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Fair Value Accounting and Procyclicality: Accounting for Securitization

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine whether fair value accounting promotes
procyclicality by focusing on securitization transactions before the recent financial crisis.
The financial crisis has lead to heated debates on the pros and cons of fair value
accounting from the perspectives of illiquidity and procyclicality. Previous studies
investigated the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality and found
mixed evidence of this relationship during the financial crisis (economic recessions).
However, few studies examined this relationship before the financial crisis (economic
booms).

This study investigates and demonstrates the relationship between securitization
accounting and procyclicality using a parsimonious model. The findings are as follows.
Sale accounting increases the capital ratio compared with that before a securitization
transaction. Banks’ executives have incentives to increase both assets and debt within
the limits of their target capital ratio (leverage ratio) for executive compensation and
market reputation; assets (lending) will be increased. When banks conduct securitization
transactions and adopt sale accounting to enhance short-term profits, the capital ratio
increases under the certain condition. Thus, banks will increase assets (lending) within
the limit of their target capital ratio (leverage ratio). As banks increase and expand their
lending during economic booms, the economic booms are accelerated. It is expected that
both sale accounting and fair value accounting promote procyclicality during economic
booms.

This study makes two contributions to the accounting literature and accounting
standards setting. First, it proposes a new perspective on the relationship between fair
value accounting and procyclicality. Second, this study suggests that accounting standard
setters reconsider the movement in accounting for securitization.

Keywords: Fair Value Accounting, Procyclicality, Securitization Transactions, Sale
Accounting



1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between fair value accounting
and procyclicality. Especially, this study focuses on securitization transactions to
investigate this relationship before the recent financial crisis.

The financial crisis arising from securitization of subprime loans has occurred during
2007-2008 (e.g., Ryan, 2008b; Brunnermeier, 2009; Acharya and Richardson eds., 2009;
Allen et al., 2009). The recent financial crisis has lead to heated debates on the pros and
cons of fair value accounting (Laux and Leuz, 2009; Magnan, 2009). There are two
opposing views on the relationship between fair value accounting and the financial crisis.
One is that fair value accounting played a substantial role in the financial crisis. It is
criticized as having triggered a liquidity death spiral and is blamed for the crisis
(American Bankers Association, 2008; Wallison, 2008). The other is that fair value
accounting did not play a substantial role in the financial crisis (Ryan, 2008a; SEC, 2008;
Laux and Leuz, 2010; Barth and Landsman, 2010; Laux, 2012). Regardless of the
accounting system, fair value (market price) is only linked to capital regulations and
private contracts (e.g., collateral and margin requirements, haircuts), and therefore, fair
value accounting does not cause the financial crisis (Ball, 2008; Véron, 2008).

Recently, studies of the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality
have been conducted. Analytical research demonstrates that pure fair value accounting,
namely measuring all assets on the balance sheet at fair value and recognizing changes
in fair value as gains and losses in the income statement, contributes to procyclicality
(Cifuentes et al., 2005; Allen and Carletti, 2008; Plantin et al., 2008a; Novoa et al., 2009;
Heaton et al., 2010; Eboli, 2010). However, current accounting standards measure some
assets at historical cost and other assets at fair value. Although analytical models show
that pure fair value accounting contributes to procyclicality, it is not clear whether there
exists a relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality. Focusing on the
impairment of asset-backed securities during the financial crisis, empirical studies

investigate the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality and find
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mixed evidence of this relationship (Shaffer, 2010; Bhat et al., 2011; Badertscher et al.,
2012).

The causes of the financial crisis occurred before the crisis. However, few studies
examined the relationship between fair value accounting and the financial crisis before
the financial crisis.! To clarify the effects of fair value accounting on the financial crisis, it
1S necessary to investigate this relationship not only during the financial crisis but also
before the crisis. We cannot find a comprehensive relationship between fair value
accounting and the financial crisis if we focus on the investigation during the financial
crisis.

Currently, banks do not hold loans until maturity and adopt an
originate-to-distribute model that transfers loans for securitization. Banks use two
accounting treatments for securitization transactions: the sale accounting approach and
the secured borrowing accounting approach. Almost all banks use sale accounting for
securitization transactions and report gains on sales (Dechow et al., 2010, p. 5; Barth and
Landsman, 2010, p. 409). Fair value measurements of retained interests and recourse
obligations indirectly affect the amount of gains on sales (Barth and Taylor, 2010).
Furthermore, in some cases, gains on sales are offset by losses after securitization. Gains
on sales as well as unrealized income under fair value accounting are associated with
significant uncertainty. Because sale accounting of securitization transactions is expected
to have the same income effects as fair value accounting (Takatera, 2004), sale
accounting functions as a substitute for fair value accounting. Thus, it is possible to
analyze the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality by focusing on
accounting for securitization. This study investigates and demonstrates this relationship
before the financial crisis (during economic booms).

This study makes two contributions to the accounting literature and accounting

standards setting. First, it proposes a new perspective on the relationship between fair

1 Takatera and Kusano (2009), Bryan et al. (2010), and Kothari and Lester (2012) are exceptions;
they investigate whether fair value accounting promote procyclicality before the financial crisis.
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value accounting and procyclicality. As described above, previous studies examined this
relationship by focusing on the impairment of asset-backed securities during the
financial crisis (economic recessions). On the other hand, this study focuses on the
pre-financial crisis (economic booms) in which the cause of a financial crisis was present.
This study is expected to contribute to finding a comprehensive relationship between fair
value accounting and the financial crisis.

Second, this study suggests that accounting standard setters reconsider the
movement in accounting for securitization. The U.S. accounting standards adopted the
financial component approach for transfer of financial assets (SFAS140; SFAS166). This
approach assumes that financial assets are decomposed into components and that the
measurement of each component is reliable. However, in securitization transactions,
where the underlying assets are subprime mortgages, this assumption is not always
satisfied. This suggests that it is difficult to apply the financial component approach to all
securitized transactions.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews the concept of
procyclicality and considers the relationship between fair value accounting and
procyclicality. Section 3 reviews previous studies that examined this relationship by
focusing on the impairment of asset-backed securities during the financial crisis
(economic recessions). Section 4 investigates whether fair value accounting promotes
procyclicality from the perspective of accounting for securitization during the
pre-financial crisis (economic booms). Section 5 provides the summary and concluding

remarks.

2. Procyclicality

The relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality has been discussed for
a long time. Full fair value accounting for financial instruments has been proposed for
more than ten years (IASC and CICA, 1997; FASB, 1999; JWGSS, 1999; JWGSS, 2000),

but has faced opposition. In particular, the banking regulatory and supervisory bodies
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(central bank) have strongly opposed this proposal from the viewpoint of financial
stability (procyclicality) (BIS, 2001; ECB, 2001; ECB, 2004; Enria et al., 2004; ECB,
2006). This section reviews the concept of procyclicality and considers the relationship

between fair value accounting and procyclicality.

2.1 Concept of Procyclicality

The development of financial systems has reinforced the momentum of underlying
business cycles, and in some cases, has led to extreme swings in business activities (Borio
et al, 2001, p. 1). These experiences show that the dynamic interactions (positive
feedback mechanisms) between the financial and real sectors of the economy amplify
business fluctuations and possibly cause or exacerbate financial instability (BIS, 2008, p.
1; FSE, 2009, p. 8).

