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1 Introduction

Business taxation and financial stability are intrinsically related.1 This is
mainly due to the fact that, despite recent financial crises, almost all tax
systems encourage the use of debt over equity finance. Though this ”debt
bias” has been reduced by tax devices such as thin cap and earning stripping
rules, it still persists (see, e.g., De Mooij and Hebous, 2018, and the articles
quoted therein, as well as Sinn, 2010).

In this article, we use a simple stochastic model to analyze the effects
of default on a representative firm’s value, as well as on tax revenue and
welfare (that is equal to the summation between the firm’s value and the
expected tax revenue).2 Given this simple framework we show that welfare
and tax revenue crucially depend not only on the relevant statutory tax
rate but also on default risk and its expected cost.3 It is worth noting that
the cost of default is affected by both market conditions and default rules.
Since a change in these rules is feasible, we can say that, to some extent,
a policy-maker can affect default costs.4 Similarly, volatility is affected by
both systemic and firm-specific risk. If therefore a policy-maker can affect
systemic risk, it is useful to study the effects of volatility on a firm’s value as
well as on welfare.5

1For instance, Kocherlakota (2010) argues that bailouts are inevitable if the default
of firms causes systemic failure. For this reason, he proposes a Pigouvian tax, aimed at
offsetting negative externalities arising from financial instability.

2For simplicity, we assume symmetric information and full interest deductibility. For
a detailed analysis on business taxation under asymmetric information, see Cohen et al.
(2016) and the articles cited therein. Partial interest deductibility is left for future research.

3In this article we focus on the tax rate effects. For a complementary analysis on the
effects of corporate tax base changes, see Panteghini and Vergalli (2016).

4Adalet McGowan and Dan (2018) provide a comprehensive analysis of insolvency pro-
cedures across OECD countries and find that they are quite heterogeneous. In particular,
they state that ”[a] comparison of the 2010 and 2016 values suggests that recent reform
efforts have been largest for prevention and streamlining, with reforms observable in 11
countries, especially European countries (e.g. Portugal). This may reflect the fact that
such measures have been recently endorsed by the European Commission and the IMF,
in response to the crisis [...]. Barriers to restructuring have also declined in 10 countries,
while reform activity affecting the personal costs to failed entrepreneurs has been less am-
bitious, with only Chile, Greece and Spain undertaking reforms since 2010”. Of course,
heterogeneous rules can lead to heterogeneous default costs.

5Here, we deal with one policy-maker who can implement both monetary and fiscal
policies, although we are aware that separate entities deal with them. As pointed out by
Sinn (2018) however, the separation of roles sometimes vanishes and a central bank can
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As will be shown, welfare and tax revenue crucially depend on tax rates as
well as on volatility and the expected cost of default.6 In particular, welfare is
decreasing in the tax rate under default risk. Tax revenue is always increasing
in the statutory tax rate and hence no Laffer curve is found. Moreover,
an increase in the expected cost of default raises tax revenue and decreases
welfare. Similarly, volatility raises (reduces) the expected value of tax revenue
(welfare). Thus, a more stable financial system is beneficial from a social
point of view, although it leads to lower tax revenue and vice versa. A similar
effect is found for the default cost which increases (reduces) tax revenue
(welfare). This means that the government faces a policy dilemma. For
any given tax rate indeed, the government should reduce (increase) financial
instability and default costs if its objective function is welfare (tax revenue).

The structure of this paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces a simple
trade-off model and calculates the value function of a representative firm, as
well as tax revenue and the value of welfare. Section 3 provides a numerical
analysis where the effects of changes in the tax rate, default risk and its
expected cost are examined. Section 4 summarizes our findings, discusses
their policy implications and discusses possible extensions of our analysis.

2 The model

In this section we apply a continuous-time model in line with Goldstein et
al. (2001). By assumption a representative firm can borrow from a perfectly
competitive credit sector, characterized by a risk-free interest rate r. More-
over, we let the firm’s Earning Before Interest and Taxes (EBIT), defined as
Π, be stochastic and follow a geometric Brownian motion:

dΠ

Π
= σdz, with Π0 > 0, (1)

dramatically affect fiscal policy. The reverse may also be true when bank taxes are levied
(Keen and de Mooij, 2016).

