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A well-developed banking sector is crucial to achieve a sustained economic growth. To attain this goal, both central banks and governments have embraced operational and institutional arrangements. In this paper, we offer an empirical lookup on how central bank independence and transparency of macroprudential and fiscal policies are linked to bank development. We also look at the mechanisms (channels) through which the respective effects are transmitted to bank development. Drawing upon a panel dataset of emerging and developing economies over the period 1998-2014, we find that both macroprudential transparency and fiscal transparency are positively related to the share of credit granted by banks to the private sector, implying that more transparent policies enhance bank development. A higher degree of central bank independence, however, does not affect the ratio of bank credit to GDP but its matters for the ratio of liquid assets.

Introduction

Many research papers have been devoted to study financial development-economic growth nexus (e.g., [START_REF] Levine | Financial intermediation and growth: Causality and causes[END_REF][START_REF] Allen | Comparing financial systems[END_REF]Beck and Levine, 2002, etc.). Meanwhile, considerable work has been done to analyze the determinants of financial development. 1 For example, empirical works identify real per capita GDP and inflation as major drivers of both stock market and bank development [START_REF] Boyd | The impact of inflation on financial sector development[END_REF]. Openness of economies to trade and capital flows also leads to a strong financial sector (e.g., [START_REF] Chinn | What matters for financial development? Capital controls, institutions and interactions[END_REF][START_REF] Baltagi | Financial development and openness: Evidence from panel data[END_REF]. Others support the role of economic institutions in explaining the development of the financial sector with split views of linear and nonlinear effects (see [START_REF] Baltagi | Financial development and openness: Evidence from panel data[END_REF][START_REF] Law | Institutional quality, governance, and financial development[END_REF].

We add to this literature by focusing on central banks' characteristics, namely, their degree of autonomy which serves primarily the objective of price stability. The importance of central bank independence for the well-functioning of institutions such as banks is also nontrivial. Čihák (2010) corroborates the idea with these words "if a central bank lacks independence, it may become captured by political interests associated with weak financial institutions. " (p.49). Empirically, [START_REF] Oueslati | Does central banking promote financial development?[END_REF] argue that the financial structure is improved in countries with higher legal independence. [START_REF] Dincer | Central bank transparency and independence: Updates and new measures[END_REF] examine the relationship in the reverse direction and find that central bank independence is higher in less financially developed countries. Beyond monetary policy, the macroprudential policy is housed within central banks' responsibilities, aiming at limiting the accumulation of financial risks and impeding the likelihood of an incoming financial crash (see [START_REF] Born | Macroprudential policy and central bank communication[END_REF][START_REF] Čihák | Financial stability reports: What are they good for? IMF Working Paper[END_REF][START_REF] Cerutti | The use and effectiveness of macroprudential policies: New evidence[END_REF]Akinci and Olmstead-Rumsey, 2018). An essential arrangement to be part of a macroprudential framework is to ensure a higher degree of transparency by conveying adequate, clear, and timely statements of financial stability assessments (see The Committee of Global Financial Stability, Principle 7, 2012).

Our paper is also related to the strand of literature that links fiscal policy to financial development by focusing on the fiscal instruments such as public debt, taxes or budgetary balance (e.g., [START_REF] Hauner | Public debt and financial development[END_REF][START_REF] Ismihan | Public debt and financial development: A theoretical exploration[END_REF]. Contrary to this literature, we look at the disclosure of information and public reporting on these instruments. Indeed, fiscal transparency is at the heart of some contemporaneous papers, blessing its positive effects on economic outcomes [START_REF] Hameed | Fiscal transparency and economic outcomes[END_REF] or looking at its determinants (see Alt et al., 2006;[START_REF] Wehner | Citizens, legislators, and executive disclosure: the political determinants of fiscal transparency[END_REF].

While central bank independence, macroprudential and fiscal policies have attracted academic attention, knowledge regarding their effects on bank development is scant. One exception is [START_REF] Dutta | Can financial development enhance transparency?[END_REF] who conclude a positive correlation between financial development and a transparency index with multiple coverage, including the release of fiscal, financial, economic, and social information. Using a dynamic panel of 155 emerging and developing countries over the period 1998-2014, this study investigates whether and how central bank independence, macroprudential transparency, and fiscal transparency along with a set of standard factors influence bank development. The paper is divided in two parts. In the first part, we try to provide empirical evidence of positive effects of central bank independence and macroprudential transparency on bank development. In the second part, we assess the role of fiscal transparency in the development of the banking sector. We also ask which causal mechanisms might transfer those effects to bank development.

Three primary points of our research stand out as adding to the existing literature. First, our paper is the first, to our knowledge, to cope up with three economic policies all at once. Second, we examine the impact of policies' transparency and central bank independence around the most important economic and financial events such as the global financial crisis. Third, we exploit the most newly constructed databases of transparency measures of economic policies.

The main results establish that both macroprudential and fiscal transparency exercise a positive impact on bank development. Central bank independence appears, however, to be unrelated to the share of bank credit but positively affects the ratio of liquid assets which portrays the stability dimension of bank development.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 explores potential ways with which central bank independence, macroprudential transparency and fiscal transparency could impact the development of banking sector. In Section 3, we present data and the empirical model. Section 4 displays the results and discusses the findings. We confer the concluding points in Section 5.

2

Potential channels and hypothesis development

Central bank independence, macroprudential transparency and bank development

Arguments favoring a relationship between central bank characteristics and bank sector development hinge on identifying the channels through which such a relationship might exist. One can think of three channels through which central bank independence could influence the development of the banking sector. The first one is related to monetary policy and price stability. Indeed, there is abundant literature that connects central bank independence to inflation (e.g., [START_REF] Loungani | Central bank independence, inflation, and growth in transition economies[END_REF][START_REF] Temple | Central bank independence and inflation: good news and bad news[END_REF]De Haan and Kooi, 2000;[START_REF] Jácome | Is there any link between legal central bank independence and inflation? Evidence from Latin America and Caribbean[END_REF]Klomp and de Haan, 2010;[START_REF] Dincer | Central bank transparency and independence: Updates and new measures[END_REF]etc.). The general consensus argues that more autonomy from central banks is accompanied by low inflation. At the same time, inflationary pressures may call for a higher interest rate that results into lower credit provision. For example, [START_REF] Boyd | The impact of inflation on financial sector development[END_REF] find that inflation exerts a negative impact on different measures of financial development including the private credit. Also, Ben Naceur and Ghazouani (2005) assert a negative relationship between inflation and the development of the financial sector in MENA countries. Economic growth is the second potential channel that can transmit the effect of central bank independence to bank development. [START_REF] Samimi | The impact of central bank independence on economic growth: A cross-section analysis[END_REF] find that economic growth is lower in countries with higher turnover rate. [START_REF] Charleghi | Central bank independence and economic growth[END_REF] concludes a threshold effect of central bank independence on growth. Particularly, central bank independence positively affects growth in countries with PPP GDP per capita below 23000 US dollars. The third channel works via bank (in)stability or soundness. This channel, however, has received limited attention and the views are sometimes mixed. For instance, while [START_REF] Garcia-Herrero | Financial stability and the design of monetary policy[END_REF], Čihák (2007, 2010) and [START_REF] Khan | Central bank autonomy, legal institution and banking crisis incidence[END_REF] conclude that more independence from central banks decreases banking crisis, [START_REF] Berger | Central bank independence and financial stability: A tale of perfect harmony[END_REF] argue that more independence does not necessarily impede the occurrence of crises. Yet, [START_REF] Klomp | Central bank independence and financial instability[END_REF] and [START_REF] Doumpos | Central bank independence, financial supervision structure and bank soundness: An empirical analysis around the crisis[END_REF] show that incurring less pressure from governments by central banks is followed by higher bank soundness.

