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1. The material contained in this submission is mainly derived from Interim Report II of the 
European Commission�s sector inquiry into retail banking, published in July 2006. The inquiry is ongoing 
and will publish a final report by the end of 2006. The Interim Report II is available here: 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/competition/antitrust/others/sector_inquiries/financial_services/interim_report_2.
pdf  

2. This submission is structured as follows: 

• Section 1 examines supply side barriers to competition in retail banking 

• Section 2 examines demand side barriers to competition in retail banking 

• Section 3 discusses European competition policy in retail banking 

1. Supply side barriers to competition in retail banking 

3. This section examines the following supply side barriers in retail banking: 

• Access to clearing and settlement systems 

• Access to credit registers 

• Merger and acquisition regulations 

• Geographic restrictions on banking activity 

1.1 Access to clearing and settlement systems 

4. Access to payment systems is necessary for any bank considering entering a retail banking 
market and intending to offer customers core banking services, such as current accounts or payment cards. 
If payment markets are insufficiently competitive or contestable, efficiency benefits from innovation, 
consolidation, exploitation of economies of scope and scale may fail to be realized or to be passed on to 
consumers. In particular, established networks are potentially in a position to create entry barriers that 
impede competition and innovation.  

5. These competition barriers in clearing and settlement systems may take a variety of different 
forms: 

• Operation of the clearing infrastructure and lack of inter-system competition 

• Different classes of membership and special requirements for direct members 

• The �need to be a bank� requirement 

• Membership fees and fees structure 

• Interchange fees 

• Need to adapt to different national standards 
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1.1.1 Operation of the clearing infrastructure and lack of inter-system competition 

6. In most countries there is one clearing infrastructure, which is operated either by the National 
Central Bank or by a membership associations controlled by (the main) banks operating in the country. It 
has long been assumed that the various functions involved in the organisation of payment arrangements 
enjoyed some kind of �natural monopoly�, since economies of scale and network effects tend to give rise to 
strong conglomeration effects. However this view underestimates the potential role of competition in 
achieving lower prices and a greater range of payment services. Entry barriers faced by a potential new 
network are normally high, which may create several risks including a lack of innovation or adaptation to 
end users� needs; possible anticompetitive restrictions on access; poor transparency and anti-competitive 
pricing. 

7. As concerns the management of clearing infrastructures by the National Central Banks (NCBs), 
in August 2005 the European Central Bank published a policy statement regarding central banks� provision 
of retail payment services in euro to credit institutions. This statement mentions the problem of possible 
competition problems and recognises the importance of avoiding competitive distortions or crowding-out 
of market initiatives when NCBs provide retail payment services to credit institutions.  

1.1.2 Different classes of membership and special requirements for direct members 

8. Various clearing systems distinguish between different classes of membership, although to 
varying degrees. From a competition viewpoint, these membership arrangements are only relevant where 
they pose some risk of distorting the conditions under which the individual member institutions concerned 
compete with each other or under which potential new members can compete with the incumbent ones.  

9. The distinction between �direct� and �indirect� (�ancillary�, �affiliate� or others) members, in 
combination with a different participation in decision making and participation rights, requires further 
assessment for three reasons. First, an indirect member will depend on the goodwill of a direct member (a 
competitor in the downstream market) with whom the indirect member will have to negotiate an agency 
contract. This adds an additional layer of intermediation to the system and possibly lead to an increase in 
total costs. At the same time, the possibility of joining a clearing system as indirect member could be seen 
as increasing choice for smaller banks and niche players, who can benefit from not having to comply with 
the requirements linked to settlement and direct membership. 

10. Second, indirect members normally do not fully participate in the decision making process 
(determining prices, deciding on membership application, on technical standards and other rules). In 
practice, direct members might in some way decide the costs that all banks will have to bear to use the 
infrastructure. As an example, in France only the 12 founding members participate in the main decisions 
concerning the system.  

11. Third, direct members receive better information than indirect, both concerning the systems as a 
whole and the data they receive from indirect members. On this point, the collection of business-sensitive 
data through direct member banks as �agent� leads to a one-sided information exchange, as indirect 
members have to share their list of payments with principal members. The information collecting bank 
may therefore gain a competitive advantage over the indirect member. As the information collecting bank 
typically is a bank with voting rights on the scheme�s Board, such one-sided exchange of information may 
reinforce the concern that decisions might be taken that limit competition.   