6Welfare analysis of business taxation has already been studied by other authors. See,
e.g., Sørensen (2017) who shows that the socially optimal debt-asset ratio is 2-3% below
the current debt level. As a consequence, a reduction in leverage due to limitations on
interest deductibility would lead to a welfare gain of about 5% of corporate tax revenue.
See also Gordon (2010) and Weichenrieder and Klautke (2008) who calculate the efficiency
cost of a tax distortion in the debt-equity decision. However, these articles are based on a
deterministic framework and therefore disregard the effects of default risk (and financial
(in)stability).
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where Π0 is the initial EBIT, σ is the instantaneous standard deviation of
dΠ
Π

, and dz is the increment of a Wiener process.7 Moreover, we introduce
the following:

Assumption 1 At time 0, the firm borrows some resources and pays a
coupon C, which cannot be renegotiated.

Assumption 2 If the firm does not meet its debt obligations, default occurs
and hence, the firm is expropriated by the lender.

Assumption 3 The cost of default is equal to a percentage α ∈ [0, 1) of the
defaulted firm’s value.

Assumption 1 means that the firm sets a coupon and then computes the
debt market value. Without arbitrage, this is equivalent to first setting the
debt value and then calculating the effective interest rate. For simplicity, we
also assume that debt cannot be renegotiated: this means that we apply a
static trade-off approach where the firm’s financial policy cannot be reviewed
later.8

Assumptions 2 and 3 introduce default risk and its cost, respectively.
Given (1), if the firm’s EBIT falls to a given threshold value, denoted Π, the
firm is expropriated by the lender (assumption 2), who becomes equityholder.
Default causes a sunk cost borne by the lender. By assumption, this cost is
proportional to the value of the firm (assumption 3).

Following Goldstein et al. (2001) we also introduce the following:

Assumption 4 The threshold level Π is chosen by equityholders at time 0.

Assumption 4 implies that equityholders behave as if they owned a put
option, whose exercise leads to default.9

Given these assumptions, the firm’s net profit function is equal to ΠN =
(1− τ) (Π− C) , where τ is the relevant tax rate.

7The general form of the geometric Brownian motion is dΠ = µΠdt+ σΠdz where µ is
the expected rate of growth. With no loss of generality, here we set µ = 0.

8The analysis of a dynamic trade-off model, where firms can subsequently adjust their
capital structure is left for future research.

9For further details on the characteristics of default conditions see, e.g., Leland (1994)
and Panteghini (2007a).
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It is worth noting that a tax saving due to debt-finance arises as long as
the business tax rate is higher than the lender’s rate (see, e.g., Panteghini,
2007b). For simplicity, here we assume that the lender’s pre-default tax rate
is nil. When, however, default takes place, the lender becomes equityholder
and is therefore subject to corporate taxation.

Finally, the firm’s value function is equal to the summation between debt,
D (Π) , and equity, E (Π):

V (Π) = D (Π) + E (Π) . (2)

By maximizing V (Π) , the optimal coupon C will be found.

2.1 The value of debt and equity

Let us start with debt. According to assumption 3, the (sunk) default cost
is a percentage α of the defaulted firm. Hence, the lender will own (1 − α)
of the defaulted firm.10 Using dynamic programming, we can therefore write
debt as follows:

D (Π) =

{
(1− α) (1− τ) Πdt+ e−rdtξ [D(Π + dΠ)] after default,
Cdt+ e−rdtξ [D(Π + dΠ)] before default.

(3)

As shown in Appendix (A.1), (3) can be rewritten as:

D (Π) =

{
(1−α)(1−τ)Π

r
after default,

C
r

+
[

(1−α)(1−τ)Π−C
r

] (
Π
Π

)β2 before default,
(4)

where β2 = 1
2
−
√(

1
2

)2
+ 2r

σ2 < 0. As shown in (4), before default the debt

value consists of two terms. The first one, C
r

, is a perpetual rent which
measures the debt value without default, while the second term accounts for

the default effects. In particular, term
(

Π
Π

)β2 measures the present value of
1 Euro contingent on the default event. After default, the lender becomes

equityholder and the value of his/her claim is equal to (1−α)(1−τ)Π
r

.

10As pointed out by Estrin et al. (2017), economic agents are sensitive to different
elements of the default codes. Moreover, the authors show that some countries are more
debt-friendly than others. All of these features are here summarized by our parameter
cost α. If therefore countries are debtor-friendly (-unfriendly), α is expected to be lower
(higher). For a detailed (and economic) analysis of default procedures see also Claesens
et al. (2001).
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Applying dynamic programming we can write the value of equity as fol-
lows:

E (Π) =

{
0 after default,
(1− τ) (Π− C) dt+ e−rdtξ [E(Π + dΠ)] before default.

