrowing, then the trans-
fers between the government and entrepreneurs increase, assuming the interest rates on
government securities are positive. Effectively it implies an indirect transfer of wealth
from workers to entrepreneurs. This should not be confused with the redistributive ef-
fect of government debt variations within the entrepreneurial sector; those transfers are
the essence of the crowding-in effect, as they allow a better allocation of resources to

investing entrepreneurs.

2.4.1 Crowding-in versus crowding-out

We will start by performing an analytical study of the first two channels only by
abstracting from the inter-sectorial redistributive channel. In order to do so, I will study
a particular case of the model introduced in the previous section. First, 1 assume that all

taxes are paid for by the saver-entrepreneurs:

-mr = B 24
(1—m)7 1o e (2.24)
™ =0 (2.25)

™ = 0. (2.26)



Secondly, 1 assume that there is no idiosyncratic uncertainty and that for every en-
trepreneur an investment opportunity arises every other period with certainty. In par-
ticular, every period half of the entrepreneurs have an investment opportunity, and the
other half save in advance of their investment opportunity the following period, a set-up
which follows Woodford (1990). Finally, I make a particular assumption on how the
taxes are paid for. The lump-sum taxes are paid by saver-entrepreneurs when they pur-
chase government debt. It could be interpreted as a fixed participation cost; as the cost
to be able to trade in government treasuries.* Given these assumptions, the aggregate

resource constraint (2.20) simplifies to:

aaK® = 6K + (1 - ) {aaK"‘+q(1;5)K+B}, (2.27)
and the investment equation becomes
(1—69)0K = %B[aaKo‘ +¢(1 — 6)K + B] (2.28)

We are ready to assess the relative importance of the crowding-in and crowding-out

effects.

Proposition 2.1 When the redistributive effects of government debt variations are ig-
nored, the effects of variations in government debt on aggregate investment in the steady
state are monotonic. In particular, the crowding-in(out) effect dominates the crowding-

out(in) effect for low(high) values of 0 (borrowing constraints are tight(loose)).

Proof of this proposition in the appendix.

4Given this assumption, these taxes are not taken into account to calculate beginning of period wealth
and hence consumption. Also, by the assumption that they are lump-sum, they do not enter the portfolio
equation and do not distort the portfolio decision. Finally, given that the government sets taxes to finance
the interest cost of debt every period, returns to government debt and taxes cancel each other in the
aggregate resource constraint (2.20).
Assuming that there is no idiosyncratic uncertainty eliminates the possibility that, given lump-sum
taxation, entrepreneurs with very low levels of net worth may end up with negative consumption.
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The intuition for this proposition is as follows. Additional liquidity is most valuable
when borrowing constraints are tight, which happens when 8 is low. In the other ex-
treme, when credit constraints are so loose that entrepreneurs invest close to the uncon-
strained optimum, additional liquidity has little scope to improve a situation in which
liquidity demand is well satisfied. Instead, most of the effect of the increase in govern-
ment debt arises because it competes with privately supplied liquidity for savers’ funds,
and hence crowds out private equity and investment.

I also conduct some analytical exercises to get a better understanding of the rela-
tive effects of the crowding-in and crowding-out channels. Again focusing on the case
in which the intersectorial redistribution channel is shut off, proposition 1 tells us that
variations in the amount of debt cause monotonic variations in the level of steady-state
capital. Indeed, if we observe figure (2.1) this is the case. Low values of the financial
constraint 4, in other words tighter credit constraints, are associated with a net positive
effect of government debt on steady state capital. The turning point in the base calibra-
tion occurs for values around 6 = 0.45, after which the crowding-out effect begins to

dominate.’

2.4.2 Crowding-in, crowding-out and the redistributive channel

Now we are in a position to add to the analysis the inter-sectorial redistributive
effect in the case in which the financing costs of government debt (which is held in
its entirety by the entrepreneurial sector) are not fully paid with the entrepreneurial
taxes, but instead workers’ taxes pay for a fraction of those costs. We drop the three

assumptions of subsection 2.4.1 and instead we are back to the original model only that

3Similar results are obtained when looking at comparative statics when the degree of liquidity ¢
varies, in the model of the next section where imperfect resaleability of equity is introduced (see figure
(2.7) in the Appendix).
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Figure 2.1: Effect of Variations in the Ratio of Debt to GDP on the Level of Capital,
for Different Levels of Financial Constraints, when all Taxes are Paid for by Saving
Entrepreneurs (i.e. when not taking into account the inter-sectorial distributive effects).

now we are going to assume that workers now pay all taxes, so:

rs = 0, (2.29)
™ = o0, (2.30)
B. 2.31

1+ 79 ( )

It is easy to show that the effects on investment of the inter-sectorial redistributive
channel are ambiguous in general. Denoting transfers between workers and entrepre-

neurs induced by government debt and taxation by z(B), these are equal to:

z(B) = B,

1+ ra
and the sensitivity oftransfers to variations in the amount of B is

i dar9 B
+

20= 14,9 """ 4B 1+ 9
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When entrepreneurs pay no taxes, the distributive effect can be positive (from the

point of view of entrepreneurs) or negative: positive when r¢

> 0, and positive or
negative when ¢ < 0. Increases of government debt will always increase ¢, which
opens the possibility for non-monotonic effects when for low values of B, 7¢ < 0 and
the redistribution effect is negative, and beyond a threshold in the admissible parameter
range for B, ¢ > 0 (and hence the redistribution effect is negative).

So, when the three channels are taken into account, and if as a result the effects
of variations in government debt on aggregate investment in the steady state are non-
monotonic, then they are such that increases in government debt reduce(boost) aggre-
gate investment for low(high) levels of government debt. We now conduct some nu-
merical exercises to help us understand how the three channels interact with each other,
always under the assumption described above that the redistribution between workers
and entrepreneurs is at its potential maximum, which happens when workers pay all
taxes. The analysis is done for empirically plausible ranges of government debt-to-
GDP, which range from 20% to 100% for most countries.®

The results are in figure (2.2). As explained above the redistributive effects are
ambiguous in general: in particular, they might be positive or negative when 79 < 0,
which happens for low values of B, and are always positive when 79 > 0. The results in
figure (2.2) suggest that the non-monotonicity is strongest when € is tightest. Bearing
in mind our analytical results above, and inspecting the behaviour of the rate of return
to government debt in the numerical exercises, the reason for these results can be found
in the way that financial factors affect the sign and strength of the redistributive effect.
In particular, it is for low values of 6 that the liquidity premium on government debt is
highest, and hence for which the return on government debt ¢ may be negative. For
that reason, any negative redistributive effects are likely to happen for low values of

6. So, the crowding-out effects that seem to be present only when credit constraints

6See Jaimovich and Panizza (2006).
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are tight (which seems to contradict Proposition 1) are entirely due to the inter-sectorial
redistributive effect. A similar, but less strong result is obtained when varying the degree

of liquidity of equity (see figure (2.8)).

16 Theta =0.5
14 Theta = 0.4
12
Theta = 0.3
10
s Theta =0.2
6
4
2
Q) 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

Steady State Government Debt over GDP

Figure 2.2: Effect of Variations in the Ratio of Debt to GDP on the Level of Capital, for
Different Levels of Financial Constraints, when all Taxes are Paid for by Workers (i.e.
when taking into account the inter-sectorial distributive effects).

Two comments are in order when interpreting the behaviour of capital for high val-
ues of debt-to-GDP. In figure 2.2, steady state capital rise dramatically for values of
debt-to-GDP approaching unity. This is due to two effects. First, the redistributive
channel is positive and strongest at those levels, when the entrepreneurial sector is
forced to hold a large amount of government debt and have to be compensated with
a very high return 79 for it. And second, given that we are comparing steady state cap-
ital to debt-to-GDP, the denominator ofthe ratio of debt-to-GDP is also increasing at a
large pace, such that the debt increases needed to increase the ratio become larger. It is
important to note that the redistributive channel has a natural limit in that the wealth of
the workers is limited, and secondly that even before it reaches its limit it is not realistic
to assume the government would sustain such large systematic redistributions between

the workers and the entrepreneurial sector.
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2.5 A Model with Stochastic Liquidity of Equity

The previous sections have analyzed a model where both equity and government
debt had the same degree of resaleability (liquidity). Introducing a wedge between the
resaleability of both types of assets does not affect the results of studying to what extent
financial frictions influence how the public supply of liquidity affects the private cre-
ation of liquidity and private investment by firms in the long run. To study the dynamics
of this economy, however, it is interesting to consider a time-varying degree of liquidity
of equity. Indeed, on the one hand it makes the model more realistic as we observe in
reality that certain assets have a very volatile degree of liquidity. Pulvino (1998) doc-
uments a 30% price discount for commercial aircraft sales in depressed markets and
Coval and Stafford (2007) report an average 7.9% price discount for fire sale stocks.
The latter is particularly significant given that we consider that equities are amongst
the most liquid assets. On the other hand, introducing time-varying liquidity of equity
allows us to study the effects of exogenous shocks to liquidity.

The model is the same as before, only that now I assume that equity has limited

resaleability, and only a fraction ¢ of equity can be sold or re-mortgaged each period.
(1—=08)n;, — [niq — (i — €})] < ¢(1 — 8)ny (2.32)

The assumptions on limited resaleability and limited pledgeability (the combination
of expressions (2.32) and (2.1) above) imply the following liquidity constraints for an

investing entrepreneur:

v

(1 - ¢)(1 - 5)7’14 + (1 - e)lt

i
N4

bin = 0,

Similarly as before, whenever ¢, > 1, then e, = 64, ni ; = (1—@)(1—&)n, + (1 —
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6)i; and b7, ; = 0. Taking this into account, and substituting 7; out of expression (2.2)

we get:
¢+ giniy + 7 = ring + (8 + (1 — )af)(1 — 6)ne + b,
where
1—0g;
R p—
qt - 1_ 9 N

Given logarithmic preferences, consumption is equal to a fraction (1—3) of wealth:

Ci =(1-0) {Ttnt + [pgs + (1 - ¢)QtR](1 — O)my + by — T;} ’ (2.33)

and investment will be equal to:

[rens + (1 — 6)ny + b, — 7] — ¢
1 —0q.
Blrme + ¢q (1 — 8)ny 4 by — 73] — (1 — B)(1 — ¢)gf](1 = 9)

Ty
= 2.34
- (2.34)

1w =

The saving entrepreneur, on the other hand, is subject to the following constraints:

v

(1—¢)(1—6)n:

o> 0.

S
Ny

As before, entrepreneurs that do not have an investment opportunity face again two
choices: a consumption/savings choice, and a portfolio choice. As before, their con-
sumption every period will be equal to a fraction (1 — 3) of wealth, and hence be equal

to:

c; = (1= B) [rine + q:(1 — 6)ny + by — 7] (2.35)

Their first order conditions with regards to the choice of entrepreneurial equity and
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government debt holdings are respectively:

d() = rE {ul(ciH)TtH + [Pge+1 + (; — @)gi4)(1-9) } (2.36)
+(1—7)E; {u'(c:+1)”+1 L ‘Itq““ —9) } (2.37)

and
w'(c}) = B {(1 + iy ) [m/(chq) + (1 — m)u'(¢540)]} (2.38)

2.5.1 General Equilibrium with Stochastic Liquidity of Equity

The aggregate resource constraint for this economy is now:

r
1+7]
= L+(1-8){rK:+[(1-7+md)g+m(l- #)qf)(1 — 6)K; + B — [wri +(1- W)Tf] } :

aa K + B—[rri+ (1 —m)m +77]

where [; = K;y; — (1 — ) K;.The expression for investment is:

_ 7{B[r K + ¢pq(1 — 6) Ky + By — 1] — (1 — B)(1 — ¢)qi*(1 — §) Ky}

I
t 1—0q:

(2.40)

Finally, the expression for aggregate portfolio choices of the saving entrepreneurs

is:

o [re41 + @ (1 - 0)l/@e — (L+ i)

A=mE { [re+1 + qer1(1 — 8)INEy g + B }

Y (CER SR P LER S
‘ [rer1 + [0gei1 + (1 — )aly](1 = 0)I Vg + By |

(2.41)

Proofs for existence and uniqueness of a competitive equilibrium in the neighbor-
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hood of the steady state are contained in the appendix.

2.5.2 Crowdihg—in versus crowding-out - Comparative Statics with
Limited Liquidity of Equity

When we add limited liquidity of equity, the steady state equilibrium conditions

become:

aaK* + B— [T+ (1—m)7° + 7] (2.42

1479
= 6K+ (1-B){aaKk*+[1-m+7nd)g+n(l—¢)q%|(1—8)K + B — [x7" + (1 —7)7°]}

(1-0¢)6 K = n{BlaaK*+¢pq(1—86)K+B—7']—(1-B)(1-¢)¢*(1-86) K} +(w — )
(2.43)

(1— ) leaK*™" + q(1 - 6)l/q — (1 +19)
[caK*1+q(1-6)TK+B—71°
_ (479 —[eaK> 4+ [dg + (1 — $)g](1 — 8]/
laaK*1 + (g + (1 - $)g%|(1 - 8)TK + B — 7+

(2.44)

where ' = (1 — m)(1 — 8) + ¢n(1 — &) + 85,and ¢® = (1 — bg)/(1 — 6). (2.42)
is the aggregate resource constraint, (2.43) is the aggregate investment equation, and
finally (2.44) is the aggregate portfolio equation. Proposition 2.1 can now be extended

as follows:

Proposition 2.2 When the redistributive effects of government debt variations are ig-

nored, the effects of variations in government debt on aggregate investment in the steady
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state are monotonic. In particular, the crowding-in(out) effect dominates the crowding-
out(in) effect for (1) low(high) values of 6 (borrowing constraints are tight(loose)), and

(2) low(high) values of ¢ (equity has a limited(ample) liquidity).

Proof of this proposition in the appendix.

2.6 Dynamics

We now introduce aggregate uncertainty in the economy to analyze the conse-
quences of the liquidity-related financial frictions studied in this model for two issues:
for asset pricing and for the response of aggregate investment and output to technol-
ogy and liquidity shocks. The main question is which (if any) of the novel elements
of the economy analyzed are relevant for bringing us closer to matching certain impor-
tant asset pricing empirical regularities, and also for bringing us closer to matching the
response to shocks of both real and financial variables.

