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Office of the Comptroller of the Currency

Apanard (Penny) Prabha
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ABSTRACT

After two decades of extreme turbulence in banking and financial markets
around the world, it is reasonable to ask about the current status of banking regulation
and supervision. Our unique starting point for answering that question comes from the
fact that we make use of the first, and therefore the oldest, detailed, multi-country
database on banking regulation and supervision, developed by us twenty years ago. We
compare that 1993 data for nineteen developed market economies to similar data from
the most recent (2011-2012) World Bank survey data on banking supervision and
regulation. Key observations emerging from our intertemporal cross-country analysis
include the following: (1) the very largest banks retain the same kind of dominance in
2011 as they did twenty years ago (before the continued occurrence of evermore serious
financial crises); (2) in the case of some basic banking activities, including in particular
funding practices, the nature of systemic risks seems to have remained the same, if not
worsened, over time; (3) in at least one respect-scope of coverage-deposit insurance
schemes have changed in a way that encourages moral hazard behavior. These
observations suggest that there is much more work to be done to address banking risks
and more data to collect and analyze to help us understand how well banking policies
and practices are succeeding around the world.

*The opinions expressed in this paper are the authors' alone and should not be
interpreted as representing those of the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency or the
Treasury Department of the United States.
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INTRODUCTION

The global financial crisis of 2008-2009 generated a flurry of policy responses,
at both the national and international levels, to reform financial markets. To date, the
greatest focus has been on reforming the operations of the banking industry, including,
in particular, strengthening regulation and supervision. In contrast to the somewhat
uneven progress on policy measures targeting nonbank financial institutions and
markets, many banking system reforms have been fully implemented, or are in the
process of being implemented. Under those circumstances, and considering that we are
five years and counting since the full eruption of the global financial crisis in fall 2008,
it is reasonable to ask, "What is the status of banking regulatory and supervisory
policies around the world now?" A corollary question immediately arises: "Current
status, as compared to what?"

The purpose of this article is to answer those two questions, exploiting a
unique vantage point we possess. Two decades ago, two of us (along with a third
coauthor) constructed the first detailed and wide-ranging cross-country data set on
banking structure, regulation, and supervision, and established what can be fairly called
the "prototype" pattern for analyzing such data. Since that time, subsequent data
collection efforts in this vein have appeared, the most substantial of which are the four
surveys of banking supervisory authorities in roughly 180 countries undertaken and
published by the World Bank.2 Studies using the World Bank's Bank Supervision and
Regulation Survey ("World Bank survey") data continue to proliferate, and we follow in
their footsteps in the sense that, in this paper, we use the most recent survey data
(centering mostly on 2011) in combination with other relevant data from 2013, to paint
a fairly contemporary "now" landscape. However, because our original data set covered
1993 (with, as noted below, a few exceptions), we are able to span an approximately
twenty-year "then vs. now" time period, which is at least a half a decade longer than
any other comparable study can cover. Our greater span of time is conceptually
meaningful in that our starting point, 1993, is representative of the last broadly stable
period-the early-1990s-in financial markets. Indeed, one could argue that the two
decades directly thereafter constitute the two most turbulent decades in financial
markets history.3

' We originally published the results of those efforts in an Economics Working Paper for the U.S. Office of the

Comptroller of the Currency. See James R. Barth, Daniel E. Nolle & Tara N. Rice, Commercial Banking

Structure, Regulation, and Performance: An International Comparison (Office of the Comptroller of the

Currency, Economics Working Paper No. 97-6, 1997), available at

http://www.occ.gov/publications/publications-by-type/economics-working-papers/1999-1993/97-6txt.pdf

[hereinafter Barth et al., I]. A shorter version of that paper was published in Managerial Finance. See James R.

Barth, Daniel E. Nolle & Tara N. Rice, Commercial Banking Structure, Regulation, and Performance: An

International Comparison, 23 MANAGERIAL FIN., no. 11, 1997, at 1 [hereinafter Barth et al., II].
2 Section I.B of the current paper summarizes the nature of, and includes a link to, the World Bank's Bank

Regulation and Supervision Survey. See infra Section I.B and notes 7-8. Especially for the earlier surveys,
much of the work was directly undertaken or heavily influenced by one of this article's authors, James R.

Barth, in cooperation with Gerard Caprio, Jr. and Ross Levine.

3 Beginning in the mid-1990s and carrying on to the present, large-scale and, in a number of cases, global

financial crises succeeded each other in rapid succession (including the East Asian crisis, the Dot-Com bubble
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The article is organized as follows. Section I describes the nature of our data
set, focusing on key facets of its two major components. Our "then" component is the
1993 data drawn from our original Barth, Nolle, Rice study ("BNR") of banking
structure, regulation, and supervision in nineteen developed market economies. Our
"now" data set centers on 2011-2013 and is primarily drawn from the most recent World
Bank survey. Section II briefly highlights several basic changes in banking system
structure revealed by comparing the 1993 and 2011-2013 data. Section III presents
information on banking regulation across countries and over time, focusing on three
broad areas: (1) "banking powers," by which we mean the degree to which regulations
(and other laws) allow banks to engage in activities beyond their "traditional" deposit-
taking and lending; (2) capital requirements; and (3) deposit insurance schemes.
Section IV considers several key supervisory practices, including the nature of bank
examinations, consumer protection measures, and reliance on market discipline in the
form of external auditing. The last section summarizes and concludes.