(5)

As can be seen, after default the equity value is nil (according to assumption
2). As shown in Appendix (A.2), (5) can be written as:

E (Π) =

{
0 after default
(1−τ)(Π−C)

r
− (1−τ)(Π−C)

r

(
Π
Π

)β2 before default
(6)

As shown in (6), before default the equity value is given by the summation

between the perpetual rent (1−τ)(Π−C)
r

and the loss contingent on the event

of default, − (1−τ)(Π−C)
r

(
Π
Π

)β2 .
2.2 Optimal default

Given (6), we can now calculate the default threshold point under debt fi-
nancing. Following Leland (1994) and Goldstein et al. (2001), we solve the
following problem:

max
Π

E (Π) . (7)

Using (6) and rearranging the F.O.C. of (7) gives

Π =
β2

β2 − 1
C < C. (8)

This means that if the firm’s net cash flow is negative, equityholders can de-
cide whether to inject further resources to meet the firm’s debt obligations or
to default. As long as they pay the coupon they can exploit future recoveries
in the value of their claim.

2.3 Optimal coupon

Substituting (4) and (6) into (2) gives the pre-default value of the firm: 11

V (Π) =
(1− τ) Π

r
+ τ

C

r
−
[
(1− τ)α

Π

r
+ τ

C

r

](
Π

Π

)β2
. (9)

11Recall that the after-default value of the firm is simply (1−α)(1−τ)Π
r .
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To find the optimal coupon we maximize (9) with respect to C. Differenti-
ating the value function (9) with respect to C and rearranging gives:

C =
β2 − 1

β2

 τ

(1− β2)
[
(1− τ)α β2

β2−1
+ τ
]


− 1
β2

Π. (10)

Given (10), it is straightforward to see that ∂C
∂α

< 0. Moreover it is easy
to prove that ∂C

∂τ
> 0.12 Finally, ∂C

∂σ2 is expected to be negative for realistic
parameter values. The intuition behind this result is straightforward: coeteris
paribus, an increase in volatility (i.e., σ2) is expected to anticipate default
and its sunk cost. This induces firms to borrow less (and hence, choose a
lower coupon).

2.4 Tax revenue and welfare

Using the value function (9), we can easily obtain the present value of tax
revenue:

T (Π) =
τ

r

[
Π− C +

(
C − αΠ

)(Π

Π

)β2]
. (11)

Of course, tax revenue is increasing in Π and decreasing in C. Moreover,

given the inequality in (8), the term τ
r

(
C − αΠ

) (
Π
Π

)β2 , which measures the
present value of tax revenues contingent on default, is positive. So, we can say
that default leads to a twofold effect: on the one hand, it causes a sunk cost;
on the other hand, it causes an increase in tax revenue, equal to τ

(
C − αΠ

)
for any short period dt.

12Taking the log of (10) gives:

logC = log

(
β2 − 1

β2

)
− 1

β2
log τ +

1

β2
log(1− β2) +

1

β2
log

[
(1− τ)α

β2

β2 − 1
+ τ

]
+ log Π.

Differentiating it with respect to τ gives:

∂ logC

∂τ
= − 1

β2

[
1

τ
−

1− α β2

β2−1

(1− τ)α β2

β2−1 + τ

]
= − 1

β2

α β2

β2−1

τ
(

(1− τ)α β2

β2−1 + τ
) > 0.

7



As pointed out, the social welfare function is simply given by the sum-
mation between V (Π) and T (Π) , i.e.:

W (Π) = V (Π) + T (Π) =
Π

r
− αΠ

r

(
Π

Π

)β2
. (12)

As can be seen, without default W (Π) is equal to the perpetual rent Π
r
. With

default however, it is lower.

3 A numerical analysis

In this section we use a numerical simulation to study the effects of default
on our representative firm’s value as well as on tax revenue and welfare. In
line with Bilicka and Devereux (2012) we set r = 5%. Also, we let the initial
value of EBIT be equal to 5. This allows us to normalize all the effects, since
the perpetual rent Π/r is equal to 100. Parameter τ is assumed to range
from 0 to 50%: most statutory tax rates range between 20% and 30% (e.g.,
Sørensen, 2017, uses an average rate of about 27%), although lower rates are
applied in many countries.

