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Abstract

We develop a model that examines the capital structure and investment decisions

of regulated �rms in a setting that incorporates two key institutional features of the

public utilities sector in many countries: �rms are partially owned by the state and reg-

ulators are not necessarily independent. Among other things, we show that regulated

�rms issue more debt, invest more, and enjoy higher regulated prices when they face

more independent regulators, are more privatized, and when regulators are more pro-

�rm. Moreover, regulatory independence, higher degree of privatization, and pro-�rm

regulatory climate are associated with higher social welfare.
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1 Introduction

Since the early 1990�s, many countries around the world have substantially reformed their

public utilities sector through large scale privatization and by establishing Independent Reg-

ulatory Agencies (IRAs) to regulate the newly privatized utilities. These reforms were in-

tended to improve the e¢ ciency and service quality of utilities and boost their investments.

The structural reforms, however, were accompanied by a substantial increase in the �nancial

leverage of regulated utilities.1 This trend, coined the �dash for debt,�is widespread across

countries and across sectors and has raised substantial concerns among policy markers. For

instance, a joint study of the UK Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) and the HM

Treasury argues that the �dash for debt�within the UK utilities sector from the mid-late

1990�s �could imply greater risks of �nancial distress, transferring risk to consumers and tax-

payers and threatening the future �nanceability of investment requirements�(DTI and HM

Treasury, 2004, p. 6). Likewise, the Italian energy regulatory agency, AEEG, has recently

expressed its concern that excessive �nancial leverage could lead to �nancial distresses which

in turn could cause service interruptions (AEEG 2008, paragraph 22.13). The AEEG has

also announced its intention to start monitoring the �nancial leverage of Italian energy utili-

ties in order to discourage speculative behavior that might jeopardize their �nancial stability

(see AEEG, 2007, paragraph 17.40 and AEEG, 2009, paragraph 11.8).

To put the concerns about the dash for debt phenomenon in perspective, it is worth

noting that the investments of public utilities in infrastructure account for a signi�cant

fraction of GDP. For example, Table 1 in the Appendix shows that in the EU14 states,

the average rate of gross �xed capital formation in the energy sector (electricity and gas),

telecommunications, water supply, and transportation, was 15:24% of GDP in 2008. Given

the sheer size of investments at stake and the overall importance of the public utilities sector

for the economy at large, it is clearly important to understand the determinants of the

investments and �nancial decisions of regulated �rms and study how these decisions a¤ect

social welfare.
1See Bortolotti et al. (2011) for evidence on the EU14 states and Da Silva et al. (2006) for evidence on

Latin America and Asia.
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Earlier literature on this topic (e.g., Taggart 1981 and 1985; Dasgupta and Nanda,

1993; Spiegel and Spulber, 1994 and 1997; and Spiegel, 1994 and 1996) has shown that

regulated �rms may have an incentive to strategically issue debt in order to induce regulators

to set a relatively high price in order to minimize the risk that the �rm will become �nancially

distressed.2 This literature however implicitly assumed that the regulated �rm is privately

owned and regulators are independent.3 While these assumptions re�ect the institutional

setting in the U.S. and more recently in the UK, in many other countries around the world,

including the EU, Latin America, and Asia, central or local governments still hold signi�cant

ownership stakes (often controlling stakes) in many public utilities (see e.g., Bortolotti and

Faccio, 2008; Boubakri and Cosset, 1998; and Boubakri et al., 2004), and IRAs do not

exist in all sectors.4 Indeed, the large scale privatization process that started in the 1990�s

seems to have led to a new form of �state capitalism,� whereby governments choose to

remain partial owners of large �rms, rather than try to completely sell their stakes to private

investors (The Economist, 2012).5 This phenomenon is widespread for example in Europe,

where many large telecoms and energy utilities are partially held by the state, as well as in

emerging markets.6 The purpose of this paper is to develop a tractable model that will allow

2Jaimison and Sappington (2013) examine how regulators can prevent excessive leverage by imposing

penalties on the �rm should it experience �nancial distress.
3Moreover, with the exception of Spiegel (1994), this literature has only considered the interaction between

capital structure and regulated prices, holding the �rm�s invetment level constant.
4For instance, fully or partially state-owned enterprises in the OECD area are valued at

over 2 trillion USD and employ over 6 million people. Half of these �rms by value oper-

ate in the network industries (telecoms, electricity and gas, transportation and postal ser-

vices). See http://www.oecd.org/daf/ca/oecddatasetonthesizeandcompositionofnationalstate-

ownedenterprisesectors.htm

As for regulation, IRAs were established and are fully operational in the EU only in the telecommunications

and energy sectors, but in other sectors, like transportation and water, most utilities are still regulated

directly by ministries, governmental committees, or local governments (see Bortolotti et al. 2011).
5According to this report, the combined market value of state owned companies is over 2 trillion USD

and total employment is around 6 million.
6To illustrate, as of the end of 2013, France Telecom-Orange is 23:2% held by the French Government,

Deutsche Telekom is 31:9% held by the German Government, TeliaSonera is 37% held by the Swedish

Government and 13:2% by the Finnish Government, and Telekom Austria is 28% held by the Austrian

Government. Likewise, in the energy sector, the French Government holds a 84:5% stake in EDF, while the
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us to study how (partial) state ownership and regulatory independence a¤ect the capital

structure and investments of the regulated �rm, regulated prices, and welfare.

Our model considers the strategic interaction between the managers of a regulated

�rm, who need to decide how much to invest and how to �nance this investment, and a

regulator, who needs to set the regulated price. A main assumption in our model is that

the �rm�s cost is subject to random shocks. Hence, when the �rm is leveraged, a su¢ ciently

negative cost shock may result in a costly �nancial distress. The regulator therefore faces

a trade o¤ between setting a low price, which bene�ts consumers, and a high price, which

minimizes the probability of �nancial distress.

There is no general agreement in the literature on how to model the objective of the

management of a partially state owned �rm. We follow two main strands in the literature

and assume the �rm�s management chooses the �rm�s actions to maximize the expected

pro�t of the �rm, but in doing so, the management discounts to some extent the �rm�s costs.

According to Sappington and Sidak (2003, 2004), the managers of partially state-owned

�rms are concerned not only with pro�t, but also with revenue, and the weight assigned

to revenue increases with the state�s stake in the �rm. As a result, the �rm�s managers

e¤ectively discount the �rm�s cost, and more so when the state�s stake in the �rm is large.7

Alternatively, according to the soft budget constraint approach, partially state owned �rms

are more likely to be bailed out by the state in case of �nancial distress, especially when the

state�s stake in the �rm is large. Hence, the cost of �nancial distress from the perspective

of the managers is decreasing with the state�s stake in the �rm. Since the regulator sets a

regulated price that takes the �rm�s objective into account, he sets a higher price when the

�rm is more privatized and internalizes a larger fraction of its cost. The higher regulated

Italian Government holds a 32% stake in Enel and 30% stake in Eni, and the Austrian Government holds

a 70% stake in Verbund. According to the Economist report on state capitalism (the Economist 2012),

the share of national/state-controlled companies in the MSCI emerging-market index is over 65% in energy,

around 55% in utilities, and around 35% in telecommunication services.
7If managers maximize a weighted average of revenue and pro�t, then they maximize the expression

�R + (1� �) (R� C), where R is revenue, C is cost, and � is the state�s stake in the �rm. This expression

is equivalent to R � (1� �)C, so the managers discount the �rm�s cost to a larger extent when the �rm is

less privatized (i.e., � is high).
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price, in turn, allows the �rm to issue more debt and induces it to increase its investment. To

model regulatory independence, we follow the literature on central bank independence (see

e.g., Cukierman, 1992) and assume that more independent regulators are more committed to

the regulatory rule used to determine the regulated price, while less independent regulators

are more likely to behave opportunistically and deviate from their preannounced regulatory

rule. Consequently, more regulatory independence leads to a higher regulated price and

hence induces the �rm to issue more debt and raise its investment level.

Altogether then, our model implies that regulated �rms that face more independent

regulators and are more privatized will be more leveraged, will invest more, and will enjoy

higher regulated prices. In addition, our results show that higher degrees of regulatory

independence and privatization, as well as more pro-�rm regulatory climate (the regulator

assigns more weight the �rm�s payo¤ in setting the regulated price), are all associated with

higher social welfare. These results suggest that the �dash for debt�phenomenon mentioned

above is a natural outcome of the privatization process and the establishment of IRAs, and

moreover, these processes are welfare improving.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the model. Section 3

characterizes the equilibrium regulated price for given combinations of debt and investment.

In Sections 4 and 5, we solve for the equilibrium choice of capital structure and investment

and study how these choices are a¤ected by the main exogenous parameters of the model,

namely the degree regulatory independence, the extent of privatization (i.e., the state�s

stake in the regulated �rm), and the regulatory climate. In Section 5, we consider the �rm�s

investment decision and study how it is a¤ected by the main exogenous parameters of the

model. In Section 6, we examine the implications of our model for social welfare. Concluding

remarks are in Section 7. All proofs are in the Appendix.

2 The model

Consider a regulated �rm, which is partially owned by the state (at the national or the

local level). For simplicity (but without a serious loss of insights), we assume that the �rm

faces a unit demand function. The willingness of consumers to pay depends on the �rm�s
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investment, k, and is given by a twice di¤erentiable, increasing, and concave function V (k).

That is, k can be interpreted as investment in the �quality�of the �rm�s services. Using p

to denote the regulated price, consumers�surplus is given by V (k)� p.

