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The growth of FinTech creates opportunities and challenges for regulators in emerging and 
FGXGNQRKPI�GEQPQOKGU��(KPCPEKCN�CWVJQTKVKGU�ECP�FKTGEV�VJG�EQPVTKDWVKQP�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP�
VQYCTFU�C�TCPIG�QH�TGIWNCVQT[�QDLGEVKXGU��UWEJ�CU�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP��+P�VJG�/KFFNG�'CUV�CPF�
North Africa region, regulators have taken positive steps to create an enabling environment for 
FinTech through a combination of regulatory frameworks and regulatory innovation initiatives. 

The FinTech Regulation in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) study assesses how a 
range of FinTech activities are regulated in the region. This includes understanding which 
TGIWNCVQTU�JCXG�C�OCPFCVG�HQT�URGEKƂE�(KP6GEJ�XGTVKECNU��CPF�YJGVJGT�CEVKXKVKGU�CTG�TGIWNCVGF�D[�
existing or bespoke frameworks, as well as noting which regulators plan to introduce regulatory 
frameworks in the near term. 

To undertake this task, the study draws data from the Global Covid FinTech Regulatory Rapid 
Assessment Study (CCAF and World Bank, 2020) as well as the 2nd Global Alternative Finance 
Market Benchmarking Report (CCAF, 2021), and complements it with direct surveys with a 
select number of sampled regulators. It further provides a review of regulatory frameworks, 
KPENWFKPI�VJG�NCYU��FKTGEVKXGU�CPF�IWKFGNKPGU�VJCV�TGNCVG�VQ�URGEKƂE�(KP6GEJ�CEVKXKVKGU�CPF�
TGIWNCVQT[�KPPQXCVKQP�KPKVKCVKXGU�UWEJ�CU�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU��TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZGU��CPF�VJG�WUG�
of RegTech and/ or SupTech by the regulators themselves.

The CCAF remains grateful for the foundational funding provided by the UK Foreign, 
%QOOQPYGCNVJ���&GXGNQROGPV�1HƂEG�
(%&1��VJTQWIJ�VJG�2TQURGTKV[�(WPF�)NQDCN�(KPCPEG�
Programme to support this important research. We are further grateful to the regulators who 
contributed their time and knowledge to provide the evidence base for this study. 

Robert Wardrop
Faculty (professor Level) in Management Practice
Director & Co-Founder of the Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance (CCAF) 

Forewords
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The UK is delighted to partner with the Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance (CCAF) 
KP�UJCTKPI�DGUV�RTCEVKEG�QP�GPCDNKPI�TGIWNCVQT[�GPXKTQPOGPVU�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP�KP�VJG�
Middle East and North Africa (MENA).  

It is clear that Financial Technology (FinTech) can help the MENA region to overcome critical 
UJQTVEQOKPIU�KP�VTCFKVKQPCN�DCPMKPI�OQFGNU�VQ�KPETGCUG�VJG�TGCEJ�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�VQ�
WPFGTUGTXGF�ƂTOU�CPF�RGQRNG��VJGTGD[�OCMKPI�C�OCVGTKCN�FKHHGTGPEG�VQ�VJGKT�RCTVKEKRCVKQP�KP�
the economy. We therefore strongly welcome the sustained growth of innovation in delivering 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�CPF�VJG�GHHQTVU�QH�RQNKE[�OCMGTU�VQ�UWRRQTV�VJKU�ITQYVJ�KP�VJG�TGIKQP��6JGTG�
KU�PQY�CV�NGCUV�QPG�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEG�KP�VYGNXG�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�CPF�GNGXGP�TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZ�
schemes. It is great to see regulators wanting to capitalise on the opportunities of Fintech and 
FKIKVCN�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�

The FinTech Regulation in the Middle East and North Africa report provides an excellent 
evidence-based summary of how regulators have responded to the emerging potential of 
ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP��+V�OCRU�QWV�TGIWNCVQT[�KPKVKCVKXGU�KP�VJG�TGIKQP��CU�YGNN�CU�RTQXKFKPI�C�
DTKGH�NQQM�CV�KORQTVCPV�FGXGNQROGPVU�KP�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�CPF�(KPVGEJ�VQ�CHHQTF�KPFKXKFWCNU�VJG�
QRRQTVWPKV[�VQ�WUG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�KP�C�YC[�VJCV�EQORNKGU�YKVJ�VJGKT�TGNKIKQWU�CPF�GVJKECN�
preferences – a goal that the UK as a leading Western centre for Islamic Finance strongly 
supports. 

This research report aligns with UK efforts to build regional prosperity and increase economic 
resilience. The opportunities provided by these new technologies and the embedding of 
UVCPFCTFU�VQ�UGEWTG�VJGKT�WUG�YKNN�EQPVTKDWVG�VQ�OQTG�TQDWUV�ƂPCPEKCN�U[UVGOU�KP�/'0#��9G�
welcome the openness across the region to build development and commercial partnerships in 
innovation and technology collaboration.

The report comes against the backdrop of the COVID-19 pandemic. Regulatory responses to 
the pandemic have varied, though it is notable that many regulators in MENA consider FinTech 
VQ�DG�UWRRQTVKXG�QH�VJGKT�RTKQTKVKGU�QP�OCTMGV�FGXGNQROGPV��ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP��EQORGVKVKQP��CPF�
CFQRVKQP�QH�FKIKVCN�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��*QYGXGT��UQOG�EQPEGTPU�TGOCKP��RCTVKEWNCTN[�TGICTFKPI�
the increased risks to consumer protection. 

I hope this report will bring greater awareness of the state of regulation of FinTech in MENA 
CPF�KPURKTG�HWTVJGT�YQTM�QP�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP�VQ�RTQOQVG�KPENWUKQP�CPF�GEQPQOKE�ITQYVJ��

Moazzam Malik CMG
Director General Africa
(QTGKIP��%QOOQPYGCNVJ�CPF�&GXGNQROGPV�1HƂEG
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Glossary
Agent(s):�C�VJKTF�RCTV[�CEVKPI�QP�DGJCNH�QH�C�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�RTQXKFGT�VQ�FGCN�YKVJ�EWUVQOGTU�

Cybersecurity: the practice of defending electronic infrastructure and networks, as well as 
data, from malicious attacks. 

Digital Payments: entails the transfer of value from one payment account to another using 
a digital device such as a mobile phone, or computer. This may include payments made by 
VTCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU�CPF�(KP6GEJU�XKC�DCPM�VTCPUHGTU��G�/QPG[�CPF�RC[OGPV�ECTFU�

Data Protection: laws and/or regulations designed to protect people’s personal data. 

Digital Financial Services (DFS):�ƂPCPEKCN�RTQFWEVU�CPF�UGTXKEGU��KPENWFKPI�RC[OGPVU��VTCPUHGTU��
UCXKPIU��ETGFKV��KPUWTCPEG��UGEWTKVKGU��ƂPCPEKCN�RNCPPKPI�CPF�CEEQWPV�UVCVGOGPVU�VJCV�CTG�
FGNKXGTGF�XKC�FKIKVCN�GNGEVTQPKE�VGEJPQNQI[��VJCV�ECP�KPEQTRQTCVG�VTCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�
providers.

Digital Infrastructure: the enabling digital structures, facilities, ecosystem and capabilities 
surrounding the provision of FinTech/DFS, but the term can be widely applicable beyond 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��(QT�VJG�RWTRQUGU�QH�VJKU�UVWF[��VJKU�V[RKECNN[�KPENWFGU�KPHTCUVTWEVWTG�TGNCVGF�
to identity (e.g. digital identity initiatives), data analytics and sharing, credit information and/or 
payment systems and risk mitigations. While these may be directly or indirectly relevant for the 
TGIWNCVKQP�CPF�UWRGTXKUKQP�QH�(KP6GEJ�&(5��PQV�CNN�QH�VJGUG�OC[�DG�WPFGT�VJG�TGOKV�QT�KPƃWGPEG�
QH�ƂPCPEKCN�TGIWNCVQTU�

E-Money: encompasses the issuance of electronic funds and the provision of digital means 
of payment to access these funds. It includes mobile money which entails the use of a mobile 
phone to transfer funds between banks or accounts, deposit or withdraw funds or pay bills. 

FinTech: encompasses advances in technology and changes in business models that have the 
RQVGPVKCN�VQ�VTCPUHQTO�VJG�RTQXKUKQP�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�VJTQWIJ�VJG�FGXGNQROGPV�QH�KPPQXCVKXG�
instruments, channels and systems. For the purposes of this study, FinTech refers to a set 
of activities (which may be either regulated or unregulated, according to each jurisdiction) 
EQPVTKDWVKPI�VQ�VJG�RTQXKUKQP�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�RTQFWEVU�CPF�UGTXKEGU�HCEKNKVCVGF�RTGFQOKPCVGN[�D[�
GPVKVKGU�GOGTIKPI�HTQO�QWVUKFG�QH�VJG�VTCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�U[UVGO�

FinTech Market:�VJG�RTQXKUKQP��VTCPUCEVKQP�CPF�HCEKNKVCVKQP�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�CEVKXKVKGU�CETQUU�GOGTIKPI�
verticals including digital lending (e.g. peer-to-peer (P2P) lending), digital capital raising (e.g. 
equity-based crowdfunding), digital banking, digital savings, digital payments and remittances, 
digital custody, InsurTech, WealthTech, cryptoasset exchanges and the supply of enterprise 
technologies, RegTech, alternative data analytics and other services.

����Û>Ì����"vwVi\�C�FGFKECVGF�QHƂEG�YKVJKP�C�TGIWNCVQT�YJKEJ�GPICIGU�YKVJ�CPF�RTQXKFGU�
TGIWNCVQT[�ENCTKƂECVKQP�VQ�KPPQXCVKXG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�RTQXKFGTU��6JGUG�OC[�CNUQ�DG�MPQYP�CU�
+PPQXCVKQP�QT�(KP6GEJ�*WDU�

Open Banking:�VJG�RTQEGUU�YJGTGD[�DCPMU�CPF�QVJGT�VTCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU�IKXG�
EWUVQOGTU�CPF�VJKTF�RCTVKGU�GCU[�FKIKVCN�CEEGUU�VQ�VJGKT�ƂPCPEKCN�FCVC��6JKU�QHVGP�VCMGU�RNCEG�XKC�
application programming interfaces (APIs).
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RegTech/SupTech: for the purposes of this study, SupTech refers to the use of innovative 
technologies by regulators to tackle regulatory or supervisory challenges. It is a subset of 
RegTech, which includes any use of technology to match structured and unstructured data 
to information taxonomies or decision rules that are meaningful to both regulators and the 
regulated entities, in order to automate compliance or oversight processes. The two terms are 
used interchangeably in this study given their varying usage by regulators, and the potential for 
EQOOQPN[�CFQRVGF�FGƂPKVKQPU��UVCPFCTFU�CPF�RTQVQEQNU�

Regulatory Framework: for the purposes of this study, this is an umbrella term that includes 
laws, regulations, directives, guidelines, recommendations and procedures, issued by 
legislators and regulators. These could be standalone or contained within a wider regulatory 
framework. 

Regulatory Innovation Initiatives: a broad set of activities carried out by regulators to innovate 
regulatory and supervisory functions, processes, organisations and applications, which often 
but not necessarily involve the use of technological solutions.

Regulatory Sandbox: formal regulatory programmes within a regulatory agency that allow 
OCTMGV�RCTVKEKRCPVU�VQ�VGUV�PGY�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�QT�OQFGNU�YKVJ�NKXG�EWUVQOGTU��UWDLGEV�VQ�
certain safeguards and oversight.

Sukuk:�VJG�+UNCOKE�GSWKXCNGPV�QH�C�DQPF�QT��CU�FGƂPGF�D[�VJG�##1+(+��pEGTVKƂECVGU�QH�GSWCN�
value representing undivided shares in ownership of tangible assets, usufruct and services or 
(in the ownership of) the assets of particular projects or special investment activity” (AAOIFI, 
2020).
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1. Executive Summary

1 Regulatory frameworks include laws, regulations, directives, guidelines and other regulatory information.

The FinTech sector has seen immense growth within the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) 
region recently, and this trend looks set to continue. FinTech is seen by regulators in the region 
CU�C�VQQN�VQ�UWRRQTV�GHHQTVU�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKXKV[�CPF�GEQPQOKE�ITQYVJ��*QYGXGT��VJGTG�KU�C�
large disparity across jurisdictions in the region, both economically and in their approach to 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�TGIWNCVKQP��4GIWNCVQT[�HTCOGYQTMU�CETQUU�VJG�TGIKQP�CTG�CV�XCTKQWU�UVCIGU�
of development, and authorities are still formulating the right balance between promoting 
innovation and protecting customers for each jurisdiction. 

This study reviews how MENA jurisdictions have responded to both the opportunities 
and challenges associated with FinTech and wider Digital Financial Services (DFS) through 
regulatory efforts and processes, as well as regulatory innovation initiatives. It forms part of 
a series of three studies reviewing the regional FinTech regulatory landscape in Sub-Saharan 
#HTKEC�
55#��
%%#(������C��CPF�#UKC�2CEKƂE�TGIKQP�
#2#%���$[�EQORCTKPI�GZRGTKGPEGU�CETQUU�
jurisdictions within MENA and across regions, this study seeks to shed light on the dynamic 
and evolving landscape of FinTech regulation and provide evidence and insights to inform 
policymaking and industry development.

This study draws on data from the Global COVID-19 FinTech Regulatory Rapid Assessment 
Study (CCAF and World Bank, 2020), Regulating Alternative Finance (CCAF and World 
Bank, 2019), direct surveys issued to a select number of regulators, and a qualitative review 
of regulatory frameworks1 relating to FinTech activities in jurisdictions across MENA. The 
FinTech verticals of particular interest in this study are digital payments, e-money, international 
remittances, peer-to-peer lending (P2P) and equity crowdfunding (ECF). It also examines 
ETQUU�UGEVQTCN�TGIWNCVQT[�HTCOGYQTMU�VJCV�CHHGEV�VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�UWEJ�CU�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP��
cybersecurity, anti-money laundering, consumer protection, open banking and electronic 
Know Your Customer (e-KYC). 

This study proceeds to discuss the current state of regulatory innovation in MENA, highlighting 
TGEGPV�KPKVKCVKXGU�UWEJ�CU�FGXGNQRKPI�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�CPF�TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZGU��CPF�VJG�
adopting of RegTech/SupTech solutions. Finally, the study concludes with a discussion of some 
QH�VJG�MG[�TGIWNCVQT[�EJCNNGPIGU�CPF�KFGPVKƂGU�HWTVJGT�TGUGCTEJ�CTGCU��+V�CNUQ�RTGUGPVU�VYQ�
detailed country case studies on the regulatory approaches to FinTech adopted by Egypt and 
Jordan. 

The observed impact of COVID-19 on FinTech and regulation in the MENA 
region
The COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the adoption of FinTech and led MENA 
regulators to increase the priority of the sector in their workplans. Regulators highlighted 
the supportive role of FinTech in achieving their objectives. For example, most surveyed 
regulators perceived FinTech to be supportive in market development (85%), promoting 
ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�
������RTQOQVKPI�EQORGVKVKQP�
�����CPF�KP�RTQOQVKPI�VJG�DTQCFGT�CFQRVKQP�
QH�FKIKVCN�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�
������+V�KU�PQVCDNG�VJCV�TGIWNCVQTU�HTQO�/'0#�XKGYGF�(KP6GEJ�VQ�DG�
more supportive to their objectives than the global average, and the difference is particularly 
striking in terms of market development (85% in MENA relative to 61% globally) and in 
promoting competition (62% in MENA relative to 47% globally).
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Recognising the increased importance of remote onboarding during COVID-19, 46% of 
regulators in MENA have introduced new measures relating to KYC, AML and digital 
identity during the pandemic. In addition, regulators have launched measures and initiatives 
to support economic relief (46%), business continuity (38%) and cybersecurity (23%). 

75% of MENA regulators who responded to the COVID-19 survey perceived an increase 
in cybersecurity risk related to FinTech during the pandemic. This was in addition to a 
perceived increase in operational risks (67%), fraud and scams (33%) and consumer protection 
risks (25%). The concerns of MENA regulators regarding cybersecurity and operational risks 
are generally shared by regulators around the globe, although it is notable that there is an 
enhanced perception of the increasing risks of fraud in the region when compared to the 
global average (33% in MENA compared with 18% globally).

(KP6GEJ�URGEKƂE�TGIWNCVQT[�HTCOGYQTMU
92% of sampled jurisdictions in MENA have established regulatory frameworks for 
RC[OGPVU��YKVJ����QH�VJGUG�HTCOGYQTMU�URGEKƂE�VQ�FKIKVCN�RC[OGPVU� Relative to other 
FinTech verticals, in the MENA region the payments subsector dominates in terms of the level 
of business and start-up activity.

92% of the sampled jurisdictions in MENA have established a regulatory framework for 
e-money. In 8% of sampled jurisdictions, they do not regulate e-money, while 50% regulate 
GOQPG[�VJTQWIJ�C�IGPGTCN�RC[OGPVU�HTCOGYQTM��CPF�����JCXG�ETGCVGF�C�URGEKƂE�G�OQPG[�
HTCOGYQTM��#IGPVU�CEVKPI�QP�DGJCNH�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�RTQXKFGTU�RNC[�C�RKXQVCN�TQNG�KP�
broadening the use of e-money and are permitted in the regulatory frameworks of 90% of the 
sampled MENA jurisdictions.

80% of the sampled MENA jurisdictions have a regulatory framework for international 
remittances in place, with a further 10% having one under development and only 
10% treating it as unregulated or self-regulated. Of those jurisdictions with a regulatory 
framework, 70% include international remittances within a general payments framework, with 
the other 10% regulating through other frameworks. 

67% of sampled jurisdictions in MENA have a bespoke framework that regulates P2P 
lending and a further 17% of jurisdictions are planning to introduce a framework. 17% of 
jurisdictions have prohibited P2P lending, while 17% treat it as unregulated or self-regulated. 
The MENA regions’ use of bespoke regulatory frameworks to regulate P2P lending mirrors 
APAC, where half of the jurisdictions reviewed also took this approach. Two jurisdictions, 
Morocco and Turkey, have prohibited P2P lending activities. 