The model is calibrated as follows. The length of a period is a quarter, and all pa-
rameters are calibrated to U.S. post-war data.” With regards to preference parameters,
the rate of time preference 5 = 0.99 as is standard in the literature, and the degree of
relative risk aversion for entrepreneurs is constant and set at unity given our assump-
tion of log-utility. Workers’ preference parameters are all subsumed in the total factor
productivity a;, given our assumption that workers consume all of their wage income,
and a; is set to match an average return on equity of 6.98% (data from Alvarez and Jer-
mann (2001)). Out of the remaining technology parameters, depreciation rate 4 is set at
a quarterly rate of 2.5%, and the capital share of output, « is set at 36%. The relative

size of investing entrepreneurs as a share of the total population of entrepreneurs, T,

"In the different comparative exercises in which some of these parameters are varied, all other para-
meters that are set to match a target are also adjusted to keep matching that target.
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is set to match the average rate of investment to GDP (excluding government expendi-
tures) of 25% (data from Uhlig (2006)). The aggregate supply of government bonds B
is set to match the average value of US Treasury securities held by the US public as a
share of GDP (38%, obtained from Gomes and Michaelides (2008) in data taken from
the Congressional Budget Office). Regarding taxes, entrepreneurs pay a 35% tax rate
on their returns from government debt, while workers pay the residual to balance the
government budget. The parameters relating to financial imperfections are calibrated as
follows. The borrowing constraint 6 is set to match the average ratio of capital market
capitalization to GDP of 1.3 between 1970 and 2001 (Hobijn and Jovanovic (2001)).
The calibration of the liquidity of corporate equity is not straightforward. For lack of
a better option, I set at around ¢ ~ 0.5 to loosely match the fraction of illiquid equity
in the economy, given that in the U.S. about half of private investment and employment
is associated to privately owned firms. Under the assumption that one would purchase
a perfectly diversified portfolio of the entire private sector, this would roughly translate
into a degree of liquidity of about one-half. In any event, in the numerical exercises
I check that this choice of parameter value is not crucial for any particular result, and
where it is [ indicate it. Finally, the source of aggregate uncertainty in this economy, the
productivity process, is parameterized as p = 0.95 and o2 chosen to match the volatility

of aggregate output in the data, where the stochastic process is

log(z:) = plog(zi-1) + &

Et N(O, 0’2).

It is important to note at the outset that the aim of the model is not to replicate the
moments of the main real macroeconomic aggregates; certain assumptions in the model

introduced for tractability make that objective infeasible, in particular the assumption
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of log utility. The model performs particularly poorly with respect to real variables,
as is evident in figure (2.10).8 The aim instead is twofold: to study what features of
our economy (in particular, what features related to liquidity) can bring us closer to
resolving some of the main ongoing asset pricing puzzles, and secondly to analyze
qualitatively how the novel features introduced in our model alter how the investment

and output respond to productivity and liquidity shocks.

2.6.1 Asset Pricing Implications

Most of the existing literature on asset pricing, starting with Sharpe (1964), Lintner
(1965) or Lucas (1978), is based on the role of consumers’ degree of risk aversion
and time preference in accounting for asset pricing regularities. A number of well
documented puzzles have been raised in this literature, the most prominent of them
being the equity premium puzzle (Mehra and Prescott (1985)) and the risk-free rate
puzzle (Aiyagari and Gertler (1991)).°

Few papers in the literature have explored the asset pricing implications of production-
based models. Some notable exceptions are Cochrane (1991) and (1996), who shows
that such a model can fit the data better than a standard consumption-based model. His
model however assumes complete markets, unlike this one, and hence does not study
issues of liquidity. A more recent contribution is Jermann (2008), whose analysis is
similar to Cochrane’s except that his attempt is at explaining the equity premium in
particular. In short, while the main focus of these papers has been on the role of techno-
logical factors in explaining asset prices, the objective of this paper is to study the role

of producer-related financial frictions. Other closely related contributions in this aspect

81t is important not to forget that part of the source of this inability to match certain moments of real
aggregate variables may be in the fact that the only source of shocks in this model are technological
shocks. Their role, particularly that of negative productivity shocks, has been questioned in the literature.

9The equity premium and risk-free rate puzzles state that reasonably parameterized versions of the
intertemporal consumption-based asset pricing model produce, respectively, too small risk premia, and
too large risk-free rates.
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variable Moment (DebtIGDP = 1/13) (Debt/iGDP =2/3) (Debt/GDP = 1) Data
Risk Free Rate Mean -2.46% 2.07% 3.09% 1.58%
Std Dev (5.20%) (12.08%) (7.94%) (5.33%)
Equity Return Mean 5.83% 8.83% 9.66% 8.31%
Std Dev (2.04%) (2.54%) (2.20%) (19.81%)
Equity Premium Mean 8.29% 6.75% 6.58% 6.74%
Std Dev (0.98%) (1.08%) (1.09%)
Sharpe Ratio 4.06 2.66 2.99 0.34

Table 2.1: Asset Pricing Implications of Variations in the Debt-to-GDP ratio (Source
for empirical data for U.S.: Campbell (1999) and Alvarez and Jermann (2001)).

are Gomes, Yaron, and Zhang (2006) and Holmstrom and Tirole (2001). The former is
an empirical study of the significance of factors related to financial constraints in ex-
plaining the cross-section of equity returns. The latter is a theoretical study that tries to
bridge the gap between corporate finance and asset pricing.

Before getting into the comparative exercises, it is worth noting how both the equity
premium and the risk free rate are easily matched in a production-based model such as
the one presented in this paper (this can be seen in tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3). Addition-
ally, it does so without having to rely on high values of entrepreneurial risk aversion
(throughout all these exercises the degree of relative risk aversion is 1). Certain asset
pricing regularities may remain puzzling with respect to the consumption-based litera-
ture, but not so with respect to the production-based framework.

I conduct some numerical exercises to assess the importance of three financial fac-
tors in influencing the first and second moments of the risk-free rate, the equity return,
and the equity premium, as well as the Sharpe ratio. First, I study the effect of the
amount of government debt as a share of GDP. In the U.S., this ratio has fluctuated be-
tween 1/3 and 1 during the post-war period, and I study the asset pricing implications

of ratios of 1/3, 2/3 and 1. The results are on table (2.1). As expected, increases in the
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Model 1 (low Model 2 (medium  Model 3 (high

Variable Moment liquidity) liquidity) liquidity) Data
Risk Free Rate Mean -3.01% 2.07% 3.97% 1.58%
Std Dev (11.75%) (11.07%) (4.48%) (5.33%)
Equity Return Mean 6.51% 8.82% 10.09% 8.31%
Std Dev (4.15%) (2.31%) (1.59%) (19.81%)
Equity Premium Mean 9.52% 6.75% 6.12% 6.74%
Std Dev (1.42%) (1.08%) (0.97%)
Sharpe Ratio 2.29 2.93 3.84 0.34

Table 2.2: Asset Pricing Implications of Variations in the liquidity of corporate equity
(Source for empirical data for U.S.: Campbell (1999) and Alvarez and Jermann (2001)).
debt-to-GDP ratio increase the rate of return on government securities. They also raise
the required rate of return on equity by depressing equity prices, which is the essence of
the crowding-out effect. Empirically observed risk free rates, equity returns and equity
premia are obtained for debt to equity ratios of about 2/3. It is interesting to note how
the equity premium decreases with government debt. For low values of debt-to-GDP,
the premium reaches over 8%, and this can be ascribed to two factors. On the one hand,
scarce government debt carries a large premium. On top of that, the negative liquidity
properties of equity (its relative illiquidity and its procyclical value) become more of an
issue when other sources of liquidity are scarce.

Recent empirical work has documented a decline in the U.S. equity premium. Given
this result on the relationship between government debt and the equity premium, it
would be interesting to study what fraction of that decrease can be accounted for by
the smaller debt-to-GDP ratios seen in recent years as compared to the whole post-
war period. Table 2.4 shows data on the U.S. equity premium from Jagannathan et al.
(2000), which contrasted with data for public debt as a share of GDP seems to suggest
a pattern of high debt ratios and low equity premia (1980s and 1990s), and vice versa
(1960s and 1970s).
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Model 1 (Theta Model 2 (Theta Model 3 (Theta

Variable Moment Low) Medium) High) Data
Risk Free Rate Mean -6.10% 2.07% 11.04% 1.58%
Std Dev (6.37%) (12.08%) (1.64%) (5.33%)
Equity Return Mean 3.78% 8.83% 16.01% 8.31%
Std Dev (7.92%) (2.54%) (1.19%) (19.81%)
Equity Premium Mean 9.87% 6.75% 4.97% 6.74%
Std Dev (1.31%) (1.08%) (0.66%)

Sharpe Ratio 1.25 2.66 4.17 0.34

Table 2.3: Asset Pricing Implications of Variations in the pledgeability of returns
(Source for empirical data for U.S.: Campbell (1999) and Alvarez and Jermann (2001)).

The second moments show some disparity with their empirical counterparts, how-
ever (this translates into Sharpe ratios which are of an order of magnitude off the em-
pirical values). A proper investigation of this issue calls for an appropriate treatment
of the source of aggregate and idiosyncratic fluctuations, which is not the object of this
paper.

Turning now to the effect of the degree of liquidity of equity, ¢, it is clear from table
2.2 that the effects on all rates of return are significant. The risk free rate varies consid-
erably, as is expected. Relatively illiquid equity makes the economy more dependable
on outside liquidity, and hence introduces a strong premium on government debt. The
effect on the equity premium is also considerable. Illiquid equity carries a very high
premium, as it has to compensate its holders not only for its return risk but also for its
poor use as a hedge against liquidity shortages. Finally, variations in theta also have
important consequences for asset pricing. A low borrowing capacity (low ) has two
implications: on the one hand, investing entrepreneurs are more liquidity constrained,
and thus demand ex-ante more liquidity reserves, and on the other, the supply of inside
liquidity (equity) is smaller. Both these effects cause the equity premium and the risk

free rate to rise sharply the tighter the borrowing constraints are.
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2.6.2 Response to Productivity and Liquidity Shocks

To explore the dynamics implied by the model we plot below the impulse responses
of key macroeconomic variables to productivity and liquidity shocks in versions of the
model where the level of debt-to-GDP and the degree of financial constraints are varied.
The stochastic process for liquidity is assumed to be orthogonal to the productivity
process to be able to identify the different results more clearly. A more in-depth study
of liquidity shocks however should recognize the dependence between those shocks and
productivity shocks (over and above the endogenous dependence generated between

productivity and the supply of liquidity in the context of this model).
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Figure 2.3: Impulse Response of Key Variables to Productivity Shock - Analysis for
Different Levels of Government Debt (periods = quarters). Responses are the percent-
age deviation of a variable from its steady-state value.

The responses to a productivity shock are captured in figures (2.3) and (2.4), for

different values of the debt-to-GDP ratio and 6. Lower values of debt-to-GDP make
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the response on impact of investment and output slightly higher than for higher val-
ues, although the difference is not large. Firms rely to a greater extent on equity for
self-insurance, the supply of which endogenously co-moves with the cycle and acts to
amplify the effect of shocks. This effect is mirrored in the financial variables. When
public liquidity supply is large, the risk free rate rises sharply on impact; additional
private liquidity as a result of higher equity prices on top of an already large supply
of public liquidity makes saving firms require an even larger return on their holdings
of government debt. But a positive productivity shock also increases the demand for
liquidity from saving entrepreneurs as the expected future returns to investing increase.
This second effect seems to dominate when the level of public debt is low, and the risk

free rate does not increase on impact.

Investment Output Entrepreneurial Net Worth
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Low Theta Medium Theta - High Theta

Figure 2.4: Impulse Response of Key Variables to Productivity Shock - Analysis for
Different Levels of Financing Constraints (periods = quarters). Responses are the per-
centage deviation of a variable from its steady-state value.

With respect to the cyclical behaviour of the equity premium, empirical research
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has documented that risk premia are counter-cyclical (recent examples are Campbell
and Cochrane (1999), Lochstoer (2006)). The consumption-based literature has tried
to explain this feature through a number of ways. Constantinides and Duffie (1996)
explain the countercyclicality because equity provides a bad hedge against a job loss
during a recession, and hence investors require a premium during bad times for holding
equity. Other papers use particular assumptions on preference characterizations that re-
sult in countercyclical coefficients of risk aversion (see Pijoan-Mas (2007)). The model
introduced in this paper introduces a new explanation for the countercyclicality of the
equity premium. Following a positive shock to technology, that is anticipated by agents
to be persistent and to result in higher collateral values in the near future and hence less
severe credit constraints, firms adjust the risk profile of their liquid portfolio to include
a higher share of riskier but more profitable equities, in detriment of government lig-
uidity. The opposite happens in downturns; firms anticipate that credit constraints have
a higher probability of being tight in the near future and shift their preference towards a
safer profile of their portfolio. In essence, equities provide a bad hedge against the risk
of having an investment opportunity and being liquidity constrained in a downturn, and
hence agents holding equities require a higher premium in downturns. This result has
a similar flavour to the result on cyclical variations in the composition of investment of
credit constrained firms in Perez (2008).

I also study the effect of liquidity shocks, and the results are in figure (2.5). These
show that positive shocks to the liquidity of firms’ equity raise investment and output to
a significantly greater extent in economies with limited publicly supplied liquidity. The
effect is captured as well in the reaction of the rate of return on government bonds. On
impact, they rise sharply, reflecting a decrease in the liquidity premium they were previ-
ously enjoying given that the liquidity differential now between equity and government

debt has been reduced.
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Figure 2.5: Impulse Response of Key Variables to Liquidity Shock - Analysis for Dif-
ferent Levels of Government Debt (periods = quarters). Responses are the percentage
deviation of a variable from its steady-state value.

2.7 Conclusion

This paper has highlighted how the availability of government supplied liquidity
influences the creation of private liquidity in the form of claims to the future returns of
firms’ investment, and the conditions under which variations in the level of government
debt may affect aggregate private investment positively or negatively. This analysis, and
others like it, should be taken into account when evaluating the effects of episodes such
as the significant deficits of the two George W. Bush terms (2000-2004, 2004-2008).
In particular, the effects identified in this paper, such as the potentially beneficial role
these increased deficits may have had in supplying additional liquidity to the corporate
sector, the crowding out of private investment, or the redistributive effects, have to be
weighed in with other consequences of these net increases in government spending.

