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ABSTRACT: Finance has become increasingly enabled by innovations and technologies af-
ter the global financial crisis, calling for profound reforms regarding the regulatory regime. 
Regulation has lifted requirements to deal with systemic risk in the post-crisis era, but being 
slow to address the rise of FinTech activities. Such a mismatch requires more accommodative 
regulatory treatments, bringing about the sandbox among others. As far as Mainland China 
is concerned, it has been very active in applying technologies to finance, but its regulators 
and policy makers have struggled to manage market dynamics. This article is aimed to explo-
re how to balance between ongoing regulatory reforms and a sharp rise of FinTech activities 
via the sandbox approach in China.
As an innovative regulatory tool, the sandbox is a safe space set to test innovation activities 
without harming consumers’ interests and fair competition. Since 2015, a growing number 
of sandboxes have been introduced to both developed and developing countries. This article 
selects some of them to make a comparative study. As presented by such cases, convergences 
co-exist with divergences, and the key elements can be summarized accordingly. The sandbox 
has been further examined as a form of principles-based regulation, alongside risk-based ap-
proach. It is not the only option or best practice to boost innovations, but it is beneficial as 
long as to get it designed carefully. Then this article reviews newly-established sandboxes in 
China by drawing insights from the comparative study, proposing a “to-reform” list to Chi-
nese reformers. As the conclusion, it highlights that the sandbox, carrying critical limitations, 
might face extra challenges in China.

Keywords:  Regulatory sandbox, FinTech, Principles-based regulation, Risk-based approach, 
Pilot programs, Convergence and divergence

RESUMEN: Las finanzas se han vuelto cada vez más habilitadas por las innovaciones y tec-
nologías después de la crisis financiera mundial, lo que exige reformas profundas con respecto 
al régimen regulatorio. La regulación ha levantado los requisitos para hacer frente al riesgo 
sistémico en la era posterior a la crisis, pero ha tardado en abordar el aumento de las activi-
dades de FinTech. Tal desajuste requiere tratamientos regulatorios más acomodaticios, lo que 
genera el sandbox, entre otros. En lo que respecta a China continental, ha sido muy activa en 
la aplicación de tecnologías a las finanzas, pero sus reguladores y formuladores de políticas 
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han tenido dificultades para gestionar la dinámica del mercado. Este artículo tiene como ob-
jetivo explorar cómo equilibrar las reformas regulatorias en curso y un fuerte aumento de las 
actividades de FinTech a través del enfoque de sandbox en China.
Como herramienta regulatoria innovadora, el sandbox es un espacio seguro establecido para 
probar actividades de innovación sin dañar los intereses de los consumidores y la competen-
cia leal. Desde 2015, se ha introducido un número creciente de sandboxes tanto en países 
desarrollados como en desarrollo. Este artículo selecciona algunos de ellos para realizar un 
estudio comparativo. Tal como se presenta en tales casos, las convergencias coexisten con las 
divergencias, y los elementos clave se pueden resumir en consecuencia. El sandbox se ha exa-
minado más a fondo como una forma de regulación basada en principios, junto con un en-
foque basado en el riesgo. No es la única opción o la mejor práctica para impulsar las innova-
ciones, pero es beneficiosa siempre que se diseñe con cuidado. Luego, este artículo revisa las 
cajas de arena recién establecidas en China extrayendo información del estudio comparativo, 
proponiendo una lista de “reformas” a los reformadores chinos. Como conclusión, destaca 
que el sandbox, que tiene limitaciones críticas, podría enfrentar desafíos adicionales en China.

Palabras clave:  Sandbox regulatorio, FinTech, Regulación basada en principios, Enfoque ba-
sado en riesgos, Programas piloto, Convergencia y divergencia.

I. INTRODUCTION

The increasing interplay between finance and technology, known widely as FinTech, 
is argued to reshape how financial services and products have been provided at a worldwide 
scale after the global financial crisis (GFC). Regulators are required to be innovative in over-
seeing market dynamics whilst pursuing systemic stability, which has been prioritized in the 
post-crisis reforms. Amongst, the regulatory sandbox (sandbox), formalized by the Financial 
Conduct Authority (FCA) in the UK in 2015, is employed to re-examine such a role played 
by regulators. The analogue has been introduced to China after the sharp rise of FinTech in-
vestments has encountered regulatory uncertainty.1 It is still too early to make conclusive re-
marks. However, reflections and limitations should be summarized to enable the sandboxes 
to fulfill regulatory goals as set whilst fitting into China’s financial ecosystem.

This article is aimed to explore how to balance between ongoing regulatory reforms 
and an inflated but controlled financial market via ‘the sandbox approach’ in China. It is 
apparently outdated to transplant certain models; instead, cases are selected to show op-
tions and alternatives. In essence, the sandbox is a form of principles-based regulation. A 
to-reform list will be presented by drawing insights from the comparative study and its na-
ture. It is further examined as a pilot program, which has been widely applied during Chi-
na’s market-oriented reform. This article concludes that the sandbox should be employed 
to signal regulator’s commitment towards innovations but far more fundamental reforms 
are required to make a shift towards a more principles-based regulation and an innovation-
friendly ecosystem in China.

1  The cases selected include the sandbox in Hong Kong SAR (HK). To differentiate, “China” in this article 
refers to the mainland. 
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II. REGULATION IN THE FINTECH ERA: OVERVIEW

Finance has continued to shape how technologies develop, whilst the latter are 
widely used in the financial sector2. The popular term “FinTech” came into existence in the 
early 1990s3, and hereafter, financial industry has become the most important buyer of IT 
products and services. FinTech investments totaled more than US$1,100 billion in the end 
of 20184. But it is still hard to give an exact definition. By category, computing and inter-
net-based technologies escalate into Internet of Things (IoT), enabling online platforms5. 
Big data and distributed ledger technology (DLT) allow for innovative and low-cost prod-
ucts and services6. Sub-sectors, including DLT, mobile payments and online platforms 
for lending and wealth management, have brought individual innovations into the entire 
financial sector7. During this course, digitalization has been highlighted8. With a long and 
symbiotic relationship, finance and technology have been interwoven deeper and faster in 
the post-crisis era than in the previous decades with digitalization touching on the heart of 
innovation-enabled technologies9.

Financial authorities and supervisory agencies used to support and initiate new de-
velopments in innovations10. But the recent unprecedented growth of FinTech investments 
has first triggered their hostility. Based on internet networks, digital platforms and services 
do not require a large-scale location, reducing significantly costs and barriers for FinTech 
firms to enter the market11. Ever-faster computing networks enable them to reach a grow-
ing number of end-users across the globe with few limitations caused by borders12. Both 
disintermediation and decentralization have made FinTech disruptive, conceptualized op-

2  Arner, Barberis and Buckey (2015); Wilde (2019).
3  Citigroup initiated a project to facilitate technological cooperation, named “Financial Services Technolo-
gy Consortium”, Hochstein (2015). Debates have revolved around “FinTech” or “TechFin”, depending on 
whether technology firms or financial intermediaries dominate innovation developments, Dorfleitner and 
others (2017) pp. 5-10. A similar debate did happen in China, Shen and Xu (2019) pp. 31-33. Such distinc-
tion would gradually diminish as data analytics will be widely utilized by all market participants, Zetzsche and 
others (2017b). This article doesn’t intend to conceptualize terminologies, and thus, will use “FinTech” for the 
convenience. FinTech is also used interchangeably to describe both innovation-enabled technologies and a spe-
cific group of firms which combine innovative business models with such technologies; the latter will be named 
as “FinTech firms” here. 
4  Kpmg (2019).
5  EU Parliament (2018a).
6  Brummer and Gorfine (2014) p. 4. It can be further classified according to the types of innovations, Faykiss 
and others (2018).
7  Gao (2017).
8  Oecd (2018) pp. 14-18.
9  Without a precise definition, it is hard to calculate the exact size of FinTech. But both multinational organi-
zations and financial institutions have produced and updated reports of FinTech investments with data, statis-
tics and further breakdowns, Deloitte (2017); Claessens and others (2018); PWc (2019a).
10  Group of Ten (2001).
11  Brummer (2015) pp. 1020-1031.
12  PWc (2016).
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posite to traditional financial intermediations13. At that moment, regulators were urged to 
deal with risks effectively whilst protecting customers. Stricter regulatory and compliance 
requirements have been exercised on the liquidity of banking institutions. A total fine of 
US$200 billion was charged on banks in 201514. Further information disclosure and oblig-
atory stress testing have been conducted to restore customers’ confidence on the industry15. 
Thus, reforms following the crisis are oriented to maintain systemic stability, leaving regu-
lators behind the changing and inflated financial market.

Regulators have shifted to support beneficial innovations as FinTech investments be-
come further influential after 201416. Especially, financial exclusion can be alleviated by ap-
plying new technologies17. Challenges should be carefully examined. First, financial institu-
tions have increasingly relied upon third-party platforms to provide data-related services, 
including data provision, cloud storage and analytics, and physical connectivity, whereby 
non-financial firms enter the financial market18. Regulators are facing a further fragmented 
market with new participants19. For example, Tech startups have their own business models 
and operations, including balance sheet and portfolios management, rendering it difficult 
for regulators to effectively trace their activities20.

In principle, regulators should consider whether and if so, how the rise of FinTech 
has changed risks and their implications for systemic stability. At the technical level, in-
novations have substantially raised market complexity, questioning if we truly understand 
such technologies that underlie financial activities21. As far as consumers are concerned, 
FinTech could bring new risks and also manifest existing risks, arising from new types of 
products and services, new models of business and also lack of education22. Moreover, tech-
nologies have enlarged information asymmetry, which is one primary contributor to sys-
temic risk23. As of the banking industry, at the micro level, risks carried by FinTech activi-
ties should be addressed to ensure the safety and soundness of individual institutions, and 
meanwhile regulators need to be vigilant for opportunities to facilitate beneficial innova-
tions. Regulators are required to strike a refined balance between prudential regulation and 
innovation developments at the macro level24. However, FinTech activities are innovative, 
which means that they are not covered by existing regulations, or they have progressed fast-

13  Anagnostopoulos (2018) pp. 9-11; Xu (2018b). Traditional financial institutions have both similarities and 
differences with such new players, Shen (2022).
14  Kpmg (2019b).
15  Stevenson and Wolfers (2011).
16  Schweitzer and others (2018); EU Parliament (2018b).
17  Philippon (2017).
18  Fsb (2017).
19  Kpmg (2019b).
20  Magnuson (2018) pp. 1176-1178 & 1206-1207.
21  Bis (2017).
22  Boeddu, Chien and Istuk (2021).
23  Spina (2019).
24  Bcbs (2018).
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er, leaving regulators behind25. To compete with new market participants, banks have up-
graded their internal risk controls, and their convergence with such industries as software 
and internet, telecom and hardware have been accelerated26. With growing technological 
interdependencies among key market players and infrastructures, such disaggregated actors 
might be more susceptible to external shocks than incumbents27. An IT risk event, arising 
from individual institution, might escalate into a systemic crisis given that the financial 
market carries massive environmental features which are conducive to a systemic cyber 
compromise28. Innovations can also be used by criminals to develop monetary laundering 
techniques and finance terrorist activities.

The technology-enabled financial market has also lifted regulatory complexity, mak-
ing it hard, if not impossible, to continue absolute regulatory policy prescriptions upon 
ever-changing FinTech activities; instead, versatile application of agile approaches and tools 
might better match with market dynamics29. Regulatory technologies (RegTech) refer to 
applying innovations and technologies to regulatory monitoring, reporting and compli-
ance30. Following the crisis, stricter regulatory requirements made the use of such as auto-
mation of reporting and targeted risk management being a natural and promising solution 
for incumbents to reduce compliance costs31. In terms of regulators, they have become 
aware that agile financial technologies will assist to better enforce prudential regulation and 
supervise institutions accordingly. Financial institutions and infrastructures have produced 
more and better-qualified data, providing the most fertile area for regulators to develop 
advanced RegTech solutions, which are aimed to generate greater granularity, precession 
and frequency in data reporting, aggregation and analysis32. Regulators are thus attracted 
to improve their capacities to collect, analyze and exchange data and information to deal 
with risk in a quicker and exact manner, supplying early-stage warnings, identification, 
and management. The maturing FinTech market has contributed to the development of 

25  Fsb (2019) pp. 8-10 & 17-20; Shen (2019).
26  The cross-industry convergence started decades ago but has speed up due to innovation developments, Alt, 
Beck and Smits (2018) pp. 235-238.
27  Alt, Beck and Smits (2018) pp. 239-241.
28  Cyber risk was first viewed as an idiosyncratic operational risk of doing business through the internet and 
has evolved to include operational risks linked to the firm’s immediate business partners and customers, Ka-
ffenberger and Kopp (2019). Systemic cyber risk can be understood as the risk that “a cyber event (attack(s) or 
other adverse event(s)) at an individual component of a critical infrastructure ecosystem will cause significant 
delay, denial, breakdown, disruption or loss, such that services are impacted not only in the originating com-
ponent but consequences also cascade into related (logically and/or geographically) ecosystem components, 
resulting in significant adverse effects to public health or safety, economic security or national security.” It is 
controversial whether a cyber risk could have systemic impact directly on the financial sector, Warren, Kaivan-
to and Prince (2018).
29  Deloitte (2015).
30  Another analogue is SupTech, supervisory technologies. The difference is argued to lie in which party, the 
regulator or the regulated, will benefit from innovations, but doubt revolves around whether such a division 
carries real differences, Arner, Barberis and Buckey (2017).
31  English and Hammond (2017).
32  Arner, Barberis and Buckey (2016); Kavassalis and others (2018); Abur and Murphy (2019).
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RegTech solutions being accelerated smoothly and quickly33. With joint efforts from both 
regulators and the firms, RegTech is making a paradigm shift towards a new and different 
regulatory framework situated at the nexus of data and digital identity34.

