
 
 

Bankpedia Review Vol. 6 n.1/2 2016 
 

47 
ISSN 2239-8023 

                                          DOI 10.14612/MISSORI_1-2_2016 
 

 

ITALIAN MUTUAL GUARANTEE INSTITUTION 
 
Adriano MISSORI 1 
 

 

Abstract 

The purpose of the present work is to carry out an analysis of the current operational 

context of the Mutual Guarantee Institutions (MGIs) in Italy. In this regard, econo-

metric evaluations are performed upon balance sheet items belonging to a number 

of MGIs, in order to understand the main requirements for them to be granted ac-

cess to public subsidies for carrying out their activities. Similarly, factors determining 

the amount of such subsidies are investigated as well. 
As a matter of fact, the recent legal innovations related to these consortia and the 

new role played by the State in granting loans to companies are redefining the oper-

ational capabilities of MGIs and the support they receive by public bodies. 
Specifically, such changes have brought about a significant reduction in the public 

funding traditionally available to MGIs, thus undermining their ability to fulfill the in-

solvencies related to portions of the loans upon which they had earlier placed their 

guarantee. 
This work provides an econometric evaluation carried out upon the fully-operational 

MGIs in 2013: starting from Vacca, Mistrulli (2011)’s contribution regarding MGIs 

aggregations via public funding, issues for accessing such funding by MGIs and 

their corresponding amounts are discussed. 
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Results of the estimations underline that the largest MGIs in 2013 are those that 

have greatly benefited from public funding. The remaining MGIs, in order to stay in 

business, face the critical challenge of either increasing their size so as to keep 

working with the State’s support or choosing self-sustainment with the returns from 

the guarantee provisions. 
 

Introduction 

MGIs facilitate firms to receive loans from banks, although the literature states (Os-
servatorio sui Confidi, 2015) the economic balance of MGIs is assured almost all the 
cases thanks to public subsidies, which are provided to MGIs without a national reg-
ulatory framework concerning criteria to grant resources with the same rules on the 
whole country. 
Starting from literature concerning the adoption proposal of these criteria (Union-
camere e Assoconfidi Luglio 2012), it has been considered whether the MGIs’ di-
mension and the risk mitigation activities adopted by MGIs such as counter-
guarantee and second-level insurance may be critical drivers in order to deliver pub-
lic subsidies to MGIs. 
Therefore, in the light of the above, the objective of the present analysis lies in the 
investigation of the main drivers underlying the release of public subsidies, by also 
including MGIs that had not been considered so far because the total amount of 
guarantees they had released was below a meaningful threshold as reported in Os-
servatorio sui Confidi (various yearly editions), or because the literature concerning 
Italian MGIs was restricted upon a sectorial (Fedart Fidi, various yearly editions) or 
territorial basis (Unioncamere, 2012). Specifically, in this study MGIs have been in-
cluded without territorial or dimensional limitations, because according to Bartoli et 
al. (2013) the guarantee’s value possesses an “implicit” component lying in the 
greater knowledge of MGIs with respect to the firm, beyond the guarantee’s amount 
granted. 
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Two equations have been estimated in order to verify the MGIs’ key drivers related 
to their access to public subsidies and to the amount of financial support they re-
ceived. In the first equation it has been estimated via an OLS model what character-
istics of MGIs influence the amount of public subsidies received. The second equa-
tion has been estimated via a probit model to verify the characteristics of MGIs 
which may affect their chance of receiving a public subsidy. Their corresponding 
empirical model will be presented later in the text, whereas in the following para-
graph the dataset used for the estimations will be described. 
  
