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Table 2 Efficiency trust and shipping rate
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A model of fiduciary loan runs

ZHANG Sheng' LI Peng=iang’

1. School of Public Policy and Management Xi” an Jiaotong University Xi”an 710049 China;
2. School of Management Xi’ an Jiaotong University Xi’ an 710049 China

Abstract: Since Diamond and Dybvig ( 1983) it has been considered that loan runs as a liquidity crises in
corporate finance are another version of bank runs. However in loan runs firms do not completely comply
with the first-come first-serve rule that is a basic assumption in most of the literatures on bank runs. Although
banks usually believe firms should do so the self-serving firm in loan runs will change its repayment order and
use this option in private consultation with lenders in order to reach a collusion to terminate the loan run. What
is differentiated from the previous literatures on bank runs is that there exists a third equilibrium of collusion
which is between the win-win equilibrium and the loan+un equilibrium in fiduciary loan runs. The key to real—
ize the collusion equilibrium is whether or not the firm can provide enough banks with additional and sufficient
credit guarantee. Our research provides a new insight into bank runs and expands the Diamond-Dybvig bank
run paradigm to the tripartite game situation with sequential service constraint not being satisfied. If firms in
loan runs completely follow the above rule or the collusion equilibrium can not be achieved our results will be
the same as what Diamond-Dybvig model has predicted.

Key words: fiduciary loan runs; the first-come firstserve rule; collusion equilibrium
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The effects and mechanism of unfair ratings on online trading
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Abstract: Online trading markets and the electronic reputation mechanisms can be potentially compromised by
unfair ratings. This paper experimentally studies the impact of unfair ratings by comparing three laboratory
markets: the no rating market the fair rating market and the unfair rating market. Experimental results show
that the efficiency of the unfair rating market is approximately the same as that of the fair one yet much higher
than that of the no rating market. This result indicates that the rating-based reputation mechanism is effective

either with or without unfair ratings. Moreover we find that unfair ratings will cause buyers’ self-adjustment
and personal experience reliance both of which will weaken the negative impact of unfair ratings on buyers.
As for sellers unfair ratings induce two effects (i.e. “temptation” and “caution”) which almost neutralize
each other. This explains why unfair ratings have limited influence on sellers.

Key words: unfair rating; online trading; effects; laboratory experiment



