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Spring WEO 2010 debt projections for the post-crisis debt figures. For past episodes, we 
simply report the actual change in debt.24  
 
Among the recent borderline cases, France, Greece, Portugal and Spain exhibit the largest 
expected increases in debt. While overall fiscal stimulus packages to counteract the global 
recession were significant in some of these countries, the direct interventions in the financial 
sector were not sufficient—as of end-2009—to qualify as systemic banking crises. Recent 
developments in Greece, since our cutoff date at end-2009, while significant, are still not 
sufficient for it to qualify as a systemic banking crisis, at least as of April 2010. 
 

Figure 11. Increase in Public Debt and Direct Fiscal Costs 
In percent of GDP 

 
Note: Circles denote the new systemic and borderline episodes, while diamonds denote old episodes. The y-axis 
corresponds to the difference between the increase in public debt and gross fiscal costs, both in percent of GDP. 
The x-axis corresponds to real GDP per capita, measured in 2000 US$. Old episodes exclude countries that 
experienced a sovereign debt crisis using data from Laeven and Valencia (2008).  
Source: Laeven and Valencia (2008), WEO, and authors’ calculations. 

 
The previous two graphs suggest a large difference between increases in fiscal costs arising 
from direct support to the financial sector and increases in overall public debt. This 
difference appears to be positively correlated at about 0.4 with an economy’s level of income 
(Figure 11). Given that direct fiscal outlays to support the financial sector generally increase 
public debt, the difference between the increase in public debt and fiscal costs reflect in part 
the outcome of measures taken to support the real sector. This difference can in part be 

                                                 
24 We compute the increase in debt measured in percent of GDP over [T-1, T+3], where T is the starting year of 
the crisis. Our choice of sources is guided by the availability of general government debt. When it is not 
available, central government debt is reported instead. Our primary data source is WEO. When WEO debt data 
are not available, we resort to the OECD Analytical Database and the IMF’s Government Finance Statistics. 
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explained by discretionary fiscal policy and automatic stabilizers. One possible interpretation 
of this positive correlation is that high-income economies generally face easier financing 
opportunities than their low-income counterparts, and therefore may choose to complement 
financial measures with expansionary fiscal measures to deal with banking crises. Clearly, 
expansionary fiscal policy indirectly supports the financial sector by stimulating aggregate 
demand, which in turn props up loan demand and lowers the risk of loan defaults. 
 
The fallout from the recent crisis on the real sector was large. We estimate median output 
losses for the recent crises of 25 percent of GDP, which is almost 5 percentage points higher 
than its historical median of 20 percent. Output losses are estimated by computing the 
difference between trend GDP and actual GDP over the four-year period beginning with the 
crisis year. Therefore, our methodology does not distinguish between permanent and 
transitory output losses. For the new crises, we use spring 2010 WEO projections as actual 
GDP for the post-crisis years. Figure 12 shows the results.25  
 

Figure 12. Output Losses 
In percent of potential output 

 
Note: Dark-shaded bars denote systemic banking crises episodes, and light-shaded bars denote borderline cases. 
Output losses are computed as cumulative percent difference between actual and trend real GDP over the 4-year 
period starting with the crisis year. Trend GDP is computed applying an HP filter to the real GDP series over 
the 20-year period prior to the crisis. Horizontal lines denote the historical medians classified by countries’ 
income level. All (old): all past crises; High income (old): all past crises in high-income countries. 
Source: Laeven and Valencia (2008), WEO, and authors’ calculations.  
 

