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Abstract

In this paper, we extend the optimal securitisation model of Pages [50] and Possamai and Pages [51] between an
investor and a bank to a setting allowing both moral hazard and adverse selection. Following the recent approach
to these problems of Cvitani¢, Wan and Yang [14], we characterise explicitly and rigorously the so-called credible
set of the continuation and temptation values of the bank, and obtain the value function of the investor as well as
the optimal contracts through a recursive system of first-order variational inequalities with gradient constraints. We
provide a detailed discussion of the properties of the optimal menu of contracts.
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Introduction

Y

Principal-Agent problems with moral hazard have an extremely rich history, dating back to the early static models of
the 70s, see among many others Zeckhauser [68], Spence and Zeckhauser [63], or Mirrlees [42, 43, 44, 45], as well as the
seminal papers by Grossman and Hart [26], Jewitt, [33], Holmstrém [30] or Rogerson [57]. If moral hazard results from
the inability of the Principal to monitor, or to contract upon, the actions of the Agent, there is a second fundamental
feature of the Principal-Agent relationship which has been very frequently studied in the literature, namely that of
adverse selection, corresponding to the inability to observe private information of the Agent, which is often referred
to as his type. In this case, the Principal offers to the Agent a menu of contracts, each having been designed for a
specific type. The so-called revelation principle, states then that it is always optimal for the Principal to propose menus
for which it is optimal for the Agent to truthfully reveal his type. Pioneering research in the latter direction were
due to Mirrlees [46], Mussa and Rosen [47], Roberts [55], Spence [62], Baron and Myerson [7], Maskin and Riley [38],
Guesnerie and Laffont [27], and later by Salanié¢ [59], Wilson [67], or Rochet and Choné [56]. However, despite the
early realisation of the importance of considering models involving both these features at the same time, the literature
on Principal-Agent problems involving both moral hazard and adverse selection has remained, in comparison, rather
scarce. As far as we know, they were considered for the first time by Antle [2], in the context of auditor contracts, and
then, under the name of generalised Principal-Agent problems, by Myerson [48]!. These generalised agency problems
were then studied in a wide variety of economic settings, notably by Dionne and Lasserre [17], Laffont and Tirole [35],
McAfee and McMillan [39], Picard [54], Baron and Besanko [4, 5], Melumad and Reichelstein [40, 41], Guesnerie, Picard
and Rey [28], Page [49], Zou [69], Caillaud, Guesnerie and Rey [10], Lewis and Sappington [36], or Bhattacharyya [8]*.

All the previously mentioned models are either in static or discrete-time settings. The first study of the continuous time
problem with moral hazard and adverse selection was made by Sung [64], in which the author extends the seminal finite
horizon and continuous—time model of Holmstréom and Milgrom [31]. A more recent work, to which our paper is mostly
related has been treated by Cvitani¢, Wan and Yang [14], where the authors extend the famous infinite horizon model
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of Sannikov [60] to the adverse selection setting. If one of the main contributions of Sannikov [60] was to have identified
that the continuation value of the Agent was a fundamental state variable for the problem of the Principal, [14] shows
that in a context with both moral hazard and adverse selection, the Principal has also to keep track of the so-called
temptation value, that is to say the continuation utility of the Agent who would not reveal his true type. Although
close to the latter paper, our work is foremost an extension of the bank incentives model of Pagés and Possamal [51],
which studies the contracting problem between competitive investors and an impatient bank who monitors a pool of
long term loans subject to Markovian contagion (we also refer the reader to the companion paper by Pages [50] for the
economic intuitions and interpretations of the model).

The home loan crash of 2008 has strongly highlighted the inherent weaknesses of the securitisation agreements created
during the 2000s, and was at the heart of the decision from the US government to impose tight deadlines for the
adoption of new and tighter regulations for credit risk retention. Among these, one of particular interest for us is the
Dodd-Frank Act, which prescribes that sponsors retain at least five percent of the credit risk in most securitisation
transactions. The purpose of [50, 51] was to study optimal securitisation when the sponsor remains involved with its
retail originations, and can engage in unobservable actions that result in private benefits at the expense of performance.
The assumption that the bank itself can have impact on the default rate of the pool over time is a metaphor for the
distinction between its exogenous base quality and the endogenous default probability obtained after monitoring. Moral
hazard then emerges because the bank has more "skin in the game" than the investors, and has the opportunity, ex
ante and ex post, to exercise a (costly) monitoring of the non—defaulted loans. This is a stylised way to sum up all
the actions that the bank can enter into to ensure itself of the solvability of the borrowers. There is much that the
bank can do to improve performance over the life of a transaction. First, a strong quality control process helps lenders
exercise due diligence in evaluating borrowers’ current income, and keep track of those who might be getting closer to
default. This is a surveillance action which has to be undertaken continuously, and not only prior to the inception of
the contract. Second, the bank can efficiently assist troubled borrowers by acting early and firmly, before mortgages
become seriously delinquent. The selection of bank employees in charge of these actions is also usually assumed to
potentially affect loss severity by as much as 30%. For instance, Agarwal et al. [1] have put into light important and
systematic changes in the default rates of state—chartered banks’ real estate loans, when a so—called "rotation" policy
between federal and state supervisors at predetermined time periods is put into place. This clearly shows that banks
are perfectly able to enter into corrective actions in the event of delinquencies, when they have incentives to do so.

The findings of [50, 51] were that since the investors cannot observe the monitoring effort of the bank, they proposed
CDS type contracts offering remuneration to the bank, and giving it incentives through postponement of payments and
threat of stochastic liquidation of the contract (similarly to the seminal paper of Biais, Mariotti, Rochet and Villeneuve
[9]). In the present paper, we assume furthermore that there are two types of banks, which we call good and bad,
co—existing in the market, differing by their efficiency in using their remuneration (or equivalently differing by their
monitoring costs). Even if the investor is supposed to know the distribution of the type of banks, that is to say the
probability with which the bank he is currently discussing with is good or bad, he cannot know for sure what her type
is. Again, this is a stylised way to express the fact that "skin in the game" might significantly vary from one bank
to the other. The fact that we consider only two types is mainly for simplicity and tractability, and because fully
multidimensional screening problems are already extremely hard to solve in static one—period models, and except for
specific models (see Section 2.1 for details), nothing more than existence of an optimal contract can be hoped for, see
for instance Carlier [11].

Mathematically speaking, we follow the general dynamic programming approach of Cvitani¢, Possamal and Touzi
[13], as well as that on adverse selection problems initiated by [14]. Intuitively, these approaches require first, using
martingale (or more precisely backward SDEs) arguments, to solve the (non-Markovian) optimal control problem faced
by the two types of banks when choosing contracts. This requires obviously, using the terminology introduced above,
to keep track of both the continuation value and the temptation value of the banks, when they choose the contract
designed for them or not. The problem of the Principal rewrites then as two standard stochastic control problems,
one in which he hires the good bank, and one in which he hires the bad one. Each of these problems uses in turn the
aforementioned two state variables (and these two only, because the horizon is infinite and the Principal is risk-neutral),
with truth-telling constraint, asserting that the continuation value should always be greater than the temptation value.
This leads to optimal control problems with state constraints, and thus to Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB for short)
equations (or more precisely variational inequalities with gradient constraints, since our problem is actually a singular
stochastic control problem) in a domain, which, following [14], we call the credible set. This set is defined as the set
containing the pair of value functions of the good and bad bank under every admissible contract offered by the investor.
The determination of this set is the first fundamental step in our approach. Following the the orignal ideas of [14], we
prove that the determination of the boundaries of this set can be achieved by solving two so-called double-sided moral
hazard problems, in which one of the type of banks is actually hiring the other one. Fortunately for us, it turned out



to be possible to obtain rigorously® explicit expressions for these boundaries by solving the associated system of HJB
equations and using verification type arguments. We also would like to emphasise that unlike in [14], there is certain
dynamic component in our model, since we have to keep track of the number of non-defaulted loans, through a time
inhomogeneous Poisson process. This leads to a dynamic credible set, as well as, in the end, to a recursive system of
HJB equations characterising the value function of the Principal.

After having determined the credible set itself, we pursue our study by concentrating on two specific forms of contracts:
the shutdown contract in which the investor designs a contract which will be accepted only by the good bank, and
the more classical screening contract, corresponding to a menu of contracts, one for each type of bank, which provides
incentives to reveal her true type and choose the contract designed for her. These two contracts correspond simply to
the offering, over the correct domain of expected utilities of the banks (so as to satisfy the proper truth-telling and
participation constraints), of the best contracts that the investor can design independently for hiring the good and the
bad bank.

Since we characterise, under classical verification type arguments, the value function of the investor through a system of
HJB equations, we also have classically access to the optimal contracts through this value function and its derivatives.
This allows us to provide an associated qualitative and quantitative analysis. It turns out that the optimal contracts
designed for the good and the bad bank share the same attributes, and are close in spirit to the ones derived in the
pure moral hazard case in [51]. On the boundaries of the credible set, the value function of the bad bank plays the role
of a state process. The payments of the optimal contracts are postponed until the moment the state process reaches a
sufficiently high level, depending on the current size of the project. Similarly, when one of the loans in the pool defaults,
the project is liquidated with a probability that decreases with the value of the state process. If the value function of
the bad bank at the default time is below some critical level, the project will be liquidated for sure under the optimal
contracts. On the other side, if the value function of the bad bank is high enough at the default time, the project will
be maintained. In the interior of the credible set, the continuation value and the temptation value of the banks are the
state processes for the optimal contracts. It is possible to identify zones of good performance inside of the credible set,
where the agents are remunerated and the project is maintained in case a default occurs. It is also possible to identify
zones of bad performance, where the agents are not paid and the project is liquidated in case of default. In the rest of
the credible set the optimal contracts provide intermediary situations.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we present the model, we define the set of admissible contracts
and we state the investor’s problem. In Section 3, we recall the results obtained in [51] for the case of pure moral hazard,
which will be useful later on for us. In Section 4, we formally study the credible set and obtain an explicit expression
for it. In Section 5, we study both the optimal shutdown and screening contract, describing their characteristics and
the behaviour of the banks when they accept these contracts. The Appendix contains all the technical proofs of the
paper.

Notations: Let N denote the set of non—negative integers. For any n € N\{0}, we identify R™ with the set of
n—dimensional column vectors. The associated inner product between two elements (z,y) € R® x R™ will be denoted
by x-y. For simplicity of notations, we will sometimes write column vectors in a row form, with the usual transposition
operator T, that is to say (z1,.. .,a:n)T € R” for some z; € R, 1 < i < n. Let R; denote the set of non—negative
real numbers, and B(R;) the associated Borel c—algebra. For any fixed non—negative measure v on (R, B(R,)), the
Lebesgue—Stieljes integral of a measurable map f : Ry — R will be denoted indifferently

¢
f(s)dvs or / f(s)dvs, 0 <u <t.

(1]

2 The model

This section is dedicated to the description of the model we are going to study, presenting the contracts as well as
the criterion of both the Principal and the Agent. As recalled in the Introduction, it is actually an adverse selection
extension of the model introduced first by Pagés in [50] and studied in depth by Pagés and Possamai [51].

3Notice that in this respect the study in [14] was more formal, and our paper provides, as far as we know, the first rigorous derivation of
this credible set.



2.1 Preliminaries

We consider a model in continuous time, indexed by ¢ € [0,00). Without loss of generality and for simplicity, the
risk—free interest rate is taken to be 0.* Our first player will be a bank (the Agent, referred to as "she"), who has
access to a pool of I unit loans indexed by j =1, ..., I which are ex ante identical. Each loan is a perpetuity yielding
cash flow p per unit time until it defaults. Once a loan defaults, it gives no further payments. As is commonplace in
the Principal-Agent literature, especially since the paper of Sannikov [60], the infinite maturity assumption is here for
simplicity and tractability, since it makes the problem stationary, in the sense that the value function of the Principal
will not be time—dependent. We assume that the banks in the market are different, and that two types of banks coexist,
each one being characterised by a parameter taking values in the set R := {pg, pp} with p; > pp. We call the bank
good (respectively bad) if its type is p, (respectively pp). Furthermore, it is considered to be common knowledge that
the proportion of the banks of type p;, i € {g,b}, is p; € (0,1).

Denote by
I

Ny = Z liricsys

j=1

the sum of individual loan default indicators, where 77 is the default time of loan j. The current size of the pool is,
at some time ¢ > 0, I — N;. Since all loans are a priori identical, they can be reindexed in any order after defaults.
The action of the banks consists in deciding at each time ¢ > 0 whether they monitor any of the loans which have not
defaulted yet. These actions are summarised by the functions e}, where for 1 < j < I — Ny, i € {g,b}, e/* =1 if loan
Jj is monitored at time ¢ by the bank of type p;, and e’* = 0 otherwise. Non-monitoring renders a private benefit B > 0
per loan and per unit time to the bank, regardless of its type. The opportunity cost of monitoring is thus proportional
to the number of monitored loans. Once more, more general cost structures could be considered, but this choice has
been made for the sake of simplicity.

The rate at which loan j defaults is controlled by the hazard rate af specifying its instantaneous probability of default
conditional on history up to time ¢. Individual hazard rates are assumed to depend on the monitoring choice of the
bank and on the size of the pool. In particular, this allows to incorporate a type of contagion effect in the model.
Specifically, we choose to model the hazard rate of a non—defaulted loan j at time ¢, when it is monitored (or not) by
a bank of type p; as N N

o =ar-n,(1+ (1—€l)e), t>0, j=1,....,] = Ny, i € {b, g}, (2.1)

where the parameters {a;}, <j<g are positive constants representing individual “baseline” risk under monitoring when
the number of loans is j, and € > 0 is the proportional impact of shirking on default risk. We assume that the impact
of shirking is independent of the type of the bank. There are two main reasons for this choice. First of all, it is well-
known that as soon as the dimension of the type is greater or equal to 2, we enter into the field of multidimensional
screening, which, already for static one period models is notoriously hard to analyse, and deriving meaningful economic
interpretations is most often elusive (see the seminal paper of Rochet and Choné [56] or the more recent contribution
of Figalli et al. [23] for more details). Notwithstanding this difficulty, we also found out that differentiating between
the banks in this regard created degeneracy in the model. We refer the reader to Section F.2 in the Appendix for a
more detailed explanation.

For i € {b, g}, we define the shirking process k’ as the number of loans that the bank of type p; fails to monitor at time
t > 0. Then, according to (2.1), the corresponding aggregate default intensity is given by

) I—Ny - ‘
A =" ol = ooy, (I = Ni+ekj). (2.2)
j=1

The banks can fund the pool internally at a cost r > 0. They can also raise funds from a competitive investor (the
Principal, referred to as "he") who values income streams at the prevailing risk-less interest rate of zero. We assume
that both the banks and the investor observe the history of defaults and liquidations, as well as the parameters p;, and
Dg, but the monitoring choices and the type of the bank are unobservable for the investor.

2.2 Description of the contracts

Before going on, let us now describe the stochastic basis on which we will be working. We will always place ourselves
on a probability space (€2, F,P) on which N is a point process with intensity A?, which is defined by (2.2) when all

4As already pointed out in the seminal paper of Biais, Mariotti, Rochet and Villeneuve [9], see also [51], the only quantity of interest
here is the difference between the discounting factors of the Principal and the Agent.



loans are monitored at all times, that is

A =ar_n, (I —N).
We denote by F := (F});>0 the P—completion of the natural filtration of N. We call 7 the liquidation time of the
whole pool and let H; := 1>, be the liquidation indicator of the pool. We denote by G := (G¢);>0 the minimal
filtration containing F and that makes 7 a G—stopping time. We note that this filtration satisfies the usual hypotheses
of completeness and right—continuity.

Contracts are offered by the investor to the bank and agreed upon at time 0. As usual in contracting theory, the
bank can accept or refuse the contract, but once accepted, both the bank and the investor are fully committed to the
contract. More precisely, the investor offers a menu of contracts ¥; := (k%, 0%, D), i € {g,b} specifying on the one hand
a desired level of monitoring k? for the bank of type p;, which is a G—predictable process such that for any ¢ > 0, ki
takes values in {0,...,I — N;} (this set is denoted by K), as well as a flow of payment D?. These payments belong to set
D of processes which are cadlag, non—decreasing, non—negative, G—predictable and such that there exists some 5 > 0

EF [JT(/OT e_”dDi)T < +o0. (2.3)

We do not rule out the possibility of immediate lump—sum payments at the initialisation of the contract, and therefore
the processes in D are assumed to satisfy Dy- = 0. Hence, if Dy # 0, it means that a lump—sum payment has indeed
been made. Notice also that since the intensities of N and H under P are bounded, we know that 7 has at least some
exponential moments under P, meaning that any bounded payment belongs to D.

The contract also specifies when liquidation occurs. We assume that liquidations can only take the form of the stochastic
liquidation of all loans following immediately default. Hence, the contract specifies the probability 6, which belongs
to the set © of [0, 1]—valued, G—predictable processes, with which the pool is maintained given default (dN; = 1), so
that at each point in time, if the bank has indeed chosen the contract ¥;

dH, — 0 with probability 6?,
"7 ) dV, with probability 1 — 6:.

With our notations, given a contract ¥;, the hazard rates associated with the default and liquidation processes N; and
H,; are, if the bank does choose the contract ¥;, )\fl and (1 — 9;) )\ft, respectively. The above properties translate into

]P[Té {7’1,...,7[}} =1, and P[T:Tj|f7j,7'>7'j71] =1-64, je{1,...,I}.

PR
For ease of notations, a contract ¥ := (k, 6, D) will be said to be admissible if (k,0, D) € x © x D. As is commonplace
in the Principal-Agent literature, we assume that the monitoring choices of the banks affect only the distribution of the
size of the pool. To formalise this, recall that, by definition, any shirking process k € & is G—predictable and bounded.
Then, by Girsanov’s theorem, we can define a probability measure P¥ on (€2, F), equivalent to P, such that N; — fot Aeds
is a P*—martingale. More precisely, we have on G,

where ZF is the unique solution of the following SDE
k "ok (A 0
Zy :1—&-/0 ZS<>\2—1>(dNS—)\Sds), 0<t<r, P—as.
Then, if the bank of type p; chooses the contract U;, her utility at ¢t = 0, if she follows the recommendation k?, is given
by
ub(ki, 00, DY) .= EF [ / e " (p;d DL + Bk;’ds)], (2.4)
0

while that of the investor is

UO((\Pi)iE{g,b}) = Z pZEPU |:AT (I — Ns),U,dS — dD;:| . (25)

i€{g,b}

The parameter p; actually discriminates between the two types of banks through the way they derive utility from the
cash—flows delivered by the investor. Hence, for a same level of salary, the good bank will get more utility than a bad
bank. Such a form of adverse selection is also considered in the paper of Cvitani¢, Wan and Yang [14]. Notice that de
dependence of the value functions of both the bank and the investor depend on the contract through the process D?,
but also through the stopping time 7, whose distribution depends both on §° and the effort choice k' of the bank.



