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This report was generated autonomously by an Al replication pipeline for the “Does Empirical Finance
Replicate?” project. It documents one attempt to reproduce the paper’s main analysis from the data and
methods described below. Individual replications may contain mistakes. Treat the numbers as estimates
to be checked, not as a verdict on the original paper. Original article: doi:10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.12.001.

1 Summary

1.1 The Paper

Ivashina and Scharfstein ask whether bank liquidity constraints reduced the supply of syndicated
credit during the 2008 panic. They measure lending with Reuters LPC DealScan loan syndications
and measure bank funding with deposits and assets. Cross-sectional OLS relates each bank’s
change in monthly lending to deposits divided by assets and to its exposure to revolving lines
co-syndicated with Lehman. The paper finds that deposit-funded banks cut lending less and that
Lehman-exposed banks cut lending more.

1.2 Replication Findings

The deposit result replicates directionally but not inferentially. All six Table 4 Panel A coefficients
are positive, while three reach the ten percent significance level against five significant coefficients
in the paper. The headline column 3 estimate is 0.326 with a robust standard error of 0.278, com-
pared with 0.56 and 0.22 in the paper. The Lehman exposure coefficient is negative in all six Table
6 Panel A columns but never reaches significance. The out-of-sample test over March through
June 2020 is inconclusive. Three of six deposit coefficients are positive, and none is both positive
and significant.

2 Data

Four Reuters LPC DealScan tables supply the lending data. The package table gives the syndica-
tion date, the standardized dollar amount, and the purpose. The facility and lender-share tables
give lender identities, lead-arranger credit, facility type, and maturity. The company table restricts



borrowers to the United States. The in-sample windows are August 2006 through July 2007, Au-
gust 2007 through July 2008, and August through November 2008, and the cross section contains
38 banks.

Compustat North America and Global annual files supply consolidated deposits divided by
assets for 2007 and 2006. This same-object substitute replaces the paper’s stated Call Report source
and covers foreign and investment banks consistently. The standardized package data give 2007
second-quarter issuance of $703.53 billion, compared with $701.53 billion in Table 1.

3 Methodology

For bank g, measure m, crisis period C, and base period B, the dependent variable is
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where M is a package count or allocated package amount and 7 is the number of months. The
six columns use participation count, lead count, and lead amount, each measured against either
Crisis I or the pre-crisis period as the base. DealScan packages define syndications. A package
counts as led when the lender carries lead-arranger credit, and the package amount is divided
equally among all lead arrangers.

Table 4 regresses each dependent variable on an intercept and Deposits/Assets. Panel B re-
stricts packages to corporate purposes, working capital, and capital expenditures. Panel C uses
2006 deposits and assets. Table 6 adds the fraction of revolving facilities originated before 2008,
outstanding in the fourth quarter of 2008, and co-syndicated with Lehman in a non-participant
role. Every regression uses HC1 heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors and no fixed effects,
with 38 observations in Table 4 and 37 in Table 6 after excluding Lehman itself.

Key differences from the paper. The replication measures deposits and assets from consolidated
Compustat rather than from the paper’s stated Call Report source. It reconstructs historical bank
identities from lender names because the current DealScan parent field reflects later mergers. It
also draws on a later DealScan vintage, although the paper’s Table 1 and Table 3 validation quan-
tities remain close.

4 Results

4.1 Table 4 Panel A

Table 1: Deposits divided by assets and the change in lending
m @ 6 @ 6 (6

Paper coefficient 0.220 0.420 0560 0910 0.270 0.810
Paper t 2.00 3.82 2.55 3.50 1.29 2.70
Replication coefficient 0.277 0452 0326 0.669 0.246 0.316
Replication ¢ 2.16 2.95 1.17 1.94 0.94 0.91
Observations 38 38 38 38 38 38

HC1 robust standard errors. No fixed effects. One observation per bank.



Columns 1 and 2 reproduce both direction and conventional significance. Column 3 preserves the
positive direction but loses significance. Column 4 is positive and marginally significant. Columns
5 and 6 preserve direction but not significance. The package-level sample shows a smaller and less
precise relationship for lead outcomes than the paper reports.

4.2 Table 6 Panel A

Table 2: Revolving-line co-syndication with Lehman

1) (2) ©) (4) ) (6)

Paper coefficient -1.310 -0.930 -1.580 -1.280 -2.210 -0.380
Paper t -262 -310 -2.63 -242 -330 -0.34
Replication coefficient -0.227 -0.576 -1.208 -0.282 -0.351 -2.426
Replication ¢ -031 -058 -0.62 -0.11 -0.18 -0.99
Observations 37 37 37 37 37 37

HC1 robust standard errors. Deposits/Assets included. No fixed effects.

Every coefficient carries the paper’s negative sign, but none approaches the paper’s precision. The
current lender-share vintage yields a noisier Lehman exposure cross section, so the mechanism
remains directional rather than inferential.

4.3 Out-of-sample test

Table 3: March through June 2020 test
(1) @ 6 ¢ G) (6

Deposit coefficient -0.002 -0.061 0.438 0.253 -0.087 0.011
t -001 035 157 1.09 -024 0.04

Observations 33 33 33 33 33 33

HC1 robust standard errors. No fixed effects. One observation per bank.

The later test establishes neither persistence nor reversal. Three signs are positive and no positive
coefficient is significant. The 2020 cross section also consists of surviving or successor organiza-
tions, which makes it structurally different from the bank-run cross section in 2008.



