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Abstract

In this paper we construct a dynamic general equilibrium model with limited liability banks to
compare financial stability and macroeconomic outcomes under a regime in which banks are
bailed out by the government with outcomes under a regime in which bank creditors are bailed
in. We find that long-run investment, capital, output, and consumption are higher under the
bailout regime. Bailouts also mitigate the impact of financial crises with respect to the bail-in
regime, as lower funding costs increase banks’ profitability. Bailouts, however, introduce moral
hazard, which substantially increases the fraction of banks that need to be recapitalized from
0.24% per quarter under the bail-in regime to 3.12% per quarter under the bailout regime. The
frequency of financial crises, however, hardly increases. Finally, we find that welfare is highest
under the bailout regime.
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1 Introduction

Bailouts of the financial sector substantially mitigated the macroeconomic impact of the Great
Financial Crisis of 2007-2009 (Homar and van Wijnbergen, 2017). However, bailing out bank
creditors also introduces moral hazard (Cordella and Yeyati, 2003; Gorton and Huang, 2004; Dam
and Koetter, 2012; Keister, 2015): the knowledge that creditors will always be repaid, either by the
bank when it is sufficiently profitable, or by the government when the bank is insolvent, implies
that creditors no longer price in the probability of bank failure. This allows banks to lever up and
take more risk with their balance sheet, thereby making financial crises more likely.

Among other reasons, bail-ins were introduced to mitigate this moral hazard problem: under a
bail-in, failing banks are recapitalized by (partially) writing off or converting into equity the claims
of bank creditors. Therefore, it is argued, creditors will correctly price in the probability of bank
failure as they will lose funds when banks become insolvent.1 By doing so, they prevent banks from
leveraging up, as it becomes less profitable to do so. As a result, the financial system becomes safer,
and financial crises less likely.

In this paper we investigate quantitatively whether bail-ins indeed enhance long-run financial
stability by making bank failures and financial crises less likely with respect to a bailout regime.
In addition, we intend to look beyond the financial stability perspective, and simultaneously look
at the broader macroeconomic impact of these policies. To do so, we construct a unified dynamic
general equilibrium model that encompasses both recapitalization policies, after which we simulate
our economy for many periods and calculate the frequency with which financial crises occur and
the average number of banks that fail under both policies. We also investigate which of these two
policies is better in mitigating the macroeconomic impact of financial crises, as well as long-run
macroeconomic outcomes and welfare. Finally, we compare both recapitalization policies with a
policy in which insolvent banks are liquidated to see whether banks should be recapitalized at all.

To do so, we employ a small open economy real business cycle model that features banks that
are subject to limited liability as in Gete and Melkadze (2020). Banks are financed through net
worth and bank debt that is provided by risk-averse foreign creditors. These funds are used to
acquire corporate securities that are issued by goods producers to acquire physical capital. The
return on these securities is subject to an idiosyncratic risk shock of which the distribution is known
(Bernanke et al., 1999; Christiano et al., 2014). We consider two types of economies: the liquidation
economy and the recapitalization economy. In the first, banks are liquidated when they become
insolvent. However, creditors recouping the bank’s assets are subject to state verification costs that
give rise to deadweight losses as in Gete and Melkadze (2020). In the second economy, insolvent
banks are recapitalized. The required transfer is equal to the difference between the debt that has
to be repaid and the realized return on corporate securities. In addition, extra net worth equal to

1 The Cyprus crisis in 2013 was the first time a bail-in was employed to deal with a failing banking system. On
March 25, 2013, Eurogroup chairman Jeroen Dijsselbloem motivated the bail-in decision in an interview with the
Financial Times and Reuters in the following way: “If I finance a bank and I know if the bank will get in trouble
I will be hit and I will lose money, I will put a price on that.” (Spiegel, 2013).
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an exogenous fraction of previous period assets is provided to ensure that the recapitalized banks
continue to operate with positive net worth. The total transfer is divided between bank creditors
that take a haircut on their claims (bail-in), and taxpayers that provide new funds (bailout). We
solve the model using a global solution method to accurately capture the nonlinearities that arise
from limited liability, moral hazard, and bank risk-taking. We then simulate the model for many
periods, which allows us to investigate the long-run properties of both economies, as well as the
dynamics around financial crises.

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to explicitly model bank bail-ins within a dynamic
general equilibrium model that features limited liability at the bank level. By constructing a
macroeconomic model that encompasses both bail-ins and bailouts, our model is the first that is
capable of not only comparing these policies from a financial stability perspective, but also from a
macroeconomic perspective. Doing so sharply contrasts with the literature, in which bail-ins are
almost exclusively investigated within stylized two- or three-period models within the corporate
finance literature (Keister, 2015; Mendicino et al., 2017; Mitkov and Keister, 2021; Walther and
White, 2020), or long-run simulations in dynamic partial equilibrium models with a microprudential
perspective (Berger et al., 2018; Gross et al., 2018; Lambrecht and Tse, 2019).

Our first contribution is to show that the long-run average (ergodic mean) of macroeconomic
variables such as investment, capital, output, and consumption are at least 20% higher under the
bailout regime with respect to the bail-in regime. While both policies feature the same rule for
determining the size of the transfer in net worth, banks’ funding costs are always lower under the
bailout regime because creditors do not price in the probability of bank insolvency. Therefore, banks’
profitability and net worth are higher, everything else equal, which allows banks to provide more
credit to the real economy than under the bail-in regime. As a result, investment and the physical
capital stock increase, which leads to higher long-run output and consumption.

The absence of a link between the probability of insolvency and banks’ funding costs sharply
contrasts with the bail-in regime, which features a procyclicality between the probability of insolvency
and banks’ funding costs in financial crisis times: a higher probability of insolvency leads to higher
funding costs, which in turn increase the probability of insolvency further etc. The absence of
this procyclicality under the bailout regime substantially mitigates the credit contraction that
takes place in a crisis, causing the drop in investment, capital, and output to be only half the
respective drop under the bail-in regime. Therefore, bailouts are more effective in mitigating the
macroeconomic impact of financial crises than bail-ins. However, consumption falls by more under
the bailout regime, as households have to finance these bailouts, whereas bail-ins are financed by
foreign creditors.

Our second contribution is to show that the impact of moral hazard on financial stability is
mixed. On the one hand, the frequency of financial crises, defined as a drop in lending by bank
creditors of more than two standard deviations (Bianchi, 2016; Gete and Melkadze, 2020), hardly
increases for the bailout regime. The reason is that creditors are willing to finance the banks in
times of crisis because they are also repaid in case of insolvency. On the other hand, the absence of
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a link between the probability of insolvency and banks’ funding costs makes it profitable for banks
to expand their balance sheet. As a result, long-run leverage increases by almost 40%, which causes
the average fraction of banks that need to be recapitalized to increase from 0.24% per quarter under
the bail-in regime to 3.12% per quarter under the bailout regime. From this point of view, moral
hazard provides a substantial contribution to financial instability.

Our third contribution is to show that the level of welfare is highest under the bailout regime.
This is perhaps a surprising conclusion, as bailouts are financed by domestic households who therefore
see their incomes reduced, whereas bail-ins are financed by foreign creditors. This result is driven
by the fact that long-run consumption increases nonlinearly with the fraction of the recapitalization
that is financed by taxpayers. This positive effect trumps the negative effect on consumption from
households having to finance not only a larger fraction of the recapitalization but also more bailouts,
as the number of insolvencies increases with the fraction of the recapitalization that is financed
through a bailout. Interestingly, the welfare cost of business cycles is the highest for the bailout
regime, as consumption varies most with the state of the business cycle as a result of households
financing the bailouts.

Finally, we confirm that both recapitalization policies improve macroeconomic outcomes and
welfare with respect to the liquidation economy, both in the short- and long-run: recapitalizations
provide insolvent banks with new net worth, which allows the aggregate banking sector to expand
credit provision to the real economy with respect to the liquidation economy, especially in financial
crisis times. As a result, investment, the capital stock and output increase. Financial stability as
measured by the number of insolvencies and the frequency of crises, improves under the bail-in
regime, as bail-ins increase aggregate net worth, which allows banks to operate with lower leverage
ratios than under the liquidation regime. Interestingly, financial stability deteriorates under the
bailout regime because moral hazard increases leverage, and therefore leads to more insolvencies
than under the liquidation regime.

Literature review

This paper builds upon the literature that incorporates financial frictions and default in macroeco-
nomic models, specifically Gete and Melkadze (2020).2 Our paper extends their model by including
the possibility of bank recapitalizations through bail-ins and bailouts, in which case state verification
costs are absent.

Macroeconomic papers which feature bank bail-ins or other forms of debt write-downs are scarce.
Breuss et al. (2015) investigate the macroeconomic effects of a one-off unanticipated lump sum
contribution by depositors to banks, while Hollander (2017) looks at the effectiveness of converting
contingent convertible capital (CoCos) into equity. Both papers look at a one-off recapitalization

2 Other important papers in the literature on financial frictions and business cycles are Bernanke et al. (1999),
Gertler and Kiyotaki (2010),Gertler and Karadi (2011), and Christiano et al. (2014).
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that is unanticipated, whether our bail-ins (as well as the bailouts) are anticipated by bank creditors.
Another difference is that the models of Breuss et al. (2015) and Hollander (2017) are solved using a
first order approximation around the steady state, whereas we employ a global solution method. As
such, we can also investigate the long-run financial stability effects of the different recapitalization
policies.

In contrast to bail-ins, the financial stability effects from bailouts have been studied within
macroeconomic general equilibrium models. Bianchi (2016) shows that whether or not moral hazard
increases risk-taking by banks depends on whether bailouts are conditional on aggregate conditions
(systemic bailout) or on idiosyncratic banks’ decisions, in which case the negative effects from moral
hazard are most pronounced. A key contribution is that Bianchi (2016) finds that welfare increases
ex ante for systemic bailouts, despite the presence of moral hazard. The main difference with our
paper is the way in which moral hazard arises within the model. In Bianchi (2016) the debt issued
by banks is already risk-free in the absence of a bailout. Moral hazard then arises because bank
managers are not ousted after a bailout, and therefore take the anticipated government funds into
account when deciding how much debt to issue. Unlike Bianchi (2016), we find that bank-specific
bailouts improve ex ante welfare with respect to welfare under the bail-in regime and the liquidation
regime. The reason is that bailouts reduce banks’ funding costs with respect to the other regimes
(in which debt is risky), an effect that is absent in Bianchi (2016) where banks already borrow at
the risk-free rate in the absence of a bailout.

In our paper, bailouts negatively affect financial stability ex ante because of moral hazard, but
positively ex post because additional net worth allows banks to expand credit to the real economy.
Van der Kwaak and Van Wijnbergen (2014), Van der Kwaak and Van Wijnbergen (2017), Farhi and
Tirole (2018), and Abad (2019), however, show that bailouts can have a negative effect on financial
stability ex post in the presence of the diabolic loop between weak banks and weak sovereigns. This
happens when additional government borrowing (to finance the recap) leads to capital losses on
banks’ existing holdings of government bonds that are large enough to offset the gains in net worth
from the bailout.

Since we investigate how long-run financial stability is affected by the two recapitalization
policies, our paper is also connected to the literature on macroprudential policies within dynamic
general equilibrium models. Bianchi (2011) and Bianchi and Mendoza (2018) study how taxes affect
borrowing decisions, and to what extent such taxes reduce the incidence and severity of financial
crises in open economies that are subject to borrowing constraints. A survey of this literature can be
found in Bianchi and Mendoza (2020). Higher capital requirements also enhance financial stability,
but create a tradeoff with credit provision to the real economy (Mendicino et al., 2018, 2020a,b;
Gertler et al., 2020a,b).

Although the above-mentioned papers feature macroeconomic general equilibrium models, most
papers that study financial stability issues are found in the corporate finance literature (Farhi
and Tirole, 2012; Keister, 2015; Mitkov and Keister, 2021). Farhi and Tirole (2012) study how
bailouts affect financial stability and banks’ incentives to take risk. They find that the anticipation
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of a bailout induces banks to correlate risks, which results in excessive financial fragility. Whereas
Farhi and Tirole (2012) focus on how ex ante regulation might rule out bailouts in equilibrium, we
investigate an alternative recapitalization policy that is not discussed in Farhi and Tirole (2012),
namely bail-ins, which also eliminate the moral hazard problems that arise from bailouts. A second
distinction is that welfare under a bailout regime decreases in Farhi and Tirole (2012), because they
model deadweight costs that are absent under our bailout policy.

Similar to our paper, Keister (2015) studies the trade-off between the negative effects that
bailouts have on risk-taking by banks, and the positive ex post benefits in the form of preventing
(self-fulfilling) bank runs within an extension of the famous Diamond and Dybvig (1983) model.
Interestingly, he finds that a no bailout policy can actually increase financial fragility by raising
each individual’s incentive to withdraw early. In contrast to Keister (2015), we find that financial
fragility, as measured by the fraction of banks that become insolvent, deteriorates substantially
under the bailout policy. Keister (2015) also studies a policy mix in which the positive ex post
effects of bailouts are preserved while eliminating the negative ex ante effects on risk-taking by
taxing intermediaries’ short-term liabilities, as this reduces intermediaries’ incentive to lever up.
This policy is similar in spirit to our bail-in policy in the sense that debt financing under the bail-in
policy becomes more expensive with respect to the bailout regime. This reduces the incentive for
banks to lever up, while insolvent banks are recapitalized ex post. We also find that financial
stability is best served under such a policy.

Papers that compare the three different regimes (bail-ins, bailouts, and liquidation) can be found
in dynamic, continuous-time partial equilibrium asset pricing models (Lambrecht and Tse, 2019;
Correia et al., 2017; Berger et al., 2018; Gross et al., 2018). These models have a microprudential
focus, as they focus on the lending behavior and net value created by an individual bank, and
therefore cannot study the impact of these policies on the macroeconomy.

Unlike our paper, Lambrecht and Tse (2019) allows for banks to endogenously choose the quality
of the loans they extend to the real economy. As in our paper, the probability of insolvency is
highest under the bailout regime. Unlike our paper, managers retain skin in the game in case of
bailouts and bail-ins. Despite this difference, Lambrecht and Tse (2019) also find that leverage and
the probability of insolvency is lowest under the bail-in regime, while leverage and lending activity
are highest under the bailout regime. However, they find that the probability of insolvency is lowest
under the liquidation regime, whereas this probability is lowest under the bail-in regime in our
model (although the difference with the liquidation economy is small). This is driven by the fact
that banks in Lambrecht and Tse (2019) endogenously choose the payout rate, whereas our payout
rate is exogenous and constant across time. Banks in Berger et al. (2018) take investment, the
payout rate and the riskiness of assets as given, and compare how the different regimes affect the
initial capitalization decision, the size of the subordinated debt, the future recapitalization strategy,
and the bank’s net market value.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the model, and section 3 discusses the
global solution method we use and the calibration of the model. Section 4 analyzes the effects of
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bail-ins on long-run financial stability and the response to shocks in the short run. Finally, Section
5 concludes.

2 Model

We construct a small open economy RBC model featuring households, banks, productions firms,
and foreign lenders, which is inspired by Gete and Melkadze (2020). Bankers are financed by
accumulated net worth and risky debt that is financed by risk-averse foreign investors. Bankers
use these funds to acquire corporate securities issued by production firms. These securities are
hit by a bank-specific shock when repayment is due, the distribution of which is the same across
banks and time. Banks with low realizations of the shock become insolvent, in which case they are
liquidated. In an alternative setup we deviate from Gete and Melkadze (2020) by allowing banks to
be recapitalized. Such recaps can be financed in two ways. First, creditor claims can be (partially)
written down in a bail-in. Second, the government can bail out the bank by injecting new net worth,
which is financed by raising lump sum taxes on households. Importantly, a recapitalization prevents
a liquidation of bank assets, and thus avoids the deadweight losses from liquidation (Bernanke et al.,
1999).

The rest of the economy is relatively standard: households supply labor to the production sector
and use all income after lump sum taxes for consumption. Final goods are produced by combining
labor and physical capital, the last of which is financed by selling corporate securities to banks.

