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Abstract 
 
 This paper investigates the frequency of connections between banks and non-financial 
firms through board linkages and whether those connections affect lending and borrowing 
behavior.  Although a board linkages may reduce the costs of information flows between the 
lender and borrower, a board linkage may generate pressure for special treatment of a borrower 
not normally justifiable on economic grounds.  To address this issue, we first document that 
banks are heavily involved in the corporate governance network through frequent board linkages.  
Banks tend to have larger boards with a higher proportion of outside directors than non-financial 
firms, and bank officer-directors tend to have more external board directorships than executives 
of non-financial firms.  We then show that low-information cost firms – large firms with a high 
proportion of tangible assets and relatively stable stock returns -- are most likely to have board 
connections to banks.  These same low-information cost firms are also more likely to borrow 
from their connected bank, and when they do so the terms of the loan appear similar to loans to 
unconnected firms.  In contrast to studies of Mexico, Russia and Asia where connections have 
been misused, our results suggest that avoidance of potential conflicts of interest explains both 
the allocation and behavior of bankers in the U.S. corporate governance system.   
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I.  Introduction 

 Connections between banks and potential borrowers raise important issues in both 

economic theory and regulatory practice.  Connected lending occurs when the lender has more 

than a simple arm’s length relationship with the borrower.  One potentially important connection 

in the U.S. occurs through the board of directors.  Although a board linkage may provide the 

benefit of better information flows between a borrower and lender, a person on the board of both 

a bank and a borrowing firm may face a conflict of interest: the person has a fiduciary duty to 

both the bank and the firm and these interests may diverge.  In particular, regulators are 

concerned that such connections could lead banks to “throw good money after bad” by favoring 

connected firms that become distressed and thereby expose the deposit insurer and taxpayer to 

unduly large losses.  Connections between banks and potential borrowers thus involve a tradeoff 

in which the benefits of better information must be weighed against the costs of worsened 

conflicts. 

 Economic and finance theory does not tell us how this tradeoff is resolved.  Lamoreaux 

(1994) argues that connected lending was important to the development of U.S. banking during 

the nineteenth century because it was an efficient mechanism for reducing monitoring and 

enforcement costs.  Hoshi, Kashyap and Sharfstein (1991) argue that firms in Japan connected to 
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their bank through a keiretsu were insulated from cash flow shocks that could distort investment 

choices.  Both of these studies suggest that the information benefits of connections outweigh the 

costs of conflicts. 

 Other studies suggest, however, that conflicts associated with connected lending are the 

primary reasons for the fragility of many financial systems.  Rajan and Zingales (1998), for 

example, argue that much of the collapse of the Asian tigers in 1997 and 1998 was due to 

connected lenders continuing to extend credit to distressed borrowers rather than cutting off bad 

credits early and forcing restructuring before problems grew out of control.  La Porta, Lopez-de-

Silanes, and Zamarripa (2001) argue that connected lending in Mexico was tantamount to looting 

of the banks.  Laeven (2001) finds that connected lending in Russia during the 1990s also 

exposed banks to undue risks. 

 In this paper we argue that in the United States, just as in the emerging economies, the 

potential for conflicts can explain bank connections to potential borrowers.  U.S. legal and 

regulatory doctrines designed to punish bankers that exploit their position, along with effective 

protection of shareholder rights, however, raise the cost of exploiting conflicts here.1  Thus, 

rather than see bankers taking advantage of their connections, in the U.S. we show that bankers 

avoid connections with firms where the temptation to exploit information and control would be 

greatest.  We also show that banks with connections avoid lending to firms where the potential 

for exploitation of information would be greatest. 

                                                 

 1 More broadly, La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (1998, 1999) argue that the 
degree of the protection of the rights of shareholders and creditors can explain differences in capital 
market development, ownership concentration, and firms’ access to external finance.   
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 We begin by establishing the prevalence of connections between banks and large U.S. 

firms.  U.S. banks have both larger boards and a higher proportion of outside directors on their 

boards than do non-financial firms of similar size.  Also controlling for size, executives of banks 

have a higher propensity of external directorships (that is, sit on the boards of other firms) than 

do executives of non-financial firms.  Banks thus appear to be heavily involved in the corporate 

governance system in the U.S.  

 Following Kroszner and Strahan (forthcoming), we next explore the allocation of bank 

connections to firms.  Consistent with K&S, we find that firms with board connections to banks 

tend to be the low information-cost firms that are unlikely to “bank dependent.”  Specifically, 

large and stable firms with relatively high proportions of tangible assets are more likely to have a 

bank connection than small, risky and opaque firms.  We also find, however, a non- linear 

relation between the presence of bank connections and volatility.  The likelihood that a firm has 

a bank connection first increases, then decreases, with volatility, suggesting that at low levels of 

risk the benefits of monitoring appear to dominate, while at higher levels of risk, the conflict of 

interest costs become more important.  We extend K&S by exploring connections in which a 

firm executive serves on a bank’s board, as well as connections in which a banker serves on a 

non-financial firm’s board.  The results suggest that both kinds of connections reflect effo rts to 

avoid potential conflicts. 

 After documenting the allocation of bank-firm connections, we analyze if and how 

connections established through banks’ governance relationships affect the borrowing practices 

of connected firms.  To address this issue, we combine data on bank lending from the Loan 

Pricing Corporation with our data on board linkages among banks and non-financial firms.  To 
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test whether the potential for conflicts affects lending, we focus both on firm characteristics as 

well as a firm’s likelihood of approaching financial distress, when the conflicts are most intense 

and where the potential trouble for the bank (and the public safety net) is the greatest.  We find 

that connected banks, again, tend to provide credit to larger firms and tend not to lend to very 

risky firms, providing further support for the idea that the avoidance of potential conflicts plays 

the dominant role.  We also find no evidence that banks lend on better terms to connected 

borrowers than to unconnected borrowers.  Moreover, we find that connected banks provide a 

smaller fraction of loans to firms nearing financial distress.  Thus, in contrast to the emerging 

economies, regulatory concerns that banks may lend based on favoritism to connected borrowers 

appear unjustified in the U.S. 

 The next section outlines the costs and benefits of board linkages between borrowers and 

lenders and explains how the potential conflicts arise and ways in which they may be mitigated.  

It also contains empirical implications of alternative hypotheses about connected lending. 

Section III describes the data, methods, and results.  The final section provides a brief summary, 

implications of our results for regulatory policy, and directions for future research. 

 

II.  Connections and Conflicts: Theory and Implications  

 There are a number of benefits that a firm may enjoy by establishing a board connection 

with a bank.  First, better information flow between the bank and the firm may allow the 

connected firm to borrow on better terms than would be possible from an unconnected bank. 

Second, and more broadly, bankers are experienced at building relationships, gathering 

information for credit evaluation, and monitoring the evolution of credit relationships over time.  
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These skill make bankers especially useful in the advisory responsibilities that come with serving 

as a corporate director.  As we will show, banks tend to have more connections to other firms, 

both by having large boards with many outside directors, and by having more external 

directorships than other firms, consistent with the idea that these benefits are important.  

 Although a board linkage between a bank and a firm could reduce the costs of 

information flows between the lender and borrower, a board linkage also could generate conflicts 

of interest between the lender and borrower.  While many different types of potential conflicts 

can arise from “connected” lending and borrowing, our primary focus here will be upon those 

conflicts that can lead to troubles for the bank.2  If the bank has a lending relationship with the 

firm, for example, an officer and director of the borrowing firm who is also a member of the 

bank’s board can face a potential conflict of interest in terms of fiduciary duty as a director of 

both entities.  In her role as director of the firm, the person will have a duty to obtain the best 

financing terms for the firm.  As a member of the bank’s board, however, the person has a duty 

to obtain the best terms for the bank and to avoid exposing the bank to undue risk.  If the firm 

experiences a negative shock and financial distress, this potential conflict will intensify.  The 

officer-director of the firm might display greater “loyalty” to her principal employer and put 

pressure on the bank to provide funding when other unconnected lenders would not and at terms 

favorable to the firm. 

 Similarly, a conflict can arise when an officer-director of the bank is a member of the 

                                                 

 2 See Kroszner and Strahan (forthcoming) for an analysis of other types of conflicts that can arise 
when a banker is on the board of a borrowing firm.  See Kroszner and Rajan (1994 and 1997) for conflicts 
of interest in banking more generally. 
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board of a firm borrowing from that bank.  As a director of the borrowing firm, the person might 

feel pressure to help to obtain favorable lending terms for the firm.3  When the firm experiences 

financial distress, the pressure is likely to intensify.  It is also possible that the firm might offer 

implicit or explicit compensation, perhaps in terms of stock options, to provide incentives for 

favorable treatment to the banker-as-director.  As noted in the introduction, a number of studies 

of connected lending in countries outside of the U.S. have found evidence that connected lending 

has proved harmful to banks. 

 Our empirical strategy is designed to determine how the tradeoff between the benefit of 

better information versus the cost of potential conflicts associated with a bank connection is 

resolved in the U.S.  One possibility is that the information benefits outweigh the costs of 

potential conflicts.  Better information flow may thus support more efficient lending to the firm.  

Alternatively, directors may be relatively free to exploit the private information and control that 

comes with a board seat, perhaps because the legal, regulatory and corporate governance systems 

are insufficiently well-developed to punish misdeeds.  Under either alternative, we would expect 

bank-firm board connections to be more common at firms that are difficult for outsiders to value 

and monitor.  This implication follows because the ability to exploit information stemming from 

a connection would likely be curtailed by the actions of outside shareholders at firms where 

information is relatively transparent.  If directors exploit their private information to the 

detriment of bank shareholders, we would also see firms receive favorable treatment from their 

                                                 

 3 In contrast, in Germany, banks have been accused of using their membership on firm’s 
supervisory boards to manipulate the firm’s borrowing for the bank’s benefit (see Perltiz and Seger 1994 
but contrary evidence from Chirinko and Elston 1998). 
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connected bank, and such favoritism would be most pronounced when the firm experiences 

distress. 

