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Today’s global payments landscape is experiencing innovation at a tremendous pace driven by the 
interest in faster payments conducted across borders. As the industry undergoes more changes, 
companies are seeking financing solutions to navigate the global marketplace, while mitigating risks.

It is vital that CFOs and Corporate Treasurers have the most current information as their organization 
conducts global transactions securely and efficiently amid this dynamic environment. To meet this 
need, MUFG Union Bank, N.A. is pleased to sponsor our sixth AFP Payments Guide: The Advent of 
New Cross-Border Payments Systems.

As the industry continues to evolve and companies transact business in new markets, cross-border 
payments can often be a pain point for the corporate treasury team. This AFP Payments Guide for 
financial professionals provides information on the latest trends in global payment processes and 
technologies as well as outlines important questions to ask about your business.

We invite you to refer to this guide when discussing cross-border payment developments and 
options aligned with your company’s business strategies. MUFG Union Bank is pleased to support 
the AFP in providing educational resources to financial professionals and is proud to sponsor its 
Pinnacle Awards that recognize innovation in treasury and finance.

Best regards,

Ranjana B. Clark
Chief Transformation Officer
Head of Transaction Banking Americas and Bay Area President
MUFG Union Bank, N.A.
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1
INTRODUCTION
Cross-border payments are often burdensome for corporate treasury. The main pain 
points include slow speed, high cost, uncertainty and potential for lost remittance 
information. Cross-border payments can also get held up for various reasons, and 
sometimes the correct amount may not arrive due to hidden fees. This is largely 
due to the fact that payments often need to flow through multiple banks, where the 
added steps in the process can lead to errors or illicit activity.

But now that arduous process may be changing. Multiple solutions have emerged 
to make cross-border transactions easier and faster. The most important question for 
corporate treasurers now is, which one will best suit their needs? In this latest AFP 
Payments Guide, underwritten by MUFG Union Bank, we will take an in-depth look at 
some of the most prominent systems, and help you determine if you should consider 
shaking up the way you pay internationally.
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TO EXCEL OR 
NOT TO EXCEL

Cross-border payments occur 
primarily through the correspondent 
banking model, in which banks set 
up accounts with selected counter-
party banks to facilitate payments. 
The process begins with a corporate 
sending a payment from its own 
bank and payment system to a 
correspondent bank. If this bank 
is not the bank used by the payee, 
the payment goes to a second cor-
respondent bank that converts the 
payment to the local currency and 
sends it to the payee’s bank via 
that nation’s payment system.

The most obvious issue is the 
time delay; the payment often has 
to flow through multiple channels. 
And if one link in the correspondent 
bank food chain has an issue, such 
as local regulatory requirements, 
the payment may be further de-
layed, or returned and not reach its 
destination at all if not addressed. 
Thus there remains a lot of uncer-
tainty over when a payment will 
arrive using this current model. 
Even if the standard two to four-
day settlement period is accept-
able to both payer and payee, that 
doesn’t mean that it can’t actually 
take longer.

2 INEFFICIENCIES IN 
THE CORRESPONDENT 
BANKING MODEL
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“When you look at 
the correspondent 
banking model, 
there was really a 
recognition that we 
needed to provide 
another level of 
transparency. It’s 
no longer accept-
able today to have a 
situation where you 
send a payment and 
it goes off into the 
ether. We needed to 
provide a greater de-
gree of transparency 
and real time, end-
to-end tracking.”

“

The high cost is another common problem in the correspondent 
banking model. The cost of sending international payments can be 
substantial; there are typically transaction fees at both the payer’s 
and payee’s banks, as well as fees at each of the correspondent banks 
and a fee for currency conversion. These fees can vary considerably, 
depending on banking relationships. Small and medium-sized busi-
nesses (SMBs) have been hit particularly hard be these costs; 2016 
research by cross-border payments provider Covercy found that UK 
SMBs that make 20 $13,000 cross-border transactions a month pay 
over $2,700 a month in fees, on average. 

