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Thank you, Chairman Bachus, Ranking Member Frank, and members of the Committee
for permitting me to testify before you today on the impact of financial regulation on U.S.
competitiveness. I am testifying in my own capacity and do not purport to represent the views of
any organizations with which I am affiliated, although much of my testimony is based on the
past work of the Committee on Capital Markets Regulation (CCMR). Indeed, the Committee was
formed in 2005 to deal with the foreign competitive threat to our public equity capital markets
and in 2006 issued a report, with the encouragement of then-Secretary of the Treasury Henry
Paulson, detailing the seriousness of the threat and suggesting how to deal with it.2 Since that
time, we have tracked, on a quarterly basis, thirteen measures of the competitiveness of the U.S.
public equity market.3 In general, we continue to have a substantial competitive problem.
During the financial crisis, restoring the stability of our markets has rightly taken priority
over issues of competitiveness. But competitive issues have naturally reemerged as we have
considered our regulatory and policy response to the crisis. CCMR’s May 2009 report on the
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global financial crisis,4 as well as the Treasury’s June report on financial regulatory reform,5
stressed the importance of international coordination in formulating a response to the crisis. Such
cooperation is necessary to avoid regulatory arbitrage and competitive problems, two sides of the
same phenomenon. Unfortunately, but understandably, these competitive concerns became less
important in the intense domestic political environment that dominated the congressional debates
that culminated in the Dodd-Frank Act. Nonetheless, that Act largely left regulators with
sufficient discretion to permit them to minimize competitive damage to the U.S. But this requires
that regulations be designed in coordination with our major competitors, coordination that has
not sufficiently occurred up to now.
I will focus my remarks on five areas of regulation under Dodd-Frank that can affect
competition: the Volcker Rule; regulations governing derivatives; capital requirements; the
designation and regulation of systemically important financial institutions; and resolution of
insolvent financial firms.
I. The Volcker Rule
The so-called Volcker Rule bans proprietary trading in banking organizations (not just in
the banks themselves), and limits their sponsorship of private equity and hedge funds to 3% of
any fund and 3% of their capital.6 This proposal was not in the Treasury 2009 recommendations,
nor was it in the Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act,7 the bill that passed the
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House on December 11, 2009. It was endorsed by the White House in early 2010 and was
included in the Restoring American Financial Stability Act of 20108 that was passed by the U.S.
Senate. It survived in conference. Despite Paul Volcker’s hope that his rules would be accepted
internationally, no other country has moved in this direction. Most recently, the U.K.
Independent Commission on Banking rejected this approach.9 Instead, it outlined a plan for
separating within a banking firm (internal ring-fencing) retail banking activities, supported by
insured deposits, from wholesale and investment banking activities. The retail bank would have
higher equity capital requirements.
As I have previously testified, the Volcker Rule was ill-advised because proprietary
trading and private equity and hedge fund investing was not responsible for the financial crisis,
and indeed was a source of profitability to banks during the crisis.10 The losses to banks resulted
from bad housing loans and investments in pools of those loans, traditional banking activities. I
also observed that such a rule would put our banks at a competitive disadvantage, a major reason
in fact why President Clinton and his then-Secretary of the Treasury Larry Summers pushed
through Glass-Steagall reform, in the Gramm Leach Bliley Act, about 10 years earlier.11
The effect of the ban is not limited to our shores. The statute restricts not just a U.S.
banking organization’s activities in the U.S., but also its activities abroad. The ban does not, nor
could it practically, affect a foreign bank’s proprietary trading or private equity or hedge fund
investing outside the U.S. Indeed, proprietary trading by foreign banks might even occur in the
U.S. if implementing regulations were to allow a foreign bank to trade for its own account in
8
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U.S. securities on a U.S. exchange with a U.S. counterparty through a U.S. broker, as was
recently recommended by the Institute of International Bankers.12
Unfortunately the regulatory agencies are not sufficiently focused on issues of
competitiveness with respect to the Volcker Rule. FSOC is specifically tasked with making
recommendations that “enhance the integrity, efficiency, competitiveness, and stability of the
U.S. financial markets.”13 Yet in the study it was required to conduct on the Volcker Rule, it
mentioned competitiveness in only one sentence: “[S]ome commenters voiced strong concern
that a restrictive definition of market making might damage U.S. markets and place U.S. banking
entities and their customers at a competitive disadvantage internationally.”14 The study did not
elaborate on this concern.