Hypothesis 1. Central bank independence is positively associated with the development of the banking sector.

Macroprudential transparency may also determine the development of the banking sector via the banking (in)stability channel. Although macroprudential transparency is within the core principles of Basel accord, it has not received sufficient interest from researchers, mainly due to the lack of reasonable measures. For instance, Horváh and Vaško (2016) note that macroprudential transparency negatively impacts different metrics of financial instability up to a certain threshold. Now, the relationship between bank instability and bank credit is empirically quantified by [START_REF] Creel | The Intertwining of Bank Credit and Bank Instability[END_REF] who report a negative association between bank instability, captured by non-performing loans (NPLs) and the share of bank credit. We further select the banking crisis dummy collected from [START_REF] Laeven | Systemic banking crises database[END_REF] for two reasons: First, it is well recognized that the 2008-2009 global financial crisis knocking the banking sector has caused a cut in credit to customers and private sector. Hence, tightening credit activities by banks was a straightforward aftermath of banking crisis. Second, the empirical literature, extracts connections between the occurrence of banking crisis and the development of the banking sector (see [START_REF] Almarzoqi | What Matters for Financial Development and Stability? IMF Working Paper[END_REF][START_REF] Pham | Determinants of Bank Lending[END_REF].

Hypothesis 2. Macroprudential transparency is positively associated with the development of the banking sector.

Fiscal transparency and bank development

As previously alluded, we consider the impact of fiscal transparency on bank development. The relationship is based on four premises: First, many studies support the positive link between fiscal transparency and fiscal performance. [START_REF] Alesina | Budget Institutions and Fiscal Performance in Latin America[END_REF] conclude that more transparency of budget institutions is associated with more fiscal discipline. Alt and Lassen (2006) identify a robust reducing-effect of their transparency index on public debt, while [START_REF] Benito | Budget Transparency, Fiscal Performance, and Political Turnout: An International Approach[END_REF] and [START_REF] Sedmihradská | Budget Transparency and Fiscal Performance: Do Open Budgets Matter?[END_REF] note a negative impact of fiscal transparency on the budget deficit. Empirically, [START_REF] Hauner | Public debt and financial development[END_REF] shows that higher public debt necessarily decreases the private credit. 2 The second premise of our analysis rests on empirical evidence of fiscal transparencycorruption relationship. For instance, [START_REF] Sedmihradská | Budget Transparency and Fiscal Performance: Do Open Budgets Matter?[END_REF], [START_REF] Luna | Mitigating corruption through fiscal transparency: a panel data approach[END_REF] and [START_REF] Chen | The effect of fiscal transparency on corruption: A panel cross-country analysis[END_REF] show that countries with higher transparency in fiscal practices enjoy the benefit of corruption deterrence. More corruption, in turn, decreases the private credit (e.g., [START_REF] Chinn | What matters for financial development? Capital controls, institutions and interactions[END_REF][START_REF] Cherif | Institutional Determinants of Financial Development in MENA countries[END_REF]. Inflation is the third channel that potentially transmits the effect of fiscal transparency to the private credit. For instance, [START_REF] Hameed | Essays on fiscal transparency and inflation expectations[END_REF] and [START_REF] Montes | Effects of fiscal transparency on inflation and inflation expectations: Empirical evidence from developed and developing countries[END_REF] show that higher fiscal transparency undermines the inflation rate.

The last probable channeling effect occurs via real economic growth. Indeed, [START_REF] Baldrich | Fiscal Transparency and Economic Performance[END_REF] and [START_REF] Teig | Fiscal Transparency and Economic Growth[END_REF] share the view that higher rates of economic growth are achieved in economies with better quality of fiscal governance. It will be remembered from the introduction that the development of the financial sector increases during economic expansion. Hypothesis 3. Fiscal transparency is positively associated with the development of the banking sector.

Data and Methodology

Data

Our empirical analysis employs an unbalanced panel of 155 emerging and developing countries (see Table 1). Data availability restricts the period under investigation to 1998-2014. Compared to advanced economies, emerging and developing countries have experienced relatively more episodes of financial instability which led to increased demand for policies' transparency. Moreover, central banks in emerging and developing countries challenge a developmental mandate aiming at fostering the financial sector development in addition to the standard objective of macroeconomic stability [START_REF] Dafe | Financing global development: the role of central banks[END_REF].

For the dependent variable, we use the domestic bank credit to the private sector relative to GDP from the Global Financial Development database to measure bank sector development. Fig. 1 suggests that the path, especially prominent from 2004 to 2009, is preceded and followed by a slow -but still growing-move of the private credit.

Turning to the variables of interest, we pick up the measure of central bank independence from [START_REF] Dincer | Central bank transparency and independence: Updates and new measures[END_REF]. The most independent central banks according to that measure are Kyrgyz republic, Latvia and Macedonia. Sotomska-Krzysztofik and Szczepanska (2006) make the first attempt in quantifying macroprudential transparency based on financial stability reports of 35 central banks. Čihák et al. (2012) construct a composite index of quality rating based on the financial stability reports issued by 8 countries. [START_REF] Born | Central bank communication on financial stability[END_REF] focus on the content and the timeline of the financial stability reports as well as the interviews/speeches by central bank governors for a sample of 37 central banks. Though interesting, these measures consider a limited aspect of financial stability transparency and/or lack sufficient time series and cross-sectional data. De Mendonça and de Moraes (2018) compile an exceptional index of central bank communication on credit development for 125 banks and conclude a significant impact on financial stability. 3 We finally utilize central bank financial stability transparency of [START_REF] Horváth | Central bank transparency and financial stability[END_REF]. The index comprises 11 subcategories related to the publication, frequency, coverage, and objectives of central banks' financial stability reports. Items are scored on 0-1-point scale (except the coverage which is scored on 1.5 points scale) and summed to create an overall measure of financial stability transparency that ranges from 0 to 11. The highest score is our sample is observed for Hungary (=9 in 2002 and 2005).

Many efforts have been invested in constructing relevant measures of fiscal transparency from several sources. We choose the target variable from [START_REF] Wang | Trends in fiscal transparency: Evidence from a new database of the coverage of fiscal reporting[END_REF]. The authors construct a generous dataset based on International Monetary Fund (IMF) fiscal reporting database. According to our observations, Russia and El Salvador are the most transparent countries in terms of fiscal reporting. International Budget Partnership also provides an index of budget transparency every two years starting from 2006. However, the open budget index is available only for a short time period.