69% of the sampled MENA jurisdictions have a bespoke equity crowdfunding framework, 
with a further 8% planning to introduce a framework. 8% of sampled jurisdictions have 
prohibited this activity, and 15% treat it as unregulated or self-regulated. The prevalence 
of bespoke regulatory frameworks in the MENA region is similar to APAC where 50% of the 
jurisdictions reviewed established bespoke regulatory frameworks, in contrast with the SSA 
region, where only 17% of the jurisdictions reviewed used bespoke regulatory frameworks to 
oversee ECF. 

Cross-sector regulatory frameworks that impact FinTech 
92% of sampled jurisdictions in MENA have a general regulatory framework for 
cybersecurity in place while a further 8% have a roadmap or strategy for cybersecurity. 
It is also notable that 54% of the sampled jurisdictions have introduced additional measures on 
cybersecurity since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, mainly focusing on raising awareness 
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of ongoing cybersecurity threats among market participants. In addition, in 54% of sampled 
LWTKUFKEVKQPU�CV�NGCUV�QPG�ƂPCPEKCN�TGIWNCVQT�JCU�KORNGOGPVGF�C�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�UGEVQT�URGEKƂE�
cybersecurity framework.

69% of the sampled MENA jurisdictions have a broad framework for data protection in 
place, with 23% planning to adopt one and 8% having no framework. In addition, in 85% 
QH�UCORNGF�LWTKUFKEVKQPU��CV�NGCUV�QPG�ƂPCPEKCN�TGIWNCVQT�JCU�KORNGOGPVGF�C�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�
URGEKƂE�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�HTCOGYQTM��%QPEGTPU�TGICTFKPI�HTCWF�CPF�E[DGT�TKUM�JCXG�NGF�VQ�
KPETGCUGF�CEVKXKV[�D[�TGIWNCVQTU�VQ�GPUWTG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�CPF�E[DGTUGEWTKV[�
frameworks are in place.

23% of the sampled jurisdictions in the MENA sample have regulatory frameworks in 
place for open banking, with a further 54% planning to introduce a framework. While this 
could be a positive development, the modest amount of regulatory activity could be explained 
by the number of low and middle level income countries with fewer resources and capabilities 
on open banking in the region.�#EEQTFKPI�VQ�VJG�9QTNF�$CPM�+PEQOG�)TQWR�ENCUUKƂECVKQP��CNN�
sampled jurisdictions graded ‘high income’ and ‘upper middle income’ either have an existing 
or planned open banking initiative, while none of the ‘lower middle income’ jurisdictions 
currently have one. 

����QH�UCORNGF�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�JCXG�ƂPCPEKCN�EQPUWOGT�RTQVGEVKQP�HTCOGYQTMU�KP�RNCEG� 
Jurisdictions have implemented these frameworks in a variety of ways: some, such as Morocco 
JCXG�IGPGTCN�EQPUWOGT�RTQVGEVKQP�NCYU�YKVJ�C�UGV�QH�GZRNKEKV�RTQXKUKQPU�TGICTFKPI�ƂPCPEKCN�
UGTXKEGU��1VJGTU��UWEJ�CU�$CJTCKP��JCXG�URGEKƂE�EQPUWOGT�RTQVGEVKQP�RTQXKUKQPU�YKVJKP�VJGKT�
ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�NGICN�HTCOGYQTM��CNQPIUKFG�C�OQTG�IGPGTCN�EQPUWOGT�RTQVGEVKQP�NCY�

Financial consumer protection is an area of concern that has been elevated by the 
COVID-19 pandemic, with 64% of surveyed jurisdictions introducing additional measures 
since the onset. Such measures focused on enacting additional legislation to minimise the 
emerging risks to consumer data arising from increased e-commerce activities.

In terms of Anti-Money Laundering (AML) and Combatting the Financing of Terrorism 
(CFT), all sampled jurisdictions have a framework. There is a tendency in MENA to have the 
central bank (46%) as the main regulator of AML/CFT issues, while 38% of jurisdictions have 
multiple authorities with a mandate for AML/CTF. 

e-KYC frameworks exist in 67% of the sampled jurisdictions. 42% of these are e-KYC 
URGEKƂE�HTCOGYQTMU�CPF�����CTG�IGPGTCN�-;%�HTCOGYQTMU�VJCV�GPCDNG�G�-;%��#�HWTVJGT����QH�
jurisdictions are planning to introduce a framework, while 17% of jurisdictions expressly forbid 
G�-;%��/CTMGV�ƂTOU�KP�/'0#�PQVGF�CP�WTIGPV�PGGF�HQT�TGIWNCVQT[�UWRRQTV�HQT�G�-;%�
�����
and remote onboarding (40%), highlighting them as a key demand of market participants to 
regulators. 

Regulatory innovation initiatives
#�TGXKGY�QH�CNN�/'0#�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�HQT�TGIWNCVQT[�KPPQXCVKQP�KPKVKCVKXGU�TGXGCNU�C�UKIPKƂECPV�
increase in activity over the last two years. 6JKU�UVWF[�KFGPVKƂGF����KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�CETQUU�
VJG�TGIKQP�
YKVJ�C�HWTVJGT�QPG�RNCPPGF���WR�HTQO�ƂXG�KP�������6JGTG�CTG�CNUQ����TGIWNCVQT[�
UCPFDQZGU�KP�RNCEG�
YKVJ�C�HWTVJGT�ƂXG�RNCPPGF���WR�HTQO�HQWT�KP������ 

These initiatives may help to facilitate increased engagement between regulators and FinTech 
ƂTOU��YJKNG�JGNRKPI�VQ�ETGCVG�CP�GPXKTQPOGPV�VJCV�KU�OQTG�EQPFWEKXG�VQ�VJG�ITQYVJ�QH�VJG�
FinTech sector. They may also be useful in streamlining authorisation processes and reducing 
VJG�VKOG�KV�VCMGU�HQT�ƂTOU�VQ�IGV�VQ�OCTMGV��6JKU�KU�TGƃGEVGF�KP�VJG�JKIJ�FGOCPF�D[�VJG�RTKXCVG�
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UGEVQT�HQT�TGIWNCVQT[�KPPQXCVKQP�KPKVKCVKXGU��YKVJ�����QH�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU�UWTXG[GF�KP�/'0#�
UWIIGUVKPI�VJG[�pWTIGPVN[�PGGFq�GZGORVKQPU�VQ�QRGTCVG�PGY�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�QT�RTQFWEVU��
and 54% demanding a faster turnaround for the authorisation and licensing of new activities. 

Hurdles faced by regulatory authorities in MENA when establishing 
regulatory frameworks and innovation initiatives 
MENA regulators reported several hurdles in the establishment of regulatory frameworks 
and innovation initiatives. The obstacles in forming regulatory frameworks include limited 
technical skills, as (reported by 75% of surveyed regulators), the need to coordinate activities of 
multiple regulators (50%), limited funding/resources for the regulator (50%), and the small size 
of the industry making it harder to justify a supervision regime (50%). 

Regulators have cited several factors related to the pandemic which are affecting their 
ability to effectively develop their responses to FinTech, with 62% of surveyed regulators 
identifying challenges in performing core functions while working remotely (e.g. carrying 
out on-site visits) and 31% highlighting an increased demand on resources. It is notable that 
69% of regulators responded that coordination with other agencies has also been an issue.

It is also notable that surveyed MENA regulators perceived that they had a similar level of 
preparedness for the COVID-19 pandemic relative to our global sample (55% relative to 54% 
globally). While in a separate question, 55% those surveyed stated there was a low adequacy of 
resources to respond to the COVID-19 pandemic, slightly below the assessment of regulators 
globally at 59%).

Country case studies:
This study includes two detailed country case studies on Egypt and Jordan. These provide 
insights on FinTech market development, the applications of regulatory frameworks and the 
challenges in creating an enabling FinTech ecosystem for other jurisdictions in MENA and 
beyond. 

Egypt: Egypt is often cited as a key market in the MENA region that has enormous potential for 
(KP6GEJ�ITQYVJ�CPF�CFXCPEKPI�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP��+P�TGEGPV�[GCTU��C�ƃWTT[�QH�TGIWNCVQT[�CEVKXKVKGU�
relating to FinTech have taken place in Egypt. For instance, in June 2019, a regulatory sandbox 
YCU�GUVCDNKUJGF��CPF�C�(KP6GEJ�*WD�YCU�NCWPEJGF�KP�%CKTQ��4GEGPV�TGHQTOU�JCXG�KPVTQFWEGF�
(KP6GEJ�URGEKƂE�RTQXKUKQPU�KPVQ�QXGTCTEJKPI�NCYU�UWEJ�CU�VJG�'I[RVKCP�$CPMKPI�.CY��CPF�VJGTG�
KU�CEVKXKV[�URGEKƂE�TGIWNCVKQP�HQT�CTGCU�UWEJ�CU�OQDKNG�RC[OGPVU��UKORNKƂGF�-;%�CPF�OQDKNG�
RC[OGPVU��(KPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�JCU�CNUQ�DGGP�TCKUGF�CU�C�RTKQTKV[��*QYGXGT��ƂPCPEKCN�CPF�FKIKVCN�
literacy, as well as a gender gap, remain obstacles to the growth of the FinTech sector.  

Jordan:�,QTFCP�KU�CNUQ�CEVKXGN[�CFCRVKPI�KVU�TGIWNCVQT[�GPXKTQPOGPV�VQ�GPCDNG�ƂPCPEKCN�
KPPQXCVKQP��RTQRGNNGF�D[�KVU�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�KPKVKCVKXGU��UQOG�QH�YJKEJ�CTG�CKOGF�CV�
addressing the challenges posed by a large refugee population. The National Financial 
+PENWUKQP�5VTCVGI[�
0(+5��YCU�NCWPEJGF�KP������VQ�KPETGCUG�CEEGUU�VQ�ƂPCPEG�CPF�VQ�FGETGCUG�
the gender gap. The central bank also launched a regulatory sandbox in 2018. The broad 
mandate conferred to regulators has enabled regulatory reform that encouraged the 
development of the FinTech sector, especially segments such as mobile wallets and payments. 
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2. Introduction
FinTech in the MENA region
The MENA region has seen growth in FinTech 
activity, despite diverse regulatory objectives, 
geographies, cultures and economies. With 
a population of over 400 million, many of 
YJQO�CTG�WPFGTUGTXGF�D[�VJG�EWTTGPV�ƂPCPEKCN�
system, FinTech is seen by many authorities 
CU�C�VQQN�VQ�UWRRQTV�GHHQTVU�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�
inclusion and economic growth (World Bank, 
2020a). Regulations across the region are also 
at various stages of development, as many 
authorities are still formulating their approach 
to balancing the promotion of innovation and 
protecting customers (Shumsky, 2021).

Technology is transforming the provision of 
VTCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�RTQFWEVU�CPF�UGTXKEGU�
but has also facilitated the creation of 
CNVGTPCVKXG�ƂPCPEKCN�RTQFWEVU�CPF�UGTXKEGU�
by entities emerging outside the traditional 
ƂPCPEKCN�U[UVGO��6JKU�KU�GXKFGPEGF�D[�VJG�JKIJ�
RGPGVTCVKQP�QH�URGEKƂE�(KP6GEJ�XGTVKECNU�UWEJ�
as P2P lending in some MENA jurisdictions. 
6TCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�UVCMGJQNFGTU�CTG�CNUQ�
adapting to technological change (Arezki and 
Senbet, 2020). A recent report overviewing 
select MENA jurisdictions found that despite 
VJG�RGPGVTCVKQP�KP�URGEKƂE�XGTVKECNU��DCPMU�KP�
some MENA jurisdictions still have a ‘wait and 
see’ approach towards forming partnerships 
with FinTech entities (Deloitte Digital, 2020).

6JG�VGEJPQNQIKECN�VTCPUHQTOCVKQP�QH�ƂPCPEG�
KP�VJG�TGIKQP�KU�GXKFGPV�KP�C�TCPIG�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�
XGTVKECNU��KPENWFKPI�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�
9QTNF�
Bank, 2020). This transformation is supported 
by the fact that investment in FinTech is 
rising in MENA, albeit starting from a low 
base relative to other regions (FinTech in the 
Middle East, 2019). Regulators in MENA are 
also responding to the growing presence 
of FinTech, with jurisdictions introducing 
legislation and creating regulatory 
innovation initiatives to aid the creation 
CPF�GUVCDNKUJOGPV�QH�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU�CPF�
accelerating the provision of DFS. 

FinTech is still largely concentrated in a small 
number of MENA jurisdictions: as much as 
75% of FinTech companies are located in the 
UAE, Egypt, Morocco, Bahrain, Tunisia, Jordan 
and Lebanon (CGAP, 2020; Egyptian Banking 
Institute, 2020). Among these, the UAE hosts 
VJG�NCTIGUV�PWODGT�QH�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU��YKVJ�
estimates ranging from 24% to 46% of the 
regional total. Israel is also a dynamic centre 
of FinTech activity (Shumsky, 2021; Zarrouk, El 
Ghak and Bakhouche, 2021). Israeli start-up 
companies are deemed to have a high value-
for-money ratio, combining high technological 
maturity and low operating costs, with 
estimates placing its FinTech market as high 
as USD 16,213 million in 2021 and an annual 
growth rate of up to 16% in transaction value 
(Deloitte, 2021).

FinTech in the MENA region has not been 
a centre of investment when compared to 
other regions such as APAC, North America, 
and Europe, accounting for only 1% of global 
FinTech investment between 2010 and 2017 
(Zarrouk, El Ghak and Bakhouche, 2021). Yet, 
since then, FinTech has been one of the focus 
areas for policymakers, especially among 
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries. 
The development of FinTech supportive 
ecosystems in the economic free zones of the 
UAE – particularly Abu Dhabi Global Market 
(ADGM) and Dubai International Financial 
Centre (DIFC) – contributed to the growth of 
FinTech in the area (Global Ventures, 2020; 
Mueller and Piwowar, 2019). In addition, 
institutional and governmental investment 
has played a role in the development of 
FinTech (CCAF, 2018) as governments seek to 
CEJKGXG�GEQPQOKE�FKXGTUKƂECVKQP�CPF�TGFWEG�
reliance on natural resource endowments 
(Arezki and Senbet, 2020; Global Ventures, 
������/WGNNGT�CPF�2KYQYCT���������*GPEG�VJGTG�
has been a gradual increase of investment in 
FinTech by sovereign wealth funds, such as 
by the UAE and KSA. There are also efforts in 
MENA to support FinTech activity by central 
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banks as demonstrated in Egypt, as well as 
by development banks, such as Bahrain’s 
Development Bank, and through public-
private partnerships with venture capital. 
Thus, while the FinTech sector investment 
in MENA remains relatively small relative to 
the rest of the world (Zarrouk, El Ghak and 
Bakhouche, 2021), it has seen rapid growth 
(CCAF, WEF, and World Bank, 2020; JETRO, 
2020). Global Ventures estimates that in 2022 
venture capital funding for MENA FinTech will 
grow to as much as USD 2.3 billion (Global 
Ventures, 2020; Clifford Chance, 2019; Mueller 
and Piwowar, 2019).

The impact of COVID-19
Regulators globally are responding to the 
additional challenges of the COVID-19 
pandemic and regulators in the MENA 
TGIKQP�CTG�PQ�FKHHGTGPV��6JKU�UVWF[�KFGPVKƂGU�
a range of challenges that the pandemic has 
introduced for regulators, as well as mapping 
regulator opinion on the importance of 
FinTech during the current COVID-19 crisis. 

The economic downturn during the pandemic 
and the challenges of economic recovery have 
ETGCVGF�RTGUUWTGU�KP�ƂPCPEKCN�OCTMGVU�CPF�HQT�
their regulators, as consumers shifted to DFS 
en masse. As a result, regulators increasingly 
see FinTech as a priority in the MENA region 
(CCAF and World Bank, 2020). The increased 
importance of FinTech, as suggested by the 
MENA regulators who responded to the 
CCAF and World Bank Global COVID-19 
FinTech Regulatory Rapid Assessment Study, 
is in line with evidence of increased volumes 
of transactions in the MENA region. 

FinTechs that operated in MENA and 
responded to Global COVID-19 FinTech 
Market Rapid Assessment Study reported 
the largest average growth of all regions 
globally across nearly all market performance 
indicators captured in this study (CCAF, WEF 
CPF�9QTNF�$CPM���������/QTG�URGEKƂECNN[��
transaction volumes increased by 51% in 
digital payments, and by 66% in digital 
banking. Even in digital lending, a FinTech 
vertical that had a global decline, the MENA 
region reported a 9% increase in transactions 
(CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 2020). 

Therefore, the regulatory perception within 
MENA of FinTech as an increased priority in 
light of COVID-19 is in line with the market 
data. 

MENA regulators have faced the same 
challenge as regulators across the world 
to ensure they can achieve their regulatory 
aims during the COVID-19 pandemic. Figure 
2.1 indicates that MENA regulators broadly 
perceive that FinTech is supportive to the 
CKOU�QH�OCTMGV�FGXGNQROGPV�
������ƂPCPEKCN�
inclusion (77%), promoting competition 
(69%) and promoting the broader adoption 
of DFS (62%). It is notable that the MENA 
responses by regulators are more supportive 
than the global average, and the difference 
is particularly striking in terms of market 
development (85% in MENA relative to 61% 
globally) and in promoting competition (62% 
in MENA relative to 47% globally). 

