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Preface

The process of European integration, notably the creation of
Economic and Monetary Union and the move towards the Single
Market for financial services, has had a major impact on Europe’s
financial landscape over the last fifteen years. In addition, a variety
of other forces are shaping the transformation of financial systems
in the European Union, and there are no signs that the speed of
change is abating.

These developments are clearly of interest to the European
Investment Bank. The Bank supports EU policies by extending loans
and by providing equity capital via its venture capital arm, the
European Investment Fund, to socially useful and economically
viable projects. This makes it timely to take stock of recent
structural developments in European finance and to reflect on
likely future developments.

To set the stage, it is useful to go back to basics and ask whether
financial sector development spurs economic growth or whether it
is the other way around, i.e. financial sector development coming
on the heels of economic growth. Related to this is the time-
honoured debate about banks vs. markets, i.e. the question
whether one type of financial system is better for economic growth
than the other. As often with time-honoured debates, they may be
illusive rather than illuminating, and - indeed - we need to enquire
whether the focus on who provides financial services is not
misplaced.

Moving beyond basics, we want to understand what happened to
EU financial systems over the last decade or so: what have been the
specific effects of EMU and financial sector liberalisation and
integration, to what extent has the importance of markets relative
to banks changed, and what needs to be done to complete the
creation of the Single Market for financial services?

Related to EMU and the Single Market, powerful forces are
affecting Europe’s financial landscape, in particular its largely bank-
based systems in Continental Europe. One force is the growing role
of institutional investors, i.e. pension funds, insurance companies,
and mutual funds. To illustrate the issues stemming from this, it is
useful to recall that historically there was a clear distinction
between finance intermediated by banks and finance directly
transferred from small, retail investors to users of funds via capital
markets. The growing role of institutional investors has
substantially blurred this distinction and, in essence, retail investors
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now increasingly interact with capital markets through institutional
investors. Institutional investors are not only channelling funds on
behalf of retail investors to capital markets, they are also much
more active in managing these funds than the typical direct
investor and, in fact, institutional investors themselves have
become more active than they used to be. This raises a host of
questions, notably as to the implications of institutionalisation for
financial sector efficiency and stability and, by extension,
prudential regulation. But we also need to be aware of direct
implications for borrowers such as the European Investment Bank.
Institutional investors have a much more structured investment
approach, tend to be more focused on liquidity, and interact with
capital markets on a day-by-day basis. The effects of this are already
observable, and borrowers need to account for them in their
activities by, for instance, adjusting to the preference for liquidity.

Another powerful force that will influence the transformation of
finance in Europe is population ageing and the ongoing shift from
pay-as-you-go pension systems to funded systems - a shift that
contributes considerably to the growth in institutional investment.
In contrast to Anglo-Saxon countries, the majority of Continental
European countries have pay-as-you-go pension systems, and it is
often argued that these systems will have to be replaced, at least in
part, with funded systems to put pensions on a sustainable path. To
the extent that this happens, it will have a profound impact on
European capital markets. But a crucial question is whether a shift
towards funded systems itself ensures the sustainability of pensions
and, if not, what else is needed. In answering this question, one
needs to bear in mind the possibility that long-term demographic
trends may drive pension fund investments in a way that gives rise
to a new form of long-term asset price instability, possibly reducing
the value of funded pensions. From the perspective of long-term
financing institutions such as the European Investment Bank, a key
question is to what extent the introduction of funded pension
schemes will change the structure of capital markets. For instance,
one could expect an increase in the supply of longer-maturity fixed-
income corporate debt instruments, whereby savings are
channelled via institutional investors to the corporate sector.

In addition to institutional investor growth, banking sector
consolidation is a prominent feature of Europe’s changing financial
landscape. Consolidation has mostly come in the form of mergers
and acquisitions, mainly within the national borders of EU member
states, and it has led to the emergence of large financial
conglomerates that offer a broad range of financial services,
including commercial and investment banking, asset management,
and life insurance. The whole process raises a variety of questions.
What drives consolidation? Perhaps in contrast to conventional
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wisdom, the search for economies of scale and scope alone cannot
explain the process that we are witnessing - in particular since
strategies do not seem to be uniform across the industry. But then,
what else can help explain the current drive of many financial
institutions to become bigger and broader? Another question is
whether we should expect the emergence of banking groups that
eventually operate across all of Europe.

To the extent that bank consolidation results not only in larger
banks but also in banks that may be moving away from traditional
intermediation, is there not a risk that some borrowers who
depend almost exclusively on banks for financing, such as small and
medium-sized enterprise (SMEs), may lose out in the end? Another
edition of the EIB Papers (Volume 8, Number 2) focuses specifically
on the financing of SMEs. Suffice to note here that support for the
development of SMEs, and especially those that are innovative or
with a high growth potential, is a priority of EU policy and of
particular concern for the European Investment Bank.

To conclude, the changes in Europe’s financial landscape raise a
variety of intriguing questions, pose challenges, and offer
opportunities. Being a major borrower in EU capital markets and a
provider of funds to the EU economy, including its banking sector,
the European Investment Bank clearly needs a firm grasp of the
issues associated with these changes. | strongly believe that the
EIB Papers contribute significantly to this end, and | am sure that
the findings we convey in this volume are of great interest to a
wider readership.
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Europe’s changing
financial landscape:

Recent developments and prospects

The 2003 EIB Conference on Economics and Finance, which was held at the EIB on
23 January 2003, aimed at reviewing Europe’s changing financial landscape and the policy
challenges arising from this. The conference concentrated on two main issues. Firstly,
developments in the European capital market, the increasing importance of active
institutional asset managers and the restructuring of the EU banking sector. The second
issue related to the capital structure and finance of European SMEs, which is bound to be
affected by the ongoing changes in the structure and regulation of banking.

Speakers included:

Patrick Artus,
of CDC IXIS, Paris

Thorsten Beck,
of the World Bank, Washington

Graham Bishop,
of GrahamBishop.com, Battle

Arnoud Boot,
of the University of Amsterdam

E. Philip Davis,
of Brunel University,
West London

Michel Dietsch,
of the University of Strasbourg

Luigi Guiso,
of the University of Sassari

Ulrich Hommel,
of the European Business School,
Oestrich-Winkel

Philippe Maystadt,
President of the EIB

Rien Wagenvoort,
of the EIB
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This paper introduces the topic of Europe’s changing
financial landscape and highlights the findings of the
contributions to this volume of the EIB Papers. Key
points emerging from this overview include: (i) a
variety of factors are reshaping Europe’s finance,
notably the Single Market, EMU, demographic trends,
increasing wealth, technological progress, and
financial innovation; (ii) further integrating Europe’s
financial systems, across borders and segments, should
significantly increase economic welfare; (iii) although
the functions that financial systems perform are being
reallocated - implying a move towards the Anglo-
Saxon paradigm - banks will remain important and
should maintain their comparative advantage in
financing small and medium-sized enterprises; (iv)
the economic case in favour of a move towards
funded pension systems - which would boost
capital markets - is not as compelling as often
assumed.

Eric Perée (e.peree@eib.org) and Armin Riess (a.riess@eib.org) are,
respectively, Head and Deputy Head of the Economic and Financial
Studies Division of the EIB. The views expressed are strictly personal.



The transformation of
finance In Europe:
Introduction and overview

Change is not made without inconvenience, even from worse to better.
Richard Hooker

1. Introduction

Financial systems perform various functions, notably the clearing and settlement of
payments, mobilisation and allocation of investment funds, intertemporal smoothing of
consumption by households and expenditure by firms, and the pooling and sharing of
risks (Allen and Gale 2000, Merton and Bodie 1995). In developed financial systems, these
functions are carried out by a range of institutions, which can be broadly grouped into
financial markets (for stocks, bonds, futures contracts, options, etc.) and financial
intermediaries, banks in particular. One may wonder why there are different institutions
essentially offering similar financial services. One reason is that services are similar, but far
from identical, and there is thus scope to specialise on the basis of comparative
advantages. But, of course, the structure of financial systems does not develop on the basis
of comparative advantages alone. Another reason why we see different types of financial
service providers is that financial sector regulation, by design or accident, has created
different playing fields, thereby fostering specialisation and the creation of walls between
various segments of the financial system.

These walls have been crumbling rapidly - even disappearing - in recent years, and a new
financial landscape is emerging in Europe. A number of powerful forces are shaping this
process. European integration, in particular the creation of the European Monetary Union
(EMU) and moves towards the Single Market for financial services, is arguably the most
important regulatory and institutional stimulus for change. In addition, advances in
information technology and innovative financial instruments are revolutionising the way
financial services are produced, distributed, and consumed, and they contribute to
increasing interdependencies between various financial intermediaries as well as between
intermediaries and financial markets. And then, increasing wealth and population ageing
are fundamentally altering the demand for and, consequently, the supply of financial
services.

How well financial systems fulfil their functions has an enormous impact on the welfare of
nations (see, for instance, Rajan and Zingales 2003), and efforts to improve the
performance of the financial system are an important element of the Lisbon process, i.e.
the EU strategy to make Europe the most competitive region in the world by 2010. It is
against this background that this paper examines key issues in the transformation of
finance in Europe and highlights, at the same time, the main themes of the other
contributions to this volume of the EIB Papers. Since our intention is to introduce and to
highlight, our approach is inevitably eclectic. The next section sets the stage by reviewing
key features and drivers of Europe’s changing financial landscape. Section 3 discusses the
importance of finance and financial structure for economic development and reviews
the benefits of financial sector integration in the European Union. Section 4 informs about
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progress, or lack thereof, in integrating EU capital markets, i.e. one important segment
of the financial system. In Section 5, we investigate the link between population ageing,
pension reforms, and capital markets and, in this context, we challenge the view that
pension reforms have to include a switch to funded pensions. The issue is of interest
since a major boost to capital markets is commonly expected to result from introducing
or extending funded pensions. Section 6 moves on to a related topic, namely the role of
institutional investors such as pension funds, insurance companies, and mutual funds. At
this stage of the analysis, it will have become clear that banks are facing formidable
challenges and we thus ask (and try to answer) in Section 7 whether banks are on the
run and for which financial system functions they are likely to maintain their
comparative advantage. This leads us straight to Section 8, where we will discuss
whether the changes in Europe’s financial landscape will put small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) into a squeeze. On this topic, we will be brief since our companion
edition (EIB Papers Volume 8, Number 2) focuses exclusively on the financing of SMEs in
Europe.

2. Key features and drivers of Europe’s changing financial landscape

Before considering how Europe’s financial landscape is changing, it is worthwhile making
a short detour to take stock of what is the current European financial system and what are
the underlying forces driving the transformation.

The continental European financial system is usually described as being bank-based, in
contrast to the market-based Anglo-Saxon system. Such a basic description runs the risk of
being too much of a caricature: neither the European nor the US financial system is a polar
case. They essentially differ in the relative proportion of finance that is channelled
through banks or markets. Hartmann et al. (2003) provide a more balanced comparison
between the eurozone and the United States, and ECB (2002) provides similar
information on individual EU countries. Nevertheless, while the aggregate financial depth
of both regions are relatively similar, both studies highlight a few striking differences.
First, US non-financial corporations obtain a substantial share of their external finance
from the capital market while this source of funding is far less important in the eurozone.
Second, US households have a much stronger preference for equities. Third, European
non-financial firms have substantial shareholdings in other non-financial firms (this is
related to group pyramid structure) and also have extensive intercompany debt. Finally,
eurozone financial institutions have large amounts of interbank deposits.

The world of finance has undergone significant transformation in the last two decades on
a worldwide basis. In the European context, the creation of the Single Market and the
launch of EMU have amplified the underlying forces steering the transformation.
Following the BIS (2001), these forces can be grouped into seven broad classes:
technology, advances in finance theory, retrenchment of the state in the provision of
finance, free capital flows, introduction of worldwide financial standards,
institutionalisation of management of savings, and demographic changes.

Without the rapid and continuous progress in information and telecommunication

technology, finance as we know it currently would have been impossible. Massive
increases in computing power and faster data transmission enabled the application of
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new financial theory, facilitated advances in risk management and the unbundling of
financial risks.

The dismantling of restrictions to capital flows as well as a lower involvement of public
authorities in the direct provision of financial services - although at different speeds across
countries - have made the finance industry much more responsive to market forces. This
has been accompanied by the introduction of worldwide standards in most fields of
finance (the Basel capital adequacy agreement for banks is just one example).

In most developed countries, there has also been a tremendous move towards
institutionalised management of savings. An ever-growing share of financial assets is
nowadays controlled by professional asset managers, irrespective of whether they operate
within banking conglomerates or outside. This process has certainly not run its full course
as discussed in Section 6 below.

Beyond these general forces, the transformation of the European financial landscape also
receives some additional impetus from the European integration, namely the Single
Market and EMU. Let us consider the influence of these European factors on finance.

To begin with, the overall monetary philosophy underpinning EMU is that aggregate price
stability is a useful goal and that inflation cannot enhance economic growth and
efficiency in the medium term. Stable and low inflation should reduce the economic risk,
driving down risk premia, and ultimately enabling investors to adopt longer time horizons
for their investment. This should lead to the development of an equity-based culture and
the development of longer maturity instruments.

Second, the adoption of the single currency in most of the EU has eliminated currency risk
in cross-border investment decisions. As noted by Brookes (1999), performance of cross-
border investments prior to the euro was mainly driven by country-specific factors. In a
nutshell, about three-quarters of the performance of cross-border investment was
ultimately related to exchange rate fluctuations and domestic monetary policy. As the
exchange rate factor disappears with EMU and monetary policy is conducted for the
whole eurozone, past investment strategies break down and, consequently, asset
managers and investors will have to adopt a different investment strategy. For example,
equity investment will shift away from country factors in favour of sectoral allocations and
bond investments should be attracted to more credit risk (emergence of a corporate bond
market).