These fees can in turn create other problems for companies. 
Oftentimes, additional “hidden” fees may result in a different amount 
being credited to a payee. That means that the payer will have to 
send a second payment to make up for the shortfall on the first one, 
and will be responsible for any fees that go along with that payment.

Of course, there are also other regulatory issues that go along with 
the correspondent banking model. As noted in a 2015 report on corre-
spondent banking by Aite Group, banks are struggling with compiling 
know-your-customer (KYC) information. KYC is incredibly important 
in this process because correspondent banking can easily lend itself 
to money laundering and terrorist financing. Thus it is imperative that 
banks vet their customers. 

KYC is also a common problem for corporate treasury professionals; 
oftentimes, banks are so desperate to make sure they have all their 
bases covered that they’ll ask corporate for information that the 
regulators don’t actually require for them. That leads to corporates 
compiling a plethora of private information just to ensure that trans-
actions can be completed.

Lastly, given that there are so many links in the correspondent 
banking chain, transactions open themselves up to fraud. Banks 
typically have stronger protections than corporates when it comes to 
cybercrime, but as the 2016 Bangladesh Bank incident revealed, bank 
systems are not infallible.

Changing Attitudes
Though the correspondent banking model has remained relatively 

unchanged for years, the attitudes of both corporates and consumers 
toward international payments appear to be shifting. As noted in a 
2016 McKinsey report, customer expectations for faster or real-time 
payments have been steadily increasing. Moreover, the report warned 
that “digital innovators” have been attracting customers with new 
solutions that have the potential to cut banks out of their correspon-
dent banking relationships and loosen their ties with customers.

Given the inefficiencies in the current system, it is no wonder why 
new cross-border payments services have been emerging, each with 
their own special features. While it’s far too early to tell which one(s) 
will outshine the others, it’s never a bad idea to see what they each 
have to offer corporate treasury.
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Given the increased competition and the fact that more than 10,000 fi-
nancial institutions in over 200 countries use the SWIFT network to send 
and receive information on transactions, it was no surprise when SWIFT 
decided to throw its hat into the cross-border payments ring with its global 
payments innovation (gpi) service. 

Officially launched at the beginning of 2017, gpi is a high-speed payments 
service that offers same-day, end-to-end delivery of payments with full 
tracking and transparency. Running on existing payment rails, the service is 
currently offered by more than 180 banks. In major country corridors, such 
as U.S.-China, gpi already accounts for nearly 50 percent of payment traffic.

SWIFT’s gpi service allows corporate treasurers’ banks to provide them 
with faster, more transparent and traceable cross-border payments. A special 
tracking feature provides treasurers with a real-time, end-to-end view of their 
transactions, which includes confirmations when payments are credited to 
recipients’ accounts. Furthermore, gpi’s transparency ensures that remittance 
information is transferred unaltered to recipients—which will be music to the 
ears of many treasurers.

“When you look at the correspondent banking model, there was really a 
recognition that we needed to provide another level of transparency,” said 
Ryan Masters, executive director, strategic relationship manager for SWIFT. 
“It’s no longer acceptable today to have a situation where you send a pay-
ment and it goes off into the ether. We needed to provide a greater degree 
of transparency and real time, end-to-end tracking.”

3SWIFT gpi
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Masters added that the end 
customers—the corporates—are 
looking for an enhanced cus-
tomer experience. “The certainty 
of quickly sending and receiving 
funds, the easy ability to track 
payments, fee transparency and 
unaltered remittance data ensured 
by gpi all combine to significantly 
improve the cross-border payment 
experience for corporates—whether 
it’s for transaction management, 
liquidity management or manag-
ing their overall treasury, there is 
a requirement that we [enhance 
the experience] and bring this to 
market,” he said.

Half of gpi payments are com-
pleted and credited to end ben-
eficiaries’ accounts in less than 30 
minutes, and nearly 100 percent 
are same day. To date, more than 
35 million gpi payments have been 
processed.