Dataset 

To perform the estimations balance sheet data of MGIs have been used, which were 
digitalized by Cerved Group S.p.a. and provided by a bank. The dataset includes 
258 balance sheets of MGIs, having December, 31st 2013 as reference date, which 
were actually operational in 2013. 
The dataset has been obtained by filtering a larger number of observations. First of 
all, in the dataset balance sheets that occurred multiple times (due to updates) with-
in the original database have been excluded (only the last updated version has been 
left in the dataset). In addition to this, MGIs which had undergone economic failure 
or were not operating anymore at December, 31st 2013 were excluded from the da-
taset. Finally, in order to represent data in a single dataset, data with different ac-
counting standards were reconciled. Due to the finer-grained items features in the 
International Accounting Standards which highly differed from the coarser-grained 
items required by the Italian Civil Law standards, only the latter representation was 
used. 
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Table 1: Segmentation for geographical area concerning MGIs from the dataset (year 2013)  
Data: Cerved 
 

 
 
Table 2: Territorial segmentation by percentage of the total amount of MGIs’ guarantees in the da-
taset (2013 year) 
Data: Cerved 
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Table 1 and 2 highlight the segmentation by geographical area of MGIs and their 
percentages concerning the amount of guarantees released on December, 31st 
2013. Figures presented are fundamentally coherent and reliable, and aligned with 
the data concerning the guarantees’ market of MGIs (Osservatorio sui Confidi, 2015) 
since they confirm the concentration of guarantees in northern Italy (Osservatorio sui 
Confidi, 2015). The territorial concentration of MGIs inserted in the dataset is higher 
in the north part of Italy than in the south, despite the fact that the literature concern-
ing Italian guarantees’ market shows the opposite. This contrast happens due to the 
wider availability of MGIs’ data concerning northern Italy, but the dataset is suitable 
to the whole Italian context nevertheless, according to the decreasing trend of MGIs’ 
guarantees highlighted in literature (Osservatorio sui Confidi, 2013): 23,9 billion eu-
ros (2010) vs 20,3 billion euros (2013). 
As far as the territorial segmentation is concerned, in Table 3 some information con-
cerning the public subsidies provided to MGIs is reported. Two figures are highlight-
ed. The first shows that 5 Italian regions in the northern area and the Lazio region 
concentrate the 54,2% of MGIs that received a public subsidy, whereas the second 
shows the percentage of the guarantees’ total amount granted to the above men-
tioned regions: 83,4%. The region which received the greatest amount of public 
subsidies is Trentino Alto Adige, while on the territory of Molise and Basilicata all of 
the 6 MGIs legally located in those regions did not receive any public subsidies. 
By comparing the total amount of figures in Table 3 with the total amount of the 
MGIs‘ public contribution during 2013 (93.680.727 €, Osservatorio Confidi 2015), it 
is possible to highlight that the 85% of public subsidies released in Italy during 2013 
is actually featured in the database and thus their distribution is deemed reliable. 
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Table 3 Distribution of public subsidies by Italian regions as legal residence of MGIs (data and vol-
umes from the 2013 dataset) 
Data: Cerved 
 