 A second hypothesis is that the legal and regulatory regime deals with the potential for 

conflicts by creating large costs to directors associated with exploiting (or appearing to exploit)  

inside information or their ability to control management (see Kroszner and Rajan 1994 and 

1997).  Thus, concerns about the possibility of conflicts could raise the effective cost to the bank 

of lending to a connected firm enough to outweigh the benefits of improved information.  If a 

connected loan does turn bad, for example, it might be difficult for the connected lender to 

explain to shareholders, “unconnected” managers or regulators that the initial transaction was 

undertaken at arm’s length, even if it actually was.  Internal controls or shareholder pressure may 

lead directors from distressed firms to leave a lending bank’s board.4 

 Explicit aspect of U.S. bankruptcy doctrine create incentives for banks to avoid potential 

conflicts.  Connected banks, for example, face the possibility of “lender liability” and “equitable 

subordination” lawsuits if the distressed firm goes into bankruptcy (see Smith and Warner 1979, 

Fischel 1989, Berlin and Mester 1999, and Kroszner and Strahan forthcoming).  If a bank is 

found to have been active in firm management and acted “inequitably” prior to a borrower’s 

bankruptcy, however, the bank can lose seniority in its claims against the bankrupt firm.  In 

addition, a bank actively involved in firm management potentially faces liability for losses to 

other claimants that can be attributed to its actions.  The courts can and sometimes do go further 

                                                 

 4 J.P. Morgan and Chase had arranged a large ($7 billion) credit line from a bank syndicate for 
Xerox in 1997.  After falling into distress in the subsequent years, Xerox drew down $5 billion of the 
credit line in October 2000 amid speculation that it was on the edge of bankruptcy.  At both the time of 
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to assess punitive damages in lender liability cases.  Board representation by the bank subjects 

the bank to “heightened scrutiny” in these actions, since the board connection facilitates the case 

that the bank had either inside information about or control over the distressed firm. 

 Regulatory scrutiny might also lead banks to avoid the temptation to lend to connected 

firms when the potential for conflicts is high (e.g. when the firm is likely to experience distress).  

Although executives do not face any direct legal restrictions on board relationships between 

banks and non-financial firms, Federal Reserve Board’s Regulation O requires that the banks 

disclose to the regulators their executives’ board memberships.  Moreover, Regulation O 

stipulates that banks may not extend credit to any of its executive officers, directors, or principal 

shareholders, or to any of their “related interest,” on preferential terms. 

 According to this idea, banks will tend to avoid exposing themselves to the costs of the 

conflicts by establishing connections only with firms that are transparent or that have a relatively 

low likelihood of generating potential conflicts.  Thus, firms traditionally viewed as “bank 

dependent” -- small, risky firms and firms with high levels of intangible assets – will be least 

likely to have established a link to a bank, either by having a banker serve on its own board or by 

having one of its executives serve on a bank’s board.  Within the set of firms that have 

connections, those that are most likely to generate conflicts will again be least likely to borrower 

from the connected bank and, when they do borrow, the terms of connected loans will be similar 

to loans made to unconnected borrowers.  Moreover, since the potential for conflicts would be 

heightened in financial distress, firms experiencing financial weakness will, again, tend not to 

                                                                                                                                                             
the origination and of the draw down, the CEO of Xerox, Paul Allaire, was a member of J.P. Morgan’s 
board.  Allaire was not nominated to serve on the board of Morgan/Chase in 2001. 



 

 

9 

borrow from the connected bank.5 

 

III.  Empirical Methods and Results 

 In this section, we first provide a descriptive analysis of the scope of bank-firm 

connections through the board of directors (sub-section A).  As we show, bankers (and hence 

banks) are substantially more connected to the corporate governance network than are executives 

from non-financial firms.  Next, we describe the allocation of bank connections across non-

financial firms as a function of characteristics related to information asymmetry and the potential 

for conflicts.  Third, we investigate how the quantity and pricing of bank loans varies with the 

same set of firm characteristics used to describe the allocation of connections.  The last two sub-

sections (B and C) contain the key tests of the ideas described in above.  Note that we first 

consider any board connection between a bank and a non-financial firm, and then we separate the 

connections into two types, those in which bankers serve as directors on non-financial firms’ 

boards, and those in which executives from non-financial firms serve on banks’ boards.  

A.  Financial and Non-financial Firms’ Boards and External Directorships 

 We build our sample of board connections from information reported in the 1992 Forbes 

500 lists for financial and non-financial firms supplied to us by Kevin Hallock (1997 and 1999).  

Forbes classifies the largest 500 firms by four criteria:  sales, profits, assets, and market value in 

1992.  Based on these four criteria, there are 708 firms for which we have complete board 

information.  For each firm, Hallock collected the names and principal employers of each 

                                                 

 5See Cantillo and Wright (2000) on evidence of how firms choose their lenders and Gorton and 
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director.  If a person is on the board of the firm that is also her principal employer, we define that 

person as an employee-director or “inside director.”  These data then allows us to determine the 

board linkages between banks and non-financial firms.  We identify both bank executives (bank 

inside directors) who are on the boards of non-financial firms as well as non-financial firm 

executives (non-financial inside directors) who are on the boards of commercial banks.  When an 

executive has a seat on the board of a firm in the sample that is not her principal employer, we 

call that relationship an “external board membership” or “external directorship.” 

 Table 1 provides the mean, median, and standard deviation for a variety of board 

characteristics of financial and non-financial firms in the Forbes lists in 1992.  We classify 

financial firms as commercial banks (n=121), insurance companies (n=57), and other financials 6 

(n=17).  We have 513 non-financials.  This gives us a total of 708 firms.  In our sample, the 

boards of commercial banks tend to be larger than the boards of non-financial firms.  

Commercial banks’ boards have a mean of 16 members versus 12 for non-financials.  Both the 

commercial banks and the non-financials have roughly three inside directors on the board, so the 

fraction of inside directors is lower at banks than at non-financials.  The boards of insurance 

companies and other financials in the sample appear to look more like the boards of non-

financials than commercial banks.  In these raw comparisons, the commercial bank board 

members appear to have fewer external board connects than do the non-financial firms.   

 These simple comparisons, however, do not adjust for the size of the firm or the bank, 

and firm size is strongly correlated with board size.  The banks in the Forbes top financial lists 

                                                                                                                                                             
Kahn (2000) for a theoretical discussion of the design of bank loan contracts. 
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appear very large based on a size-ranking using total assets.  Citicorp, for example, appears 

larger than General Motors based on total assets —  $213 billion versus $191 billion; however, 

GM has almost ten times as many employees as Citicorp – 750,000 versus 81,000.  Thus, the raw 

comparisons tend to generate a bias toward non-financial firms, since, as we show, larger firms 

tend to have larger boards and more external directorships.  

 In Table 2, we adjust for the size of the enterprise.  For each board characteristic, Panel A 

contains two OLS specifications.  The first column contains only an indicator for whether the 

enterprise is a commercial bank and the log of market capitalization.  We are able to find 680 

firms with non-missing data on Compustat in 1992.  The second column includes those variables 

plus indicators for whether the enterprise is an insurance company and whether it is “other” 

financial.  The log of the number of employees is also included as an additional control for size 

in this second specification.  We find employment data for 591 firms on Compustat. 

 As Table 2 demonstrates, controlling for size, commercial banks have larger boards with 

more outside directors and a smaller proportion of inside directors than do non-financial firms.  

The bank indicator variable is highly statistically significant in each of these regressions.  While 

the raw comparisons suggest that banks have a little more than 4 more outside directors than 

non-financials, the regression suggests that a bank has more than 5 additional outside directors 

than a non-financial firm of similar size.  The indicator is small and not statistically significant in 

explaining the number of inside directors.  Thus, controlling for size, we also find no difference 

in the number of insiders for financials and non-financials.  The final two columns of Table 2 

                                                                                                                                                             

 6 Investment banks and investment management firms comprise most of the ‘other’ category. 
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have the number of external directorships as the dependent variable.  Here we find that once we 

control for size, banks have a larger number of outside directorships than do non-financial firms. 

 Panel B reruns the same specifications as in Panel A but uses a Poisson regression 

technique since the board characteristics are count variables.  The one exception is the share of 

inside directors, which varies between 0 and 1.  To adjust for that, Panel B reruns the Panel A 

regressions using the logistic transformation of insider share, that is, log [insider share/(1- insider 

share)].  The results in Panel B are very similar in terms of signs and statistical significance so 

confirm the OLS results in Panel A.   

 Large commercial banks thus appear to be more heavily involved in the corporate 

governance network than are large non-financial firms.  They tend to have big boards due to the 

large number of outside directors, thereby establishing more connections to other firms than do 

non-financials.  In addition, the officer-directors (inside directors) of the banks tend to have more 

external directorships, so they tend to have more external board connections than do their 

counterparts at non-financial firms.  These results are consistent with banks specializing in the 

business of building relationships, gathering information, and monitoring (e.g., Diamond 1984).7 

B.  The Allocation of Bank Board Connections8 

                                                 

 7 One possibility that could explain why commercial banks are so actively involved in the 
corporate governance network is that bankers enjoy the prestige and enhancement of their reputation that 
comes with a board seat.  One would have to argue, however, that bankers demand prestigious board seats 
more than executives from other financial services firms (e.g. securities firms or insurance companies) 
and more than executives of non-financial corporations.  