Overall, the large-scale introduction of innovations and technologies has spread 
changes across the entire scope of services and products which were traditionally sup-
plied by financial intermediaries. RegTech solutions come into play, strengthening the 
link between regulators and the regulated via a new dimension. The post-crisis regulatory 
framework has been challenged to monitor a changing market effectively and efficiently. 
Regulators have combined the sandbox, the innovation center and other pilot programs to 
facilitate FinTech activities and meanwhile deal with risks associated.35

III. THE SANDBOX APPROACH TO FINTECH REGULATION

3.1.	 Sandboxes: from the UK to the world

Borrowed from computing science, the sandbox refers to an isolated testing environ-
ment for new programs or applications. In a regulatory context, it can be understood as a 
“safe space” for innovative financial institutions to test their activities36.

The FCA launched the sandbox as part of its Project Innovate to facilitate innova-
tions37. It carries three goals: innovation boost, customers’ protection, and fair competi-
tion. Those should be achieved by removing unnecessary regulatory barriers to innova-
tions, which are argued to lie primarily in market-entry requirements, safeguards, and 
legal framework. The FCA continued its criteria for testing under the Innovation Hub, 
including the scope of the applicants, genuine innovation, consumer benefit, the need for 
the sandbox and background research. When applying, authorized and unauthorized firms 
are differently treated. The former is granted with no-enforcement action letters (NALs), 
freeing them from enforcement actions at a later stage relating to their testing activities 
provided they abide by the conditions agreed with the sandbox unit. Individual guid-
ance is available from the FCA on interpreting applicable rules. When issuing waiver or 
modification, the FCA was limited by EU legislative requirements38. Unauthorized firms 

33  Kpmg (2018).
34  Arner and others (2017) pp. 55-57.
35  UNSGSA FinTech Working Group and CCAF (2019).
36  Zetzsche and others (2017a) p. 45.
37  Project Innovate was initiated in October 2014 to encourage innovations in consumers’ interests whilst 
promoting competition through disruptive innovations. George Osborne, the Chancellor, wanted London to 
become “the global center for fintech”, and the FCA committed the Project to this goal. The idea of the sand-
box first came from Britain’s former chief scientific adviser Sir Mark Walport, arguing that the financial market 
would benefit from such that was equivalent to clinical trials in health and pharmaceutical sectors, Govern-
ment Office for Science (2015).
38  Due to EU legislative requirements, two options were available before the Brexit: New Regulated Activity 
or Amending the waiver test. If the first rule applies, a new regime needs to include all the sandboxing activi-
ties and expand the authorization requirement to applicants to become eligible for testing. If otherwise, a new 
test for sandbox firms should be introduced to waiver rules. After the Brexit, regulatory relief can be made by 
amending either Exemptions Order or By Way of Business Order.
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can apply but subject to Financial Services and Markets Act of 2000 (FSMA 2000)39. The 
Advice Unit, opened in May 2016 to support firms engaging in robot-advice businesses, 
expands to offer informal steers to clarify potential regulatory implications of an innovative 
product or business model that is still at the early stage of development. Further dialogue 
can be sought if an application is denied. The FCA agrees on the case-by-case safeguards 
of consumers on disclosure, protection, and compensation appropriate to testing activities. 
By enhancing and diversifying interactions, the regulator can have a better understanding 
of such sandbox firms that have complex and different business models from incumbents, 
and meanwhile it has become easier and quicker for new market players to meet regulatory 
requirements40.

In Australia, an innovation hub was first included in the government’s deregulatory 
agenda, and Australian Securities and Investment Commission (ASIC) set up a sandbox 
under the Regulatory Guide 25741. A fixed list of products and services from a selection 
of firms can be tested for a limited period. Under its regulatory framework, the ASIC pro-
vides three options, and the “FinTech license” allows eligible firms to test limited banking 
businesses with customers protection under dispute resolutions and indemnity insurance 
without holding an Australian financial services license (AFSL)42 or Australian credit li-
cense (ACL)43. If failing outside the eligible criteria, the applicant can still turn to other 
exemptions or an individual waiver.

In Asia, Singapore, and Hong Kong SAR (HK) are very active in attracting FinTech 
investments. Their monetary authorities, which also control banking regulation, have in-
troduced the sandboxes. In Singapore, Financial Technology & Innovation Group (FTIG) 
drives the smart financial center44, and FinTech Office is responsible for collaborations 
among various government agencies, which is particularly important for a mega regula-
tor. If registered with Accounting and Corporate Regulatory Authority, “any firm that is 
looking to apply technology in an innovative way to provide new financial services they 
are or are likely to be regulated by Monetary Authority of Singapore (MAS)” can apply 
for a sandbox. Beforehand evaluation and case-by-case assessment are employed to decide 
whether to maintain or relax possibly regulatory requirements. Specified reasons have been 
announced to discontinue the sandbox, including MAS’s judgment and the applicant’s 
discretion45. Hong Kong Monetary Authority (HKMA) first designed FinTech Supervisory 

39  S.19, The General Prohibition, Part II Regulated and Prohibited Activities, FSMA 2000.
40  fca (2015).
41  Regulatory Guide 257 is enacted to test FinTech products and services without holding an AFSF or ACL. 
The exceptions or flexibility mainly refer to Corporations Act 2001, National Consumer Credit Protection Act 
2009, and ASIC Corporations (Concept Validation Licensing Exemption) Instrument 2016/1175 & 1176. 
42  Corporations (FinTech Sandbox Australian Financial Services License Exemption) Regulations 2017.
43  National Consumer Credit Protection (FinTech Sandbox Australian Credit License Exemption) Regulation 2017.
44  It was claimed in late 2016 by the Singaporean government to embrace innovations and technologies to 
“enhance value, increase efficiency, manage risks better and create new opportunities and improve the lives of 
Singaporeans”, Mas (2016).
45  iMf(2019) pp. 29-32.
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Sandbox (FSS) to test innovations from incumbents46. The enhanced version –FSS 2.0– 
accepts applications from both banks and their partnering technology firms (BigTech); 
the latter can directly seek feedbacks from FinTech Supervisory Chatroom (Chatroom). 
Besides FSS 2.0, Securities and Futures Commission is open to both licensed corpora-
tions and start-ups that intend to carry on a regulated activity under the Securities and 
Futures Ordinance (SFO); Insurance Authority (IA) aims to facilitate authorized insurers 
to run pilot programs of testing innovative technologies and appliances in their business 
operations47. Among three sector-based sandboxes, the FSS 2.0 sets a single point of entry, 
whereby the “most-relevant” rule allows the applicant to conduct a pilot trail of a cross-
sector FinTech product.

Recently, sandboxes have been further favored in Asia. In Japan, the sandbox, open 
also to overseas companies48, has supported particularly projects about the aging problem 
after financial services, health care industry, mobility, and transportation49. Financial Ser-
vices Commission in South Korea evaluates sandbox applications according to whether 
services and technologies produce innovativeness, inclusiveness, and positive effects50. By 
enabling Financial Technology Development and Innovative Experimentation Act, Taiwan-
ese government inserts a sandbox under Financial Supervisory Commission, which is the 
first adopted at the statutory level globally51.

The transition from an analogue to a digital financial industry started in sophisticat-
ed markets, but policy makers in developing countries have increasingly relied on finance 
to support economic growth. Those countries have competed with, rather than followed, 
sophisticated financial and technologies centers to generate new technologies and applica-
tions52. They have also set up innovation facilitators, and the thematic sandbox is used to 
prioritize local needs53. Since FinTech is estimated to have benefited certain disadvantage 
groups in Asian-Pacific region54, financial inclusion sandboxes are established in Jordan 
and Malaysia55, and Thailand Securities and Exchange Commission sponsors several sector-
based thematic sandboxes56.

46  In 2016, Fintech Facilitation Office was established by the HKMA to facilitate the healthy development 
of the fintech ecosystem. In September 2017, seven initiatives announced HK’s entry into the Smart Banking 
Era: 1. Faster Payment System; 2. Enhanced FSS 2.0; 3. Promotion of Virtual Banking; 4. Banking Made Easy 
initiative; 5. Open Application Programming Interface (API); 6. Closer cross-border collaboration; and 7. En-
hanced research and talent development.
47  Fast Track was introduced in July 2018 for authorizations of new insurers owning and operating solely digi-
tal distribution channels.
48  Act on Special Measures for Productivity Improvement of 2018.
49  Harvard Business Review (2020).
50  Special Act on Financial Innovation Support of 2019. fsc (2019).
51  Tsai, Lin and Liu (2020).
52  FinTech 3.5 is named as FinTech activities have become popular in both developed and developing coun-
tries, Arner, Barberis and Buckey (2015) pp. 20-30.
53  Duff (2019).
54  Jahan and others (2019).
55  Wechsler, Perlman and Gurung (2018).
56  Corbett (2018).
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3.2.	 Country-Selected Comparative Analysis

So far, sandboxes have been settled in both sophisticated financial centers and less 
developed countries. It is not possible nor necessary to list all but some are particularly rel-
evant to China. Both Australia and the UK launch their designs under a twin-peak model, 
which has been newly set in China; the arrangements in HK and Singapore show alterna-
tives. Above all, they have operated for a comparatively long period, providing valued assis-
tance for further discussion. Four cases are compared as follows:

TABLE 1
Convergence and Divergence of Sandboxes in UK, Australia, Singapore, and HK

Jurisdiction UK Australia Singapore HK

Market Structure Direct-Financing

Institutional  
Structure 

Twin Peaks Mega regulator
Sector-based 

regulators

Regulatory Goals
innovation, customers’ protection, and efficient competition

Currency stability

Innovation  
Facilitator

Project  
Innovate

Innovation Hub
Smart Financial 

Centre
Smart Banking 

Era

Preparation Innovation Hub Former version
FTIG

FinTech Office
FSS 1.0

Legal Framework
Limited by 

EU legislative 
requirements

Regulatory 
Guide 257

Accounting 
and Corporate 

Regulatory 
Authority

HKMA  
supervisory 

requirements

Sandbox Regulator FCA ASIC MAS HKMA

Qualified  
Applicants

Authorized and 
unauthorized 
firms under 

differentiated 
arrangements

A selection of 
firms with lim-
ited customer 

exposure

Registered with 
Accounting 

and Corporate 
Regulatory 
Authority

Banks and Big-
Tech firms

Criteria Pre-set 3 options
Regulated by 

MAS
Most-relevant 

rule

FinTech Activities

New appli-
ances to exist-
ing products or 
services, esp. 

RegTech  
solutions

A fixed list of 
products and 

services;
FinTech license

Innovative ap-
plications of 
technologies

Technologies 
partnering with 

banks, esp. 
RegTech proj-

ects

Process By cohorts Expanding
3-stage;

Sandbox Ex-
press

Pilot trails
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Jurisdiction UK Australia Singapore HK

Assessment
Individual guid-

ance
Guidance & 

waiver
Case-by-case 

evaluation
Chatroom

Policy Instruments

NALs, restricted 
authorization 

individual guid-
ance, waivers, 
informal steers

FinTech licens-
ing exemptions; 

individual 
waiver

In-progress 
adjustments,

re-application, 
regulatory relief

Chatroom con-
tacts

Miscellaneous
Differences  
before and  

after the Brexit 

Government’s 
deregulatory 

agenda

Specific reasons 
to discontinue

Sector-based 
sandboxes: 

also, SFC and 
IA

Source: Own elaboration.