An additional data source used to build up the dataset was the MGI registry owned 
by a large Italian bank. This registry allowed to keep track of the age of the Italian 
MGIs as well as to discriminate whether they had performed a mutual merger in or-
der to grow in size. Besides, the 2013 Italian GDP information at a regional level 
was obtained from the online database I.stat. 
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The variables chosen to formulate the empirical model are now described in qualita-
tive terms; further details can be found in Annex A. 
The dependent variable Importo Contributo Ricevuto measures the amount of public 
subsidies perceived by MGIs featured in the dataset during 2013. 
As seen above, these subsidies are received mainly in the North Italy. The choice to 
include such a variable in the empirical model is meant to estimate the percentage 
variation of public subsidy that the MGI could receive thanks to the variation of the 
independent variables. 
The idea is to investigate what characteristics of the MGIs can increase the amount 
of public subsidies received by the MGIs featured in the dataset during 2013, the 
year marking a decrease in public subsidies released to MGIs (Osservatorio sui 
Confidi, 2015). 
The dependent variable Contributo is a dummy variable which assumes the value 
“1” if the corresponding MGI received a public subsidy. This variable has been in-
serted in a probit model meant to highlight the MGIs’ characteristics which can in-
crease the probability of receiving a public subsidy. 
The variable Structure is a dummy variable which discriminates MGIs by their di-
mension. It assumes the value “1” for MGIs whose balance sheets follow the IAS 
classification (The International Account Standard (IAS) is a mandatory standard for 
MGIs whose financial assets are above a given threshold. The latter MGIs, upon an 
authorization issued by the Bank Italy (Banca d’Italia, 2008b), acquire the status of 
so-called “evolved” MGIs.), or the value “0” for smaller MGIs whose balance sheets 
are produced according to the Italian Civil Law standards. According to Baldinelli 
(2011), Vacca Mistrulli (2011), the larger MGIs are deemed more “evolved” in terms 
of operation, variety of services and risk management. In particular, Baldinelli (2011) 
and Bank of Italy (2014) express the need to boost the mergers among MGIs to 
constitute more stable and reliable intermediaries. Indeed, both of the authors pro-
pose to restrict public subsidies only to those MGIs that manage to acquire the sta-
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tus of “evolved” MGIs: as such, the latter would be able to face the triggering of 
more guarantees, in connection to the financial crisis quoted in Bartoli et al. (2013). 
Therefore, the variable Structure is inserted in the model to verify if the MGIs’ di-
mension has been for them a critical variable in order to determine the amount and 
the access to public subsidies in 2013. 
The variable Stock garanzie is continuous and expresses the amount of guarantees 
released to MGIs and still active. It is a measure concerning the size of a MGI, the 
volume of its financial activities and the potential risks resulting from expected loss-
es (Moderari, 2013). According to Osservatorio Confidi (2015), Unioncamere & As-
soconfidi (2012) and Camera di commercio di Napoli (2014), it may affect the re-
lease of public subsidies to MGIs. Therefore, Stock garanzie is inserted in the empir-
ical model to separate the influence of the guarantees’ amount released by MGIs at 
31/12/2013 from the role played by Structure, which tracks the information concern-
ing the status of evolved MGIs. 
The variable Risultato expresses the 2013 profit or loss concerning the MGIs in the 
dataset. It is inserted in the model according to Baldinelli (2011), highlighting the 
need for MGIs to operate with cheapness and a self-sustaining management thanks 
to their own profit. This variable is inserted in the model to verify whether profit was 
an element taken into account by public entities in order to release public subsidies 
to MGIs. 
The variable Anni expresses how old MGIs are at the closing date of their balance 
sheets (December, 31st 2013), rounded down to zero decimals. It is inserted in the 
model to assess whether MGIs have experienced improvements in their operation 
thanks to the learning by doing described by Thompson (2010), which could improve 
the capacity of MGIs to present requests for public subsidies before their corre-
sponding deadlines or to correctly submit their requests to receive a public counter-
guarantee. 
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The variable Fusione is a dummy variable which expresses whether a MGI in the 
dataset has carried out at least one merger during its existence or not. According to 
Baldinelli (2011) and Banca d’Italia (2014), this variable is inserted in the dataset to 
evaluate if the dimensional growth of MGIs is significant to grant a public subsidy to 
them. 
The variable Controgaranzia expresses whether a MGI in the dataset has activated 
a counter-guarantee to restrain the risk of expected losses related to the guarantees 
released. This variable is inserted in the model to check if the use of a counter-
guarantee is taken into account by public institutions for granting the public subsi-
dies or for determining a variation in the amount of the subsidies themselves. 
Concerning the twenty regional dummies, they assume value “1” if a MGI has the 
legal residence in that region; they consider local specificities as, for example, re-
gional GDP, competition among MGIs, regional employment rate, infrastructures. 
The variables Tasso conc. confidi reg. and Pil pro-cap. reg. have been inserted in 
the model as further alternative controls for regional dummies. The first measures 
the degree of regional competition among MGIs in the dataset, while the second 
measures the GDP produced per person in 2013 in the region where the MGI has its 
legal residence. 
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Table 4: Summary statistics 
 