 8There is a large and generally inconclusive literature trying to test whether various compositions 
of the board dominate others (e.g. large vs. small boards, insider- vs. outsider-controlled boards).  Rather 
than address these issues, our purpose is to try to understand the forces that shape the structure of the 
board. (See, e.g., Agrawal and Knoeber, 1996; Baysinger and Butler, 1985; Bhagat and Black, 1997, 
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 In Section II we outlined the tradeoff between the information benefit of bank links 

versus the costs of potential conflicts.  That discussion suggests that the efficiency with which 

the legal and regulatory environment constrain managers’ and directors’ potential use of private 

information for personal gain will affect which firms have link to banks, as well as the actions 

taken by those firms that do have connections to banks.  On the one hand, if directors are able to 

exploit their information and control over the firm, then we would expect to see more 

connections at firms where such exploitation would be most valuable; that is, at the traditionally 

bank dependent firms or firms with significant asymmetric information.  On the other hand, if 

the potential costs of exploiting conflicts are sufficiently high, we would expect just the opposite: 

bank connections would be most prevalent at firms where the potential for conflicts are the 

lowest; that is, at firms with relatively low levels of asymmetric information. 

 To test these ideas, we obtain characteristics for our sample of firms from the 1992 

Compustat .  In our analysis of the relationship between firm characteristics and bank 

connections, we start with the 708 firms from the Forbes 500 lists.  We then drop all of the 

financial institutions and those firms for which firm characteristics from Compustat and returns 

from the Center for Research in Securities Prices (CRSP) are not available.  The resulting sample 

includes a total of 430 firms.  Of these, 230 are connected to a bank via the board of directors; 75 

have one or more bankers on their boards, 94 have an executive that serves on a bank’s board, 

and 61 have both. 

 We focus on six firm characteristic related to information and control problems. First, we 

                                                                                                                                                             
1998; Booth and Deli, 1998; Brickley, Lease, and Smith,1988; Gertner and Kaplan, 1997; Hermalin and 
Weisbach, 1988; Klein, 1998; Kracaw and Zenner, 1998; Payne, Millar, and Glezen, 1996; Rosenstein 
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include the log of total assets (book value) as a measure of firm size.  The potential conflict of 

interest costs are likely to be higher at small firms because small firms are more likely to use 

bank loans for credit, because they are more likely to experience financial distress, and because 

they tend to be younger and less well-known and, hence, more difficult for outsiders to value.  

Larger firms tend to have larger boards than smaller firms, however, giving them more 

opportunities to have an outsider director such as a banker.  Therefore, size also acts as a control 

variable in the models.9 

 Second, we include the volatility of the firm’s equity, which should be related to the 

extent of the asymmetric information problem the firm faces in trying to obtain external finance.   

Our measure of volatility is the standard deviation of monthly equity returns, measured from 

January 1988 to December 1991.  Since conflicts of interest between shareholders and creditors 

increase with the riskiness of a firm’s investment opportunities, efforts to avoid such conflicts 

could lead to fewer bank connections at very risky firms.  The benefits of bank connections, 

however, also likely increase with firm volatility.  So, we report specifications with both 

volatility and its square to allow the relationship between risk, bank connections and connected 

lending to first increase, and then decrease. 

 Third, we include a direct measure of a firm’s likelihood of facing financial distress.  

Distress increases both the degree of asymmetric information for firms, and the degree of 

conflicts between creditors and shareholders and between different classes of creditors.  Our 

                                                                                                                                                             
and Wyatt, 1990; Weisbach, 1988; Yermack, 1996). 

 9Kroszner and Strahan (forthcoming) show that board size can not explain the link between firm 
characteristics such as size and the presence of a banker on the board. 
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measure is based on the interest coverage ratio (see Andrade and Kaplan, 1998).  The interest 

coverage ratio equals annual gross cash flow divided by total interest expenses.  Gross cash flow 

equals earnings before interest, taxes, and depreciation (EBITDA).  We use a financial distress 

indicator variable equal to one for a firm if its interest coverage ratio falls in the lowest decile of 

interest coverage ratio distribution; in our sample, this means that the interest coverage ratio falls 

below two. 

 Fourth, firms with more intangible assets are likely to be more opaque and therefore 

create greater information asymmetry problems than firms with more tangible assets.  Costs of 

financial distress and the potential for “manipulation” are also more likely at firms with high 

levels of intangibles that may be difficult or impossible to liquidate.  We measure tangibility of 

assets as the ratio of net property, plant, and equipment to total assets. 

 Fifth, we include a commercial paper rating indicator variable as a direct measure of a 

firm’s access to credit from securities markets.  Since commercial paper issuers have access to a 

close substitute for bank loans, they will tend to depend less on banks and thus will have a lower 

likelihood of creating conflicts for the connected banker. 

 Finally, we include leverage and short-term debt in some of our specifications as 

measures of the firm’s capital structure.  Greater leverage likely increases the potential for 

conflicts between the banker and the shareholder of the borrowing firm.  Our measure of 

leverage is the ratio of the book value of total debt, including long and short-term debt, to the 

market value of equity plus the book value of total debt.  We also include the fraction of total 

debt that is short-term debt, defined as debt with maturity under one year.  Much of this debt will 

consist of bank credit or close substitutes for it, and thus can be interpreted as a proxy for the 
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value of a bank relationship to the firm. 10 

 Table 3 reports the median characteristics of firms with and without bank connections.  

Column 1 contains medians for the 230 connected firms, and column 5 contains medians for the 

200 unconnected firms.  Connected firms tend to be larger and more stable than unconnected 

firms.  The connected firms also have a higher fraction of tangible assets to total assets, helping 

to increase their capacity to issue public debt, and they are more likely to hold a commercial 

paper rating and have higher leverage.11  This higher leverage of the connected firms is revealed 

by their somewhat lower interest coverage ratio.12 

 Table 4 contains the results of a probit model designed to relate firm characteristics to the 

presence of a connection in a multivariate context.  The dependent variable is one if the firm has 

a banker on its own board or if the firm has an executive serving on a bank’s board; otherwise, 

the dependent variables equals zero.  The table reports the marginal effects, rather than the probit 

coefficients themselves, which measure the change in the probability of a firm having a bank 

connection from the mean of the independent variable.  The results support the idea that bank 

                                                 

 10 Firm size is correlated with a number of the other variables included in the analysis.  In our 
sample, the correlation coefficient between size and leverage is 0.42; the correlation between size and the 
commercial paper indicator is 0.34; and the correlation between size and volatility is -0.34.  Firm size and 
the other variables could therefore be serving as proxies for similar factors.  Note also that the correlation 
between the commercial paper indicator and volatility is -0.31. 

 11 Connected firms also have a higher market-to-book ratio, another measure of the importance of 
intangible assets, than unconnected firms.  The connected firms’ median market-to-book asset ratio equals 
1.5, compared to 1.3 for the unconnected firms.  This difference is statistically significant at the one 
percent level.  In our regressions, we prefer to use the ratio of property, plant and equipment to total assets 
to measure asset tangibility since this variable, in contrast to the market-to-book ratio, does not have large 
outliers. 

 12 The connected firms also have lower ratios of cash and liquid assets to total assets, but they pay 
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connections reflect the avoidance of potential conflicts.  Specifically, connections are more likely 

at larger and more stable firms, at firms with higher ratios of tangible to total assets, and at firms 

with a commercial paper ratings.  Although not statistically significant, the coefficients on both 

leverage and short-term debt are also negative, so there is no evidence that connections are more 

prevalent at firms with high leverage or a high degree of dependence on bank debt.  Similarly, 

there is no evidence that bank connections are more common at firms nearing financial distress.13 

 The magnitudes of the effects are also economically important.  In the linear specification 

(column 1), for example, a one standard deviation increase in our volatility measure decreases 

the probability of having a bank connection by roughly 13 percentage points.  A one standard 

deviation increase in the log of assets raises the probability of having a bank connection by 12 

percentage points.  In column (3), a one standard deviation increase in the tangible asset ratio 

increases the likelihood of having a banker on the board by 8 percentage points, and firms with a 

commercial paper rating are about 14 percent more likely to have a bank connection. 

 Since the probit is a non- linear model, comparing two firms at opposite ends of the 

“asymmetric information spectrum” provides somewhat more realism than looking at the effects 

of varying characteristics individually.  For example, the model predicts that a firm in the upper 

25th percentile of the size and tangible asset distribution, with high cash flow, a commercial 

paper rating, and low stock return volatility (bottom 25th percentile) has a 77 percent chance of 

having a bank connection.  In contrast, a firm in the lower 25th percentile of the size and tangible 

                                                                                                                                                             
out a higher fraction of their net income as dividends.  The connected firms, thus, do not appear to be 
more cash constrained or more bank dependent than the unconnected firms. 

 13In contrast, Kaplan and Minton (1994) find that Japanese bankers are more likely to join the 
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asset distribution, with low cash flow, no commercial paper rating, and high stock return 

volatility (upper 25th percentile) has just a 38 percent chance of having a bank connection.  (The 

unconditional probability equals 54 percent.) 

 To understand better whether connections from the bank to the firm’s board reflect 

different characteristics than connections from the firm to the bank’s board, we also separate the 

connections into three parts: connections in which a banker serves on the firm’s board, 

connections in which a firm executive serves on a bank’s board, and connections in which a firm 

has both a banker on its board and an executive on a bank’s board.  Looking first at the 

univariate comparisons in Table 3, we see that all three groups of connected firms are generally 

larger, safer, and less opaque than the comparison group of firms without board connections to 

banks.  All three groups of connected firms have more tangible assets and they are more likely to 

hold a commercial paper rating than the unconnected firms.  Thus, the univariate comparisons 

suggest that efforts to avoid potential conflicts help explain the allocation of all three kinds of 

connections. 