2.1 Banks

2.1.1 Liquidation economy

A continuum of banks j ∈ [0, 1] acts as intermediary between savers and borrowers. Bank j enters
period t with net worth nj,t. It first pays out a fraction 1 − ϑ in dividends to the owners of the
bank, where ϑ is exogenous and constant across time (Gertler and Karadi, 2011). Next, bank j

purchases corporate securities skj,t+1 issued by final goods producers at a price qkt . These securities
are financed by retained net worth ϑnj,t and short-term debt qtdj,t+1, which promises to pay dj,t+1

units of the final good in period t+ 1 and is purchased by foreign investors at price qt. Hence, bank
j’s balance sheet is given by:

qkt s
k
j,t+1 = ϑnj,t + qtdj,t+1. (1)

After the realizaton of aggregate shocks, corporate securities pay a gross return Rkt+1 in period
t+ 1. However, bank j ’s effective return on securities is ωt+1R

k
t+1q

k
t s
k
j,t+1, as bank j is subject to

an idiosyncratic shock ωt+1 that follows a log normal distribution with mean 1 (Bernanke et al.,
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1999; Christiano et al., 2014; Gete and Melkadze, 2020). Thus, there exists a threshold level ω̄j,t
below which bank j becomes insolvent, and is forced to default:

ω̄j,t ≡
dj,t

Rkt q
k
t−1s

k
j,t

=
dkj,t

Rkt q
k
t−1

, (2)

where dkj,t ≡ dj,t/skj,t denotes the debt-to-assets ratio. Hence we immediately see that the threshold
level ω̄j,t, and therefore the probability of insolvency, increases with dkj,t. Creditors, however, can
only recoup a fraction 1− µ of bank j’s assets in case of insolvency, as a fraction µ is lost because of
deadweight losses from bankruptcy (Bernanke et al., 1999). The recouped funds are paid pro-rata
among the bank’s creditors. When ωt > ω̄j,t, bank j repays its creditors, and realizes a pre-dividend
net worth nj,t that is equal to:

nj,t = ωtR
k
t q
k
t−1s

k
j,t − dj,t. (3)

Foreign investors’ holdings of debt are perfectly diversified across domestic banks. The price of
one unit of debt qt is such that it is in expectation equal to the (discounted) expected cash
flows next period, which equal one unit of final goods from banks with ωt+1 > ω̄j,t+1, and
(1− µ)ωt+1R

k
t+1q

k
t s
k
j,t+1/dj,t+1 units of final goods from banks that are insolvent (ωt+1 < ω̄j,t+1).

Foreign investors, however, are risk averse.3 Therefore, they value the future cash flows with
the following stochastic discount factor m∗t,t+1 (Vasicek, 1977; Arellano and Ramanarayanan, 2012;
Bianchi and Sosa-Padilla, 2020; Johri et al., 2020):

m∗t,t+1 = exp
[
−r∗t − κ

(
εa,t+1 + 1

2κσ
2
a

)]
,

where r∗t is the stochastic world risk-free rate, κ the degree of risk aversion, and εa,t and σ2
a are a

shock to and the variance of domestic total factor productivity, respectively. As a result, domestic
productivity shocks will affect banks’ funding costs, and will therefore influence the amount of debt
issued in equilibrium. In addition, an increase in the world risk-free rate reduces foreign investors’
incentive to save, everything else equal, and will therefore increase the interest rate on bank debt
beyond the increase in the world risk-free rate.

3 We need some degree of risk aversion in the bailout economy that is to be introduced in the next subsection.
Without it, the interest rate on bank debt would be equal to the exogenous world interest rate and would not
change in response to productivity shocks. This would render the model with bailouts to be non-stationary, in
which case we would not be able to solve this model version.
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By using the stochastic discount factor m∗t,t+1, we obtain the following pricing equation for bank
debt:

qt = Et


m∗t,t+1


∫ ∞
ω̄j,t+1

1 · f (ωt+1) dωt+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Debt repaid by
solvent banks.

+ (1− µ)
∫ ω̄j,t+1

0

(
ωt+1R

k
t+1q

k
t s
k
j,t+1

dj,t+1

)
f (ωt+1) dωt+1︸ ︷︷ ︸

Recovered funds from insolvent banks
per unit of bank debt, net of recovery cost µ.




.

(4)

Bank j maximizes the sum of today’s dividend payment (1− ϑ)nj,t and the expected continuation
value max (Vj,t+1, 0), which is discounted by households’ stochastic discount factor βΛt,t+1, as
households are the ultimate owners of the banks. Bank j’s optimization problem is therefore given
by:

Vj,t = max
{skj,t+1,dj,t+1}

(1− ϑ)nj,t + Et [βΛt,t+1 max (Vj,t+1, 0)] , (5)

subject to bank j’s balance sheet constraint (1), the insolvency threshold (2), the law of motion for
net worth (3), and foreign investors’ demand for bank debt (4). Therefore, banks explicitly take
into account how higher insolvency risk impacts their funding costs (Gete and Melkadze, 2020).

Bankers from insolvent banks exit the financial industry and are replaced by a new banker from
the same household, thereby keeping the number of banks equal across time (Gertler and Karadi,
2011). New bankers receive a transfer from their respective household, the aggregate size of which
equals χb (Gete and Melkadze, 2020). We show in Appendix A.3 that all banks choose the same
cut-off value ω̄j,t = ω̄t in equilibrium. Therefore, the aggregate law of motion of pre-dividend net
worth is given by:

nt =
∫ ∞
ω̄t

(
ωtR

k
t q
k
t−1s

k
t − dt

)
f (ωt) dωt + χb. (6)

At the beginning of each period, banks (including the newly started banks) pay out a fraction 1− ϑ
of net worth nj,t to their respective households.4 Therefore, aggregate dividends Ωt to households
are given by:

Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt. (7)

4 Newly started banks immediately pay dividends before issuing new debt to acquire corporate securities. Not
doing so would force us to write down a separate optimization problem for newly started banks which features
the balance sheet constraint qkt skj,t+1 = nj,t + qtdj,t+1. That would contrast with the optimization problem of
existing banks, which features equation (1). Therefore, allowing newly starting banks to not pay dividends in the
initial period would severely complicate aggregation across all banks.
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Finally, aggregate losses ndt for foreign creditors are given by:

ndt =
∫ ω̄t

0

[
dt − (1− µ)ωtRkt qkt−1s

k
t

]
f (ωt) dωt

=
∫ ω̄t

0
(ω̄t − ωt)Rkt qkt−1s

k
t f (ωt) dωt +

∫ ω̄t

0
µωtR

k
t q
k
t−1s

k
t f (ωt) dωt, (8)

where we employed equation (2).

2.1.2 Recapitalization economy

Instead of liquidating insolvent banks, the government might decide to have these banks recapitalized,
as happened in the Great Financial Crisis of 2007-2009 and afterwards. The resulting transfer
nτj,t to an insolvent bank j consists of two components. First, bank j is provided with the
difference between the funds owed to its creditors and the gross return on its corporate securities:
dj,t − ωtRkt qkt−1s

k
j,t = (ω̄j,t − ωt)Rkt qkt−1s

k
j,t. The second component is provided to ensure bank j

continues to operate with positive net worth, and is equal to a fraction ζ of previous period assets,
valued at today’s price of corporate securities: ζqkt skj,t.5 Therefore, the total transfer nτj,t (ωt) to
insolvent bank j, which is a function of the idiosyncratic shock ωt, is equal to:

nτj,t (ωt) = (ω̄j,t − ωt)Rkt qkt−1s
k
j,t + ζqkt s

k
j,t, ωt < ω̄j,t. (9)

There are three ways in which this transfer can be financed. First, the government can impose
losses on the private sector by writing down creditors’ claims by an amount nτj,t (ωt), a so-called
bail-in (European Commission, 2014; Gross et al., 2018; Hüser et al., 2018). Second, the government
can employ public funds to inject new net worth, a so-called bailout. Third, the government can
employ a combination of a bail-in and a bailout: in that case, it imposes losses equal to a fraction
1− ξ of the total transfer on bank j’s creditors, while injecting a fraction ξ of the transfer through
public funds. The last case encompasses both the first and second case by setting ξ = 0 and ξ = 1,
respectively.6

Just as in the liquidation economy, foreign investors are perfectly diversified across domestic
banks. Therefore, the price of debt qt is again determined by discounting the expected cash
flows next period by the stochastic discount factor m∗t,t+1. However, for banks that are insolvent
(ωt+1 < ω̄j,t+1), the cash flow per unit of debt will now be equal to 1− (1− ξ)nτj,t+1 (ωt+1) /dj,t+1,

5 We value last period’s corporate securities at today’s price because otherwise an additional state variable qkt−1
would be introduced. Since we solve the model using global solution methods, see Section 3, we try to minimize
the number of state variables.

6 Typically, equity holders are entirely wiped out or heavily diluted in case of a bail-in or bailout. We could model
this by (temporarily) suspending dividend payments by setting ϑ = 1 for banks with ωt < ω̄j,t. Doing so, however,
would prevent us from solving the value function for bankers. Therefore, even insolvent banks pay a fraction
1 − ϑ of net worth (ex post recapitalization) to its owners. Observe that doing so will not tilt our comparison
between bail-ins and bailouts in one direction or the other, as the rule for dividend payments is the same in both
economies, and dividend payments continue in both economies.
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instead of (1− µ)ωt+1R
k
t+1q

k
t s
k
j,t+1/dj,t+1 in the liquidation economy. As a result, the pricing

equation for bank debt is now given by:

qt = Et


m∗t,t+1


∫ ∞

0
1 · f (ωt+1) dωt+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Debt repaid by

banks.

− (1− ξ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Share financed
by creditors.

∫ ω̄j,t+1

0

(
nτj,t+1 (ωt+1)

dj,t+1

)
f (ωt+1) dωt+1︸ ︷︷ ︸

Transfer per unit of bank debt
in case of insolvency.




,

(10)

We assume that the manager operating bank j is replaced by a member of the same household
when the bank becomes insolvent, irrespective of whether bank j is liquidated or recapitalized. As a
consequence, the banker does not take into account that bank j will continue to operate after the
recapitalization, as he or she still has to exit when ωt < ω̄j,t. Therefore, the maximization objective
(5) remains the same as in the case where bank j is liquidiated. As a result, the only difference with
the optimization problem in the liquidation economy is that foreign investors’ demand for bank
debt (4) is replaced by equation (10).

Again, we show in Appendix A.3 that all banks choose the same cut-off value ω̄j,t = ω̄t in
equilibrium. Therefore, the aggregate law of motion for net worth in an economy where insolvent
banks are recapitalized is given by:

nt =
∫ ∞
ω̄t

(
ωtR

k
t q
k
t−1s

k
t − dt

)
f (ωt) dωt + Ξbt , (11)

with Ξbt the transfer received by insolvent banks:

Ξbt =
∫ ω̄t

0

[
(ω̄t − ωt)Rkt qkt−1s

k
t + ζqkt s

k
t

]
f (ωt) dωt. (12)

Hence, a recapitalization leads to an increase in aggregate net worth nt with respect to the liquidation
economy, everything else equal.

2.2 Households

Households are infinitely lived and have identical preferences. A fraction f of household members
are workers and a fraction 1− f bankers, with perfect consumption insurance among all members
(Gertler and Karadi, 2011). Households receive wages wtht from providing labor ht, profits Pkt
from production firms, and dividends Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt from banks. Households are hand-to-mouth
and spend their income on consumption ct, transfers to new bankers 1L · χb, and lump sum taxes
τt = (1− 1L) ξΞbt , where 1L denotes an indicator function. This indicator function is equal to one
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in the liquidation economy, and zero in the recapitalization economy. The household’s optimization
problem is to maximize expected discounted lifetime utility:

max
{ct+s,ht+s}∞s=0

Et


∞∑
s=0

βs


(
ct+s − χ

1+ϕh
1+ϕ
t+s

)1−σ
− 1

1− σ


 , (13)

β ∈ (0, 1) , ϕ ≥ 0, (14)

subject to the household’s budget constraint:

ct + τt + 1L · χb = wtht + Pkt + Ωt.

We use Greenwood et al. (1988) (GHH) preferences to eliminate the wealth effect in labor supply.
The first order conditions are standard and can be found in Appendix A.1.

2.3 Non-financial firms

A continuum of perfectly competitive final goods producers i ∈ [0, 1] raises funds in period t− 1 by
issuing securities ski,t at a price qkt−1 to banks. Final goods producers use these funds to buy physical
capital ki,t = ski,t from capital goods producers at a price qkt−1, while credibly pledging next period’s
after-wage profits to the banks that purchase their securities (Gertler and Kiyotaki, 2010; Gertler
and Karadi, 2011). After realization of a productivity shock at at the beginning of period t, final
goods producers hire labor hi,t in a perfectly competitive labor market. Next, they produce output
yi,t using a production function that is constant returns to scale in capital ki,t and labor hi,t. After
production, the depreciated capital stock (1− δ) ki,t is sold to capital goods producers at a price qkt .
The gross return on corporate securities is derived in Appendix A.2.1, and is given by:

Rkt = αatk
α−1
t h1−α

t + (1− δ)qkt
qkt−1

, (15)

Capital goods producers acquire final goods it, and convert these into capital goods subject to
Jermann (1998)-style adjustment costs, while the old capital stock is converted one-for-one into new
capital goods. Capital therefore evolves according to:

kt+1 = (1− δ) kt +
[
ak + bk

1− 1/κk

(
it
kt

)1−1/κk
]
kt. (16)

The entire stock of newly produced capital is then sold to final goods producers at a price qkt .
Capital goods producers maximize the sum of current and expected discounted future profits. A
more elaborate description of the production sector can be found in Appendix A.2.
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2.4 Market clearing

In equilibrium, the number of corporate securities issued by final goods producers has to be equal
to the physical capital stock:

skt+1 = kt+1. (17)

Aggregate demand is given by the sum of consumption, investment, and net exports xjt and must
equal aggregate supply:

yt = ct + it + xjt , (18)

where j = {L,R} to denote the liquidation economy L and the recapitalization economy R,
respectively. We show in Appendix A.4 that net exports xjt are given by:

xjt =
∫ ω̄t

0
ωtR

k
t q
k
t−1ktf (ωt) dωt +

∫ ∞
ω̄t

dtf (ωt) dωt − qtdt+1 − (1− 1L) (1− ξ) Ξbt ,

where 1L denotes the earlier defined indicator function. Finally, we define bank leverage lt as total
assets over net worth:

lt = qkt kt+1
nt

, (19)

and the interest rate on bank debt Rdt as the inverse of the price of short-term debt qt:

Rdt = 1
qt

(20)

3 Solution method and calibration

3.1 Numerical solution method

We solve the model using a global solution method. We do so to accurately capture the models’
nonlinearities. As we want to analyze how bail-ins and bailouts affect macrofinancial stability, we
must have a solution method that is accurate in regions of the state space that are far away from
the deterministic steady state. Furthermore, precautionary behavior is central to analyzing the
model’s financial stability properties as creditors will price in bank insolvencies in anticipation of
negative future shocks. The extent to which banks’ funding costs are affected by the expected
number of insolvencies crucially depends on whether the economy is about to enter a financial crisis
or not. This nonlinear effect cannot properly be captured by a linear approximation around the
deterministic steady state. Therefore, we employ global solution methods.

Specifically, we employ a policy function iteration method based on Coleman (1990) in combina-
tion with linear interpolation to solve for future variables as advocated by Richter et al. (2014). We
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have two exogenous state variables, a, r∗, and two endogenous state variables k, dk with dk ≡ d/k.
We create a discrete grid of size k × dk × a × r∗, and discretize the exogenous shocks using the
Rouwenhorst (1995) method. An elaborate description of the numerical procedure can be found in
Appendix E.