                                                 
25 The medians reported in the graph are based on output losses that have been recomputed for all crisis 
episodes using the methodology employed in this paper rather than by relying on estimates of output losses in 
Laeven and Valencia (2008). They computed the real GDP trend using all available data, implying a different 
horizon for each country. The new output loss estimates are on average similar to those in Laeven and Valencia 
(2008), though they differ for low-income countries and countries affected by large shocks,  such as wars. 
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Output losses differ depending on the size of the initial shock, differences across countries in 
how the shock was propagated through the financial system, and the intensity of policy 
interventions. The output losses for Ireland and Latvia stand out at over 100 percent of 
potential GDP. Losses among borderline cases are also significant, in particular for Hungary, 
Portugal, and Spain. On average, countries with larger financial systems, and especially those 
that experienced rapid expansion prior to the crisis (such as Iceland, Ireland, and Latvia), 
were hit hardest. 
 

VI.   CONCLUDING REMARKS 

This paper updates the Laeven and Valencia (2008) database on systemic banking crises 
through end-2009 to include the recent wave of financial crises following the U.S. mortgage 
crisis of 2007. Our update results in 13 new systemic banking crises episodes and 10 
borderline cases since early 2007. The update makes several improvements to the earlier 
database, including an improved definition of systemic banking crisis, the inclusion of crisis 
ending dates, and a broader coverage of crisis management policies.  
 
The new data shows that there are many commonalities between recent and past crises, both 
in terms of underlying causes and policy responses. All crises share a containment phase 
during which liquidity pressures are contained through liquidity support and in some cases 
guarantees on bank liabilities. This phase is followed by a resolution phase during which a 
broad range of measures is taken to restructure banks and encourage bank lending (including 
asset purchases, guarantees, and capital injections) to reignite economic growth. These 
common patterns echo earlier findings summarized in Honohan and Laeven (2005) and 
Reinhart and Rogoff (2009). 

However, the recent wave of crises also shows some important differences with previous 
crisis episodes.  

 First, the recent crisis was concentrated in advanced economies, in particular those 
with large and integrated financial systems, unlike many of the boom-bust cycles 
observed in the past that centered on emerging market economies. Liquidity shortages 
at systemically important, globally interconnected financial institutions in these 
advanced economies prompted large-scale government interventions. 

 Second, while the intensity of policy interventions has been comparable to past crisis 
episodes, the speed of intervention and implementation of resolution policies was 
faster this time. This in part reflects that most of the crisis-affected countries are high-
income countries with strong legal, political, and economic institutions that create an 
enabling environment for an effective and speedy crisis resolution. Recapitalization 
policies in particular were implemented much sooner than in the past, contributing to 
lower direct fiscal outlays.  
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 Third, countries used a much broader range of policy measures compared to past 
episodes, including unconventional monetary policy measures, asset purchases and 
guarantees, and significant fiscal stimulus packages. These large scale public 
interventions were possible in part because most of the crisis-affected countries are 
high-income countries with relatively greater institutional quality and credibility of 
policy actions. 

 Fourth, preliminary estimates indicate that the overall economic costs of the recent 
crises are higher in terms of output losses and increases in public debt compared to 
past crises, though fiscal costs associated with financial sector interventions are lower 
this time.  

The lower short-run fiscal costs in part reflect the relatively swift action with which 
governments announced recapitalization measures and took other actions to restore the health 
of the financial system. However, they are also a consequence of the significant indirect 
support the financial system received through expansionary monetary and fiscal policy, the 
widespread use of guarantees on liabilities, and direct purchases of assets that helped sustain 
asset prices. The significant support deployed through monetary and fiscal policies, including 
coordinated international efforts to ensure adequate foreign exchange liquidity, and a timely 
implementation of measures to address solvency problems in the financial system have 
significantly contributed to reduce the real impact of the recent crises. Moreover, such 
indirect support from macroeconomic stabilization policies has also lifted the burden on 
traditional crisis management policies, ultimately keeping the direct fiscal costs associated 
with bank recapitalization and other direct interventions into the financial sector lower than 
they otherwise would have been.  