I. INTERTEMPORAL CROSS-COUNTRY DATA SET

When we undertook our original research in the mid-1990s, cross-country
comparisons of any aspect of banking were relatively rare, and those that existed were
limited in scope in two basic ways. First, with the exception of the United States and a
few other countries, publicly available data on a national basis describing not only
banking regulation and supervision, but even basic banking structure such as the
number of banks, measures of bank size, and concentration in the banking industry was
difficult and expensive to come by. Second, as a consequence of this, the international
comparisons that appeared from time to time covered a small number of countries-
typically, six or fewer.4 This section begins by briefly summarizing how we (i.e., Barth
and Nolle, for the BNR work) responded to this situation, in a manner well beyond what
had been attempted by anyone else, by constructing the first "modern" cross-country
data set on banking structure, regulation, and supervision across a wide range of
countries. It is that original data that we draw upon for the "then" (mostly 1993)
component of the data set used in the current article. Subsection B summarizes the
nature of the "now" (2011-2013) component of the data set for this article, briefly
explaining its direct connection to our original 1993 work.

A. Our "Then" (1993) Data: Genesis, Construction, Contents

Facing the paucity of readily usable data outlined above, we took action on two
fronts, ultimately combining the resultant data into what at the time was by far the
largest such integrated cross-country data set. We explored the contents and mastered
the use of the BankScope database, which provides private sector data covering basic
structure, balance sheet, and income statement data on a bank-specific basis for (most)

and bust, the global mortgage market bubble and bust, which generated the 2008-2009 global financial market

crisis, and the European sovereign debt crisis).

4 See Barth et al., I, supra note 1, for a discussion of and citations to the representative literature at that time.
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publicly traded banks in a wide range of countries. Up to that point, this BankScope
data had been used almost exclusively to construct analyses of peer groups of
competing banking companies for purposes of furthering the business interests and
market share, among other reasons, of clients subscribing to the company's database.
We realized that, subject to careful filtering and other measures, we could build a
country-by-country bank-specific data set useful to describe in a systematic and
comparable way the banking system "landscape" for selected countries.

We also needed country-specific data on regulatory and supervisory practices.
No such database existed, nor could a wide-ranging one be built by scouring country-
specific sources. Under these circumstances we obtained the permission of the relevant
authorities at the U.S. Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC), where two of
the authors of the current paper, Barth and Nolle, were at that time employed (as indeed
was the third coauthor, Rice), to ask bank regulatory authorities in selected countries for
relevant bank structure, regulatory, and supervisory information. To do so necessitated
the construction of a carefully designed survey instrument, and the composition of the
appropriate official letters of inquiry. It also required what to this day we remain most
grateful for: expert, cooperative responses to the survey from supervisory authorities in
eighteen foreign countries. (The U.S. data we were able to provide ourselves.)

The regulatory and supervisory information for 1993 (and, in some cases,
1995) presented in the remainder of this article is from the original BNR data set which,
it should be noted, covered more dimensions of regulation and supervision than are
addressed in the current article. Our "then" component also includes country-specific
data on the macroeconomy and size and composition of the financial services industry.

B. Our "Now" (2011-2013) Data, and the Comparability of Our "Then" and "Now"
Data Components

The World Bank has collected detailed information on the banking systems by
administering, to date, four surveys filled out by supervisory authorities in roughly 180
countries. Each succeeding survey has refined the existing material in an effort to elicit
standardized, closely comparable information from respondents and enhance the
analytic utility of the data collected, and each has added questions to the preceding
survey.8 Our "now" (2011-2013) component draws on selected aspects of World Bank

BankScope is owned and maintained by Bureau van Dijk, IBCA. See Our Products, BankScope, BUREAU

VAN DIJK, http://www.bvdinfo.com/en-us/products/company-information/international/bankscope (last visited

May 16, 2014).
6 When the Barth, Nolle, and Rice (Barth et al., I) paper was produced, James R. Barth was a Visiting Scholar

at the OCC; Daniel E. Nolle was (and remains) a Senior Financial Economist at the OCC; and, at that time,
Tara N. Rice was a Research Assistant in the Economics Department of the OCC.

James R. Barth, Gerard Caprio, Jr. & Ross Levine, Bank Regulation and Supervision in 180 Countries from

1999 to 2011, 5 J. FIN. ECON. POL'Y 111, 111-12 (2013) [hereinafter Bank Regulation and Supervision in 180
Countries ]; see also Bank Regulation and Supervision Survey, WORLD BANK,

http://econ.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTDEC/EXTGLOBALFINREPORT/0,,print:Y-isCURL:

Y-contentMDK:23267421~pagePK:64168182~piPK:64168060~theSitePK:8816097,00.html (last visited Mar.

18, 2013).

