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Abstract 

Non-banking financial businesses (NBFCs), shadow banks, and fintech lenders have grown to be significant players 

in modern financial systems by expanding loan availability and promoting innovation. However, there are serious 

systemic dangers associated with their activities outside of conventional banking structures. This study looks at the 

risks that these non-bank financial institutions present, with a special emphasis on the Indian NBFC market and 

how it is linked to the capital markets. The paper examines how liquidity mismatches, high leverage, and a lack of 

regulatory monitoring can cause contagion effects across bond and equities markets, using the 2018 IL&FS crisis 

as a case study. The study also examines and assesses the efficacy of the regulatory tools in place today, including 

network mapping, stress testing, and credit spread monitoring. Tailored stress-testing models and transparent 

disclosure frameworks are proposed as key solutions to preempt systemic disruptions while maintaining room for 

financial innovation. The study underscores the need for a balanced regulatory regime that protects market stability 

without stifling the benefits of non-bank financial growth. 

Introduction 

Over the past few decades, the financial world has changed a lot—especially with the rise of non-bank financial 

players like NBFCs, shadow banks, and fintech lenders. These institutions have stepped in where traditional banks 

often fall short, especially in emerging economies like India, offering credit to people and businesses that might 

otherwise be left out. But it's not all smooth sailing. These players often come with their own set of risks—liquidity 

issues, too much dependence on big-ticket funding sources, and not enough regulatory scrutiny. That makes you 

wonder: in the face of a real financial shock, how well can they actually hold up? 

The 2018 default by Infrastructure Leasing and Financial Services (IL&FS), one of India’s largest NBFCs, vividly 

illustrated how stress in a single institution can ripple across markets, trigger widespread panic, might jeopardize 

the larger financial system's stability.. As the lines between traditional banks and non-bank institutions blur, it 

becomes crucial to assess the systemic implications of these players and the adequacy of existing regulatory tools. 

This paper explores the systemic risks posed by NBFCs and similar non-bank financial institutions and evaluates 

how policy frameworks and market surveillance can mitigate these risks without curbing innovation. It investigates 

the complex interplay between financial markets and NBFCs and proposes forward-looking regulatory strategies 

aimed at improving financial resilience. 
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Literature review  

● Reconstructing Global Credit Markets – Olayinka Olawoyin 

Today, shadow banking has grown to be a significant force in the financial industry, subtly promoting credit 

and innovation. Its weakness, however, is its strength. It is less obvious, harder to govern, and more 

destructive when it gets out of control since it doesn't follow the rules. When there is a problem with shadow 

banking, it doesn't stay hidden; it quickly spreads and damages the entire financial system. To stay up with 

this quickly changing segment of the market, the globe needs tougher, more intelligent, and more 

interconnected regulations. 

 

● Shadow Banking in India – SSRN Preprint 

In India, non-banking financing companies (NBFCs) offer a lifeline for people and businesses that banks 

would prefer to overlook. However, there are flaws in the lifeline. Certain NBFCs are engaging in risky 

activities with little oversight, and when they fail, like IL&FS did, the economy is rocked. If shadow banking 

is to continue to be a significant power, it must also follow the rules. The financial system and those who 

depend on it must be protected by real-time surveillance, enhanced transparency, and a stronger safety net. 

 

NBFCs at the Center of Market Volatility: The Importance of Regulation 

Non-Banking Financial Institutions (NBFCs) are basically financial institutions that offer services like credit, loans, 

leasing, and investments—just without having a full banking license. Unlike regular commercial banks, NBFCs 

can’t take demand deposits like savings or current accounts, which means they have to rely quite a bit on borrowing 

from the market. They usually do this through things like bonds, debentures, or funds from big institutional 

investors. 