3.2 Calibration

We calibrate the model on a quarterly frequency using a relatively standard calibration to keep
the model close to the existing literature on financial frictions. The resulting parameter values can
be found in Table 1. We set the subjective discount factor β equal to 0.985 following Gete and
Melkadze (2020). Next, we set risk aversion σ to 2, the capital share α to 1/3, and the capital
depreciation rate δ to 0.025, which are standard values in the business cycle literature. We set the
inverse Frisch elasticity ϕ to 1, after which we adjust the disutility of labor supply coefficient χ to
ensure that households approximately work one third of their time endowment in the liquidation
economy. The investment adjustment cost parameter κk targets a standard deviation of investment
that is about four times that of output in the ergodic distribution. The other two parameters of the
capital adjustment cost function, ak and bk are set such that qk = 1 and i = δk in the steady state.

On the financial side of the economy we set r∗ such that the annual risk free rate is equal to 4%.
Foreign investors’ risk aversion coefficient κ is set to 2.5 following Johri et al. (2020). We set the
fraction of retained net worth ϑ, the recovery cost µ, and the dispersion of the idiosyncratic return
shock σω to target the following moments in the stochastic steady state of the liquidation economy:
a leverage ratio l = qksk/n of around 5, a bank funding spread Rd − (1 + r∗) of approximately 40
basis points per year, and a credit spread Rk −Rd of around 300 basis points per year (Gilchrist
and Mojon, 2018).7 We hit these targets by setting the fraction of retained net worth ϑ to 0.95, the
liquidation cost µ to 0.30, and the dispersion of the idiosyncratic return shock σω to 0.075. Our
calibration of the fraction of retained net worth is close to the values used in the financial frictions
literature for the expected survival rate when bankers are finitely lived (Gertler and Kiyotaki, 2010;
Gertler and Karadi, 2011, 2013). We set the aggregate startup transfer to new bankers χb to 0.0001
in the liquidation economy following Gete and Melkadze (2020). χb is zero in the recapitalization
economy, as banks are recapitalized rather than liquidated upon insolvency. We set the parameter
ζ, which determines the amount of net worth with which an insolvent bank will operate after the
recapitalization, equal to the recovery cost µ in the liquidation economy.8

We set the parameters of the autoregressive processes for at and r∗t such that the unconditional
probability that the economy experiences a financial crisis is about 3% and the standard deviation
of output growth σg is around 0.6% (Mendicino et al., 2020a; Schularick and Taylor, 2012).
7 Average leverage ratios in the Euro Area are around 10 (Gerali et al., 2010). However, corporate securities in our

model are essentially equity claims. Therefore, a leverage ratio of 10.7 would overstate the risk from fluctuations
in asset prices to banks’ net worth. Therefore, we reduce the leverage ratio to 5, see Gertler and Karadi (2013)
for a more elaborate explanation on this point.

8 We check in our simulations that creditors’ losses under a full bail-in (expression (12) with ξ = 0) are always
smaller than their losses in the liquidation economy (expression (8)), as a key requirement of a bail-in is that
creditors are better off than under a bankruptcy (European Commission, 2014).
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Table 1 Model calibration

Parameter Value Definition Target/Source

β 0.985 Subjective discount factor Literature
σ 2 Risk aversion Literature
ϕ 1 Inverse Frisch elasticity Literature
χ 5.446 Disutility of labor Hours h ≈ 1/3 in liq. economy

α 0.33 Capital share in output Literature
δ 0.025 Depreciation rate Literature
κk 4 Capital adjustment cost parameter σi/σy = 4
ak -0.0083 Constant in capital adjustment cost function i = δk
bk 0.3976 Constant in capital adjustment cost function qk = 1

ϑ 0.95 Dividend payout rate of bankers l = 5
χb 0.0001, 0 Endowment for new bankers Gete and Melkadze (2020)
µ 0.30 Bank default cost in no-bail-in economy Bank asset spread
ζ 0.30 Size of write-down in bail-in economy Equal to µ
σω 0.075 Dispersion of i.i.d. idiosyncratic return shock Bank funding spread
κ 2.5 Foreign investors’ risk aversion Johri et al. (2020)

r∗ 0.0101 Steady state net foreign interest rate Annual risk free rate of 4%
a 1 Steady state productivity Normalization
ρr 0.9 AR(1) parameter of foreign interest rate shock Frequency and severity of crises
σr 0.0005 Std. dev. of foreign interest rate shock Frequency and severity of crises
ρa 0.875 AR(1) parameter of productivity shock σg approx. 0.6%
σa 0.00375 Std. dev. of productivity shock σg approx. 0.6%
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4 Quantitative results

In this section we present our numerical results. First, we will investigate impulse response functions
from a productivity and a world interest rate shock to get familiar with the dynamics of the model.
Afterwards, we will simulate the model for many periods, and investigate the dynamics of the
different economies in financial crisis times to learn how well each policy is capable of mitigating the
impact of financial crises. Then we will look at the unconditional average of the ergodic distribution,
which we will refer to as the long-run average, for several financial and macroeconomic variables.
This allows us to investigate how each policy affects (long-run) financial stability and macroeconomic
outcomes. Finally, we compare welfare in both the liquidation economy as well as the recapitalization
economies.

4.1 Impulse response functions

To investigate the short-run response of our economies, we look at impulse response functions from
a productivity shock and a world interest rate shock. First, we compare an economy where insolvent
banks are liquidated with an economy where banks are recapitalized through a bail-in. We compare
these two economies first, as their impulse response functions turn out to be qualitatively similar.
Afterwards, we compare a recapitalization through a bail-in with a recapitalization that is financed
through a bailout.

4.1.1 Liquidation vs. bail-in

In Figure 1 the economy is initially in the stochastic steady state, and then experiences a negative
productivity shock of 0.75%. The blue solid line represents the impulse response functions of an
economy where banks are liquidated when they become insolvent. The red dashed line represents
the case where they are recapitalized through a bail-in (ξ = 0), while the black slotted line represents
the case where they are recapitalized through a bailout (ξ = 1). As mentioned above, we first
compare the liquidation economy with the bail-in economy. We immediately observe that the impulse
response functions are qualitatively very similar. Therefore, we will first discuss the mechanisms
that are common in both economies, and only afterwards discuss the differences.

We see in Figure 1 that a negative productivity shock reduces the unconditional return on
corporate securities on impact, which directly decreases banks’ net worth. Lower aggregate produc-
tivity decreases the marginal product of capital, and therefore the (expected) return on corporate
securities, which in turn reduces the profitability of credit intermediation. A second effect through
which banks’ profitability decreases is an increase in banks’ funding costs. This occurs because
foreign investors price in the higher probability of bank insolvency, which increases because of two
mechanisms. First, the decrease in banks’ expected profitability makes it more likely that banks
will become insolvent, everything else equal. Second, a larger fraction of banks’ balance sheets has
to be financed with debt since there is fewer net worth in the banking system. This, in turn, leads
to a more leveraged banking system, which further increases the probability of insolvency.
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Figure 1. Impulse response functions following a negative productivity shock of 0.75% for the liquidation economy
(blue, solid), the bail-in economy (red, dashed), and the bailout economy (black, slotted). All economies are initially
in the stochastic steady state.
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The resulting decrease in net worth causes a contraction in the credit supply. As a result, the
demand for physical capital falls, which causes a drop in the price of capital. These capital losses
further decrease the unconditional return on corporate securities, see the second term of expression
(15). As a result net worth decreases further, giving rise to a financial accelerator effect (Bernanke
et al., 1999; Gete and Melkadze, 2020).

These financial sector dynamics amplify the effects that the negative productivity shock has on
the real economy: a lower credit supply leads to lower investment, and therefore a lower capital
stock. The productivity shock also causes the marginal product of labor to decrease, which reduces
households’ labor supply. In addition to lower labor income, households’ income also decreases
because bank dividends Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt decrease. Consumption decreases immediately as a result,
since households consume their entire income.

Although the qualitative response in both economies is the same, financial conditions improve in
the bail-in economy relative to the liquidation economy. This is caused by the fact that bail-ins
increase aggregate net worth, which reduces the fraction of their balance sheet that is financed by
bank debt, see panel “Leverage”. As a result, the probability of insolvency decreases (relative to
the liquidation economy), which leads to a lower interest rate on bank debt. Lower funding costs,
in turn, increase banks’ profitability, which causes the credit supply and the level of bank debt to
increase, and consequently investment (relative to the liquidation economy).

Note, however, that the increase in investment hardly increases output. Although bail-ins
improve financial conditions, the origins of the recession are in the real economy, and are not
addressed by the bail-ins. With output approximately the same in the two economies, the (small)
increase in consumption and investment is offset by a decrease in net exports (not shown). This
decrease is driven by a capital inflow, as Figure 1 shows that bank debt increases with respect to
the liquidation economy.

Next, we investigate in Figure 2 the impulse response functions to a shock that increases the
world interest rate r∗t by 10 basis points, again starting from the stochastic steady state.

This shock directly increases banks’ funding costs, which decrease their profitability and net
worth. As a result, a larger fraction of the balance sheet has to be financed through bank debt
(see panel “ Leverage”), which in turn increases the probability of insolvency. Foreign investors
respond by demanding an even higher interest rate on bank debt, which is in equilibrium almost 10
basis points above the world interest rate, which is the risk-free rate in this model. Therefore, the
increase in the interest rate on bank debt is almost double the increase in the world interest rate.

Just as in the case of the productivity shock, we see that lower net worth forces banks to reduce
the credit supply. A lower credit supply reduces the demand for physical capital, and leads to a lower
price of capital, which in turn reduces net worth even further. Therefore, a financial accelerator
channel emerges again, because lower net worth causes leverage to increase further, which leads to a
second round of interest rate increases on bank debt, etc.

The effect on output, however, is different under a world interest rate shock: in the absence of
a productivity shock, output only starts to fall when the capital stock decreases. As the capital
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Figure 2. Impulse response functions following a world interest rate shock of 10 basis points for the liquidation
economy (blue, solid), the bail-in economy (red, dashed), and the bailout economy (black, slotted). All economies are
initially in the stochastic steady state.
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stock decreases, the marginal product of labor and the wage rate fall which leads to a lower labor
supply by households. Consumption, however, decreases on impact rather than with the gradual
decline of the capital stock, which is driven by an immediate drop in bank dividends Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt.
After the initial impact of the shock, consumption immediately starts to revert back to steady state
following the recovery of net worth.

The same mechanism through which a bail-in caused credit supply and investment to increase
for a productivity shock (with respect to the liquidation economy), is also operative for a world
interest rate shock: imposing losses upon foreign creditors increases the aggregate net worth of
the banking sector, which decreases leverage with respect to the liquidation economy. As a result,
the probability of bank insolvency decreases, leading to lower funding costs. Lower funding costs
increase banks’ profitability from credit provision to the real economy. Therefore, banks increase
lending, with an expansion of investment as a consequence.

However, bail-ins become much more effective under a world interest rate shock (compared with
a productivity shock), as the initial macroeconomic contraction is now caused by a deterioration of
financial conditions, which bail-ins directly counter, rather than by shocks originating in the real
economy, which bail-ins cannot directly offset.

4.1.2 Bail-in vs. bailout

Next, we compare the two recapitalization policies. Remember that the red dashed line in Figures 1
and 2 represents the bail-in regime, whereas the black slotted line the bailout regime.

In both figures we see that a bailout is much more effective in improving financial conditions
than a bail-in: the drop in net worth, credit provision, and investment is less than half the respective
drop under the bail-in regime. Output also increases for a world interest rate shock, but hardly
does so for a productivity shock: since the capital stock does not drop by more than 0.5% (even
under a bail-in), the drop in output is primarily driven by the productivity shock itself, which is the
same for both a bailout and a bail-in. Consumption, on the other hand, substantially decreases with
respect to a bail-in: by 33% for a productivity shock, and by 200% for a world interest rate shock.
This drop in consumption is driven by the fact that bailouts are financed by domestic households
and directly decrease their income, unlike bail-ins which are financed by foreign creditors. Since
households have no savings to tap into, consumption must fall as a result.

The key mechanism why bailouts are more effective in improving macroeconomic and financial
conditions (except consumption) is that bank creditors are shielded from any losses in case a bank
becomes insolvent. As a result, the probability of bank insolvency is no longer priced in, which
becomes clear from looking at the interest rate on bank debt: Figures 1 and 2 show that the interest
rate on bank debt is exactly equal to the risk-free world interest rate under the bailout regime. As a
result, banks’ profitability increases with respect to a bail-in, which induces them to expand credit
provision to the real economy. This raises investment, the capital stock and output in turn.

Just as in Section 4.1.1, the impact of the bailout regime on the real economy depends on the
type of shock: the impact is relatively small for a productivity shock whose origins are in the real
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economy. This is different for a world interest rate shock, in which case the recapitalization can
(partially) offset the negative impact that this shock has on financial conitions, and through that
channel positively affect the real economy (with respect to the liquidation and bail-in economies).

4.2 Macro-dynamics around financial crises

In the previous section we investigated how bank recapitalizations affect the economy in response
to two isolated exogenous shocks. However, bank recapitalizations are instruments to deal with
failing banks, the number of which especially increases in times of financial crises. Therefore, it is
important to know how recapitalizations affect the economy in financial crisis times, and to what
extent they can mitigate their negative impact.

To do so, we first simulate the different economies for 511,000 periods and discard the first
11,000 periods as burn-in. This leaves us with 500,000 quarters (125,000 years) of simulated data.
Next, we construct event windows around financial crises of 15 periods before and after a crisis
hits the economy. We define financial crises as periods in which the change in lending to banks,
∆d
t = − (dt+1 − dt), falls by at least two standard deviations (Bianchi, 2016; Gete and Melkadze,

2020). The results can be found in Figure 3, which displays unweighted averages across identified
financial crises for each respective variable. We plot the macroeconomic variables in deviation from
their respective unconditional mean. Again, the blue solid line depicts the liquidation economy, the
red dashed line the bail-in economy, and the black slotted line the bailout economy. Just as in the
previous section we will first discuss and compare the liquidation economy and the bail-in economy,
after which we compare the bail-in economy with the bailout economy.

4.2.1 Liquidation vs. bail-in

We start by comparing the liquidation economy with the bail-in economy. Just as for the impulse
response functions, we observe that the impact of financial crises is qualitatively very similar in
the two economies: financial crises are triggered by negative shocks to productivity at and positive
shocks to foreign interest rates r∗t . This is unsurprising given the impulse response functions from
the previous section, where both shocks negatively affected macroeconomic and financial conditions:
lower producitivity causes the marginal product of capital to decrease (and therefore the return
on corporate securities), whereas a higher world interest rate leads to higher funding costs. Both
shocks therefore reduce banks’ profitability and net worth, which forces banks to rely more on debt
financing. Leverage increases as a conseuqence, which in turn raises the probability of insolvency.
As a result, funding costs increase further as creditors correctly price in the higher probability of
insolvency in both economies. In equilibrium, the fraction of banks that actually become insolvent
indeed increases: by 0.25 percentage points in the bail-in economy, and by 0.7 percentage points in
the liquidation economy.

As a result, net worth falls by at least 10% in both economies, forcing banks to reduce credit
provision to the real economy. Fewer credit provision causes investment to fall by at least 10%
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Figure 3. Dynamics around typical financial crises in liquidation (blue, solid), bail-in (red, dashed), and bailout
(black, slotted) economies.
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from its unconditional mean in both economies. Finally, a lower capital stock reduces output and
consumption, by at least 0.5% and 2%, respectively.

Observe, however, that consumption, output, and the capital stock are all above their long-run
average in the run-up to a financial crisis. In addition, we see that the financial sector immediately
starts to recover after the crisis hits in period t = 0, as the price of capital and banks’ aggregate
net worth immediately start to increase after period t = 0, while leverage, the fraction of insolvent
banks, and banks’ funding costs immediately decrease. This is driven by a simultaneous increase in
productivity (with respect to the trough) and a decrease in the world interest rate (with respect
to its zenith), both of which improve banks’ profitability and net worth immediately with positive
knock-on effects on credit provision to the real economy.