This table has summarized the co-existence of convergences and divergences among 
the selected cases. Launched as part of an expansive program to facilitate innovations, they 
are all open to adjustments. After accepting only one start-up application during the first 
six months, the ASIC has continued to broaden the eligibility criteria through new legisla-
tions57. At the core, regulators have prioritized interactions by working with applicants on 
applying for test, as well as choosing the best-practice option inside the sandbox. Accord-
ingly, the decision-making has been modified: regulators’ discretion is based on the case-
by-case assessment and firms are granted with certain autonomy, deciding to withdraw or 
to “go to the market”. Broadly, the structure of direct or indirect financing doesn’t specify 
the design of the sandbox.

In terms of differences, the goals of regulatory policy vary depending on the mandates 
of individual regulator. Under the twin-peak model, capital market regulators are responsible 
for the sandboxes whilst carrying specific responsibilities regarding market behaviors. Alter-
natively, central banks and sector-based regulators can control the sandboxes, including MAS 
and HKMA. There are no single definitions in appointing the sandbox regulator58.

It is argued that regulatory barriers start with the market entry, and thus, the criteria 
are pre-clarified but applied differently in the cases, including the prerequisite to entry, the 
type of eligible firms and the scale for testing. Both authorized and unauthorized firms have 
applied to the FCA, aiming “to make financial market work well so that consumers get a fair 
deal”. Where the “most-relevant” rule applies in FFS 2.0, the regulator is the primary point 
of contact to liaise with other regulators to assess a cross-sector FinTech product. Amongst, 
it is not hard to tell regulators’ preference for RegTech solutions. The FCA launched Reg-
Tech initiatives to help overcome regulatory challenges and benefit the wider economy59, 

57  Bochan (2017). Government’s 2017-18 budget also clarified to create better competition and accountability 
in the entire banking system via the sandbox.
58  It is still controversy whether how regulation is organized may help or hinder the process to develop the 
most efficient and beneficial regulation, and thus have competitive effects, Brown (2010) p. 574.
59  It was first highlighted by the Government Office for Science and the government’s budget in 2015.
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and 44% of testing by the FFS 2.0 are the applications of innovations in regulatory pro-
cess60. Initially, the FCA took a very prudential attitude to blockchain/DLT, due to its 
potential risks and uncertainty61. But Japan received the first application from a blockchain-
based firm62, and certain areas are open for blockchain tests only in South Korea63.

With an enhanced focus on systemic stability in the post-crisis era, regulators have 
already been alerted to how innovations reshape the banking industry. Retail banking 
products and services have been increasingly supplied via various types of modern digital 
technologies instead of physical branches64. Although traditional banking laws have con-
tinued in most jurisdictions, the cases have shown alternatives. Under Open Banking Pro-
gram, the FCA supports traditional banks to introduce APIs toolkits to enhance identity 
checks to protect customer65. Australian Prudential Regulation Authority (APRA) released 
a new framework in 2018, complementing the ASIC’s “FinTech license”, whereby restrict-
ed ADIs are permitted, when meeting specific requirements, to conduct a limit amount 
of low-risk business for up to two years. Singapore and HK trial special regimes to extend 
banking licenses to non-banks. Issued by the MAS, the digital wholesale bank (DWB) 
license authorizes applicants to serve smaller firms and other businesses but not accept de-
posits in Singapore dollars from individuals; the digital full bank license (DFB) allows for a 
wider range of financial services, including deposits-taking from retail customers. The key 
eligibility criteria include a track record in the technology or e-commerce field. In HK, vir-
tual banks could obtain licenses when meeting the criteria under the Banking Ordinance66. 
In principle, they are required to adhere to the standards under the Treat Customers Fairly 
Charter67 and the Code of Banking Practice68.

Furthermore, specific sandbox tools are varying while operational differences deter-
mine the way how the regulator interacts with applicants. The FCA expands its mecha-
nisms to make regulatory relief by issuing the NALs, while the AISC’s “FinTech license” 
is argued to have offered a “near-automatic right” for eligible firms to test some selected 
services69. The ongoing and constructive interaction can be achieved by either a case officer 

60  Yuen (2016) and Yuen (2018).
61  Magnuson (2018) pp. 1183-1187.
62  Raftery and Oki (2019).
63  Hektor (2019). After two years, it is established that the Sandbox has created 380 blockchain-related jobs 
and over $110 million new investment, Erazo (2020).
64  Sajic and others (2017).
65  Revised Payment Services Directives (PSD 2 2015/2366). In the UK, Competition & Market Authority set 
up Open Banking Implementation Entity in 2016 to publish operational guidelines to drive competition and 
innovation in the retail banking industry.
66  Major requirements include the criteria of the incorporation, parent companies, physical presence and ap-
propriate risk management controls with a business plan of an appropriate balance between building market 
share and earning a reasonable rate of return on assets and equity. Banking Ordinance, Authorization of Virtual 
Banks: A Guideline issued by the Monetary Authority under Section 16(10).
67  The Charter sets out high-level principles, including how banks should design, advise, sell and explain their 
services and products to meet the needs of customers.
68  The Code contains, among others, obligations relating how a bank should conduct itself in its dealings with 
customers.
69  FinTech Australia (2018).
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(FCA and MAS) or a standing forum for collaboration (HKMA). As per operation, the 
FCA first set cohorts to accept applications, and then moved to always open to “provide 
more value to firms”. Alternatively, a rolling application process seems similarly workable70.

In nutshell, the sandbox is chosen to facilitate innovations, which is chiefly achieved 
by removing regulatory bias against FinTech firms and their activities. It generally carries 
clarified regulatory goals, deciding the appointment of the regulator, who controls the mar-
ket-entry criteria for eligible applicants; selected FinTech activities are tested via construc-
tive interactions without damaging consumers’ interests. The cases have presented such 
similar elements, but significant differences do exist especially regarding specific sandbox 
tools and operational arrangements. 

3.3.	 Sandbox: Principles-Based Regulation

In essence, the sandbox is a form of principles-based regulation. A better understand-
ing of this nature will contribute to a more critical analysis of its effects and limitations.

Principles-based regulation emerged as the comparator for rules-based regulation 
in the late 19th century. By definition71, rules are precise, particularistic, and prescriptive, 
but principles focus on general rules which are higher in the implicit or explicit hierarchy 
of norms than more detailed rules72. When being implemented, rules should be strictly 
complied by firms after being announced by regulators. Since regulators emphasize the 
compliance process, firms can arrange their activities to comply with strict requirements 
of detailed rules at the cost of undermining or avoiding regulatory purposes73. On the 
contrary, principles express the aim of the rules, attaching significance to regulatory goals, 
whereby regulators are responsible for defining the outcomes that they require firms to 
achieve74. It is thus argued that principles-based regulation can be better able to achieve the 
congruence which is what the regulator is intended to achieve. As financial liberalization 
accelerated, rules-based regulators have been badly criticized for lacking flexibility, resulting 
in “one-size-fit-all” solutions75. In particular, the constraining framework was unfriendly 
to new market participants, due to their different business strategies and internal risk con-
trols from incumbents. But it is not possible to have a pure rules-based or principles-based 
regulation. When initiated, Financial Service Authority (FSA) referred its “principles-based 
regulation” to different but non-rules approaches towards oversight76.

70  Gfin (2018).
71  The phrase “rules” can be used to describe all legal norms in a broad sense. Here it is interpreted in a narrow 
sense with the features followed.
72  Black, Hopper and Band (2007) pp. 191-192. 
73  It is named as “creative compliance”. Under rigid rules, professionals in finance, law and accountancy can 
still cooperate in helping the issuers of listed companies to manage financial reporting process in a way in 
which compliance was assured but regulatory purposes were avoided, Shah (1996).
74  It is termed as “goals-based” approach. Goals can be established at varying degrees of specificity, but com-
pliance involves the substantive achievement of regulatory goals by the firms, Decker (2018).
75  In the banking industry, it is intensely attacked as “fitting none”, Ely (2018).
76  Black, Hopper and Band (2007) pp. 192-193.
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Fundamentally, a more principles-based regulation (MPBR) demands a constructive 
dialogue between the regulator and the regulated. Both parties should have a better under-
standing of the requirements of the principles, including interpretations and applications, 
and the objectives of the regulatory regime, as well as their respective responsibilities and 
approaches to achieve such goals. Regulators rely on high-level, broadly stated principles 
to set standards by which firms must conduct business77. In order to assess whether a firm’s 
method of doing business is appropriate to enable that firm to meet the principles, regula-
tors should have a good level of knowledge and information probing into reasons why the 
firm has decided to do business in that particular way. They therefore need to adopt a more 
educative and advisory approach to supervision after shifting attention from the compli-
ance process of the rules to the outcomes arising from firms’ activities78. For instance, the 
FSA had long claimed to continue a strong predilection for a partnering relationship with 
the financial industry, which has whereas improved its own transparency and accountabil-
ity79. On the other hand, firms are required to adhere to the spirit of high-level principles. 
Their business objectives should be consistent with regulatory goals, whilst compliance can 
be achieved via internal arrangements80. Firms and their senior managers are better placed 
than regulators to determine what actions and processes are chosen within their specific 
business models to achieve any given objectives81. Their active engagement is then appreci-
ated to generate more principles and better compliance.

It is further argued that risks cannot be fully captured in precise rules, but better 
recognized by principles to achieve goals as set.82 In the regulatory context, a risk-based 
approach is a system of decision-making frameworks and procedures for regulators to pri-
oritize activities and deploy recourses based on the assessment of such risks that firms pose 
to regulatory objectives83. It is different from firms’ own internal risk models and controls. 
Also, it is closely linked with, but not equivalent to, regulatory tools and policy instru-
ments designed to manage risks. In the latter’s case, risks are assessed and categorized into 
acceptable and unacceptable ones, clarifying which should be subject to surveillance and 
how such risks should be addressed. A risk-based regulatory approach is at the operational 
level, whereby regulators prioritize the allocation of their resources by assessing risks, de-
ciding where to focus and where not84. In the financial market, systemic risk is among the 
top concerns for regulators and policy makers85.

Prior to the GFC, principles-based regulation, along with risk management in pub-
lic services delivery, has been widely welcomed by central governments and regulatory 

77  Mcphilemy (2013) pp. 758-761.
78  Black, Hopper and Band (2007) pp. 194-196. 
79  Moran (2003).
80  Black, Hopper and Band (2007) p. 193.
81  Mccarthy (2006). 
82  Bamberger (2006).
83  Black (2010b).
84  Black (2005) pp. 512-514.
85  Other reasons include prevention of fraud, monetary-laundering, and terrorism; consumption protection 
and deposit insurance; and competition policy, Cranston and others (2002).
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authorities in the UK, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada86. The EU Commission also 
discussed how to bring into play the benefits of principles87, and the US regulators posi-
tioned themselves as being principles-based88. The crisis has reduced the allure, at least, 
to some extent but not a stigma to its significance and announced supervisory failures of 
such risk-based regulators as the FSA89, though in Canada and Australia, their approaches 
seemed more resilient. Reforms have reinforced efforts to refine the nexus between rules 
and principles. Moreover, principles need to be better implemented90, requiring an over-
all improvement on institutional settings and broader regulatory context91. For example, 
oversight regimes have been reformed in the US, UK and other European countries, but 
different approaches have been chosen92. In spite of mixed outcomes, risk-based approach 
has attracted both state and non-state regulators to deploy resources and improve compli-
ance effectively93. The UK twin-peak regulators have advanced principles by modifying risk 
assessment among others94.

As finance is driven by technologies, the market and regulatory complexity requires 
flexibility and discretion in oversight. Under the MPBR, new participants can be covered 
by the oversight regime. At the core, a dialogic relationship invites the regulated firms 
(and other stakeholders) to play a growing important role within the process of generating 
regulation, which was whereas dominated by regulators under a rules-based regime95. Ob-
viously, firms have enlarged their advantages in information, knowledge, and expertise, and 
are encouraged to share with regulators to achieve the alignment between their business 
activities and regulatory objectives. Regulators are thus required to relax their conservative 
constraints over the identification and articulation of regulatory principles, especially as 
regards technological contents. In terms of the sandbox, the MPBR can offer useful guid-
ance. To be specific, the design of the sandbox should start with well-defined regulatory 
objectives, and supervisory conversations enhance the applicants’ engagement; the assess-
ment of risks exposed by technology-enabled finance should be prioritized to set up the 
eligible criteria for testing. The following checklist covers such issues: 

86  Black (2011).
87  Mccreevy (2007).
88  Cunningham (2007).
89  Supervisory failure is defined by whether the regulator has failed to achieve its regulatory objectives rather 
than the failures of the firms under its oversight, fsa (2000). The FCA has clarified what constitute its supervi-
sory failure in similar criteria, fca (2019b).
90  It is especially important for securities regulation, Ford (2010).
91  Baldwin, Cave and Lodge (2012) pp. 302-311.
92  Masciandaro and Quintyn (2011) pp. 454-484.
93  In general, regulators are driven by functional, environmental, political and legal motivations to employ the 
risk-based approach, Black (2010b) pp. 185-224. 
94  Edmonds (2017).
95  Awrey (2011) pp. 283-297 & 313-314.
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TABLE 2
Guiding Principles to Make the Success of a Sandbox

Elements Criteria Choices

Regulator Regulatory goals;
Educative and advisory approach 

toward dialogue;
Risk assessment and evaluation

Central bank;
Sector-based prudential regulator;

Capital market regulator

Regulated Business objectives;
Strategic approach to regulation;

Senior management’s engagement;
Internal risk controls

Applicants: eligible criteria for 
market-entry

FinTech activities: innovation
esp. digital banking and RegTech 

solutions 

Operation A limited scale Pilot: cohorts/rolling application

Enhanced supervisory conversation 
since an early stage

Tools: Chartroom/case officer
- licensing regime

Firms’ discretion: discontinue, 
whether to go to the market

Exit: fixed expiration time; 
specified reasons to discontinue

Source: Own elaboration.

