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&e study examines the development in the banking regulatory practices across BRICS nations over the period 2000–2019. &e
convergence and sustainability of the regulatory framework in BRICS nations to G7 norms have also been assessed.&e analysis is
based on five key regulatory measures, which include activity restrictions, entry requirements for a new bank, foreign bank entry
restrictions, capital stringency, and deposit insurer powers. &e study constructs the regulatory indexes based on the central bank
responses to the Bank Regulation and Supervision Survey (BRSS) conducted by theWorld Bank. To estimate the indexes, the study
follows Barth, Caprio, and Levine guidelines. &e result reveals that the regulators of BRICS countries impose higher restrictions
on bank activities than in the G7 nations. Furthermore, the United Kingdom and Brazilian bank regulators are more liberal and
imposed fewer restrictions on insurance activity only. In addition, getting a bank license is tough in both regions. Regulators allow
only fit and proper applicants into the banking domain. Furthermore, the authors find that the requirements for capital are
becoming more restricted in BRICS nations between 2003 and 2019 to align with Basel capital accords, relative to G7 nations. &e
study documents a convergence in the banking licensing requirements, and limitations on foreign bank entry and official
supervisory powers in the BRICS countries with the G7 nations. &e study suggests that the regulators must offer freedom to
banks’ activities with increasing supervision, and it boosts the competition in the banking sector and enhances customer welfare.
Furthermore, the policymakers need to redesign the deposit insurance mechanism and equip deposit insurers with more powers
to enhance the safety of depositors’ interests and minimize the moral hazards in the banking sector in both regions.

1. Introduction

Financial institutions are considered to be the most reg-
ulated entities, with banking being a heavily regulated
industry around the world. However, the Global Financial
Crisis (hereafter, GFC) 2007/08 has uncovered the weak-
ness of the regulatory and supervisory mechanism of the
banking system in developing and developed countries [1].
In addition, the liberal regulatory environment provokes a
crisis, and the countries with strong regulatory and su-
pervisory mechanism remain less affected during GFC [2].
&e GFC forced the regulators across countries to revisit
their regulatory and supervisory mechanism to achieve

stable banking systems, with the objectives of limiting the
bank fragility and promoting a stable and efficient banking
system [3–5]. Furthermore, a well-designed bank regula-
tory and supervisory framework promotes the stability of
the banking system [6] along with higher profitability of
banks [3] which results in contribution to the welfare of the
society [7]. In addition, a financially sound and efficient
banking system plays a significant role in the growth of an
economy [8].

&e regulators issue guidelines for the banking opera-
tions and also monitor them. In particular, the banking
activities, bank licensing requirement, foreign bank entry,
capital adequacy norms, supervisory powers, and deposit

Hindawi
Complexity
Volume 2021, Article ID 1192829, 16 pages
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/1192829

mailto:a.ahmad@seu.edu.sa
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2499-337X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5288-3245
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8969-0188
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9116-5913
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/1192829


insurance mechanism are the most crucial and monitored
aspects of bank regulation and supervision framework [9]. If
a bank is found guilty of not following the regulatory norms,
consequently, the regulators may impose penalty and cancel
the bank’s license. &erefore, the banks must adhere to the
regulatory guidelines to ensure compliance and smooth
operations. Furthermore, developing and emerging markets
have been more inclined than the advanced countries to
employ effective regulatorymechanisms to achieve efficiency
and stability in their financial system [10].

Over the last two decades, the bank regulation has
emerged as the focal point of research in the bank literature,
notably, the difference in banking regulatory and supervi-
sory practices in developing and developed countries.
Furthermore, banking systems around the world have seen
significant changes in the regulatory standards [11]. &e
modern and globalized banking sector has prompted the
think tanks of banking systems to promote a uniform and
standard regulatory environment across the world [12]. In
addition, the Bank Regulation and Supervisory Survey (af-
terwards, BRSS) conducted by the World Bank and pub-
lished during the years 2001, 2003, 2007, 2011, and 2019 offer
the cross-country data on bank regulatory and supervisory
practices. It provides the opportunity for researchers and
policy makers to analyze the bank regulatory frameworks.
However, the literature on developing countries is still
underexplored.

Over the recent decades, the regulators of BRICS
countries like, Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa
have adopted more liberal financial policies with the ex-
pectation that removing regulatory impediments to com-
petition will yield efficiency gains, limit bank fragility, and
promote financial stability [13]. However, the literature
suggests no conclusive evidences with regard to the regu-
latory practices that should be considered as “best-practice”
for promoting the stability of the banking system in the
fragile environment [9]. In line with the global trend, the
banking markets in the emergent BRICS countries have
undergone regulatory developments. In particular, the
BRICS regulators have either amended the existing policies
or introduced new regulatory policies in order to enhance
bank stability, banking sector development, and the pro-
ductivity of the banking systems. &e regulatory practices in
the G7 or G20 nations, particularly the banks operating
practices, are considered as the benchmark for the other
developing nations to follow [14, 15].

On the whole, recently, technological upgradation,
global financial crisis, and integration of the banking sector
across the globe induces the practitioners and policy-makers
to revisit and focus more on the regulation and supervision
framework of the banking sector. &e literature, exploring
the differences in the regulatory practices in developed and
developing countries, has emerged as an interesting area to
explore [3]. In addition, the study has also explored which
regulatory practices work the best [16]. However, studies
that explore the regulatory and supervisory practices in
developing countries are scarce. In particular, studies
scrutinizing the regulatory practices in detail, with special
focus on BRICS nations are absent.

&erefore, the present study aims to assess developments
in the regulatory and supervisory practices of the banking
sector of Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa
during the period 2000–2019. In particular, the study
considers five key regulatory measures, including bank ac-
tivity restrictions, entry requirements for a new bank, for-
eign bank entry, capital stringency norms, and powers of
deposit insurers to assess the regulatory adequacy in the
BRICS banking markets. &e regulatory indices have been
constructed using five BRSS survey rounds conducted by the
World Bank. Second, the study aims to examine the vari-
ations in the regulatory and supervisory practices adopted in
BRICS and G7 nations. In particular, we examine whether
regulatory practices across BRICS nations have converged
toward the global best practices as defined by the G7 nations.
In light of these objectives, this study addresses the following
research questions: (i) What are the key differences in the
bank regulatory standards adopted by BRICS nations? (ii)
Are there regulatory gaps between BRICS and G7 nations?
(iii) Have the regulatory gaps between BRICS and G7 na-
tions widened or narrowed over the period 2000–2019? and
(iv) Is there a convergence in the key regulations in the
BRICS and the G7 nations?