 

What really makes NBFCs valuable is how fast they can give out credit—especially to small businesses or market 

segments that don’t usually get much attention from the bigger banks. In a country like India, where a lot of people 

and small firms still don’t have easy access to finance, this flexibility makes NBFCs a kind of lifeline. They’ve 

become a real asset when it comes to boosting economic growth and pushing financial inclusion forward. They also 

play a major role in sectors like microfinance, consumer finance, real estate, and infrastructure—areas that are 

always hungry for capital but don’t always get it through traditional means 
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But this significant role is marred with gargantuan risks. NBFC risk is embedded in weaknesses in their business 

models, such as: 

● Short-term borrowing and long-term lending (forming liquidity mismatches): NBFCs lend 

short and borrow long. When money is withdrawn by the investors unexpectedly or fails to roll over the 

maturing debt, NBFCs have to dispose of assets in a hurry at low prices, thus resulting in liquidity crunches. 

 

● Fewer regulatory restrictions than banks: NBFCs are typically under other schemes having fewer 

compliance requirements compared to normal banks. Fewer regulations would mean risk accumulated goes 

unnoticed until late. 

 

● High leverage and asset–liability risk: High borrowing over own capital (leverage) is typical for 

most NBFCs. In the event of falling asset prices or default by borrowers, NBFCs can face solvency issues 

due to weak buffers protecting their capital. 

 

 

● Wholesale market dependence on money: Relative to banks, with stable deposits being the choice 

of preference, NBFCs are substantially reliant on wholesale investor funds and money markets. This makes 

them vulnerable to shifts in market sentiment, an increase in interest rates, or a spurt in investors suddenly 

withdrawing money. 

 

Whenever the NBFC defaults or falls under the clutches of severe liquidity stress, the shock can percolate quickly 

in the financial system. The investors withdraw from lending not only to the defaulting NBFC but also to the whole 

sector, causing credit tightening all across. This can raise other NBFCs' borrowing cost and even influence banks 

with exposure to them through lending linkages. Financial deterioration will result from the contagion spreading to 

the bond, equities, and mutual fund markets. 

The classic case in point here is the 2018 IL&FS default, which kind of triggered a liquidity freeze across India’s 

financial system. When IL&FS defaulted on its debt, confidence sort of just vanished, affecting a whole bunch of 

lenders and investors, and exposing some serious weaknesses that had been building up in the NBFC sector for a 

while. The crisis really showed how NBFCs are deeply connected with other branches of the financial markets and 

institutions; and how easily, maybe too easily, they can end up creating systemic risk when things go wrong. 

 

Equity markets like the Bombay Stock Exchange (BSE) and the National Stock Exchange (NSE) are where shares 

of companies are traded, sure, but they also reflect how investors are feeling—whether they’re optimistic, nervous, 

or just reacting to the latest news.These markets aren’t just about cold numbers. They are constantly moving with 

every bit of information that comes out, whether it’s about company performance, the economy in general, or just 

something that might seem risky. Sometimes the reaction makes sense, and other times, maybe not so much—but 

either way, the movement is there. 

NBFC news—such as credit down gradation, default news, or liquidity situation—has the ability to make equity 

markets highly sensitive. Bad news prompts investors to withdraw funds from NBFC shares and even bank shares 

with lending or investment exposure to defaulting NBFCs. This reaction typically results in: 
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● Decline in the share prices of NBFC and allied sectors, expressing the fear and uncertainty of 

investors. 

 

● Market capitalization loss, when share prices drop sharply because of perceived risk. 

 

● Increased volatility in financial benchmarks, as sudden selling pressure and volatile sentiment lead 

to extreme price action. 

 

Equity markets are also a lead indicator for overall financial distress, alerting us to a weakening investor sentiment. 

Ongoing losses in NBFC stocks could be a precursor to trouble in the economy that could spread over into other 

domains, resulting in more widespread market corrections or economic deceleration. 

Bonds are instruments of debt where investors provide finance to issuers—firms, governments, or NBFCs—in 

terms of payment of interest at regular intervals and repayment of the principal at maturity. Issuance of bonds is a 

major source of funding for NBFCs as they are not able to tap the low-cost deposits of banks. 

As soon as markets start suspecting that an NBFC may not be able to meet its bond obligations, investor confidence 

crumbles instantly. It results in: 

● Credit downgrades, which increase the cost and complexity of raising new funds for NBFCs. 