The first World Bank's Bank Regulation and Supervision Survey, covering the 1998-2000 period, included

175 questions and was completed by 107 countries; the second survey, covering 2003, expanded coverage in
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survey IV, adding to that recent macroeconomic and financial system size and

composition data from other sources.9
For the combined data set, several observations warrant special attention. It is

important to note that there are direct, significant links between the World Bank surveys
and the original BNR work. The most important of those links is personal, in the
following sense: not long after completing his term as a Visiting Scholar at the OCC,
Barth accepted a visiting position at the World Bank. While there, Barth, along with
Gerard Caprio (who at the time was employed at the World Bank), and Ross Levine
(who at the time was a Visiting Scholar at the World Bank), became one of the three
main architects of the first World Bank survey, and continued to contribute to the
construction of subsequent surveys. Those three were also instrumental in creating and
systematizing empirical methods for interpreting and analyzing survey results. In
addition, Barth was able to use data he and Nolle collected by re-surveying their
original set of countries in 1997 and 1998 to augment and filter data collected in the
first World Bank survey.

The above discussion shows the strong conceptual and empirical connection
between the two parts of the data set used in the current study. Nevertheless, it is
important to point out that in some cases it is not possible to make direct comparisons
between the 1993 and 2013 components of our current data set. Although conceptually
the two components cover the same topics, in selected cases the underlying definitions
are different and/or the level of detail is different. Difficulties with data comparability
across time are noted in the discussion of several topics covered in Sections II, III, and
IV.

C. Country Coverage

A third feature of our combined data sets-our country sample-is also worth
special consideration. The World Bank surveys cover roughly 180 countries, while the
BNR data covers a much smaller group of nineteen countries, which define the "cross-
country" dimension of our current study.10 Table 1 lists the specific countries."

It is worthwhile to consider the factors motivating BNR's selection of
countries. Each country in the original study was included because its national banking
system was large, and/or because it was a member of at least one of the international
groups regarded at the time as being particularly influential, namely, the G-10 or/and
the European Union. Those nineteen developed market economies ("DMEs") include
G-10 (only) members Canada, Japan, Switzerland, and the United States; E.U. members
which were also G-10 members (Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands,
Sweden, and the United Kingdom); and the then-remaining E.U. members not part of

two dimensions by asking 275 questions which were completed by 152 countries; Survey III, covering 2006,
completed by 142 countries, contained more than 300 questions; and Survey IV surveyed 180 countries and

was fully completed by 2012 by more than 125 countries. The current article draws on Survey IV. For full

details of the surveys, see Bank Regulation and Supervision in 180 Countries, supra note 7, at 112-13, and

Bank Regulation and Supervision Survey, supra note 7.

9 For a list of these sources, see citations in Tables 1-3.

1o See infra Table 1.

1 See infra Table 1.
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the G-10 (Austria, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal, and
Spain).

BNR's criteria for selecting countries are outdated now. One obvious change
is that the European Union includes many more member countries currently (twenty-
eight total in 2014).12 In addition, the G-10 has faded in significance as an important
multilateral group. One now speaks of the G-7 countries and, perhaps more
importantly, the G-20, as Nolle argues in a forthcoming publication.13 As indicated in
Table 1, our nineteen DMEs as a group accounted in 1993 for very large shares of world
GDP (77%), banking assets (86%), stock market capitalization (83%), and bond market

activity (76%).14 By 2013, while still substantial, group world shares had declined in
every category.1 The main reason for that trend is well known: a number of emerging
market economies ("EMEs") had become big players. Table 2 focuses on the three most
important EMEs over time in this respect: China, India, and Brazil. The table shows
that all three rose among the ranks of the top ten economies over the past two-plus
decades, and that their combined share of world economic activity more than doubled
over that time. 1

II. KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF BANKING INDUSTRY STRUCTURE:
CHANGES OVER TWO DECADES

Following the structure of the discussion in BNR, in this section we present
and discuss cross-country data on several basic characteristics of banking industry
structure in 1993 and in 2013. Table 3 focuses on various gauges of banking industry
size and concentration. It is important to note at the outset that the two data
components use different definitions of the term "bank." The respective underlying
data sets (i.e., BNR and World Bank survey) can be consulted for complete details, but
what we highlight here is that the BNR definition is narrower, for most countries, than
that used by the World Bank surveys. The first left-hand column heading in Table 3
makes this clear. Banks, as narrowly defined for the 1993-based data collected by
BNR, accounted in many countries for less than 100% of bank-like depository
institutions; while in the 2011 World Bank data, banks comprised most, or all, of what
the World Bank survey terms bank-like "credit institutions."1 9 Interestingly, even with

12 See EU member countries, EUROPA.EU, http://europa.eu/about-eu/countries/member-countries/index en.htm

(last visited Mar. 30, 2014).
13 See infra Table A.1 for a list of the G-20 members, as well as a clear indication of the relative economic and

financial market "heft" of that group. For a detailed explanation of the G-20's rise to prominence after the

2008-2009 global financial crisis, see Daniel E. Nolle, Who's in Charge of Fixing the World's Financial

System? The Under-Appreciated Lead Role of the G20 and the FSB, FIN. MARKETS, INST. INSTRUMENTS
(forthcoming), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=2354395.

14 See infra Table 1.

See infra Table 1.

16 See infra Table 2.

See infra Table 3.

Compare Barth et al., I, supra note 1, with Bank Regulation and Supervision Survey, supra note 7.