It is also notable that there is an increased 
perception of FinTech as potentially harmful in 
the MENA region when compared to global 
regulatory responses. MENA regulators 
consider FinTech as potentially harmful rather 
than supportive of the regulatory objectives of 
consumer protection (54% potentially harmful 
XU�����UWRRQTVKXG��CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�UVCDKNKV[�
����
harmful vs 8% supportive). This differentiates 
MENA regulatory opinion from the global 
average where regulators did identify risks in 
EQPUWOGT�RTQVGEVKQP�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�UVCDKNKV[�
but see FinTech being more supportive than 
potentially harmful on both issues. The fact 
that there is such a wide variation across the 
MENA region and the sharp disparity with the 
global average on issues such as consumer 
RTQVGEVKQP�UGGOU�VQ�UWIIGUV�URGEKƂE�EQPEGTPU�
held by the region’s regulators. Financial 
consumer protection is one of the cross-
cutting regulatory frameworks for MENA that 
is explored in Chapter 5. 



2. Introduction

19

Figure 2.1: Perceived impact of FinTech on regulatory objectives in light of COVID-19 – MENA (N=13)

/'0#�TGIWNCVQTU�CNUQ�KFGPVKƂGF�KPETGCUKPI�
risks in FinTech due to COVID-19. Up to 
75% of regulators who responded to the 
COVID-19 survey considered cybersecurity 
risk to have increased and 67% reported 
increased operational risks. The concerns of 
MENA regulators regarding cybersecurity 

and operational risks are generally shared by 
regulators around the globe, although it is 
notable that there is an enhanced perception 
of the increased risks of fraud in the region 
when compared to the global average (33% in 
MENA compared with 18% globally). 

Figure 2.2: Regulator perceptions of COVID-19 increasing risks of FinTech – MENA (N=12)

During the pandemic, regulators have 
UKIPKƂECPVN[�CEEGNGTCVGF�GHHQTVU�FKTGEVGF�VQ�
regulatory innovation initiatives, with some 
regulators launching or prioritising digital 
infrastructure projects, RegTech/SupTech 

UQNWVKQPU��KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�CPF�TGIWNCVQT[�
sandbox initiatives. We map out the regional 
spread of regulatory innovation and identify 
the key challenges in promoting innovation in 
Chapter 6.

Note: N refers to number of regulators in MENA who responded to a survey. Source: (CCAF and World Bank, 2020).
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3. Literature review and methodology
The MENA region is one of the most dynamic 
when it comes to the variety of approaches 
and regulatory initiatives to tackle a range 
of challenges. This often arises from very 
particular sets of circumstances such as large 
migrant populations with linkages to other 
regions. Varying degrees of legacy regulatory 
HTCOGYQTMU��C�DTQCF�ECPXCU�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�
inclusion, and support from different levels 
of government have facilitated legal and 
regulatory reform in support of FinTech in the 
recent past.

Literature review: Variation in 
regulatory approaches
The MENA region has a wide variation in 
geographies, demographic challenges and 
incomes. As a result, we see not just a broad 
diversity in regulatory approaches, but also 
variation among regulatory objectives. 

Financial inclusion and the unbanked 
population 
Financial inclusion is one of the main priorities 
in the MENA region, even though the drivers for 
inclusion vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

Across MENA jurisdictions, those without 
CEEGUU�VQ�DCPMU�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�UVKNN�
EQORTKUG�C�UKIPKƂECPV�RCTV�QH�VJG�RQRWNCVKQP��
only 41% of adults in the MENA region have 
access to banks (CGAP, 2020). The desire to 
VCEMNG�VJGUG�NQY�NGXGNU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�
led to substantial regulatory initiatives, with a 
strong focus on electronic mobile wallets, as 
well as innovation in payments and remittances 
(Riley, Romorini, Golub and Stokes, 2020; 
Clifford Chance, 2019). In Egypt, for instance, 
regulatory efforts have been deployed to 
upgrade payment systems (Clifford Chance, 
2019) while in Jordan, electronic mobile wallets 
YGTG�KPVTQFWEGF�VQ�JGNR�TGFWEG�ƂPCPEKCN�
exclusion (Clifford Chance, 2019).

*QYGXGT��UVCTM�XCTKCVKQPU�GZKUV�YKVJ�TGICTFU�
VQ�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�VJTQWIJQWV�VJG�TGIKQP��
While Jordan and Egypt, have 50% and 16% 

respectively of their populations banked, 
jurisdictions with higher per capita income 
levels such as Bahrain, Kuwait and Qatar reach 
87%, 80% and 74% respectively (Central Bank 
of Jordan, 2021a; Deloitte Digital, 2020). Most 
jurisdictions in the MENA region, regardless 
QH�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKXKV[��TGOCKP�XGT[�OWEJ�ECUJ�
based societies: as much as 75% of transactions 
in the UAE are cash-based, and even with the 
expansion of e-commerce, most consumers still 
prefer cash-on-delivery transactions (Global 
Ventures, 2020).

Digital infrastructure
MENA jurisdictions do not just differ in 
regulatory objectives but also in digital 
infrastructure. While GCC jurisdictions 
CPF�+UTCGN�DGPGƂV�HTQO�YGNN�GUVCDNKUJGF�
digital infrastructure – which has support 
from regulatory frameworks, centralised 
government initiatives, and a relevant level 
of talent – other jurisdictions in the MENA 
region are developing in a varied and 
disparate infrastructure environment. As digital 
infrastructure impacts the quality of digital 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��VJKU�UJQWNF�RTQXG�VQ�DG�CP�
increasing area of attention to regulators across 
the region (Arezki and Senbet, 2020).

Variation across FinTech verticals 
The growth of FinTech in the MENA region 
is not evenly distributed across all FinTech 
verticals. Most FinTech activity in MENA is 
concentrated on the digital payments segment, 
followed by remittances, digital lending, and 
digital banking (CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 
2020; Global Ventures, 2020; Mueller and 
Piwowar, 2019). Jurisdictions such as the UAE, 
Israel and Morocco have introduced bespoke 
regulation for payment services. In some 
instances – such as in Egypt – e-payments 
became mandatory for some transactions, 
such as those involving public institutions and 
private companies (Riley et al., 2020). Likewise, 
some regulators started to embed FinTech 
products into several governmental services. 
In Egypt, for instance, in the context of the 
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National Strategy for Non-Banking Financial 
Activities, a national payment scheme 
for pensioners, civil servants and subsidy 
recipients – called Meeza – was launched by 
the Egyptian Central Bank and the Egyptian 
Banks Company, enabling payments through 
either phone or digitised cards. Meeza allows 
users to receive electronic government 
payments, transfer funds and shop online 
using its payment gateway (Riley et al., 2020). 

(QNNQYKPI�VJG�UKIPKƂECPV�ITQYVJ�QH�VJG�
payments segment in MENA, regulators 
have taken measures such as bespoke rules 
for data privacy, consumer protection and 
minimum share capital requirements which 
CTG�KFGPVKƂGF�KP�Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. 
There are also some recent initiatives to 
increase cybersecurity capacity, especially 
KP�VJG�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�EGPVTGU�
#TCD�
Monetary Fund, 2021a, 2020a).

The international remittances segment is also 
highly relevant to the MENA region, as it has 
some of the densest expat communities in 
the world. Estimates suggest that the GCC 
accounts for as much as 18% of the world’s 
remittances (especially to countries such as 
India, Pakistan, and the Philippines), with 
countries such as the UAE having as much 
as 90% of their population composed of 
expatriate workers (Mueller and Piwowar, 
�������+P�VGTOU�QH�ƂIWTGU��GZRCVTKCVGU�KP�VJG�
GCC sent as much as USD 120 billion back 
home over the course of 2017 (Alam and 
Nazim Ali, 2021). Moreover, the remittances 
segment tended to be very monopolised in 
the past, with high rates and fees, inspiring 
FinTech start-ups to disrupt the market, where 
competition was permitted (Global Ventures, 
2020).

Common challenges also exist in terms 
of e-KYC and onboarding. While some 
countries in the MENA region, such as 
the UAE, having rolled out national digital 
identity programmes that are integrated with 
HCEKNKVCVKPI�CEEGUU�VQ�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��QVJGTU�
are still formulating their policy towards digital 
identity and e-KYC (Arab Monetary Fund, 
2020a).

The growth of FinTech market activity in 
the region has taken place in parallel with 
the broadening and widening of regulatory 
innovation initiatives (Mueller and Piwowar, 
2019). A common approach has been to 
launch regulatory sandboxes, which provide 
C�HTCOGYQTM�CPF�UGV�QH�VQQNU�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�
service providers to test innovative products 
and business models on a limited scale – this 
was done in jurisdictions such as the UAE, 
KSA, Bahrain, Egypt and Jordan (CCAF, 2018; 
Global Ventures, 2020; Egyptian Banking 
Institute, 2020). Notably, the DIFC regulatory 
UCPFDQZ�JCU�C�URGEKƂE�HQEWU�QP�5JCTKC�
compliant FinTech (Oseni and Ali, 2019). 
There are equally some RegTech and SupTech 
initiatives, such as ADGM’s automation of its 
licence application process, and Bahrain’s 
AML measures based on machine learning 
for the smart monitoring of illicit activities 
(GCC Working Group on Suptech & Regtech, 
2020). Some regulators have also introduced 
SupTech, such as the Central Bank of Bahrain 
which has migrated their model to the 
cloud and invested heavily in cyber security 
and digital infrastructure (CBB, 2021). The 
existence of supportive regulatory initiatives 
s�KPENWFKPI�UCPFDQZGU�CPF�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�
– has also contributed to the development 
of MENA FinTech (Zarrouk, El Ghak and 
Bakhouche, 2021). We map the existing 
regulatory innovation initiatives across the 
region in Chapter 6.

MENA regulators are also supportive of 
international cooperation. ADGM was 
VJG�ƂTUV�PQP�#5'#0�TGIWNCVQT�VQ�LQKP�VJG�
ASEAN Financial Innovation Network (Global 
Ventures, 2020) and several countries have 
joined the Global Financial Innovation 
Network – with the Central Bank of Bahrain 
and the Dubai Financial Services Authority 
being part of GFIN’s Coordination Group 
(Global Financial Innovation Network, 2021a). 
MENA authorities have equally entered 
into a growing number of MoUs to facilitate 
cooperation on FinTech-related initiatives – 
including with countries in the APAC region 
such as Singapore (Clifford Chance, 2019) – 
CPF�JCXG�GUVCDNKUJGF�TGRTGUGPVCVKXG�QHƂEGU�KP�
other countries (Mueller and Piwowar, 2019).
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Literature review: The regulatory challenges
Despite the recent rapid development 
of the FinTech market in MENA, various 
TGIWNCVQT[�EJCNNGPIGU�JCXG�DGGP�KFGPVKƂGF�
in the literature. These tend to be more 
pronounced in jurisdictions that have not 
established all the supporting infrastructure 
for FinTech activities or have yet to scale up 
their regulatory responses due to the market’s 
growth. Moreover, even in jurisdictions with 
more established frameworks, the COVID-19 
pandemic has created new challenges.

There is still uncertainty in some jurisdictions 
relating to the legal frameworks applicable 
to FinTech market participants. This is more 
pronounced where existing or general, 
overarching laws apply to FinTech segments 
as opposed to bespoke frameworks. For 
instance, as more jurisdictions introduce data 
protection laws, it is often unclear what is 
expected of FinTech start-ups and whether a 
proportionate approach (with, for instance, 
simpler e-KYC and onboarding requirements 
for SMEs and start-ups) will be allowed to 
HCEKNKVCVG�VJG�ITQYVJ�QH�[QWPIGT�ƂTOU�
%NKHHQTF�
%JCPEG���������5QOG�FKHƂEWNVKGU�JCXG�CTKUGP�
from jurisdictions that have provisions 
dictating that non-banks are not authorised 
VQ�QHHGT�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��OCMKPI�KV�WPENGCT�
whether full licensing would be needed to 
develop FinTech activities in some market 
segments (Riley et al., 2020). Such uncertainty 
JCU�QHVGP�NGF�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU�VQ�RCTVPGT�WR�YKVJ�
local banks to reduce regulatory uncertainty 
(Clifford Chance, 2019).

There are potential issues with regulatory 
fragmentation, both within jurisdictions and 
across the region. For example, while the 
GEQPQOKE�HTGG�\QPGU�KPETGCUG�VJG�ƃGZKDKNKV[�
for regulators to create supportive regulatory 
frameworks that incentivise FinTech, they 
do not provide a passport to any other 
LWTKUFKEVKQP�CPF�ECP�OCMG�KV�OQTG�FKHƂEWNV�
HQT�ƂTOU�VQ�GZRCPF�VJGKT�CEVKXKVKGU�
%NKHHQTF�
Chance, 2019). Some market segments in 
particular – such as digital credit lending and 
crowdfunding – are also highly fragmented, 
with regulation varying from jurisdiction 
to jurisdiction. While jurisdictions such as 

Lebanon, the UAE, Bahrain, Israel, KSA, 
and Morocco are leading the way in the 
development of bespoke regulatory regimes 
for the crowdfunding sector, usually with both 
conventional and Sharia-compliant platforms, 
other markets either lack or limit the ability 
QH�ƂTOU�VQ�RWTUWG�UWEJ�CEVKXKVKGU�
%%#(��������
Clifford Chance, 2018).

There are still some doubts about the 
effectiveness of international regulatory 
coordination in the region. Even with the 
increasing advent of MoUs and FinTech 
bridges, it is too early to determine whether 
VJG�UVTWEVWTGU�KP�RNCEG�UWHƂEG��GURGEKCNN[�
regarding information sharing and the 
QXGTUKIJV�QH�ƂTOU�YKVJ�CEVKXKVKGU�KP�OWNVKRNG�
countries (Global Ventures, 2020). Still, 
initiatives such as the FinTech Working 
Group from the Arab Monetary Fund is a 
positive development that should promote 
regional cooperation and provide a better 
understanding of the FinTech challenges in 
the MENA region.

As is the case with other regions, there are 
emerging risks that must be addressed by 
the regulatory authorities. Among those, 
customers are especially concerned about 
data security and privacy (Deloitte Digital, 
2020). As a result, cybersecurity – with 
aspects such as third-party cloud computing 
and storage providers, data sovereignty 
and security, the lack of cloud-related 
regulations and national cloud strategies – 
CTG�KPETGCUKPIN[�QP�VJG�CIGPFC�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�
regulators (Kheira, 2021). Issues with the 
SWCNKV[�QH�KPHTCUVTWEVWTG�CPF�FKHƂEWNVKGU�YKVJ�
talent acquisition, retention and capacity-
building within the regulators further 
complement the challenges in scaling up 
the sector in the region (Egyptian Banking 
Institute, 2020). These talent acquisition issues 
are somewhat less pronounced in countries 
such as Israel, where governmental or army-
driven initiatives have been responsible for 
supplying industry with experts in areas such 
as cybersecurity, big data analytics and IT 
systems. Similarly, hubs such as ADGM and 
DIFC have addressed talent acquisition issues 
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by attracting experienced regulators from 
Europe and North America (Mueller and 
Piwowar, 2019; Deloitte, 2021).

A changing regulatory environment
Some of the features that enable the 
expansion of FinTech in the MENA region are 
areas that demand increased attention from 
the regulators.

With growth in the payments sector and 
increased use of e-commerce solutions, more 
robust frameworks for consumer protection 
and data privacy will be required. In particular, 
there is space for improving minimum 
requirements for disclosure when marketing 
ƂPCPEKCN�RTQFWEVU�CPF�UGTXKEGU��CU�YGNN�CU�
CNKIPKPI�DGUV�RTCEVKEGU�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�EQPUWOGT�
protection with international trends (AFI, 2021; 
Egyptian Banking Institute, 2020). There is 
equally some concern about how the increase 
QH�CEVKXKVKGU�KP�CTGCU�UWEJ�CU�2�2�ƂPCPEG�EQWNF�
give rise to new risks to the consumer.

The COVID-19 pandemic also created a 
series of challenges for regulators in the 
MENA region. The most common regulatory 
response among MENA countries was 
regulatory support for e-KYC. The Central 
Bank of Jordan provides an illustrative 
GZCORNG�QH�VJG�OQFKƂECVKQP�QH�C�TGIWNCVQT[�
innovation initiative in light of the pandemic 
through their regulatory sandbox, which 
was launched in 2018. In response to the 
pandemic, they sought to explicitly target 
CPF�GPEQWTCIG�CRRNKECVKQPU�HTQO�ƂTOU�YJQUG�
KPPQXCVKQPU�OKIJV�URGEKƂECNN[�JGNR�CFFTGUU�
COVID-19 related challenges (CCAF and 
World Bank, 2020).

The unique demographics of FinTech in the 
MENA region also pose some challenges. For 
KPUVCPEG��CU�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂTOU�QWVPWODGT�
TGIKQPCN�QT�NQECN�ƂTOU��VJG[�QHVGP�HCEG�C�UVGGR�
learning curve to understand how to conduct 
business in the region, as well as how to 
access the services and infrastructure they 
need in addition to navigating a fragmented 
regulatory environment. Therefore, regulators 
should be mindful of the increased barriers 
that non-local companies might face. As some 
countries have relatively small populations 

and internal markets do not see high levels of 
activity, the lack of harmonisation across the 
TGIKQP�OKIJV�OCMG�KV�OQTG�FKHƂEWNV�VQ�UECNG�
CPF�TGCEJ�RTQƂVCDKNKV[�
-JGKTC��������/WGNNGT�
and Piwowar, 2019). In addition, excessively 
UVTKPIGPV�(KP6GEJ�TGIWNCVKQP�OKIJV�UVKƃG�
ITQYVJ��GURGEKCNN[�KH�QPG�UK\G�ƂVU�CNN�UQNWVKQPU�
are adopted (World Bank, 2020a).

As discussed, FinTech has an important role 
VQ�RNC[�KP�VGTOU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�KP�/'0#��
with regards to servicing unbanked and 
displaced populations. As inclusion increases, 
JQYGXGT��GPUWTKPI�VJCV�EQPUWOGT�ƂPCPEKCN�
literacy equally increases (as does regulatory 
capacity), may become essential to curb 
medium and long-term risks that would arise 
otherwise (Riley et al., 2020; Kheira, 2021). 
In the same vein, the deployment of digital 
identity across the region could help address 
KVU�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�KUUWGU��

In terms of long-term sustainability, 
investment in the underlying infrastructure for 
the FinTech market will become increasingly 
relevant. Apart from addressing the talent 
gap, robust risk management policies and 
adapting KYC and AML frameworks to the 
evolving practices might help the balancing 
act between fostering innovation while 
UCHGIWCTFKPI�EQPUWOGTU�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�UVCDKNKV[�
(CGAP, 2020; World Bank, 2020a).