2.3 Formulation of the investor’s problem

We assume that the bank of type p; has an outside opportunity to the contract which provides her reservation utility
¢- The investor’s problem is to offer a menu of admissible contracts (V;);c g,y := (k*, 0, D*);ic g,y Which maximises
his utility (2.5), subject to the three following constraints

ug(K', ', D) > R, i € {g,0}, (2:6)

wh (', 0%, DY) = sup w(k, 0%, DY), i € {g,b}, (2.7)
keER

ué(ki,ei,Di) > sup ué(kﬁj,Dj), i#7, (1,5) € {g,b}z. (2.8)
keER

Condition (2.6) is the usual participation constraint for the banks. Condition (2.7) is the so—called incentive compati-
bility condition, stating that given (6?, D?), the recommended effort k’ is an optimal monitoring choice for the bank of
type p; . Finally, Condition (2.8) means that if a bank adversely selects a contract, she cannot get more utility than if
she had truthfully revealed her type at time 0. Following the literature, we call such a contract a screening contract.

In the sequel, we will start by deriving the optimal contract in the pure moral hazard case, then we will look into the so—
called optimal shutdown contract, for which the investor deliberately excludes the bad bank, before finally investigating
the optimal screening contract. We will invoke some results from [50] in this paper, for this reason we will require later
the assumptions of their main result, Theorem 3.15, which are the following.

Assumption 2.1. Let @ be the harmonic mean of the (a;)i<j<r,
(i1) We have for all j < I, rB(1+¢) < (ue — B)ea.

(i13) Individual default risk is non-decreasing with past default, o; < oj_1, for all j < 1.

2.4 Comments on the modelling choices and assumptions

Let us start by discussing Assumption 2.1. Concerning (), under monitoring, the expected duration until the next
default in a pool of j loans is 1/A;. Hence, the average revenue from the pool over that period will be given by p/A;,
of which 1/ is ascribed to the original loan. The payoff of a loan corresponds then to summing this quantity over j,
and the obtained result must be above the initial unit cost for the loan to be worth anything at all under monitoring.
Assumption 2.1(i7) imposes an upper bound on the bank’s discount rate, and basically states that it should not be so
large that the cost of the rent extracted by a monitoring bank outweighs the pecuniary gains stemming from the use of
the monitoring technology. Finally Assumption 2.1(#4i) simply models a contagion effect, translating the fact that past
defaults impact positively the likelihood of a further default to happen.

A second important point in the model is the liquidation policy of the contract. Even though liquidations are inefficient
in the first—best situation without moral hazard nor adverse selection (see [50]), they are necessary in the second-best
in order to restore incentives to monitor when performance is poor. However, liquidation can take many forms, and
for instance liquidating all loans with state-dependent probability is not necessarily better than partially liquidating
the pool with fixed probability. Another option would be to downsize the pool by a potentially larger number of loans,
possibly state-dependent as well, whenever a default occurs. Given that in practice liquidations are rarely decided in
such a random fashion, it is of the utmost importance to verify that such liquidation policies cannot improve on social
welfare. In the case of pure moral hazard, [50, Proposition 6] has shown that stochastic liquidation was optimal among
all policies under an assumption which is met if changes in default intensities for the loans are gradual. Since the
capital structure of subprime mortgage—backed securities is typically split up into a large number of tranches, where it
is then reasonable to assume that default intensities are constant, such an assumption will be verified in the real-world
applications of the model.

Another very important assumption here is the fact that we consider a "full commitment" dynamic contracting problem
between the investor and the bank. In other words, both parties are fully committed to the long—term dynamic contract
at the onset of the relationship. However, one of the central features of banks, namely the fragility of their capital
structures, stems from the fact that there is usually a limited commitment in the relationship between clients and banks,
since, as highlighted by the seminal paper of Diamond and Dybvig [16], bank cleints can withdraw funds from banks
at any time. We are perfectly conscient of this fact and have chosen to postpone the discussion of how to integrate
non—commitment in our model to Section 6.2 below, since the mathematics behind are similar.



In our model, adverse selection stems only from the monitoring costs of the two types of banks. A possible extension
of our model could rely on a further differentiation between the work of the banks, i.e. when both good bank and bad
bank work, the good one would be more efficient in the sense that the associated default intensity is strictly smaller
than that of the bad bank. This would also be a possible way to model the fact that the pool of loans of each bank
could have different qualities. However, as will be explained in Appendix F.2, such a feature would actually make the
problem degenerate, in the sense that the upper boundary of the credible set that will be defined in Section 4 becomes
infinite. This would be a rather undesirable feature of the model and would create unwanted discontinuities. We give
potential solutions to extend the model in this direction in Appendix F.2, but leave the exact study to future research.

3 The pure moral hazard case

In this section, we assume that the type of the bank is publicly known and is fixed to be some p;, i € {g, b}, which makes
the problem exactly similar to the one considered in [51] (up to the modification of some constants). In particular, the
investor only offers one contract. The results we obtain here, in particular the dynamics of the continuation utilities of
the banks, will be crucial to the study of the shutdown and screening contracts later on. Therefore, they will be used
throughout the paper without further references.

In this setting, the utility of the investor, when he offers a contract (k%, 0%, D') € & x © x D is given by

o™ (k' 0", D) = o U (I — Ny)pds — dDg] : (3.1)
0

)
3.1 The bank’s problem

As usual, the so—called continuation value of the bank (that is to say her future expected payoff) when offered (6%, D?) €
O x D plays a central role in the analysis. It is defined, for any (¢,k) € Ry x £ by
Qt} .

for which we define the following dynamic version for any ¢ > 0

WP (K0, DY) = B {/ (I — N,)uds —dD?
t

AT

ui(k,0', D) := EF" [/ e "5 (p;dD? + ks Bds)
tA

L/NT

We also define the value function of the bank for any ¢t > 0

U6, D) = ess sup ui(k, 0", D").
ker
Departing slightly from the usual approach in the literature, initiated notably by Sannikov [60, 61|, we reinterpret
the problem of the bank in terms of BSDEs, which, we believe, offers an alternative approach which may be easier to
apprehend for the mathematical finance community. Of course, such an interpretation of optimal stochastic control
problem with control on the drift is far from being original, and we refer the interested reader to the seminal papers
of Hamadéne and Lepeltier [29] and El Karoui and Quenez [19] for more information, as well as to the recent articles
by Cvitanié¢, Possamai and Touzi [12, 13| for more references and a systematic treatment of Principal-Agent type

problems with this backward SDE approach. Before stating the related result, let us denote by (Y, Z%) the unique
(super—)solution (existence and uniqueness will be justified below) to the following BSDE

Y;’:O—/ gi(s,n?,zg)ds+/ Zﬁ-df\iﬂ—/ dK!, 0<t<rT, P—as, (3.2)
t t t
where
t

M= (M) d= g, — [ 20 Y Vds, Ki = piD fi(t, k,y,2) :=ry — Bk + kay_n,ez - o

t -— Ht 9 t t 0 s 1_9; ) t'_pZ ts s Ry Y, =Ty I—N; 1_9; ’

i . i 1 B

Gtz itk == -8 (v (1 1) - B)



Uniqueness holds among processes Y and Z¢ which are respectively G—progressively measurable and continuous, and
G—predictable, and satisfy

E{ sup ewf””tmﬂ < +o0, and ]E{ / ewf””snzznzds] < too, (3.3)
0

0<t<r

where 3 is the exponent associated to D by (2.3). We have the following proposition, which is basically a reformulation
of [51, Proposition 3.2]. The proof is postponed to Appendix A

Proposition 3.1. For any (6%, D%) € © x D, the value function of the bank has the dynamics, for t € [0,7], P — a.s.
du{(¢', D) = (rUZ(eﬂ DY) = Bk 4+ M 2 (1 ' gi) )dt — pidD} - 7} - dM;,
— 0

where Z' is the second component of the solution to the BSDE (3.2). In particular, the optimal monitoring choice of

the bank is given by
B

Or—N, €

,t>0.

k‘;’z = (I — Nt)]‘{Zf-(l,lfGi)T<bt}7 with bt = =
Notice that the above result implies that the monitoring choices of the bank are necessarily of bang-bang type, in the
sense that she either monitors all the remaining loans, or none at all, which in turn implies that the investor can never
give the bank incentives to monitor only a fraction of the loans at a given time®.

3.2 Introducing feasible sets

Following the terminology of Cvitani¢, Wan and Yang [14], let us discuss the so—called feasible set for the banks.

Definition 3.1. We call V} the feasible set for the expected payoff of banks of type p;, starting from some time t > 0,
that is to say all the possible utilities that a bank of type p; can get from all the admissible contracts offered by the
investor from time t on.

Our next result gives an explicit form of the the feasible set V}, which turns out to be independent of the type of the
bank. The proof is relegated to Appendix A, and requires the introduction of k5", the strategy of a bank which does
not monitor any loan at any time, i.e. k5% := I — N, for every s > 0

Lemma 3.1. Fori € {g,b} and for any t > 0, we have that Vi = V;, with

_ [BU-DN)
Ve = [wa+oo> .

4 Credible set

In this section we come back to the case in which there are two types of banks in the market, and study the so—called
credible set, which is formed by the pairs of value functions of the banks under the admissible contracts. As in [14],
we do not expect all the points in the feasible set to correspond to a pair of reachable values of the banks under some
admissible contract. We will therefore follow the approach initiated by [14] and we will characterise the credible set.
We emphasise an important difference with [14] though, in the sense that in our context, the credible set becomes
dynamic as it depends on the current size of the pool. In this section we work with generic contracts (6, D) € © x D,
not necessarily designed for a particular type of bank.

4.1 Definition of the credible set and its boundaries

We introduce some notations first. Let XJSH be the default intensity under k5" when there are j loans left, that is to
say N
AJSH =ojj(1+e¢).

5We assume here, as is commonplace in the Principal-Agent literature, that in the case where the bank is indifferent with respect to
her monitoring decision, that is when Z] - (1,1 — Gz)T = b¢, she acts in the best interest of the investors, and thus monitors all the I — N
remaining loans.



Observe that X]SH = )\fSH =as;_n,(I — N;)(1 + ¢), for every ¢t > 0 such that I — N; = j. Define then for any integer j
between 1 and I, the set ]A)j = [Bj/(r + X?H),oo) Observe that the feasible set

B(I — Ny)
v [T ).

satisfies V; = ﬁj, N, for every t > 0, so the only dependence of the feasible set in time is due to the number of loans
left. The rigorous definition of the credible set is the following.

Definition 4.1. For any time t > 0, we define the credible set C; as the set of (ub,u9) € Vi x V; such that there exists
some admissible contract (6, D) € © x D satisfying UL(0, D) = ub, U?(0, D) = w9 and (U’(0,D),U(0, D)) € V, x V,
for every s € [t,7), P—a.s.

Given a starting time ¢ > 0 and u” € V,, define the set of contracts under which the value function of the bad bank at
time t is equal to u®

A (t,u’) = {(0,D) € © x D: U} (0, D) = u’}.

We denote by 4U;(u’) the largest value U/ (6, D) that the good bank can obtain from all the contracts (6, D) € A°(t, u?).
We also denote the lowest value by £;(u’). Next, define

Co={(ulu?) €V, x Vy: &(u’) <u? < 8ly(ul)}.

We will prove in Proposition 4.4 below that C; = C; for every ¢ > 0, and that the dependence on time of the credible
set, exactly as for the feasible set, only comes from the value of I — N;. In particular, this allows us to call respectively
the functions £; and l; the lower and upper boundary of the credible set when there are I — N, loans left. The aim
of the next sections is prove all these claims and to obtain explicit formulas for the boundaries. We start with some
useful technical results concerning specific contracts for which the banks do not monitor the loans at all.

4.2 Utility of not monitoring

Consider any starting time t such that I — N; = j and any 6 € ©. The continuation utility that the banks get from
always shirking (without considering the payments) is

uf (K57,0,0) = uf (k51,0,0) = B [ / e (70 B ds
t

AT

Qt} : (4.1)

This quantity is obviously non—decreasing in 6, so that (4.1) attains its minimum value under any contract with 6 = 0,
which is equal to c(j,1) := Bj/(r + )\JSH) The following proposition provides the value of (4.1) when the pool is
liquidated exactly after a fixed number of defaults m.

Proposition 4.1. Fiz somet > 0 and let j := I —Ny. Form € {1,...,5}, let 0™ € © be such that the pool is liquidated
exactly after the mth default occurring after time t, that is

gn._ |l tss< pNetm,
o 0, s> 7Netm,

The utility that the bank of type p; gets from shirking is
j—1

Bj $ Bi li[ ASH
T+ XJSH imj—m+1 T T XzSH =it Tt X?H

c(j,m) =

In particular, under any contract such that 6 = 1, (4.1) attains its maximum value, which is equal to

) j—1 . j <~
) o Bj z Bi /\‘?H
C(j):=-c(4,j) = ~— + = =~—. 4.2
U} =elhd) r 4+ A0 ;r+A§H£:111r+A§H “2)



4.3 Lower boundary of the credible set

The lower boundary of the credible set is the simpler of the two boundaries and it can be computed directly. We will
see that it is a piecewise linear function corresponding to two lines with different slopes. All proofs for this section are
collected in Appendix C. The next proposition states the main inequalities that determine the lower boundary.

Lemma 4.1. For any t € [0,7] and any admissible contract (6, D) € © x D, the value functions of the good and the
bad banks satisfy, P—a.s.

U{(6, D) > U (6, D), (4.3)
Us(0,0) > L2, Dy — Lo ) op _ Ny, (4.4)
Pb Pb

where the function C is defined in (4.2).

Using Lemma 4.1, we prove the following characterisation of the lower boundary of the credible set.
Proposition 4.2. For any t > 0, and any u® € V;, the lower boundary of the credible set is given by
u’, ol — Ny, 1) <ub < O — Ny),

%ub - (pgp_”b)cu ~N), C(I - N,) < b < +o0.
b b

Et (Ub) =

In particular, the dependence in t of £;(ub) only comes from the number of non—defaulted loans at time t and we can
define for any j € {1,...,1}, the quantity £;(u®) given by

L ub, c(4,1) < ub < O()),
L) =9rg o (pg— ”b)C(

), C(j) < u < +o0,
Pb Pb

for which we have EI—N,, (ub) = £ (ub).

Remark 4.1. Of course, the computations of this section depend on our modelling choices, and are unlikely to be
directly adaptable to other situations. There is however a generic way of finding the lower boundary (as well as the
upper one) which we give details in the next section. It amounts to solving a fictitious contract situation where the good
bank hires the bad one and minimises (mazimises for the upper boundary) her utility over her monitoring choices, and

over all contracts for which the bad bank receives a fized utility u®. The dynamic value function of this control problem

is exactly £;(u®), since it corresponds to the minimal utility that the good bank can have when the bad one receives ub.

4.4 Upper boundary of the credible set

The upper boundary of the credible set is not as simple to obtain as the lower boundary and we have to solve a specific
stochastic control problem to identify it. Notice that this approach is similar to the one used in [14].

Let us fix any contract (6,D) € © x D. We remind the reader that thanks to Proposition 3.1, we know that there
exist G—predictable integrable processes (h'9(6, D), h?9(0, D)) satisfying the second integrability condition in (3.3)
and such that

dU¥(8, D) =(rU%(8, D) — Bk29(0, D))ds — pgdDs — h19(0, D)(dN, — X&' 0D ds)
— h29(0,D)(dH, — (1 — 0)A\F"@P)ds), s € [0, 7], (4.5)

where the optimal monitoring choice k*9(6, D) is given by k39(6, D) = (I —=Ns)1 1905 )y (1-.)n29(9,0)<b,}- Similarly,
there exist G—predictable processes (h'*(0, D), h**(6, D)) satisfying the second integrability condition in (3.3) and such
that

dU? (9, D) =(rU%(8, D) — Bk:*(6, D))ds — pyd Dy — h1¥(6, D) (AN, — A¥"" D))
— 206, D) (dH, — (1 — 6,0 " @P)ds), s € [0, 7], (4.6)
with k*%(0, D) = (I — Ns)l{hi,b(e D)+(1-6.)h2"(0,Dy<b,} We Will use the dynamics (4.5)-(4.6) to define a simple set of

admissible contracts in which we will reinterpret both the value functions of the agents as controlled diffusion processes,
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where the controls are (D, 0, h'9, h>9 h1:? h2P) and which satisfy the instantaneous conditions (A.3). Obviously, doing
so makes us, at least at first sight, look at a larger class of "contracts", in the sense that in the above representation of
the value functions of the bank, the choice of the processes (9, h%9, h1® h?®) is not free, since they are completely
determined by the choice of (0, D). Nonetheless, as we will see below, this still describes exactly the same set of
contracts.

In the meantime, let us denote by H the set of non—negative, G—predictable processes h satisfying for some 5 > 0
T
Eﬂ”[/ (P25 | 2ds| < +oo.
0

We abuse notations and define, for every W := (D, 0, h'9 h%9 k1P h%P) € D x © x H*, the processes U9(¥) and U®(V)
which satisfy the following SDEs

AU (W) = (rUS(¥) — BEL9(W))ds — pydDs — hE9(dNy — N7 ds) — 29 (dH, — (1 — 0)N°(Pds),  (4.7)
AU (0) = (rU(0) — Bk (¥))ds — ppd Dy — hEP (AN, — A" ds) — h20 (dH, — (1 — 00" (D ds), (4.8)
where we defined

*, A *,b A
K90) = (1= N1ty K2 1= (= N0 gy

Remark 4.2. In the model, there is no need to consider h'9 and h'® as positive processes and we do this just for
technical reasons. Intuitively, the optimal contracts should satisfy this additional constraint because the investor does
not benefit from earlier defaults and if a contract increases the banks’ continuation utilities after one of the defaults,
the banks should increase the default intensity as much as possible.

Remark 4.3. It is immediate from the definition that given W := (D, 0, h%9 h%9 h%P h%P) € Dx O x H*, the dynamics
of U9(W) only depends on (D, 0, h9, h*9), while the dynamics of U(¥) only depends on (D, 0, h'* h*P). We will thus
sometimes also use the notations U9(V), U(W), k*9(¥) and k*°(¥) when ¥ € D x © x H2.

For fixed (t,u’,u9) € Ry x V2, we define the set of contracts A(t,u’, u9) as the set of ¥ := (D, 0, h19, h%9 h10 h2b) €
D x © x H* such that (4.7) and (4.8) have at least one weak solution®, which satisfies the first integrability condition
in (3.3), and in addition

B(I_Ns)

Ui, N :hl,i h2,i Ui, j _hl,i>
s() s+s’s() S_T’+>\§H

, Vs €[t 7], U(®) =, i€ {bg}.