2.1 The capital structure of the �rm and its expected cost

The �rm�s cost of production is subject to random cost shocks (e.g., �uctuating energy

prices) and is given by a random variable, c, distributed uniformly over the interval [0; c],

where c < V (0). Let D denote the face value of the �rm�s debt, which the �rm needs to

cover from its operating income p� c. If the �rm cannot pay D in full, it incurs a �xed cost

T due to �nancial distress.8 Using � (p;D) to denote the probability of �nancial distress,

the total expected cost of the �rm is

C =
c

2
+ � (p;D)T;

where

� (p;D) =

8>>><>>>:
0 D + c � p;

1� p�D
c

D � p < c+D;

1 p < D:

(1)

Intuitively, when D + c � p, the �rm can always pay D in full so � (p;D) = 0. On the

other hand, when p < D, the �rm cannot pay D in full even when c = 0, so � (p;D) = 1.

For intermediate cases, � (p;D) = 1 � p�D
c
. Obviously, � (p;D) is (weakly) increasing with

D and (weakly) decreasing with p: the �rm is more likely to become �nancially distressed

when its debt is high and the regulated price is low.

2.2 The regulated �rm�s objective

Let � denote the state�s stake in the �rm�s equity. As mentioned in the Introduction, there is

no generally agreed upon way to model the e¤ect of � on the objective of the �rm�s manage-

8Financial distress does not necessarily mean formal bankruptcy: it could refer to any �nancial problem

that the �rm may face when it cannot pay its debt in full and needs to reorganize it. For instance, �nancial

distress may make it harder for the �rm to deal with customers and suppliers and raise capital for investment,

and it also diverts managerial attention away from normal operations.
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ment. Our modeling approach follows two main strands in the literature: the managerially-

oriented public enterprise (MPE) approach, due to Sappington and Sidak (2003, 2004), and

the soft-budget constraint (SBC) approach introduced by Kornai (1986).

According to the MPE approach, the managers of the (partially) state-owned �rm are

concerned not only with the �rm�s pro�t, R�C, where R is revenue and C is cost, but also

with the �rm�s revenue, R, and their objective function, after investment is already sunk, is

given by9

�R + (1� �) (R� C) .

This objective function re�ects the idea that the managers of state-owned enterprises often

have considerable interest in expanding the scale or scope of their activities and expand

the �rm�s budget for political reasons. Alternatively, the manager�s of partially state-owned

�rms are less exposed to the disciplining forces of the capital market and to takeover threats,

and hence �nd it easier to expand the �rm�s budget in order to pursue their own private

agenda. Noting that C = c
2
+ � (p;D)T and recalling that since we have a unit demand

function, R = p, the ex post payo¤ of the �rm�s managers under the MPE approach can be

written as

�R + (1� �) (R� C) = R� (1� �)C = p� (1� �) c
2
� (1� �)� (p;D)T: (2)

As for the SBC approach, some authors (e.g., Schmidt, 1996, and Maskin and Xu,

2001) argue that public ownership is a major cause of SBC. According to this view, state-

owned �rms are more likely to be bailed-out by the state in case they become �nancially

distressed. Using b to denote the probability of a bailout, and assuming for simplicity that

the �rm does not bear any cost of distress if it is bailed out (this assumption can be easily

relaxed so long as the cost of distress is smaller under a bailout), the ex post payo¤ of the

�rm�s managers under the SBC approach is given by

R� c

2
� (1� b)� (p;D)T = p� c

2
� (1� b)� (p;D)T: (3)

9For related papers which model the e¤ect of state ownership by modifying the �rm�s objective function,

see for example, Bös and Peters (1988), De Fraja and Delbono (1989), Fershtman (1990), Cremer, Marchand

and Thisse (1989, 1991), and Lee and Hwang (2003).
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There is evidence that suggests that the probability of a bailout, b, increases with

the state�s stake in the �rm �. For instance, Glowicka (2006) �nds that distressed public

�rms are more likely to receive long-term government assistance (�restructuring aid�), while

distressed private �rms are more likely to receive only short-term �rescue aid,� which is

intended to keep them in operation until a restructuring plan is in place. Borisova et al.

(2011) examine stock purchases in publicly traded companies by governments or state-owned

investors and �nd strong support for the notion that debtholders view government ownership

as an implicit assurance of repayment and protection against bankruptcy. Similarly, Borisova

and Megginson (2012) examine corporate bonds of fully and partially privatized �rms and

show that on average, a one-percentage-point increase in government ownership is associated

with a decrease in the credit spread of roughly three-quarters of a basis point.

If we take b to be linear in �, the payo¤of the �rm�s managers under the SBC approach

coincides with their payo¤ under the MPE approach, except for the coe¢ cient of c
2
, which is

equal to 1� � under the MPE approach, and is equal to 1 under the SBC approach. Hence,

we can capture both approaches with the following (ex post) payo¤ function:

p� � c
2
� (1� �)� (p;D)T; (4)

where � = 1� � under the MPE approach and � = 1 under the SBC approach. Importantly,

under both approaches, the managers of a partially state-owned regulated �rm e¤ectively

behave as if they ignore a fraction � of the �rm�s expected cost of �nancial distress. Ex ante,

before k is sunk, the objective of the �rm�s managers is given by the same expression minus

k.

2.3 The rate setting process, regulatory independence, and regu-

latory climate

Following Besanko and Spulber (1992), Dasgupta and Nanda (1993), and Spiegel and Spulber

(1997), we assume that the regulator sets the regulated price, p, in order to maximize a
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welfare function de�ned over consumers�surplus, V (k)�p, and the �rm�s objective function:10

(V (k)� p)
 (p� � c
2
� (1� �)� (p;D)T � k)1�
: (5)

The parameter 
 2 (0; 1) captures the regulatory climate: the higher 
, the more pro-

consumer the regulator is. The resulting regulated price allocates the expected surplus

according to the asymmetric Nash bargaining solution for the regulatory process. Under

this interpretation, the parameters 
 and 1 � 
 re�ect the bargaining powers of consumers

and the �rm. Our approach is therefore consistent with models that view the regulatory

process as a bargaining problem between consumers and investors (Spulber, 1988 and 1989).

Alternatively, the welfare function (5) could represent a reduced form for the regulator�s own

payo¤ from being involved in some political economy game.

It is often argued that a greater degree of regulatory independence improves the

regulators�ability to make long-term commitments to regulatory policies (see e.g., Levy and

Spiller, 1994, Gilardi 2002 and 2005, and the discussion in Edwards and Waverman, 2006).11

In line with this argument, we will assume that the regulator is committed to the regulatory

rule given by (5) only with probability �. With probability 1��, the regulator happens to be

opportunistic, and after k is sunk, he sets a lower regulated price. The parameter � 2 (0; 1)

then re�ects the regulator�s ability to make long-term commitments to the regulatory rule

10Our approach is consistent with the observation that in practice, regulators set prices to balance the

interests of consumers and �rms. For example, according to the U.S. Supreme Court, price regulation

�involves a balancing of the investor�s and the consumers� interests� that should result in rates �within a

range of reasonableness� (see Federal Power Comm. v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 603 (1944)).

Similiarly, Ofwat, the water and sewerage regulatory agency in England and Wales states that �...it is our

role to protect the interests of consumers while enabling e¢ cient companies to carry out and �nance their

functions. This is a delicate balancing act. On the one hand, we must be sure that customers continue to

receive the services that they expect � at a price they are willing to pay �now and over the long term.

On the other, we must ensure that the companies have su¢ cient resources to deliver services e¢ ciently and

remain attractive to investors...�(see Ofwat, 2010, p. 3).
11Guasch, La¤ont, and Straub (2008) provide empirical support for this argument by showing that the

presence of an IRA lowered the probability of renegotiation of contracts for the provision of utilities services

by 5%� 7:3%. This e¤ect is signi�cant given that the average probability of renegotiation of any individual

contract at any point in time is around 1%. The better ability of IRAs to make long-term commitments

suggests that IRAs are less opportunistic than non-independent regulators.
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and therefore serves as our measure of regulatory independence, with higher values of �

indicating a greater degree of independence.12

Speci�cally, we will assume that while a committed regulator always sets a the price p

to to maximize (5), an opportunistic regulator takes advantage of the fact that p is set after

k is already sunk, and hence sets p to maximize an ex post objective function that ignores

k:

(V (k)� p)
 (p� � c
2
� (1� �)� (p;D)T )1�
: (6)

Again, the probability that the regulator is committed is � while the probability that the

regulator is opportunistic is 1� �. In a technical Appendix, we show that the main results

of the paper remain virtually the same if we adopt an alternative approach and assume that

an opportunistic regulator uses a more pro-consumer rule when setting p (i.e., uses a higher


 for setting p) rather than ignore k when setting the regulated price.13

2.4 The sequence of events

The strategic interaction between the �rm�s managers and the regulator evolves in two stages.

In stage 1, the �rm�s managers choose k and issues debt with face value D in a competitive

capital market.14 If the funds raised by issuing D exceed k, the �rm pays the excess funds as

a dividend. If the funds raised by issuing D fall short of k, the �rm raises additional funds

by issuing equity; to simplify matters, we assume that in this case the state participates in

12A similar appoach is used in the literature on central banks independence, where a greater degree of

independence is modeled by assuming that the public assigns a larger probability to the event that the

central banker is committed to his preannounced level of in�ation. By contrast, an opportunistic central

banker chooses ex post an actual level of in�ation which may di¤er from the one that he announced. See for

example Cukierman (1992).
13For details, see http://www.tau.ac.il/~spiegel/papers/CS-appendix-july-4-2012-gamma.pdf
14Our approach di¤ers from De Fraja and Stones (2004) and Stones (2007) where the regulator, rather than

the �rm, chooses the capital structure of the �rm. These papers also assume that the regulator must set p to

ensure that the �rm never goes bankrupt and shareholders earn their required rate of return. Our approach

also di¤ers from Lewis and Sappington (1995) who examine the optimal design of capital structure in the

context of an agency model that involves a risk-averse regulator (a principal) and a risk-neutral regulated

�rm (an agent) under alternative assumptions regarding the principal�s ability to control the agent�s capital

structure.
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the equity issue to maintain its original stake �.15 In stage 2, given k and D, the regulator

sets the regulated price p. As mentioned earlier, the regulator is committed to set p in order

to maximize (5) with probability �, but with probability 1� �, the regulator happens to be

opportunistic and sets p in order to maximize (6).16 Finally, the �rm�s cost c is realized,

output is produced, and payo¤s are realized. Our sequence of events (the �rm makes its

choices before the regulated price is set) is consistent with the empirical �nding in Bortolotti

et al. (2011) and Cambini and Rondi (2012) that leverage Granger causes regulated prices,

but not vice versa.