.KVGTCVWTG�TGXKGY��+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG
The CCAF reviewed the emerging FinTech 
KP�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�KP�KVU�RTGXKQWU�UVWF[�QH�VJG�
region (CCAF, 2017), noting that although the 
sector was small, it was rapidly expanding. 
Nearly a quarter of the world’s population is 
Muslim but only just over 1% of total global 
ƂPCPEKCN�CUUGVU�CTG�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�CUUGVU�

%%#(���������#EEQTFKPI�VQ�+%&�4GƂPKVKX��KV�
KU�GZRGEVGF�VJCV�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�CUUGVU�YKNN�
ITQY�UKIPKƂECPVN[��HTQO�CP�GUVKOCVGF�75&�����
trillion in 2018 to a forecasted USD 3.5 trillion 
in 2024 (World Bank, 2020a). The World Bank 
also estimated that most funds originating 
HTQO�/WUNKO�EQWPVTKGU�ƃQY�OCKPN[�VQ�1'%&�
countries, with estimates of sovereign wealth 
funds amounting to USD 3 trillion (World 
Bank, 2020a).
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+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�KU�DCUGF�QP�+UNCOKE�NCY�
5JCTKC���
a form of code or guidelines which relate to 
all aspects of life including economic, political 
and social elements. Broadly speaking, 
YJGP�KV�EQOGU�VQ�ƂPCPEG��OQPG[�OWUV�DG�
used in a productive way, promote social 
justice and be ethically traded. Sharia does 
PQV�CNNQY�KPXGUVOGPV�KP�WPGVJKECN�
*CTCO��
industries including but not limited to arms, 
entertainment, gambling and non-halal food. 
-G[�RTKPEKRNGU�QH�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�CTG�CUUGV�
DCUGF�KPXGUVOGPVU�CPF�TKUM�UJCTKPI�
RTQƂV�
and loss sharing). Unlike conventional debt 
ƂPCPEKPI��KPUVGCF�QH�EJCTIKPI�CP�KPVGTGUV�
TCVG��VJG�ƂPCPEKGT�YKNN�TGEGKXG�C�TGVWTP�CU�C�
RQTVKQP�QH�VJG�RTQƂVU�GCTPGF�DCUGF�QP�C�
RTGFGVGTOKPGF�TCVKQ��CPF�VJG�ƂPCPEKGT�YKNN�
also share any losses (Musharakah). Interest 
can neither be paid nor be received.

6JG�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�KPFWUVT[�KU�OQUVN[�
concentrated in Asia and MENA regions 
(World Bank, 2020a). The core markets are 
Bahrain, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Indonesia, 
Malaysia, UAE, Turkey, Kuwait and Pakistan, 
which together account for 93% of the 
industry’s assets. Outside the Muslim world, 
the United Kingdom is also a centre of Islamic 
ƂPCPEKPI��6JG�7-�YCU�VJG�ƂTUV�LWTKUFKEVKQP�
to launch an Islamic bond (sukuk), and today 
JQUVU�UKZ�+UNCOKE�DCPMU�RNWU����ƂTOU�QHHGTKPI�
+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�RTQFWEVU�INQDCNN[�
(IFN Fintech, 2021).

6JGTG�CTG�XCTKQWU�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�DQFKGU��
but the main standard-setting organisations 
are the IFSB (Islamic Financial Services 
Board), AAOIFI (Accounting and Auditing 
Organization for Islamic Finance Institutions) 
and GSIFI (Governance Standard for Islamic 
Financial Institutions) whose rules the ADGM 
and DIFC refer to. Regulators in Malaysia and 
5KPICRQTG�YGTG�VJG�ƂTUV�VQ�GUVCDNKUJ�5JCTKC�
compliant related regulatory guidelines 
HQT�XGPVWTG�ECRKVCN�ƂTOU�CPF�ETQYFHWPFKPI�
platforms (CCAF, 2017). In MENA, the DFSA 
regulates entities such as Beehive, the MENA 
TGIKQPoU�ƂTUV�TGIWNCVGF�2�2�NGPFKPI�RNCVHQTO�
that operates an Islamic window (World Bank, 
����C���1VJGT�+UNCOKE�QPNKPG�CNVGTPCVKXG�ƂPCPEG�
platforms exist in the region, and they are 
checked to see if they are Sharia-compliant via 

different organisations, including the DMCC 
6TCFGƃQY�%QOOQFKV[�/WTCDCJC�RNCVHQTO��
Although there are several standards and 
codes across the world, these are not yet 
applied in a consistent manner and remain 
a challenge, especially for new entrants to 
+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�CPF�(KP6GEJ��

MENA is considered a relationship-based 
society where funding and investment 
opportunities depend on closed circles 
of family and friends (CCAF, 2017). In turn, 
+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�DWUKPGUU�FGCNKPIU�CTG�DWKNV�QP�
trust, openness, respect, and transparency. 
+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�CNUQ�CFXQECVGU�MPQYKPI�VJG�
asset and transaction you are going to invest 
in. Given these dynamics and corresponding 
features, as well as the region being home 
to a large, young, internet-savvy population 
with limited access to capital and investment 
QRRQTVWPKVKGU��QPNKPG�CNVGTPCVKXG�ƂPCPEKPI�s�KP�
particular Islamic crowdfunding – opens many 
potential growth opportunities for the region.

Several MENA jurisdictions have 
acknowledged the potential of Islamic FinTech 
and introduced bespoke regulation for Sharia-
compliant markets. In a survey conducted 
with global Islamic bank managers, 70% of the 
respondents’ viewed digital transformation as 
an important strategic area, signalling there is 
eagerness for developing FinTech initiatives 
KP�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�s�DQVJ�KP�VGTOU�QH�UVCTV�WRU�
VJCV�QDVCKPGF�5JCTKC�EQORNKCPEG�CPF�ƂTOU�
that were developed with Sharia in mind from 
the ground up (Alam and Nazim Ali, 2021). 
Regulators in jurisdictions including Bahrain 
and the DIFC have created bespoke rules 
for Sharia-compliant crowdfunding (Clifford 
Chance, 2019; Oseni and Ali, 2019). There are 
CNUQ�WPKSWG�KPKVKCVKXGU�KP�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�UWEJ�
as Islamic digital challenger banks and sukuk 
(bond) ETFs, asset-backed interest-free loans 
(Murabaha) for buying and selling goods in 
addition to insurance (takaful) (Alam, Gupta 
and Zameni, 2019).
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Methodology

2 For past research on the region see: (CCAF, 2017a); (CCAF, 2017b); (CCAF, 2018a); (CCAF, 2018b).

3  The MENA jurisdictions selected for the study are: Bahrain, Djibouti, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Morocco, the Palestine, 
Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates. We have also added two international centres in the region, the 
Abu Dhabi Global Market and Dubai International Financial Centre.

Sampled jurisdictions and data sources
The study builds on CCAF’s prior research in 
the region with other research partners.2 It 
was designed and implemented to evaluate 
the current regulatory environment relating 
to FinTech in the MENA region. To do this, 
a representative sample of jurisdictions 
across MENA were selected. A key inclusion 
criterion was representation in previous 
CCAF regulatory innovation surveys to allow 
primary data collected for the purposes of this 
study to be merged with existing datasets. 
In particular, a jurisdiction was included in 
the sample if they had at least one regulator 
who responded to the 2020 Global COVID-19 
Regulatory Rapid Assessment Study and the 
Regulating Alternative Finance 2019 Study 
(World Bank and CCAF, 2020; World Bank and 
CCAF, 2019). These previous studies evaluated 
the impact of COVID-19 on the regulation of 
FinTech and regulatory innovation initiatives, 
as well as understanding the global regulatory 

landscape with respect to the regulation of 
CNVGTPCVKXG�ƂPCPEG��6JKU�CRRTQCEJ�JCU�GPCDNGF�
time-series observations as well the ability to 
juxtapose new data collected on regulatory 
frameworks with previous responses from 
regulators. 

6JKTVGGP�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�YGTG�KFGPVKƂGF�YJGTG�
at least one regulator had responded to both 
surveys. The chosen jurisdictions represent 
a diverse sample in terms of income, legal 
systems as well as geographic distribution. 
The breakdown of jurisdictions is as follows: 
North Africa (3); Levant (3); Other (2); GCC 

���RNWU�VYQ�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�EGPVTGU�
located in the UAE – ADGM and DIFC. This 
is due to the importance of international 
ƂPCPEKCN�EGPVTGU�KP�VJG�TGIKQP��CPF�CU�DQVJ�
KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�EGPVTGU�TGURQPFGF�VQ�
the CCAF surveys. Figure 3.1 illustrates the 
jurisdictions which are included in the data 
collection exercise. 3

Figure 3.1: Sampled MENA jurisdictions

The sample comprises a range of income 
groups based on the World Bank’s income 
ENCUUKƂECVKQP��KPENWFKPI�NQYGT�OKFFNG�KPEQOG�
(5) upper middle income (2) and high income 

����6JG�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEG�EGPVTGU�
#&)/�
and DIFC) are excluded from the income 
group categorisation as the World Bank does 
not classify these. The sample also comprises 
of common law, civil law and mixed legal 
system jurisdictions. The MENA region is 
represented in its entirety in the mapping of 
regulatory innovation initiatives using publicly 

available information as shown in Chapter 6. 

This study further collected data through 
a primary desktop review of regulatory 
frameworks (laws, regulations, directives, 
guidelines and other regulatory information). 
6JG�ƂPFKPIU�HTQO�VJG�TGXKGY�YGTG�
supplemented through bespoke surveys of 
regulators to address data ambiguities and 
gaps, and then consolidated into a single 
dataset. This dataset and earlier regulatory 
surveys were further supplemented with 
responses from FinTechs gathered from 

&WDCK�+PVGTPCVKQPCN�(KPCPEKCN�%GPVTG
#DW�&JCDK�)NQDCN�/CTMGV
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MENA data from the Global COVID-19 
FinTech Market Rapid Assessment Study 
(CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 2020; CCAF, 
2021b), to evaluate the challenges faced by 
the FinTech sector in MENA. Consequently, 
some of the insights are drawn directly from 
FinTech market participant and regulator 
responses. 

The methodology used in this report is similar 
to that utilised in the corresponding CCAF 
reports for the SSA and APAC regions. This 
approach was taken to allow for both intra-
regional and cross-regional comparisons.

Selected FinTech sectors and cross-sectoral 
themes 
The FinTech sectors included for analysis 
in this study are those of digital payments, 
e-money (including mobile money), 
international remittances, P2P lending and 
ECF. The 2020 Global COVID-19 Regulatory 
Rapid Assessment Study (CCAF and World 
$CPM��������KFGPVKƂGF�VJGUG�UGEVQTU�CU�
growing in importance and/or as sectors 
where increased market activity had been 
observed in light of COVID-19. The digital 
payments and remittances sector was a 
leading sector where regulators had reported 
both increased usage and offering of FinTech 
products and services, as well as where 
regulators had most frequently introduced 
targeted regulatory measures.

A second criterion was to look at the verticals 
where there was historical CCAF data 
available regarding the regulatory approach 
to FinTech. During the 2019 Regulating 
Alternative Finance survey (CCAF and World 
Bank, 2019), data was collected on the 
regulatory approach to P2P lending and ECF, 
both globally and across MENA. 

The cross-sectoral legal and regulatory 
frameworks included for analysis in this 
study are those of consumer protection, 
data protection, open banking, AML, e-KYC 
and cybersecurity. These were selected as 
important cross-cutting requirements of 
relevance to the FinTech sector. Cross-sectoral 
requirements affect FinTech development as 
they can limit the ability of FinTech to scale. As 

noted in the study, such cross-sectoral issues 
can impact regulatory aims and mandates as 
well as have an impact in FinTech and DFS 
development.

Analytical approach
The datasets generated from past CCAF 
UVWFKGU��VQIGVJGT�YKVJ�VJG�ƂPFKPIU�HTQO�VJG�
desk-based reviews and responses received 
from the regulatory outreach exercise, 
were used to conduct an in-depth study of 
the regulatory approach to FinTech in the 
sampled jurisdictions across the selected 
FinTech verticals and cross-sectoral areas. 

The datasets generated through the primary 
desktop review of regulatory frameworks 
was used in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 to provide 
a description of the regulatory environment 
in the selected verticals and the cross-
sectoral areas, and to map out the regulatory 
innovation initiatives. In Chapter 7, the 
datasets from previous CCAF studies were 
supplemented by other sources including 
payments data from the IMF, World Bank 
and GSMA, together with other secondary 
literature. These were used to distil insights 
URGEKƂE�VQ�VJG�/'0#�TGIKQP��+P�Chapter 8, 
we identify the themes for possible future 
research in the region.

Due to the widespread variability in regulator 
TGOKVU�CPF�TGURQPUKDKNKV[�QXGT�URGEKƂE�
regulatory themes, this study looks at the 
jurisdiction and not individual regulators 
as the basic level of analysis. It must also 
be noted that the sample on occasion 
differs, since data from previous studies 
is employed that refers to the number of 
regulators surveyed, whereas the research on 
frameworks refers to jurisdictions. Instances 
where the sample differs are indicated 
throughout the study, together with the 
sources.



4.  Regulatory approach 
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����4GIWNCVQT[�CRRTQCEJ�KP�URGEKƂE�
verticals

This chapter analyses the current regulatory 
NCPFUECRG�HQT�URGEKƂE�(KP6GEJ�XGTVKECNU�HQT�
the 13 jurisdictions surveyed. In particular, 
the study looks at digital payments, e-money, 
international remittance, P2P lending and ECF 
verticals. The existing legislations and broader 
regulatory frameworks are important for the 
development of FinTech as market providers 
seek to navigate the regulatory environments 
across these verticals. Whereas some of the 
verticals, such as digital payments, are leading 
sectors in terms of growth in the region, 
others, such as ECF, are gaining momentum. 

Digital payments
6JG�RC[OGPVU�UWDUGEVQT�JCU�DGGP�KFGPVKƂGF�
by two studies as the dominant FinTech 
subsector in the MENA region relative to 
QVJGT�(KP6GEJ�XGTVKECNU��6JKU�ƂPFKPI�KU�UKOKNCT�
to that of other regions globally (IMF, 2019; 
Global Ventures, 2020). Relatedly, a 2018 
report indicates that in the MENA region, 84% 
of FinTech start-ups are involved in payments 
and remittances activity (Global Ventures, 
2020).

This section considers the regulatory 
approach to payments and related sub-
sectors (including e-money/mobile money 
and international remittances) in the sampled 
MENA jurisdictions. 

Payments: Mandate/authority 
6JG�ƂPFKPIU�FGOQPUVTCVG�VJCV�CNN�VJG�
sampled MENA jurisdictions have at least 
one regulator/agency with a mandate/
authority for payments. Additionally, in 75% 
of the sampled jurisdictions, central banks 
are mandated to supervise payments. In the 
ECUG�QH�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEG�EGPVGTU�YJGTG�
VJGTG�CTG�PQ�EGPVTCN�DCPMU��QVJGT�ƂPCPEKCN�
regulators have a mandate. In ADGM, the 
Financial Services Regulatory Authority (FSRA) 

is the relevant regulator, and for the DIFC, 
the regulator is the Dubai Financial Services 
Authority (DFSA).

Payments: Regulatory framework 
Figure 4.1 illustrates the approach adopted 
with respect to the regulatory framework 
for payments. In 84% of the sampled MENA 
jurisdictions, the regulation of payments 
is largely undertaken based on a general 
payments regulatory framework. In most 
cases this is a broad framework that covers 
provisions that are applicable to different 
categories of payments activity. 

Figure 4.1: Instances of regulatory frameworks for 
payments – MENA (N=12)

Payments: Licensing/authorisation
With respect to licensing, the provisions in 
the regulatory frameworks for all the sampled 
MENA jurisdictions require that providers 
obtain a licence from the relevant authority 
prior to engaging in payments activity.

Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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E-money (including mobile money)
E-money or mobile money tends to be one 
of the most active FinTech sectors across 
the sampled jurisdictions in SSA, APAC and 
/'0#�TGIKQPU��5KIPKƂECPVN[��VJG�/'0#�TGIKQP�
is reported to lag behind other regions with 
regard to mobile subscribers, although the 
annual numbers are observed to be rising 
(Pamela, Romorini, Golub and Stokes, 2020).

E-money: Mandate/authority 
All sampled MENA jurisdictions have a 
regulator with a mandate for e-money 
issuance. In addition, Figure 4.2 illustrates 
that among regulators, there is a greater 
frequency of central banks holding this 
mandate relative to other regulators (66%). 
+P�VJG�ECUG�QH�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEG�EGPVTGU�
YJGTG�VJGTG�KU�PQ�EGPVTCN�DCPM��QVJGT�ƂPCPEKCN�
regulators may also be involved in or relevant 
for e-money regulation. The FSRA and the 
DFSA are the relevant regulators in ADGM 
and DIFC respectively, the two international 
ƂPCPEKCN�EGPVTGU�KP�QWT�UCORNG��/QTGQXGT��
multiple regulatory authorities may also be 
involved, although this is less common. An 
example is Tunisia where the Central Bank 
of Tunisia (BCT) is the primary regulator for 
mobile money and e-payments and works 
in partnership with the Societe Monetique 
Tunisie (SMT) that provides switching and 
clearing services. Additionally, Tunisia’s 
Ministry of Communication Technologies 
(MCT) is also relevant, with responsibility 
for overseeing the planning, control, and 
supervision of activities in the telecoms sector 
(IFC, 2012). Similarly, in Egypt, the Central 
Bank of Egypt (CBE) has a joint mandate with 
the National Telecom Regularity Authority 
(NTRA) over mobile money (Arab Monetary 
Fund, 2021a).