The concept of these feedback mechanisms, which dates back at least to Fisher
(1933), is known as the “Financial Accelerator” hypothesis (Stein, 2003, pp. 133-134;
Panetta et al., 2009, p. 12). Decreases in firms’ net assets and collateral assets thorough
negative shocks in the economy increase the probability of their defaults; firms decrease
their borrowing amounts, which reduces their net assets and collateral assets. Such
processes worsen business recessions. On the other hand, inverse relationships are
observed during economic booms (Bernanke and Gertler, 1989; Bernanke et al., 1996;
Kiyotaki and Moore, 1997; Bernanke et al., 1999).

It 1s possible to explain the dynamic interactions between financial and real sectors
from the perspective of supply-side credit as well as demand-side credit (Shin, 2010, p.
131). When banks report losses and decrease net assets, they must restrict further
lending and/or sell assets that they hold to control capital ratios (leverage ratios); such
retrenchment weakens economic activities. In addition, because banks are extremely
careful in assessing the risk of default when determining their interest in firms after a
major financial crisis and the related bankruptcies of firms, credit risk becomes

overvalued during economic recessions. Accordingly, banks restrict lending and firms
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make borrowing difficult, and these reductions in credit worsen business activities.

On the other hand, when banks report gains and increase net assets, they must
increase and expand lending to control capital ratios (leverage ratios); it is possible for
firms to increase production capacity through debt financing. In addition, during
economic booms, banks’ risk appetite increases and external financing constraints are
eased, which facilitates risk taking. Consequently, banks are likely to underestimate the
credit risks of borrowers, and these optimistic risk assessments prompt further growth in
credit.

Therefore, as banks’ lending activities are by nature procyclical, the procyclicality of
banks’ credit is already observed under historical cost accounting (Boyer, 2007, p. 791).
However, compared to historical cost accounting, fair value accounting is expected to
increase procyclicality by making valuations more sensitive to economic cycles (BIS, 2008,
p. 3). In the following subsection, this study considers and discusses the relationship
between fair value accounting and procyclicality to determine the reason why fair value

accounting promotes procyclicality compared to historical cost accounting.

2.2 Fair Value Accounting and Procyclicality
This study examines the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality
using a parsimonious model.

Denote the value of assets by A and that of debt by D; then, A—D is the value
of equities (A> D >0). Many banks use leverage to expand their investment in and
trading of financial assets and to increase their return on equity (ROE). Because leverage

magnifies gains and losses relative to equity, a higher leverage ratio increases banks’ risk.

When we use the leverage ratio L, which is , as a measure of risk, we compute

% by treating D as a constant:

oL -D
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If A increases and D 1is held constant, L will decrease. Therefore, leverage is
inversely related to the value of assets. Adrian and Shin (2010) show that for U.S.
commercial banks, the relationship between changes in assets and changes in leverage
ratio tends to be fixed, and there is a strong positive relationship between changes in
assets and changes in leverage ratio for U.S. investment banks.2 This implies that U.S.
commercial banks and investment banks raise funds using debt and purchase assets to
manage their leverage or capital ratio for changes in assets.

Then, this study investigates whether fair value measurement of assets have an
effect on procyclicality compared to historical cost measurement.3 In the case of historical

cost measurements, the capital ratio is written as:

_A-D

ra’

where CR,, is the capital ratio, A= Z a, isvalue of assets, D is value of debt, and r,

CR,

is the risk weight for each asset a,.* First, this study considers that banks measure
assets at fair value during economic booms. Suppose that the price of the assets increases

by aA (a>0) and the value of the assets (A.,) is (1+a)A. In the case of fair value

measurement during economic booms, the capital ratio is written as:

cr . Au-D _(l+a)A-D

" (1+18)Zriai B (1+ﬂ)zriai ,

where CR;, 1s the capital ratio.> Comparing CR;, to CR,, CR;, is greater than

CR, through the following relation:

2 GAO (2009) shows that the leverage ratio for the five largest U.S. investment banks increased
for changes in assets, and that the leverage ratio for the five largest U.S. commercial banks was
relatively flat for changes in assets between 2003 and 2007.

3 This study does not investigate the effect of the fair value measurement of liabilities on
procyclicality.

4 To clarify the argument, this study only considers credit risks in calculating the capital ratio.

5 In many cases, as the risk weight meets 0<r, <1, this study assumes the following relation:

0<p<La.
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Banks are limited in their leverage holdings by regulations. When the fair value
measurement of assets increases the capital ratio, banks can afford to hold leverage.
Because executive compensation is linked to banks’ performance and stock price (e.g.,
Clinch and Magliolo, 1993; Becher et al., 2005; Livne et al., 2011), bank executives use
leverage to invest in and trade financial assets, expecting to earn income and increase
their stock price. They increase both assets and debt within the limits of the target
capital ratio (leverage ratio) to increase their compensation.

Suppose that banks maintain the same capital ratio that is measured using

historical costs. Banks must then take on additional debt of B to purchase assets

valued at B . Denoting the adjusted capital ratioby CR_,, the following equality meets:

(l+a)A+B-(D+B) A-D _

1+ p)> ra +r,B - Sra

CR;, = CR,,

where r; 1s the risk weight of the purchased asset. Therefore, the increased amount of

assets and debt is written as:

B= (a_ﬂ)A+ﬂD
rCR,

In this manner, if banks measure assets at fair value during economic booms, they will

increase both assets and debt within the limits of their target capital ratio (leverage

: oB )
ratio). When we compute and —, they are written as:
r

H j

6 Banks can choose to increase dividends using fair value gains to decrease their capital ratio.
Fair value accounting is expected to introduce additional transitory components in earnings; fair
value gains and losses are transitory (e.g., Ball, 2006). Prior literature shows that dividends are
related to permanent earnings and not to transitory earnings (e.g., Lintner 1956; Jagannathan et
al., 2000; Brav et al., 2005). Goncharov and van Triest (2011) find that dividends do not increase in
response to fair value gains. This study assumes that banks do not increase dividends using fair
value gains to decrease the capital ratio.
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Banks with smaller capital ratio (larger leverage ratio) and the ones that purchase
smaller risk-weighted assets must increase their assets and debt by larger amounts.

Next, this study examines that banks measure assets at fair value during economic
recessions. Suppose that asset prices decrease by —jA= —72 a, (0<y<1) and the
value of assets (A.,) is (1—y)A, . In the case of fair value measurement during economic

recessions, the capital ratio is written as:

A.,-D _(1 )A— D

@-s5>ra z

where CR_, is the capital ratio.” Comparing CR., to CR,, CR., is smaller than

CRe, =

CR,, through the following relation:
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Because banks are limited in their leverage holdings by regulations, they must raise
equity or decrease both assets and debt to manage their capital ratio (leverage ratio)
when the capital ratio decreases.
Banks are expected to be reluctant to raise equity because of the debt overhang
problem and sending a negative signal (Kashyap et al., 2008). Therefore, banks must
choose to sell assets to deal with the capital ratio limits. For example, commercial banks

decrease their (risk-weighted) assets to avoid violating the regulatory capital rule. When

7 In many cases, as the risk weight meets 0<r, <1, this study assumes the following relation:
0<o<y<l.



banks raise finances using collateralized debt, lenders require them to increase their
collateral or pay back some cash if the market value of the collateral declines. Banks
increase more collateral or return some cash to avoid having the collateral liquidated by
lenders (Shleifer and Vishny, 2011).