 

● Higher borrowing costs, as yields on bonds by NBFCs rise to compensate for higher risk. 

 

● Mark-to-market losses by institutions such as pension funds and mutual funds holding NBFC bonds 

and affecting the value of the investor portfolio. 

 

● Tightening in liquidity conditions in the broad debt markets, as risk aversion impacts the entire 

NBFC space. 

 

 

For instance, while the IL&FS crisis was unfolding, various mutual funds unwound or reduced their exposure to 

debt of NBFCs very rapidly. The contagious withdrawal induced market stress leading to systemic liquidity 

shortfalls in the overall financial system. 

NBFCs, equity markets, and bond markets are interconnected in a financially highly integrated world: 

● NBFCs mobilize funds by raising funds in the form of bonds from institutional and retail investors. 

 

● Equity markets respond to the financial health and creditworthiness of NBFCs. Bad news can cause 

sharp falls in share prices, destroying market value. 

 

● Bond markets finance NBFCs, and mutual funds and institutional investors have debt and equity 

securities of them on their books. 
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When stress occurs in one corner of such an institution—like an NBFC not raising funds by selling bonds—it is 

immediately transmitted to other segments: 

● Bond prices decline due to panic selling, leading to higher yields and cost of borrowing. 

 

● Stock prices decline when investors lose faith in financial stability. 

 

 

● Liquidity disappears in markets, leading to full-blown financial distress. 

 

 

Such interconnectivity raises system risk, particularly in case a number of NBFCs possess similar funding patterns 

and exposure profiles. Distress in even a single large NBFC can have the capacity to send shockwaves throughout 

the financial system, reinforcing the necessity for close monitoring and regulation. 

Policymakers employ different tools and models to find, measure, and manage systemic risk emanating from the 

NBFC sector. Some of the noteworthy methods are: 

Credit Spread Analysis 

Monitoring the spread between government bond and NBFC bond yields measures how much the market perceives 

NBFC credit risk. Higher spread shows higher concern. 

Market Insights and Continuous Surveillance 

Continuous observation of bond rates, mutual fund NAVs, and NBFC share prices might potentially be a sign of 

impending financial strain or declining investor confidence. 

Stress Testing for Liquidity 

Analysis of extreme but reasonable scenarios—i.e., unexpected redemptions of bonds or wide-scale withdrawal of 

investors—allows probing how good NBFCs and the financial system are under strain. 

Contagion and Network Mapping 

Regulators may also identify the avenues through which risks may pass from one NBFC to other financial institutions, 

such as banks, mutual funds, and insurance companies, using financial network analysis. 

Regulatory Disclosure Requirements 

The obligation on the part of NBFCs to make periodic disclosures about asset quality, leverage, bond obligations, 

and capital positions enhances transparency and facilitates intervention in time. 

 

 

http://www.ijnrd.org/


© 2025 IJNRD | Volume 10, Issue 8 August 2025 | ISSN: 2456-4184 | IJNRD.ORG 

IJNRD2508080 International Journal of Novel Research and Development (www.ijnrd.org) 
 

 

a523 

Views Based on Each Method of Analysis 

Both instruments give policymakers unique and complementary information about the risks posed by NBFCs and 

possible spillovers to the overall financial system. Knowledge of how each instrument is unique and what it 

complements allows regulators to formulate effective, targeted interventions. 

Credit Spreads 

Credit spread analysis captures how the market is perceiving the creditworthiness of NBFCs in the here-and-now. 

Narrow spread indicates confidence and firm risk perception, and a widening spread is indicative of investors 

thinking that NBFCs are riskier. For example, following the IL&FS default in 2018, credit spreads on the majority 

of bonds issued by NBFCs widened considerably, an indication of growing fear of defaults and paucity of liquidity 

in the sector. Policymakers monitor such spreads as leading indicators to detect stress prior to it turning into a crisis. 