It is noted that a truly dialogic relationship, being central to the MPBR, requires 
mutual trust between the regulator and the regulated96. Besides, difficulties lie in assessing 
risks and the following resources allocation. Regulators should have a clear determina-
tion of their mandatory objectives, clarifying which risks are concerned to be controlled, 
and of the selection of their own risk appetite97. They will focus on such areas that pose 
highest risks to regulatory objectives. Risks can derive from new market players, as well as 
from a broader environment, where both new and incumbent firms operate98. To manage 
systemic risk better, they are required to be responsive to the behavior, attitude and culture 
of the regulated99, whilst to anticipate problems rather than making passive reactions100. In 
such a context, risk assessment, regarding technical issues particularly, requires a detailed 
framework set by regulators to supervise firms accordingly101. To fulfill this task, regulators 
should improve their competence in such crucial areas as risk assessment by being aided of 
information and expertise possessed by the regulated. Therefore, regulators need be more 

96  Black (2008) pp. 430-432 & 456.
97  Black (2010b) pp. 23-24.
98  Black (2005) pp. 528-538.
99  A “really responsive risk-based approach” is proposed to interact with other strategies by considering broader 
institutions environments whilst being dynamic and capable of building on the regulator’s performance sensiti-
vity by learning from and improving their past performance, Black and Baldwin (2010).
100  Black (2015).
101  Technical assessment of risks can be very challengeable, and some are argued to be impossible. The highly 
complex technical assessment requires considerable cost, time, and expertise whilst alternative parameters might 
result in different outcomes. Those problems are estimated more server in such quantitative areas as environ-
mental policy, Rothstein and Irving (2006).
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transparent about their objectives and approaches, whilst improving the border regulatory 
ecosystem for mutual trust102.

3.4.	 Effects and limitations of the Sandbox

After six years, the FCA has supported around 700 firms out of over 1,500 applica-
tions in seven cohorts. It claimed to have gained refined insights into the innovation-en-
abled financial market whilst preliminarily fulfilling three goals carried by the sandbox103. 
However, critical limitations have already exposed.

To begin with, a sandbox is initiated to alleviate regulatory burdens facing FinTech 
activities, which is whereas viewed to have tailored the barriers to address specific risks 
exposed by applicants, especially tech startups104. It is then argued that regulators should 
examine carefully FinTech activities rather than their providers. Regulators have welcomed 
new technologies applied to improve existing products and services, triggering the concern 
regarding what constitutes genuine innovation.

700 tests are trivial compared with the size of the British financial market. Even so, 
it seems unmatched: the HK FSS has only trailed 126 initiatives, and the ASIC saw a rise 
of applicants from one to seven after massively expanding its license exemption scheme105. 
As admitted by the FCA, the limited testing scale has questioned the necessity of the sand-
box from the fundamental level106. Stronger criticism has arisen from market participants: 
such FinTech activities that are eligible for test should be directly allowed into the market; 
the sandbox is a regulatory obstacle107.

As reported by the FCA, 40% has been reduced in time than a standard process for 
start-ups to get authorized to provide financial services and products with more access to fi-
nance. But it is not clear how efficient it is when compared with incumbents. For instance, 
the MAS has continued to simplify the process of application and assessment by adding 
“Sandbox Express”. Meanwhile, 90% of the companies that participated in the first cohort 
have gone to the market with start-ups receiving ₤135 million in equity funding. How-
ever, it is still lack of robust evidence linking applicants’ experience with their success in 
the real market. The US FinTech market has continued to set the pace, but the sandbox is 
slow in making. In 2016, a short bill was proposed to introduce one at the federal level108. 
The US Treasury released the final report in 2018, suggesting that a “regulatory sandbox 

102  Vires (2014) pp. 165-183.
103  fca (2019a) p. 5.
104  Francesca (2019).
105  The Treasury Laws Amendment (2018 Measures Nº 2) Bill 2019. It has empowered the ASIC to cancel 
the business’s exemption or apply to a court for an order requiring the firm to apply in a particular way. Other 
regulatory changes are contained in the Corporations (FinTech Sandbox Australian Financial Services License 
Exemption) Regulations 2017 and the National Consumer Credit Protection (FinTech Sandbox Australian 
Credit License Exemption) Regulation 2017.
106  That is why a regulatory FinTech “scalebox” is suggested to provide additional support, OBE (2021).
107  Kelly (2018).
108  H.R. 6118, the Financial Services Innovation Act of 2016, 114th Congress (2016). For a detailed analysis 
of the design under this Act, Thomas (2018).
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can enhance and promote innovation”109. Afterwards, the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency (OCC) announced to accept applications for national bank charters from non-
depository FinTech firms engaged in banking business110. In other words, a FinTech charter 
was introduced to regulate non-bankers requiring capital adequacy, financial inclusion 
plans and resolution plans111. It would actually expand the OCC’s current banking rules, 
rather than regulatory belief, failing to attract such leading players as Google and PayPal.112 

Based on some early days’ experience, the sandbox didn’t stand out of other facilities, 
including innovation hubs and alike, which are less resource-intense but might exert a larger 
impact to support more firms113. For example, Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
approved a Lab to promote innovation and fair competition. Earlier on, the Project Catalyst 
under the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), viewed as the predecessor of the 
sandbox, was launched under the post-crisis Dodd-Frank Act in 2012 to cultivate consum-
er-friendly innovations by developing foundational policies114. Financial services providers 
were allowed to conduct trail disclosure program to “facilitate access and innovation”115. To 
reduce uncertainty, the NALs have been gradually modified to streamline the review process 
of risks associated with new innovative products or services116. Additionally, a research pilot 
program was excised to collaboratively test financial technologies and innovations with the 
firms so that first-hand insights can be gained into how consumers make financial decisions 
and use those products. So, the Project Catalyst has engaged closely with companies, entre-
preneurs, and other stakeholders to be better aware of market developments in innovation. 
However, the NALs alone cannot guarantee sufficient regulatory certainty given that the 
sector-based oversight paradigm has placed institutions under dispersed surveillance from 
a variety of responsible authorities117. What is more, the CFPB requires a high standard of 
consumer protections, deferring startups to apply. From this point of view, the idea of the 
sandbox is viewed as a harmful regulatory approach to consumers118.

More critically, as for the applicant, getting approved by one sandbox cannot guaran-
tee its legitimacy in another jurisdiction. To address this, the FCA launched Global Financial 
Innovation Network (GFIN) to build a “global sandbox”, aiming to benefit the “triangle” of 
the regulator, regulated and customers119. But its first cross-border testing pilot failed, due to 
challenges arising from market entry and expansion across jurisdictions120. Being less ambi-

109  Treasury Report (2018).
110  occ (2018).
111  Lawrence and others (2017) p. 194.
112  Witkowski (2019).
113  Unsgsa (2019).
114  Cochran (2017) pp. 80-83.
115  Cfpb (2013).
116  Cfpb (2016).
117  Loo (2018) pp. 255-269.
118  NYS Attorney General (2019).
119  Terms of Reference for Membership and Governance of the Global Financial Innovation Network (GFIN), 
Section 1.2.
120  Gfin (2020a).
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tious, it is still in doubt whether the sandbox can be introduced at the EU level121. To say the 
least, the lack of a cross-jurisdiction approval networking has badly reduced the adaptability 
of the sandbox, as the financial market has been closely linked and interconnected.

The FCA therefore conceded that FinTech firms still require a transformative shift 
from start-up to scale-up so that innovation-enabled technologies will be at scale beneficial for 
the public. Regulators could make use of the sandbox as a “test-and-learn” program to have 
first-hand insights into market dynamics122. As in the US, the sandbox is argued to sunset if 
regulators are competent in dealing with changed financial markets and infrastructures123.

IV. SANDBOXES IN CHINA: REVIEW AND REVISIT

4.1.	 Fintech activities and regulation in China

In China, applying technologies to the financial market was first interpreted as 
“internet-based finance”. It highlighted the role played by computing and internet tech-
nologies, generating a plentiful source of data124. The year of 2016 saw 281 FinTech invest-
ments, taking up 56% of the total amount across the globe125. Especially, mobile payment 
and P2P lending have improved the accessibility to financial services and the diversity of 
products126. With the full “built-for-digital” platforms, FinTech firms have accounted for 
a significant share of Chinese banking services, compared with only 0.5% of the total new 
credit in the world between 2013 and 2017127. Leading BigTech firms, such as Baidu, Alib-
aba and Tencent (known as BAT), have made further innovations and expanded overseas128.

The active FinTech market is attributed to China’s comparative limited loss from the 
GFC, and a welcome regulatory atmosphere. Initially, regulators and policy makers had the 
“lightest touch” to encourage the development of new technologies, including blockchain 
and big data129. Innovations are particularly welcomed to help alleviate financial exclu-
sion130, which has continued to deteriorate with lasting financial depression during the re-

121  Under the EU Action Plan on FinTech of 2018, European Supervision Authorities (ESAs) were mandated 
to carry out an analysis of innovation facilitators and best practice of the sandboxes. The “guided sandbox” left 
the implement and enforcement to Member States but with endorsement, support, and monitoring by EU ins-
titutions. Guidelines, high-level principles, and recommendations are undertaken by the ESAs, especially Euro-
pean Securities and Markets Authority. When the FCA introduced its sandbox, such an approach had also been 
suggested by Olivier Guersent, Director-General for Financial Stability, Financial Services and Capital Markets 
Union, but little progress has been made at the EU level.
122  World Bank and CCAF (2019).
123  Allen (2019).
124  Chen and others (2018).
125  Nbd (2017). 
126  PBoC (2018) pp. 19-27.
127  Frost and others (2019).
128  Kpmg (2019).
129  This has made China known as a sandbox for most radical innovative ideas in the financial sector, Arner 
and others (2017) pp. 51-54. On the contrary, it is argued that Chinese regulators conducted principles-like 
oversight between 2013 and 2015, Xu (2018a) pp. 73-74.
130  PBoC (2018) pp. 35-100.
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form131. Activities that provide easy accessibility to credit had all bloomed, including digi-
tal banking, equity crowd-funding, funding and insurance sales on internet, online fund 
management and P2P lending. The rapid growth has quickly accumulated risks, triggering 
regulators to tighten their direct controls. A series of campaign-style regulation, including 
temporary orders and legislations, have targeted at a selection of FinTech activities132. P2P 
lending is intensely condemned after having thrived from 2011 to 2015133. In 2016, a re-
port from China Banking Regulatory Commission (CBRC) pointed out that at least 40% 
of such platforms were Ponzi schemes, causing massive shutdowns until late 2020. China’s 
Internet Financial Risk Special Rectification Work Leadership Team Office, a task force to 
eliminate risks in online lending, claimed to have transformed existing platforms to meet 
new capital and regulatory standards within two years.

Macro-prudential regulation has been strengthened from both aspects of institution-
al re-settings and policy instruments134. People’s Bank of China (PBoC) introduced Macro 
Prudential Assessment in 2016135, and stress testing has covered a wide range of commer-
cial banks, requiring consolidated capital adequacy. Systemic stability was further empha-
sized by establishing Financial Stability and Development Committee (FSDC) account-
able to the State Council but located within the PBoC, aimed to achieve the cooperation 
among financial regulators136. Sooner, sector-based regulators were reformed towards an 
objective-based model137: China Banking and Insurance Regulatory Commission (CBIRC) 
controls prudential regulation, whilst China Securities Regulatory Commission (CSRC) 
maintains its surveillance over the capital market; the PBoC took over further legislative 
and rule-making authorities.