Suppose that banks maintain the same capital ratio that is measured using
historical costs. When banks sell C worth of assets and pay off C worth of debt, this

amount is written as:

(7—5)A+6D
r,CRy

)

where r; 1is the risk weight of the sold asset. In this manner, when banks measure

assets at fair value during economic recessions, they will decrease both assets and debt to
maintain their target capital ratio (leverage ratio) if they find it difficult to raise equity.
Banks with smaller capital ratio (larger leverage ratio) and the ones that sell smaller
risk-weighted assets must decrease larger amounts of assets and debt.

Accordingly, when banks manage their capital ratio (leverage ratio) for price changes
1n assets, fair value accounting makes assets and debt increased or decreased compared
to historical cost accounting; fair value accounting promotes procyclicality through the
“accounting accelerator effect” (Boyer, 2007, p. 780). If financial markets are not perfectly
liquid so that greater demand for assets increases their prices, fair value measurements
increase the capital ratio. Banks increase their assets within the limit of the target
capital ratio (leverage ratio) to increase executive compensation. Therefore, as greater
demand for assets puts pressure on their prices, assets are increased within the target
capital ratio limit under fair value measurement. Such processes increase asset prices
and accelerate economic booms. On the other hand, inverse relationships are observed

during economic recessions (Plantin et al., 2008b).
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3. Impairment and Procyclicality: Literature Review

When banks manage their capital ratio (leverage ratio), fair value measurement of assets
contribute to procyclicality compared to historical cost measurement. In particular, if
financial markets are not perfectly liquid to ensure that a greater supply of assets
reduces their prices, banks will sell assets to maintain or increase their capital ratio; this
reduces asset prices and thus banks decrease their asset holdings (Cifuentes et al., 2005;
Allen and Carletti, 2008). Banks can also sell relatively illiquid assets to preempt the
anticipated sales made by other market participants when bank executives focus on
short-term earnings to boost their compensation (Plantin et al., 2008a).

Analytical research demonstrates that as compared to pure historical cost
accounting, pure fair value accounting contributes to procyclicality in illiquid markets.8
However, existing accounting standards measure some assets at historical cost and
others at fair value. Neither pure historical cost accounting nor pure fair value
accounting has been adopted. In fact, for U.S. banks, loans and leases held for
investment that apply historical cost accounting comprise half or more of their total
assets (SEC, 2008; Laux and Leuz, 2010; Huizinga and Laven, 2012). Although
theoretical models show that pure fair value accounting promotes procyclicality, it is not
clear whether the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality is
actually observed.

When the fair value of asset-backed securities was below its cost basis and this
decline was judged to be other-than-temporary impairment, the carrying amounts of
these securities were written down to fair value and impairment losses were recognized

in earnings.?® With regard to procyclicality, impairment of asset-backed securities is

8 Analytical research did not consider the fair value measurement of liabilities. When financial
liabilities are measured at fair value during economic recessions, there is a case that holding
losses of assets are offset by holding gains of liabilities arising from changes in reporting entities’
own creditworthiness. In this case, the fair value measurement of liabilities is expected to mitigate
procyclicality (Novoa et al., 2009; Barth and Landsman, 2010, p. 407). However, the case also
exists that holding losses of assets are not offset by holding gains of lLiabilities; it is not certain
whether the fair value measurement of liabilities reduces procyclicality.

9 The U.S. Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) amended accounting for impairment of
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expected to have the same effects as fair value accounting (Plantin et al., 2008a). Thus,
prior empirical research examines the relationship between fair value accounting and
procyclicality by focusing on impairment.

Shaffer (2010) analyzes the relationship between fair value accounting and
procyclicality by using a sample of 14 large bank holding companies in 2008. The
analysis verifies that other-than-temporary impairments of available-for-sale and
held-to-maturity securities have quite small effects on regulatory capital (Tier 1), and the
evidence of procyclical behavior, namely the fire-sale of assets, is not found. Shaffer
(2010) shows that for many banks, loan loss provisions have larger effects on regulatory
capital than other-than-temporary impairments.10

Badertscher et al. (2012) investigate whether fair value accounting promotes
procyclicality by using a sample of 150 bank holding companies. The industry-level
analyses find that although other-than-temporary impairments of available-for-sale and
held-to-maturity —securities increase during the financial crisis (2007-2008),
other-than-temporary impairments have minimal impacts on regulatory capital (Tier 1)
compared to loan loss provisions. Sales of available-for-sale and held-to-maturity
securities during the financial crisis are in line with the levels seen before the crisis
(2004-2006); Badertscher et al. (2012) find no evidence of banks’ fire-sale of assets during
the crisis. On the other hand, firm-level analyses show that sales of securities are
significantly correlated with the amount of other-than-temporary impairments and with
decreases in capital ratios. This result suggests a relationship between fair value
accounting and procyclicality. However, as other analyses find no evidence of procyclical

behavior, such as fire-sales of assets, Badertscher et al. (2012) conclude that fair value

financial assets to mitigate the effects of the financial crisis. In April 2009, the FASB issued FASB

Staff Position No. FAS115-2 and FAS124-2, Recognition and Presentation of
Other-Than-Temporary Impairments, and required that other-than-temporary impairment be

separated into credit loss and other factors and be recognized in earnings for the former and in

other comprehensive income for the latter (FASB, 2009, pars. 29-30).

10 SEC (2008) examines the cause of the failure of 50 failed banks in 2008. The result shows that

although the failed banks report larger amounts of fair value losses, the failure is the result of loan

losses rather than fair value losses.
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accounting does not contribute to procyclicality.!!

While Shaffer (2010) and Badertscher et al. (2012) focus on the relationship between
fair value losses and sales of securities, Bhat et al. (2011) investigate whether fair value
accounting causes procyclicality by focusing on the relationship between sales of
securities and changes in security prices. The results of the analyses find a relationship
between decreases in the liquidity of nonagency mortgage-backed securities (MBSs) and
sales of nonagency MBSs. In particular, the results show that the relationship is more
significant for banks with greater nonagency MBSs holdings, greater nonperforming
loans, and lower capital ratios. Furthermore, Bhat et al. (2011) find reduced procyclical
behavior after a change in accounting rules for impairments; that is, the easing of the fair
value accounting rule.?2 These findings suggest the relationship between fair value
accounting and procyclicality.

In summary, analytical research demonstrates that pure fair value accounting
contributes to procyclicality in illiquid markets. However, current accounting standards
adopt mixed attribute accounting. Focusing on the impairment of securitized
instruments during economic recessions, previous empirical research investigates

whether fair value accounting causes procyclicality and has found mixed evidence.!3

11 Merrill et al. (2012) investigate whether fair value accounting contribute to the selling of
residential MBSs at fire sale prices by using a sample of life insurance and property and casual
(P&C) insurance companies. They find that capital constrained insurance companies subject to
other-than-temporary impairment are more likely to sell residential MBSs at lower prices than
non-capital constrained insurance companies. Ellul et al. (2012) also show that P&C insurance
firms which measure downgraded securities at fair value are more likely to sell downgraded
asset-backed securites than life insurance companies which measure them at historical cost
during the financial crisis. These results are consistent with procyclical behavior.