Figure 4.2: e-Money. Agencies with Mandate – MENA 
(N=12)

E-money: Regulatory framework 
Divergent approaches to the regulation of 
e-money have been implemented across 
MENA. As Figure 4.3 suggests, in 58% of 
sampled jurisdictions, e-money is often 
regulated under a general payments 
framework, and in 33% of sampled 
jurisdictions, this is covered under an e-money 
URGEKƂE�HTCOGYQTM��6JG�KPUVCPEGU�QH�UCORNGF�
/'0#�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�YKVJ�URGEKƂE�HTCOGYQTMU�
trail behind SSA (58% of sampled SSA 
jurisdictions) and are similar to APAC (30% 
of sampled APAC jurisdictions). Examples of 
MENA jurisdictions where bespoke e-money 
frameworks have been implemented include 
Djibouti, Jordan, and Palestine. 

Figure 4.3: Instances of regulatory frameworks for 
e-money – MENA (N=12)

Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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E-money: Licensing/authorisation
In 92% of sampled jurisdictions, issuers are 
TGSWKTGF�VQ�QDVCKP�C�URGEKƂE�NKEGPEG�HTQO�
the relevant regulator to engage in e-money 
CEVKXKV[��*QYGXGT��KP�$CJTCKP�KUUWCPEG�QH�
e-money is not a regulated activity, and two 
ECVGIQTKGU�QH�PQP�DCPM�ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU�
are permitted to provide payment services. 
6JGUG�CTG�ƂPCPEKPI�EQORCPKGU�
EQPXGPVKQPCN�
and Islamic) and ancillary payment service 
providers. These institutions are permitted 
to undertake retail payments as specialised 
licensees of the Central Bank of Bahrain 
(Arab Monetary Fund, 2020a; BIS, 2017). 
6JG�ƂPFKPIU�CNUQ�UWIIGUV�VJCV�CNVJQWIJ�VJG�
majority of jurisdictions in MENA permit 
licensing of non-banks to issue e-payments, 
the authorisations stipulate that traditional 
banks are to be the core partners required to 
hold deposits on behalf of non-bank service 
providers (Riley et al., 2020).

E-money: Use of agents 
Agent oversight regulations are considered 
HWPFCOGPVCN�HQT�GPCDNKPI�FKIKVCN�ƂPCPEKCN�
services and are a key contributor to inclusion 
in line with the principles adopted by the G20 
Global Partnership for Financial Inclusion 
(GPFI, 2020). The requirements relating to 
the use of agents in many jurisdictions has 
IGPGTCNN[�DGGP�FTKXGP�D[�C�UVTQPI�ƂPCPEKCN�
inclusion agenda. In the MENA region, 
Jordan is reported to have introduced the 
ƂTUV�0CVKQPCN�(KPCPEKCN�+PENWUKQP�5VTCVGI[�KP�
the Arab region in 2015. One of the targets 

outlined in the strategy was to improve the 
regulatory oversight of DFS agents (Pamela 
et al., 2020). Additionally, a further indication 
of positive developments is a recent report 
QP�VJG�GPCDNKPI�GPXKTQPOGPV�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�
KPENWUKQP��PQVKPI�'I[RVoU�OWNVKRNG�ƂPCPEKCN�
outlets including agents, merchants and 
electronic channels (Global Microscope, 2019). 

The use of agents is permitted in the 
regulatory frameworks for e-money in a 
vast majority of MENA jurisdictions (90%). A 
further cross-regional analysis was undertaken 
to identify any linkages between sampled 
jurisdictions where the use of agents is 
permitted and the existence of e-KYC 
RTQXKUKQPU��6JG�ƂPFKPIU�UWIIGUV�CIGPVU�CTG�
less likely to be permitted in jurisdictions 
that have introduced e-KYC requirements 

������6JKU�ƂPFKPI�OC[�DG�RCTVKCNN[�GZRNCKPGF�
by the fact that where it is possible to 
undertake e-KYC, the need for agents may 
be diminished. In many jurisdictions where 
agent usage in the context of e-money is 
prevalent, KYC is typically one of the activities 
these agents undertake. At the same time, 
this is likely only a partial explanation, as 
agents do more than just conduct KYC as part 
of customer onboarding. GSMA, describes 
VJGO�CU�pVJG�HCEG�QH�OQDKNG�UGTXKEGUq�
)5/#��
2020). Moreover, they are considered integral 
in enabling the conversion of cash to digital 
value and vice versa. They also engage in 
other activities, such as customer support and 
education (GSMA, 2020) on behalf of their 
principals.

Figure 4.4: e-Money: Relationship between agent permission and e-KYC provision – SSA, MENA and APAC (N=53)
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Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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International remittances
The use of DFS for international remittances 
in the MENA region is limited, in comparison 
to the SSA and APAC regions. A report 
looking at 330 FinTech companies in 22 MENA 
jurisdictions found that although payment 
companies comprised nearly 40% of FinTechs 
KP�VJG�TGIKQP��KPVGTPCVKQPCN�TGOKVVCPEGU�ƂTOU�
comprised less than 1% of these payment 
companies. This has been attributed to 
challenges encountered in many MENA 
jurisdictions with regard to the establishment 
of frameworks for interoperable payment 
platforms (Chehade, 2019; Pamela et al., 2020). 

Additionally, it is observed that mobile 
payments are competing with the long-
established and effective, but informal, 
n*CYCNCo�TGOKVVCPEGU�U[UVGO��+V�KU�UWIIGUVGF�
this may have affected the use of DFS for 
TGOKVVCPEGU�
+/(���������*CYCNC�KU�C�VTCFKVKQPCN�
informal method for the transfer of funds 
employed by millions of expatriates worldwide 
to send remittances to their families (Passas, 
2005). A trust-based, unregulated process, its 
URGEKƂEKV[�NKGU�KP�VJG�VTCPUHGT�QH�HWPFU�YKVJQWV�
the movement of money through a network 
QH�*CYCNC�FGCNGTU�VJCV�MGGR�KPHQTOCN�TGEQTFU�
of transactions with end customers and settle 
accumulated debt amongst each other.

International remittances: Mandate/authority
6JG�ƂPFKPIU�FGOQPUVTCVG�VJCV�CNN�VJG�/'0#�
jurisdictions sampled have at least one 
regulator with a mandate for international 
remittances, the most frequent being central 
banks (44%). Multiple regulatory authorities 
are also involved in 22% of jurisdictions, as in 
Egypt, where the Central Bank of Egypt and 
VJG�'ZEJCPIG�1HƂEG�CTG�DQVJ�KPXQNXGF�

International remittances: Regulatory 
framework
Figure 4.5 suggests that the requirements 
pertaining to international remittances in 
MENA are most commonly included within 
a general payments framework (70%). In 
10% of instances, international remittances 
are regulated under other frameworks. In 
Morocco, for instance, an ‘omnibus regulatory 
framework’ governs the provision of 
international money transfer by mobile money 
providers, permitting them to undertake 
international remittances activity as part of 
their core mobile money business without 
need for a separate licence (GSMA, 2019a). 

Figure 4.5: Instances of regulatory frameworks for international remittances – MENA (N=10)

10% 20% 30% 40% 70%50% 80%60% 90% 100%0%
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Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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International remittances: Licensing/
authorisation
The study also evaluated whether international 
remittance providers are required to obtain a 
URGEKƂE�NKEGPEG�HTQO�C�TGNGXCPV�CWVJQTKV[��

6JG�ƂPFKPIU�KPFKECVG�VJCV�����QH�VJG�UCORNGF�
MENA jurisdictions stipulate licensing/
authorisation. In comparison, 11% prescribe 
other requirements. In Morocco, for example, 
as a general requirement, international 
remittance providers are required to be 
licensed. Despite this, an exception is made 
under the regulatory framework that allows 
mobile money providers to undertake an 
International Money Transfer (IMT) business 
as part of their core mobile money business 
without having to obtain a separate licence 
(Cirasino and Nicolì, 2010; GSMA, 2019a).

P2P lending
Globally, P2P lending is one of the most 
common FinTech sectors, with markets and 
regulations existing in all three regions 
reviewed, including APAC and SSA. Within 
the MENA region there is variation across 
jurisdictions in terms of P2P regulatory 
frameworks.

P2P lending: Mandate/authority 
As shown in Figure 4.6, most MENA 
jurisdictions reviewed (67%) have a regulator 
or agency with a mandate for P2P lending. 
Further, 8% of the sampled jurisdictions are 
planning to establish a mandate for P2P 
NGPFKPI��*QYGXGT������QH�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�FQ�
not have a P2P mandate established as of 
October 2021.

Figure 4.6: P2P. Agency with mandate – MENA (N=12)

The MENA jurisdictions we reviewed primarily 
empowered securities and capital markets 
regulators to oversee P2P lending licensing 
activities and other consumer safeguards. Of 
the MENA jurisdictions with an established 
P2P regulatory framework, 63% gave 
securities and capital markets regulators sole 
licensing and regulatory authority. To a lesser 
extent (25%), MENA jurisdictions used central 
banks to oversee licensing and consumer 
safeguards. Notably, Egypt differed in its 
approach by separating P2P lending licensing 
CWVJQTKVKGU�D[�ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQP�V[RG��YKVJ�
non-banks falling under the authority of its 
capital markets regulator and banks under 
that of the central bank.

The MENA region’s use of securities and 
capital markets regulators to administer its 
P2P lending licences and oversee the sector’s 
CEVKXKVKGU�FKHHGTU�UKIPKƂECPVN[�HTQO�VJG�55#�
region’s approach. Within the SSA region, 
central banks most commonly administer P2P 
lending licences to companies operating in 
their jurisdictions. For example, 60% of the 
SSA jurisdictions this study sampled gave 
central banks sole licensing and regulatory 
authority, as opposed to just 25% of MENA 
jurisdictions. In addition, the MENA region’s 
tendency to make use of securities and capital 
markets regulators within their jurisdictions’ 
regulatory frameworks is similar to that of the 
APAC region, with 71% of the jurisdictions in 
that region giving licensing and regulatory 
authority to securities and capital markets 
regulators.

P2P lending: Regulatory frameworks 
As Figure 4.7 shows, jurisdictions in the 
MENA region pursued various types of 
regulatory frameworks for P2P lending 
activities, but establishing a bespoke 
regulatory framework was the most common 
CRRTQCEJ��*CNH�QH�VJG�UWTXG[GF�/'0#�
jurisdictions established a regulatory 
framework for P2P lending and 17% of 
the jurisdictions did not have a regulatory 
framework for P2P lending. Further, another 
17% of the jurisdictions reviewed prohibited 
P2P lending activities entirely.

The MENA regions’ use of bespoke regulatory 
frameworks to regulate P2P lending is similar Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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to the approach taken in APAC, where half 
of the jurisdictions we reviewed also used 
this approach. Further, the MENA region’s 
CRRTQCEJ�FKHHGTU�UKIPKƂECPVN[�HTQO�VJG�
regulatory approach taken in the SSA region. 
For example, in the MENA region, only 17% of 

the jurisdictions reviewed allowed P2P lending 
activities to be unregulated or self-regulated; 
whereas, 42% of the SSA jurisdictions 
reviewed allowed it. Morocco and Turkey 
prohibit P2P activity.

Figure 4.7: P2P regulatory framework – MENA (N=12)

P2P lending: licensing/authorisation
Existing P2P lending regulatory frameworks 
established various licensing requirements. 
78% of the jurisdictions in the MENA region 
have minimum capital requirements for 
companies engaged in P2P lending activities. 
Capital requirements in MENA jurisdictions 
ranged from approximately USD 8,000 to 
USD 5 million. Further, in the MENA region, 
regulatory frameworks are split on the issue 
of total loan volume limits for P2P lenders, 
with approximately 44% of the sampled 
jurisdictions having these limits. Existing 
loan volume limitations varied based by 
jurisdiction. For example, Israel imposed a 
1 million New Israeli Shekel (approximately 
USD 315,000) loan limit, while the United Arab 
Emirates imposed a limit of 10 million UAE 
Dirham (approximately USD 2.7 million) per 
borrower 

On lender requirements, a similar percent 
of MENA and APAC jurisdictions had 
minimum capital requirements. For example, 
as previously noted, 78% of the MENA 
jurisdictions reviewed had a minimum capital 
requirement, while 71% of APAC jurisdictions 
had this same requirement in their P2P 
regulatory frameworks.

P2P lending: consumer safeguards
While MENA jurisdictions, in general, have 
GUVCDNKUJGF�URGEKƂE�NGPFGT�TGSWKTGOGPVU�KP�
their P2P lending regulations, they have not 
been as prescriptive for consumers engaged 
in the activity. For example, 70% of the 
jurisdictions reviewed have not established 
maximum borrowing amounts for consumers 
TGEGKXKPI�2�2�NQCPU��*QYGXGT��VJTGG�
jurisdictions – ADGM, Saudi Arabia and UAE – 
do have limits on the types of consumers that 
can borrow from P2P lenders. For example, 
Saudi Arabia does not allow individual 
consumers to receive P2P loans but does 
allow small and medium enterprises to receive 
these loans. Lastly, in two jurisdictions in the 
sample – Israel and UAE – regulators imposed 
interest rate caps on P2P lenders.

MENA jurisdictions’ regulatory frameworks 
for consumer safeguards were most similar 
to SSA jurisdictions with regards to the lack 
of explicit borrowing caps imposed on P2P 
borrowers, with 70% and 77% of jurisdictions 
respectively not establishing this requirement 
KP�VJGKT�2�2�TGIWNCVQT[�HTCOGYQTMU��*QYGXGT��
regarding the establishment of interest rate 
caps for P2P lenders, MENA jurisdictions 
resembled APAC jurisdictions, with only 
22% and 20% of jurisdictions respectively 
establishing this consumer safeguard in their 
P2P lending regulatory frameworks.
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Equity crowdfunding
ECF is a collective term describing business 
models where individuals and/or institutional 
funders purchase equity issued by a company. 
ECF is typically done via an intermediary 
online platform that facilitates the sale of 
securities or ‘stakes’ in a business (typically 
an early-stage business), to sophisticated, 
institutional and retail investors. 

ECF market activity remained consistent in 
2019 and 2020, generating approximately USD 
12.5 million in market activity within the MENA 
region over the two-year period (CCAF, 2021). 
Though ECF market activity only constituted 
approximately 2% of the MENA region’s total 
CNVGTPCVKXG�ƂPCPEG�CEVKXKV[�KP�������VJG�VQVCN�
COQWPV�KU�UKIPKƂECPVN[�NCTIGT�VJCP�VJG�PCUEGPV�
ECF market in the SSA region (CCAF, 2021b).

ECF: Mandate/authority
Figure 4.8 shows that of the 12 jurisdictions 
VJCV�VJKU�UVWF[�KFGPVKƂGF�HQT�'%(�TGIWNCVQT[�
authority, 91% of jurisdictions have existing 
regulatory authority to oversee ECF activities. 
The high percent of jurisdictions in the 
MENA region with regulatory authority over 
ECF is similar to APAC, where 88% of the 
jurisdictions we reviewed have the authority 
with a mandate to oversee ECF activities. The 
pervasiveness of ECF regulatory infrastructure 
in MENA and APAC could be a reason for 
VJG�UKIPKƂECPV�'%(�OCTMGV�CEVKXKV[�KP�DQVJ�
regions (approximately USD 12.5 million 
and over USD 300 million respectively in 
2020), especially when contrasted with SSA, 
where approximately 36% of the jurisdictions 
this study reviewed have not established 
regulatory authority over ECF activities and 
made up a nascent ECF market of under USD 
1 million in 2020.

Figure 4.8: Equity crowdfunding mandate – MENA (N=11)

There was variation relating to the type of 
regulatory authority with mandate over ECF 
activities. As shown in Figure 4.9, securities/
capital markets regulators most commonly 
oversee ECF activities (40%), which is 
consistent with other regions reviewed. 
*QYGXGT��UQOG�/'0#�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�CNUQ�ICXG�
oversight authority to central banks or to 

a combination of securities regulators and 
central banks. The varied approach to which 
regulator or regulators oversee ECF activities 
FKHHGTU�UKIPKƂECPVN[�HTQO�VJG�CRRTQCEJ�VCMGP�
within APAC jurisdictions. In contrast to the 
MENA region, 86% of APAC jurisdictions 
reviewed gave regulatory authority to their 
securities/capital markets regulators.

Figure 4.9: Equity Crowdfunding. Agencies with Mandates – MENA (N=10)
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ECF: Regulatory frameworks 
Of the 69% of sampled MENA jurisdictions 
with regulatory frameworks for ECF, all of 
them have developed bespoke regulatory 
frameworks for overseeing ECF activities. 
As shown in Figure 4.10, some jurisdictions 
opted to allow the ECF sector to remain 
without explicit regulations (15%) while 
Djibouti explicitly prohibited ECF activities 

(8%). The prevalence of bespoke regulatory 
frameworks in the MENA region is different 
when compared to the SSA region, where only 
17% of sampled jurisdictions used bespoke 
regulatory frameworks to oversee ECF. 
*QYGXGT��VJKU�CRRTQCEJ�KU�UKOKNCT�VQ�#2#%��
where 50% of the jurisdictions reviewed 
established bespoke regulatory frameworks.

��}ÕÀi�{°£ä\�-«iV�wV�Ài}Õ�>Ì�ÀÞ�vÀ>�iÜ�À�����iµÕ�ÌÞ�VÀ�Ü`vÕ�`��}�q��
 č�­ r£Î®

ECF: Licensing/authorisation
In general, MENA jurisdictions we reviewed 
imposed licensing requirements on ECF 
activities. There is a limited amount of 
information on the licensing requirements for 
some jurisdictions, but there are minimum 
capital requirements on ECF platforms 
seeking a licence in six jurisdictions. Imposing 
these requirements was a common regulatory 
practice among the sampled jurisdictions 
in the APAC, MENA and SSA regions with 
established ECF frameworks.