In anticipation of the implementation of the Volcker Rule, many financial institutions,
including Morgan Stanley, Goldman Sachs, and Bank of America, have already made significant
business decisions regarding their proprietary trading desks and hedge/private equity fund
investments.15 Several firms have sold or wound down their proprietary trading desks. Some
have sold their interest in private equity and hedge funds, and others have initiated the process.
Goldman Sachs has been forced to dismantle much of its proprietary trading operation, which
analysts estimate will erase about $3.7 billion in revenue and $1.5 billion in profit annually—
12
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over 50% of revenues and 15% of earnings per share.16 The same is true for Morgan Stanley,
which is expected to take a 13% earnings per share hit.17 Citigroup will have to divest its interest
in various hedge funds, such as its Mortgage/Credit Opportunity Fund, which climbed 16% in
the first four months of 2011, almost doubling its pace last year.18 About 90% of the $395
million invested in the fund is the bank’s own capital. None of these changes have been made by
foreign competitors.
The Volcker Rule is coupled in Dodd-Frank with a concentration limit, which prohibits a
financial company from merging with or acquiring another company if the combined company’s
consolidated liabilities would exceed 10% of the aggregate consolidated liabilities of all financial
companies.19 This will further hurt the competitiveness of U.S. financial institutions compared to
companies in countries that do not limit size. As it stands now, the U.S. does not even have the
largest banks in the world. Not a single U.S. bank is one of the top 5 biggest banks globally, and
there are only 3 U.S. banks in the top 20.20
The costs of the Volcker rule and concentration limits are not just diminished economic
activity, but also the compliance costs and uncertainty of complying with the ban. The assurance
that with proprietary trading, “you know it when you see it,” is not good enough. Banking
organizations need to know, particularly in the litigious U.S. environment, where the line is
between legal and illegal activity. However, the line between permissible market making and
16
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possibly impermissible proprietary trading is difficult to draw. Further, the regulatory process for
making rules is problematic. Several regulatory agencies, namely the Fed, SEC, CFTC, and
banking regulators, are responsible for writing rules implementing the statute, but unlike other
sections of the Dodd-Frank Act, which require joint rulemaking, the Volcker Rule, under §619,
requires only “coordinated rulemaking,” with the Secretary of the Treasury, as Chairman of
FSOC, having unclear powers to actually achieve coordination.
As CCMR explained in its comment letter to FSOC’s call for input into its study on the
Volcker Rule, too broad a rule could have serious negative effects, but a narrow one could help
to alleviate the impact.21 Large banks frequently engage in hedging, market making, and other
permissible activities that are not banned by the statute but may run afoul of an overly broad rule.
For example, different legal entities within a bank frequently sell different types of products. Yet
a version of a rule that requires permissible hedging to be done in a single entity could ban as
proprietary trading the practice of one entity of a banking organization buying an asset even
though its affiliate was simultaneously hedging through the sale of the same asset. It is also
unclear how the ban on sponsorship of hedge and private equity funds affects a bank that acts as
a “directed trustee” for an ERISA pension plan. Similarly, it is unclear how the 3% de minimus
exception applies to ownership of a fund of funds. And above all, a workable definition of
proprietary trading must be written in a way that will not cover activities that are driven by or
taken in response to customer needs, requests, or orders.22 These details must be worked out in
the final rules, preferably in a way that minimizes harm to the competitiveness of U.S. banks.
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There is time to get this right. It is almost certain that the Volcker Rule will not take effect until
July 2012.23
II. Derivatives Regulations
The E.U. and the U.S., as well as other countries, are now in the process of writing rules
that will dramatically reshape the worldwide derivatives markets.24 During this process it is
important for national regulators to work together in order to minimize the differences between
their rules. Coordination is important not only to avoid disrupting cross-border transactions, but
also to avoid creating the opportunity for regulatory arbitrage and leaving the U.S. at a
competitive disadvantage.