The results concerning the asset pricing properties of production-based models fea-
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turing financially constrained firms are promising. This framework provides interesting
results in terms of matching the main empirical regularities, and in particular in terms
of which elements related to liquidity are of most importance to achieving that success.
Further work needs to be done in order to match the second moments of asset prices
better, and as a first step, identifying better which sources of shocks matter most for

asset pricing is a promising avenue.
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2.A Appendix

2.A.1 Debt-to-GDP and Equity Premium data

The past decades have seen the fiscal positions of many countries improve, a trend
that has been however reversed for some countries (most notable the U.S.). Below is a
chart for the debt-to-GDP ratio for the U.S. for most of the post-war era. On the other
hand, a strand of the empirical asset pricing literature has debated recently whether the
equity premium has been secularly declining in recent times. Jagannathan et al. (2000)
document significant variation in their measure of the equity premium during the past

four decades, as is clear in Table 2.4.
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Figure 2.6: Gross National Public Debt as % of GDP for the United States. (Source:
Office of Management and Budget, White House, 2008)

2.A.2 Existence and Uniqueness

The equilibrium steady state solution can be obtained by solving for K, r and ¢ in
(2.20), (2.22) and (2.23). In order to prove existence and uniqueness I make the same

mild simplifying assumptions which are stated in section 2.4.1 in relation to Proposition
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Public

Equity Debt |

Period Premium GDP
1960-1969 5.23% 38.9%
1970-1979 3.30% 25.6%
1980-1989 0.94% 40.0%
1990-1999 1.90% 62.9%

Table 2.4: The Equity Premium and the Gross National Public Debt as percent of GDP
for the United States. (Source: Jagannathan et al. (2000) for the equity premium and
Office of Management and Budget, White House, 2008)

1. Taking these into account, we can solve for K and ¢ in (2.27) and (2.28). After re-

arranging, they become respectively:

B1K + B K+ 83 = 0 (2.45)
V1K +7, K% +7v39K+v4 = 0 (2.46)
where
B = 1_§(l+5)
B = (1-8)+12
_ (1-6)1-¢
7= (1—ﬁ)Tm+5
_ pBaa
= g
_ _Ja=01, 45 0
Y3 = { 5 [(1 5)1_6+5¢]+95}
_ _bB
Y4 — T
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Substituting ¢ out of (2.46) leaves us with

7K + (72 - ’73%‘) K® + (’74 - ’Ys‘g‘j') =0.

Without loss of generality, assume o = 1/2, make the change of variables K = 72,

and solve the resulting quadratic equation to get

_ 1 By . 1 LAY Bs
VK = —5‘,‘7‘1‘ (’)’2 - ’Ysgl‘) + 2_71\/(’72 - ’Yaﬁ—l) —4m <’74 - ’YSB_1>

1
= — |x :I:\/x2+x].
271|:1 1 2

where

X1 = - (’Y - &)
1 2 3ﬁ1 9
X2 = —47m (74 - ’Ya'g—j) .

Existence

There are two possible solutions, and for there to exist at least one, it is necessary

that the term inside the square root is positive, or
X +x2 >0, (2.47)
and also that at least the largest of the two solutions is positive:

1 1
max { — +/x3 + ),———( —/ 2+ )}20, 2.48
{271 (Xl X1 T Xo 27, X1 X1 T Xz ( )

Given that v, = (1 — 8)3521=¢ 4 § > 0, condition (2.48) simplifies to

x1+y/xi+x, 20
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Condition (2.47) implies that

2
(72 - 73%) —4mn (74 - vsg—j) 2 0.

Uniqueness

Conditional on existence of an equilibrium, uniqueness requires that the smallest of

the two solutions is strictly negative. Again, given that v, = (1 — [3)(1;—5)1%‘3 +4>0,

uniqueness is guaranteed when:

x1—\/xi+x2 <0.

2.A.3 Condition forg > 1

From appendix 2.A.2 we know that:

2
K = [2—; (x1+\/x%+x2)] (2.49)

Yot K 4+ 7K
3K

(2.50)

From (2.50) we can obtain the parameter restriction that ensures that ¢ > 1 in the

neighbourhood of the steady state when all taxes are levied on workers, and o = 1/2.

2.A.4 Proof of Proposition 1

Once again, we focus on the case in which we abstract from the inter-sectorial
redistributive effect by levying all taxes on the entrepreneurial sector.

In appendix (2.A.2) we show that the unique steady state solution to the equilibrium
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conditions is
1 2
K=|— \/x3 .
[2’)’1 (Xl Tyt X2>}

where

X1 = - ("/ =7 "8—2)
1 27 Vg )
X2 = —4m (74 - ’Ysg_j) :

We want to analyze how the steady state level of capital varies with the amount of

government debt, or

{3 (e + V)] }

. dK .
sign (EE) = sign 1B . (2.51)

Given that
X,

aB =

and that Y, is a linear function of B, then we can simplify (2.51) to

. dK .
sign ((-ig) = sign{x.}, (2.52)

where

B
X2 = 47 (—74 + 73ﬁ_3 .
1

Giventhaty, = (1 - 8)%521=2 1 6> 0, and 8, = 1 — (1 — 6) > 0, then

dK
stgn (E—E) = sign{—B174 + 7383} (2.53)
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where

—Biva+713B3 =B [1 - g( - 5)]
—{(1—;5—) {(1—ﬁ)rﬁ—5+ﬁ¢] +96} [(1-8)+1]. (2.54)

The first term in the right-hand side of (2.54) is always positive and is not a function
of either 6 or ¢, while the second term is always negative and is a negative function of
both 8 or ¢. Rememberingthat 0 <A< land0< ¢ < 1,forf = ¢ =0,dK/dB > 0
and the crowding-in effect dominates. For# = 1and 0 < ¢ < 1, dK/dB = —o0 and
the crowding-out effect dominates. Call 8* the level at which both effects balance out
when ¢ = 0. For ¢ = 1 and § = 0, sign(dK/dB) = sign {6} > 0, but there exists §**
that satisfies 0 < 0** < 6" such that for ¢ = 1 and 6 > 6**, sign(dK/dB) < 0.
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2.A.5 Steady State Numerical Exercises

%
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Figure 2.7: Effect of Variations in the Ratio of Debt to GDP on the Level of Capital,
for Different Levels of Financial Constraints, when all Taxes are Paid for by Saving
Entrepreneurs (i.e. when not taking into account the inter-sectorial distributive effects).

5

Phi = 0.4
Ri=03
Phi =02

Phi =0.1

S@gﬁeSUD&QU}
“ AR N Q0T

—_ N

S

0.2 04 0.6 08
Steady State Debt over GDP

Figure 2.8: Effect of Variations in the Ratio of Debt to GDP on the Level of Capital, for
Different Levels of Liquidity, when all Taxes are Paid for by Workers (i.e. when taking
into account the inter-sectorial distributive effects).

2.A.6 Computational Procedure for Section S - Dynamics

The dynamic model is solved by performing a quadratic approximation of the deci-
sion rules using a perturbation approach as in Schmitt-Grohe and Uribe (2004). Below

are the policy and transition functions in the baseline calibration.
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RisHee ity gity

Investment A Wth Rat Rmium Output Ae
Constant 9.7763 31.1214 0.5172 -0.5172 11.4172 0.6767
k (-1) 0.0789 0.7361 -0.0069 0.0072 0.1752 -0.0009
z (1) 11.4234 11.3092 0.3377 -0.3593 10.8463 0.0930
e 12.0247 11.9044 0.3555 -0.3782 11.4172 0.0979
k (1)k (1) -0.0012 -0.0012 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0013 0.0000
z (1)k (1) 0.1742 0.1724 -0.0028 0.0027 0.1664 0.0002
z (1)z (1) -0.7817 -0.7739 -0.0431 0.0589 -0.2712 -0.0692
ee 5.4627 5.4080 0.1393 -0.1337 5.7086 -0.0252
k (-1)e 0.1833 0.1815 -0.0030 0.0028 0.1752 0.0002
z (-1).e 10.3790 10.2753 0.2647 -0.2541 10.8463 -0.0479

Figure 2.9: Policy and Transition Functions in Baseline Calibration

Model Data
Standard Std Dev | Standard Std Dev |
Deviation Std Dev Deviation Std Dev
Variable (as %) Output (as %) Output

Consumption 1.68 079 0.82 0.38
Investment 3.41 1.60 8.07 3.79
Real wage 2.17 1.02 0.89 0.42
Output 2.12 1.00 2.13 1.00

Figure 2.10: Moments of Real Macroeconomic Variables in the Data and in the Baseline
Calibration of the Model. (Data from Uhlig (2006)).
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Chapter 3

Financial Innovation, Macroeconomic

Stability and Systemic Crises

3.1 Introduction

"When [financial] innovation ... takes place in a period of generally
Javorable economic and financial conditions, we are necessarily left with
more uncertainty about how exposures will evolve and markets will function
in less favorable circumstances. The past several years of exceptionally
rapid growth in credit derivatives and the larger role played by nonbank
financial institutions, including hedge funds, has occurred in a context of

. relatively strong and significantly more stable economic growth, less
concern about the level and volatility in future inflation, and low expected
volatility in many asset prices. Even if a substantial part of these changes
prove durable, we know less about how these markets will function in con-

ditions of stress..." (Geithner, 2006)

Systemic financial crises often occur when investment booms and rapid credit ex-

pansions collapse because the expectations of high future returns that drove them are not
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fulfilled (Borio and Lowe, 2002; Eichengreen and Mitchener, 2003). But while invest-
ment booms and busts have been an important part of recent financial crises in emerg-
ing market economies, their impact on financial stability in the advanced economies
has been less marked. Greater macroeconomic stability and the growing sophistica-
tion of financial intermediation appear to have reduced the incidence of crisis. Increas-
ingly, however, policymakers have become concerned that while these factors may have
helped to reduce the likelihood of systemic crises, their impact, should one occur, could
be on a significantly larger scale than hitherto (see, for example, Rajan, 2005, Tucker,
2005, and Gieve, 2006).!

It is difficult to make judgments on such issues without formally modelling the un-
derlying externalities associated with systemic financial crises. One strand of the litera-
ture (e.g. Aghion et al., 1999; Aghion et al., 2001) draws on Kiyotaki and Moore (1997)
to highlight credit frictions arising from enforcement problem's.2 These papers illustrate
how endogenous balance sheet constraints, and financial development more generally,
contribute to financial instability. But since these papers do not permit state-contingent
financial contracts, the extent to which the underlying externality drives their results is
unclear. By contrast, in existing models with state-contingent contracts (e.g. Kehoe
and Levine, 1993; Krishnamurthy, 2003; Lorenzoni, 2005; Gai et al., 2006), investment
projects are never abandoned and crises never occur. Moreover, these papers do not
consider the effects of financial innovation or changes in macroeconomic volatility.

This paper seeks to bridge this gap. We develop a general equilibrium model of
intermediation with financial constraints and state-contingent contracts. Systemic fi-
nancial crises are generated through a clearly defined pecuniary externality associated

with asset ‘fire sales’ during periods of stress. Moreover, the potential for instability is

'Gai et al. (2007) discuss the implications of these issues for risk assessment work at the Bank of
England.

2An alternative strand of the literature highlights coordination problems amongst financial market
participants as the key externality driving financial crises. See, for example, Diamond and Dybvig (1983),
Obstfeld (1996), and Morris and Shin (1998).
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present ex ante and does not rely on sunspots or other undefined factors external to the
model.

In our setup, consumers channel funds through collateral-constrained financial in-
termediaries to firms operating in more-productive sectors of the economy. Firms man-
age investment projects but intermediaries retain financial control over them. Even
though financial contracts can be made contingent on the aggregate state, enforcement
problems mean that insurance opportunities for intermediaries are limited. As a result,
adverse aggregate shocks to the productive sectors of the economy may force interme-
diaries to sell capital to less-productive sectors to remain solvent. In the spirit of Fisher
(1933) and Shleifer and Vishny (1992), this distress selling is associated with reduced
asset prices.’ In turn, this creates a feedback to net worth which affects the balance
sheets of all intermediaries, potentially leading to further asset sales. Since interme-
diaries do not internalise the effect on asset prices of their own sales, the competitive
equilibrium is constrained inefficient. In extreme cases, it is this externality which can
result in a systemic financial crisis that may be self-fulfilling.

The analysis points to a range of possible outcomes. Since expected future returns
in productive sectors are high, initial investment is always strong and associated with a
large credit expansion. Provided that there is no adverse shock, investment and credit
growth remain robust, and there are no asset sales. For mild negative shocks, firms
and intermediaries liquidate some of their assets. However, since intermediaries remain
solvent and firms continue to operate in productive sectors, this outcome can be viewed
as a ‘recession’ rather than a systemic crisis.

For more severe shocks, multiple equilibria can arise, with (ex ante) beliefs deter-
mining the actual equilibrium which results. Multiplicity can occur in bad states be-

cause the supply of capital by intermediaries during fire sales is downward sloping in

3In a study of commercial aircraft transactions, Pulvino (1998) finds evidence for this type of fire sale
effect; Coval and Stafford’s (2007) analysis of mutual fund asset sales demonstrates that these effects
may be present even in highly liquid markets.
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price, since the lower the price, the more capital they will have to sell to remain solvent.
If agents have ‘optimistic’ beliefs about how the economy will evolve under stress, there
will only be a partial liquidation of assets, as in the ‘recession’ case. But if beliefs are
‘pessimistic’, a systemic financial crisis occurs. Moreover, for extremely severe shocks,
a crisis is inevitable, regardless of beliefs. Under this scenario, asset prices are driven
down to such an extent that all intermediaries and ﬁnnsAare forced to liquidate all of
their assets — a full-blown financial crisis occurs, intermediaries shut down, and the clo-
sure of firms means that there are no investment opportunities in the more-productive
sectors of the economy.

The financial system has been changing rapidly in recent years. Intermediation is in-
creasingly conducted through non-bank intermediaries such as private equity firms and
hedge funds, who typically have higher leverage in risk-adjusted terms than traditional
banks. Resale markets for capital have deepened, and sophisticated financial products
and contracts, such as credit derivatives and asset-backed securities, have mushroomed
(White, 2004; Allen and Gale, 2007; Plantin et al., 2007). Our model suggests that
these developments may have made economies less vulnerable to crises as they widen
access to liquidity and allow assets to be traded more easily during periods of stress.
But, by relaxing financial constraints facing borrowers, they imply that, should a crisis
occur, its impact could be more severe than previously.

We demonstrate how these effects may be reinforced by greater macroeconomic
stability.* Our model predicts that mean preserving reductions in volatility make crises
less likely since severe shocks occur less frequently. However, greater stability also
makes ‘recession’ states less likely. As a result, consumers are more willing to lend,
allowing intermediaries to increase their borrowing and initial investment. But, if a
crisis does then ensue, losses will be greater. Overall, our findings thus make clear

how financial innovation and increased macroeconomic stability may serve to reduce

4A range of empirical studies (e.g. Benati, 2004; Stock and Watson, 2005) find that output and
inflation volatility have fallen in many developed countries in recent years.

95



the likelihood of crises in developed countries, but increase their potential impact.

Our paper has several points of contact with the literature. The model has some sim-
ilarities to Holmstrom and Tirole (1998) and Jermann and Quadrini (2006), and builds
on Lorenzoni’s (2005) analysis of lending under endogenous financial constraints and
asset prices. It differs in two key respects. First, we show how multiple equilibria and
systemic crises can arise in such a model. Second, we capture some of the key features
of intermediation in the modern financial system: though our model also applies to tra-
ditional banks, it is especially relevant to the activities of hedge funds, private equity
firms, and other non-bank financial institutions. These developments allow us to model
the effects of financial innovation and greater macroeconomic stability on the likelihood
and potential scale of systemic crises.

In recent work, Allen and Carletti (2006) also assess the systemic effects of financial
innovation. But they have a specific focus on credit risk transfer between banks and
insurance companies, and on how its effects differ according to the type of liquidity
risk that banks face. In particular, their model highlights how, in some circumstances,
credit risk transfer can create the potential for contagion from the insurance sector to
the banking sector, and thus be detrimental. By contrast, we consider the more general
consequences of financial innovation through its broader impact on financial constraints
and the depth of resale markets.’