&e contributions of the study are manifold. First, the
study provides insights into the banking structural and
regulatory system in BRICS and G7 countries. In particular,
the study uses the innovative approach of regulatory
frameworks developed by Barth et al. [17] to analyze and
compare the regulatory standards based on bank activity
restrictions, entry requirement into banking system, foreign
bank entry restrictions, capital adequacy norms, and deposit
insurer power and its framework across BRICS and G7
nations. Second, the study uses the most trusted and relevant
BRSS database to conduct the study (the World Bank
Regulation and Supervisory Survey (BRSS) were designed
and conducted by the World Bank research group to ex-
amine the bank regulatory and supervisory framework and
its variation across the banking systems in the world). &e
present study uses the BRSS responses to construct the
selected regulatory index and interpret them as guided in the
survey manual. &erefore, the conclusions based on this
study offer valid inputs for policy makings. &ird, the study
offers a wide angle of regulation based on selected indicators.
&e study is based on the BRSS responses, which was
conducted byWorld Bank; its first round was released in the
year 2001, which represents the year 1999, and the latest
survey round, which was released in the year 2019, repre-
sents the year 2018.&erefore the study has selected the time
period to examine the trends in the regulatory and super-
visory practices and recent regulatory developments in the
emerging countries like BRICS and compared them with the
financially developed nations, and for benchmarking, we
have selected the G7 nations. &e previous studies in the
literature have not focused on any individual country. For
example, Ayadi et al. [18], Ambrocio et al. [19], Li and Li
[20], and Barth et al. [9] focus on particular region col-
lectively. &e present study deeply analyses the regulatory
environment of each member nation and compares it with
its own region’s regulatory average and the global
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benchmark, the G7 region, as well. Fourth, the study
scrutinizes the convergence in the regulatory norms between
BRICS and G7 nations over the period 2000–2019. &e G7
nations are considered to have a well-developed financial
system; therefore, bank regulatory and supervisory frame-
work in these nations can be considered as the benchmark
for other peer nations. &us, the study compares and ex-
amines whether BRICS nations are moving toward best
industry practices in terms of bank regulation or not? &e
authors are confident enough that the findings of this study
will benefit the policy-makers and bank regulators to analyze
the policies that work the best for BRICS countries. Fur-
thermore, the central banks of a particular country, prac-
titioners may redesign the regulatory framework based on
the practices of benchmark countries in order to enhance the
stability of banks, promote healthy competition, and raise
efficiency and productivity of BRICS banking systems.

&e rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2
provides the relevant literature review. Section 3 presents the
overview of the banking systems in the BRICS nations.
Section 4 describes the methodological framework for
constructing regulatory indicators used in the present study.
Section 5 presents the empirical results.&e discussion based
on the empirical findings is provided in Section 6. &e
conclusions and policy recommendations have been dis-
cussed in Section 7. &e limitations of study and directions
for the future research have been provided in the last section
of the study.

2. Relevant Literature Review

During the last two decades, particularly, after the first round
of BRSS survey launched in the year 1999, the researcher
attempted to examine the regulatory and supervisory de-
velopments in the banking system around the word (see
Barth et al. [21], Demirgüç-Kunt and Detragiache [22],
Anginer et al. [23], Čihák, et al. [2], Barth et al. [9], among
others). Recently, the researcher has also shown interest in
empirically testing the association between regulation and
other dimensions of the banking industry. For example,
association between bank regulation and efficiency (Noor
et al. [24], Li, [25], Dudchenko et al. [26], Chortareas et al.
[15], Djalilov and Piesse [3], Triki et al. [16]), bank regulation
and level of completion (Li, [25], Hakenes and Schnabel [27],
Degryse andOngena [28], Agoraki et al. [29], Yin [30]), bank
regulation and financial stability of banks (Anarfo et al. [31],
Schnabl and Sonnenberg [32], Fraccaroli et al. [33]), and
bank regulation and risk-taking behavior (Brandao-Marques
et al. [34], Bartholdy and Justesen [35] 2021, Louhichi et al.
[36], Hilscher et al. [37]) were a few focus areas which are
also being scrutinized in the bank regulation literature.
Furthermore, Figure 1 represents the research trend in bank
regulation and supervision literature (see Additional Points).
It reflects that the first round of BRSS survey, which was
released in the year 2001. It motivated the researchers to
scrutinize the bank regulatory practices across the devel-
oping and developed countries. In addition, the study ob-
serves that the GFC 2007/08 also triggered the interest of
researchers to study the variation in regulation, impact of

crisis on the banking sector, and the resilience of the reg-
ulatory and supervisory framework across the world.

&e empirical studies on the subject matter primarily
focus on the testing of a theoretical proposition that a better
regulatory and supervisory framework promotes a stable
banking system with efficiency and transparent banking
operations. In the literature, all the significant regulatory
dimensions, like activity restrictions, entry into the banking
system, capital adequacy norms, deposit insurance mecha-
nism, foreign bank entry, and document requirement for
banking license along with their impact on the banking
environment have been have scrutinized. For example, Barth
et al. [9] in their seminal research work observed that re-
striction on bank activity may hamper the bank’s stability.
However, the income diversification enhances the banks’
stability and performance. Furthermore, they observe that
the restrictions on foreign bank entry are positively asso-
ciated with the banking system fragility. &e study also
observes that the liberal deposit insurance framework may
reduce bank stability. Similarly, Barth et al. [38] note that
government share in bank ownership is negatively associated
with the desired banking sector performance.&e regulation
pertaining to entry and exit into the banking system also
attracted the researchers. &e study also showed an interest
to scrutinize the association between the entry and exit
requirements and level of competition in the banking sector.
Demirgüç-Kunt and Mart́ınez Peŕıa [39] also argue that the
banking system with high entry and exit regulation reduces
the competition level in the banking system. Another re-
searcher, Li [40] assesses the impact of bank regulatory
practices on the competition level in the banking sector. By
analyzing the data of banks operating in 23 emerging
economies during 1996–2016, they found that lower re-
striction on the entry of foreign banks and liberal envi-
ronment for bank activities leads to a healthy competition in
the banking sector. Gulati [41] notes that the bank entry
requirements in BRICS countries have liberalized over time.
However, the author argues that with the increased gov-
ernment ownership in the banking sector, the competition
level has been reduced in spite of liberal bank entry regu-
lation, specifically in the Indian banking sector.