The variables inserted in the empirical model are represented in summary statistics. 
Table 4 shows that the mean of guarantees released is higher than the median, 
highlighting that the volume of guarantees is concentrated on MGIs with the larger 
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sizes. The variable Structure assumes value “1” for 24% of MGIs in the dataset, thus 
resulting that less than one quarter of MGIs are controlled directly by Bank of Italy as 
occurs for more evolved MGIs. By considering Risultato, it appears that these inter-
mediaries operate on average at a loss, whereas the variable Anni underlines that 
the MGIs in the dataset are on average younger than those operating within the Ital-
ian context, where MGIs started their activity at the end of Fifties (Cacciamani, 
2011); the mean is slightly lower than the median, highlighting a soft asymmetric dis-
tribution. Looking at Controgaranzia, it results that 55% of MGIs in the dataset pro-
tected themselves against the risks derived from issuing guarantees by underwriting 
counter-guarantees. The mean of Fusione shows that 36% of MGIs in the dataset 
carried out at least one merger during their existence. As for the two dependent var-
iables, Contributo and Importo Contributo Ricevuto, 46% of MGIs in the dataset re-
ceived a public subsidy during 2013 and the distribution of public subsidies provided 
to 118 MGIs is asymmetric. According to regional dummies, the regions with the 
larger number of MGIs are Lombardia, Sicilia and Veneto. Table B (Annex B) sum-
marizes also by units the dichotomous variables highlighting the MGIs’ size, public 
subsidies and risk management actions. 
 
The empirical model 

The model that has been designed is meant to investigate the drivers behind public 
subsidies provided to MGIs, both in terms of their influence on the variation of the 
amount of public contributions granted and in terms of the probability of MGIs to re-
ceive public subsidies. 
The territorial distribution and the size class of MGIs in the dataset was earlier 
shown. Now, the purpose of this study is to verify, thanks to the variables described 
above, if and how these drivers can influence the distribution of public subsidies to 
MGIs. Indeed, the literature concerning MGIs (i.e. Osservatorio Confidi, Rapporto 
FedArt Fidi, various years) describes the conceptual frame of MGIs by introducing 
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the topic of their size, their presence on the market, their use of advanced method-
ologies to protect themselves from risks, the economic result and the region where 
the MGIs have their legal residence. In order to quantify the effect of these variables 
on the amount of public subsidies released, the following equation has been esti-
mated: 
 
1. Importo Contributo Ricevutoi = β0 + β1Structurei + β2Stock garanziei + β3Fusionei 
+ β4Annii + β5Controgaranziai + β6Risultatoi + γr + uir 
 
where the dependent variable is the logarithm of the amount of public subsidy that 
every MGIs received during 2013, Structure is a dummy variable which assumes 
value “1” if the MGI has an evolved dimension, Stock garanzie is a continuous vari-
able which expresses the amount of MGI’s guarantees released and still operating 
at the end of 2013, Fusione is a dummy variable which assumes value “1” if the MGI 
performed at least one merger during its existence, Anni is the age of MGIs and 
Controgaranzia is a dummy variable which assumes value “1” if the MGI performed 
risk management activities to secure its own risks concerning the guarantees re-
leased. 
Finally, the variable Risultato is inserted to represent profit or loss concerning MGIs, 
γr represents the twenty regional dichotomous variables and uir the error term. The 
regression is replicated by replacing the regional dummies with the variables Pil pro-

cap. reg and Tasso conc. confidi reg. as further controls. The regression has been 
carried out on 118 MGIs in the dataset which received a public subsidy during 2013. 
As an additional topic of this study, the proposal of Banca d’Italia (2014) and Bald-
inelli (2011) to match the supply of MGIs’ public subsidies to their growth in size has 
been further investigated. This admissibility criteria can be inserted in the public calls 
published by local institutions. The following equation has been estimated in order to 
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verify the influence of variables to determine the probability for MGI to receive public 
subsidies: 
 