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 3.2 presents the basic structure
of the model, while section 3.3 solves for equilibrium and discusses how multiplicity
and systemic financial crises arise. Section 3.4 considers the effects of financial inno-
vation and changes in macroeconomic volatility on the likelihood and potential scale of

financial crises. A final section concludes.

SFinancial innovation may also increase uncertainty about the behaviour of financial markets. We
leave this issue aside and just focus on capturing the effects of certain trends linked to financial innova-
tion.
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3.2 The Model

The economy evolves over three periods (t = 0,1, 2) and has two goods, a con-
sumption good and a capital good. Consumption goods can always be transformed one
for one into capital goods, but not vice versa. Because of the irreversibility of invest-
ment, the price of the capital good in terms of the consumption good (the asset price),
¢, may be less than one in the event of asset sales — this is one of the key drivers of our

results.

3.2.1 Financial Intermediaries and Other Agents

The economy is composed of consumers, financial intermediaries, and firms, with
large numbers of each type of agent. All agents are risk-neutral and identical within
their grouping, and there is no discounting.

Consumers aim to maximise total consumption, ¢y + ¢; + ¢z, where ¢; is consump-
tion in period t. They each receive a large endowment, e, of the consumption good in
every period. Since they are only able to produce using a relatively unproductive tech-
nology operating in the traditional sector of the economy, they channel funds through
intermediaries to firms operating in the more-productive sector of the economy.

Intermediaries in the model are best viewed as operating in the modern financial
system: they could be interpreted as traditional banks, but our model is also designed
to apply to the activities of hedge funds, private equity firms, and other non-bank finan-
cial institutions. They borrow from consumers and invest in firms in order to maximise

total profits, my9 + 7, + 79, where profits and consumption goods are assumed to be

¢ Although intermediaries clearly have an important role in practice, there is nothing in the structure of
our model which precludes consumers from investing directly in firms. We could formally motivate the
existence of intermediaries by, for example, introducing asymmetric information or, more specifically,
following Diamond and Dybvig (1983) or Holmstrom and Tirole (1998). But this would significantly
complicate the analysis without changing our main results. Therefore, for simplicity and transparency,
we simply assume that consumers can only invest in the more-productive sector through intermediaries.
Indeed, the involvement of intermediaries in investment projects in the more-productive sector could be
interpreted as partially driving the higher returns in that sector relative to the traditional sector.
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interchangeable. However, their wealth is relatively limited: although they receive an
endowment, ny, of the consumption good in period 0 (this may be thought of as their
initial net worth), this is assumed to be very small relative to e. We also assume that in-
termediaries are unable to trade each other’s equity due to limited commitment, though
relaxing this assumption does not affect our qualitative results.

Firms have no special role in our setup. They are agents with no net worth who man-
age investment projects in exchange for a negligible payment — this could be viewed as
following from perfect competition amongst firms. Since this implies that intermedi-
aries effectively have complete control over investment projects, we abstract from the
behaviour of firms in all of what follows, and simply view intermediaries as having
direct access to the productive technology.

The assumption that intermediaries have financial control over firms may appear
somewhat extreme. But it embeds some of the recent developments in financial mar-
kets in a simple way. In particular, as Plantin et al. (2007) stress, the greater use of
sophisticated financial products such as credit derivatives, and the deepening of resale
markets for capital have made it easier for intermediaries to trade their assets (i.e. their
loans / investments in firms). This especially applies to non-traditional financial inter-

mediaries.

3.2.2 Production Opportunities

Figure 3.1 depicts the timing of events. Intermediaries can invest in the productive
sector in periods 0 and 1. Since there is no depreciation, an investment of ¢, in period
0 delivers g units of capital in period 1. We also suppose it delivers zig units of the
consumption good (profit) in period 1, where z is a common aggregate shock with
distribution function H (z). The realisation of z is revealed to all agents in period 1,
depends on the aggregate state, s, and can be contracted upon. Intuitively, the shock

represents the per unit surplus (positive z) or shortfall (negative x) in period 1 revenue
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relative to (future) operating expenses. Alternatively, a positive = could be viewed as
an early return on investment and a negative z as a restructuring cost or an additional
capital cost which must be paid to continue with the project. Under both interpretations,
a negative = does not need to be paid by anyone if the investment project is abandoned.
But, when analysing the welfare gains associated with the social planner’s solution, we
allow for the possibility that an unpaid negative z imposes a cost to society of w = — Az,
where 0 < A < 1.

Let E (z) = p > 0, so that early investment in period 0 is expected to be profitable.
If z turns out to be negative, the intermediary has two options: it can either incur the
cost iy (possibly by selling a portion of its capital to consumers) and continue with the
investment project; or it can go into liquidation, abandoning the project and selling all
of its capital to consumers.” In the latter case, it receives zero profit in period 2 but does
not need to pay zip. In what follows, we associate total liquidation by the representative
intermediary as reflecting a systemic financial crisis.?

In period 1, intermediaries can either sell k% units of capital to consumers or make
an additional investment, 7; > 0. Therefore, they enter period 2 owning a total capital
stock of:

ke =i — kS + iy, 3.1

Invested in the productive sector, this capital yields Ak, units of the consumption good
in period 2, where A is a constant greater than one.

If consumers acquire capital from intermediaries in period 1, they can also use it to
produce consumption goods in period 2, but they only have access to a less-productive

technology operating in the perfectly competitive traditional sector of the economy. In

"Since intermediaries are homogeneous and unable to trade each other’s equity, there is no scope for
them to sell capital to each other following a negative aggregate shock.

8 As financial contracts are fully state-contingent in this model (see section 3.2.3), they will be spec-
ified so that repayments from intermediaries to consumers are zero in states in which intermediaries are
solvent but in severe distress. Since this implies that intermediaries never default on their contractual
liabilities to consumers, it makes sense to associate systemic financial crises with total liquidation.
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=0 r=1 r=2

Intermediaries Shock x, is realised (all uncertainty revealed). Intermediaries
* Borrow E{b, }i, from consunzers. * Repay b,k to consumers.
» Invest j, in the productive sector  Infermediaries
(project managed by firms). *» Repay b, j, 10 consumers.
« Either sell k S capital to consuners or make an
additional investment of /.
* Borrow &, &, from consumers.

* Invest a total of k, = i,— k S+, in project.

Consumers
« If there are fire sales (k5> 0), invest k7= £ %in

the traditional sector.

Figure 3.1: Timeline of Events

particular, the production function in the traditional sector, F' (kT) , displays decreasing
returns to scale, with F' (k) > 0 and F” (kT) < 0. For simplicity, F' (0) = 1,
implying that there is no production in the traditional sector unless ¢ < 1 (i.e. unless

intermediaries sell capital in period 1). To aid intuition, we assume the specific form:
F (kT) = kT (1 — akT) , (3.2)

where 2ak” < 1. We also assume that capital used in the traditional sector depreciates
fully after one period, so that it is worthless in period 2.

The diminishing returns embedded in the production function are designed to cap-
ture the link, highlighted by Shleifer and Vishny (1992), between distress selling of
capital and reduced asset prices. As they argue, many physical assets (e.g. oil tankers,
aircraft, copper mines, laboratory equipment etc.) are not easily redeployable, and the

portfolios of intermediaries, many of which contain exotic tailor-made assets, are sim-
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ilar in this regard. Therefore, if an aggregate shock hits an entire sector, participants
in that sector wishing to sell assets may be forced to do so at a substantial discount to
industry outsiders.

The parameter o reflects the productivity of second-hand capital. Although this
partly depends on the underlying productivity of capital in alternative sectors, it also
captures the effectiveness with which capital is channelled into its most effective use
when it is sold. As such, it is likely to be decreasing in financial market depth (note
that o = 0 corresponds to constant returns to scale in the traditional sector). Since
increased market participation, greater global mobility of capital, and the development
of sophisticated financial products may all serve to deepen resale markets, « is likely to

have fallen in recent years.

3.2.3 Financial Contracts and Constraints

Intermediaries partially finance investment projects by borrowing. At date 0, they
offer a state-contingent financial contract to consumers. As shown in the timeline, this
specifies repayments in state s of b4 in period 1 and b,k in period 2, and borrowing
of E (by) i in period 0 and bysk, in period 1 and state s, where b is the repayment /
borrowing ratio. Since period 1 repayments to consumers on period 0 lending are state-
contingent, this has some features of an equity contract. In particular, the contract is
capable of providing intermediaries with some insurance against aggregate shocks.

Although this contract is fully contingent on the aggregate state, it is subject to
limited commitment and potential default. This friction is fundamental to the model:
without it, the competitive equilibrium would be efficient and systemic financial crises
would never occur. Its significance lies in the borrowing constraints which it imposes

on financial contracts:

(blsiO - b2sks) + b2sks 2 0 VS, (33)
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bosks >0 Vs, 3.4
bisto < Oqusio Vs, (3.5)

basks < 0gosks Vs, (3.6)

where g¢;; is the asset price in period ¢ and state s, and § < 1 is the fraction of the asset
value that can be used as collateral.

The first two constraints, (3.3) and (3.4), reflect limited commitment on the con-
sumer side. In particular, they imply that net future repayments to consumers must be
non-negative. In other words, regardless of the state, consumers cannot commit to make
net positive transfers to intermediaries at future dates. Constraint (3.3) relates to net fu-
ture repayments as viewed in period 0 (for which additional intermediary borrowing in
period 1 must be taken into account); constraint (3.4) relates to future repayments as
viewed in period 1. These constraints follow from assuming that the future income of
consumers cannot be seized — consumers can always default on their financial obliga-
tions.’

The final two constraints, (3.5) and (3.6), specify that intermediaries can only bor-
row up to a fraction, €, of the value of their assets in each period, where we define
6 to be the maximum loan-to-value ratio. Jermann and Quadrini (2006, Appendix B)
present a simple model which motivates constraints such as these. In particular, they
link an equivalent parameter to 6 to the value of capital recovered upon default relative
to its original value when held by the borrower, and to the relative bargaining power
of borrowers and lenders. Importantly, if the recovery rate is less than one, the max-

imum loan-to-value ratio will also be less than one. As argued by Gai et al. (2006),

recovery rates below one may reflect transaction costs built into the specifics of collat-

9Collectively, it would be in the interests of consumers to commit to make net positive transfers to
intermediaries in certain states at future dates. But such a commitment is not incentive compatible since
consumers each have an individual incentive to renege ex post. Limited commitment on the consumer side
can thus also be viewed as stemming from the lack of a suitable commitment device amongst consumers.
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eral arrangements, such as dispute resolution procedures. Alternatively, there may be
human capital loss associated with default.

We regard the maximum loan-to-value ratio as being linked to the level of finan-
cial market development. It seems likely that financial innovation may have increased
6 in recent years. Deeper resale markets may have reduced the human capital loss as-
sociated with default, and could have enabled sellers of assets seized upon default to
pass on a larger proportion of the resale transaction costs to buyers than previously.!?
More generally, the greater use of credit derivative and syndicated loan markets may
have increased recovery rates for lenders. Alternatively, as highlighted by Jermann and
Quadrini (2006), the development of more sophisticated asset-backed securities may
have made it easier for borrowers to pledge their assets as collateral to lenders. All of
these factors may have made investors willing to accept higher loan-to-value ratios, thus
raising 6.

It is clear that some of these factors relate to the depth of secondary markets. As
such, increases in § may be closely tied to reductions in . This concurs with broader
theoretical arguments linking the debt capacity of investors to the liquidity and depth
of the secondary markets for assets used as collateral for that debt. For example,
Williamson (1988) and Shleifer and Vishny (1992) discuss how the redeployability of
assets is a key factor in determining their liquidation value and that this, in turn, af-
fects investors’ debt capacity. More recently, Brunnermeier and Pedersen (2006) have
studied the relationship between the leverage capacity of traders and financial market
liquidity, demonstrating that they are likely to be positively correlated and, importantly,

that causality can run both ways.

19The latter point could potentially be modelled formally in a Nash bargaining framework — for a
related model in this spirit, see Duffie et al. (2005).
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3.3 Equilibrium

We now solve for equilibrium, focusing primarily on the competitive outcome.
Since consumers expect investment in the productive sector of the economy to be prof-
itable, and since they have very large endowments relative to financial intermediaries,
they always meet the borrowing demands of intermediaries provided that constraints
(3.3)-(3.6) are satisfied. Meanwhile, as noted above, firms simply manage investment
projects for a negligible wage. Therefore, we can solve for the competitive equilibrium

by considering the optimisation problem of the representative intermediary.

3.3.1 The Representative Intermediary’s Optimisation Problem

The representative intermediary’s optimisation problem is given by:

max [N Cp——
70, {m1s }i0,{ks },{b1s},{b2s} 0( 0 1 2)

subject to:

To + goto = no + E (b1) %o, 3.7

T1s + Qisks = Qusto + Tsig — bisto + basks Vs: partial or no liquidation, (3.8)

T1s = Q1sl0 — b1sto Vs: total liquidation in period 1, (8L)
mos = Aks — bogks Vs: partial or no liquidation, (3.9
mos = 0 Vs: total liquidation in period 1, (9L)
0 < bys < Oy Vs, (3.10)
0 < bys < gy, Vs. (3.11)
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Equation (3.7) represents the intermediary’s period 0 budget constraint: investment
costs and any profits taken by the intermediary in period 0 must be financed by its
endowment (initial net worth) and borrowing from consumers.!! In period 1, provided
that the investment project is continued (i.e. provided that the intermediary does not
go into total liquidation), the intermediary’s budget constraint is given by (3.8): financ-
ing is provided by start of period assets at their market value (q;%0) and net period 1
borrowing (bysks — b1sip), adjusted for the revenue surplus or shortfall, z,iy. Period 2
profits in this case are then given by (3.9). By contrast, if the intermediary goes into
total liquidation in period 1, it sells all of its capital at the market price, yielding g;,%0
in revenue. Therefore, its period 1 profits are given by (8L), while period 2 profits are
zero (equation (9L)). Finally, note that (3.10) and (3.11) simply represent combined
and simplified versions of the borrowing constraints, (3.3)-(3.6).

This optimisation problem can immediately be simplified. Since expected returns on
investment are always high, it is clear that the intermediary will never take any profits
until period 2 unless it goes into total liquidation.!> Therefore 7y = 0 in (3.7) and
ms = 0 for all s in (3.8). Moreover, given that the high return between periods 1 and
2 is certain, intermediaries wish to borrow as much as possible in period 1. So (3.11)
binds at its upper bound and b,, = fg,,. Finally, the asset price is only endogenous
in period 1: gy = 1 because of the large supply of consumption goods in period 0 and

we set go, = 1 for all 5.!* Therefore, we can rewrite the intermediary’s optimisation

1Both this and the other budget constraints must bind by local non-satiation.