1.1.3 The �need to be a bank� requirement 

12. All surveyed systems require members to be regulated financial institutions. Some of these 
schemes also require banks to be supervised by the National Central Bank, or require a physical presence 
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in the Member State. According to respondents, these restrictions address the need to ensure that a system 
is financially secure, that systemic risk is minimised and that new members are able to interact properly 
from a technical and operational perspective. However, while the oversight by National Central Banks may 
be an efficient tool to guarantee the financial reliability of players acting in payment systems, it could be 
worthwhile to explore other ways to achieve financial stability within these systems. The proposal for a 
Directive for a New Legal Framework for Payments in the Internal Market is also meant to open up EU 
payment systems to non banks. 

13. The exclusion of non-banks means that non-bank enterprises cannot be direct members of the 
clearing system. This also means that non-financial institutions (such as some processors or some 
customers) are not involved in a network�s decision making and thus a network may develop in ways that 
do not meet the needs of a significant sector of users. Concern has also been expressed that the inability of 
corporate clients to access clearing systems directly might tie them unduly into their current banking 
arrangements.  

1.1.4 Membership fees and fees structure 

14. In certain Member States the way in which the fee system is structured could potentially be 
considered a barrier to entry for new or small players. The joining, annual and transaction fees of the 
multilateral bank cross-border credit transfer networks are generally set by boards made up of 
representatives of their shareholders, who are also (some of) the network�s members. Fees paid by the new 
members in some cases cover initial members� costs for developing the scheme.  

15. However, the question arises as to whether joining fees charged hamper effective competition by 
dissuading entrants or raising their cost significantly. In one country, one bank withdrew its request to 
participate in the system allegedly due to the high entry fee. One bank asserts that the fee system in one 
clearing house, by offering large volume discounts, creates a competitive advantage for the largest entities. 
Regressive fees on the basis of volume do apply in other systems. As the sector inquiry has shown, volume 
discounts or fixed periodic fees may influence banks with low transaction volume, typically new entrants 
or niche players, in their choice to enter a market.  

1.1.5 Interchange fees 

16. In several Member States banks have agreed upon an inter-bank payment for direct debit and for 
certain types of credit transfer. Interchange fees for credit transfers can go from payer�s bank to payee�s 
bank, or in the opposite direction. These fees are fixed by banks or bank associations; i.e. by likely 
competitors in the downstream retail banking market. According to industry players, inter-bank fees have 
multiple purposes, including maximising network externalities; promoting certain type of payments (e.g., 
electronic payments); or �covering� costs for services provided from one bank to another. 

17. Interchange fees create a multilateral transfer between banks, which by being multilaterally fixed, 
do not take into account specificities in banks and the relationship of a bank with its customers. The 
existence of an interchange fee may distort competition between means of payment as well as competition 
within banks to provide payment services to the customers. Competition between means of payment may 
be distorted in so far as banks have an incentive to promote the use of payment means that have high 
interchange fees. The existence of interchange fee may reduce the transparency of costs and pricing for 
providing particular services: as an example, customers who chose to use direct debits for recurrent 
payments to utilities may consider that these are offered free, but in fact costs are simply shifted from the 
payer to the payee.  
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1.1.6 Need to adapt to different national standards 

18. Member banks normally have to respect certain technical specifications, and a testing and 
certification procedure. In some systems this can take between 6 - 12 months. Banks that operate in 
different Member States need to adapt to some 25 different procedures and technical standards. 

1.2 Access to credit registers 

19. Credit registers are established mainly at a national level to collect various kinds of financial 
information on individuals. This data is provided by lenders and, together with data from other sources 
(such as courts or tax authorities), will be used by central banks, private companies or professional 
associations. These forms of credit data sharing can have some positive effects. First, they reduce the 
information asymmetry between a bank and its potential customer, which is likely to result in lower default 
rates. Second, credit data sharing acts as a borrower discipline device: borrowers know that if they default, 
their reputation with other lenders is affected. This could make more expensive or even impossible for the 
customer to obtain credit. Third, credit reporting diminishes the effects of the adverse selection, ensuring 
more credit under better conditions. Finally, data sharing is also linked to consumer mobility: it has been 
argued that banking markets where databases are more active show more consumer mobility. 

