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Abstract

Using evidence from Russia, we explore the effect of the introduction of deposit insurance on
bank risk. Drawing on variation in the ratio of firm deposits to total household and firm deposits
before the announcement of deposit insurance, so as to capture the magnitude of the decrease in
market discipline after the introduction of deposit insurance, we demonstrate that larger declines
in market discipline generate larger increases in traditional measures of risk. These results hold in
a difference-in-difference setting in which private domestic banks serve as the treatment group
and state and foreign-owned banks, whose deposit insurance regime does not change, serve as a
control group.
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1. Introduction

Architects of modern financial safety nets face a challenge if policies designed to stabilize the banking sector
weaken stabilizing forces already in place (Calomiris, 1999). The introduction of explicit deposit insurance
poses just such a dilemma. Its potential for limiting bank runs (Diamond & Dybvig, 1983) explains its
adoption throughout the world over the past generation (Demirgiic & Kane, 2002). But its capacity for
desensitizing depositors to the consequences of bank failure may relax an important, market-disciplining,
constraint, and thereby contribute to systemic instability (Demirgiic-Kunt & Detragiache, 2002). These
potentially offsetting effects raise the stakes for empirical analysis, giving greater urgency to the question of
how deposit insurance in fact affects bank risk.

Much of the published research on whether explicit deposit insurance actually relaxes market discipline and
increases bank risk draws on comparisons across banks or countries that vary with respect to deposit insurance
coverage. But correlations identified through cross-sectional variation are open to criticisms of omitted
variable bias and reverse causation. Some studies infer the impact of deposit insurance on market discipline
and bank risk by comparing the behavior of a well-defined group before and after the introduction of explicit
deposit insurance. This approach, however, cannot dismiss the possibility that results are driven by time-
specific factors other than the introduction of insurance. In an earlier paper (Karas et al., 2013), we exploited
what amounted to a quasi-experiment from the introduction in 2004 of explicit deposit insurance in Russia
to circumvent these identification problems. In a manner unique to the literature, we explored how deposit
insurance affected the deposits of households relative to those of firms, a still uninsured “control” group.
Using a difference-in-difference estimator, we demonstrated that insured household depositors’ sensitivity to
bank capitalization diminished markedly after the introduction of deposit insurance. The quasi-experimental
setting, in other words, turned up strong evidence of deposit insurance causing a decline in market discipline.

This earlier paper, however, did not explore whether a greater deposit-insurance-induced decrease in market
discipline actually led to greater bank risk. It is to this question that we turn in this paper. To answer it,
we begin from an assumption, well-grounded in the empirical and theoretical literature (Karas et al., 2013;
Gropp & Vesala, 2004), that the bank-level treatment effect of deposit insurance — i.e., the magnitude of
the decline in market discipline — can be proxied for by the ratio of firm deposits to the sum of firm and
household deposits. A greater relative dependence on insured household deposits, ceteris paribus, implies a
greater decline in market discipline.

Drawing on bank variation in this deposit ratio before the announcement of explicit deposit insurance, we
demonstrate that weaker market discipline translates into increases in a number of traditional measures of
bank risk, including a higher rate of failure. These basic results are robust to the inclusion of bank-specific
controls. Moreover, they hold in a difference-in-difference setting in which state and foreign-owned banks,
whose deposit insurance regime did not change over our period of analysis, serve as a control.

Our findings make the following contributions to the literature. First, our data allow us to carry out what
we believe to be the cleanest test heretofore of the direct impact of deposit insurance’s introduction on
bank risk. Second, we bring together in one analysis two related literatures as to the moral hazard costs
of deposit insurance. Some articles explore the correlation between the introduction of deposit insurance
and changes in market discipline but only by implication suggest consequences for bank risk. Other articles
highlight the relationship between the introduction of deposit insurance and later changes in bank risk but
only by implication identify a shift in market discipline as the intervening factor. Here, our analysis explicitly
integrates market discipline and bank risk. A bank-specific measure of a deposit-insurance-induced decrease
in the former is shown to be robustly related, with a multi-year lag, to an increase in the latter.

Our article is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews prior research on the relationship between deposit
insurance, market discipline and bank risk. Section 3 covers the relevant histories of deposit markets and
deposit insurance in Russia. Section 4 introduces our data and methodology. Section 5 explores, for private,
domestic banks, the relationship between deposit insurance and changes in risk as a function of their deposit
mix. Section 6 introduces a difference-in-difference estimator in which state and foreign banks serve as a



control. Section 7 offers concluding thoughts.

2. Deposit Insurance, Market Discipline and Bank Risk

Compared to much of the literature, our quasi-experimental setting allows for relatively clean identification
of deposit insurance’s moral hazard effect. Noteworthy initial studies draw primarily on cross-sectional
variation. Some, for instance, exploit individual country caps on coverage to compare fully-insured bank
deposits with those above the cap and thus only partially insured (Park & Peristiani, 1998; Martinez Peria
& Schmukler, 2001). As a way to identify deposit insurance’s effect, this approach presents problems in
so far as small, fully-insured depositors may systematically differ from large, partially-insured ones in ways
related to market discipline. The latter, for instance, may be more risk averse or better informed about bank
fundamentals.

Other studies draw on multi-country bank-level data and cross-country variation in deposit insurance policies
(Demirgiic-Kunt & Huizinga, 2004; Nier & Baumann, 2006; Anginer et al., 2014). As with within-country
comparisons of insured and uninsured depositors, this approach relies largely on inferring market-disciplining
effects of deposit insurance from a potentially diverse group of depositors. Those in countries with, say, more
generous deposit insurance, however, may be fundamentally different from those in countries with less. As
such, comparing these groups’ behavior may be uninformative as to how the introduction of deposit insurance
affects the propensity of a given group of depositors to engage in market discipline.

To avoid drawing conclusions from a contemporaneous comparison of fundamentally different groups, a test
for the effect of deposit insurance, ideally, should involve a pre-and-post assessment. For a given group of
depositors and/or banks, that is, we would like to compare behavior both prior to and after a change in the
deposit insurance regime. For instance, a recent study using Bolivian data from 1999 to 2003 demonstrates
that after the introduction of deposit insurance in 2001, banks, in line with a decrease in market discipline,
began making riskier loans (Ioannidou & Penas, 2010). Below, our analysis initially follows this basic
approach; that is, we track a well-defined group — i.e., private, domestic banks — before and after the
introduction of deposit insurance. This type of comparison, however, can offer, at best, only suggestive
evidence as to an actual effect. It cannot distinguish changes in behavior driven by the deposit insurance
regime from those due to other time-contingent factors.

The most convincing evidence for a deposit-insurance-induced moral hazard effect comes from applying a
difference-in-difference estimator in a quasi-experimental setting. To our knowledge, Karas et al. (2013) first
adopted this approach, demonstrating that flows of newly insured household deposits in Russia became,
relative to those of uninsured firms, less sensitive to bank capitalization after the introduction of deposit
insurance. Lambert et al. (2017) apply this approach in assessing the connection between deposit insurance
and bank risk. Exploiting a dramatic increase in per-deposit insurance coverage ushered in by the 2008 U.S.
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act, the authors demonstrate that banks whose share of insured deposits
increased the most after the new policy’s introduction experienced the largest increase in risky lending.
Like Lambert et al. (2017), we apply a difference-in-difference estimator in a quasi-experimental setting to
assess the effect of deposit insurance on bank risk. Our empirical setting, however, allows us to extend their
approach in several meaningful ways. First, we can assess the effect of deposit insurance’s introduction as
opposed to its expansion. Second, we can explore the robustness of our findings to a wider array of bank
risk measures. Third, we can delineate our treatment and control groups more clearly by comparing risk at
banks affected by deposit insurance’s introduction (i.e., private domestic banks) with risk at (foreign and
state-owned) banks wholly unaffected by the policy change.

Much of the empirical literature as to the moral hazard costs of deposit insurance can effectively be di-
vided into two categories. One highlights the relationship between deposit insurance and market disciplining
behavior, suggesting, but not demonstrating, that any evidence for the hypothesized relationship would nec-
essarily hold implications for bank risk. The other focuses on the relationship between deposit insurance and
bank risk, assuming, either implicitly or explicitly, that any relationship between the two can be understood



as the consequence of a change in market discipline. Both literatures, in other words, recognize a potential
two-link causal chain from deposit insurance through market discipline to bank risk, but each effectively
ignores one of the links.

Our article contributes to the literature by explicitly bringing these two links together. In Karas et al. (2013),
we used a difference-in-difference estimator to demonstrate that Russian households’ market disciplining
behavior, relative to that of firms, abated after the introduction of deposit insurance. Here, we also use a
difference-in-difference estimator, but to assess the relationship between deposit insurance and bank risk.
In so doing, we connect the two aforementioned links by highlighting the relationship between an explicitly
defined bank-specific, deposit-insurance-induced decrease in market discipline and the increase in bank risk
over a multi-year period.

3. The Russian Context

Russia’s modern experience with liberalized deposit markets has been relatively brief. When financial markets
were first permitted in the early 1990s, bank deposits, particularly those of households, were held almost
exclusively by Sberbank, the state-owned savings bank. But lax entry policies in the early post-communist
period contributed to the quick development of a relatively competitive market for deposits. By 1994, private
banks had captured over half of the household deposit market. The mix of liberalized deposit rates, naive
depositors and over-burdened regulators proved destabilizing. System-wide crises, including a particularly
large one in 1998, led to the insolvency of many of the largest banks on the retail market. Obligations to
tens of thousands of depositors went unmet (Perotti, 2002; Radaev, 2000; Schoors, 2001; Spicer & Pyle,
2000). These experiences quickly heightened Russians’ awareness of the private costs of bank failure and
thus the value of carefully monitoring their financial institutions. Karas et al. (2010) provide evidence for
the existence of market discipline in the half decade after the 1998 crisis, but before the introduction of
explicit deposit insurance. Flows of household and firm deposits during this period were consistent with
quantity-based sanctioning of weaker banks; more poorly capitalized banks, that is, were less successful in
attracting the deposits of households and firms. Evidence for the standard form of price discipline (i.e.,
depositors requiring a deposit rate premium from less stable banks) was mixed.