Magnus Carlsson, AFP’s man-
ager of treasury and payments, is 
very optimistic about gpi’s pros-
pects, particularly because SWIFT 
developed the service by using and 
enhancing existing infrastructure. 
“SWIFT has addressed several of 
the pain points corporates have 
had with cross-border payments,” 
he said. “Changes to existing cor-
porate payments infrastructures 
should be very limited, if any. So 
hopefully, corporates won’t need 
to make any major investments to 
benefit from smoother cross-bor-
der payments.”

However, Carlsson cautioned 
that banks themselves could be 
the one thing that keeps this from 
being too much of a sweet deal for 
corporates as the service expands 
to more banks. “One thing to still 
keep an eye on is the cost banks 
are going to charge for the service,” 
he said.

Universal Adoption
If a victor in the cross-border 

payments race is determined 
purely by adoption rates, it is possi-
ble that gpi may have already won. 
In June, SWIFT announced that its 
entire community will universally 
adopt gpi by the end of 2020.

“We’re quickly moving towards 
universal adoption of gpi,” Masters 
said. “In November this year, every 
bank on the SWIFT network will be 
required to start relaying a unique 
end-to-end transaction reference 
so that the payment is fully track-
able along the chain. By end 2020, 
both gpi banks and non-gpi banks 
that are SWIFT members will be 
required to send a confirmation at 
the end of the payment as well.”

Unsurprisingly, ubiquity was 
always the goal for gpi since SWIFT 
first launched the service two years 
ago. “When you think about why 
we started gpi, we’re trying to bring 
greater transparency, speed, same-
day value and unaltered remittance 
information into the payment chain. 
Mandatory confirmations were the 
next critical step in order to achieve 
this,” Masters said. “And so by 
doing that, everybody—whether it’s 
the treasurers or the banks them-
selves—have another layer of visibil-
ity now built into the transaction.”

Corporate Interest
SWIFT is seeing substantial 

interest in gpi from a range of 
different corporates and is ex-
ploring ways to make the service 
even more accessible to treasury. 
“We’re currently running a pilot 
with 11 corporates, 12 cash man-
agement banks and some of the 
treasury vendors and have built an 
enhanced multibank standard that 
can be integrated into corporates’ 
treasury systems,” Masters said. 

“So with ERP and treasury systems 
on board, we are bringing the full 
value of gpi to the heart of the cor-
porate treasury operations.”

A variety of both SWIFT and 
non-SWIFT corporates are cur-
rently using the service today via 
portals offered by their banks that 
deliver the gpi tracking information 
to them. Corporates are also using 
gpi through SWIFTNet and host-
to-host connectivity. 

Asked what value gpi brings to 
corporate treasury professionals, 
Masters provided a few examples. 
“Payment certainty throughout 
the supply chain, efficient excep-
tion handling and reconciliation, 
reducing foreign exchange risk, and 
basically bringing transparency into 
your entire cash flow management 
process,” he said. “So at any point 
in time, not only can you see when 
funds are going to be received, you 
can see when a supplier has been 
paid. You shorten the cycle signifi-
cantly, you take any risk out and 
you see all those charges up front. 
So the degree of transparency and 
flexibility that you bake into the 
solution significantly changes the 
role for treasurers.”
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Another major player right now in the international payments space is Ripple. 
Ripple’s cross-border payments service sounds like an ideal solution for corporate 
payments because it streamlines the process of managing and settlement.

According to Ryan Gaylor, director of corporate payments at Ripple, his company 
is focused on the internet of value—being able to move value (funds) the same way 
that information moves around the world. He joked that, under the current corre-
spondent banking model, it would be faster to pay a vendor in another country by 
gathering up the cash, hopping on a plane, and hand delivering it to them.

But Ripple boasts transactions that happen in seconds. So why hasn’t there been 
a massive wave of corporate adoption yet?

Quite simply, it comes down to the banks. Ripple currently has over 100 financial 
institutions on its network, but there are tens of thousands of financial institutions 
out there. Now, gpi is only live at about 180 banks, but remember—banks the world 
over own SWIFT and use its messaging service. For a new player like Ripple to com-
pete, it’s going to take some time.

