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Summary German banking market: prototype of a bank-dominated system Test for implementation of sensitivity matching

& = 2019: German supervisors classified 57% of credit . . . ..
: cooperatives and 38% of savings banks as institutions Expectation: Alignment through repricing maturities of assets

with increased interest rate risk

We implement a recently established approach to investigate the interest rate risk of banks with
extensive engagement in maturity transformation. Therefore, we contribute to the emerging lit-
erature contradicting modern banking theory's view on interest rate risk as an inevitable con-
sequence of banks’ maturity mismatch. For our sample, we confirm an exposure of banks’ net
interest income to changing market rates. We also find evidence for an alignment of banks’ in-
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No “perfect match” - traditional “income gap”  ROA beta (regression coef. -0.360**)
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