3 The regulated price

In stage 2 of the game, the regulator sets p to maximize the ex ante objective function (5)

with probability � and the ex post objective function (6) with probability 1 � �. Since the

two functions di¤er only with respect to k, we can rewrite the regulator�s objective function

compactly as

(V (k)� p)
 (p� � c
2
� (1� �)� (p;D)T � Ik)1�
; (7)

where I is an indicator function which equals 1 with probability � (the regulator keeps his

commitment to the regulatory rule) and equals 0 with probability 1�� (the regulator behaves

opportunistically and ignores k when setting p). It should be noted that at the extreme when


 = 1, the regulator cares only about consumers and hence sets a �cost-based�price that

simply covers the �rm�s expected costs. At the opposite extreme when 
 = 0, the regulator

cares only about the �rm and sets p = V (k); this price is independent of the �rm�s cost. In

general then, the lower 
 is, the more responsive is the regulated price to the �rm�s cost.

Using (7), we can now solve the problems of both committed and opportunistic regu-

15Without this assumption, there would be another link between the investment decision of the �rm, its

capital structure, and its ownership structure. However, taking this link into account would require a theory

of public ownership (i.e., a theory that would endogenize the state�s stake in the �rm). Such a theory is

beyond the scope of the current paper.
16More formally, one can think about the game as having three stages: Nature chooses the regulator�s type

(committed or opportunitic) in stage 1, the �rm�s managers chooses k and D in stage 2 wiithout observing

nature�s choice, and in stage 3, the regulator sets p given his type.
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lators by simply maximizing (7) with respect to p. Using the same steps as in Spiegel (1994),

the solution to the maximization problem is given by

p�(D; k; I) =

8>>>>>><>>>>>>:

D1 (k; I) + c D � D1 (k; I) ;

D + c D1 (k; I) < D � D2 (k; I) ;

D1 (k; I) + c+M (D; I) D2 (k; I) < D � D3 (k; I) ;

D1(k; I) + c+ 
 (1� �)T D > D3(k; I);

(8)

where

D1(k; I) � (1� 
)V (k) + 
�
c

2
� c+ 
Ik; (9)

M(D; I) �

 (1� �) T

c

�
D + (2� �) c

2
� Ik

�
1 + (1� �) T

c

; (10)

D2(k; I) �
(1� 
)

�
1 + (1� �)T

c

�
V (k) + 
� c

2
+ 
Ik

1 + (1� 
)(1� �)T
c

� c; (11)

and D3(k; I) is smaller than the value of D for which D1 (k; I) + c +M (D; I) = D. This

solution is obtained under the assumption that 
 < V (0)�c
V (0)�� c

2

(the regulator is not too pro-

consumer). If this assumption is violated, then D1(k; 0) = 0, though none of our results is

a¤ected. The regulated price is illustrated in the following �gure:

Figure 1: Illustrating the regulated price as a function of D for I = 0 (the solid red line)

and I = 1 (the dashed blue line), holding k �xed
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To interpret Figure 1, note that if we ignore �nancial distress, i.e., assume that

�(p;D) = 0, then the price that maximizes (7) is given by D1(k; I) + c. So long as D �

D1(k; I), this price covers the �rm�s cost plus its debt obligation even in the worst state

of nature.17 Hence, �(p;D) is indeed equal to 0 for all D � D1(k; I). However, once

D > D1(k; I), a price of D1(k; I)+ c leaves the �rm susceptible to �nancial distress. So long

as D does not exceed D1(k; I) by too much, the regulator �nds it optimal to set p = D + c

to keep �(p;D) just equal to 0. However, when D > D2(k; I), this strategy is no longer

optimal for the regulator because the resulting marginal loss in consumers�surplus becomes

too large relative to the bene�t of preventing �nancial distress. The regulator now allows

the �rm to charge a price premium, given byM(D; I), to lower the probability that the �rm

becomes �nancially distressed. Although the price premium M(D; I) is increasing with D,

its slope is less than 1; hence p is now smaller than D+c, and as a result, �(p;D) > 0. When

D > D3(k; I), it is no longer optimal for the regulator to o¤set the e¤ect of debt on the

likelihood of �nancial distress. Consequently, �(p;D) = 1, so p is now constant and equals

D1(k; I) + c+ (1� �)T .

It is easy to see from equations (9) and (11) that D1(k; 1) > D1(k; 0) and D2(k; 1) >

D2(k; 0), and moreover, it is easy to check from (8) that p�(D; k; 1) � p�(D; k; 0): the

regulated price set by a committed regulator (who takes k into account) is weakly higher

than price set by an opportunistic regulator (who ignores k). To limit the number of di¤erent

cases that can arise, we make the following assumption:

Assumption 1: D1(k; 1) < D2(k; 0).

Assumption 1 ensures that the parameters of the model are such that there exists an

interval of D for which p�(D; k; 1) = p�(D; k; 0).18 A su¢ cient condition for Assumption 1

to hold is that the social surplus absent �nancial distress is su¢ ciently large:

V (k)� � c
2
� k > k

(1� 
) (1� �) T
c

:

17As mentioned above, if 
 is relatively large, then D1(k; I) = 0 and the regulator cannot ignore the

possibility of �nancial distress, no matter how small D is.
18Absent Assumption 1, p�(D; k; 1) > p�(D; k; 0) for all D, although none of our main results is a¤ected.
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Assumption 1, together with the fact that D2(k; 0) < D2(k; 1), implies that, as Figure 1

shows,

D1(k; 0) < D1(k; 1) < D2(k; 0) < D2(k; 1):

4 The choice of capital structure

Assuming that the capital market is perfectly competitive, the market value of new equity

and debt is exactly equal in equilibrium to their expected return. Hence, outside investors

(debtholders and possibly new equityholders if the �rm also issues new equity) must break

even. This implies in turn that the entire expected pro�t of the �rm, p�C, net of the sunk

cost of investment, k, must accrue to the original equityholders.

To write down the �rm�s objective function, let ��(D; k; I) � ��(p�(D; k; I); D) be the

probability of �nancial distress, which is obtained by substituting p�(D; k; I) into equation

(1). Now, recall that with probability �, the regulator is committed to take k into account,

in which case the regulated price is p�(D; k; 1) and the probability of �nancial distress is

��(D; k; 1). With probability 1��, the regulator is opportunistic, so the regulated price and

probability of �nancial distress are p�(D; k; 0) and ��(D; k; 0). Using these expressions and

equation (4), the expected payo¤ of the �rm�s managers is given by

Y (D; k) = �

�
p� (D; k; 1)� � c

2
� (1� �)�� (D; k; 1)T � k

�
+(1� �)

�
p� (D; k; 0)� � c

2
� (1� �)�� (D; k; 0)T � k

�
: (12)

The �rm�s managers choose the �rm�s debt level, D, and investment, k, to maximize Y (D; k).

The following proposition characterizes the equilibrium choice of debt. The proof, as well as

all other proofs, is in the Appendix.

Proposition 1: In equilibrium, the regulated �rm will issue debt with face value D2(k; 0) if

� < ��, and will issue debt with face value D2(k; 1) if � > ��, where

�� �
(1� 
) (1� �) T

c

1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T
c

: (13)

Proposition 1 shows that the capital structure of the �rm depends on �, which re�ects

the degree of regulatory independence. In what follows, we will say that the regulator is
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�independent�if � > �� (the regulator�s ability to commit to take k into account is relatively

high) and �non independent�if � < �� (the regulator�s ability to commit is relatively low).

Proposition 1 shows that the �rm issues more debt when it faces an independent regulator.

Note from (13) that the threshold �� above which we consider the regulator as �independent�

is decreasing with both 
 and �: other things equal, a more pro-consumer regulator (a higher


) who faces a less privatized �rm (a higher �) is considered �independent�for a larger range

of values of �.

We now establish two corollaries to Proposition 1.

Corollary 1: When the regulator is non independent ( � < ��), the regulated price is equal

to D2(k; 0)+ c with probability 1. When the regulator is independent ( � > ��), the regulated

price is equal to D2(k; 1) + c with probability � and D1(k; 0) + c + M (D2(k; 1); 0) with

probability 1� �, where D2(k; 1)+ c > D1(k; 0)+ c+M (D2(k; 1); 0). The expected regulated

price when � > �� is therefore

Ep� (k) = �D2 (k; 1) + (1� �) (D1 (k; 0) +M (D2 (k; 1) ; 0)) + c: (14)

Corollary 1 shows that the regulated price is be fully anticipated when the regulator

is non-independent (� < ��), but not when the regulator is independent. This result may

seem surprising because an independent regulator has a greater ability to commit to the

regulatory rule and determine the regulated price. However, precisely for this reason, the

regulated �rm is able to issue in this case debt with a larger face value. This debt level in

turn induces an opportunistic regulator to set a lower price than the price set by a committed

regulator.