Third, the replacement of national currencies by the euro should lead to the
disappearance of a regulatory-driven home bias of many institutional investors, facing
strict limits on the extent of currency mismatches that they are allowed to bear. For
example, in many European countries, life-insurance companies (one of the largest
investors’ group) are prevented from running currency risk. Hence, they are forced to
invest their reserves in the currency in which their liabilities are denominated. Before
the introduction of the euro this led to two consequences: financial markets were
segmented along national currency lines and, as most national markets are small,
liquidity was rather poor. The disappearance of national currencies and their
replacement by the euro removed market fragmentation overnight and widened
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considerably the set of investable securities. This should lead to the convergence of
returns (for a given risk level) across the eurozone, much higher levels of liquidity, and
much bigger cross-border investment flows.

To conclude, a variety of forces are reshaping the way financial services are provided. But
to what extent does it matter? Specifically, what is the role of finance in an economy? Are
there some financial services that are more important than others? And what can we
expect from the creation of the Single Market for financial services? This is what we turn
to next.

3. The importance of finance revisited and the benefits of financial integration

There are at least two reasons why changes in Europe’s financial landscape are of
eminent interest. One is that financial development is widely seen as promoting
economic growth and, as a result, furthering the development of Europe’s financial
system ultimately promises a better supply of its citizens with goods and services of all
kinds. But it should be pointed out that the growth-enhancing effect of financial
development has been, and still is, subject to controversy despite ample cross-country
evidence for a positive correlation between progress in the financial and the real
sphere of an economy. However, observing a link between finance and growth does
not inform on the direction of cause and effect. Indeed, as Arestis and Demetriades
(1997) - for instance - reveal, economists hold conflicting views about the causality
between finance and growth. In addition, within the finance-causes-growth camp,
there are opposing views as to which type of financial system is better for promoting
economic growth: should countries rely mainly on bank finance or on capital market
finance?

Thorsten Beck brings us up to date on both controversies, reviewing the respective role
of banks and capital markets, their relative advantages, and their complementarities. He
argues that variation in both banking sector and capital market development can explain
variation in economic growth, but the degree to which a financial system is market- or
bank-based cannot explain differences in economic development across countries.
Finance thus matters but not who provides it. These conclusions clearly echo other
studies, in particular Demirglg¢-Kunt and Levine (2001, p.8), who conclude that “no
evidence exists that distinguishing countries by financial structure helps explain
differences in economic performance. More precisely, countries do not grow faster,
financially dependent industries do not expand at higher rates, new firms are not created
more easily, firms access to external finance is not easier, and firms do not grow faster in
either market-based or bank-based financial systems™. This insight has important policy
implications. For one thing, as neither banks nor markets outperform each other,
economic policies should not try to tilt the level playing field in favour of either banks or
markets. For another, given that financial development as such is of considerable
importance, policies should aim at creating the conditions for an efficient provision of
financial services, with crucial conditions including the effective protection of creditors’
and shareholders’ rights, transparency to reduce informational asymmetries between
lenders and borrowers, high-quality accounting standards, and adequate means and
incentives for private agents to monitor and exercise market discipline vis-a-vis banks as
well as stock markets.
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The second reason for a keen interest in Europe’s changing financial landscape relates to
the first one: an important aspect of the ongoing change concerns the integration of EU
countries’ individual financial systems into the Single Market for financial services, and
the creation of such a market is clearly a critical step in furthering financial development
in Europe. In a financially fully integrated region there would be no geographical
discrimination of economic agents to access and invest funds within the region. As a
result, the price of a given financial service would be same throughout the region (Cabral
et al. 2002), and this law of one price would apply to stock exchanges, bond markets, and
wholesale as well as retail banking. Moving towards that ideal offers a variety of
advantages, including economies of scale and scope, the supply of financial services on the
basis of comparative advantages, and better access to financial services for those savers
and users of funds that are currently operating in financially less developed regions of the
EU. In sum, financial integration is expected to result in a more efficient mobilisation and
allocation of resources, thereby boosting GDP.

Three recent studies aim at assessing the impact of further EU financial integration on the
performance of EU economies. Giannetti et al. (2002) point out that in terms of financial
development many EU countries still lag behind the financially most advanced countries,
the United States or the most developed EU economies, and that the degree of financial
development continues to differ substantially across EU countries notwithstanding
progress towards integrating national financial markets in the EU over recent years. This
indicates scope for raising the performance of EU economies by moving closer to the most-
advanced-country benchmark.

To illustrate the growth enhancing potential of financial sector integration, Giannetti et al.
simulate the effect of financial integration - interpreted as firms’ access to a financial
system similar to that of the United States - on the growth of value added in the EU
manufacturing industry. These simulations rest on cross-sectional regression analyses that
estimate the link between firm growth and financial development while controlling for
other variables that may vary across countries and firms, such as differences in firms’
dependence on external finance. The simulations indicate for the EU as a whole that
annual growth could be boosted by close to 1 percentage point. The results also suggest
that small firms should benefit more than large firms from financial integration provided
that EU financial sector integration contributes to the development of local financial
markets or makes small firms less dependent on local providers of finance. All this implies
that financially less advanced EU members with a high share of small and medium-sized
enterprises should benefit most from the Single Market.

The second study (London Economics 2002), prepared for the European Commission, takes
a different approach to gauging the macroeconomic impact of integration of EU financial
markets. First, the study estimates the impact of European financial market integration on
the cost of equity and bond finance and, second, simulates the likely macroeconomic
impact of the estimated changes in the cost of equity and bond finance. The simulation
results suggest an EU-wide real GDP increase of close to 1 percent. It is worth noting that
a good part of the simulated output increase results from an increasing use of market
finance and not only from a general decline in the unit cost of corporate finance - a result
that seems to be in conflict with the findings of Beck (this volume) and Demirgiic-Kunt and
Levine (2001) that financial structure does not matter for economic growth. We will see
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that a possible clash with the Beck/Demirgtg¢-Kunt/Levine (BDKL) view is a recurring theme
of this paper.

The third study (Heinemann and Jopp 2002) has a different focus than the previous two.
It concentrates on the integration of retail markets for financial services, notably those
offered by banks, insurance companies, and investment funds. Reflecting this approach,
the study highlights benefits of financial integration that accrue to private households
and firms with no access to capital market finance. Benefits pointed out by Heinemann
and Jopp include a wider choice in products, particularly in small countries; an annual cost
saving potential of EUR 5 billion in the investment fund industry (based on the current size
of the sector); a significant improvement in the risk-return profile of private investors’
investment portfolio due to enhanced risk diversification possibilities; and lower interest
payments on mortgage loans, ranging from 0.8 to 2.6 percent of the loan amount.

In sum, although simulations such as those reviewed here can only approximate the
benefits of financial integration - and to quantify these benefits a number of simplifying
assumptions have to be made - they clearly indicate that fully integrating EU national
financial systems should lead to significant benefits. Against this background it is useful to
briefly review the status of creating the Single Market. We do this in the next section for
capital markets and in Section 7 for banking.

4. Towards a single EU capital market

Graham Bishop recalls that European capital markets were to be unified by the Single
Market programme that was completed in 1992. Although the Directives necessary for
creating the Single Market for financial services were formally in place, there have been
considerable deficiencies and/or delays in fully implementing them. New attempts towards
creating the Single Market have been under way since the turn of the millennium: the year
2000 saw the launch of the Financial Services Action Plan (FSAP) - consisting of 42 measures
to streamline the regulation of retail and wholesale financial markets - to be
implemented by end-2005; subsequently, the Lamfalussy committee came up with an
ambitious proposal to increase the speed and flexibility of European regulatory processes,
with both speed and flexibility being considered crucial for bringing into existence the
long-promised single EU capital market; in parallel to this committee, the Giovannini
group has examined what hinders cross-border clearing and settlement of securities’
markets transactions and how these obstacles could be removed.

Bishop - who is closely related to both the Lamfalussy committee and the Giovannini
group - stresses that the current EU legislative system in general lacks a mechanism for
keeping secondary legislation attuned to changing circumstances, a failure possibly
leading to high economic cost especially in the rapidly changing sphere of finance. The
process proposed by the Lamfalussy committee would go a long way in establishing such
a mechanism. One of its hallmarks is open and transparent discussion with all market users
at every level. At the same time, it gives rise to constitutional concerns and, in fact, implies
a constitutional innovation because there must be a delegation of authority to amend
legislation from the national governments to “somewhere” at a European level.
Obviously, the process proposed by the Lamfalussy committee for securities market
regulation can be applied to the regulation of other financial services, generally
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introducing speed and flexibility in adapting the regulatory framework for Europe’s
financial system.

Overall, although the benefits to European citizens from further financial integration are
substantial, the creation of a unified EU financial market has been a long time in the
making. As with other aspects of integration, an important reason for this is that tearing
down national barriers, although beneficial to the EU economy at large, creates winners
and losers. As Giannetti et al. observe, potential winners include the relatively efficient
suppliers of financial services and users of such services that currently have to rely on less
efficient suppliers. By extension, possible losers include less efficient providers of financial
services and those non-financial firms that currently enjoy an advantage in their markets
because they have access to more efficient financial systems than their competitors. But as
Bishop suggests, eventually inevitable changes to the process of regulating EU financial
markets will also create winners and losers among those that are currently involved in this
process: institutional prerogatives are likely to shift from the national to the European
level as well as between the European Commission, Council of Ministers, and European
Parliament. In sum, in light of competing interests, the completion of the Single Market
for financial services is unlikely to be clear sailing, and temporary setbacks should not
come as a surprise.

5. Population ageing, pension reforms, and capital markets

There seems to be a consensus that population ageing and pension reforms will spur the
development of EU capital markets in the period ahead - a view clearly expressed, for
instance, by both Bishop and Davis (this volume). The essence of this position is that
ageing and sweeping pension reforms, the latter characterised by a switch from public
pay-as-you-go (PAYG) pension systems to private funded pension systems, will possibly
increase saving and will certainly raise the share of saving channelled through capital
markets. We find the first part of this proposition less straightforward than it seems at first
glance. More generally, we doubt that a switch from PAYG to funded pension systems can
defuse the pension time bomb. But if it cannot, such a switch is less compelling and the
resulting boost to capital markets less likely to materialise.

Box 1 sets out why we are sceptical. Suffice to summarise here the key results. First,
expected population ageing stimulates national saving and capital markets. But once
ageing sets in - in the period after 2010 for the EU - this stimulus disappears or goes
in reverse. Second, the way societies try to ensure the standard of living of their
pensioners (PAYG vs. funding) has little impact on national saving and, thus, a move
towards funded pension systems does not raise it. Third, the notion that funding
fosters economic growth because a larger share of saving is channelled through capital
markets (and/or intermediaries that provide finance via capital market products)
presupposes that the financial structure of an economy matters for economic growth -
a hypothesis not supported by the BDKL position reviewed above. In sum, the economic
case in favour of funded pension systems as a means of coping with ageing is not as
compelling as often presumed. In any event, the preference for funded systems may
weaken in the face of bearish capital market conditions. The substantial decline in the
value of pension fund assets since the stock market peak in 2000 has brought to the
fore the investment risk associated with funded pensions, and the possibility that
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Box 1. Some basic truths about ageing and pensions in greying societies

An observation to start with is that while ageing and pension reforms are usually mentioned in one
breath, one needs to examine their respective impact on saving and capital markets separately. To
spill the beans upfront: expected ageing will indeed give impetus to saving and capital markets
until ageing actually sets in, but pension reforms will probably have little impact on saving and
work in favour of capital markets only if they imply a move towards funded pension systems, which
is by no means decisive for addressing the pension problem in ageing societies. Indeed, erroneous
belief in the power of funded pensions to cope with demographic challenges distracts from what
is really necessary to defuse the pension time bomb.

Ageing, saving, and capital markets

What can we say about the link between ageing, on the one hand, and saving and capital market
developments on the other? The effect of ageing on saving rests on the life-cycle hypothesis. In
general, people save when they are young and working while they dissave later in retirement. The
overall level of saving in an economy then depends on the age structure of the population, and
changes in the age structure alter the level of saving. Saving is relatively high when the share of
people working (workers from here on) in the overall population is high. By extension, saving is
relatively low (and falling) if the share of pensioners in the total population is high (and rising).

While there is much talk of an ageing EU population, the EU as a whole is still in the phase of its
life cycle where saving is rising. In fact, European Commission estimates (European Commission
2002) suggest that because of underlying demographic trends, the aggregate propensity to save
(that is the combined saving rate of workers and pensioners) has been on the rise since the late
1980s and will continue to go up until about 2010. Thereafter, ageing is projected to kick in,
resulting in a steep decline (equivalent to about 5 percent of GDP) in the saving ratio in the period
2010-2050. In sum, expected ageing suggests a further increase in saving over the next ten years or
so; a good part of this is likely to flow through capital markets; but demographic developments
also suggest that actual, as opposed to expected, ageing will be a drag on saving and capital
markets from 2010 onwards.

