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• The COVID-19 pandemic is leading to a renewed focus on the 
concentration risks inherent in supply chains. Companies will likely 
accelerate trends that were already underway, shortening and simplifying 
supply chains. They may be compelled to go from just-in-time to just-in-
case strategies.  

• Anti-globalisation sentiment was already rising, as illustrated by the US-
China trade war. Increased attention to concentration risks in supply 
chains may mean less of a role for China, the world’s mega-trader. 
However, China’s central role in supply chains is so important that it is 
unlikely to be reduced rapidly. 

• The existing trend of lower-value-added manufacturing leaving China for 
other emerging markets or automated facilities in advanced economies 
may also accelerate.  

• Countries keen to participate in the Belt and Road initiative may continue 
to integrate with China, particularly in the Asia region. 
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COVID-19 – The catalyst  
Anti-globalisation sentiment was already on the rise 
The COVID-19 pandemic is likely to have multiple consequences for the global 
economy: the current collapse in economic activity, followed by a gradual 
recovery; a spike in public-sector debt burdens, with the risk of sovereign debt 
crises in some vulnerable markets; higher consumer savings rates across 
populations shaken by mass job losses; increased protectionism and nationalism; 
and more precautionary spending on health-care and social welfare systems. 
The likely accelerated consolidation of supply chains is another major impact, 
which we discuss in this report. 

The vulnerability of ‘just-in-time’ production processes around the world was 
illustrated by the shutdown in China’s Hubei province in February 2020. This 
vulnerability is now becoming a political issue as governments turn their attention to 
the shortcomings of their health-care systems, with insufficient medical supplies 
within easy reach. This drive for ‘health autarky’ could well spill over into other 
industries also deemed to be of national importance. We were already monitoring the 
trend of re-shoring or ‘near-shoring’ production due to automation or worries about 
supply-chain vulnerabilities. This process may now move much faster. 

EU countries, for example, have already been calling for greater “manufacturing 
sovereignty” at both the national and EU level. At the same time, the US 
administration has adopted an “America First” policy based on the view that trade is a 
zero sum game – implying that if others are benefiting, it must be at the expense of 
the US. The political resistance to globalisation has grown since the global financial 
crisis of 2008-09. Rising inequality, particularly in advanced economies, may have 
been driven more by technological change than more complex supply chains, but 
globalisation takes much of the blame in the political discourse. 

We had originally assumed that the US-China trade war would be on extended hold 
until the November 2020 presidential election, following the ‘phase one’ deal in 
December. Now, with tensions between the world’s two largest economies rising due 
to the COVID-19 situation, the long-term trend of deteriorating relations appears to 
have accelerated. Even before the pandemic, there was evidence that companies 
around the world were shifting, or aiming to shift, their production locations due to the 
US-China trade war.  

From just-in-time to just-in-case supply chains 
Whether rising protectionism or pure economics is to blame, concentration risk 
may now become the dominant focus. A supply chain that is dependent on a 
single source (even for one small part of a product) is vulnerable to paralysis 
when that source gets cut off. It takes 2,500 components to make a car but just 
one component to not make a car. Company boards will need to take 
concentration risks more seriously going forward. The result may be a shift in 
inventories away from highly efficient but vulnerable (just-in-time) to more capital-
intensive (just-in-case) processes.  

Any single-source reliance for the 
supply of key goods creates 

vulnerabilities in cases of 
shutdowns 

The fragility of global supply chains 
highlighted by the pandemic may 

accelerate efforts to reshore or 
near-shore production 
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COVID-19 – Geopolitical implications 
The politics of supply chains 
The pandemic is likely to accelerate pre-existing trends 
By definition, a pandemic is a global challenge that can only be addressed through global 
responses. This is just as true for the economic crisis now facing the world as it is for the 
health aspects of the crisis. COVID-19 is accentuating the pre-existing ambivalence 
towards globalisation at a time when multilateralism is needed more than ever to 
coordinate the response (medical, political and economic). It has also reignited nationalist 
instincts by highlighting dependencies on faraway supply chains for products now seen as 
key to national security, such as medical equipment and antibiotics. Many countries are 
now saying production of these goods should now be re-shored or near-shored.  

The crisis has also reinforced the need for companies to mitigate concentration risks as 
they realise that the shutdown of a single link in their supply chain (which may not even 
have been clearly identified previously) can lead to production paralysis. The pandemic 
has revealed the single-point dependencies of some supply chains: China’s Hubei 
province, where the outbreak began, is a major hub for the high-tech manufacturing, 
automotive, electronics and pharmaceutical industries. The US imports around half its 
personal protective equipment (medical masks, goggles and gloves) from China, 
according to an estimate from the Peterson Institute for International Economics).  300 
of the world’s top 500 companies have facilities in Hubei, according to figures from the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. Many companies do not have 
alternative production or procurement plans.  

Supply-chain politics is nothing new and has increased in recent years. Brexit is a 
case in point; the UK’s withdrawal from the EU has shown how dependent UK 
manufacturing is on continental Europe and the premise of seamless trade with the 
region (see Figure 1). In the post-COVID world, companies are likely to try to make 
their supply chains more resilient by creating ‘supply chain redundancy’ to reduce 
their reliance on single sources.  

Figure 1: UK supply chains have been built on the premise of frictionless trade in Europe 

Ex 1: Tracking a UK-made fuel injector  Ex 2: A UK driveline maker’s supply chain 

 
Source: FT, SMMT, KPMG, Standard Chartered Research 

The pandemic has revealed global 
supply chain vulnerabilities for 

products now seen as ‘strategic’ 

The mix of supply chains and 
politics is not new and has taken 

various forms in recent years; 
‘concentration risk’ in supply 

chains has also become a major 
issue 
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Pressure to rethink global value chains is increasing, whether due to economic 
contingency planning (supply-chain diversification and risk mitigation, reduction of 
concentration risk) or national political considerations. This accentuates an existing 
trend. In its April 2020 annual Reshoring Index, consulting firm Kearney cited a 
“dramatic reversal” of US manufacturer sourcing from Asia to domestic suppliers in 
2019, most likely driven by the US-China trade war. 

Many countries have started to rethink supply chains 
Reshoring (or ‘near-shoring’) was already well underway before the pandemic. A 
move towards regional – as opposed to global – value chains was already 
happening. Beyond geographic proximity, common strategic and political visions 
might also play a role in the way value chains are rebuilt.  