12 Tn addition, Bhat et al. (2011) find higher abnormal stock returns on event dates related to the
easing of fair value accounting rules for banks with greater nonagency MBSs holdings and
greater nonperforming loans. Furthermore, Bowen et al. (2010) investigate whether bank stock
prices are affected by events related to relaxing (or retaining) fair value accounting or impairment
rules during the financial crisis. They generally provide evidence that relaxing (retaining) fair
value accounting or impairment rules produce positive (negative) abnormal returns on event
dates.

18 Khan (2010) investigates whether fair value accounting is associated with an increase in
systemic risk in bank networks. The results of the analysis show that more fair-value oriented
banks experience negative returns when money-center banks perform poorly. Moreover, the result
shows that fair value accounting is associated with an increase in systemic risk during periods of
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4. Accounting for Securitization and Procyclicality

Although the causes of the financial crisis were present during the economic booms that
preceded the economic downturns, very few studies examined the relationship between
fair value accounting and procyclicality before the financial crisis. Because previous
literature focused on the impairment of securitized instruments and investigated the
relationship between fair value accounting and the financial crisis, prior studies
examined only the partial effect of fair value accounting on the financial crisis. This
section shows the nature of accounting for securitization and investigates whether

accounting for securitization promotes procyclicality.14

4.1 Accounting for Securitization

Currently, banks do not hold loans until maturity; instead, they have adopted an
originate-to-distribute model that transfers loans for securitization. The economic
reasons why banks conduct asset securitizations are the following: diversifying holding
assets, obtaining greater liquidity for future growth, and reducing financing costs
(Schipper and Yohn, 2007; Affinito and Tagliaferri, 2010; Wilson et al., 2010). In addition,
transferors (banks) conduct securitization transactions for the purpose of accounting
motivations such as management of bank regulatory capital (Ambrose et al., 2005;
Karaoglu, 2005; Acharya et al, 2013) and earnings management (Karaoglu, 2005;
Dechow and Shakespeare, 2009; Dechow et al., 2010).

Firms use two accounting treatments to account for securitization transactions. One

market illiquidity. Furthermore, Khan (2010) finds that banks with lower capital ratios or
relatively higher proportions of fair value assets and liabilities affect the increase in systemic risk
associated with fair value accounting.

14 Agset securitization is a financing method that transfers financial assets (e.g., mortgages,
automobile loans, and credit card loans) from transferors (originators) to special purpose entities
(SPEs) and issues securities that back the cash flows from the financial assets. This securitization
process clarifies that securitization transactions are related to the following two accounting
treatments: accounting for transfers of financial assets and accounting for consolidation of SPEs.
This study focuses on accounting for transfers of financial assets and uses the term “accounting
for securitization.”
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approach is sale accounting, which treats asset transfers as financial asset sales. The
other approach is secured borrowing accounting, which treats asset transfers as
borrowings by pledging financial assets. Under sale accounting, transferors remove
financial assets from the balance sheet and report gains or losses, which are calculated as
the difference between the sale proceeds and the book value of the financial assets sold in
the income statement. On the other hand, under secured borrowing accounting, financial
assets remain on the balance sheet and transferors recognize the proceeds as labilities.
Compared with secured borrowing accounting, sale accounting reduces reported debt
and increases reported net income when a gain on sale is recognized. Accordingly, sale
accounting has accounting benefits. Almost all firms structure securitization transactions
to meet the requirements of sale accounting and report gains on sales (Dechow et al.,
2010, p. 5; Barth and Landsman, 2010, p. 409).

Statement of Financial Accounting Standards (SFAS) 140, Accounting for Transfers
and Servicing of Financial Assets and Extinguishments of Liabilities, distinguishes
between sale accounting and secured borrowing accounting from the viewpoint of
whether or not control over transferred assets is surrendered.!516 That 1is, if control is
surrendered, firms can account for securitization transactions using sale accounting and
vice versa (SFAS140, pars. 11-12). Under SFAS140, firms can use sale accounting for
securitization transactions if control over transferred assets is surrendered, although
they retain large portions of the risks.1?

When transferors retain significant risks for transferred assets, gains on sales under

15 SFAS140 considers that control over transferred assets is surrendered if all of the following
three conditions are met; (1) the transferred assets have been isolated from a transferor; (2) a
transferee has the right to pledge or exchange the received assets; and (3) the transferor does not
maintain effective control over the transferred assets (SFAS140, par. 9).

16 In June 2009, the FASB issued SFAS166, Accounting for Transfers of Financial Assets, and
amended SFAS140. This section examines the relationship between accounting treatments before
the financial crisis and procyclicality; thus, this study uses original rules.

17 This applies to International Accounting Standard (IAS) 39, Financial Instruments:
Recognition and Measurement. However, the basic approach for treating transfers of financial
assets (derecognition) is different in SFAS140 and IAS39 (Schipper and Yohn, 2007; Adhikari and
Betrancourt, 2008).
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sale accounting are substantially treated as unrealized income. Securitization gains are
highly uncertain because gains on sales are expected to be offset by losses after
securitization. In many securitization transactions, transferors (originators) provide
contractual (explicit) recourse including retained interests and recourse obligations for
credit enhancement.'’® When defaults occur after securitization, transferors recognize
impairments of retained interests. In particular, if risky assets such as subprime
mortgages are transferred, transferors are expected to report impairments of retained
interests. Thus, there is a relatively high possibility that gains on sales can be offset by
losses after securitization.

Furthermore, transferors provide non-contractual (implicit) recourses as well as
contractual (explicit) recourses. Transferors buy back transferred assets to absorb losses
from transferred assets to protect their reputation (OCC et al., 2002).19 Non-contractual
(implicit) recourses require cash outflows in certain events. However, the amount and
timing of the cash outflows are not specified. Therefore, it is not clear whether
non-contractual (implicit) recourses meet the current definitions of liability in conceptual
frameworks or are treated as constructive obligations (Schipper and Yohn, 2007, p. 75).
Because non-contractual (implicit) recourses are not recognized as liabilities on the
balance sheet, gains on sales would be offset by losses on recourse in the event that
non-contractual (implicit) recourses are provided.

In this manner, when transferors retain significant risks for transferred assets, gains

18 For credit enhancement, it is possible to issue high credit-rated asset-backed securities and to
prevent SPEs from becoming bankrupt. Holders with retained interests such as subordinated
interests and residual interests have the right to receive cash flows only after all payments of
principal and interest for senior interests have been made, and thus have to bear losses for not
collecting cash flows at the beginning. Moreover, recourse obligations are obligations to absorb
losses or to repurchase transferred assets when certain events such as defaults occur. Thus,
transferors (originators) retain numerous risks for transferred assets by holding retained interests
and recourse obligations for credit enhancement. Chen et al. (2008), Barth et al. (2012), and Dou
et al. (2012) show that the type of transferred assets determines the extent to which transferors
(originators) retain risks for transferred assets.

19 If retained interests cover most potential losses from transferred assets, it is not necessary for
transferors to provide implicit recourse. For instance, Amiram et al. (2011) suggest that
impairments of retained interests contain information on implicit recourses.
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on sales under sale accounting are substantially treated as unrealized income because
they are offset by losses after securitization through contractual (explicit) and
non-contractual (implicit) recourses.20 Therefore, if risky assets such as subprime
mortgages are transferred, gains on sales under sale accounting have the same income
effects as unrealized income under fair value accounting (Takatera, 2004).2!