20. Credit and finance companies need good quality information in order to assess the 
creditworthiness of borrowers prior to granting the credit; therefore, access to such databases on a cross-
border basis is essential where new incumbents want to enter the market. It is possible that credit 
information sharing could also lead to foreclosure problems in the market, for example when members of a 
credit bureau refuse to admit potential entrants, or where such an entry is granted on a discriminatory basis.  

21. Moreover, as discussed in payment systems, the ownership and management of profit-oriented 
credit databases can create barriers to competition. Where a credit bureau is owned and operated by the 
lenders, there are risks of foreclosure of the market. From the point of view of banks considering entering a 
Member State, there is a risk that they would not be granted equal and non discriminatory access to the 
data of the credit bureau. From the point of view of credit data providers wishing to enter a new Member 
State, this may be made more difficult where the data on customers has to be provided by lenders that 
already own and operate a credit database. 

22. In general, access to credit databases has received relatively little attention as a competition issue 
in retail banking. This may be because in practice competition barriers are limited. It may also be because 
informal rules and conditions regarding access to credit data, particularly for foreign banks, have not had 
sufficient competition scrutiny.  

1.3 Merger and acquisition regulations 

23. Banks wishing to operate in another EU Member State have a number of routes open to them, in 
terms of mode of supply and means of market entry. There are several possible modes of supply: 

• Branch operations allow banks to establish in another Member State, on the basis of the 
single �passport�. The new operation remains part of the existing corporate structure and 
subject to the same supervision 

• Subsidiary operations allow banks to establish a new and separate corporate entity that is 
subject to the legal, tax and supervisory rules of the host Member State 
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• Cross-border selling allows a bank to sell direct to consumers in another Member State 
without requiring a physical presence in the host Member State. 

24. There are several options for the means of market entry: 

• Greenfield investment describes an entrant bank�s construction of a branch or subsidiary 
operation in the host Member State 

• Joint ventures between incumbent banks and banks entering the host Member State allow the 
entrant to sell its own products while capitalising on the incumbent�s brand name and 
distribution network 

• Merger or acquisition gives one bank a significant or controlling interest in another bank. 

25. The European Commission attaches considerable importance to tackling barriers to cross-border 
mergers and acquisitions (M&A) in banking. There are three reasons for placing such emphasis on cross-
border M&A. First, cross-border M&A is an important means for larger players to enter new markets and 
quickly acquire sufficient scale in their operations to launch a competitive challenge to domestic banks. 
Second, there is clear evidence that in the banking sector, cross-border M&A � more than other means of 
market entry � tends to generate significant benefits for consumers in the host economy. Third, there 
remain significant barriers to cross-border M&A in banking, particularly arising from the current 
framework for banking supervision. 

26. The European Commission has put forward a proposal that will tighten the procedures that 
Member States' supervisory authorities have to follow when assessing proposed M&A deals in the 
banking, insurance and securities sectors. Current EU rules allow supervisory authorities to block proposed 
M&A if they consider that the 'sound and prudent management' of the target company could be put at risk. 
The proposed new Directive, which amends various existing Directives1 in these sectors, will in particular 
clarify the criteria against which supervisors should assess possible M&A operations. This will improve 
clarity and transparency in supervisory assessment and help to ensure a consistent handling of M&A 
requests across the EU.  

27. The proposed Directive provides supervisory authorities with a clear and transparent process for 
decision-making and notification. In particular, there is now a closed list of criteria on which the acquiring 
company should be assessed, such as reputation of the proposed acquirer, reputation and experience of any 
person that may run the resulting institution or firm, financial soundness of the proposed acquirer, 
compliance with relevant EU Directives, and risk of money laundering and terrorism financing. Also, the 
Directive reduces the assessment period from three months to 30 days and allows the supervisory authority 
to 'stop the clock' only once, under clear conditions. 

1.4 Geographical restrictions on banking activity 

28. In some Member States there are restrictions on the regional scope of the activities of certain 
types of banks such as savings banks and/or co-operative banks. In Germany, the so-called regional 
principle still plays an important role with respect to Volksbanken and Sparkassen and is, regarding the 
latter, also ruled by the Sparkassen laws of the Länder. Large cooperative and savings banks groups 

                                                      
1  The proposed new Directive amends the following existing Directives: the Banking Directive 

(2006/48/EC), the Third Non-life Insurance Directive (92/49/EEC), the Recast Life Assurance Directive 
(2002/83/EC), the Reinsurance Directive (2005/68/EC), and Directive 2006/48/EC on markets in financial 
instruments. 
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operate in several other EU Member States including France, Spain, Italy and Austria. The European 
Commission intends to look further into the regulations governing the status and activity of savings and 
cooperative banks throughout the EU. 