In the US, several bipartisan initiatives have been proposed by lawmakers. US Trade 
Representative Robert Lighthizer has spoken of “overdependence on other countries 
as a source of cheap medical products and supplies [that] has created a strategic 
vulnerability to our economy”. A recent bipartisan Senate bill calls for all 
pharmaceutical companies to report the volume of active ingredients they source 
from China to the Pentagon in order to assess the drug supply chain’s exposure to 
China. Industry experts have warned that any reshoring or alteration of these supply 
chains will be slow and costly, however.  

Some US tech companies have already started to move manufacturing out of China, 
while some carmakers said they were considering modifying their supply chains in the 
light of the US-China trade war. Reuters reported in May on a concerted government-
wide push by the Commerce Department, State Department and other agencies to look 
“for ways to push companies to move both sourcing and manufacturing out of China”. 
Citing current and former officials, Reuters reported that possible tax incentives and 
potential re-shoring subsidies were among the measures being considered.  

Japan announced in early April that it would spend up to USD 2bn to help its firms 
move production out of China, and USD 200mn for companies moving production to 
other countries. Prime Minister Abe said the pandemic “had clearly exposed grave 
vulnerabilities in the supply chain of Japanese companies”; the plan’s focus appears 
to be on high-value-added manufacturing. China is Japan’s largest trading partner. 
Some major Japanese car manufacturers suddenly halted production at their 
factories in Japan because of disrupted supply of parts from China.  

In Europe, similar discussions have unfolded. Early in the pandemic, when China 
shut down some of its ports, fears mounted that pharmaceutical ingredients would 
not reach Europe, prompting calls to redefine what constitutes “strategic products”. 

European Commission VP Vera Jourova said the crisis had highlighted the region’s 
heavy dependence on China and India in pharmaceuticals. She said the commission 
would reassess EU’s pharmaceutical supply chains and try to diversify them, with the 
aim of producing more locally and increasing sourcing from within the bloc. The plan 
will be put to the European Parliament and member states. Several EU countries have 
called for more “manufacturing sovereignty” at the national and EU level. In a February 
communiqué, the French National Pharmaceutical Academy estimated that the EU 
imports 80% of its active pharmaceutical ingredients, mostly from China and India. It 
called for “urgent reshoring” in order to control the supply chain for pharmaceutical 
ingredients, which it described as “a national and European strategic issue”. For 
generic medicines, an EU paper suggests that up to 90% come from India and China. 

Rethinking supply chains will likely 
involve geographical and political 

considerations  

The definition of ‘strategic 
products’ is changing and 

expanding 
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In a recent column, the chief economist of the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development said a combination of reshoring and increased automation (which 
would reduce labour costs) could lead to growth in manufacturing employment in 
newer EU member states, or even countries such as Belarus or Ukraine. 

In parallel with reassessing supply chains, European Commission Executive VP 
Margrethe Vestager (who also serves as EU competition chief) has said that rules on 
stake ownership in EU companies should be reviewed. The overhaul would focus on 
companies owned or backed by non-EU governments to address worries that their 
financial power gives them an unfair advantage over European competitors. This also 
follows a pre-existing trend. In December, Vestager welcomed a Dutch proposal that 
would allow EU regulators to intervene in deals where state-backed companies 
distort competition. The proposal also suggested that the European Commission has 
the authority to demand greater transparency in foreign companies’ accounts. EU 
regulators had already started to work on a framework that would give Brussels 
sweeping powers to counter unfair competition from state-backed enterprises. In late 
April, France announced that it was reducing the threshold for non-EU foreign 
holdings subject to restrictions from 25% to 10% until year-end; that followed an 
earlier ruling that had decreased the threshold from one-third. The definition of 
“strategic sectors” was widened to include biotech. 

Globalisation, the US and the WTO  
Since World War II, the US has been a key architect of globalisation, multilateralism 
and the ‘rules-based global order’. It has played a central role in defining and 
constructing the existing international economic order and its political institutions. US-
initiated trade agreements have been central examples of this. In the Trump era, the 
US has reversed course. Under his vision of global trade as a zero sum game, the 
president has rejected multilateral deals (trade or otherwise) under negotiation and 
has threatened to pull out of existing ones. 

This does not mean that globalisation has stopped, but rather that it could be 
reshaped. Within this, the EU is a key source of support for globalisation and the 
preservation of an international rules-based order based on multilateral cooperation.  

WTO  
Talk of globalisation and trade inevitably leads to discussions on the state of the World 
Trade Organisation (WTO), the UN agency in charge of regulating international trade 
between nations. The 164 WTO member countries have agreed to use a multilateral 
dispute settlement system instead of taking unilateral action. This means abiding by 
agreed procedures (the Dispute Settlement Understanding, or DSU) and respecting 
judgements (see Figures 2 and 3). The dominance of the WTO, which covers 98% of 
global trade, makes it costly and difficult for any single country to go it alone. 

But the agency has been the subject of criticism for years, and has faced increased 
scrutiny under Trump’s “America First” agenda. US Trade Representative Lighthizer has 
repeatedly criticised the functioning of the WTO, especially its dispute settlement process 
(carried out by the Appellate Body, or AB). The AB adjudicates contested rulings in 
disputes between member countries (see Special Report, 11 April 2017, ‘Economics – 
Global trade: Trade first! for details). Even before Trump’s presidency, the US had 
accused the AB of judicial over-reach and meddling with national laws. While the US and 
Europe agree that the agency needs reforming – especially its treatment of state-
sponsored industrial subsidies – they have failed to reach an understanding on the AB. 

Talk of trade and globalisation leads 
to discussions of the WTO’s role 

A broader reassessment of 
international corporate ties might 

also take place 
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The WTO dispute mechanism stopped working in December 2019, after the US 
refused to approve the appointment of new judges to vacant AB seats, rendering it 
unable to function. This was viewed as a blow to the rules-based international trading 
order. In January, the EU forged a 16-country alliance, signing a joint pact to set up a 
temporary system to stand in for the AB. Non-EU signatory countries include China, 
South Korea, Brazil, New Zealand, Mexico and Singapore, but not Japan or Russia.  

    Figure 2: Jurisdiction, execution and compliance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

If settlement procedures fail to 
bring about the desired result, a 
complainant state may suspend 

WTO preferential trade agreements 
with the defendant  

   A WTO member is committed to bring all multilateral disputes to the WTO for 
settlement. Article 23 of the DSU not only excludes unilateral action, but it also 
precludes the use of other fora for the resolution of a WTO-related dispute. The 
WTO estimates that 90% of the dispute settlement rulings result in compliance. 
This is what happens after a dispute is settled: 

The DSU demands that within 30 days of the adoption of the report the member 
concerned needs to report how it will implement the rulings.  