2. P(Contributo = 1 | Zir) = Φ (C ' Zir) Ξ 
Ξ (β0 + β1Structurei + β2Fusionei + β3Annii + β4Controgaranziai + β5Risultatoi + γr) 
 
where Contributo is a dummy variable which assumes value “1” if the MGI receive a 
public subsidy. The results obtained with the regional dichotomous variables are 
compared with other estimations featuring the variables Pil pro-cap. reg and Tasso 

conc. confidi reg., to verify the robustness of the model. As a further control for ro-
bustness, a Linear Probability Model with the same variables has been estimated; 
as known from the theory, the linear probability model (LPM) is easier to use and to 
understand, but is not able to catch the nonlinear nature of the true regression func-
tion of population. The probit regression considers the non-linearity of probability, 
but the regression’s coefficients are more difficult to be interpreted. 
Finally, some multicollinearity tests have been executed. 
 

Results 

The results of the equations previously described are presented in the following ta-
bles of this paragraph. 
The first equation shows which variations of the independent variables express a 
variation concerning the amount of the public subsidies provided to MGIs. 
Table 5 describes how Structure and the other variables influence the dependent 
variable Importo Contributo Ricevuto; this variable is filled only for the MGIs in the 
dataset that have received public contributions during 2013 (the estimation is on 118 
observations) and it represents the amount of public resources supplied to the MGIs 
in the dataset by public institutions. 
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Table 5: Effect of the MGIs’ size on the determination of the amount of public subsidies 
as applied on the dependent variable “Importo Contributo Ricevuto”. 
OLS estimation 
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The results of Table 5 confirm how Structure is directly correlated with the depend-
ent variable in the columns (1, 2, 4, 5, 6); in particular, in the column (6), where both 
R2 and the regional controls are present with the highest values (with respect of the 
other columns) and the more thorough formulation of variables, it can be noticed that 
when the MGI’s size increases from lesser to greater then the amount of public sub-
sidy grows up to 71%. This shows that higher amounts of public subsidies are pro-
vided to MGIs if they turn into evolved MGIs. 
Aside from that, the variable Stock Garanzie is also significant and directly correlat-
ed with Importo Contributo Ricevuto in the columns (1-6). On the other hand, the 
other variables estimated do not seem significant. 
The Variance Inflation Factor test does not express in any columns the presence of 
multicollinearity among variables. The results obtained using the variables Pil Pro-

capite and Tasso conc. Regionale as controls are similar to the results obtained us-
ing regional dummies. 
It is possible to deduce from the results of the estimations that public institutions 
supplied higher amounts of subsidies to MGIs having higher volumes of guarantees, 
or to MGIs that assumed the status of evolved MGIs. This evidence is confirmed in 
the asymmetric distribution of summary statistics concerning the variable Importo 
Contributo Ricevuto. This policy adopted by public entities reveals the adoption of 
the guideline suggested by Banca d’Italia (2014) which was meant to restrict public 
subsidies only to evolved MGIs. As a matter of fact, also Baldinelli (2011) expresses 
the need for these Italian intermediaries to grow up by mergers or by increasing their 
equity, in order to grant a more efficient guarantee supply chain. To reach this goal, 
Baldinelli (2011) means to elicit such a growth via the restriction of public subsidies 
only to larger MGIs. 
On the basis of the estimated results and the elements mentioned above, it is possi-
ble to assert that the public subsidies provided to Italian MGIs were used by public 
entities in order to elicit MGIs to grow in size, so that they might increase their capi-
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tal and the controls on their business thanks to the Bank of Italy’s supervision dedi-
cated only to evolved MGIs. 
In Table 6, the results of the estimations of the second equation are introduced. The 
purpose is to check if in the year 2013 the access to public subsidies by MGIs was 
influenced thanks to the variable Structure or other variables. 
 