Market Surveillance 

Continuous monitoring of NBFC share prices, mutual fund NAVs, and bond yields allows regulators to spot sudden 

shifts in market mood. Sudden declines in NBFC share prices can warn about apprehensions among investors over 

the quality of assets, corporate governance, or defaults. In the same way, wild oscillations in bond yields reflect 

how expensive it has now become for NBFCs to access funds. Trading volume and volatility surges are also 

monitored by market surveillance mechanisms and are vital information for real-time tracking of risks to financial 

stability. 

Stress Testing 

Stress testing examines the behavior of NBFCs and the overall financial system under hypothetical but extreme 

negative conditions, e.g., a sudden increase in interest rates, a defaults wave, or a steep decline in asset prices. Stress 

testing, as opposed to historic assessment, examines theoretical shocks in order to detect vulnerabilities that could 

be concealed under normal conditions. For example, stress tests could examine how different NBFCs would 

perform in enormous withdrawal of mutual fund units or bond market disruption. The results enable policymakers 

to gauge the resilience of the financial system and identify institutions that could pose systemic risks. 

Network Mapping 

Financial network mapping employs data modeling as well as analysis to monitor the connections between NBFCs 

and other financial intermediaries like banks, insurance companies, and mutual funds. It identifies the players that 

are most heavily connected and hence "too connected to fail." Visualizing these linkages allows policymakers to 

see potential channels of contagion—for example, how liquidity stress in a given large NBFC would propagate 

through mutual funds that hold NBFC bonds, to banks that are exposed to the NBFC and the mutual funds. Network 

analysis makes it possible for the regulatory effort to target the most significant nodes in the financial system. 

Disclosure Obligations 

Disclosure requirements of the regulator are meant to ensure transparency by making NBFCs share detailed 

information about their financial position. This includes things like asset quality, loan exposures, leverage levels, 

bond commitments, and liquidity status. When done properly, such disclosure helps regulators and market 

participants get a clearer idea of the actual risk an NBFC carries, so they can make more informed decisions. Clear 

and consistent reporting also pushes market discipline, since investors and stakeholders can spot and respond to 

potential risks in time. But when disclosures aren’t adequate, they tend to cover up early warning signs. That’s 

actually what happened in many NBFC failures—risks were kept hidden until it was honestly just too late. 
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Integrating the Results 

 The combination of these methods forms an integrated risk assessment. For instance: An increase in credit spreads 

and declining NBFC share prices and mutual fund redemptions reflect increasing market anxiety. The findings of 

stress tests validating weaknesses call for forward-looking actions, including short-term liquidity injections or 

enhanced supervision. Network analysis with high interconnectivity among troubled NBFCs and public banks could 

invoke capital buffer requirements for systemically impacted institutions. Lastly, the multi-layered mechanism 

allows for anticipatory policymaking since the shocks in the NBFC sector will be contained before they develop 

into a full-blown financial crisis. 

 

New-Generation Fintech Lenders and Why They Must Have Smart Rules Before They Get Too Big to 

Manage 

Just about a decade ago, if someone needed a loan, they’d most likely head to a bank branch, deal with piles of 

paperwork, and then wait—sometimes for weeks—just to get a response. But now, things have changed a lot. With 

smartphones and smart algorithms, modern fintech lenders can approve a loan in just minutes—or even seconds—

without a single human looking at the file. They go through everything from your credit history to your online 

activity, and all of it happens behind the scenes. The whole process, through an app, feels surprisingly smooth—

almost too easy, honestly. 

But there is a downside. While fintech lenders have introduced convenience and access to finance for millions, 

they've also created blind spots for financial regulation. Unchecked, some of these new lenders can become so 

big—and so connected to other areas of finance—that they become virtually untraceable. If one of them experiences 

a shock, the effects ripple out everywhere: in banks, in mutual funds, even in stock markets.  

Current fintech lenders are not necessarily regulated in the same manner as ordinary banks. Various nations 

approach them differently: 

India launched the Digital Lending Guidelines in 2022. The Reserve Bank of India (RBI) intervened after there 

were innumerable horror stories about abusive loan recovery calls, astronomical interest rates, and misuse of 

individuals' private information. According to these rules: 

● All charges and fees have to be disclosed upfront—no surprise bills. 