At the local level, Financial Work Bureaus (FWB) replaced financial work offices in 
most provinces, municipalities, and counties138. By centralizing tasks previously undertook 
by various authorities, FWBs are charged to control day-to-day monitoring of financial ac-
tivities in their respective jurisdictions139. They mainly carry two goals: oversee local finan-

131  Financial repression refers to a policy regime that creates a wedge between actual return rates to financial 
assets and normal return rates to investors, Li (2001). It has been employed to benefit the SOCBs and also the 
government, which is resistant to deep financial liberalization, Lu and Yao (2009).
132  Campaign-style regulation can be understood as short-term but compulsory regulatory instruments to deal 
with specific problems or emerging issues. It is not confined to financial sector but prevail throughout China’s 
reform for decades. Recently, it has been criticized to harm the future of innovations among others, Xu and 
Tang (2017).
133  You (2018). P2P has gained a global popularity. It has experienced a sharp increase as an alternative finance 
in China, where the SOCBs-dominated financial market have drawbacks and investors have fewer options. 
Market scandals and regulatory vacuum have made it under the spotlight, Shen (2015).
134  Milne (2009).
135  Zheng (2018).
136  Dong and others (2017); Yang (2019).
137  Han (2017).
138  Titles coexist in many areas. The first financial work office was set in Shanghai in 2002 to promote local 
economic growth whilst implementing policies from the PBoC and sector-based regulators, Pan and Lv (2014).
139  Huge differences laid in institutional settings and specific tasks across locations, leading to different reform 
approaches, Chen (2016). The division, alongside regulatory arbitrage and competition, might continue with 
the FWBs, Li and Ke (2018).
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cial market and promote further development; the former is argued to be more urgent due 
to growing risks associated with FinTech activities, prioritizing seven types of institutions 
with four major business areas140. Their legal resource is still not clear141, but a two-tier 
oversight regime is argued to emerge with compartmentalized responsibilities between the 
central and local regulators142.

The last few years have seen China’s leap in FinTech investments, and also massive 
regulatory reforms. But it is very late to launch a systemic design. Not until mid-2019 did 
the PBoC release a three-year plan, and then the State Council approved sandboxes in se-
lected locations.

4.2.	 Sandboxes in China: review

The first sandbox was settled in Beijing in the end of 2019. Afterwards, more have 
been introduced as shown in the following table:

TABLE 3
Sandboxes in China (until October 2021)

Pilot Location Regulator(s) Applicants Testing

1st
Beijing

PBoC;
Beijing FWB

3 cohorts
IoT, big data, AI, blockchain, API

Anti-pandemic applications
IoT and Blockchain

2nd
Shanghai

PBoC 
Shanghai 

Headquarter
inc. Tencent Big data, DLT, Blockchain

Chongqing
PBoC Opera-

tions 
Office

Financial inclusion

Shenzhen
PBoC 

Sub-branch
inc. PBoC sub-

branch
For foreigners

Xiongan
PBoC 

Sub-branch
Specialized funds for relocation

Hangzhou
PBoC 

Sub-branch
Risk controls

Suzhou
PBoC Nanjing 

Branch
inc. PBoC 
sub-branch

Cloud computing and big data

140  It is called as “7 plus 4” mode, Lu and Ouyang (2020).
141  At National Finance Work Conference of 2020, the PBoC announced a series of legislative plans, inclu-
ding the provisional rule about local financial regulation. The Provisional about Local Financial Regulation in 
Shanghai came into force on 1 July 2020.
142  Given China’s size and geographic complexity, it is very challengeable for local governments to deal with 
financial markets in their respective jurisdictions, Tang (2017); Wang (2017).
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Pilot Location Regulator(s) Applicants Testing

3rd Chengdu PBoC Branch Financial inclusion

Guangzhou PBoC Branch Cross-border settlement

Shandong PBoC Branch Only banks Financial inclusion

Source: Own elaboration.

Sandboxes can be found from East to West, including both financial center and less 
developed areas. Some are set in experimental zones. Needs are localized, though they are 
not explicitly titled. For instance, innovations for risk controls are prioritized in Hangzhou, 
where e-commerce has bloomed. Cross-border issues are highlighted with testing for for-
eigners in Shenzhen, and Renminbi settlement in Guangzhou.

As of the regulator, the PBoC, alongside the FWB, lead the Beijing sandbox with 
its headquarter in Shanghai playing a similar role. In other locations, its branches and sub-
branches are responsible based on the hierarchy143. It is similar to the designs in Singapore 
and Hong Kong, where the monetary authority is also the banking regulator. Under the 
twin-peak oversight, it is questioned how regulatory responsibilities are divided between 
the PBoC and the CBIRC in facilitating beneficial innovations and beyond144. The other 
peak is the capital market regulator, which operates their respective sandboxes in Australia 
and the UK. In China, the sandboxes are initiated in both Shanghai and Shenzhen, where 
the stock exchanges have run since 1990. Regulated by the CSRC, Shanghai Stock Ex-
change (SSE) is the frontline regulator and has gained first-hand insights into the capital 
market and its predominant participants. It is also active in applying innovation-enabled 
technologies to supervision. For instance, the system of company portrait based upon big 
data is employed to provide detailed and dynamic information about applicants and listed 
companies. Involving the SSE in the sandbox testing will contribute to next-step reforms 
especially in terms of market conduct rules. Regulation in this regard emphasizes trans-
parency, disclosure, suitability, investor protection and protection for consumers145. As 
claimed, the ASIC would “never pursue innovations at the cost of abandoned consumer 
protections”146. In a word, as the central banking system controls the sandboxes, its duty 
and coordination with the twin-peak regulators need to be clarified.

Under China’s current legal system, only licensed financial institutions are eligible 
with 7 applications submitted by non-bank institutions. In Suzhou and Shenzhen, the 

143  Besides Beijing and Shanghai, the PBoC has nine branches, 25 sub-branches and Operations Office in 
Chongqing.
144  A draft was released to amend the Act of the PBoC, suggesting that it should guide innovations develop-
ments whilst being responsible for collaboration.
145  Herring and Carnassial (2008). The phrase “financial consumer” has not been officially defined until 
27 December 2019 when the Draft was released for consultation. It is aimed to place down a systemic legal 
framework to protect the consumers, who “have purchased and used financial products and services offered by 
financial institutions”. Previously, consumer protection in financial sector is covered by the Law on the Protec-
tion of Consumer Rights and Interests of 2014, as well as two administrative rules enacted by the PBoC.
146  Asic (2017).
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PBoC sub-branches joined banks in applying147. It is significantly different from the UK 
and Australia, where the unlicensed are allowed to test under stricter requirements. Shang-
hai’s sandbox has recently accepted the application from Tencent, jointly with Bank of 
Communications Co., Ltd. The role played by such BigTech firms was first viewed nega-
tive but nowadays, regulators have shifted to support their partnership with incumbents. 
For instance, the HK FFS accepts applications made directly by BigTech firms without a 
banking institution as a bridge. In China, they did not attract much attention from regula-
tors until summer 2019, when the PBoC published a consultation paper to monitor finan-
cial holding companies148. It is not too early to consider whether and if so, how to set the 
criteria for BigTech firms.

As calculated, 119 testings have been made. Most are banking-related, and digi-
talized lending takes a significant part of 90%. They are majorly new technologies applied 
to improve existing products and services, especially financial inclusion. For example, ap-
plications in dialect are tested in Chongqing and Chengdu. It is doubted, as facing the 
FCA, whether such are genuine innovations. Meanwhile, innovations are viewed beneficial 
to promote the professionalism of financial services, including the governance of banking 
institutions, but none of tests are directly linked to this area.

There is little publicly available information about the criteria of testing and the 
internal arrangement, except applications are being taken by cohorts149. It is far from 
clear how the regulator will communicate with applicants prior to and during the test-
ing. Last, either a clarified time limit or a pre-set exit plan has been announced by 
regulators when open to apply in most cases. But Chinese regulators seem very hesitant 
to announce how to end the sandboxes testing. Recently, 7 items are officially named 
to finish testing, but the follow-up is unclear. A fixed term is easy to apply whilst in-
creasing regulatory certainty and predictability, facilitating firms to make the decision.  

4.3.	 Sandboxes in China: REVISIT
With positive effects, sandboxes have exposed critical limitations, which might face 

extra challenges in China, where FinTech investments have bloomed in a less sophisticated 
financial market with ongoing regulatory reforms.

China’s reform is well known of gradualist approach with pilot programs to introduce 
selected market principles150. As named, the sandbox is a pilot program, carrying features 
of China’s experimentalism. By and large, the government is relocated as the maker of the 
market. The monopoly of the state is not simply removed, but the state-owned, planned 
economy has been utilized as the base for launching a new non-state, market-based sector151. 
Experimental tools and legislations, a majority of which are linked to financial services regu-
lation, have been tried out in a growing number of free trade zones (FTZs). Before regula-

147  Ye (2020).
148  The law came into effect on 1 November 2020. Pboc (2020) Nº 4.
149  It is implicit: most sandbox regulators announced additional calls for applications without timetables. 
150  Heilmann (2008a) pp. 3-9.
151  Kotz (2000); Liebman and Milhaupt (2015) pp. 73-80.
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tors formalized their policy standing of FinTech investments, temporary rules, and provi-
sional laws from a wide range of authorities have been issued with quick updates.

It is argued that most pilot reform programs are proved effective, as primarily 
evidenced by China’s lasting economic growth. It is more striking in the case of crises: 
extraordinary politics are quickly utilized to control threat and instabilities152. But the 
over-dependence on pilots might hinder the birth of systemic designs. Besides, shortcom-
ings cannot be ignored. First, experimentation is largely initiated and revised from inside 
the government and implemented without referring to the limitations set by laws, named 
as “experimentation under implementation”153. Reform regime attempts to achieve po-
litical legitimacy through legal reform, and the dignity of the Party is thereby ensured by 
reinforcing the relationship between codification and politics154. Legal reform is conducted 
through pre-existing political organs, prioritizing the Party’s superior position of admin-
istrative bureaucracies. Moreover, under the party-state hierarchy, the central government 
defines the goals for reform and growth, while local governments control resources to trial 
specified innovative policies and instruments. They are encouraged to meet those pre-set 
targets by employing financial institutions in their jurisdictions155. Meanwhile, legislative 
powers are divided between central and local government bodies, reinforcing the overly ex-
tensive authority of administrative power156. As explained, the FWBs are taking over regu-
latory responsibilities from the central regulators, requiring clarifying their role in running 
sandbox testing and beyond. Furthermore, due to the top-down cadre appointment, local 
governments pursue overstated positive results of pilot programs. Fake or wrong models 
might be covered or manipulated, and even failures are likely to be abandoned silently at a 
high expense of social and/or budgetary costs. It is argued that economic inefficiencies are 
the necessary prices to maintain political control and stability in China157. It has made it 
further unreliable to assess the true effects of the sandbox testing in different areas.

When the financial market is concerned, the reform is primarily aimed to replace the 
role of the government in allocating credit whilst overseeing the state sector by well-func-
tioning financial disciplines, including an independent central bank, flexible interest rates, 
and efficient revenue systems158. So far, liberalization has yet been completed with various 
constrains upon exchange rates, market-entry for foreign financial institutions and direct 
controls from the central bank and other authorities.

To begin with, China has continued to rely on indirect financing via banks, which 
have long been dominated by state-owned commercial banks (SOCBs). Due to monetary 
expansion and fiscal stimulus during the crisis, Chinese banking industry has assumed a 
large amount of risk, becoming “too big to fail”159. Banks have actively engaged in deliver-

152  It is named as “institutional reserve capacity”, Balcerowicz (1994).
153  Heilmann (2008b).
154  Potter (1994) pp. 325-358.
155  Liew (1995) pp. 883-895; Sachs and Woo (2001).
156  Lampton (1992) pp. 33-58.
157  Qi and Han (2006) p. 107.
158  Chen, Jefferson and Singh (1992).
159  Yao and Wu (2011) pp. 794-802.
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ing products and services via electronic platforms. As they will continue to be favored by 
the sandbox regulator, their risks should be carefully assessed when clarifying the market-
entry criteria. On the other hand, the capital market has been underdeveloped with a low 
level of concentration, being ineffective in allocating resources160. Apparently, there lies a 
mismatch between innovations accepted into the sandbox and what should be supported. 
Meanwhile, China has a typical financial recession market, highlighting the role of innova-
tions in financial inclusion161. RegTech solutions are required to assist regulators in protect-
ing customers, including disadvantage groups, whilst maintaining systemic stability162. But 
RegTech solutions are absent from the sandbox testing, resulting in another mismatch.

In terms of regulators, recent institutional re-settings have moved towards a more 
functions-oriented oversight model, which is argued to underpin the MPBR to deal ef-
fectively with market risks and dynamics163. But it is still in doubt whether regulators are 
equipped to oversee market activities rather than providers as under the sector-based re-
gime164. In the case of P2P lending, Chinese regulators are putting it under the arms of for-
mal banking165. Information asymmetry is the major barrier for lenders to reduce default 
risks, and regulator would be better to set useful indicators, covering the borrower’s credit 
scores, demographic information and social network166. Generally, various accesses to credit 
have attracted massive FinTech investments, which is largely attributed to China’s financial 
repression, requiring a more comprehensive regulatory approach167.