 
Table 6:The influence of Structure on the variable Contributo. Probit estimation 
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The variable Structure results significant and directly correlated in the complete for-
mulation of the model, both with regional and other controls, performed in columns 
(IV – VI).The variable Fusione shows meaningful results in columns (I, II, III, VI) di-
rectly correlated to Contributo; compared with Structure results, they are significant 
also for incomplete formulations of the proposed model. 
The values of Controgaranzia are significant in columns (I, II, III, IV); the coefficients 
are directly correlated with similar values, while the variable Risultato shows values 
significant in columns (III, IV, V, VI). 
In columns (I – IV) 252 observations have been used, because regional controls ex-
clude the six MGIs with legal residence in the two regions where public subsidies 
were not delivered during 2013. 
Column (IV) presents standard errors calculated by regional clusters, while column 
(III) robust standard errors. 
The VIF test does not show multicollinearity among variables, and columns (I – VI) 
satisfy the goodness of fit test. 
Before introducing the quantification of marginal effects on the estimations exposed 
above, the same variables have been estimated also with a Linear Probability Model 
(LPM) to perform another robustness test. 
Indeed, despite the limits of this model expressed above, the LPM is useful to verify 
the results obtained with the probit estimation. 
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 Table 7:The influence of Structure on the variable Contributo.OLS estimation 
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The LPM’s results are coherent with the results of probit model. Indeed, the signifi-
cance of the variable Structure is confirmed in columns (3, 4, 5, 6) with coefficients 
of the same sign in presence of different controls. 
The variable Fusione presents meaningful results as well, with positive sign in col-
umns (1, 2, 3, 6) as estimated previously in the probit model. Both Controgaranzia 
and Risultato in the OLS model further confirm the robustness of the probit model; in 
particular Controgaranzia has coefficients that are significant and positive in the OLS 
model for columns (1, 2, 3, 4), while Risultato has coefficients significant, positive 
and similar for columns (3, 4, 5, 6). 
Also, the goodness of fit test shows similar values according to the probit model. 
The only difference between the two models is the number of observations, because 
in the OLS model the estimations include all the 258 observations. In fact, the 6 
MGIs with legal residence in regions where public subsidies to MGIs were not deliv-
ered, which were excluded in the probit model, are instead considered in OLS mod-
el. 
After the comparison between probit model and LPM, the next step of this investiga-
tion is to estimate the calculation of the marginal effects in order to quantify the in-
fluence of independent variables on the dependent variable Contributo. 
In order to perform this estimation the following formulation of the probit model has 
been considered, with robust standard errors and the highest value of pseudo-R2 
among all the configurations of the variables of the model. 
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Table 8: Estimation used for the calculation of the difference quotie 
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Table 9: Results of the difference quotient of dependent variables related to independent variables 

 
The results in Table 9 demonstrate how the difference quotient of variable Contribu-

to is 22% for the independent variable Structure (significant at 5 %), 13% for Fu-

sione (significant at 10%), 13% for Controgaranzia (significant at 10 %) and 0% for 
Risultato (significant at 5 %). Consequently, the variable critically influencing the de-
livery of public subsidy is the acquisition of the status of evolved MGI. 
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Similarly, Fusione and Controgaranzia contribute to increase the probability for a 
MGI to receive a subsidy, although with a lower marginal effect. 
The variable Risultato instead results irrelevant to determine the access to public 
subsidies. 
Such results imply that MGIs are stimulated to acquire the status of evolved MGIs. 
In fact, in order to receive the required subsidies to operate MGIs shall either in-
crease their share capital over the dimensional threshold, or their dimension thanks 
to mergers among them. In addition to this, the marginal effect of Controgaranzia 
has the following implication: MGIs insuring their risks are worthier of attention from 
the public entities delivering the subsidies. Thanks to the risk mitigation, the bank 
partner of a MGI insured is bound to shelve less capital; consequently, the bank has 
more financial resources to support its own activities. 
Furthermore, the above mentioned marginal effects confirm that public institutions 
adopted both guidelines proposed by Unioncamere & Assoconfidi (2012) and Bald-
inelli (2011); the first concerning criteria to grant public subsidies to MGIs, and the 
second proposing the incentive of mergers among MGIs because of the assignment 
of public subsidies to evolved MGIs. 
The low marginal effect of Risultato, instead, was an expected result, because MGIs 
are not-for-profit entities. The implication of this result highlights that it seems not 
necessary for them to be for-profit entities in order to receive public subsidies from 
the State. 
 