Furthermore, regulators can place restrictions on bank’s
activities, for example, bank engagement insecurities, in-
surance, and real estate activities. &e literature also scru-
tinized and reported a mix of evidences on bank activity
restrictions and its impact on bank’s financial performance,
stability, and competition in the banking industry. In par-
ticular, Gulati [41] argues that Indian regulators imposed
maximum restrictions on bank activities and debarred the
banks from owning nonfinancial business, which could lead
to unhealthy competition in the financial sector. Recently,
Ashraf et al. [42] note that the countries that imposed higher
restrictions on bank activities are less risky. Similar obser-
vations were reported by Li [40]. Furthermore, Yin [43]
reports that developing countries impose more restrictions
on bank activities than developed nations. &e author also
cites that the weaker supervisory mechanism in developing
nations is one of the key factors behind the more number of
restrictions on bank activities.
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&e capital regulation is one of the most prudential
regulations in the banking sector around the world [19].
Particularly, the GFC 2007/08 raised the concern for ef-
fective capital regulation to promote banking sector stability
and robustness. In this direction, the Basel Committee on
Bank Supervision placed more requirements in terms of
quality and quantity of bank capital as per the Basel III
Accord [10]. Ashraf et al. [42] report that the rigorous capital
requirement ensures the lower level of bank default risk. In
addition, Carletti et al. [44] observe that stringent bank
capital may reduce the volatility in the banking sector.

Furthermore, the banking sector’s stability was also
determined by the stringency of the bank supervisory
mechanism. &e absence of effective supervisory powers
increases the probability of bank defaults. He et al. [45]
document that the stronger supervisory powers promote
banks to lend smaller loans with more restrictive loan
covenant. Furthermore, they conclude that the powerful
bank supervisory mechanism also affects the banks’ risk-
taking behavior in the lending process. Avgeri et al. [46]
confirm that the strong supervisory powers are positively
associated with the bank’s profitability. &e literature has
also established the relationship between bank regulation
and performance of banks in developing and developed
countries [3, 38]. Recently, Li and Li [20] examine the as-
sociation among bank regulation, competition, and per-
formance level of banks. &eir results suggest that the robust
official supervisory power, stringent activity restrictions, and
liberal requirements in terms of bank’s capital led to the
higher performance levels.

Literature has ample evidence that suggests that bank
regulation and supervision mechanism significantly affect
the bank’s risk-taking behavior, profitability, banking sector
stability, level of competition, etc. In addition, studies fo-
cusing on examining the dimensions of bank regulation of a
particular country are scarce. Most authors study the bank
regulatory framework on an aggregate basis. For example,
Demirgüç-Kunt and Detragiache [22] studied the policies of
180 banks related to regulatory and supervisory framework
and observed the heterogeneity in the bank practices across

the nations. Furthermore, Ayadi et al. [18] examined the
differences in bank regulatory practices among Southern and
Eastern Mediterranean countries (SEMCs) and their con-
vergence with the regulations in the EU-Mediterranean area.
&e study finds few weak areas of deposit insurance, entry
requirement into banking sector along with the interference
from political parties.

After a thorough review of literature, the authors note
that the existing studies on bank regulation and supervision
have addressed the concerns in a broader context and have
provided more generalized findings. However, empirical
studies that focus on comparing the bank regulatory de-
velopments in the emerging nations are scarce. &e present
study is an attempt in this direction and aims to contribute
to the growing literature. In particular, the present study
focuses on scrutinizing the developments in the regulatory
practices across BRICS nations and testing their conver-
gence to the global standards practices.

3. Overview of BRICS Banking Sector

&is section highlights some stylized facts of banking in-
dustry in the BRICS countries. In recent years, the banking
sector in the BRICS countries has developed at a faster pace
[13]. Table 1 shows that the banking sectors of BRICS
countries are dominated by domestic banks, and there are
noticeable disparities among these countries. In Brazil and
South Africa, the share of banking assets with foreign banks
is around 25 percent, which is much higher than China and
India. We also note that the availability of financial services
remain significantly low in the Indian financial system, while
Brazil breaks all the records in terms of the number of ATMs
per 1,00,000 adults. Recently, Russia came forward and
moved closely with Brazil in terms of ATMs per 1,00,000
adults. &e concentration in the banking sector in South
Africa is significantly high which represents the oligopoly in
the financial system.&e growing deposit money bank assets
(percentage of GDP) reflect the importance and growth in
the size of the financial system (Table 1). However, the size of
the retail banking assets varies significantly across the BRICS
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nations. China has the largest retail banking sector in the
region. Till 2009, the domestic banking asset to GDP in
Brazil was at par with South Africa, but has shown a tre-
mendous improvement in later years. Russia has a relatively
small retail banking sector and growth was faster, but the
crisis has slowed the progress. India’s banking assets
amounts to about 70 percent of GDP, which is half the
contribution of the Chinese banking industry. &e banking
sector of India did not feel the shock much, and was able to
maintain the speed of growth.

From the supply side, the evolution of domestic credit
for the private sector, which remained almost the same
among India, Russia, and Brazil up until 2006–2007, has
risen with Brazil growing faster than its peers. China and
South Africa stand out when it comes to domestic credit
particularly for the private sector. However, there was a
significant decline in the credit growth in China during the
period 2004–2008, mainly due to instability in economic
activities, but the situation stabilized afterwards. Fur-
thermore, we find higher competition level in the banking

system in India, Germany, South Africa, Canada, and
France (see Figure 2). Moreover, a higher bank Z-score
signifies lesser probability of insolvency of the banking
system. &e authors find that the banking system of China
is likely to be more stable, and the Russian banking system
is more prone to insolvency (see Table 1 and Figure 3).
Zhang et al. [47] also find similar evidence. &e favorable
macroeconomic environment, the investment in private
sector, and the improved quality of banks’ loan portfolio
till 2009 induced a significant credit growth in the financial
system.

4. Database and Methodology

4.1. Sources of Data and Information. &e five rounds (i.e.,
2001, 2003, 2007, 2011, and 2019) of World Bank Survey:
Bank Regulation and Supervision Surveys (BRSS) are the
main sources of data and information used for con-
structing the regulatory indices. Furthermore, the rounds
of the survey are based on the responses by national

Table 1: Stylizedfact of banking sector structure in across BRICS nations (2007–2017).