 We analyze these relationship formally in a multivariate context using a multinomial logit 

regression (Table 5).  In this model, the coefficients measure how the probability of a firm 

having one of the three kinds of connections varies with changes in the explanatory variable, 

relative to the reference category of having no bank connection.  The results generally support 

the idea, again, that efforts to avoid bank connections where potential conflicts are more likely to 

emerge drive the results.  The coefficients for each of the three connections are jointly 

statistically significant.  Large and stable firms are more likely to have bank connections of all 

                                                                                                                                                             
boards of borrowing firms when those firms experience financial difficulties. 
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three kinds, and firms with more tangible assets and a commercial paper rating are also more 

likely to have a connection.  The statistical significance of the size and ratings effect, however, is 

low in the group of firms with just a banker on their own board (column 1).14 

 The results in Table 5 also suggest a non-linear relationship between risk and the 

probability that a firm has connections both to a bank’s board and from a bank executive to its 

own board (column 3).  (In the first two columns, the relationship is negative.)  In column 3, the 

linear term is positive and the squared term is negative and the two terms are statistically 

significant individually and jointly.  The probability that a firm has a two-way bank connection 

increases up to volatility of about 0.07 (slightly below the median of 0.077), then decreases.  

Thus, when volatility is low, the benefits of having a very close link to a bank increase faster 

than the costs, but when volatility rises above the sample median, the potential costs from 

conflicts dominate the allocation of the bank board connections 

C.  Connections and Bank Borrowing 

 Having established that board links between banks and non-financial firms are important 

quantitatively, and that these connections are more common at the low information-cost firms, 

we now investigate how such linkages affect borrowing behavior.  If conflict avoidance affects 

borrowing behavior in the same way that it affects the allocation of connections, then we ought 

to observe that connected firms that actually borrow from their connected bank do so on fair 

                                                 

 14Firms with connections both ways sometimes reflect interlocked boards.  Out of the 61 firms 
with connections both ways, 22 are from bank-firm pairs with interlocked boards.  We have also 
estimated a multinomial logit model that allows an additional state for the 22 bank-firm pairs with 
interlock boards.  However, the coefficients determining the probability of having an interlocked board 
with a bank are not statistically significantly different from the coefficients determining the probability of 
having connections to and from a bank’s board. 
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terms; that is, on the same terms that they would face when borrowing from an unconnected 

bank.  Also, we ought to observe that within the set of connected firms, those that actually 

borrow from connected banks pose the lowest likelihood of generating conflicts.  Thus, we test 

first how the share of loans from connected banks varies with firm characteristics, and second 

whether the interest rate on loans to connected firms is lower when they borrow from a 

connected bank than when they borrow from an unconnected bank.  For both tests, we focus only 

on those firms with board connections to banks. 

 To investigate borrowing, we use the Dealscan database compiled by the Loan Pricing 

Corporation (LPC).  Dealscan provides detailed coverage of bank lending to large corporations 

from 1988 to the present (see Strahan 1999).  These data allow us to identify which banks are 

lending to which firms in each year.  We match our data on board connections in 1992 to loans 

made to the connected firms between 1992 and 1994.  The LPC data also provide details on the 

characteristics of loans, such as interest rates, fees, maturity, amount, security, whether the loan 

involves a revolving credit agreement, and the stated purpose of the loan.   

 Most loans to the large firms in our sample are syndicated, meaning that more than one 

bank provides funding.  Dealscan provides information about each bank’s role in the syndicate 

(e.g. lead arranger, participant, etc.).  For each loan, we determine whether the connected bank 

acted as the lead arranger in the syndicate.  The lead bank is responsible for assembling the 

syndicate and arranging the financing terms of the loans.  In return, this bank receives a 

management fee.  In most cases, the lead bank holds the largest share of the loan, whereas 

participant banks generally hold smaller shares.  For example, for syndicates with at least five 

lenders, the average share held by the lead arranger equals 16 percent, compared to only 6 
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percent for participant banks.  

Connections and the quantity of loans 

 To test how the share of a firm’s bank loans from connected banks varies with firm 

characteristics, we include all connected firms for which we can find the firm characteristics on 

Compustat  and for which we can find one or more loans made between 1992 and 1994 on LPC’s 

Dealscan.  This leaves us with a total of 136 connected borrowers, out of a possible 230.15  For 

each of these firms, we model the share of loans for which the connected bank acts as the lead 

arranger as a function of the same set of borrower characteristics related to information 

asymmetry and the potential for conflicts (Table 6).  We then dis-aggregate the dependent 

variable into the share of loans in which the lead bank is connected by having an executive serve 

on the firm’s board, and the share of loans in which one of the borrowers’s executives serves on 

the lead bank’s board (Table 7). 

 In Table 6, we find that a similar set of relationships that described the allocation of bank 

connections across firms also describe the pattern of borrowing.  In general terms, the low 

information-cost firms are more likely to borrow from their connected bank than the higher 

information-cost firms.  Larger firms borrow substantially more from their connected bank than 

smaller firms; a one standard deviation increase in the log of firm assets, for example, is 

associated with an increase in borrowing from the connected bank of 8 to 10 percent.  Perhaps 

even more striking, firms with interest coverage ratio in the lowest decile – that is, firms most 

likely to experience distress over the near term – borrow 14 to 22 percent less from their 

                                                 

 15We lose two observations in the specification that includes capital structure due to missing data 
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connected bank than other firms.   

 The effect of volatility is again non- linear.  The linear specification (column 1) suggests 

that among the connected firms, those with higher risk tend to borrow more from their connected 

bank.  This relationship increases only to the median level of vo latility in the sample, however, 

and then flattens out.  For example,  increasing stock return volatility from the 10th percentile 

(0.048) to the median (0.077) raises the share borrowed from the connected bank by 18 percent, 

whereas increasing the return volatility from the median to the 90th percentile (0.122) reduces the 

share by about 1 percent. 

 In Table 7, we report the same set of regressions after dis-aggregating the dependent 

variable into the share borrowed from the bank that serves on the firm’s board, and the share that 

comes from the bank on whose board a borrower’s executive serves.  The disaggregation 

suggests that conflict avoidance plays an important role in borrowing from connected banks, 

regardless of how the board connection is established.  The sign patterns for the variables are 

quite consistent across the two dependent variables, although the statistical significance is not 

always the same.  For example, stock return volatility is more important in explaining variation 

in the share of loans coming from the bank that serves on the firm’s board (columns 1 and 2), 

although the effect is non-linear.  In the specification from column 1, increasing stock return 

volatility from the 10th percentile (0.048) to the median (0.077) raises the share borrowed from 

the connected bank by 14 percent, while increasing the return volatility from the median to the 

90th percentile (0.122) reduces the share borrowed by 10 percent. 

 In contrast, size and the low interest coverage ratio are more important in exp laining 

                                                                                                                                                             
from Compustat. 
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variation in the share borrowed from the bank on whose board the borrower’s executive serves.  

In column (3), for example, the share of loans from the bank on whose board the borrower’s 

executive serves is 24 percent lower for firms with coverage ratios in the bottom 10th percentile 

of the distribution.  Thus, firms that are relatively close to financial distress avoid borrowing 

from banks connected this way. 

Connections and loan pricing 

 The LPC Dealscan data provides sufficient detail on the characteristics of each loan to be 

able to calculate the “drawn all- in spread.”  The borrower pays the drawn all- in spread (AIS) to 

the lender each year for each dollar drawn off of a line of credit, or, in the case of a term loan, off 

the whole amount of the loan.  The drawn AIS equals the coupon rate plus the annual fee, 

measured as a markup over LIBOR. 16  The mean drawn AIS for all loans in Dealscan between 

1992 and 1994 equals 206 basis points.  In contrast, the mean drawn AIS equals only 61 basis 

points in our sample, reflecting the fact that the connected borrowers tend to be much larger and 

safer than average.  For revolving lines of credit, the borrower also pays the undrawn AIS to the 

lender each year for every dollar of the line not drawn, equal to the commitment fee plus the 

annual fee.  The mean undrawn AIS on all lines of credit in Dealscan between 1992 and 1994 

equals 35 basis points.  For our sample, the mean undrawn AIS equals 16 basis points. 

 The dependent variable is the drawn AIS for all loans made to our sample of 136 

connected borrowers from whom we have both loan data and Compustat characteristics.  All of 

                                                 

 16 While most loans are floating rate, some are priced off other benchmark interest rates.  If a 
LIBOR spread is available, it is used. For cases where another benchmark is used, LPC makes the 
following adjustments to the drawn AIS: Prime=+255 bps; Cost of funds=0 bps; Commercial Paper=3 
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the specifications include (but do not report the coefficient estimates of) the following loan 

characteristics: log of loan size, log of maturity, and indicators for lines of credit, secured loans 

(as well as an indicator if information about security is missing), and stated purpose of the loan.  

Since we have more than one loan for some or our borrowers, we account for possible 

heteroskedasticity by estimating the random-effects GLS model. 

 With the exception of firm size, in all specifications the firm-characteristics that increase 

risk and asymmetric information are associated with a higher drawn AIS (Table 8).  Thus the 

bank loans seem to price characteristics likely to be associated with high levels of expected 

losses and risk.  For instance, firms with higher stock return volatility, firms with low interest 

coverage ratio and high leverage, and firms without commercial paper ratings pay higher interest 

rates than other firm.  While the log of firm assets enters positively, the effect of size becomes 

negative and statistically significant when loan size is dropped from the regression (coefficient 

not reported).  

 Most important for our purposes, the results suggest that banks do not favor their 

connected borrowers.  If banks extend credit to connected borrowers on terms not justifiable on 

economic grounds, then we should observe lower interest rates under these circumstances.17  The 

coefficient on the indicator for the presence of a board link to the lender, however, is never 

negative and statistically significant in Table 8.  We have also estimated (but do not report) 

similar models that use the other dimension of pricing (the undrawn all- in spread) and two non-

                                                                                                                                                             
bps; T-bills=-34 bps; Fed Funds=0 bps; Money market rate=0 bps; Banker’s acceptance=-18 bps; CDS=-
6 bps. 

 17Another possibility (which we do not observe) would be that connected borrowers receive credit 
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price terms, the log of average maturity and an indicator for whether or not the loan is secured, as 

dependent variables.  Consistent with the results reported on loan spreads, we find that firms 

borrowing from their connected bank do not pay lower fees, and they do not receive more 

generous non-price terms than firms borrowing from unconnected banks.  Thus, there is no 

empirical evidence that banks extend favoritism to their borrowers connected through a board 

linkage. 