In summary, banks use two accounting treatments to account for securitization
transactions: sale accounting and secured borrowing accounting. Sale accounting has
accounting benefits compared with secured borrowing accounting. Although transferors
hold significant risks for transferred assets through contractual (explicit) and
non-contractual (implicit) recourses, they can adopt sale accounting. Because gains on
sales are expected to be offset by losses after securitization, securitization gains are
highly uncertain; gains on sales can be substantially treated as unrealized income. When
transferors retain significant risks for transferred assets, gains on sales under sale
accounting have the same characteristics as unrealized income under fair value

accounting.

4.2 Accounting for Securitization and Procyclicality

20 Whether or not a gain on sale is treated as realized income is related to the nature of
securitization transactions. Niu and Richardson (2006) show that off-balance-sheet securitization
debt has the same risk relevance for explaining market measures of risk as on-balance-sheet debt.
Chen et al. (2008) also show that originators’ risk is positively associated with their
off-balance-sheet securitized assets. Similarly, Landsman et al. (2008) find that the stock market
treats securitized assets and liabilities held by SPEs as assets and habilities of transferors.
Furthermore, Barth et al. (2012) find that bond market views non-retained portions of securitized
assets as relevant to the securitizing firm’s credit risk. These results suggest that market
participants treat securitization transactions not as sale but as secured borrowing.

21 The measurement of securitization gains is sometimes unreliable. Gains on sales are calculated
as the differences between the sale proceeds and the book value of transferred assets. However,
fair value measurements of retained interests and recourse obligations have effects on the
amounts of gains on sales. It is possible for transferors to record larger gains on sales by
overestimating the fair value measurement of retained interests and/or by underestimating the
fair value measurement of recourse obligations. Because retained interests and recourse
obligations that transferors hold are traded only occasionally, transferors must estimate fair value
using internal valuation models (e.g., Meder et al, 2011). Accordingly, the accuracy of a
transferor’s reported gain on sale depends on its ability to estimate the fair value of retained
interests and recourse obligations (Ryan, 2007, pp. 218-219).
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When transferors retain significant risks for transferred assets, sale accounting functions
as a substitute for fair value accounting because sale accounting of securitization
transactions has the same income effects as fair value accounting. Therefore, it is
possible to investigate the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality
by focusing on accounting for securitization. This study examines the relationship
between securitization accounting (sale accounting) and procyclicality by using the

following example.22

/[Example] \

A bank that holds total assets (A) and total liabilities (D) transfers loans (the book

value: a;) to a special purpose entity (SPE). The SPE issues two types of interests:

senior interests (x) and unrated subordinated interests (y ). The bank (transferor)

obtains cash and subordinated interests (retained interests). Suppose that the fair

value of senior interests and the amount of cash that the transferor accepts are

\same.

, where r; is

. . e L. . . A-D
The capital ratio before the securitization transaction (CR) is Z—
ha;

the risk weight for each asset a,. When the bank adopts secured borrowing accounting

for a securitization transaction, the capital ratio does not change. On the other hand,
when the bank adopts sale accounting for a securitization transaction, it has effects on
the capital ratio. Suppose that the bank classifies subordinated interests (retained
interests) as available-for-sale securities. For example, Basel II requires banks to deduct
a securitization exposure of unrated subordinated interests (retained interests) from the

regulatory capital (BIS, 2006).23 When unrated subordinated interests (retained

2 For details about accounting treatments of sale accounting and secured borrowing accounting
under SFAS140, see the appendix.

23 U.S. commercial banks are required to ensure that unrated subordinated interests (retained
interests) are subject to a dollar-for-dollar capital charge by regulation (OCC et al., 2001). The
basic concept for a dollar-for-dollar capital charge is the same as that for Basel 1.
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interests) are deducted from the regulatory capital, the capital ratio under sale

accounting (CR, ) is written as:

a.
A-D_ %
X+Yy

S :—’
D.ha —r

where I, is the risk weight for transferred asset a;.?* When banks adopt sale

CR

accounting for the securitized transaction, CR,>CR is met under the certain

condition.2>

Therefore, under the above condition, sale accounting increases the capital ratio
compared to the pre-securitization transaction. During economic booms, debtors of
underlying assets are expected not to default and transferors (originators) receive
principal and interest. Thus, the amount of senior interests is relatively large. In addition,
the capital ratio is more likely to be high during economic booms. In these cases, the
possibility of meeting the above condition is high and sale accounting increases banks’
capital ratio.

As described above, banks are limited in their leverage holdings by regulations.
When sale accounting increases the capital ratio, banks can afford to hold leverage.
Because executive compensation is linked to banks’ performance and stock price (e.g.,
Clinch and Magliolo, 1993; Becher et al., 2005; Livne et al., 2011), bank executives

increase both assets and debt within the limit of the target capital ratio (leverage ratio) to

2 Basel II also requires banks to deduct gains on sales from their required capital (BIS, 2006).
This study deducts gains on sales from the regulatory capital in calculating CR; .
ya;
x+y _A-D
>
D —ra; > ra
rCR . L .
y < 1 ! R X. This suggests that the amounts of retained interests are restricted to meet
—-r.
j
CR, >CR. Even if the regulatory capital is calculated by a dollar-for-dollar capital charge, the

amounts of retained interests are limited to ensure that the capital ratio under sale accounting is
larger than that before the securitization transaction.
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% To satisfy CR, =

=CR , the following condition has to be met:




increase their compensation.2é Furthermore, when executives’ reputation is linked to
stock prices and demand for securitized instruments is large, bank executives increase
both assets and debt for securitization.

Suppose that the bank maintains the same capital ratio as before the securitization
transaction. When the bank takes additional debt of E to purchase E worth of assets,

this amount is written as:

1 y
E=—|r —-————|a. ,
Fe { bo(x+ Y)CR} J
where r, is the risk weight of the purchased asset.2’ In this manner, when banks adopt

sale accounting for securitization transactions during economic booms, they increase

both assets and debt within the limit of their target capital ratio (leverage ratio). When

E E .
we compute 6(23—R and & , they are written as:

r-k
oE ya,
= >>0,
CR r(x+y)CR
Al v 1,
o r (x+y)CR

Banks with larger capital ratio (smaller leverage ratio) and the ones that purchase
smaller risk-weighted assets must increase larger amounts of assets and debt.

In summary, under the certain condition, sale accounting increases the capital ratio
compared to holding financial assets. Therefore, banks will increase their assets within
the limit of the target capital ratio (leverage ratio) for executive compensation and

market evaluations. When banks conduct securitization transactions and adopt sale

2% Dechow et al. (2010) show that executive compensation is sensitive to gains on sales and that
the gains appear to be treated as a regular earnings component.

27 Denoting the adjusted capital ratio by CR;, the following equality meets:

ya,
(A+E)-(D+E)-"
x+y_A—D_CR

Zriai—rjaj+rkE _Zriai T
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accounting to enhance short-term profits, the capital ratio increases under the certain
condition. Thus, assets (lending) are increased within the limit of the target capital ratio
(leverage ratio). Banks usually increase their lending during economic booms because
borrowers can increase their borrowings. Furthermore, banks lower their lending
standards and expand their lending to new borrowers for securitization (Keys et al.,
2010; Demyanyk and Hemert, 2011; Purnanandam, 2011; Dell’Ariccia et al., 2012).28
Such increasing and expanding lending accelerates economic booms. Through these
processes, sale accounting is expected to promote procyclicality before the financial crisis

(during economic booms).

