
Two developments stand out among the changes in international banking since the global financial 
crisis. First, direct cross-border lending as a share of total banking assets has declined, mostly because of 
the retrenchment of European banks. Second, the share of local lending by foreign bank affiliates has 
remained steady. Global banks in particular have refocused their activities on some key markets, leaving 

space for other banks to expand. As a result, intraregional financial linkages have deepened, especially in Asia.
Although the cutback in cross-border lending was triggered by the crisis, regulatory changes and weaknesses in 

bank balance sheets have contributed significantly to the subsequent retrenchment. Better-capitalized banks were 
more likely to maintain cross-border lending. Macroeconomic factors have also played a role.

The relative shift on the part of foreign banks away from cross-border lending and toward more local lending 
through affiliates has a positive effect on the financial stability of host countries. Cross-border lending compounds 
adverse domestic and global shocks. In contrast, foreign-owned subsidiaries, particularly those with better-capital-
ized parent banks, tend to behave less procyclically than domestic banks around domestic crises. 

In principle, international banking has benefits that are not examined in this chapter. For example, global banks 
contribute to the allocation of global savings across countries, with positive effects on investment and growth. The 
reduction in cross-border lending may diminish some of those benefits.

Policymakers should therefore strive to maximize the benefits of international banking while mitigating risks. 
The findings of this chapter lend support to recent financial reforms that strengthen the resilience of global banks. 
They also emphasize the need for more international cooperation to deal with regional or global shocks.
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Financial intermediation through asset management firms has many benefits. It helps investors diversify 
their assets more easily and can provide financing to the real economy as a “spare tire” even when banks 
are distressed. The industry also has various advantages over banks from a financial stability point of view.

Nonetheless, concerns about potential financial stability risks posed by the asset management industry 
have increased recently as a result of that sector’s growth and of structural changes in financial systems. Bond funds 
have grown significantly, funds have been investing in less liquid assets, and the volume of investment products 
offered to the general public in advanced economies has expanded substantially. Risks from some segments of the 
industry—leveraged hedge funds and money market funds—are already widely recognized. 

However, opinions are divided about the nature and magnitude of any associated risks from less leveraged, 
“plain-vanilla” investment products such as mutual funds and exchange-traded funds. This chapter examines sys-
temic risks related to these products conceptually and empirically. 

In principle, even these plain-vanilla funds can pose financial stability risks. The delegation of day-to-day 
portfolio management introduces incentive problems between end investors and portfolio managers, which can 
encourage destabilizing behavior and amplify shocks. Easy redemption options and the presence of a “first-mover” 
advantage can create risks of a run, and the resulting price dynamics can spread to other parts of the financial 
system through funding markets and balance sheet and collateral channels.

The empirical analysis finds evidence for many of these risk-creating mechanisms, although their importance 
varies across asset markets. Mutual fund investments appear to affect asset price dynamics, at least in less liquid 
markets. Various factors, such as certain fund share pricing rules, create a first-mover advantage, particularly for 
funds with high liquidity mismatches. Furthermore, incentive problems matter: herding among portfolio managers 
is prevalent and increasing. 

The chapter does not aim to provide a final verdict on the overall systemic importance of the potential risks or 
to answer the question of whether some asset management companies should be designated as systemically impor-
tant. However, the analysis shows that larger funds and funds managed by larger asset management companies do 
not necessarily contribute more to systemic risk: the investment focus appears to be relatively more important for 
their contribution to systemic risk. 

Oversight of the industry should be strengthened, with better microprudential supervision of risks and through 
the adoption of a macroprudential orientation. Securities regulators should shift to a more hands-on supervisory 
model, supported by global standards on supervision and better data and risk indicators. The roles and adequacy 
of existing risk management tools, including liquidity requirements, fees, and fund share pricing rules, should be 
reexamined, taking into account the industry’s role in systemic risk and the diversity of its products. 
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