- The member can explain that it is impracticable to comply immediately: it is then 
given a maximum of 15 months to do so. 

- If no agreement is reached about the reasonable period of compliance, the 
issue is subject to binding arbitration. 

- The DSU is supposed to keep the implementations of the ruling under surveillance. 

What happens if all of this fails? 

- If a member fails to carry out the ruling within the ‘reasonable period’, it may 
negotiate with the complainant state for mutually acceptable compensation. 
This compensation is expected to consist of a concession by the respondent 
state on a product or service of interest to the complainant state.  

If no agreement on compensation is reached within 20 days or the expiry of a 
‘reasonable period’:  

The prevailing state can request authorisation from the WTO to suspend 
concessions or other obligations that govern trade agreements with the member in 
question. The WTO makes clear that retaliation is not preferred and even sets the 
criteria for retaliation. But authorisation to suspend concessions in this context is 
semi-automatic, even if temporary. 

 

    Source: Standard Chartered Research 

 
    Figure 3: Duration of dispute settlement procedure 

Approximate and target periods for each stage of a dispute settlement  
Agreements are flexible and 

countries can settle disputes 
themselves at any stage 

   Periods Stage of the procedure 

60 days Start of the procedure: Consultations, mediation, etc 

+ 45 days  (3.5 months) Panel set up and panelists appointed  

+ 6 months  (9.5 months) Final panel report to parties 

+ 3 weeks  (c.10 months) Final panel report to WTO members 

+ 60 days  (12 months) Dispute Settlement Body adopts report (if no appeal) 

Total= 1 year without appeal 

+ 60-90 days  (1 year 2-3 months) Appeals report 

+ 30 days  (1 year 3-4 months) Dispute Settlement Body adopts appeals report 

Total = 1 year with appeal 
 

    Source: WTO, Standard Chartered Research 

WTO’s functioning has been 
crippled since the US blocked the 

Appellate Body mechanism 
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Deglobalisation is already underway 
Foot on the gas 
The pandemic is only accelerating the supply chain dislocation 
As discussed in the previous section, concerns about the increased reliance of 
domestic supply on complex global supply chains is rising. The advantages of the 
interconnectedness of global trade have been discussed extensively in the past. 
More recently, the focus has turned to the disadvantages:  

1. A disruption to any part of the global supply chain could lead to a breakdown of 
the supply of final goods to the destination. 

2. Countries have much less control over supplies of goods delivered through 
complex global supply chains than those that are more locally sourced. This 
becomes even more of a concern for essential goods. 

These concerns could lead to a retrenchment or restructuring of global supply chains 
to make them more local or regional. This would only accelerate a trend that was 
already underway. The deglobalisation of trade and the regionalisation of supply 
chains have been in progress for several years.  

Supply chains are already being dislocated 
Global trade has seen a long-term gradual downtrend since the GFC. Global 
trade/GDP has declined since peaking in 2007. Average annual growth in global trade 
volumes dropped to 2.3% from 2013-19, well below the 5.9% from 2001-07 (Figure 4).  

The significance of supply chains within global trade has also been diminishing. 
Trade in intermediate goods has declined even more rapidly than overall trade. The 
share of intermediate imports in exports of Chinese goods dropped from about 50% 
in the 1990s to a little over 30% in 2015. 

The concept of Global Value Chains (GVCs) breaks down the individual value-add 
links in a supply chain – GVC valuation enables us to estimate the significance of the 
supply chain in the final output. The higher the ratio of GVC-to-total trade, the more 
significant the supply chain. The ratio rose consistently from the 1970s until the GFC; 
since the GFC, the share of GVC trade to total trade has stagnated, and it has 
started to decline lately. The foreign value-added of Asia’s exports has also declined 
with the rise of higher-value-added activities domestically (Figure 5).  

Figure 4: Growth in trade has slowed since the GFC 
Growth in trade volumes 

 Figure 5: Foreign value-added of exports has declined in 
Asia (foreign value-added share of total gross exports, %) 

 

 

 
Source: CPB, Standard Chartered Research  Source: WTO, Standard Chartered Research 
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The significance of supply chains 
has diminished slightly since 

the GFC  

Growing efforts to protect supply 
chains for essential goods could 

accelerate the localisation of supply 
chains  
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Global supply chains have also given way to increased regional trade. With China 
metamorphosising from the world’s low-cost manufacturing hub to a final demand 
destination, more of the goods manufactured via Asia’s supply chains have remained 
in Asia. Developing Asia has cemented its position as a dominant regional trade hub, 
buoyed by demand from China, first as part of its supply chain, and increasingly to 
cater to its final demand. 

Three factors drove the 20-year rise of global supply chains 
Global supply chain participation rose rapidly in the 1990s and 2000s, peaking in 
2007. The presence or absence of these same factors, and their relative relevance 
today, will be essential in forecasting the evolution of global supply chains in the near 
term. Three factors drove the increase in the significance of global supply chains. 

1. Reduction of tariff barriers: The proliferation of multilateral and regional trade 
agreements (RTAs) led to tariff reductions. The creation of the European single 
market and the accession of China to the WTO were significant factors that 
further reduced tariff and non-tariff barriers.  

2. Technological advances: The information and communication technology (ICT) 
revolution that enabled cheaper and more reliable means of communication. 
This enabled manufacturing firms to outsource production to cheaper locations, 
while also ensuring quality of production.  

3. Lower transportation costs: Declining air and sea freight costs enabled supply 
chains to be more cost efficient – the advantages of outsourcing production to 
cheaper locations was no longer offset by the cost of transportation.  

    Figure 6: Goods that can be produced by robots make up a substantial share of exports from developing economies  
Exports (by quintile) as a share of total, weighted by share of jobs potentially replaceable by robots 
    

 
    Source: World Bank, Standard Chartered Research 

██
No data

██
0-6.7

██
6.7-11.5

██
11.5-17.0

██
17.0-29.7

██
29.7-53.7

% of total exports to OECD countries

Regional trade has become more 
prominent, particularly in Asia 

The emergence of China, combined 
with technological advances and 

lower transportation costs, fueled 
the 20-year rise of global supply 

chains 
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These factors enabled manufacturers to take advantage of cheap labour and 
economies of scale by relocating production facilities or finding local suppliers in low-
cost centres. Supply chains evolved to become more complex and intricate; the focus 
moved from goods to specialisations. Goods were increasingly ‘made in the world’ as 
global supply chains flourished. As a result of the increasing globalisation and the 
emergence of low-cost offshore manufacturing, South-South trade or intra-EM trade 
accelerated, at the expense of North-North trade.  