However, over the medium term, these indirect support measures have significantly 
increased the burden of public debt and the size of government contingent liabilities, raising 
concerns about fiscal sustainability in a number of countries. Moreover, the crisis is still 
ongoing in several countries and its ultimate impact will have to be reassessed in the future. 
It may therefore be premature to hail recent crisis management efforts as being more 
successful than those of the past. 
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Table A.1. Systemic Banking Crises Policy Responses 
During the years 2007 to 2009 

 
Country Liquidity Support 

(percentage points increase in 
central bank claims on 
financial institutions over 
deposits and foreign liabilities) 

Gross Restructuring Costs 

(recapitalization and other 
restructuring costs, excluding 
liquidity and asset purchases, 
in percent of GDP) 

Asset Purchases and 
Guarantees 

(funded by treasury 
and central bank, in 
percent of GDP) 

Guarantees on Liabilities 

(significant guarantees on bank liabilities in 
addition to increasing deposit insurance ceilings) 

Nationalizations 

(state takes control over 
institutions; year of 
nationalization between 
brackets) 

Austria 8.2 2.1 Guarantees: 0.6 
Unlimited coverage to depositors. 
Bank and non-bank bond issues. 

Hypo Group Alpe Adria 
(2009) 

Belgium 14.0 5.0 Guarantees: 7.7 

DI raised from €20,000 to €100,000. 
Deposit-like insurance instruments. 
Interbank loans and short-term debt 
Specific guarantees on Dexia 

Fortis (2008) 

Denmark 10.5 2.8  Deposits and unsecured claims of PCA banks Fionia Bank (2009) 

Germany 2.8 1.2 Purchases: 0.2 
Unlimited coverage of household deposits. 
Interbank loans and bank debt (capped at €400 
billion). 

Hypo Real Estate (2008) 

Iceland 2.4 13.0  Unlimited coverage to domestic deposits. 
Kaupthing, Landsbanki, Glitnir, 
Straumur-Burdaras, SPRON and 
Sparisjódabankinn (all 2008) 

Ireland 13.3 7.6  
Unlimited coverage until 9/29/10 to most liabilities 
of 10 banks. 

Anglo Irish Bank (2009) 

Latvia 3.3 2.5  
DI raised to €50,000. 
Guarantee on Parex syndicated loans 

Parex Bank (2008) 

Luxembourg 4.3 7.7  
DI raised from €20,000 to €100,000. 
€4.5 billion guarantee on Dexia’s debt. 

Fortis and Dexia’s subsidiaries 
(2008) 

Mongolia 9.4 3.0  Unlimited coverage to all deposits. Zoos Bank (2009) 

Netherlands 3.3 6.5 Guarantees: 3.3 
DI raised to €100,000. 
Interbank loans of solvent banks. 
Fortis bonds (€5 bn) and ING bonds (€10 bn). 

ABN-AMRO/Fortis (2008) 

Ukraine 14.6 4.8  
DI raised from UAH 50,000 to 150,000 until 
1/1/11. 
 

Prominvest (2008), Nadra, 
Inprom, Volodimrski, Dialog, 
Rodovid, Kiev, Ukrgaz (all 
2009) 
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United Kingdom 5.5 5.1 
Purchases: 13.4 
Guarantees: 14.5 

DI raised from ￡35,000 to 50,000. 
Guarantee on short- to medium-term debt (capped 
at ￡250 billion). 
Blanket guarantee on Northern Rock and 
Bradford & Bingley wholesale deposits. 

Northern Rock (2008); RBS 
(2008). 

United States 4.6 3.5 
Purchases: 9.0 
 

DI raised from $100,000 to $250,000 (until end-
2009). 
Money market funds (capped at 50 billion). 
Full guarantee on transaction deposits. 
Newly issued senior unsecured debt. 

Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, AIG 
(all 2008). 

Borderline Cases 

France 6.4   

DI already higher than EU new limit. 
€360 billion in guarantees for refinancing credit 
institutions. 
€55 billions Dexia’s debt 

 

Greece 18.3 1.7  
DI raised from €20,000 to €100,000. 
Funding guarantees up to €15 billion. 