Ending years of uncertainty, a full decade after the first proposals had been introduced in the national
legislature, the act creating Russia’s Deposit Insurance Agency (DIA) was finally signed into law on December
23rd 2003. Formally beginning operations that January, the DIA assumed responsibility for administering all
aspects of the national deposit insurance fund: determining bank premiums, making any necessary payouts
to depositors, and overseeing the liquidation of insolvent banks (Tompson, 2004). The Russian government
provided initial seed capital but premiums — payable quarterly and assessed on the daily averages of a bank’s
insured deposits — quickly became the fund’s primary source of financing. The deposits of households, but
not firms, were to be covered. And all banks that accepted household deposits were required to participate.
All deposits up to 100,000 rubles were fully insured from when banks were first admitted into the system in
September 2004 until August 2006 (Camara & Montes-Negret, 2006). From then until March 2007, up to
190,000 rubles per deposit were insured, with amounts above 100,000 insured at a 90 percent rate . After
March 2007, the 190 thousand ruble ceiling was increased to 400 thousand rubles. A further increase in
October 2008 took the ceiling to 700 thousand rubles.

By January 1, 2005, 381 banks and a bit more than 32 million deposit accounts, with an average deposit
size of 13.6 thousand rubles (roughly $500), were insured by the system. Of these accounts, 98 percent were
under 100,000 rubles and thus fully insured. Three years later, 934 banks were covered by the program. The
share of fully insured depositors exceeded 95 percent.

Subsequent to the introduction of deposit insurance, we generally observe rapid growth in household deposits,
much of which was accounted for by term deposits with maturities between half a year and three years.
Sberbank’s market share declined as did the combined market share of the thirty largest banks, suggesting
that deposit insurance contributed to greater competition within the retail banking market (Camara &
Montes-Negret, 2006; Chernykh & Cole, 2011).



Russia was struck by a small banking crisis during the spring and summer of 2004 (Degryse et al., 2019).
In response, Russia’s State Duma swiftly modified the arrangements governing deposit insurance (Tompson,
2004). Household deposits with failed institutions that were outside the deposit insurance system would
be temporarily covered for sums of up to 100,000 rubles. In other words, from the middle of July 2004, all
household deposits were covered by temporary insurance (Federal Law No. 96-FZ). This emergency coverage
was subsequently replaced by that from the general deposit insurance program for those banks that were
admitted. Banks not admitted to the general program lost the right to attract new household deposits and
renew existing deposit contracts, thus leading to a progressive deterioration in their household deposit base.

Whereas 2004 ushered in a fundamental change in the protection of household deposits at private, domestic
banks, the deposit insurance regime at foreign as well as state-owned banks remained fundamentally unal-
tered. Although an explicit guarantee on retail deposits at state-owned banks (Civil Code art. 840.1) was
removed (Federal Law No. 182-FZ) and state-owned banks were required to enter the newly created deposit
insurance scheme, their implicit guarantees and support continued much like before. State-owned banks
continued to enjoy privileged access to state funds, de facto exemptions from some regulatory norms and,
on occasion, financial support from the state (Tompson, 2004). This support was reflected in the relatively
low rates they paid to depositors. Foreign banks have consistently been perceived as being backed by the
deep pockets of their (typically Western) mother organizations. De Graeve & Karas (2014), in fact, show
that during bank runs Russian depositors have treated state and foreign-owned banks as equally safe.

In early 2004, there were nearly 1200 registered private domestic banks in Russia, over 900 of which would
soon be admitted into the deposit insurance program. The number of state- and foreign-owned institutions —
40 and 37, respectively — was much smaller (Karas & Vernikov, 2016). The state banks were on average larger
than the foreign banks and significantly larger than the private banks. In sum, they accounted for 44 percent
of the sector’s assets and took in 69 percent of all household deposits, most notably at Sberbank. Sberbank,
along with three other state-owned giants ( Vneshtorgbank, Gazprombank, and the Bank of Moscow), were
the largest four Russian banks in the mid 2000s. Foreign banks’ share of all assets and household deposits
in early 2004 amounted to 7 and 2 percent, respectively. The corresponding figures for the private domestic
banks were 49 and 29 percent.

In much of the period covered by our analysis, the Russian economy was recovering from the extended trauma
of transitioning from communism. After declining consistently throughout the 1990s, GDP grew each year
by at least 5% between 1999 and 2008. Bank lending expanded dramatically during this period, particularly
during the middle of the first decade of the new century. For each of three successive years between 2005 and
2007, for example, bank credit to households increased by over 50 percent. Capitalization did not keep pace.
Between the third quarter of 2004 and the first quarter of 2008, average capital-to-asset ratios at private,
foreign, and state banks declined from 29, 26, and 20 percent to 19, 20, and 14 percent, respectively.

In parallel with the expanding economy, the quality of banking sector regulation was widely recognized as
improving. In 2008, the International Monetary Fund (2010) concluded that even though it found the rate of
credit expansion concerning and believed there were still important regulatory measures to implement (e.g.,
tightening loan-loss provisioning requirements and expanding the Central Bank’s capacity to intervene in
weakening banks earlier), the “overall system of supervision is of high quality, well resourced, and staff has a
high level of professionalism.” In 2009, the global financial crisis interrupted Russia’s upward trajectory and
GDP shrank by eight percent. Russian banks, frozen out of international wholesale markets and suffering
from declining asset performance, experienced an extended period of hardship. Many traditional measures
of bank risk took a significant turn for the worse.

4. Data and Methodology

To explore the connection between deposit insurance and bank risk, we use quarterly bank balance sheets and
income statements purchased from Interfax (www.interfax.ru) and Mobile (www.mobile.ru), two private
financial information agencies. Karas & Schoors (2005, 2010) describe these datasets and confirm their


www.interfax.ru
www.mobile.ru

compatibility; some indicators appear exclusively in one, some exclusively in the other. The resulting panel
spans 1999¢2-2010q1, and because of bank foundings, mergers, and failures, is unbalanced. When one bank
acquires another, the former gets a new identifier in our panel and is treated as a new entity.

An additional dataset assembled by and described in Karas & Vernikov (2016) documents historical timelines
for all banks in Russia, including years for their founding, entrance to the deposit insurance system, loss
of license, merger, acquisition, liquidation, etc. These records span 1988q1-2016¢2. In addition, for 1999q1-
2016¢2, the dataset provides a time-varying classification of ownership, characterizing a bank in a particular
quarter as state-controlled, foreign-controlled, or private-domestic-controlled.!

We estimate regressions of the following general form:
AY; 115 = intercept + BF; 1 + Controls; ;i + e; ¢ (1)

AY; 15 represents the change in a risk measure of bank ¢ between quarters ¢ and ¢ + . Two considerations
come into play in choosing §. On the one hand, it will inevitably take time for any change in market
disciplining behavior to reveal itself in measures of bank health, generally, and loan performance, specifically.
In our sample, the majority of outstanding loans have maturities exceeding one year. In 2010, over 70 percent
of loans to households and 40 percent of loans to firms exceeded three years. A sufficiently large ¢ is thus
needed to account for the possibility that loans made under altered incentives might go bad. On the other
hand, increasing § reduces the number of observations available for estimation.

F; +—; is the share of firm deposits in total deposits of firms and households of bank i at time ¢ — [, with {
representing the number of quarters preceding the one from which the change in risk taking, AY’, is measured.

We use four measures of bank risk.? The first two capture credit risk. These are the log of loan loss reserves,
In LLR, and the log of non-performing loans, In NPL. The third risk measure is the bank’s probability of
failure, PFail, estimated from a logit regression of a license loss dummy on a set of balance sheet variables
(see Appendix A). Capturing the change in, and not the level of, risk, our dependent variable, AY; ;4s, is
the difference in a particular measure between quarters ¢ and ¢t + §: Aln LLR, Aln NPL, and APFail.

Our fourth measure of risk is not based on accounting data. It is a dummy, Fail, which takes the value
of 1 if the bank loses its license or gets liquidated between periods ¢ and ¢ + § + 4. Risk, here, is assessed
over four quarters more than the other measures because failure requires more steps than loans turning sour
(e.g., attempts to replenish capital fail, the Bank of Russia reviews whether or not to withdraw a license).
This failure dummy, which can be said to represent the most extreme form of risk realization, may of course
also reflect factors external to the bank (e.g., political).

Controls vary across specifications. To control for changes in the macroeconomic environment, we include
time fixed effects. To control for unobserved, time-invariant bank heterogeneity, we include bank fixed effects.
To control for time-varying bank balance sheet structure, we include deposits over assets, loans over assets,
and liquid assets over demand liabilities. Enough uncontrolled balance categories remain to avoid mechanical
dependencies between the included balance sheet controls.

The coefficient of interest, 8, measures the sensitivity of incremental risk taking, AY, to the deposit mix, F.
In what follows, we present specifications that explore how 3 varies over time and across groups of banks.

We start by estimating a cross-sectional version of equation 1 in which ¢ = 2004¢4, 6 = 21 and | = 3.
The change in risk taking, AY, is thus measured over our entire post-deposit insurance (DI) sample period
[2004¢4,2010¢1]. The deposit mix, F', is measured on January 1, 2004, concurrent to the launch of DIA’s

1Specifically, we use records 0s50 and of50 from the dataset described by Karas & Vernikov (2016). We backfill missing
1999 records of 0s50 with the first available records from 2000q1.
2In section 7 we use another set of four risk measures to test robustness. The results tend to get stronger.



operations and three quarters prior to ¢.> We expect 3 < 0. That is, a bank with a higher share of firm
deposits in its deposit mix (i.e., a higher F) just prior to the announcement of the deposit insurance program
should exhibit less of a post-deposit-insurance increase in risk-taking.