2Period 1 profits may be positive if the intermediary goes into total liquidation because it does not
need to pay zi if it shuts down and can retain any proceeds remaining from asset sales after outstanding
liabilities have been paid. Note that total profits are still increasing in x; the only difference is that if the
intermediary continues to operate, it takes its (higher) profits in period 2 and nothing in period 1.

13We set go, = 1 because we wish to allow for borrowing between periods 1 and 2 without setting up
an infinite horizon model. This assumption can be justified by assuming that period 2 returns are realised
in two stages. In the first stage, the intermediaries must control the capital and (A — 1)k units of the
consumption good are realised; in the second stage, k, units are realised irrespective of who controls
the capital. Between these stages, intermediaries must repay consumers with consumption goods and, if
necessary, a portion of their capital — if they do not, their capital will be seized. Since everyone can gain
areturn from capital at this point, its marginal value is one, and hence ¢35 = 1.
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problem as:

max E() (7I'1+7T2)

i0,{ks},{b1s}
subject to:

io = ng + E (b1) @0, (3.12)

G1sks = q1sto + Tsto — bisio + Ok Vs: partial or no liquidation, (3.13)

T1s = Q1st0 — b1sto Vs: total liquidation in period 1, (8L)

mos = Ak, — 0k, Vs: partial or no liquidation, (3.149)

Mos =0 Vs: total liquidation in period 1, (9L)

0 < b1s £ 0q1s Vs. (3.10)

3.3.2 Multiple Equilibria and Systemic Crises: Intuition

Before solving the intermediary’s optimisation problem, we graphically illustrate
how multiple equilibria and systemic financial crises arise in the model. Faced with a
negative realisation of z, intermediaries may be forced to sell a portion of their capital to
the traditional sector in period 1 to remain solvent. In these fire sale states, 7;; = 0 and,
using (3.1), k, = ig — kS = 9o — kT, where k¥ = kT < iy. Provided that intermediaries
remain solvent, we can substitute this expression into (3.13) and rearrange to obtain the
inverse supply function for capital in the traditional sector:

(bls —Ts — 9) io
q1s = kgw

+9. (3.15)

From (3.15), it is clear that the supply function is downward sloping and convex. The
intuition for this is that when the asset price falls, intermediaries are forced to sell more
capital to the traditional sector to remain solvent; the more the asset price falls, the more

capital needs to be sold to raise a given amount of liquidity. Equation (3.15) holds for
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all kT < iy. But if intermediaries sell all of their capital and go into liquidation, the

supply of capital to the traditional sector is simply given by:
(k7)* = do. (3.16)

Meanwhile, since the traditional sector is perfectly competitive, the inverse demand

function for capital sold by intermediaries follows directly from (3.2):
g=F (k") =1-2ak”. (3.17)

This function is downward sloping and linear due to linearly decreasing returns to scale
in the traditional sector. Combining (3.15), (3.16) and (3.17) yields the equilibrium
asset price(s) in fire sale states.

The supply and demand functions are sketched in (q, kT) space in Figure 3.2. As
can be seen, there is the potential for multiple equilibria in fire sale states. In particular,
if the supply schedule is given by S”, there are three equilibria: R”, U and C. From
(3.15), S(0) > 1 for all supply schedules. Therefore, U is unstable but the other two
equilibria are stable. Point C corresponds to a crisis: intermediaries go into liquidation,
firms shut down, and all capital is sold to the traditional sector, causing the asset price to
fall substantially. By contrast, at R”, fire sales are limited and the asset price only falls
slightly — we view this as a ‘recession’ equilibrium since intermediaries remain solvent
and firms continue to operate in the productive sector.

The actual outcome between R” and C is determined solely by beliefs: if interme-
diaries believe ex ante (before the realisation of the shock) that there will be a systemic
crisis in states for which there are multiple equilibria, a crisis will indeed ensue in those
states; if they believe ex ante that there will only be a ‘recession’ in those states, then
that will be the outcome. Moreover, their ex ante investment and borrowing decisions

depend on their beliefs. Therefore, multiple equilibria arise ex ante: after beliefs have
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Figure 3.2: Demand and Supply for Capital in the Traditional Sector

been specified (at the start of period 0), investment and borrowing decisions will be
made contingent on those beliefs and the period 1 equilibrium will be fully determi-
nate, even in states for which there could have been another equilibrium.

However, multiple equilibria and systemic crises are not always possible in fire sale
states. Specifically, if the supply schedule is given by S’, R is the unique equilibrium
and there can never be a systemic crisis, regardless of beliefs. From (3.15), it is intu-
itively clear that this is more likely to be the case when the negative x shock is relatively
mild. By contrast, ifthe shock is extremely severe, a crisis could be inevitable - supply

schedule S'” depicts this possibility.

3.3.3 The Competitive Equilibrium

We now proceed to solve the model for both ‘optimistic’ and ‘pessimistic’ beliefs.

Suppose that all agents form a common exogenous belief at the start of period 0 about
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what equilibrium will arise when multiple equilibria are possible in period 1: if beliefs
are ‘optimistic’, agents assume that there will not be a crisis unless it is inevitable (i.e.
unless the supply schedule resembles S'); if beliefs are ‘pessimistic’, agents assume
that if there is a possibility of a crisis, it will indeed happen. Then, as shown in Appen-
dix A, the competitive equilibrium is characterised by the following repayment ratios
associated with each possible state, z,, where the precise thresholds (Z, 7 — 67 and z€)

depend on beliefs and the distribution of shocks:

if Z < x,, then by, = Ogy,, (3.18)

if 7 — 07 < z, < T, then by, = 67 — (Z — ), (3.19)
if ¢ < z, < T — 6, then by, = 0, (3.20)

if z, < 2, then by, = 0¢° = max[f (1 — 2aiy), 0]. (3.21)

Expressions (3.18)-(3.20) correspond to similar expressions in Lorenzoni (2005), though
the actual thresholds differ. However, (3.21) is specific to our model and reflects the
possibility of systemic financial crises in our setup.

Apart from noting that Z < 0 (since intermediaries will never choose to borrow less
than the maximum against states where the realised x is positive), relatively little can
be said about the precise location of the thresholds without specifying how the shock
is distributed. Section 3.4 determines these thresholds, initial investment, and the state-

contingent asset price for a specific distribution.

3.3.4 Discussion of the Competitive Equilibrium

Since expected future returns are positive, the competitive equilibrium always ex-
hibits a high level of credit-financed investment in period 0. As summarised in Table
3.1, subsequent outcomes depend on the realisation of z. In ‘good’ states, z is posi-

tive, investment and credit growth remain strong in period 1, and the economy benefits
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State Realisation of z;  Description of Qutcome

‘Good’ zs>0 Intermediaries do not sell any capital. There is
no production in the traditional sector.

‘Recession’ z° or 2™ <z, <0 Intermediaries sell a portion of their capital but
remain solvent (i.e. there are only limited fire
sales). Firms continue to operate in the produc-
tive sector, but with a lower capital stock than in
‘good’ states. There is some production in the
traditional sector.
Intermediaries sell all of their capital and go
into liquidation. Firms operating in the produc-
tive sector shut down. Production only takes
place in the traditional sector.

“Crisis’ zs < 2% or M

Table 3.1: Summary of Outcomes

from high returns in period 2. Of more interest for our analysis are the ‘recession’ and
‘crisis’ states in which x is negative. To further clarify what happens in these cases,
we sketch the period 1 repayment ratio, b;, and asset price, ¢;, against z in Figures 3.3
and 3.4 respectively. For illustrative purposes, we present the cases of ‘optimistic’ and
‘pessimistic’ beliefs on the same diagram, adding an additional threshold, z*, to reflect
the range of = for which multiple equilibria are possible.'* However, it is important to
bear in mind that the thresholds themselves are endogenous to beliefs.

To explain the repayment ratio function in Figure 3.3, consider what happens when
there is a negative = shock (for positive z, ¢; = 1, implying that b; = 6). As noted
above, if the intermediary goes into liquidation as a result of the shock (i.e., if z, < z€
or M, depending on beliefs), it does not need to pay the cost xig. In this case, it
sells all of its capital at the prevailing market value and repays this ‘scrap value’ to
consumers. Although it may seem unusual that repayments are positive in “crisis’ states
(and potentially higher than in ‘recession’ states), this is entirely optimal. Intuitively,

intermediaries have no need for liquidity in ‘crisis’ states because they shut down and

14 As for the other thresholds, the location of z™ cannot be computed without specifying the distri-
bution of the shock. However, Figure 3.2 and the associated discussion clearly illustrate how multiple
equilibria are only possible over a certain range of x.
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Figure 3.3: The Repayment Ratio as a Function of the Shock

do not pay the cost xio. By increasing repayments to consumers in these states, they
are able to increase their period 0 borrowing. Since period 0 investment is expected to
be profitable, it is, therefore, optimal for intermediaries to promise to repay the entire
‘scrap value’ of'the project to consumers in ‘crisis’ states.

If, however, the intermediary wants to avoid total liquidation following a negative
shock, it must find a way of financing the cost xio. Given that it always chooses to
borrow the maximum amount it can between periods 1 and 2, the cost can be financed
either by reducing repayments to consumers in adverse states or by selling a portion of
its capital.

The first option reduces expected repayments to consumers (i.e. E (b\)), lowering
the amount that the intermediary can borrow in period 0 (see equation (3.12)) and there-
fore reducing returns in ‘good’ states. The expected cost associated with doing this is
constant. By contrast, the cost of the second option increases as the asset price falls.
So, for mild negative shocks in region F of Figure 3.3, it is better to sell capital because
the asset price remains relatively high. The borrowing / repayment ratio in these states

remains at its maximum, but this maximum falls slowly as the asset price falls (see
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Figure 3.4: The Asset Price as a Function of the Shock

equations (3.5) and (3.18)).

However, when shocks are more severe and fall in region G, the costs of selling
capital are so high that it becomes better to reduce repayments to consumers than to sell
further capital - this is reflected in (3.19). Eventually, however, the scope for reducing
repayments is fully exhausted and the only way to finance the cost is to sell further
capital even though the asset price is relatively low (region H). It is at this point that
the bis > 0 constraint bites: intermediaries would ideally like to receive payments from
consumers in these extremely bad states but are prevented from doing so by limited
commitment on the consumer side. 5

Since the asset price, ¢i, only changes when the amount of capital being sold
changes, the intuition behind Figure 3.4 follows immediately. For positive x, no capital
is ever sold, so the asset price remains at one. However, for negative (but non-crisis)
values of x, the asset price falls over those ranges for which intermediaries finance xio
by selling additional capital (i.e. for x < xs < 0 and xs < x —(y. Meanwhile, in

crises, intermediaries sell all of their capital and the asset price is determined by sub-

15Since early investment is expected to be profitable, intermediaries have no incentive to set aside
liquid resources in period 0 to self-insure against extremely bad states in period 1. But even if some
self-insurance were optimal, asset sales would still be forced for sufficiently severe shocks.



stituting (3.16) into (3.17), which gives ¢¢ = 1 — 2ai,. If this expression is negative,
returns to capital in the traditional sector fall to zero before all the available capital is
being used. In this case, the leftover capital has no productive use in the economy, and

q¢ =0.

3.3.5 The Constrained Efficient Equilibrium, Efficiency, and the

Source of the Externality

We can show that the competitive equilibrium is constrained inefficient by solving
the problem faced by a social planner who maximises the same objective function as
intermediaries and is subject to the same constraints, but who does not take prices as
given. Under certain mild conditions (see Appendix B), the social planner can obtain
a welfare improving allocation by reducing intermediaries’ borrowing and investment.
More specifically, the social planner implements a reduction in borrowing against cer-
tain states that has no direct effect on intermediaries’ welfare. But it has a potentially
important indirect effect: by reducing investment, the amount of capital that has to be
sold in fire sale states is reduced, and this both reduces the negative effects of asset price
falls, and lowers the likelihood and severity of crises.

The competitive equilibrium thus exhibits over-borrowing and over-investment rel-
ative to the constrained efficient equilibrium. In particular, if we view the situation with
no frictions (i.e. without borrowing constraints (3.3)-(3.6)) as corresponding to the
first-best outcome and the constrained efficient equilibrium as the second-best, then the
competitive allocation is fourth-best. This is because policy intervention could feasibly
achieve a third-best outcome even if the second-best allocation cannot be attained.

As noted earlier, the limited commitment and potential default to which financial
contracts are subject is the key friction in this model. It is straightforward to show

that the critical constraint is (3.3): if this were relaxed, the competitive equilibrium
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would be efficient and there would never be systemic crises because intermediaries
would be able to obtain additional payments from consumers in times of severe stress
(ie. when z, < T — 6q) rather than being forced to sell capital. However, when
coupled with decreasing returns to capital in the traditional sector, the presence of this
constraint introduces an asset fire sale externality: intermediaries do not internalise the
negative effects on asset prices that their own fire sales have. By tightening their budget
constraints further, these asset price falls force other intermediaries to sell more capital
than they would otherwise have to. In extreme cases, this externality is the source of

systemic crises.

3.4 Comparative Statics

We now analyse the effects of financial innovation and changes in macroeconomic
volatility on the likelihood and potential scale of systemic crises. This necessitates
an assumption about beliefs so that the cut-off value of x below which crises occur
is determinate. Accordingly, we suppose that agents have ‘optimistic’ beliefs, so that
crises only occur when they are inevitable.!®

The shock z is assumed to be normally distributed with mean p and variance o2,
where 1 > 0. Since analytical solutions for thresholds are unavailable, we present the
results of numerical simulations. In our baseline analysis, we assume the following
parameter values: A = 1.5; ng = 1; u = 0.5; 0 = 0.5; 0 = 0.75; a = 0.05. We then
consider the effects of varying o, # and a. The empirical relevance of the parameters
used is discussed in section 3.4.3.17

We measure the likelihood of a crisis by H(z¢) = Pr[z < z°] and its scale (impact)

in terms of the asset price, ¢°, which prevails in it.!®* Lower values of ¢© correspond

16 All of our qualitative results continue to hold if agents have ‘pessimistic’ beliefs.

"The Matlab code used for the simulations is available on request from the authors. Robustness
checks were also performed by varying the parameters over a range of values.

18Recall that crises are associated with total liquidation. So, although the distribution of shocks, H (),
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to more serious crises. To motivate g© as a measure of the impact of crises, recall that
in period 0, consumption goods are turned into capital goods one for one. If some
capital goods end up being used in the less-productive sector to produce consumption
goods (as happens in a crisis), fewer consumption goods can be produced than were
used to buy those capital goods initially. Since a lower g corresponds to reduced returns
on the marginal unit of capital in the traditional sector and hence less production of
the consumption good from the marginal capital good, the loss associated with a crisis
increases as € falls. Moreover, lower values of ¢° correspond to greater asset price
volatility in the economy, further suggesting that it may be an appropriate measure of

the scale of systemic instability.