In addition to the core variables, we employ a thorough set of macroeconomic, openness, institutional and structural determinants that are shown to contribute to bank development in many papers (e.g., [START_REF] Aisen | Bank Credit During the 2008 Financial Crisis: A Cross-Country Comparison[END_REF][START_REF] Voghouei | A survey of the determinants of financial development[END_REF][START_REF] Ben Naceur | What drives the development of the MENA financial sector?[END_REF][START_REF] Pham | Determinants of Bank Lending[END_REF][START_REF] Almarzoqi | What Matters for Financial Development and Stability? IMF Working Paper[END_REF]etc.). We gather data from the World Bank and other sources. Detailed description of the variables is presented in Table 2, followed by the pairwise Pearson correlation matrix in Table 3. From the World Development Indicators database, we select real GDP per capita growth (in US constant dollars). The direction of causality between economic growth and financial development is nicely examined by [START_REF] Calderón | The direction of causality between financial development and economic growth[END_REF]. Because both causal directions coexist (i.e., financial development promotes economic growth and economic growth fosters financial development) and since the target of the paper calls for a demanding-following hypothesis, we expect that a higher economic growth stimulates bank development. We incorporate the inflation rate in our model as the previous literature establishes that higher inflationary pressures decrease the share of bank credit. We add age dependency ratio which is a demographic determinant that reflects the number of nonworking age people relative to working age ones. A higher dependency ratio implies a lower productivity growth, a higher government spending, and a lower long-run rate of economic growth. We expect a negative effect on bank development (see [START_REF] Almarzoqi | What Matters for Financial Development and Stability? IMF Working Paper[END_REF]. Also, trade openness, defined as the sum of imports and exports as a share of GDP, is known to contribute to higher levels of the private credit (see [START_REF] Baltagi | Financial development and openness: Evidence from panel data[END_REF][START_REF] Gozgor | Determinants of domestic credit levels in emerging markets: The role of external factors[END_REF]. Furthermore, we use capital controls from [START_REF] Chinn | What matters for financial development? Capital controls, institutions and interactions[END_REF] as a proxy of financial globalization. It is expected that the amount of credit allocated by the banks to the private sector grows as the countries become more integrated to the foreign financial markets (see [START_REF] Baltagi | argue that "…Even flow variables[END_REF][START_REF] Chen | Financial development and financial openness nexus: the precondition of banking competition[END_REF].

As mentioned in section 2, we make use of the banking crisis dummy from [START_REF] Laeven | Systemic banking crises database[END_REF] and NPLs from the Global Financial Development database as potential channels through which central bank independence and/or macroprudential transparency affects the share of bank credit. Both variables are expected to have a negative effect on bank development.

Finally, we select control of corruption, rule of law, regulatory quality, voice and accountability, political stability and government effectiveness from the World Governance Indicators database. We expect that the ratio of bank credit is higher in countries with better quality of institutions (see [START_REF] Huang | What determines financial development? Bristol Economics Discussion Paper[END_REF][START_REF] Baltagi | Financial development and openness: Evidence from panel data[END_REF][START_REF] Law | Institutional quality, governance, and financial development[END_REF][START_REF] Gazdar | The quality of institutions and financial development in MENA countries: An empirical investigation[END_REF]). 4 While better information transparency and independence lead to a stronger banking sector, bank development might improve monetary independence and transparency of economic policies. Thus, we treat central bank independence, macroprudential and fiscal transparency as endogenous. GDP per capita growth, inflation, the banking crisis dummy, NPLs, financial openness, and the governance indicators are potentially endogenous as well. Lastly, we assume that trade openness and age dependency ratio are exogenous in all specifications of the model.

Methodology

To capture the effect of the variables of interest, we estimate a dynamic panel model as follows

𝑏𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑖.𝑡 = 𝛽 0 𝑏𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑖.𝑡 -1 + 𝛽 1 𝐶𝐵𝐼 𝑖,𝑡 -1 + 𝛽 2 𝑀𝑃𝑇𝑖,𝑡 -1 + ∑ 𝑗 𝛿 𝑗Φ 𝑗 𝑖,𝑡 (1) 
+ 𝜇 𝑖 + 𝜗 𝑡 + 𝜀 𝑖,𝑡
where is the ratio of bank credit to GDP, is the index of specific units, time dummies, and the idiosyncratic error. 5 By specifying Eq. ( 1), we make the assumption that the autoregressive parameter is persistent but lower than one. 6 Following 𝛽 0 [START_REF] Baltagi | Financial development and openness: Evidence from panel data[END_REF], we ensure that the 95% confidence interval of the autoregressive coefficient does not contain the unit root (not reported to save space). Versions of Eq. ( 1) are previously employed in empirical literature. [START_REF] Baltagi | Financial development and openness: Evidence from panel data[END_REF], for example, study the impact of trade openness and capital account openness on financial development. [START_REF] Almarzoqi | What Matters for Financial Development and Stability? IMF Working Paper[END_REF] examine the effect of a set of macroeconomic, institutional, and banking variables on financial development along the depth, efficiency, and stability dimensions. A close specification is found in [START_REF] Pham | Determinants of Bank Lending[END_REF] who distinguishes between internal demand, external supply, and global factors of bank credit.

Including the lagged dependent variable in the model raises an endogeneity concern because is necessarily correlated with the country-specific effects. Some other

𝑏𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑖.𝑡 -1
regressors might also be endogenous. Using the ordinary least square or the standard fixed effect estimator in such a case leads to biased estimates [START_REF] Nickell | Biases in dynamic panel models with fixed effects[END_REF]. To wipe out the fixed effects, [START_REF] Arellano | Some tests of specification for panel data: Monte Carlo evidence and an application to employment equations[END_REF] suggest first-differencing the model and then using lagged variables in levels for the transformed equation as shown in Eq. ( 2)

∆𝑏𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑖.𝑡 = 𝛽 0 ∆ 𝑏𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑖.𝑡 -1 + 𝛽 1 ∆𝐶𝐵𝐼 𝑖,𝑡 -1 + 𝛽 2 ∆𝑀𝑃𝑇𝑖,𝑡 -1 + ∑ 𝑗 𝛿 𝑗∆Φ 𝑗 𝑖,𝑡 (2) 
+ ∆𝜗𝑡 + ∆𝜀 𝑖,𝑡
However, the Arellano-Bond estimator is inefficient when instruments are weak because it makes use of information contained in differences only. It becomes even tricky when the dependent variable is persistent. A system-GMM estimator is preferred thereof [START_REF] Blundell | Initial conditions and moment restrictions in dynamic panel data models[END_REF]. System-GMM estimator is also appropriate when the number of groups (countries) exceeds the number of periods. That condition fits well our case. [START_REF] Blundell | Initial conditions and moment restrictions in dynamic panel data models[END_REF] advocate combining the moment restrictions for differences and levels to improve the properties of Arellano-Bond first-differenced estimator. Hence, system-GMM estimator uses as instruments the lagged variables in level for the first-differenced equation and the lagged first-differences for the level equation. An alternative estimator is to apply the instrumental variable method. However, that approach is challenging because it requires the use of external instruments for simultaneous endogenous variables, that are uncorrelated with the shocks to the dependent variable, while the GMM approach has the advantage of using "internal" instruments, based on lagged values of the endogenous variable(s).