Interpreting a negative 8 from specification 1 as the direct effect of deposit insurance on bank risk is
problematic. A higher F, after all, may be associated with less incremental risk taking for reasons unrelated
to deposit insurance. For instance, firms, relative to households, may engage more vigorously in market
discipline (Karas et al., 2010). To more cleanly identify the direct effect of deposit insurance, we estimate
an alternative specification in which we explicitly focus on how 3 changes in response to the introduction of
deposit insurance:

AY; 145 = intercept + BF; 1 + ﬁIItFi,t_l + Controls;—; + e, (2)

As before, § = 21, but now t € {1999q2,2004q4}. With ¢ = 2004¢4, AY is measured over the entire post-
DI sample period [2004¢4,2010¢1], and F is as before measured on January 1, 2004 (i.e., [ = 3). With
t =1999¢2, AY is measured over the entire pre-DI sample period [1999¢2, 2004¢3], while F' is measured on
April 1, 1999 (i.e., I = 0). By necessity, [ = 0 here because April 1, 1999 marks the beginning of our sample
period. The deposit insurance dummy, I;, switches from 0 to 1 in 2004q4. 8 measures the sensitivity of risk
taking, AY, to F before deposit insurance. The coefficient of interest, 37, captures how much this sensitivity
changes after household deposits become insured in 2004q4.

We expect F' to determine how strongly the introduction of deposit insurance affects market discipline
and, hence, incremental risk taking. That is, we expect B/ < 0. To clarify further why, define B and
Br as measures of market discipline exercised by firms and households, respectively. Specifically, say Sg
(Bm) is the sensitivity of firm (household) deposit growth to bank capitalization. Total market discipline
experienced by a bank would thus be a weighted average of the two: SpF + S (1 — F), or after rearranging,
Bu + (Br — Bu)F. As shown by Karas et al. (2013), the differential Sr — Sy rises after the introduction of
deposit insurance, because it reduces households’ incentives to monitor their banks. It follows that the effect
of deposit insurance on bank-level market discipline, and, ultimately, incremental risk taking, depends on
the deposit mix F. Lower F results in less market discipline, and, therefore, more risk taking — i.e., 37 < 0.

So far, we have limited ¢ to a maximum of two values. To address the concern that our results are specific to
t € {1999¢2,2004¢4}, we expand the set of values ¢ can assume and re-estimate equation 2. Specifically, we
set t to take the first six values in the pre-DI period and, symmetrically, the first six values in the post-DI
period: t € {1999¢2...2000¢3,2004¢4 . ..2006¢1}. In addition, we set 6 = 16, thus assuring that the interval
[t,t + 0] over which we measure incremental risk taking in the pre-DI period ends before the introduction of
deposit insurance. Specifically, with ¢ = 2000¢3, the interval ends right before the introduction of deposit
insurance in the fourth quarter of 2004: [t,t + 16] = [2000¢3,2004¢3]. In these specifications, we set [ = 0
and thus measure F' in quarter ¢.

Table 1 reports summary statistics, starting with our four risk measures. The average 16-quarter increase in
loan loss reserves and non-performing loans amounts to, respectively, about 122% and 89%, but the standard
deviations are relatively large. Some banks, that is, exhibit high increases in the level of risk, reflecting,
in part, the sample’s retention of banks up to, and including, the quarter of their failure. The change in
the one-period ahead predicted probability of failure, has an average of 0%, and a more moderate standard
deviation. The actual probability of failure over the full 21 quarters is left skewed and, on average, 13%.

With respect to the time varying independent variables, the liquidity measure averages 0.8, and the loans
to assets and deposits to assets ratios average 0.49 and 0.51, respectively. The minimum for the deposits to
assets ratio, 0.1, reflects a decision to exclude observations with lower values. To be able to exercise effective
market discipline, after all, depositors must control a non-trivial share of the bank’s funding.

3 As noted above, the legislation creating DIA was signed only a week before January 1, resolving over ten years of uncertainty
as to the Agency’s creation.



Our independent variable of interest, the deposit mix F, has a mean of 69%, indicating that the average
Russian bank sources more than two-thirds of its deposits from firms, and the remaining part from house-
holds. As suggested by the minimum and maximum values, some banks, at least for a time, draw wholly
from either one or the other.

5. Deposit insurance, moral hazard and bank risk in private domestic banks

Table 2 presents the results from estimating equation 1 for four risk measures, with and without balance
sheet controls, with t = 2004¢4, § = 21 and [ = 3. From this cross-section of banks in the post-DI period,
we observe 8 < 0 in all eight regressions and is statistically significant in seven of them. That is, banks with
more household deposits in their deposit mix (i.e., a lower F') before the announcement of deposit insurance
experience a greater increase in risk after the introduction of deposit insurance. The last two rows give a
sense of magnitudes: they report the average predicted value of the dependent variable when F' is fixed at its
average of 0.69 or at 0.45 = 0.69 —0.24, where 0.24 is the standard deviation of F' (see Table 1). For example,
from columns 1-2 we see that the lower F' is associated with a bigger post-DI increase in loan loss reserves
by 11% = (1.89 — 1.78)100% and a bigger increase in non-performing loans by 14% = (2.01 — 1.87)100%.
Though in line with our hypothesis, these results should not be interpreted as evidence of causation. They
may result from systematic differences, unrelated to deposit insurance, across banks with different levels of
F.

Table 3 presents the results from estimating equation 2 with ¢ € {1999¢2, 2004¢4}. Here, we go beyond the
cross-sectional analysis of banks in the post-DI period to assess the relationship between F' and measures
of bank risk both prior to and after the introduction of deposit insurance. In the first row, we report our
estimates of 3, the sensitivity of risk taking AY to F before deposit insurance. In the second row, we
report our coefficient of interest, 47, which captures changes in said sensitivity in the aftermath of deposit
insurance’s introduction in 2004q4. Columns 1-4 present our baseline specifications for the four risk measures,
columns 5-8 add bank fixed effects, and columns 9-12 add balance sheet controls.

We observe 37 < 0 in all 12 specifications, and is significantly so in 9 out of the 12. These results are in line
with our hypothesis that the sensitivity of bank risk to the deposit mix changes once deposit insurance is
introduced. After deposit insurance, that is, a higher F' leads to less of an increase in measures of risk. We
attribute this outcome to the moral hazard effect of insured household deposits.

The last four rows give a sense of magnitudes. The last two report the average predicted value of the
dependent variable when I is fixed at 1 while F' is fixed at 0.69 or at 0.45. For example, from columns
9-10 we see that the lower F' is associated with a bigger post-DI increase in loan loss reserves by 25% =
(1.14-0.89)100% and a bigger increase in non-performing loans by 13% = (0.84—0.71)100%. In contrast, the
two rows above show average predictions when I is fixed at zero. Here we see that the lower F' is associated
with a smaller pre-DI increase in loan loss reserves (by 17%) and in non-performing loans (by 16%).

Table 4 presents the results from estimating equation 2 with ¢ € {1999¢2...2000¢3,2004¢4...200641},
0 = 16 and [ = 0. That is, it builds on Table 3 by making fuller use of the time variation in the data.
The evidence connecting the deposit mix to the hypothesized post-DI change in risk continues to be strong.
Across 11 of 12 specifications 4! is negative and in 8 it is statistically significant.

The consistency of our main finding across specifications is precisely what we would expect if deposit in-
surance both (1) reduces household-imposed market discipline, and (2) relaxes a constraint on a bank’s
risk-taking in direct proportion to its relative reliance on the deposits of insured households.

6. A Difference-in-differences approach

Our discussion to this point has implied that the dummy I captures the effect of the introduction of deposit
insurance. There may, however, be other time-varying factors, correlated with I, whose impact on banks
varies with the deposit mix, F'. To address this concern, we expand our analysis by comparing two groups of



banks in a quasi-experiment. The private domestic banks covered by the deposit insurance program — i.e.,
the banks analyzed in section 5 — are our treatment group. The control group includes the state- and foreign-
owned banks. These banks were largely unaffected by the introduction of deposit insurance, because they
were already covered by other explicit government guarantees (state banks) or by either implicit guarantees
from the foreign mother bank and/or explicit foreign deposit guarantee systems (foreign banks). In Table
5 we show the summary statistics of the control group. The means are broadly comparable to those of the
treatment group’s in Table 1, with the notable exception of the actual probability of failure over the full 21
quarters, which at 4% is, not surprisingly, a lot lower for state-owned and foreign banks than for private
domestic banks.

Demonstrating that the sensitivity of bank risk to the deposit mix F' is affected more by the introduction of
deposit insurance for private domestic banks than for government- and foreign-owned banks would mitigate
concerns that an unobserved time-varying factor drives the results in section 5. To that end, we estimate
the following difference-in-differences extension of equation 2:

AYi 45 = intercept + BF;y+ B TuFiy 1+ B LF i+ BT Tyl Fyy i+ Controlsi 1+ ey (3)

The treatment dummy, T3, equals 1 for all banks in the treatment group and 0 for all those in the control
group. The deposit insurance dummy, I;, equals 1 for all observations from 2004q4 onward. The main
coefficient of interest, 877, measures whether the post-deposit-insurance change in the sensitivity of risk-
taking, AY', to the deposit mix, F, of the treatment group differs from that of the control group.