5. Concluding Remarks
This study considers whether fair value accounting promotes procyclicality and finds the
relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality by focusing on
securitization transactions before the financial crisis. There are two accounting
treatments for securitization transactions: sale accounting and secured borrowing
accounting. Sale accounting has accounting benefits compared with secured borrowing
accounting; almost all banks structure securitization transactions to meet the
requirements for sale accounting. Although transferors hold numerous risks for
transferred assets through contractual (explicit) and non-contractual (implicit) recourses,
they can adopt sale accounting. When transferors retain significant risks for transferred
assets, sale accounting has the same income effects as fair value accounting and
functions as a substitute for fair value accounting.

Under the certain condition, sale accounting increases the capital ratio compared
with that before the securitization transaction. Bank executives have incentives to

increase both assets and debt within the limits of their target capital ratio (leverage ratio)

28 Bleck and Gao (2011) show that, as compared to historical cost accounting, when banks adopt
fair value accounting for retained interests, fair value accounting induces banks to retain
excessive exposure to risks related to transferred assets and to reduce their incentive to originate
good loans.
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for executive compensation and market reputation; assets (lending) are increased. When
banks conduct securitization transactions and adopt sale accounting to enhance
short-term profits, the capital ratio increases under the certain condition. Thus, banks
will increase assets (lending) within the limit of their target capital ratio (leverage ratio).
As banks increase and expand their lending during economic booms, economic booms
will be accelerated. Through these processes, both sale accounting and fair value
accounting are expected to promote procyclicality during the pre-financial crisis
(economic booms).

This study showed the relationship between fair value accounting and procyclicality
by focusing on securitization transactions before the financial crisis. The study makes
two contributions to the accounting literature and accounting standards setting. First, it
proposes a new perspective on the relationship between fair value accounting and
procyclicality by focusing on the pre-financial crisis (economic booms). Second, this study
suggests that accounting standard setters reconsider the movement in accounting for
securitization when transferors retain significant risks for transferred assets.

However, despite the usefulness insights it obtained, this study has several
limitations. First, as this study theoretically indicates the relationship between fair value
accounting and procyclicality, it is necessary to empirically investigate the relationship
between sale accounting and procyclicality, including the characteristics of gains on sales.
Next, it is necessary to identify the mechanisms of procyclicality before and during the
financial crisis and examine the relationship between fair value accounting and
procyclicality. These examinations clarify a comprehensive relationship between fair

value accounting and the financial crisis.
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Appendix

Under sale accounting, transferors derecognize transferred assets and recognize all
assets obtained and liabilities incurred in consideration as proceeds of sales, and
recognize in earnings the difference between sale proceeds and the carry amounts of
transferred assets as gains or losses on the sale (SFAS140, par. 11). The assets and
liabilities, except for retained interests (e.g., cash, service assets and liabilities, and
recourse obligations) are measured at fair value?. Retained interests such as
subordinated and residual interests are measured at relative fair value3’. Because
SFAS140 requires firms to classify retained interests as trading or available-for-sale
securities (SFAS140, par. 14), the difference between relative fair value and the fair value
of retained interests is measured immediately and recognized in earnings for trading
securities or in other comprehensive income (OCI) for available-for-sale securities under
SKAS115, Accounting for Certain Investments in Debt and Equity Securities.

Following is a journal entry of the example in this text under sale accounting (to

recognize gains on sales, it is necessary to meet the following condition: x+y>a; >0 ).

Dr. Amount Cr. Amount

Cash X | Loans a;
Subordinated y ) a;

a; x Gains on Sales X 1-
Interests X+Yy X+Yy
Subordinated a, ) a,

1- Earnings / OCI y|1-
Interests X+Yy X+Yy

Under secured bellowing accounting, transferors recognize a liability for cash and
other assets except for retained interests and service assets and remain transferred
assets on their balance sheet (SFAS140, pars. 12 and 62A). Therefore, gains or losses on
the sale are not recognized. Transferors reclassify the transferred assets as pledged
collateral and separate them from other assets not encumbered (SFAS140, par. 15).

Following is a journal entry of the example in this text under secured borrowing

29 However, if it is not practicable to estimate the fair value measurement of assets obtained,
SFAS140 prescribes that transferors measure those assets at zero. Furthermore, if it is not
practicable to estimate the fair value measurement of liabilities incurred, SFAS140 requires that
transferors recognize no gains on sales and measure those liabilities at the greater of: (1) the
excess of (a) the fair value of assets obtained less the fair value of other liabilities incurred, over (b)
the carrying value of transferred assets, (2) the amount that is recognized in accordance with
SFASS5, Accounting for Contingencies.

30 Relative fair value for retained interests is computed by multiplying the carrying amount of a
transferred financial asset by the percentage of the fair value of the asset attributable to the
retained interests.
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accounting.

Dr. Amount Cr. Amount
Cash X | Loans Payable
Pledged
a; | Loans
Collateral

24




References

Acharya, V. V. and M. Richardson eds. (2009), Restoring Financial Stability: How to
Repair a Failed System, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Acharya, V. V,, P. Schnabl and G. Suarez (2013), “Securitization without Risk Transfer,”
Journal of Financial Economics 107 (3): 515-536.

Adhikari, A. and L. Betancourt (2008), “Accounting for Securitizations: A Comparison of
SFAS 140 and IASB 39, Journal of International Financial Management and
Accounting19 (1): 73-105.

Adrian, T. and H. S. Shin (2010), “Liquidity and Leverage,” Journal of Financial
Intermediation 19 (3): 418-437.

Affinito, M and E. Tagliaferri (2010), “Why do (or did?) Banks Securitize their Loans?:
Ewvidence from Italy,” Working Paper No. 741.

Allen, F, A. Babus and E. Carletti (2009), “Financial Crises: Theory and Evidence,”
Annual Review of Financial Fconomics 1: 97-116.

Allen, F. and E. Carletti (2008), “Mark-to-Market Accounting and Liquidity Pricing,”
Journal of Accounting and Economics 45 (2-3): 358-378.

Ambrose, B. W., M. LaCour-Little and A. B. Sanders (2005), “Does Regulatory Capital
Arbitrage, Reputation, or Asymmetric Information Drive Securitization?’ Journal of
Financial Services Research 28 (1-3): 113-133.

American Bankers Association (2008), “Re: File Number 4-573-SEC Study of Mark to
Market Accounting,” November 13.

Amiram, D., W. R. Landsman, K. Peasnell and C. Shakespeare (2011), “Market Reaction
to Securitization Retained Interest Impairments during the Financial Crisis of
2007-2008: Are Implicit Guarantees Worth the Paper Theyre Not Written On?”
Working Paper.

Badertscher, B. A., J. J. Burks and P. D. Easton (2012), “A Convenient Scapegoat: Fair
Value Accounting by Commercial Banks during the Financial Crisis,” 7The Accounting
Review 87 (1): 59-90.

Ball, R. (2006), “International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS): Pros and Cons for
Investors,” Accounting and Business Research 36 (Special Issue): 5-27.

Ball, R. (2008), “Don’t Blame the Messenger ... or Ignore the Message,” Working Paper.

Bank for International Settlements (2001), Basel Committee on Banking Supervision,
“Comments on Draft Standard & Basis for Conclusions Prepared by Financial
Instruments Joint Working Group of Standard Setters Issued for Public Comment by
the International Accounting Standards Committee,” 30 September.