2. Demand side barriers to competition in retail banking 

29. This section examines the following issues concerning the demand side of retail banking: 

• Switching costs 

• Customer mobility 

• Customer mobility and market performance 

2.1 Switching costs 

30. The European Commission has considered this issue on the basis of the existing literature on 
switching costs in banking and other economic sectors. The Commission has identified five main factors 
that reduce customer mobility in retail banking: 

• Administrative burden: the transactional switching cost that occurs when the change of 
service provider is implemented.  

• Information asymmetry and low price transparency: Product complexity can create 
information asymmetry and discourage consumers from switching bank. In addition, a 
consumer wishing to switch bank may find that potential suppliers are unable to price 
competitively owing to a lack of data on the new prospective client. 

• Cross-selling and bundling of banking products: Cross-selling is the strategy to sell 
additional products or services to existing customers. By widening the customer relationship, 
cross-selling raises switching costs and increases the customer's reliance on its bank. 

• Customer preferences and choice: Customers� behaviour suggests that they place a premium 
on particular characteristics of suppliers and on a long-term commercial relationship. These 
factors imply an additional opportunity cost when considering changing banks. 

• Closing charges: Banks may charge customers for terminating various services. Since closing 
charges are explicit financial charges, they are the easiest type of switching cost to quantify 
in retail banking. 

31. The sector inquiry interim report argues that high levels of switching costs in the retail banking 
industry may reduce competition in three ways: 

• Increase banks� market power. High levels of switching costs give banks a degree of market 
power. If suppliers can discriminate between new customers and repeat customers, they will 
charge lower prices to attract new customers. However once customers are locked in to a 
banking relationship, the supplier can charge higher prices, since customers will price their 
switching costs into any decision to switch supplier. 

• Discourage new market entry. Switching costs serve as entry barriers as new entrants must 
offer price benefits that compensate customers for the cost of changing provider. Where 
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switching costs are high, it is likely to be uneconomic for a new entrant to provide a 
sufficiently competitive offer to induce customers to switch. Incumbent banks which have 
large numbers of established customers should be relatively more profitable and so better 
able to withstand an extended period of price competition. 

• Discourage product innovation. In a market with low switching costs, customers could 
quickly adopt a new product or service in large numbers, presenting a potentially large 
economic reward for innovators. However, where switching costs are high suppliers will be 
aware that new offers, even if successful, will attract relatively fewer new customers. Thus 
the rewards to innovation will generally be lower in markets with high switching costs. In 
such circumstances a rational strategy for most retail banks would be to focus product 
development efforts on satisfying the needs of existing customers and attempting to cross-sell 
other products to them. 

2.2 Customer mobility 

32. The European Commission�s analysis of customer mobility relies on data on the current account 
markets for consumers and SMEs. The sector inquiry examined mobility related to current accounts for 
three reasons. First, current accounts are widely held and are the most frequently used banking product. 
Second, unlike some other products such as customer loans which expire after a set time-period, current 
accounts are open-ended. Third, and partly because of the open-ended nature of the current account 
relationship, current accounts play a gateway role: banks often use the current account as the basis for 
cross-selling other products to their customers. 

33. The data used in sector inquiry were collected from banks and not customers. Thus customer 
mobility is measured in an indirect way, based on the replies of banks on the inquiry. Customer mobility in 
retail banking is illustrated with two different indicators: 

• The first measure of mobility, which is referred to here as �churn�, tries to capture the share 
of customers who change current account providers in a given year. Churn is defined here as 
the ratio of the sum of current accounts opened in a year plus current accounts closed in a 
year divided by two times the total number of accounts at the beginning of the year.  

• The second indicator, which may be called �longevity�, is a measure of the average length of 
existing banking relationships, defined as the weighted average of the number of years that 
existing current accounts have been active at a given bank. 