Table 6 presents the results from estimating equation 3 with ¢t € {1999¢2,2004g4}.* Table 7 presents the
results from estimating equation 3 with ¢ € {1999¢2...2000¢3,2004¢4 . ..2006¢1}. Across the 18 specifica-
tions in the two tables, 377 is negative and statistically significant in 11 of them. At private domestic banks,
that is, the relationship between the deposit mix and incremental risk intensifies relative to both the control
group and the pre-deposit insurance period. Private domestic banks reliant on household deposits displayed
increasing measures of risk in the manner hypothesized after 2004q4. For the control group of state and
foreign banks, however, the generally insignificant results on B! suggest that the relationship between the
deposit mix, F', and risk did not change after the introduction of deposit insurance.

The consistency of this finding on 877 is what we would expect if the introduction of deposit insurance at
private domestic banks reduces the household-imposed market discipline they experience, thereby relaxing
a constraint on risk-taking in direct proportion to their reliance on households for deposits. These results,
thus, strongly support the presence of a causal chain that passes from deposit insurance to increased bank
risk by way of reduced depositor discipline.

We also estimate a time varying version of equation 3 for the 12-period sample:

AY; ;45 = intercept + B CitAiFiy + B Tiu i Fi ¢ + Controls; s + e ¢ (4)

This allows us to plot the difference across quarters of the estimated 37 ’s and 3¢’s (i.e., Bf — BE) for the
treatment (7T") and control (C') groups, respectively.

We present the estimates from equation 4 in Figure 1. Two important observations emerge from this dynamic

perspective. First, the parallel trends assumption holds. That is, 3] — B¢ is effectively flat for all three
risk measures before the introduction of deposit insurance (i.e., before ¢ = 2000¢3, with the interval over
which the change in risk is measured being [t,t + 16] = [2000¢3,2004¢3]). Second, 8 — B¢, particularly
for non-performing loans and loan loss reserves, exhibits a downward secular trend after deposit insurance
is introduced, a pattern consistent with the progressive, as opposed to the immediate, build-up of risk at
low-F private domestic banks.

4We cannot run these regressions for Fail because no banks in the control group fail prior to deposit insurance’s introduction.



7. Robustness Checks

7.1. Alternative risk measures

We repeat our analysis for an alternative set of risk measures: loan loss reserves over total assets, %7
non-performing loans over total assets, %, log of loan loss reserves over capital, In(1 + %), and log of

non-performing loans over capital, In(1+ %—IZZE). We take the log transformation in the case of the latter two

measures in order to reduce the effect of extreme values produced by dividing through by capital. As before,

our dependent variable is a difference in a particular measure between periods ¢ and ¢ + 6: ALEE ALEL
R NP
Aln(l+ Lcip), and Aln(1 + Ca;).

Tables 8 and 9 present the results of estimating equation 2 with two sets of time periods: ¢ € {1999¢2, 2004¢4}
and t € {1999¢2...2000¢3,2004¢4 . ..2006¢1}. Tables 10 and 11 present the results of estimating equation 3
with ¢ € {1999¢2,2004¢4} and t € {1999¢2...2000¢3,2004¢4 . ..2006¢1}, respectively. We observe in Tables
8 and 9 that S is significantly negative across all specifications, both for the 2-period and the 12-period
specifications. Moreover, the difference-in-difference results are reasonably robust to employing alternative
risk measures. In Tables 10 and 11, we see that S77 is consistently negative and statistically significant in
14 of the 24 specifications, comparable to the results in Tables 6 and 7. In sum, our baseline and difference-
in-difference results are robust to these alternative measures of incremental risk taking.

7.2. Dropping the Largest State-owned Banks

We next check that our difference-in-difference results survive the exclusion of the largest, most dominant
state banks. To that end, we rank all banks by assets in 2004q3 and in 2008ql and observe that the four
biggest state-owned banks remain the same: Sberbank, Vneshtorgbank, Gazprombank, and Bank of Moscow.”

Table 12 reports the results from estimating equation 3 for ¢ € {1999¢2,2004¢4} with a control group that
omits these four banks. The results look similar to those in Table 6. Across all nine specifications, 577
remains negative, while being statistically significant in 5 of the 9. In other words, our earlier findings were
not driven by depositor behavior at a few state-owned behemoths.

7.8. Mahalanobis Matching

Finally, we carry out a matching exercise to confirm that our difference-in-difference results were not an
artefact of systematic differences in observable characteristics between the treatment and control groups
prior to the introduction of deposit insurance. Having already dropped the largest four state-owned banks,
we match the remaining banks in the control group with those in the treated group. Specifically, we perform
Mahalanobis-metric matching with replacement (Leuven & Sianesi, 2018) on the 15 of July 2004 values of
PFail, F and three balance sheet controls: deposits over assets, loans over assets, and liquid assets over
demand liabilities.

This procedure preserves only those private domestic banks in the sample that are similar to ones in the
control group, thereby mitigating concerns that our difference-in-difference results are driven by observable
differences between the treatment group and the control group. Table 13 reports the means and standard
deviations of the matching variables for the control and the matched treatment sample. The means of all
variables are very similar across groups; none of the small differences are statistically significant.

Table 14 reports the results from estimating equation 3 on the matched sample for ¢ € {1999¢2, 2004¢4}.
Though Mahalanobis-metric matching dramatically reduces the number of observations, the results look
quite similar to those in Table 6. For six of the nine specifications, not only does 87! remain negative and
statistically significant, it actually is greater in absolute value terms.

We also estimated equation 4 for our matched sample. The resulting figure that plots 87 — 8% over the 12
time periods for the matched sample is available on request. Results are strongly robust.

5For comparison, in 2004q3 the fifth biggest state bank (Khanty-Mansiysk bank) is almost five times smaller than the fourth
biggest state bank (Bank of Moscow).
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8. Conclusion

Using evidence from Russia, we explore the effect of the introduction of household deposit insurance on
bank risk. We introduce the deposit mix — i.e., the ratio of firm deposits to the sum of firm and household
deposits — as a proxy for the magnitude of the insurance-induced decline in market discipline. Drawing on
variation in this deposit mix before the announcement of deposit insurance, so as to capture the magnitude
of the decrease in market discipline after the introduction of deposit insurance, we demonstrate that larger
declines in market discipline generate larger increases in traditional measures of risk. Using data from
what amounts to a quasi-experiment, we show that these results hold in a difference-in-difference setting
in which private domestic banks serve as the treatment group and state and foreign-owned banks serve as
the control. Our evidence confirms the presence of a causal chain from deposit insurance to greater risk
by way of increased moral hazard and decreased market discipline. The greater a bank’s dependence on
the deposits of households, the more policies to expand the insurance of their deposits will undermine their
willingness to limit bank risk. Banks, in turn, alter their behavior, assuming more risk, as this market
disciplining constraint weakens. These results confirm what regulators hopefully already understand — that
they should exercise particular vigilance over banks that have come to rely excessively on the savings of
insured depositors.

So described, our article amounts to a revisiting of an old question in a new empirical setting. This new
setting allows us to do more, however, than simply confirm deposit insurance’s effect on bank risk. It allows
us to test for that effect in a fundamentally different market setting. That is, in a macro-institutional
sense, Russia in the first decade of the twenty-first century was not obviously similar to the more mature
market environments in which the relationship between deposit insurance and bank risk has traditionally
been investigated. Russian depositors had had only a decade of experience monitoring market-oriented
financial institutions. Similarly, the informational and regulatory infrastructures that had been developed
to guide depositors and oversee banks, were relatively young and untested. It was by no means obvious that
in this nascent institutional setting, we would confirm the existence of a causal chain from the introduction
of deposit insurance to a reduction in market discipline to an increase in bank risk.

References

References

Anginer, D., Demirguc-Kunt, A., & Zhu, M. (2014). How does deposit insurance affect bank risk? Evidence
from the recent crisis. Journal of Banking & Finance, 48, 312-321.

Calomiris, C. W. (1999). Building an incentive-compatible safety net. Journal of Banking & Finance, 23(10),
1499-1519.

Camara, M. K. & Montes-Negret, F. (2006). Deposit Insurance And Banking Reform In Russia. Policy
Research Working Papers. The World Bank.

Chernykh, L. & Cole, R. A. (2011). Does deposit insurance improve financial intermediation? Evidence from
the Russian experiment. Journal of Banking € Finance, 35(2), 388-402.

De Graeve, F. & Karas, A. (2014). Evaluating theories of bank runs with heterogeneity restrictions. Journal
of the European Economic Association, 12(4), 969-996.

Degryse, H., Karas, A., & Schoors, K. (2019). Relationship lending during a trust crisis on the interbank
market: A friend in need is a friend indeed. FEconomics Letters, 182, 1-4.

Demirgli¢, A. & Kane, E. J. (2002). Deposit Insurance Around the Globe: Where Does It Work? Journal
of Economic Perspectives, 16(2), 175-195.

Demirgilic-Kunt, A. & Detragiache, E. (2002). Does deposit insurance increase banking system stability? An
empirical investigation. Journal of Monetary Economics, 49(7), 1373-1406.

11



Demirgii¢-Kunt, A. & Huizinga, H. (2004). Market discipline and deposit insurance. Journal of Monetary
Economics, 51(2), 375-399.

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

Gropp, R. & Vesala, J. (2004). Deposit Insurance, Moral Hazard and Market Monitoring. Review of Finance,
8(4), 571-602.

Hosmer, D. W. & Lemeshow, S. (2000). Applied logistic regression. Wiley.

International Monetary Fund (2010). Russian Federation: Financial Sector Stability Assessment Update.
IMF Country Report, 10(96).

Ioannidou, V. P. & Penas, M. F. (2010). Deposit insurance and bank risk-taking: Evidence from internal
loan ratings. Journal of Financial Intermediation, 19(1), 95-115.

Karas, A., Pyle, W., & Schoors, K. (2010). How do Russian depositors discipline their banks? Evidence of
a backward bending deposit supply function. Ozford Economic Papers, 62(1), 36-61.