Bank for International Settlements (2006), Basel Committee on Banking Supervision,
International Convergence of Capital Measurement and Capital Standards: A Revised
Framework — Comprehensive Version, BIS.

Bank for International Settlements (2008), Note for the FSF Working Group on Market
and Institutional Resilience, Addressing Financial System Procyclicality: A Possible
Framework, BIS.

25



Barth, M. E. and W. R. Landsman (2010), “How did Financial Reporting Contribute to
the Financial Crisis,” European Accounting Review 19 (3): 399-423.

Barth, M. E., G. Ormazabal and D. J. Taylor (2012), “Asset Securitizations and Credit
Risk,” The Accounting Review 87 (2): 423-448.

Barth, M. E. and D. J. Taylor (2010), “In Defense of Fair Value: Weighing the Evidence on
Earnings Management and Asset Securitizations,” Journal of Accounting and
Economics 49 (1-2): 26-33.

Becher, D. A., T. L. Campbell IT and M. B. Frye (2005), “Incentive Compensation for Bank
Directors: The Impact of Deregulation,” Journal of Business 78 (5): 1753-1778.

Bernanke, B. and M. Gertler (1989), “Agency Costs, Net Worth, and Business
Fluctuations,” The American Economic Review 79 (1): 14-31.

Bernanke, B., M. Gertler and S. Gilchrist (1996), “The Financial Accelerator and the
Flight to Quality,” 7he Review of Economics and Statics 78 (1): 1-15.

Bernanke, B., M. Gertler and S. Gilchrist (1999), “The Financial Accelerator in a
Quantitative Business Cycle Framework,” J. B. Taylor and M. Woodford eds.,
Handbook of Macroeconomics 1C, Elsevier: 1341-1393.

Bhat, G., R. Frankel and X. Martin (2011), “Panacea, Pandora’s Box, or Placebo:
Feedback in Bank Mortgage-Backed Security Holdings and Fair Value Accounting,”
Journal of Accounting and Economics 52 (2-3): 153-173.

Bleck, A. and P. Gao (2011), “Where does the Information in Mark-to-Market Come
from?” Working Paper.

Borio, C., C. Furfine and P. Lowe (2001), “Procyclicality of the Financial System and
Financial Stability: Issues and Policy Options,” BIS Papers No. 1.

Bowen, R. M., U. Khan and S. Rajgopal (2010), “The Economic Consequences of Relaxing
Fair Value Accounting and Impairment Rules on Banks during the Financial Crisis of
2008-2009,” Working Paper.

Boyer, R. (2007), “Assessing the Impact of Fair Value upon Financial Crises,”
Socio-Economic Review 5 (4): T79-807.

Brav, A., J. R. Graham, C. R. Harvey and R. Michaely (2005), “Payout Policy in the 21st
Century,” Journal of Financial Economics 77 (3): 483-5217.

Brunnermeier, M. K. (2009), “Deciphering the Liquidity and Credit Crunch 2007-2008,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives 23 (1): 77-100.

Bryan, S., S. B. Lilien and B. Sarath (2010), “Countering Opportunism in Structuring
and Valuing Transactions: The Case of Securitizations,” Journal of Accounting,
Auditing and Finance 25 (2): 289-321.

Chen, W, C. Liu and S. G. Ryan (2008), “Characteristics of Securitizations that
Determine Issuers’ Retention of the Risks of the Securitized Assets,” The Accounting
Review 83 (5): 1181-1215.

Cifuentes R., G. Ferrucci and H. S. Shin (2005), “Liquidity Risk and Contagion,” Journal
of the European Economic Association 3 (2-3): 556-566.

Clinch, G. and J. Magliolo (1993), “CEO Compensation and Components of Earnings in
Bank Holding Companies,” Journal of Accounting and Economics 16 (1-3): 241-272.

26



Dechow, P. M., L. A. Myers and C. Shakespeare (2010), “Fair Value Accounting and Gains
from Asset Securitizations: A Convenient Earnings Management Tool with
Compensation Side-Benefits,” Journal of Accounting and Economics 49 (1-2): 2-25.

Dechow, P. M. and C. Shakespeare (2009), “Do Managers Time Securitization
Transactions to Obtain Accounting Benefits?” The Accounting Review 84 (1): 99-132.

Dell’Ariccia, G., D. Igan and L. Laeven (2012), “Credit Booms and Lending Standards:
Evidence from the Subprime Mortgage Market,” Journal of Money, Credit and
Banking 44 (2-3): 367-384.

Demyanyk, Y. and O. V. Hemert (2011), “Understanding the Subprime Mortgage Crisis,”
The Review of Financial Studies 24 (6): 1848-1880.

Dou, Y., Y. Liu, G. Richardson and D. Vyas (2012), “The Risk-Relevance of Securitizations
during the Recent Financial Crisis,” Working Paper.

Eboli, M. (2010), “Direct Contagion in Financial Networks with Mark-to-Market and
Historical Cost Accounting Rules,” International Journal of Eeconomics and Finance 2
(5): 27-34.

Ellul, A., C. Jotikasthira, C. T. Lundblad and Y. Wang (2012), “Is Historical Cost
Accounting a Panacea? Market Stress Distortions, and Gains Trading,” Working
Paper.

Enria, A., L. Cappiello, F. Dierick, S. Grittini, A. Haralambous, A. Maddaloni, P. Molitor, F.
Pires and P. Poloni (2004), “Fair Value Accounting and Financial Stability,” ECB
Occasional Paper Series No. 13.

European Central Bank (2001), Fair Value Accounting in the Banking Sector, ECB.

European Central Bank (2004), “The Impact of Fair Value Accounting on the European
Banking Sector — A Financial Stability Perspective,” Monthly Bulletin, February:
69-81.

European Central Bank (2006), Assessment of Accounting Standards from a Financial
Stability Perspective, ECB.

Financial Accounting Standards Board (1999), Preliminary Views, on Major Issues
Related to Reporting Financial Instruments and Certain Related Assets and Liabilities
at Fair Value, FASB.

Financial Accounting Standards Board (2000), Statement of Financial Accounting
Standards No. 140, Accounting for Transfers and Servicing of Financial Assets and
Extinguishments of Liabilities — a replacement of FASB Statement No. 125, FASB.

Financial Accounting Standards Board (2009), FASB Staff Position No. FAS115-2 and
FAS124-2, Recognition and Presentation of Other-Than-Temporary Impairments,
FASB.

Financial Stability Forum (2009), Report of the Financial Stability Forum on Addressing
Procyclicality in the Financial System, FSF.

Fisher, I. (1933), “The Debt-Deflation Theory of Great Depressions,” Econometrica 1 (4):
337-357.

Goncharov, I. and S. van Triest (2011), “Do Fair Value Adjustments Influence Dividend
Policy?’ Accounting and Business Research 41 (1): 51-68.

27



Government Accounting Office (2009), Financial Markets Regulation: Financial Crisis
Highlights Need to Improve Oversight of Leverage at Financial Institutions and across
System, GAO-09-739, GAO.

Heaton, J. C., D. Lucas and R. L. McDonald (2010), “Is Mark-to-Market Accounting
Destabilizing? Analysis and Implications for Policy,” Journal of Monetary Economics
57 (1): 64-75.

Huizinga, H. and L. Laeven (2012), “Bank Valuation and Accounting Discretion during a
Financial Crisis,” Journal of Financial Economics 106 (3): 614-634.