 

Hungary 1.3 0.1  Unlimited protection to depositors of small banks.  

Kazakhstan 4.6 2.4  DI raised from T0.7 million to T5 million.  

Portugal 5.5   
DI raised from €25,000 to €100,000. 
Debt securities issued by credit institutions (up to 
12 percent of GDP) 

Banco Portugues de Negócios 
(small bank) (2008) 

Russia 22.2 1.0  
DI raised from R400,000 to R700,000. 
Interbank lending for qualifying banks. 

 

Slovenia 9.3   

Unlimited protection for all deposits by 
individuals and small enterprises until end-2010. 
New debt issued by financial institutions until 
end-2010. 

 

Spain 4.1   
DI raised from €20,000 to €100,000. 
Credit Institutions New Debt Issues (capped at 
€200 billion). 

 

Sweden 13.1 0.7  
DI raised from SEK 250,000 to SEK 500,000. 
Medium-term debt of banks and mortgage 
institutions (up to SEK 1.5 trillion). 

 

Switzerland 2.8 1.1 Purchases: 6.7 DI raised from SFr 30,000 to SFr 100,000 until 
12/31/11. 

 

Source: IMF Staff Reports, Mayer Brown, Official websites, and IFS 
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Table A.2. Preemptive Crisis Responses in Selected G-20 Countries 
During the years 2007 to 2009 

 
Country Liquidity Support 

(Percentage points increase in 
central bank claims on 
financial institutions over 
deposits and foreign liabilities, 
relative to pre-crisis level) 

Gross Restructuring Costs 

(recapitalization and other 
restructuring costs, excluding 
liquidity and asset purchases, 
in percent of GDP) 

Asset Purchases and 
Guarantees 

(Funded by treasury 
and central bank, in 
percent of GDP) 

Guarantees on Liabilities 

(significant: in addition to increasing deposit 
insurance (DI) ceilings, guarantees of other 
liabilities) 

Nationalizations 

(State takes control over 
institutions; year of 
nationalization between 
brackets) 

Australia n/a  
  

 

Unlimited coverage to deposits (if above 1 
million, only those with maturity<5 years). 

 

Canada 1.8  Purchases: 4.4 

Temporary insurance on the wholesale term 
borrowing of deposit-taking institutions. 

 Increased deposit insurance in some 
provinces.  

 

Italy 2.5 0.8    

Japan 1.1 <0.1 

Purchases: 1.1 

Guarantees: 2.6 

(SME’s) 

  

Korea 2.1 0.8 

Purchases: <0.1 

Guarantees: 1.8 

(SME’s) 

Payment guarantees to Korean banks' 
external debt ($100 billion cap).  

 

 

Source: IMF Staff Reports, Mayer Brown, Official websites, and IFS. 
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Table A.3. Direct Fiscal Outlays, Recoveries to Date, and Asset Guarantees 
During the years 2007 to 2009 