Legal reforms have occurred piecemeal with the revision of old rules and the drafting 
of new ones, but gaps have co-existed with overlapping168. In spite of active digital bank-
ing business, traditional banking law still applies, requiring the approval from the PBoC169. 
Since 2014, four digital-only banks have been licensed: WeBank backed by Tencent, MY-
bank by Aligroup, AiBank by Baidu and China Citic Bank170. Amongst, Alibaba’s Ant 
Financial, as well as AMTD Group171, applied for the DWB license issued by the MAS in 
January 2020. In Australia and the UK, twin-peak regulators have jointly initiated to facili-
tate the establishment of new banks under their own mandates, providing valued assistance 
for China to introduce a regime for digital banking licensing. It is reported that China 

160  Allen and others (2012) pp. 63-145.
161  Shen and Zhang (2020) pp. 192-195 & 199-200.
162  Xu (2018b) pp. 10-13.
163  Michael (2020).
164  Shen (2022) pp. 188-190 & 195.
165  It is still questioned how the platforms will repay, so investors are likely to suffer massive losses. As explai-
ned, P2P have important benefits as alternative finance in China by offering credit to private sectors and the 
small-and-medium enterprises in particular, Shen (2018).
166  Xu and Tang (2018); Yan, Yu and Zhao (2015). 
167  Shen (2017) pp. 71-73.
168  Yang and Tan (2017).
169  Arts. 12 - 15, Law of the People’s Republic of China on Commercial Banks (2015 Amendment).
170  China’s Digital Banking (2019).
171  AMTD is Asia’s largest independent investment banking firm headquartered in Hong Kong, including Chi-
nese electronic company Xiaomi financial arm, Xiaomi Finance, energy company SP Group, and South East 
Asia’ online lending company Funding Societies.
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is finalizing its first rule for online-only banks172. The rule is expected to reduce financial 
jeopardy and lure portal participants, and remove bias against foreign financial institutions 
when providing online banking services to Chinese citizens173. As long as enacted, regula-
tors should clarify whether foreign entities are eligible to apply for the sandbox.

A special FinTech license, like in Australia, seems too radical for the time being 
given that Chinese regulators have become alert to certain risks associated with selected 
FinTech activities. Comparatively, it would be more workable to offer individual guidance 
by appointing a case officer or via a fixed arrangement. It is argued that, under the MPBR, 
the regulator’s call center will outweigh a case-by-case officer so as not to inhibit the firms’ 
willingness to develop their own solutions to comply with the principles174. Just as in HK, 
through the Chatroom, the firms have access, via face-to-face meetings, emails and video 
conferences, to both Fintech Facilitation Office and Banking Department of the HKMA 
at an early stage. In China, any further organizational reforms would add excessive uncer-
tainty whilst increasing burden on the market. It is thus important to improve the sandbox 
by restructuring the existing arrangement, rather than introducing new agents175. Joint 
meetings have been widely favored after the State Council guided previous sector-based 
regulators to manage domestic instability in August 2013. Without a clarified definition, it 
refers to a temporary arrangement to manage specific issues or urgent problems by bringing 
together different government and non-government organs176. Based on the practice that is 
already in place, a call center can be formalized by institutionalizing the joint meeting via 
granting clarified goals and regulatory responsibilities regarding FinTech activities.

Furthermore, Chinese regulators have long relied on administrative tools and orders 
to control the firms, which should be replaced by more indirect policies177. As explained, 
the MPBR requires a truly dialogic relationship based on mutual trust, as well as a series 
of checks and balances; those are far beyond the contributions which can be achieved by 
a sandbox. First, well-clarified and consistently pursued goals are primary for principles-
based regulators to communicate with firms. To support innovations is the shared un-
derstanding among regulators to set up the sandbox. Both customers protection and fair 
competition are addressed, though the latter might be beyond the conventional mandates 

172  Reuters (2020).
173  Competition Policy International (2020).
174  Black, Hopper and Band (2017).
175  Based on existing cases study, it can cost from $25,000 to $1 million to set a new sandbox. Mostly such 
existing authorities as payment departments and financial sector regulators are granted with new responsibilities 
for operating innovation facilitators, including the sandbox when appropriate. It is usual to tap internal resour-
ces rather than new hires, Appaya and Jenik (2019).
176  It is hard to track the origin of the joint meeting. In most cases, they can only commence after being ap-
proved by the head office of responsible agencies within the State Council to communicate timely across de-
partments to reach agreements. In the financial regulatory context, the first joint meeting was launched by the 
PBoC to deal with money laundry in 2002. The CBRC had led to manage illegal fund-raising on a quarterly 
basis without much information accessible. It was reported to halt in 2013, and several proposals to institutio-
nalize it had all failed, Zhang and Cai (2013).
177  Lu and Xu (2020) pp. 62-67; Yang (2018).
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of such regulators as the MAS and HKMA178. In theory, it is questioned whether “to facili-
tate FinTech activities” can be an appropriate regulatory goal; different answers have led to 
varying attitudes and approaches across jurisdictions. In the UK, regulatory goals are only 
listed in the FCA’s websites without being explicitly legitimated179. But it could be thorny 
in such rules-based regimes as the US, where the legitimacy of promoting innovation being 
a regulatory objective, among others, has hindered the set-up of the sandbox180. However, 
it is not the focus of discussions in China: innovation boost, especially its role in improv-
ing financial inclusion, seems a tacit belief. Even so, from lightest touch to campaign-style 
controls, regulatory uncertainty has been the top concern for the market. It is argued that 
the biggest value of the sandbox is attributed to its signaling functions to communicate 
regulators’ flexibility towards innovation firms and their activities181.

The core to the MPBR is the dialogic relationship arising from mutual trust between 
the regulator and the regulated. In China, how local regulators communicate with the 
central government is still under doubt, which has rarely been addressed by institutional 
resetting182. Under the top-down cadre appointment, local governments have to seek sup-
port and advocation from the higher-level patrons183. The central government has main-
tained, to a certain extent, its control of the personnel system in the banking industry184. 
For example, the PBoC’s governor is at a higher political rank than the chairpersons of the 
SOCBs, who are mostly appointed by Organization Department of the Party’s Central 
Committee. When appointing bankers, some senior officials are selected from the PBoC 
and regulatory commissions; vice versa185. Due to such an intensely politicized process, 
regulatory conversation might continue to run throughout a rigid political hierarchy rather 
than mutual trust.

Broadly, reform progress in other areas would affect financial liberalization and 
regulation in China. For one, how local authorities manage financial oversight has been 
interwoven with reforms about the fiscal and tax policies186. For another, the SOEs have 
continued to be privileged with cheaper credit guaranteed by the government, increasing 
non-performing loans to the SOCBs. But without a functional capital market, flawed insti-
tutions cannot accomplish the market-oriented reform187. Local governments have also em-
ployed local financial institutions to support local SOEs, becoming a new channel of bad 

178  CGAP-World Bank (2019).
179  The authority of the UK financial regulators used to be constrained by EC provisions, including the FSA’s 
principles-based regulation. After the Brexit, it would not be the main issue facing the twin-peak regulators, 
which have extensive rule-making powers under the BoE and the HM Treasury. 
180  Allen (2019) pp. 600-605 & 637-638.
181  Zetzsche and others (2017a) pp. 64-91.
182  Liu, Chen and Tao (2016).
183  Rawski (1995) p. 1155.
184  Huang and Mian (2011).
185  Lao (2019).
186  Gui (2017).
187  Qian (1999).
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loans188. Reform of financial markets has thus inextricably entwined with efforts to reform 
the SOEs with the state retaining ultimate control over them189. 

In sum, China’s financial sector has developed with strong government intervention, 
and pilot programs have expanded with severe shortcomings. As a pilot program, the sand-
box seems better prepared than previous experimental points: differing themes are designed 
to fit into local needs, and regulators have modified the testing scale. But all the problems 
associated with Chinese version of experimentalism will similarly affect FinTech oversight: 
administrative discretion is placed above policy experimentation, undermining the authority 
of established rules and legislations, whilst experimentation under the political hierarchy is 
fundamentally different from mutual trust required by the MPBR. It is such a financial eco-
system that validates the analysis of the sandbox approach to FinTech regulation in China.

So far, the basic elements of the sandboxes have emerged in China. The cases study 
and the comparative analysis have contributed to a to-reform list as follows:

TABLE 4
Further Reforms for the Sandboxes in China

Regulatory 
Goals

Key Elements Current Arrangements Problems/Recommendations

Innovation 
boost;

Systemic 
stability;

Consumer’s 
protection;

…

Regulator PBoC system;
FWBs

Relationship with twin 
peaks?Role of local financial 

regulators?

Applicants Licensed financial insti-
tutions

esp. commercial banks

BigTech firms?

Foreign financial institutions?

Innovations No publicly known 
information

Licensing regime for digital 
banking

RegTech solutions?

Tools Dialogue: no publicly 
known information

Call center by institutionalizing 
joint meeting

Special FinTech license X

Process Pilots Shortcomings of gradualist re-
form

Exit
No publicly known 

information
Fixed time: easy to apply

Clarified reasons: need to pre-set 
Source: Own elaboration.

Obviously, mismatches exist in terms of applicants and tests accepted by the sand-
boxes in China; dialogue should be enhanced and diversified from an early stage. Due to 
the lack of essential information, their effects cannot be reliably assessed. Above all, huge 
efforts are needed from regulators and policy makers to improve transparency and account-

188  Herd, Hill and Pigott (2010).
189  Brandt and Zhu (2007) pp. 86-143.
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ability. So, the sandbox in China should primarily clarify that regulators are really commit-
ted to providing accommodative treatment by improving regulatory certainty. 

V. CONCLUSION

The sandbox, as an innovative policy instrument to facilitate beneficial technologies, 
has been finally placed down in China after a long preparation. The sharp rise of FinTech 
activities in a comparatively young financial market has challenged regulators and policy 
makers to refine the balance between pursuing stability and supporting innovations devel-
opment. As argued, the sandbox is not the only option or the best-practice solution to ac-
commodate market changes; cases of both successes and failures have been found globally. 
Even though, it would make contributions if to get it carefully designed and implemented. 
This article has summed up guiding principles to make it successful in China. Rather than 
transplanting a certain model, a couple of cases have been compared to provide valued as-
sistance when making further changes. In principle, the sandbox should be based upon re-
cent institutional re-settings, and consider the eligible criteria for BigTech firms and foreign 
institutions, and meanwhile open the door to RegTech solutions and digital banking among 
others. For another, this article has expounded on the nature of the sandbox as a form of 
principles-based regulation, which requires carefully designed regulatory goals, risk-based 
approaches and a truly dialogic relation in particular. The other way around, a shift towards 
a more principles-based oversight perimeter requires far more profound reforms.

Above all, this article has clarified that it is overriding to view the sandbox more as 
a temporary arrangement to improve regulators’ competence than a permanent facility to-
wards an innovation-friendly regulatory ecosystem. Insides, testing might not always have a 
happy result, but the sandbox is leastwise worthy a decent ending.
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FÁykiss, Péter and others (2018): “Regulatory tools to encourage FinTech innovations: 
The innovation hub and regulatory sandbox in international practice”, Financial and 
Economic Review, vol. 17, Nº 2: pp. 43-67.

Fca (2019a): “The impact and effectiveness of innovate”. Available at: https://www.fca.org.
uk/publication/research/the-impact-and-effectiveness-of-innovate.pdf. 

Fca (2019b): “FCA mission: approach to supervision”. Available at: https://www.fca.org.uk/
publication/corporate/our-approach-supervision-final-report-feedback-statement.pdf. 

Fca (2015): “Regulatory sandbox”. Available at: https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/re-
search/regulatory-sandbox.pdf.

FinTech Australia (2018): “FinTech Australia supports proposed sandbox expansion and 
calls for further improvements”. Available at: https://fintechaustralia.org.au/fintech-
australia-supports-proposed-sandbox-expansion-and-calls-for-further-improvements/. 
Date of access: March 15, 2018.

Ford, Cristie (2010): “Principles-based securities regulation in the wake of the global fi-
nancial crisis”, McGill LJ, vol. 55, Nº 2, pp. 1-50.

Francesca, Cassidy (2019): “What is the future of banking?” Available at: https://recoteur.
et/finance/future-banking#traditional. Date of access: May 1, 2019.

Frost, J. and others (2019): “BigTech and the changing structure of financial intermedia-
tion”, BIS Working Papers, Nº 779.