The next corollary deals with �nancial distress. When the regulator is non inde-

pendent (� < ��), the �rm issues debt with face value D2(k; 0). Since by Corollary 1, the

resulting regulated price is D2(k; 0) + c, the �rm is immune to �nancial distress even when

the highest cost shock is realized. When the regulator is independent (� > ��), the �rm�s

debt is D2(k; 1). By Corollary 1, the regulated price in this case is D2(k; 1) + c; with prob-

ability �, this price ensures once again that the �rm never becomes �nancially distressed.

With probability 1 � �, though, the regulated price is D1(k; 0) + c +M (D2(k; 1); 0); since
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this price is below D2(k; 1) + c, the �rm now becomes �nancially distressed when the cost

shock is su¢ ciently large.

Corollary 2: When the regulator is non independent ( � < ��), the �rm is completely im-

mune to �nancial distress. When the regulator is independent ( � > ��), the �rm is immune

to �nancial distress with probability � (the regulator is committed); with probability 1 � �

(the regulator is opportunistic), the �rm becomes �nancially distressed when c is su¢ ciently

high.

Corollary 2 shows another implication of Proposition 1: the regulated �rm may be-

come �nancially distressed only when the regulator is independent. As before, the reason is

that in this case, the �rm allows itself to issue debt with a higher face value. With probabil-

ity 1 � �, the regulator happens to be opportunistic, and sets a regulated price that leaves

the �rm susceptible to �nancial distress with a positive probability.

With Proposition 1 in place, we can now examine how the equilibrium debt level is

a¤ected by the main exogenous parameters of the model, holding the �rm�s investment level,

k, �xed. Proposition 1 already shows that the �rm will issue more debt when the regulator

is independent (� > ��) than when the regulator is non independent (� < ��). In the next

proposition, we examine how debt is a¤ected by the other two main exogenous parameters:

the state�s stake in the regulated �rm, �, and the measure of regulatory climate (i.e., how

pro-consumer the regulator is), 
.

Proposition 2: Holding k �xed, the debt level of the regulated �rm is higher the lower �

and 
 are.

Combined, Propositions 1 and 2 imply that if we consider a cross section of regulated

�rms that di¤er in terms of the degree to which they are privatized (the value of �) and

in terms of the regulatory environment they operate in (the values of � and 
), then other

things equal, �rms should be more leveraged when they are more privatized (� is lower) and

when they face more independent and more pro-�rm regulators (� is higher and 
 is lower).

These predictions are consistent with Bortolotti et al. (2011) who study a comprehensive

panel data of 92 publicly traded EU utilities over the period 1994�2005 and �nd that �rms
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tend to be more leveraged if they are privately controlled (i.e., the state�s stake in the �rm

is below 50% or below 30%) and regulated by an IRA.19 Although Bortolotti et al. establish

their results without controlling for investments, we show in Proposition 7 below that the

predictions of Propositions 1 and 2 generalize to the case where k is determined endogenously.

To see the intuition for Proposition 2, note that in equilibrium, the �rm issues the

largest D that still ensures that if the regulator is committed, the �rm will be completely

immune to �nancial distress. Naturally then, the �rm will issue a higher D if p is higher.

When the state holds a smaller stake in the �rm, the �rm takes into account a larger fraction

of its expected cost of �nancial distress, so the regulator, who sets p by taking into account

the �rm�s objective function, will set a higher p. The reason why D is higher when 
 is low

is more subtle since now there are two opposing e¤ects. On the one hand, other things being

equal, p is higher when 
 is low (the regulator is more pro-�rm), so the �rm has an incentive

to issue more debt. But on the other hand, as noted above, a decrease in 
 makes prices less

responsive to the �rm�s cost; consequently, debt, has a weaker e¤ect on the regulated price.

It turns out that the �rst e¤ect is always stronger, so a decrease in 
 induces the �rm to raise

D. Finally, since other things being equal, p is higher when the regulator is independent,

the �rm will also issue a higher D when it faces an independent regulator.

Next, we examine how the regulated price is a¤ected by � and 
. As in the case of

Proposition 2, for now we hold k �xed. In Section 5, we will show that our comparative

statics results continue to hold even when k is determined endogenously.

Proposition 3: Holding k �xed, the expected regulated price is higher when the regulator is

independent ( � > ��) than it is when the regulator is non independent ( � < ��). Moreover,

the expected regulated price is decreasing with both the state�s ownership stake �, and with

the measure of regulatory climate 
.

The result that the regulated price is decreasing with the state�s ownership stake is

19Bortolotti et al. (2011) do not have a direct measure of the regulatory climate and hence cannot study

the e¤ect of the regulatory climate on leverage and on prices. Their analysis shows however that �rms have

a lower leverage when the government is more right-wing. Cambini and Rondi (2012) �nd a similar result

in a study that examines 15 EU Public Telcommunication Operators (PTOs) over the period 1994-2005. To

the extent that right-wing governments are more pro-�rm, this �nding is inconsistent with Proposition 2.
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consistent with Kwoka (2002) who shows that after controlling for cost di¤erences, the prices

of publicly owned electric utilities in the U.S. are 4:4% cheaper, on average, than the prices

of investor owned utilities. Moreover, together with Proposition 2, Proposition 3 implies that

if we hold k �xed, then any change in the parameters �, � and 
 shifts the �rm�s debt and

the regulated price in the same direction. This implies in turn that in a sample of regulated

�rms that di¤er from each other only in terms of �, � and 
, the �rm�s debt and regulated

price should be positively correlated. This �nding is consistent with Bortolotti et al. (2011)

and with Cambini and Rondi (2012). The latter paper shows that the leverage of PTOs has

a positive e¤ect not only on regulated retail rates, but also on the wholesale access fees that

PTOs charge alternative operators who wish to access the PTOs�networks.

Finally, recall from Corollary 2 that the �rm never becomes distressed if � < ��.

When � > ��, the �rm becomes distressed only when the regulator is opportunistic and sets

a price p� (D2(k; 1); k; 0) = D1(k; 0)+ c+M (D2(k; 1); 0). Since the probability of this event

is 1 � �, the overall probability of �nancial distress when � > �� is (1� �)�I (k), where,

using equation (1),

�I (k) � 1� p
� (D2(k; 1); k; 0)�D2(k; 1)

c| {z }
��(D2(k;1);k;0)

(15)

=
D2(k; 1)�D1(k; 0)�M (D2(k; 1); 0)

c

=

k

c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� :
The following result is an immediate consequence of equation (15):

Proposition 4: Holding k �xed, the probability of �nancial distress when an independent

regulator happens to be opportunistic, �I (k), is increasing with �, 
, and k and is independent

of �. Under a non-independent regulator, the �rm never becomes �nancially distressed.

At a �rst glance, Proposition 4 seems counterintuitive since Proposition 2 implies

that the �rm issues less debt, D, when � and 
 are higher. Hence it might be thought that

the �rm would be less susceptible to �nancial distress. Yet, Proposition 3 shows that when �

and 
 are higher, the regulated price, p, is also lower. It turns out that the decrease in p has
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a stronger e¤ect on the probability of �nancial distress than the decrease in D, so overall,

�nancial distress becomes more likely.

5 The equilibrium level of investment

Having characterized the equilibrium choice of debt, we next turn to the choice of investment.

Consider �rst the case where � < ��, and recall from Corollaries 1 and 2 that in this case,

D = D2(k; 0). The regulator in turn sets a price D2(k; 0) + c, which ensures that the �rm is

completely immune to �nancial distress. By equation (12) then, the expected payo¤ of the

�rm is

Y NI (k) � Y (D2 (k; 0) ; k) = D2 (k; 0) + (2� �)
c

2
� k: (16)

When � > ��, the �rm issues debt with face value D2(k; 1). Now, with probability

�, the regulator is committed and sets a regulated price p� (D2(k; 1); k; 1) = D2(k; 1) + c,

which ensures that the �rm never becomes �nancially distressed. With probability 1��, the

regulator is opportunistic and sets a price p� (D2(k; 1); k; 0) = D1(k; 0)+ c+M (D2(k; 1); 0);

with this price, the �rm becomes �nancially distressed with probability �I (k). Substituting

these expressions in equation (12), using the de�nition of M (D2(k; 1); 0), and rearranging

terms (see the proof of Proposition 5 for details), the �rm�s expected payo¤ is

Y I (k) � Y (D2 (k; 1) ; k) = (1� 
 (1� ��))V (k)� (1� 
 (�� ��)) k (17)

�
� (1� 
)

�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�
c
2

1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T
c

:

Using Y NI (k) and Y I (k) we establish the following result:

Proposition 5: The equilibrium level of investment, k�, is independent of the degree of

regulatory independence, �, when � < ��, but is increasing with � when � > ��. Consequently,

the �rm invests more when the regulator is independent (i.e., � > ��) than when the regulator

is non independent (i.e., � < ��).

Since regulatory independence in our model is associated with a smaller degree of

regulatory opportunism, Proposition 5 is consistent with Lyon and Mayo (2005) who show

that a greater threat of regulatory opportunism leads �rms to invest less.
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Having fully characterized k� and showed how it is a¤ected by regulatory indepen-

dence, we are now ready to examine how k� is a¤ected by the state�s stake in the �rm,

�, and by the regulatory climate, 
, which re�ects the degree to which the regulator is

pro-consumers.

Proposition 6: The equilibrium level of investment, k�, is decreasing with � and 
. If in

addition V 0(k)
V 00(k) is nondecreasing, then the negative e¤ects of � and 
 on k

� are larger when

the regulator is independent, i.e., when � > ��.

To see the intuition for Proposition 6, recall from Proposition 2 that when � and 


are higher, the regulator sets a lower regulated price. Consequently, the marginal bene�t of

investment falls and the �rm invests less. Proposition 6 shows that these e¤ects are stronger

when the regulator is independent, i.e., when � > ��.