34. Both measures described above are influenced by two factors other than mobility: the general 
growth rate of the retail banking market, and demographic changes. Based on the results of the inquiry, the 
churn measure will be controlled for the industry growth rates in each country. However, some remaining 
differences in demography might still influence country comparison. In the case of longevity such 
correction was not possible.  

35. The table below illustrates the average age for current accounts for consumers and SMEs.  On 
average EU consumers have maintained their current account with the same bank for around ten years. 
Longevity is much higher in the Nordic countries and in the Netherlands than in the other member states. 
There is a sharp difference in the average longevity between New Member States and the EU-15. In the 
new Member States banking relationships are much shorter; around six years on average for consumer and 
five years for SME current accounts, which, however, is partly explainable by a relatively large share of 
new relationships in these fast growing markets.  As expected, there is a strong correlation between the two 
measures of mobility. 
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  Net customer churn 

(%, 2005) 
Longevity of current 

account (years) 
  Consumer SME Consumer SME 
Austria 6.57% 10.42% 11.64 8.42 
Belgium 5.27% 8.90% 10.04 9.99 
Cyprus 10.33% 13.00% 6.65 4.63 
Czech Republic 8.61% 10.70% 7.91 7.87 
Denmark 10.02% 15.43% 12.06 9.75 
Estonia     
Finland 4.23% 6.27% 17.44 13.98 
France 6.84% 12.26% 11.06 8.39 
Germany 8.46% 15.15% 11.55 9.85 
Greece 2.36% 3.55% 4.34 5.23 
Hungary 10.41% 17.59% 6.26 4.29 
Ireland 5.44% 6.95% 8.13 10.14 
Italy 7.68% 11.23% 9.39 8.23 
Latvia 6.74% 7.13% 3.11 4.81 
Lithuania 7.73% 3.34% 6.23 4.46 
Luxembourg 6.46% 11.29% 7.20 6.45 
Malta 5.39% 6.49% 8.83 6.64 
Netherlands 4.17% 8.88% 14.33 10.45 
Poland 9.11% 17.00% 6.18 4.04 
Portugal 11,88% 14.34% 11.21 8.87 
Slovakia 10.81% 15.80% 4.49 5.54 
Slovenia 5.97% 10.89% 7.02 3.06 
Spain 12.12% 10.34% 6.91 6.02 
Sweden 5.62% 8.80% 11.82 12.33 
United Kingdom 5.07% 13.72% 10.66 7.66 
          
EU-15 Average 7.55% 12.21% 10.40 8.56 
NMS Average 9.02% 14.82% 6.28 4.67 
EU-25 Average 7.78% 12.63% 9.74 7.93 

 
Notes: Churn: (new currents accounts+closed current accounts)/(2* number of current accounts beginning of year). 

The estimates for EU-15, New Member States and EU-25 are country-level averages weighted by population. 

2.3 Customer mobility and market performance 

36. The table below contains the correlation estimates for indicators of mobility and market structure, 
controlling for country effects (estimates for country dummies are not reported in the table). The numbers 
reported in bold indicate that the coefficient is statistically significant (different from zero) at 5%. 



DAF/COMP/WP2/WD(2006)49 

 10

Estimate       
(t-statistic)   Profit ratio Market share 

Consumer -1.05 -0.44 
 (-3.07) (-3.46) 
SME -0.04 -0.24 

Churn 

  (-0.18) (-2.43) 

Consumer 1.64 1.24 
 (1.81) (3.97) 
SME 3.00 1.93 

Longevity  

  (2.37) (4.43) 
 
37. As might be expected, bank-level analysis shows a negative relationship between mobility and 
profits both for consumers and SMEs using churn for consumers and longevity for SMEs. The estimates 
are significant at reasonable degrees (less than 5%) except for the estimates between longevity and profit 
ratio for consumers (significant at 10%); and between churn and profits for SMEs. The analysis shows also 
a negative relationship between mobility and market share both for consumer and SMEs.  

38. The sector inquiry�s preliminary findings are that indeed customer mobility is negatively 
correlated with profit ratios and market share; and that these correlations tend to be statistically more 
significant when longevity is used instead of churn as a measure of mobility.  Bank level data show that 
mobility seems to be correlated with typical market power indicators, as more concentrated and more 
profitable markets also seem to show lower levels of mobility.  