Karas, A., Pyle, W., & Schoors, K. (2013). Deposit Insurance, Banking Crises, and Market Discipline:
Evidence from a Natural Experiment on Deposit Flows and Rates. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking,
45(1), 179-200.

Karas, A. & Schoors, K. (2005). Heracles or Sisyphus? Finding, cleaning and reconstructing a database of
Russian banks. Ghent University Working Paper Series, 327.

Karas, A. & Schoors, K. J. L. (2010). A Guide to Russian Banks Data. SSRN Electronic Journal.

Karas, A. & Vernikov, A. (2016). Russian Bank Database: Birth and Death, Location, Mergers, Deposit
Insurance Participation, State and Foreign Ownership. Utrecht School of Economics Working Paper Series,
16(04).

Lambert, C., Noth, F., & Schiiwer, U. (2017). How do insured deposits affect bank risk? Evidence from the
2008 Emergency Economic Stabilization Act. Journal of Financial Intermediation, 29, 81-102.

Leuven, E. & Sianesi, B. (2018). PSMATCH2: Stata module to perform full Mahalanobis and propensity
score matching, common support graphing, and covariate imbalance testing. Statistical Software Compo-
nents.

Martinez Peria, M. S. & Schmukler, S. L. (2001). Do Depositors Punish Banks for Bad Behavior? Market
Discipline, Deposit Insurance, and Banking Crises. The Journal of Finance, 56(3), 1029-1051.

Nier, E. & Baumann, U. (2006). Market discipline, disclosure and moral hazard in banking. Journal of
Financial Intermediation, 15(3), 332-361.

Park, S. & Peristiani, S. (1998). Market Discipline by Thrift Depositors. Journal of Money, Credit and
Banking, 30(3), 347.

Perotti, E. (2002). Lessons from the Russian Meltdown: The Economics of Soft Legal Constraints. Interna-
tional Finance, 5(3), 359-399.

Radaev, V. (2000). RETURN OF THE CROWDS AND RATIONALITY OF ACTION: A history of Russian
"financial bubbles’ in the mid-1990s. European Societies, 2(3), 271-294.

Schoors, K. (2001). The credit squeeze during Russia’s early transition: A bank-based view. The Economics
of Transition, 9(1), 205-228.

12



Spicer, A. & Pyle, W. (2000). Institutions and the vicious circle of distrust in the Russian household deposit
market, 1992-1999. In The New Institutionalism in Strategic Management, volume 19 of Advances in
Strategic Management (pp. 373-398). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Tompson, W. (2004). Banking Reform in Russia: Problems and Prospects. OECD Economics Department
Working Papers.

Tables and Figures

13



610 00000 66'T 06'T 610 650000 10C 681  (s7°0=u)AV

9T°0 G100°0- 18T SLT 9T°0 $T00°0- 18T 81T (690=u)AV
L8 0TL GLL GLL G618 11 ¢l CIL syueq
ON ON ON ON ON ON ON ON oA uedq
700°0 690°0 0100 9000 G000 Sv0°0 9000 9000 o
CLS 0TL GlL ClL G.L8 TTL ¢IL €Il SuOI}eAIdsq ()
(120°0) (0200°0) (L£0) (92°0)
16000 #%09000  T&0- 8T0°0 V1/deq
(180°0) (8100°0) (¥¥°0) (1€°0)
¢e0°0- *1£00°0- GG00 €90°0- VL/su
(€£0°0) (22000°0) (61°0) (e1°0)
9700°0 8T000°0- 1¢°0- 7€0°0 1a/vbri
(¥90°0) (1200°0) (z€0) (¥2°0) (850°0) (6100°0) (82°0) (zz0)
*HH.Ol ***D@O0.0n 09°0- **Nﬂ.@- **NH.Ou ***ﬂ%@@.@n **@mdu **ﬂﬂ.ou A
10 WAdV TINUY  YTTUV 1od WAdY TANUWY  YTTUV  SHTIVIYVA
(8) (L) (9) () (¥) (€) (2) (1)

10>d 4 ‘G0°0>d i ‘TO0>d 44
‘seset[juared ul paliodel ale SIOLIS pIepuri)s Isnqoy ‘OO ‘T Ue[ UO sp[oyssnoy pue suwiy jo sjyisodsp [e10} ul syisodep wLIy Jo aIeys 9y} SI
1=#47 -[1h0T0T ‘FhF00g] pored o) I9a0 Surxey SSLI sjueq Jo oInseaw & st ‘sSurpeoy uwmnod ur payiodar 9++i1y "¢ =1 "1g = ¢ "¥hp00C = 7

1o + 1= 1sp0uguoy) + 1= L1 + gdaoaagur = STy

SI[NSAI [RUOI)09S-SS0ID dUIPseq g d[qR],

66° T 4 ¢ F060T  VI/deq
T 0 14 67" 90601  VI/SuT
706 0 6¢° 8 0980T TA/Vbr1
I 0’ Ve 69" 90601 q
I 0 eg e 90601 1
18 8¢- €0’ 0 626 1WAV
V0L 6%°€- ee'1 68°  11€6 TN UV
10, 26" ee'1 2T 1186 HTTUV

Xe[\  UN A0 IS URON SO O[qRBMEBA

somsie)g Arewrwung T 9[qe],

14



LT°0 £€600°0- 780 VT'T LT°0 9G00°0- 18°0 90'T 910 746000~ 6L°0 TT°T (Gvo=4d1T= b@
91°0 ¢10°0- 1.0 68°0 710 TT10°0- 89°0 LS80 ¢1ro 7.00°0- ¢9'0 10°T 690=4'T= E\MM
8T0 ¢v00°0 LE°T 76'T 610 ¢€00°0 9¢'T S 0¢'0 ¢100°0- 6S'T QLT (Gvo=4d0= E\MM
L1°0 6¢00°0 €a'1 IT°¢C 8T°0 ¥¢00°0 €e'1 60°C 61°0 0T00°0- 9¢'T 86T (690=4°0= b\/wm
€80T G98 798 798 980T G98 798 798 980T Ggo8 798 798 syueq
Sox Sox SOA Sox Sox SoA Sox Sox SOA Sox Sox SoA A ewWIL],
Sox Sox SOA Sox SOA SOX SOX Sox ON ON ON ON g Juegqg
9610 000 L6¢°0 6€T°0 9610 LIT°0 ¢6¢°0 980°0 €000 €700 ¢LT0 770°0 d
ST 67T V67T V61T Gas‘T €671 T0S°T 10G°T GG]'T e67'T T0S°T 10G°T SUOIYeAIssqQ
(690°0) (6£00°0) (97°0) (0v°0)
L300~ +%x3800°0 %680 +xx07" T <H\Qwﬂ
(190°0) (6£00°0) (17°0) (s€'0)
9€0°0  #xxAT0°0-  GT0-  4xs60T- VL/su
(020°0) (6100°0) (¥10) (z1°0)
0700°0-  xxS700°0 080°0 6800 1a/vbrl
(2L00) (€900°0) (6%°0) (19°0) (€£0°0) (¥900°0) (87°0) (1%°0) (8£0°0) (€%00°0) (Lg0) (1£°0)
L10°0- ***._”NOO| **wﬁ._uu ***@hﬁu 0G0°0- ***ONOOu V_C_AMN._T ***Nﬁ.ﬁu 180°0- **N@OOO- ***Nm.ﬁu ***ﬁw.._uu mU%HH
(650°0) (6%00°0) (g¥0) (6£°0) (L50°0) (1500°0) (e7°0) (8¢°0) (250°0) (6£00°0) (¢e0) (zz0)
640°0- 7460070~ ¢9'0 *1L°0 €460°0- 76¢00°0- *G6L°0 ++x00°'T  ¥€0°0- €8000°0 *x%x6L°0 xxxL6°0 A
1o wAdYV  IdNUIV  HTTUV 14 WAdYV  TINUY  YTTIUV — 1wod WwAdYV  TdNUIV  HTTUV SHTAVIYVA
(z1) (11) (o1) (6) (8) (2) (9) () (¥) (€) (c) (D)

1°0>d 4 ‘60°0>d i ‘TO0>A yyq OAS] UR( Je pOIRISNID oI ‘sosoyuated ul pejrodal ‘SIOIID pIepuR}S "9sIMIY}0 () ‘FDF00T < 2 J1 1T
s[enbe ] Lwrun(y ] — 4 OWII} e SP[OYLSNOY pue suLly Jo sysodep [ej03 ur sysodep LIy Jo exeys oyy st 1=+ [ + 7] porred oYy 1ea0 Sursey
NSIL 3{ueq jo snseaur e sI ‘surpeoy uwn(oo ut paptoder ¢TIy Fho0z =1 J1 € = | ‘GP666T = 1310 =1 ‘T = ¢ {¥hF00z ‘Th6661} > 1

o+ 17V 10qu0) + TR 1) + 17 g + gdoouopuy = SHIRY

symsax porrad-g aureseq ‘¢ 9[qe],

15



ICTT 0¢6 0¢6 0¢6 74Nt 1€6 6 6 4Nt 1€6 ¢S6 6 syued
sox SOA SOA Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox SOx SOA SOA SOA . oW,
Sox SOx SOx SOx SOx SOx SOx SOx ON ON ON ON A Jueg
SIT0 6600 68170 G800 ¢IT0 L80°0 6LT°0 7600 700°0 670°0 0¢T'0 160°0 zd
8GR°0T 992°6 oLT'6 ¢LT'6  906°0T  6LT°6 11€°6 IT€'6 90601  6.2°6 11€°6 11€'6  suoneAssqQ
#0°0) (£00°0) (z0) (¢'0)
*@0.0u ***Oﬁo.o ***ﬁ.ﬁ ***N.H <,H\Q®Q
(20°0) (£00°0) (z'0) (z'0)
700~ $00°0- V0 70 VIL/sw1
(8000)  (0100°0) (50°0) (50°0)
100-  4x¥000 €070 L0°0 1a/vbra
(90°0) (£00°0) (€0) (€0) (90°0) (€00°0) (€0) (€0) (90°0) (€00°0) (€0) (z0)
200~ ¢00°0- **%Ou ***N.._T G0'0- *@DOO- ***._”.._Hu ***ﬂ.._uu 80070 *mOOO| ***DAT ***._”.QT ﬁ.ﬁo%Hﬁ
(¥0°0) (¥00°0) (€0) (z0) (¥0°0) (¥00°0) (€0) (z0) (c00) (€00°0) (z0) (z0)
€00 100°0- €0 «7°0 €00 100°0 70 skxl0 G0°0- ¢00°0 #xx9°0 xxx8°0 A
1o WAV TdNUY  HTTUY — PPd WAV TdNUY HTTUV o4 0wAddYV  TdNUY 477UV SHTIVIYVA
(1) (11) (o1) (6) (8) (L) 9) () §2) (€) (¢) (1)