In contrast, the capital stock and output remain below their long-run average for several periods
after the start of the financial crisis: although investment immediately starts to recover after period
t = 0, it remains below its long-run average for at least 15 quarters. As a result, the newly created
capital (from investments) is not enough to offset the depreciation of the existing capital stock. As a
result, the capital stock continues to fall after the financial crisis has hit the economy, which implies
that output remains below its long-run average. Note, however, that consumption immediately
starts to recover, as the recovery in net worth implies that bank dividends increase with respect to
the period that the crisis hits.

Next, we focus on the differences between the liquidation economy and the bail-in economy.
It turns out that the mechanisms that drive the quantitative differences in financial crisis times
are similar to those in Section 4.1: by not liquidating insolvent banks but recapitalizing them, the
drop in aggregate net worth is mitigated. As a result, leverage does not increase as much as in
the liquidation economy. This leads to a smaller increase in the probability of insolvency ex ante
and a smaller fraction of insolvent banks ex post, which amounts to only half the increase in the
liquidation economy. Therefore, funding costs decrease with respect to the liquidation economy,
while a smaller drop in the price of capital mitigates the hit to the return on corporate securities
(not shown). As a result of the recap and the larger credit spread, the drop in net worth is only
two-thirds of that in the liquidation economy, which allow banks to expand their balance sheets,
with beneficial consequences on investment, capital, output and consumption. Therefore, bail-ins
mitigate the macroeconomic impact from financial crises.

Also observe that bail-ins smooth the impact of financial crises by providing banks with additional
net worth at the exact moment when it would drop otherwise as a result of more banks being
liquidated. Therefore, bail-ins reduce the volatiltiy of net worth, and as a result the volatility of
credit provision to the real economy. The reduction of volatility in the financial sector carries over
to the real economy: the drop in investment, the capital stock and output is mitigated in the bail-in
economy. Moreover, the reduction of macrofinancial volatility in financial crises times carries over to
the periods in the run-up to crises, as the extent to which the economy operates above its long-run
average is also reduced. As such, bail-ins help to reduce macroeconomic and financial volatility both
before and after financial crises.
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4.2.2 Bail-in vs. bailout

Now that we have compared the liquidation economy and the bail-in economy, we turn to a
comparison between the bail-in economy and the bailout economy. One of the reasons for doing so
is that it is important for policymakers to know which of these two recapitalization policies is most
effective in mitigating the impact of financial crises. Just as in the previous section, the red, dashed
line depicts the case of a bail-in (ξ = 0), whereas the black slotted line depicts a bailout (ξ = 1).

We see that bailouts substantially mitigate the impact of financial crises with respect to bail-ins.
The drop in net worth is halved with respect to the bail-in economy, as a result of which the increase
in leverage is more than halved. Therefore, banks do not have to shrink the balance sheet as much,
which results in a higher capital stock and investment with respect to the bail-in economy. This
substantially mitigates the drop in output, which is less than one-third the drop in the bail-in
economy. However, the drop in consumption is more than doubled with respect to the bail-in
economy, as domestic households finance the bailouts, whereas foreign creditors finance the bail-ins.

The reason why bailouts are better capable of mitigating the impact of financial crises is the
absence of a link between banks’ funding costs and the probability of insolvency. This sharply
contrasts with the bail-in regime, in which such a procyclicality arises in financial crises times: a
higher probability of insolvency leads to higher funding costs, which in turn increase the probability
of insolvency further leading to even higher interest rates etc. The bailout economy does not feature
this procyclicality. As a result, funding costs are always lower in the bailout economy. This explains
why the drop in net worth is so much smaller, which in turn mitigates the credit contraction that
takes place in a crisis. Therefore, bailouts are more effective in mitigating the macroeconomic
impact of financial crises than bail-ins.

Finally, observe that productivity needs to fall by less for the economy to land in a financial
crisis when banks are recapitalized through a bailout. We will see in the next section that this is
driven by the fact that the bailout economy features a banking sector that on average operates with
higher leverage ratios in the ergodic distribution. As a result, the probability of insolvency is higher,
and therefore smaller negative shocks suffice to generate a financial crisis.

4.3 Long-run macrofinancial stability

In the previous sections we saw that recapitalizing the financial sector through a bailout is more
effective in improving macrofinancial conditions than through a bail-in, except for consumption,
whose drop doubled with respect to a bail-in. The reason why the other macroeconomic and financial
variables increase with respect to a bail-in is that the financial sector does not only receive new net
worth (which is also the case for a bail-in), but in addition benefits from the fact that funding costs
do not increase with respect to the world interest rate, despite the probability that banks might
become insolvent ex post.

Whereas the absence of a link between funding costs and the probability of insolvency is beneficial
in dealing with financial crisis ex post, bailouts also have the potential to make financial crises more
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likely ex ante because of moral hazard (Cordella and Yeyati, 2003; Gorton and Huang, 2004; Dam
and Koetter, 2012; Keister, 2015; Gete and Melkadze, 2020): by not pricing in the probability of
insolvency, it becomes more profitable for banks to expand their balance sheets and lever up. This
increases the probability of insolvency, everything else equal, and thereby increases the probability
of new financial crises.

The problem of moral hazard is thought to be mitigated by bail-ins: as creditors have to finance
bank recapitalizations, they will price in the probability with which banks become insolvent. This
should reduce the incentive for banks to lever up, and thereby reduce the probability of new financial
crises ex ante (Spiegel, 2013). Therefore, bail-ins might be the better recapitalization policy from a
financial stability perspective.

Hence, there seems to be a tradeoff between mitigating the impact of financial crises ex post,
which is best served by the bailout policy, and enhancing financial stability ex ante, which might
be better served by the bail-in policy. In this section we will quantitatively investigate to what
extent this tradeoff exists by looking at a number of moments of the ergodic distribution of
several macroeconomic and financial variables. In particular, we will first investigate how long-run
macroeconomic outcomes are affected by the two recapitalization policies. Afterwards we will look at
the long-run probability of insolvency under both recapitalization regimes, as well as the frequency
with which financial crises occur.

Specifically, we calculate the unconditional means of several variables from the same simulated
data that were used in Section 4.2 to study the macro-dynamics around financial crises. In addition,
we calculate the unconditional probability of a financial crisis by looking at the frequency with
which financial crises occur within our sample of simulated data. The results can be found in Tables
2 and 3.

First, we see that all macroeconomic variables are higher in the bailout economy. Long-run output
increases by more than 40%, consumption increases by more than 20%, and physical capital increases
by more than 100%. Finally, labor supply increases by almost 20%. Therefore, macroeconomic
variables substantially increase with respect to the bail-in economy. Again, this result is driven by
the fact that funding costs are always lower in the bailout economy, as the probability of insolvency
is not priced in by bank creditors. This increases banks’ profitability and net worth, everything
else equal, and subsequently credit provision to the real economy. Higher credit provision, in turn,
allows for a larger capital stock, which leads to higher output and consumption. This mechanism
not only operates in financial crises times, but in every period. Therefore, long-run macroeconomic
variables are (substantially) above their respective counterpart in the bail-in economy.

Table 3 shows that the volatility of output decreases in the bailout economy with respect to that
in the bail-in economy. This is driven by the fact that banks’ funding costs are not only lower than
in the bail-in economy, but also less volatile as they do not depend on the probability of insolvency.
This decreases the volatility in net worth, which in turn leads to less volatility in credit provision to
the real economy with respect to the bail-in economy. The volatility of consumption, however, is
higher in the bailout economy, which is driven by the fact that households finance the bailouts, the
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Table 2 Ergodic means of selected variables in the liquidation economy, the bail-in economy, and the bailout
economy.

Variable Liquidation Bail-in Bailout

Output: y 0.9007 0.9132 1.3021
Consumption: c 0.6691 0.6813 0.8312
Physical capital: k 6.7955 6.9865 14.2797
Hours worked: h 0.3329 0.3352 0.4002
Leverage: l 5.1973 5.0407 6.9161
Fraction of insolvent banks: F (ω̄) 0.3278% 0.2398% 3.1172%
Gross bank funding cost: Rd 1.0112 1.0111 1.0102
Probability of financial crisis: 2.8588% 2.7050% 2.8630%

size of which depends on the state of the economy. Since households consume their entire after-tax
income, the volatility of consumption increases as a result. This is different in the bail-in economy,
in which foreign creditors finance the recapitalizations, and household incomes are unaffected by
the recapitalizations.

Table 3 Simulated standard deviations in the liquidation economy, the bail-in economy, and the bailout economy.

Variable Liquidation Bail-in Bailout

Output: y 1.6795% 1.5398% 1.3459%
Consumption: c 2.2368% 1.9099% 2.9624%

However, as mentioned above, bailouts also introduce moral hazard, as a result of which it is
thought that financial instability increases and financial crises become more likely. This is most
clearly visible from the fraction of banks that become insolvent, which increases from 0.2398% per
quarter in the bail-in economy to 3.1172% per quarter in the bailout economy. As such, the number
of bank insolvencies in the bailout economy is more than 10 times larger than in the bail-in economy!

We can see from Figure 4 that this substantial increase in insolvencies is driven by bankers
taking more risks with their balance sheets: there is a substantial shift in the ergodic distribution of
bank leverage, whose unconditional long-run average increases by almost 40% from 5.0407 in the
bail-in economy to 6.9161 in the bailout economy. Again we see that it is profitable for banks to do
so, as the probability of insolvency is not incorporated in the interest rate at which they can borrow:
the gross interest rate on bank debt decreases from 1.0111 in the bail-in economy to 1.0101 in the
bailout economy, despite a substantially larger probability of bank insolvency. From this point of
view, moral hazard substantially deteriorates financial stability.

Interestingly, the frequency with which financial crises occur hardly increases: from 2.7050% in
the bail-in economy to 2.8630% in the bailout economy. Therefore, the large increase in the number
of insolvencies does not lead to substantially more financial crises.

So how are we to square these observations? Remember that a financial crisis is defined as a
period in which the change in lending to banks, ∆d

t = − (dt+1 − dt), falls by at least two standard
deviations (Bianchi, 2016; Gete and Melkadze, 2020). Therefore, the crucial decision whether or not
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the economy will land in a financial crisis is whether or not bank creditors start to withdraw their
funds when banks’ balance sheets deteriorate. But because creditors are guaranteed to be repaid in
the bailout economy, they will continue to finance the banks even when many banks are expected
to fail. Therefore, an increase in bank insolvencies does not necessarily lead to financial crises in
the bailout economy. In addition, observe that the macroeconomic impact of bank insolvencies is
substantially mitigated because insolvent banks are recapitalized, and therefore continue to provide
credit to the real economy.
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0.015
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Figure 4. Ergodic distribution of bank leverage in liquidation economy (blue), bail-in economy (orange), and
bailout economy (yellow).

Finally, we look at Table 2 again, and observe that both recapitalization policies unequivocally
increase macroeconomic variables, although the increase is less than 3% in the bail-in economy.
Things are less straightforward from a financial stability perspective. First, observe that the
probability of financial crises and the fraction of insolvent banks are the lowest in the bail-in
economy. From a financial stability perspective, this policy has the best of both worlds: on the one
hand there is no moral hazard, which keeps leverage and the number of insolvencies low. On the
other hand, insolvent banks are recapitalized. This increases credit provision to the real economy
with respect to the liquidation economy, in which insolvent banks are liquidated.

More interestingly, we see that the liquidation economy does better on these financial stability
measures than the bailout economy: both the probability of financial crises and the fraction of
insolvent banks are lower in the liquidation economy, although the difference in the financial crisis
probability is only 0.01 percentage points. The reason is that moral hazard is absent in the liquidation
economy, which prevents banks from leveraging up. However, when looking at the volume of credit
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provision to the real economy, we see that the bailout economy substantially outperforms the other
two economies.

4.4 Welfare analysis

In the previous section we looked at long-run macroeconomic and financial outcomes, and saw
that the bailout economy features the highest level of long-run capital and output. However, from
households’ perspective it might be more important in which economy welfare is maximized. Ex ante
it is not directly clear for which policy this will be the case. On the one hand we saw in previous
sections that long-run consumption is highest under the bailout regime, suggesting that welfare
might be highest for this regime. On the other hand, we know that consumption substantially
decreases in financial crisis times as a result of higher lump sum taxes that finance the bailouts.
This contrasts with the bail-in regime, where the recapitalization is financed by foreign creditors
rather than domestic households. Everything else equal, this would imply that welfare is higher
under the bail-in regime. In this section we will investigate which of these two effects dominates.

Specifically, we look at two welfare measures in Figure 5, in which ξ, the fraction of the
recapitalization that is financed through a bailout, is plotted on the horizontal axis. Remember
that the corner case ξ = 1 denotes a recapitalization that is entirely financed through a bailout,
while ξ = 0 denotes a full bail-in. Finally, the recapitalization is financed through a combination of
a bail-in and bailout when 0 < ξ < 1. The left subfigure displays the welfare cost of business cycles
λ, which is defined as the percentage drop in steady state consumption that would make households
indifferent between staying in the stochastic steady state and living in an economy where shocks
arrive each period, similar to Bianchi (2016); Bernstein et al. (2020); Gete and Melkadze (2020):

Et

[
T∑
s=0

βsu (ct+s, ht+s)
]

= Et

[
T∑
s=0

βsu (c (1− λ) , h)
]
, (21)

where T = 1, 000, 000, and c, h are consumption and hours worked in the stochastic steady state.
The right subfigure in Figure 5 displays the absolute level of the discounted sum of period utility
(13) over the entire sample.

Let us first consider the welfare cost of business cycles in the left subfigure. We see that it is
approximately 0.22% for values of ξ between 0 and 0.5, after which the welfare cost of business cycles
sharply increases when we move to a full bailout. This result can be explained in the following way.
The larger ξ, the larger the fraction of the recapitalization that is financed by domestic households,
as a result of which their consumption decreases, everything else equal. On top of that, the fraction
of banks that need to be recapitalized in the stochastic steady state increases nonlinearly with ξ:
from 0.24% per quarter under the bail-in regime (ξ = 0), to 0.49% for ξ = 0.5, to 3.12% under
the bailout regime (ξ = 1). The fact that more banks need to be recapitalized in the stochastic
steady state for larger values of ξ also implies that more banks will have to be recapitalized when
the economy is hit by shocks. Therefore, not only do households finance a larger fraction of a single
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recapitalization for larger values of ξ, also the number of recapitalizations increases, which explains
the nonlinear increase in the welfare cost of business cycles.

Next, we study the absolute level of welfare in the right subfigure of Figure 5. Interestingly, we
see that welfare unequivocally increases with ξ. Apparently, the increase in the long-run average
level of consumption more than offsets the higher welfare cost from business cycles for the full
bailout regime. This can be seen from long-run average consumption, which increases nonlinearly
from 0.9132 under the full bail-in regime (ξ = 0), to 0.9442 for ξ = 0.5, to 1.3021 for the full bailout
regime (ξ = 1). This more than offsets the fact that a larger fraction of banks has to be recapitalized
under the full bailout-regime, even in the stochastic steady state. Therefore, we conclude that fully
recapitalizing the banking system through bailouts is the best policy when looking at the absolute
level of welfare.

Table 4 Welfare comparisons. The first row refers to the welfare cost of business cycles, whereas the second row
refers to the sum of expected discounted lifetime utility. ‘Liq. econ.’ refers to the liquidation economy.

Variable Liq. econ. ξ = 0 ξ = 0.25 ξ = 0.5 ξ = 0.75 ξ = 1

Cost of bus. cycles 0.4685% 0.2222% 0.2209% 0.2219% 0.2302% 0.3078%
Lifetime utility -116.0834 -111.8223 -111.1633 -109.9992 -107.3620 -103.3123
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Figure 5. The bailout fraction ξ is on the horizontal axis of both subfigures, where ξ = 0 denotes the case where
the recapitalization is entirely financed through a bail-in, and ξ = 1 the case where the recapitalization is entirely
financed through a bailout, with a combination of bail-ins and bailouts for 0 < ξ < 1. The left subfigure denotes
the welfare cost from business cycles λ as defined by equaton (21). The right subfigure denotes the absolute level of
welfare as defined by the expected discounted sum of period utility (13).