● Lenders can't simply increase your credit limit without your approval. 

● Bypassing dishonest third-party wallets, loan funds must move straight between the borrower and 

the regulated lender. 

● Businesses must protect privacy and collect only the data they truly need. 

 

Within the European Union, there is the Digital Finance Package that regulates how digital financial services—

such as fintech lenders—are supposed to work. It tries to secure consumers while stimulating innovation. Part of 

this is establishing safe digital identities and data security. 

Within the United States, it's more patchwork in nature: 

● Federal statutes such as the Truth in Lending Act (TILA) mandate disclosure of loan terms. 

The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB) oversees fintechs to ensure they're not 

discriminating against borrowers. 
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● But fintechs must also figure out a maze of state laws, which wildly differ. (CFPB, 2021) 

At the international level, organizations such as the Financial Stability Board (FSB) and the Bank for 

International Settlements (BIS) continue to urge regulators not to overlook fintech lenders, cautioning 

that they could become the next "shadow banking" menace if unregulated. 

Rules come with both protection and friction. On the one hand, they help keep consumers safer because lenders are 

supposed to be transparent, honest, and less predatory. Financial stability gets better too, since regulators can catch 

risks earlier and step in before things go too far. Trust in digital finance also improves when people feel like the 

system isn’t, you know, completely rigged. But then there’s the other side. Fintechs often have to deal with higher 

costs since hiring compliance staff and setting up proper systems isn’t cheap. Innovation slows down too, because 

launching anything new means waiting for approvals and going through legal checks. Access to credit also takes a 

hit; people with lower incomes or weaker credit might be left out because fintechs just don’t want the regulatory 

hassle. And with different countries having their own overlapping rules, expanding globally becomes, honestly, a 

bit of a headache. 

Therefore, although regulation is important, it needs to be well crafted so as not to strangulate the same innovation 

that makes fintech unique. 

Here's the kicker: fintech firms sometimes deliberately shun regulation. Why? 

● Speed is their mojo. Regulations are the opposite. For fintechs racing to be first in a fiercely 

competitive market, speed is everything. 

● Compliance costs money. Hiring lawyers, filing reports, and navigating audits cuts into thin 

margins—particularly for start-ups. 

 

● Regulatory arbitrage is enticing. Certain fintechs opt to operate out of nations with less stringent 

laws, allowing them to provide riskier loans or charge higher fees. 

 

And amazingly, borrowers tend not to demand regulation either. Numerous people simply desire quick loans, less 

documentation, and convenience—even at the cost of greater risks or expenses. Particularly in developing 

economies, online loans can come across as a lifeline to small businesses or financially strapped families. 

If fintech lenders are kept beyond the regulatory purview, some risks lie in wait: 

● Hidden debt booms: Large amounts of credit can quietly build up without regulators really noticing. 

And by the time a crisis shows up, it’s often too late to step in or fix things quickly. 

 

● Financial contagion: Many fintechs are backed by banks or sell their loan books to big investors. 

So if one of them fails, the impact doesn’t stay limited, it can easily spread into the traditional financial 

system. 

● Data catastrophes: Fintechs manage sensitive private information. When their networks are 

compromised or hacked, millions of consumers could be affected. 
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● Digital runs on the bank: In the time it takes for apps and online banking, panic can spread within 

seconds, and fintechs can lose funding overnight. 

There was a real-life warning in China's P2P lending crisis in about 2018. Thousands of online lending institutions 

failed, leaving investors and borrowers high and dry, fomenting social unrest.  

But Regulating Too Hard Has Its Own Risks 

Too much regulation is a double-edged sword. Crack down too hard and it might: 

● Stifle innovation. Fintechs thrive on new ideas. Excessive rules can strangle experimentation. 

 

● Shut out the underserved. Regulations tend to build barriers that push lenders to lend only to "safe" 

borrowers, excluding individuals who truly need credit. 

 

● Drive fintech underground. Excessive rules can send digital lending to grey markets, making it even 

more difficult to monitor. 

 

● Cause global headaches. Different rules in different regions make it expensive for fintechs to go 

abroad. 