Before discussing the link between pension reforms and capital markets, it is useful to sketch
projected demographic developments and, more important, to illustrate why reforms are
inevitable. A useful indicator for illustrating demographic trends is the dependency ratio, i.e. the
ratio of the population below 15 or above 64 to the population aged between 15 and 64. For the
EU as a whole, this ratio is expected to increase from around of 0.5 in 2000 to 0.725 by 2050
(European Commission 2002). In other words: at present, two workers support one dependent
(either young or old) while only 1.4 workers will have to shoulder this burden by 2050. The
increasing strain on pension systems can be illustrated as follows: assuming no change in the
generosity of PAYG pension systems and in key parameters such as labour force participation rates
and the effective retirement age, public pension expenditure are projected to rise from an EU
average of around 10.5 percent of GDP to about 17 percent of GDP by 2050 (European Commission
2002).2 The impact of demographic trends on the cost of providing for the elderly will be stronger
still due to rising health expenditure associated with population ageing. In concluding, it is

2 These projections differ from those reported in Table 1 of Bishop (this volume). The projections summarised in

that table, indicating an increase in public pension expenditure of “only” 3.5 percent of GDP, are those of the
European Policy Committee (European Commission 2001). The differences between the projections illustrated in
this introduction and that of the European Policy Committee (EPC) are spelled out in detail in Mc Morrow and
Roeger (2002). The main difference is that the EPC projections are based on a higher labour force participation
rate and lower structural unemployment, and they account for the long-term effect of pension reforms that had
already been introduced by 2000. The general point here is that while long-term projections of public pension
expenditure are subject to considerable uncertainties, they nevertheless illustrate the pension problem arising
with population ageing.



important to point out that we have looked at the fiscal implications of ageing to illustrate the
increasing burden - and the need for inter- and intragenerational burden sharing - resulting from
population ageing. But this does not mean that privately organised pension and health systems
would not face similar challenges.

Alternative pension systems and national saving

In light of the increasing pension burden, there can be little doubt that pension reforms are
necessary. The (partial) replacement of PAYG with funded pension systems is commonly seen as a
key element of pension reforms (see, for instance, European Commission 2002, Heinemann and
Jopp 2002, OECD 2003, and Mc Morrow and Roeger 2002). But why is funding seen as a solution to
the pension problem? For one thing, starting with Feldstein (1974), a number of economists have
argued that PAYG systems curb national saving and, by extension, a switch to funded systems
would raise saving and investment and, thus, income. For another, even without an increase in
saving, funding is envisioned to foster economic growth and generally improve the conditions for
coping with demographic challenges.

If at least one of these claims holds, a case in favour of funded systems can be made, with direct
and indirect implications for capital markets: as funded systems rest on the accumulation of
financial assets, such as equity and debt securities, it seems natural to expect an increasing role of
capital markets; in addition, should saving rise, a good part of it can be expected to flow through
capital markets. The trouble is that both claims can be disputed.

We begin with a critical look at the Feldstein hypothesis and inquire about the level of national
saving under alternative pension systems. As pointed out above, a common - though admittedly
not completely uncontroversial - view is that life-cycle considerations together with a society’s age
structure determine the level and time profile of saving. If this is so, saving should not be affected
by how societies ensure the livelihood of their retired population. In questioning this position, it is
tempting to argue that under a funded system the workers can save that part of their income that
was transferred before to pensioners under PAYG, thus boosting saving. But the argument is
obviously incomplete. To demonstrate why, it is useful to distinguish between the real-life situation
of gradually switching from PAYG to a funded system and the hypothetical situation of replacing
overnight a PAYG system with a mature funded pension system.

To start with the real-life situation, it is clear that pensioners that are not financed any longer by
social security contributions of the active population under PAYG still need to receive their pension.
Governments can finance existing public pension liabilities by borrowing, raising taxes, cutting
non-pension expenditure, or a combination of the three. Let us investigate these possibilities,
notably their impact on saving, one-by-one. Raising taxes directly offsets abolished social security
contributions, thus leaving workers’ disposable income and their saving unchanged. Government
borrowing means a decline in government saving (or an increase in dissaving), which counteracts
the increase in private saving, leaving national saving unaffected (in fact, the private sector’s
additional financial assets may simply comprise government bonds issued to finance existing
pension obligations). In rescuing the claim that a switch to a funded system fosters saving, one
could argue that additional private saving will earn a return, making future pensioners better off
than they would be otherwise. It is true that additional private saving is expected to generate a
return, but it is also true that taxpayers will have to cough up the interest on the extra government
debt. As a result, there will be no net benefit to society at large and, in fact, the additional interest
and profit income of future pensioners will have to contribute to meeting the additional interest
obligation of the government. That leaves the option of financing existing pension promises by
reducing non-pension expenditure. Ignoring the impact of cuts in non-pension expenditure on
economic activity, this mode of financing does not affect government saving and, therefore,
safeguards the increase in national saving stemming from additional private sector saving.
However, it would be wrong to attribute this to a switch from PAYG to funded pensions: if there is
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scope for painlessly reducing non-pension expenditure, governments could do this under any
pension system, thereby reducing the current tax burden or repaying government debt and, thus,
leaving more room for private sector saving. In sum, while our reasoning ignored some of the finer
points and, for brevity, did not spell out underlying assumptions, it indicates that the hope for
higher national saving allegedly resulting from a switch to private pension schemes is not well
founded.

But suppose we woke up tomorrow in a world where the transition from PAYG to funded pensions
has been completed. Would we not live in a more spendthrift society with a higher level of saving?
In this world, workers do not have to contribute to public pension schemes and can save more than
they could have under PAYG, and government pension obligations have disappeared with the
death of the last PAYG-supported pensioner. At first glance, it seems as if national saving is higher
because workers can save more than under public pension schemes. Again, the picture is
incomplete. For one thing, having the possibility to save more does not necessarily mean that
workers will save more. But this is not the main problem, as contributions to funded pension
schemes can be made mandatory. But higher saving by workers does not imply higher national
saving. The catch is that pensioners, not supported by the government, dissave by selling financial
assets to finance their consumption. Simply put, in a mature funded system, workers’ additional
saving and purchase of financial assets corresponds to pensioners’ dissaving and sale of financial
assets. The bottom line is that even after the transition from public to private pension schemes,
there are no convincing reasons to expect a higher level of national saving.3

Funded pensions and demographic challenges

The level of saving apart, a case for replacing PAYG with funded pension arrangements could be
made if there are other reasons to believe that funding is better than PAYG in coping with the
demographic challenges. Following Barr (2000), we will argue that this is not the case.

To start with three simple truths that hold under any pension system - PAYG and funded: first, all
other things being equal, ageing implies a declining workforce and, consequently, a decline in the
output of goods and services; second, in any one year, the consumption of pensioners has to be met
by goods and services produced in that year; third, as pensioners receive no wage income, they can
only consume by exercising claims on today’s output obtained during their working lives. Funded
and PAYG pension systems differ in the way pensioners have acquired claims on today’s output. But
under both systems ageing implies that pensioners and workers have to share a lower level of
output, and from the perspective of pensioners this could mean the value of claims on output is
not what it appeared to be when claims were acquired. But the two systems differ in how
disillusionment becomes visible.

Under PAYG pension schemes, workers acquire a promise that they will receive a transfer from the
government when in retirement. In the typical continental European public pension scheme, the
promised transfer is equal to a proportion of the wage income received before retirement
(replacement ratio), with this income often indexed to general wage developments after
retirement. Due to ageing and the associated decline in output, the promises made are impossible
to keep unless, that is, workers increase their pension contributions and thus reduce their claim on
(a lower) output.

Under funded pension systems, workers acquire claims on future output by accumulating financial
assets. To illustrate how the value of these claims shrinks in an ageing society, suppose that during

3 Supporters of funded pension systems often point out that the expected return on mature funded pension
systems is higher than the implicit return on public pension systems. While this is true, the comparison is
incomplete because beneficiaries of funded pension systems are exposed to higher risk. As Barr (2000), for
instance, has pointed out, funded as well as PAYG systems face common risk and uncertainties. But funded
pension systems face additional risks such as investment risk, management risk, and annuities market risk.



their working lives pensioners simply accumulated money balances. When in retirement, pensioners
draw on these funds to finance their consumption. But as output is lower than it was, too much
money is chasing too few goods and inflation ensues, trimming down the real value of pensioners’
nominal claims on output. Alternatively, suppose that during their working lives pensioners have
invested in bonds, equities, and real estate and upon retirement they start selling these assets to
finance their consumption. The trouble is that in an ageing society there are fewer people
interested in buying these assets and, thus, pensioners face a decline in the nominal value of their
assets and, by extension, their claim on output.

Two mechanisms could brighten the assessment of funded pension systems’ capacity to deliver on
their promises. First, it is often argued that the switch from PAYG to funding promotes economic
growth. We have argued that there are no compelling reasons for a growth-enhancing increase
in saving and investment. But higher economic growth could come from a more efficient
mobilisation and allocation of saving. One may argue, for instance, that under a funded pension
system a higher share of saving is channelled through capital markets rather than banks and that
this fosters economic growth. This presupposes, however, that market-based financial systems
outperform bank-based systems - a hypothesis that is difficult to maintain in light of the BDKL
finding that financial development matters for the performance of a country, but financial
structure does not.

Second, under funded pension systems it could be easier for workers to acquire claims on the
output of other countries. In fact, our discussion has so far assumed a closed economy. In an open
economy, pension saving can be invested in foreign countries. But to what extent would this
mitigate the effects of ageing on the standard of living in ageing EU countries and, equally
important, what is the role of a funded pension system as opposed to a PAYG scheme?

To begin with a very basic observation: funds invested abroad are not available for domestic
investment; it follows, that foreign investment can bring relief only if the marginal return on
foreign investment is higher than that on domestic investment. And then, investing in countries
with demographic trends similar to those in the EU, such as Japan, would not help at all. From this
we infer that foreign investment needs to take place in countries with better investment
opportunities and where ageing kicks in much later than in Europe. Furthermore, investment will
have to go to countries that are expected to be net exporters of goods and non-factor services at
the time when European pensioners need to sell their assets. Otherwise, the currency of the country
in which pensioners hold their assets depreciates and, as a result, accumulated pension assets
purchase less goods and services than pensioners had anticipated. Finally, there is an external
creditworthiness issue: given that the repayment of external finance depends as much on debtor’s
willingness as on their capacity to repay (Gersovitz 1984), one may doubt debtors’ incentives to
honour obligations to creditors who, for demographic reasons, have ceased to be suppliers of
external finance. In sum, there are pitfalls on the way towards ensuring the sustainability of
pensions through foreign investment.

But the main point still needs to be mentioned: the foreign escape route - to the extent that there
is one - is not a prerogative of a funded pension system, but can be taken under PAYG as well. We
have argued above that the level of saving is the same under PAYG and funding and, thus, the
latter does not magically create an additional nest egg that could be invested in young, promising,
and creditworthy nations. The main question is then whether the portfolio choice of institutional
investors - made on behalf of workers contributing to funded pension schemes - leads to a greater
emphasis on foreign investment than the choice of workers made under PAYG. This may be the
case, but it cannot be taken for granted.

In sum, there are no strong reasons to believe that a switch from PAYG to a funded pension system
fundamentally improves the performance of economies, thereby softening the burden associated
with an ageing population.
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funded schemes may not deliver on the promises they seem to have made surely caught
headlines.1

The recent difficulties of funded pension arrangements indicate another misconception about
pension reforms and the related expectation of a stimulus to capital markets. When arguing in
favour of funded pension systems, unreformed and, thus, unsustainable public pension
schemes are typically judged against defined contribution (DC) pension plans, i.e. funded
pension schemes that allocate the investment risk to plan members. But this is, of course, an
apples-and-oranges comparison. Current, unreformed PAYG schemes promise generous
pensions, essentially a high replacement ratio indexed to inflation or general wage
developments. In addition, as the effective retirement age has fallen and life expectancy
increased, pensioners get a pension for an increasing number of years. By contrast, DC pension
plans do not promise more than the market value of accumulated pension assets when plan
members retire, except for a possible, but not obligatory minimum guaranteed return. As
argued in Box 1, due to population ageing and the resulting output contraction, the purchasing
power of these assets is very likely to fall short of what pension plan members had hoped. What
is more, given the increase in life expectancy, pension assets will have to be stretched out over
a longer retirement period, which means that plan members have to be content with a lower
annual pension and/or postpone retirement. Such consequences are, of course, all too familiar
from the debate on public pension reforms. It thus transpires that for a meaningful comparison
between PAYG and funded pensions, one should compare reformed PAYG schemes
(characterised by lower replacement ratios and a higher retirement age) to the type of funded
pension plan (DC) that is commonly envisaged in a move towards funded pensions.

The bottom line of all this is that the choice of pension system is of secondary importance for
addressing the challenges of an ageing population (Barr 2000). What really matters in
addition to lower replacement ratios and a higher retirement age are growth-enhancing
policies, a substantial reduction in structural unemployment, an increase in labour
participation rates, and migration.

So, does this all mean that the switch to funding and its related boost to capital markets will not
happen? Probably not. Although neither PAYG nor funded pensions can alter the consequences
of ageing, they differ in how risks and uncertainties are shared. At one end of the spectrum, DC
pension plans leave the risk that acquired claims on future output do not yield the targeted
standard of living with individual pension plan members (assuming that governments do not
step in if funded pension plans fail to deliver on what they seem to have promised). At the other
end, under PAYG schemes, risks are broadly shared among current and future taxpayers,
pensioners, and contributors to PAYG schemes. Striking a better balance between individual and
broad risk sharing could be one reason for supplementing reformed PAYG schemes with funded
pension systems. Related to this, one could speculate about a more sinister, political-economy
explanation: policy makers plainly anticipate that a lower number of workers leads, all other
things being equal, to a lower output that needs to be shared with a higher number of
pensioners; with the writing clearly on the wall, it may be politically opportune for the state to
scale down provision of public pensions, replace them with privately funded schemes, and then
-when crunch time comes - to not only dismiss any blame for the problem, but to come to the
rescue of allegedly failed privately funded pensions.