 
  Gross Recoveries 1/       Net 

Austria 

Recapitalizations Capital Injection Program 2.1

Asset Purchases impaired assets and liquidity 2.0

Total Fiscal Outlays 4.1 4.1

Asset Guarantees Asset guarantee program 0.6

Belgium 

Recapitalization Ethias, Fortis, KBC, and Dexia 4.7

Other Capital for Fortis SPV 0.2

Total Fiscal Outlays 5.0 5.0

Asset Guarantees Asset relief facility 6.0

Fortis SPV 1.3

Fortis portfolio 0.4

Total Asset Guarantees 7.7 7.7

Denmark 

Recapitalization Capital Assistance Program 2.7

Capital injection in Fionia Bank 0.1

Other Loan to Fionia Bank 0.3

Total Fiscal Outlays 3.1 3.1

France 

Recapitalization SPPE acquisition of subordinated bonds 0.5

Second stage recapitalization (BNP, SG, Dexia) 0.5

Total Fiscal Outlays 1.0 1.0

Asset Guarantees Financial Security Assurance Inc. 0.3

Germany 

Recapitalization Capital Injection Program 1.2 1.2

Asset Purchases Asset purchase program 0.2

Total Fiscal Outlays 1.4 1.4

Asset Guarantees Bad Bank Act 2/ 6.1

Greece 

Recapitalization Capital injection package 1.7

Other Liquidity 1.9

Total Fiscal Outlays 3.6 3.6

Hungary 

Recapitalization Capital injection in FHB (mortgage lender) 0.1

Other FX loans to large banks 2.6

Total Fiscal Outlays 2.7                 1.6 1.1

Iceland 3/ 

Recapitalization Landsbanki, Kaupthing, and Islandsbanki 13.0 13.0

Ireland 

Recapitalization Bank of Ireland, Allied Irish Bank, and Anglo Irish 7.6 7.6

Kazakhstan 

Recapitalization BTA, Halyk, Alliance, and KKB 2.4

Other  Liquidity through deposits of the development agency 1.3

Total Fiscal Outlays 3.8 3.8

Latvia 

Recapitalization Parex and MLBN 2.5

Other Liquidity  2.5

Total Fiscal Outlays 4.9 4.9

Luxembourg 

Recapitalization Fortis and Dexia 7.7 7.7

Netherlands 
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  Gross Recoveries 1/       Net 

Recapitalization Fortis, ING, SNS, and AEGON 6.5

Other Loans to Icesave and Icelandic Deposit Insurance 0.2

Loan to Fortis 5.9

Total Fiscal Outlays 12.7 5.9 6.8

Asset Guarantees ABN AMRO/Fortis Mortgage portfolio 6.0

ING Alt-A RMBS portfolio 4.8

Total Asset Guarantees 10.8

Mongolia 

Other Restructuring of Avod Bank 3.0 3.0

Portugal 

Recapitalization 0 0
Russia State Mortgage Agency , VTB, Rosselhozbank,  

Rosagroleasing, VEB 1.0

Subordinated loans from VEB 0.9

Liquidity through government deposits in commercial banks 0.4
 Total Fiscal Outlays 2.3 2.3

Slovenia 

Liquidity Public sector deposits in banks (proceed from bond issue) 2.8 2.8

Spain 

Asset purchases Purchase of high-quality securities from credit institutions 1.8 1.8

Sweden 

Recapitalization Recapitalization package 0.2

Other Initial contribution to stabilization fund 0.5

Total Fiscal Outlays 0.7 0.7

Switzerland 

Recapitalization Mandatory convertible notes UBS 1.1 1.5 -0.4

Ukraine 

Recapitalization Public Recapitalization program 4.8 4.8

United Kingdom 

Recapitalization RBS, Lloyds, LBG, and Northern Rock 5.0

Other Dunfermline Building Society takeover 0.1

Deposit compensation 1.8

Loans to Northern Rock and Bradford & Bingley 1.9

Total Fiscal Outlays 8.7 1.0 7.7

Asset Guarantees Pool of RBS assets and CoCo's 14.5

United States 

Recapitalization Capital Purchase Program (CPP) 1.4

AIG 0.5

Targeted Investment Program 0.3

Support to GMAC 0.1

Support to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac 0.8

Other Home Affordable Modification Program 0.2

Credit Union Homeowners Affordability Relief Program 0.1

Asset Purchases MBS purchase 1.4

Public-Private Investment Program 0.2

Total Fiscal Outlays 4.9 0.6 4.3

Asset Guarantees Citigroup asset guarantee 

1/ It includes repayments up to end-2009 of capital support as well as interest and fees generated from loans and guarantee 
programs for the cases where the data was available. 2/ Includes total guarantees issued by the Stabilization Fund, which 
includes items related to the Bad Bank Act as well as debt issued by financial institutions. 3/ In our baseline case we do not 
include the increase in debt that would result from the Icesave crisis as part of the fiscal costs. Most disbursements took 
place at end-2008 and the first half of 2009, so we use 2009 nominal GDP (from WEO) to express the figures as percentage 
points of GDP.  
Source: IMF staff reports, official websites, and Mayer Brown. 
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Table A.4. Top 30 Banks in the World By Market Capitalization 
As of end of year 2006 and 2009 