Country Indicator 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Brazil

5-bank asset concentration 61.81 62.54 77.20 76.26 75.95 76.62 77.45 79.50 83.44 84.99 83.37
ATMs per 100,000 adults 109.44 111.95 114.50 118.18 116.44 115.50 118.59 118.08 115.11 112.23 107.96

Bank Z-score 17.49 17.51 16.94 15.18 14.50 13.03 12.51 12.85 15.43 15.47 15.24
Deposit money banks” assets

to GDP (%) 73.04 75.82 80.28 80.51 87.03 92.65 94.65 95.85 102.33 105.75 105.26

Domestic credit to private
sector (% of GDP) 40.69 45.78 47.49 52.76 58.08 62.52 64.23 66.03 66.83 62.19 59.77

China

5-bank asset concentration 73.57 71.25 69.98 67.05 64.68 78.87 77.52 55.38 54.54 52.92 52.48
ATMs per 100,000 adults 11.91 15.49 19.70 24.67 30.17 37.36 46.52 54.75 76.79 81.45 84.16

Bank Z-score 20.37 18.41 17.13 19.17 18.58 19.44 19.84 20.51 23.00 21.19 22.93
Deposit money banks” assets

to GDP (%) 105.76 106.66 117.64 125.55 125.95 129.63 135.10 141.90 152.89 168.16 174.54

Domestic credit to private
sector (% of GDP) 105.79 102.00 124.41 126.58 123.10 128.92 134.32 140.74 153.23 157.57 157.02

India

5-bank asset concentration 42.28 41.39 41.18 39.86 39.89 39.37 39.48 40.17 41.26 44.29 47.03
ATMs per 100,000 adults 03.38 04.29 05.31 7.27 8.85 10.99 12.87 17.80 19.70 21.24 22.07

Bank Z-score 14.99 17.49 16.75 17.28 16.98 17.12 17.26 16.54 16.46 17.56 15.96
Deposit money banks” assets

to GDP (%) 57.72 62.42 63.44 62.24 66.04 67.34 68.71 68.68 68.67 69.77 68.35

Domestic credit to private
sector (% of GDP) 45.63 49.56 48.12 50.56 51.29 51.89 52.39 51.88 51.87 49.19 48.78

Russian
Federation

5-bank asset concentration 29.31 28.97 36.36 36.50 35.50 38.74 38.06 41.69 55.25 54.80 67.81
ATMs per 100,000 adults 45.02 61.61 72.39 95.54 116.89 142.00 156.51 185.32 172.65 168.75 163.98

Bank Z-score 07.97 08.08 06.29 07.43 07.61 06.96 06.97 06.46 05.65 05.92 06.97
Deposit money banks” assets

to GDP (%) 2.32 02.02 02.76 03.35 03.90 04.08 04.38 30.94 61.96 61.74 58.08

Domestic credit to private
sector (% of GDP) 37.78 41.55 45.26 42.84 41.58 43.88 47.93 56.03 57.33 52.86 77.90

South Africa

5-bank asset concentration 98.99 98.86 98.71 99.41 99.36 99.25 99.12 99.11 99.03 98.84 98.47
ATMs per 100,000 adults 29.85 42.78 51.03 55.52 57.46 57.27 58.23 65.70 68.97 69.16 67.93

Bank Z-score 12.73 11.71 12.64 13.42 14.06 15.20 14.20 14.11 13.76 14.91 16.68
Deposit money banks” assets

to GDP (%) 77.03 81.50 83.81 79.84 77.11 77.25 76.36 76.73 77.66 78.52 77.97

Domestic credit to private
sector (% of GDP) 160.13 140.35 145.94 148.98 139.60 146.48 149.23 150.97 147.46 144.11 147.53

Source: Global Financial Development Database, World Bank, available at https://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/gfdr/data/global-financial-
development-database.
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regulators to the set of the questions on different regu-
latory and supervisory dimensions. &e metadata on the
surveys are summarized in Table 2. One of the key ad-
vantages of this database: the patterns of questions do not
change frequently during all the survey rounds. In addi-
tion, the latest survey covers few additional regulatory and
supervisory areas. To avoid any inconsistencies, the study
follows Barth et al.’s [17] approach to fill missing responses
in Surveys I, II, and III based on responses to earlier
surveys. However, the empty responses in Survey IV are

filled in with zero, since the authors assume that the global
financial crisis may have impacted the regulatory envi-
ronment in the respective countries.

4.2. Composite Regulatory Indices. After a thorough review
of literature, the authors observe that entry requirement into
banking, restrictions on bank activity, capital norms, and
deposit insurer powers were the most common and sig-
nificant areas of regulatory supervisory dimensions.
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Figure 2: Boxplot-five bank asset concentration (2000–2017).
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Furthermore, Barth et al. [9] (i.e., member of the World
Bank research group) who designed the BRSS survey, fo-
cused on the dimensions. &erefore, using Barth et al. [17]
methodology, the study estimates the five key regulatory
indices pertaining to (i) activity restrictions, (ii) bank entry
requirements, (iii) restrictions on foreign bank entry, (iv)
capital norms, and (v) power of deposit insurer for five
different survey rounds (2001, 2003, 2007, 2011, and 2019).
&e description of each regulatory indicator and the selected
question taken into account to calculate the index is given in
Table 3. Following the BRSS database and methodology, the
study grouped the responses to particular questions into an
aggregate index “All Average Scaled Index” for each regu-
latory area (see Barth et al. [17] for more details). Using each
country’s average scaled index, the percent restriction in
each regulatory area is calculated as

RIc �
 Rci

MRc

× 100, (1)

where, RIc� regulatory index for cth category, Rci� restriction in
cth category of regulation for ith country, and MRc�maximum
restriction in the cth category of regulation.

&e process of calculating the regulatory index is based on
Barth et al. [17]. All the studies based on the BRSS dataset
followed the abovementioned formula to estimate the restric-
tions of particular regulatory dimensions. &e core researchers,
who designed the survey, suggested the same formula which we
have used in our study. As per the literature and World Bank
researchers’ guidelines, this is the most suitable way to calculate
the regulatory index based on the BRSS survey responses.

5. Empirical Results

5.1. Regulatory Standards in BRICS and G7 Nations

5.1.1. Activity Restrictions Index. Activity restriction index
ranges from 1 (unrestricted) to 4 (prohibited). &e study
converts the index into percent of maximum score, in order
to make the index more comparable. Figure 4 visualizes the
changes in the bank activity restriction in each country
across the BRICS and G7 nations over the period 2000–2019.
It has been observed that, in terms of activity restrictions,
China and India have highly regulated banking systems, and
Russia and Brazil have the least regulated banking systems in
the BRICS region. Earlier, the real estate activities were
mostly regulated for banks, but more recently, owning

nonfinancial firms have been restricted to a large extent in
the BRICS region. Except China, the activities related to
securities are the least controlled in the BRICS countries.
Brazilian regulators imposed fewer restrictions on insurance
activities, and completely allowed for real estate, securities,
and ownership in nonfinancial firms. &e bank regulators in
Russia imposed few restrictions on insurance, real estate,
and bank owning nonfinancial firms, and provided complete
freedom on securities activities. Chinese and Indian banks
had a complete ban on owing nonfinancial firms and ac-
tivities related to real estate during the study period. South
Africa puts fewer restrictions on real estate, securities and
insurance-related activities. &e G7 countries imposed more
restrictions on real estate and insurance activities; however,
they liberalized securities-related activities in the banking
sector. Furthermore, the US banking system remained the
most regulated, and prohibited to own nonfinancial firms
and involve in real estate activities. On the other hand, the
UK banking sector is the least restricted and placed few
restrictions only on insurance activities, although banks are
away from restriction on real estate, ownership in nonfi-
nancial firm, and securities-related activities.