Notably, both the U.S. and E.U. regimes, as currently proposed, will only permit their
home-country institutions to participate in a foreign clearinghouse if the regulation of a foreign
clearinghouse is equivalent to that of the regulation of clearinghouses in the home country.25
These equivalence determinations, which will be made by U.S. regulators and the European
Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA), may be difficult if the two regimes differ about
important aspects of regulation and oversight. While both sides generally favor central clearing
of standardized and liquid derivative contracts, a measure which I strongly support, there are
differences on important specifics.
The CFTC has proposed to set capital requirements for membership in a clearinghouse at
$50 million (compared to the current requirement of the CME Clearing and ICE Trust of
23
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25
See Dodd-Frank Act § 738(a); E.U. Proposal, Article 23.

-9-

respectively $1 and $5 billion),26 while the E.U. may set a higher threshold or may not impose
one at all. Will the E.U. regulators permit E.U. firms to use clearinghouses in the U.S. that set
lower limits and thus arguably are more risky? This is not to say the CFTC should necessarily
raise its capital requirements, but it must at least ensure that U.S. clearinghouses will be
structured in a way that will make them as safe and as resilient as E.U. clearinghouses to member
failures. In addition, the CFTC has proposed limiting ownership of clearinghouses by swap
dealers, bank holding companies with consolidated assets of $50 billion or more, and
systemically important nonbank financial institutions, to a combined 40%.27 Will the CFTC thus
permit U.S. firms to use E.U. clearinghouses that are completely owned or controlled by dealers?
Similarly, U.S. clearinghouses have access to the Fed’s discount window in unusual and exigent
circumstances. Will the Fed permit U.S. banks to use E.U. clearinghouses that do not have access
to the ECB discount window? If either side prohibits its domestic institutions from using foreign
clearinghouses, the markets will be disrupted. If, on the other hand, they do not intervene, dealers
may seek to do business in the E.U.’s more dealer-friendly environment.
There are other problems. U.S. regulators do not exempt foreign sovereigns from the
obligation to post collateral for uncleared swaps.28 That very well may cause foreign countries to
stop trading with U.S. banks. In addition, the E.U. proposal has a more generous end user
exception. In the U.S., the end user exception only applies to hedging activities, but in the E.U.

26
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the exception applies to any activity up to a certain threshold.29 This may send U.S. commercial
firms abroad to trade with non-U.S. banks. The differences go on and on. The U.S. has more
detailed requirements for trade repositories, including provisions for disclosing information to
both U.S. and foreign regulators;30 the E.U. lacks these detailed rules or disclosure provisions.31
Importantly, the U.S. and E.U may establish different margin requirements for cleared swaps, as
well.
Requirements for trading (as opposed to clearing) standard and liquid contracts are also
generally the same in the U.S. and E.U., but again significant divergence occurs in the details.
Thus, the U.S. envisions Swap Execution Facilities (SEFs); the E.U. equivalents are Organised
Trading Facilities (OTFs). Although the U.S. has proposed to allow voice-based ordering
systems when communicating with an operator of a SEF, the proposal would not consider oneto-one voice services, in which a dealer calls buyers directly, to be a valid SEF.32 The E.U.
proposal is written more broadly and may allow one-to-one voice services between dealers to
qualify as an OTF.33

29
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31
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Accounting issues also affect the markets, and the U.S. accounting rules for derivatives
diverge from European standards in important areas, including hedging and netting.34 This is not
to say they are always to our disadvantage. Under U.S. GAAP, but not the International
Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS), banks can net offsetting derivatives positions they have
with the same counterparties. This is actually a competitive advantage; the International
Accounting Standards Board called this issue “the single largest quantitative difference in
amounts presented in statements of financial position prepared in accordance with IFRSs and
those prepared in accordance with U.S. GAAP.”35
Yet another big issue looms, and that is timing. The bulk of the U.S. regulators’ rules on
derivatives are due next month, and although it is now clear that this deadline will be missed in
many instances, the regulators may finish issuing most of the final rules before the end of the
year. By contrast, the E.U. has yet to unveil even basic proposals on important issues such as
capital and margin requirements. It will likely be late 2012 or 2013 before the E.U. completes its
rules. If trading in the U.S. is more expensive, even for a year, participants may shift trading
abroad in order to incur lower costs, and once trading has moved abroad it will be difficult to get
back. It is thus clear that the U.S. and the E.U. should collaborate not just on substantive issues,
but timing, as well. Michel Barnier, the European Commissioner for Internal Market and
Services, reportedly told Secretary of the Treasury Timothy Geithner earlier this month that

34
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Europe plans to leave no divergence or opportunities for regulatory arbitrage between the U.S.
and E.U. rules.36 We should hope this is true not only for substance, but also timing.