Transitioning within supply chains 
As emerging markets in Asia became wealthier and more expensive, the increase in 
wages and salaries eroded the low-cost advantage. Newly emergent low-cost 
manufacturing centres likely Vietnam have been increasing their backward 
participation in GVCs, while economies like Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand and China 
have increased their forward participation, at the expense of backward participation.  

Japan presents an interesting example of a high-value add, expensive manufacturing 
destination that has increased its backward participation in GVCs, while its forward 
participation has declined. This could likely be due to increased competition at the 
higher-end of the value chain, with China’s ascension. This reverse migration further 
explains Japan’s focus on high value-add manufacturing, in its move to support firms 
move production out of China, with a focus on high value-add manufacturing. 

Technology has once again emerged as a disruptor 
The utilisation of robotics and automation has increased substantially in the past 10 
years, further eroding the advantage offered by countries with cheap labour. The 
increasing advances in robotics has increased the efficiency of manufacturing, 
particularly low-skilled manufacturing – robotics offer both higher output per unit time, 
as well as higher accuracy for repeatable tasks, compared to human labour (see Fig 
6 for an estimate of jobs potentially replaceable by robots).  

The advancement of robotics and automation has enabled high-cost destinations to 
bring low-skilled manufacturing back onshore from low-cost offshore centres. This 
‘reshoring’ or ‘inshoring’ of manufacturing has the significant advantage of reducing 
the time from design to delivery. Lower time to consumer enables quicker turnaround 
times and reduces the need to hold inventory.  

    Figure 7: US, Europe and developed markets in Asia have the highest density 
of robots in manufacturing (Robots installed per 1,000 employees) 

    

 
    Source: World Robotics Report 2019, Standard Chartered Research 
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The International Federation of Robotics estimates that the global operation stock of 
industrial robots was close to 2.5mn units in 2018. China, Japan, the US, Korea and 
Germany have been the biggest markets for industrial robots, accounting for 74% of 
global robot installations. The electrical and electronics industry, among the biggest 
drivers of the rapid globalisation of supply chains, accounted for 31% of total robotics 
installations (see Fig 7 for density of robots in manufacturing).  

This technology-driven ‘reshoring’ or ‘inshoring’ of manufacturing has enabled wealthier 
demand destinations to better control their supply chains; emerging concerns about the 
need for greater control over production of essential goods could accelerate this process.  

Protectionism was on the rise even before the US-China trade war 
The tilt towards protectionism under the ‘America First’ policy in the Trump era fuelled 
fears of the likely impact of deglobalisation. Since the GFC, however, protectionist 
measures have increased across the world; while the US has imposed the highest 
number of measures, several other countries have also imposed such measures (see 
Global trade – Trade first! for a detailed discussion on the rise of protectionism).  

The imposition of protectionist measures could increase further, fuelled by the desire 
to better control and protect the manufacturing process for essential goods. This 
could further weaken global supply chains, supporting more reshoring and regional 
supply chains.  

Rising protectionism and technological advances in robotics and automation will 
likely accelerate the deglobalisation of supply chains already underway. There have 
been no major liberalisation initiatives in the recent past, implying that the impact of 
the first of the three factors that drove the rise in global supply chains (the reduction 
of tariff barriers, discussed above) has weakened. This is to further accelerate the 
deglobalisation process.   

    Figure 8: Asia has been increasingly involved in advanced manufacturing, but not so much in innovation 
Global value chain participation 
    

 
    Source: World Bank, Standard Chartered Research 
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Reshoring, localising and regionalising 
Deglobalisation: Deepening distrust 
Global trade has come under pressure from more nationalist policies and tariff wars, 
as highlighted in the previous two sections. Unpredictable events such as the 
Fukushima nuclear disaster or the Indian Ocean tsunami have meant that countries 
are increasingly looking at ways to reconfigure global supply chains (GSCs) to avoid 
sudden supply disruptions.  

The COVID-19 pandemic threatens to exacerbate the situation through not only a 
potential reduction in overall trade, but also a significant change in the way it is 
organised. As discussed in the first section, the pandemic has heightened calls for 
putting domestic national interests first. This is already reflected in exports curbs and 
a desire to make essential products locally to reduce export dependence.  

In response to the COVID-19 outbreak, over 50 countries have imposed export 
curbs on medical supplies (Figure 9), the bulk of these coming in March alone. 
This highlights how the changing global environment is being reflected in more 
restrictive trade policies. 

Political parties in major Western economies are increasingly calling for measures to 
limit the dominance of any one country in GSCs, especially for goods deemed 
essential, such as pharmaceuticals and medical supplies.  

Integration into GSCs has been the foundation for the prosperity of many emerging 
markets, while developed countries have benefited from cheaper goods. However, 
GSCs have also been increasingly held responsible for growing income inequality and 
squeezed middle classes in the Western world (although technology has been found to 
be a greater driver of the rise in income inequality). This has prompted governments to 
take a tougher stance against trading partners, with implications for GSCs as well. 

    Figure 9: Over 50 countries have imposed curbs on exports of medical supplies 
    

 
    Source: Global Trade Alert, 20 March 2020, Standard Chartered Research 
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How will global supply chains evolve? 
The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the weaknesses in the way in which GSCs 
are currently structured. As discussed in the previous section, digital technology, 
including robotics, automation and artificial intelligence, is also making it easier to 
bring back production onshore or shorten supply chains to lower the risk of abrupt 
stops in production.  

While global trade and the structure of GSCs, in particular, has evolved since the 
GFC, we expect a few changes to become more evident over time. 

1. Greater transparency: Anecdotal evidence suggests that supply chains have 
become so complex in some cases that firms are unaware of their exposure to 
different countries or suppliers. We expect a greater focus on transparency and 
data-sharing on how global supply chains are structured to identify and minimise 
bottlenecks. In addition to traditional considerations such as cost and quality, there 
will be an increasing emphasis on the ‘three Rs’ – resilience, responsiveness and 
reconfigurability – to determine how GSCs should be structured 

2. ‘Just-in-case’ inventory management: Over the last few decades, the fall in 
transport and communication costs, as well as the use of technology, has 
allowed firms to maintain very lean inventories – a ‘just-in-time’ model of 
inventory management. It is estimated that most manufacturing firms keep 
stocks worth only two weeks of demand. This is likely to change as firms face 
huge uncertainties not only over pandemics but also tariff wars, suggesting a 
more ‘just-in-case’ approach. 