3.4.1 Changes in Macroeconomic Volatility

We interpret a change in macroeconomic volatility as affecting o. Since z is linked
to revenue shortfalls and surpluses, it is reasonable to assume that a reduction in output
and inflation volatility (as is likely to be associated with a general reduction in macro-
economic volatility) corresponds to a fall in the standard deviation of z.

Intuitively, a reduction in o will lower the probability of crises since extreme states
become less likely. This is borne out in Figure 3.5(a). However, provided that the mean,
u, is sufficiently above zero and the variance is not too large, a lower standard deviation
also makes ‘recession’ states less likely to occur. As a result, expected repayments to
consumers, F (b;), are higher, meaning that intermediaries can borrow more in period
0. Therefore, initial investment, iy, is higher. But this means that if a crisis then does
arise, more capital will be sold to the traditional sector, the asset price will be driven
down further, and the crisis will have a greater impact. This is shown in Figure 3.5(b)

and can also be seen by considering a rightward shift of S* in Figure 3.2."°

is continuous, there is only one crisis price, g€, for all z less than z€.
91f i is very close to zero and/or o is very large, it is possible for a reduction in o to make ‘recession’
states more likely. This can potentially lead to a reduction in E(b; ) and hence %, thus reducing the impact
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3.4.2 The Impact of Financial Innovation

We have already argued that financial innovation and recent developments in fi-
nancial markets can be interpreted as implying higher maximum loan-to-value ratios
(higher values of ) and greater financial market depth (lower values of o). Assum-
ing that the initial value of 8 is not particularly low, Figure 3.6(a) illustrates how these
changes have made crises less likely (darker areas in the chart correspond to a higher
crisis frequency). But from Figure 3.6(b), it is apparent that the severity of crises may
have increased (darker areas correspond to a more severe crisis).

To understand the intuition behind these results, we isolate the individual effects of
changes in a and 6. Figures 3.5(c) and 3.5(d) suggest that a reduction in a reduces both
the likelihood and scale of crises. This is intuitive. If the secondary market for capital
is deeper, shocks can be better absorbed and, in the context of Figure 3.2, the demand |
curve in the traditional sector is flatter. As a result, crises are both less likely and less
severe.2?

By contrast, Figures 3.5(¢) and 3.5(f) suggest that an increase in 6 increases the
severity of crises and has an ambiguous effect on their probability. This is demonstrated
more formally in Appendix C. Intuitively, a rise in § enables intermediaries to borrow
more. Therefore, g is higher, and crises will be more severe if they occur. Greater bor-
rowing in period 0 clearly serves to increase the probability of crises as well. However,
arise in 6 also means that intermediaries have greater access to liquidity in period 1:
specifically, they have more scope to reduce period 1 repayments to consumers. This
effect means that they are less likely to go into total liquidation, making crises less

likely.

of crises. Since the numerical results suggest that this only happens for fairly extreme combinations of
the mean and variance, we view the case discussed in the main text as being more likely. However,
this feature does have the interesting implication that crises could be most severe in fairly stable and
extremely volatile economies.

20This analysis assumes that secondary markets continue to function with the onset of a crisis. How-
ever, « itself could be endogenous and change during periods of stress. So reductions in a in benign
times may have little effect on the severity of crises.
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Figure 3.5(e) shows that crises are most frequent for intermediate values of 6, sug-
gesting that middle-income emerging market economies may be most vulnerable to
systemic instability.?! By contrast, countries with extremely well-developed or very
underdeveloped financial sectors, with high / low maximum loan-to-value ratios, are

probably less vulnerable to crises.

3.4.3 Comments on the Quantitative Results

Although our numerical analysis is intended to be illustrative, the baseline case is
broadly consistent with several features of the data. As would be expected, the leverage
ratio of assets to equity implied by the model is closely tied to the value of 8. With 0 set
to be 0.75, the implied leverage ratio is 3.5, which is reasonably close to the estimate of
4.9 for average hedge fund leverage over 1996-2004 reported by McGuire et al. (2005).

The mean and variance of the shock are chosen in relation to each other and are
key determinants of the likelihood of ‘recessions’ and crises. If a period is taken as one
year, the baseline parameter values yield ‘recessions’ once every six and a half years
and crises once every 200 years. In ‘recession’ states, the average short-run loss which
intermediaries have to finance is 24% of the initial amount invested; in crises, the rein-
vestment cost needed to continue operations (which intermediaries choose not to pay) is
almost as much as the initial amount invested. Price falls in adverse states are strongly
influenced by o — in the baseline calibration, the average price discount in ‘recession’
states is 17%, while the price falls by 35% in crises. These figures are broadly consis-
tent with the 30% price discount identified by Pulvino (1998) for commercial aircraft
sales in depressed markets and the 7.9% price discount for fire sale stocks reported by
Coval and Stafford (2007), especially when we consider that equities are amongst the

most liquid assets, whilst aircraft are probably amongst the most illiquid assets.

21 Aghion et al. (2004) present a similar result but their approach is quite different, focussing on the
effects of fluctuating real exchange rates and international capital flows in a small open economy model.
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3.4.4 Discussion

The comparative static analysis highlights the potential risk of more severe crises
as a result of financial innovation and greater macroeconomic stability. But this should
not necessarily be taken to imply that these developments are undesirable. In particular,
higher values of # and lower values of ¢ both imply greater investment in period 0 and,
as such, may increase welfare.

All of our results were obtained under the assumption that 6 is not state-contingent.
But ex post changes in 6 in period 1 can affect outcomes. In particular, it is clear from
(3.15) that when iy is strictly greater than k7, an unanticipated increase in § in period 1
states with a negative x will shift the supply curve for capital in the traditional sector to
the left. As a result, there will be fewer cases in which crises are inevitable. In addition,
the price fall in ‘recession’ states will be lower. Intuitively, the e:x post increase in ¢
enables intermediaries to access more liquidity in period 1, meaning that they do not
need to sell as many assets to the traditional sector to continue operations. On the other
hand, falling maximum loan-to-value ratios during downturns could have detrimental
effects.

This result suggests that a rule to increase ¢ in adverse states may be welfare-
improving, though a full analysis would clearly require solving the model under the
assumption that, when making initial investment decisions, intermediaries know that ¢
may be adjusted in period 1. As such, the model illustrates how there may sometimes
be scope for policymakers to promote liquidity. One specific approach, discussed by
Borio et al. (2001), is the pursuit of discretionary policy towards collateral valuation
practices during periods of stress. For example, as noted by Borio (2004), supervisory
authorities in Japan lowered margin requirements and relaxed lending limits on collat-
eral assets in order to alleviate liquidity constraints and contain distress selling during
the 1987 stock market crash. More generally, the welfare consequences of policies

that induce market participants to hold liquidity cushions at business-cycle frequencies
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— building up liquidity during booms and drawing it down during recessions — merit

closer investigation.

3.5 Conclusion

This paper analysed a theoretical general equilibrium model of intermediation with
financial constraints and state-contingent contracts containing a clearly defined pecu-
niary externality associated with asset fire sales during periods of stress. After showing
that this externality was capable of generating multiple equilibria and systemic finan-
cial crises, we considered the effects of changes in macroeconomic volatility and de-
velopments in financial markets on the likelihood and severity of crises. Together, our
results suggest how greater macroeconomic stability and financial innovation may have
reduced the probability of systemic financial crises in developed countries in recent
years. But these developments could have a dark side: should a crisis occur, its impact
could be greater than was previously the case.

The paper sheds light on cross-country variation in the likelihood and scale of fi-
nancial crises. Macroeconomic volatility is generally higher in developing countries
than in advanced economies but maximum loan-to-value ratios are invariably lower.
Given this, our results predict that crises in emerging market economies should be more
frequent but less severe than in developed countries. The first of these assertions is
clearly borne out by the data (Caprio and Klingebiel, 1996, Table 1; Demirguc-Kunt
and Detragiache, 2005, Table 2). Although the second is more difficult to judge given
the rarity of financial crises in developed countries in recent years, the length and depth
of the Japanese financial crisis of the 1990s suggests that such intuition is plausible.
Moreover, in terms of output losses, Hoggarth e al. (2002) find that crises in developed

countries do indeed tend to be more costly than those in emerging market economies.
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3.A Appendix

3.A.1 The Competitive Equilibrium

In this appendix, we solve the model for the competitive equilibrium when all agents
have ‘optimistic’ beliefs about what equilibrium will arise in states in which multiple
equilibria are possible. Specifically, they believe that crises only happen when they
are inevitable and never occur when there are multiple equilibria. If agents have ‘pes-
simistic’ beliefs, the derivation proceeds along very similar lines.

Conditional on beliefs, the equilibrium is unique, and can be fully characterised by
the three cut-off values for the aggregate shock xz shown in expressions (3.18)-(3.21).
These cut-offs determine four intervals in the distribution of z (i.e. in the distribution
of possible states). In each of these intervals, intermediaries’ incentives to protect their
net worth, and hence their decisions about optimal repayments, will be different. We
show how the equilibrium can be fully characterised by these three cut-off points and
how, conditional on beliefs, it is unique.

Define the subset C as the (endogenous) set of states where there is a crisis. Then
the return, z,, that intermediaries obtain in period 2 in state s from one unit of their net

worth in state s in period 1 is given by:

A0 vy C
2 = {«ns—e s¢C (3.22)

1 VseC
To derive this expression, note that in non-crisis states in period 1, a given amount of
net worth, n,, can be leveraged to obtain a total investment by intermediaries of ¢, ;k, =
ny + 6k,. In other words, each unit of net worth is leveraged by a factor of 1/ (¢15 — ).
Since the return per unit of capital after payment of liabilities is A — € (recall that
bes = 6), return per unit of net worth in non-crisis states is therefore (A — 6) / (q15 — ).

By contrast, in crisis states, intermediaries do not invest, so the marginal return to net
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worth is just its consumption value of one.
Meanwhile, the return, z, that intermediaries obtain in period 2 by investing one

unit of their net worth in period 0 is given by:

]Pﬂs¢0}h&g3Pﬁ:£L&PﬂseC} (3.23)

1— E(by) 1 - E(by)

This is the expected value of the product of period 1 and period 2 returns. The period 1
return may be explained along similar lines to the period 2 return. The factor by which
intermediaries leverage one unit of period 0 net worth to purchase capital is 1 — E (b;).
In non-crisis states, the return per unit of capital is =, + ¢15 — b1s. However, since
intermediaries that fully liquidate do not pay the cost z4ig, the return per unit of capital
in crisis states is q15 — by,.

States can be divided into four sets: S; = {s:1 < 2, < 20}, S2 = {s: 2z, = 2},
Ss={s:2s> 2},and C = {s: z, = 1 < z}.We want to show that these sets cover
the whole distribution of z, with S; covering states from +oo to Z(< 0), S; from T to
Z — 07, Sz from Z — 07 to z€, and C from z€ to —co.

Consider a state s that belongs to .S;. We want to show that if x4 > z,, then
s’ € S;. In state s € S;, borrowing will be at its maximum possible level in period 0
(b1s = 0qy,) because 29 > z,, and the price of capital will satisfy q;, = F'[max(k7, 0)].
If zo > x, > 0, then there are no fire sales and ¢;;, = q1» = 1, and z; = 2z, If
0> zy > x4, then kL < kT, q1, < g1 and 2y < z,. In both cases, zy < 2o and hence
s’ belongs to S;.

The threshold for x that separates S; and S, is Z. It is the value for which, in
equilibrium, zy = z, and there is maximum borrowing (g, = ¢ is the equilibrium price
in that state). For all states in So = {s : zs = 2}, ¢15 has to be constant, and given

that 7 is constant in all states in S5, the amount borrowed in each state is pinned down
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and given by b;; = g — (T — z,). The second cut-off, T — g, is the value of z for
which b, = 0 and z, = z. As z decreases beyond T — 6g, the repayment / borrowing
ratio cannot be reduced any further. Therefore, more capital is sold in the secondary
market, implying that ¢;, < g'and hence z, > z. Following the same logic as when we
show that all values above Z belong to Sy, it is straightforward to show that all values
below Z — 7 but above the crisis threshold, z€, belong to Ss. (It is important to note at
this point that we are assuming that whenever it is possible to have multiple equilibria,
‘optimistic’ self-fulfilling beliefs imply that the ‘recession’ equilibrium arises rather
than the ‘crisis’ equilibrium. We do not specify the precise set of multiple equilibria
states, as this set is itself endogenous and a function of beliefs.)

To complete the characterisation, we need to show that there is a threshold, zC,
below which crises are unavoidable, and find conditions under which this threshold
is lower than T — 0. The solution for z€ is obtained by solving the system of two
equations that results from equating the demand and supply curves and their slopes. It

is given by:

c__[Q-6)
T _—[ S +e]. (3.24)

An exact analytical condition for € to be lower than Z — 67 requires an assumption
about the distribution of z. In our numerical exercises we check that this condition is

satisfied, finding that it is for most parameter values.

3.A.2 The Social Planner’s Solution

The social planner’s optimisation problem is given by:

A9
E - E, — by)io| Prs ¢ C
ot P (mm) = max |\ Eue [q —p(@ e~ bio Prls ¢ O]

+E,cc [(g — b1) 0] Pr[s € C]
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subject to:

lo=ng+ FE (bl) i9g— T, (3.25)
kTqus = — (s — bis) io — (io — k) 0 Vs: partial or no liquidation (s ¢ C), (3.26)

0 < bys < 0gus Vs, (3.27)

and:

E[3¢+7+ F(k") — ¢k — w] > U, (3.28)

where C is the set of crisis states, U is the utility of consumers under the competitive
equilibrium, 7 is a transfer from intermediaries to consumers, F' (kT) — gk” represents
profits to consumers from production in the traditional sector, w = — Az is the cost of a
financial crisis to consumers, and 0 < )\ < 1.

Condition (3.28) requires that consumers are at least as well off in the constrained
efficient equilibrium as in the competitive equilibrium. To satisfy this condition, the so-
cial planner implements any necessary transfer, 7, from intermediaries to consumers in
period 0. The key difference between the social planner and representative intermediary
problems is that the social planner does not take the asset price, g;5, as given.

Since ¢;s = F' (ksT) and since kT = i in crisis states, the social planner’s problem

can be rewritten as:

max Lg(mi+7
o Bo(m 2)

_ A—0

/ T .
B ’iOv{l’;I.}%m) Esgc {m [a: + F (k ) - bl] 20} Pr[s ¢ C]

+ FEicc {[F’ (20) - bl] io} PI‘[S € C]
subject to:
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io=ﬂo+E(b1)’io~T, (329)

kIF' (kI) = — (x5 — bis) io — (i — kT) 6 Vs: partial or no liquidation (s ¢ C),

(3.30)
0 < by, < OF' (KT) Vs, (3.31)

and:
E[3e+ 71+ F (kT) — F' (kT) kT — w] > U, (3.32)

To show that the competitive allocation is not constrained efficient, it is sufficient to
show that the social planner can increase welfare by decreasing borrowing and invest-

ment in period 0. Such a change has several effects:
1. It reduces welfare by lowering the level of ex ante investment, .
2. Itincreases welfare by reducing liabilities, b, in certain states.