In line with Dixit and Pindyck (1994), we let the benchmark value of
standard deviation σ be 20%. Moreover, σ is assumed to range from 10% to
40% in order to run our sensitivity analysis.

As regards the value of α, the empirical evidence shows quite heteroge-
neous results. For instance, Andrade and Kaplan (1998) estimate distress
costs of 10–23% of firm value for a sample of 31 highly leveraged transac-
tions. Branch (2002) finds a total default-related cost that ranges between
12.7% and 20.5%. Davydenko et al. (2012) estimate the cost of default for
an average defaulting firm to be 21.7% of the market value of assets. These
costs are shown to range from 14.7% for bond renegotiations to 30.5% for
default. Interestingly, Glover (2016) finds that the average firm expects a
default cost equal to 45% of its value under default. However, this cost is
estimated to be less (25%) among defaulted firms. Given these findings, we
therefore let α range from 10% to 50%.

It is worth noting that the cost of default depends not only on market
conditions but also on default rules. This means that, to some extent, the
government can affect the value of α by changing the insolvency regulation.13

13For instance, time-consuming default procedures are expected to increase α and vice
versa.
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Figure 1: Sensitivity analysis of α on the value function with respect to τ .

Similarly, σ is affected by both systemic and firm-specific risk. If therefore
our policy-maker wants to improve financial stability we expect a decrease
in σ. For these reasons, we provide a numerical analysis which enables us to
analyze the effects of α, σ and τ on value function (9), tax revenue (11) and
welfare (12), respectively. Our benchmark values will be α = σ = 20% and
τ = 25%.

In figures 1-3 and table 1 we show the effects of α and τ on the firm’s
value, tax revenue and the welfare function, respectively, while in figures 4-6
and table 2, we show the effects of σ and τ on the same functions. In all
these figures the tax rate τ is set on the horizontal axis.

In figure 1 we focus on the value function. The solid line shows the effects
of τ on the value function, with α = σ = 20%, while dotted lines show the
same effects for different values of α, with σ = 20%. As can be seen, the firm’s
value is decreasing in τ , despite the tax benefit arising from the deductibility
of C. Not surprisingly, the greater the (sunk) default cost the lower the value
of V (Π).14

As shown in figure 2, tax revenue is increasing in τ : this means that no
Laffer curve exists. Moreover, if τ is low enough (below 38%), α has a positive

14Figures about equity and debt value (as a function of τ) are available upon request.
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Figure 2: Sensitivity analysis of α on tax revenue with respect to τ .

impact on T (Π). This is due to the fact that default has a twofold impact
on our economic system. On the one hand, it causes a sunk cost; on the
other hand, it increases tax revenue, due to the elimination of interest rate
deductions (the value of such benefit is equal to τ

(
C − αΠ

)
dt). If therefore

τ is low enough, this latter effect dominates the previous one.
Figure 3 shows the effects of α and τ on welfare (with σ = 20%). As can

be seen, taxation causes a welfare loss. Moreover, α has a negative impact on
W (Π): this is not surprising since default causes a default cost. In particular,
the welfare loss is about 1.5% irrespective of the value of α, if τ is around
10%. When however the business tax rate reaches higher (and hence more
realistic) values, the effects of α on welfare are much more significant. For
instance, if τ is 25%, the welfare loss ranges from 1.81 (with α = 10%) to
3.97 (with α = 50%).

Table 1 provides a detailed sensitivity analysis for α. As can be seen, the
higher the parameters τ and α, the greater the welfare loss. To have an idea,
assume τ = 25%. As can be seen, the ratio between the welfare loss and tax
revenue ranges from 15.2% (with α = 10%) to 29.85% (with α = 50%). This
suggests that, if the policy-maker can reduce α, there may be a substantial
welfare gain.

Let us next focus on figures 4 to 6. Again, the solid line shows the effects
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Figure 3: Sensitivity analysis of α on the welfare function with respect to τ .