Finally, we estimate Eq. ( 1) by a two-step system-GMM technique with a forward orthogonal deviation transformation to maximize the sample size [START_REF] Arellano | Another look at the instrumental variables estimation of error components models[END_REF]. 7 Asymptotically robust standard errors are obtained with the finite sample correction of [START_REF] Windmeijer | A finite sample correction for the variance of linear efficient two-step GMM estimators[END_REF]. Also, we supplement the results with a battery of diagnostic tests as recommended by Roodman (2009a):

(a) The first-differenced error terms should not exhibit the second-order serial correlation (i.e., AR(2) is statistically insignificant). (b) The consistency of GMM estimator depends on the validity of instruments used in the model. The Hansen's J statistic of over-identifying restrictions is, therefore, computed.

The test is consistent in the presence of autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity. (c) It is known that too many instruments cause biased estimates, overfitting of the endogenous variables and a weaker Hansen test [START_REF] Roodman | How to do xtabond2: an introduction to difference and system GMM in Stata[END_REF]. The rule of thumb is to keep the number of instruments (j) less than the number of countries (n). To deal with this problem, we apply two strategies: We restrict the lags for instruments and we replace the "GMM-style" instruments with their principal components (see Kapetanios and Mercellino, 2010;Bai and Ng, 2010;[START_REF] Mehrhoff | A solution to the problem of too many instruments in dynamic panel data GMM[END_REF].

Results and discussion

Central bank independence, macroprudential transparency and bank development

Base results

Table 4 (columns 1-17) exposes the multivariate estimations of Eq. ( 1). The diagnostic tests are shown in the last lines and clearly indicate that the number of instruments relative to the number of countries, the second autocorrelation of the first-differenced errors and the Hansen test successfully meet the statistical requirements. Additionally, a dynamical persistent process of the share of bank credit, captured by the autoregressive term is positive and highly 𝛽 0 significant. Next, we emit the first hypothesis that links central bank independence to the ratio of the private credit as follows.

Hypothesis 1. Higher central bank independence increases the development of the banking sector.

It is quite interesting to point out that worldwide central banks have improved their autonomy [START_REF] Dincer | Central bank transparency and independence: Updates and new measures[END_REF], but it is worthy to note that the associated coefficient ( suggests a negative link with bank credit/GDP, consistently with the downward 𝛽 1 ) linear trend in Fig. 2a but it is statistically insignificant. 8 Among the four potential channels indicated in section 2, only banking crisis and NPLs are statistically significant with correct signs, implying that central bank independence is either unrelated to the private credit or it has an indirect effect through banking crisis and/or NPLs. 9 Monetary independence allows central banks to have more control over the financial situation and to bring prompt actions in case of gaps. More independence by central banks would be probably favorable under a bad boom scenario to flatten credit excess. In other terms, being autonomous under a bad scenario is like to overcome an over salted dish.

We re-examine Hypothesis 1 by substituting the private credit with the ratio of liquid assets to deposit and short-term funding. The measure is employed in previous works (e.g., [START_REF] Aluko | Determinants of banking sector development: Evidence from Sub-Saharan African countries[END_REF] to approximate the stability dimension of bank development. The results are shown in columns 18-33 of Table 4. Contrary to our previous finding, more independence of central banks positively affects the stability of the banking system. The associated coefficient is statistically significant in many variants of Eq. ( 1) and the size effect can achieve at most 26.87. Central bank independence remains statistically significant even when controlling for inflation, economic growth and the banking crisis dummy.

Hypothesis 2. Higher transparency of macroprudential policies increases the development of the banking sector.

The scatter plot of Fig. 2b gives an unclear direction for the relationship between macroprudential transparency and bank credit, so we move again onto the regressions estimates in Table 4 to retrieve more conclusive results. Indeed, countries whose central banks score high in macroprudential transparency tend to have a higher share of the private credit. Columns 1-8 of Table 4 show that the magnitude of ranges between 0.414 and 0.796 and it is statistically 𝛽 2 significant at least at 10%, suggesting that disclosing information about macroprudential policies by central banks increases the ratio of credits' endowments. To illustrate the positive relationship between macroprudential transparency and bank credit/GDP, we take the first variant of Eq. ( 1) from the same table. Then, we consider two sets of countries with extreme levels of macroprudential transparency. Bahamas, Barbados, Belarus, Belize, Bhutan, Brazil, Colombia, Fiji, Guyana, India, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, etc. are the least transparent countries in the sample while Hungary is the country with the highest lagged score achieved in 2003 and 2006. The results show that an improvement in the index of macroprudential transparency from the null level to the maximum level increases the share of bank credit by 7.164 percentage units . There is a two-way interpretation ( ≈ 0.796 × (9 -0)) of the positive relationship between both variables: Central banks persevere the task of the financial system's protector by conveying timely public statements, in part, about the financial situations of different borrowers' groups (customers, firms, households). If information about borrowers' creditworthiness is accurate, banks will raise their lending amount. Increasing transparency of financial stability is, thus, advantageous, and the rise of bank credit qualifies as a good boom. However, publishing financial stability reports does not exclude shortcomings if these reports underestimate the effects of identified credit risks. In fact, there have been an excess of credit that led up to financial crisis. Consequently, the positive sign of the coefficient of is cautious since our sample comprises good and bad boom episodes. The banking 𝑀𝑃𝑇𝑖,𝑡 -1 crisis dummy is negative as expected and statistically significant. While accounting for that variable in the model does not rule out the significance of macroprudential transparency, it lowers its size effect. Yet, the result is robust for controlling the governance indicators (see columns 9-11 and 14). The last two columns of Table 4 show that NPLs negatively affect the private credit. 10 Importantly, the significance of macroprudential transparency disappears in the same columns. Presumably, banking crisis and NPLs play a significant mediator role but with two different forms (partial versus full mediation). Examining the stability dimension of bank development results in a positive and statistically significant coefficient of macroprudential transparency but the finding is not sufficiently robust across the specifications (see columns 18-33 of Table 4).

We turn, now, our attention to the other explanatory variables. We find that a higher quality of governance and democracy and a lower ratio of non-working people seem to stimulate the share of bank credit. However, other variables such as capital inflows and trade openness are seldom or never significant at the statistical conventional levels.

Overall, the econometric analysis suggests that maximizing vigilance through communicating publicly, clearly and correctly about potential threats appears to be valuable. This practice along other macroeconomic-external factors should play an influential role to boost the development of the banking sector.