What we claimed above is that all processes (D, 6) € D x © can be obtained from a contract (D, 8, k™9, h?9 h1-0 p2P0) =:
¥ e A(0, ub, u9 ), meaning that we are not enlarging at all the class of admissible contracts in our reformulation. Indeed,
we already know by the results from Section 3, that the continuation utilities of the good and the bad bank given a
contract (D, 0) € D x O were completely characterised as being the unique solutions of the corresponding BSDEs (3.2)
satisfying in addition (3.3). If we take some ¥ € A(0,u® u9), then it is immediate that the processes UY(¥), U®(¥)
solve the corresponding BSDEs (3.2), since the dynamics is the correct one by definition, we have UJ(¥) = U2(¥) = 0,
and all the required integrability conditions are satisfied. By uniqueness of the solution to the BSDEs, we thus must
have U9(¥) = U9(0, D), and U*(¥) = U*(9, D).

To describe the stochastic control problem for the upper boundary of the credible set, we need to introduce additional
notations. For any starting time ¢ € [0,7] and for every u® > B(I — N;)/(r + X?I_{Nt), we let ~/le(t,ub) be the set of

quadruplets ¥ = (D, 0, h'? h??) € D x © x H? such that (4.8) has at least one weak solution, which satisfies the first
integrability condition in (3.3) as well as

B(I — Ny
R

= T—I—)\I_Ns ) Vs € [th]a Utb(\p) :ub'

We will abuse notations and also call elements of Xb(t,ub) contracts. The upper boundary &; solves the following
control problem
gt:| ’

6In general, all the processes in ¥ could for instance functionals of the paths of U9(¥) and Ub(\Il)7 in which case wellposedness of the
SDEs has to be assumed as part of the definition.

Uy (u?) = ess sup o {/ e (=) (pgdD, + BkIds)
(k9,W)ERX A® (t,ub) tAT
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subject to the dynamics

Ul(0) = ub +/ (rub — BESP (W) + BEOAE™" £ 128 (1 = 0)N")ds — ppd Dy — / hi*dN, — / hZYdH,, r € [t,7].
t t t

Indeed, the above stochastic control problem corresponds to the highest value that the good bank can obtain from any
admissible contract, while ensuring that when the bad bank takes said contract, she receives exactly u?, which is exactly
the definition of the upper boundary of the credible set. Another way to interpret this problem is that it corresponds
to the (fictitious) situation where the good bank hires the bad one, when the latter wants to receive a utility of u?,
and maximises her utility among all contracts ensuring that this constraint is satisfied. The importance of the results
of Proposition 3.1 is that it allows us to obtain easily the dynamic behaviour of the continuation utility of the bad
bank for any initial utility, which in turns allows us to express simply the constraint in the problem for the good bank

through the set A" and the state variable U b().

The next subsections are devoted to first obtaining the HJB equation associated with the above problem, its resolution
and then finally to the proof of a verification theorem adapted to our framework. Notice that the above is actually a
singular stochastic control problem, since the control D is a non—decreasing process, which is not necessarily absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure. We refer the reader to the monograph by Fleming and Soner [24] for
more details. In particular, this implies that the HJB equation associated to the problem will be a variational inequality
with gradient constraints.

4.4.1 HJB equation for the upper boundary

Exactly as in the case of the lower boundary, we expect that the time dependence of of the upper boundary only comes
from the current number of remaining loans. In such a case, the HJIB equations that will describe the behaviour of the
upper boundary necessarily form a recursive system, with the upper boundary when j loans are left depending on the
one with j — 1 loans left. We will write down this system, solve it explicitly, and prove a verification theorem ensuring
that our initial guess was indeed correct.

Fix some 1 < j < I, and define for every k =0,1,--- , 7, X? = a;(j + ke). The system of HIB equations associated to
Bj
r+:\\]SH

the previous control problem is given by LAIO =0, and for any 1 < j < I and u® >

U (ub) (ub — BE® 4 (b + (1 — 9)h2)AK" -
min{ —  sup ~ g(uA)(u (A Y ( A) ) , Z/l]'-(ub)—p—g =0, (4.9)
(6,h1,h2)cCI —1—)\5 Guj_l(ub - hl) — (/\éC + T‘)Uj (ub) + BkY Pb

with the additional boundary condition Z/Alj (Bj/(r+ Xf ) =Bj/(r+ :\\f ) and where we defined for simplicity

kb'

= jl{h1+(179)h2</l;j}’ k? = j1

{TU; (ub)—6l; 1 (uP—h1)<b;}*
as well as

. B(j—1
CI = {(e,hl,hQ) €[0,1] x R? : ht + h* = u’, n* > UA)}
SH
T4+ AT
Remark 4.4. Notice that if our guess on the time dependence of the upper boundary is correct, we must have for any

s >0, Uy = Ur_n.. Then. the incentive compatibility condition for the good bank is implicit in the HJB equation.
Indeed, at every s > 0 we have

Ur-n (W) =Ur-n, (U2 () = Ur-n,- 1 (U-() = hY*(®)) = U, (UL ())) AN,
~Ur—n_ 1 (U~ (0) — h1Y(0)) AH,

which implies that on the upper boundary h19(V¥) = Z:{\I,Nr (U (W) — L?I,st,l(Ué’_ (U) — hL2(W)) and W29 () =
ZZI\I,NF 1 (UL (®) = h}P(W)). Therefore

BY9(D) + (1= ODR29(W) = Uy (U~ (9)) — 02051 (U2~ (%) — BAP(W)).

At the points where Z;I\J’(ub) > pg/py, the first term of the variational inequality (4.9) must be equal to zero, so the
upper boundary must satisfy the following equation

U (u?) = sup {ﬁ;(ub)(mb — BE" 4 (h' + (1 = O)R3)AE) + (Uj—1 (u® — k)0 — Uy (u®)) AE" + Bkg}. (4.10)
(0,h*,h2)eCI
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We will refer to this equation as the diffusion equation.
e Step 1: case of 1 loan, solving the diffusion equation

Before dealing with the variational inequality (4.9), we will solve the diffusion equation (4.10). When j = 1, it reduces
to

vl (u) = U} (u) (ru® — BE® + uAE") — Uy (u?)NE" + BR, (4.11)
: b _ _
with k° = 1{ub<31}’ k9 = 1{ﬁ(ub)<gl}'
Remark 4.5. Notice that the boundary condition L{l( +)\1) = le is implicit in the equation.
TTAL

Our first result is the following, whose proof is deferred to Appendix D.

Lemma 4.2. There is a family of continuously differentiable solutions to the diffusion equation (4.10), indexed by some
constant Cy > 0, which are given by

ral
o) g e )
Y T+ Al P+ AL
U (ub) = RS e NN ;? B ,T+il
il () Ao 2 F s
r+ A} T+ Al
Coub, ub e @1,—&-00),
r+)\1 O
N 1\ g Al B
where xf"’ = <> o by I + =~
Co r+Al Al
e Step 2: case of 1 loan, solving the HJB equation
In this case the variational inequality (4.9) reduces to
min {ﬂj{l (ub) — U’ (ub) (rub — Bkb + ub’/i’fh) + LAll(ub)X’fg — BEkY, a{(ub) - pg} =0. (4.12)
Pb

We already found the solutions of the diffusion equation inside of this variational inequality and now we will take care of
the whole HJ B equation. We expect the upper boundary to saturate the second term in the variational inequality for big
values of u®, so we will search for a solution of (4.12) satisfying the following condition: there exists x* € [B/ (7‘+)\ ), 00)
such that

Ul (%) = P9 and Ul (ub) > P9 for ub < 2. (4.13)

Pb Pb

At first sight it could seem that by doing this we face the risk of not finding the correct solution of the dynamic
programming equation. Nevertheless, this is not the case and we will prove later a verification result which assures us
that the solution that we find under this condition corresponds indeed to the upper boundary of the credible set. The
proof of the following Lemma will be given in Appendix D.

Lemma 4.3. The unique solution of the HIB equation (4.12) which satisfies condition (4.13) is given by, defining

xy = zfg/pb’*
7‘+X%
=y B B B
G <)
Po + A T+ A\ T+ A
~ ~ - 0 30
Ui (ub) = Ufg/pb(ub) =1 Por Aj Al(l) r+ >\1 = . B :r% b DS (4.14)
—=b, M u’ — = , U E[xl,bl),
Pb T+ )\(1) T+ A
p—gub, ub e @1,—1—00).

Pb

As an illustration, in Figure 1 we show the credible set which corresponds to the region delimited by its upper and
lower boundaries. In this example, we considered » = 0.02, B = 0.002, £ = 0.25, a; = 0.055, Z—*Z =2.

e Step 3: solving the HJB equation in the general case
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Figure 1: Credible set with one loan left.

In the general case, when j > 1, we can reduce the number of variables and rewrite the diffusion equation (4.10) in an
equivalent form

rUj(u’) = sup {z);(ub)(mb — BE" 4 [u” — 0(u® — h)NE) 4 (U (ub — BN — Us(u?)) N + Bk:g}, (4.15)
(6,h1)eCi

where we recall that k* = 1 {uv—o k9 =1 and the set of constraints is now given by

ub—h1)<b;}’ {U; (ub)—6U; 1 (ub—h1)<b;}
Cl = {(e,hl) €[0,1] x Ry, ubzh1+B(jfl)}. (4.16)
r+ A§§1
When we proved that the lower boundary of the credible set is reachable we used contracts of maximum duration,
which maintain the pool until the last default. This gives us the intuition that the longer the contract lasts, the smaller
the difference between the utilities of the banks will be. Therefore the upper boundary of the credible set, where the
difference between both utilities is maximal, should be reachable with contracts of minimum duration, which terminate
the contractual relationship immediately after the first default. In the model this means that 6 is equal to zero and
the resulting HJB equation for the upper boundary has the same form as the one in the case with one loan left. We
expect then that the solution of the diffusion equation will be the of the same form as (4.14). The object of the next
proposition is to prove our guess rigorously. We postpone the proof to Appendix D.

Proposition 4.3. For any j > 1, the function Z/Alj* defined by

7‘+XJS.H
(5 ¢ ) B e )
Pb T4+ A 4 ASH P XS )
S~ b RSH_30 ~ X9 X9
Ui(u’) =\ pysit (r+ ASH\ s /) Bj \mmo o, (4.17)
Pb T+ A T4 A
%uba ub S Eb\]a +OO),
b
+ASH ~
Tl A 4 A Bi
where z* = ( 2 b J , 18 a solution of the HIB equation (4.9).
! Py Tr+ ASH o ASH

4.4.2 Verification theorem

According to the maximisers in equation (4.15) we define the following controls

. ub(r —l—XQ) .
& (u) = 1{ub23j}ij 07 (u") := 0,
R0 () = b — B(]: 1) RV (u) = B -1) (4.18)
SH ’ ’ \SH ’
r+ )\J;l r+ /\j71

K9 (") = g g0 K97 (u") = PG (<)
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Before stating the verification result for the upper boundary, we make a comment about the domain of the functions
Uz. Rigorously speaking, it is possible for the utilities of the banks to be zero but this happens only at time 7 when all

the pools are liquidated. The domain of LA{J* is the set IA)j but in the proof of the verification theorem it will be implicitly

understood that ﬁ]*(O) = 0. In any case, we do not need the functions Z/A{J* to be defined at zero because Ito’s formula
will be used on intervals which do not contain 7.

Theorem 4.1. Consider any starting time t > 0. For any u® > Bilx;ivt), let the process (uZ)SE[t’T] be the unique
TTATZ-N
solution of the following SDE t
ub =ub -|-/ ((r + )\’;b’FNS)ug — BEbT=Ne (40 — pyoT—Ne (uﬁ))ds - / ul_dN;, v € [t, 7]. (4.19)
t t

Then, under the contract ¥* := (D*,0*, h1P* h2b%) € D x © x H? defined for s € [t, 7] by

dD} := 5T Ns (ug)ds, 0x =0, h;’b’* = pLb I Ns (uls’), h?’b’* = p2bI=Ns (uZ),

the value function of the bad bank is UP(¥*) = u® and the one of good bank is U} (V*) = LA{I*_Nt (ub).  Moreover,

U e Xb(t,ub) and for any other contract which belongs to ]b(t,ub), the value function of the good bank under such a
contract is less or equal to U, (ub). In particular, this implies that

Up_n, (") = U, (u”) = Ly (u”).
To conclude the section, we state that @j is indeed equal to the credible set with j loans left and therefore the functions
#; and £; correspond to its upper and lower boundaries.

Proposition 4.4. For everyt > 0, C; = C,.

5 Optimal contracts

In this section we study two kind of contracts that the investor can offer to the bank, the shutdown contract, which
corresponds to a single contract designed to be accepted only by the good bank and the screening contract, corresponding
to a menu of contracts, one for each type of agent, providing incentives to the bank to accept the contract designed for
her true type.

5.1 Shutdown contract

In the so—called shutdown contract, the investor designs a contract ¥, = (k9, D9, 69) only for the good bank and makes
sure that the bad bank will not accept it. Under these conditions the utility of the investor at time ¢t = 0 is

VB (g ) = p BP [ /O u(I — Ny)ds —dD?|. (5.1)

So the investor will offer a contract which maximises (5.1) subject to the constraints

ud(k?,09,D9) > RS, 2112 u(k,09,D9) < RS, ud(k9,69, DY) = iug uf(k,09,D9).
€ €

Recalling the dynamics (4.5)—(4.6), we can rewrite the investor’s maximisation problem as follows

Ughut — sup ngPw,g(eg,Dg) {/ pu(I — Ng)ds — dD;Z} )
0

(09,D9)eAZ, .

where
Ay = {(09,D7) € © x D UP“(0%, DY) < R}, UG (6%, D%) = Ry }

Remark 5.1. We will use the notation U%¢(69, D9) for the value function that the bad bank gets if she does not reveal
her true type and accepts the contract designed for the good bank. We make a distinction between this process and
U(0°, D), which corresponds to the value function that the bad bank obtains if she accepts the contract designed for her
by the investor. We make the same distinction between the associated processes h¥¢(6, D), h?%¢(, D) and h**(0, D),
h%%(9, D).
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As in the previous section, we will define a simple set of contracts and consider the value functions of the agents as
diffussion processes controlled by (D, 8, h'9, h?9, h1:0¢ h20:¢). As explained before, by doing so we do not look at a
larger class of "contracts".
Define for any (t, u?, ub) € [0, +-00) xC, ﬁg(t, u9,u”) to be the set of W, = (D9,09, h19, h29 hl:be p2:bc) € DxOxHA
such that (4.7) and (4.8) have at least one weak solution, which satisfy the first integrability condition in (3.3), and in
addition, for any s € [t, ]

B(I — N)
r+ NN

B(I — N
UPC(W,) = hibe 4 h2be, UP°(W,) — hlbe > %
T+ )\s

U (g) = h? + 039, UL (W) = hy? > Uf(¥g) = u?,

b,c ,C
U (¥y) = ube.
We will also consider in the sequel the following standard control problem, for any (u”¢,u9) € Cy

x5 9 T
9 (ube, u) == sup p BE Y [/ w(I — Ny)ds —dD?|.
U, eA9(0,u9,ubc) 0

We abuse notations and also call elements of ﬁg(t, w9, ub€) contracts.

5.1.1 Value function of the investor

In this section, we characterise the value function of the investor when he offers only shutdown contracts. We will start
by computing the value function on the boundaries of the credible set, before explaining how it can be characterised by
a specific HIB equation in the interior of the credible set, under reasonable assumptions.

Value function of the investor on the lower boundary Recall the lower boundary with j loans left

u™e, c(j,1) < ube < C(j),

be = —
](’U, ) @ub,c o (Pg pb)C(]), C(]) < ub,c < 00.
Pb Pb

e

Consider any starting time ¢ > 0. For u%¢ € C;, we denote by V<9 (ub) the value function of the investor on the lower
boundary, that is

V9 (ube) = _esssup P {/ ((I — Ny)ds — dD?)
‘I’gGAg(t,Ql,Nt(ub,0)7ub,c) t

gt} . (5.2)

The following two propositions are proved in Appendix E and give explicitly the value of Vtg’g (ub°).

Proposition 5.1. For every u®¢ € C;, if ubc > C(I — N;) then the value function of the investor on the lower boundary

is given by
I- - (&
V9 (o) Z (ub’ —C(I—Nt)>.
=N, —1 Po
Proposition 5.2. Fiz some t > 0. For every u®® € C;, with ¢(I — Ny, 1) < ub® < C(I — Ny), let v(u”®) be the unique

solution of the following equation in v

(Fiml-) I [, (B

where f.i is the density of the law of T8 under P**" and where

p(r + A?E)

07 14 S W’

si(v) = BAT, ~

' 1 ] < vBA, > > p(r + A7)
-m\—-1,Vz2 —— 7
r \p(r+ A7) BAPY,
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Then the value function of the investor in the lower boundary is given by

V;E,g(ub,c) _ )\SH Z / )\SH ) ——— fri(x)dx.

I-N, = N1V s (v (ube))

Remark 5.2. Observe that the function Vf’g computed in Propositions 5.1 and 5.2 depends on t only through the
quantity I — Ny. Define, for any j=1,...,J the map

i <u - c()

XSH Pb

) )
VEI(ube) =

J

fTI_i (J?)dl‘, ub,c € (C(j7 1)7 C(])) .
ASH Z /51 1 (w(ube)) )\SH
We have therefore, that V;>9 (ub) = Vﬁ’?vt (ub°).

Value function of the investor on the upper boundary The next proposition states that the upper boundary
of the credible set is absorbing in the following sense: if under any contract the pair of value functions of the banks
reaches the upper boundary at some time, the pair will stay on the upper boundary until the pool is liquidated.

Proposition 5.3. Fiz a triplet (t,u9,u”c) € [0,+00) x C; such that u9 = iAlI_Nt (u€).  For any contract ¥, =
(D9,609,h19, h%9 pbbe p20e) € A9(t ud, ub®), we have UI(V,) = Uy N, (UL(¥,)) for every s € [t, T).
The next proposition states an important property satisfied by the contracts which make the continuation utilities of

the banks lie in the upper boundary of the credible set.
Proposition 5.4. Fiz a triplet (t,u9,u%¢) € [0,+00) x C; such that u9 = iAlI_Nt (u%€).  For any contract ¥, =
(D9,69, h19 29 hlbe 20y e A9(t,ud, u>), we have

(i) 09 =0 for every s € [t,T) such that Ub¢(¥,) < bs.

(i1) If UL(Wy) > by, for some sg € [t,T) then k3PC(¥,) =0 and UP(V,) > b, for every s € [so,T).