Secretary Geithner has recognized the competitive threat to the U.S. from having more
stringent derivatives regulation.37 But it’s no solution to say, as he has, that foreign regulation
should follow ours. As some foreign regulators noted in response to the Secretary, our track
record in the past on effective regulation is not that strong.38 Further, the U.S. cannot force other
regulatory jurisdictions to follow the U.S. approach. These jurisdictions could well ask why we
are not following their approaches. The solution is better coordination, and that takes time, much
more time than the regulatory schedule that Dodd-Frank envisions.
III. Capital Requirements
Changes to capital requirements for banks are among the most significant changes to the
regulation of the banking industry. The recently proposed third version of the Basel Capital
Accord, known as Basel III, involves tremendous potential costs and may have uneven
competitive effects.
A. Summary of Basel III and Possible Responses
Basel III, when fully implemented by 2019, will require banks to hold 4.5% of common
equity and 6% of Tier I capital (up from 4%) of risk-weighted assets (RWAs). Basel III also
introduces additional capital buffers, a mandatory capital conservation buffer of 2.5% and a
36
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discretionary countercyclical buffer, which allows national regulators to require up to another
2.5% of capital during periods of high credit growth. In addition, Basel III introduces a minimum
3% leverage ratio and two required liquidity ratios. The Liquidity Coverage Ratio requires a
bank to hold sufficient high-quality liquid assets to cover its total net cash flows over 30 days;
the Net Stable Funding Ratio requires the available amount of stable funding to exceed the
required amount of stable funding over a one-year period of extended stress.
Banks can comply with these new requirements in a number of ways. For example, a
bank could:
1. increase retained earnings by reducing dividends;
2. issue new capital instruments;
3. increase lending spreads;
4. reduce assets (e.g., by lending less); or
5. shift assets to areas requiring less capital but not less risk or return (regulatory
arbitrage).
As a result, it is impossible to predict precisely how the banking industry will change as a
result of the new requirements. It is also difficult to predict the economic effects of the changes.
Just last week Chairman Bernanke, in response to a question about the economic impact of the
multitude of new rules, including capital requirements, said, “Has anybody done a
comprehensive analysis of the impact on credit? I can't pretend that anybody really has. You
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know, it's just too complicated. We don't really have the quantitative tools to do that.”39 Several
organizations have tried, however.
B. Studies to Quantify Costs
The Basel Committee, along with the Financial Stability Board, established the
Macroeconomic Assessment Group (MAG) to examine the global impact of increased capital
requirements.40 The MAG’s report incorporates the results of dozens of studies from regulators,
central banks, and other organizations. It found that the impact on global GDP of a 1 percentage
point increase in common equity—a standard measure in these studies—would have a peak
effect after 35 quarters, at which point it would have lowered GDP by 17 basis points (0.17%)
below what it would otherwise be, and would then partially recover to 0.10% below baseline
after 40 quarters.41 The study assumes credit spreads will widen and lending will be reduced. It
did not consider the countercyclical buffer or liquidity ratio—which will add further significant
costs—and it also assumed that national regulators will pursue aggressive monetary policies in
order to limit negative effects. It also assumed, controversially, that banks will enjoy lower costs
of capital as a result of being more stable. In a separate report, the Basel Committee identified
the economic benefits of increased capital requirements, namely reducing the costs associated
with banking crises by reducing the frequency of crises and the costs from each crisis.42 The
study, however, provided little convincing evidence that increased capital requirements would

39

Ben Bernanke, Chairman, Fed. Reserve Sys. Bd. of Governors, Address at the Int’l Monetary Conference:
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41
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prevent losses in a run-like situation in which banks are forced to sell assets at reduced, “fire
sale” prices.