1 “How’s your pension doing?” (The Economist, May 8, 2003) and “Broke: fixing America’s private pension plans”

(The Economist, January 23, 2003), for example.
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6. Institutional investors on the rise

We have argued that pension reforms are inevitable, but that a move towards funded
pension systems as such does not solve the pension dilemma. However, as the political
momentum currently works very much in favour of such a shift (and those that would
benefit from it), we need to look at the financial market implications of moving towards
funded pension systems. An important implication is that it will enhance the role of
institutional investors, largely comprising pension funds, (life) insurance companies, and
mutual funds.

E. Philip Davis devotes his paper to the role of institutional investors, in particular their
impact on financial system stability and efficiency. He starts by reviewing how and why
institutional investors have grown over the last decades in major OECD countries. Three
key insights emerge from this review: first, the growth in institutional investment has
been formidable, clearly entailing a shift away from traditional bank intermediation;
second, the author attributes the increasing importance of institutional investors to two
factors: for one thing, their success in offering financial services relatively more efficiently
than banks and in outperforming direct holdings of financial assets by retail investors and,
for another, population ageing in the context of funded pension systems, notably in
Anglo-Saxon countries; third - and following from the last point - institutionalisation can
be expected to grow rapidly in continental Europe with a move to funded pension
systems.

On the issue of financial system stability, the author concludes that the institutionalisation
of investment has the potential to support financial sector stability although it does - at
times - seem to be linked to a rise in volatility for stocks held by institutions and/or
liquidity failures, notably in debt markets. Furthermore, a salient feature of the financial
market developments in recent years has been the considerable transfer of credit risk from
banks to insurance companies, i.e. an important group of institutional investors, via
securitised claims (such as collateralised debt obligations) and credit derivatives. Davis
observes that such a process is widely seen as driven by regulatory arbitrage, whereby
insurance companies are seen as less, or at least differently, regulated than banks and are
thus willing to hold credit risk at prices banks cannot afford. One may want to add here
that until the recent economic downturn, insurers - facing a decline in long-term
government bond yields - were eager to add high-yielding credit risk transfer instruments
to their portfolios.

There are concerns that banks’ shedding of credit risk, in particular when motivated by
regulatory arbitrage, may weaken financial system stability because it leads to more
concentrated and less transparent risk and to a loss of diversity in risk assessment
(Persaud 2002). In this context, Persaud also agues that the way insurance companies
manage credit risk exacerbates stock market volatility, which - in turn - hampers fixed
capital formation and exposes pension saving to greater risk. While acknowledging the
regulatory and supervisory challenges resulting from credit risk transfers, official observers
have stressed the stability-enhancing potential of such transfers (OECD 2002, BIS 2003, and
Padoa-Schioppa 2002). The OECD, for instance, points out that risk transfer instruments
may have made the deteriorating quality of credits witnessed since the second half of
2001 more manageable as credit losses have been more dispersed. In this context, it is
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important to note that while the net transfer of risks is largely from banks to insurers,
there has been a substantial reallocation of risks within the banking sector. This allows
banks, notably those with a strong regional base, to maintain and even expand
relationships with regional clients without undue geographical and sectoral risk
concentration. Overall, regulatory arbitrage apart, the transfer of credit risks has potential
to yield genuine economics benefit, in particular when other financial market participants
are in a better position than the credit-originating bank to take credit risk.

Another conclusion is obvious: the transfer of credit risk from banks to insurance
companies links these two financial sectors, strengthening the direct links resulting from
the creation of bancassurance groups, and it builds further bridges between banks and
financial markets (OECD 2002 and Padoa-Schioppa 2002). This obviously highlights the
concern that in a more integrated market where the boundaries between different types
of institutions are porous, regulation needs to be structured so as to bring about the most
efficient provision of financial services.

Returning to the contribution of Davis, we move on to discussing other macroeconomic
consequences. Davis investigates the implications of institutionalisation on the level and
maturity structure of saving, capital accumulation, and allocative efficiency. While neither
economic theory nor empirical evidence clearly indicate a positive impact on the level of
saving, empirical results suggest a shift to long-term assets, which tends to reduce the cost
and increase the availability of equity and long-term debt financing to companies, thereby
fostering capital accumulation and economic growth. In addition, the author argues that
an accelerated growth of institutional investors has potential to strengthen corporate
governance and thus the efficiency of firms. Overall, the author’s general conclusion is
that an institutionalised financial sector raises economic efficiency.

But is this conclusion not, again, in conflict with the BDKL position that financial
development matters for the performance of a country, but financial structure does not?
We will not attempt to answer this question, but it indicates that the debate about the
importance of financial structure for economic development seems to be far from settled.
One thing should be clear though: an increasing importance of institutional investors in
the mobilisation and allocation of savings does not really fit the bank vs. market
dichotomy. It is true that with institutionalisation capital market finance, i.e. equity and
debt securities, increasingly replaces traditional bank lending. But it is also true that banks
participate in the growth of institutional investment, for instance, through their
involvement in the mutual fund industry and mergers or joint ventures with insurance
companies. Probably more important, to the extent that institutional investors are active
shareholders and/or holders of debt securities, they develop a relationship with firms that
may have features of the traditional bank-firm relationship. In fact, in addition to trading
a firm’s securities, building a relationship with the firm is a key mechanism for improving
corporate governance. In sum, the increasing role of institutional investors may be seen,
as Davis does, as a move of continental European financial systems towards the Anglo-
Saxon paradigm, but it is, at the same time, not necessarily a shift from relationship to
arms-length provision of finance.

One reason why a growing role of institutional investors is expected to foster economic
growth is the potential for improvements in corporate governance at the level of firms. A
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note of caution needs to be added here, however. The hope for better corporate
governance of firms presupposes that institutional investors themselves are well governed
and act in the interest of their owners and/or beneficiaries. But the task of setting the
right incentives for managers and of monitoring their behaviour arises not only at the
level of non-financial firms but also at the level of institutional investors and, in fact, it
may be even more challenging in the case of institutional investors. This is best illustrated
for pension funds. In contrast to the management of firms, managers of pension funds do
not face the disciplinary threat of hostile takeovers, for instance. And then, other forms of
corporate control, such as pressure from banks and other creditors, are non-existent.
Finally, the free-rider problem that discourages small and dispersed shareholders of firms
from exercising corporate control applies to pension funds too. What is more, while the
presence of large shareholders in public companies may help overcome the free-rider
problem, this remedy is not available in the case of pension funds given that they usually
have no large shareholders. In sum, the hope that the growing importance of institutional
investors will strengthen corporate governance may be misplaced unless, that is, there are
mechanisms for monitoring the monitors.

To conclude, institutional investment is on the rise and there is further scope for
expansions, notably in continental Europe. Does that put banks on the run?

7. Banks on the run?

To answer the question upfront: despite the growing importance of institutional investors,
banks continue to be the dominant actors in European finance, but the transformation of
European finance is closely linked with the transformation of the banks themselves and a
change in the scope of their activities. According to the textbook definition, a bank
collects money in the form of deposits, which are redeemable at face value at short notice,
and invests these funds into illiquid, longer maturity loans generating uncertain payoffs.
One key characteristic of a bank in such a set-up is that they provide bundled services,
comprising credit assessment and monitoring, funding of loans, payments system, and
loan and deposit administration. Furthermore, because of differences in the liquidity of
assets and liabilities, banks are prone to runs that can translate into systemic problems.

Even to the casual observer it is clear that the textbook view of banks is not perfectly
aligned to what banks are currently doing. Over the last twenty years, banks have been
transforming at a rapid pace and there is little sign that the pace of change will abate any
time soon. Against this background, this section reviews the performance of European
banks and sheds light on the process of integration and consolidation in EU banking.

At the start of EMU, Hurst et al. (1999) conducted an analysis of euro-area banking and
this provides a useful starting point to our discussion. They concluded that the overall
picture of the typical euro-area bank at the launch of the euro was that of a bank
generating relatively low returns on shareholders’ funds with a balance sheet loaded with
mostly high quality assets, when compared to Anglo-Saxon banks. While many
explanations could potentially explain this situation, the authors hypothesised that this
could be the result of an inadequate product mix, riddled by cross-subsidies, a too high
and inflexible cost structure, and a possibly distorted competitive environment given the
substantial involvement of mutually and publicly controlled banks.
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Compared to the situation in the mid-1990s when aggregate return on equity of euro-
area banks was below 10 percent, the aggregate profitability of euro-area banks had
edged up to about 15 percent by the end of the last decade. While this improvement
might be related to the reshaping of banks, an important driver of the recovery in
profitability has been the fall in provisions and credit losses at the time of robust
expansion of the European economy. While the rise in overall bank profitability towards
the end of the last decade is encouraging, the ups and downs of provisioning does not say
that much about the longer-term prospects of banks.

A sustained increase in profitability depends more on the evolution of net income and
costs than on provisioning. There is little sign that euro-area banks have been able, in
aggregate, to lift their income generation power in recent years. Net interest income
expressed in percent of equity has continued on a steady downward trend, falling from
around 40 percent in the early 1990s to below 30 percent in 2000. Furthermore, its share
in total income has fallen markedly. The exact reasons for this can be debated, but one
factor that is likely to have played a key role is the increasingly competitive environment
facing banks as a result of deregulation and consolidation in the past decade. Growing
competition from capital markets has reinforced this process. It is well documented that
the share of non-interest income in total income has risen dramatically. However, this
positive development owes much to the mediocre development of net interest income.
Furthermore, one should note that the growth in non-interest income has been
insufficient to fully compensate for the decline in interest income and, as a result, total
income expressed in percent of equity has fallen too.

The second channel for sustaining profitability is to reduce costs. Indeed, competition and
bank consolidation have generated a wave of cost cutting in the banking sector. The
downward trend in cost has largely matched the decline in gross income, leaving the ratio
of net income to equity fairly stable. Although the number of banks has come down
dramatically as a result of mergers, the decline in the number of bank branches has been
relatively moderate.

Naturally, European averages hide substantial variations across countries and banking
statistics are no different in this respect. Country differences continue to affect banking
performance. This obviously raises the issue of whether the European banking market has
become more integrated over time, especially since the introduction of the euro. Since the
adoption of the Second European Banking Directive in 1992, any bank properly licensed
in one EU country is allowed to provide its services through branches on a cross-border
basis without authorisation by the host country. As observed and discussed by Dermine
(2003) among others, the Second European Banking Directive has had little impact on the
integration of the banking markets. When banks expand their business across borders,
they hardly ever use the provisions of the Directive. Instead they set up subsidiaries,
subject to host country authorisation and regulation.

Cabral et al. (2002) review the state of integration of the banking market in the eurozone.
Their analysis distinguishes three broad categories: wholesale banking, capital market and
large corporate finance, and retail and small businesses. They find that the unsecured
interbank loan and deposit market is completely integrated, but that there remains some
fragmentation in the repo market, mainly because of clearing and settlement obstacles.
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For capital market activities and relations with large corporates, the authors find that
fragmentation across eurozone countries has made ways for a fairly well integrated
financial market. Further integration is prevented by the imperfectly integrated clearing
and settlement infrastructure. In corporate lending, information barriers continue to
support a home bias and thus limit integration. The area where the integration process
has been the slowest is retail banking. More homogeneous macroeconomic
fundamentals, in terms of inflation and interest rate levels, have led to a convergence of
retail loan and deposits rates. However, there remain significant differences across
countries in bank intermediation margins, suggesting that market segmentation remains
strong.

Further integration of the banking market and improvement in profitability of European
banks is very likely to come with bank consolidation. Consolidation can best be defined as
a reshaping of the industry structure, either through mergers and acquisitions (M&As) or
through changes in the market share of existing institutions (including exit of weaker
ones). Of these, M&As is the predominant form of consolidation in the financial industry.
Before examining how the banking industry is consolidating in the eurozone, let us first
consider how mergers and acquisitions can bring economic benefits in any industry. There
are several channels.

A first potential source of economic benefits could be derived from economies of scale,
that is to say that when all factor inputs are increased proportionally the volume of output
increases more than proportionally. In such circumstances, larger institutions enjoy a
competitive edge as their size allows them to produce at lower unit cost. In practice, most
of the available evidence suggests that economies of scale are quickly exhausted and thus
does not support M&As to form very large banks. It should be noted, however, that more
recent studies indicate that the point at which scale economies disappear has been
increasing over time, possibly a consequence of the high cost of IT investment.

A second type of benefit may derive from economies of scope: for example through
synergies where the banking firm can leverage the revenues from its traditional products
with related products that can be sold to existing customers. The development of
bancassurance strategies is a clear sign of the belief in scope economies. However, the
available empirical evidence does not provide much support for the view that economies
of scope are significant. It should, however, be recognised that economies of scope are
inherently difficult to measure.

A third way of generating benefits would be through operating efficiency gains if a bank
is able to shift down its cost curve by moving to best practice in combining inputs. In any
industry at any one time, not all firms are as efficient as the best performer, and
Wagenvoort and Schure (1999) found that European banks could achieve efficiency gains
in the order of 15-20 percent, with substantial variation across countries. This suggests
that there is tremendous scope for increasing efficiency through mergers if more efficient
operators are able to transfer their better operating procedures to less efficient banks. It
should be observed, however, that a non-negligible share of operating cost is made of
labour cost and that reduction in labour cost can be hard to obtain in the short-term.

A fourth way to improve the economics of banking is to lower risk for a given level of
nominal profitability, in other words to obtain a higher risk-adjusted profitability. This
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essentially means altering the structure of assets to improve the risk-diversification
potential of the business or to alter the geographic spread of activities to reach a better
diversification level.

A final channel through which mergers may benefit (merging) banks is through an
increase in market power. While this is certainly a sensible strategy seen from an individual
banking institution, even if the institution would certainly not want to boast about this,
it is not a desirable approach from a wider economic perspective.