We are now ready to give the value function of the investor on the upper boundary of the credible set. In the last region
of the upper boundary, in which both the good and the bad agent are monitoring all the loans, it coincides with the
value function of the sub-problem’ studied in|[50], denoted by v . For the sake of presentation, we recall the results of
[50] in Appendix E.1.

Proposition 5.5. Under Assumption 2.1, we have that for any t > 0 and any ub° € V1 N, the value function of the
investor on the upper boundary, defined by

VI (ube) = ess sup P [/ (u(I — Ny)ds — dD?) gt}, (5.3)
W, € A9 (8,87, (ubse),ubse) t
verifies V49 (ube) = XA/I{’?W (ub), where for any j =1,--- |1
xgH
Bj e
PRI R L
3 r+ ASH
‘711 g( bC) = ' ‘ ~0 B XA? ‘ 3;79
’ oy <vb@‘) - M) (BM> T (ub’c B )rM’S'H o5 <ub < b,
AN Y AN 4 AT T ”
vb(ube), b,

with v? given by (E.1) and

50 xSH sSH

N - e N : TR (by(r 4 A9)\ T
Ci = <ﬁ‘7 _ K (pb> Y <v§?(bj) - ﬁ”)) <pb) o (M) o
/\9 )\jSH Pg /\9 Pg T+ /\jSH

"The authors only look at the contracts for which the agent performs the maximum effort, that is, monitors all the loans at every time.
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Value function of the investor in the credible set We define, for any ¢t > 0 and any (ub’c, u9) € CAI_N” the value
function of the investor in the credible set by

VI (ub uf) = ess sup P {/ (u(I — Ny)ds — dD?)
¢

U, e A9 (t,u9,ub>e)

gt] . (5.4)

The system of HJB equations associated to this control problem is given by \//\5‘7 =0,and forany 1 < j <1, on IA/j X IA/j

3ub,cf/\}9 (Tub,c _ Bkb,c 4 (hl’b’c + (1 _ e)hz’b’c)}\\ﬁbﬁc)

+0us VI (rud — BE9 + (W19 + (1 — 0)h>9)\E") R R
max { sup R R R s = P60V = pgOus V) — 1 5 =0, (5.5)
loid +(‘/;'g—1(ub’c _ hl,b,c7ug _ hl,g) _ ‘/}Q(ub,c7ug)))\§y

—VI (b — B0 ud — hL9) (1 — 9)AE 4 pj

where we defined k%€ = j - 1{h,l.b,c+(1—9)h,2=b,c<§j}’ k9=j- 1{h1,g+(1_9)h2,g<3j} and the set of constraints

—i B(j—1
c’ = {(9, plbe p2be pL9 p29) € RY 10 € [0,1],ud = hM9 + h29 u>¢ = phbe 4 p20e p29; pRbe > (jXSH) }
T+ A7
j—1

The boundary conditions of (5.5) are given, for every u”¢ € 17j, by

J

V7 (b, 1) = VI (u), VI (ue, €5(uP€)) = V7 (). (5.6)

The last step is now to use classical arguments to prove that 17]»9 is a viscosity solution of the above PDE for every
j=1,...,I and that the functions are sufficiently smooth (at least weakly dfferentiable) in order to obtain the optimal
contract as the maximisers above. This program can in principle be carried out using standard arguments in viscosity
theory of Hamilton—Jacobi equations. However, given the length of the paper, we believe that it would not serve a
specific purpose and decided to just describe the main steps that lead to this result. We list them below

(4)

(i)

(iid)

For j = 1, we can use the abstract results of [20] to prove that (5.4) coincides with the strong formulation of itself.
This fact allows to prove directly that the value function V? is concave and therefore differentiable almost everywhere.

For j > 1, let us define the penalised Hamiltonians for the diffusion equation, with j loans left. Given ng_l, define
for instance

pb,c (mb,c — Bkbe 4 (hl,b,c + (1 _ a)hQ,b,C)/\?b’c)
+p9 (rud — BkI + (hh9 + (1 — 0)h>9)AK")

Hf(ub’c, u?, v, p"¢,p?) = sup . ~, +n(—ppp”© — pgp? — 1) (5.7)
tos +(‘/']g_1(ub,c _ hl’b’c,ug _ hl,g) _ ’U(ub’c,ug)))\?'

_‘/}Jgil(ub,c _ hl,b,c7ug _ hl,g)(l o 0)3\‘?9 ¥

Let v} be the value function of the penalised version of our problem, in which payments are absolutely continuous
with bounded density. Then it can be argued as in [21] that v} is a viscosity solution to H'(u,v,p) = 0, with
appropriate credible set and boundary conditions.

Note that H}' is convex in p, as a supremum of linear functionals and composition of convex functions. Moreover,
for any R < 400 we have
Hi (u,v1,p) — H}' (u,v2,p) > —X?H(vl —v3), Y(u,p) and R > v; > ve > —R.

Bj
r+)\JS.H :
maximisers take place in the interior of the credible set (to be more precise, boundary maximisers correspond to
contracts leading the agents to the absorbing boundaries of the credible set) and by using the envelope theorem, we
can show that H}' is actually strictly convex on the interior of the credible set and therefore satisfies

H}' is also locally Lipschitz and H}'(u,v,p) — oo as |p| — oo for any u > Finally, noticing that interior

OH OH ,
VR > O,HOZR > 0; Tp(uvvvp) - ap (uvvvq)vp_q > aR|p_Q| ) |p|7|Q|ﬂ|u‘ < Rv for any u.

By Theorem 3.3 in Lions [37], it follows then that v” € W,>> and v7 is SSH (semi-super harmonic).

7 loc
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(iv) Arguing again as in [21], it can be proved the sequence v} converges to the value function \7jg of our problem, which
is therefore SSH and a viscosity solution to (5.5) with boundary condition (5.6).

Finally, since ‘7;’ is differentiable almost everywhere, we can define the optimal contract through the maximisers in the
Hamiltonian (5.5). Then, using the classical result (see for instance [32] for related arguments) that the domain in which
the diffusion equation is not saturated is bounded, it follows that the optimal controls (h19:* h2:9* plb:c* p2:bexy are
bounded and the corresponding SDEs admit weak solutions

QUPS = (PUZ9 — BRS(UEDE,US9) = pg670y, (UD€, U79))ds — W8 (UFHe, U29) (AN, — AL (070 g
— (U U QL = (1= 07 (U U0 ),
AUZSE = (rUZS = BEZP(UIDUR) — pudyy, (U5, U7)ds = IR0 U (AN, = X @0 y)
= WP UL 9) (AH, = (1= 030 (U0, U )AL (050 ) gg),
Indeed, this can be proved by noticing that in-between two jump times, the above are actually first-order ODEs,

which admit weak solutions in appropriately exponentially weighted L' space (to make sure that bounded functions
are integrable over the credible set), thanks to Carathéodory’s theorem for ODEs. Thus, we have the equivalence

Shut __ ~g(, b,c _ b,c
v = sup g (e, u?) = sup P V7 (u”e,u).
ub>CSR8, u9>R$ uhvchg, u9>R§

5.2 Screening contract

Recall that in the screening contract the investor designs a menu of contracts, one for each agent, and his expected
utility is given by

’Uo((‘l’ ie{g, b} Z plEPk l:/ ([ — NS)MdS - dD;:| (58)
ic{g.b} 0

In this case, we will have to keep track of the value functions of both banks, when they choose the contract designed
for them, as well as when they do not truthfully reveal their type. We will denote by vy the maximal utility that the
investor can get out of the screening contract.

*, T %,bgb b T

Vo = sup p EE Y U ,u(I—NS)ds—dDg] +ppEE Y [/ ﬂ(I—NS)ds—dDg],
(egvevagva)E«AScr 0 0

where

Aser 1= {(69,6", D9, D") € ©2 x D : Uj(6', D) = RY, U (67, D7) = U§“(6', D), (i, 5) € {.b}*, i # .

Different from the study of the shutdown contract, where the investor contracts only the good bank, in order to obtain
the optimal screening contract we need to characterise also the value function of the investor when he contracts the
bad bank. We will therefore follow Section 5.1.1, but by replacing the good bank by the bad bank. Hence, we define
similarly, for any (t,u?,u9¢) € [0,400) x C; the set AP(t, ud,ub). We also introduce the following stochastic control
problem for any (u’, u9¢) € C;

*,b T
B8 (ub, ) = sup  ppEF Y U w(I — Ny)ds — dDb|.
Uy, e Ab(0,u9:¢,ub) 0

The aim of the next sections is to compute the function o5 (u9:¢, u’), representing the utility of the investor when hiring
the bad bank. We start by studying it on the boundary of the credible set.

5.2.1 Boundary study

We denote by V*?(u9¢) the value function of the investor in the lower boundary, when hiring the bad bank, defined
by

%, b T
VS (ub) = ess sup EF [ / u(I — Ny)ds — dD?
Uy €A (4,27 N, (u),ub) t

Qt] : (5.9)

The first result is that the value function of the investor on the lower boundary of the credible set is the same when
hiring either the bad or the good bank. This is mainly due to the fact that both banks shirk on the lower boundary.
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Proposition 5.6. For every u’ € C;_n,, we have V;""(ub) = V59 (ub).

Let us now consider the upper boundary. We denote by V**(u?) the value function of the investor on the upper
boundary when hiring the bad agent.

*,b T
VA e esssup BV [ [t = Nas - ap)
Ty e AP (8,817 v, (ub),ub) ¢

Qt} : (5.10)

We have the following result.

Proposition 5.7. Under Assumption 2.1, for any t > 0 and any u® € 91_1\/” we have that Vtu’b(ub) = ‘7;1_’?\& (ub),
where for any j=1,---,1

)

with v;? given by (E.1) and

—38H

5 b 'uj /b\](r-f—/)\\?) r+ASH
N Ul | :
)\j r+)\j

We define, for any ¢ > 0 and any (u®, u9°) € Cr_ N, the value function of the investor in the credible set when hiring
the bad bank by

5.2.2 Study of the credible set

*,b T
VP, u9¢) ;= esssup EF {/ (w(I — Ny)ds — leS’) t} . (5.11)
) ¢

‘IleA\b(t,ung,ub
The system of HJB equations associated to this control problem is given by I7Ob =0, and forany 1 <j <1TI
Dy VP (rub — BEY + (WM + (1 — 9)h>P)AE")
+0yo.e V) (rud® — BE9C + (19 4 (1 — §)h29)\K")

max | sup R o , —pbaub‘A/jb —pgﬁug.,cf/jb -1 = 0. (5.12)
toid +(‘/jb—1(ub _ hl’b, u9:¢ — hl,g,c) _ ij) /\?

—DV (b — BV use — o) (1 — 0)RK + g

With kb = j- 1{h17b+(1—9)h27b<3j}7 k9e=j- 1{h1,gvc+(1_9)hzyg‘c<gj} and the same set of constraints C” as in the system of

HJB equations associated to the functions ‘A/jg (ub,u9). The boundary conditions of (5.12) are given, for every u® € lA/j
by

b, b (. (b TUDb by Trb b A, b 7L, b

Vi (u’, 4 (u”)) = V2 (u?), Vi(u', £(u’)) = Vid (u”).

Similarly to the shutdown contract, we can argue that the functions ij are viscosity solutions to the system (5.12),
differentiable almost everywhere and the maximizers in the Hamiltonian define an admissible contract. This implies
the equivalence

_ ~g(, . b,c ~b/ b c\ 179 b,c i7b/. b ,C
vy = sup g (e, u?) + 05 (uw’, udc) = sup P Vi (u”e,u?) + pp Vi (w”, u? ).
{Ryvub-c<ub,R§Vu9 c<ud} {REvub-e<ub Rvu9c<ud}

5.3 Description of the optimal contracts

In this section we describe the optimal contracts for the investor when he designs a contract for the good or the bad
bank. We explain in detail the optimal contracts on the boundaries of the credible set, which can be obtained explicitly
from the value function of the investor. In the interior of the credible set, we discuss the properties we expect the
optimal contracts to have given the verification results described in the previous sections.
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5.3.1 Optimal contracts on the boundaries of the credible set

We start with the upper boundary of the credible set. The following result is a direct consequence of the proofs of
Proposition 5.5 and 5.7, and the optimal contract for the pure moral hazard case. In the last part of the upper boundary,
in which both agents monitor all the loans, the optimal contract coincides with the one of the subproblem studied in
[50]. Their main results can be found in Appendix E.1.

Proposition 5.8. Under Assumption 2.1, consider for any t > 0 and (u® U (ub)) € C; the process (ul)s>¢ as the
solution of the following SDE on [t, T)

dul = ((rub — BED* + A" (h20% 4 (1= 02)h20*))ds — ppd D} — hLP*dAN, — h2P*dH,, (5.13)

with initial value u® at t, and with

(ub - 711)71\7 )+ ° I-N,/ b I-Ng/, b 1,b 1,b,LI—Ng (b b b,j (. b
Dyi= Yoy = = +/ SN (ug)dr, 07 = 01N (wg), Rt = RV (ug), k= T (w)),
b t

forse€t,7) and j =1,...,1, where ’yg is given by (E.2) and
u —Bj

/\Ob + 8
] — ~ ~ ~ —
=, (u) = 1{ue[b_7~,b_7~_1+bj)} by +1 {uel;+b;-1,7)}
-

87 () = Lpymnpy = o

1,b, _ . L ~ 7. L 7. b,j o R
W7 () = 1 et 5y %+ Luely by (%~ 05-1) F L, 15,00y K77 (@) = 5L 00 s (w4 (120 () sy}

Then, the contract U* = (D*, 0%, hb0* h2b*) is the unique solution of problems (5.3) and (5.10).

Let us comment the optimal contract for the investor on the upper boundary of the credible set. It is the same if he
designs a contract for the good or the bad bank. The state process (u%)s>; defined by (5.13) corresponds to the value
function of the bad bank under the optimal contract. The optimal contract offers no payments to the banks when u®
is smaller than 'y?_ ~,- In this case the continuation utility of the bad bank is an increasing process and eventually
reaches the value ’yl}_ ~.» if no default happens in the meantime. Payments are postponed until this moment. If the
initial value for the bad agent u’ is greater than 71}_ N,» @ lump-sum payment is made at ¢~ in order to have ub = 'y?_ N,
When u? = 7}’7 ., the banks receive constant payments which keep the value function of the bad bank constant at this
level. Concerning the liquidation of the project, if, at the default time 77, it holds that uﬁj < bj, then the project is
liquidated. In case of u?; € [b; + b] 1,7;’) the project will continue with probability 6; € (0,1) which will be closer
to one as u ; gets closer to fyb If u ;> 'yj, the prOJect will be maintained. Finally, the bad bank will monitor all the
loans only When her value function is greater than bI, N., Whereas the good bank will monitor when the value of the
bad bank is greater than zj_ N, Figure 2 depicts the optimal contract of the investor on the upper boundary of the

credible set, denoting B] = b + bJ 1-

k9 =1- N, k9 =0 k9 =0 k9 =0 kS =0
Kl=T-N, = kb=1-N; k=0 k=0 kb =0
6, = 0 6, = 0 9, € (0,1) 6. =1 0, =1
dD, =0 dD, =0 dDs; =0 dD; =0 dD; >0

(I = Ns, 1) TI-N, br_n, Bi_n, Vi-N, u?

Figure 2: Optimal contract on the upper boundary.

For the lower boundary of the credible set, we have the following result.

Proposition 5.9. Under Assumption 2.1, consider for any t > 0 and (u® £,(u®)) € C; the process (u2)s>¢ as the
solution of the following SDE on [t,T)

dub = ((rub — BEY + K" (R0 4 (1 02)h2b*))ds — ppd DY — hEV*dN, — h2P*dH,, (5.14)

S
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with initial value ub at t, and with

ub —C(I - Nt
Dy = 1{s:t}( (pb : » 05 = Ly zou-N))s

S

h®* = ul= O =Ny = D1gpsca-noys b = CI=Ne=Dlpussou-ny k5= 1= No)Lgioe, o _gopzie <y

for s € [t,7). Then, the contract ¥* = (D*,0*, h10* h%Y*) is the unique solution of (5.2) and (5.9).

On the lower boundary of the credible set, the optimal contract for the investor also does not depend on the type of
the bank. If the initial value of the bad bank u’ is greater than C(I — Ny), the banks receive a lump-sum payment
such that u® = C(I — N;). This is the only payment offered by the contract. If there is a default at some time s such
that u® < C(I — N,), the project is liquidated. When u? = C(I — N,) the contract maintains the project until the last
default. Since the optimal contract does not provides incentives to the banks to monitor the loans, the good and the
bad bank shirk until the liquidation of the project. Figure 3 depicts the optimal contract of the investor on the lower
boundary of the credible set.

k9 =1— N, k9 =1— N,
kb =1- N, kb =1- N,
0 =0 0s=1
dD, =0 dDs >0
c(I — Ns, 1) C(I - N,) ul

Figure 3: Optimal contract on the lower boundary.

5.3.2 Discussion about the optimal contracts in the interior of the credible set

Figure 4 represents the optimal contracts on the boundaries of the credible set as well as the movements of the values
of the banks along these curves. The green zone corresponds to the region where the contract offers payments to the
agents and the project is maintained if there is a default. The red zone corresponds to the region where there are no
payments and the project is liquidated immediately after a default. Intermediate situations correspond to the yellow
zone. We remark that the banks are paid only on the green zone.

w9
Uz (ub) 2;(ub)
,/’/u"’:ub
o
Eb] T /,/,
cG) | g
b |
Bj
S e
[ —— A S— ub
o b, CU) 7

Figure 4: Optimal contract on the boundaries of the credible set.

Let us now consider the whole credible set and explain how the green and red zones on the boundaries propagate
towards the interior region, given that the optimal contracts for problems (5.4) and (5.11) correspond to the maximisers
in the Hamiltonian of the systems (5.5) and (5.12). Recall that payments only take place when the value function of the
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investor saturates the gradient constraint. Therefore, if at some point of the credible set the banks are paid, this will
also be the case under movements in the direction (ps, py). The interpretation of this property is that the green region,
where the banks are paid and the project is maintained after a default, is formed by the points where the banks have
a good performance and they are rewarded. A movement in the direction (py, py) correspond to a better performance
of both banks, so it seems unnatural to deprive them of the reward. We can do the opposite interpretation for the red
region, consisting of the points where the banks receive no payments and the project is liquidated after a default. In
consequence, under the optimal contracts, it is possible to identify red and green areas in the credible set, where the
characteristics described in the boundaries will remain, and that will be delimited by some curves similar to those shown
in Figure 5 below. Mathematically, these curves are delimiting the region where the gradient constraint is saturated.

w9
Z’,j*(ub) 2](ub)
/’/’ug =ub
Pal. | P
o 0
c(j) -~
b 1
Bj
T+X§ ,/" ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ b
Tfffi g b CO)

Figure 5: Optimal contract on the credible set.