Finally, we see from Table 4 that the liquidation economy has the worst results for both welfare
measures: the absolute level of welfare is the lowest, whereas the welfare cost of business cycles is the
highest of all economies. It is unsurprising that this is the case, as the long-run level of consumption
is the lowest of the three economies, whereas the relatively high welfare cost of business cycles is
driven by the fact that banks are liquidated rather than recapitalized, which increases the volatility
of net worth, credit provision to the real economy, and output, see Table 3.
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We conclude that both recapitalization economies improve welfare with respect to the liquidation
economy. These results suggest that governments are right to recapitalize insolvent banks rather
than liquidate them.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we extend a dynamic general equilibrium model with limited liability banks as in Gete
and Melkadze (2020) to include the possibility of recapitalizing insolvent banks through a bail-in
and/or a bailout. We do so to compare the impact that these two policies have on financial stability
and macroeconomic outcomes. We solve the model using global solution methods to properly
capture the nonlinearities that arise from limited liability, moral hazard, and bank risk-taking.

We find that long-run investment, capital, output and consumption under the bailout regime are
at least 20% higher than their counterparts under the bail-in regime. While bail-ins and bailouts
feature the same rule to determine the additional net worth that is provided, banks’ funding costs
are always lower under the bailout regime: since bank creditors are also repaid in case of insolvency,
they do not price in the probability with which this might occur. The resulting lower funding
costs increase banks’ net worth with respect to the bail-in regime, allowing them to expand credit
provision to the real economy. As a result, an economy in which banks are bailed out features higher
capital, output and consumption.

Most importantly, the fact that funding costs do not increase with the probability of insolvency
under the bailout regime especially increases banks’ net worth in financial crisis times with respect
to the bail-in regime, for which there is a procyclicality between the probability of insolvency and
banks’ funding costs: a higher probability of insolvency increases banks’ funding costs, which in turn
further increases the probability of insolvency etc. The resulting credit contraction is substantially
mitigated under the bailout regime for which this procyclicality is absent. As a result, the drop
in investment, capital and output is half the respective drop under the bail-in regime. Therefore,
bailouts are more effective in mitigating the macroeconomic impact of financial crises than bail-ins.

However, bailouts also introduce moral hazard: as creditors are always repaid they do not
price in the probability of insolvency. This allows banks to expand their balance sheets without
facing higher funding costs. As a result, long-run leverage increases by 40% with respect to the
bail-in regime, causing the fraction of banks that need to be recapitalized to increase from 0.24%
per quarter under the bail-in regime to 3.12% under the bailout regime. As such, moral hazard
substantially increases financial instability.

Despite the presence of moral hazard, however, the frequency with which financial crises occur
hardly increases with respect to the bail-in regime: as creditors will always be repaid under the
bailout regime, they will not withdraw their funds when the probability of insolvency increases in
financial crisis times, which sharply contrasts with the bail-in regime, where creditors increase the
interest rate on bank debt and/or withdraw their funding.
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We compute welfare under both recapitalization regimes, and also look at the case where banks
are recapitalized through a combination of a bail-in and a bailout. We find that welfare is maximized
under the bailout regime, driven by the fact that long-run consumption increases nonlinearly with
the fraction of the recapitalization that is financed through a bailout. This is the case despite the
negative effects in the form of higher lump sum taxes from i) households having to finance a larger
fraction of the recapitalization, and ii) a larger number of banks that need to be recapitalized when
the fraction of the recapitalization financed by a bailout increases.

Finally, we provide support for governments that recapitalize failing banks rather than liquidate
them. Macroeconomic outcomes and welfare improve for both recapitalization policies with respect
to the liquidation economy. The intuition is that aggregate net worth increases by providing insolvent
banks additional net worth instead of liquidating them. This, in turn, allows aggregate credit
provision to the real economy to increase, with positive knock-on effects on investment, capital,
output and consumption.

6 References

Abad, J. (2019). Breaking the Sovereign-Bank Nexus. Technical report.

Akinci, O. (2019). Financial frictions and macroeconomic fluctuations in emerging economies.

Arellano, C. and Ramanarayanan, A. (2012). Default and the maturity structure in sovereign bonds.
Journal of Political Economy, 120(2):187–232.

Berger, A., Himmelberg, C., Roman, R., and Tsyplakov, S. (2018). Bank bailouts, bail-ins, or no
regulatory intervention? a dynamic model and empirical tests of optimal regulation.

Bernanke, B. S., Gertler, M., and Gilchrist, S. (1999). The financial accelerator in a quantitative
business cycle framework. Handbook of Macroeconomics, 1:1341–1393.

Bernstein, J., Richter, A. W., and Throckmorton, N. (2020). Entry and exit, unemployment, and
macroeconomic tail risk.

Bianchi, J. (2011). Overborrowing and systemic externalities in the business cycle. American
Economic Review, 101(7):3400–3426.

Bianchi, J. (2016). Efficient bailouts? American Economic Review, 106(12):3607–59.

Bianchi, J. and Mendoza, E. G. (2018). Optimal time-consistent macroprudential policy. Journal of
Political Economy, 126(2):588–634.

Bianchi, J. and Mendoza, E. G. (2020). A fisherian approach to financial crises: Lessons from the
sudden stops literature. Review of Economic Dynamics, 37:S254–S283.

Bianchi, J. and Sosa-Padilla, C. (2020). Reserve accumulation, macroeconomic stabilization, and
sovereign risk. Technical report, National Bureau of Economic Research.

31



Breuss, F., Roeger, W., and In ’t Veld, J. (2015). The stabilising properties of a european banking
union in case of financial shocks in the euro area. Economic papers, (550):1–40.

Christiano, L. J., Motto, R., and Rostagno, M. (2014). Risk shocks. American Economic Review,
104(1):27–65.

Coleman, W. J. (1990). Solving the stochastic growth model by policy-function iteration. Journal
of Business & Economic Statistics, 8(1):27–29.

Cordella, T. and Yeyati, E. L. (2003). Bank bailouts: moral hazard vs. value effect. Journal of
Financial Intermediation, 12(4):300–330.

Correia, R., Dubiel-Teleszynski, T., and Población, J. (2017). A structural model to study the
bail-out process in a bank and its macro-prudential policy implications.

Dam, L. and Koetter, M. (2012). Bank Bailouts and Moral Hazard: Evidence from Germany.
Review of Financial Studies, 25(8):2343–2380.

Diamond, D. W. and Dybvig, P. H. (1983). Bank Runs, Deposit Insurance, and Liquidity. Journal
of Political Economy, 91(3):401–419.

European Commission (2014). Bank recovery and resolution directive. https://eur-lex.europa.

eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014L0059&from=EN.

Farhi, E. and Tirole, J. (2012). Collective Moral Hazard, Maturity Mismatch, and Systemic Bailouts.
American Economic Review, 102(1):60–93.

Farhi, E. and Tirole, J. (2018). Deadly Embrace: Sovereign and Financial Balance Sheets Doom
Loops. Review of Economic Studies, 85(3):1781–1823.

Gerali, A., Neri, S., Sessa, L., and Signoretti, F. M. (2010). Credit and banking in a dsge model of
the euro area. Journal of money, Credit and Banking, 42:107–141.

Gertler, M. and Karadi, P. (2011). A model of unconventional monetary policy. Journal of monetary
Economics, 58(1):17–34.

Gertler, M. and Karadi, P. (2013). Qe 1 vs. 2 vs. 3...: A framework for analyzing large-scale asset
purchases as a monetary policy tool. International Journal of Central Banking, 9(1):5–53.

Gertler, M. and Kiyotaki, N. (2010). Financial intermediation and credit policy in business cycle
analysis. In Handbook of Monetary Economics, volume 3, pages 547–599. Elsevier.

Gertler, M., Kiyotaki, N., and Prestipino, A. (2020a). Banking Panics as Endogenous Disasters and
the Welfare Gains from Macroprudential Policy. AEA Papers and Proceedings, 110:463–469.

Gertler, M., Kiyotaki, N., and Prestipino, A. (2020b). Credit Booms, Financial Crises, and
Macroprudential Policy. Review of Economic Dynamics, 37:8–33.

32

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014L0059&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014L0059&from=EN


Gete, P. and Melkadze, G. (2020). A quantitative model of international lending of last resort.
Journal of International Economics, page 103290.

Gilchrist, S. and Mojon, B. (2018). Credit risk in the euro area. The Economic Journal, 128(608):118–
158.

Gorton, G. and Huang, L. (2004). Liquidity, Efficiency, and Bank Bailouts. American Economic
Review, 94(3):455–483.

Greenwood, J., Hercowitz, Z., and Huffman, G. W. (1988). Investment, capacity utilization, and
the real business cycle. The American Economic Review, pages 402–417.

Gross, M., Dubiel-Teleszynski, T., and Población, J. (2018). A structural model to assess the impact
of bank capitalization changes conditional on a bail-in versus bail-out regime. Technical report,
European Central Bank.

Hollander, H. (2017). Macroprudential policy with convertible debt. Journal of Macroeconomics,
54:285–305.

Homar, T. and van Wijnbergen, S. J. (2017). Bank recapitalization and economic recovery after
financial crises. Journal of Financial Intermediation, 32(C):16–28.

Hüser, A.-C., Ha laj, G., Kok, C., Perales, C., and van der Kraaij, A. (2018). The systemic
implications of bail-in: a multi-layered network approach. Journal of Financial Stability, 38:81–97.

Jermann, U. J. (1998). Asset pricing in production economies. Journal of monetary Economics,
41(2):257–275.

Johri, A., Khan, S., and Sosa-Padilla, C. (2020). Interest rate uncertainty and sovereign default
risk. Technical report, National Bureau of Economic Research.

Keister, T. (2015). Bailouts and financial fragility. The Review of Economic Studies, 83(2):704–736.

Lambrecht, B. and Tse, A. (2019). Liquidation, bailout, and bail-in: Insolvency resolution mechanisms
and bank lending. Technical report.

Mendicino, C., Nikolov, K., Rubio-Ramirez, J., Suarez, J., and Supera, D. (2020a). Twin defaults
and bank capital requirements. Technical report, CEPR Discussion Paper 14330.

Mendicino, C., Nikolov, K., and Suarez, J. (2017). Equity versus bail-in debt in banking: An agency
perspective.

Mendicino, C., Nikolov, K., Suarez, J., and Supera, D. (2018). Optimal Dynamic Capital Require-
ments. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, 50(6):1271–1297.

Mendicino, C., Nikolov, K., Suarez, J., and Supera, D. (2020b). Bank capital in the short and in
the long run. Journal of Monetary Economics, 115(C):64–79.

33



Mitkov, Y. and Keister, T. (2021). Allocating losses: Bail-ins, bailouts and bank regulation.

Richter, A. W., Throckmorton, N. A., and Walker, T. B. (2014). Accuracy, speed and robustness of
policy function iteration. Computational Economics, 44(4):445–476.

Rouwenhorst, K. G. (1995). Asset pricing implications of equilibrium business cycle models. In
Frontiers of Business Cycle Research, pages 294–330. Princeton University Press.

Schularick, M. and Taylor, A. M. (2012). Credit booms gone bust: Monetary policy, leverage cycles,
and financial crises, 1870-2008. American Economic Review, 102(2):1029–61.

Spiegel, P. (2013). The FT/Reuters Dijsselbloem interview transcript. https://www.ft.com/

content/225cf7d5-0b8d-3c8f-930e-11f5f8c60577.

Van der Kwaak, C. and Van Wijnbergen, S. (2014). Financial fragility, sovereign default risk and
the limits to commercial bank bail-outs. Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control, 43:218–240.

Van der Kwaak, C. and Van Wijnbergen, S. (2017). Sovereign debt and bank fragility in spain.
Review of world economics, 153(3):511–543.

Vasicek, O. (1977). An equilibrium characterization of the term structure. Journal of financial
economics, 5(2):177–188.

Walther, A. and White, L. (2020). Rules versus discretion in bank resolution. The Review of
Financial Studies.

A Mathematical appendix

A.1 Household

Households gain utility from consuming final goods and disutility from supplying labor. The
household’s optimization problem is to maximize expected, discounted lifetime utility:

max
{ct+s,ht+s}∞s=0

Et
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s=0

βs


(
ct+s − χ

1+ϕh
1+ϕ
t+s

)1−σ
− 1

1− σ


 ,

β ∈ (0, 1) , ϕ ≥ 0,

We use Greenwood et al. (1988) (GHH) preferences to both get rid of the wealth effect in labor
supply and for computational reasons, as GHH preferences eliminate the need to guess the policy
function for ht in the iterative procedure. The next step in finding a solution to the household’s
optimization problem is to maximize the household’s lifetime utility function subject to the following
budget constraint:

ct + τt + χb = wtht + Pkt + Ωt.
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In the model economy with bail-ins and bailouts, households have to pay lump sum taxes τt that
depends on the share ξ of the recapitalization Ξbt that is financed by households. Using the utility
function and the household budget constraint, we set up the following Lagrangian:

L = Et


∞∑
s=0

βs


(
ct+s − χ

1+ϕh
1+ϕ
t+s

)1−σ
− 1

1− σ




+ Et

{ ∞∑
s=0

βsλt+s
(
wt+sht+s + Pkt+s + Ωt+s − ct+s − τt+s − χb

)}

Solving the household’s optimization problem yields the following first order conditions:

ct : λt =
(
ct −

χ

1 + ϕ
h1+ϕ
t

)−σ
, (A.1)

ht : wt = χhϕt . (A.2)

A.2 Production

A.2.1 Final goods producers

The constant returns to scale production technology available to final goods firms is:

yi,t = atk
α
i,th

1−α
i,t . (A.3)

Taking the first order condition with respect to labor, we get that the wage rate equals:

wt = (1− α) yi,t
hi,t

. (A.4)

The representative final goods producing firm’s profits are equal to:

Pfi,t = yi,t + (1− δ)qkt ki,t −Rkt qkt−1ki,t − wthi,t,

which states that profits are equal to production plus the income gained after selling previous
period’s capital stock net of depreciation times the price of capital, minus the cost of capital and
the wage bill. Final goods producers can credibly pledge all after-wage profits to banks since there
are no monitoring frictions between banks and final goods producers (Gertler and Kiyotaki, 2010).
We plug the expression for the wage rate into the final goods producing firm’s profit function, set
the profit function to zero, and solve for the return on capital. This equals:

Rkt = rkt + (1− δ)qkt
qkt−1

, (A.5)
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where rkt is the marginal product of capital:

rkt = α
yi,t
ki,t

. (A.6)

A.2.2 Capital goods producers

Final goods producers sell their used capital stock to capital producers. They sell the capital stock
net of depreciation, i.e. (1− δ)kt for a price qkt . Capital producers use final goods it to refurbish
the depreciated capital stock. They face Jermann (1998)-style adjustment costs, which depend on
investment it relative to the capital stock chosen in the previous period. The law of motion for
capital is then:

kt+1 = (1− δ) kt +
[
ak + bk

1− 1/κk

(
it
kt

)1−1/κk
]
kt. (A.7)

Profits for capital goods producers are then the revenue they make from selling refurbished capital,
minus the costs they incur when purchasing used capital and final goods used in the refurbishing
process:

Pkt = qkt kt+1 − (1− δ)qkt kt − it.