Additionally, Ripple isn’t running on traditional payment rails like gpi, it’s a whole 
new payment rail that relies on blockchain/distributed ledger technology. And while 
banks and corporates the world over may be captivated by blockchain, there are 
still very few who understand it and even fewer blockchain startups that have actu-
ally brought their products to market.

RIPPLE4
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Breaking Away from the Norm
Gaylor noted that in business, and particularly in treasury, “the way it’s 

always been” has driven decisions. “Some of the treasury teams we’ve 
talked to will say, ‘So payments take three days,’ or ‘We make a lot of pay-
ments with our banks and we have it down to a day.’ They’ll say that you 
just have to forecast it. And it’s kind of silly to just accept that. When you 
look at the net trend of payable terms being driven towards 60 and 90 
days in many cases—the cross-border payment aspect is a big part of that. 
Because it is expensive and time consuming, some companies will sit on 
cash and move large amounts vs. bringing the cash home immediately. This 
then has an impact on how supply chains and working capital are managed. 
Reducing the friction in cross-border payments creates flexibility in how 
corporates can optimize their supply chain and working capital,” he said.

He recounted a recent conversation with the treasury department of a 
very large produce company in Mexico that exports heavily to Japan. “We 
asked them, ‘How much are you having to sit on Japanese yen, and how 
often do you send it back?’ Well, they send it back about every 30 days. 
‘What if you could send it back every seven days. What would that do to 
your capital efficiency? What could you do to your supply chain? Could 
you find new growers and increase your supply because you can offer 
better terms on payments to them? So just things like that are things that 
need to be changed,” he said. 

Gaylor added that he’s worked with corporates that have banks ac-
counts in countries where they have no operations; they’re only there be-
cause they have to make payments to vendors. They need those accounts 
in those nations because they can’t reliably send a vendor payment. 

Moreover, hidden fees involved with cross-border payments can cause pay-
ments to fall short, meaning that treasury has to send a second wire. Doing so 
typically costs more than the amount of the shortfall. To remedy the problem, 
treasury departments will typically send a payment with a “sender pays” code 
that indicates that they will pay all fees associated with the payment to ensure 
the full invoice amount is received. The other option for treasury is to fund 
its own domestic account and then pay the vendor from that account where 
there is more certainty on the fee. “However, this has several negative implica-
tions, including sitting on excess cash in foreign accounts, as well as regula-
tory reporting burdens, such as FBAR,” Gaylor noted.

Addressing the Problem
The backbone to Ripple’s product suite is called xCurrent. It brings in 

elements of blockchain, supporting transactions between independent 
ledgers without a central clearing party through an Interledger Protocol 
(ILP). ILP is an open source technology that creates a way for two different 
ledgers to have a standard for connecting and creating settlement. This 
solves a common problem frequently cited by blockchain critics—if distrib-
uted ledgers can’t connect to one another, how can they transfer value?

“When you really look at other payment networks out there—that’s 
where we really go beyond messaging,” Gaylor said. “There’s a messaging 
component in xCurrent, but the settlement is the differentiator because 
when you have two banks in a simple transaction that are initiating a pay-
ment, they move that payment one leg at a time. So Bank A says, ‘Here’s 

“Some of the 
treasury teams 
we’ve talked to will 
say, ‘So payments 
take three days,’ or 
‘We make a lot of 
payments with our 
banks and we have 
it down to a day.’ 
They’ll say that 
you just have to 
forecast it. And it’s 
kind of silly to just 
accept that.”

“
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what I’m charging my customer,’ and sends the file on. 
And what you have on standard SWIFT today is an 
acknowledgment that says, ‘I received the file.’”

In contrast, Ripple creates a process where all the 
parties in the transaction get an immediate view into 
what the fees are, the AML/KYC compliance, etc. When 
it moves to settlement, the ILP ensures that all parties 
make the transactions. It also incorporates cryptogra-
phy to allow all parties to validate that the transaction is 
as expected as it was indicated on the messaging side.