5.1.2. Bank Entry Requirements. &e bank entry requirement
index is estimated based on the different documents required
to get the bank license. &e index rages from 0 (most liberal)
to 8 (most restricted) based on the bank entry restrictions.&e
study has converted the index into percentage tomake it more
comparable. &e bank entry restriction indexes are presented
in Figure 5. &e authors note that Brazil, India, and Russia
have moved toward global standards of granting the banking
license by 2019. However, bank regulators in China do not
require the banks to submit “background or experience of
future managers” at the time of application for license. All
regulators demand for Draft by Laws, but the regulator in
South Africa does not require getting bank entry permission.
Furthermore, to get banking license, national regulators in G7
countries require all the eight legal documents. Unfortunately,
Japan has not responded to Survey IV. However, based on
previous survey responses, Japanese regulators also require all
the documents except “business or marketing strategy of new
bank.” &us, in Brazil, Russia, and India all the legal docu-
ments are mandatory to enter into the banking system.
However, South Africa and China have liberalized the entry
requirements post-2007. In addition, the regulators of

Table 2: Details on banking regulation and supervision surveys.

BRSS
Year in which
survey was
conducted

Representing
year

Published
year

No. of countries
covered in the

survey

No. of countries
that responded
to the survey

No. of questions covered in the survey

Survey I 1999 1999 2001 118 170 300
Survey II 2003 2002 2003 151 168 400
Survey III 2007 2005–2006 2007 143 173 400
Survey IV 2011 2011–2012 2013 142 143 630
Survey V 2019 2011–2016 2019 160 160 719
Note: number of countries covered in the survey represents complete cases (lower bound) and no. of countries responded for the survey represents all the
cases where at least one answer was given (upper bound). Source: BRSS, World Bank.
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banking sector in the UK, Italy, and Canada ask all the eight
documents to be submitted to grant a bank license.&ey allow
“fit and proper” applicants to enter the banking industry.
Germany akin to Japan is liberal to some extent with regard to
the entry requirement into banking. However, they imposed
the highest capital stringency norms, in order to ensure the
stability of the banks (see Figure 6).

5.1.3. Restrictions on Foreign Bank Entry. &is index reflects
barriers on foreign bank entry into the domestic banking
system. It is based on whether the foreign bank is allowed to
enter by branch mode, subsidiary, joint venture, or acqui-
sition. Furthermore, the index ranges from 0 to 4; higher
value indicates more restrictions on foreign bank entry.
Figure 7 reveals that among the BRICS nations, only Russia

has never allowed entry of foreign banks into domestic
banking sector by branch mode. By 2019, China, Brazil,
South Africa, and India allowed foreign banks to enter by
acquisition, subsidiary, branch, and joint ventures. Earlier,
the South African banking sector constrained foreign bank
entry by joint venture mode. However, after 2007, joint
venture was also allowed to enter into the domestic banking
system. Turning to G7 countries, the regulators had never
imposed restrictions on foreign applicants to enter the
banking sector (see Figure 5). In 2011, except Russia, all the
sampled countries have allowed foreign applicants into the
banking sector through all routes with no barriers. However,
in the entire G7 region, the regulators put maximum re-
strictions on the foreign bank entry into their domestic
banking system. Particularly, after the GFC 2007/08, the G7
nations have augmented the check list for outsider
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Figure 4: Activity restrictions, by country (% of maximum score).

Table 3: Definition of key regulatory indicators.

Index (range) Description Survey questions Quantification

1. Activity
restrictions (4–16)

&e restriction on banks with regard to
insurance, securities, real estate

activities, and owning nonfinancial
firms

Whether banks are allowed to foray into
insurance, securities, real estate activities,

and own nonfinancial firms?

Unrestricted� 1,
permitted� 2, restricted� 3,

prohibited� 4.
Higher value indicates more

restrictiveness

2 Banks’ entry
requirements (0–8)

Requirements to submit legal
documents to get banking license

What are the different documents required
to get a banking license?

Yes� 1, no� 0
Higher value indicates
greater stringency

3. Restriction on
foreign bank entry
(0–4)

Barriers to foreign bank entry into the
domestic banking system

Whether the foreign banks are allowed to
enter by branch mode, subsidiary, joint

venture, or acquisition?

Yes� 0, no� 1
Lower value indicates
greater stringency

4. Capital stringency
(0–10)

&e extent of restriction on overall
capital requirement

Whether the source of fund is verified?
Which regulatory capital adequacy regimes
are being used? Category of risk enclosed by

the minimum capital requirements.

Yes� 0, no� 1
Higher values indicate
greater stringency

5. Power of deposit
insurer (0–4)

&e extent to which deposit insurance
authority has power to intervene and

take legal actions

Powers of deposit insurers to make any
decision, interference, and take legal action

Yes� 1, no� 0
Higher values indicate more

power
Source: authors’ elaboration from Barth et al. [9].
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applicants to enter inter the domestic banking sector.
Moreover, the authors observe that, in order to ensure the
resilience of the banking system, both the regions have
increased the scrutiny of applicants letting them enter into
their domestic banking.

5.1.4. Capital Stringency. Figure 8 demonstrates the overall
bank capitalization in BRICS and G7 nations estimated by the
capital to risk-weighted assets ratio. &e banks in BRICS
countries were found to be more capitalized than those in the
G7 region in the early 2000s. Since 2007, the position has re-
versed. Within the BRICS region, Russian and Brazilian banks
have been found to be more capitalized. &e Chinese banking
sector, which was not on par in terms of capital previously has
now improved its position and is in line with global standards.
In 2019, the bank capital ratio in both the regions has increased
and is aligned with international standards.

Delving deeper into the capital requirement standards,
the study also examines the stringency of capital require-
ment across the BRICS and G7 nations. An assessment of
capital requirement stringency has been done using the
index for stringency on capital measure for the capital re-
quirement and its restrictions which assist in mitigating risks
in the banking sector [18].&e index varies between 0 and10;
higher values indicate greater stringency on capital adequacy
norms. To formulate the index, the responses to some of the
questions like: Whether the source of fund is verified or not?
Which capital adequacy regimes are being used? Which
regulatory category of risk is enclosed by the minimum
capital requirements? Figure 6 reveals that restrictions on
capital requirements were almost similar in both the regions
in early 2000. Between the year 2003 and 2019, the capital
requirements became more stringent in BRICS nations;
China and India imposed greater capital restrictions in order
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Figure 6: Capital stringency, by country (% of maximum score).
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to be aligned with the Basel III minimum capital accord,
based on the market risk and credit profile of individual
banks (see Figure 6). Furthermore, except UK, the G7
countries had also increased restrictions on minimum
capital requirements by 2019.