19 See infra Table 3. Basically, BNR asked countries to respond about depository institutions equivalent to the

U.S. concept of "commercial banks."
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a somewhat wider definition of what constitutes the banking industry in the 2013 data,
in one country, Austria, banks made up a smaller portion of all credit institutions in
2013 than in 1993.20

The banking-assets-to-GDP columns in Table 3 provide a measure of the
relative economic importance of countries' banking industries.21 This standard metric
compares a stock concept, bank assets, to a flow, GDP, but even so the intuition behind
the measure is useful, especially when one compares the figures across countries.
Focusing first on comparisons for a single time period, one can say, for example, that in
1993 the banking system of the France, whose assets totaled about 104% of GDP, was-
relative to that country's economy-about twice as big as the banking industry in the
United States, which accounted for about 56% of U.S. GDP.2 2

Even though the two time periods differ in their definitions of what constitutes
a bank, looking across the two time periods yields insight. Several points stand out
when one ranks the countries in each time period from biggest to smallest in terms of
the size of their banking systems relative to GDP (ranking not shown in the table).
Country rankings vary considerably between the two time periods, with some countries
moving up, and some moving down in 2011 compared to their rank in 1993. However,
about half (eight) of the countries for which there is data in both time periods show
roughly the same assets-to-GDP size in both time periods, an indication that banking

23industry growth was roughly in line with growth of the economy. Five countries show
about a doubling in the banking-assets-to-GDP ratio in 2011 compared to 1993, and for
these it is not possible on the basis of this information alone to say how much of the
difference in ratios was due to definitional differences between the periods, and how
much due to differences in the growth of the banking industry compared to economic
growth overall.24 Only two countries, Switzerland and Ireland, show a ratio in 2011
multiple times that in 1993;25 the factors at work in those cases bear additional
investigation, but that is beyond the scope of the current article.

Table 3 shows data for both time periods on the ratio of bank deposits to bank
26assets. The relevant columns in Table 3 are labeled as "Bank Funding" due to the fact

that deposits, on the liabilities side of the bank balance sheet, in effect are an important
source of funding for banks' assets-side activities, including, in particular, credit
extension. Indeed, deposits are commonly the biggest single source of funding for
banks' assets-side activities. Although types of deposits vary in volatility and
riskiness-demand deposits are very stable, while deposits made by institutional
investors are less so-overall deposits are a more stable source of bank funding than
other sources such as short-term funds borrowed from other financial institutions. At
both the national and international levels, policy makers' emphasis, post-2008-2009
financial crisis, on the nature and volatility of funding continues to increase, and it is

20 See infra Table 3.
21 See infra Table 3.
22 See infra Table 3.
23 See infra Table 3.

24 See infra Table 3.
25 See infra Table 3.
26 See infra Table 3.
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fair to say that official concerns in this regard are on a par with the attention given to
stronger capital requirements.

In that context, several observations about the data in Table 3 bear
consideration. First, as the table shows, in five of the nineteen countries in 1993 (the
United States, Japan, Canada, Greece, and the United Kingdom), deposits funded two-
thirds or more of banking assets, while, in the rest, the deposits-to-assets ratio was
below that, in some cases substantially so.2  By 2011, for five of the seventeen
countries for which we have the relevant data, deposits-to-assets ratios were at or above
the two-thirds of assets level, and, of those, only the United States and Canada crossed
that threshold in both time periods.2 8 Second, in 2011, nine countries out of the
seventeen for which we have data saw their bank deposits-to-assets funding ratios
drop. 2 9 Finally, in 1993, when far less attention was devoted to funding issues, thirteen
of the nineteen countries (68%) relied on deposits for a little over half, or less, of
banking industry funding. 30 But, by 2011, despite the sea change in the emphasis that
supervisors and policy makers worldwide place on bank funding volatility and stability,
nearly the same proportion of countries-65 %-evinced this funding pattern. 3 1

The far right-hand columns in Table 3 add a final perspective on banking
industry structure. Specifically, the three-firm concentration ratio shows the percent of
all banking system assets accounted for by the biggest three banks in a country.32 For
the majority of countries, in both time periods, the three-firm concentration ratio is
above 50%, generally substantially so.3 3 Furthermore, broadly speaking, the change in
that ratio, for a given country, is not particularly large for the more narrowly focused
definition of "banking" in 1993 compared to 2011. The larger point is this: in most
countries, including the clear majority of the nineteen where the banking industry has a
large role in the overall economy, the very largest banks dominated the banking
industry twenty years ago, and continue to do so now.34 Under those circumstances, the
post-2008-2009 financial crisis emphasis, at both the national and international levels,
placed on policy measures to mitigate risks posed by systemically important banks
("SIBs") seems well-justified.3

27 See infra Table 3.
28 See infra Table 3.
29 See infra Table 3.
30 See infra Table 3.

31 See infra Table 3.
32 See infra Table 3.

33 See infra Table 3.

34 See infra Table 3.

35 For a detailed discussion of global policies to address SIBs, see James R. Barth, Chris Brummer, Tong Li &
Daniel E. Nolle, Systemically Important Banks (SIBs) in the Post-Crisis Era: 'The' Global Response, and

Responses Around the Globe for 135 Countries, in THE OXFORD HANDBOOK OF BANKING (revised ed.
forthcoming 2014), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=2294641. For a

comprehensive discussion of the role of the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, the G20, and Financial