 

IV.  Conclusions  

 We have examined the extent of U.S. commercial bank involvement in the corporate 

governance network and the implications of bank board linkages for lending and borrowing 

behavior.  Commercial banks’ boards tend to be larger and have a greater proportion of outside 

directors than do non-financial firms.  Bank executives also tend to have a high number of 

external board positions relative to non-financial executives (see also Kroszner and Strahan 

forthcoming). 

 Such board links could affect lending and borrowing by improving the information flow 

between the linked banks and firms, but these links could also generate conflicts of interest that 

could lead banks to “throw good money after bad” if a connected borrower falls into financial 

distress.  Contrary to studies of connected lending in Mexico, Russia, and Asia crisis countries, 

we find no evidence in the U.S. that connected lending exposes banks to undue risk or that they 

succumb to conflicts of interest.  On the contrary, the allocation of board connections here in the 

U.S. suggests that efforts to avoid conflicts plays a dominant role.  Large, safe firms with high 

                                                                                                                                                             
on better terms because their bank can generate information more cheaply than an unconnected bank. 
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levels of tangible assets appear more likely to have connections to banks, precisely the kinds of 

firms least likely to generate the potential for conflicts, both because these firms are relatively 

unlikely to experience financial distress, and because these firms present the relatively few 

opportunities for directors to have private information. 

 We also find that actions taken after connections have been established seem to reflect 

efforts to avoid conflicts.  Connected banks tend to lend to those firms that are larger and less 

likely to experience financial distress.  In contrast, bankers in Japan appear to take a more active 

role in governing firms that become distressed.  Moreover, we find no evidence that banks lend 

to their connected borrowers on terms other than what would be expected from an arm’s length 

lender. 

 Our results suggest that the U.S. regulatory and legal environment perhaps deal better 

with potential conflicts associated with insiders and directors than has been found in countries 

such as Mexico and Russia.  Rather than succumb to conflicts, U.S. bankers avoid them.  The 

Gramm-Leach-Bliley Financial Modernization Act of 1999, however, opens new possibilities for 

commercial banks to own equity in non-financial firms which can help to mitigate divergent 

interests between a bank and firms that borrow from it.  Thus, in contrast to the past, U.S. 

bankers may become increasingly willing to establish connections at smaller and riskier firms 

where those connections would be most valuable. 
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Table 1 
Board Size, Board Composition, and External Directorships of Officer-Directors for 

Financial and Non-Financial Firms:  Mean, Median, and Standard Deviation 

This table reports board characteristics fo r Forbes 500 listings of publicly-traded financials and 
non-financials in 1992 (see Hallock 1997).  The financial firms are classified as commercial 
banks, insurance companies, and other financials.  Each cell contains the mean on the first line, 
the median in square brackets on the second line, and the standard deviation in parentheses on 
the third line.  Officer-directors or “inside” directors are members of a firm’s board whose 
principal employer is that firm.  Non-employee or “outside” directors are members of a firm’s 
board whose principal employer is not that firm.  External board memberships are the number 
of directorships on other Forbes 500 firms held by the inside directors of a firm. 

 Non-
Financials 

Commercial 
Banks 

Insurance 
Companies 

Other 
Financials 

Size of Board 
 

11.86 
[12] 

(3.00) 
 

16.01 
[15] 

(6.01) 

11.40 
[11] 

(3.95) 

12.59 
[12] 

(5.51) 

Number of Non-employee 
Directors (“Outsiders”) 

8.70 
[9] 

(2.70) 
 

12.98 
[12] 

(5.79) 

8.58 
[9] 

(3.37) 

8.06 
[7] 

(3.27) 

Number of Officer-
Directors (“Insiders”) 

3.16 
[3] 

(2.92) 
 

3.04 
[3] 

(1.70) 

2.82 
[2] 

(1.80) 

4.53 
[3] 

(5.06) 

Fraction of Officer-
Directors (“Insiders”) on 
the Board 

0.27 
[0.25] 
(0.13) 

 

0.20 
[0.18] 
(0.11) 

0.26 
[0.22] 
(0.16) 

0.33 
[0.25] 
(0.18) 

Number of External Board 
Memberships of the 
Officer-Directors 
(“Insiders”) 
 

1.97 
[1] 

(2.92) 

1.16 
[0] 

(2.32) 

0.84 
[0] 

(1.29) 

1.94 
[1] 

(1.94) 

Number of Firms 513 121 57 17 
 



 

 

Table 2 
Estimates relating Board Size, Board Composition, and External Directorships of Officer-Directors (Insiders) for Financial 

and Non-Financial Firms in 1992 
Panel A: OLS 

 
The table contains OLS estimates of the differences in board characteristics between financial and non-financial firms, controlling for 
firm size.  Financial firms are classified as commercial banks, insurance companies, and other financials.  The dependent variables are 
listed over each pair of columns.  Officer-directors or “inside” directors are members of a firm’s board whose principal employer is 
that firm.  Non-employee or “outside” directors are members of a firm’s board whose principal employer is not that firm.  External 
board memberships are the number of directorships on other Forbes 500 firms held by the inside directors of a firm.  Standard errors 
are in parentheses.  The sample is drawn from Forbes 500 listings in 1992 (see Hallock 1997).   

 
Board Size 

Number of Outside 
Directors 

Number of Inside 
Directors 

Share of Inside 
Directors 

Num. of External 
Directorships 

                        Dependent 
                        Variable: 

(1)  (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Constant 
 

3.20 
(0.92) 

4.68 
(1.04) 

1.96 
(0.85) 

3.37 
(0.95) 

1.24 
(0.48) 

1.30 
(0.55) 

0.30 
(0.03) 

0.29 
(0.04) 

-6.77 
(0.62) 

-5.49 
(0.67) 

Indicator is 1 if the firm is 
a commercial bank 

5.34 
(0.39) 

5.78 
(0.45) 

5.25 
(0.36) 

5.64 
(0.41) 

0.09 
(0.20) 

0.14 
(0.24) 

-0.07 
(0.01) 

-0.08 
(0.02) 

0.49 
(0.26) 

0.76 
(0.29) 

Indicator is 1 if the firm is 
an insurance company 

- 0.98 
(0.59) 

- 1.05 
(0.54) 

- -0.08 
(0.31) 

- -0.03 
(0.02) 

- 0.01 
(0.38) 

Indicator is 1 if the firm is 
other financial  

- 1.66 
(1.11) 

- -0.49 
(1.02) 

- 2.15 
(0.58) 

- 0.08 
(0.04) 

- 0.93 
(0.71) 

Log of Market 
Capitalization 

1.10 
(0.12) 

0.70 
(0.15) 

0.85 
(0.11) 

0.50 
(0.14) 

0.25 
(0.06) 

0.20 
(0.08) 

-0.003 
(0.004) 

-0.0004 
(0.0053) 

1.10 
(0.08) 

0.70 
(0.10) 

Log of the Number of 
Employees 

- 0.61 
(0.14) 

- 0.49 
(0.13) 

- 0.13 
(0.07) 

- -0.004 
(0.005) 

- 0.73 
(0.09) 

Number of observations 680 591 680 591 680 591 680 591 680 591 

Adjusted-R2 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.23 0.30 



 

 

Table 2 (continued):  Estimates relating Board Size, Board Composition, and External Directorships of Officer-Directors 
(Insiders) for Financial and Non-Financial Firms in 1992 

Panel B: Poisson and Logistic 
 
Columns i-vi and ix-x contain Poisson estimates of the differences in board characteristics between financial and non-financial firms, controlling for firm size.  Columns vii-viii 
contain OLS estimates of the logistic transformation of share of inside directors.   Financial firms are classified as commercial banks, insurance companies, and other financials.  
Officer-directors or “inside” directors are members of a firm’s board whose principal employer is that firm.  Non-employee or “outside” directors are members of a firm’s board 
whose principal employer is not that firm.  External board memberships are the number of directorships on other Forbes 500 firms held by the inside directors of a firm.  The 
dependent variables are listed over each pair of columns.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  The sample is drawn from Forbes 500 listings in 1992 (see Hallock 1997).  

 
 

Board Size 

 
Number of Outside 

Directors 

 
Number of Inside 

Directors 

Logistic Transform 
of the Share of 
Inside Directors 

 
Num. of External 

Directorships 

                        Dependent 
                        Variable: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Constant 
 

1.78 
(0.07) 

1.90 
(0.08) 

1.45 
(0.08) 

1.60 
(0.10) 

0.53 
(0.15) 

0.57 
(0.16) 

-0.97 
(0.18) 

-1.04 
(0.20) 

-4.63 
(0.21) 

-3.38 
(0.23) 

Indicator is 1 if the firm is 
a commercial bank 

0.39 
(0.03) 

0.43 
(0.03) 

0.50 
(0.03) 

0.54 
(0.04) 

0.03 
(0.06) 

0.04 
(0.07) 

-0.42 
(0.07) 

-0.47 
(0.09) 

0.15 
(0.09) 

0.25 
(0.11) 

Indicator is 1 if the firm is 
an insurance company 

- 0.08 
(0.05) 

- 0.12 
(0.05) 

- -0.03 
(0.09) 

- -0.18 
(0.11) 

- -0.17 
(0.16) 

Indicator is 1 if the firm is 
other financial  

- 0.13 
(0.08) 

- -0.06 
(0.11) 

- 0.52 
(0.13) 

- 0.45 
(0.22) 

- -0.50 
(0.20) 

Log of Market 
Capitalization 

0.09 
(0.01) 

0.05 
(0.01) 

0.09 
(0.01) 

0.05 
(0.01) 

0.08 
(0.02) 

0.06 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

0.004 
(0.029) 

0.63 
(0.02) 

0.35 
(0.03) 

Log of the Number of 
Employees 

- 0.05 
(0.01) 

- 0.05 
(0.01) 

- 0.04 
(0.02) 

- -0.02 
(0.03) 

- 0.37 
(0.03) 

Number of observations 680 591 680 591 680 591 680 591 680 591 

p-value of chi2 for regress. <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 - - <0.01 <0.01 

Pseudo-R2 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.22 0.27 



 

 

Table 3.  Characteristics of firms with a bank executive on the board and with an executive on a bank’s board in 1992. 
 