 

Thus, regulators need to find a middle ground that safeguards consumers and markets without extinguishing 

fintech's spark. 

Here's how regulators could do it right: 

● Proportional Regulation: Don’t treat a tiny fintech startup the same way as a giant financial 

institution. Rules should grow stricter as fintechs get bigger and more systemically important. 

 

● Regulatory Sandboxes: Let fintechs test new products under regulator supervision. This fosters 

innovation while keeping consumers safe. 

 

● Standardized Data Reporting: Require fintechs to publish standardized figures on loan books, 

default rates, and funding sources, so regulators can spot brewing problems. 

 

 

● Cross-Border Coordination: Agencies must collaborate to prevent a patchwork of regulations that 

thwarts fintech development. 

 

● Enable Financial Literacy: Educate consumers so they know the risks associated with quick digital 

loans and are aware of their rights. 

 

 

● Establish Digital Identity Systems: Secure, privacy-protecting digital identities make compliance 

easier and lower fraud. 

 

● Enable RegTech: Regulators must encourage technologies that enable fintechs to automate 

compliance, which lowers costs and makes processes smoother. 

http://www.ijnrd.org/


© 2025 IJNRD | Volume 10, Issue 8 August 2025 | ISSN: 2456-4184 | IJNRD.ORG 

IJNRD2508080 International Journal of Novel Research and Development (www.ijnrd.org) 
 

 

a527 

 

Short answer: Regulation must be adaptable, technologically adept, and responsive—much like fintechs 

themselves.  

Tailor-made stress tests for shadow banks will likely forecast crises. 

In finance, crises never have a warning. They build up slowly over time before erupting with a disruptive power. 

Shadow banking institutions, which carry on bank-like business but without full regulatory protection, typically 

play leading roles in such crises. As the global financial system becomes more complex and interconnected, the 

ability to foresee potential crises before they arise is crucial to ensuring economic stability. 

The traditional tools used to predict financial distress, as useful as they are, have inherent limitations, especially for 

shadow banks. Stress tests targeted at shadow banks offer a fresh approach, offering policymakers more guidance 

to detect root weaknesses. 

New Methods of Financial Crisis Prediction 

Governments and central banks utilize a number of common procedures to predict financial trouble: 

● Macroprudential Indicators: These are indicators that gauge the overall stability of the financial 

system. They include credit-to-GDP imbalances, leverage ratios, and asset price dynamics. It is hoped to 

identify imbalances early enough to allow for effective intervention. 

 

● Market-Based Indicators: Markets convey signals through credit spreads, volatility indexes (such 

as the VIX), and abrupt asset price fluctuations. Risk premium increases typically serve as indicators of 

investor fear. 

 

● Early Warning Systems (EWS): Statistical models, usually in the form of logistic regressions or 

machine learning algorithms, determine sets of variables that previously caused crises. Regular publications 

by institutions such as the BIS and IMF report related evaluations for EWS. 

 

● Scenario Analysis and Conventional Stress Tests: Regulators design hypothetical adverse 

scenarios, such as sharp interest rate increases or deep economic recessions, to evaluate the capital resilience 

of banks. If the capital buffers appear sufficient, they have declared the system safe. 

 

Such instruments have been the focal point of monetary surveillance for decades. 

The Flaws of Traditional Forecasting Techniques 

Although they are useful, these instruments have significant shortcomings, especially in the shadow banking 

context: 

● Insufficiency of Macroprudential Indicators: Such measurements frequently emphasize broader 

economic or banking frameworks, overlooking specific vulnerabilities that may exist within the intricate 

architectures of shadow banking entities. 
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● Market-Based Indicators React Too Late: While markets will indicate distress, in most cases, 

they will only do so after risks have developed. For example, credit spreads were calm before the 2008 

crisis, even with progressively accelerating accumulations of subprime exposure. 

 

● Early Warning Systems Grapple with Emerging Risks: EWS models rely on historical 

information to design predictors. But shadow banking is forever changing with the innovation of new 

products and structures. Historical data might not be a valid early warning of future shocks. 