Stability Board on this issue, see Nolle, supra note 12.For a comprehensive discussion of the role of the Basel

Committee on Banking Supervision, the G20, and Financial Stability Board on this issue, see Nolle, supra note

13.
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III. CHANGES IN BANKING REGULATION OVER TWO TURBULENT
DECADES

There are many dimensions to bank regulation. As the development of
succeeding generations of the World Bank's survey illustrate, it is a challenging task to
comprehensively identify all relevant dimensions of regulation and supervision, much
less figure out precisely how to measure them.3 6 That challenge is magnified, of course,
by another challenge: constructing and administering a survey mechanism that faithfully
reflects concepts and metrics. With that in mind, we note that our original data
collection and research efforts were animated by the thought that more information,
even if less than comprehensive, is better than less information. The result, in concrete
terms, was our selection at that time of what we judged to be a useful start, wherein we
focused on three major dimensions of regulation: (1) "banking powers," i.e., the nature
and degree of limitations or restrictions on banks in engaging in non-traditional
activities and ownership opportunities considered to be "non-traditional" for
commercial banks; (2) capital requirements; and (3) deposit insurance schemes. The
current article follows our original research in focusing on these three important aspects
of regulation.

A. Banking Regulation: Banking Powers

Our original BNR research explains that an important indicator of the nature of
the regulatory regime in a country is the degree to which banks are allowed to engage in
financial activities beyond the "traditional" banking functions of taking deposits and
making loans.37 Table 4 presents a summary of the detailed information they collected
from national regulatory and supervisory authorities (as of 1995) on "banking
powers."38 Specifically, that term covers banks' powers to offer securities (stock
market) services (including sales and underwriting), insurance services, and real estate
services to their customers; and the degree to which the integration of banking and
commerce was permitted in the nineteen DMEs.

Our first-ever data collection and analysis efforts in this respect guided
important parts of the construction and interpretation of World Bank survey work, and,
as a result, there is strong commonality, conceptually, between the original BNR work
and subsequent World Bank work. It is important to note here, however, that there are
substantial differences between the two data sources. Broadly speaking, our original
survey was at the time viewed by us, and respondents at regulatory and supervisory
agencies in the nineteen countries, as a "one-time" exercise. In consequence, we felt
justified in asking for a degree of narrative detail that would be inappropriately
burdensome to ask for in a regularly repeated survey such as the World Bank's.
However, the World Bank's data covers an increasingly wide range of information
because the World Bank continually refines the nature and number of precisely targeted
questions on regulation and supervision asked in its survey. In the end, because the two

36 See Bank Regulation and Supervision, supra note 7.
37 See Barth et al., I, supra note 1 (manuscript at 12).

38 See infra Table 4.
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data sets differ substantially in the structure and qualitative nature of the data they
collect on banking powers, we have chosen, as the construction of Table 4 reveals, to
deviate from the kind of straightforward now-and-then presentation used in many of the
other tables in this article. Table 4 includes, for each of the nineteen DMEs, "mini-
narratives" summarizing the information BNR collected from national authorities for
each of the five "banking powers." 3 9 And, although it was not possible to configure
relevant World Bank survey data similarly, we include in the far right-hand column an
overall assessment of how the World Bank survey IV data compares to the detailed data
for 1995.40

As BNR originally observed, the degree of variation across countries in
permissible banking activities and ownership options is wide enough to make
generalizations about what constitutes "standard practice" difficult, with the one (rough)
exception that no country had a "split personality" with respect to banking powers.
That is, it was never the case that any country was very restrictive on some powers and
at the same time very liberal on the remaining powers. Rather, a country that was fairly
restrictive in the case of a given power was also at least somewhat restrictive toward the
others, while countries that were the least restrictive on several powers were also no
more than moderately restrictive (if that) toward the others. As a consequence, BNR
explain their method for categorizing countries into several different groups, based on
the at least rough similarity among group members in the degree of restrictiveness they
impose on banks engaging in the five non-traditional "powers."

For the purposes of the current article, the following discussion consolidates
BNR's groupings into two basic categories, based on the BNR groupings and the
existence of relevant data for 2011. The two groupings for this article, for the sixteen
countries for which we have 2011 data are (1) countries with, overall, somewhat
narrower powers (Italy, Belgium, Canada, Greece, and the United States), and (2)
countries with, overall, somewhat wider (or at least less restrictive) powers (the
remaining eleven countries).41 The remainder of this section focuses on how countries
were evaluated on the overall nature of the change between their 1995 "powers" status
and our assessment of their 2011 status, as summarized in the far right-hand column of
Table 4.42

It is difficult to justify a firm a priori expectation for any given country, or for
all nineteen DMEs as a group, with respect to the nature of the change in banking
powers regulation between 1995 and 2011. On the one hand, astounding advancements
in information technology and financial engineering, combined with increasing
emphasis, pre-2008-2009 financial crisis, on the benefits of less restrictive banking and
financial markets argue for an overall trend of greater banking powers liberalization,
regardless of a given country's banking powers status twenty years ago. On the other
hand, by 2011, policy makers had begun to implement measures aimed at mitigating
systemic risk. Hence, one could expect to see, overall, a tightening up on the range of

39 See infra Table 4.
40 See infra Table 4.

41 See infra Table 4.
42 See infra Table 4.
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activities and ownership opportunities in which banks can engage, relative to an earlier
era.