The Institute of International Finance (IIF) conducted a study, completed in June 2010
and then updated in October 2010,43 that accounts for a fuller measure of the requirements of
Basel III than do the MAG and other studies, which primarily focus on the impact of an increase
in common equity. Specifically, the IIF study included consideration of the liquidity
requirements (but not the leverage ratio), the countercyclical capital buffer, which it assumed to
be 1%, and additional national regulations. It also assumed a much more aggressive
implementation timeline—that nearly all requirements would be implemented by 2012. This
assumption may be justified to the extent that banking organizations will seek to quickly
implement any new requirements even if they are not technically binding for several years.
Under these assumptions, the IIF projects that the capital requirements will reduce the real GDP
of the U.S., Euro Area, and Japan by about 3.1% below what it otherwise would be, and that
there would be 4.6 million fewer jobs by 2015.44 The IIF study did not attempt to quantify the
benefits of increasing capital requirements, and its October update criticized the attempts,
including Basel’s, to do so. Notably, it pointed out that many crises originate outside the banking
system, and although bank regulation may help to reduce the costs of a crisis, it cannot reduce
the frequency of crises that originate outside the system.45

43
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The IMF conducted a study that assumed an increase in the required common equity ratio
of two percentage points, and a 25% increase in bank liquidity requirements, phased in over a
period of between 2 and 6 years.46 It outlined the effects of three different strategies by banks:
cutting dividends and increasing lending spreads, which resulted in a peak decline in GDP of
about 0.3% to 0.5%, or cumulative loss in output of about 1 percentage point; maintaining
dividends and increasing lending spreads, which resulted in a peak decline in GDP of 0.5%; and
adjusting bank assets, which resulted in a peak decline of GDP of about 0.9%. The study also
considered an increase in liquidity requirements, which it predicts could have a cumulative
output loss of nearly 1% in GDP.
The OECD also conducted a study on the impact of Basel III.47 It made several different
assumptions. First, it assumed that banks will maintain capital buffers that were already in place
in 2006, that were above the required minimums, but not the higher buffers that were put in place
in 2009. Second, it assumed that banks would maintain their current dividend policy and instead
increase lending spreads. Third, it assumed there would be no active monetary policy response.
Fourth, it assumed the new requirements would be implemented over a period of 5 years. Its
simulations found that each percentage point increase in bank capital ratios will “reduce the level
of GDP in the three main OECD economies on average by -0.23%.”48 This decrease in GDP is
fueled by a 14.4 basis point increase on bank lending spreads.49
Still another recent study was coauthored by staff from the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York, Bank of Italy, BIS, European Central Bank, European Commission, and IMF. It found that
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“[e]ach percentage point increase in the capital ratio causes a median 0.09 percent decline in the
level of GDP over what it would be with the increase. The impact of the new liquidity regulation
is of a similar order of magnitude, at 0.08 percent.”50 The study did not estimate the benefits, nor
did it quantify the effects of capital buffers.
In sum, the studies estimate the impact on global GDP of a 1 percentage point increase in
bank common equity to have a peak negative effect of up to 1.1% of GDP, or up to $748 billion
by 2019. The cumulative effects of the various provisions in Basel III could lead to a decline in
U.S. GDP alone of up to $951 billion over the period 2011 to 2015 according to IIF. But as
Chairman Bernanke admits, we really do not know the impact; it might be much greater.
C. Differential Impact
These studies are difficult to compare because they each make different assumptions, but
it is clear that raising capital requirements will dampen global output and have a significant
effect on the banking system. A crucial question is whether the decline in GDP will be higher in
some countries than others and whether some countries’ banks will be more affected than others.
This depends in part on whether the Basel rules will be implemented uniformly in each country.