3. It reduces the amount of capital that has to be sold in fire sale states, increasing

the asset price in those states.

4. It reduces the likelihood of a crisis.

We wish to determine when the net effect on welfare is positive. The positive con-
tributions to welfare arise directly from the lower level of asset sales in fire sale states,
and indirectly from a decrease in the likelihood of a crisis. We derive a condition under
which the direct mechanism alone gives a positive net effect. Considering the indirect
effect would strengthen our results but the analysis depends on the specific distributional
assumptions taken and there is generally no closed-form solution.

Starting from the competitive allocation, suppose the social planner reduces ex ante

investment by Aiy and reduces borrowing by the same amount against states in which
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20 = 25 (29 and z, are ex ante and ex post returns, as defined in Appendix A). First note
that reducing borrowing against these states has no negative welfare effect on intermedi-
aries since they are indifferent between investing ex post in them and ex ante in general.
Therefore, to determine whether the reduction in %, is welfare-improving, we simply
need to consider whether the welfare cost to consumers can be fully compensated for
by any gain to intermediaries.

Differentiating the market clearing condition Afor used capital (which is obtained
by equating supply, (3.15), and demand (3.17)), we can see that the reduction in %
decreases the amount of capital sold in ‘recession’ states by:

dkT ZTs+ 60 — bys

dig o [F' (kT) — 6] + F" (kT) kT (3.33)

The profit consumers obtain from operating their technology is F' (kT) — F’ (kT) k™.
Therefore, in ‘recession’ states, the reduction in ¢g has a direct welfare cost to consumers

of:

_d[F () - F (KD KT kT To+ 60— bry
Ps = dkT dip  [F'(kT)— 0] + F" (k1) k

- F" (kT) KT,

(3.34)
Intuitively, p, represents the amount of goods transferred in ‘recession’ states from con-
sumers to intermediaries as a result of the social planner’s implementation of an equi-
librium with lower borrowing than the competitive equilibrium. Intermediaries have to
transfer at least this amount to consumers (in period 0, when they have resources to do
s0) to compensate them for this loss. What needs to be shown is that the net effect of
this transfer is positive for intermediaries.

This will be the case if:

E(p)z < E(pz). (3.35)
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The left hand side of (3.35) is the cost of the ftransfer to intermediaries and the right
hand side is the benefit. In period 0, intermediaries transfer E (p) goods to consumers,
which they could have invested at a return z;. On the other hand, intermediaries now
have extra resources of p, in each ‘recession’ state in period 1. Since returns on ad-
ditional capital in period 1 are z,, the expected benefit from these extra resources is
E (pz) .Without specifying the distribution of = and the parameter values, we cannot be
specific about when this inequality is satisfied. However, provided that the distribution
of z has sufficient variance, so that states in which z; > z; are not very isolated events,
it is generally satisfied (note that the positive correlation between p and z helps in this
regard). If this is the case, welfare is unambiguously higher under the social planner’s

allocation than under the competitive equilibrium.

3.A.3 Implications of Changes in the Maximum Loan-to-Value Ra-
tio
In this appendix, we show that increases in the maximum loan-to-value ratio, 0,
heighten the scale of crises but have an ambiguous effect on their probability. Recall
that we measure the likelihood of a crisis by H(z¢) = Pr[z < z¢] and its scale in
terms of the asset price, ¢©, which prevails in it.
We start by analysing the scale of crises. Substituting (3.16) into (3.17) gives the

asset price in crises:

¢° =1 — 2ai. (3.36)

In general, if 0 increases, intermediaries can borrow more against those states in which
they are constrained, which serves to increase their initial investment, 5. There are
only two channels through which intermediaries’ investment could be reduced by an
increase in 6. First, there is a general equilibrium channel by which an increase in 6

may decrease the price of second hand capital in certain states, thus reducing the value
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of collateral in those states and, hence, reducing borrowing against those states. But this
can only happen if, overall, initial investment has increased as a result of the increase
in # — as such, it can only ever be an offsetting channel. Second, an increase in 6
may lower the likelthood of crises, which could reduce ex ante borrowing given that
borrowing is positive against crisis states but may be zero against certain ‘recession’
states (see Figure 3). However, this effect has very little significance since crisis states
are much rarer than states in which intermediaries are constrained. Given this, it follows
that initial investment, g, is a positive function of . From (3.36), this implies that crises
become more severe as the maximum loan-to-value ratio rises.

In terms of the probability of crisis, first note that from (3.24), the crisis threshold

below which crises are unavoidable is given by:

2
€ = — [(1 —9) +9] . (3.37)

8(1?:0

Differentiating with respect to 6 gives:

0z€¢ 0z¢ 0zC 9

56~ 90 " iy 00 (3-38)
[1-0 (1—6)? 8ig
B [4aio "I]J“ 8ail 96 (3-39)

When 6 = 1, this expression is negative, implying that the crisis threshold is falling
and crises becoming less likely as 6 increases. So, in the vicinity of § = 1, it must be the
case that increases in the maximum loan-to-value ratio reduce the probability of crises.
The case where 8 = 0 is less clear cut as the sign of the first term in (3.24) is ambiguous.
But, when 8 = 0, initial investment by intermediaries, iy, is restricted to their initial net
worth, ng. Therefore, if initial net worth is sufficiently small, the first term in (3.39) is
positive when 6 = 0, as is the whole expression, implying that the likelihood of crises

is increasing in 6. So, increases in 6 have an ambiguous effect on the probability of
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crises, serving to reduce their probability for high values of  but generally increasing

their probability for low values of 6.

130



Bibliography

[1] Acemoglu, D. and Zilibotti, F. (1997). "Was Prometheus Unbound by Chance?
Risk, Diversification, and Growth," Journal of Political Economy, University of

Chicago Press, vol. 105(4), pages 709-51, August.

[2] Aghion, P., Angeletos, G.-M., Banerjee, A., and Manova, K. (2005). "Volatility
and Growth: Credit Constraints and Productivity-Enhancing Investment"; NBER
Working Paper No. 11349

[3] Aghion, P., Bacchetta, P. and Banerjee, A. (2001). ‘Currency crises and monetary
policy in an economy with credit constraints’, European Economic Review, vol.

45(7), pp. 1121-1150.

[4] Aghion, P., Bacchetta, P. and Banerjee, A. (2004). ‘Financial development and
the instability of open economies’, Journal of Monetary Economics, vol. 51(6),

pp. 1077-1106.

[5] Aghion, P., Banerjee, A. and Piketty, T. (1999). ‘Dualism and macroeconomic
volatility’, Quarterly Journal of Economics, vol. 114(4), pp. 1359-1397.

[6] Aghion, P., Philippe Askenazy, Nicolas Berman, Gilbert Cette, and Laurent Ey-
mard (2007) "Credit Constraints and the Cyclicality of R&D Investment: Evi-

dence from France" mimeo Harvard

131



[7]

(8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

Aiyagari, S Rao, (1994). "Uninsured Idiosyncratic Risk and Aggregate Saving,"
The Quarterly Journal of Economics, MIT Press, vol. 109(3), pages 659-84.

Aiyagari, S. Rao & Gertler, Mark, (1991). "Asset returns with transactions costs
and uninsured individual risk," Journal of Monetary Economics, Elsevier, vol.

27(3), pages 311-331, June.

Allen, F. and Carletti, E. (2006). ‘Credit risk transfer and contagion’, Journal of

Monetary Economics, vol. 53(1), pp. 89-111.

Allen, Franklin & Gale, Douglas, (1994). "Limited Market Participation and
Volatility of Asset Prices," American Economic Review, American Economic

Association, vol. 84(4), pages 933-55.

Allen, Franklin & Douglas Gale, (2004). "Financial Intermediaries and Markets,"

Econometrica, Econometric Society, vol. 72(4), pages 1023-1061

Allen, F. and Gale, D. (2007). ‘Systemic risk and regulation’, In (M. Carey and
R.M. Stulz, eds.), The Risks of Financial Institutions, pp. 341-374, Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press.

Almeida, Campello and Weisbach (2004) "The Cash Flow Sensitivity of Cash"
Vol. LIX, No. 4 August 2004 The Journal of Finance

Alvarez, Fernando & Jermann, Urban J, (2001). "Quantitative Asset Pricing Im-
plications of Endogenous Solvency Constraints," Review of Financial Studies,
Oxford University Press for Society for Financial Studies, vol. 14(4), pages 1117-
51.

Angeletos, George-Marios & Calvet, Laurent-Emmanuel, (2005). "Incomplete-
market dynamics in a neoclassical production economy," Journal of Mathemati-

cal Economics, Elsevier, vol. 41(4-5), pages 407-438, August

132



[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

Angeletos, George-Marios & Calvet, Laurent-Emmanuel, (2006). "Idiosyncratic
production risk, growth and the business cycle," Journal of Monetary Economics,

Elsevier, vol. 53(6), pages 1095-1115, September.

Bancel, Franck, and Usha Mittoo, (2002), "The determinants of capital structure

choice: A survey of European firms", Working paper, University of Manitoba.

Barlevy, G. B (2004) On the Timing of Innovation in Stochastic Schumpeterian
Growth Models.\symbol {94}NBER Working Paper 10741, September 2004.

Benati, L. (2004). ‘Evolving post-World War II U.K. economic performance’,
Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, vol. 36(4), pp. 691-717.

Bengt Holmstrom & Jean Tirole, (2001). "LAPM: A Liquidity-based Asset Pric-
ing Model," Journal of Finance

Bernanke, Ben & Gertler, Mark, (1989). "Agency Costs, Net Worth, and Busi-
ness Fluctuations," American Economic Review, American Economic Associa-

tion, vol. 79(1), pages 14-31.

Bernanke, Ben S. & Gertler, Mark & Gilchrist, Simon, (1999). "The financial
accelerator in a quantitative business cycle framework," Handbook of Macroeco-
nomics, in: J. B. Taylor & M. Woodford (ed.), Handbook of Macroeconomics,
edition 1, volume 1, chapter 21, pages 1341-1393 Elsevier.

Bernanke, Ben S. & Gertler, Mark & Gilchrist, Simon, (1999). "The financial
accelerator in a quantitative business cycle framework," Handbook of Macroeco-
nomics, in: J. B. Taylor & M. Woodford (ed.), Handbook of Macroeconomics,
edition 1, volume 1, chapter 21, pages 1341-1393 Elsevier.Campbell (1999)

Bodnaruk, Andrij, Eugene Kandel, Massimo Massa and Andrei Simonov "Share-
holder Diversification and IPOs " (2005) CEPR Discussion Papers 48220.

133



[25] Bolton, P., and Freixas X., (2000) Equity, Bonds and Bank Debt: Capital Struc-
ture and Financial Market Equilibrium Under Assymetric Information. The Jour-
nal of Political Economy, Vol. 108, No. 2, April, pp324-351.

[26] Borio, C. (2004). ‘Market distress and vanishing liquidity: anatomy and policy

options’, Bank for International Settlements Working Paper, Number 158.

[27] Borio, C. and Lowe, P. (2002). ‘Asset prices, financial and monetary stability:
exploring the nexus’, Bank for International Settlements Working Paper, Number

114.

[28] Borio, C., Furfine, C. and Lowe, P. (2001). ‘Procyclicality of the financial sys-
tem and financial stability: issues and policy options’, Bank for International

Settlements Papers, Number 1.

[29] Brunnermeier, M. K. and Pedersen, L. H. (2007). ‘Market liquidity and funding
liquidity’, NBER Working Paper, Number 12939.

[30] Caggese, A., and Vicente Cunat "Financing Constraints and Fixed Term Employ-

ment Contracts" Forthcoming, The Economic Journal

[31] Campbell, John Y. & John Cochrane, (1999). "Force of Habit: A Consumption-
Based Explanation of Aggregate Stock Market Behavior," Journal of Political

Economy, University of Chicago Press, vol. 107(2), pages 205-251, April.

[32] Cantillo, Miguel and Julian Wright, (2000), How Do Firms Choose Their

Lenders? An Empirical Investigation, Review of Financial Studies 13, 155-189.

[33] Caprio, G. and Klingebiel, D. (1996). ‘Bank insolvencies: cross country experi-
ence’, World Bank Policy Research Working Paper, Number 1620.

[34] Carlstrom, Charles T & Fuerst, Timothy S, (1997). "Agency Costs, Net Worth,

and Business Fluctuations: A Computable General Equilibrium Analysis,"

134



[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

American Economic Review, American Economic Association, vol. 87(5), pages

893-910, December

Christiano, L., and Fisher, J. (2000), "Algorithms for Solving Dynamic Mod-
els with Occasionally Binding Constraints," Journal of Economic Dynamics and

Control, 24, 1179-1232.

Cochrane, John H, 1991. " Production-Based Asset Pricing and the Link be-
tween Stock Returns and Economic Fluctuations," Journal of Finance, American

Finance Association, vol. 46(1), pages 209-37, March

Cochrane, John H. \ (1996). "A Cross-Sectional Test of a Production-Based As-
set Pricing Model," NBER Working Papers 4025, National Bureau of Economic

Research, Inc.

Constantinides, George M & Duffie, Darrell, (1996). "Asset Pricing with Het-
erogeneous Consumers," Journal of Political Economy, University of Chicago

Press, vol. 104(2), pages 219-40, April.

Coval, J. D. and Stafford, E. (2007). ‘Asset fire sales (and purchases) in equity

markets’, Journal of Financial Economics, forthcoming.

Covas, Francisco, 2006. "Uninsured idiosyncratic production risk with borrow-
ing constraints," Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control, Elsevier, vol.

30(11), pages 2167-2190, November.

Cummins, D and Patrici Danzon, "Price, Financial Quality, and Capital Flows in
Insurance Markets" The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, Philadel-

phia, PA 19104 - (1996)

Demirguc-Kunt, A. and Detragiache, E. (2005). ‘Cross-country empirical studies

of systemic bank distress: a survey’, IMF Working Paper, Number 05/96.

135



[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

den Haan, W., and Marcet, A. (1990), "Solving the Stochastic Growth Model by
Parameterizing Expectations," Journal of Business and Economic Statistics, 8,

31-34.

den Haan, W., and Sumner, S., and Guy M. Yamashiro "Bank Loan Portfolios and
the Canadian Monetary Transmission Mechanism" (2007), mimeo University of

Amsterdam

Diamond, D. W. and Dybvig, P. H. (1983). ‘Bank runs, deposit insurance, and
liquidity’, Journal of Political Economy, vol. 91(3), pp. 401-419.

Doherty, Neil A. ; James R. Garven Insurance Cycles: Interest Rates and the
Capacity Constraint Model The Journal of Business, Vol. 68, No. 3. (Jul., 1995),
pp- 383-404.