      

Market 
Capitalization  

(millions of US$)       

Market 
Capitalization 

 (millions of US$)

2006 
Rank Bank name Country 2006 2009 

2009 
Rank Bank name Country 2009 

1 Citigroup USA 286,337 17,016 1 HSBC Holdings UK 199,785 
2 Bank of America USA 251,872 68,660 2 China Construction Bank China 193,240 
3 Mitsubishi UFJ Financial Group Japan 188,034 53,052 3 JP Morgan Chase USA 148,484 
4 HSBC Holdings UK 172,938 199,785 4 Banco Santander Spain 136,918 
5 JP Morgan Chase USA 172,109 148,484 5 Wells Fargo & Co USA 112,251 
6 UBS Switzerland 156,455 50,242 6 BNP Paribas France 95,359 
7 Banco Santander Spain 127,400 136,918 7 Goldman Sachs USA 69,454 
8 Wells Fargo & Co USA 122,056 112,251 8 Ind’l & Commercial Bank of China China 68,968 
9 Wachovia Corp USA 114,542 Failed 9 Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria Spain 68,733 

10 Mizuho Financial Group Japan 114,249 21,423 10 Bank of America USA 68,660 
11 BNP Paribas France 110,786 95,359 11 Royal Bank of Canada Canada 64,894 
12 ING Groep Netherlands 106,700 38,077 12 National Australia Bank Australia 56,732 
13 Royal Bank of Scotland UK 102,726 26,655 13 UniCredit Italy 56,538 
14 UniCredit Italy 99,639 56,538 14 Credit Suisse Group Switzerland 55,706 
15 Sumitomo Mitsui Financial Japan 98,384 27,429 15 Intesa Sanpaolo Italy 53,771 
16 Credit Suisse Group Switzerland 96,203 55,706 16 Mitsubishi UFJ Financial Group Japan 53,052 
17 Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria Spain 93,333 68,733 17 Société Générale France 52,169 
18 Goldman Sachs USA 91,457 69,454 18 Standard Chartered UK 51,268 
19 Société Générale France 85,410 52,169 19 Itau Unibanco Holdings Brazil 50,722 
20 Merrill Lynch & Co USA 82,235 Failed 20 American Express USA 50,281 
21 Morgan Stanley USA 80,553 31,307 21 UBS Switzerland 50,242 
22 Deutsche Bank Germany 80,433 44,201 22 Barclays UK 49,295 
23 Barclays UK 76,734 49,295 23 Commonwealth Bank of Australia Australia 48,062 
24 American Express Company USA 75,285 50,281 24 Deutsche Bank Germany 44,201 
25 HBOS UK 69,158 6,138 25 Banco do Brasil Brazil 43,382 
26 US Bancorp USA 68,942 39,617 26 Bank of Nova Scotia Canada 43,190 
27 Crédit Agricole. France 68,723 41,302 27 Westpac Banking Corp Australia 43,137 
28 ABN Amro Holdings Netherlands 64,717 Failed 28 Australia and New Zealand Banking Australia 42,473 
29 Fortis Belgium/ 

Netherlands
60,674 8,886 

29 Crédit Agricole France 41,302 

30 Royal Bank of Canada Canada 59,686 64,894 30 Nordea Bank Sweden 41,284 

    Total 3,377,767 1,633,871     Total 2,153,554 

Note: Shaded ranking positions on left list indicate banks no longer among the top thirty in 2009, while shaded ranking positions on right 
list indicate banks that entered the top 30 list in 2009. 
Source: Bankscope. 

 