Substituting the law of motion for capital kt+1 into the capital goods producer’s profit function and
taking the derivative with respect to investment it yields the following expression for the price of
capital qkt :

qkt = 1
bk

(
it
kt

)1/κk
. (A.8)

A.2.3 Aggregation of non-financial firms

To find expressions for aggregate supply, we aggregate (A.3) for all firms i. Aggregation over the
left hand side yields: ∫ 1

0
yi,t di = yt. (A.9)

We can calculate the right hand side by integrating (A.3) over di:

∫ 1

0
atk

α
i,th

1−α
i,t di = at

∫ 1

0

(
ki,t
hi,t

)α
hi,t di. (A.10)
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We can find the capital-labor ratio by inspecting the factor prices. Rewriting these gives us that:

hi,t = (1− α) yi,t
wt
, (A.11)

ki,t = αyi,t

Rkt q
k
t−1 − (1− δ) qkt

. (A.12)

The ratio of these two is then equal to:

ki,t
hi,t

= α

1− α

[
wt

Rkt q
k
t−1 − (1− δ) qkt

]
, (A.13)

where we can clearly see that the individual capital-labor ratio does not depend on any individual
firm characteristics. Hence, all firms choose the same capital-labor ratio, since ki,t

hi,t
= kt

ht
. As such,

we can aggregate the aggregate supply function in the following way:

at

∫ 1

0

(
ki,t
hi,t

)α
hi,t di = at

(
kt
ht

)α ∫ 1

0
hi,t di = atk

α
t h

1−α
t . (A.14)

Hence, aggregate supply is equal to:

yt = atk
α
t h

1−α
t . (A.15)

A.3 Banking sector

A.3.1 Banking sector optimization with default

Bank j faces the following optimization problem:

Vj,t = max
{skj,t+1,dj,t+1}

[
(1− ϑ)nj,t + Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

max (Vj,t+1, 0)
}]

,

subject to

qkt s
k
j,t+1 = ϑnj,t + qtdj,t+1,

nj,t =
∫ ∞
ω̄j,t

ωj,tR
k
t q
k
t−1s

k
j,tf (ωj,t) dωj,t −

∫ ∞
ω̄j,t

dj,tf (ωj,t) dωj,t,

ω̄j,t = dj,t

Rkt q
k
t−1s

k
j,t

,

qtdj,t+1 = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[∫ ∞
ω̄j,t+1

dj,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 + (1− µ)
∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
ωj,t+1R

k
t+1q

k
t s
k
j,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1

]}
.
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Let us define the deposit to securities ratio dkj,t ≡ dj,t/skj,t. Using

∫ ∞
ω̄j,t+1

f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1−
∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1− F (ω̄j,t+1) ,∫ ∞

ω̄j,t+1
ωj,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1−

∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
ωj,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1−G (ω̄j,t+1) ,∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = F (ω̄j,t+1) ,

we can then rewrite the constraints as:

ϑnj,t =
(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1,

nj,t =
[
(1−G (ω̄j,t))Rkt qkt−1 − (1− F (ω̄j,t)) dkj,t

]
skj,t,

ω̄j,t =
dkj,t

Rkt q
k
t−1

,

qt = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− F (ω̄j,t+1) + (1− µ)G (ω̄j,t+1)Rkt+1

qkt
dkj,t+1

]}
.

We conjecture that the bank’s value function is linear in individual net worth and later check
whether this is the case:

Vj,t = vtnj,t.

Using our conjecture, we rewrite the Bellman equation accordingly:

Vj,t = max
{skj,t+1,d

k
j,t+1}

[
(1− ϑ)nj,t + Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
([

(1−G (ω̄j,t+1))Rkt+1q
k
t − (1− F (ω̄j,t+1)) dkj,t+1

]
skj,t+1

)}]
.

Next, we set up the following Lagrangian:

L = (1− ϑ)nj,t + Et
{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
([

(1−G (ω̄j,t+1))Rkt+1q
k
t − (1− F (ω̄j,t+1)) dkj,t+1

]
skj,t+1

)}
+ ηt

[
ϑnj,t −

(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1

]
.

We find the following first order conditions:

dkj,t+1 : Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1

[
− (1− F (ω̄j,t+1)) + ∂F (ω̄j,t+1)

∂dkj,t+1
dkj,t+1 −

∂G (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

Rkt+1q
k
t

]
skj,t+1

}

+ ηt

(
qt + ∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
dkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1 = 0,

skj,t+1 : Et
{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
[
(1−G (ω̄j,t+1))Rkt+1q

k
t − (1− F (ω̄j,t+1)) dkj,t+1

]}
− ηt

(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
= 0.
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Using the balance sheet constraint and the FOC for corporate securities, we can rewrite the value
function as:

Vj,t = max
{skj,t+1,d

k
j,t+1}

[
(1− ϑ)nj,t + Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
(
(1−G (ω̄j,t+1))Rkt+1q

k
t − (1− F (ω̄j,t+1)) dkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1

}]
,⇒

Vj,t = (1− ϑ)nj,t + ηt
(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1,⇒

Vj,t = (1− ϑ)nj,t + ηtϑnj,t,⇒

Vj,t = [(1− ϑ) + ϑηt]nj,t.

Hence, we find that the value function is indeed linear in net worth:

vt = (1− ϑ) + ϑηt.

As a result, banks will all choose the same quantities, face the same default threshold and the
same cost of deposits. We compute the partial of the deposit pricing condition with respect to the
deposits over securities ratio:

qt = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− F (ω̄j,t+1) + (1− µ)G (ω̄j,t+1)Rkt+1

qkt
dkj,t+1

]}
.

Next, take the derivative with respect to dkj,t+1:

∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
= Et

m∗t,t+1

−∂F (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

+ (1− µ) ∂G (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

Rkt+1
qkt

dkj,t+1
− (1− µ)G (ω̄j,t+1)Rkt+1

qkt(
dkj,t+1

)2


 ,

where:

∂F (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= ∂ω̄j,t+1
∂dkj,t+1

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

∂G (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= ∂ω̄j,t+1
∂dkj,t+1

Gω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

where Fω̄, Gω̄ denote the derivatives with respect to ω̄j,t+1. We know that:

∂ω̄j,t+1
∂dkj,t

= 1
Rkt+1q

k
t

.

As is standard, we know that F and G are given by:

F (ω̄j,t+1) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄j,t+1) + 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
,

G (ω̄j,t+1) =
∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
ωj,t+1dF (ω̄j,t+1) ,
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where Φ is the cumulative density function of the standard normal. Hence, their derivatives are
given by:

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) = 1
ω̄j,t+1σω

φ

(
ln (ω̄j,t+1) + 1

2σ
2
ω

σω

)
,

Gω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) = ω̄j,t+1Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

where φ is the probability density function of the standard normal. Hence, we get that:

∂F (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= 1
Rkt+1q

k
t

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

∂G (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= ω̄j,t+1
Rkt+1q

k
t

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) .

Plugging these back in:

∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
= Et

m∗t,t+1

−Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) 1
Rkt+1q

k
t

+ (1− µ)Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ω̄j,t+1
dkj,t+1

− (1− µ)G (ω̄j,t+1)Rkt+1
qkt(

dkj,t+1

)2


 ,

Multiplying and dividing the first term in square brackets by dkj,t+1 and rewriting slightly yields:

∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
= −Et

m∗t,t+1

µFω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ω̄j,t+1
dkj,t+1

+ (1− µ)G (ω̄j,t+1)
Rkt+1q

k
t(

dkj,t+1

)2


 .

Look at our FOC for the deposit ratio, and substituting the deposit price, the derivative of the
deposit price, the derivatives with respect to the default probabilites, and the solution of the value
function in:

ηt =
Et
{
β λt+1

λt
[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1] [1− F (ω̄j,t+1)]

}
Et
{
m∗t,t+1 [1− F (ω̄j,t+1)− µFω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ω̄j,t+1]

} .
From our FOC for corporate securities, we find:

ηtq
k
t = Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1]
[
(1−G (ω̄j,t+1))Rkt+1q

k
t − (1− F (ω̄j,t+1)) dkj,t+1

]}
+ ηtqtd

k
j,t+1.

Since all banks choose the same quantities (since the solution of the value function does not depend on
any individual bank characteristics), we can drop the j subscript to find the aggregate relationships.
Aggregate pre-dividend net worth evolves according to:

nt =
[
(1−G (ω̄t))Rkt qkt−1s

k
t − (1− F (ω̄t)) dt

]
+ χb.
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The aggregate bank balance sheet is given by:

ϑnt =
(
qkt − qtdkt+1

)
skt+1.

A.3.2 Banking sector optimization with bail-in

Now, we assume that an individual bank does not take into account that it will receive additional
funds in a bail-in from creditors or household when it defaults. Instead, we assume that the banker
operating the bank is forced to exit and is replaced by a different bank manager from the same
household. Bank j faces the following optimization problem:

Vj,t = max
{skj,t+1,dj,t+1}

[
(1− ϑ)nj,t + Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

max (Vj,t+1, 0)
}]

,

subject to

qkt s
k
j,t+1 = ϑnj,t + qtdj,t+1,

nj,t =
∫ ∞
ω̄j,t

ωj,tR
k
t q
k
t−1s

k
j,tf (ωj,t) dωj,t −

∫ ∞
ω̄j,t

dj,tf (ωj,t) dωj,t,

ω̄j,t = dj,t

Rkt q
k
t−1s

k
j,t

,

qtdj,t+1 = Et
{
m∗t,t+1

[∫ ∞
0

dj,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 − (1− ξ)
(∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
(ω̄j,t+1 − ωj,t+1)Rkt+1q

k
t s
k
j,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1

+ζ
∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
qkt+1s

k
j,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1

)]}
,

where m∗t,t+1 is the foreign investor’s stochastic discount factor:

m∗t,t+1 = exp
[
−r∗t − κ

(
εa,t+1 + 1

2κσ
2
a

)]
.

Let us define the deposit to securities ratio dkj,t ≡ dj,t/skj,t. Using

∫ ∞
ω̄j,t+1

ωj,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1−G (ω̄j,t+1) ,∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = F (ω̄j,t+1) ,∫ ∞

0
f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1,∫ ∞

ω̄j,t

f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1−
∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = 1− F (ω̄j,t+1) ,∫ ω̄j,t+1

0
ωj,t+1f (ωj,t+1) dωj,t+1 = G (ω̄j,t+1) ,
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we can rewrite the constraints as:

ϑnj,t =
(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1,

nj,t =
(
[1−G (ω̄j,t)]Rkt qkt−1 − [1− F (ω̄j,t)] dkj,t

)
skj,t

ω̄j,t =
dkj,t

Rkt q
k
t−1

,

qt = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− (1− ξ)

(
(ω̄j,t+1F (ω̄j,t+1)−G (ω̄j,t+1))

Rkt+1q
k
t

dkj,t+1
+ ζF (ω̄j,t+1)

qkt+1
dkj,t+1

)]}
.

We conjecture that the bank’s value function is linear in individual net worth and later check
whether this is the case:

Vj,t = vtnj,t.

Using our conjecture, we rewrite the Bellman equation accordingly:

Vj,t = max
{skj,t+1,d

k
j,t+1}

[
(1− ϑ)nj,t + Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
(
[1−G (ω̄j,t+1)]Rkt+1q

k
t − [1− F (ω̄j,t+1)] dkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1

}]
.

Next, we set up the following Lagrangian:

L = (1− ϑ)nj,t + Et
{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
(
[1−G (ω̄j,t+1)]Rkt+1q

k
t − [1− F (ω̄j,t+1)] dkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1

}
+ ηt

[
ϑnj,t −

(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1

]
.

We find the following first order conditions:

dkj,t+1 : Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1

(
−∂G (ω̄j,t+1)

∂dkj,t+1
Rkt+1q

k
t − 1 + F (ω̄j,t+1) + ∂F (ω̄j,t+1)

∂dkj,t+1
dkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1

}

+ ηt

(
qt + ∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
dkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1 = 0,

skj,t+1 : Et
{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
(
[1−G (ω̄j,t+1)]Rkt+1q

k
t − [1− F (ω̄j,t+1)] dkj,t+1

)}
− ηt

(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
= 0.

Using the balance sheet constraint and the FOC for corporate securities, we can rewrite the value
function as:

Vj,t = max
{skj,t+1,d

k
j,t+1}

[
(1− ϑ)nj,t + Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

vt+1
(
[1−G (ω̄j,t+1)]Rkt+1q

k
t − [1− F (ω̄j,t+1)] dkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1

}]
,⇒

Vj,t = (1− ϑ)nj,t + ηt
(
qkt − qtdkj,t+1

)
skj,t+1,⇒

Vj,t = [(1− ϑ) + ϑηt]nj,t.
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Hence, we find that the value function is indeed linear in net worth:

vt = (1− ϑ) + ϑηt.

As a result, banks will all choose the same quantities, face the same default threshold and the
same cost of deposits. We compute the partial of the deposit pricing condition with respect to the
deposits over securities ratio. First, plugging these definitions into the deposit price:

qt = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− (1− ξ)

(
F (ω̄j,t+1)−G (ω̄j,t+1)

Rkt+1q
k
t

dkj,t+1
+ ζF (ω̄j,t+1)

qkt+1
dkj,t+1

)]}
,

where we have F (ω̄j,t+1), since ω̄j,t+1F (ω̄j,t+1) R
k
t+1q

k
t

dkj,t+1
= ω̄j,t+1F (ω̄j,t+1)

ω̄j,t+1
= F (ω̄j,t+1). Next, take the

derivative with respect to dkj,t+1:

∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
= − (1− ξ)Et

m∗t,t+1

∂F (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

− ∂G (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

Rkt+1q
k
t

dkj,t+1
+G (ω̄j,t+1)

Rkt+1q
k
t(

dkj,t+1

)2

+ζ ∂F (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

qkt+1
dkj,t+1

− ζF (ω̄j,t+1)
qkt+1(
dkj,t+1

)2


 ,

where:

∂F (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= ∂ω̄j,t+1
∂dkj,t+1

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

∂G (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= ∂ω̄j,t+1
∂dkj,t+1

Gω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

where Fω̄, Gω̄ denote the derivatives with respect to ω̄j,t+1. We know that:

∂ω̄j,t+1
∂dkj,t+1

= 1
Rkt+1q

k
t

.

As is standard, we know that F is given by:

F (ω̄j,t+1) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄j,t+1) + 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
,
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where Φ is the cumulative density function of the standard normal. Hence, the derivative is given
by:

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) = 1
ω̄j,t+1σω

φ

(
ln (ω̄j,t+1) + 1

2σ
2
ω

σω

)
,

Gω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) = ω̄j,t+1Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

where φ is the probability density function of the standard normal. Hence, we get that:

∂F (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= 1
Rkt+1q

k
t

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) ,

∂G (ω̄j,t+1)
∂dkj,t+1

= ω̄j,t+1
Rkt+1q

k
t

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) .

Plugging these back in:

∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
= − (1− ξ)Et

m∗t,t+1

 1
Rkt+1q

k
t

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1)− ω̄j,t+1
Rkt+1q

k
t

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1)
Rkt+1q

k
t

dkj,t+1
+G (ω̄j,t+1)

Rkt+1q
k
t(

dkj,t+1

)2

+ζ 1
Rkt+1q

k
t

Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1)
qkt+1
dkj,t+1

− ζF (ω̄j,t+1)
qkt+1(
dkj,t+1

)2


 ,

Using that ω̄j,t+1
Rkt+1q

k
t

(dkj,t+1)
2 = 1

dkj,t+1
, multiplying and dividing by dkj,t+1 and rewriting slightly yields:

∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
= − (1− ξ)Et

m∗t,t+1

G (ω̄j,t+1)
ω̄j,t+1

1
dkj,t+1

+ ζω̄j,t+1Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1)
qkt+1(
dkj,t+1

)2 − ζF (ω̄j,t+1)
qkt+1(
dkj,t+1

)2


 .

Hence, we get that:

qt + ∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
dkj,t+1 = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− (1− ξ)

(
F (ω̄j,t+1)−G (ω̄j,t+1)

Rkt+1q
k
t

dkj,t+1
+ ζF (ω̄j,t+1)

qkt+1
dkj,t+1

)

− (1− ξ)
(
G (ω̄j,t+1)
ω̄j,t+1

+ ζω̄j,t+1Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1)
qkt+1
dkj,t+1

− ζF (ω̄j,t+1)
qkt+1
dkj,t+1

)]}
,⇒

qt + ∂qt

∂dkj,t+1
dkj,t+1 = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− (1− ξ)

(
F (ω̄j,t+1) + ζω̄j,t+1Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1)

qkt+1
dkj,t+1

)]}
.
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Look at our FOC for the deposit ratio, and substituting the deposit price, the derivative of the
deposit price, and the solution of the value function in:

ηt =
Et
{
β λt+1

λt
[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1] [1− F (ω̄j,t+1)]

}
Et
{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− (1− ξ)

(
F (ω̄j,t+1) + ζω̄j,t+1Fω̄ (ω̄j,t+1) qkt+1

dkj,t+1

)]} .
From our FOC for corporate securities, we find:

ηtq
k
t = Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1]
(
[1−G (ω̄j,t+1)]Rkt+1q

k
t − [1 + F (ω̄j,t+1)] dkj,t+1

)}
+ ηtqtd

k
j,t+1.