It is far from clear that they will be. Last month it was revealed that the E.U. may delay a
decision on whether to adopt Basel III’s leverage and liquidity rules,51 although Michel Barnier,
European Commissioner for Internal Market and Services, has since denied that the E.U. will do
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so. The truth remains to be seen.52 Further, even if countries have the same nominal rules,
adopted at the same time, they might enforce them differently. For example, for the largest
international banks, Basel permits the use of internal ratings through credit models. Will such
models be subject to the same scrutiny in all countries? On the other hand, some countries
question whether the U.S. will implement Basel III on schedule, considering we never fully
implemented Basel II and that the Dodd-Frank Act’s ban on references to credit ratings will
make it difficult to implement the resecuritization risk-weightings adopted in Basel III.53
Even if Basel III is implemented uniformly, its actual effect may not be uniform. For
example, the OECD study found that bank lending spreads in the U.S. are more sensitive to
changes in capital ratios than, for example, Japan, “mainly due to a higher return on equity and a
higher share of risk-weighted assets in bank balance sheets” in the U.S.54 Basel III itself also
permits individual national regulators to require additional buffers, which will further distort the
effects across countries. More generally, the same capital requirements can have dramatically
different effects depending on the accounting or tax rules of particular countries.55 For example,
if the E.U. adopts a less stringent fair value accounting rule, at least for regulatory purposes, than
does the U.S., the impact of the same capital requirements will be less in the E.U. than the U.S.56
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IV. Systemically Important Financial Institutions
Regulators and legislators in the U.S. and abroad have begun the process of designating,
in advance, certain firms as “systemically important financial institutions,” or SIFIs, believing
that the failure of these institutions could significantly damage the financial system and the real
economy. These systemically important firms will be subject to enhanced government scrutiny
and additional substantive regulation, particularly in the form of more capital.
In the U.S., under Dodd-Frank, banking organizations with total consolidated assets of
$50 billion or greater are supervised by the Federal Reserve. In addition, FSOC is charged with
designating non-bank financial institutions that should also be supervised by the Fed. The
statutory criteria are:
(A) the extent of the leverage of the company;
(B) the extent and nature of the off-balance-sheet exposures of the company;
(C) the extent and nature of the transactions and relationships of the company
with other significant nonbank financial companies and significant bank
holding companies;
(D) the importance of the company as a source of credit for households,
businesses, and State and local governments and as a source of liquidity for
the United States financial system;
(E) the importance of the company as a source of credit for low-income,
minority, or underserved communities, and the impact that the failure of
such company would have on the availability of credit in such communities;
(F) the extent to which assets are managed rather than owned by the company,
and the extent to which ownership of assets under management is diffuse;
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(G) the nature, scope, size, scale, concentration, interconnectedness, and mix of
the activities of the company;
(H) the degree to which the company is already regulated by one or more
primary financial regulatory agencies;
(I) the amount and nature of the financial assets of the company;
(J) the amount and types of the liabilities of the company, including the degree
of reliance on short-term funding; and
(K) any other risk-related factors that the Council deems appropriate.57
FSOC is presently considering the criteria and methods it will use for designating
nonbanks as SIFIs, but so far it has not formulated any criteria.58
Foreign regulators are also engaged in a similar exercise. Last November the G-20
endorsed a framework developed by the Financial Stability Board (FSB), in coordination with
the IMF, that recommends enhanced supervision and regulation of SIFIs, as well as the
development of new resolution procedures.59 Later this year the FSB is expected to release more
details on this plan.
SIFIs will undoubtedly face higher costs as result of being designated. They will very
likely face additional reporting and compliance obligations, as well as additional capital charges
in the form of a “SIFI surcharge.” For example, the FSB highlighted “supplementary
requirements” for SIFIs, which “could consist of a capital or liquidity surcharge linked to the
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systemic importance of the institution,”60 and the U.K. Independent Commission on Banking has
said that 3% is the “minimum credible” SIFI surcharge.61 Switzerland has also proposed to
require its two big banks to have a 19% capital ratio, of which more than half must be held in
common equity.62 These proposals have been gaining momentum, and earlier this month Fed
Governor Daniel Tarullo stated that the Federal Reserve is considering using a methodology that
could result in a U.S. SIFI surcharge of up to 7%.63 The IIF has conducted a study about the costs
of SIFI surcharges, and estimates that a 3% surcharge would reduce GDP by about 0.20% over
the first two years of implementation.64 Yet that cost is not evenly distributed across countries;
IIF found that Japan could expect only a 0.05% reduction, while the U.K. could expect a 0.27%
reduction.65 The U.S. was about average.