In that event, the information in Table 4 justifies neither presumption. Among
the eleven countries with relatively wide banking powers in 1995, nine (Austria,
Switzerland, United Kingdom, France, Netherlands, Finland, Ireland, Portugal, and
Spain) retained a similar degree of "wide-ish" banking powers in 2011, while only two
(Denmark and Luxembourg) decreased banking powers somewhat.4 3 Under those
circumstances it is hard to conclude that the trend in banking powers was either toward
greater liberalization or more restrictiveness.

The conclusion for the five countries with rather narrow or more restrictive
banking powers in 1995 is, if anything, even less clear. Two countries in the formerly
"narrower powers" group, Belgium and the United States, increased banking powers by
2011 compared to 1995.44 In the case of the United States, and despite recent measures
implemented under the post-crisis enactment of the Dodd-Frank Act,45 that posture
derived, in part, from two factors: (1) the enactment of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act of
199946 allowing for greater integration of banking and commerce; and (2) the decades-
long movement toward wider powers at the bank holding company level as compared to
the individual bank level. 47 Even so, this evidence partially supporting the a priori
expectation that, at least for the formerly more restrictive countries, the trend will be
toward wider banking powers, is contradicted by the fact that two of the narrower
powers countries, Italy and Greece, decreased banking powers by 2011.48

B. Banking Regulation: Capital Requirements

Capital regulations have long been important in the banking industry so as to
limit the extent to which individual banks are able to leverage. Higher capital
requirements lead to lower leverage, so that it takes larger losses to wipe out the equity
of a bank. Setting minimum capital requirements is therefore a way to provide a
cushion to lessen the likelihood of insolvency of a bank due to losses. The Basel
Committee on Banking Supervision (BCBS) in 1988 issued guidelines calling for a
minimum capital requirement of 8% of risk-weighted assets, known as Basel I.49 Most
countries adopted this proposed requirement for banks.

43 See infra Table 4.

4 See infra Table 4.

45 Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, Pub. L. No. 111-203, 124 Stat. 1376 (2010)

(codified as amended in scattered sections of the U.S.C.).

46 Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, Pub. L. No. 106-102, 113 Stat. 1338 (1999) (codified as amended in scattered

sections of the U.S.C.).

47 See, ERNST & YOUNG, CHALLENGES FOR CENTRAL BANKS: WIDER POWERS, GREATER RESTRAINTS (2012),

http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Challengesfor central banks widerjpowers greater restraints/$

FILE/Challengesfor central banks widerjpowers greater restraints.pdf.

48 See infra Table 4.

49 BASEL COMM. ON BANKING SUPERVISION, THE NEW BASEL CAPITAL ACCORD: AN EXPLANATORY NOTE 3

(2001), available at

http://www.bundesbank.de/Redaktion/EN/Downloads/Tasks/Bankingsupervision/the new basel capital acco

rd an explanatory note.pdf? blob-publicationFile.
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However, the composition of capital satisfying this requirement varied among
countries. This is clear from the information for the nineteen DMEs in Table 5a.5o All
the countries allowed subordinated term debt to be included as a component of
regulatory capital in 1995, while at the same time only three countries allowed for the
inclusion of investment in the capital of other banks and financial institutions.5 In the
case of the other ten potential components of capital, there was substantial variation
among the nineteen countries as to which of them were allowable.52 This means that,
although all the countries may have reported that banks met the minimum capital
requirement, the degree of leverage allowed still could have differed fairly widely due
to the variation in the items that were allowed to satisfy this requirement.

In 2004, the BCBS issued Basel II as an improvement upon Basel I.53 Most
countries had implemented Basel II by 2011, although the United States had not due to
the global financial crisis that fully emerged in September 2008. Then, as a result of
the crisis, Basel III was proposed in 2010-2011 to be implemented in phases over the
period 2013-2018.5 We can therefore still compare differences in the allowable
components of regulatory capital under Basel I and Basel II. This is done using the
information in Table 5a for 1995 and Table 5b for 2011.56 Based on available
information, one finds that, in contrast to some variation among countries as to whether
goodwill and other intangibles are allowable components of regulatory capital in 1995,
all of the countries exclude these items in 2011.5 With regard as to whether the other
items are allowable components of capital, the degree of variation among the countries
has remained roughly constant over the fifteen-year period.

C. Banking Regulation: Deposit Insurance Schemes

To reduce the likelihood, if not completely eliminate, widespread runs on
banks, many countries have established deposit insurance schemes over time. The
United States was the first such country to do so in 1933. Of course, a deposit
insurance scheme creates more hazard problems. Depositors who are protected from
losses in case a bank suffers losses have no incentive to monitor the risk-taking
behavior of that bank. This may provide an incentive to the bank to engage in
excessively risky activity. Countries may design a deposit insurance scheme with

5o See infra Table 5a.

5 See infra Table 5a.
52 See infra Table 5a.

53 BASEL COMM. ON BANKING SUPERVISION, INTERNATIONAL CONVERGENCE OF CAPITAL MEASUREMENTS
AND CAPITAL STANDARDS (2004), available at http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbsl07.pdf.