 

● Historical Stress Tests Mainly Aim at Balance Sheets of Financial Institutions: Historical stress 

tests mainly target balance sheets of financial institutions. Shadow banking institutions usually employ 

short-term wholesale funding and advanced off-balance-sheet vehicles, which could be ignored by these 

models. 

 

A case in point is the 2007-2008 financial crisis. Before it happened, many institutions were subject to regulatory 

stress tests. Nevertheless, the crisis erupted in the so-called "shadow banking system," which is a mix of investment 

banks, money market funds, structured investment vehicles (SIVs), and mortgage-backed securities. None of them 

were stress-tested effectively. The crisis ended up costing the world economy trillions of dollars.  

How Do Forecasting Errors Add Up to Blind Spots 

The internal limitations of these tools tend to support one another, thereby generating systemic oversights: 

● Macroprudential indicators frequently miss specific vulnerabilities. 

● Market signals come too late, once the risks have been built up. 

 

● Early warning systems are retrospective, and they can't predict emergent risks. 

 

● Traditional stress tests do not capture key aspects of shadow banking. 

 

Collectively, these loopholes provide a window of opportunity for shadow banks to grow big and vulnerable without 

being noticed. Regulators act with incomplete visibility, presuming systemic well-being as risks accumulate in 

unsuspected places. 

Shadow banks are not subject to full banking regulation. They: 

● Participate in maturity transformation, short-term borrowing and long-term lending, with no access 

to central bank crisis liquidity. 

 

● Utilize complex off-balance-sheet structures to conceal debt. 

 

● Rely heavily on wholesale funding markets that can vanish overnight. 

 

● Are linked closely to banking institutions and capital markets, establishing conduits for potential 

contagion. 
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Consider the example of Archegos Capital Management, whose meltdown in 2021 cost global financial institutions 

heavily in a record $10 billion loss. Archegos employed total return swaps, a technique associated with shadow 

banking, to assume highly leveraged positions without open disclosure. Regulators and counterparties did not 

appreciate the full extent of the risks until they were too late (BIS, 2022). 

Likewise, India's IL&FS failure in 2018 demonstrated how a non-banking financial company (NBFC) constructed 

a precarious edifice financed mostly with short-term borrowing. Its default created liquidity problems in Indian 

markets, especially for mutual funds holding large amounts of NBFC debt (RBI, 2019). 

Individualized Stress Assessments: A New Discipline 

Given these issues, regulators are exploring bespoke stress tests for shadow banks. In contrast to normal stress tests, 

these would consider the special risks and complexities of shadow banking institutions. 

The key elements of person-centered stress assessments may involve: 

● Entity-Level Stress Testing: These tests would examine the balance sheets of major shadow banks, 

including hedge funds, NBFCs, and asset managers, instead of just the large banks. 

 

● Network Analysis: These examinations would trace the link between the shadow banks and the 

overall financial system. Sophisticated network models may be able to replicate the process by which stress 

at one institution propagates through funding markets, asset sales, or derivative exposures. 

 

● Liquidity Simulations: Since shadow banking entities are prone to surprise funding shocks, new 

tests would conduct simulations like huge withdrawals from money market funds or margin calls on 

leveraged funds to check if there would be shortages of liquidity. 

 

● Targeted Shock Scenarios: Regulators would not employ blanket macroeconomic recessions but 

rather design shocks that correspond to the individual business models of shadow banks. These could be the 

sudden fall in collateral price, rise in repo haircuts, or vanishing demand for commercial paper. 

 

● Data Integration: Tailored tests would include wide-ranging and sensitive data gathered from third-

party companies. This includes regulatory approval to gather proprietary risk data, a politically and sensitive 

undertaking. 

 

Possible Obstacles and Risks 

Implementing tailor-made stress tests presents several challenges: 

● Lack of Data: Non-bank financial intermediaries tend to be reluctant to disclose confidential data. 

Regulators may not have statutory powers to compel reporting, particularly in cross-border cases. 

 

● Model Complexity: Network simulations and liquidity models are based on complex analytical 

techniques and assumptions. Even small mistakes lead to flawed conclusions. 