Conclusions 

This study focused on the public contribution to MGIs, in order to measure the driv-
ers influencing the delivery and the amount of public subsidies in favor of these in-
termediaries. Starting from the study of Vacca, Mistrulli (2011) on the topic of public 
subsidies as instruments to stimulate aggregations among MGIs, a dataset with data 
concerning a group of MGIs of 2013 was built, by reconciling the different account-
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ing standards (IAS and Italian Civil Law). After this initial phase, econometric estima-
tions were performed on such data in order to identify the drivers related to amount 
and access of subsidies for MGIs. 
Thanks to these estimations it has been demonstrated as a first result that MGIs 
with an “evolved” status received subsidies with a higher amount than the same in-
termediaries that did not possess such a status. Consequently, this policy for deliv-
ering subsidies has been found coherent with the adoption of the guidelines pro-
posed in Baldinelli (2011) and Banca d’Italia (2014). 
The implications of this first result reveals a policy oriented to supply a greater 
amount of public subsidies to MGIs with a larger volume of financial activities, at the 
expense of MGIs less evolved that receive subsidies of lower amount. The lower 
support to MGIs not evolved underlines as a further implication the incentive to ac-
quire the status of evolved MGI in order to receive more public subsidies; otherwise, 
these MGIs would be forced to either self-sustain themselves with profits from the 
delivery of guarantees or leave the market altogether. 
The second results concerns the drivers for MGIs in order to access public subsi-
dies. As a result, the main driver among the variables of the probit model was the 
status of evolved MGI. This was true despite the fact that both the mergers among 
MGIs and the risk management activities (such as counter-guarantees) have been 
considered worthy of attention by public entities for assigning subsidies, while the 
economic result of MGIs did not influence the probability to access such contribu-
tions. 
Therefore, also this second result concerning the status of evolved MGI confirms 
that the adoption of the aforementioned policy has the following implications (as 
proposed by Baldinelli, 2011): 
1) the creation of larger-capital MGIs is elicited by local institutions; 
2) MGIs performing risk management activities are encouraged; 
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3) larger MGIs may operate beyond their territorial boundaries and thus favor a wid-
er diversification of risks. 
Besides, other consequences are reached thanks to the results obtained from the 
estimation of the marginal effect, which are coherent with the guidelines of Union-
camere & Assoconfidi (2012). In fact, it has been verified that MGIs performing mer-
gers during their existence may later take advantage of a more favorable policy in 
order to access public subsidies. Comparing this result with the first one of probit re-
gression, this revelation implies a further incentive for mergers among MGIs, in par-
ticular for MGIs which neither have the status of evolved MGI nor have performed 
any mergers. Indeed, the purpose of public entities inferred by these results high-
lights the policy to let guarantees be issued by a smaller set of MGIs, as seen in the 
German model showed in De Vincentiis et al. (2007) and quoting Schmidt, Van 
Elkan (2006), Inmit (2010). 
In addition to the purpose to favor a territorial diversification as quoted in Baldinelli 
(2011), it also transpires the will to design financial intermediaries more capitalized 
on the territory. 
Finally, the irrelevance of the MGIs’ economic results on the delivery of public subsi-
dies can be explained with the purpose of the cooperatives: the mutual support 
among their associates. It is reasonable to suppose that public entities do not evalu-
ate the economic result of MGIs in order to deliver their subsidies; as a conse-
quence, MGIs do not pursue profit. Furthermore, this statement is connected with 
the perspectives discussed above concerning MGIs of smaller sizes: if they cannot 
access subsidies by acquiring the status of evolved MGIs, they may be forced to 
operate by pursuing profits, resulting in an inconsistent behavior for such coopera-
tives. Therefore, MGIs with smaller sizes that are neither able to evolve nor to oper-
ate with profit will have to find other solutions to contain the risk or forced to leave 
the market. 
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Annex A: Variables, definitions and sources 

 
  
Annex B: Summary of dummy variables, Contributo, Structure, Fusione, Controgaranzia 
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