This table displays median values for a set of firm characteristics, as measured in 1992.  For some characteristics, medians are 
calculated for a partial sample.  All data except the standard deviation of stock returns are taken from Compustat.  Total assets are in 
millions of 1992 dollars.  The standard deviation of monthly stock price returns measured from January 1988 to December 1991, from 
CRSP. Tangible Assets includes property, plant, and equipment.  Commercial Paper Rating is one if the firm has such a rating and 
zero otherwise.  Notes payable are debt obligations with original maturity less than one year.  Short-term debt is total debt maturing 
within one year.  Debt is total book value of debt, including both long- and short-term debt.  Liquid assets includes all current assets.  
The dividend/net income variable is defined only for firms with positive net income.  The interest coverage ratio equals pre-tax 
income plus interest expense divided by interest expense. 
 

      Kruskal Wallis Test (p-Value)  

 
 
 
  

 
Any Board 
Connection 
to a Bank 
(N=230) 

Firms 
with a 
Banker 
Director 
(N=75) 

 
Executive 
on Bank’s 

Board 
(N=94) 

 
Board 

links both 
ways 

(N=61) 

 
No Board 
Link to a 

Bank 
(N=200) 

 
Column 
(1) vs. 

Column 
(5) 

 
Column 
(2) vs. 

Column 
(5) 

 
Column 
(3) vs. 
column 

(5) 

 
 

Column (4) 
vs. column 

(5) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Total assets 4,599 2,946 4,695 6,627 2,213 <0.01 0.07 <0.01 <0.01 

Std. Dev. of stock return 0.072 0.076 0.069 0.070 0.087 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 

Tangible assets / assets 0.460 0.460 0.432 0.525 0.337 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

Short-term debt / debt 0.145 0.096 0.168 0.168 0.143 0.50 0.03 0.38 0.77 

Debt / assets 0.293 0.290 0.285 0.309 0.236 <0.01 0.10 0.03 <0.01 

Cash / assets 0.027 0.040 0.031 0.016 0.054 <0.01 0.04 <0.01 <0.01 

Liquid assets / assets 0.317 0.294 0.356 0.231 0.455 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

Share with a CP rating 0.643 0.493 0.691 0.754 0.390 <0.01 0.19 <0.01 <0.01 

Interest coverage ratio 5.800 5.681 6.270 5.710 7.347 0.04 0.03 0.30 0.11 
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Table 4.  Probit estimates relating firm characteristics to the presence of a board connection in 
1992. 
 
The coefficients reported are the marginal effects, estimated from a probit model, of a one unit 
change from the mean of each independent variable on the probability of having a banker on the 
board. The dependent variable is one if the firm has a banker on its board in 1992 or an executive 
on a bank’s board, and zero otherwise.  Firm size is measured as the log of assets.  Volatility is 
measured as the standard deviation of monthly stock price returns from January 1988 to 
December 1991.  Tangible assets include property, plant, and equipment.  Commercial Paper 
Rating is one if the firm has such a rating, and zero otherwise.  Short-term debt is debt with less 
than one year maturity.  N = 430, except for column (4), which contains 420.  Standard errors are 
in parentheses.  P-values for the F-test for joint significance of linear and non- linear standard 
deviation terms, and for the regression as a whole, are reported at the bottom of the table. 

 Alternative Model Specifications 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Standard deviation of monthly 
stock returns 

-4.33 
(0.92) 

1.28 
(3.94) 

3.85 
(4.20) 

3.29 
(4.26) 

Square of standard deviation of 
monthly stock returns 

- -29.96 
(19.84) 

-36.58 
(20.73) 

-35.45 
(21.05) 

Log of assets 
 

0.11 
(0.03) 

0.12 
(0.03) 

0.09 
(0.03) 

0.10 
(0.03) 

Indicator for low interest 
coverage ratio 

0.06 
(0.09) 

0.06 
(0.09) 

0.08 
(0.09) 

0.09 
(0.10) 

Tangible assets / assets 
   

- - 0.36 
(0.12) 

0.33 
(0.14) 

Commercial paper rating 
 

- - 0.14 
(0.06) 

0.13 
(0.06) 

Debt / market value of equity 
plus debt 

- - - -0.10 
(0.16) 

Short-term debt / debt             
 

- - - -0.16 
(0.12) 

p-value for standard deviation 
of monthly returns 

- <0.01 <0.01 0.01 

p-value for P2 for regression <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

Pseudo-R2 0.106 0.109 0.132 0.135 
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Table 5.  Multinomial logit model relating firm and industry characteristics to the presence of a 
link from the firm to the bank via the board of directors. 
 
The dependent variable is classified into four categories: no link to the bank (n=200), a banker 
on the firm’s board only (n=75), an executive from the firm on the bank’s board only (N=94), or 
a board link from the firm to a bank in both of these ways (n=61).  Standard errors are in 
parentheses.  Three joint tests are reported at the bottom of the table.  First, the P-values for the 
F-test for joint significance of linear and non- linear standard devia tion terms.  Second, the P-
value for the joint significance of the coefficients for each of the three segments.  Third, the P-
value for the joint significance of the regression as a whole. 

 
  
 
Variables 

 
 

Firm has a 
Banker Director 

 
Firm has an 

executive on a 
Bank’s Board 

Firm has both a 
Banker Director 
and an executive 
a Bank’ Board 

Standard deviation of monthly stock 
returns 

30.19 
(23.32) 

-11.58 
(22.05) 

76.79 
(44.29) 

Square of standard deviation of 
monthly stock returns 

-214.26 
(122.66) 

-21.62 
(108.49) 

-553.63 
(266.83) 

Log of assets    
 

0.04 
(0.17) 

0.45 
(0.16) 

0.84 
(0.17) 

Indicator for low interest coverage 
ratio 

0.31 
(0.56) 

0.45 
(0.55) 

0.33 
(0.63) 

Tangible assets / assets 1.49 
(0.81) 

1.03 
(0.69) 

2.13 
(0.89) 

Commercial paper rating 
 

0.21 
(0.30) 

0.76 
(0.31) 

0.87 
(0.39) 

Debt / market value of equity plus debt 
 

-0.07 
(0.91) 

-0.57 
(0.88) 

-0.51 
(0.95) 

Short-term debt / debt             
 

-1.19 
(0.83) 

-0.24 
(0.61) 

-0.80 
(0.88) 

p-value for joint significance of all 
coefficient, separate segments 

0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

p-value for joint significance of std. dev. 
of monthly returns, separate segments 

0.09 0.03 0.04 

p-value for P2 for regression <0.01 

Pseudo-R2 0.110 
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Table 6.  Regression relating firm characteristics to the share of bank loans from a connected 
bank between 1992 and 1994. 
 
The dependent variables is the share of loans in which the bank connected to the firm by a board 
link acts as the lead arranger.  The loan data come from LPC’s Dealscan and must have been 
made between 1992 and 1994.  In order for a firm to appear in the sample, it must have a 
connection to a bank and it must have some loan data available on Dealscan between 1992 and 
1994.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  

 Alternative Specifications 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Standard deviation of monthly stock 
returns 

2.54 
(1.32) 

13.61 
(5.02) 

16.30 
(6.81) 

14.53 
(6.94) 

Square of standard deviation of 
monthly stock returns 

- -65.69 
(27.15) 

-82.65 
(38.23) 

-74.39 
(38.99) 

Log of assets 
 

0.08 
(0.03) 

0.08 
(0.03) 

0.09 
(0.03) 

0.10 
(0.03) 

Indicator for low interest coverage 
ratio  

-0.21 
(0.08) 

-0.20 
(0.08) 

-0.22 
(0.07) 

-0.14 
(0.10) 

Tangible assets / assets  - - 0.06 
(0.16) 

0.05 
(0.17) 

Commercial paper rating 
 

- - -0.07 
(0.07) 

-0.05 
(0.08) 

Debt / market value of equity plus debt 
 

- - - -0.24 
(0.19) 

Short-term debt / debt - - - -0.48 
(0.20) 

Dependent variable mean 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 

p-value for standard deviation of 
monthly returns 

- 0.02 0.04 0.09 

p-value for regression 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.01 

N 136 136 136 134 
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Table 7.  Regression relating firm characteristics to the share of bank loans from a connected 
bank between 1992 and 1994. 
 
The dependent variables are: (1) the share of loans in which the bank that is connected to the 
firm by having a banker on the firm’s board acts as the lead arranger; (2)  the share of loans in 
which the bank on whose board an executive from the borrower serves acts as the lead arranger.  
The loan data come from LPC’s Dealscan and must have been made between 1992 and 1994.  In 
order for a firm to appear in the sample, it must have a connection to a bank and it must have 
some loan data available on Dealscan between 1992 and 1994.  Standard errors are in 
parentheses.  