While these value-maximising motives are likely to be present, there may also be other
motives for mergers and acquisitions in banking that are equally important. This could include
“empire building” by bank managers who value large size in itself for reasons of prestige, or
because they want to make the instituion large enough so that it is “too-big-to-fail”, thus
increasing the chance that the government would come to its rescue in times of trouble.

Let us now consider the actual experience of banking consolidation in the eurozone.
According to ECB data, the number of credit institutions in the eurozone has declined
from 11,130 in 1990 to 8,961 in 1995 and 7,109 in mid-2002. The pattern of a steadily
declining number of institutions is visible in most countries. The number of credit
institutions does not tell much, however, about the density of banking services provided
in each country, nor does it say much about whether possible overbanking is been
rectified. The sharp decline in the number of credit institutions has in many countries not
been accompanied by a similar decline in the number of bank branches or bank staff. Two
different country groupings are clearly distinguishable in this context. The first group
includes Scandinavian and the Benelux countries, which have reduced not only the
number of institutions, but also the number of branches and employees. This group thus
appears to have taken the lead in bank consolidation and has also likely enjoyed
substantial efficiency gains from this process. In fact, in almost all countries the number of
branches has come down faster than the number of employees. This means that there has
not only been an across-the-board downsizing, but also structural shifts in the product mix
of banks, for example away from traditional intermediation towards non-interest income.
Alternatively, it could be that the downsizing process is slowed by the difficulties and
constraints in shedding labour.

It is important to note that one key driving force behind bank sector consolidation in
nearly all countries is the ongoing retreat from the sector by governments, be it as owners
or guarantors of banks. Naturally, the withdrawal of the public sector as an owner has not
proceeded at the same pace in all countries and this could explain why the consolidation
wave has proceeded at an uneven pace across countries.

Cross-border consolidation has been rather limited and when it occurred it took place in
relatively homogeneous regions such as Benelux and Scandinavia. In theory, most factors
supporting national consolidation could also justify cross-border consolidation. Why is it
that domestic consolidation has been the rule and cross-border consolidation the
exception? This is discussed in detail by Dermine (2003). The benefits from domestic
consolidation are likely to be easier and faster to obtain. Indeed, the potential for short-
term cost reductions is higher within national borders. In addition, there is also an in-built
tendency to favour “in-market” consolidation as domestic players can avoid increase in
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competition that would result from foreign firms taking over one of their competitors.
However, once the process of national consolidation has run its course, a wave of cross
border consolidation is the logical next step. But will it happen in the near term?

One reason why it may not is that there remains a range of impediments that are unlikely
to disappear any time soon. Persistent tax and legal differences, like in bankruptcy
proceedings, efficiency of court proceedings, as well as cultural and language differences
are making it difficult to reap economies of scale and scope in cross-border consolidation.
One should note for example that even in markets that have seen some cross-border
consolidation, there is seldom a retail-banking product that can be sold in exactly the
same form in two neighbouring countries.

In addition, one should also note that in several cases, some of them well publicised,
national authorities have been reluctant to accept takeover of domestic banks by foreign
institutions. Furthermore, it should be noted that even if the cross-border consolidation of
banking in the EU has been very moderate so far, this does not mean that EU banks have
not ventured abroad. Indeed, throughout the 1990s there has been a considerable
investment by EU banks in other markets in Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe and
the United States. It might well be that the overbanked EU market was not seen as
attractive enough compared to these alternatives.

It is in the retail and small-business segment that most of the fragmentation in European
banking lies. Would cross-border consolidation be the answer to this fragmentation?
Rosengren (2003) compares the European experience with that of the United States. For
several decades the United States had strong restrictions on the provisions of interstate
banking services. These restrictions have been completely abolished recently. Yet, despite
the dismantling of these restrictions and the absence of most of the cultural barriers that
exist in Europe, it is still striking to observe that in most of the main economic regions of
the United States the provision of banking services is usually controlled by regional-based
institutions and that none of these institutions has a national franchise. It could well be
that the time since the dismantling of the restriction to interstate provision of banking
services has been too short for the full adjustment to have taken place by now. But at this
moment, one might as well conclude that the US evidence does not suggest that cross-
border banking consolidation will necessarily happen on a massive scale in the retail and
SME sector. In these sectors, banks are essentially dealing with soft (private) information
that cannot be transmitted easily. In such a context, Stein (2002) shows that there is a
natural tendency for small banks to focus on local markets and for large banks to focus on
business covering a wider geographic area but is also based on hard (public) information.

There is a mitigating factor, however. Regionally based and possibly national institutions
might not achieve adequate risk diversification. This obviously raises the issue of what is
the required geographic coverage to achieve an appropriate diversification of risk. It is
difficult to answer this question with any precision. It is plausible that before EMU there
was enough scope for diversification within national borders and thus that cross-border
consolidation was not going to reduce risk. Even if one believes that this is correct, it is
also true that adequate diversification prior to EMU might not be adequate any longer
with EMU. Indeed, the risks borne by banks are ultimately related to the macroeconomic
environment. When countries had their own national currency, monetary policy could
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offset some of the (country-specific) macro shocks and this certainly reduced the risk
embedded in the books of the banking industry. With EMU, the role of monetary policy
as a (country-specific) shock absorber has been downgraded, if not eliminated altogether.
Thus, the risks borne by regionally or nationally focused banks have, ceteris paribus,
increased with EMU. Cross-border consolidation could be one way to restore adequate risk
diversification. But this is not the only way. Indeed, appropriate use of credit derivatives
would probably lead to the same outcome in a more economical way.

The choice confronting financial institutions is not only an issue of national vs. cross-
border consolidation. Recent years have also witnessed a dramatic expansion of a range
of activities performed by many financial institutions: investment banking, private
banking, asset management, and insurance. Contrary to most other industries where the
conglomerate approach has fallen out of fashion, the concept has been very popular in
the financial industry. National Bank of Belgium (2002) reviews this trend. It is certainly
too early to judge whether this conglomerate approach or scope expansion delivers the
expected benefits. It is probably fair to say that requirements to reap the benefits of
synergies across very different business lines are not any less demanding than those
necessary to succeed in cross-border consolidation.

Arnoud Boot offers an interesting perspective on the issue. He starts from the review of
the economics of consolidation that essentially supports that scale economies are quickly
exhausted and that it is very difficult to demonstrate the existence of economies of scope.
Yet, it is a fact of life that banks have been broadening their activities in the last few years.
One reason could be that advances in information technology make it easier to manage
conglomerates than before. Alternatively, it could be that this evolution is another
episode of “empire building” by entrenched management. Boot proposes an alternative
explanation. He observes that the world of banking and finance has been changing
rapidly in the last two decades and that the outcome of this process of change is
unknown. Thus, there is tremendous uncertainty about how banking will shape up in the
future and about the relative future strength of each institution. In such a set-up,
broadening the range of activities of an institution is an appropriate reaction to strategic
uncertainty and serves two purposes. On the one hand, it allows presence in a wide range
of business lines, thus increasing the probability of being in the few that will eventually
succeed. On the other hand, it is also a way for banks to gain better information about
their relative strengths and weaknesses. However, it should be observed that this situation
is only a temporary phenomenon and the scope-driven consolidation wave should
eventually make way for much more focused institutions.

Boot’s perspective looks extremely appealing when one compares the banking industry
with other industries. It is indeed striking that the production process in banking is
considerably more vertically integrated than in other sectors of the economy. As said
above, banks provide bundled products. It is natural to ask whether the production chain
of banks could not be broken up in the future.

It is not clear that all the various functions of banks (i.e. credit assessment and monitoring,
funding of loans, payments system, and loan and deposit administration, etc.) have to be
performed within the same institution. On the contrary, one could argue that the bundled
provision of these services does not constitute an efficient allocation of resources. “Where
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does the comparative advantage of banks really lie?”” is the question to be answered. The
development of securitisation and credit derivatives markets is a clear example of the
blurring demarcation line between banking intermediation and capital markets. These
two techniques essentially offer banks ways to outsource/redistribute part of the risks to
parties that are better placed to bear them, and to allow banks to specialise where they
have a comparative advantage: collecting and processing information and monitoring
borrowers.

Irrespective of whether there will be a more fundamental reorganisation of banking and
finance in the medium term as suggested by Boot, concentration and competition are
issues that certainly relate to the recent consolidation. According to ECB (2002),
concentration has increased considerably in nearly all national markets. Because of its
particular nature banking supervisors have usually tended to privilege stability over
efficiency. Vives (2002) reviews whether competition considerations should feature more
pro-eminently in banking public policy. His conclusions are that it is only in the retail and
SME segment of the banking business that market power is a serious concern and where
active competition policy is called for. This leads to the question of what this all implies for
the financing of SMEs.

8. Small and medium-sized enterprises in a squeeze?

There are concerns that the transformation of finance in Europe, in particular the changes
sweeping through the banking sector, adversely affect the supply of finance to small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Our companion edition (EIB Papers Volume 8, Number 2)
examines SME finance in the context of Europe’s changing financial landscape, featuring
contributions by Rien Wagenvoort (EIB), Ulrich Hommel and Hilmar Schneider (European
Business School), Michel Dietsch (University of Strasbourg), and Luigi Guiso (University of
Sassari). At the risk of generalising a little, three common findings of the contributions
- which cover different countries (France, Germany, and Italy) - are worth mentioning
here. First, perhaps in contrast to conventional wisdom, small businesses in all countries
maintain a relationship with more than one bank (multiple banking). Second, there is no
evidence that bank consolidation has reduced the supply of finance to SMEs. On the
contrary, in France, SME financing seems to have improved with consolidation. Third,
while the current economic downturn has made banks more reluctant to lend, credit
rationing of SMEs does not seem to be a widespread phenomenon. Having said this, credit
rationing occurs and is more likely, the smaller the firm is. What is more, Wagenvoort finds
signs of financial market imperfections in the sense that the growth of small businesses,
in comparison to large firms, depends more on internal finance, implying that small firms
cannot to the same as extent as large firms compensate a possible shortage of internal
funds by external finance.

All in all, the outlook for SME finance in Europe’s changing financial landscape is not as
gloomy as often feared - on the contrary. One reason for this is that new information and
communication technologies contribute, at a lower cost, to reducing information
asymmetries between lenders and borrowers, thereby making SME lending more
attractive. Another reason is that partly due to advances in information technology new
banking methods emerge that allow banks to price their resources more effectively.
Moreover, the use of credit risk transfer mechanisms (such as the securitarisation of SME
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loans) is spreading, enabling banks to focus on comparative-advantage activities, notably
credit risk assessment, loan origination, and credit risk monitoring - all activities crucial for
the provision of finance to SMEs. And then, equity capital for SMEs should become
increasingly available through the development of capital markets and venture capital
finance. Finally, the Second European Banking Directive of the EU aims at boosting
competition between banks, thereby improving the terms and conditions of bank finance,
including those supplied to SMEs. Overall, while the transformation of Europe’s finance
will not be frictionless, we are convinced that SMEs will not be left out in the cold.

9. Conclusion

Europe’s financial landscape is changing in many ways and for a variety of reasons. One
thing is clear though: like the constants of nature, the functions that financial systems
fulfil have not altered at all, and the changes that we observe relate to how these
functions are carried out and by whom.

Physicists have observed that if the constants of nature were not constant, the Universe
we live in would not be what it is (Barrow 2002) and there would probably be no creatures
to ponder about its creation and its future. Something similar applies to the earthly matter
of finance. If financial systems were not functioning as they do in the industrial countries,
these countries would most likely not be industrialised and the bulk of its citizens would
literally be struggling to make a living as, in fact, the majority of people in the developing
world is.

But what determines whether financial systems and, by extension, whole economies
function or not? It seems that competition in an environment where property rights are
protected is the essential recipe for well-functioning financial and economic systems. In
this respect, Europe - undoubtedly already fairly developed compared to most parts of the
world - is in the process of spicing up the recipe. Two main ingredients are being added.
One is the stimulation of competition across EU countries through the creation of the
Single Market for financial services and the introduction of the euro. The other is the
promotion of competition between different segments of the financial system, implying
that the boundaries between financial markets and banking are becoming increasingly
porous. Economic policies play a crucial role in fostering both dimensions of competition.
But it is clear that progress in information technology and the ingenuity of financial
system participants are equally important.

From the perspective of market players all this means that cards are being reshuffled. As
Richard Hooker reminded us at the beginning of this overview, this may be inconvenient
for some. But the bright side of it is that even after cards have been reshuffled everybody
still has a role to play.
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Stock markets, banks, and
economic development:
theory and evidence

1. Introduction

Economic historians and theorists have provided conflicting opinions on the importance of
financial intermediaries and markets for economic development. On the one hand, Joseph
Schumpeter - for instance - argued in 1912 that financial intermediaries play a decisive role
in economic development because they choose which firms get to use society’s savings.
Joan Robinson (1952), on the other hand, argued that finance rather follows growth and
that the process of economic development had to be explained by other factors. Lucas
(1988) asserts that the role of finance in economic development has been significantly
overrated. Similarly, theoretical models show how financial intermediaries and markets can
alleviate information and transaction frictions and thus enhance economic growth
(Bencivenga and Smith 1991, Bencivenga et al. 1995, King and Levine 1993), but the same
models show that higher returns from better resource allocation may depress saving rates
to an extent that better developed intermediaries and markets can actually slow economic
growth.

Economic history and theory also provide conflicting opinion on the different roles of
financial intermediaries and markets. Some authors stress the advantages of intermediaries,
others the advantages of markets. Arguments have been made in favour of a financial
system in which intermediaries provide most financial services, while others focus on the
superiority of financial markets.