Normal versus crisis periods

The above specifications account for the individual influence of central bank independence and macroprudential transparency on bank development, but do not allow their effects to differ during crisis and normal periods. We capture the effects of both variables of interest through the use of multiplicative interaction terms in Eq. ( 1). Particularly, we separately interact central bank independence and macroprudential transparency with the banking crisis dummy. Since the overall index of central bank independence is statistically insignificant, including interactions in the model allows us to check whether that variable matters for the private credit under a particular event. The final results appear in Table 5. Central bank independence still shows a negative coefficient both in normal and crisis periods. Furthermore, the interaction term is also negative but statistically insignificant implying that the private credit does not respond to the change in the degree of central bank independence whatever the situation is. The interaction term is negative and statistically significant in the case of macroprudential transparency. The finding can be at the best explained in two different ways. First, one can say that a higher disclosure of information about financial stability mitigates the negative effects of the crisis on the development of the banking sector. Second, we note that the index of [START_REF] Horváth | Central bank transparency and financial stability[END_REF] positively affects the share of bank credit during normal times, while it has the reverse sign in the crisis periods.

Fiscal transparency and bank development

As mentioned earlier, the second objective of the paper is to assess the effect of fiscal transparency on the share of bank credit. The purpose is well portrayed by estimating Eq. ( 3) and by postulating the following hypothesis.

(3)

𝑏𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑖.𝑡 = 𝛽 0 𝑏𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑖.𝑡 -1 + 𝛽 1 𝐹𝑇 𝑖,𝑡 -1 + ∑ 𝑗 𝛿 𝑗Φ 𝑗 𝑖,𝑡 + 𝜇 𝑖 + 𝜗 𝑡 + 𝜀 𝑖,𝑡
Hypothesis 3. Higher fiscal transparency increases the development of the banking sector.

We present the benchmark results in models 1-7 of Table 6 where we employ the private credit as the dependent variable. The lagged dependent variable is statistically significant at 1% level with roots ranging around 0.9, confirming that the share of bank credit is persistent and follows a dynamical process. The p-values related to the second-order serial correlation test and Hansen J statistic in the last lines of the table favor the validity of the instruments. Consistently with the upward trend shown in Fig. 2c, the coefficient of the lagged fiscal transparency index of [START_REF] Wang | Trends in fiscal transparency: Evidence from a new database of the coverage of fiscal reporting[END_REF] is statistically significant and positive with a magnitude ranging from 0.052 to 0.090. Thus, it is in the best interest of governments to release information on fiscal policies and on the state of public finance to strengthen the banking sector. When we progressively control for GDP per capita growth, inflation, and control of corruption channels, fiscal transparency continues to exhibit a significant coefficient but with a smaller size effect. Furthermore, only inflation and control of corruption are statistically significant in all specifications and have their expected signs, while economic growth is only significant in column 7 of Table 6, implying that fiscal transparency has a possible direct impact on bank credit and an indirect effect through inflation and/or control of corruption. For the control variables, many of the coefficients do not meet the statistical significance. More capital inflows and openness to trade economically improve bank development but remain statistically insignificant, while a lower ratio of working-age people to the working age seem to alleviate the share of bank credit.

Next, we perform a robustness check to assess the validity and the consistency of the core coefficient estimates. We substitute the private credit with the ratio of liquid assets to total assets. The results are available in columns 8-14 of Table 6. The diagnostic tests, namely, the number of instruments, the second serial correlation and the Hansen test of overidentifying restrictions meet the desired requirements mentioned in sub-section 3.2. Additionally, the autoregressive parameter is a bit lower than the one associated to the ratio of bank credit but it is highly significant. The behavior of the controls generally mimics the left-hand side of Table 6 in terms of the sign and the significance as well. The index of [START_REF] Wang | Trends in fiscal transparency: Evidence from a new database of the coverage of fiscal reporting[END_REF] features as the leading determinant of the liquid assets. A one unit increase in the transparency of fiscal practices significantly augments the ratio of liquid assets by 0.110 to 0.242, implying that a higher information quality on how governments spend, raise and manage public resources matters for the health of the banking sector. Likewise, the size effect shifts downwards once we account for the inflation rate, real economic growth and control of corruption afterwards. However, we note that the last variable becomes statistically insignificant, letting us think that if fiscal transparency exerts an indirect effect on the ratio of liquid assets, then this effect should occur through inflation and less likely via GDP per capita growth or control of corruption.

Channels through which central bank independence, macroprudential and fiscal transparency affect bank development: A mediation analysis

We have just shown that only macroprudential and fiscal transparency indices exert a significant impact on bank development while central bank independence only affects the ratio of liquid assets. In this section, we need to test whether the respective effects are mediated by some reasonable variables. In the words of Hayes (2013, p. 122) "Mediator variables are the conduits through which causal effects operate. When some causal variable X transmits an effect on Y through a mediator M, it is said that X affects Y indirectly through M." Applying a simple mediation analysis entails the estimation seemingly unrelated regressions (SUREG) with bootstrapped confidence intervals (CI) computed for the coefficients as recommended by [START_REF] Preacher | Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models[END_REF]. 11, 12 The model is written as follows:

{ 𝑀 = 𝛼 + 𝑎𝑋 + 𝛾𝑍 + 𝜀 1 𝑌 = 𝛽 + 𝑏𝑀 + 𝑐′𝑋 + 𝜃𝑍 + 𝜀 2
where M, X, Z and Y are the mediator variable, the predictor variable, the covariate(s), and the outcome variable, respectively. The indirect effect of X on Y through M is given by the product ab (see Fig. 3a). 13 If an indirect effect of X on Y is likely to occur through multiple (independent) mediators like the one shown in Fig. 3b, then a parallel mediation situation takes place. 14 If multiple mediators are causally related, then there is a case of serial mediation (see Fig. 3c) with causal orders given in Table 7 for central bank independence and fiscal transparency, respectively.

The final results are readable from Table 8, indicating that the indirect effect of central bank independence on bank credit is statistically insignificant for inflation, economic growth, NPLs and banking crisis channels whether we hypothesize a parallel or a serial mediation (Tables 78). 15 The bottom part of Table 8 combined with the panel regression results indicate that central bank independence directly affects the ratio of liquid assets. The indirect effect of macroprudential transparency on bank credit through NPLs is positive as expected but it is not statistically different from zero (effect =0.107, 90% CI (P): from -0.968 to 1.189 (P) 90% CI (BC): from -1.059 to 1.125, 90% CI (BCa): from -1.216 to 1.043). The same effect does not seem to operate through the banking crisis channel whether we use the private credit or the ratio of liquid assets as the outcome variable. The results of parallel mediation related to fiscal transparency suggest that the index exerts an indirect effect on bank credit through control of corruption (effect =0.177, 90% CI (P): 0.051 to 0.374, 90% CI (BC): 0.054 to 0.382, 90% CI (BCa): 0.047 to 0.365). The effect of fiscal transparency on bank credit through inflation or economic growth channel is not statistically significant. Now, we hypothesize that control of corruption, inflation and economic growth are causally related as shown in Table 7. 16 The longway path (Fiscal transparency → Control of corruption: M 1 → inflation: M 2 → economic growth: M 3 → Bank credit) is statistically insignificant. Serial mediation hypothesis is thus rejected. To sum up, control of corruption acts as an independent mediator: more transparent fiscal practices reduce corruption. The share of bank credit, in turn, increases in less corrupt countries. If we use of the ratio of liquid assets instead of the private credit, we could not identify a significant channel among control of corruption, inflation and economic growth whether we assume a parallel or a serial mediation analysis (see Table 8).