39. However, the sector inquiry has not drawn the immediate conclusion that low mobility indicators 
signal that highly profitable and concentrated markets in Europe are solely the result of a lack of 
competition. The evidence provided here is suggestive but the analysis has not controlled for the effects on 
mobility of third variables absent in the analysis. This advises complementing the preliminary conclusions 
of the sector inquiry with multivariable correlation analysis at a later stage. 

3. European competition policy in retail banking 

40. This section discussed the following issues: 

• Antitrust oversight of the banking sector in the EU Member States 

• Banking competition and financial stability  

3.1 Antitrust oversight of the banking sector in the EU Member States 

41. The orientation of policy in the European Union and other advanced economies is towards 
increasing competition in the banking sector. This is consistent with the general thrust of policy reform 
across the financial services sector, which relies on sound regulatory and supervisory frameworks to 
underpin market functioning and on the competitive process to drive innovation and productivity growth. 

42. In the past five years several national competition authorities (NCAs) have been highly active in 
the retail banking sector, recognising its direct contribution to total output and its large indirect 
contribution to overall economic efficiency. Several NCAs have launched competition investigations into 
the banking sector. These competition investigations have in certain countries helped to develop a broad 
policy agenda for public authorities and the banking industry to take forward. 
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43. Two additional developments in Member States are significant. First, special exclusions for 
banking from full antitrust law have been removed. For example, such exclusions have been removed in 
Germany, France, Finland and Portugal. A second important change at Member State level is the shift in 
institutional competence for merger approval in banking. The figure below summarises the shift in 
competence for merger approval using 1992 and 2004 as the benchmarks for comparison. 

 
 
44. The figure shows that the responsibilities of the competition authority in several European 
countries have significantly expanded between 1992 and 2004. In 1992, several countries � including all 
the Nordic countries � had little if any oversight of banking mergers. Germany and Belgium were the only 
European countries surveyed which granted full oversight of bank mergers to their competition authority. 
However, by 2004 a clear majority of the countries surveyed had granted full scrutiny to the competition 
authority. Against this pattern, in 2004 banking merger control in France and Spain was in the hands of the 
Economy Ministry. The institutional arrangement in the United States is different to that of many EU 
countries: responsibility for bank mergers is shared between the Department of Justice as antitrust 
authority and the Federal Reserve, which approves prudential aspects of mergers. Finally, it should be 
noted that in 2005 the Italian government transferred merger control in the banking sector from the Banca 
d�Italia to the competition authority, Autorita Garante della Concorrenza e Mercato. 

3.2 Banking competition and financial stability 

45. Some authorities have assumed that there is a trade-off between strong competition in the 
banking sector and the level of financial stability. More recently, a survey of the empirical evidence has 
concluded that competition should not be viewed as in any way dangerous to the stability of the banking 
sector. 

46. Over the last twenty years there have been significant advances in supervisory tools and in the 
quality of banks� own risk monitoring. It is likely that these new instruments have enhanced the stability of 
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the banking system. For example, the risk-based capital requirements framework developed by the Basel 
Committee provides strong safeguards against excessive risk-taking by banks. An OECD study argues that: 
�the OECD countries that are characterised by strong competition in banking activities have not been 
subject to instability in recent decades. One reason why stronger competition may not risk greater 
instability is that the authorities have developed tools to foster prudent behaviour without adverse impact 
on competition.�2  

47. Stronger supervisory architecture for banks has also been coupled with more stable long-term 
macroeconomic performance, with the EU and other economies appearing more resilient to major shocks 
than in previous decades. Against this background authorities should ensure that competition policy applies 
fully to the banking sector and take steps to create an environment that is favourable to tough competition 
among banks.  

48. Alongside strengthening the role of competition policy, it is important to set an appropriate 
regulatory framework for retail banking. On the one hand, governments will wish to see strong competition 
driving an efficient, innovative banking sector to deliver value for consumers and businesses. On the other 
hand, regulation of the banking sector � especially pro-competitive regulation � requires expert sectoral 
knowledge. This knowledge is likely to be deepest with the banking regulator. Therefore an institutional 
framework is required which creates incentives for the competition authority and banking regulators to 
cooperate and for banking regulators to promote competition. 

                                                      
2  DE SERRES, A., KOBAYAKAWA, S., SLØK, T., and VARTIA, L. (2006, forthcoming): Regulation of 

Financial Systems and Economic Growth, OECD Economics Department Working Papers.  