Across countries, we can observe a wide variation in the development of both financial
intermediaries and financial markets. We can also observe a variation in the degree to which
financial systems are based more on intermediaries or more on markets. The theoretical
debate and the empirical observation give rise to several questions: first, is the development
of financial intermediaries and markets related to economic growth performance? Second,
do markets and intermediaries provide the same, substitutable financial services, or are their
services complementary? Third, are there advantages of having a financial system that relies
more on intermediaries or more on markets? This paper reviews the theoretical literature
and provides empirical evidence on these three questions.

These are important questions, not only for academics who want to understand the process
of economic growth, but also for policymakers. If we find a significant relation between
financial development and economic growth, it underlines the importance of policies that
foster the development of efficient intermediaries and markets. If we find evidence for the
superiority of either an intermediary-based or a market-based system, this implies policies
that are focused more on either intermediaries or markets. In the following we will refer to
financial development as the level of development of both intermediaries and markets
while financial structure will mean the degree to which a financial system is based on
intermediaries or markets.1 Furthermore, most of our analysis will focus on banks, arguably

1 An alternative distinction refers to systems that are based on intermediaries as relationship-based and to market-
based systems as arms-length systems. See Rajan and Zingales (1999).
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the most prominent type of intermediary, and on stock markets, i.e. the most important
capital market segment for firms to raise external finance.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 reviews the theoretical
literature on banks and stock markets and presents empirical evidence on their relation with
economic growth. Section 3 describes the debate on market- vs. bank-based financial
systems and provides evidence on the importance of financial structure. Section 4 presents
the financial services view, and Section 5 concludes and offers policy implications.

2. Financial development and economic growth

This section reviews the theoretical literature on the roles that banks and stock markets have
in fostering economic development; while both perform a variety of functions, a crucial one
is the efficient mobilisation and allocation of savings: the better financial systems are in
fulfilling this function, the higher is economic growth. We then present indicators of
banking sector and stock market development, before presenting the results of cross-
country growth regressions.

2.1 The theory

Significant information and transaction frictions prevent savers from easily entrusting their
savings to entrepreneurs and firms. First, acquiring and processing information on firms and
prospective investment projects is not only costly for individual investors, but would also
result in duplication of effort. Second, individual investors face high costs of monitoring and
controlling borrowers once money has changed hands. In this context, it should also be noted
that small investors have incentives to free-ride on large investors who have greater
incentives to pay the cost of screening, assessing, monitoring, and controlling firms. Third,
investors are reluctant to give up control over their savings over a longer time period
(liquidity risk). Many investments, however, require the long-term commitment of resources.
Fourth, investors face idiosyncratic risk of individual investments. In the absence of tools to
diversify these risks, investors again might be reluctant to give up control over their savings.
In the following, we will describe how banks and markets can help overcome these different
frictions.2

To start with banks, it is useful to highlight, first, that by specialising in the assessment of
potential borrowers, banks can reduce the cost of acquiring and processing information
about firms and potential projects, thus overcoming the problem of duplication and of
freeriding (Diamond 1984, Boyd and Prescott 1986). By easing information frictions between
savers and borrowers, they may increase saving and capital accumulation in the economy.
Furthermore, by identifying the most worthy projects and firms, banks foster innovation and
efficient resource allocation. Similarly, banks can specialise in monitoring and controlling
borrowers, again avoiding duplication and free-riding of individual investors.

Second, banks can lower liquidity risk (Diamond and Dybvig 1983, Bencivenga and Smith
1991). By pooling savings and by investing both in short-term securities and long-term
investments, banks can transform the maturity of savings and thus facilitate the
commitment of long-term resources to investment projects.

2 For a more detailed overview of the theoretical literature, see Levine (1997).
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Third, banks allow the pooling and sharing of risk by reducing transaction costs of
individual investors. Banks can provide vehicles for pooling and diversifying idiosyncratic
risk, thus allowing a shift to higher-return, higher-risk projects. Banks can also facilitate
intertemporal risk diversification (Allen and Gale 2000): systematic risks, which cannot be
diversified away at a specific point in time, can be diversified across generations by long-
living banks; this is because - having a long-term perspective - banks can buffer shocks by
offering a relatively lower return during good times and a relatively higher return during
bad times.

Turning to the role of stock markets, we note, first, that more liquid markets give investors
higher incentives to invest in the acquisition and processing of information since they are
more likely to realise a return on this investment by trading in the market (Holmstrém and
Tirole 1993). At the same time, firms can rely on long-term resources raised through
markets.

Second, stock markets can help in corporate control by facilitating takeovers and tying
managers’ compensation to companies’ performance (Jensen and Meckling 1976). By
easing takeovers of poorly managed firms, liquid stock markets foster corporate control
and efficient resource allocation (Scharfstein 1988, Stein 1988). Tying managers’
compensation to stock performance helps align their interest with shareholders’ interest
(Diamond and Verecchia 1982, Jensen and Murphy 1990).

Third, markets can ease liquidity risk by allowing investors to sell rapidly in more liquid
markets. If individual investors can rapidly convert equity claims into cash, they will be more
willing to provide resources for investment projects that require long-term commitment of
resources (Levine 1991).

Finally, markets can facilitate risk diversification (Saint-Paul 1992). Better-developed
markets - both larger and more liquid - allow investors to construct diversified portfolios
and, thus, hedge against idiosyncratic risk.

In sum, while operating in different ways and with a different focus, both banks and
markets can ease the acquisition and processing of information, allow control over users of
finance, and facilitate risk diversification. In light of this, we would expect both banking
sector and stock market development to foster economic growth. Let us see whether the
data and the empirical evidence support this expectation.

2.2 The data

To analyse the link between stock market and bank development and economic growth,
we use a sample of 40 countries, with data for each country averaged over the period 1975-
98. Table Al in the Annex lists the countries in the sample and the different indicators of
financial development and structure we will be using. Suffice to note here that the sample
includes both developing and developed economies, and that we have averaged data over
a longer time period to remove business-cycle effects.3

3 For a detailed description of the data and its construction see Beck, Demirgii¢-Kunt, and Levine (2000).
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To measure stock market development, we use the “turnover ratio” measure of market
liquidity, which equals the value of shares traded on domestic exchanges divided by the
total value of listed shares.4 It indicates the trading volume of the stock market relative
to its size. Some models predict that more liquid capital markets will create incentives to
long-run investments because it is relatively easier to sell one’s stake in the firm. This can
foster more efficient resource allocation and faster growth.

To measure banking sector development, we use “bank credit”, which equals bank claims
on the private sector by deposit money banks divided by GDP. Although bank credit does
not directly measure the degree to which banks ease information and transaction
frictions, it is more suitable than alternative measures. For instance, unlike many studies
of finance and growth that use the ratio of broad money to GDP as an empirical proxy of
financial development, the bank credit variable directly measures the funds that banks
intermediate from savers to the private sector.

To assess the relation of banks, markets, and economic growth, we average real per capita
GDP growth rates over the period 1975-98. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics on
turnover ratio, bank credit, and economic growth. There is a wide variation in financial
development - measured by the turnover ratio and bank credit - and in growth
performance across the sample. Venezuela experienced negative average annual growth
of 0.9 percent over the period 1975-98 while Taiwan achieved an annual growth rate of
6.3 percent (see also Table Al in the Annex). Bank credit ranges from about 8 percent in
Peru to 101 percent in Japan. While Uruguay had a turnover ratio of 5 percent over the
period 1975-98, Taiwan had a ratio of 227 percent. Both financial development indicators
are not only positively and significantly correlated with each other, but also with per
capita GDP growth.

2.3 The empirical evidence

The data presented in the previous section suggest a close association of financial sector
development and economic growth. Here we present ordinary-least-squares regressions of
the average per capita GDP growth rate over the period 1975-98 on bank credit and
turnover ratio. To assess the strength of the independent link between both stock market
development and growth and bank development and growth, we control for other
potential determinants of economic growth in our regressions. Specifically, we include the
initial real GDP per capita to control for convergence, the average years of schooling to
control for human capital accumulation, and the share of exports and imports to GDP to
control for trade openness. Further, we control for a variety of government policies.
Specifically, we include the black market premium to control for exchange rate and price
distortions, the inflation rate to control for monetary stability, and the ratio of
government expenditures to GDP to control for the government’s role in the economy.5

5 Other recent empirical papers on the role of financial development in economic growth have used the same set
of conditioning information; see, among others, Beck, Levine, and Loayza (2000).

4 We prefer a measure of liquidity to one of size since theory also focuses on market liquidity rather than size.
Furthermore, as noted by Levine and Zervos (1998), value traded relative to GDP has the potential pitfall that
a higher value can be due to higher prices without an increase in transactions. Since the turnover ratio contains
the price in both nhumerator and denominator, it is not subject to this problem.
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Table 1. Stock markets, banks, and economic growth

Descriptive statistics

Economic growth Turnover ratio Bank credit
Mean 21 37.0 44.0
Median 1.9 30.1 43.5
Maximum 6.3 227.3 100.9
Minimum -0.9 5.0 8.4
Standard deviation 1.6 374 23.6
Number of observations 40 40 40

Correlations

Economic growth Turnover ratio Bank credit
Economic growth 1.00
Turnover ratio 0.58 (0.001) 1.00
Bank credit 0.32 (0.041) 0.45 (0.004) 1.00

Notes: p-values are reported in parentheses; for definition of variables see text.

The results of the regression analysis, which are summarised in Table 2, provide evidence
for a robust statistical relation between banks, stock markets, and economic growth.
When we include either bank credit or the turnover ratio, both measures enter positively
and significantly at the 1 percent level (regressions 1 and 2). When we include both
measures simultaneously (regression 3), both measures enter individually only at the 10
percent significance level, but jointly at the 1 percent significance level. Interestingly, only
the share of government consumption in GDP and the black market premium enter
significantly at the 10 percent level in all three regressions, both negatively, while none of
the other control variables enters significantly across the three regressions.

The empirical results do not only show a statistically significant relation between banking
and stock market development, on the one hand, and economic growth on the other, but
also an economically significant relation, as the following examples illustrate: all other
things being equal, Mexico’s annual average growth rate during 1975-98 would have been
1.4 percentage points higher than the actual rate of 1 percent if that country had had a
level of banking sector development equal to the sample average of 44 percent instead of
13 percent; similarly, Chile’s growth rate would have been 1.1 percentage above the actual
rate of 4.2 percent if that country’s stock markets had shown the liquidity of the sample
average of 37 percent instead of the actual 7 percent.

Our results are consistent with the recent empirical literature. Levine and Zervos (1998)
show that both banking sector and stock market development explain cross-country
growth in GDP per capita for a sample of 42 countries over the period 1976-1993.
Demirgl¢-Kunt and Maksimovic (1998) find that countries with more liquid stock markets
and better-developed banking systems exhibit a larger share of firms that grow beyond
the rate predicted by their short-term financial resources. Rousseau and Wachtel (2000)

5 Other recent empirical papers on the role of financial development in economic growth have used the same set
of conditioning information; see, among others, Beck, Levine, and Loayza (2000).
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Table 2. Regressions of economic growth on bank credit and turnover ratio

Regression (1) Regression (2) Regression (3)
Explanatory variables

Constant 4.099 3.958 2.33
(0.025) (0.104) (0.275)
Initial per capita income 1/ -0.723 -0.355 -0.614
(0.044) (0.365) (0.136)
Average years of schooling 2/ 0.356 -0.455 0.033
(0.753) (0.735) (0.980)
Government consumption 1/ -1.586 -1.251 -1.361
(0.027) (0.063) (0.037)
Trade openness 1/ 0.324 0.637 0.513
(0.417) (0.100) (0.190)
Inflation rate 2/ 1.345 -1.225 0.405
(0.195) (0.290) (0.758)
Black market premium 2/ -3.736 -4.083 -2.971
(0.003) (0.019) (0.054)
Bank credit 1/ 1.808 1.185
(0.001) (0.079)
Turnover ratio 1/ 0.96 0.73
(0.008) (0.068)
R2 0.518 0.554 0.608
Wald test for joint significance of bank 0.001

credit and turnover ratio (p-value)
Observations 40 40 40

Notes: p-values are reported in parentheses; for definition of variables see text;
1/ In the regressions, this variable is included as log (variable);
2/ In the regressions, this variable is included as log (1+ variable).

and Beck and Levine (2003) show that the relation between banks, stock markets, and
economic growth is not due to biases induced by simultaneity, reverse causation, and
omitted variables.®

3. Financial structure and economic growth

While the previous section focused on the positive roles that both banks and markets can
play in the economic growth process, this section emphasises the relative advantages of
banks and stock markets. In essence, we want to examine whether financial structure, i.e.
the degree to which a financial system is based on markets or banks, influences economic
growth. We first present theoretical arguments for the bank-based and market-based
view, respectively, before developing indicators of the financial structure of economies.
Finally, we present cross-country growth regressions to assess the validity of either view.
In this context, we also provide further evidence for the growth-enhancing role of
financial development itself.

6 Using a sample of 74 countries over the period 1960-95, Levine et al. (2000) also show that the relation between

financial intermediary development and economic growth is robust to biases induced by simultaneity, reverse
causation, and omitted variables. Beck, Levine, and Loayza (2000) show that the impact of financial
intermediaries on economic growth occurs through productivity growth rather than capital accumulation.
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3.1 The theory

Proponents of bank-based financial systems emphasise not only the advantages that well
developed financial intermediaries have for economic growth, but also point at the
relative advantages of banks vis-a-vis financial markets. First, financial markets do not
provide sufficient incentives against free-riding of small investors. Since well-developed
and liquid markets promptly reveal information to all investors, small investors do not
have incentives to invest in the acquisition and processing of information (Stiglitz 1985).
Banks, by contrast, do not face this problem since their information on borrowers is mostly
proprietary (Boot et al. 1993).