 
 
  
Variables 

 
 

Share of loans from bank that 
serves on the firm’s board 

Share of loans from bank 
on whose board the 

firm has an executive 
serving 

Standard deviation of monthly 
stock returns 

15.82 
(6.74) 

15.61 
(7.35) 

4.74 
(11.09) 

0.91 
(11.18) 

Square of standard deviation of 
monthly stock returns 

-90.07 
(36.80) 

-89.88 
(40.01) 

-10.92 
(70.04) 

8.75 
(71.00) 

Log of assets 
 

0.05 
(0.04) 

0.05 
(0.04) 

0.08 
(0.03) 

0.09 
(0.03) 

Indicator for low interest 
coverage ratio   

-0.09 
(0.13) 

-0.05 
(0.17) 

-0.24 
(0.08) 

-0.13 
(0.09) 

Tangible assets / assets 0.08 
(0.20) 

0.02 
(0.21) 

-0.09 
(0.20) 

-0.21 
(0.23) 

Commercial paper rating 
 

0.01 
(0.09) 

0.02 
(0.09) 

-0.09 
(0.10) 

-0.06 
(0.10) 

Debt / market value of equity 
plus debt    

- -0.08 
(0.25) 

- -0.30 
(0.23) 

Short-term debt / debt - -0.44 
(0.30) 

- -0.48 
(0.22) 

Dependent variable mean 0.17 0.17 0.12 0.12 

p-value for standard deviation 
of monthly returns 

0.05 0.08 0.36 0.56 

p-value for regression 0.24 0.30 0.08 0.10 

N 80 80 93 91 



 

 38 

Table 8.  Regression relating the interest rate on loans to connected borrowers to firm 
characteristics, loan characteristics, and the presence of a connection, 1992 and 1994. 
 
This table contains GLS random-effects estimates of the impact of board connections on the 
pricing of bank loans from 1992 to 1994 (there are sometimes more than one loan to a 
borrowers).  The dependent variable is the “drawn all- in spread” of each loan.  Each sample 
contains only firms with a connection to a bank by having a banker on its board or having an 
executive on a bank’s board.  The drawn all- in spread is defined as the mark-up over LIBOR for 
the loan for amounts actually borrowed, in basis points.  The borrowing data are from the Loan 
Pricing Corporation’s Dealscan database.  All specifications include a number of individual loan 
characteristics from the Loan Pricing Corporation data: log of loan size, log of maturity, and 
indicators for revolving credit agreements, secured loans (as well as an indicator if information 
about security is missing), and stated purpose of the loan.  Standard errors are in parentheses. 

 
 
Variable 

 
Firms with any 

board connection 

Firms with a 
Banker on their 

own Board 

Firms with an 
Executive on a Bank’s 

Board 

Indicator equal to 1 for loans 
made by a connected bank 

7.31 
(7.08) 

21.71 
(12.95) 

-5.97 
(9.29) 

Standard deviation of 
monthly stock returns 

440.03 
(185.55) 

391.29 
(252.83) 

367.17 
(191.92) 

Log of assets 
 

9.95 
(4.20) 

11.04 
(6.87) 

9.67 
(4.23) 

Indicator for low interest 
coverage ratio   

29.21 
(11.97) 

34.30 
(20.99) 

33.97 
(10.48) 

Tangible assets / assets -6.25 
(17.29) 

2.98 
(22.47) 

-9.27 
(17.99) 

Commercial paper rating 
 

-10.23 
(7.08) 

-13.33 
(11.24) 

-15.20 
(7.36) 

Debt / market value of 
equity plus debt  

24.26 
(25.76) 

0.33 
(32.85) 

22.99 
(22.93) 

Short-term debt / debt 11.28 
(25.76) 

86.65 
(51.08) 

-23.91 
(22.82) 

Dependent variable mean 
(Basis point spread over 
LIBOR) 

60.81 58.65 62.50 

p-value for regression <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

N 285 125 160 

R2 0.67 0.53 0.80 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Readers with comments should address them to: 
 
Philip E. Strahan 
Carroll School of Management 
Boston College 
140 Commonwealth 
Chestnut Hill, MA  02467 
  philip.strahan@bc.edu 
  
 



 

 

Chicago Working Papers in Law and Economics 
(Second Series) 

 
1. William M. Landes, Copyright Protection of Letters, Diaries and Other Unpublished 

Works: An Economic Approach (July 1991). 
2. Richard A. Epstein, The Path to The T. J. Hooper: The Theory and History of Custom in 

the Law of Tort (August 1991). 
3. Cass R. Sunstein, On Property and Constitutionalism (September 1991). 
4. Richard A. Posner, Blackmail, Privacy, and Freedom of Contract (February 1992). 
5. Randal C. Picker, Security Interests, Misbehavior, and Common Pools (February 1992). 
6. Tomas J. Philipson & Richard A. Posner, Optimal Regulation of AIDS (April 1992). 
7. Douglas G. Baird, Revisiting Auctions in Chapter 11 (April 1992). 
8. William M. Landes, Sequential versus Unitary Trials: An Economic Analysis (July 1992). 
9. William M. Landes & Richard A. Posner, The Influence of Economics on Law: A 

Quantitative Study (August 1992). 
10. Alan O. Sykes, The Welfare Economics of Immigration Law: A Theoretical Survey With 

An Analysis of U.S. Policy (September 1992). 
11. Douglas G. Baird, 1992 Katz Lecture: Reconstructing Contracts (November 1992). 
12. Gary S. Becker, The Economic Way of Looking at Life (January 1993). 
13. J. Mark Ramseyer, Credibly Committing to Efficiency Wages: Cotton Spinning Cartels in 

Imperial Japan (March 1993). 
14. Cass R. Sunstein, Endogenous Preferences, Environmental Law (April 1993). 
15. Richard A. Posner, What Do Judges and Justices Maximize? (The Same Thing Everyone 

Else Does) (April 1993). 
16. Lucian Arye Bebchuk and Randal C. Picker, Bankruptcy Rules, Managerial 

Entrenchment, and Firm-Specific Human Capital (August 1993). 
17. J. Mark Ramseyer, Explicit Reasons for Implicit Contracts: The Legal Logic to the 

Japanese Main Bank System (August 1993). 
18. William M. Landes and Richard A. Posner, The Economics of Anticipatory Adjudication 

(September 1993). 
19. Kenneth W. Dam, The Economic Underpinnings of Patent Law (September 1993). 
20. Alan O. Sykes, An Introduction to Regression Analysis (October 1993). 
21. Richard A. Epstein, The Ubiquity of the Benefit Principle (March 1994). 
22. Randal C. Picker, An Introduction to Game Theory and the Law (June 1994). 
23. William M. Landes, Counterclaims: An Economic Analysis (June 1994). 
24. J. Mark Ramseyer, The Market for Children: Evidence from Early Modern Japan (August 

1994). 
25. Robert H. Gertner and Geoffrey P. Miller, Settlement Escrows (August 1994). 
26. Kenneth W. Dam, Some Economic Considerations in the Intellectual Property Protection 

of Software (August 1994). 
27. Cass R. Sunstein, Rules and Rulelessness, (October 1994). 
28. David Friedman, More Justice for Less Money: A Step Beyond Cimino (December 1994). 



 

 

29. Daniel Shaviro, Budget Deficits and the Intergenerational Distribution of Lifetime 
Consumption (January 1995). 

30. Douglas G. Baird, The Law and Economics of Contract Damages (February 1995). 
31. Daniel Kessler, Thomas Meites, and Geoffrey P. Miller, Explaining Deviations from the 

Fifty Percent Rule: A Multimodal Approach to the Selection of Cases for Litigation 
(March 1995). 

32. Geoffrey P. Miller, Das Kapital: Solvency Regulation of the American Business 
Enterprise (April 1995). 

33. Richard Craswell, Freedom of Contract (August 1995). 
34. J. Mark Ramseyer, Public Choice (November 1995). 
35. Kenneth W. Dam, Intellectual Property in an Age of Software and Biotechnology 

(November 1995). 
36. Cass R. Sunstein, Social Norms and Social Roles (January 1996). 
37. J. Mark Ramseyer and Eric B. Rasmusen, Judicial Independence in Civil Law Regimes: 

Econometrics from Japan (January 1996). 
38. Richard A. Epstein, Transaction Costs and Property Rights: Or Do Good Fences Make 

Good Neighbors? (March 1996). 
39. Cass R. Sunstein, The Cost-Benefit State (May 1996). 
40. William M. Landes and Richard A. Posner, The Economics of Legal Disputes Over the 

Ownership of Works of Art and Other Collectibles (July 1996). 
41. John R. Lott, Jr. and David B. Mustard, Crime, Deterrence, and Right-to-Carry Concealed 

Handguns (August 1996). 
42. Cass R. Sunstein, Health-Health Tradeoffs (September 1996). 
43. G. Baird, The Hidden Virtues of Chapter 11: An Overview of the Law and Economics of 

Financially Distressed Firms (March 1997). 
44. Richard A. Posner, Community, Wealth, and Equality (March 1997). 
45. William M. Landes, The Art of Law and Economics: An Autobiographical Essay (March 

1997). 
46. Cass R. Sunstein, Behavioral Analysis of Law (April 1997). 
47. John R. Lott, Jr. and Kermit Daniel, Term Limits and Electoral Competitiveness: 

Evidence from California’s State Legislative Races (May 1997). 
48. Randal C. Picker, Simple Games in a Complex World: A Generative Approach to the 

Adoption of Norms (June 1997). 
49. Richard A. Epstein, Contracts Small and Contracts Large: Contract Law through the 

Lens of Laissez-Faire (August 1997).  
50. Cass R. Sunstein, Daniel Kahneman, and David Schkade, Assessing Punitive Damages 

(with Notes on Cognition and Valuation in Law) (December 1997).  
51. William M. Landes, Lawrence Lessig, and Michael E. Solimine, Judicial Influence: A 

Citation Analysis of Federal Courts of Appeals Judges (January 1998).  
52. John R. Lott, Jr., A Simple Explanation for Why Campaign Expenditures are Increasing: 

The Government is Getting Bigger (February 1998).  
53.  Richard A. Posner, Values and Consequences: An Introduction to Economic Analysis of 

Law (March 1998).  



 

 

54. Denise DiPasquale and Edward L. Glaeser, Incentives and Social Capital: Are 
Homeowners Better Citizens? (April 1998).  

55. Christine Jolls, Cass R. Sunstein, and Richard Thaler, A Behavioral Approach to Law and 
Economics (May 1998). 

56. John R. Lott, Jr., Does a Helping Hand Put Others At Risk?: Affirmative Action, Police 
Departments, and Crime (May 1998). 