Duffie, D., Garleanu, N. and Pedersen, L. H. (2005). ‘Over-the-counter markets’,
Econometrica, vol. 73(6), pp. 1815-1847.

Eichengreen, B. and Mitchener, K. (2003). ‘The Great Depression as a credit
boom gone wrong’, Bank for International Settlements Working Paper, Number

137.

Eisfeldt, A., and Adriano Rampini. "Capital Reallocation and Liquidity." Journal
of Monetary Economics, April 2006, 369-399.

Erickson, Timothy, and Toni Whited, (2000), Measurement error and the rela-
tionship between investment and Q, Journal of Political Economy 108, 1027—

1057.

Fatas, A. B "Do Business Cycles Cast Long Shadows? Short-Run Persistence
and Economic Growth,\symbol{94}Journal of Economic Growth, 5, (2000), pp.
147Y62.

136



[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

Faulkender, Michael, 2003, "Hedging or Market Timing? Selecting the Interest

Rate Exposure of Corporate Debt," Washington University in St Louis working

paper.

Fisher, 1. (1933). ‘The debt-deflation theory of great depressions’, Econometrica,
vol. 1(4), pp. 337-357.

Frank, Murray Z. & Goyal, Vidhan K., 2003. "Testing the pecking order theory
of capital structure," Journal of Financial Economics, Elsevier, vol. 67(2), pages

217-248, February.

Froot, Kenneth A & Scharfstein, David S & Stein, Jeremy C, (1993). " Risk Man-
agement: Coordinating Corporate Investment and Financing Policies," Journal of

Finance, American Finance Association, vol. 48(5), pages 1629-58, December.

Froot, Kenneth A. & Paul G. J. O’Connell, (1997). "The Pricing of U.S. Catastro-
phe Reinsurance," NBER Working Papers 6043, National Bureau of Economic

Research, Inc.

Gai, P., Jenkinson, N. and Kapadia, S. (2007). ‘Systemic risk in modern financial
systems: analytics and policy design’, Journal of Risk Finance, vol. 8(2), pp.
156-165.

Gai, P., Kondor, P. and Vause, N. (2006). ‘Procyclicality, collateral values, and
financial stability’, Bank of England Working Paper, Number 304.

Gale, Douglas & Hellwig, Martin, 1985. "Incentive-Compatible Debt Contracts:
The One-Period Problem," Review of Econmic Studies, Blackwell Publishing,
vol. 52(4), pages 647-63.

137



[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

Geithner, T. F. (2006). ‘Risk management challenges in the U.S. financial sys-
tem’, Remarks at the Global Association of Risk Professionals 7th Annual Risk

Management Convention and Exhibition, New York City, 28 February.

Gentry, William & R. Hubbard, (2004). "Entrepreneurship and Household Sav-
ing," Advances in Economic Analysis & Policy, Berkeley Electronic Press, vol.

4(1), pages 1053-1053.

Geroski, P A & Walters, C F, 1995. "Innovative Activity over the Business Cy-
cle," Economic Journal, Royal Economic Society, vol. 105(431), pages 916-28,
July.

Gertler, M. and Simon Gilchrist "The Cyclical Behavior of Short Term Business
Lending Implications: for Financial Propagation Mechanisms" European Eco-

nomic Review Papers and Proceedings, 37, (1993), 623-631.

Gieve, J. (2006). ‘Financial system risks in the United Kingdom — issues and
challenges’, Bank of England Quarterly Bulletin, vol. 46(3), pp. 337-341.

Gomes, F. and Alexander Michaelides, 2008. "Asset Pricing with Limited Risk
Sharing and Heterogeneous Agents," Review of Financial Studies, Oxford Uni-

versity Press for Society for Financial Studies, vol. 21(1), pages 415-448, Janu-
ary.
Gomes, Jo\~{a}o F. & Amir Yaron & Lu Zhang, 2006. "Asset Pricing Impli-

cations of Firms’ Financing Constraints," Review of Financial Studies, Oxford

University Press for Society for Financial Studies, vol. 19(4), pages 1321-1356.

Grace and Hotchkiss "External Impacts on the Property-Liability Insurance Cy-
cle" Martin F. Grace; Julie L. Hotchkiss The Journal of Risk and Insurance, Vol.

62, No. 4. (Dec., 1995)

138



[68] Graham, John, and Campbell Harvey, (2001), "The theory and practice of cor-
porate finance: Evidence from the field", Journal of Financial Economics 60,

187-243.

[69] Greenwald, Bruce C & Stiglitz, Joseph E, (1993). "Financial Market Imperfec-
tions and Business Cycles," The Quarterly Journal of Economics, MIT Press,

vol. 108(1), pages 77-114, February

[70] Gron, Anne "Collusion, Costs, or Capacity? Evaluating Theories of Insurance

Cycles," 1995, working paper Northwestern University.

[71] Hall, B.H. "Research and Development Investment at the Firm Level: Does the
Source of Financing Matter?" NBER Working Paper No. 4096 (June 1992).

[72] Heaton, John, and Deborah Lucas "Evaluating the Effects of Incomplete Markets

on Risk Sharing and Asset Pricing," Journal of Political Economy, (1996)

[73] Hennessy, C., and A. Levy. (2007) "Why Does Capital Structure Choice Vary

with Macroeconomic Conditions?" Journal of Monetary Economics, (2007).

[74] Higgins, Matthew L and Paul D ThistleCapacity Constraints and the Dynamics
of Underwriting Profits Economic Inquiry, (2000), vol. 38, issue 3, pages 442-57

[75] Himmelberg, Charles P & Petersen, Bruce C, 1994. "R&D and Internal Finance:
A Panel Study of Small Firms in High-Tech Industries," The Review of Eco-

nomics and Statistics, MIT Press, vol. 76(1), pages 38-51, February.

[76] Hobijn, Bart & Boyan Jovanovic, (2001). "The Information-Technology Revolu-
tion and the Stock Market: Evidence," American Economic Review, American

Economic Association, vol. 91(5), pages 1203-1220, December.

139



[77]

[78]

[79]

[80]

[81]

[82]

[83]

(84]

[85]

Hoggarth, G., Reis, R. and Saporta, V. (2002). ‘Costs of banking system instabil-
ity: some empirical evidence’, Journal of Banking and Finance, vol. 26(5), pp.

825-855.

Holmstrom, B. and Tirole, J. (1998). ‘Private and public supply of liquidity’,
Journal of Political Economy, vol. 106(1), pp. 1-40.

Holmstrom, Bengt & Tirole, Jean, (1997). "Financial Intermediation, Loanable
Funds, and the Real Sector," The Quarterly Journal of Economics, MIT Press,
vol. 112(3), pages 663-91

Huggett, Mark, (1993). "The risk-free rate in heterogeneous-agent incomplete-
insurance economies," Journal of EconomicDynamics and Control, Elsevier, vol.

17(5-6), pages 953-969.

Huizinga, Harry, (1992). "The tax treatment of R&D expenditures of multina-
tional enterprises," Journal of Public Economics, Elsevier, vol. 47(3), pages 343-

359, April

Iacoviello, Matteo and Raoul Minetti "The Credit Channel of Monetary Policy:

Evidence from the Housing Market" Journal of Macroeconomics, forthcoming

Jagannathan, R., McGrattan, E. R., Scherbina, A., (2000). The declining U.S.
equity premium. Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis Quarterly Review 24 (4),
319.

Jaimbvich, Dany & Ugo Panizza, 2006. "Public Debt around the World: A
New Dataset of Central Government Debt," RES Working Papers 1019, Inter-

American Development Bank, Research Department.

Jermann, U. (2008), "The Equity Premium Implied by Production", mimeo Uni-

versity of Pennsylvania

140



[86] Jermann, U. and Quadrini, V. (2006). ‘Financial innovations and macroeconomic

volatility’, NBER Working Paper, Number 12308.

[87] Josep Pijoan-Mas, (2007). "Pricing Risk in Economies with Heterogeneous
Agents and Incomplete Markets," Journal of the European Economic Associa-

tion, MIT Press, vol. 5(5), pages 987-1015, 09.

[88] Kashyap, Anil K., Raghuram Rajan and Jeremy Stein, "Banks as Liquid-
ity Providers: An Explanation for the Co-Existence of Lending and Deposit-
Taking," Journal of Finance, February (2002).

[89] Kehoe, T. J. and Levine, D. K. (1993). ‘Debt-constrained asset markets’, Review

of Economic Studies, vol. 60 (October), pp. 865-888.

[90] Kiyotaki, N. and Moore, J. (1997). "Credit Cycles." Journal of Political Econ-
omy, 105(2), 211-248.

[91] Kiyotaki, N. and Moore, J. (2008). "Liquidity, Business Cycles and Monetary

Policy", mimeo Princeton

[92] Krishnamurthy, A. (2003). "Collateral Constraints and the Amplification Mech-
anism." Journal of Economic Theory, 111(2), 277-292.

[93] Krusell, Per & Anthony A. Smith & Jr., (1998). "Income and Wealth Heterogene-
ity in the Macroeconomy," Journal of Political Economy, University of Chicago

Press, vol. 106(5), pages 867-896.

[94] Lintner, John (1965). The valuation of risk assets and the selection of risky in-
vestments in stock portfolios and capital budgets, Review of Economics and Sta-

tistics, 47, 13-37.

[95] Lochstoer, L. (2006) "Expected Returns and the Business Cycle: Heterogeneous

Agents and Heterogeneous Goods." mimeo LBS

141



[96] Lorenzoni, G. (2005). ‘Inefficient credit booms’, Mimeo, MIT.

[97] Lucas, Robert E, Jr, 1978. "Asset Prices in an Exchange Economy," Economet-

rica, Econometric Society, vol. 46(6), pages 1429-45, November

[98] Lustig, H. & Stijn Van Nieuwerburgh (2006) "How Much Does Household Col-

lateral Constraint Regional Risk Sharing?" mimeo, UCLA

[99] Marcet, A. (1988), "Solving Nonlinear Stochastic Models by Parameterizing Ex-

pectations," unpublished manuscript, Carnegie Mellon University.

[100] McGuire, P., Remolona, E., and Tsatsaronis, K. (2005). ‘Time-varying expo-
sures and leverage in hedge funds’, Bank for International Settlements Quarterly
Review, March, pp. 59-72.

[101] Mehra, Rajnish & Prescott, Edward C., 1985. "The equity premium: A puzzle,"
Journal of Monetary Economics, Elsevier, vol. 15(2), pages 145-161, March

[102] Minetti, Raoul, (2007). "Bank Capital, Firm Liquidity, and Project Quality",

Forthcoming, Journal of Monetary Economics

[103] Mookerjee, Dilip and Ivan Png. (1989) "Optimal Auditing, Insurance, and Re-

distribution," Quarterly Journal of Economics 104: 399-415.

[104] Morris, S. and Shin, H. S. (1998). ‘Unique equilibrium in a model of self-

fulfilling currency attacks’, American Economic Review, vol. 88(3), pp. 587-597.

[105] Moskowitz, Tobias and Vissing-Jorgensen, A. "The Returns to Entrepreneurial
Investment: A Private Equity Premium Puzzle?" American Economic Review,

September (2002)

[106] Obstfeld, M. (1996). ‘Models of currency crises with self-fulfilling features’,

European Economic Review, vol. 40(3-5), pp. 1037-1047.

142



[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

[111]

[112]

[113]

[114]

[115]

Perez, A. (2008) "Credit Constraints, Firms’ Precautionary Investment, and the

Business Cycle", mimeo LSE.

Petersen , Mitchell A., and Raghuram G. Rajan, 1994, "TheBenefits of Lending
Relationships: Evidence from Small Business Data," Journal of Finance, 49, pp.

3-37

Plantin, G., Sapra, H. and Shin, H. S. (2007).‘Marking-to-market: panacea or

Pandora’s box?’, Journal of Accounting Research, forthcoming.

Pulvino, T. C. (1998). ‘Do asset fire sales exist? An empirical investigation of

commercial aircraft transactions’, Journal of Finance, vol. 53(3), pp. 939-978.

Rajan, R. G. (2005). ‘Has financial development made the world riskier?’, Paper
presented at the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City Economic Symposium on

‘The Greenspan Era: Lessons for the Future’, Jackson Hole, 25-27 August.

Rajan, Raghuram G & Zingales, Luigi, (1998). "Financial Dependence and
Growth," American Economic Review, American Economic Association, vol.

88(3), pages 559-86, June.

Rampini, A. "Entrepreneurial activity, risk, and the business cycle," Journal of

Monetary Economics 51 (2004), 555-573.

Schmitt-Grohe, Stephanie & Uribe, Martin, (2004). "Solving dynamic general
equilibrium models using a second-order approximation to the policy function,"
Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control, Elsevier, vol. 28(4), pages 755-775,

January.

Sharpe, William F. (1964). Capital asset prices: A theory of market equilibrium
under conditions of risk, Journal of Finance, 19 (3), 425-442Uhlig (2006)

143



[116] Shleifer, A. and Vishny, R. W. (1992). ‘Liquidation values and debt capacity: a

market equilibrium approach’, Journal of Finance, vol. 47(4), pp. 1343-1366.

[117] Smith, Clifford W. and Stulz, Rene M (1985). "The Determinants of Firm’s
Hedging Policies," with , Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, v20(4),
391-406

[118] Stock, J. H. and Watson, M. W. (2005). ‘Understanding changes in international
business cycle dynamics’, Journal of the European Economic Association, vol.

3(5), pp. 968-1006.

[119] Storesletten, Kjetil, Chris 1. Telmer, and Amir Yaron, (2004). "Cyclical Dynam-
ics in Idiosyncratic Labor Market Risk," Journal of Political Economy, Univer-

sity of Chicago Press, vol. 112(3), pages 695-717, June.

[120] Stulz, Rene M. "Optimal Hedging Policies," Journal of Financial and Quantita-
tive Analysis, 1984, v19(2), 127-140.

[121] Titman, Sheridan, Stathis Tompaidis, and Sergey Tsyplakov. 2005. Determinants
of Credit Spreads in Commercial Mortgages. Real Estate Economics 33, 711-
738.

[122] Townsend, Robert M. (1979) "Optimal Contracts and Competitive Markets with
Costly State Verification," Journal of Economic Theory 20: 265-293

[123] Tucker, P. (2005). ‘Where are the risks?’, Bank of England Financial Stability

Review, vol. 19 (December), pp. 73-77.

[124] Van den Heuvel, Skander (2007), "The Bank Capital Channel of Monetary Pol-

icy" University of. Pennsylvania, mimeo.

[125] White, W. R. (2004). ‘Are changes in financial structure extending safety nets?’,
Bank for International Settlements Working Paper, Number 145.

144



[126] Williamson, O. E. (1988). ‘Corporate finance and corporate governance’, Journal

of Finance, vol. 43(3), pp. 567-591.

[127] Woodford, Michael, (1990). "Public Debt as Private Liquidity," American Eco-

nomic Review, American Economic Association, vol. 80(2), pages 382-88, May.

145