Propositions 5 and 6 imply that other things being equal, �rms should invest more

when they face an independent regulator, when they are more privatized (i.e., � is lower), and

when they face a more pro-�rm regulator (i.e., 
 is lower). These predictions are consistent

with a number of empirical �ndings. Wallsten (2001) studies the investment of Telecoms

in 30 African and Latin American countries from 1984 to 1997. Among other things, he

�nds that privatization combined with regulatory independence is positively correlated with

investment in capacity and phone penetration. Privatization alone, however, is associated

with few bene�ts, and is negatively correlated with interconnection capacity. Henisz and Zel-

ner (2001) study data from 55 countries over 20 years and �nd that stronger constraints on

executive discretion, which improves their ability to commit not to expropriate the property

of privately owned regulated �rms, leads to a faster deployment of basic telecommunications

infrastructure. Gutiérrez (2003) examines how regulatory governance a¤ected the perfor-

mance of telecoms in 22 Latin American countries during the period 1980�1997 and �nds

that regulatory independence has a positive impact on network expansion and e¢ ciency.

Alesina et al. (2005) examine the aggregate levels of investment in the transport, telecom-

munications, and energy sectors in 21 OECD countries over the period 1975-1998. Among

other things, they show that a larger ownership stake of the state is associated with lower lev-

els of investment. Egert (2009) shows that incentive regulation implemented jointly with an
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independent sector regulator has a strong positive impact on investment in various network

industries (electricity, gas, water supply, road, rail, air transportation, and telecommunica-

tions) in OECD member countries. Finally, Cambini and Rondi (2010) study a panel of 80

publicly traded EU telecoms, energy, transportation, and water utilities over the 1994-2004

period and �nd that utilities invest more when an IRA is in place; moreover, they �nd that

conditional on the existence of an IRA, �rms invest more when the IRA has a larger degree

of formal independence.

Next, recall that Propositions 1-4 examined the e¤ects of regulatory independence,

privatization, and the regulatory climate on the �rm�s debt level, regulated price, and the

probability of distress, holding k �xed. We now show that these results continue to hold

even after the endogenous choice of k is taken into account.

Proposition 7: Taking into account the endogenous choice of investment, the �rm�s debt

and the regulated price are higher when � > �� (the regulator is independent) than they

are when � < �� (the regulator is non independent). Moreover, the �rm�s debt and the

regulated price are both decreasing with the state�s ownership stake �, and with the measure

of regulatory climate 
. The probability of �nancial distress when an independent regulator

is opportunistic, �I (k�), is increasing with the degree of regulatory independence, �. If in

addition 
 is su¢ ciently small to ensure that V 0(k�)
V 00(k�)k� +

(1�
)(1+(1�
)(1��)Tc )



� 0, then �I (k�)

is also increasing with the state�s ownership stake, �, and with the measure of regulatory

climate, 
.

The result that �I (k�) is increasing with the degree of independence, �, is surprising

given that an increase in � means that the regulator is less likely to be opportunistic (recall

that �nancial distress occurs only when the regulator is opportunistic). The reason for this

surprising result is that when the regulator is independent, an increase in � induces the �rm

to invest more and to issue more debt to �nance its investment. Indeed, Proposition 4 shows

that �I (k) is increasing with k and Proposition 5 shows that k� is increasing with �. As a

result, an increase in � makes the �rm more susceptible to �nancial distress. Proposition

7 also shows that the result of Proposition 4 that the �rm is more susceptible to �nancial

distress as � and 
 increase continues to hold when k is endogenous, provided that 
 is
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su¢ ciently low.

To get a better feel for the su¢ cient condition in the last part of Proposition 7,

suppose that V (k) = log (a+ k), where a < 1. Then, V 0(k�)
V 00(k�)k� =

1
a+k�

� k�
(a+k�)2

= �
�
1 + a

k�

�
. In

the proof of Proposition 8 below we show that V 0 (k�) > 1. In the current example, this

inequality implies that 1
a+k� > 1, or k

� < 1� a: Hence. V 0(k�)
V 00(k�)k� = �

�
1 + a

k�

�
< � 1

1�a . The

su¢ cient condition then is more likely to hold as a gets smaller.

6 Social welfare

Having studied the �rm�s investment and �nancing decisions, we now turn to the implications

of our model for social welfare. In particular, we are interested in �nding out how regulatory

independence, privatization, and the regulatory climate a¤ect social welfare once the �rm�s

and the regulator�s decisions are taken into account. In our model, the expected value of

social welfare is given by the di¤erence between the willingness of consumers to pay and

the expected cost of the �rm, including its expected cost of �nancial distress and cost of

investment:

W (k) = V (k)� c

2
� (1� �)�� (D; k; I)T � k.

By Corollary 2, �� (D; k; I) = 0 when the regulator is not independent. Hence, the expected

social welfare, as a function of k, is given in this case by

WNI (k) = V (k)� c

2
� k. (18)

When the regulator is independent, equation (15) shows that �� (D; k; I) = 
k

c(1+(1��)Tc )
.

Hence, expected social welfare, as a function of k, is given by

W I (k) = V (k)� c

2
�
(1� �) 
k T

c

1 + (1� �) T
c

� k. (19)

In the next proposition we compare the equilibrium level of investment, k�, with the

socially optimal level that maximizes WNI (k) and W I (k) and examine how social welfare

is a¤ected by regulatory independence, privatization, and the regulatory climate.

Proposition 8: The equilibrium level of investment, k�, is below the socially optimal level.

Moreover, in equilibrium,
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(i) social welfare is independent of the degree of regulatory independence, �, but is decreas-

ing with the state�s ownership stake �, and with the measure of regulatory climate 


when the regulator is non-independent (i.e., when � < ��);

(ii) assuming that 1� � (1� 
) T
c
> 0, social welfare is increasing with the degree of regu-

latory independence, �, and decreasing with the state�s ownership stake �, and with the

measure of regulatory climate 
, when the regulator is independent (i.e., when � > ��).

Proposition 8 shows that when we take into account the endogenous determination

of investment and capital structure, a higher degree of regulatory independence (a higher

�), a larger extent of privatization (a decrease in the value of �), and a more pro-�rm

regulatory climate (a lower value of 
), are all welfare-enhancing. The reason for this is that

as Propositions 5-6 show, regulatory independence, privatization and pro-�rm regulatory

climate strengthen the �rm�s incentive to invest and, while the regulated price increases too,

the increase in investment leads to an increase in the total surplus generated by the �rm.

7 Conclusion

We studied the strategic interaction between capital structure, regulation, and investment, in

a setting that features partial ownership by the state in the regulated �rm and regulation by

agencies with various degrees of independence. Both features are common in many countries

around the world.

Our model shows that regulated �rms issue more debt and enjoy higher regulated

prices when they face more independent regulators, are more privatized, and when regulators

are more pro-�rm. At the same time, these factors also induce the �rm to invest more and

this increase in investment is overall welfare improving. These results indicate that the �dash

for debt�phenomenon observed in many countries is a natural response of regulated utilities

to the privatization process and the establishment of IRAs. Moreover, our results suggest

while privatization and regulatory independence lead to a �dash for debt,�these processes

also lead to higher social surplus.
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8 Appendix

Investment rate of utilities relative to GDP in the EU14 states:

The following table shows the rate of gross �xed capital formation in the energy sector

(electricity and gas), water supply, transport, and telecommunications, as a share of GDP

in 2008, using the OECD�s STAN (Structural Analysis) Indicators database. This database

provides annual sectorial indicators on the production and employment structures, labor

productivity and costs, investments, R&D expenditures, and international trade patterns in

each OECD country.

Table 1: Investment rate as % of GDP in 2008 in the EU14 states

State Investment rate as % of GDP

Austria 13.94%

Belgium 15.57%

Denmark 18.80%

Finland 15.79%

France 9.84%

Germany 11.70%

Greece 14.59%

Ireland 19.00%

Italy 16.63%

Netherlands 9.66%

Portugal 20.24%

Spain 14.58%

Sweden 18.51%

UK 14.47%

Average EU14 15.24%
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Proof of Proposition 1: Di¤erentiating equation (12) yields

@Y (D; k)

@D
= �

�
@p� (D; k; 1)

@D
� (1� �)

�
@�� (D; k; 1)

@p�
@p� (D; k; 1)

@D
+
@�� (D; k; 1)

@D

�
T

�
(20)

+(1� �)
�
@p� (D; k; 0)

@D
� (1� �)

�
@�� (D; k; 0)

@p�
@p� (D; k; 0)

@D
+
@�� (D; k; 0)

@D

�
T

�
:

Note �rst that when D � D2(k; 0), �
�(D; k; 0) = ��(D; k; 1) = 0, while @p�(D;k;0)

@D
� 0 and

@p�(D;k;1)
@D

� 0. Hence, @Y (D;k)
@D

� 0 for all D � D2(k; 0), implying that the �rm�s debt will be

at least D2(k; 0).

Second, consider the range where D2(k; 1) < D < D3(k; 0): Here, p� (D; k; I) =

D1 (k; I) + c+M (D; I) and �� (D; k; I) = 1� p�(D;k;I)�D
c

. Hence,

@p� (D; k; I)

@D
=
@M (D; I)

@D
=


 (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

; (21)

and
@�� (D; k; I)

@p�
= �@�

� (D; k; I)

@D
= �1

c
: (22)

Substituting in (20), yields

@Y (D; k)

@D
=


 (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

� (1� �)
 
1�


 (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

!
T

c

= � (1� 
) (1� �) T
c
< 0:

Moreover, it is easy to see from equation (8) and Figure 1 that p� (D; k; I) jumps downward

at D = D3(k; 0) and is independent of D for all D > D3(k; 0). Hence,
@Y (D;k)
@D

< 0 for all

D � D2(k; 1), implying that the �rm will never issue debt with face value above D2(k; 1).