While interesting, some caution should be exercised when interpreting the causal mediation analysis because the current approach does not account for the dynamical process of the outcome variables and/or the endogeneity of the mediators and regressors. To the best of our knowledge, no method exists to solve both issues. Nevertheless, the findings provide some support to our system-GMM results.

Conclusion

The recent financial crisis called for the renewal of policies by central banks and public authorities. Based on a country-level sample covering emerging and developing economies, we find that higher macroprudential transparency increases the share of bank credit, but turns to be statistically insignificant once we account for NPLs in the model. The present study also identifies fiscal transparency as a potential complement to macroprudential transparency for a well-developed banking sector. Furthermore, we show that control of corruption plays a significant mediating role in the relationship between fiscal transparency and the private credit.

Although more bank credit means higher support for investment and growth, history records show that some credit booms end in crisis (see [START_REF] Mendoza | An anatomy of credit booms and their demise[END_REF][START_REF] Dell' Ariccia | Policies for Macrofinancial Stability: Dealing with Credit Booms and Busts[END_REF]. Given that a higher disclosure of information about macroprudential transparency and fiscal practices promotes bank development, policymakers should be aware when upgrading the levels of transparency of financial stability and fiscal practices especially during periods preceding the turbulent times.

Examining the stability dimension of the banking sector development suggests that central bank independence and fiscal transparency positively matter for the ratio of liquid assets. Both results are robust to a wide-variety of model specifications.

While the current study offers new insights on the role of monetary, macroprudential and fiscal policies in the development of the banking sector, there will be room for moderation and interaction between these policies that should be left for future research. Furthermore, we only considered the financial depth and stability dimensions, while bank development is a multidimensional concept. An incoming line of research will be the use of a broader index such as the one compiled by [START_REF] Sahay | Rethinking Financial Deepening: Stability and Growth in Emerging Markets[END_REF]. 
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NPLs

The ratio of the amount of nonperforming loans in a bank's loan portfolio to the total amount of outstanding loans the bank holds.

The NPL ratio measures the effectiveness of a bank in receiving repayments on its loans. Notes: * Banking crisis refers here to the proportion of the times a crisis occurs in a country.
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Table 1

 1 List of countries and availability of data according to the variables of interest

	Country	Central bank independence Macroprudential transparency Fiscal transparency
	Afghanistan			x
	Albania	x	x	x
	Algeria			x
	Angola	x		x
	Anguilla	x	x	
	Antigua and Barbuda	x	x	x
	Argentina	x	x	x
	Armenia	x	x	x
	Aruba		x	
	Azerbaijan	x		x
	Bahamas	x	x	x
	Bahrain		x	x
	Bangladesh		x	x
	Barbados	x	x	x
	Belarus	x	x	x
	Belize	x	x	x
	Benin			x
	Bermuda		x	
	Bhutan	x	x	x
	Bolivia			x
	Bosnia and Herzegovina	x		x
	Botswana	x		x
	Brazil		x	x
	Brunei Darussalam			x
	Bulgaria	x	x	x
	Burkina Faso			x
	Burundi			x
	Cabo Verde			x
	Cambodia	x		x
	Cameroon			x
	Central African Republic			x
	Chad			x
	Chile	x	x	x
	China	x	x	x
	Colombia	x	x	x
	Comoros			x
	Congo			x
	Congo, Dem. Rep.			x
	Costa Rica			x
	Cote d'Ivoire			x
	Croatia	x	x	x
	Cuba	x	x	
	Cyprus		x	x
	Djibouti			x
	Dominica	x	x	x
	Dominican Republic			x
	Ecuador			x
	Egypt		x	x
	El Salvador	x	x	x
	Equatorial Guinea			x
	Eritrea			x
	Ethiopia		x	x
	Fiji	x	x	x

Table 3

 3 

	Pearson correlation matrix																	
		Bcredit		MPT	CBI	FT1	Inflation GDPPCG Agedep FO	Trade	CC	PS	RL	RQ	VA	GE	Democracy Bcrisis	NPLs
	Bcredit	1.00																		
	Liquid	-0.37	1.00																	
		(0.00)																		
	MPT	0.01	-0.17	1.00																
		(0.72)	(0.00)																	
	CBI	-0.18	0.14	0.34	1.00															
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)																
	FT1	0.24	-0.22	0.40	0.08	1.00														
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.04)															
	Inflation	-0.13	0.13	-0.00	0.06	-0.02	1.00													
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.93)	(0.06)	(0.45)														
	GPPCG	-0.07	0.06	0.09	0.10	0.05	-0.03	1.00												
		(0.00)	(0.01)	(0.01)	(0.00)	(0.04)	(0.10)													
	Agedep	-0.53	0.21	-0.30	-0.13	-0.37	0.02	-0.05	1.00											
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.31)	(0.02)												
	FO	0.15	-0.08	0.18	0.15	0.20	-0.03	-0.04	-0.24	1.00										
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.13)	(0.07)	(0.00)											
	Trade	0.24	0.01	-0.12	-0.05	0.00	-0.00	0.10	-0.18	0.14	1.00									
		(0.00)	(0.60)	(0.00)	(0.10)	(0.91)	(0.93)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)										
	CC	0.54	-0.21	-0.03	-0.20	0.17	-0.04	-0.09	-0.46	0.22	0.15	1.00								
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.37)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.08)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)									
	PS	0.35	-0.12	-0.01	-0.20	0.05	-0.03	-0.04	-0.37	0.18	0.31	0.71	1.00							
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.86)	(0.00)	(0.05)	(0.22)	(0.08)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)								
	RL	0.57	-0.24	0.04	-0.25	0.18	-0.05	-0.07	-0.47	0.26	0.19	0.89	0.76	1.00						
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.26)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.02)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)							
	RQ	0.55	-0.34	0.23	0.03	0.33	-0.07	-0.05	-0.46	0.41	0.11	0.78	0.54	0.81	1.00					
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.41)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.02)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)						
	VA	0.37	-0.28	0.16	0.03	0.20	-0.04	-0.06	-0.23	0.24	0.10	0.67	0.61	0.73	0.69	1.00				
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.44)	(0.00)	(0.06)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)					
	GE	0.64	-0.30	0.11	-0.19	0.29	-0.04	-0.04	-0.56	0.27	0.15	0.88	0.62	0.87	0.89	0.66	1.00			
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.09)	(0.07)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)				
	Democracy 0.12	-0.23	0.32	0.25	0.31	-0.03	-0.01	-0.05	0.21	-0.04	0.22	0.11	0.24	0.44	0.82	0.30	1.00		
		(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.19)	(0.80)	(0.01)	(0.00)	(0.06)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)			
	Bcrisis	0.05	-0.09	0.15	0.04	0.28	-0.00	-0.10	-0.07	0.02	-0.03	-0.05	-0.03	-0.03	0.03	0.01	-0.00	0.09	1.00	
		(0.01)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.23)	(0.00)	(0.92)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.33)	(0.20)	(0.03)	(0.16)	(0.14)	(0.19)	(0.58)	(0.91)	(0.00)		
	NPLs	-0.04	0.08	-0.28	-0.04	-0.09	0.07	-0.14	0.20	-0.17	-0.10	-0.17	-0.18	-0.12	-0.15	-0.12	-0.17	-0.07	0.24	1.00
		(0.15)	(0.01)	(0.00)	(0.35)	(0.01)	(0.03)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.00)	(0.02)	(0.00)	