ECF: Consumer safeguards
5RGEKƂECNN[�TGNCVGF�VQ�EQPUWOGT�UCHGIWCTFU��
78% of sampled MENA jurisdictions imposed 
limitations on the percent or amount of a 
retail investor’s portfolio permitted to be 
invested in ECF activities. Further, while some 
jurisdictions imposed caps on the amount of 
money that could be invested in ECF, other 
jurisdictions either banned retail investors 
from investing in ECF or required that the 
investor have professional credentials to 
invest. For example, Abu Dhabi limited ECF 
investment to sophisticated retail investors or 
professional investors, while Bahrain banned 
all retail investors from using ECF (ADGM, 
2018; ASAR, 2018).
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5.  Cross-sectoral themes



5. Cross-sectional themes

38

5. Cross-sectional themes
Data protection
6JG�HQNNQYKPI�UGEVKQP�KFGPVKƂGU�VJG�FGITGG�QH�
data protection mandates and frameworks in 
selected MENA jurisdictions. Data protection 
is key for regulators; most of the jurisdictions 
in this region have data protection and privacy 
laws.

Data protection: Mandate/authority 
6JG�/'0#�URGEKƂE�ƂPFKPIU�CU�UGGP�KP�Figure 
5.1 indicate that over half (69%) of authorities 
in MENA have a mandate for data protection, 
with 15% planning to adopt one and 15% 
of jurisdictions having no mandate. The 
typology of the body with the mandate can 
vary, from a Data Protection Commissioner 
(DIFC), to a Data Protection Authority (Turkey 
or Bahrain), a Data Protection Centre (Egypt) 
QT�CP�1HƂEG�QH�&CVC�2TQVGEVKQP�
#&)/���6JG�
differences between regulators relies on 
their level of independence. For example, 
the Data Protection Authority of Turkey is 
an autonomous body, the Data Protection 
Centre in Egypt is under the authority of the 
Minister of Communications and Information 
Technology and the Data Protection 
Authority of Bahrain is under the authority 
of the Ministry of Justice, Islamic Affairs and 
Endowments. 

Figure 5.1: Instances of mandate for data protection – 
MENA (N=13)

Data protection: Domestic frameworks 
Figure 5.2 shows 69% of authorities across 
MENA have domestic data protection 
frameworks in place. They are 23% sampled 
jurisdictions planning a data protection 
domestic framework, while Palestine does not 
JCXG�CP�KFGPVKƂGF�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�FQOGUVKE�
framework.

$CJTCKP�YCU�QPG�QH�VJG�ƂTUV�QH�VJG�)%%�
jurisdictions to adopt a domestic data 
protection and data privacy regulatory 
framework in 2018. The Law on the Protection 
QH�2GTUQPCN�&CVC�KU�JGCXKN[�KPƃWGPEGF�D[�
the EU 1995 Data Protection Directive (1995 
Directive) and now is consistent with the EU 
GDPR regulation (GSMA, 2019b).

Figure 5.2: Instances of national data protection 
frameworks – MENA (N=13)

Data protection: Financial service industry 
The data protection regulatory landscape in 
MENA demonstrates that most jurisdictions 

�����JCXG�CFQRVGF�C�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�
URGEKƂE�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�HTCOGYQTM��YKVJ�����
of regulators having no framework in place. 
The wide-spread prevalence is indicative that 
VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�KPFWUVT[�KU�KPETGCUKPIN[�DGEQOKPI�
aware of the economic value of data. Many 
FinTech business models are supported by 
data driven models, and as such there is an 
increased need to ensure the data is secure. 

Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.

40%

30%

20%

10%

50%

80%

60%

70%

�
�Q
H�L
WT
KU
FK
EV
KQ
PU

0%

15%
d

0Q

69%
d

Yes 2NCPPGF

15%
d

Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.

40%

30%

20%

10%

50%

80%

60%

70%

�
�Q
H�L
WT
KU
FK
EV
KQ
PU

0%

8%
d

0Q

69%
d

Yes 2NCPPGF

23%
d



FinTech Regulation in the Middle East and North Africa

39

6JG�OKUOCPCIGOGPV�QH�FCVC�ECP�KPƃWGPEG�
public perception of the market, and thus the 
JKIJ�RTGXCNGPEG�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�URGEKƂE�

frameworks across MENA is encouraging 
(GSMA, 2019b).

Cybersecurity
DFS and FinTech relies heavily on data 
infrastructure that can be susceptible to 
cyberattacks (Ehrentraud, et al., 2020). 
Cyberattacks may compromise business 
EQPVKPWKV[�CPF�QT�ƂPCPEKCN�UVCDKNKV[�CPF�
cybersecurity concerns have been elevated 
since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic 
(FATF, 2020a).

Cybersecurity: Mandate/authority 
6JG�ƂPFKPIU�QH�VJKU�UVWF[�KPFKECVG�VJCV�CNN�
jurisdictions across MENA have a mandate/
authority for cybersecurity in place. 

Cybersecurity: Domestic frameworks
Data relating to existing domestic 
cybersecurity frameworks in MENA 
jurisdictions shows that 92% of countries have 
broad domestic cybersecurity frameworks in 
place and 8% have roadmaps or strategies 
for cybersecurity. In Egypt, the Egyptian 
Cybersecurity Law enacted in 2018 and the 

Anti-Cyber and Information Technology 
Crimes Law constitute a broad regulatory 
framework for cybersecurity for the MENA 
region (Egyptian Supreme Cybersecurity 
Council, 2017). The Egyptian cybersecurity 
framework and the creation of the Egyptian 
Supreme Cybersecurity Council were 
both developed in line with the national 
cybersecurity strategy 2017-2021. The 
council reports directly to the Cabinet of 
Ministers and is chaired by the Minister of 
Communications and Information Technology. 

Cybersecurity: Financial service industry
+P�VGTOU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�KPFWUVT[�
cybersecurity, 54% of the sampled 
LWTKUFKEVKQPU�KP�/'0#�JCXG�URGEKƂE�
cybersecurity frameworks in place, and 23% 
have roadmaps or a strategy in place. 8% 
of respondents are planning to introduce 
frameworks and 15% have no frameworks in 
place. This is illustrated in Figure 5.3.

��}ÕÀi�x°Î\�/�i�w�>�V�>��ÃiÀÛ�Vi���`ÕÃÌÀÞ�Ã«iV�wV�VÞLiÀÃiVÕÀ�ÌÞ�vÀ>�iÜ�À�Ã�q��
 č�­ r£Î®

Cybersecurity: efforts and measures during 
the pandemic
Regulators introduced a range of 
cybersecurity measures in response to 
challenges related to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Of the sampled MENA jurisdictions, 54% have 
issued cybersecurity measures during the 
pandemic.

Table 5.1 illustrates some examples of 
cybersecurity measures issued in light 
of COVID-19 by MENA authorities, with 
the majority of jurisdictions who enacted 
measures providing additional guidance 
to market participants. Israel implemented 
COVID-19 related cybersecurity measures 
not only addressing consumers but also 
directed to organisations (including vendors) 

10% 20% 30% 40% 70%50% 80%60% 90% 100%0%

0Q e15%

2NCPPGF e8%

Yes e54%

4QCFOCR���5VTCVGI[�KP�RNCEG� e23%

��QH�LWTKUFKEVKQPU
Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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to create a marketplace that would allow 
XGPFQTU�pVQ�RTGUGPV�E[DGTUGEWTKV[�RTQFWEVU�
and services on a dedicated page in the 
Israel National Cyber Directorate (INCD) 
website” (Israel National Cyber Directorate, 
2021). The National Cybersecurity Authority 
of Saudi Arabia has established dedicated 
cybersecurity resources including 
communication channels to provide support, 

tips and guidance for business owners in 
light of the COVID-19 pandemic. Jurisdictions 
like the UAE have launched cybersecurity 
initiatives such as ‘Cyber C3’ to provide 
further guidance and safeguards to help 
improve consumer awareness, literacy and 
access to help them combat the threat of 
cyberattacks.

/>L�i�x°£\�
Ý>�«�iÃ��v�
"6���£��Ã«iV�wV�VÞLiÀÃiVÕÀ�ÌÞ�ivv�ÀÌÃ�>�`��i>ÃÕÀiÃ

JURISDICTIONS %18+&����%;$'45'%74+6;|'((1465� ':#/2.'5|1(�%���%;$'45'%74+6;|/'#574'5

Bahrain

The Central Bank of Bahrain prepared a 
cybersecurity risks and threats workshop given 
by Visa for the Chief Information Security 
"vwViÀÃ��v�>���ÀiÌ>���L>��Ã����Ì�i��ÕÀ�Ã`�VÌ���°

The workshop discussed remediation measures, the utilisation 
of VISA resources (Vital signs, eTFD and VAAI) and pressure 
gauge reports.

Egypt 
}Þ«Ì�

,/��ÃÃÕi`�Ã«iV�wV�Ài«�ÀÌÃ����
cybersecurity threats in light of COVID-19.

The reports are related to a range of topics, including phishing 
attacks, COVID-19 themed remote access malwares and online 
safety and security during COVID-19.

Israel The National Cyber Directorate has been 
generating phishing alerts to raise awareness. 

Israel National Cyber Directorate (INCD) facilitated a "meeting 
ground" between organizations to resolve their COVID-19 
related cyber risk, and cybersecurity vendors. This aims to 
create a marketplace for vendors to present cybersecurity 
products and services on a dedicated page in the INCD 
website.  Furthermore, Israel's Computer Emergency Response 
Team has published a set of recommendations for organizations 
and businesses regarding secure teleworking during the 
COVID-19 crisis. 

Saudi Arabia

The National Cybersecurity Authority issued 
cybersecurity tips and guidance to business 
owners on how to prepare during the 
COVID-19 crisis. 

The National Cybersecurity Authority, through its cybersecurity 
bulletin, provided a range of documents that ensure there are 
tips and guidance on cybersecurity standards and controls. 
�ÕÀÌ�iÀ�Ì�«Ã�>�`�}Õ�`>�Vi�ÜiÀi��ÃÃÕi`����`iw���}�>�LÕÃ��iÃÃ�
continuity plan, ensuring an organization's network is scalable 
to support the emergency needs. 

UAE

The UAE undertook a range of efforts to 
maintain and strengthen cybersecurity 
through its agencies including the national 
Computer Emergency Response Team for the 
United Arab Emirates. 

The “Cyber C3” initiative was launched to produce digitally 
literate and responsible UAE residents by certifying knowledge 
and understanding in a range of areas, including cybersecurity.

Open banking
Open banking refers to the process whereby 
DCPMU�CPF�QVJGT�VTCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�
institutions give customers and third parties 
GCU[�FKIKVCN�CEEGUU�VQ�VJGKT�ƂPCPEKCN�FCVC��
This is often facilitated using APIs and 
communication protocols. Open banking 
has been explored in many jurisdictions as a 
catalyst for DFS. It can promote competition 
and customer choice by establishing a 
data sharing framework that allows third-
party providers (TPPs) to enter the market. 
Regulators have recognised the potential of 
open banking to encourage the development 
of innovative solutions aimed at under-
serviced populations.

Open banking enables TPPs to provide new 
products and services on top of existing 
ƂPCPEKCN�KPHTCUVTWEVWTG��6YQ�V[RGU�QH�622U�CTG�
IGPGTCNN[�KFGPVKƂGF��2C[OGPV�+PKVKCVKQP�5GTXKEG�
Providers (PISPs) and Account Information 
Service Providers (AISPs). PISPs are authorised 
to make payments on behalf of a client 
from their existing bank accounts, whereas 
AISPs pull account information and data to 
personalise services or provide insights.

TPPs utilise APIs to connect their services 
VQ�GZKUVKPI�ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU�KP�QTFGT�VQ�
pull data and push requests. In order to 
minimise data protection and cybersecurity 
risks, regulators tend to build open banking 
frameworks to govern the protocols by 
YJKEJ�ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU�CPF�622U�UJCTG�
information and submit requests. These 
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complement existing data protection and 
cybersecurity frameworks designed to 
safeguard consumer data. 

Open banking: Mandate/authority 
In 54% of MENA jurisdictions, the central bank 
has authority over open banking, followed 
by 15% where this role falls to the securities 
regulator, 8% to the banking regulator, and 
23% have no mandate for open banking. 

In Bahrain, the Central Bank is the main 
authority for open banking. To regulate the 
implementation of open banking within the 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�KPFWUVT[��KV�NCWPEJGF�VJG�
Bahrain Open Banking Framework (CBB, 
2020). It announced a two-phase roll-out in 
December 2018 and mandated that the banks 
comply with the framework within six months. 
The initial phase covered general licensing 
provisions for AISPs and PISPs and outlined 
the technical requirements to which they 
should adhere. The second phase, set to be 
implemented by all participants in June 2022, 
NKUVU�VJG�V[RGU�QH�FCVC�ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU�
should make available including, but not 
limited to, ATM and branch locations as well 
as data relating to domestic and international 
payments, such as standing orders and batch 
payments. 

The UAE Central Bank has adopted a ‘watch 
and learn’ approach to open banking by 
introducing guidelines on payment initiation 
and account information services as part 
of the Retail Payment Services and Card 
Scheme Framework (CBUAE, 2021). Financial 
KPUVKVWVKQPU�CPF�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU�JCXG�DGGP�NGHV�
to pursue strategic initiatives on their own 
CEEQTF��6JG�7#'oU�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�
centers opted for a different approach. 
ADGM launched a TPP framework that goes 
beyond the scope of open banking and into 
VJG�TGCNO�QH�QRGP�ƂPCPEG��RTQXKFKPI�TGHGTGPEG�
RQKPVU�TGNCVKPI�VQ�FCVC�HQT�CNN�V[RGU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�
information. In contrast, the DIFC chose to 
remain focused on providing guidelines for 
PISPs and money services. Saudi Arabia, 
which originally chose to follow a market-
driven approach, has since put in place plans 
to mandate open banking and intends to roll 

out AISP regulation in 2022, and PISP in 2023 
following a phased approached with its banks 
(Saudi Central Bank, 2021).

Open banking: Domestic frameworks 
The approach taken by jurisdictions toward 
open banking remains fragmented across 
the MENA region, varying widely between 
regulation-driven mandates and market-
driven guidelines. Local considerations 
have widely impacted the approaches 
taken by regulators. For example, while 
Egypt encourages increased competition in 
VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�KPFWUVT[�HQT�ƂPCPEKCN�
inclusion purposes, UAE and Bahrain consider 
it less of a priority as they are generally 
EQPUKFGTGF�pQXGTDCPMGFq�OCTMGVU��YKVJ�C�JKIJ�
number of retail banks (Arab Monetary Fund, 
2020b). 

The appetite for introducing open banking in 
the MENA region tends to correlate with the 
9QTNF�$CPMoU�ENCUUKƂECVKQP�QH�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�D[�
income level. More than half of our surveyed 
jurisdictions (60%) who fall in the ‘lower 
to middle’ income bracket have no open 
banking frameworks in place. Meanwhile, all 
of the jurisdictions in the ‘upper middle’ and 
‘high’ income brackets either have an existing 
or planned open banking framework. This 
OC[�TGƃGEV�DQVJ�TGFWEGF�OCTMGV�FGOCPF�
for open banking in lower to middle income 
jurisdictions, and possibly that regulators in 
lower to middle income jurisdictions have 
limited resources and capacity to build and 
implement open banking frameworks. 

As indicated in Figure 5.4, 23% of the 
sampled MENA jurisdictions have an open 
banking framework, while the majority of 
jurisdictions (54%) are planning to introduce 
a framework for open banking, and 23% of 
jurisdictions have no framework in place.
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Figure 5.4: Open banking frameworks – MENA, SSA, APAC (N=53)

The MENA region is not the leading region in existing open banking frameworks, with only 
23% of surveyed jurisdictions having implemented one compared to 35% in the APAC region. 
It does, however, lead the way in planned frameworks, with 54% of the sampled regulators 
RNCPPKPI�VQ�KPVTQFWEG�CP�QRGP�DCPMKPI�HTCOGYQTM�KP�VJG�HWVWTG��6JG�ƂIWTGU�HQT�RNCPPGF�QRGP�
banking frameworks in APAC and SSA are 35% and 25% respectively. 

Table 5.2 provides an overview of MENA jurisdictions that have an open banking framework 
in place or are planning to introduce an open banking framework. The table also considers 
examples of other policy enablers such as data protection and cybersecurity to further support 
the development of FinTech activities and the use of enabling technologies for open banking.

Table 5.2: Existing and forthcoming open banking frameworks – MENA

OPEN BANKING 
FRAMEWORK IN 
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2.#00'&|�
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FRAMEWORK

FINANCIAL SERVICE 
INDUSTRY DATA PROTECTION 

FRAMEWORK IN PLACE 

FINANCIAL SERVICE 
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Abu Dhabi Global Market � �

Dubai IFC � �

Egypt � �

United Arab Emirates � �

Note: The data was collected through publicly available information.

Regarding the ten jurisdictions that have or are planning to pursue open banking, an 
overlap exists with how these regimes have approached the issues of data protection and 
cybersecurity. Of the three respondents that currently have an open banking initiative (Bahrain, 
+UTCGN�CPF�6WTMG[���YG�PQVG�VJCV�CNN�JCXG�KORNGOGPVGF�URGEKƂE�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�
TWNGU�CU�YGNN�CU�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�URGEKƂE�E[DGTUGEWTKV[�UVCPFCTFU��

When considering the seven jurisdictions that are planning an open banking framework, three 
JCXG�DQVJ�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�KPFWUVT[�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�TWNGU�CPF�E[DGTUGEWTKV[�HTCOGYQTMU�KP�
RNCEG��CPF�VJG�QVJGT�HQWT�JCXG�KUUWGF�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�KPFWUVT[�FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�HTCOGYQTMU�
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Financial consumer protection (FCP)
Financial consumer protection (FCP) 
encompasses the laws, regulations and 
institutions that ensure the safety of 
EQPUWOGTU�KP�VJGKT�WUG�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�
and products. An effective FCP regime can 
GPUWTG�VJCV�EWUVQOGTU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�RTQFWEVU�
and services can make well informed 
decisions, protecting the development of 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��CPF�UWRRQTVKPI�VJG�YKFGT�
CKOU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UVCDKNKV[��ƂPCPEKCN�KPVGITKV[�
CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�
9QTNF�$CPM������C��

Regulators face the challenge of 
effectively ensuring consumer protection 
KP�CP�KPETGCUKPIN[�FKIKVCN�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�
marketplace. Consumer protection is a key 
mandate for regulators around the world 
CPF�KU�KFGPVKƂGF�CU�CP�KPETGCUKPI�EQPEGTP�KP�
relation to FinTech in light of COVID-19, as 
seen in Figure 2.2.