3. Shorter, regional supply chains: Firms are likely to prefer to move production 
back onshore to local sites. However, cost and quality considerations are likely 
to mean that the process is likely to be staggered with a move to more 
diversified sources (from any dependence on a single source) or to centres that 
are geographically closer to reduce the possibility of disruptions. Since 2012, 
the share of foreign inputs that cross-border supply chains source from 
their own region has risen in North America, the EU and Asia. This is likely 
to accelerate in the coming quarters, and is also reflected in stronger intra-
regional FDI flows.  

    Figure 10: Regional value chains have grown in importance 
Share of foreign inputs (in value added terms) to cross-border supply chains coming 
from the same region, % 

    

 
    Source: OECD, Standard Chartered Research 
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Focus on reducing concentration risks in global supply chains 
A focus for many governments since the start of the pandemic has been to determine 
whether specific supply chains (especially for critical products) are overly dependent 
on any single country, and to take measures to reduce that dependence. This might 
prompt some countries to seek a smaller role for China in supply chains. Over the 
last couple of decades, China has cemented its role not only as a mega-trader but 
also as the key hub around which GSCs are centred. China’s share of global 
manufacturing of intermediate products has risen to 20% currently from just 
4% in 2002.  

In the immediate future, countries are likely to focus on lowering their dependence on 
China for the key medical supplies needed to fight the pandemic, while protecting their 
own supplies through export curbs. According to research by the PIIE (Bown, April 
2020), China accounted for 42% of the world’s supply of face shields, protective 
garments, gloves, mouth-nose-protection equipment, goggles and visors in 2018 
– all essential personal protective equipment needed to fight the pandemic.  

However, the focus is also likely to increasingly turn to other products in which China is 
the main player in the global supply chain. According to an analysis by UNCTAD, 
China has a share of over 50% in the GSCs of several manufacturing products. 
These include precision instruments, automotive and communicative equipment, 
and machinery products.  

Growing political rhetoric against China’s central role in global trade seems to be 
gaining wider public support. In a recent (March 2020) survey by the Pew Research 
Center, a significant majority of respondents in the US viewed China more negatively 
after the start of the pandemic. This also translated into a higher proportion of 
respondents now viewing China’s influence and power as a “major threat” to the US.  

The countries most likely to pursue alternative sources to China for these products 
(either domestically or in other countries) are likely to include those that are most at 
risk from a disruption in supply from China. A few countries were particularly 
affected, including the EU (which saw the biggest losses), the US, Japan and 
Korea. While the loss by itself does not seem very large, it refers to a single month 
for China alone and does not reflect exports lost as a result of much wider lockdowns 
and trade disruptions.  

  Figure 11: The world is dependent on China for PPE 
imports 
Share of imports from China (%) 

 Figure 12: China dominates global imports of different 
types of PPE products 
Share of world imports supplied by China (%) 

  

 

 

 
  Source: PIIE, Standard Chartered Research  Source: PIIE, Standard Chartered Research 
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South-south trade likely to support globalisation 
Deglobalisation for many countries is likely to equate to reducing dependence on 
China. However, China’s dominance of world trade is unlikely to be challenged 
in the near future. In fact, China’s growing importance as a source of FDI for other 
emerging markets (for example via the Belt and Road Initiative) is also likely to help 
maintain its position as a mega-trader.  

In addition, while the shift towards regional supply chains is becoming clearer, factory 
relocation tends to be a multi-year project involving long planning times and heavy 
investment; the current macro backdrop is probably not conducive to making such 
commitments.  

This is evident from our proprietary survey of firms in the Pearl River Delta region 
(Shop Talk – GBA’s present, future and ASEAN links). 2019 marked the 10th 
anniversary of our annual client survey, in which over 250 manufacturers answer 
questions related to their current operations and business outlook between late 
February and early April. The surveyed companies are mostly headquartered in 
Hong Kong, Taiwan or mainland China, and all have operations in southern China’s 
Pearl River Delta (PRD) region. 

The latest survey in 2019 showed that moving overseas remained an attractive 
proposition from a cost-saving perspective (almost 20% savings), with the added 
benefit of diversification as trade uncertainty looms. Almost two-thirds of respondents 
were actively considering (or would be willing to consider) moving capacity outside 
China; about 70% of them said the US-China trade dispute has made them more 
actively consider such a move.  

However, among two-thirds of respondents that were considering, or planned to 
actively consider, moving overseas, only 6% had already moved and started 
operations and another 7% were more than halfway through the relocation process. 
13% said they had just started moving, but most remained in the ‘still under 
consideration’ phase (56%). 

 

  Figure 13: Respondents in the US now view China more 
negatively  
% of respondents who have a favourable/unfavourable opinion 
of China 

 Figure 14: China is increasingly perceived as a major 
threat 
% of respondents who say China’s power and influence are a 
major threat to the US 

  

 

 

 
  Source: Pew Research Center, Standard Chartered Research  Source: Pew Research Center, Standard Chartered Research 
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Among those opting to move capacity overseas, Asia remained the preferred 
destination. Vietnam and Cambodia remain the most favoured destinations, as in 
prior years. Bangladesh, Thailand and Myanmar round out the top five spots. These 
choices may indicate that those considering relocating from China are mostly low-
end producers in sectors such as textiles and garments, consumer discretionary, and 
electronics packaging and assembly. 

 

  Figure 15: China is very important for some 
manufacturing GSCs 
Integration by sector (Grubel-Lloyd index) 

 Figure 16: Countries most affected by China’s slowdown 
via GSCs 
Impact of 2ppt drop in China’s manufacturing exports (USD bn) 
in February 2020 

  

 

 

 
  Source: UNCTAD, Standard Chartered Research  Source: UNCTAD, Standard Chartered Research 

    
 
 

 

Figure 17: Has the US-China trade dispute made you more 
actively consider capacity outside China? 