“On a traditional payment rail, the reason why there 
is such a relatively high failure rate in cross-border pay-
ments is because the transaction is settled each leg at 
a time,” Gaylor said. “And what can happen is, it can go 
from the originating bank to the correspondent bank 
who gets it out of the country to the beneficiary bank, 
and the beneficiary bank can say, ‘I’ve got a different 
address for this company. Reject it.’ And it gets lost in 
the abyss.”

Added Gaylor: “So when you go back to the corpo-
rate dynamics of the impact—let’s say corporates have 
their payments down to one or two days. But they can’t 
count on one or two days. They have to account for 
that worst case scenario. So if they have payments that 
have taken five days because of discrepancies like that, 
then that’s what they have to account for.”   

Payments on RippleNet are also said to be highly 
secure, because there is no central clearing party. 
Using the ILP, Ripple is able to create what is referred 

to as atomic settlement, which means that the trans-
action happens on all sides, or not at all. Of course, 
there is always some risk to speeding up a payment, 
but Ripple insists that there are far more risks to not 
having this capability.

However, even though the payment may be in real 
time, AML/KYC typically is not. So if a bank doesn’t have 
an automated process in place to perform this function, 
it can slow down the capabilities of Ripple’s software. But 
even in those instances, payments aren’t slowed down for 
days; it’s minutes, or at the most, hours. 

Hype vs. Reality
Although we’ve heard quite a lot lately about various 

blockchain startups raising billions of dollars with-
out delivering live products, Ripple is determined to 
live up to the hype. “When we announced those 100 
institutions that joined RippleNet, that’s when we 
really turned the corner from proof-of-concept inno-
vation lab to production,” Gaylor said. “In the second 
half of last year, there were a lot of announcements 
from Skandinaviska Enskilda Banken (SEB) in terms of 
volume that they’d processed, meeting their corporate 
needs from Sweden to the United States. Santander 
has also been a phenomenal one; they’ve done every-
thing from supporting intrabank use cases to extending 
to consumer remittances to supporting SME accounts 
payable payments through their announced partner-
ship over RippleNet with American Express”.

Gaylor added that Amex turned to Ripple after 
traditional payment rails constantly causing shortfalls 
of payment amounts. Amex didn’t want to expose its 
customers to that, so it was constantly eating that cost. 
“They saw it as critical to build out that service on a 
better payment rail that addresses those shortcom-
ings,” he said.

Gaylor likens xCurrent—which uses fiat-to-fiat cross-
border payments rather than cryptocurrencies—to 
Netflix in its early days. “If you look at Netflix, when it first 
started out, it always had streaming as the vision—the 
more efficient way to deliver content to viewers,” he said. 
“But they couldn’t start that way. Bandwidth speeds 
didn’t support it, and there were regulatory issues around 
content. So with xCurrent, we’re taking those really good 
aspects of blockchain and putting them into a framework 
that banks can work with. Banks can’t, in most markets, 
adopt the use of digital assets because there’s not a 
regulatory framework. So xCurrent is the ‘discs.’ Like 
Netflix, we’re shipping out the discs today, but building 
the network, customer base and infrastructure to support 
digital assets tomorrow.”

“We’re taking those really good 
aspects of blockchain and 
putting them into a framework 
that banks can work with. 
Banks can’t, in most markets, 
adopt the use of digital 
assets because there’s not 
a regulatory framework.”

“
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5WIDE OPEN MARKET

SWIFT’s gpi service and RippleNet may be the most well-known solutions 
out there right now for cross-border payments, but they are far from the only 
players vying for their share of the market. 

One such service is nanopay, which transfers prefunded, 100 percent 
collateralized, digital cash in real time, with complete transparency and no 
intermediaries. Additionally, payments on nanopay include ISO 20022 meta-
data, straight-through processing and integrated AML and fraud detection. 