Sensitivity Analysis on α (with σ = 0.2)
Value Function

τ = 10% τ = 20% τ = 25% τ = 30% τ = 40%
α = 10% 93.66 88.70 86.31 83.95 79.26
α = 20% 92.87 87.56 85.11 82.73 78.10
α = 30% 92.38 86.70 84.16 81.72 77.08
α = 40% 92.03 86.03 83.38 80.87 76.18
α = 50% 91.78 85.49 82.73 80.15 75.37

Tax Revenue
τ = 10% τ = 20% τ = 25% τ = 30% τ = 40%

α = 10% 5.19 9.64 11.88 14.14 18.68
α = 20% 5.78 9.99 12.05 14.12 18.29
α = 30% 6.28 10.47 12.41 14.33 18.14
α = 40% 6.68 10.97 12.85 14.65 18.15
α = 50% 7.01 11.45 13.30 15.03 18.28

Welfare Function
τ = 10% τ = 20% τ = 25% τ = 30% τ = 40%

α = 10% 98.86 98.34 98.19 98.09 97.94
α = 20% 98.65 97.55 97.16 96.86 96.39
α = 30% 98.65 97.17 96.57 96.05 95.22
α = 40% 98.71 96.99 96.22 95.52 94.33
α = 50% 98.79 96.94 96.03 95.18 93.65

Table 1: Numerical results of the sensitivity analysis of α.
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Figure 4: Sensitivity analysis of σ on the value function with respect to τ .

of τ on the firm’s value (with α = σ = 20%). Similarly, dotted lines show
the effects of different values of σ, given α = 20%. If we compare the former
three figures with the latter ones, the quality of results is similar. Again, the
value function is decreasing in τ , while tax revenue is always increasing.

As shown in figure 4, the higher the parameter σ, the lower the firm’s
value is. This is due to the fact that an increase in volatility (i.e., default
risk) rises the contingent value of the default cost thereby reducing V (Π).

Figure 5 shows that, for any τ , volatility has a positive effect on T (Π).
As pointed out, an increase in σ makes default more likely. When it takes
place, C is no longer deductible and hence tax revenue rises. On the contrary,
W (Π) is decreasing in σ (see figure 6). This is not surprising since a (costly)
default has a negative impact on welfare (see function (12)). Overall, our
analysis shows that the negative effect of σ on the firm’s value dominates the
positive one on tax revenue.

Table 2 provides a sensitivity analysis for σ. As can be seen, default risk
does have an important impact. If, for instance, τ is 25%, the ratio between
the welfare loss and tax revenue ranges between 10.73% (with σ = 10%)
and 24.86% (with σ = 40%). Hence, for realistic values of τ , a reduction in
volatility may lead to a significant welfare gain.

These results have striking policy implications. If welfare is indeed the

12



Figure 5: Sensitivity analysis of σ on tax revenue with respect to τ .

Figure 6: Sensitivity analysis of σ on the welfare function with respect to τ .
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Sensitivity Analysis on σ (with α = 0.2)
Value Function

τ = 10% τ = 20% τ = 25% τ = 30% τ = 40%
σ = 10% 94.52 90.39 88.46 86.58 82.90
σ = 20% 92.87 87.56 85.11 82.73 78.10
σ = 30% 92.06 86.13 83.41 80.79 75.68
σ = 40% 91.60 85.29 82.42 79.65 74.28

Tax Revenue
τ = 10% τ = 20% τ = 25% τ = 30% τ = 40%

σ = 10% 4.43 7.84 9.51 11.19 14.56
σ = 20% 5.78 9.99 12.05 14.12 18.29
σ = 30% 6.50 11.08 13.33 15.58 20.11
σ = 40% 6.95 11.74 14.08 16.42 21.16

Welfare Function
τ = 10% τ = 20% τ = 25% τ = 30% τ = 40%

σ = 10% 98.95 98.23 97.98 97.77 97.46
σ = 20% 98.65 97.55 97.16 96.86 96.39
σ = 30% 98.56 97.21 96.74 96.36 95.80
σ = 40% 98.56 97.03 96.50 96.07 95.44

Table 2: Numerical results of the sensitivity analysis of σ.

relevant objective function, then the government has an incentive to reduce
both α and σ, for any τ. If however, the government’s objective function is
tax revenue, the converse is true at least for τ < 38%.

4 Conclusion

In this article we have shown that, under default risk, taxation is welfare
deteriorating. Moreover, we have shown that a government’s policy crucially
depends on whether its objective function is welfare or tax revenue. In partic-
ular, if welfare is the relevant objective function, then the government should
improve financial stability (i.e. reduce systemic risk) and cut default costs.
If however, the government’s objective function is tax revenue, default risk
and its costs would be beneficial.