 Figure 18: What stage of moving are you at?  
Number of respondents 
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0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Wood products/furniture
Textiles and apparel

Petro/chemicals
Paper products/publishing
Metals and metal products

Leather products
Office machinery

Rubber/plastics
Electrical machinery

Communication equipment
Automotive

Machinery (various)
Precision instruments

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

EU US JP KR VN SG UK MX CH MY TH CA TR IN ID

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Others

No, and previously not actively
considering either

No, just as actively considering
as before

Yes, from previously not actively
considering

Yes, more actively considering
than before

No. of responses 0 20 40 60 80 100

Already moved and started operations

Have already started the move, > 50%
done

Moving under way, just started

Still under consideration - haven't
decided yet

Have not started considering

Downloaded by Phuong at Government of Vietnam [05 May 2020 04:16 GMT]



Special Report – COVID-19 – Impact on global supply chains 
 

Standard Chartered Global Research | 5 May 2020 20 

 

This page is intentionally blank. 
  

Downloaded by Phuong at Government of Vietnam [05 May 2020 04:16 GMT]



Special Report – COVID-19 – Impact on global supply chains 
 

Standard Chartered Global Research | 5 May 2020 21 

 

This page is intentionally blank. 
 

 
 

Downloaded by Phuong at Government of Vietnam [05 May 2020 04:16 GMT]



Special Report – COVID-19 – Impact on global supply chains 
 

Standard Chartered Global Research | 5 May 2020 22 

Disclosures appendix 
 
Analyst Certification Disclosure: The research analyst or analysts responsible for the content of this research report certify that: (1) the views 
expressed and attributed to the research analyst or analysts in the research report accurately reflect their personal opinion(s) about the subject 
securities and issuers and/or other subject matter as appropriate; and, (2) no part of his or her compensation was, is or will be directly or 
indirectly related to the specific recommendations or views contained in this research report. On a general basis, the efficacy of 
recommendations is a factor in the performance appraisals of analysts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Global Disclaimer: Standard Chartered Bank and/or its affiliates (“SCB”) makes no representation or warranty of any kind, express, implied or 
statutory regarding this document or any information contained or referred to in the document (including market data or statistical information). The 
information in this document, current at the date of publication, is provided for information and discussion purposes only. It does not constitute any 
offer, recommendation or solicitation to any person to enter into any transaction or adopt any hedging, trading or investment strategy, nor does it 
constitute any prediction of likely future movements in rates or prices, or represent that any such future movements will not exceed those shown in 
any illustration. The stated price of the securities mentioned herein, if any, is as of the date indicated and is not any representation that any 
transaction can be effected at this price. SCB does not represent or warrant that this information is accurate or complete. While this research is 
based on current public information that we have obtained from publicly available sources, believed to be reliable, but we do not represent it is 
accurate or complete, no responsibility or liability is accepted for errors of fact or for any opinion expressed herein. This document does not purport 
to contain all the information an investor may require and the contents of this document may not be suitable for all investors as it has not been 
prepared with regard to the specific investment objectives or financial situation of any particular person. Any investments discussed may not be 
suitable for all investors. Users of this document should seek professional advice regarding the appropriateness of investing in any securities, 
financial instruments or investment strategies referred to in this document and should understand that statements regarding future prospects may 
not be realised. Opinions, forecasts, assumptions, estimates, derived valuations, projections and price target(s), if any, contained in this document 
are as of the date indicated and are subject to change at any time without prior notice. Our recommendations are under constant review. The value 
and income of any of the securities or financial instruments mentioned in this document can fall as well as rise and an investor may get back less 
than invested. Future returns are not guaranteed, and a loss of original capital may be incurred. Foreign-currency denominated securities and 
financial instruments are subject to fluctuation in exchange rates that could have a positive or adverse effect on the value, price or income of such 
securities and financial instruments. Past performance is not indicative of comparable future results and no representation or warranty is made 
regarding future performance. While we endeavour to update on a reasonable basis the information and opinions contained herein, we are under no 
obligation to do so and there may be regulatory, compliance or other reasons that prevent us from doing so. Accordingly, information may be 
available to us which is not reflected in this document, and we may have acted upon or used the information prior to or immediately following its 
publication. SCB is acting on a principal-to-principal basis and not acting as your advisor, agent or in any fiduciary capacity to you. SCB is not a 
legal, regulatory, business, investment, financial and accounting and/or tax adviser, and is not purporting to provide any such advice. Independent 
legal, regulatory, business, investment, financial and accounting and/or tax advice should be sought for any such queries in respect of any 
investment. SCB and/or its affiliates may have a position in any of the securities, instruments or currencies mentioned in this document. SCB and/or 
its affiliates or its respective officers, directors, employee benefit programmes or employees, including persons involved in the preparation or 
issuance of this document may at any time, to the extent permitted by applicable law and/or regulation, be long or short any securities or financial 
instruments referred to in this document and on the SCB Research website or have a material interest in any such securities or related investments, 
or may be the only market maker in relation to such investments, or provide, or have provided advice, investment banking or other services, to 
issuers of such investments and may have received compensation for these services. SCB has in place policies and procedures and physical 
information walls between its Research Department and differing public and private business functions to help ensure confidential information, 
including ‘inside’ information is not disclosed unless in line with its policies and procedures and the rules of its regulators. Data, opinions and other 
information appearing herein may have been obtained from public sources. SCB expressly disclaims responsibility and makes no representation or 
warranty as to the accuracy or completeness of such information obtained from public sources. SCB also makes no representation or warranty as to 
the accuracy nor accepts any responsibility for any information or data contained in any third party’s website. You are advised to make your own 
independent judgment (with the advice of your professional advisers as necessary) with respect to any matter contained herein and not rely on this 
document as the basis for making any trading, hedging or investment decision. SCB accepts no liability and will not be liable for any loss or damage 
arising directly or indirectly (including special, incidental, consequential, punitive or exemplary damages) from the use of this document, howsoever 
arising, and including any loss, damage or expense arising from, but not limited to, any defect, error, imperfection, fault, mistake or inaccuracy with 
this document, its contents or associated services, or due to any unavailability of the document or any part thereof or any contents or associated 
services. This document is for the use of intended recipients only. In any jurisdiction in which distribution to private/retail customers would require 
registration or licensing of the distributor which the distributor does not currently have, this document is intended solely for distribution to professional 
and institutional investors. This communication is subject to the terms and conditions of the SCB Research Disclosure Website available at 
https://research.sc.com/Portal/Public/TermsConditions. The disclaimers set out at the above web link applies to this communication and you are 
advised to read such terms and conditions / disclaimers before continuing. Additional information, including analyst certification and full research 
disclosures with respect to any securities referred to herein, will be available upon request by directing such enquiries to scgr@sc.com or clicking on 
the relevant SCB research report web link(s) referenced herein. MiFID II research and inducement rules apply. You are advised to determine the 
applicability and adherence to such rules as it relates to yourself. 
Country-Specific Disclosures – This document is not for distribution to any person or to any jurisdiction in which its distribution would be 
prohibited. If you are receiving this document in any of the countries listed below, please note the following:  
United Kingdom and European Economic Area: SCB is authorised in the United Kingdom by the Prudential Regulation Authority and regulated 
by the Financial Conduct Authority and the Prudential Regulation Authority. This communication is directed at persons Standard Chartered Bank 
can categorise as Eligible Counterparties or Professional Clients (such persons being the target market of this communication following Standard 
Chartered Bank’s target market assessment) under the Markets in Financial Instruments Directive II (Directive 2014/65/EU) (“MiFID II”). In particular, 
this communication is not directed at Retail Clients in the European Economic Area (as defined by MiFID II). Nothing in this document constitutes a 
personal recommendation or investment advice as defined by MiFID II. Australia: The Australian Financial Services Licence for Standard Chartered 
Bank is Licence No: 246833 with the following Australian Registered Body Number (ARBN: 097571778). Australian investors should note that this 
communication was prepared for “wholesale clients” only and is not directed at persons who are “retail clients” as those terms are defined in 
sections 761G and 761GA of the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth). Bangladesh: This research has not been produced in Bangladesh. The report has 
been prepared by the research analyst(s) in an autonomous and independent way, including in relation to SCB. THE SECURITIES MENTIONED IN 
THIS REPORT HAVE NOT BEEN AND WILL NOT BE REGISTERED IN BANGLADESH AND MAY NOT BE OFFERED OR SOLD IN 
BANGLADESH WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL OF THE REGULATORY AUTHORITIES IN BANGLADESH. Any subsequent action(s) of the 
Recipient of these research reports in this area should be subject to compliance with all relevant law & regulations of Bangladesh; specially the 
prevailing foreign exchange control regulations. Botswana: This document is being distributed in Botswana by, and is attributable to, Standard 
Chartered Bank Botswana Limited, which is a financial institution licensed by Bank of Botswana under Section 6 of the Banking Act CAP 46.04 and 
is listed on the Botswana Stock Exchange. Brazil: SCB disclosures pursuant to the Securities Exchange Commission of Brazil (“CVM”) Instruction 
598/18: This research has not been produced in Brazil. The report has been prepared by the research analyst(s) in an autonomous and 
independent way, including in relation to SCB. THE SECURITIES MENTIONED IN THIS REPORT HAVE NOT BEEN AND WILL NOT BE 
REGISTERED PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION OF BRAZIL AND MAY NOT BE 
OFFERED OR SOLD IN BRAZIL EXCEPT PURSUANT TO AN APPLICABLE EXEMPTION FROM THE REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS AND 
IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE SECURITIES LAWS OF BRAZIL. China: This document is being distributed in China by, and is attributable to, 
Standard Chartered Bank (China) Limited which is mainly regulated by China Banking and Insurance Regulatory Commission (CBIRC), State 