1°0>d 4 ‘60°0>d i ‘TO0>A 444 [9A9] UR(Q e pOIDISNID oI ‘sosoyjuated ul pojtodal ‘SIOIId PIRPUR)S "OSIMIYLO ()
$by00g < 2 J1 T srenbe 7 Awwun(g ‘] — 2 SWI) Y@ SP[OYASNOY pue suLly Jo syisodep [ejo) ur syisodep uury jo areys oyy st 1=+ +[o + 7 9] porrad
oY} 1040 SUTYR} JSUI YUR( JO OINSLAW ®© ST ‘sSurpeey wwmoo ur pegroder ‘¢F#41y 0 =7 ‘91 = ¢ {16900z """ ¥bF00Z ‘€b000T """ ZP666T} > 7

#19 + 1-¥1sp049U0)) + Tﬁ.&rﬁbm + 17¥41 g + daouoqur = STy

synsax porred-gT surfeseqg § o[qel,

16



76 T 44 8F 99  vI/deq
6 0 T P 699 VL/sw]
6gL 0 GO’ 9L €99  1a/vbry
I L0’ €T gL €99 I
I 0 T v0° €99 1A
gs 61 €0’ 0 059 1AV
Ge'8  LG0- €e'e ¢zl G99 TANUV
688 8€T- 98'T I€T G99  YTIUV
XeN\  UIN A9 PIS  UBdN  SqQ  O[qRMEA

dnoin) [o1u0)) oYy I0j s219s1peIS Arewrung ‘G 9[qe],

17



1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 sjpued

Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox SOA SOA Sox Sox o ouILT,
Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox SoX ON ON ON 4 ueg
06170 90¢°0 710 STAN0] €0¢°0 L60°0 6¢0°0 8810 190°0 d
129°1 GT9'T Ge9‘T ge9'1 291 29T Te9'1 AN Te9'1 SUOIYeAIdsqQ
(200°0) (¢0) (v0)
L0070 €0 x0T viL/dea
(¥00°0) (¥0) (¥0)
***N0.0- 90- ***@.H- <,H_\wQQ
(200°0) (1°0) (1°0)
#7000 200 90°0 1a/vhra
(£0°0) (12) (61) (€0'0) (z2) (81) (z00) (g1) (1)
%900~ #%G G LT- #x90°0-  4xE°G- 0'¢ 200~ w487 1°¢- APHITHIL'T
(€0'0) (12) (871) (€0'0) (T2) (81) (20°0) (¢1) F1)
700 «07 200~ 700 xL'V ¢0 ¢0°0 *xV'C 9°0 AOH#TT
(20°0) (g2) (02) (z0'0) (ve) (0z) (10°0) (6°0) (s0)
¢000 9'¢ G0 L00°0 L€ 6°0 2000 T'T 70 AO#LT
(20°0) (€2) (61) (z0'0) (ve) (61) (010°0) (6°0) (L0)
800°0- 0'¢- 10 T10°0- 0°¢- 70°0 900°0- ¢0- 9°0 A

wwAdv TdNUY  HTTUYV 1PAdV  TdNYUV  HTTUYV 1"WAdV  TdNUV  HTTUV SHTIVIYVA

(6) (8) (L) (9) () (¥) (¢) () (1)

10>d 4 ‘G0°0>d 4y ‘TO0>A 44y [OAS] YUR( JR PRISYSNIO BT ‘sosoyjuered Ul
pojiodel ‘SIOLIO pIepur}S ‘PO[[OIJU0D-USIOIO] PUR -03R)S 10§ () ‘Sy{urq d13sowiop ojeartd 10y | spenbo *2f Awrwm(] "osmmIoy3o 0 Fhyp00z < 2 J1 T
srenbe 7 Lwwn(y ) — 7 oW} e Sp[oyesnoy pue sully jo sysodop (30} ur syisodep uriy jo axeys oy st 1=+4y [ +7%] porrad oY) 10A0 Sunyes
SII Yureq jo amseow ® sI ‘sSurpesy wwmjos ut pagtodar ‘9HHILy FHY00Z = 1 J1 € =] ‘gh666T = 1710 =1 'Tc = ¢ {FDY00C ‘Th666T} > 7

119 IS 10.0u00) + I 10 A 1TV )+ TV NE 1T g adeoaoqur = $THRY

yoroidde sedUSISHIP UT 9OUSISYIP Y :MSLI Jurq pue sdueInsul jisods( ‘9 a[qe],

18



S00T S00T G00T L00T 800T 800T 2001 800T 800T sjueq

Sox Sox Sox SOx Sox Sox SOx Sox Sox e OWILT,
Sox Sox SOx Sox Sox SoX ON ON ON 4 ueg
T0T0 €61°0 ¢60°0 6800 LST°0 6900 €600 7e1°0 8700 d

180°0T L0T°0T LJ0T°'0T  TOT'0T  8¥I'0T 8VI1°0T  ¢OT'0T  S¥I‘0T SPI'0T  SuoIyesldsqQ
(£00°0) (z°0) (z0)

w5k010°0 45480 444670 vL/deq
(£00°0) (z0) (z0)
700°0- z0 k%970 VL/suT
(6000°0) (g0'0) (g0'0)

#7000 200 70°0 1a/vhra
(20°0) (g1) 1) (10°0) 1) 1) (10°0) (z'1) (171)

*x70°0- *8°C 1'¢c- +x70°0- +x06°C~ 0'¢- ¢00- *%xG &7 x0°C- APHTTHLT
(z0'0) 1) r1) (10°0) F1 (@) (10°0) (171) (1)

+x60°0 6'1 L0 +%x60°0 81 g0 10°0 #x£°C 80 AOH#TT
(20°0) (¢1) 1) (10°0) (g1) 1) (070°0) (8°0) (L0)

7000°0- €0 8'0- ¢00°0 ¢'0- L0- 6000°0 6°0 70 AO#LT
(100) (g1) 1) (10°0) (g1) 1) (010°0) (8°0) (L0)

T00°0- 90 ¢'1l 8000°0- 9°0 7'l ¢000 ¢0- 70 A

wwAdv TdNUY  HTTUYV 1PAdV  TdNYUV  HTTUYV 1"WAdV  TdNUV  HTTUV SHTIVIYVA

(6) (8) (L) (9) () (¥) (¢) () (1)

T°0>d 4 ‘G0°0>d 4x ‘TO0>A 4uy [OAS] UR(Y JR POIDISND OIR
‘sasetjuared ur pajrodal ‘SI0LIO prepur)lg ‘pPo[[OI)U0I-USIOIO) PUR -99e)s I0] () ‘syueq dIjsewop ayeatid I0J T spenbe #f Awrmun(g osIMIaTl0 ()
$bF00g < 7 31 T spenbe 7 Lwwun(y ) — 7 9wy Je sployesnoy pue suwiiy jo sysodop [0 ul syisodop wiiy Jo axeys oyy st I—* %y -[p + 7 9] porred
oY} 10A0 SuDje} SSII JUR( JO dINSEOW © SI ‘sfurpeey uwmnoo ur pejroder ‘9+Hiry 0 =1 ‘9T = ¢ {1P900Z " " ¥H¥00z ‘€P000T " " Th666T} D 7

119 IS 10.0u00) + I 10 A 1TV )+ TV NE 1T g adeoaoqur = $THRY

s1nsalx porrod- oeordde SOOULISHIP UI 9OUQISNTL I3SII yueq pue dourInsul 31soda( °L 9[qe,
| por ¢l) U PIp ut PIP V SLL queq p Ty d "L 9I9®L

19



798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 798 syued
Sox Sox Sox SOX SOX Sox Sox SOX Sox SOX Sox Sox . ewWiLT,
Sox Sox Sox SOA SOA Sox Sox SOA ON ON ON ON g yuegqg
€6c0 16¢°0 T6T°0 TLT0 7620 ve 0 €aT°0 T9T°0 LET0 Gv10 160°0 660°0 d
V6V'1 P8Y'T V6v'1 78Y'T 10G°T 16T T0G°T 16T T0G'T 16T T0G°'T 1671 SUOIYeAIIS( ()
(10°0) (L0°0) (zo0) (80°0)
+€0°0 600~ #5600 60°0- VL/do
(z0'0) (g0°0) (z0'0) (L0°0)
#1700 ¥0°0- #%x90°0" 1°0- VL/su]
(200°0) (z0'0) (L00°0) (z00)
G000 *x70°0 90000°0 7070 AQ\<EA
(z0°0) (80°0) (zo0) (80°0) (z00) (L00) (z00) (80°0) (zo0) (90°0) (10°0) (90°0)
***@0.0u **%N.Ol %**N0.0- **N.Ou **@0.0l **%N.Ol %**N0.0- **N.Ou **%ﬂo.ou ***N.O- ***ﬂo.ou *%*N.On ,m.ou\#H.ﬁ
(z0°0) (L0°0) (z0°0) (80°0) (z0'0) (L0°0) (z0°0) (80°0) (z0°0) (20°0) (10°0) (¥0°0)
€00 %10 ¢00 10 €00 10 €00 10 xx70°0 xx1 0 +xx70°0 xxx 10 ki
TV RNV gEY NV A5V GERUY gav UV eV (Guv gV (3)uv SATIVIMVA
(z1) (11) (01) 6) (8) (2) (9) q) (¥) (€) (c) (D)