Second, it is argued that banks are better exercisers of corporate control than markets.”
There are four main reasons why this may be the case. The first is that insiders typically
have better information about the firm than outsiders, such as small investors in the
financial markets (Myers and Maljuf 1984). lll-informed outsiders will therefore be
reluctant to out-bid well-informed insiders, which makes takeover (i.e. a potentially
important corporate control mechanism in market-based systems) a deficient tool of
corporate control. Moreover, ill-informed and short-termed oriented shareholders can also
force management to not undertake investments with a high long-term return (Stulz
2001). The second reason is that liquid markets might actually decrease incentives to use
takeovers as a corporate control device since exit by sale is less costly (Bhide 1993). More
liquid markets might foster more diffuse ownership of large corporations, thus decreasing
incentives of the individual - fractional - owner to exercise corporate control (Shleifer and
Vishny 1986). The third reason rests on the notion that an investor in very liquid and
transparent markets will be reluctant to spend resources to obtain information about a
potential takeover target if other investors can free-ride on his efforts (Grossman and Hart
1980). The last reason for a possibly ineffective market control of corporate behaviour is
that boards of directors, supposed to represent the interests of shareholders vis-a-vis
management, often enjoy incestuous relationships with management, reducing the
effectiveness of corporate control (Allen and Gale 2000). Banks, on the other hand, can
form long-term relationships with firms, which facilitate the acquisition and processing of
information and thus resource allocation. Through staged financing and short-term loans
that are renewed subsequently, they can monitor and exercise control over the borrower
(Stulz 2001).

Finally, proponents of a bank-based system argue that banks are better than markets in
providing intertemporal risk diversification options.

Proponents of market-based financial systems focus on the problems that powerful banks
pose for the efficient delivery of financial services and thus resource allocation. First,
powerful banks with inside information about firms can extract rents from these firms
(Hellwig 1991). This might negatively affect the incentives for firms to undertake
innovative, profitable projects (Rajan 1992). Other factors may further weaken the
incentive to innovate. For instance, since banks are debt issuers, they tend to be
conservative, thus hindering innovation and growth. Moreover, they may be less effective

7  Davis (this volume) provides further perspectives on corporate control mechanisms in bank-based and market-
based financial systems.
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in collecting and processing information on new, innovative industries (Allen and Gale
2000, Subrahamanyam and Titman 1999) that are characterised by significant uncertainty.
Markets, on the other hand, are much better in financing new, innovative industries, since
they allow differing and complementary views.

Second, proponents of the market-based system also claim that banks, due to their insider
status, are ineffective corporate controllers (Hellwig 1998). Bankers might become
captured by firm management, colluding against the interests of shareholders (Black and
Moersch 1998).

Finally, according to proponents of the market-based system, financial markets offer
better opportunities to hedge and diversify risk. While banks only offer limited and
standardised hedging products, markets offer a richer and more costumised set of risk
diversification and hedging instruments.

Overall, at the heart of the debate about banks vs. markets is the question whether one
system is better than the other at acquiring and processing information, corporate
control, and risk diversification and, resulting from this, whether one system outperforms
the other in efficiently mobilising and allocating savings and thus generating growth. To
argue their case, proponents of market-based financial systems often use evidence from
Japan and Germany. Japanese firms with close bank links tend to follow more
conservative, slow-growth strategies, use more capital-intensive processes, and produce
lower profits than other firms (Weinstein and Yafeh 1998, Morck and Nakamura 1999).
Wenger and Kaserer (1998) provide evidence on the close relationship between banks and
corporate management in Germany and on how banks fail to effectively control their
borrowers. That said, Japan’s bank-based system is often credited with partly explaining
the country’s rapid economic development over the last 50 years (Porter 1992, Aoki and
Patrick 1993). Japanese firms with close ties to banks tend to be less credit-constrained
than other firms (Hoshi et al. 1991).

Economic reasoning and the experience of particular countries do thus not provide
arguments for the superiority of either the bank-based or the market-based view. Can it
be that financial structure is irrelevant? In answering this question, we first present the
data used in this section.

3.2 The data

We use two indicators to measure the structure of a financial system. The first indicator,
which we name “structure-activity”, builds on the indicators of stock market and banking
sector development used above, namely the turnover ratio and bank credit, respectively.
Specifically, “structure-activity” equals the log of the ratio of the turnover ratio to bank
credit. This indicator thus measures the relative importance of stock markets vis-a-vis
banks in a country’s financial system.

The second indicator of financial structure, called “restrict”, measures regulatory
restrictions on banks’ activities. This indicator aggregates sub-indices that gauge
restrictions on banking along four dimensions: activities in the (i) securities, (ii) insurance,
and (iii) real estate markets; and (iv) ownership and control of non-financial firms. The
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degree of restrictions can vary as follows: unrestricted (=1), permitted (=2), restricted (=3),
or prohibited (=4). The aggregate indicator can therefore vary between four and 16, with
higher numbers indicating more restrictions on bank activities and non-financial
ownership and control. The indicator “restrict” is computed for 1999 and is taken from
Barth et al. (20014, 2003). Barth et al. (2001b) have shown - though for a smaller sample of
countries - that the indicator “restrict” has changed very little over the last 20 years; in
light of this, we assume persistence of this indicator over the sample period 1975-98.
Compared to “structure-activity”, “restrict” focuses on the policy environment that
determines the structure of the financial system, specifically, the activities of banks relative
to other financial institutions and financial markets.

To control for the level of financial development, we construct an aggregate indicator
that accounts for the development of financial intermediation and stock markets. This
indicator, called “finance-activity”, equals the log of the product of private credit and the
turnover ratio. Private credit equals the claims of financial intermediaries on the private
sector, expressed in percent of GDP. Unlike bank credit, it includes claims by both banks
and non-bank financial intermediaries.8 Recent work shows that the variable private
credit exerts a statistically and economically significant influence on economic growth
(Levine et al. 2000; Beck, Levine, and Loayza 2000).

Table 3 presents summary statistics of the three financial sector indicators. There is a wide
variation in both “structure-activity” and “restrict”. To begin with “structure-activity”, this
indicator yields intuitive as well as surprising rankings (see Table 1 in the Annex).
According to this measure of financial structure, France and Japan have bank-based
financial systems while the United States has a market-based system. Surprisingly,
“structure-activity” identifies Germany as having a relatively more market-based system
than the United States. Furthermore, the indicator ranks South Africa as the most bank-
based financial system and Mexico as the most market-based system. But here it should be
noted that Mexico is classified as market-based not so much because of a very liquid stock
market, but because of a very underdeveloped banking system. Similarly, South Africa is
classified as bank-based not because its banking system is very developed, but because its
stock market is very illiquid. This underlines the importance of controlling for the level of
financial development, via the “finance-activity” indicator, when assessing the relation of
financial structure with economic growth.

Similarly, the second indicator, “restrict”, provides some intuitive and some surprising
rankings. New Zealand has the least restricted banking system while Indonesia has the
most restricted one. Both the United States and Japan have relatively restricted banking
systems while both Germany and the United Kingdom have relatively few restrictions on
bank activities and ownership.

Table 3 also shows that the two indicators of financial structure do not show a significant
relation (the correlation coefficient is 0.14 and the p-value is 0.432). This might reflect the
different aspects of financial structure measured by these two indicators. While ““structure-
activity” is an outcome measure, “restrict” is a policy measure. Using both measures might

8  For this section, we prefer private credit to bank credit since we want a comprehensive measure of financial
development, rather than a measure isolating banks.

EIB PAPERS

Financial structure differs
widely across countries,
with surprising country
rankings.

Volume8 N°1 2003 45



The importance of
markets relative to banks
cannot explain cross-
country variation in
economic growth.

46 Volume8 N°1 2003

Table 3. Financial structure, financial development, and economic growth

Descriptive statistics

Structure-Activity Restrict Finance-Activity
Mean -0.34 9.23 7.16
Median -0.42 9.00 7.19
Maximum 1.32 14.00 9.82
Minimum -1.96 4.00 4.95
Standard deviation 0.76 2.64 1.25
Number of observations 40 35 40

Correlations

Structure-Activity Restrict Finance-Activity
Structure-Activity 1.00
Restrict 0.14 (0.432) 1.00
Finance-Activity 0.34 (0.030) -0.22 (0.214) 1.00

Notes: p-values are reported in parentheses; for definition of variables see text.

add additional robustness to our empirical test. We also observe a positive and significant
correlation between “finance-activity” and “structure-activity”, suggesting that financial
development is associated with a move towards more market-based systems. At the same
time, there is no significant correlation between financial development (“finance-activity”)
and the degree of bank restrictions (“restrict”) as the high p-value of 0.214 suggests.

3.3 The empirical evidence

Table 4 presents the results of regressions of economic growth on financial structure. As
in Section 2, we control for a number of variables to assess the strength of the link
between financial structure and economic growth. In addition to the control variables
introduced in the previous section, we have now included a measure of financial
development (“finance-activity”). Neither the “structure-activity” nor “restrict” variable
has a statistically significant impact on real per capita GDP growth. There is thus no
evidence in favour of either the market-based or bank-based hypothesis. By contrast, the
“finance-activity” indicator for financial development enters the regressions significantly
at the 1 percent level. This is strong evidence that cross-country variation in financial
development explains cross-country variation in growth performance.

These results are consistent with the recent empirical literature that assesses the market-
based and bank-based views. Levine (2003) shows that the importance of financial
markets relative to banks in a country cannot explain cross-country variation in economic
growth, while financial development can. Beck and Levine (2002) show that the level of
financial development fosters the expansion of industries that depend heavily on external
finance, facilitates the formation of new establishments, and improves the efficiency of
capital allocation across industries, but a specific structure of the financial system does not.
Demirgli¢c-Kunt and Maksimovic (1998) show that the financial structure of a country
cannot explain firm growth, but financial development can.
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Table 4.  Regressions of economic growth on financial structure

Regression (1) Regression (2)
Explanatory variables

Constant 2.325 0.096
(0.288) (0.978)
Initial per capita income 1/ -0.594 -0.466
(0.160) (0.183)
Average years of schooling 2/ -0.19 -0.26
(0.882) (0.835)
Government consumption 1/ -1.388 -1.348
(0.038) (0.127)
Trade openness 1/ 0.601 0.686
(0.144) (0.083)
Inflation rate 2/ 0.375 -0.477
(0.800) (0.705)
Black market premium 2/ -3.364 -3.154
(0.036) (0.234)

Structure-activity -0.234

(0.674)
Restrict 0.108
(0.201)
Finance-activity 0.923 0.914
(0.003) (0.003)
R2 0.581 0.603
Observations 40 35

Notes: p-values are reported in parentheses; for definition of variables see text; the regressions also include
dummy variables for different time periods, which are not reported
1/ In the regressions, this variable is included as log (variable);
2/ In the regressions, this variable is included as log (1+ variable).

4. The financial services view

While the theoretical literature has provided many arguments on the relative advantages of
bank-based and market-based financial system, there is no empirical evidence in favour of
either view. Cross-country growth regressions show the importance of the overall level of
financial development rather than the composition of the financial system. This is consistent
with the financial services view that emphasises the services that financial intermediaries and
markets provide rather than who provides them. The financial services view is a functional
approach, focusing on overcoming the informational and transaction frictions discussed
earlier. It considers the institutional question of who provides these services of secondary
importance.

The financial services view also emphasises the complementarity of intermediaries and
markets. Well-developed and liquid stock markets can offset the negative effects of
powerful banks we described above (Stulz 2001). They can offer alternative financing
sources for an entrepreneur and help her realise the return on a successful project by selling
her stake in the firm (Black and Gilson 1998). Financial intermediaries can benefit from price
signals sent by well-developed and liquid markets. Further, intermediaries and markets

EIB PAPERS

What is important is that
financial services are
provided, not who
provides them.

Volume8 N°1 2003 47



A well-functioning legal
framework is crucial for a
healthy financial system.

48 Volume8 N°1 2003

provide funding to different segments of firms, with only larger and older firms accessing
equity finance through stock markets. But even if markets provide external funding to only
a relatively small share of firms, they can play an important role by offering customised risk
diversification tools to investors. Finally, recent developments, such as loan securitisation,
underline the complementarity and interdependence of intermediaries and markets.

The importance of markets relative to intermediaries might increase with the economic
development of an economy (Boyd and Smith 1996, 1998; Boot and Thakor 1997). In other
words, the structure of an economy’s financial system might become more market-
oriented as the economy develops. However, this would imply an effect of economic
development and growth on the structure of the financial system rather than financial
structure affecting growth.®

Complementary to the financial services view, the law and finance view focuses on the
legal system as a major input for a healthy financial system. In the words of La Porta et al.
(2000): “in the end, the rights create finance.” The law and finance view stresses the
importance of the rights of outside investors - both creditors and minority shareholders -
and their effective enforcement for financial development and economic growth. Only if
outside investors’ rights are well protected, will they be willing to provide the necessary
funding to firms and projects.

The evidence and the empirical literature discussed in the previous section are consistent
with the financial services view; the level of financial services provided rather than the
institutional structure of their provision explains cross-country variation in economic
growth. The related literature also provides evidence for the law and finance view. Beck
and Levine (2002) find that industries dependent on external finance grow faster in
countries with better outside investor protection.

Levine (2003) shows that the component of financial development account for by legal
system efficiency explains cross-country growth variation. More specifically, Demirgiic-
Kunt and Maksimovic (1998) find that the component of both banking sector and stock
market development accounted for by the protection of the rights of outside investors
explains firm growth.

5. Conclusions

This paper has summarised theoretical arguments on the respective roles of financial
intermediaries and financial markets and their relative advantages. We have discussed the
channels through which intermediaries and markets can influence economic growth. Our
empirical results for a sample of 40 developed and developing countries over the period
1975-98 confirm the importance of both banks and stock markets for economic growth.
The lower level of statistical significance of the banking sector and stock market
development indicators when including both, however, might indicate that it is difficult to
distinguish their respective role in our rather small sample of 40 countries.