Downloaded by Phuong at Government of Vietnam [05 May 2020 04:16 GMT]



Special Report – COVID-19 – Impact on global supply chains 
 

Standard Chartered Global Research | 5 May 2020 23 

Administration of Foreign Exchange (SAFE), and People’s Bank of China (PBoC). Hong Kong: This document (except any part advising on or 
facilitating any decision on futures contracts trading) is being distributed in Hong Kong by, and any part hereof authored by an analyst licensed in 
Hong Kong is attributable to, Standard Chartered Bank (Hong Kong) Limited 渣打銀行（香港）有限公司 which is regulated by the Hong Kong 
Monetary Authority. Insofar as this document advises on or facilitates any decision on futures contracts trading, it is being distributed in Hong Kong 
by, and any part hereof authored by an analyst licensed in Hong Kong is attributable to, Standard Chartered Securities (Hong Kong) Limited 渣打證
券（香港）有限公司 which is regulated by the Securities and Futures Commission. India: This document is being distributed in India by Standard 
Chartered Bank, India Branch (“SCB India”). SCB India is a branch of SCB, UK and is licensed by the Reserve Bank of India to carry on banking 
business in India. SCB India is also registered with Securities and Exchange Board of India in its capacity as Merchant Banker, Depository 
Participant, Bankers to an Issue, Custodian, etc. For details on group companies operating in India, please visit 
https://www.sc.com/in/india_result.html. Indonesia: Standard Chartered Bank, Jakarta Branch is a banking institution duly registered with and 
supervised by the Indonesian Financial Service Authority. The information in this document is provided for information purposes only. It does not 
constitute any offer, recommendation or solicitation to any person to enter into any transaction or adopt any hedging, trading or investment strategy, 
nor does it constitute any prediction of likely future movements in rates or prices or represent that any such future movements will not exceed those 
shown in any illustration. Future changes in such laws, rules, regulations, etc., could affect the information in this document, but SCB is under no 
obligation to keep this information current or to update it. Expressions of opinion are those of SCB only and are subject to change without notice. 
Japan: This document is being distributed to Specified Investors, as defined by the Financial Instruments and Exchange Act of Japan (Act No.25 of 
1948, known as “FIEA”), for information only and not for the purpose of soliciting any Financial Instruments Transactions as defined by the FIEA or 
any Specified Deposits, etc. as defined by the Banking Act of Japan (Act No.59 of 1981). Kenya: Standard Chartered Bank Kenya Limited is 
regulated by the Central Bank of Kenya. The information in this document is provided for information purposes only. The document is intended for 
use only by Professional Clients and should not be relied upon by or be distributed to Retail Clients. Korea: This document is being distributed in 
Korea by, and is attributable to, Standard Chartered Bank Korea Limited which is regulated by the Financial Supervisory Service and Financial 
Services Commission. Macau: This document is being distributed in Macau Special Administrative Region of the Peoples' Republic of China, and is 
attributable to, Standard Chartered Bank (Macau Branch) which is regulated by Macau Monetary Authority. Malaysia: This document is being 
distributed in Malaysia by Standard Chartered Bank Malaysia Berhad only to institutional investors or corporate customers. Recipients in Malaysia 
should contact Standard Chartered Bank Malaysia Berhad in relation to any matters arising from, or in connection with, this document. Mauritius: 
Standard Chartered Bank (Mauritius) Limited is regulated by both the Bank of Mauritius and the Financial Services Commission in Mauritius. This 
document should not be construed as investment advice or solicitation to enter into securities transactions in Mauritius as per the Securities Act 
2005. New Zealand: New Zealand Investors should note that this document was prepared for “wholesale clients” only within the meaning of section 
5C of the Financial Advisers Act 2008. This document is not directed at persons who are “retail clients” as defined in the Financial Advisers Act 
2008. NOTE THAT STANDARD CHARTERED BANK (incorporated in England) IS NOT A “REGISTERED BANK” IN NEW ZEALAND UNDER THE 
RESERVE BANK OF NEW ZEALAND ACT 1989, and it is not therefore regulated or supervised by the Reserve Bank of New Zealand. Pakistan: 
The securities mentioned in this report have not been, and will not be, registered in Pakistan, and may not be offered or sold in Pakistan, without 
prior approval of the regulatory authorities and/or relevant governmental statutory body(ies) in Pakistan. Philippines: This document may be 
distributed in the Philippines by Standard Chartered Bank (Philippines) (“SCB PH”), which is regulated by Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (telephone 
no.: +63 708-7701, website: www.bsp.gov.ph). This document is directed to Qualified Buyers as defined under Section 10.1 (L) of Republic Act No. 
8799, otherwise known as the Securities Regulation Code (“SRC”), other corporate and institutional clients only. SCB PH does not warrant the 
appropriateness and suitability of any security, investment or transaction that may have been discussed in this document with respect to any person. 
Nothing in this document constitutes or should be construed as an offer to sell or distribute securities in the Philippines, which securities, if offered 