5.4 A word on implementability of the contracts

Any real-world application of our model requires to discuss the practical implementability of the contract. Fortunately
for us, the form of the menus of contracts we obtained is completely similar to the one obtained in [50, 51], in the sense
that all rely on a probation zone, where stochastic liquidation may occur, and a zone of good performance, where the
liquidation never occurs. The only difference is of course that in [50, 51] these zones are simply intervals, while they are
more complex regions of the plan in our case, since we have to keep track of both the continuation and the temptation
values of the Agent. Nonetheless, the practical implementation proposed by Pagés [50, Proposition 7] can readily be
adapted to our context. Given the length of the paper, we leave the exact detail to the reader, and simply recall how
the implementation works.

First, a natural way of implementing the contract is to replicate dynamically both the continuation and the temptation
values of the Agent by use of two cash reserve accounts. The accounts should be managed by an independent trust, and
actually serves to both provide protection to the investors, and to manage exactly the performance—based compensation
scheme described in the optimal contract. The current balances reveal outright performance of both type of banks, and
can be used to determine the amount and timing of fees that are released. Then, the implementation basically takes
the form of a whole loan sale with monitoring retained. The reserve accounts then offer protection in the form of ABS
credit default swaps (ABCDS), and serve as instruments to tie the amount and timing of compensation to performance
(meaning that payments are made from the cash reserve only when the continuation and temptation values of the
Agent are in the domain where the gradient constraint is satisfied). The reserve account reveals the level of underlying
performance, which reduces the rent of the monitoring bank and allows it to retain risk at a lower cost than if it were
funded with deposits.

6 Extensions

6.1 Endogenous reservation utility

In a standard Principal-Agent problem, it is assumed that the Agent possesses a minimum level of utility that must be
provided by the Principal in order to make him accept the contract. This reservation value represents the utility that
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the Agent would obtain if the contract offered by the Principal was not sufficiently attractive and he made use of an
outside option (see Condition (2.6) in Section 2.3).

In this section we provide an endogenous characterisation of the reservation utilities of the banks by assuming that if
they do not enter in a contractual relationship with the investor, they can manage the project by themselves. When
the outside option of a bank is to manage the pool of loans on its own, we can find the explicit value of its reservation
utility. Moreover, we outline an extension of our model to the case in which the bank can break the contract at any time
if it can do better by itself. Different from the full-commitment problem studied in the previous sections, the ability of
the bank to break the contract makes the investor offer only the so called renegotiation-proof contracts, which keep the
utility of bank above a dynamic reservation utility until the end of the contract.

If the bank of type p; manages the project, it receives the cash flows from the loans and does not face the threat of
liquidating the whole pool when one of the loans defaults. Consequently, its reservation utility Rf, is given by the

following expression
I

Rl = supEP [/ e " (pip(I — Ny) + Bk,)ds| . (6.1)
keR 0

The value of R can be obtained as an application of the results from the previous sections, since (6.1) corresponds to
the utility of the bank under a contract with no liquidation at all, # = 1, and with absolutely continuous payments,
dD; = pu(I — Ny)dt. Its explicit value is provided in Proposition 6.1.

Proposition 6.1. Define the recursive sequence of numbers

~. ] Tﬁi_ 1]+ 18 rﬁi-_
R;.:max{ Abg L AR ZIZ jAslH},je{l,...,I},

TN TEA T AS T4 A
with Eg = 0. The endogenous reservation utility of the bank of type p; is given by R = ]TZ} Moreover, the optimal

action in Problem (6.1) is constant in every interval (717, 71=9+1) and it is equal to k** = 0 if the mazimum in the
definition of Rj- is attained at the first term, and to k*' = j if the mazimum is attained at the last term.

6.2 Renegotiation—proof contracts

Suppose that the bank of type p; can decide at any time to break the contract with the investors and manage the loans
by itself. By doing so, the bank’s utility at time ¢ would be
o).

Notice that the previous expression depends on ¢ only through the number of loans left at the time. It is straightforward
then that R} = R}_ ., for every t € [0,77].

TI
R} := ess sup EP* {/ e "6 (pipu(I — Ny) + Bky)ds
keR t

In this setting, a shutdown contract (D, ) is one which is never broken by the bank of type p, and is rejected by
the bank of type pp, who prefers to run the project on its own. That is, UJ(D,0) > R} for every t € (0,7) and
US(D,0) < R§. To find the optimal shutdown contract, we need to characterize first the new credible set which includes
additional state constraints for the good bank. Let us mention immediately that the right of the bank to break the
contract generates differences between the credible sets associated to the shutdown and the screening problem, which
are no longer equal.

Define the renegotiation—proof feasible set for the good bank with j loans left
ng :ij[Rg,OO)7 j=1,..., 1

Definition 6.1. For any time t > 0, we define the shutdown renegotiation—proof credible set C, as the set of (u’,u9) €
Vi_n, X V{_y, such that there exists an admissible contract (0, D) € © x D satisfying UP(0,D) = u®, U{(0,D) = u?
and (UX(9, D),U%(6, D)) € Vi_n. X ]N}ffNS for every s € [t,7), P — a.s.

Given a starting time ¢ > 0 and u® € ]717 N,, define the set of contracts which are not broken by the good bank and
under which the value function of the bad bank at time ¢ is equal to u?,

At by = {(0,D) € @ x D U (0, D) = u*,U%(0, D) > RY, for every s € [t,7)}.
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We denote by UPH(ub) the largest value U/ (6, D) that the good bank can obtain from all the contracts (#,D) €
ASHL (¢ 4b) and byﬁ)lfH (u®) the lowest one. Again, these sets can be proved to depend on ¢ only through the value of
I — Ny so defining U7y, (u?) := UPH (u?) and £;_p, (u?) := L7 (u®) we finally have

Cj={(u’u) e V; x 1739 (L5 (uh) < wf < (uh)}.

As depicted in Figure 4, the upper boundary in the problem with full commitment is absorbing and it generates a
movement of the utilities of the banks in the direction (pp, pg). We conclude that the upper boundary in this extension
is the same as before and it is given by

Uy, (ub) = U;_n, (ub), for every u’ such that $;_y, (u?) > E?_Nt.

On the other hand, since the former lower boundary e N, (u®) generates a movement in the direction (—py, —p,), it
cannot be used to obtain £;_y, (u®) which is the solution to the following control problem
gt:| ’

T T s T
Ub(v,) = ub +/ (rul — BESP (W) + BEOAE™ £ 20 (1 — 0N )ds — pb/ dD, — / hlbdN, — / h*bdH,,
t t t t

—SH,b

e (ub) = ess inf EF { / e (=D (p,dD, + Bk,ds)
(k, W) eRx AL (£ ub) t

subject to the dynamics, for ¢ € [r, 7]

with

*,b _ —~
koo (W) = (I - NS)1{h§”’+(1—95)h§’b<bszs}’

—SH,b . . —b . . . .
and where A~ " (t,u’) is defined similarly as A (¢,u’) in Section 4. Once the boundaries are determined and the
credible set is found, a system of recursive HJB equations can be associated to the Principal’s problem, as in the
original problem, and the same kind of study explained in Section 5 follows.

The optimal screening renegotiation—proof problem can be studied analogously, by defining the corresponding credible
set, which is no longer equivalent to the credible set for the shutdown problem but will also keep the upper boundary
from the original problem with full commitment of the banks.
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A Proofs for the pure moral hazard case

We provide in this section all the proofs of the results of Section 3. We start with the

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Using the martingale representation theorem® (recall that D is supposed to be integrable and that k is
bounded by definition), we deduce that for any k € £ there exist G—predictable processes hY5* and R?** such that, P — a.s.

duj(k,0", D*) =(ruj(k,0", D*) — Bky)dt — pidDj — h™F (AN — Afdt) — by F (AH, — (1 — 0)AFdt), 0 <t < T, (A1)

Let us then define

Vit = uy(k,6°, DY), Zp" o= (gt RPN My = (Ny, Hy) T M = M, — / AL(1,1-67)"ds, Ki = p: Dy,
0

so that we can rewrite (A.1) as follows
Yk = 0—/ fi(s,ks,YSi’k7Z§”“)ds+/ VAV +/ dK!, 0<t<7, P—as.
t t t

In other words, (Y%, Z*) appears as a (super—)solution to a BSDE with (finite) random terminal time, as studied for instance
by Peng [53] or Darling and Pardoux [15]. Notice that by direct computations, it is immediate that it is equivalent to look for a
solution (Y*, Z*) of BSDE (3.2) or to look for solution to the following BSDE

Ytingf/ gi(s,Zg)ds+/ Z;d]\?;, 0<t<T, P—as, (A.2)
t

t

where we defined
~ . . t ~ . . T . -
Y = Y} +/ e dK,, Zp =e "' Z, t >0, &, :=/ e dKs, §'(s,2) = (I — Ns)<a1,Nsaz~ (1 191-) - Bef’"s> .
0 0 — Us

By direct computations, it is easy to see that §° satisfies, for any (t,2,2') € Ry x R? x R?
7(t2) = 3'(t,2) <= (=N (=) - (1L,1-6),

where v;(z,2') = €1((s—2r).(1,1—0i)T >0y, verifies 0 < v¢(z,2") < e. Since in addition §(¢,0) is bounded, (2.3) holds, 7:(z,2') is

bounded and non—negative, the intensity of M is also bounded, as well as its jumps, we deduce that all the assumptions of
Theorems 3.5 and 3.24 in [52] hold in our setting, proving wellposedness of (3.2) in the space described by (3.3), and that we
can apply a comparison theorem. Therefore, we deduce immediately that for any k € &

Y;ﬁ < Y; = }/t ’ P— a.s.,

where we defined

*,1 B
kit = (I = Ni)lizi(11-05)T <b,y> and by := P t>0.
This means that Y is the value function of the bank, and that her optimal response given (8%, D*) € © x D is k*. O

‘We finish with the

Proof of Lemma 5.1. First of all, it is clear that the bank of type p; can get arbitrarily large levels of utility (it suffices for the
investor to set dD? := nds for n large enough, starting from time ¢). The bank’s maximal level of utility is therefore 400, which
corresponds to a utility equal to —oo for the investor. Then, coming back to the definition of the bank’s problem, or to the
BSDE (3.2), it is clear, for instance by using the comparison theorem for super solutions to (3.2) (see [58, Theorem 2.5]), that in
order to minimise the utility that the bank obtains, the investor has to set D* = 0. Moreover, since by definition we must always
have Y;! > 0 and Y = 0, and since the totally inaccessible jumps of YV’ (recall that D is assumed to be predictable) are given by
AY} = —Z} - AM;, we must have that

Yo =2Z{-(1,1)7, and Y2 > Z{-(1,0)7, t >0, P—as., (A.3)

Indeed, the support of the laws of 7 and the 79 under P is [0, 4-00). This implies in particular that we must have Zi-(0,1)7 >0,
which in turn implies that the generator g* is then non—increasing with respect to 6°, and thus that the minimal utility for the

8We emphasise that since the filtration G is augmented and generated by point processes, the predictable martingale representation holds
for any of the probability measures (P*),cg, see for instance [18, Lemma A.1].
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bank is attained, as expected, when 6° = 0. Then, if (6, D*) = (0,0) (which is obviously in © x D) starting from time ¢, it is
clear that the bank will never monitor and will obtain
a))

Ui (0,0) = B(I - N)E" [/ e‘*(S‘”ds’gt] - BUI-N) (1-E"" et
t
_ B(I - Nt) (1 - /+oo A{—Nte—:vr—z/\{iNtdx) — B(I — Nt)

T
I—Ny *
T A Vi

0

Notice that this corresponds to the investor getting

‘LL(I _ Nt)E]PIfN, [7‘ _ t|gt] — %
t

B Short—term contracts with constant payments

In this section we first analyse the optimal responses and the value functions of the banks at a starting time ¢ > 0, under contracts
with constant payments of the form dDs = cds, where ¢ is any G;—measurable random variable, and with 8 = 0, so that the pool
is liquidated immediately after the first default. Then, we extend the study to the case in which the payments are delayed and
they happen only after a certain time ¢t* > ¢.

B.1 Contracts with no delay
Proposition B.1. For any t > 0, consider the contract (8, D) € © x D such that

0s =0, dDs = cds, Vs > t,

bron, (r+AY)

where ¢ is any Gi—measurable random variable. Fori € {g,b}, define ¢; :=
pi

. The optimal effort of the bank of type

pi and her expected utility under the contract are

o Ifc<¢ then k¥ (0,D) = k3" Vs € [t,7) and Uf(0, D) = %&Ik;m.
r t

o Ifc> & then ki'(0,D) =0,Vs € [t,7) and Ui (0, D) = TCAO.
r t

Proof. (i) If the bank of type p; always monitors, we have

uf(0,0, D) = EF {/ e "7 pieds
¢

_pic
gt} T Y

Hence, the continuation utility is constant in time and if the payment c is exactly equal to u’ (r+ /\?) /pi, for some u’ > 0, then
the bank receives exactly u'. In this case, the strategy of always monitoring is incentive compatible if and only if u* > br_n,.
The minimum payment such that the bank of type p; will always work is therefore

_— br—n, (r+ A9)

pi

(#4) If the bank of type p; always shirks, her continuation utility is constant and equal to

, SH[ [T
Uy (k:SH,G,D) — g {/ e " (pic + B)ds

t

gt] _ pict+ B - Ny)
4 AR
Then, if for some u; > 0 one takes ¢ equal to
w'(r+ X = B(I - Ny)
pi '
is incentive compatible if and only if u’ < b;_y,. Nevertheless, since the payment ¢ must

the bank receives u’. Therefore k5%

be positive, u’ must be greater than B(I — N;)/(r + /\fSH). The supremum of the payments such that the bank of type p; will
always shirk is therefore equal to

b, (r+ M) =B = No) by, (r +\0)
pi pi

= C;.
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B.2 Contracts with delayed payments
Proposition B.2. For any t > 0, consider the contract (6, D) € © x D such that
0s =0, dDs = cls>4+ds, Vs > ¢,
where ¢ is any Gi—measurable random variable and t* > t is a fized constant. For i € {g,b}, define the time

_ 1 pic
ti =1 I .
(@ =1+ DV (beNt(TwL)\?))

The optimal effort of the bank of type p; and her expected utility under the contract are

. . ; B(I - N
o Ifc <&, then k2'(0,D) = k5™ Vs € [t,7) and U; (0, D) = exp ( —(r+ )\fSH)(t* - t)) . +p>\ckSH + r(+ )\kSI:).
t t

o Ifc>c, t* <¥ic), then k3'(0,D) = 0,Vs € [t,7) and U{(0, D) = exp ( —(r+ A — t)) . _p’_iC)\O .
¢

o Ifc>&, t* > 1Li(c), then k3"(0,D) = k"1 <5, (yy, Vs € [t,7) and

SH
ik

TR brow, (r+A9) | B(I - Ny
T+)\fSH T+)\§SH :

U{(0,D) = exp ( — (AT - t)) <m>

Proof. (i) If the bank of type p; always works, at any time ¢ < s < t*, her continuation utility is, noticing that since 6 = 0, we
have that (A\)),>; is constant

T

Ui(O, 0,D) = IEPO {/ efr(u*s)picdu
¢

*AT

—(r AN =)
€ pic (r+A0)(s—t)
gs} R ut(0,0,D)et" ™t .

Therefore, at s = t* the continuation utility of the bank is ui.(0,0,D) = ui(O,O,D)e(T+)‘?>(t**t>. Next, for any s > t*, the
continuation utility of the bank will be

u%(0,0,D) = o {/ e " pieds

_ _pic
gs] TN

Then, we see that once the bank starts being paid, her continuation utility becomes constant and it must be equal to u’« (0,0, D).
Then, if for some u* > 0, one chooses ¢ equal to
uleT AN (r4+A9)
pi
the continuation utility of the bank will be an increasing process with initial value u’. Therefore, 0 is incentive compatible if and

bro N, (rA9)
Pi ’

: (B.1)

only if u® > br_,. The minimum payment and delay such that the bank always works are t* = 0 and ¢; =

(#4) If the bank of type p; always shirks, at any time ¢ < s < ¢*, her continuation utility is

i (1.8H o prESH T
Ug (k ,0, D) =E
t

*AT

SHY L
Q} = e () “*pic | B(I - Ny)

—r(u—s) T —r(u—s)
e icdu—&—/ Be I — Ny)du .
P i ( t) T+>\fSH T+)\fSH

Therefore

) SH ) — —
ul (k,0, D) = 7 )<S*f><u§(kSH,o,D)fB(I Nt)) BU L

T+ AR T AR
is incentive compatible if and only if u} (K", 0, D) < bs_n,
for every s > t. However, if t* is large, there will exist t,, such that u%w (kSH,O, D) = br_n, and the bank will start to work.

and the continuation utility is an increasing process. Recall that &5H

More precisely, t,, depends on the initial value u(k%,0, D) and is given by

tw i =t+

log( brn, (r + N1 — B(I — Ny) )
r+ AT \wi(B51,0, D) (r + AT = B(I - Ny) /)

Notice that t,, > ¢ if and only if by_x, > ui(k5",0, D). Therefore, k5! is incentive compatible if and only if t* < t,,. Under this
condition, at t = t* the continuation utility of the bank is

< br—n,.

uj+ (K°%,0,D) = QAT (e —t) (ui(kSH, 6.D) B(I — Nt)) B(I - Ny)

r+ )\fSH r+ AfSH
Once the bank starts being paid her continuation utility is constant and equal to

gs} _ pict B(I — Ny)

. SH T
ul (K°",0,D) = B {/ e " (pic+ B(I — Ny))du -
-+ AF

S
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So if for some u’ > 0 the payment c is equal to

SH . i
A0 (i 4 M) — B(I - )
pi

: (B.2)

the expected payoff of the bank at time ¢ is u*. The supremum of the delays and payments such that the bank always shirks are
respectively t,, and

SH
TN (b, (r AT = BU = NY)  brw, (r+ A9)
Pi Pi
(747) Finally, consider the case when t* is greater than t,. Under this contract, the bank will shirk until time ¢,, and will work
afterwards. Indeed, from the previous analysis we know that this strategy is incentive compatible. At time t,, we have that
¢ (kKM,0,D) = br_n, and for s € [t,,t*) the continuation utility is given by

tw

= C;.