International Accounting Standards Committee and Canadian Institute of Chartered
Accountants (1997), Discussion Paper, Accounting for Financial Assets and Financial
Liabilities, IASC.

Jagannathan, M., C. P. Stephens and M. S. Weisbach (2000), “Financial Flexibility and
the Choice between Dividends and Stock Repurchases,” Journal of Financial
Economics 57 (3): 355-384.

Joint Working Group of Standard-Setters (1999), Financial Instruments — Issues
Relating to Banks, IASC.

Joint Working Group of Standard-Setters (2000), An Invitation to Comment on the
JWG’s Draft Standard, Financial Instruments and Similar Items, JICPA.

Karaoglu, N. E. (2005), “Regulatory Capital and Earnings Management in Banks: The
Case of Loan Sales and Securitizations,” Working Paper.

Kashyap, A. K, R. G. Rajan and J. C. Stein (2008), “Rethinking Capital Regulation,”
Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City ed., Maintaining Stability in a Changing
Financial System, Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City: 431-471.

Keys, B. J., T. Mukherjee, A. Seru and V. Vig (2010), “Did Securitization Lead to Lax
Screening? Evidence from Subprime Loans,” Quarterly Journal of Economics 125 (1):
307-362.

Khan, U. (2010), “Does Fair Value Accounting Contribute to Systemic Risk in the
Banking Industry?” Working Paper.

Kiyotaki, N. and J. Moore (1997), “Credit Cycles,” Journal of Political Economy 105 (2):
211-248.

Kothari, S. P. and R. Lester (2012), “The Role of Accounting in the Financial Crisis:
Lessons for the Future,” Accounting Horizons 26 (2): 335-351.

Landsman, W. R., K. V. Peasnell and C. Shakespeare (2008), “Are Asset Securitizations
Sales or Loans?’ The Accounting Review 83 (5): 1251-1272.

Laux, C. (2012), “Financial instruments, financial reporting, and financial stability,”
Accounting and Business Research 42 (3): 239-260.

Laux, C. and C. Leuz (2009), “The Crisis of Fair-Value Accounting: Making Sense of the
Recent Debate,” Accounting, Organization and Society 34 (6-7): 826-834.

Laux, C. and C. Leuz (2010), “Did Fair-Value Accounting Contribute to the Financial
Crisis?” Journal of Economic Perspectives 24 (1) 93-118.

Lintner, J. (1956), ‘Distribution of Incomes of Corporations among Dividends, Retained
Earnings, and Taxes,” The American Economic Review 46 (2): 97-113.

28



Livne, G., G. Markarian and A. Milne (2011), “Bankers’ Compensation and Fair Value
Accounting,” Journal of Corporate Finance 17 (4): 1096-1115.

Magnan, M. L. (2009), “Fair Value Accounting and the Financial Crisis: Messenger or
Contributor?” Accounting Perspectives 8 (3): 189-213.

Meder, A., S. T. Schwartz, E. E. Spires and R. A. Young (2011), “Structured Finance and
Mark-to-Model Accounting: A Few Simple Illustrations,” Accounting Horizons 25 (3):
559-576.

Merrill, C. B, T. D. Nadauld, R. M. Stulz and S. Sherlund (2012), “Did Capital
Requirements and Fair Value Accounting Spark Fire Sales in Distressed
Mortgage-Backed Securities?” Working Paper.

Niu, F F. and G. D. Richardson (2006), “Are Securitizations in Substance Sales or
Secured Borrowing? Capital-Market Evidence,” Contemporary Accounting Research
23 (4): 1105-1133.

Novoa, A., J. Scarlata and J. Solé (2009), “Procyclicality and Fair Value Accounting,” IMF
Working Paper (WP/09/39).

Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and Office of Thrift Supervision
(2001), “Risk-Based Capital Guidelines; Capital Adequacy Guidelines; Capital
Maintenance: Capital Treatment of Recourse, Direct Credit Substitutes and Residual
Interests in Asset Securitization,” Federal Register 66 (230): 59614-59667.

Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System and Office of Thrift Supervision (2002),
OCC 2002-20, Interagency Guidance on Implicit Recourse in Asset Securitization,
OCC.

Panetta, F., P. Angelini, U. Albertazzi, F. Columba, W. Cornacchia, A. D. Cesare, A. Pilati,
C. Salleo and G. Santini (2009), “Financial Sector Pro-Cyclicality: Lessons from the
Crisis,” Banca D’Ttalia Occasional Paper No. 44.

Plantin, G., H. Sapra and H. S. Shin (2008a), “Marking-to-Market: Panacea or Pandora’s
Box?” Journal of Accounting Research 46 (2): 435-460.

Plantin, G., H. Sapra and H. S. Shin (2008b), “Fair Value Accounting and Financial
Stability,” Financial Stability Review (Banque de France) 12: 85-94.

Purnanandam, A. (2011), “Originate-to-Distribute Model and the Subprime Mortgage
Crisis,” The Review of Financial Studies 24 (6): 1881-1915.

Ryan, S. G. (2007), Financial Instruments and Institutions: Accounting and Disclosure
Rules, 2rd ed., John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Ryan, S. G. (2008a), Fair Value Accounting: Understanding the Issues Raised by the
Credit Crunch, Council of Institutional Investors.

Ryan, S. G. (2008b), “Accounting in and for the Subprime Crisis,” The Accounting Review
83 (6): 1605-1638.

Schipper, K. and T. L. Yohn (2007), “Standard-Setting Issues and Academic Research
Related to the Accounting for Financial Asset Transfers,” Accounting Horizons 21 (1):
59-80.

29



Securities and Exchange Committee (2008), Office of the Chief Accountant, Division of
Corporate Finance, Report and Recommendations Pursuant to Section 133 of the
FEmergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008: Study on Mark-Tb-Market Accounting,
SEC.

Shaffer, S. (2010), “Fair Value Accounting: Villain or Innocent Victim,” Working Paper No.
QAU 10-01, Federal Reserve Bank of Boston.

Shin, H. S. (2010), Risk and Liquidity, Oxford University Press.

Shleifer, A, and R. Vishny (2011), “Fire Sales in Finance and Macroeconomics,” Journal of
Economic Perspectives 25 (1): 29-48.

Stein, J. C. (2003), “Agency, Information and Corporate Investment,” G. M.
Constantinides, M. Harris and R. M. Stulz eds., Handbook of the Economics of Finance
1A, Elsevier: 111-165.

Takatera, S. (2004), “Securitization Accounting and Fair Value Accounting have an Equal
Income (Regulation) Effect,” Osaka Keidai Ronsyu (Journal of Osaka University of
Economics) 55 (4): 79-86 (in Japanese).

Takatera S. and Kusano, M. (2009), “A Critical Study in Subprime Accounting,” Osaka
Keidai Ronsyu (Journal of Osaka University of Economics) 59 (6): 179-186 (in
Japanese).

Véron, N. (2008), “Fair Value Accounting is the Wrong Scapegoat for this Crisis,”
Accounting in Europe 5 (2): 63-69.

Wallison, P. J. (2008), “Fair Value Accounting: A Critique,” Financial Services Outlook
(American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research), July.

Wilson, J. O. S., B. Casu, C. Girardone and P. Molyneux (2010), “Emerging Themes in
Banking: Recent Literature and Directions for Future Research,” The British
Accounting Review 42 (3): 153-169.

30