 

● Market Reactions: Public disclosure of stress test results can scare markets if investors perceive 

certain shadow banks as unsafe, thereby causing the same crises that the tests are intended to prevent. 
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● Scope of Regulation: Shadow banking institutions engage in a wide spectrum of activities, such as 

securities lending and provision of private credit. The establishment of standardized stress tests for all may 

be impractical. 

Despite these issues, the price of not innovating is much higher. Non-bank financial intermediation now holds 

nearly half of all of the world's financial assets, claims the Financial Stability Board. To turn a blind eye to this part 

of the market is now unthinkable. 

Major Problem Statement 

The fundamental issue that is examined in this research paper is the emerging systemic risk from financial actors 

that operate outside of traditional banking channels such as, Non-Banking Financial Companies (NBFCs), shadow 

banks, and new generation fintech lenders. While these actors have introduced innovation, significant access to the 

financial markets and enhanced efficiency into the market, they nonetheless operate, at least partially, outside of a 

formal regulatory and supervisory architecture. This lack of effective, robust oversight creates gaps in our oversight 

and supervision paradigm allowing risks and vulnerabilities to build up in silence, which in turn creates a risk of 

sudden market volatility and/or dislocation existing through interconnected financial systems. Historical monetary 

policy and regulatory tools, including stress tests, have major limitations in recognizing the unique risk dynamics 

and risk associations of non-banking actors. The research will investigate to what extent regulatory regimes, market 

monitoring and bespoke analytics can be developed to recognize, measure, and mitigate the systemic risks posed 

by non-bank actors without harming financial innovation. 

 

Solutions 

To really deal with the risks posed by non-bank financial players—while still keeping space for innovation and financial 

inclusion—it’s not about just more rules, but smarter ones. A few things could actually help: 

● Tailored stress testing: Generic tests don’t always cut it. Each institution works differently, so it makes sense 

to have stress tests that reflect their specific realities. Like, if there’s a sudden liquidity crunch or people start pulling 

out their money, the test should show what could actually happen. That’s how you really understand the risk. 

● Better regulatory oversight: Big NBFCs and fintech lenders need to be brought under stronger, but still 

reasonable, regulation. It shouldn't be one-size-fits-all. The idea isn’t to stop them, but to make sure they’re not 

creating hidden risks while growing fast. 

● More honest disclosure norms: It’s simple—if NBFCs report more often, and in more detail, especially on 

things like asset quality or how much debt they’re carrying, then both regulators and the market get a clearer view. 

The earlier the warning signs are seen, the better. 

● Financial network mapping: Nowadays, everything is interconnected. Banks, mutual funds, and NBFCs are 

all connected in some way. Others might fall if one does. By mapping these connections, one can identify potential 

risk areas before they materialize. 

● Balanced regulations for fintechs: They require room to experiment without going overboard. A regulatory 

sandbox gives them that room—to experiment while still sticking to some basic safety standards. That way, innovation 

continues, but doesn’t spin out of control. 

● Tracking credit spreads: Watching the gap between government bond yields and those of NBFCs or corporate 

bonds can say a lot. If that gap suddenly grows, it usually means the market’s getting nervous. It’s a small but powerful 

signal that things might be heading in the wrong direction. 
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Conclusion 

As financial systems become more and more interconnected, the role of NBFCs and other non-bank players in spreading 

systemic risk really can’t be ignored. Sure, they’ve helped boost economic growth and improved access to finance—but those 

gains come with structural gaps and regulatory blind spots that are still very real. The IL&FS crisis was a sharp reminder of 

that, making it clear that stronger oversight, better stress testing, and transparent disclosures aren’t optional anymore—they’re 

necessary. 

This paper argues that the way forward has to be proactive, data-driven, and, above all, flexible. A rigid, outdated regulatory 

approach just won’t cut it. If we want to protect financial stability and let innovation keep moving, regulators will have to 

walk a fine line. In the end, the goal is to let the non-banking financial sector grow and evolve—without putting the larger 

economy or market confidence at risk. 
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