While Governor Tarullo rightly prefers that any requirements for additional capital for
SIFIs be done internationally, this is unlikely to occur on a uniform basis because countries will
differ on the designation and regulatory requirements for SIFIs. If some countries impose higher
SIFI surcharges than others, then banks from countries with relatively low SIFI surcharges will
be at an advantage. Further, countries may differ in their approach to designating SIFIs, so that
similar institutions, in competition with each other, might or might not be subject to any SIFI
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surcharges. In addition, as CCMR described in its comment letter about the SIFI designation, the
SIFI designation could increase moral hazard and artificially lower the cost of funds for some
institutions since the market may believe the designation implies a bailout.66 Thus, SIFIs in
countries with low surcharges might have a significant advantage over competitors in countries
with fewer SIFIs with low surcharges or over competitors in countries with many SIFIs with
high surcharges.
V. Resolution of Financial Firms
Clear competitive advantages can be derived from the approach different countries take
to resolving their insolvent financial institutions. Until the lost decade in the 1990s, Japan
explicitly guaranteed that its banks would not fail, which significantly reduced the cost of capital
of Japanese banks. Indeed, such guarantees made it difficult, if not impossible, for Basel I to
even the playing field between Japanese and other banks by imposing common capital
requirements—Japanese banks enjoyed a cheaper cost of holding the same amount of capital as
their U.S. counterparts.67 The E.U. has clearly understood this problem by trying to limit the
“subsidies” that countries can effectively provide to their banks by various forms of bailout,
although the boundaries of this prohibition against state aid have been at issue during the
financial crisis.68
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The U.S., in the wake of the financial crisis, has taken a strong anti-bailout position. The
ability of the Federal Reserve to provide emergency liquidity to the financial system and the
ability of the FDIC or the Treasury to guarantee liabilities of banks and other financial
institutions has been significantly curtailed by the Dodd-Frank Act. The Fed now needs the
written approval of the Secretary of the Treasury to create the kinds of liquidity facilities that it
did in the crisis, and it subject to more stringent collateral requirements.69 While the FDIC can
continue to provide public assistance to failed banks under the Federal Deposit Insurance Act,70
and now to systemically important nonbank financial companies under the Orderly Liquidation
Authority provisions of the Dodd-Frank Act,71 Chairman Bair has publicly indicated her
reluctance to do so, constrained in part by the political consensus against such bailouts.72 Other
countries may continue to have a more generous attitude toward bailouts than the United States,
which could put our financial institutions at a competitive disadvantage. These different
approaches to resolution once again indicate the need for international coordination to avoid
distortion of competition.
Another serious resolution issue that must be resolved on a global basis is the resolution
of financial companies that have significant cross-border operations. As the financial crisis
demonstrated, the resolution of a failed financial institution can affect all of the countries in
which it operates. For example, Europe was dramatically impacted during the crisis by the failure
of Icelandic banks with large branch operations in the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, as
well as the failure of Fortis, which had major operations in Belgium and the Netherlands. And
69
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the United States and many other countries, but principally the United Kingdom, had to deal with
the consequences of the Lehman Brothers failure. Lehman had 433 subsidiaries in 20 countries.73
Without coordination, the resolution system of any country is only capable of dealing
with entities that operate in that jurisdiction. Each country may have an incentive to “ring fence”
the assets of local operations of banks for the benefit of local creditors, whether these operations
are in the form of branches or subsidiaries.74 For example, if a U.S. banking organization has a
subsidiary bank in Country X and the banking organization as a whole looks to be in danger,
Country X might ring fence the subsidiary bank’s assets to satisfy the claims of local creditors,
whether or not insured. The strength of local protection through ring-fencing could itself have a
competitive effect as creditors will be more willing to have claims against local entities that may
benefit by strong ring fencing (and in extreme cases even a bailout). Local ring fencing may not
be in the overall interest of maximizing value in a failed financial company since it will impede
reorganizations on a company-wide basis.