In this article we have used a fairly simplified framework, which can be
enriched in the future. For instance, further research could study the welfare
effects of business taxation in a dynamic context, i.e., when a firm’s capital
structure can be subsequently modified and further investment can be made.
Moreover, such an analysis could be replicated under asymmetric information
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when agency costs arise.

A Derivations of (4) and (6)

A.1 The value of debt

Applying Itô’s Lemma to (3) gives

rD(Π) = L+
σ2

2
Π2DΠΠ(Π), (13)

where L = (1− α) (1− τ) Π, C, and DΠΠ(Π) ≡ ∂2D(Π)
∂Π2 . The general closed-

form solution of function (13) is therefore equal to:

Dj (Π) =

{
(1−α)(1−τ)Π

r
+
∑2

i=1 BiΠ
βi after default,

C
r

+
∑2

i=1 DiΠ
βi before default,

(14)

where β1 = 1
2

+
√(

1
2

)2
+ 2r

σ2 > 1, and β2 = 1
2
−
√(

1
2

)2
+ 2r

σ2 < 0 are the

two roots of the characteristic equation Ψ(β) ≡ 1
2
σ2β(β − 1) − r = 0. To

calculate Bi and Di for i = 1, 2, we need three boundary conditions. Firstly,
we assume that whenever Π goes to zero the lender’s claim is nil, namely
condition D (0) = 0 holds: this implies that B2 = 0. Secondly, we assume
that financial bubbles do not exist: this means that B1 = D1 = 0. Thirdly,
we must consider that at point Π = Π, the pre-default value of debt must be
equal to the post-default one, net of the default cost. Using the two branches
of (14) we thus obtain

(1− α)
(1− τ) Π

r
=
C

r
+D2Π

β2

.

Rearranging gives D2 =
[

(1−α)(1−τ)Π−C
r

]
Π

−β2
. Hence, the value of debt is (4).

A.2 The value of equity

Using (5) and Itô’s Lemma, we obtain the following non-arbitrage condition:

rE (Π) = (1− τ) (Π− C) +
σ2

2
Π2EΠΠ (Π) , (15)

15



before default. Since, after default, the general-form solution of (15) is:

E (Π) =


0 after default,

(1− τ)
(

Π−C
r

)
+

2∑
i=1

AiΠ
βi before default.

(16)

In the absence of financial bubbles, A1 is nil. To calculate A2, we recall that
default occurs when Π = Π. In this case the value of equity falls to zero,
namely,

E
(
Π
)

= 0. (17)

Substituting (16) into (17), and solving for A2 gives A2 = − (1−τ)(Π−C)
r

Π
−β2
.

Hence, the pre-default value of equity is equal to

E (Π) =
(1− τ) (Π− C)

r
−

(1− τ)
(
Π− C

)
r

(
Π

Π

)β2
(18)

and zero otherwise. These results give (6).

References

[1] Adalet McGowan M. and D. Andrews (2018), Design of Insolvency
Regimes across Countries, OECD, ECO/WKP(2018)52.

[2] Andrade G. and S.N. Kaplan (1998) How Costly is Financial (Not Eco-
nomic) Distress? Evidence from Highly Leveraged Transactions that
Became Distressed, Journal of Finance, 53, 1443–1493.

[3] Branch B. (2002), The Costs of Bankruptcy: A Review, International
Review of Financial Analysis, 11, pp. 39-57.

[4] Claesens S., S. Djankov and A. Mody (2001), Resolution of Financial
Distress - An International Perspective on the Design of Bankruptcy
Laws, World Bank.

[5] Cohen F., A. Fedele and P.M. Panteghini (2016), Corporate Taxation
and Financial Strategies under Asymmetric Information, Economia Po-
litica, 33, pp. 9–34.

16



[6] Davydenko S., I.A. Strebulaev and X. Zhao (2012), A Market-Based
Study of the Costs of Default, Review of Financial Studies, 25, pp.
2959-2999.

[7] De Mooij R. and S. Hebous (2018), Curbing Corporate Debt Bias: Do
Limitations to Interest Deductibility Work?, Journal of Banking and
Finance, 96, pp. 368–378.

[8] Dixit A. and R.S. Pindyck (1994), Investment under Uncertainty,
Princeton University Press.

[9] Estrin S., T. Mickiewicz and A. Rebmann (2017), Prospect Theory and
the Effects of Bankruptcy Laws on Entrepreneurial Aspirations, Small
Business Economics, 48, pp. 977–997

[10] Goldstein R., N. Ju and H. Leland (2001), An EBIT-Based Model of
Dynamic Capital Structure, Journal of Business, 74, pp. 483-512.