54 Comm. on Econ. & Monetary Affairs, Eur. Parliament, U.S. Implementation of Basel II: Final Rules Issued,

But No Supervisory Approvals To Date, at 10-13 (Oct. 2011) (by John C. Dugan & Jennifer Xi), available at

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/note/join/2011/464451 /IPOL-

ECON NT(2011)464451_EN.pdf.

See BASEL COMM. ON BANKING SUPERVISION, BASEL III: A GLOBAL REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR MORE

RESILIENT BANKS AND BANKING SYSTEMS (2010), available at http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbsl 89_dec201 0.pdf.

Compare infra Table 5a, with Table 5b.
See infra Table 5a, Table 5b.

Barth et al., I, supra note 1 (manuscript at 23).
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features so as to limit its generosity, and thereby more hazard. We have rich data on
three main dimensions of deposit insurance schemes: administration of scheme,
coverage, and funding.

Table 6 provides information on the administration and membership of the
deposit insurance schemes for the nineteen DMEs for 1995 and 2011.59 All of the
schemes were established during the past eight decades and about two-thirds of the
schemes were administered by the government or jointly by the government and

60industry in 1995. In all but three of the countries, membership in the scheme was
compulsory in that same year. In contrast, there was a slight increase in the
administration of the system by the private sector and membership was compulsory for
all domestic banks and foreign bank subsidiaries in 2011.62 Information on membership

63by foreign bank branches was also available in 2011 but not in 1995. In this case,
membership was nearly equally divided between compulsory and voluntary for these

64branches among the deposit insurance schemes.
Information on the coverage protection of the deposit insurance schemes is

provided in Table 7.' There was substantial variation in the extent or the amount of
coverage in 1995 as compared to 2011.66 The reason for many more countries providing
the same amount of coverage in the later year is due to the formation of the European
Union. The member countries eventually agreed to provide the same level of
coverage. In 1995, moreover, every country but one excluded interbank deposits from
coverage, whereas in 2011 these deposits were offered protection in all but five
countries.68 Another major difference between the two years is that all but two countries

69provided coverage protection for foreign-currency denominated deposits in 1995.
However, in 2011, only four countries offered such protection for these deposits. 70
Information available in 2011 but not in 1995 also indicates that more than 80% of the
countries provide coverage protection for the deposits of foreign subsidiaries. Clearly,
not all countries provide the same amount or scope of coverage protection in their
deposit schemes.

The third dimension of deposit insurance schemes is funding. The schemes
may be funded ex-ante and ex-post. For both 1995 and 2011, the number of scheme
funded either ex-ante or ex-post was about the same, with roughly two-thirds funded ex-

59 See infra Table 6.
60 See infra Table 6.
61 See infra Table 6.
62 See infra Table 6.
63 See infra Table 6.

6 See infra Table 6.
6 See infra Table 7.
66 See infra Table 7.
6 See Int'l Monetary Fund, Deposit Insurance Technical Note, IMF Country Report No. 13/66 (Mar. 2013),
available athttp://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/scr/2013/crl366.pdf.
6 See infra Table 7.
69 See infra Table 7.
70 See infra Table 7.

7 See infra Table 7.
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72
ante. There were differences among the deposit insurance schemes with respect to the
base on which premiums were levied, typically being either insured deposits or total
deposits for both years. Interestingly enough, the percentage of schemes with risk-
based premiums in 1995 doubled by 2011.74 Yet, in the latter year, only about half of
the schemes included risk-based premium.

IV. BANKING SUPERVISION

The two data sets (especially the World Bank survey data) from which our
current data is drawn cover more dimensions of banking supervision than our current
combined data set does. This is because of a substantial degree of incomparability
between the underlying data sets on this topic. Nevertheless, there are two key
dimensions of banking supervision where we can make some headway, including
consumer protection regulations and emphasis on market discipline via external
auditing.

Table 9 shows that roughly two-thirds of the countries providing information
indicating that there were consumer protection laws in existence or the bank regulatory
agency had powers relating to consumer protection laws in both 1993 and 2011.76
Interestingly enough, some countries answered "Yes" in one year but then answered
"No" in the other year, including Belgium, Canada, Greece, Netherlands, Switzerland
and United Kingdom. However, the questions for the two years are worded
differently, which may have led to answers that are not directly comparable. For
example, France indicates that consumer protection laws exist, but not specifically for
banks. It may therefore be the case that consumer protection laws exist even in those
countries indicating the lack of bank regulatory agency to take actions based on such
laws.

External audits are deemed to be quite important for banks as indicated in the
information in Table 9.so All of the countries providing information required external
audits in 1993.s1 However, Italy only required them in the case of banks quoted on the
stock exchange, and the United States excluded audits for banks with less than $500
million in assets.82 In 2011, all of the countries providing information also required
external audits, but without any country indicating any qualifications.83

72 See infra Table 8.

73 See infra Table 8.

74 See infra Table 8.

See infra Table 8.

6 See infra Table 9.

See infra Table 9.

See infra Table 9.

79 See infra Table 9.

so See infra Table 9.