With the support of the G-20, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and Bank for
International Settlements (BIS) have issued reports with recommendations for more effective
cross-border resolution.75 The FSB has also addressed some of these issues, with a more
comprehensive report coming in 2012.76 There are some extreme options for dealing with this
issue including an international treaty allocating responsibility among countries for cross-border

73

See George G. Kaufman, Living Wills: Putting the Caboose before the Engine and Designing a Better Engine 2
(Working Paper Series, May 3, 2010), http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1599787.
74
See BANK FOR INT’L SETTLEMENTS, REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CROSS-BORDER BANK RESOLUTION
GROUP 16 (Mar. 2010), http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs169.pdf.
75
Id.; INT’L MONETARY FUND, RESOLUTION OF CROSS-BORDER BANKS—A PROPOSED FRAMEWORK FOR ENHANCED
COORDINATION (June 11, 2010), http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2010/061110.pdf.
76
See FIN. STABILITY BD., REDUCING THE MORAL HAZARD POSED BY SYSTEMICALLY IMPORTANT FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS: FSB RECOMMENDATIONS AND TIME LINES 6,
http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/publications/r_101111a.pdf.

- 25 -

resolutions or even creating a new international authority, or a requirement that financial
companies operate in all countries through subsidiaries (rather than branches) to facilitate hostcountry control.77 The former is impractical and the latter would be inefficient—without
branches firms would have to capitalize all operations in each country through subsidiaries. The
subsidiarization approach would also run afoul of the E.U. single passport system in which E.U.
banks are free to operate throughout the E.U.
There is a middle ground, however, that involves the harmonization and mutual
recognition of resolution systems across borders. These proposals recommend establishing and
agreeing to a framework under which countries would cooperate, under certain conditions, with
other countries that meet defined standards. The IMF framework has four elements:
1. each country would amend its laws to require its authorities to coordinate
resolution efforts with foreign counterparts;
2. the coordination framework would only apply to countries that have in place
“core-coordination standards,” so countries would not be obligated to
coordinate with other countries that have not agreed to the common
coordination system;
3. principles to guide sharing of the burden for possible public funding of
failing institutions must be developed; and
4. each country that subscribes to this framework would agree to procedures
designed to enable cross-resolution resolution during a crisis to occur as
quickly as possible.78
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The BIS recommendations are similar, but also emphasize the intentional reduction of
complexity of financial institutions’ structures, cross-border information sharing, and
contingency plans for institutions.79 However, it is far from clear how realistic even these more
modest proposals are.
In summary, the financial reform process has the potential to create large competitive
disadvantages for U.S. financial institutions. The only way forward to minimize these distortions
is for U.S. regulators to be conscious of this potential in designing their own regulations and for
there to more international coordination. Both may take some more time than our current
regulatory timetable for implementation allows. I am fully aware that some may seek to delay the
implementation of Dodd-Frank in hopes that it may be repealed. This is not my objective—many
of its provisions are sorely needed. However, we need to be careful about how we implement our
reforms in a global financial system where the competitiveness of our institutions can be
significantly affected by what we do.
It is clear that in most of the areas covered by my testimony, it is not too late to help to
preserve our competitiveness.
1. For the Volcker rule, regulators should take a narrow approach to defining proprietary
trading.
2. For the derivatives rules, we should put aside for now the initiatives we are taking
that are in conflict with the E.U. These areas can be defined in concert with the E.U.
We can implement the non-conflicting initiatives on an appropriate timetable (the
CFTC has called for comments on proper sequencing). We may have to make some
compromises, as will the E.U.
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3. For capital requirements, this is an international initiative but one with differential
impact in different countries. We should use the long full phase-in time provided by
Basel to reexamine how these rules can be implemented in a fashion to minimize the
differential impact.
4. Designating firms as systemically important should be done on a global basis, and
only if there is an agreement among countries about which firms should be
designated; our national process should be tightly coordinated with the work of the
Financial Stability Board. There should also be a common international approach to
minimum SIFI surcharges.
5. Resolution of failed financial firms remains an important and difficult issue with
competitive implications. We should continue to work with the FSB to achieve as
internationally coordinated an approach as possible.
Thank you and I look forward to your questions.