Since all banks choose the same quantities (since the solution of the value function does not depend on
any individual bank characteristics), we can drop the j subscript to find the aggregate relationships.
Aggregate pre-dividend net worth evolves according to:

nt =
[
(1−G (ω̄t))Rkt qkt−1 − (1− F (ω̄t)) dkt

]
skt + Ξbt + χb,

where Ξbt = [F (ω̄t) ω̄t −G (ω̄t)]Rkt qkt−1s
k
t + ζF (ω̄t) qkt skt is the bail-in and bailout transfer received

by defaulting bankers.

A.4 Market clearing

A.4.1 Liquidation economy

Given that households are hand to mouth, we can simply use the household budget constraint to
determine consumption and be done with it. However, we can also derive exactly how output is
spent, which gives us an additional term that depends on the fraction of bank assets in default
G (ω̄t) and the probability of default F (ω̄t). Let’s start from the household budget constraint:

ct = wtht + Ωt + Pkt − χb.

Next, use that workers get paid their marginal product wt = (1− α) yt/ht and the profit function
for capital goods producers Pkt = qkt kt+1 − it − (1− δ) qkt kt:

ct = (1− α) yt + Ωt + qkt kt+1 − it − (1− δ) qkt kt − χb.

We can replace qkt kt+1 with the balance sheet constraint of the financial sector, qkt kt+1 = ϑnt+qtdt+1,
use that Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt and we can substitute in nt =

[
(1−G (ω̄t))

(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
− (1− F (ω̄t)) dkt

]
kt+

χb:

ct = (1− α) yt +
[
(1−G (ω̄t))

(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
− (1− F (ω̄t)) dkt

]
kt

+ qtdt+1 − it − (1− δ) qkt kt − χb.
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Since we’re adding and subtracting (1− δ) qkt kt, we can get rid of that term. Next, we use the
marginal productivity condition for capital rkt = αyt/kt, such that we get (1− α) yt + αyt = yt on
the right hand side:

ct = yt −G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt − dt + F (ω̄t) dt + qtdt+1 − it.

Hence, we get:

yt = ct + it +G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt + (1− F (ω̄t)) dt − qtdt+1.

Akinci (2019) thinks of the terms after investment it as net exports in a small open economy model
with BGG-style default risk and foreign creditors. That is, G (ω̄t)

(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt+(1− F (ω̄t)) dt

is the repayment of bank debt to foreign creditors, and qtdt+1 is the amount banks borrow in period
t. Given we are also working in an SOE with default risk and foreign creditors, this also makes
sense in our setup. Hence, we get that:

yt = ct + it + xt,

where xt is net exports and given by:

xt = G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt + (1− F (ω̄t)) dt − qtdt+1.

A.4.2 Recapitalization economy

Given that the law of motion for net worth changes and households might have to pay bailout taxes
when ξ > 0, the aggregate resource constraint also changes. Starting from the household’s budget
constraint:

ct = wtht + Ωt + Pkt − ξΞbt − χb.

Next, use that workers get paid their marginal product wt = (1− α) yt/ht and the profit function
for capital goods producers Pkt = qkt kt+1 − it − (1− δ) qkt kt:

ct = (1− α) yt + Ωt + qkt kt+1 − it − (1− δ) qkt kt − ξΞbt − χb.

We can replace qkt kt+1 with the balance sheet constraint of the financial sector, qkt kt+1 = ϑnt+qtdt+1,
use that Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt and we can substitute in nt =

[
(1−G (ω̄t))

(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
− (1− F (ω̄t)) dkt

]
kt+

Ξbt + χb:

ct = (1− α) yt +
[
(1−G (ω̄t))

(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
− (1− F (ω̄t)) dkt

]
kt

+ qtdt+1 − it − (1− δ) qkt kt + (1− ξ) Ξbt − χb.
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Since we’re adding and subtracting (1− δ) qkt kt, we can get rid of that term. Next, we use the
marginal productivity condition for capital rkt = αyt/kt, such that we get (1− α) yt + αyt = yt on
the right hand side:

ct = yt −G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt − dt + F (ω̄t) dt + qtdt+1 − it + (1− ξ) Ξbt .

Hence, we get:

yt = ct + it +G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt + (1− F (ω̄t)) dt − qtdt+1 − (1− ξ) Ξbt .

Hence, we get that:

yt = ct + it + xt,

where xt is net exports and given by:

xt = G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt + (1− F (ω̄t)) dt − qtdt+1 − (1− ξ) Ξbt .

B Equilibrium conditions

B.1 Equilibrium conditions of macro model with bank default and foreign
lenders

Households:

λt =
(
ct −

χ

1 + ϕ
h1+ϕ
t

)−σ
, (B.1)

wt = χhϕt . (B.2)

Foreign lenders:

qt = Et
{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− F (ω̄t+1) + (1− µ) G (ω̄t+1)

ω̄t+1

]}
, (B.3)

m∗t,t+1 = exp
[
−r∗t − κ

(
εa,t+1 + 1

2κσ
2
a

)]
. (B.4)
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Banks:

ϑnt =
(
qkt − qtdkt+1

)
kt+1, (B.5)

ηt =
Et
{
β λt+1

λt
[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1] [1− F (ω̄t+1)]

}
Et
{
m∗t,t+1 [1− F (ω̄t+1)− µF ′ (ω̄t+1) ω̄t+1]

} , (B.6)

ηtq
k
t = Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1]
[
(1−G (ω̄t+1))

(
rkt+1 + (1− δ) qkt+1

)
− (1− F (ω̄t+1)) dkt+1

]}
+ ηtqtd

k
t+1, (B.7)

nt =
[
(1−G (ω̄t))

(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
− (1− F (ω̄t)) dkt

]
kt + χb, (B.8)

Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt (B.9)

Production:

yt = atk
α
t h

1−α
t , (B.10)

rkt = αyt/kt, (B.11)

wt = (1− α) yt/ht, (B.12)

kt+1 = (1− δ) kt +
[
ak + bk

1− 1/κk

(
it
kt

)1−1/κk
]
kt, (B.13)

qkt = 1
bk

(
it
kt

)1/κk
. (B.14)

Default variables:

ω̄t = dkt
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

, (B.15)

F (ω̄t) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄t) + 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
, (B.16)

Fω̄ (ω̄t) = 1
ω̄tσω

φ

(
ln (ω̄t) + 1

2σ
2
ω

σω

)
, (B.17)

G (ω̄t) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄t)− 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
. (B.18)

Market clearing:

yt = ct + it + xt, (B.19)

xt = G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt + (1− F (ω̄t)) dt − qtdt+1. (B.20)
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Stochastic processes:

r∗t − r∗ = ρr
(
r∗t−1 − r∗

)
+ εr,t, (B.21)

at − a = ρr (at−1 − a) + εa,t. (B.22)

The model is given by 22 equations.

B.2 Equilibrium conditions of macro model with bank bail-ins and foreign
lenders

Households:

λt =
(
ct −

χ

1 + ϕ
h1+ϕ
t

)−σ
, (B.23)

wt = χhϕt . (B.24)

Foreign lenders:

qt = Et

{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− (1− ξ)

(
F (ω̄j,t+1)− G (ω̄t+1)

ω̄t+1
+ ζF (ω̄t+1)

qkt+1
dkt+1

)]}
, (B.25)

m∗t,t+1 = exp
[
−r∗t − κ

(
εa,t+1 + 1

2κσ
2
a

)]
. (B.26)

Banks:

ϑnt =
(
qkt − qtdkt+1

)
kt+1, (B.27)

ηt =
Et
{
β λt+1

λt
[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1] [1− F (ω̄t+1)]

}
Et
{
m∗t,t+1

[
1− (1− ξ)

(
F (ω̄t+1) + ζω̄t+1Fω̄ (ω̄t+1) q

k
t+1
dkt+1

)]} , (B.28)

ηtq
k
t = Et

{
β
λt+1
λt

[1− ϑ+ ϑηt+1]
[
(1−G (ω̄t+1))

(
rkt+1 + (1− δ) qkt+1

)
− (1− F (ω̄t+1)) dkt+1

]}
+ ηtqtd

k
t+1, (B.29)

nt =
[
(1−G (ω̄t))

(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
− (1− F (ω̄t)) dkt

]
kt + Ξbt + χb, (B.30)

Ξbt = [F (ω̄t) ω̄t −G (ω̄t)]Rkt qkt−1s
k
t + ζF (ω̄t) qkt skt , (B.31)

Ωt = (1− ϑ)nt (B.32)
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Production:

yt = atk
α
t h

1−α
t , (B.33)

rkt = αyt/kt, (B.34)

wt = (1− α) yt/ht, (B.35)

kt+1 = (1− δ) kt +
[
ak + bk

1− 1/κk

(
it
kt

)1−1/κk
]
kt, (B.36)

qkt = 1
bk

(
it
kt

)1/κk
. (B.37)

Default variables:

ω̄t = dkt
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

, (B.38)

F (ω̄t) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄t) + 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
, (B.39)

Fω̄ (ω̄t) = 1
ω̄tσω

φ

(
ln (ω̄t) + 1

2σ
2
ω

σω

)
, (B.40)

G (ω̄t) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄t)− 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
. (B.41)

Market clearing:

yt = ct + it + xt, (B.42)

xt = G (ω̄t)
(
rkt + (1− δ) qkt

)
kt + (1− F (ω̄t)) dt − qtdt+1 − (1− ξ) Ξbt . (B.43)

Stochastic processes:

r∗t − r∗ = ρr
(
r∗t−1 − r∗

)
+ εr,t, (B.44)

at − a = ρr (at−1 − a) + εa,t. (B.45)

The model is given by 23 equations.

C Recursive competitive equilibrium

The model has two endogenous state variables in dk and k, and two exogenous states in r∗ and a.
Let today’s state vector be Z and tomorrow’s state vector Z′, such that:

Z ≡
{
dk, k, r∗, a

}
,

Z′ ≡
{
dk′
(
dk, k, r∗, a

)
, k′
(
dk, k, r∗, a

)
, r∗′, a′

}
=
{
dk′ (Z) , k′ (Z) , r∗′, a′

}
.
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The recursive equilibrium is defined by a set of recursive functions for

• Quantities (11):
{
dk′ (Z) , k′ (Z) , c (Z) , h (Z) , y (Z) , i (Z) , n (Z) , ω̄ (Z) ,Ω (Z) , x (Z) ,Ξb (Z)

}
.

• Prices (8):
{
q (Z) , qk (Z) , w (Z) , rk (Z) , F (Z) , Fω̄ (Z) , G (Z)

}
.

• Multipliers (2): {η (Z) , λ (Z)},

that satisfy the model’s equilibrium conditions.
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D Calibration

Table 5 Model calibration

Parameter Value Definition Target/Source

β 0.985 Subjective discount factor Literature
σ 2 Risk aversion Literature
ϕ 1 Inverse Frisch elasticity Literature
χ 5.446 Disutility of labor Hours h = 1/3 in liquidation economy

α 0.33 Capital share in output Literature
δ 0.025 Depreciation rate Literature
κk 4 Investment adjustment cost parameter σi/σy = 4

ϑ 0.95 Survival rate of bankers l = 5
χb 0.0001, 0 Endowment for new bankers Arbitrarily small
µ 0.30 Bank default cost in no-bail-in economy Bank asset spread
ζ 0.30 Size of write-down in bail-in economy Equal to µ
σω 0.075 Dispersion of i.i.d. idiosyncratic return shock Bank funding spread
κ 2.5 Foreign investors’ risk aversion Johri et al. (2020)

r∗ 0.0101 Steady state net foreign interest rate Annual risk free rate of 4.4%
a 1 Steady state productivity Normalization
ρr 0.9 AR(1) parameter of foreign interest rate shock Frequency and severity of crises
σr 0.0005 Std. dev. of foreign interest rate shock Frequency and severity of crises
ρa 0.875 AR(1) parameter of productivity shock σy approx. 1.7%
σa 0.00375 Std. dev. of productivity shock σy approx. 1.7%

E Solution method

We solve the model using a global solution method. As advocated by Richter et al. (2014), we use a
time iteration algorithm with linear interpolation to calculate updated policy function values and
Gauss-Hermite quadrature to compute expectations. We only calculate the variables we strictly
need to characterize the equilibrium, while leaving some to be calculated when the model is solved.
We show how to solve the model with bank default step-by-step. The model with bail-ins can be
solved in a similar manner.

1. Create a grid for k, dk, r∗, and a, which will create a state space of size
(
k, dk, r∗, a

)
∈ D⊗K⊗S,

where we collect the exogenous states in S. We discretize the grids for k, dk, r∗, and a

respectively with 60, 20, 11, and 11 points points, such that the total amount of nodes in
the state space is 145,200. We discretize the exogenous states using the method described in
Rouwenhorst (1995).

2. Choose which policy functions to calculate. We choose qkT (Z), qT (Z), and ηT (Z), as we can
calculate all static time t relationships with these values in hand. For our initial conjectures,
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we compute the policy functions using first order perturbation in Dynare and map this solution
to the discretized state space.

3. Set iteration j = 1.

4. Given conjecture for qkT (Z), solve for iT (Z) and then for k′ (Z):

i (Z) =
(
bkq

k (Z)
)κk

k,

k′ (Z) = (1− δ) k +
[
ak + bk

1− 1/κk

(
i (Z)
k

)1−1/κk
]
k.

We can then solve for labor hours h (Z) by combining the FOCs of the household and the firm,
such that we get an expression where h is a function of k:

h (Z) =
((1− α) a

χ

) 1
ϕ+α

(k)
α

ϕ+α .

Using h (Z) and our guess for k, we can find output y (Z) and the marginal product of capital
rk (Z):

y (Z) = akαh (Z)1−α ,

rk (Z) = αy (Z) /k.

Given our values of dk, our conjecture for qkT (Z), and our solution for rk (Z), we can find the
default threshold ω̄ (Z), and default probabilities F (Z) , G (Z) , Fω̄ (Z):

ω̄ (Z) = dk

rk (Z) + (1− δ) qkT (Z)
,

F (Z) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄ (Z)) + 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
,

Fω̄ (Z) = 1
ω̄ (Z)σω

φ

(
ln (ω̄ (Z)) + 1

2σ
2
ω

σω

)
,

G (Z) = Φ
(

ln (ω̄ (Z))− 1
2σ

2
ω

σω

)
.

This allows us to find Ξb (Z), n (Z) and Ω (Z):

Ξb (Z) =
[
F (Z) ω̄Ξb (Z)−G (Z)

] (
rk (Z) + (1− δ) qkT (Z)

)
k + ζF (Z) qkT (Z) k,

n (Z) =
[
(1−G (Z))

(
rk (Z) + (1− δ) qk (Z)

)
− (1− F (Z)) dk

]
k + Ξb (Z) + χb,

Ω (Z) = (1− ϑ)n (Z) .
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Since we have qT (Z) , qkT (Z) , n (Z) , k′ (Z), we can solve for dk′ (Z) from the bank’s balance
sheet constraint:

dk′ (Z) = qk (Z) k′ (Z)− ϑn (Z)
q (Z) k′ (Z) .

Given the default probabilities and the new choice for the debt-to-assets ratio, we can find net
exports x (Z) and consumption c (Z):

x (Z) = G (Z)
(
rk (Z) + (1− δ) qkT

)
k + (1− F (Z)) dkk − qTdk′ (Z) k′ − (1− ξ) Ξb (Z) ,

c (Z) = y (Z)− i (Z)− x (Z) .

5. Use linear interpolation given dk′ (Z) , k′ (Z) and our conjectures for qkT (Z), ηT (Z), and qT (Z)
to calculate the value of the policy functions in the next period for each possible realization of
the exogenous states.