1 See infra Table 9.

82 See infra Table 9.

83 See infra Table 9.
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Much more information regarding audits was available in 2011 as compared to
1993.84 One important piece of information is whether the audit is conducted in
accordance with International Standards on Auditing (ISA). In two-thirds of the
countries, this is the case. 8 However, the United States does not require auditors to
comply with ISA. 86 The importance of this type of difference means that the balance
sheets of banks in countries using different standards of auditing are not directly
comparable. The other three important pieces of information regarding audits relate to
whether auditors are required to report information regarding the nature of their
opinions, the safety and soundness of a bank, and illegalities of officers or directors to
the supervisory agency. In more than 80% of the countries in each of these areas, such
information was required to be reported.8 The United States, however, does not require
auditors to inform bank supervisors when they intend to issue qualified opinions on the
accounts of a bank.88

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We began this article by observing that it is reasonable to ask, after two
decades of extreme turbulence in banking and financial markets around the world, what
the status of banking regulation and supervision is. As we explained Section I, our
unique starting point for answering that question comes from the fact that two of us
developed and analyzed the first, and therefore the oldest, detailed, multi-country
database on banking regulation and supervision. We explain the nature of the
approximately twenty-year (1993-2013) perspective that data gives us, combined with
the most recent World Bank survey data, in a series of tables highlighting major aspects
of banking regulation and supervision across the nineteen developed market economies
originally examined by Barth, Nolle, and Rice in 1997. We showed that, although the
ascendance of several emerging market economies-including, in particular, China-
over the past twenty years diminished the share of world banking "heft" accounted for
by those nineteen DMEs, they nevertheless still account, as a group, for the majority of
world banking and financial activity.

Our review of key aspects of banking market structure yielded the "big picture"
conclusion that the business of banking has gotten riskier in at least two systemic ways,
amid a continuing sequence of regional and banking crises, and despite the inevitable
flurry of policy responses to the perceived causes of those crises. First, our data on
banking concentration ratios show that the very largest banks continue to dominate the
industry in almost all of the nineteen countries; further, that data, combined with our
data on the huge size of the banking industry relative to overall economic activity, show
the particularly crucial role played by a handful of the very largest banks in most of the
countries.

84 See infra Table 9.

5 See infra Table 9.
6 See infra Table 9.

7 See infra Table 9.

" See infra Table 9.
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Our examination of data on banking industry structure over the two time
periods points to a second way in which banking has grown riskier. Despite repeated
policy initiatives to address negative systemic impacts from banking activities gone
awry, our data on banking industry deposits-to-assets ratios indicate that, in most of the
nineteen DMEs, the stability of bank funding practices in 2011 remains much as it was
two decades ago.

Whether improvements in regulation and supervision can offset these and other
factors remains to be seen. Sections III and IV contribute to taking the necessary first
step in addressing that question by describing key aspects of the bank regulation and
supervision "landscape." Section III focuses on three dimensions of bank regulation:
banking powers, capital requirements, and deposit insurance schemes. The first part of
Section III looked at data from both 1995 and 2011 on "banking powers," i.e., the
degree to which the nineteen DMEs restrict the extent to which banks can engage in
securities, insurance, and real estate services, as well as the extent to which the
integration of banking and commerce is restricted by ownership options. We found no
clear-cut trend across the nineteen DMEs over time of either increased liberalization or
increased restrictiveness of banking powers. That finding strikes us as a bit of a
surprise, given the substantial energy policy making authorities at the national and
international levels have devoted to mitigating systemic risk, especially in the wake of
the global financial crisis of 2008-2009.

Our brief review of the nature of capital requirements across countries and over
time in Section III did not yield the same kind of surprise, but offers food for thought.
It is clear that all nineteen of the DMEs agree that upgrades in capital requirements, as
embodied in Basel II (and, by inference, Basel III) are crucially important. However,
the key take-away from the data in Tables 5a and 5b is that countries vary widely-
perhaps too widely-in how, exactly, they have chosen to implement higher capital
requirements. Section III ends by considering a wealth of details on deposit insurance
schemes in 1995 and 2011. A basic finding from the discussion is that there has been a
broad trend to increase the scope of these schemes. Section IV highlights several
elements of banking supervision across the nineteen DMEs. Perhaps, most importantly,
the data show that, at least via the channel of external audit requirements, most
countries have beefed up their commitment to market discipline.

Our data allow us to paint a useful, even if not comprehensive, landscape of
banking around the world. Furthermore, our two-decade timeframe provides a context
for reflecting on what can be said about long-run trends. One possible train of thought
in that vein starts with the well-known fact, as revealed in our analysis, that there are
substantial differences across countries in the composition of the elements of
internationally agreed capital requirements. Move on then to our conclusion that the
very largest banks retain the same kind of dominance in 2011 as they did twenty years
ago (before the continued occurrence of evermore serious financial crises), and that at
least in the case of some basic banking activities, including in particular funding
practices, the nature of systemic risks seems to have remained the same, if not
worsened, over time. One could then mix in the fact that in at least one respect-scope
of coverage-deposit insurance schemes have changed in a way that encourages moral
hazard behavior. The final observation, that there is some evidence, in looking at trends
in external auditing requirements, that countries are placing more emphasis on market
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discipline. Taken as a whole, these observations suggest that there is much, much more
work to be done to address banking risks, and to collect and analyze additional data to
help us understand how well banking policies and practices are succeeding around the
world.
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Tahbe A2. Continued.
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