Finally, we need to consider the range where D2(k; 0) � D � D2(k; 1). Figure 1

shows that in this range p�(D; k; 1) = D + c, and p� (D; k; 0) = D1 (k; 0) + c +M (D; 0).

Hence, �� (D; k; 1) = 0 and �� (D; k; 0) = 1� p�(D;k;0)�D
c

. Noting that @p
�(D;k;1)
@D

= 1, and that
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@p�(D;k;0)
@D

and @��(D;k;0)
@p� are given by (21) and (22), and substituting in (20), yields

@Y (D; k)

@D
= �+ (1� �)

"

 (1� �) T

c

1 + (1� �) T
c

� (1� �)
 
1�


 (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

!
T

c

#
= �� (1� �) (1� 
) (1� �) T

c

=

�
1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T

c

�26664�� (1� 
) (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T
c| {z }

��

37775 :
If � < ��, then @Y (D;k)

@D
< 0, so the �rm will set D = D2(k; 0). If � > ��, then

@Y (D;k)
@D

> 0, so

the �rm will set D = D2(k; 1). �

Proof of Corollary 1: When � < ��, the �rm issues debt with fact value D2(k; 0). By (8),

p�(D; k; 1) = p�(D; k; 0) = D2(k; 0) + c:

That is, the regulated price is the same irrespective of whether the regulator is committed

or opportunistic.

When � > ��, the �rm issues debt with face value D = D2(k; 1). By (8), the regulated

price under a committed regulator is

p�(D2(k; 1); k; 1) = D2(k; 1) + c;

while the price under an opportunistic regulator is

p�(D2(k; 1); k; 0) = D1(k; 0) + c+M (D2(k; 1); 0) :

The expected price is then given by (14). Noting from Figure 1 that

D2(k; 1) + c > D1(k; 0) + c+M (D2(k; 1); 0) ;

it follows that p�(D2(k; 1); k; 1) > p
�(D2(k; 1); k; 0): the price is higher when the regulator is

committed. �

Proof of Proposition 2: Di¤erentiating D2(k; I) with respect to � and 
, and recalling

that � = 1� � under the MPE approach and � = 1 under the SBC approach, yields:

@D2 (k; I)

@�
= �


 (1� 
) T
c

�
V (k)� � c

2
� Ik

��
1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T

c

�2 +

 c
2
@�
@�

1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T
c

2 < 0; (23)
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and
@D2 (k; I)

@

= �

�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� �
V (k)� � c

2
� Ik

��
1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T

c

�2 < 0; (24)

where the inequalities follow since (7) implies that V (k) � p � � c
2
+ (1� �)� (p;D)T + Ik,

so V (k) � � c
2
+ Ik. �

Proof of Proposition 3: First, suppose that � < ��. By Corollary 1, the regulated price

is then D2(k; 0)+ c. Since Proposition 2 shows that D2(k; 0) decreases with � and 
, so does

the regulated price.

Second, suppose that � > ��. As Corollary 1 shows, the regulated price is then equal

to D2(k; 1)+ c with probability � and to D1(k; 0)+ c+M(D2(k; 1); 0) with probability 1��,

and the expected regulated price, Ep�(k); is given by (14). It is easy to see from Figure 1

that

D2(k; 1) + c > D1(k; 0) + c+M(D2(k; 1); 0) > D2(k; 0) + c:

Hence, Ep�(k) > D2(k; 0) + c, implying that if we hold k �xed, the regulated price is higher

in expectation when the regulator is independent than when he is not.

Using (14) along with equations (9) and (10), using (??) and (??), and recalling that

� = 1� � under the MPE approach and � = 1 under the SBC approach, yields

@Ep� (k)

@�
=

0BBBB@�+ (1� �) 
 (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c| {z }

@M(D;0)
@D

1CCCCA @D2 (k; 1)

@�

� (1� �)


�
D2 (k; 1) + (2� �) c2

�
T
c�

1 + (1� �) T
c

�2| {z }
@M(D;0)

@�

+
(1� �) 
 c

2

1 + (1� �) T
c| {z }

@D1(k;0)
@�

+
@M(D;0)

@�

@�

@�
< 0;
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and

@Ep� (k)

@

=

0BBBB@�+ (1� �) 
 (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c| {z }

@M(D;0)
@D

1CCCCA @D2 (k; 1)

@


� (1� �)
(V (k)� c�D2 (k; 1)) (1� �) Tc + V (k)� �

c
2

1 + (1� �) T
c| {z }

@D1(k;0)
@


+
@M(D;0)

@


=

 
�+ (1� �)


 (1� �) T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

!
@D2 (k; 1)

@


� (1� �)

�
V (k)� � c

2
� 
k

�
+ 
k

1+(1��)T
c

1 + (1� �) (1� 
) T
c

< 0;

where the inequalities follow since (7) implies that V (k) � p � � c
2
+ (1� �)� (p;D)T + Ik,

so V (k) � � c
2
+ 
k. This completes the proof. �

Proof of Proposition 5: When � < ��, the �rst order condition for k� is given by

dY NI (k)

dk
=

@D2(k; 0)

@k
� 1

=

 
1 + (1� �)T

c

1 + (1� �)(1� 
)T
c

!
(1� 
)V 0(k)� 1 (25)

= (1� 
 (1� ��))V 0(k)� 1 = 0;

where the last equality follows by using (13). Since V 00(k) < 0, the �rst order condition is

su¢ cient for a maximum.

As mentioned in the text, when � > ��, the �rm issues debt with face value D2(k; 1).

With probability �, the regulator is committed and sets a price p� (D2(k; 1); k; 1) = D2(k; 1)+

c, which ensures that the �rm is immune to �nancial distress. With probability 1 � �, the

regulator is opportunistic and sets a price p� (D2(k; 1); k; 0) = D1(k; 0) + c+M (D2(k; 1); 0)

which leaves the �rm susceptible to �nancial distress with probability �I (k). Substituting

p� (D2(k; 1); k; 1) and p� (D2(k; 1); k; 0) in equation (12), using equation (15), and rearranging
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terms, yields

Y I (k) � Y (D2 (k; 1) ; k) = �

0@ p�(D2(k;1);k;1)z }| {
D2 (k; 1) + c

1A+ (1� �)
24 p�(D2(k;1);k;0)z }| {
D1 (k; 0) + c+M (D2(k; 1); 0)

35
� (1� �) (1� �)�I (k)T � � c

2
� k

=

"
�(1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T

c
)) + 
(1� �)T

c

1 + (1� �) T
c

#
D2 (k; 1) + (1� �)D1(k; 0)

+

�
1 + (1 + 
 (1� �)) (1� �) T

c

� �
(2� �) c

2
� k
�

1 + (1� �) T
c

:

Using the de�nitions of D1(k; 0) and D2 (k; 1) and equation (13), yields equation (17)

in the text. Di¤erentiating this equation, yields the �rst order condition for k�:

dY I (k)

dk
= (1� 
 (1� ��))V 0 (k)� (1� 
 (�� ��)) = 0: (26)

Since V 00 (k) < 0, the �rst order condition is su¢ cient for a maximum.

Equation (25) shows that k� is independent of � when �� < �. Fully di¤erentiating

equation (26) with respect to k and � shows that when � > ��,

@k�

@�
= � 


(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00 (k) > 0;

where the inequality follows because V (�) is concave, so V 00(k) < 0. �

Proof of Proposition 6: First, note from (13) that

@��

@�
= � (1� 
) (1� ��)2 T

c
< 0;

@��

@

= ��

� (1� ��)
1� 
 < 0: (27)

When � < ��, k� is implicitly de�ned by equation (25). Totally di¤erentiating this

equation with respect to k and �, and recalling that V 00(�) < 0 < V 0 (�), yields

@k�

@�
= �


 @�
�

@�
V 0(k�)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(k�) < 0: (28)

Similarly, totally di¤erentiating equation (25) with respect to k and 
,

@k�

@

= �

�

 @�

�

@

� (1� ��)

�
V 0(k�)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(k�) < 0: (29)
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Next, suppose that � > ��. Then k� is de�ned by (26). Totally di¤erentiating this

equation and noting from (36) that V 0 (k�) > 1,

@k�

@�
= �


 @�
�

@�
(V 0(k�)� 1)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(k�) < 0; (30)

and

@k�

@

= �

� (1� ��)V 0(k�) + (�� ��) + 
 @��
@

(V 0(k�)� 1)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(k�) (31)

= �

�

 @�

�

@

� (1� ��)

�
(V 0(k�)� 1)� (1� �)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(k�) < 0:

Finally, to examine the e¤ect of � on @k�

@�
and @k�

@

, we need to compare equation (28)

with equation (30) and equation (29) with equation (31). To this end, let kNI and kI be the

investment levels determined by (25) and (26). Then,

�

 @�

�

@�

�
V 0(kI)� 1

�
(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(kI)| {z }
R.H.S. of equation (30)

> �

 @�

�

@�
V 0(kI)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(kI)

> �

 @�

�

@�
V 0(kNI)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(kNI)| {z }
R.H.S. of equation (28)

;

where the �rst inequality follows since @��

@�
< 0, and the second follows since V 0(k)

V 00(k) is nonde-

creasing and since Proposition 5 implies that kI > kNI . Similarly,

�

�

 @�

�

@

� (1� ��)

� �
V 0(kI)� 1

�
� (1� �)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(kI)| {z }
R.H.S. of equation (31)

> �

�

 @�

�

@

� (1� ��)

�
V 0(kI)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(kI)

> �

�

 @�

�

@

� (1� ��)

�
V 0(kNI)

(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(kNI)| {z }
R.H.S. of equation (29)

;

where the �rst inequality follows since � > �� when the regulator is independent and since
@��

@

< 0, and the second inequality follows since V 0(k)

V 00(k) is nondecreasing and since k
I > kNI .