Like its competitors, nanopay was born out of the need to move past the 
antiquated correspondent banking model, which costs banks alone $180 billion 
in 2017, explained CEO Laurence Cooke. He noted that using correspondent 
banking, his company sent a payment from Toronto to New York and it took 
10 days to settle. “The worst part is, we couldn’t find out anything about it 
and neither could the receiving party,” he said. “Even when we went to the 
banks involved, they just didn’t know. Money disappeared into the ecosystem 
and eventually popped out the other side.”



10 AFP PAYMENTS GUIDE: The Advent of New Cross-Border Payments Systems

“The worst part is, we couldn’t find out 
anything about it and neither could the 
receiving party. Even when we went to 
the banks involved, they just didn’t know. 
Money disappeared into the ecosystem 
and eventually popped out the other side.”

“

Additionally, AML regulations 
have essentially shrunk the cor-
respondent banking network. 
“You could spend 10 years making 
money in Russia, and then get a 
fine for one dodgy transaction,” 
Cooke said. “So why bother? Banks 
just don’t need to take the risk 
of operating in dodgy jurisdic-
tions and would rather just work 
in places where they know there’s 
very limited AML risk.”

Cooke believes that gpi won’t 
solve the problems in the corre-
spondent banking model because 
even though the system runs on 
existing rails, implementation is 
still a lengthy undertaking for 
banks. “It’s a wholesale change,” he 
said. “And the irony is that every 
single bank in every single coun-
try is moving to ISO 20022, I can’t 
understand why SWIFT doesn’t 
just build an ISO 20022 interface 
instead of building something 
that’s separate. So now they have 
another standard which they’re 
going to try and overlay ISO 20022 
on top of.”

Likewise, Cooke also had some 
harsh words for Ripple in terms of 
its use of blockchain technology. 
“Let’s be honest; there’s been no 
really successful deployment of 
blockchain anywhere on the planet, 
with the exception of bitcoin,” 
he said. “The reason for that is, it 
doesn’t scale. Pretty much since 
9/11, there have been no platforms 
that run in a single instance, so 
there’s no single point of failure. 
Banks and countries have their 
infrastructure in multiple locations 
that are all being replicated in real 
time. So there’s no chance of being 
able to pull out one plug and ev-
erything falls apart anymore.”

Thus Cooke doesn’t believe that 
the argument for having so many 
nodes that it renders blockchain 
immutable is all that appealing. “It 
actually slows everything down,” 
he said.  

According to Cooke, nanopay 
can make domestic payments in 
1.3 milliseconds and cross-border 
payments at a slightly slower rate. 
“We can also do 30,000 transac-

tions per second on a single server, 
giving us scalability that is beyond 
any of the other platforms in place 
today,” he said. “And we’re not 
using a big IBM mainframe to do 
that; we’re using a $100,000 server. 
So from a technology point of view, 
we can massively outperform any 
of the blockchain solutions.”

Lastly, while many of the cross-
border solutions out there stress 
that intermediaries need to be 
eliminated, nanopay has gone the 
other way. “In our case, the inter-
mediary is the technology, and it is 
only the technology,” Cooke said. 
“We can ultimately prove that, be-
cause we can do an offline trans-
action. I would argue that a single 
technology intermediary is highly 
desirable, because it gives you 
that speed and scalability that you 
cannot achieve with blockchain.”

But while nanopay may be down 
on blockchain solutions for cross-
border payments, other major 
players are not. In late 2016, Visa 
introduced B2B Connect, a new 
platform for international B2B 
payments that was built on Chain’s 
blockchain technology. The system 
is designed for the transfer of high-
value international payments in 
near real-time.

Like its competitors, B2B 
Connect boasts simplified pay-
ments that go straight from the 
originating bank to the receiv-
ing bank, as well as transparency 
around costs and transaction de-
tails. Visa ran a pilot of the program 
in late 2017 and is planning an 
official rollout later this year.
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FACTORS TO CONSIDER
For corporate treasury departments that are desperate to rid themselves of correspondent banking 
for good, there are several questions they should ask as they weigh the different options available.