&e regulators of the entire BRICS region first verify
capital source which is going to be part of bank capital.
Except the Brazilian regulator, borrowed fund for initial
capital requirement by shareholders is not allowed. In ad-
dition, assets other than cash and government securities are
allowed in Russia and South Africa to be the part of the
initial and subsequent capital requirement. Over the period,
G7 nations increased capital restrictions. &e entire G7
region allowed initial capital injections other than cash or
government securities, with Canada, Italy, United Kingdom,
and United States allowing borrowed funds. French regu-
lators restricted the capital stringency after 2003. In recent

years, the United Kingdom has liberalized capital require-
ments. &e results suggest that both the regions follow a
different kind of strategy. In the initial years, restrictions on
capital requirements were almost at the same level, but in
more recent years, the BRICS nations have made capital
requirements more stringent by following the Basel II and III
accords, compared to G7 countries.

5.1.5. Power of Deposit Insurer. Deposit insurance schemes
protect the depositors in the case of a bank run. &ese
schemes act as a safety net of a country’s financial system
and ensure the high confidence in the banking sector.
Furthermore, the effectiveness of deposit insurance
schemes depends upon the powers of deposit insurers.
Following Barth el al. [17], the index for deposit insurer
power is constructed to measure the degree of various
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powers with the authority related to deposit insurance.
&ese powers are: to take legal actions against banks of-
ficials, to intervene in the banking system, and to cancel the
deposit insurance scheme of the particular bank if found
guilty.

Figure 9 reflects that the deposit insurance authorities
have greater powers in G7 countries, compared to BRICS
nations. &e authorities in the BRICS region have much less
powers to take legal action against violation of law, or to
cancel the insurance scheme (deposit) of a particular guilty
bank. In the Indian banking system, the Deposit Insurance
and Credit Guarantee Corporation (DICGC) has the power
to cancel the insurance of deposits if the bank is found to be
guilty. Recently, the Russian regulators also permitted the
deposit insurance organizations to intervene in bank deci-
sions and revoke the insurance for a bank. On the other
hand, Canada and United States have very powerful deposit
insurance regulatory authority (see Figure 6). Furthermore,
the index value reveals no significant improvement in the
deposit insurance system across BRICS countries. &us, the
deposit insurance schemes in the BRICS region are not well-
designed, and evidences reveal a structure with insufficient
deposit insurer power and inadequacy of factors to mitigate
moral hazards. Furthermore, the USA has a very well-
designed deposit insurance mechanism and the regulator
empowers the deposit insurers with more powers and in-
dependence. However, in sum, both the regions have to
emphasize more on deposit insurance schemes and grant
more powers to deposit insurers.

5.2. Convergence in Regulatory Standards in BRICS to G7
Norms. To assess the convergence in the regulatory ade-
quacy framework among BRICS and G7 nations, the study
compares the regional weighted averages of selected regu-
latory indices in the year 1999 to 2019 of both the regions.
&e authors have prepared a radar chart based on the se-
lected regulatory indicators for the regions and tested for the
convergence. From Figure 10, the study observes a weak
convergence in the restrictions on bank activities over time.
While the BRICS weighted average for activity restrictions
have moved up gradually over the period and declined in
2019, the weighted average of the G7 region declined over
the period, and moved upward in 2019, converging on the
former. However, there are clear differences in the scope of
bank activities in each region. &is indicates that one size
may not fit all. More recently, it has been observed that the
future trend in new banking reforms is moving toward more
restrictions in G7 nations, while reforms in BRICS nations
are moving toward liberalizing the restrictions on bank
activities.

Next, the results depict the convergence in entry re-
quirements into banking. &e bank regulators in the BRICS
and the G7 region have made licensing requirements more
stringent over time. Almost all standard requirements for
entry into banking have been made mandatory in the BRICS
region, except China and South Africa.&is is to improve the
financial health and maintain systemic stability in the
banking system by allowing only “fit and proper” applicants

into banking. Furthermore, the entry norms for foreign
banks’ entry into BRICS region seem to have converged to
G7 norms indicating the convergence phenomenon. On
comparing the stringency of capital requirements, the study
does not identify any convergence. Both the regions follow
different strategies; BRICS nations have made capital re-
quirement more stringent to ensure financial stability by
following the Basel I, II, and III accords. Banks in G7 nations
are more capitalized than BRICS, but have fewer restrictions
on the initial capital stringency.

&e study reveals some weaknesses in the deposit in-
surance system of BRICS nations as compared to G7 nations.
Deposit insurance authorities in G7 nations have more
powers to intervene and take legal actions against bank
officials in violation of laws. However, in the BRICS region,
the deposit protection system is not well framed and may
lead to moral hazard problems and the insurer cannot re-
voke insurance (except in India). &e study does not ad-
vocate convergence in the practices to protect depositors’
interest in the BRICS region to the international standards.
Finally, the study found that, in both the regions, the reg-
ulatory authorities have delegated more powers to super-
visors over time, which reflects that the official supervisory
power with the BRICS nations are not far from the best-
practices defined by the G7 nations.

Moreover, the study observes a strong convergence in
terms of fulfillment of entry licensing requirements for a new
bank and relaxing limitations on the entry of foreign banks.
However, a weak convergence is reported for activity re-
strictions. In early 2000s, there were the same standards of
capital requirements in both the regions; but in 2019, BRICS
has increased stringency on capital requirements following
Basel II and III accords, compared to G7 nations. &is has
increased the disparities in capital requirements between the
regions. Furthermore, the BRICS nations still have weak-
nesses in the deposit insurance schemes. Although to a lower
degree, the power of the official supervisors to restructure or
declare banks as insolvent has been found to be similar in
both the regions in 2019.

6. Discussion

&e main idea of conducting this research is to examine the
development of regulations and supervisory mechanism in
BRICs and G7 nations. In addition, the present article also
tries to scrutinize the convergence of regulatory practices in
BRICs nations with G7 counterparts. Following the Barth
et al. [17] guidelines, the study constructed the five key
regulatory and supervisory indexes pertaining to (i) activity
restrictions, (ii) bank entry requirements, (iii) restrictions on
foreign bank entry, (iv) capital adequacy norms, and (v)
powers of the deposit insurer based on the responses to the
Bank Regulatory and Supervisory Survey (BRSS) conducted
by the World Bank.