FCP: Mandate/authority
There are many models of institutional 
arrangements for FCP. To map the types of 
institutional arrangements that pertain to FCP, 
we followed the nomenclature of the World 
Bank FCP survey (World Bank, 2017b). The 
9QTNF�$CPM�ENCUUKƂGU�VJG�FKHHGTKPI�TGIWNCVQT[�
arrangements as follows: 

• Integrated Single Financial Sector 
Authority Model: Where FCP supervision 
TGURQPUKDKNKVKGU�HCNN�WPFGT�C�UKPING�ƂPCPEKCN�
sector authority that is responsible for 
CNN�CURGEVU�QH�UWRGTXKUKQP�QH�CNN�ƂPCPEKCN�
product or service providers.

• Integrated Sectoral Financial Sector 
Authority Model: Where FCP supervision 
TGURQPUKDKNKVKGU�HCNN�WPFGT�OWNVKRNG�ƂPCPEKCN�
sector authorities, each responsible for all 

CURGEVU�QH�UWRGTXKUKQP�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�
RTQXKFGTU�QRGTCVKPI�YKVJKP�URGEKƂE�ƂPCPEKCN�
sectors.

• Dedicated FCP Authority Model: Where 
FCP supervision responsibilities fall under a 
single authority primarily dedicated to FCP, 
or market conduct more broadly.

• Shared Financial Sector and General 
Consumer Protection Authority Model: 
9JGTG�QPG�QT�OQTG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�
authorities and one or more general 
consumer protection authorities share FCP 
supervision responsibilities.

• General Consumer Protection Authority 
Model:�9JGTG�ƂPCPEKCN�EQPUWOGT�
supervision responsibilities fall under one 
or more authorities responsible for general 
consumer protection supervision within the 
jurisdiction.

6JG�ENCUUKƂECVKQP�QH�QWT�EJQUGP�/'0#�
jurisdictions, as presented in Figure 5.5, 
indicates that just under half (46%) of the 
sampled jurisdictions use an Integrated 
Sectoral Financial Sector Authority Model 
where FCP in all its forms is provided by the 
TGIWNCVQT�QXGT�VJG�URGEKƂE�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQTU�
within their remit. Moreover, it is notable that 
in some jurisdictions, such as  Bahrain, FCP 
is seen as part of the remit of a government 
department or ministry rather than that of the 
market regulators.

The second most popular model is the 
Integrated Single Financial Sector Authority 
Model (23%) – where a regulator can oversee 
all aspects of consumer protection across the 
GPVKTG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�s�CNQPIUKFG�VJG�5JCTGF�
Financial and General Consumer Protection 
Authority Model (also with 23%).

Figure 5.5: Models of authority over consumer protection – MENA (N = 13)
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The G20/OECD high-level principles also 
state that authorities need clear responsibility 
CPF�VJG�CWVJQTKV[�VQ�HWNƂN�VJGKT�OCPFCVG�KP�VJG�
ƂPCPEKCN�OCTMGVU�YJKEJ�VJG[�TGIWNCVG��*GPEG�
there is some concern that in jurisdictions 
with no explicit FCP authority (8% of those 
sampled), or where the responsibility is shared 
(23% of jurisdictions), the authorities may not  
have the necessary clarity with regards to their 
roles (World Bank, 2017a). This is important for 
FinTech where the business proposition cuts 
across several regulators.

FCP: Domestic frameworks
There are frameworks for FCP in all but one of 
the sampled jurisdictions in the MENA region. 
Israel and Morocco have general consumer 
protection laws with a set of explicit provisions 
TGICTFKPI�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��1VJGTU��UWEJ�CU�
Bahrain have consumer protection provisions 
YKVJKP�VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�NGICN�HTCOGYQTM��
alongside a more general consumer 
protection law. 

The World Bank considers that effective 
(%2�TGSWKTGU�pC�ENGCT�NGICN�HTCOGYQTM�VJCV�
establishes an effective regime for the 
protection of consumers of retail deposit 

and credit products and services” (World 
$CPM������C��R������*QYGXGT��VJKU�TGXKGY�ƂPFU�
examples of jurisdictions in the MENA sample 
without exclusive FCP provisions in their legal 
framework.

FCP: Measures in response to COVID-19
The global response to COVID-19 from 
a regulatory perspective led to many 
jurisdictions introducing new measures, 
including measures that relate to consumer 
protection. When comparing MENA to SSA 
and APAC, 64% of surveyed jurisdictions in the 
MENA region increased consumer protection 
measures in response to the COVID-19 
pandemic. This is higher than in SSA (45%) 
and similar to APAC (61%). The emphasis was 
on disseminating information to the public 
CPF�ƂTOU�TGNCVGF�VQ�KPETGCUGF�UECOOKPI�CPF�
fraud risks. Other jurisdictions, both in MENA 
CPF�GNUGYJGTG��GPCEVGF�NKSWKFKV[�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�
stability measures which impacted the ability 
of market participants to access their funds.

5QOG�URGEKƂE�GZCORNGU�QH�(%2�OGCUWTGU�
from the surveyed jurisdictions are presented 
in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3: Examples of FCP measures taken by MENA regulators in response to COVID-19

JURISDICTIONS COVID-19 CONSUMER PROTECTION 
EFFORTS

EXAMPLES OF COVID-19 CONSUMER PROTECTION 
MEASURES

UAE Enacting additional legislation to minimise 
emerging risks.

Issuance of Federal Law No. 15/2020 on Consumer Protection. 
The new statute has extensive provisions on the protection 
of consumer data and provides for additional obligations on 
e-commerce providers.

Palestine

Undergoing transition to an electronic 
clearance system in the banking system 
with highlights of new features on payment 
and settlements systems.

The Palestine Monetary Authority introduced new measures under 
a revised electronic clearance system beginning early 2021:

1.  Structuring Facilities: the possibility of rearranging and 
structuring existing facilities free of fees, and with a limit on 
��ÌiÀiÃÌ�À>ÌiÃ��À�V��ÌÀ>VÌÕ>��«À�wÌ°�

2.  Scheduling Facilities: the possibility of scheduling existing 
facilities without any commissions or fees, with borrowers 
exempted from the down payment. 

Î°��-ÌÀÕVÌÕÀ��}���>À>\�/�i�«�ÃÃ�L���ÌÞ��v�`iviÀÀ��}�Ì�i���ÃÌ>��i�ÌÃ�
}À>�Ìi`����Ì�i�v�À���v���>À>��Õ�Ì>��>�L�Ì>��ii��­�i>Ãi�>�`�
ownership) .

4.  Istidama (Sustainability) program that emphasizes bank needs 
to receive credit applications for the Sustainability Program 
��V�Õ`��}�Ì�i�«À�Û�Ã�����v�vÕ�`��}�v�À�«À��iVÌÃ�>vviVÌi`�LÞ�
COVID-19 crisis and enabling them to restore activity and 
maintain employment.

Israel
Creating a mechanism between regulators 
and supervised entities to manage COVID 
-19 pandemic risks and challenges.

The Bank of Israel designated teams to provide 24/7 support to 
supervised entities and ease of any increased issues as a result of 
the pandemic.
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Anti-money laundering (AML) and electronic-know your customer 
(e-KYC)
/QPG[�NCWPFGTKPI�
/.��CPF�VGTTQTKUV�ƂPCPEKPI�
(TF) are key concerns of regulators in an 
increasingly globalised world. As a result, 
there is both increasing interest – and 
increasing pressure – for AML and CFT 
regulations. Both ML and TF undermine 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�UVCDKNKV[��YJKNG�CV�VJG�UCOG�
time enabling crime and corruption, which 
have direct implications on the economy and 
society. The introduction of technology can 
affect patterns of behaviour in ML and TF. On 
one hand, the proliferation of providers of 
ƂPCPEKCN�RTQFWEVU��CNQPI�YKVJ�VJG�TGFWEVKQP�
of time and effort to move funds, can increase 
the ability to initiate ML and TF. On the other 
hand, technology has been effectively used to 
reduce the ability of criminal activity and the 
costs of supervising ML and TF. The existence 
QH�DQVJ�FQOGUVKE�CPF�KPVGTPCVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�
centres in the MENA region can enhance the 
need for cooperation and coordination across 
many agencies entrusted with AML and CFT.

6GEJPQNQI[�ECP�CNUQ�NGCF�VQ�VJG�UKORNKƂECVKQP�
of costly processes, enabling the proliferation 
of FinTech and DFS by digitalising customer 
onboarding and the monitoring of activity. 
One such process that can reduce costs is 
G�-;%��YJKEJ�TGHGTU�VQ�VJG�FKIKVCN�XGTKƂECVKQP�
of clients. 

To reduce the risk of ML and TF, regulators 
put in place key information requirements that 
market providers must request of their clients 
as part of their due diligence process. That 
information is then routinely updated and 
made available to the relevant authorities. The 
KYC checks ensure that the market provider 
KU�EQPƂFGPV�YKVJ�TGICTFU�VQ�VJG�KFGPVKV[�QH�VJG�
ENKGPV�CPF�VJGKT�TKUM�RTQƂNG�

The COVID-19 pandemic led to increased 
risks in relation to ML and TF (FATF, 2020a). 
An increase in COVID-19 related crimes 
was noted, with fraud, cybercrime and 
expropriation of government or international 
ƂPCPEKCN�CUUKUVCPEG��OQUV�HTGSWGPVN[�EKVGF��

thus creating new sources of proceeds for 
illicit actors. Simultaneously, the pandemic 
negatively impacted the ability of regulators 
and the private sector to implement AML/
CFT obligations, such as reducing their ability 
to undertake onsite inspections. One of the 
key concerns raised by the FATF is the ability 
of criminals to bypass CDD measures, leading 
to recommendations regarding the use of 
technology to enhance AML checks and close 
potential gaps.

AML: Mandate/authority
As AML/CFT compliance covers a range of 
UGEVQTU��KPENWFKPI�PQP�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQTU��KV�KU�
often the case that that authority to regulate 
#/.�%(6�KP�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�KU�CFFKVKQPCNN[�
JGNF�D[�PQP�ƂPCPEKCN�CIGPEKGU��CU�KU�VJG�
case in the MENA region. This is evident in 
the region, where often there are multiple 
authorities with an AML/CFT mandate.

Although central banks often serve as the 
main regulators for AML/CFT, as seen in 
Figure 5.6��VJGTG�KU�C�UKIPKƂECPV�PWODGT�QH�
sampled MENA jurisdictions (38%) in which 
multiple authorities hold a mandate for AML/
CFT.

��}ÕÀi�x°È\��>���Ài}Õ�>Ì�ÀÃ�v�À�č������w�>�V�>��ÃiÀÛ�ViÃ�q�
MENA (N=12)

Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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AML: Domestic frameworks 
All surveyed jurisdictions in MENA have an 
#/.�%(6�HTCOGYQTM�KP�RNCEG�VJCV�FGƂPGU�
the illegal activity of ML/TF and provides 
regulators with the authority to supervise 
economic activity to ensure illegal activity 
does not take place. It is notable, however, 
that the region can often have substantial 
complexity when it comes to AML mandates 
and regulatory authorities, with the UAE 
having a federal structure, seven emirates, 
VYQ�ƂPCPEKCN�HTGG�\QPGU�CPF����GEQPQOKE�HTGG�
zones (FATF, 2020b).

6JG�ƂTUV�NKPG�QH�FGHGPEG�HQT�#/.�%(6�KU�
customer due diligence which seeks to 
identify and verify the customer, along with 
VJG�WNVKOCVG�DGPGƂEKCN�QYPGT��CPF�WPFGTVCMG�
a risk assessment of that individual or entity. 
The KYC process, which takes place during 
the onboarding of a client has traditionally 
DGGP�OCPWCN��TGSWKTKPI�XGTKƂECVKQP�KP�RGTUQP��
*QYGXGT��GPUWTKPI�VJCV�VJKU�RTQEGUU�ECP�VCMG�
place digitally (e-KYC) is a driver of innovation, 
both reducing the cost of onboarding and 
being just as effective at managing risks 
related to identity fraud. 

Market participants consider that enabling 
e-KYC is instrumental to further developing 
&(5��5QOG�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU�EQPUKFGT�VJG�NCEM�
QH�ENGCTN[�FGƂPGF�G�-;%�HTCOGYQTMU�D[�
jurisdictions as a key stumbling block to their 
growth and ability to scale (CGAP, 2019a). 
Lockdowns and the shift to remote working 
during the pandemic has increased the need 
for clear e-KYC guidelines. This desire for a 
ENGCT�G�-;%�RTQEGUU�KU�UJCTGF�D[�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU�
in MENA, as Figure 7.6 indicates. In a CCAF 
survey of 45 market participants in the MENA 
region, 33% indicated that more regulatory 
support for e-KYC processes was something 
VJCV�VJG[�pWTIGPVN[�PGGFGFq�
%%#(��9'(��CPF�
World Bank, 2020). 

In MENA, 42% of jurisdictions have an e-KYC 
URGEKƂE�HTCOGYQTM��CPF�C�HWTVJGT�����QH�
jurisdictions allow some form of e-KYC within 
their existing KYC framework, followed by an 
CFFKVKQPCN����RNCPPKPI�VQ�KPVTQFWEG�URGEKƂE�
frameworks. This is comparable to APAC 

����URGEKƂE�HTCOGYQTM������IGPGTCN�-;%�
HTCOGYQTM���DWV�JKIJGT�VJCP�55#�
���URGEKƂE�
framework, 47% general KYC framework). 
In 8% of jurisdictions there is no e-KYC 
regulation.

Figure 5.7: Types of regulatory framework in relation to e-KYC – MENA (N=12)

AML and e-KYC: Digital identity systems
6JG�WUG�QH�GNGEVTQPKE�XGTKƂECVKQP�CPF�
KFGPVKƂECVKQP�QHVGP�TGSWKTGU�C�EQNNCDQTCVKQP�
DGVYGGP�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEG�RTQXKFGTU�CPF�
government entities to access public 
databases. In MENA, such collaboration 
systems are shown in Figure 5.8. For example, 
Bahrain’s Electronic Network for Financial 
Transactions (BENEFIT) is implementing 
a national KYC strategy that incorporates 

blockchain technology. In 2019, the Bahrain 
Central Bank mandated all banks and licensed 
institutions to participate in the national 
e-KYC project, providing them access to a 
national digital identity database in order 
to securely verify the identities of their 
customers, validate their information and 
share data digitally before providing products 
and services. With the introduction of open 
banking in Bahrain, this also provides an 

Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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opportunity for FinTech companies to verify 
customers’ identities through their online 
and mobile applications. The case studies on 
Egypt and Jordan in Chapter 9 and 10 further 
highlight regional approaches to e-KYC.

Figure 5.8: Types of digital identity systems used in e-KYC 
– MENA (N=11)

Note: N refers to the number of jurisdictions surveyed.
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6.  Regulatory innovation initiatives 
in MENA

4GIWNCVQTU�CTQWPF�VJG�YQTNF�JCXG�TGURQPFGF�VQ�VJG�EJCNNGPIG�QH�DCNCPEKPI�VJG�DGPGƂVU�CPF�
TKUMU�QH�VGEJPQNQI[�GPCDNGF�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP�CPF�VJG�KPETGCUKPI�FKIKVCNKUCVKQP�QH�VJG�INQDCN�
economy through regulatory innovation initiatives. These regulatory innovation initiatives 
KPENWFG�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU��TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZGU��CPF�4GI6GEJ�5WR6GEJ�RTQITCOOGU��6JKU�
chapter sets out the current state of regulatory innovation initiatives across the MENA region. 

+PPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�KP�/'0#
#P�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEG�KU�C�FGFKECVGF�HWPEVKQP�YKVJKP�C�TGIWNCVQT�YJKEJ�GPICIGU�YKVJ�CPF�
RTQXKFGU�TGIWNCVQT[�ENCTKƂECVKQP�VQ�KPPQXCVKXG�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�RTQXKFGTU��6JKU�ECP�JGNR�TGFWEG�
regulatory uncertainty by providing a channel for innovators to engage in dialogue with 
regulators to better understand regulatory frameworks and their requirements.

Figure 6.1 illustrates that there are currently twelve jurisdictions with at least one innovation 
QHƂEG�KP�/'0#��CPF�C�HWTVJGT�QPG�RNCPPGF��#�UVWF[�KP������KFGPVKƂGF�ƂXG�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�
KP�/'0#�
%%#(�CPF�705)5#���������6JKU�TGRTGUGPVU�C�UKIPKƂECPV�KPETGCUG�QXGT�VJG�RCUV�VYQ�
years. 

��}ÕÀi�È°£\�����Û>Ì����"vwViÃ�q��
 č4

6JG�KPETGCUKPI�RTGXCNGPEG�QH�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�UGGOU�NKMGN[�VQ�EQPVKPWG��YKVJ�����QH�
respondents in MENA indicating that the COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated their planned 
KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEG�KPKVKCVKXGU�
%%#(��9'(�CPF�9QTNF�$CPM���������CU�ECP�DG�UGGP�KP�Figure 6.2. 
This is in addition to the 11% of surveyed regulatory authorities who reported introducing an 
KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEG�FWTKPI�VJG�RCPFGOKE��*QYGXGT��KV�UJQWNF�DG�PQVGF�VJCV�����QH�TGURQPFGPVU�
TGRQTVGF�VJCV�%18+&����TGUWNVGF�KP�C�OQFKƂECVKQP�VQ�VJGKT�RNCPPGF�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEG�

�� �6JG�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�YKVJ�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�KP�/'0#�CTG��#DW�&JCDK�)NQDCN�/CTMGV��$CJTCKP��%[RTWU��&WDCK�+(%��'I[RV��
Israel, Jordan, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates.