9 Alternatively, the insignificant coefficients on our indicators of financial structure are also consistent with the

hypothesis that countries choose the optimal, growth-maximising financial structure.
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We then discussed the arguments in favour of a market-based and a bank-based financial
system, focusing on the relative advantages that intermediaries have over markets and vice
versa. Our empirical findings, however, do not support either the market-based or the
bank-based view. While the level of financial development can explain cross-country
variation in economic growth, the degree to which a financial system is more market-based
or more bank-based cannot. This is consistent with the financial services view, which focuses
on the efficient provision of financial services and regards the question on who provides
them as secondary. Similarly, the law and finance view stresses the importance of the rights
of outside investor and their effective protection as decisive for the effective provision of
financial services.

Our findings have important policy implications. For one thing, they are not supportive of
policies that favour either financial intermediaries or markets and, thus, they caution
against trying to tilt the playing field in favour of either banks or markets. For another, our
results stress the importance of creating the conditions for an efficient provision of
financial services. The recent literature has made large progress in identifying key
conditions. To begin with, La Porta et al. (1997, 1998, 2000), Levine (1998, 1999, 2001), and
Levine et al. (2000) have identified the effective protection of outside investors as
important conditions for a well-developed financial system. In this context, it is important
to note that the effective enforcement of creditors’ and shareholders’ rights, rather than
the laws themselves, seems to matter.

Another condition is monetary stability. The intertemporal character of financial contracts
suggests that this is crucial for an efficient provision of financial services (Huybens and
Smith 1999). Using cross-country and panel techniques, Boyd et al. (2001) consider a stable
monetary environment an important precondition for the development of efficient
financial intermediaries and markets.

And then, transparency helps reduce informational asymmetry between lenders and
borrowers, thereby promoting the efficient provision of financial services. Levine et al.
(2000) discover that variation in the quality of accounting standards explains cross-country
variation in financial intermediary development. Jappelli and Pagano (2002) find that the
existence of credit registries, processing both positive and negative information about
borrowers, is related to better developed financial intermediaries. Credit registries can
decrease informational asymmetries between lenders and borrowers and reduce banks’
market power vis-a-vis individual borrowers.

A final condition worth highlighting is that private agents need to have the means and
incentives to monitor and exercise market discipline vis-a-vis banks as well as stock markets.
Recent empirical work has established that this fosters the efficient provision of financial
services. For instance, Barth et al. (2003) show that countries where private agents have
better means to monitor banks enjoy higher levels of banking sector development. An
important policy implication is that private agents have better incentives to monitor and
exercise market discipline vis-a-vis banks if they are not protected by too generous deposit
insurance. Necessary prerequisites for monitoring and exercising market discipline also
include disclosure requirements and the legal liability of directors for the information they
disclose. La Porta et al. (2002) show that private enforcement through high disclosure
standards is related to more liquid stock markets. Finally, Beck et al. (2003) find that firms
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report lower financing obstacles in countries where private agents have higher incentives
and better instruments to monitor banks and exercise market discipline vis-a-vis them.

To summarise the main message of this paper: financial development matters for economic

growth, but financial structure does not; from a policy perspective, the need to ensure an
environment that is conducive to financial sector development cannot be overemphasised.
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Annex

Table A1l. Country sample, economic growth, and key explanatory variables
Economic Turnover Bank Structure- Restrict Finance-
growth ratio credit activity activity
Australia 1.74 30.10 44.98 -0.40 8 7.67
Austria 2.15 38.98 79.20 -0.71 5 8.08
Belgium 1.86 13.38 38.41 -1.05 9 6.24
Bangladesh 2.38 9.53 14.84 -0.44 12 4.95
Brazil 1.16 53.45 17.69 1.11 10 7.23
Canada 1.45 33.12 47.24 -0.36 7 7.82
Chile 4.16 7.47 39.05 -1.65 11 5.81
Colombia 1.84 9.14 13.69 -0.40 5.52
Germany 2.11 82.65 90.67 -0.09 5 8.92
Denmark 2.12 21.27 40.11 -0.63 8 6.75
Egypt 3.44 10.02 24.03 -0.87 13 5.63
Finland 2.05 28.85 60.22 -0.74 7 7.46
France 1.74 36.28 75.90 -0.74 6 8.08
Great Britain 1.94 37.71 69.81 -0.62 5 7.88
Greece 1.70 18.97 23.09 -0.20 9 6.65
Indonesia 3.98 25.93 26.07 -0.01 14 6.52
India 2.98 49.21 21.47 0.83 10 7.08
Israel 1.74 54.77 51.10 0.07 13 7.94
Italy 2.14 35.47 55.45 -0.45 10 7.59
Jamaica -0.72 8.58 22.33 -0.96 12 5.47
Jordan 1.67 14.92 53.63 -1.28 11 6.80
Japan 2.51 48.51 100.91 -0.73 13 8.96
Korea 5.89 96.39 44.37 0.78 9 8.95
Mexico 1.01 50.10 13.39 1.32 12 6.81
Malaysia 3.99 30.61 55.94 -0.60 10 7.73
Netherlands 1.80 43.83 71.83 -0.49 6 8.55
Norway 2.87 43.05 46.58 -0.08 8.27
New Zealand 0.76 24.58 40.13 -0.49 4 7.16
Pakistan 2.71 30.06 22.69 0.28 6.52
Peru -0.29 20.67 8.38 0.90 8 5.51
Philippines 0.50 27.97 25.64 0.09 7 6.80
Portugal 2.88 21.91 68.48 -1.14 9 7.31
Sweden 1.17 32.50 42.63 -0.27 9 8.07
Thailand 5.53 71.65 53.09 0.30 9 8.54
Taiwan 6.27 227.29 80.68 1.04 12 9.82
Uruguay 1.60 5.01 28.02 -1.72 4.95
USA 1.76 57.02 64.21 -0.12 12 8.94
Venezuela -0.86 14.00 20.44 -0.38 10 6.24
South Africa -0.64 7.12 50.36 -1.96 8 6.33
Zimbabwe -0.01 6.36 13.48 -0.75 4.95

Notes: all data are averaged over the period 1975-98; for definition of variables see text.
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The 1992 ““Single Market” failed to create a real single
market for financial services across Europe. However,
the boom in bond issuance (stimulated by EMU) and
the coincidental equity issuance boom have both led
to dramatic changes in the infrastructure of financial
markets. So, the EU is well past the point of no return
in the creation of a single financial market. If
regulatory reform can be certain, and coincide with
the rising pillars of reform in the dealing and
settlement systems, then a dramatic revolution of
European financial services will have been achieved -

within a decade of the start of EMU.
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Introduction of the Euro on Capital Markets (Giovannini Group) and
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Enquiry.



The role and development of
EU capital markets

1. Introduction

The European capital markets were intended to be unified by the “Single Market”
programme that was completed in 1992. But perhaps the real disappointment in 1992
(and the years following) was the growing realisation that in spite of all the effort that
had been put into getting the single financial market Directives on to the statute book,
they were not going to deliver what had been hoped. Too many of the compromises were
fudged and ambiguous. With the benefit of hindsight, it was obvious that this would
cause problems as the Directives began to be implemented and that indeed was what
happened. So the high hopes were gradually dashed on the rocks of reality as it became
apparent that there is not yet really a single market in financial services across Europe.

A major reason to have a single financial market is quite simply that it will assist economic
growth. A recent report to the European Financial Services Round Table (Heinemann and
Jopp 2002) estimated that closer integration would create additional economic growth of
at least half a percent annually. That is a worthwhile prize in its own right, but there is
another strong reason for pushing on towards that goal: if the EU does not keep moving
forward, there is a significant risk that it will actually slip backwards.

It is against this background that this paper examines the role and development of EU
capital markets. We begin in Section 2 by highlighting the key forces that are driving the
changes in Europe’s financial landscape. Section 3 reviews bond and equity market
activities in recent years, in particular since the creation of European Monetary Union.
Section 4 follows up on this with an analysis of structural changes in EU capital markets.
One focus here will be progress (or lack thereof) in making the clearing and settlement of
capital market trades more efficient. Section 5 turns to regulatory reforms, with a focus
on proposals to speed up the EU legislative process and to ensure the effective and timely
implementation of the regulatory framework. Section 6 concludes.

2. Key drivers of Europe’s changing financial landscape

Powerful driving forces are at work and they will re-shape European finance in the years
ahead. Obviously, EMU and efforts to create a single market for financial services stand
out. But before considering these in subsequent sections it is useful to highlight two
specific, worldwide phenomena that operate irrespective of EMU - namely advancements
in information technology and ageing.

The pace of advancements in information technology remains dramatic: a new laptop
may cost the same as two years ago - but is 40 times more powerful! The advent of the
Internet, and especially broadband, means that geographic boundaries have become
irrelevant. For many citizens (and market professionals), the serious boundary is where
the mobile phone signal runs out. Overall, technology is revolutionising the financial
markets. It reaches all the way down the transaction chain from the moment when an
investor decides to make some sort of transaction - whether in money or securities or
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financial products - and finishes in the “plumbing” of clearing and settling the
transaction.

As to ageing, most people are already aware of the basic factors: at present, life
expectancy at birth for a male in the EU is 75 years - by 2050 that will have risen to 80
years. That does not sound too dramatic. But consider retirement savings for an insured
life - they have a longer life expectancy: in the UK, for instance, an insured male,
retiring at the now-normal age of 60, has an average life expectancy of almost 84 years.
It follows that a typical citizen, from the moment he retires, has 20 to 30 years of life
left. Retirees will need an income and many of them will save to get it, either through
a second pillar pension system or third-pillar individual savings. That means they will be
saving up a huge portfolio of assets, which will be invested in financial assets -
intermediated via the single financial market. But the saving really gets underway when
people are in their early forties, which means that these financial assets have to
maintain their real value for perhaps 50 years. The political class has thus the enormous
responsibility of arranging a regime of price stability that must last for half a century. If
not, the electors will be very upset: inflation at even 2 percent annually multiplies prices
nearly three times in 50 years.

Public pension systems are likely to be under great pressure in the decades ahead. Table 1
shows the basic humbers for EU countries. Given the greater role of funded pension
systems in some countries, the United Kingdom for instance, the projected burden of
population ageing on public expenditure differs widely across countries. But in general
these projections underpin the need to start with sound public finance - to create scope

Table 1. Public pension expenditure (in % of GDP)

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 Peak

change

Austria 14.5 14.9 16.0 18.1 18.3 17.0 4.2
Belgium 10.0 9.9 114 13.3 13.7 13.3 3.7
Denmark 10.5 12.5 13.8 14.5 14.0 13.3 4.1
Finland 11.3 11.6 12.9 14.9 16.0 15.9 4.7
France 121 13.1 15.0 16.0 15.8 4.0
Germany 11.8 11.2 12.6 15.5 16.6 16.9 5.0
Greece 12.6 12.6 15.4 19.6 23.8 24.8 12.2
Ireland 4.6 5.0 6.7 7.6 8.3 9.0 4.4
Italy 13.8 13.9 14.8 15.7 15.7 14.1 2.1
Luxembourg 7.4 7.5 8.2 9.2 9.5 9.3 2.2
Netherlands 7.9 9.1 11.1 13.1 14.1 13.6 6.2
Portugal 9.8 11.8 13.1 13.6 13.8 13.2 4.1
Spain 9.4 8.9 9.9 12.6 16.0 17.3 7.9
Sweden 9.0 9.6 10.7 11.4 11.4 10.7 2.6
United Kingdom 5.5 5.1 4.9 5.2 5.0 4.4 -1.1
EU 15 10.4 104 11.5 13.0 13.6 13.3 3.2

Notes: Expenditure include most public replacement income to people aged 55 and above; projections are based
on legislation in force in 2000; recent pension reforms in Germany are projected to lower 2050 expenditure
by 2 percentage points; for Denmark figures include statutory labour market supplementary pension
schemes; for Ireland figures are in percent of GNP.

Source: European Commission (2001).
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for meeting rising pension claims - and with pension reforms that aim at cutting the
generosity of public pension systems and promoting funded pension systems.

A shift towards funded pension systems inevitably pushes the burden onto individuals to
save for their own retirement. The resulting surge in demand for financial assets is likely
to coincide with the moment when the financial services industry is digesting the full
implications of the completion of the next round of evolution of the single financial
market in Europe. The combination with the technological revolution promises (some may
say threatens) to change the mechanics of delivering financial services. That may enable
the gusher of pension fund money to flow through some rather unexpected conduits, and
that is the challenge: how to foster a market that removes the barriers to citizens
achieving the full benefit of their savings? Before sketching what needs to be done to
complete the internal market for financial services, we briefly review recent trends in
bond and equity market activities.

3. Areview of recent trends in capital market activities

To begin with equity markets, one should note at the outset that the boom during the
early years of EMU could hardly be ascribed to the new currency. Indeed, as Figure 1
shows, EU markets moved closely in line with the US stock market for much of the period.
The steps that are underway to improve the regulatory and practical functioning of EU
markets - as part of the Financial Services Action Plan (see Section 5) - will play a role in
the future volume of issuance, and the subsequent secondary market trading.

Figure 1. Equity market trends in the EU, United States, and Japan, 1994-2002
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Initial Public Offering (IPO) began to rise sharply after the equity boom had raised
investors’ appetite for new issues. Figure 2 demonstrates the dramatic uplift - in both
value and the number of IPOs. At first, values were running at barely EUR 20 billion
annually, but shot up to an annualised EUR 80 billion as the market peaked in early 2000.

Figure 2. Initial public offerings in the eurozone, 1988-2002
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