&e study finds that in the BRICS region, China and India
imposed more restrictions on bank activities. However,
Russian and Brazilian regulators were more liberal. Higher
restriction on bank activities may hamper the bank diversi-
fication strategies [41]. Usually, the organizations diversify
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their business revenue in order to mitigate the operating risk.
Furthermore, the findings are supported by the observations
noted by Barth et al. [9]. &ey argue that income diversifi-
cation increases the bank stability and firm performance.
Furthermore, the higher regulation on bank activity may
negatively impact the competitive environment in the industry
[41]. &erefore, higher restriction on bank activities may re-
flect the competition level in the particular country. &e
authors may conclude that Indian and Chinese banking
systems are less competitive than Russia and Brazil. Our
observations are in line with Moudud-Ul-Huq [48] who finds
that the BRICS banking sector is less competitive due to less
financial freedom and greater financial restrictions. In the case
of India, the real sate activities are strictly prohibited to exclude
the risk of fragility. Furthermore, the US Banking sector is the
most regulated, and the regulatory body does not allow banks
to engage in real estate activities. In addition, the study
concludes that the US banking system is more stable and less
competitive. &e findings are in agreement with Solano’s [49]

observations that highlighted the association between the
robustness of US banking system and rivalry level. Further-
more, the study reports that the UK banking sector is the least
restricted. &e regulators put few restrictions on insurance
activities only. In sum, the banking sector in UK is more
liberal. &e banks in UK also earn revenue from the nonfi-
nancial domain as well. Furthermore, our findings are sup-
ported by Yin [30] who argues that the developing countries
imposed more restrictions on bank activities than developed
nations. &e author also cites that the weaker supervisory
mechanism in developing nations is one of the key factors
behind the more number of restrictions on bank activities.
Furthermore, the study concludes the convergence in the bank
activity restriction in both the regions.

In addition, the entry and exit policies in the banking
industry also affect the level of competition and stability in
the banking sector. Furthermore, the bank entry restrictions
may hamper the competitive environment and lead to lower
performance [41]. Entry into banking is tough in the G7
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nations. &ey allow only fit and proper applicants into the
banking system. &e bank regulators in the BRICS and G7
countries have made licensing requirements more stringent
over time. Furthermore, the study finds convergence in the
bank entry requirements. &is is to improve the financial
health and maintain the stability in the banking system by
allowing only financially sound candidates to enter the
banking sector. &e regulator also imposed restrictions on
foreign bank entry into the domestic banking sector in order
to ensure stability and healthy competition. Similar obser-
vations have been reported by Li [25]. &e lower restriction
on the entry of foreign banks and liberal environment for
bank activities lead to better competition in the banking
sector [40]. Post-GFC, China and South Africa have liber-
alized the entry requirement into banking; this could have
increased the competition level in both the countries.
Moreover, to validate the statement, interested researchers
may further extend the work to analyze the association
between entry regulation and the level of competition. Al-
though bank entry is not legally restricted in G7 and BRICS
nations, rejections may be due to the reputation of the
applicant, discrepancy in documents, inappropriate own-
ership structure, and lack of deposit insurance. Moreover,
bank entry requirement in BRICS has become liberalized
over time and similar observations were reported by Gulati
[41].

Furthermore, a well-capitalized bank is considered to be
the stable and financially sound. In addition, capital su-
pervision is one of the significant tools to control the risk-
taking behavior of banks [50]. &erefore, regulators inten-
tionally imposed higher restrictions of bank requirements as
well as its structure and formation. Earlier the banks in
BRICS were well capitalized. However, recently, the G7
banks are found to be more capitalized. In addition, in-
stances of bank defaults are less in the G7 countries, thanks
to the rigorous capital requirement [42]. Recently, the bank
capital ratio in both the regions has increased and is aligned
with international standards. In particular, the Russian and
Brazilian banks have been found to be more capitalized. In
addition, China and India imposed greater capital restric-
tions in order to be aligned with the Basel III minimum
capital accord, based on the market risk and credit profile of
individual banks. Furthermore, the regulators in G7 nations
are more concerned and monitor for compliance and
capitalization requirement.

Deposit insurance schemes protect the depositors in case
of a bank run.&ese schemes act as a safety net of a country’s
financial system and ensure the high confidence in the
banking sector. However, at the same time, they may create
moral hazards issue by reducing the incentives for the de-
positors to scrutinize the banks. In addition, they also induce
the shareholders to take excessive risky decisions. &e lit-
erature reported a mix of arguments about the deposit in-
surance schemes [14, 42].

Furthermore, among G7 nations, the US banking system
was the first to establish an explicit deposit insurance system
in 2011. Only Italy and UK have ex-post deposit insurance
schemes (i.e., the premium fund to be collected on the
occurrence of bank failure). While all other countries follow

ex-ante insurance schemes, the premium for deposit in-
surance is risk-adjusted in Canada, France, Italy, and US.
Finally, the burden of finance is also borne solely by banks in
advanced nations. In sum, significant variations exist in the
deposit insurance systems adopted by the emerging and
advanced nations [14]. In order to minimize the moral
hazard issues and maximize the welfare of depositors, the
financial regulators must be equip the deposit insurer with
more powers and independence. &e empirical results
suggest that the deposit insurers in G7 nations are more
powerful than those in the BRICS region.&e authorities can
take legal action or cancel the insurance policy of banks in
case the bank is found guilty. Furthermore, the welfare of
depositors can be raised further by implementing appro-
priate deposit insurance mechanism and granting more
powers to the insurer.

7. Conclusions and Policy Implications

&e study aimed to examine the regulatory conduct of the
banking sector, particularly in the BRICS countries, namely,
Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa during the
period 2000–2019. &e regulatory gaps have been ascer-
tained by equating the regulatory and supervisory practices
adopted in BRICS vis-à-vis G7 countries. &e study mea-
sured the regulatory indexes of five selected regulatory di-
mensions using the responses from World Bank’s BRSS
survey and deploying Barth et al.’s [17] guidelines.