How many international payments do we make on average? 
Fees and time delays are never convenient, however, if the overall process is relatively efficient, ex-
ploring new options may not be necessary at this time.

Are you getting full transparency into your transactions? 
On the flipside of the coin, if you find that you are not getting detailed remittance information or are 
unable to track your (often high value) payments once they go out, then it may be time to upgrade 
your payment model.

How well does this new system integrate with your TMS or ERP? 
This is perhaps the most important question to ask. There are many service providers out there and 
if the service you’re considering doesn’t work with the software that you’re using for all of your other 
tasks, then you may want to move on to something that does, or wait until that service can offer you 
what you need.

How well do we know the countries where we are sending payments? 
Different countries have different requirements for their payments. Treasury practitioners should 
talk with their bank before sending payments into a new region to educate themselves on what may 
be required to complete a transaction. “Make sure you fill out all the fields those countries require,” 
Carlsson said. “If you miss even some obscure little detail that they require to process a payment, 
they’ll hold it. That creates an additional delay and potentially more fees.”

Which new cross-border platforms might you be able to use now? 
It’s a good idea to talk with your banking partners about which cross-border payments services they 
may be able to offer you, or may be adopting in the near future. And it’s also worth talking with your 
vendors to see if any of them are open to using one of those services for payment. Convincing all of 
your vendors to move to a service like gpi or Ripple may not be possible at this stage, but you might 
be able to sway some of them.

How well do you understand the technology? 
The recent rise in fintech companies has left corporate treasury professionals fascinated by technology 
like blockchain. But do you really understand the capabilities of these technologies, or are you simply 
relying on what a salesperson is telling you? Take some time to researching these new cross-border pay-
ments platforms and the technology behind them. That way you’ll know whether they’ll truly benefit you.
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CONCLUSION
The correspondent banking model is antiquated and prone to errors. 
That said, there are aspects of it that are effective, especially with the 
emergence of gpi that in some form addresses the most common pain 
points. If they weren’t, it wouldn’t have been in use this long. There is 
actually also an assurance that something doesn’t change. If it doesn’t 
change, you don’t have to go through the costly process of changing 
your internal systems. For corporate treasurers, correspondent banking 
is a hassle, particularly if you miss filling in some obscure information 
detail that delays the payment, but it’s also something they know very 
well. While you may want to move to a new solution for cross-border 
payments, it simply may not be high on your priority list at the moment.

And even if it is, there is much to consider when choosing a cross-bor-
der payments solution. Every company out there will tout their system 
as the best of the best, but right now, treasurers would likely be best 
served by being cautious. None of the current offerings are used by the 
majority of banks at the moment. How do you know the new solution 
will be in place for the long term, or change substantially? So while you 
might want to rid yourself of correspondent banking for good, it may be 
best to proceed with caution until a clear winner emerges.
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The correspondent banking 
model is antiquated and 
inefficient, often resulting 
in high costs, payments not 
being delivered on time and 
illicit activity.

Anti-money laundering (AML) 
regulations have essentially 
shrunk the correspondent 
banking network; many banks 
are simply not taking the risk of 
operating in certain jurisdictions.

Ripple’s cross-border payments 
service cuts out intermediaries, 
completes transactions in 
seconds, and relies on block-
chain technology that allows 
different ledgers to communicate 
with one another.

Attitudes toward international 
payments are changing. 
Expectations for faster or even 
real-time settlement have been 
increasing as new players have 
entered the market.

While corporates may want to 
rid themselves of correspondent 
banking, none of the new 
solutions out there have 
yet obtained mass adoption 
by banks.

Corporates who adopt gpi 
shouldn’t need to make major 
changes to their existing infrastruc-
ture. But as the service expands to 
more banks, corporates will need 
to keep a close eye on how much 
banks will charge for the service.

SWIFT’s global payments 
innovation (gpi) service runs 
on existing rails and offers 
corporates high-speed payments 
and extended remittance 
information that is transferred 
unaltered to recipients.KEY TAKEAWAYS
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