10>d 4 ‘'¢00>d
srenbe 7 Lwrwun(y ] — 7 9w} Je SP[OYASNOY pue suLly jo sjyisodop (8309 ur syisodep urry jo axeys oy st 1=+47 *[¢ + 7] potrad o) 10a0 Sunye;
¥SI Yueq jo anseaw e ST ‘sBurpeey umm(od ur peytoder CTHILY Fbpo0g = 2 31 € =1 'gh666T =131 0 =1 ‘T = ¢ {¥DY00Z ‘zh666T} D 7

119 Nlﬁ.@wNQ&wﬁQb + Nlﬁ.sﬁwwNTQ + Nlﬁ.shm& + 3doouogur = m+ﬁs\w<

SOINSBAUI YSLI 9ATJRULId)[R 10J S}MSal polrad-g aureseq ‘g 9[qe],

ok T0°0>d 4y TOAS] YURQ JR POIOISNIO OIR ‘sosoyjuoled ur pe3iodel ‘SIOLD pIepUR}S “OSIMISYIO () ‘FHF00T < 7 J1 T

20



0€6 9¢6 0€6 9¢6 6 8¢6 6 8¢6 6 8¢6 6 8¢6 syueq
Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox SOx Sox SOx Sox SOx o WL,
Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox SOx ON ON ON ON 4 ueg
661°0 7610 8TT°0 £€60°0 8¢I'0 0€T°0 960°0 160°0 ¢80°0 760°0 090°0 G90°0 e
eLT'6 981°6 eLT'6 931°6 11€°6 6136 11€6 6136 1166 616 1166 6126 SUOTYRAIIS] ()
(800°0) (£0°0) (600°0) (%0°0)
#xx€0°0 G0°0 57070 7070 vL/deq
(800°0) (20°0) (600°0) (£0°0)
900°0- #x60°0  %x00°0- c0'0 VL/su]
(200°0) (L00°0) (200°0) (800°0)
#8000 54000 G000°0 %G00 1a/vbri
(10°0) (¥0°0) (10°0) (50°0) (10°0) (¥0°0) (10°0) (g0°0) (10°0) (¥0°0) (10°0) (v00)
xx€0°0- sk 107 x#x€0°0~ s 170" x#x70°0" sk 0™ w7007 k107 5xx€0°0- sk [10” x#xx€0°07 570" AP#TT
(10°0) (v0'0) (10°0) (v0'0) (10°0) (v0'0) (10°0) (¥0°0) (10°0) (€0°0) (600°0) (€00)
¢00 G00 0TO0 70°0 xG0°0 00 xG0°0 70°0 +xx60°0 *x80°0 #xx60°0 %6070 Aq
TV Ga)my gV RNV 9kV (GuV gigv o GEp)uUvY agnV o (a)uV gigv (Gpp)uv SHTIVIMVA
(1) (11) (01) (6) (8) (L) (9) <) (¥) (€) (¢) (1)

T°0>d 4 ‘G0°0>d 4x ‘TO0>A 4uy [OAS] NUR(Q JR POIDISNO BIR ‘sosoyjuared Ul pojrodal ‘SIOLId PIRpURIS "OSIMISYIO ()
‘$by00g < 7 31 T srenbe ] Awrwun(y 7 — 7 9wty Je sployasnoy pue suriy jo sysodop [0 ur sysodop wiiy Jo axeys oy st I—# 4y <[ + 7] pored
o} 10A0 SuDE)} SSILI 3{Ueq JO dINSEOU © SI ‘sSurpeoy uwnoo ur pejtoder ‘9*+#1ry -0 =1 91 = ¢ {1P9007Z " ¥PH00¢ ‘€P000T "~ " ZP666T} D 7

119 Nlﬁ.@wNQ&wﬁQQ + Nlﬁ.sﬁwwN~Q + Nlﬁ.shm& + 3doouogur = m+ﬁs\w<

SOINSBAWI YSII ATJRULIdY[R 10J S}MSaI porrad-g] aurpEsey "6 (L],

21



1¢6 1¢6 1¢6 1¢6 1¢6 1¢6 1¢6 1¢6 166 166 syued
SOx SOx SOx Sox SOx SOx Sox Sox SOx SOx o WL,
Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox ON ON ON 4 ueg
7920 0€c0 9810 ave o 91¢°0 T9T°0 CLT0 9¢1°0 L60°0 90T°0 e
¢z9'1 0191 019°T 29’1 L19°T 2€9'1 LI9°T L19T 2e9'1 L19°T SUOIYRAIIS( ()
(10°0) (£0°0) (80°0)
200 «1°0" T°0- VL/do
(z0°0) (80°0) (80°0)
#7070 1°0- «1°0- VL/su]
(500°0) (z00) (20°0)
G000 #7070 +€0°0 Ta/vhri
(%0°0) (g0) (z°0) (g0'0) (g0) (€0'0) (z'0) (z'0) (€0°0) (z0)
**wo.ou *%h.ou €0- ***wo.ou *%N.O- 70°0- ¢0- ***@.O- €0°0- **m.ou ,m.owmnm.ﬁ%rﬁ.ﬁ
(€0°0) (g0) (z0) (zo'0) (g0) (z0'0) (z'0) (z0) (€0'0) (z0)
0100 70 10°0 ¢00 70 €0°0- 9000 <0 ¢00- ¢0 A#HIT
(c0°0) (v0) (€0) (¥0°0) (v0) (v0'0) (€0) (z0) (¢0'0) (z0)
%8070 +x8°0 %90 %6070 %80 G00 *x9°0 %70 00 %70 AT
(v0'0) (€0) (€0) (¥0°0) (vo0) (€0°0) (z0) (¢0) (20°0) (z0)
G0°0- xxL°0” xG°0- 90°0- xxL°0” ¢0°0- *xG°0- €0 ¢0°0 &0- A
eV ()Wv TV AV GRmy g5V Gp)uy TRV ga5V  ()uy  SHTIVIMVA
(z1) (11) (6) (8) (L) (9) () (€) () (1)

SLI j{urq Jo ainsesw e sI ‘surpeoy uwmn(od ut pajroder ‘OTHry Fhp00Z = 2J1 ¢ = 1 ‘ZP666T = 231 0 = N

1°0>d 4 ‘G0°0>d 4x ‘TO0>A 4y TOAI[ UR( Je POISISN[D oI ‘sosoyjuared ur
potroder ‘s1011e pIepue}S ‘PA[0I1U0I-USIOI0] PUR -99©)s 10§ () ‘syueq drjsewop ayearrd 10§ T syenbe 77 Lwrmun(g esimisyio 0 ‘Fhy00g < 21 1
srenbe 7 Awrwn(] ‘] — 7 9WI} Je SP[OYesnoy pue suliy jo spsodop 303 Ul syisodop wily jo oreys oYy st I+

Soanseoll YSLI 9AI)RUI9)R I0] S} TSI @OHMQQlN SOOULIOIP Ul 90UIHI(] "(OT °[qe],

119 + NIMJWNOLNQOD + Nlﬁ.s@qw.@rﬁ?hﬁ + NIMF\.@@“NNQ + le;n&trmrmm + NIH@@Q + 9d2ou2qur = ml.ﬁw\wq

'[9 47 17] potrad oy 10n0 Suryey
‘16 = ¢ {vbr00z ‘ch6661} > 1

22



G00T TO0T G001 T00T 800T 7001 800T 7001 8001 7001 800T 00T syueq
Sox Sox Sox Sox SOX Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox . ewWILT,
SoA SOA SoA SOA SOA SoA SoA SoA ON ON ON ON HA yuegq
v 7610 61T°0 660°0 €e1'0 0610 00T°0 1,60°0 880°0 600 790°0 ¢lL0°0 e
LOT'0T €00°01 LOT'0T €00°0T  SPI'OT  8€0°0T  SPT'OT  8€0'0T  S¥YI'0T 8¢0°'0T  SFPT'0OT  8E€00T  SUOIIRAIdISQ
(L00°0) (€0°0) (800°0) (¥0°0)
#xx60°0 €00 #xx70°0 ¢0°0 v1/deq
(800°0) (€0°0) (800°0) (€0°0)
900°0- €00 #0600~ F00°0 VIL/suT
(200°0) (900°0) (200°0) (L00°0)
«€00°0  4xx00°0  G000°0 44000 1a/vbri
(20°0) (z0) (z0'0) (z0) (200 (¢0) (z0'0) (z0) (z0'0) (10) (zo0) (T0)
€0°0- V0" 00" sV 0" €0°0- V0" 00" w5707 4xG0°0-  sxs¥0- €0°0- 80" AOHTTHLT
(zo'0) (z0) (z0'0) (z0) (200 (z°0) (z0'0) (z0) (z0'0) (1°0) (z00) (10)
900°0- ¢o 10°0- ¢o 0T0°0- ¢0 ¢0°0- ¢0 00 €0 €00°0- %G 0 AO#TT
(20°0) (10) (z00) (10) (¢00) (1°0) (z00) (1°0) (z00) (1°0) (200) (1°0)
¢00°0 ¢o 900°0 ¢o ¢00°0 ¢ 20070 ¢0 00 eal) ¢c0'0 Al AO#LT
(20°0) (T0) (20°0) (T0) (200 (1°0) (200 (10) (10°0) (10) (10°0) (1°0)
¢00 1°0- L00°0 1°0- ¢0'0 1°0- 10°0 1°0- €000 ¢'0- 10°0 1°0- A
TRV (GENY gV UV 4RV (G)uv gV Uy v (G0 gV Gr)uy SHTAVIMVA
(1) (11) (o1) (6) (8) (L) (9) () () (€) (2) (D)