Based on the findings, the study concludes that the
regulatory framework in BRICS nations is moving toward
global standards by delegating more powers to the super-
visors. In particular, the BRICS banking sector imposes
more restrictions on banking activities than G7 nations. &e
study suggests that regulators must allow banks to enter into
nonbanking activities with more monitoring and supervi-
sion, which will further enable banks to diversify their
revenue and enhance their profitability. Furthermore, the
policy-makers and regulators need to impose more checks of
the entry of new banks into the sector in order to enhance
the stability of the financial system. Moreover, in order to
promote healthy rivalry in the banking sector, the regulator
may put eyes on price determination, products and offering,
and other lending terms of the banks. In addition, to
stimulate competition along with better stability in the in-
dustry, regulators need to increase the monitoring on for-
eign bank entry and allow only “fit and proper” applicants
into the banking system. &e literature has established the
relationship between bank capitalization and its stability.
&erefore, regulators must maintain the level of stringency
of bank capital and monitor regularly to ensure the ro-
bustness of the banking system. Furthermore, the despot
insurance system is found to be less equipped with decision-
making powers in the BRICS nations. &e study suggests
that the regulators must strengthen the deposit insurers’
powers in order to protect the depositor’s interest and in-
crease their welfare. Furthermore, the appropriate deposit
insurance mechanism also helps in reducing the moral
hazards issue in the banking sector which ultimately stim-
ulates the shareholders for responsible investment. Allowing
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banks to diversify their activities with proper monitoring,
granting entry after in-depth scrutiny of the applicants, and
additional stringency on bank capital along with enriching
the powers of the deposit insurer transform the banking
sector into an efficient and resilient one. &e efficient and
financially robust banking system boosts the economic
development of the nations.

8. Limitations of the Study and Directions for
Future Research

&is study has used selected regulator and supervisory in-
dicators to examine the banking system. In addition, the
study did not assess the impact of regulation on banks’
profitability, stability, competition, or risk-taking behavior.
Interested authors may further extend this study by ana-
lyzing the additional dimensions of regulatory and super-
visory practices in the banking system. In addition,
association between the regulatory dimensions and banks’
performance may be examined by the interested authors.
Furthermore, the entry requirements or foreign bank entry
restrictions may be linked with the competition levels in the
banking sector.

Data Availability

&e authors have formulated the various regulatory and
supervisory indexes based on the responses of five rounds of
World Bank Survey: Bank Regulation and Supervision Survey.
&e responses of all the five surveys are available in the public
domain: World Bank database, https://www.worldbank.org/
en/research/brief/BRSS. &e Bank Regulation and Supervi-
sion Survey is a unique source of comparable economy-level
data on how banks are regulated and supervised around the
world, and the data are publicly available.

Additional Points

&e study conducted a search on “Scopus” database, which is
trusted across the globe and contains a wide variety of re-
search. &e study used the following command: (TITLE-
ABS-KEY (“Bank regulation and supervision”) OR TITLE-
ABS-KEY (“Bank regulation and supervision survey”) OR
TITLE-ABS-KEY (“Bank regulation”) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY
(“BRSS Survey”)) AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, “ar”))
AND (LIMIT-TO (SUBJAREA, “ECON”) OR LIMIT-TO
(SUBJAREA, “BUSI”) OR LIMIT-TO (SUBJAREA, “SOCI”)
OR LIMIT-TO (SUBJAREA, “DECI”) ) AND (LIMIT-TO
(LANGUAGE, “English”)) and found 733 articles published
during the years 1971 to 2021.&e authors have limited their
search to Journal Articles published in the English Language
in Economics, Econometrics and Finance, Business Man-
agement and Accounting, Social Sciences, and Decision
Sciences domain only.
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[39] A. K. Demirgüç-Kunt andM. S. P. Mart́ınez, A Framework for
Analyzing Competition in the Banking Sector: An Application
to the Case of Jordan, World Bank Policy Research Working
Paper, Washington, DC, USA, 2010, https://pdfs.
semanticscholar.org/f1e3/
e459a61430adcc37e3e62a9155661cccef71.pdf.

[40] S. Li, “&e impact of bank regulation and supervision on
competition: evidence from emerging economies,” Emerging
Markets Finance and Trade, vol. 55, no. 10, pp. 2334–2364,
2019.

[41] R. Gulati, “Demystifying gaps and testing for convergence in
bank regulations impacting the competitive environment: a
case of India and its peers in BRICS,” Journal of Financial
Regulation and Compliance, vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 15–43, 2021.

[42] B. N. Ashraf, C. Zheng, C. Jiang, N. Qian, and N. Qian,
“Capital regulation, deposit insurance and bank risk: inter-
national evidence from normal and crisis periods,” Research
in International Business and Finance, vol. 52, Article ID
101188, 2020.

[43] H. Yin, “Foreign bank entry and bank competition: cross-country
heterogeneity,”Global Finance Journal, vol. 48, Article ID 100558,
2021.

[44] E. Carletti, R. Marquez, and S. Petriconi, “&e redistributive
effects of bank capital regulation,” Journal of Financial Eco-
nomics, vol. 136, no. 3, pp. 743–759, 2020.

[45] Z. He and G. Qiao, L. Zhang and W. Zhang, Regulator su-
pervisory power and bank loan contracting,” Journal of
Banking & Finance, vol. 126, Article ID 106062, 2021.

[46] I. Avgeri, Y. Dendramis, and H. Louri, “&e Single Super-
visory Mechanism and its implications for the profitability of
European banks,” Journal of International Financial Markets,
Institutions and Money, vol. 74, Article ID 101382, 2021.

Complexity 15

http://www.sharaka.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Sharaka_RP_04.pdf
http://www.sharaka.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Sharaka_RP_04.pdf
http://www.sharaka.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Sharaka_RP_04.pdf
http://www.medpro-foresight.eu/system/files/MEDPRO%20TR%20No%2034%20WP6%20Ayadi.pdf
http://www.medpro-foresight.eu/system/files/MEDPRO%20TR%20No%2034%20WP6%20Ayadi.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/f1e3/e459a61430adcc37e3e62a9155661cccef71.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/f1e3/e459a61430adcc37e3e62a9155661cccef71.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/f1e3/e459a61430adcc37e3e62a9155661cccef71.pdf


[47] X. Zhang, C. Wei, and S. Zedda, “Analysis of China com-
mercial banks’ systemic risk sustainability through the leave-
one-out approach,” Sustainability, vol. 12, 2020.

[48] S. Moudud-Ul-Huq, “Does bank competition matter for
performance and risk-taking? empirical evidence from BRICS
countries,” International Journal of Emerging Markets, vol. 16,
no. 3, pp. 409–447, 2020.

[49] J. Solano, S. M. Camino, and G. B. Armijos, “Intra-banking
competition in Ecuador: new evidence using panel data ap-
proach,” Journal of Economics, Finance and Administrative
Science, vol. 25, no. 50, pp. 295–319, 2020.

[50] W. Wang, J. Zhang, and Y. Wang, “Capital supervision, in-
formation disclosure and risk-taking-evidence from rural
commercial banks in China,” Emerging Markets Finance and
Trade, 2021, In press.

16 Complexity