Fsa (2000): The New regulator for the New Millennium (London, FSA).
Fsb (2017): “Financial stability implications from FinTech: supervisory and regulatory 

issues that merit authorities’ attention”. Available at: https://www.fsb.org/wp-content/
uploads/R270617.pdf. Date of access: June 27, 2017.

Fsb (2019): “FinTech and market structure in financial services: market developments and 
potential financial stability implications”. Available at: https://www.fsb.org/wp-content/
uploads/R270617.pdf.

Fsc (2019): “Financial regulatory sandbox launched”, Press Release. Available at: www.fsc.
go.kr/eng/pr010101/22208. Date of access: April 1, 2019.

Gao (2017): “Financial technology: information on subsectors and regulatory oversight”, 
Highlights of US Government Accountability Office, testimony before the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, GAO-17-806T.

Government Office for Science (2015): “FinTech futures: The UK as a world leader 
in financial technologies”, A Report by the UK Government Chief Scientific Advi-
sor. Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/413095/gs-15-3-fintech-futures.pdf. Date of access: 
March 11, 2015.

Gfin (2018): “Consultation document”. Available at: https://www.fca.org.uk/publication/
consultation/gfin-consultation-document.pdf.

Gfin (2020a): “Cross-border testing: lessons learned”, The Global Financial Innova-
tion Network Reflects on the Cross-Border Testing Pilot. Available at: https://static1.
squarespace.com/static/5db7cdf53d173c0e010e8f68/t/5e1ef8c3c7a87d3abb5c7
bc6/1579088083585/GFIN+CBT+Pilot+lessons+Learned+publication+09012020+-
+FINAL.pdf.

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   224 21-10-22   22:15



 225 
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

Gfin (2020b): “GFiN - one year on: the global financial innovation networks reflects on 
its first year”. Available at: https://www.sfc.hk/web/EN/files/LIC/Fintech/GFIN%20
One%20Year%20On%20Report.pdf.

Hampton, Philip (2005): “Reducing administrative burdens: effective inspection and en-
forcement: final report”, HM Treasury, London. 

Han, Miao (2015): Central banking regulation and the financial crisis: a comparative analysis 
(Palgram Macmillon). 

Han, Miao (2017): “Twin peaks regulation after the global financial crisis: a reform model 
for China?” Asian Journal of Law and Economics, vol. 8, Nº 3, pp. 1-30.

Harvard Business Review (2020): “How the Japanese government’s new ‘sandbox’ pro-
gram is testing innovations in mobility and technology”, Sponsor Content from the 
Government of Japan. Available at: https://hbr.org/sponsored/2020/02/how-the-japane-
se-governments-new-sandbox-program-is-testing-innovations-in-mobility-and-techno-
logy. Date of access: Feb. 11, 2020.

Hektor, Anders (2019): “Sandbox in Korea”, presented at the Global Innovative Growth 
forum, GIGF. Available at: https://sweden-science-innovation.blog/seoul/sandbox-in-
korea/. Date of access: Nov. 11, 2019.

Heilmann, Sebastian (2008a): “Policy experimentation in China’s economic rise”, St Comp 
Int Dev, vol. 43, Nº 1, pp. 1-26.

Heilmann, Sebastian (2008b): “Experimentation under hierarchy: policy experiments in 
the reorganization of China’s state sector, 1978-2008”, CID Working Paper Nº 172.

Herd, R., Hill, S. and Pigott, C. (2010): “China’s financial sector reforms”, OECD Eco-
nomics Department Working Papers Nº 747.

Herring, Richard and Carmassi, Jacopo (2008): “Structure of cross-sector financial super-
vision”, Financial Markets, Institutions & Instruments, vol. 17, Nº 1: pp. 51-76.

Hochstein, Marc (2015): “Fintech (the word, that is) evolves”, American Banker. Avai-
lable at: http://www.americanbanker.com/bankthink/fintech-the-word-that-is-evol-
ves-1077098-1.html. Date of access: Oct. 5, 2015.

Hm Treasury and Cabinet Office (2003): Principles of managing risks to the public (Lon-
don, HM Treasury and Cabinet Office). 

Imf (2019): “Singapore technical note - FinTech: implications for the regulation and super-
vision of the financial sector”, Imf Country Report Nº 19/229.

Jahan, Sarwat and others (2019): “The financial inclusion landscape in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion: a dozen key findings”, Imf Working Paper WP/19/79.

Kavassalis, P. and others (2018): “An innovative RegTech approach to financial risk moni-
toring and supervisory reporting”, Journal of Risk Finance, vol. 19, Nº 1: pp. 39-55.

Kaffenberger, Lincoln and Kopp, Emanuel (2019): “Cyber risk scenarios, the financial 
system, and systemic risk assessment”, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 
Available at: https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/09/30/cyber-risk-scenarios-financial-
system-and-systemic-risk-assessment-pub-79911. Date of access: Sept. 30, 2019.

Kelly, Jemima (2018): “A ‘FinTech Sandbox’ might sound like a harmless idea. It’s not”, 
Financial Times. Available at: https://ftalphaville.ft.com/2018/12/05/1543986004000/

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   225 21-10-22   22:15



226  
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

A--fintech-sandbox--might-sound-like-a-harmless-idea--It-s-not/. Date of access: Dec. 
5, 2018.

Kotz, David (2000): “Lessons from economic transition in Russia and China”, in Baiman, 
Ron, Boushey, Heather and Sauders, Dawn (edits.), Political economy and contemporary 
capitalism: radical perspectives on economic theory and policy (New York, M.E. Sharpe).

Kpmg (2019a): “The pulse of FinTech 2018: biannual global analysis of investment in Fin-
Tech”. Available at: https://home.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/co/pdf/2018/07/pulse-of-
fintech.pdf. Date of access: Feb. 13, 2019.

Kpmg (2019b): “Regulation and supervision of FinTech: ever-expanding expectations”. 
Available at: https://assets.kpmg/.../dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2019/03/regulation-and-supervi-
sion-of-fintech.pdf.

Kpmg (2018): “There’s a revolution coming: embracing the challenge of RegTech 3.0”. 
Available at: https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/uk/pdf/2018/09/regtech-revolu-
tion-coming.pdf.

Lampton, David (1992): “Plum for a peach: bargaining, interest, and bureaucratic politics 
in China”, in Lieberthal, Kenneth and Lampton, David (edits.), Bureaucracy, politics 
and decision making in post-Mao China (Berkeley, University of California Press).

Lawrence, D. Kaplan and others (2017): “The OCC’s proposed Fintech charter: if it walks 
like a bank and quacks like a bank, it’s a bank”, BANKING L.J., Nº 134: pp. 192-203. 

Li, David (2001): “Beating the tap of financial repression in China”, Cato Journal, vol. 21, 
Nº 1: pp. 77-90.

Liebman, Benjamin and Milhaupt, Curtis (2015): Regulating the visible hand? The institu-
tional implications of Chinese state capitalism (New York, Oxford University Press).

Liew, Leong (1995): “Gradualism in China’s economic reform and the role for a strong 
central state”, Journal of Economic Issues, vol. 29, Nº 3: pp. 883-895.

Lobel, Orly (2005): “The renew deal: the fall of regulation and the rise of governance in 
contemporary legal thought”, University of San Diego, School of Law Research Paper 
Nº 07-27.

Loo, Rory Van (2018): “Making innovation more competitive: the case of FinTech”, 
UCLA Law Review, Nº 65: pp. 234-279.

Magnunon, William (2018): “Regulating Fintech”, Vand L Rev, vol. 71, Nº 4: pp. 1167-1226.
Mas (2016): “FinTech regulatory sandbox guidelines”. Available at: www.mas.gov.sg/deve-

lopment/fintech/sandbox. Date of access: Jan. 1, 2022.
Masciandaro, Donato and Quintyn, Marc (2011): “Regulating the regulators: the chan-

ging face of financial supervision architectures before and after the crisis”, in Ejjffinger, 
S. and Masciandaro, Donato (edits.), Handbook of central banking, financial regulation 
and supervision: after the financial crisis (Cheltenham, Edward Elgar Publishing).

Mccarthy, C. (2006): “Principles-based regulation: what does it mean for the industry?”, 
Speech at Financial Services Skills Council 2nd Annual Conference. 

Mccreevy, Commissioner (2007): “We believe that a ‘light touch’, principle-based regu-
lation is the best approach for the financial sector”, Speech to the European Parliament 
ECON Committee (Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs), Brussels.

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   226 21-10-22   22:15



 227 
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

Mcphilemy, Samuel (2013) “Formal rules versus informal relationships: prudential ban-
king supervision at the FSA before the crash”, New Political Economy, vol. 18, Nº 5: 
pp. 748-767.

Michael, Bryane (2020): “Does objectives-based financial regulation imply a rethink of 
legislatively mandated economics regulation? The case of Hong Kong and twin peaks 
financial sector regulation”, Capital Markets Law Journal, vol. 15, Nº 1 (for the first 
half ); Notre Dame Journal of Legislation, vol. 46, Nº 4 (for the second half ).

Milne, Alistair (2009): “Macro-prudential policy: is it really so new?” Oxford Review of 
Economic Policy, Special Issue.

Moran, M. (2003): The British regulatory state: high modernism and hyper-innovation 
(Oxford, OUP). 

Nao (2014): “Using alternatives to regulation to achieve policy objectives”. Available at: 
https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Using-alternatives-to-regulation-
to-achieve-policy-objectives1.pdf.

nBd (2017), “Annual report of global FinTech indexes and investments”. Available at: 
http://www.nbd.com.cn/articles/2017-01-13/1069877. Date of access: Jan. 13, 2017.

Nicoletti, B. (2017): The future of finTech, integrating finance and technology in financial 
services (London, Palgrave Macmillan).

Nys Attorney General (2019): “Attorney General James leads coalition of 21 State Attor-
neys General to urge the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau to reject anti-consumer 
protection policies”, Press Release. Available at: https://ag.ny.gov/press-release/2019/
attorney-general-james-leads-coalition-21-state-attorneys-general-urge-consumer. Date 
of access: Feb. 12, 2019.

Occ (2018): “OCC begins accepting national bank charter applications from financial te-
chnology companies”, OCC News Release 2018-74. Available at: https://www.occ.gov/
news-issuances/news-releases/2018/nr-occ-2018-74.html. Date of access: July 31, 2018.

Obe, Ron Kalifa (2021): “The Kalifa Review of UK FinTech”, Independent report on the 
UK Fintech sector. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-kali-
fa-review-of-uk-fintech. Date of access: Feb. 26, 2021.

Oecd (2018): “Financial markets, insurance and private pensions: digitalisation and fi-
nance”. Available at: https://www.oecd.org/finance/private-pensions/Financial-markets-
insurance-pensions-digitalisation-and-finance.pdf.

Omarova, Saule T. (2019): “New tech v. new deal: Fintech as systemic phenomenon”, Yale 
Journal on Regulation, vol. 36, Nº 2, pp. 735-794. 

Omarova, Saule T. (2011): “Wall Street as community of fate: toward financial industry 
self-regulation”, U. PA. L. REV., Nº 159, pp. 411-492..

Philippon, Thomas (2017): “FinTech opportunity”, BIS Working Papers Nº 655.
Potter, Pitman (1994): “Riding the tiger: legitimacy and legal culture in post-Mao Chi-

na”, The China Quarterly, Nº 138: pp. 325-358.
Pwc (2019): “Crossing the lines: how FinTech is propelling FS and TMT firms out of their 

lanes”, Global FinTech Report 2019. Available at: https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/indus-
tries/financial-services/assets/pwc-global-fintech-report-2019.pdf.

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   227 21-10-22   22:15



228  
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

Pwc (2016): “Blurred lines: how FinTech is shaping financial services”, PWc Global Fin-
Tech Report. Available at: https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/advisory-services/FinTech/pwc-
fintech-global-report.pdf.

Qian, Yingyi (1999): “The institutional foundations of China’s market transition”, Annual 
Bank Conference on Development Economics, World Bank, No 47582. Available at: 
docenti2.unior.it/doc_db/doc_obj_19431_01-12-2012_50b9d78510830.pdf.

Qi, JC and Han, C. (2006): Political and institutional complementarities: the evolution of 
corporate restructuring in China (Stanford University).

Raftery, Gavin and Oki, Kensuke (2019): “Crypto garage becomes first FinTech partici-
pant in Japan’s regulatory sandbox”. Available at: https://blockchain.bakermckenzie.
com/2019/02/08/crypto-garage-becomes-first-fintech-participant-in-japans-regulatory-
sandbox/. Date of access: February 8, 2019.

Rawski, Thomas G. (1999): “Reforming China’s economy: what have we learnt?” The Chi-
na Journal, Nº 41: pp. 139-156.