1°0>d 4 ‘G0°0>d 4x ‘TO'0>d 4x4 TOAS] YURQ J© PIIDISTD OI€
‘sosetjjuared ur pajriodal ‘SI0LI6 pIepUR)S ‘PO[[OIJU0I-USIOIO] PUR -99€)s 10 () ‘syueq dipsewiop ayearid 10y T spenbe #77 Awrwun(g osIMIsy3o ()
$bp00z < 7 31 T srenbe 17 Awwun(y ‘] — 7 OWI} Y@ SP[OYOSNOY pue suLly jo syisodop €303 ur syisodop uLly jo oxeys oyy st 1=+ +[o + 7 9] porred
o} 1ea0 Sunye) YSII Yueq jo omsesw e st ‘sSurpeey uwm{od ut peproder 9Ty 0 =1 ‘9T = ¢ {10900z " ¥PF00Z ‘€P000Z " ZP666T} D 7

119 + Nlﬁ.szOLwﬁOD + Nlﬁ.s@qtrﬁbhﬁ + NIMF\.@@“NNQ + le;n&trmrmm + NIH@@Q + 9d2ou2qur = ml.ﬁw\wq

SOINSBOW ¥SLI 9ATRUI9Y[R I0J S)HNSOI @OMM@QlNH SOOULISIP Ul 90UaIogI(] "TT 9[9®],

23



1€6 166 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 1€6 syued
Sox Sox Sox SOx Sox Sox SOx Sox Sox e OWILT,
Sox Sox SOx Sox Sox SoX ON ON ON 4 ueg
06170 90¢°0 710 STAN0] €0¢°0 L60°0 6¢0°0 8810 190°0 el
129°'T 691 Gz9'1 cc9'1 ce9'1 29’1 ce9'1 29’1 291 SUOIyeAILSq Q)
(200°0) (¢0) (¥°0)
L00°0 €0 wx0'T VIL/deq
(¥00°0) (¥0) (¥0)
***N0.0- 90~ ***@.H- <,H_\wQQ
(200°0) (1°0) (1°0)
wxx700°0  T00 90°0 1a/vbri
(£0°0) (1°2) (61) (£0°0) (¢e) (8°1) (20°0) (¢1) 1)
+%90°0~ A LT- #x90°0-  4x€°G- 0¢ 200~ 58 1'e- APH#TTHLT
(£0°0) (1°2) (81) (£0°0) (1) (871) (200 (¢1) 1)
70°0 «0'F 20°0- 70°0 xL'V ¢0 ¢c0'0 *xV'€ 90 A#HI'T
(20°0) (€2) (0°2) (20°0) (ve) (0°2) (10°0) (6°0) (8°0)
¢00°0 9°¢ g0 20070 L€ 6°0 2000 T'T 70 A2#LT
(z0°0) (€2) (671) (z0°0) (e (671) (010°0) (6°0) (L0)
800°0- 0°¢- T°0 10°0- 0'¢- 70°0 900°0- €0- 90 q
MWAdY  TdNUY  HTTUV  12AdYV  TANUY YTTUY  1WAdYV  TdNUV  HTTUV  SHIIVIYVA
(6) (8) (L) (9) (9) (¥) (€) (2) (D)

10>d 4 ‘G0°0>d 4y ‘TO0>A 44y [OAS] YUR( JR PRISYSNIO BT ‘sosoyjuered Ul
pojiodel ‘SIOLIO pIepur}S ‘PO[[OIJU0D-USIOIO] PUR -03R)S 10§ () ‘Sy{urq d13sowiop ojeartd 10y | spenbo *2f Awrwm(] "osmmIoy3o 0 Fhyp00z < 2 J1 T
srenbe 7 Lwwn(y ) — 7 oW} e Sp[oyesnoy pue sully jo sysodop (30} ur syisodep uriy jo axeys oy st 1=+4y [ +7%] porrad oY) 10A0 Sunyes
SII Yureq jo amseow ® sI ‘sSurpesy wwmjos ut pagtodar ‘9HHILy FHY00Z = 1 J1 € =] ‘gh666T = 1710 =1 'Tc = ¢ {FDY00C ‘Th666T} > 7

119 IS 10.0u00) + I 10 A 1TV )+ TV NE 1T g adeoaoqur = $THRY

syueq 99eI)s 1se3re| anoj oy urddoap 10J sseulsnqoy ‘gl 9[qel,

24



GT00 26000 86000  SR00°0 1T d
ze0 130 12°0 LV0 v1/deq
12°0 0 120 6€°0 VL/sw]
S0 LS0 ¥.°0 0L°0 a/vbry
€20 6L°0 ze0 VL0 E|
ps ueawt ps weowl  SHTIVIMVA
[o013u0)) porealy,
(%) () () (1)

ss[ueg POYDJRIN JO SUOIYRIAS(] PIepURlg pUR SURSN €T O[eL,

25



€11 V1T V1T €Il V1T V1T €l V1T V1T siuey

Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox Sox ] oW,
Sox SOx Sox SOX Sox Sox ON ON ON g Jueg
I8T°0 Gg8¢°0 04¢°0 €CT°0 8G¢°0 88T°0 960°0 LGC°0 LV1°0 zd
LST 681 681 L8T 16T 161 LST 161 16T SUoIjeAIasSq ()
(€0°0) (e1) (91)
700°0- T'1- 70 viL/dea
(10°0) (g1) 1)
10°0- Ve 06" VL/suT
(200°0) (g0) (€0)
V000 £8°0- 70" Ta/vbra
(#0°0) (g€) (z¢) (¥00) (L¢) (1¢) (z0'0) (¢2) (1°2)
*hoou **ﬂm\ LV~ *woou *@@n oV ¢0°0- ***mmﬂ **w“vu EU#H._”#,HAH
#0°0) (¢2) (¢2) (v00) (6°2) (gz) (z00) (1) (L1)
S{ON0] %V G 90 G0°0 A G0 ¢0°0 xxV'V Gl AOH#IT
(€0°0) (0¢) (92) (€0°0) (9°¢) (62) (10°0) (1) (z1)
¢00 17 ¥'0- €00 vy 60°0 T10°0 xx0°C 6°1 AOH#LT
(20°0) (g2) (z2) (zo0) (0°¢) (g2) (10°0) (01) (8°0)
T0°0- 6'¢- 90 ¢0°0- 9'¢- T'T 700°0- ¢0- L0 g

AdvV  IdNYYV  HTTUYV 1"WAdV  TdNYUV  HTTUV 1"WAdV  TdNUV  HTTUV SHTIVIYVA

(6) (8) (L) (9) () (1) (g) (2) (D)

10>d 4 ‘G0°0>d 4y ‘TO0>A 44y [OAS] YUR( JR PRISYSNIO BT ‘sosoyjuered Ul
pojiodel ‘SIOLIO pIepur}S ‘PO[[OIJU0D-USIOIO] PUR -03R)S 10§ () ‘Sy{urq d13sowiop ojeartd 10y | spenbo *2f Awrwm(] "osmmIoy3o 0 Fhyp00z < 2 J1 T
srenbe 7 Lwwn(y ) — 7 oW} e Sp[oyesnoy pue sully jo sysodop (30} ur syisodep uriy jo axeys oy st 1=+4y [ +7%] porrad oY) 10A0 Sunyes
SII Yureq jo amseow ® sI ‘sSurpesy wwmjos ut pagtodar ‘9HHILy FHY00Z = 1 J1 € =] ‘gh666T = 1710 =1 'Tc = ¢ {FDY00C ‘Th666T} > 7

119 IS 10.0u00) + I 10 A 1TV )+ TV NE 1T g adeoaoqur = $THRY

synsax o[dures paydIeN ‘FT o[q®],

26



D PFail

+{DInLLR

T T T T
20" 0 2¢0-¥0-90-80-

¥ 1D In NPL

3

27

Figure 1. ﬁ? - ﬂtc from Equation 4 over Time.



Appendix A. Default Prediction Model

Following De Graeve & Karas (2014), we estimate a logit regression of a dummy equal to 1 if a bank loses
its license in quarter ¢, on a set of bank balance sheet variables measured at the end of quarter ¢ — 1. All
coefficients have intuitive signs and are significant at 1%. The area under the ROC curve (AUR) exceeds
0.8 and thus signifies a very good fit (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000).

(1)

VARIABLES revdum
Log (Assets) -0.17%%%
(0.036)
Capital / Assets -2.13%K*
(0.38)
ROA -9.44%%*
(1.15)
Liquid Assets/Assets -3.50%**
(0.83)
Non-performing Loans/Assets 4.19%**
(0.94)
Non-Government Securities/Assets 2.71%K%
(0.34)
Term Deposits of Firms/Assets -5.89***
(1.51)
Term Deposits of Households/Assets —-6.49***
(1.07)
Observations 51,275
# Failures 358
Pseudo R2 0.19
AUR 0.82

28



	Pyle deposit insurance.pdf
	Introduction
	Deposit Insurance, Market Discipline and Bank Risk
	The Russian Context
	Data and Methodology
	Deposit insurance, moral hazard and bank risk in private domestic banks
	A Difference-in-differences approach
	Robustness Checks
	Alternative risk measures
	Dropping the Largest State-owned Banks
	Mahalanobis Matching

	Conclusion
	Default Prediction Model

	8867abstract.pdf
	Abstract