—rAD(E —s) ,
gs} _e PIC_ oraDomtu) it (151 0 DY oAt

ZOOD:E[F’ T —r(u—s)id
w0.0.0)=F | [* e ah,

Therefore, at t = t* the continuation utility of the bank is
. 0 *
ui (0,0, D) = bijte“Jr)\t)(t *tw)’

and for any s > t*, the continuation utility of the bank is constant and equal to

_pic
gs] TN

u'(0,0,D) = E* {/ e ") piedu

So if for some u’ > 0 the payment ¢ is equal to

N ) r+A0
by, (r £+ M)er D0 (mes ) - B(I - ) v (B.3)

pi br—n, (1 +AY)

the expected payoff of the bank at time ¢ is u’. The minimum payment and delay such that the bank shirks first and works

0 —
afterwards are t* = t,, and ¢; = bI*N‘piw. Notice that ;(c) in the statement of the Proposition is the corresponding expression
for t,, as a function of the payments c. O

We conclude this section with the following result, saying that every point in the upper boundary of the credible set can be
attained by short—term contracts with delay.

Proposition B.3. Fiz some t > 0. For any point (ub,ug) in the upper boundary of the credible set Ci, there exists a Gi—
measurable payment ¢, and t* >t such that the contract (6, D) with 8s = 0, dDs = cl,>+ds, Vs > t, is such that UY(0, D) = u®
and U7 (0, D) = uf.

Proof. (i) Let ¢ > & > & and t* < t,(c) < t4(c). Then k**(8, D) = k*9(0, D) = 0 and the values of the banks are
Us (6. D) = _Pe€ — (A (t* —t) U9, Dy = _PC —(r+)\?)(t*7t).
t ( ’ ) r+ )\?6 ) t( ) ) r 4+ A?e

Therefore the utilities satisfy

U (0, D) = %Ué’(a D), with U?(0, D) € {%‘?b,,%oo), UL(0,D) € [br—n,,00) .
b b

(1) If ¢ > ¢ and tp(c) < t* < ty4(c), we have that the good bank will always work and the bad bank will start working at time

ty(c). Their value functions are

SH
AR

0
Ui (0,D) = 7rﬁfio oD = b py = o= AT (-t (b lzic+ )\0)) TAD bI—N;(::S‘HAt) B(i ;kfs\g)7
0 I—N t r t r t

so they belong to the curve

SH
k 0
ARTT A0 A9 A9

A SH +
vy B(I = Ny)\ rlS (4 2 e

Uf (0, D) = Lop, 00 (U0, D) - G ) e (LR ) e
t( ’ ) Db I—Ny t( ’ ) T’-f—)\,]fSH 7‘+>\? )

and take values in the sets (recall the definition of x} in Proposition 4.3)

Utg(evD) € |:bI*Nta %bI*Nt> ) Utb(aaD) € [aj;—NﬁbI*Nt)’
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(#31) If ¢ > & and t4(c) < t*, the good bank will start working at time Z4(c) and the bad bank will start to work at time & (c).
Their value functions are

r+>\i€SH
U0, D) = o~ -0 < PgC ) Tl bron, (r+AY) | B(I—Ny)
e br—n, (1 + A?) P4 A T AR
e akSH .
Ul(0,D) = e*<r+AfSH><t*7t>< pe ) Tl by (r+ ) | B(I = Ny
e bi—n, (r+ \?) r 4 AR T AR
so they belong to the line
7‘+/\,:SH
2D B(I — Ny) B(I — Ny)
U (6, D) = &) M (Ub 9,D) — )+ :
t( ) <Pb t( ) T+>\5SH T+)\§SH
with
B(I*Nt) b B(I*Nt) *
g
Ut (H,D) S [WJH_]W)’ Ut (H,D) S W,l‘[,]\rt .

B.3 Initial lump—sum payment

Take any point (u®,uf) in the credible set at time t. We know that there exists an admissible contract (8, D), such that
U?(0,D) = ub and U?(0, D) = u?. Consider the payments D* which differ from D only at time ¢, where a lump-sum payment of
size ¢ > 0 is made. This added lump-sum payment will not change the banks’ incentives and the new value functions at time ¢
will be

UZ(0, DY) = u? + pgt, UL(0,D") = ub + py.

Hence, the new pair of values of the banks belong to the line with slope Z—g which passes through the point (u?,u9). Since in our
setting there is no upper bound on the payment, by increasing the value of ¢ it is possible to reach every point of the ray which
starts at (u®,u?) and goes in the positive direction.

B.4 Credible region under contracts with delay

From the previous subsection we know that for every point (u®,u9) on the upper boundary there exists a pair (c,t*), with ¢ > @,
such that under the contract (§ = 0, dDs = cly,>4+;ds) we have U7 (6, D) = v’ and U? (0, D) = uf. As explained in Section B.3,
if we consider the contract (0, Dz) with an additional initial lump—sum payment, the incentives of the banks will not change and
the new value functions of the agents will be U(6, D*) = u® + ppt, U?(0, D) = u® + p,f. Therefore under short-term contracts
with delay which reach the upper boundary and lump-sum payments, all the subregion of the credible set delimited by the lines
shown in Figure 6 can be reached. We will not enter into details but it can be proved that under all the short—term contracts
with delay (not only the ones who reach the upper boundary) and lump-sum payments, the subregion of the credible set which
can be reached is exactly the same. When there is only one loan left, this region is equal to the whole credible set but when
7 > 1 the credible set is strictly bigger due to the pair of utilities that can be achieved in situations when 6 Z 0.

u9

Payp.
py

Figure 6: Credible region under short-term contracts with delay and lump-sum payment.
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C Technical results for the lower boundary

We begin this section with the

Proof of Proposition j.1. Observe first that we have

LSH N, +1 ©° ~ _3SH ;\\SH
]E]P [e—r(q— tt+ 7t)|gt] :/ efrz)\?I:INte Althde — IA Ny ,
0 AT
and for any £ € {N: +1,...,1 —1}
BSH o1 e o o _3SH /):SI:I
EF e r(r T >|Qt] =/ e TINH oA e gy = 2L
0 T+ A?H[

Thus, the utility that the bank gets from shirking (without considering the payments in the contract) is

;

SH _ ]P’kSH T —r(s—t)
u(k”,0,0) =E e B(I — Ns)ds

t

LSH ANe+1 Nitm—1 i+l
_ g [ / eTCIB(I - Nyds + Y / e "I B(I — i)ds Qt}
t i=Ng+1 Tt

Ni+m—1 .
B(I — N, KSH (e Ne1 B(I — KSH i (it
_ ( t)E]P [1 e (rVt z)’gt] + Z ( Z)E]P [e ( t) _ e ( t)|gt}
T i=Ng+1 T
Ni+m—1 . i1
B(I — N, B(I —i)_pkSH (it (1t
- (ASHt)Jr > (T ) gP {(1_6 ( ) I e )Qt].
T+ )‘1th i=Ng+1 =Ny
Therefore, by independence we have
Ni+m—1 N i—1  SH I-N;—1 . I-N: <gH
B(I — N, B(I — AT B(I — N, B A
ut(l{:SH,&O):(it)"" E ( Z) H I—¢ _ ( t) + 1 H 7

\SH \SH \SH \SH \SH \SH'
T+ )‘1th i=Ng41 T T AT =N, T+ AT, T+ )‘1th i=I—Np—m+41 T T A =gl T A7

We proceed with the

Proof of Lemma 4.1. The value functions of the banks under ¥ := (6, D) are given by

*,9 T
vs(w) =g " U e 7D (pyd Dy + BEDI(T)ds)
t

*,b T
gt}, vty =g (“”[/ e "7 (ppd Dy + Bk (0)ds)

t

ol
gt} = Ul (V).

*,b T
gt} = UP(0) + (pg — p)ET " { / e " 0dD, gt}
t

_ x,b T
— &Utb(\ll) _ MEPk () |:/ e—r(s—t)Bk:,b(\p)ds

Pb Pb t
i

because the left-hand side is the value function of a bank who is offered a contract with no payments. Therefore, we have that

Thus, we first have, P—a.s.

b T
vf(w) >e" U e "7 (pgd Dy + BES(W)ds)
t

*,b T
gt:| 2 ]E]P’k () |:/ e—'r(sft)(pbdDg + Bk;’b(\l’)ds)

t

But we also have

*,b T
vg(w) > [ / ™" (pyd D, + BE " (¥)ds)
t

o).

Observe next that

supEPk {/ e ") BL ds
kER ¢

_SH T
gt] — g [ / e ") pESHg,

t

. SH T
Us(w) > Poyb(w) — (Pa = Pe) et { / =0 BSH g
Pb Pb t

gt] > Poppowy - Lo =Py,
Po Po

because the utility that the banks get from shirking is non—decreasing with respect to the process 6 and its maximum value is
equal to C'(I — Ny), attained when 6 = 1 (see (4.2)). O

We continue this section with the
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Proof of Proposition 4.2. Thanks to Lemma 4.1, it suffices to prove the existence of contracts under which the value functions
of the banks satisfy the equalities.

e Step 1: First, fix some t > 0, take any u’ € [¢(I — Ny, 1),C(I — Ny)] and fix m € {1,...,I — Ny — 1} such that

c(I=N¢,m) < ub < ¢(I— Ny, m+1). Next, take 69 (u®) € [0, 1] such that u® = (I — N¢, m)+62(u®)(c(I = N¢, m+1) —c(I — N¢, m)).
Then, there is a contract (8, D) € @ x D such that Uf(8, D) = Uf(0, D) = u®. Such a contract can be defined as follows

0/ b
dDs :=0, 05 := 1{t§s§rNt+M} +(1—06;(u ))1{7'Nt+m<s§TNt+7”+1}’ for every s > t.
The contract has no payments, it always maintains the pool after the first m defaults, maintains the pool with probability 6°

after default m + 1, and liquidates the pool at default m 4 2. It is clear that under this contract both banks always shirk in [t, 7],
since they are not paid, and their value functions satisfy

_SH T
U#(9, D) = U0, D) = EF [/ e O BESH g

t

Qt} = c(I — Ni,m) + 07 (w®)(¢(I — Nyym +1) — ¢(I — Nyym)) = u®.

e Step 2: Fix again some ¢ > 0, and choose now any u® > C(I — N;) and define w9 := ’;—Zub — ngi;pb)C'(I — N¢). Let
4y := (u® — C(I — N¢))/p» and consider the admissible contract satisfying, 0 = 1, dDs = £;1,_,y, for every s > t. The optimal
strategy for both banks under this contract is to always shirk and then

_SH T
Ul(9, D) = E*" U e "7 (pyd Ds + BESMds)

t

gt:| =ppls +C(I — Ny) = u’,

SH T
U6, D) = E* U e " (pgd Dy + Bk ds)
t

gt:| = pgft + C(I — Nt) = ’LLg.

O

We conclude this section by proving some useful results that will be used in Section 5.1.1 in the study of the value function of the
investor on the lower boundary. We show that there are several ways of reaching the lower boundary and that all the contracts
which can achieve it have the same structure as the ones used in the proof of Proposition 4.2.

Lemma C.1. Consider any (t,u’,u?) € [0,7] x Vi_n, X Vi_n, such that in addition u® = u?. Any contract ¥ = (6, D) € © x D
such that UL (V) = u® and Uf (V) = u?, has no payments on [t,7] and consequently both banks always shirk under .

Proof. Looking at the proof of (4.3) we deduce that necessarily k29 (¥) = k3*(¥), dDs = 0, Vs > t. Since there are no payments,
we have that k29(0¥) = kX®(W) = k5™ for s € [t, 7] and indeed have
o]

SH T
Us (W) = UL (W) = B {/ e "YU B(I — N,)ds

t

Lemma C.2. Consider any (t,u?, ub) € R4 x ﬁlfo, X ﬁI*Nt such that in addition

9 _ &ub _ (pg _pb)C(I*Nt).
Pb Pb

u

Under any contract U = (6, D) € © x D such that UL (¥) = u® and UZ (V) = u9, the pool is not liquidated until the last default
(r =77 and both banks always shirk on [t,T].

Proof. Looking at the proof of (4.4), we deduce that necessarily k9(¥) = kX*(W) = k5% 6, = 1, for every s > t. Thus, the
value functions of the banks are given by

I

SH T
U9 (W) = poE”* [ [ ereoan,
t

I

. SH T
gt:| +C(I — Ny), Uf(q/) _ pr]pk |:/ e "4 D,
t

gt} +C(I - N,).

D Technical results for the upper boundary

LN

Lemma D.1. For every j > 1, xj >
Pg
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Proof. For any j > 1, define the functions g,h : R — R by
%A i + 2 Bj
~ T ~
g(z):=x "t b, + J , h(z) :=bjz.
r+ )\SH r+ A?H

Then g is strictly convex in Ry and we have that g(1) = h(1) = bj and ¢'(1) = h'(1) = /b\j. Thus, h is the tangent line to g at
z =1 so g(z) > h(z) for every x # 1 and therefore

2} _g(Pb) >h(&) _ g
Pg Pg Pg

O
Proposition D.1. For every j > 1, the function Z:t\]* defined by (4.17) satisfies
a(a -
J()Spv\m2 Bj
z Po 4+ A
Moreover, equality holds if and only if © > /b\j.
U (x)
Proof. Define A(x) := . If 2 > b,y then A(z) = py/ps. If now z € [z, b;), we have
x
RSH_30 =N +>\0 r+i2
po 7\ s (TN SR 1 Bj \r
Alw) = 225y 7 o PR
Pb r—+ )\j x r+ )\j
This function is decreasing so that A reaches its maximum value over [x;,/b\J) at x}. Next, we have
b
A(m§):—i<& = >&b3,
3 Py
and the last inequality holds as a consequence of Lemma D.1. Finally, if z € [ - /\SH, J) then
T+X§H
1 r+A0 Bj 1 Bj
Aw) =3 (2) 7 (o- B ) v 1
TP A T A
This function is increasing, hence A(z) < A(x}) < %, Vo € [%,xﬂ O
J

Corollary D.1. Let j > 2 andl/{ L{ _, defined by (4.17), and assume that X?g < be Then, for any u® > h'® + % we

have
") (u )/\k( —h'? <o.

Furthermore, equality holds if and only if u® — ht'® > bj, ub > gj and )\?b = )\fg.
Proof. Under the conditions of the corollary, the following allows us to conclude immediately

” b 1,b
i (u—h") _p R\ b
: — hLb Spiﬁ(j)(u).

O

Corollary D.2. Forj > 1, let C; and ﬁ; be defined by (4.16) and (4.17) respectively. If (6, h"%) € C; is such that u® — 6(u® —
h*®) >b; then Z:[\;(ub) — GZ:I\J-*_I(ub — M) >b;. As a consequence, in the context of equation (4.15), for every (6, h™?) € C; we
have k% < k® and ng < X?b

Proof. First observe that u® — 8(u® — h'?) > /Z;j implies u® > /Z;j. Then we have

7 ) x b 1,b
Sk by Pg, b 7T Ui (u” =h>") o~
Uj (u’) —b; > o (W’ =bj) 2 = 33— (' = bj).
y
u’ — b,
Also, 6 < J_ and thus
hL.b
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We now proceed with the

Proof of Lemma /.2. We start with the region u® < by, U (ub) < by. For these points, we have that k* = k9 = 1, so (4.11) can
be solved easily and leads to, for some C; € R

Ur(u”) = Cy <ub— BA )+ BA .
r—+ Al r+ Al

If ub < 31 and Z:il (ub) > /b\1, then k® = 1, k% = 0 and we can solve (4.11) to obtain for some C3 € R

r+x9

Ay
th(u’) = Cy (ub - BA ) T .
T+

Finally, when u” > b; and LA{(ub) > by the optimal strategies are k” = k9 = 0 and we have for some Cs € R, U, (u?) = Csub. We
are interested in smooth solutions of (4.11). Denote by Z:l\l(l), Z/{1(2) and Z;l\l(g) the following functions

r4X
X

—~ ~ Al —~
U @) = (“ -3 ) P AP = o (“b T3 ) AP W) = Cau.
r+ Al r+ AL

o

We will determine the relations between the constants which allow the smooth fitting of 74,. First we impose L?{Q)(gl) = Zjll(s)(gl)

and we get
T+X0

. 30\ o=t ~
@(bﬂ”“il) ™ ohy.
7+ Al

It can be checked that this relation between C; and Cs ensures also that (U4>)) (b1) = U{™)'(b1). Next, define z; as the point

such that ijl)(:cl) =Dy, i.c.
b1 (T+>\(1)> B
Tl = — = + =.
Ch T+ Al T+ Al

Also, define z2 as the point such that 111(2)(302) = Zl, i.e.

r+X}

(ZI ) Al B
To = | — =+ -
Cs r+ A

. . . r+X}
s -(@)™
(&) T‘er% Cs ’

and this relation ensures also that (ﬁl(l))’(xl) = (01(2))’(172). Expressing both C1 and C2 in terms of C3 we get Z/All(g) (ub) = Cyul,
and

We impose x1 = 2 and we get

>)
b
|
mo
i
>)
=o
+
>)
=o

5
+
>

=

7‘+i% A 11 r

_ AL B B~ ST X

U (u*) = Gy (ub - ) +——, U (W) = O, (TJr 1)
r—+ Al r—+ Al

‘We pursue with the

Proof of Lemma 4.3. For Cy > 0, define the following modification ﬁlcg,* of LA{f‘“

U ('), u* < af®r,
US> (ub) = .
2040 §0) + 5 (251), w2 a0,

where
z0% .= inf {ub S {7BA ,—0—00) : (Z:{\ICO),(ub) < p—g}.
r 4+ /\% Po
The function Z:l\lc 9* is continuously differentiable, solves the diffusion equation in [B/ (r+A1), 2$°*) and satisfies (Zjl\lc 0’*)’ = pg/pb
in (2§°*, 00). In the following we will study for which values of C this function indeed solves the HJB equation.
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7‘+)\1

— First of all, if C’H/\l < Zg we have that

Sk B =Co, % B B ~c N\
ICO — S ulcoy ('u,b) —Pa b _ N I (ulco, ) (Ub)Pb —pe =0,
r+ Al Po 1 1

so that we need to check that for every u® in [B/(r + /):%), 00)
rUCO* (ub) — (L?f**)’(u”) (ru’ — BE® + ubxlfb) + U (WY — BR? > 0.
Take u® > 31. Then k9 = kb = 0, and we have
rZ/Allco’*(ub) — (Z:l\lco’*)/(ub)(rub — BEK*+ ubxlfb) —&—I:{\f‘)’*(ub)xlfg — BEK?

B B ~ B B ~. B
(B ) ) B (B (¢ ) ) e I (1 8) o
Po r+A A/ e Py rHAL) AL r+ Al b

Hence L/<°* is not a solution of (4.12).