Table 4

 4 Effect of central bank independence and macroprudential transparency on bank development

		Dependent variable: Bank credit														
		(1)	(2)	(3)	(4)	(5)	(6)	(7)	(8)	(9)	(10)	(11)	(12)	(13)	(14)	(15)	(16)	(17)
	Bcredit it-1	0.925 ***	0.924 ***	0.893 ***	0.961 ***	0.953 ***	0.911 ***	0.945 ***	0.935 ***	0.891 ***	0.908 ***	0.918 ***	0.859 ***	0.890 ***	0.927 ***	0.905 ***	0.964 ***	0.928 ***
		(0.035)	(0.035)	(0.045)	(0.019)	(0.020)	(0.037)	(0.025)	(0.025)	(0.039)	(0.034)	(0.042)	(0.048)	(0.043)	(0.031)	(0.026)	(0.026)	(0.035)
	MPT it-1	0.796 **	0.470 *	0.772 **	0.474 *	0.414 *	0.711 ***	0.492 **	0.448 *	0.591 *	0.415 *	0.462 **	0.128	-0.120	0.500 **	0.118	-0.250	-0.826
		(0.405)	(0.262)	(0.373)	(0.262)	(0.223)	(0.226)	(0.212)	(0.233)	(0.315)	(0.222)	(0.215)	(0.231)	(0.274)	(0.247)	(0.240)	(0.336)	(0.548)
	CBI it-1	-8.331	-5.357	-5.271	-5.684 *	-3.559	-4.787	-4.871	-3.516	-3.190	-2.380	-6.610	2.427	-2.489	-5.154	-8.515 *	1.128	9.151 *
		(8.912)	(6.543)	(6.864)	(3.444)	(3.984)	(5.621)	(4.716)	(4.261)	(4.060)	(5.657)	(4.714)	(5.369)	(5.073)	(3.383)	(5.115)	(3.833)	(4.796)
	Inflation it-1				0.004	0.003		0.031	-0.027	-0.012	-0.008	0.036	-0.011	0.022	0.047	-0.075 *	-0.046	-0.092
					(0.048)	(0.043)		(0.050)	(0.022)	(0.037)	(0.051)	(0.074)	(0.052)	(0.060)	(0.051)	(0.043)	(0.086)	(0.061)
	Bcrisis it-1						-7.789 ***	-6.183 **	-5.742 **	-5.086 *	-4.327 *	-6.170 *	-4.556 ***	-5.085 **	-6.657 ***	-1.293		
							(2.620)	(2.540)	(2.376)	(2.878)	(2.405)	(3.630)	(1.637)	(2.482)	(2.540)	(2.308)		
	Agedep it-1		-0.060 *	-0.085 **	-0.056 ***	-0.053 ***	-0.086 ***	-0.053 **	-0.054 **	-0.102 ***	-0.070 ***	-0.053 **	-0.065 ***	-0.093 ***	-0.060 *	-0.108 ***		-0.080
			(0.032)	(0.041)	(0.018)	(0.019)	(0.027)	(0.026)	(0.025)	(0.038)	(0.023)	(0.024)	(0.025)	(0.028)	(0.034)	(0.025)		(0.051)
	GDPPCG it-1			-0.348	-0.044	-0.043	-0.492 *	-0.040		-0.003		0.004					-0.213	-0.170
				(0.290)	(0.110)	(0.080)	(0.262)	(0.141)		(0.091)		(0.064)					(0.189)	(0.249)
	Trade it		0.013	0.018		0.011	0.013	0.020 *	0.013		0.015	0.016	0.021	0.012	0.014			
			(0.013)	(0.014)		(0.010)	(0.016)	(0.011)	(0.009)		(0.016)	(0.015)	(0.024)	(0.019)	(0.013)			
	FO it-1		-0.109	-0.744			0.094		-0.253									
			(0.712)	(0.928)			(0.895)		(0.776)									
	CC it-1									0.490								
										(1.793)								
	PS it-1										0.362							
											(0.771)							
	RQ it-1											1.348						
												(1.133)						
	RL it-1												2.867 **					
													(1.364)					
	VA it-1													2.694 **				
														(1.219)				
	GE it-1														0.417			
															(1.625)			
	Democracy it-1															0.181 *		
																(0.099)		
	NPLs it-1																-0.350 ***	-0.270 **
																	(0.136)	(0.122)
	Constant	5.752	9.058 *	9.368	8.891 ***	6.996 **	11.684 ***	6.698 *	6.479	11.058 ***	9.803 **	8.594 **	9.609 **	11.579 ***	7.766 **	13.094 ***	3.851	
		(3.868)	(5.082)	(5.772)	(2.475)	(3.463)	(3.905)	(3.707)	(3.992)	(4.189)	(4.273)	(3.431)	(4.512)	(4.250)	(3.922)	(3.792)	(3.402)	