[11] Gordon R. H. (2010), Taxation and Corporate Use of Debt: Implications
for Tax Policy, National Tax Journal, 63, 151–174.

[12] Kocherlakota N. (2010), Taxing Risk and the Optimal Regulation of
Financial Institutions, Economic Policy Paper #10-3, Federal Reserve
Bank of Minneapolis.

[13] Leland H.E. (1994), Corporate Debt Value, Bond Covenants, and Op-
timal Capital Structure, Journal of Finance, September, 49, pp. 1213-
1252.

[14] Panteghini P.M. (2007a), Corporate Taxation in a Dynamic World,
Springer.

[15] Panteghini P.M. (2007b), Interest Deductibility under Default Risk and
the Unfavorable Tax Treatment of Investment Costs: A Simple Expla-
nation, Economics Letters, 96, pp.1-7.

[16] Panteghini P.M. and S. Vergalli (2016), Accelerated Depreciation, De-
fault Risk and Investment Decisions, Journal of Economics (Zeitschrift
fur Nationalokonomie), 119, pp. 113-130.

[17] Ross S.A. (2005), Capital Structure and the Cost of Capital, Journal of
Applied Finance, 15, pp. 5-23.

17



[18] Sinn H.-W. (2010), Casino Capitalism, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

[19] Sinn H.-W. (2018), The ECB’s Fiscal Policy, International Tax and Pub-
lic Finance, 25, pp. 1404-1433.

[20] Sørensen P.B. (2017), Taxation and the Optimal Constraint on Cor-
porate Debt Finance: Why a Comprehensive Business Income Tax Is
Suboptimal, International Tax and Public Finance, 24, pp. 731-753.

[21] Weichenrieder A.J. and T. Klautke (2008), Taxes and the Efficiency
Costs of Capital Distortions, CESifo W.P. 2431.

18



NOTE DI LAVORO DELLA FONDAZIONE ENI ENRICO MATTEI 
Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei Working Paper Series 

 
Our Working Papers are available on the Internet at the following addresses: 

http://www.feem.it/getpage.aspx?id=73&sez=Publications&padre=20&tab=1 
 

NOTE DI LAVORO PUBLISHED IN 2019 
 

1. 2019, FEP Series, Michel Noussan, Effects of the Digital Transition in Passenger Transport - an Analysis of 
Energy Consumption Scenarios in Europe 

2. 2019, FEP Series, Davide Mazzoni, Digitalization for Energy Access in Sub-Saharan Africa : Challenges, 
Opportunities and Potential Business Models 

3. 2019, ET Series, Edilio Valentini, Paolo Vitale, Uncertainty and Risk-aversion in a Dynamic Oligopoly with Sticky 
Prices 

4. 2019, ET Series, Elkhan Richard Sadik-Zada, Andrea Gatto, Determinants of the Public Debt and the Role of the 
Natural Resources: A Cross-Country Analysis 

5. 2019, ET Series, Jian-Xin Wu, Ling-Yun He, ZhongXiang Zhang, Does China Fall into Poverty-Environment Traps? 
Evidence from Long-term Income Dynamics and Urban Air Pollution 

6. 2019, FEP Series, Pier Paolo Raimondi, Central Asia Oil and Gas Industry - The External Powers’ Energy 
Interests in Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan 

7. 2019, ET Series, Bladimir Carrillo, Present Bias and Underinvestment in Education? Long-run Effects of 
Childhood Exposure to Booms in Colombia 

8. 2019, ES Series, Luca Farnia, On the Use of Spectral Value Decomposition for the Construction of Composite 
Indices 

9. 2019, ET Series, Francesco Menoncin, Sergio Vergalli, Optimal Stopping Time, Consumption, Labour, and 
Portfolio Decision for a Pension Scheme 

10. 2019, FEP Series, Samuel Carrara, Assessing the Techno-economic Effects of the Delayed Deployment of CCS 
Power Plants 

11. 2019, ET Series, Nicola Comincioli, Sergio Vergalli and Paolo M. Panteghini, Business Tax Policy under Default 
Risk 



Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei 
Corso Magenta 63, Milano – Italia 

Tel. +39 02.520.36934
Fax. +39.02.520.36946

E-mail: letter@feem.it 
www.feem.it