6. Calculate the prices and quantities in the next period that we need to evaluate time t expecta-
tions, i.e. k′ (Z′) , dk′ (Z′) , i (Z′) , h (Z′) , y (Z′) , rk (Z′) , ω̄ (Z′) , F (Z′) , G (Z′) , Fω̄ (Z′) ,Ω (Z′) , x (Z′) , c (Z′).

7. Evaluate expectations at time t by integrating over all possible realizations of the exogenous
variables. We check our conjectures for qkT (Z), ηT (Z), and qT (Z). We then compute updated
qkT−j (Z), ηT−j (Z), and qT−j (Z).

8. Evaluate convergence of the T − j terms compared to the initial conjectures at the start of
the iteration. If the difference is small enough, we have solved the model. If not, go to the
next iteration, set T − j + 1 terms equal to those in T − j and repeat the algorithm until the
distance is smaller than 10−8.

54



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1 

List of research reports 
 
16001-GEM: Hoorn, A. van, How Are Migrant Employees Manages? An Integrated 
Analysis 
 
16002-EEF: Soetevent, A.R., Te Bao, A.L. Schippers, A Commercial Gift for Charity 
 
16003-GEM: Bouwmeerster, M.C., and J. Oosterhaven, Economic Impacts of Natural Gas 
Flow Disruptions 
 
16004-MARK: Holtrop, N., J.E. Wieringa, M.J. Gijsenberg, and P. Stern, Competitive 
Reactions to Personal Selling: The Difference between Strategic and Tactical Actions 
 
16005-EEF: Plantinga, A. and B. Scholtens, The Financial Impact of Divestment from 
Fossil Fuels 
 
16006-GEM: Hoorn, A. van, Trust and Signals in Workplace Organization: Evidence from 
Job Autonomy Differentials between Immigrant Groups 
 
16007-EEF: Willems, B. and G. Zwart, Regulatory Holidays and Optimal Network 
Expansion 
 
16008-GEF: Hoorn, A. van, Reliability and Validity of the Happiness Approach to 
Measuring Preferences 
 
16009-EEF: Hinloopen, J., and A.R. Soetevent, (Non-)Insurance Markets, Loss Size 
Manipulation and Competition: Experimental Evidence 
 
16010-EEF: Bekker, P.A., A Generalized Dynamic Arbitrage Free Yield Model 
 
16011-EEF: Mierau, J.A., and M. Mink, A Descriptive Model of Banking and Aggregate 
Demand 
 
16012-EEF: Mulder, M. and B. Willems, Competition in Retail Electricity Markets: An 
Assessment of Ten Year Dutch Experience 
 
16013-GEM: Rozite, K., D.J. Bezemer, and J.P.A.M. Jacobs, Towards a Financial Cycle for 
the US, 1873-2014 
 
16014-EEF: Neuteleers, S., M. Mulder, and F. Hindriks, Assessing Fairness of Dynamic 
Grid Tariffs 
 
16015-EEF: Soetevent, A.R., and T. Bružikas, Risk and Loss Aversion, Price Uncertainty 
and the Implications for Consumer Search 
 
16016-HRM&OB: Meer, P.H. van der, and R. Wielers, Happiness, Unemployment and 
Self-esteem 
 
16017-EEF: Mulder, M., and M. Pangan, Influence of Environmental Policy and Market 
Forces on Coal-fired Power Plants: Evidence on the Dutch Market over 2006-2014 
 
16018-EEF: Zeng,Y., and M. Mulder, Exploring Interaction Effects of Climate Policies: A 
Model Analysis of the Power Market 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

2 

 
16019-EEF: Ma, Yiqun, Demand Response Potential of Electricity End-users Facing Real 
Time Pricing 
 
16020-GEM: Bezemer, D., and A. Samarina, Debt Shift, Financial Development and 
Income Inequality in Europe 
 
16021-EEF: Elkhuizen, L, N. Hermes, and J. Jacobs, Financial Development, Financial 
Liberalization and Social Capital 
 
16022-GEM: Gerritse, M., Does Trade Cause Institutional Change? Evidence from 
Countries South of the Suez Canal 
 
16023-EEF: Rook, M., and M. Mulder, Implicit Premiums in Renewable-Energy Support 
Schemes 
 
17001-EEF: Trinks, A., B. Scholtens, M. Mulder, and L. Dam, Divesting Fossil Fuels: The 
Implications for Investment Portfolios 
 
17002-EEF: Angelini, V., and J.O. Mierau, Late-life Health Effects of Teenage Motherhood 
 
17003-EEF: Jong-A-Pin, R., M. Laméris, and H. Garretsen, Political Preferences of 
(Un)happy Voters: Evidence Based on New Ideological Measures 
 
17004-EEF: Jiang, X., N. Hermes, and A. Meesters, Financial Liberalization, the 
Institutional Environment and Bank Efficiency 
 
17005-EEF: Kwaak, C. van der, Financial Fragility and Unconventional Central Bank 
Lending Operations 
 
17006-EEF: Postelnicu, L. and N. Hermes, The Economic Value of Social Capital 
 
17007-EEF: Ommeren, B.J.F. van, M.A. Allers, and M.H. Vellekoop, Choosing the Optimal 
Moment to Arrange a Loan 
 
17008-EEF: Bekker, P.A., and K.E. Bouwman, A Unified Approach to Dynamic Mean-
Variance Analysis in Discrete and Continuous Time 
 
17009-EEF: Bekker, P.A., Interpretable Parsimonious Arbitrage-free Modeling of the Yield 
Curve 
 
17010-GEM: Schasfoort, J., A. Godin, D. Bezemer, A. Caiani, and S. Kinsella, Monetary 
Policy Transmission in a Macroeconomic Agent-Based Model 
 
17011-I&O: Bogt, H. ter, Accountability, Transparency and Control of Outsourced Public 
Sector Activities 
 
17012-GEM: Bezemer, D., A. Samarina, and L. Zhang, The Shift in Bank Credit 
Allocation: New Data and New Findings 
 
17013-EEF: Boer, W.I.J. de, R.H. Koning, and J.O. Mierau, Ex-ante and Ex-post 
Willingness-to-pay for Hosting a Major Cycling Event 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

3 

17014-OPERA: Laan, N. van der, W. Romeijnders, and M.H. van der Vlerk, Higher-order 
Total Variation Bounds for Expectations of Periodic Functions and Simple Integer 
Recourse Approximations 
 
17015-GEM: Oosterhaven, J., Key Sector Analysis: A Note on the Other Side of the Coin 
 
17016-EEF: Romensen, G.J., A.R. Soetevent: Tailored Feedback and Worker Green 
Behavior: Field Evidence from Bus Drivers 
 
17017-EEF: Trinks, A., G. Ibikunle, M. Mulder, and B. Scholtens, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Intensity and the Cost of Capital 
 
17018-GEM: Qian, X. and A. Steiner, The Reinforcement Effect of International Reserves 
for Financial Stability 
 
17019-GEM/EEF: Klasing, M.J. and P. Milionis, The International Epidemiological 
Transition and the Education Gender Gap 
 
2018001-EEF: Keller, J.T., G.H. Kuper, and M. Mulder, Mergers of Gas Markets Areas and 
Competition amongst Transmission System Operators: Evidence on Booking Behaviour in 
the German Markets 
 
2018002-EEF: Soetevent, A.R. and S. Adikyan, The Impact of Short-Term Goals on Long-
Term Objectives: Evidence from Running Data 
 
2018003-MARK: Gijsenberg, M.J. and P.C. Verhoef, Moving Forward: The Role of 
Marketing in Fostering Public Transport Usage 
 
2018004-MARK: Gijsenberg, M.J. and V.R. Nijs, Advertising Timing: In-Phase or Out-of-
Phase with Competitors? 
 
2018005-EEF: Hulshof, D., C. Jepma, and M. Mulder, Performance of Markets for 
European Renewable Energy Certificates 
 
2018006-EEF: Fosgaard, T.R., and A.R. Soetevent, Promises Undone: How Committed 
Pledges Impact Donations to Charity 
 
2018007-EEF: Durán, N. and J.P. Elhorst, A Spatio-temporal-similarity and Common 
Factor Approach of Individual Housing Prices: The Impact of Many Small Earthquakes in 
the North of Netherlands 
 
2018008-EEF: Hermes, N., and M. Hudon, Determinants of the Performance of 
Microfinance Institutions: A Systematic Review 
 
2018009-EEF: Katz, M., and C. van der Kwaak, The Macroeconomic Effectiveness of Bank 
Bail-ins 
 
2018010-OPERA: Prak, D., R.H. Teunter, M.Z. Babai, A.A. Syntetos, and J.E. Boylan, 
Forecasting and Inventory Control with Compound Poisson Demand Using Periodic 
Demand Data 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

4 

2018011-EEF: Brock, B. de, Converting a Non-trivial Use Case into an SSD: An Exercise 
 
2018012-EEF: Harvey, L.A., J.O. Mierau, and J. Rockey, Inequality in an Equal Society 
 
2018013-OPERA: Romeijnders, W., and N. van der Laan, Inexact cutting planes for two-
stage mixed-integer stochastic programs 
 
2018014-EEF: Green, C.P., and S. Homroy, Bringing Connections Onboard: The Value of 
Political Influence 
 
2018015-OPERA: Laan, N. van der, and W. Romeijnders, Generalized aplha-
approximations for two-stage mixed-integer recourse models 
 
2018016-GEM: Rozite, K., Financial and Real Integration between Mexico and the United 
States 
 
2019001-EEF: Lugalla, I.M., J. Jacobs, and W. Westerman, Drivers of Women 
Entrepreneurs in Tourism in Tanzania: Capital, Goal Setting and Business Growth 
 
2019002-EEF: Brock, E.O. de, On Incremental and Agile Development of (Information) 
Systems 
 
2019003-OPERA: Laan, N. van der, R.H. Teunter, W. Romeijnders, and O.A. Kilic, The 
Data-driven Newsvendor Problem: Achieving On-target Service Levels. 
 
2019004-EEF: Dijk, H., and J. Mierau, Mental Health over the Life Course: Evidence for a 
U-Shape? 
 
2019005-EEF: Freriks, R.D., and J.O. Mierau, Heterogeneous Effects of School Resources 
on Child Mental Health Development: Evidence from the Netherlands. 
 
2019006-OPERA: Broek, M.A.J. uit het, R.H. Teunter, B. de Jonge, J. Veldman, Joint 
Condition-based Maintenance and Condition-based Production Optimization. 
 
2019007-OPERA: Broek, M.A.J. uit het, R.H. Teunter, B. de Jonge, J. Veldman, Joint 
Condition-based Maintenance and Load-sharing Optimization for Multi-unit Systems with 
Economic Dependency 
 
2019008-EEF: Keller, J.T. G.H. Kuper, and M. Mulder, Competition under Regulation: Do 
Regulated Gas Transmission System Operators in Merged Markets Compete on Network 
Tariffs? 
 
2019009-EEF: Hulshof, D. and M. Mulder, Renewable Energy Use as Environmental CSR 
Behavior and the Impact on Firm Profit 
 
2019010-EEF: Boot, T., Confidence Regions for Averaging Estimators 
2020001-OPERA: Foreest, N.D. van, and J. Wijngaard. On Proportionally Fair Solutions 
for the Divorced-Parents Problem 
 
2020002-EEF: Niccodemi, G., R. Alessie, V. Angelini, J. Mierau, and T. Wansbeek. 
Refining Clustered Standard Errors with Few Clusters 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

5 

2020003-I&O: Bogt, H. ter, Performance and other Accounting Information in the Public 
Sector: A Prominent Role in the Politicians’ Control Tasks? 
 
2020004-I&O: Fisch, C., M. Wyrwich, T.L. Nguyen, and J.H. Block, Historical Institutional 
Differences and Entrepreneurship: The Case of Socialist Legacy in Vietnam 
 
2020005-I&O: Fritsch, M. and M. Wyrwich. Is Innovation (Increasingly) Concentrated in 
Large Cities? An Internatinal Comparison 
 
2020006-GEM: Oosterhaven, J., Decomposing Economic Growth Decompositions. 
 
2020007-I&O: Fritsch, M., M. Obschonka, F. Wahl, and M. Wyrwich. The Deep Imprint of 
Roman Sandals: Evidence of Long-lasting Effects of Roman Rule on Personality, Economic 
Performance, and Well-Being in Germany  
 
2020008-EEF: Heijnen, P., On the Computation of Equilibrium in Discontinuous Economic 
Games 
 
2020009-EEF: Romensen, G.J. and A.R. Soetevent, Improving Worker Productivity 
Through Tailored Performance Feedback: Field Experimental Evidence from Bus Drivers 
 
2020010-EEF: Rao, Z., M. Groneck, and R. Alessie, Should I Stay or Should I Go? 
Intergenerational Transfers and Residential Choice. Evidence from China 
 
2020011-EEF: Kwaak, C. van der, Unintended Consequences of Central Bank Lending in 
Financial Crises 
 
2020012-EEF: Soetevent, A.R., Determinants choice set variation in demand estimation 
– with an application to the electric vehicle public charging market 
 
2020013-EEF: Kwaak, C. van der, Old-Keynesianism in the New Keynesian model 
 
2020014-EEF: Plaat, m. van der, Loan Sales and the Tyranny of Distance in U.S. 
Residential Mortgage Lending 
 
2020015-I&O: Fritsch, M., and M. Wyrwich, Initial Conditions and Regional Performance 
in the Aftermath of Disruptive Shocks: The Case of East Germany after Socialism 
 
2020016-OPERA: Laan, N. van der, and W. Romeijnders, A Converging Benders’ 
Decomposition Algorithm for Two-stage Mixed-integer Recourse Models 
 
2021001-OPERA: Baardman, L., K.J. Roodbergen, H.J. Carlo, and A.H. Schrotenboer, A 
Special Case of the Multiple Traveling Salesmen Problem in End-of-aisle Picking Systems 
 
2021002-EEF: Wiese, R., and S. Eriksen, Willingness to Pay for Improved Public 
Education and Public Health Systems: The Role of Income Mobility Prospects. 
 
2021003-EEF: Keller, J.T., G.H. Kuper, and M. Mulder, Challenging Natural Monopolies: 
Assessing Market Power of Gas Transmission System Operators for Cross-Border 
Capacity 
 
2021004-EEF: Li, X., and M. Mulder, Value of Power-to-Gas as a Flexibililty Option in 
Integrated Electricity and Hydrogen Markets 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

6 

2021005-GEM: Rozite, K., J.P.A.M. Jacobs, and D.J. Bezemer, Investor Sentiment and 
Business Investment 
 
2021006-EEF: Spierdijk, L., and T. Wansbeek, Differencing as a Consistency Test for the 
Within Estimator 
 
2021007-EEF: Katz, M., and C. van der Kwaak, To Bail-in or to Bailout: that’s the 
(Macro) Question 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

7 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	2021007-EEF eerste 3 pagina's
	To Bail-in or to Bailout: that’s the (Macro) Question

	paper
	Introduction
	Model
	Banks
	Liquidation economy
	Recapitalization economy

	Households
	Non-financial firms
	Market clearing

	Solution method and calibration
	Numerical solution method
	Calibration

	Quantitative results
	Impulse response functions
	Liquidation vs. bail-in
	Bail-in vs. bailout

	Macro-dynamics around financial crises
	Liquidation vs. bail-in
	Bail-in vs. bailout

	Long-run macrofinancial stability
	Welfare analysis

	Conclusion
	References
	Appendices
	Mathematical appendix
	Household
	Production
	Final goods producers
	Capital goods producers
	Aggregation of non-financial firms

	Banking sector
	Banking sector optimization with default
	Banking sector optimization with bail-in

	Market clearing
	Liquidation economy
	Recapitalization economy


	Equilibrium conditions
	Equilibrium conditions of macro model with bank default and foreign lenders
	Equilibrium conditions of macro model with bank bail-ins and foreign lenders

	Recursive competitive equilibrium
	Calibration
	Solution method

	list of research reports
	List of research reports