Table 4 Continued
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		Dependent variable: Liquid assets													
		(18)	(19)	(20)	(21)	(22)	(23)	(24)	(25)	(26)	(27)	(28)	(29)	(30)	(31)	(32)	(33)
	Liquid it-1	0.871 ***	0.873 ***	0.834 ***	0.864 ***	0.854 ***	0.818 ***	0.840 ***	0.856 ***	0.901 ***	0.893 ***	0.846 ***	0.843 ***	0.838 ***	0.874 ***	0.840 ***	0.965 ***
		(0.060)	(0.054)	(0.041)	(0.057)	(0.053)	(0.048)	(0.061)	(0.044)	(0.066)	(0.058)	(0.064)	(0.068)	(0.072)	(0.051)	(0.073)	(0.094)
	MPT it-1	1.530 *	-0.177	0.141	-0.347	0.412	0.043	-0.146	-0.298	0.243	1.907 **	1.086 *	0.691	-0.043	0.675	0.424	1.554 *
		(0.825)	(0.589)	(0.495)	(0.553)	(0.677)	(0.872)	(0.922)	(0.589)	(1.192)	(0.824)	(0.648)	(0.749)	(0.687)	(0.546)	(0.695)	(0.831)
	CBI it-1	26.868 *	18.304 *	6.366	17.543 *	14.092 *	14.913 *	16.855 **	-5.507	16.560 *	6.856	12.717 *	12.417 **	18.520 *	12.905 *	6.936	-4.690
		(13.957)	(10.354)	(5.943)	(9.332)	(7.830)	(8.101)	(7.032)	(9.780)	(9.203)	(7.457)	(7.506)	(6.245)	(11.106)	(6.626)	(7.240)	(13.845)
	Inflation it-1			0.117			0.276 **	0.141	0.128	0.244 *							
				(0.075)			(0.121)	(0.132)	(0.082)	(0.134)							
	Bcrisis it-1				1.618	-7.467			2.716	12.511	1.409	1.987	1.030	4.461	10.658	7.548	1.414
					(5.543)	(6.967)			(7.246)	(8.675)	(8.096)	(6.991)	(7.678)	(6.945)	(12.907)	(11.349)	(6.428)
	Agedep it-1		0.041	-0.031	0.042	-0.034	0.087	0.120 *	0.078	0.120	0.162 *	0.031	0.088				-0.048
			(0.041)	(0.093)	(0.048)	(0.111)	(0.091)	(0.063)	(0.048)	(0.087)	(0.087)	(0.081)	(0.072)				(0.075)
	GDPPCG it-1					-0.447	0.439 **	0.374 **	0.751 ***	0.354 **	0.483 **	0.296 **	0.275 *	0.437 **	0.105	0.287 *	-0.240
						(0.398)	(0.176)	(0.162)	(0.212)	(0.164)	(0.214)	(0.150)	(0.150)	(0.203)	(0.207)	(0.161)	(0.452)
	Trade it		0.017	0.004	0.014	0.002		0.020	0.013	0.020	0.044	0.040 *	0.038	0.008	0.036	0.039 *	-0.012
			(0.016)	(0.011)	(0.017)	(0.018)		(0.019)	(0.016)	(0.025)	(0.034)	(0.021)	(0.028)	(0.021)	(0.030)	(0.021)	(0.034)
	FO it-1		-0.388	-1.332 *	-0.803	-0.640											
			(1.075)	(0.740)	(1.402)	(1.337)											
	CC it-1									1.963							
										(2.959)							
	PS it-1										0.141						
											(2.046)						
	RQ it-1											-3.879					
												(3.551)					
	RL it-1												-1.857				
													(2.639)				
	VA it-1													-1.320			
														(3.344)			
	GE it-1														-3.458 *	-4.837	
															(1.969)	(3.249)	
	Democracy it-1																0.715
																	(0.744)

Table 5

 5 Effect of central bank independence and macroprudential transparency on bank development: Normal versus crisis periods

		Dependent variable: Bank credit			
		(1)	(2)	(3)	(4)	(5)	(6)
	Bcredit it-1	0.933 ***	0.944 ***	0.939 ***	0.982 ***	0.986 ***	0.972 ***
		(0.029)	(0.026)	(0.022)	(0.030)	(0.026)	(0.030)
	CBI it-1	-4.567	-2.532	-9.176 ***			
		(4.291)	(4.435)	(2.739)			
	CBI it-1 x Bcrisis it-1	-3.920	0.214	-4.359			
		(20.150)	(20.415)	(17.677)			
	MPT it-1	0.441 *	0.416 *	0.534 **	0.291	1.010 ***	0.923 **
		(0.228)	(0.229)	(0.236)	(0.509)	(0.256)	(0.395)
	MPT it-1 x Bcrisis it-1				-1.405 *	-1.614 *	-1.904 *
					(0.775)	(0.910)	(1.104)
	Bcrisis it-1	-0.418	-2.600	-3.797	-1.487	-2.445	-0.319
		(12.210)	(11.623)	(10.336)	(3.573)	(3.025)	(3.157)
	Agedep it	-0.064 ***	-0.057 ***	-0.052 **	-0.051 **		-0.030
		(0.023)	(0.021)	(0.023)	(0.022)		(0.031)
	Inflation it-1	0.009	0.011	-0.008	0.083	0.043	0.059
		(0.054)	(0.052)	(0.028)	(0.104)	(0.073)	(0.073)
	GDPPCG it-1	0.001			-0.249	-0.234	-0.169
		(0.102)			(0.222)	(0.265)	(0.142)
	Trade it	0.015		0.014	-0.001	0.008	
		(0.010)		(0.009)	(0.011)	(0.012)	
	Constant	8.696 ***	6.438	8.784 ***	5.981 **	0.991	
		(3.229)	(3.993)	(3.123)	(2.913)	(1.397)	

Table 6

 6 Effect of fiscal transparency on bank development

	Dependent variable: Bank credit

* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Table 7

 7 

	Causal order of mediators in serial mediation analysis			
		Central bank independence	Fiscal transparency		
	M 1 Inflation		Inflation	Control of corruption		
	M 2 Banking crisis	NPLs	Inflation		
	M 3 Economic growth	Economic growth	Economic growth		
	Table 8						
	Mediation analysis					
	Dependent variable: Bank credit					
	Variable	Mediator	Type of analysis	Indirect effect	N° observations	N° bootstrap replications
			Coefficient		-2.248		
		Inflation	90% confidence interval	Parallel	[-10.149, 10.505] (BCa) [-15.147, 6.057] (P) [-12.325, 7.436] (BC)	73	5000
			Coefficient		-1.374		
		Economic growth	90% confidence interval	Parallel	[-8.806, 4.780] (BCa) [-9.371, 4.281] (P) [-10.339, 3.464] (BC)	73	5000
			Coefficient		2.415		
		Banking crisis * 90% confidence interval	Parallel	[-0.935, 10.835] (BCa) [-2.074, 8.463] (P) [-0.880, 10.919] (BC)	73	5000
			Coefficient		-2.248		
		Inflation	90% confidence interval	Serial	[-10.797, 10.777] (BCa) [-15.804, 6.092] (P) [-12.867, 7.515] (BC)	73	5000
			Coefficient		-1.309		
		Economic growth	90% confidence interval	Serial	[-9.402, 4.613] (BCa) [-9.852, 4.244] (P) [-10.897, 3.415] (BC)	73	5000
			Coefficient		2.386		
	Central bank independence	Banking crisis Inflation and	90% confidence interval Coefficient	Serial	[-2.163, 8.206] (P) [-0.704, 11.041] (BC) [-0.735, 10.924] (BCa) 0.077	73	5000
		banking crisis					
			interval 90% confidence	Serial	[-0.735, 10.924] (BCa) [-0.705, 11.041] (BC) [-2.163, 8.206] (P)	73	5000
		Inflation and	Coefficient		0.0009		
		economic					
		growth	interval 90% confidence	Serial	[-0.005, 0.0238] (BCa [-0.003, 0.033] (BC) [-0.005, 0.0251] (P)	73	5000
		Banking crisis	Coefficient		0.006		
		and economic					
		growth	interval 90% confidence	Serial	[-0.259, 0.401] (BCa) [-0.272, 0.380] (BC) [-0.347, 0.309] (P)	73	5000
			Coefficient		-0.0001		
		Inflation,					
		banking crisis and economic	90% confidence	Serial	[-0.039, 0.0367] (P) [-0.056, 0.023] (BC)	73	5000
		growth	interval				
					[-0.040, 0.035] (BCa)		
		Inflation	Coefficient	Parallel	-0.357	54	5000