57. Cass R. Sunstein and Edna Ullmann-Margalit, Second-Order Decisions (June 1998). 
58. Jonathan M. Karpoff and John R. Lott, Jr., Punitive Damages: Their Determinants, Effects 

on Firm Value, and the Impact of Supreme Court and Congressional Attempts to Limit 
Awards (July 1998). 

59. Kenneth W. Dam, Self-Help in the Digital Jungle (August 1998). 
60. John R. Lott, Jr., How Dramatically Did Women’s Suffrage Change the Size and Scope of 

Government? (September 1998) 
61. Kevin A. Kordana and Eric A. Posner, A Positive Theory of Chapter 11 (October 1998) 
62. David A. Weisbach, Line Drawing, Doctrine, and Efficiency in the Tax Law (November 

1998) 
63. Jack L. Goldsmith and Eric A. Posner, A Theory of Customary International Law 

(November 1998) 
64. John R. Lott, Jr., Public Schooling, Indoctrination, and Totalitarianism (December 1998) 
65. Cass R. Sunstein, Private Broadcasters and the Public Interest: Notes Toward A “Third 

Way” (January 1999) 
66. Richard A. Posner, An Economic Approach to the Law of Evidence (February 1999) 
67. Yannis Bakos, Erik Brynjolfsson, Douglas Lichtman, Shared Information Goods 

(February 1999) 
68. Kenneth W. Dam, Intellectual Property and the Academic Enterprise (February 1999) 
69. Gertrud M. Fremling and Richard A. Posner, Status Signaling and the Law, with 

Particular Application to Sexual Harassment (March 1999) 
70. Cass R. Sunstein, Must Formalism Be Defended Empirically? (March 1999) 
71. Jonathan M. Karpoff, John R. Lott, Jr., and Graeme Rankine, Environmental Violations, 

Legal Penalties, and Reputation Costs (March 1999) 
72. Matthew D. Adler and Eric A. Posner, Rethinking Cost-Benefit Analysis (April 1999) 
73. John R. Lott, Jr. and William M. Landes, Multiple Victim Public Shooting, Bombings, and 

Right-to-Carry Concealed Handgun Laws: Contrasting Private and Public Law 
Enforcement (April 1999)  

74. Lisa Bernstein, The Questionable Empirical Basis of Article 2’s Incorporation Strategy: A 
Preliminary Study (May 1999) 

75. Richard A. Epstein, Deconstructing Privacy: and Putting It Back Together Again (May 
1999) 

76. William M. Landes, Winning the Art Lottery: The Economic Returns to the Ganz 
Collection (May 1999) 

77. Cass R. Sunstein, David Schkade, and Daniel Kahneman, Do People Want Optimal 
Deterrence? (June 1999) 



 

 

78. Tomas J. Philipson and Richard A. Posner, The Long-Run Growth in Obesity as a 
Function of Technological Change (June 1999) 

79. David A. Weisbach, Ironing Out the Flat Tax (August 1999) 
80. Eric A. Posner, A Theory of Contract Law under Conditions of Radical Judicial Error 

(August 1999) 
81. David Schkade, Cass R. Sunstein, and Daniel Kahneman, Are Juries Less Erratic than 

Individuals? Deliberation, Polarization, and Punitive Damages (September 1999) 
82. Cass R. Sunstein, Nondelegation Canons (September 1999) 
83. Richard A. Posner, The Theory and Practice of Citations Analysis, with Special Reference 

to Law and Economics (September 1999) 
84. Randal C. Picker, Regulating Network Industries: A Look at Intel (October 1999) 
85. Cass R. Sunstein, Cognition and Cost-Benefit Analysis (October 1999) 
86. Douglas G. Baird and Edward R. Morrison, Optimal Timing and Legal Decisionmaking: 

The Case of the Liquidation Decision in Bankruptcy (October 1999) 
87. Gertrud M. Fremling and Richard A. Posner, Market Signaling of Personal 

Characteristics (November 1999) 
88. Matthew D. Adler and Eric A. Posner, Implementing Cost-Benefit Analysis When 

Preferences Are Distorted (November 1999) 
89. Richard A. Posner, Orwell versus Huxley: Economics, Technology, Privacy, and Satire 

(November 1999) 
90. David A. Weisbach, Should the Tax Law Require Current Accrual of Interest on 

Derivative Financial Instruments? (December 1999) 
91. Cass R. Sunstein, The Law of Group Polarization (December 1999) 
92. Eric A. Posner, Agency Models in Law and Economics (January 2000) 
93. Karen Eggleston, Eric A. Posner, and Richard Zeckhauser, Simplicity and Complexity in 

Contracts (January 2000)  
94. Douglas G. Baird and Robert K. Rasmussen, Boyd’s Legacy and Blackstone’s Ghost 

(February 2000)  
95. David Schkade, Cass R. Sunstein, Daniel Kahneman, Deliberating about Dollars: The 

Severity Shift (February 2000) 
96. Richard A. Posner and Eric B. Rasmusen, Creating and Enforcing Norms, with Special 

Reference to Sanctions (March 2000) 
97. Douglas Lichtman, Property Rights in Emerging Platform Technologies (April 2000)  
98. Cass R. Sunstein and Edna Ullmann-Margalit, Solidarity in Consumption (May 2000) 
99. David A. Weisbach, An Economic Analysis of Anti-Tax Avoidance Laws (May 2000)  
100. Cass R. Sunstein, Human Behavior and the Law of Work (June 2000)  
101. William M. Landes and Richard A. Posner, Harmless Error (June 2000) 
102. Robert H. Frank and Cass R. Sunstein, Cost-Benefit Analysis and Relative Position 

(August 2000)  
103. Eric A. Posner, Law and the Emotions (September 2000)  
104. Cass R. Sunstein, Cost-Benefit Default Principles (October 2000)  
105. Jack Goldsmith and Alan Sykes,  The Dormant Commerce Clause and the Internet 

(November 2000) 



 

 

106. Richard A. Posner, Antitrust in the New Economy (November 2000) 
107. Douglas Lichtman, Scott Baker, and Kate Kraus, Strategic Disclosure in the Patent 

System (November 2000) 
108. Jack L. Goldsmith and Eric A. Posner, Moral and Legal Rhetoric in International 

Relations:  A Rational Choice Perspective (November 2000) 
109. William Meadow and Cass R. Sunstein, Statistics, Not Experts (December 2000) 
110. Saul Levmore, Conjunction and Aggregation (December 2000) 
111. Saul Levmore, Puzzling Stock Options and Compensation Norms (December 2000) 
112. Richard A. Epstein and Alan O. Sykes, The Assault on Managed Care:  Vicarious 

Liability, Class Actions and the Patient’s Bill of Rights (December 2000) 
113. William M. Landes, Copyright, Borrowed Images and Appropriation Art:  An Economic 

Approach (December 2000) 
114. Cass R. Sunstein, Switching the Default Rule (January 2001) 
115. George G. Triantis, Financial Contract Design in the World of Venture Capital (January 

2001) 
116. Jack Goldsmith, Statutory Foreign Affairs Preemption (February 2001) 
117. Richard Hynes and Eric A. Posner, The Law and Economics of Consumer Finance 

(February 2001) 
118. Cass R. Sunstein, Academic Fads and Fashions (with Special Reference to Law) (March 

2001) 
119. Eric A. Posner, Controlling Agencies with Cost-Benefit Analysis:  A Positive Political 

Theory Perspective (April 2001) 
120. Douglas G. Baird, Does Bogart Still Get Scale?  Rights of Publicity in the Digital Age 

(April 2001) 
121. Douglas G. Baird and Robert K. Rasmussen, Control Rights, Priority Rights and the 

Conceptual Foundations of Corporate Reorganization (April 2001) 
122. David A. Weisbach, Ten Truths about Tax Shelters (May 2001) 
123. William M. Landes, What Has the Visual Arts Rights Act of 1990 Accomplished? (May 

2001) 
124. Cass R. Sunstein, Social and Economic Rights?  Lessons from South Africa (May 2001) 
125. Christopher Avery, Christine Jolls, Richard A. Posner, and Alvin E. Roth, The Market for 

Federal Judicial Law Clerks (June 2001)   
126. Douglas G. Baird and Edward R. Morrison, Bankruptcy Decision Making (June 2001) 
127. Cass R. Sunstein, Regulating Risks after ATA (June 2001) 
128.   Cass R. Sunstein, The Laws of Fear (June 2001) 
129. Richard A. Epstein, In and Out of Public Solution:  The Hidden Perils of Property 

Transfer (July 2001) 
130. Randal C. Picker, Pursuing a Remedy in Microsoft:  The Declining Need for Centralized 

Coordination in a Networked World (July 2001) 
131.   Cass R. Sunstein, Daniel Kahneman, David Schkade, and Ilana Ritov, Predictably 

Incoherent Judgments (July 2001) 
132. Eric A. Posner, Courts Should Not Enforce Government Contracts (August 2001) 



 

 

133. Lisa Bernstein, Private Commercial Law in the Cotton Industry:  Creating Cooperation 
through Rules, Norms, and Institutions (August 2001) 

134. Richard A. Epstein, The Allocation of the Commons:Parking and Stopping on the 
Commons (August 2001) 

135. Cass R. Sunstein, The Arithmetic of Arsenic (September 2001) 
136. Eric A. Posner, Richard Hynes, and Anup Malani, The Political Economy of Property 

Exemption Laws (September 2001) 
137. Eric A. Posner and George G. Triantis, Covenants Not to Compete from an Incomplete 

Contracts Perspective (September 2001) 
138. Cass R. Sunstein, Probability Neglect:  Emotions, Worst Cases, and Law (November 

2001) 
139. Randall S. Kroszner and Philip E. Strahan, Throwing Good Money after Bad? Board 

Connections and Conflicts in Bank Lending (December 2001)  
 
 
 