7+>\0 7‘+/\1

1 () < o < e then o0t =By I3 (Copa/py) T

ey, then k9 = k® = 0 and

_ _ - _ - A ATS30 AL X0
S () — (U (W) (ru® — BE® +uP2E") + UC* ()X — BE? = (r + AY) (blck%ﬂ? (&> MMM pe B )
r—|—)\% Py r+ Al

. 31 _ 30
S(T+A?)<b oMM B p>70
Py r+ AL AL

The inequality is strict if Cop < 22 so the only value of Cp such that L{CO *

o solves the HJB equation is Cp =

Pb

Pg Co,*x

— For large values of Co, i.e. Co > o = +o00 and then Zjlco’* = LA{lc(’ We exclude this case because

these functions do not satisfy condition (4.13). O

, we have that z

‘We end this section with the

Proof of Proposition 4.3. The proof is by induction. For j = 1 the result is proved in Step 2, so we take any j > 1 and assume
that Uj*_l solves its corresponding diffusion equation. We will need to consider three different cases to prove that L{]* solves the
equation (4.15). In each one of them we prove that the supremum in the right-hand side of (4.15) is attained with = 0, so that
the diffusion equation takes the same form as the one in the case with one loan left. Then, it follows from the analysis in Step 2
that its solution satisfies also the variational inequality (4.9).

— Case 1: u’ < b;, Z/A{J*(ub) <b;.
In this case for any (6,h') € C7, we have that k% = k” = j. To ease notations, define ¢;(u’) := (Z)j*)/(ub)(rub - Bj+ ubXJSH)
Then the term inside the supremum in (4.15) becomes

cj(u’) = U (WA + Bj + NS (U1 (u® — hY) — () (ub) (u® — BY)),

and the optimal choice of 6 in this case is 0 (uniquely) because thanks to Corollary D.1 we have

Uy (b —h'y — (U) (") (u® = ') < 0.
— Case 2: u’ </6j, Z:{\j-*(ub) 2/5]-.
In this case k¥ = j for every (6, h') € C7. The term inside the supremum in (4.15) becomes

i (u?) — U (WP)NE + BE? 4+ 90Uy (u” — KNS — () ()N (w® — hY)).
Define the following sets
CY = {(0,h") € OV - U (u") — 60U, (u® — h') > b;}, CF = {(0,h") € O U (u°) — OU;_ 1 (u* — B') < b;},

and note that k9 = 0 for every (0,h') € 630 and k9 = j for every (0,h') € 6; Also, the pair (0,h') belongs to 6]0 for every
feasible h'.
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o If (0,h') € 6’10 we have

e (u’) = UF (WP)NE + BRI+ 0(U; 1 (u® — R — (U)) (") (u® — k"))
= ¢ (u?) = U ()N + (U1 (u® — KYX) — () (WA (u® = B)) < e;(u®) —U; (uP)AY,

where the inequality is due to Corollary D.1.
o If (6,h") € 6; we have

~

N1 (AT =N < i) — U WA+ U7 (W) (T = AD) = ¢ (u”) — US ()X,

i (u?) — U (WP)NE + BE? 4+ 90Uy (u” — KNS — (U) ()N (w® — hY))
=¢;(u’) — a;(u ))\JSH + Bj +6( j,l(ub —h ))\]SH - (I:{\;)/(ub)X§H(ub —hh)
< i) —U (WA + Bj

() —U; (u

where the first inequality is a consequence of Corollary D.1 and the second one holds because Z/A{J* (ub) > /l;j. So we conclude that
the optimal value for 0 in this case is also 0 (uniquely).

— Case 3: v’ Zgj, ij*(ub) zgj,
Thanks to Proposition D.2 ; we know that there are only three possibilities for the value of (kb, k7). Define the sets

Sl

f;( >—0u

I\/

Co0 = {(H,hl) e b — 0’ — ') >

)

éjj’o = {(H,hl) el u—0b —n') <

S"

I \/

6]“ = {(Q,hl)eaj cub — 0’ — h') < by, Z/Ij*(ub)—GZ:l\ (u® —h') }
Then, (k*,k?) = (0,0) for every (6, h') € CY°, (k*, k%) = (5, 0) for every (0, h") € C° and (k*, k) = (j, j) for every (0, h') € 7.
Also, (0, ') belongs to 6;-)’0 for any feasible h'.

o If (6,1 € 6’?’0 then the term inside the supremum in (4.15) is, because of Corollary D.1, equal to

@) (WY (r +29) = U (u )A°+0>\O( L =YY = (U) (W) (b = hYY) < (U)Wl (r+ X)) — U ()N,

o If (6,1 € CJ 0 then h! < b and = s h1 <6< % The term in the supremum in (4.15) is
j-1tT
i (u”) = UF (WP)A) + (U (u” = KNG — @) (W)X (W — h))

< ;) = Uj (")2] + ( ‘Zﬁ)(ﬁmu”—hlﬁ?—(H;)’(u”ﬁ?‘*(u”—hl))

< ei(u?) = U (W)A) + (Wb = by) (U @A) = (@) @)AS™) = (U7) (u) (ru® + uPX) = U (u)A9.

Both inequalities are direct consequences of Corollary D.1.

e Finally, if (0,h') € C“ note that h' < b, Z/l*( "y —U; 47 (u® — hY) < b, and

u’ —b; < I:I\J*(ub) —b;
—ht T U (ub — b
Then, the term inside the sup in (4.15) becomes
¢ (W”) = U WA + Bj + 0N (U1 (u — hY) — (U}) (") (u” = h'))

*ub - N 2 1. by b 1
< c;(u) — U (u )A§H+B]+MA§H (u;,l(ub—hl)_( =Y (W) (u — b ))

U],l(ub —hl)
7 7x N . N 7 7x T 7 7x Z:{\* b) —;
< o) = B R + B+ B (@ ) -, - @) ) =)
Pb
= ¢j(u") — A7 + A5 ( — 2@y Wt () + 2 (ﬁﬂ’(ub)@j)
Pg Pg
=N (u) (ub - %Zjl\;(ub)) +(U) (" (rub + %Xngj - Bj) — A%,
g g
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The first inequality comes from Corollary D.1 and the second one from the fact that the map h' — LAIj*_l(ub —hY/(wb —h')is

b

non—decreasing and constant for large values of h', which implies that Z/Alj*_l(ub —hY/(u® —h') < pg/pp. Now we use the explicit

form of Z;{\J* and compute
RS (u) (ub - Z—Zﬁ;(u”)) @) W) (u + R, - Bj) 3%,

= Popyb +/)\\JS'HZ]' - &Bj - /)\\?Ej =Loyb + Bj (1 - &> < Loy
Pb Pb Pb Pb Pb

The term in the last line corresponds to (24F) (u®) (ru® + u’A9) — U (u*)AY and therefore the optimal @ in this case is also 0.
Observe that in this case every (6, h') € C’\?’O such that u® — h* > b; is optimal. O

‘We next continue with the

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We divide the proof in 3 steps.

e Step 1: Let us prove first that the SDE (4.19) has a unlque solution, keeping in mind that ¥* liquidates the pool
immediately after the first default. We consider two cases: if u’ < by Ngy DY rlght continuity we can find for every solution of
(4.19) some ¢ € (0,7 — t) such that u? < b;_n, for s € [t, ¢ + ¢]. Consequently u® solves the ODE

dul = ((r + 27y, )ul — B(I — Ny))ds, s € [t,t + ],

whose unique solution is given by

NSV ENRIE) (ub B B(I: Nt)) n B(I — Ny)
r+A$H, r+/\SH

, SE[t,t+e]

So, as long as there is no default and the project keeps running u? will be deterministic until it reaches the value /I;I,Nt. That
will eventually happen at time

br_ Py’
) =t log( 1 (7 ¥ Arre) )
r+ Ay ub(r+Aiy,) = B(I = Ni)

and we see from (4.19) that at time *(u’) we will have dul = 0, so u} = b;_n, for every s € [t*(u’),7). In the second case,
if u® > glth then (4.19) becomes du? = —uls’,st, s € [t,7], and necessarily u} = u® for every s € [t,7). This proves the
existence and uniqueness of the solution of (4.19) in both cases. It is then immediate that the first integrability condition in
(3.3) is satisfied.

o Step 2: Now we turn to the values of the banks under U If ub > EI,N“ we know from the previous analysis that
ul = u® >b;_n, for every s € [t,T), so in this case U* is a short—term contract with constant payment, see Section B.1. Using the

WD)

notations of that section, since the payment ¢ = is such that ¢ > ¢, > ¢4 both banks will always work, the value function of

the bad bank is U (¥*) = pbc/(r—&—}\\?,Nt) = u® and the one of the good bank is U (U*) = pgc/(r—|—/\1,Nt) = pg/ppul = UI,Nt (ub).

In the case where u® < EI_N“ U* is a short-term contract with delay t*(u”) and constant payment, see Section B.2. Using the
notations of that section, since ¢ = ¢, the bad bank will always shirk and her value function is

— (X3t ()

* e ¢ B

UL (9*) = pye ~q + g = u’.
r—i—)\Ith T4+ AL Ny

For the good bank we have two sub—cases. First, if u® € [x},Nt,/b\[,Nt) then £,(c) > t*(ub), so the good bank will always work
and her value function is

N AN, 5 r+39_ 5, P39y,
. P v Pl B(I — Ny)\ riiom, "
Us(w) = Lop, T (M) 3y, (ub _ %) PN G ).
Py r+ A N, r+ AN
If u’ € [ﬁ, z}_n,) then 4(c) < t*(u’), so the good bank will start working at time ¢*(u") and her value function is
— iVt

REVEYS B(I-N,)\ B(I-N)

U (w) = Lo, (ub BN ) + DG, ).
Po r+ AN 7"+)\1 N,
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e Step 3: Since UP(¥*) = u®, we have U* € A (t,u’). Consider now a contract ¥ = (D, 8, h**, h2?) € A (t,u’). We
recall that the value function of the bad bank under ¥ satisfies

AUt (w) = (rU;’(\I/) — BEDY (W) + (hM 4 h20(1 - es)),\’;*’b(m)ds — ppdDs — REPAN, — h2PdH,

with k2°(¥) =1 Define the process

{hEP+(1-05)h2 0 <bs}"

G = / e "7 (pgdDy + k39 (W) Bds) + e " TIU v (UL(9)), w € [t,7].
t

Observe we can rewrite the second term in the following form (with the convention 7t = ¢, 7Vw ! = )
Nw i+1 .
e—r(wft)u;LNw (UL (1)) = Z e TN (U(b_,_pr”, (\Il)) —e O (U.Z:z (\I/))
1=N¢
Ny—1 -
+ Z e T (Uf—<i+1>(U£i+1(‘I’)> *ul*—i(U(bfiﬂ)f(‘I’))) + Ui, (Utb(‘I’))
i=Ny
Since the functions ﬁj* are C'', we can apply Ito’s formula on the intervals [7° A 7, 7'T' A7) with ¢ € {N¢,..., Ny} to obtain an

integral expression for the first sum. Regarding the second sum, observe that
Ui isn) (UTM( )) —Ui- (U(bfwrl)f (‘I’))

(u, (,+1)(Uw+1) (\I/)—hi;‘;l) u;_ Z(UTM) (U )))ANTM—H;_(M) (U(I’T,-Hk(\ll)—thH)AH .

i1 i+l

_ /T (L?;_(M) (Uj_(q/) - h;b) _a;,i(Uj_(q/)))st - /T Ui i) (U;’_ (W) — hi»b)dHS.
Hence
R ERARIN® R ERARYN® R
Grno = Ui, (") + Z / e (o, {0 (UH(8) )aD. + Y [ e (kB — i (U w))ds
iAv i=N. iAv
I-1 it Ay t
+ Z / eir(sft)AE*»g(‘I’) (931:{\;(—1'_1 (U?— (\I/) - h;’b) - Z:[\;—z (Usb(\I/)))ds
i=N¢ Av
1+1Av

OO (UW) (rUL (W) = BESH (W) 4+ AT (0 4 (1 - 0.)n2") )ds
t 2 / O (@1 (UL (9) = BY) = i (U2 (1)) ) (4N, = X7 ds)

- Z/ ¢TI (UL () = hEY) (AH, — AT (1 - 0,)ds).

We know that the derivative of every ﬁ; is greater than pg/pp, by definition, and since D is non—decreasing, the first sum
of integrals is non—positive. Also, the functions U} are solutions of the system of HJB equations, which implies that for any
admissible contract the second and the third sum of integrals are also non—positive. We deduce

I-1 Ti+1/\1}
Grno SUi_y, (") + > / e (L?Lzﬂfl(U;’- (¥) — hy) —&Li(Ué’-(\P))) (dN. — A5 ds)
i=Ny TYAv
I-1 it Ap .
-> / eI (U (W) — hEP) (dH, — AT (1 - 0,)ds). (D.1)
i=Ny Tt Av

Define A := maxi<j<rs X]SH For every i we have that, recalling that the functions Z:l\j* are non—decreasing and null at 0

] T *,9 T
E]P’k {/ et Qt} < E[pk {/ e—r(sft)f)igube(r+>\)sds gz},
t t b

which is finite. Indeed, we have between two consecutive jump times of N

Uiy (UL (W) = h3")|ds

AU (W) = (rUﬁ(W) — BEXU (W) + (b’ + (UZ(®) = hy ") (1 — 95))A§*’b<“/>)d5 — ppd D,

< (rUR(W) + RN 4 () = B (1 = 0N Yas

Ut (w) ( (1— 6N M) ds + PO s < U () (r n A’;*’b”’)) ds,
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where we used the facts that hi® € [0, UL(¥)], the functions I:I\J* are non-decreasing and U?(¥) is bounded from below and has
positive jumps. Similarly
o]

Ewk*,g [/T o (s
t
k* 9 T
gz} +EF [ / e e Th gt]
t

< ]Emk*’-q {/T o5t
- t
*,9 T el T
< o {/ e_r(s_t)piUf(W)ds gt} < oRP" {/ e (s Pg b (rHN)s g
t t Pb

b

Ui (U (@) = BYY) U5 (U2 () |as

Uiy (UL () = h1*)|ds

Ui, (UP- () ‘ds

*,9 T
o v | [0
t Pb

Qt] < 0.

%59
The stochastic integrals appearing above are martingales, and taking conditional expectation in (D.1) we get EP" [Grav]Ge] <
U;_y, (u?) and from Fatou’s Lemma we obtain

—~ ¥ g ¥ g
Ui, () > m EY " [Grno|Ge] > EF {Lm G

V—>00 V—00

| vz cw),

where we used that, P*"'/ —a.s.

TN

lim Grrp = lim e "7 (pgd Dy + k39 (W) Bds) + Liyerye " TOUR n, (UL(D)) = / e "7 (pgdDy + k2(¥) Bds).

V— 00 v—oo [, !

O
We end this section with the
Proof of Proposition J.J. Notice that the inclusion C; C C; holds by definition and therefore we only need to prove the reverse

inclusion. We will make use of contracts with lump—sum payments to prove that every point in C; belongs to the credible set C;.
We start by defining the line with slope py/ps which passes through the point (u?,u9) = (B(I_N") B(I_Nt))

T+)\§H ’ 7‘+>\tSH
a7 Pg b Bj Py
M, (u’) = 2 -0
t(u) pbu +T+)\§H( >7

and the sets

Cr = {(ub,ug) €V X Vi My(ub) < uf gﬂt(ub)}, c = {(ub,ug) EVix Vi L(u’) <uf §ﬁt(ub)}.

From Section B.4 in the Appendix, we know that a} C C;. Indeed, every point from the upper boundary 4 belongs to the credible
set, and if we perturb a contract ¥ = (0, D) only by adding a lump-sum payment ¢ at time ¢, that is dD;p, = 1—pe+ dD¥,
then the values of the banks under ¥’ are U (V') = u? 4 ep,y and UF (W) = u® + epp, so (U(V'), U (W) = (ub,u?) + £(pv, pg)-
We use this idea to prove also that 6? C C;. From Proposition 4.2, we know that the graph of £; is contained in C;. Therefore
any point of the following form belongs to C;

(ﬂb,ﬁg) = (ub,ug) + L(pv,pg), £>0, u? = St(ub). (D.2)

By the geometry of the lower boundary £, the set of points of the form (D.2) is exactly E? . ]

E Principal’s value function on the boundary of the credible set

E.1 The optimal full-monitoring contract in pure moral hazard

The full-monitoring problem studied in [51], considers that the only acceptable behaviour for the bank, from the social point of
view, is that she never shirks away from her monitoring responsibilities. In other words, only contracts with a recommendation
of k = 0 are allowed. In this section there is no adverse selection, so there is only one type of bank, and the main result stands
for both ¢ = b, g, a good bank or a bad bank. The value function of the investor in this sub-problem is given by

i),

A% (t, Ro) := {(9",D") €0 x D, s.t. (0°,D") enforces k = 0 and U;(8°, D*) > Ro}.

VPO (Re) = ess sup jouss [/ (I — Ny)uds — dD?.
(D%,0%)€. A% (t,Rq) tAT

where the set of admissible contracts A%*(t, Ry) is defined for Rg > by, by
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Define for x > 0 the functions

1+ e _ d(x) —x
o= (155) e

Let us then define some family of concave functions, unique solutions to the following system of ODEs

207 i . N i b & >~ 7
(ru+ X983 ) (03)' () + i = 39 { vj () — = fv“(bj_l)) =0, ue (byb +b1],
j—1
N i . 50 (i i 2~ >~ 7 i E.1
(ru+ /\?bj) (v5) (w) + jp — )\? (vj(u) —vj_1(u— bj)) =0, u€ (b]‘ + bj_l,yj] , (E.1)
pi(v)' (W) +1=0, u>~j,
with initial values v} := by and
i 1 > > bi(r+ A}
vi(u) =71 — —(u—0b1),u > by, U] := ’\ﬁo - Lol)
pi AL PiA}
and where for j > 2, 'y;- is defined recursively by
r/A) =1 € dvj_1 (7} —by), (E.2)

where 9v}_; is the super—differential of the concave function v}_;. The main result of [51] is

Theorem E.1. Assume that the (X?) satisfy the following recursive conditions for j > 2

1<5<1

% —-1< U;%J@_l) and ((v;,l)l(gj_l))+ 1/5]/\11) < 7/)<L)

J
Then, under Assumption 2.1, the system (E.1) is well-posed and we have

VFP™O(Ro) = sup vi_p, (us),
ut > Ro

where (us)s>¢ is defined as the unique solution to the SDE on [t,T)
dus = (7"uS + )\?_NSZI,NS) ds — pidDg’i
- (l{use@,,Ns Broy a4y (s = DroN 1) +31*Ns1{use[3171v5+517N571,w§,,v3>}) dNs
— (1{us€[517N5 731—N371+BI—N3)}31_NS_1 + (us —/51—Ns)1{%5[3,,,\,3+5,,Ns,1,«,§_Ns)}) dH;,

with initial value u, at t, and where we defined for s € [t,7) and j =1,...,1

. _ Al + s
Dy i 1y BT [ o, 02 = 0 ),
t

i

; \0b; +r7i~ ; uw— b,
J — Y ') J J - PN PO PO )
0 (W) 1= Vumniy == (W)= Lpueps ;145 - T el 485100

E.2 Proofs of the main results
We start this section with the
Proof of Proposition 5.1. Consider any time ¢t > 0 and take any u>° > C(I — N;), as well as some U, € A9 (t,EI,Nt (ub'c),ub’c).