�

Proof of Proposition 7: In equilibrium, D = D2(k
�; 0) if � < �� and D = D2(k

�; 1) if

� > ��. Equation (11) shows that D2(k
�; I) is a¤ected by � only through the choice of k,
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but not directly. Using equations (9) and (11) and the de�nition of �� in Proposition 1,

dD2 (k
�; I)

dk
=

(1� 
)
�
1 + (1� �)T

c

�
V 0(k) + 
I

1 + (1� 
)(1� �)T
c

= (1� 
 (1� ��))V 0 (k�) + 
I (1� ��) > 0: (32)

Hence, both D2(k
�; 0) and D2(k

�; 1) are increasing with k. As in the proof of Proposition

6, let kNI and kI denote the equilibrium levels of investment when the regulator is non

independent (� < ��) and when he is independent (� > ��) and recall that kI > kNI by

Proposition 4. Then,

D2

�
kNI ; 0

�
< D2

�
kI ; 0

�
< D2

�
kI ; 1

�
;

where the second inequality follows because if we hold k �xed, D2(k; 0) < D2(k; 1).

Next, we consider the e¤ects of � and 
 on the �rm�s debt. Proposition 2 shows that

holding k �xed, � and 
 have a negative direct e¤ect on debt. Equation (32), together with

Proposition 6, implies that the indirect e¤ect is negative as well. Hence, the equilibrium

level of debt is decreasing with � and 
, even after the endogenous choice of k is taken into

account.

As for the regulated price, recall from Corollary 1 that it is given by D2(k
�; 0) + c if

� < �� and by Ep�(D2(k
�; 1); k�) if � > ��. Given that k� is independent of � when � < ��,

but is increasing with � when � > ��, it follows that

D2

�
kNI ; 0

�
+ c < D2

�
kI ; 0

�
+ c < Ep�

�
D2

�
kI ; 1

�
; kI
�
;

where the right inequality follows by Proposition 3 which states that if we hold k �xed, the

expected price is higher when the regulator is independent. Therefore, the regulated price is

higher when � > �� than when � < ��.

Since D2(k
�; 0) is decreasing with � and 
, the regulated price is also decreasing with

� and 
 for all � < ��. When � > ��, equation (14) implies that

dEp� (k�)

dk
= �

dD2 (k
�; 1)

dk
+(1� �)

�
dD1 (k

�; 0)

dk
+
@M (D2 (k; 1) ; 0)

@D

dD2 (k
�; 1)

dk

�
> 0; (33)

where the inequality follows since dD2(k�;1)
dk

> 0 by (32), since dD1(k;0)
dk

= (1� 
)V 0 (k) > 0,

and since @M(D2(k;1);0)
@D

> 0 by equation (10). Together with Proposition 6, it follows that �
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and 
 have a negative indirect e¤ect on Ep�(k�). Proposition 2 in turn shows that holding

k �xed, the direct e¤ect is also negative. Hence, the regulated price is decreasing with � and


 when n � > ��.

Finally, recall that when � > ��, the probability of �nancial distress is �I (k�), where

�I (k) is given by (15). Since @k�

@�
> 0 by Proposition 5, �I (k�) is increasing with �.

Using (30), (27), and (13),

d�I (k�)

d�
=


 @k
�

@�

c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� + 
k�T

c2
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�2
=


T

c2
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� "
 (1� 
) (1� ��)2 (V 0(k�)� 1)
(1� 
 (1� ��))V 00(k�) +

k�

1 + (1� �) T
c

#

=

2 (1� 
) (1� ��)2 Tk�

c2
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�
(1� 
 (1� ��))

"
V 0(k�)� 1
V 00(k�)k�

+
(1� 
 (1� ��))


 (1� 
) (1� ��)2
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�#

=

2 (1� 
) (1� ��)2 Tk�

c2
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�
(1� 
 (1� ��))

"
V 0(k�)� 1
V 00(k�)k�

+
1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T

c




#

>

2 (1� 
) (1� ��)2 Tk�

c2
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�
(1� 
 (1� ��))

"
V 0(k�)

V 00(k�)k�
+
(1� 
)

�
1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T

c

�



#
:

The condition in the proposition ensures that the square bracketed term, and hence the

entire derivative, are positive.

Likewise, using (31), (27), and (13),

d�I (k�)

d

=


 @k
�

@

+ k�

c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�
=

k�

c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� "
 1���1�
 (V
0(k�)� 1) + 1��

1�
(1���)

V 00(k�)k�
+ 1

#

>
k�

c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� "
 1���1�
 (V
0(k�)� 1) + 1���

1�


V 00(k�)k�
+ 1

#

>
k�

c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� �
 (1� ��)
1� 


V 0(k�)

V 00(k�)k�
+ 1

�

=
k� 
(1��

�)
1�


c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� � V 0(k�)

V 00(k�)k�
+

1� 


 (1� ��)

�

=
k� 
(1��

�)
1�


c
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� " V 0(k�)

V 00(k�)k�
+
(1� 
)

�
1 + (1� 
) (1� �) T

c

�



#
;

where the �rst inequality follows because V 00(k�) < 0 and � > �� imply that
1���
1�


V 00(k�)k� >
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1��
1�
(1���)
V 00(k�)k� . The condition in the proposition ensures that the square bracketed term, and

hence the entire derivative, are positive. �

Proof of Proposition 8:We �rst compare the equilibrium level of investment, k�, with the

socially optimal level. To this end, note that when � < ��, the �rst best level of investment

maximizes WNI (k) and hence is implicitly de�ned by the �rst order condition V 0 (k) = 1.

Since equation (25) implies that k� is such that

V 0(k�) =
1

1� 
 (1� ��) > 1; (34)

the �rm underinvests relative to the �rst best.

When � > ��, the �rst best level of investment maximizes W I (k). Now, the �rst

order condition for the �rst best level of investment is

V 0 (k) = 1 +

 (1� �) T

c

1 + (1� �) T
c

=
1 + (1� �) T

c
+ 
 (1� �) T

c

1 + (1� �) T
c

: (35)

On the other hand, equation (26) implies that k� is such that

V 0(k�) =
1� 
 (�� ��)
1� 
 (1� ��) > 1: (36)

Now notice that the right-hand side of (36) exceeds the right-hand side of (35):

1� 
 (�� ��)
1� 
 (1� ��) �

1 + (1� �) T
c
+ 
 (1� �) T

c

1 + (1� �) T
c

=

 (1� �)

�
1� (1� 
) (1� ��) T

c

�
1� 
 (1� ��) > 0:

Since V 0(k) is decreasing, k� is lower than the �rst best level of investment, so again, the

�rm underinvests relative to the �rst best.

Next, we turn to the comparative statics of welfare. When � < ��, the equilibrium

value of welfare is given by WNI (k�). Di¤erentiating with respect to x = �; �; 
, yields

@WNI (k�)

@x
= [V 0(k�)� 1] dk

�

dx
:

Since equation (34) implies that V 0(k�) > 1, and since Propositions 5-6 imply that when

� < ��, dk
�

d�
= 0, dk

�

d�
< 0, and dk�

d

< 0, we get @W

NI(k�)
@�

= 0, @W
NI(k�)
@�

< 0, and @WNI(k�)
@


< 0.
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When � > ��, the equilibrium value of welfare is given by W I (k�). Di¤erentiating

with respect to �, yields

@W I (k�)

@�
=

"
V 0(k�)� 1�

(1� �) 
 T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

#
dk�

d�
+


k� T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

=

"

 (1� �)

1� 
 (1� ��) �
(1� �) 
 T

c

1 + (1� �) T
c

#
dk�

d�
+


k� T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

=
(1� �) 


(1� 
)
�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� �1� � (1� 
) T
c

�
dk�

d�
+


k� T
c

1 + (1� �) T
c

;

where the second equality follows by substituting for V 0(k�) from (36) and the third equality

follows by substituting for �� from (13) and simplifying. By Proposition 5, dk
�

d�
> 0. Hence,

1� � (1� 
) T
c
> 0 is su¢ cient for @W

I(k�)
@�

> 0:

Likewise, di¤erentiating W I (k�) with respect to � and 
, using (36) and (13) and

simplifying, yields

@W I (k�)

@�
=

(1� �) 

(1� 
)

�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� �1� � (1� 
) T
c

�
dk�

d�
�
(1� �) 
k�

�
T
c

�2�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�2 ;
and

@W I (k�)

@

=

(1� �) 

(1� 
)

�
1 + (1� �) T

c

� �1� � (1� 
) T
c

�
dk�

d

�
(1� �) 
k

�
T
c

�2�
1 + (1� �) T

c

�2 :
Recalling from Proposition 6 that dk

�

d�
< 0 and dk�

d

< 0, it follows that 1� � (1� 
) T

c
> 0 is

su¢ cient for @W
I(k�)
@�

< 0 and @W I(k�)
@


< 0. �

9 References

AEEG (2007), Deliberation n. 348/07, �Testo integrato delle disposizioni dell�AEEG per

l�erogazione dei servizi di trasmissione, distribuzione e misura dell�energia elettrica per

il periodo di regolazione 2008-2011�- Regulatory Impact Assessment Analysis. Decem-

ber, 27th, 2007, Milan (www.autorita.energia.it).

AEEG (2008), Deliberation n. 159/08, �Regolazione tari¤aria dei servizi di distribuzione e

misura del gas per il periodo di regolazione 2009-2012�- Regulatory Impact Assessment

Analysis. December, 27th, 2007, Milan (www.autorita.energia.it).