Rawski, Thomas G. (1995): “Implications of China’s reform experience”, The China Quar-
terly, Nº 44: pp. 1150-1173.

Reuters (2020): “China to frame rules for online-only banks this year”. Available at: 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-china-banks-digital/china-to-frame-rules-for-online-
only-banks-this-year-in-boost-to-foreigners-sources-idUSKBN1ZD0D8. Date of access: 
Jan. 13, 2020.

Rothstein, Henry and Irving, Phil (2006): “The risks of risk-based regulation: insights from 
the environmental policy domain”, Environment International, Nº 32: pp. 1056-1065.

Sachs, Jeffrey and Woo, Wing Thye (2001): “China’s transition experience, re-examined”, 
World Bank Group, The Newsletter about Reforming Economies.

Sajic, M. and others (2017): “Digital technologies in transformation of classical retail bank 
into digital bank”, 25th Telecommunication Forum (TELFOR), Belgrade.

Sandford, Jessica and others (2015): “Social enterprises in China”, A briefing paper prepa-
red by CONSTELLATIONS International with support from KAS - Konrad Adenauer 
Stiftung.

Schweitzer, Heike and others (2018): “Modernizing the law on abuse of market power for 
the digital economy”, report for the Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Ener-
gy. Available at: https://www.bmwi.de/Redaktion/DE/Downloads/Studien/moderni-
sierung-der-missbrauchsaufsicht-fuer-marktmaechtige-unternehmen-zusammenfassung-
englisch.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=3. Date of access: Sept. 4, 2018.

Shah, Atul K. (2006): “Creative compliance in financial reporting”, Accounting, Organiza-
tions and Society, vol. 21, Nº 1: pp. 23-39.

Shen, Wei (2017): “Market-based regulatory responses to private lending in China: beyond 
a law and society paradigm”, Asian Journal of Law and Society, Nº 4: pp. 59-79.

Shen, Wei (2015): “Internet lending in China: status quo, potential risks and regulatory 
options”, Compute Law & Security Review, Nº 31: pp. 793-809.

Spina, Jeol (2019): “Information asymmetry and the recent financial crisis”. Available at: 
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3474479 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3474479. Date 
of access: Oct. 20, 2019.

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   228 21-10-22   22:15



 229 
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

Stevenson, B. and Wolfers, J. (2011): “Trust in public institutions over the business 
cycle”, The American Economic Review, vol. 101, Nº 3: pp. 281-287.

Thomas, Luke G. (2018): “The case for a federal regulatory sandbox for Fintech compa-
nies”, N.C. Banking Inst., vol. 22, Nº 1: pp. 257-281.

Treasury report (2018): “A financial system that creates economic opportunities: non-
bank financials, FinTech, and innovation”, Report to President Donald J. Trump, 
Executive Order 13772 on Core Principles for Regulating the United States Financial 
System. Available at: https://home.treasury.gov/sites/default/files/2018-07/A-Financial-
System-that-Creates-Economic-Opportunities---Nonbank-Financi....pdf.

Tsai, Chang-Hsien, Lin, Ching-Fu and Liu, Han-we (2020): “The diffusion of the san-
dbox approach to disruptive innovation and its limitations”, Cornel International Law 
Journal, vol. 53, Nº 3: pp. 261-296.

UNSGSA FinTech Working Group and CCAF (2019): “Early lessons on regulatory in-
novations to enable inclusive FinTech: innovative offices”, Regulatory Sandboxes, and 
RegTech, Office of the UNSGSA and CCAF: New York, NY and Cambridge, UK.

Vires, Femke de (2014): “How can principles-based regulation contribute to good supervi-
sion”, in Kellermann, A. Joanne, Haan, Jakob de and Vries, Femke de (edits.), Finan-
cial supervision in the 21st century (Springer Science & Business Media).

Warren, Phil, Kaivanto, Kim and Prince, Dan (2018): “Could a cyber attack cause a sys-
temic impact in the financial sector?”, Bank of England Quarterly Bulletin 4.

Wechsler, Michael, Perlman, Leon and Gurung, Nora (2018): “The state of regulatory 
sandboxes in developing countries”. Available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3285938 or 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3285938. 

Wilde, Robert (2019): “The development of banking in the industrial revolution”, 
ThoughtCo. Available at: https://www.thoughtco.com/development-of-banking-the-
industrial-revolution-1221645. Date of access: Jan.11, 2019.

Witkowski, Rachel (2019): “Google and PayPal explored OCC’s FinTech charter, then 
walked away”, American Banker. Available at: https://www.americanbanker.com/news/
google-and-paypal-explored-occs-fintech-charter-then-walked-away. Date of access: 
June 16, 2019.

World Bank and CCAF (2019): “Regulating alternative finance: results from a glo-
bal regulator survey”. Available at: http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/
pt/266801571428246032/pdf/Regulating-Alternative-Finance-Results-from-a-Global-
Regulatory-Survey.pdf.

World Economic Forum (2016): “Understanding systemic cyber risk, global agenda cou-
ncil on risk & resilience”, White Paper.

Yan, J., Yu, W. and Zhao, J.L. (2015): “How signaling and search costs affect information 
asymmetry in P2P lending: the economics of big data”, Financial Innovation, vol. 19, 
Nº 1: pp. 1-11.

Yang, Tao (2019): “More efforts are required to promote structural balancing”, Natio-
nal Institution for Finance & Development. Available at: http://www.nifd.cn/Re-
searchComment/Details/1122. Date of access: Jan. 21, 2019.

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   229 21-10-22   22:15



230  
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

Yao, Xianguo and Wu, Xin (2011): “Transition of China’s financial system after the global 
financial crisis”, The World Economy, vol. 34, Nº 5: pp. 792-804.

You, Chuanman (2018): “Recent development of FinTech regulation in China: a focus on 
the new regulatory regime for the P2P lending (loan-based crowdfunding) market”, Ca-
pital Markets Law Review, vol. 13, Nº 1: pp. 85-115. 

Yu, Tao and Shen, Wei (2018): “Funds sharing regulation in the context of the sharing 
economy: understanding the logic of China’s P2P lending regulation”, Computer Law & 
Security Review, vol. 17, Nº 40: pp. 1-17.

Yuen, Arthur (2016), “Fintech Supervisory Sandbox (FSS)”, Speech B1/15C, B9/29C. 
Available at: https://www.hkma.gov.hk/media/eng/doc/key-information/guidelines-and-
circular/2016/20160906e1.pdf. Date of access: Sept. 6, 2016.

Yuen, Arthur (2018): “RegTech in the smart banking Era: a supervisor’s perspective”, speech 
at Hong Kong Institute of Bankers Annual Banking Conference, September 27, 2018. 

Zetzsche, Dirk A. and others (2017a): “Regulating a revolution: from regulatory sandboxes 
to smart regulation”, Fordham Journal of Corporate & Financial Law, Nº 23: pp. 31-100. 

Zetzsche, Dirk A. and others (2017b): “From FinTech to TechFin: the regulatory challen-
ges of data-driven finance”, EBI Working Paper Series 2017-Nº 6.

Zheng, Liansheng (2018): “The macro prudential assessment framework of China: back-
ground, evaluation, current and future policy”, CIGI Papers Nº 164, Centre for Inter-
national Governance Innovation.

IN CHINESE

Chen, Daofu (2016): “The current situation and problems of local financial supervision in 
China”, Journal of Chongqing University of Technology (Social Science), Nº 11: pp. 1-5.

China’s Digital Banking (2019): “The report of private banking in China”, first part. 
Available at: https://www.cebnet.com.cn/20190304/102554456.html.

Dong, Ximiao and others (2017): “What do the ‘three missions’ at national conference 
of finance signal?” People. Available at: http://money.people.com.cn/n1/2017/0716/
c42877-29407714.html. Date of access: July 16, 2017.

Gui, Xiang (2017): “Chinese financial regulatory history and innovation in local regulatory 
systems”, Southwest Finance, Nº 4: pp. 37-44.

Huang, Yani and Mian, Liu (2011): “The choice of reforming the governance of the state-
owned commercial canks”, China Market Study, Nº 14: pp. 42-43+52.

Lao, Ji (2019): “New rules to appoint bankers”, EqualOcean. Available at: https://www.
iyiou.com/p/113755.html. Date of access: Sept. 26, 2019.

Li, Youxing and Ke, Da (2018): “Allocation of local financial regulatory powers from the 
perspective of government competition”, Zhejiang Social Sciences, Nº 9: pp. 47-55.

Liu, Xingrong, Chen, Bo and Tao, Jun (2016): “A study of how to improve the coordina-
tion between local financial regulation”, Southwest Finance, Nº 4: pp. 60-63.

Lu, Haitian and Xu, Duoqi (2020): “Research on the legal attributes and legislation 
suggestions of banking prudential regulative measures in China”, Law Study, Nº 5: 
pp. 61-74.

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   230 21-10-22   22:15



 231 
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

Lu, Minfeng and Ouyang, Wenjie (2020): “Local financial regulators: responsibilities, 
shortcomings and next-step reforms”, Journal of Beijing Finance and Economics College, 
vol. 36, Nº 1: pp. 11-18.

Pan, Hongjing and Lv, Qingming (2014): “The study on the function orientation of the 
local government financial offices”, West Finance, Nº 1: pp. 48-51. 

Pboc (2018): “Financial inclusion in the global context: practice, experience and 
challenges”. Available at: https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/hand-
le/10986/29336/FinancialInclusionChinaCH.pdf?sequence=7&isAllowed=y.

Shen, Wei (2022): “Triffin dilemma of innovation and FinTech regulation: from the pers-
pective of risk-based regulation”, China Law Review, Nº 2: pp. 186-199.

Shen, Wei and Xu, Wanchun (2019): “FinTech challenges for regulators and regulatory 
philosophy: from the perspective of financial crisis and innovation rebalancing”, Cross-
strait Legal Science, Nº 3: pp. 31-43.

Shen, Wei (2018): “Decentralization of FinTech vs. centralization of financial regulation: 
regulatory logics and analytical dimensions of FinTech”, Modern Law Science, vol. 40, 
Nº 3: pp. 70-93.

Tang, Yingmao (2017): “Financial regulation between local and central governments: a 
case study of Ali MiniLoan”, Yunan Social Science, Nº 5: pp. 15-21.

Wang, Chong (2017): “Local financial supervision in China: reform, problems and insti-
tutional design”, Financial Regulation Study, Nº 11: pp. 94-108.

Xu, Duoqi (2018a): “Social characters of risk from Internet-based finance and regulatory 
innovations”, Law Study, Nº 5: pp. 73-75.

Xu, Duoqi (2018b): “Disruptiveness of FinTech and RegTech solutions”, Oriental Law, 
Nº 2: pp. 4-13.

Xu, Duoqi and Tnag, Shiya (2017): “From campaign-style regulation to information re-
gulation: a study based on special rectifications of internet financial risk”, Securities Law 
Review, Nº 22: pp. 21-37.

Yang, Yuyan and Tan, Mingpeng (2017): “Lessons from the regulatory sandbox in 
Shanghai”, Southwest Finance, Nº 7: pp. 9-19.

Yang, Zuyan (2018): “A comparative study of the regulatory sandboxes”, Shanghai Finan-
ce, Nº 5: pp. 91-95.

Ye, Yinghe (2020), “Sandbox in Suzhou accepts applications from the central bank and the 
Ministry of Public Security”, The Paper. Available at: https://www.thepaper.cn/newsDe-
tail_forward_8752074. Date of access: Aug 16, 2020.

Zhang, Mo and Cai, Ying (2013): “Joint meeting in reforming the sector-based financial 
regulation”, Xinhua News. Available at: http://jjckb.xinhuanet.com/2013-08/21/con-
tent_462753.htm. Date of access: Aug. 21, 2013.

CITED NORMS AND INSTRUMENTS

Financial Services and Market Act of 2000
Regulatory Guide 257

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   231 21-10-22   22:15



232  
Revista Chilena de Derecho, vol. 49 Nº 2, pp. 193 - 232 [2022]

Han,  Miao / Xu,  Donggen  “The Sandbox Approach to FinTech Regulation: A Case Study of China”

Corporations (FinTech Sandbox Australian Financial Services License Exemption) Regula-
tions 2017.

National Consumer Credit Protection (FinTech Sandbox Australian Credit License Exemp-
tion) Regulation 2017

Act on Special Measures for Productivity Improvement of 2018
Special Act on Financial Innovation Support of 2019
Revised Payment Services Directives (PSD 2 2015/2366)
The Treasury Laws Amendment (2018 Measures Nº 2) Bill 2019 
H.R. 6118, the Financial Services Innovation Act of 2016, 114th Congress (2016)
Law of the People’s Republic of China on Commercial Banks (2015 Amendment) 

8-RChD 49-2-Han-y-Xu.indd   232 21-10-22   22:15