for sale or distribution in the Philippines, are required to be registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission unless such securities are 
exempt under Section 9 of the SRC or the transaction is exempt under Section 10 thereof. Singapore: This document is being distributed in 
Singapore by SCB Singapore branch (UEN No.:S16FC0027L) and/or Standard Chartered Bank (Singapore) Limited (UEN No.: 201224747C) only 
to Accredited Investors, Expert Investors or Institutional Investors, as defined in the Securities and Futures Act, Chapter 289 of Singapore. 
Recipients in Singapore should contact SCB Singapore branch or Standard Chartered Bank (Singapore) Limited (as the case may be) in relation to 
any matters arising from, or in connection with, this document. South Africa: Standard Chartered Bank, Johannesburg Branch (“SCB 
Johannesburg Branch”) is a Registered Credit Provider in terms of the National Credit Act 34 of 2005 under registration number NCRCP4. 
Thailand: This document is intended to circulate only general information and prepare exclusively for the benefit of Institutional Investors with the 
conditions and as defined in the Notifications of the Office of the Securities and Exchange Commission relating to the exemption of investment 
advisory service, as amended and supplemented from time to time. It is not intended to provide for the public. UAE: For residents of the UAE – 
Standard Chartered Bank UAE does not provide financial analysis or consultation services in or into the UAE within the meaning of UAE Securities 
and Commodities Authority Decision No. 48/r of 2008 concerning financial consultation and financial analysis. UAE (DIFC): Standard Chartered 
Bank, Dubai International Financial Centre (SCB DIFC) having its offices at Dubai International Financial Centre, Building 1, Gate Precinct, P.O. Box 
999, Dubai, UAE is a branch of Standard Chartered Bank and is regulated by the Dubai Financial Services Authority (“DFSA”). This document is 
intended for use only by Professional Clients and is not directed at Retail Clients as defined by the DFSA Rulebook. In the DIFC we are authorized 
to provide financial services only to clients who qualify as Professional Clients and Market Counterparties and not to Retail Clients. As a 
Professional Client you will not be given the higher retail client protection and compensation rights and if you use your right to be classified as a 
Retail Client we will be unable to provide financial services and products to you as we do not hold the required license to undertake such activities. 
United States: Except for any documents relating to foreign exchange, FX or global FX, Rates or Commodities, distribution of this document in the 
United States or to US persons is intended to be solely to major institutional investors as defined in Rule 15a-6(a)(2) under the US Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934. All US persons that receive this document by their acceptance thereof represent and agree that they are a major institutional 
investor and understand the risks involved in executing transactions in securities. Any US recipient of this document wanting additional information 
or to effect any transaction in any security or financial instrument mentioned herein, must do so by contacting a registered representative of 
Standard Chartered Securities North America, LLC, 1095 Avenue of the Americas, New York, N.Y. 10036, US, tel + 1 212 667 0700. WE DO NOT 
OFFER OR SELL SECURITIES TO U.S. PERSONS UNLESS EITHER (A) THOSE SECURITIES ARE REGISTERED FOR SALE WITH THE U.S. 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION AND WITH ALL APPROPRIATE U.S. STATE AUTHORITIES; OR (B) THE SECURITIES OR THE 
SPECIFIC TRANSACTION QUALIFY FOR AN EXEMPTION UNDER THE U.S. FEDERAL AND STATE SECURITIES LAWS NOR DO WE 
OFFER OR SELL SECURITIES TO U.S. PERSONS UNLESS (i) WE, OUR AFFILIATED COMPANY AND THE APPROPRIATE PERSONNEL 
ARE PROPERLY REGISTERED OR LICENSED TO CONDUCT BUSINESS; OR (ii) WE, OUR AFFILIATED COMPANY AND THE 
APPROPRIATE PERSONNEL QUALIFY FOR EXEMPTIONS UNDER APPLICABLE U.S. FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS. Any documents relating 
to foreign exchange, FX or global FX, Rates or Commodities to US Persons, Guaranteed Affiliates, or Conduit Affiliates (as those terms are defined 
by any Commodity Futures Trading Commission rule, interpretation, guidance, or other such publication) are intended to be distributed only to 
Eligible Contract Participants are defined in Section 1a(18) of the Commodity Exchange Act.  Zambia: Standard Chartered Bank Zambia Plc (SCB 
Zambia) is licensed and registered as a commercial bank under the Banking and Financial Services Act Cap 387 of the laws of Zambia and as a 
dealer under the Securities Act, No. 41 of 2016. SCB Zambia is regulated by the Bank of Zambia, the Lusaka Stock Exchange and the Securities 
and Exchange Commission.  
© 2020 Standard Chartered Bank. All rights reserved. Copyright in third party materials is acknowledged and is used under licence. You may 
not reproduce or adapt any part of these materials for any purposes unless with express written approval from Standard Chartered Bank. 
  
Document approved by 
David Mann 
Global Chief Economist 

Document is released at  
03:18 GMT 05 May 2020 

 

 
 

Downloaded by Phuong at Government of Vietnam [05 May 2020 04:16 GMT]



 

 

 

   

   

    

   
 
 

Downloaded by Phuong at Government of Vietnam [05 May 2020 04:16 GMT]