35



AEEG (2009), Deliberation 50/08 �Criteri per la determinazione delle tari¤e per l�attivita�

di trasporto e distribuzione di gas naturale per il terzo periodo di regolazione�- Regula-

tory Impact Assessment Analysis, March, 31st, 2009, Milan (www.autorita.energia.it).

Alesina A., S. Ardagna, G. Nicoletti, and F. Schiantarelli (2005), �Regulation and Invest-

ment,�Journal of European Economic Association, 3(4), 791�825.

Barclay M., L. Marx, and C. Smith (2003), �The Joint Determination of Leverage and

Maturity,�Journal of Corporate Finance, 9, 149-167.

Besanko D. and D. Spulber (1992), �Sequential Equilibrium Investment by Regulated

Firms,�Rand Journal of Economics, 23, 53-170.

Borisova G., V. Fotak, K. Holland, and W. Megginson (2011), �Government Ownership and

the Cost of Debt: Evidence from Government Investments in Publicly Traded Firms,�

Mimeo.

Borisova G. and W. Megginson (2012), �Does Government Ownership A¤ect the Cost of

Debt? Evidence from Privatization,�Forthcoming in Review of Financial Studies

Bortolotti B. and M. Faccio (2008), �Government Control of Privatized Firms,�Review of

Financial Studies, 22(8), 2907�2939.

Bortolotti B., C. Cambini, L. Rondi and Y. Spiegel (2011), �Capital Structure and Regu-

lation: Do Ownership and Regulatory Independence Matter?�Journal of Economics

and Management Strategy, 20(2), 517-564.

Bös, D. and W. Peters (1988), �Privatization, Internal Control, and Internal Regulation,�

Journal of Public Economics, 36(2), 231-258.

Boubakri N. and J.-C. Cosset (1998), �The Financial and Operating Performance of Newly

Privatized Firms: Evidence from Developing Countries,� The Journal of Finance,

53(3), 1081-1110.

36



Boubakri N., J.-C. Cosset and O. Guedhami (2004), �Privatization, Corporate Governance

and Economic Environment: Firm-Level Evidence from Asia.�Paci�c-Basin Finance

Journal, 12, 65-90.

Cambini C. and L. Rondi (2010), �Regulatory Independence and Political Interference:

Evidence from EU Mixed Ownership Utilities,� FEEM Working paper n. 69/2010,

Milan.

Cambini C. and L. Rondi (2012) �Capital Structure and Investment in Regulated Network

Utilities: Evidence from EU Telecoms,� Industrial and Corporate Change, 21 (1),

31-71.

Cremer H., M. Marchand, and J-F. Thisse (1989), �The Public Firm as an Instrument

for Regulating an Oligopolistic Market,�Oxford Economic Papers, New Series, 41(2),

283-301.

Cremer H., M. Marchand, and J-F. Thisse (1991), �Mixed Oligopoly with Di¤erentiated

Products,�International Journal of Industrial Organization, 9, 43�53.

Cukierman A. (1992), Central Bank Strategy, Credibility and Independence: Theory and

Evidence, The MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Da Silva L.C, A. Estache and S. Järvelä (2006), �Is Debt Replacing Equity in Regulated

Privatised Infrastructure in LDCs?,�Utilities Policy, 14, 90-102.

Dasgupta S. and V. Nanda (1993), �Bargaining and Brinkmanship �Capital Structure

Choice by Regulated Firms,�International Journal of Industrial Organization, 11(4),

475-497.

DTI and HM Treasury (2004), The Drivers and Public Policy Consequences of Increased

Gearing, October, London.

De Fraja G. and F. Delbono (1989), �Alternative Strategies of a Public Enterprise in

Oligopoly,�Oxford Economic Papers, 41, 302�311.

37



De Fraja G. and C. Stones (2004), �Risk and Capital Structure in the Regulated Firm,�

Journal of Regulatory Economics, 26(1), 69-84.

DTI and HM Treasury (2004), �The Drivers and Public Policy Consequences of Increased

Gearing,�A report by the Department of Trade and Industry and HM Treasury.

Edwards G. and L. Waverman (2006), �The E¤ects of Public Ownership and Regulatory

Independence on Regulatory Outcomes A Study of Interconnect Rates in EU Telecom-

munications,�Journal of Regulatory Economics, 29(1), 23�67.

Egert B. (2009), �Infrastructure Investment in Network Industries: The Role of Incentive

Regulation and Regulatory Independence,�CESifo Working paper n. 2642, May.

Fershtman (1990), �The Interdependence between Ownership Status and Market Structure:

The Case of Privatization,�Economica, 57, 319-328.

Gausch L., J.J. La¤ont, and S. Straub (2008), �Renegotiation of Concession Contracts in

Latin America,�International Journal of Industrial Organization, 26(2), 421-442.

Gilardi F. (2002), �Policy Credibility and Delegation to Independent Regulatory Agencies:

A Comparative Empirical Analysis,�Journal of European Public Policy, 9(6), 873-893.

Gilardi F. (2005), �The Institutional Foundations of Regulatory Capitalism: The Di¤u-

sion of Independent Regulatory Agencies in Western Europe,�The ANNALS of the

American Academy of Political and Social Science, 598, 84-101.

Glowicka E. (2006), �E¤ectiveness of Bailouts in the EU,�WZB discussion paper SP II

2006 �05.

Gutièrrez L.H. (2003), �The E¤ect of Endogenous Regulation on Telecommunications Ex-

pansion and E¢ ciency in Latin America,� Journal of Regulatory Economics, 23(3),

257-286.

Henisz, W. and B. Zelner (2001), �The Institutional Environment for Telecommunications

Investment,�Journal of Economics and Management Strategy, 10(1), 123�147.

38



Jaimison, M. and D.E.M. Sappington (2013), �Designing Regulatory Policy to Induce the

E¢ cient Choice of Capital Structure,�mimeo.

Kornai J. (1986), �The Soft Budget Constraint,�Kyklos,39, 3-30.

Kwoka J. (2002), �Governance Alternatives and Pricing in the U.S. Electric Power Indus-

try,�Journal of Law, Economics and Organization, 18, 278-294.

Lee S.H and H.S. Hwang (2003), �Partial Ownership For The Public Firm And Competi-

tion,�Japanese Economic Review, 54, 324-335.

Levy B. and P. Spiller (1994), �The Institutional Foundations of Regulatory Commitment:

A Comparative Analysis of Telecommunications Regulation,� Journal of Law, Eco-

nomics, and Organization, 10(2), 201-246.

Lewis T. and D. Sappington (1995), �Optimal Capital Structure in Agency Relationships,�

RAND Journal of Economics, 26(3), 343-361.

Lyon T. and J. Mayo (2005), �Regulatory Opportunism and Investment Behavior: Evidence

from the Electric Utility Industry,�RAND Journal of Economics, 36, 628-644.

Maskin E. and C. Xu (2001), �Soft Budget Constraints Theories: From Centralization to

The Market,�Ecoomics of Transition, 9(1), 1-27.

Ofgem (2008), �Arrangements for Responding in the Event that a Network Company Experi-

ences Deteriorating Financial Health,�position paper no. 158/08, December, London.

Ofwat (2010), Financial Performance and Expenditure of the Water Companies in England

and Wales 2009-10 - Report, 28 September 2010.

Ofwat and Ofgem, (2006), Financing Networks: A discussion paper, February, London.

ORR (2008), Periodic Review 2008, October, London.

Sappington D. and G. Sidak (2003), �Incentives for Anticompetitive Behavior by Public

Enterprises,�Review of Industrial Organization, 22(3), 183-206.

39



Sappington D. and G. Sidak (2004), �Anticompetitive Behavior by State-Owned Enter-

prises: Incentives and Capabilities,�in Competing with the Government: Anticompet-

itive Behavior and Public Enterprises, R. Richard Geddes (Ed.), Hoover Press.

Schmidt K. (1996), �The Costs and Bene�ts of Privatization: An Incomplete Contracts

Approach,�Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization, 12(1), 1-24.

Spiegel Y. (1994), �The Capital Structure and Investment of Regulated Firms Under Al-

ternative Regulatory Regimes,�Journal of Regulatory Economics, 6, 297-320.

Spiegel Y. (1996), �The Choice of Technology and Capital Structure under Rate Regula-

tion,�International Journal of Industrial Organization, 15, 191-216.

Spiegel Y. and D. Spulber (1994), �The Capital Structure of a Regulated Firm,�RAND

Journal of Economics, 25(3), 424-440.

Spiegel Y. and D. Spulber (1997), �Capital Structure with Countervailing Incentives," Rand

Journal of Economics, 28, 1-24.

Spulber D. (1988), �Bargaining and Regulation with Asymmetric Information about De-

mand and Supply,�Journal of Economic Theory, 44, 251-268.

Spulber D. (1989), Regulation and Markets, The MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass.

Stones C. (2007), �Risk Sharing, the Cost of Equity and the Optimal Capital Structure of

the Regulated Firm,�Reveiw of Industrial Organization, 30, 139-159.

Taggart R. (1981), �Rate-of-Return Regulation and Utility Capital Structure Decision,�

The Journal of Finance, 36(2), 383-393.

Taggart R. (1985), �E¤ects of Regulation on Utility Financing: Theory and Evidence,�

Journal of Industrial Economics, 33(3), 257-276.

The Economist (2012), �The Rise of State Capitalism. The Emerging World�s New Model,�

January 21, 2012.

40



Wallsten S. (2001), �An Econometric Analysis of Telecom Competition, Privatization and

Regulation in Africa and Latin America,� Journal of Industrial Economics, 49(1),

1-19.

41