From Lemma C.2, we know that the components of ¥, must satisfy 69 = 1 and that both banks shirk under ¥,. The payments
determine the utility of the banks and the following holds by definition

SH !
£ {/ e =D pI
t

Besides, the utility of the investor under the contract ¥, is

I-1 1
_ pd—d)  pSU T
o] 5 sz ([

i=Ny -

Qt} _ ub® — C(I — Ny)
Pb

pkSH ! v
| [t = Nods - D)
t

6]

gt] I \D)

Now, observe that
I

prSH T
E / dD?
t

I

SH T
Qt} >E" [ / e "4 DY
t

’

b
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b,c__ _
and the equality holds if and only if DY has a jump at time ¢ of size T =CU=ND and dDY = 0 for every s > t. That means that

it is optimal for the investor to use a contract with an initial lump—sum payment and to pay nothing afterwards. Consequently,
the value function of the investor on the lower boundary is given by

V() = ’i p—i) <ub’c o - Nt)>.

\SH
i=Ny >‘17i Po

We continue this section with the

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Consider any time ¢ > 0. Take any u>° € [c(I — Ni, 1), C(I — N;)), and ¥, € /Zl\g(m u®, u”°). From
Lemma C.1, we know that the components of ¥, must satisfy dD? = 0 for all s > ¢ and that both banks will shirk under this
contract. Then, #Y determines the continuation utilities of the banks in the following way

b,c ]P’kSH T —r(s—t)
u=E e B(I — N,)ds|G: |,

¢
SH ™
gt], s.t E]Pk [/ efr(s*ﬂB(I — Ns)ds

t

so in this case, the problem (5.2) reduces to

SH[ [T
(P) supIE[Pk {/ u(I — Ns)ds
) t

b,c
Gi| =ur".
Next, we rewrite the objective function in a more convenient way

pSH ™
E {/ w(l — N,)ds Qt]
¢
-1

WSH LSH ) )
=p(I = NJE"  [PN —t|G ]+ ST u(I—DET [1asy (77T = 1| 6]

i=Ng+1
I-1 I-1

u(I — N, L okSH LSH BSH i w(I — N, w(I =i SH

= % + > wI=DET BT [,y |GL]ET [f = 7G] |G| = % + > %EP [0:]Ge].
I-N, i=Ng+1 I-N; i=Ng+1  AT—i
We do the same with the constraint
N¢+1 I—1 i+1
]P’kSH T —r(s—t) H”kSH T —r(s—t) i —r(s—t) .
E e B(I — Ny)ds|G:| =E B(I — Ny)e ds+ > Lgeny [ e B(I — i)ds|G;
t t i=Ny+1 T

_ I-1 o SH SH ; ;
= M)y 3 PO [ [l (T e g o
T+ )‘1th i=Ny+1 r
I-1
B(I — N, B(I — 1) _pkSH (i
— ( t) + 2 : ( Z)E]P’ [97.7;9 ( t)|gt]-

\SH \SH
T+ )‘1th i=Np+1 T+ AT,

So we obtain the following expression for our problem

-1
pI—No) | ] )
Sup —= . + Ai]E 97—'i g 9
0€0 )‘I?gzv,, i=Ny+1 %gz 0-:16:
— -1 — 3 ,SH i
(BI =N B(I = i) g+ (0,067 =0]G,] = P,

3\ SH 3\ SH
THAIN,  isng1 T AT

We do not know how to solve (P) directly, so we will define its dual problem, characterise its solution and show that the duality
gap is zero. In order to do that, we define the Lagrangian function L : © x R x Q@ — R as follows

I—-1

I — Ny(w I—1 KSH
LO,v,w) :=— % _ Z %Eﬂ’ [0.:1G] (w)
T—Ny(w) i=Ng(w)+1  M—i
B -1 . on .
+ I/<7B(I ASI]{Vt(w)) 7B(1AS;) B 00770 |Ge] (w) — ub’c>,
T+ AN (0)  ieNpe)+1 T T A

and also define the dual function and the dual problem respectively as

g(v,w) = jnf L(0,v,w), (D) sggg(vy w)
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Then, we have the weak duality inequality (where val denotes the value of the optimisation problem)

—val(P) = inf sup L(6,v,w) > sup inf L(,v,w) = val(D).

0€0 peRr veR 0€©
We rewrite the dual function as follows
g(v,w) = — (ISH Ni(w)) +V(B(I Ni¢(w)) _ub,c) +ein£) / 0. ( Z)e—v‘(-ri((;),t) B M(ISH ))d]P’,SE( )
AT N () T A N ) € i=Ni@)+1 P A A7

where PPT is a regular conditional probability distribution for the conditional expectation with respect to the raw (that is to say
not completed) version of G;. We have easily that it is optimal to set the optimal control §” to be 67;(&) := 15c4i (W (@), where

the set A% is defined by
s )\
B X,

. BOSH.
{&:71(5)—t>11n<#)}, if v > M¢
r H(T‘F/\?Iji) B /\SH

Therefore, for any v € R the dual function has the following form, using that the conditional law of 7* — ¢ given G; is the same
as the law of 7°

9, w) = _pd = Ne(w)) | V<B(T Ni(w)) _ ub,c> / N < - /\i)e_” _ s = i)>fﬂ, ()da. (E.3)
=Ny a1 Y s r

AT N () T+ A N o) AT,

Q, ifv<
AY =

It is not difficult to see that g is a continuous and differentiable function. As we want to maximise g in the dual problem, we
compute its derivative with respect to v and we get

d@mozgglﬁﬂgf_ u”c + }: / T+A ”w;@mm

SH
T+)‘I— i=Ng+1

Since v — s;(v) is non—decreasing for any i = 1,...,I, ¢’ is non-increasing in v. Furthermore, since u%¢ > ¢(I — N¢, 1), we have
the limit at 400 of ¢’ is non—positive, and that its value for small v is positive because u>¢ < C(I — N¢) and

I—-1

B = New)) / BUZ0) ore g (aVdw = O - Ny).
r+ Ay, N1 Jo AT,

Therefore, there is a unique value of v that makes g’ equal to 0. Now, we compute for any v the value of the constraint from the
primal problem for the control 6

-1

B(I—Z) KSH v —r(rt— e~
Z WEP [07ie ( t)|gt]: Z /5 )\SH fri(z)dez,

i=Net1 T T i=Ng+175:(¥) 7"+

so 0¥ is feasible in problem (P) if and only if ¢'(v,w) = 0. Next, we compute for §” the value of the objective function in the
primal (minimisation) problem

-1 o
I Nt ,LL [au} _ (I Nt) _ lu( ) ( )
ISH Z SH E; A ISH SH T
AT Ny i=N¢+1 AT Ny i=Ny+175i(v) AT

If this quantity is equal to g(v, -), the duality gap is zero. From (E.3) we see that this happens if and only if

V(B(IA—SNt ey Z /

7mf7i (m)dx) =0 < vg'(v,") =0.
T+)\17 i=Ny+1 V)T—‘l_)\

We conclude that if v € R is such that ¢g’(v) = 0 then the control §” is optimal in the primal problem. O
We continue with the

Proof of Proposition 5.3. Define the process £ = ${;_n, (U (V) —UZ(V,) and note that £5 > 0 for every s > 0. We will prove
that ¢; = 0 implies £, = 0 for every v > t. Assume thus that £; = 0. Following the same idea as in the proof of Theorem 4.1, we
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have for v > ¢

I-1 ‘rH'l/\v
b= 3 [ (rUzuy) — B (w4 0 (- 0hE T as
i=N. TiAY
Ti+1/\’U

I—
~ *,b,c

3 [ W) (U () - B ) + AT (B (1 0m2 ) )ds

2 )

k3

Ti+1Av

I—1
F 3 [ () — ) - B U () )aN,
i=Ny TUAvV

I-1 it Ap
30 (= G (U (W) = ) )AH, + (pg — ool (U2(W,)) )ADE.
i=N Y TIAY

Since the functions &; solve the system of HJB equations (4.9), and (pg — pbﬂi(Uf’c(\Ilg)))dDg < 0 for every s, we have

I-1 ritling

G2 [ (U w) U ~ [ 4 (1 0N s
i=Ny iAv
I-1 Ti+1/\’U *.g .
-3 / _ ASTI ) (6 i 1(U“(\Pg)—hi*“)—uzfi(Uf’C(\Ifg)))ds
i=Ny T Av
z+1/\,u R N N
+ Z / hl’g + Ui (US(Wy) — hy™) —uzfi(Ujf(xpg)))st + (h';”g — i (UP(Ty) — hi’“))dﬂs
i v
I-1 T”+1/\v e
=3 [ ) (i) - U2)) + (2 = T (UR(w) - BP0 ds
=N, T

71 An

[
Recall from Remark 4.4 that on the upper boundary, we have
Wyt =Ur-n, _(UP(Wg)) —Ur-n _ 1 (UMW) — AP (Wy)), h2? =Ur-n _ 1 (U2(Wy) — by (L)),

h1’9+il1 L (UPE() — h2P) — Ly, (U (W, )))dN T (thg i 1(Ub°(\Ilg)fhi’b’c))st.

Av

so that for i = N; the drift of the right-hand side is 0 in [r%,7"!) and the jump at time 7' is also 0. It is easy to see that the
same happens for every i € {Ny,..., I} and therefore ¢, < 0 for every v > 0 which means ¢, = 0 for every v > t. O

‘We go on with the
Proof of Proposition 5.4. (i) We have from the proof of Proposition 5.3 that the processes (67, h''*¢ h?*°) are necessarily

maximisers of the system of HJB equations (4.9). We can go back to the proof of Proposition 4.3, which is based on Corollary
D.1, to observe that for u”¢ < b; the optimal @ € C is uniquely given by 6 = 0.

(i7) Observe that for every (t,u”,u?) € [0,7] X Vi_n, x Vi_n, and ¥, € A%(t,u?, u"°) we have

;

Pb Pb1rg
g 1—=)>=U(v,).
t]( Pg)_Pg ¢(%o)

Then U%¢(¥y) = Z—iU;’O(\I/g) implies that k29(W,) = k2*“(¥,) = 0, for every s € [so,7), and in consequently

*,9 T
UPe(v,) > B WU T (pydDE + Bk (Wy)ds)
t

*,9 T
= Pysw,) + B ”’9){ / ¢ Y BERI (W, )ds
t

Py

Ube(w,) = %Uf(\llg) > b, for every s € [so, T).

‘We continue with the

Proof of Proposition 5.5. We divide the proof in 2 steps.

e Step 1: We start with the region u”® > b;_x,. Let U, = (D?,609, h*"e h?be) € A%(t,u>°) be such that UY(¥,) =
ub® > br_n,, UZ(¥,) = Ur_n, (u>°). From Proposition 5.4 we know that

UL (Wg) > bron,, kKP(0,) =0, s € [t,7).
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Therefore, Problem (5.3) is equivalent to

() Z/b\I—NS,S € [t, 1),

Vtu,g(ub,C) = _sup ]EP[/ u(l — Ng)ds —/ dDg:|, s.t N T et) ube
Ty €AY (t,ub-c) t t E / e "CTYADY| = —.
t Po

This is exactly the problem considered in Pagés and Possamai [51] (see Theorem 3.15). We conclude that V" (ub¢) = v _ N, (uP°).

e Step 2: For the rest of the upper boundary, observe that the system of HJB equations associated to (5.3) is is given by
Vo=0,and forany 1 < j < T

Vi (ub) (rub® — BE® + (h' + (1 — )h%)XE" -
min ¢ — sup J(U )(WALH - +( +(,\g/)\ ) J ) 7 V‘;(ub,C)_'_i -0, (E4)
(6,h1,h2)€C.d +uj + A0V 1 (ub — hY) = ATV, (ub) Pb

for every u"° > %, with the boundary condition V;(Bj/(r + X]SH)) = uj/XJSH, and where
i

by ,__ =N o . e —~
k =3l o<,y k? '_jl{b{;(ubvc)—elxl;Ll(ubvc—h1)<bj}7

and the set of constraints C**/ determined by Proposition 5.4 is defined by

j B -1
3100 B 1 2 2 31 2 _ b 2 N o b,c g R o
C T {(Hyh 7h )G [Ov 1] XR+ h +h =u 7h 2 T+X§H1701{ub,c<bj} _(k +k )1{ub‘czbj} =0

Then, for any u>¢ < Ej, the diffusion equation in (E.4) reduces to the ODE

0= Vj(u")((r+X;")u"* = Bj) = V;(")A]" + g, (E-5)
with the boundary condition V; (%) = X%—]H If u"° < 7, we get that
3 3
s

- ‘ S Bj T
V) = £ 4o TEA ) e - B s

for some C1 € R. If ub* € [x;,gj) equation (E.5) is solved by

X0
—~ "
~ i r4+ NS Bi\ AsH
V;(ub) = LRy (e R DY T
Aj ) )

for some C> € R. The values of Cy and C> for which the solution of equation (E.5) is continuous are

59
L 30
%7%+(52)T+Aj(vg(bj)ii%) b7 I ~r+ A 7T+)\XJ-H
(&)W(bj(j;—H)\]))rJr;\SH J J
Pg )\j

It follows from the properties of the map v;?, that the resulting function 171 is a concave map with slope greater than —1/p, and

therefore the family {V;}1<;<; is a solution of the system of HJB equations (E.4). It can be proved similarly as in the proof of
Theorem 4.1 (see also Theorem 3.15 in [51]), that the verification result holds for this family of functions. We therefore omit the
proof of this result. O

‘We continue with the

Proof of Proposition 5.6. By definition we have the set equality A9 (t, Elth (ub),u’) = .;l\b(t, Elth (u®), u®). From Lemmas C.1
and C.2 we know that for every ¥, € .;lj’(t, £ n, (ub),u®), both agents always shirk under W, therefore the objective functions
in the definitions of V;*“(u®) and V;*?(u) are also the same and equality holds. O

‘We go on with the
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Proof of Proposition 5.7. The proof is identical to the proof of Proposition 5.5, with the only difference that since the principal
is hiring the bad agent, for u® < b the ODE associated to the value function is

0= V() ((r+X")u’ — Bj) — V()X + pj,

with the boundary condition V), (%) = X’Q—JH O
3 3

We end this section with the

Proof of Proposition 5.9. The payments and the value of 6* in the case u? > C(I — N;) are a direct consequence of the proof of
Proposition 5.1. From the proof of Proposition 5.2 we have that if u® < C(I — N¢) then

*
;=1 v(ub)yBISH )
1 I— Ny
{57t>;1n (ﬁﬁ)}
n(r+A7 2N,

where Z/(ub) the solution of the associated dual problem. Since the quantity inside of the logarithm decreases with time, we have
that 0* is a process which starts at zero, jumps to one at some instant and keeps constant afterwards. This means that if 6*
jumps to one at some time s and the project is still running, necessarily the continuation utility of the bad agent is equal to
C(I — Ns) because the project will continue until the last default. O

F Extensions of the model

F.1 Endogenous reservation utility

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Define the dynamic version of R} by

‘rI
R} = supE"" U e " (pu(I — Ny) + Bks)ds
t

keR

7.

Observe that, thanks to our earlier results, we know that the previous expression depends on ¢ only through the value of I — N;.
Call then RI N, = = R}, the value when there are I — N; loans left. The explicit value of R1 and the optimal action of the agent
of type p; in (777!, 7) were obtained in the study of short-term contracts with constant payments, in section B. Suppose now
that j > 1 and that the value of ﬁ;,l as well as the optimal action of the agent after default 7=/ are known.

If the agent decides to monitor all the loans in (7777, 77791 his expected utility will be given by

. i N
UZ(O) = Pilt] J 3
r+ XE) r+ A9

The process h''*(0) associated to this action is given by

RYH0) := u' (0 T R -
(0) (0) - R: 4 A r+)\9_]1

Therefore, it is incentive compatible to monitor all the loans in (7%, 7) if and only if
hl’i(O) > bj = pipj — Tﬁ;,l > bj(T + ,)\\9)
Similarly, if the agent chooses to shirk in (7777, 7777+!) his expected utility will be equal to

~

7
-1

i+ Bj o ASH
(]) _pN] J J

B Y

The process h''*(0) associated to this action is given by

- - ~ i ]+ B] r ~
hl,z §) = ul(] _ RZ-, — Pilt] - _ _ l‘7 ,
( ) ) j—1 T+)\§’H r—&-)\?H j—1

and it is incentive compatible to not monitor any loan in (7'171, 7) if and only if

hY(5) < by = pipj + Bj — rRi_y < bj(r + X5") <= pipj —rRi_y < bi(r +N\0).
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F.2 Unbounded relationship between utilities of the banks

A possible extension of our model could rely on a further differentiation between the work of the two banks, i.e. when both
banks work, the good one would be more efficient in the sense that the associated default intensity is strictly smaller than that
of the bad bank. We can do this by introducing an extra type variable with values mgy and my, with my < ms and modelling the
hazard rate of a non-defaulted loan j at time ¢, when it is monitored by a bank of type i as a7 = ar—n, (1 + el "m; + (1 —el*)e).
Then, if the banks fails to monitor k loans, the default intensity will be

AP = aron, (T = No)(1+ma) + (e = ma)ke).

We did not consider such a situation because it creates a degeneracy, in the sense that the credible set no longer has an upper
boundary. Indeed, consider for simplicity the case j = 1 and take any u} > b, t* > 0 and choose the corresponding payment

30,by % ~ ~ ~,
S L N G Vi) L (R PVid B AR R Yed )
Po - Po N Pg

Then, under the contract with delay and constant payments given by dDs = ¢(t*)1{,>¢+}ds the bad bank will always work and
her value function will be equal to 1} (see section B.2). Notice that the optimal strategy for the good bank will be also to work
at every time. Then, her value function is equal to

30,0 ~ ~
ud = ugipg(r +i\é )e(A?’b_)‘?yg)t*.
pu(r + A7)

We see that by increasing t*, it is possible to make u as big as we want and keep fixed the value of the bad bank. This means
that the credible set will have no upper boundary in the interval [b%, 00). Moving to any j > 1 and considering short-term
contracts with delay, with § = 0 and the analogous payments, we observe the same degeneracy and the credible set will have no
upper boundary in the interval [b?, 00).

One way out of this problem would be to consider different discount rates for the banks, 7, and 74, and assume that the
default intensities are such that /\?’b +rp < )\?’g + r4. However, this complicates things a lot because simple statements that we
expect to be true are very difficult to prove or need assumptions on the parameters of the problem. For example the inequality
U?(D,0) > U,f’(D7 0) is no longer clear at all. We therefore refrained from going into that direction, and leave it for potential
future research.
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