Existence of Innovation Offices
  Existing
��(QTVJEQOKPI�
/CNVC�

&WDCK�+PVGTPCVKQPCN�(KPCPEKCN�%GPVTG
#DW�&JCDK�)NQDCN�/CTMGV
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Figure 6.2: The impact of COVID-19 on regulatory initiatives – MENA

Regulatory sandboxes in MENA
Regulatory sandboxes are formal regulatory programmes that allow market participants to 
VGUV�PGY�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�QT�OQFGNU�YKVJ�NKXG�EWUVQOGTU��UWDLGEV�VQ�EGTVCKP�UCHGIWCTFU�CPF�
oversight. Regulatory sandboxes might take different forms, including digital or virtual models. 

Figure 6.3�KNNWUVTCVGU�VJCV�VJGTG�JCU�DGGP�TCRKF�ITQYVJ�KP�TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZGU��6JG�ƂPFKPIU�
KFGPVKƂGF�GNGXGP�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�YKVJ�CV�NGCUV�QPG�TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZ��YKVJ�C�HWTVJGT�ƂXG�RNCPPGF�

Figure 6.3: Regulatory sandboxes – MENA5

#U�KP�VJG�ECUG�QH�KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU��VJGTG�JCU�DGGP�C�UWDUVCPVKCN�KPETGCUG�KP�TGIWNCVQT[�
UCPFDQZGU�QXGT�VJG�NCUV�VYQ�[GCTU��+P�������LWUV�HQWT�TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZGU�YGTG�KFGPVKƂGF�CU�
operational in MENA (CCAF and UNSGSA, 2019).

The COVID-19 pandemic appears to have played a catalytic role in the establishment of 
regulatory sandboxes in MENA. As illustrated in Figure 6.2, which represents a survey of 
regulators across MENA and not just the sampled jurisdictions, 14% of respondents introduced 
a regulatory sandbox during the pandemic, with 29% accelerating a regulatory sandbox 
KPKVKCVKXG�FWTKPI�VJKU�RGTKQF��1PN[�QPG�KP�ƂXG�TGURQPFGPVU�
�����TGRQTVGF�C�FGNC[�VQ�C�TGIWNCVQT[�
sandbox initiative due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

RegTech and SupTech initiatives in MENA
The use of technology to aid market participants in complying with regulatory requirements, 
as well as the use of supportive technology by regulators, is increasing globally. The terms 
n4GI6GEJo�CPF�n5WR6GEJo�CTG�UWDLGEV�VQ�UGXGTCN�FGƂPKVKQPU�D[�DQVJ�ƂPCPEKCN�TGIWNCVQTU�CPF�

5  The jurisdictions with at least one regulatory sandbox are: Abu Dhabi Global Market, Bahrain, Dubai IFC, Egypt, Israel, 
Jordan, Kuwait, Malta, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates.

20%10% 40%30% 80%70%60%50% 100%90%0%

Note: N refers to the number of regulators who responded across the MENA region and not just those from the sampled jurisdictions. 
Source: (CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 2020).
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VJG�YKFGT�ƂPCPEKCN�KPFWUVT[�6 For the purposes of this study, these terms are used to refer to 
the use of technology by regulators. SupTech refers to the use of innovative technologies 
by regulators to tackle regulatory or supervisory challenges. It is a subset of RegTech, which 
includes any use of technology to match structured and unstructured data to information 
taxonomies or decision rules that are meaningful to both regulators and regulated entities, in 
order to automate compliance or oversight processes. The two terms are used interchangeably 
in this study given their varying usage by regulators, and the potential for commonly adopted 
FGƂPKVKQPU��UVCPFCTFU�CPF�RTQVQEQNU�DGVYGGP�DQVJ�

Figure 6.4 illustrates that there are nine jurisdictions in the MENA region with at least one 
active RegTech or SupTech initiative. A further ten jurisdictions have indicators of a potential 
4GI6GEJ�5WR6GEJ�KPKVKCVKXG
U��HQTVJEQOKPI��5KIPKƂECPVN[��4GI6GEJ�CPF�5WR6GEJ�KPKVKCVKXGU�JCXG�
also become increasingly prevalent in the last two years – CCAF and UNSGSA did not identify 
any RegTech initiatives in MENA in 2019.

Figure 6.4: RegTech / SupTech initiatives - MENA7

6  By way of examples see: CCAF and UNSGSA FinTech Working Group (2019). Early Lessons on Regulatory Innovations 
VQ�'PCDNG�+PENWUKXG�(KP6GEJ��+PPQXCVKQP�1HƂEGU��4GIWNCVQT[�5CPFDQZGU��CPF�4GI6GEJ��1HƂEG�QH�VJG�705)5#�CPF�%%#(��
New York, NY and Cambridge, UK; Financial Stability Board (2020), The Use of Supervisory and Regulatory Technology 
by Authorities and Regulated Institutions; Di Castri et al (2018) Financial Authorities in the Era of Data Abundance: 
Regtech for Regulators and Suptech Solutions.

7  The jurisdictions with at least one RegTech/SupTech initiative, based on publicly available information are: Abu Dhabi 
Global Market, Dubai IFC, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Oman, Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates.

Figure 6.2 further illustrates that the 
COVID-19 pandemic is associated with 
regulators actively looking to introduce 
RegTech/SupTech solutions to face regulatory 
EJCNNGPIGU��6JG�ƂPFKPIU�UWIIGUV�VJCV�
TGIWNCVQTU�KP�/'0#�JCXG�UJQYP�C�UKIPKƂECPV�
interest in accelerating digital infrastructure 
initiatives, with 94% reporting having 
accelerated planned initiatives. 

Some examples of current RegTech/SupTech 
initiatives demonstrate the wide variety of 
ways technology can be applied to regulation. 
Spurred by industry dialogue, regulators 
have taken steps to decrease the regulatory 
burden of licensing FinTech by digitising their 
authorisation pathways. The Central Bank of 
Bahrain is investing in a large-scale automation 
project that will see the majority of its services 
CPF�KPVGTCEVKQPU�YKVJ�TGIWNCVGF�ƂTOU�VTCPUKVKQP�
to an automated system (SCA, 2020).

In other instances, regulators have 
increasingly explored SupTech solutions to 
modernise their own supervisory processes, 
aware that manual reporting mechanisms can 
be exploited by unscrupulous actors to cover 
up the mismanagement client funds. One 
such initiative underway by the ADGM FSRA is 
a client money monitoring solution that would 
allow the FSRA to independently obtain 
balance information via API calls from licensed 
ƂTOUo�DCPM�CEEQWPVU��CWVQOCVKECNN[�ƃCIIKPI�
discrepancies in near real-time (ADGM, 2021). 

Finally, SupTech is also currently being 
tested as a means of harmonising regulatory 
standards across jurisdictions. As part of the 
GFIN cross-border testing initiative, the CBB, 
the CBUAE and ADGM are collaborating with 
other jurisdictions to trial regulatory reporting 
standards for sustainability-related data in 
ƂPCPEKCN�OCTMGVU�
)NQDCN�(KPCPEKCN�+PPQXCVKQP�
Network, 2021b).

Existence of Innovation Offices
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��(QTVJEQOKPI
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7.  Identifying gaps and 
understanding challenges in MENA

As outlined in Chapters 4, 5 and 6, regulatory responses to FinTech in MENA are diverse. The 
following chapter seeks to explore this variation in more detail and suggests some of the impacts 
that divergent approaches have on the FinTech market, as well as some of the factors that could 
explain the broader regional landscape in MENA. 

The existence of regulatory frameworks and regulatory innovation 
initiatives is uneven

Provision of frameworks for FinTech verticals
Figure 7.1 presents a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction view of the prevalence of regulatory frameworks 
CETQUU�VJG�(KP6GEJ�XGTVKECNU�EQPUKFGTGF�KP�VJKU�UVWF[��+V�KU�KORQTVCPV�VQ�PQVG�VJCV�VJKU�ƂIWTG�FQGU�
not seek to ‘rank’ or ‘score’ different jurisdictions in their approach to regulating FinTech, but 
instead to show the range of approaches to regulating FinTech within the region.

Figure 7.1: Regulatory frameworks in sampled MENA jurisdictions

As we see in Figure 7.1, payments, e-money 
and equity crowdfunding have the largest 
EQXGTCIG��YKVJ�IGPGTCN�QT�URGEKƂE�HTCOGYQTMU�
for these verticals existing in nine jurisdictions. 
The lack of frameworks for P2P lending is 
evident, appearing in just six jurisdictions – 
although two further jurisdictions are planning 
to introduce a framework. In total, four 
jurisdictions are planning to introduce a further 
ƂXG�HTCOGYQTMU�CETQUU�C�XCTKGV[�QH�(KP6GEJ�
verticals.

Similarly, there is some variation of cross-
cutting regulatory frameworks in MENA, as 
shown in Figure 7.2. As with the analysis of 
regulatory frameworks above, this is not an 
attempt to rank jurisdictions but to showcase 
the wide range of different approaches within 
MENA.
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Figure 7.2: Cross-cutting regulatory frameworks in sampled MENA jurisdictions

The cross-sectoral approaches in MENA 
vary. An AML framework is the only constant, 
present in all 13 jurisdictions. Financial sector 
FCVC�RTQVGEVKQP�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�EQPUWOGT�
protection frameworks follow closely 
behind, appearing in 11 and 10 jurisdictions 
respectively. The prevalence of regulatory 
frameworks across these verticals highlights 
their importance to regional regulators. 
Financial sector cybersecurity lags behind, 
with frameworks in only seven jurisdictions. 
Of the jurisdictions we reviewed, ADGM, 
Bahrain, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Israel have 
frameworks in place for all the investigated 
cross-sectoral issues. 

It is positive that in most jurisdictions 
sampled, as shown in Figure 7.2, there 
CTG�HTCOGYQTMU�KP�RNCEG�HQT�#/.��ƂPCPEKCN�
EQPUWOGT�RTQVGEVKQP�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�FCVC�
protection. This is likely to aid development 
QH�(KP6GEJ�KP�/'0#��*QYGXGT��ITGCVGT�GHHQTV�
is needed to ensure cybersecurity and e-KYC 
frameworks are put in place to enable a 
DTQCFGT�FKUUGOKPCVKQP�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�
QRRQTVWPKVKGU�VQ�ƂTOU�CPF�VJGKT�EWUVQOGTU��
Such cross-cutting frameworks can often 
be catalytic in the efforts of regulators in 
achieving their objectives. It is important to 
note however that cross-sectoral frameworks 
are often not under the remit of one regulator/
stakeholder and hence change often requires 
coordination. 

It is also worthwhile to note the existence of 
frameworks across jurisdictions differs based 
QP�KPEQOG�RGT�ECRKVC�NGXGNU�CU�FGƂPGF�D[�VJG�
World Bank. In open banking, for example, 
more than half of our surveyed jurisdictions 
(60%) who fall in the ‘lower to middle’ 
income bracket have no open banking 
frameworks in place. Meanwhile, all of the 
countries in the ‘upper middle’ and ‘high’ 
income brackets either have an existing or 
planned open banking framework. Although 
income levels are only one of the factors 
that might explain the variation in existing 
frameworks, it is notable that this distinction 
is more pronounced in the MENA sample as 
compared to the sampled SSA jurisdictions. 

The absence of frameworks does not 
necessarily mean the absence of FinTech 
market activity. Yet, the absence of regulatory 
frameworks can lead to FinTech market 
participants operating within uncertain 
EQPFKVKQPU��YJKNG�KORQTVCPV�KUUWGU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�
conduct and consumer protection might be 
overlooked. Ensuring there is an effective 
framework can reduce regulatory uncertainty 
within the market, and provide more 
comprehensive regulatory oversight. 
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Note: We identify if there is a strategy or directive as well as regulation as a positive answer. Information accurate at the time of research 
completion.
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Regulatory innovation initiatives
Chapter 6 above analyses the development of regulatory innovation initiatives across MENA 
in detail. As seen in Figure 6.2, COVID-19 seems to have accelerated these efforts, with seven 
regulators from the region introducing new initiatives and regulators are accelerating planned 
initiatives. Figure 7.3 provides a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction view of the regulatory innovation 
initiatives within our sample. Note that Figure 7.3 looks at just the sampled jurisdictions, and 
not the totality of MENA as in Chapter 6.

Figure 7.3: Regulatory innovation initiatives in sampled MENA jurisdictions

As we see in Figure 7.3��KPPQXCVKQP�QHƂEGU�
are the most common initiative, currently 
appearing in 10 jurisdictions. Regulatory 
sandboxes are in place across nine 
jurisdictions, with another two forthcoming. 
Though RegTech/SupTech initiatives are 
currently in place in only eight jurisdictions, 
VJGTG�CTG�C�HWTVJGT�ƂXG�HQTVJEQOKPI�

Regulatory innovation initiatives can be a 
driver for the growth and development of 
FinTech within a jurisdiction, creating an 
environment more conducive to innovation 
and increasing access to the regulator. The 
sizeable presence of these initiatives across 
MENA, both in place and forthcoming is 
encouraging, and these efforts should 
continue to be supported and expanded. 

Frameworks and the FinTech market
The relationship between market activity 
and the provision of regulatory frameworks 
is likely to be complex and non-linear. This 
section assesses the links between regulatory 
frameworks and market development, 
URGEKƂECNN[�HQT�2�2�NGPFKPI�CPF�'%(��WUKPI�
data from the latest CCAF report on 
alternative lending (CCAF, 2021b).

In the MENA region, there is some evidence 
that market maturity is correlated with the 
existence of a regulatory framework. For 
example, in P2P lending, the two largest 
markets in 2020 – Israel (USD $445 million) 
and UAE (USD $62 million) have established 
bespoke P2P frameworks (CCAF, 2021b). 
Israel, which has a bespoke ECF framework, is 
also the region’s largest ECF market. 

The study acknowledges there are many 
factors that affect the development of 
ƂPCPEKCN�OCTMGVU�CPF�VJCV�VJGTG�KU�NKOKVGF�
causality in the MENA region on the leading 
markets in P2P and ECF and bespoke 
regulatory frameworks. The existence of 
regulatory frameworks might not lead to 
an increase in the market of that particular 
FinTech vertical, yet, regulatory clarity through 
the creation of frameworks is likely to be 
welcomed by market participants themselves. 

The relationship between regulators and 
market participants remains a balancing act 
between the consumer protection priorities 
of one and the operational capacities 
of the other. Figure 7.4 illustrates that 
market participants most desire regulatory 
GZGORVKQPU�VQ�QRGTCVG�PGY�ƂPCPEKCN�
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products and services (59%) followed by 
faster authorisation and licensing processes 
of new products (54%). Regulators have 
responded favourably to the market with 
initiatives which could help facilitate market 
demands, for example, the eleven regulatory 
sandboxes in place is a considerable 
KORTQXGOGPV�HTQO�QPN[�HQWT�KP�������*QYGXGT��

regulatory sandboxes that provide temporary 
exemptions to licensing requirements, can 
only be an interim measure prior to either 
updating existing frameworks or introducing 
bespoke frameworks. As the market matures, 
faster licensing processes go hand-in-hand 
with robust regulatory frameworks in line with 
industry realities.

Figure 7.4: Market responses on regulatory responses and innovation initiatives – MENA

In addition, the introduction of e-KYC (33%) and remote onboarding (40%) frameworks 
TGOCKPU�C�TGEWTTGPV�OCTMGV�TGSWGUV�CU�VJG[�EQPUKFGTCDN[�NGUUGP�DCTTKGTU�VQ�GPVT[�HQT�PGY�ƂTOU��
6TCFKVKQPCNN[��KPEWODGPVU�JCXG�OCKPVCKPGF�C�OQPQRQN[�QP�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�DGECWUG�TGIWNCVQT[�
requirements dictated the need for manual checks on account applicants and holders. This 
NKOKVGF�PGY�ƂTOU�HTQO�NCWPEJKPI�YKFGN[�YKVJQWV�NCTIG�ECRKVCN�GZRGPFKVWTG�VQ�JCXG�VJG�UVCHH�
QP�JCPF�VQ�GPICIG�KP�VJGUG�XGTKƂECVKQPU�CPF�NCRUGU�EQWNF�TGUWNV�KP�JGCX[�ƂPGU��6JG�CFXCPEGU�
in facial recognition and document validation software have allowed new entrants to launch 
products at scale and reach underserviced consumers but has been contingent on regulatory 
approval of these digital tools.

Challenges and factors impacting regulatory response to FinTech

Challenges and drivers of uneven regulatory landscape 
4GIWNCVQTU�KP�/'0#�JCXG�KFGPVKƂGF�C�TCPIG�QH�KPVGTPCN�EJCNNGPIGU�KP�TGIWNCVKPI�(KP6GEJ��
EQORCTGF�VQ�OQTG�VTCFKVKQPCN�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��6JGUG�EJCNNGPIGU�OC[�GZRNCKP�VJG�XCTKCVKQP�
in the prevalence of regulatory frameworks across the MENA region. Table 7.1 is based on 
regulators’ own assessments of the impediments to effective supervision of FinTech in 2019.

Table 7.1: Regulators’ perception of impediments to effective regulation – MENA (N=11)

IMPEDIMENTS TO EFFECTIVE SUPERVISION MENA (N=11)

Limited technical expertise within the regulator(s) 75%

Need to co-ordinate the activities of multiple regulators 50%

Limited funding / resources for the regulator(s) 50%

-�>���Ã�âi��v�wÀ�ÃÉ��`ÕÃÌÀÞÆ�V>�½Ì��ÕÃÌ�vÞ���Ìi�Ãi�ÃÕ«iÀÛ�Ã��� 50%

,i}Õ�>Ì�ÀÃ½��ÕÀ�Ã`�VÌ�����ÛiÀ�Ì��Ã�>VÌ�Û�ÌÞ��Ã�Õ�V�i>À��À�����Ìi` 25%

�>V���v�ÕÃ>L�i�É�Ài��>L�i�`>Ì>����wÀ��>VÌ�Û�Ì�iÃ 38%

Other, please specify 50%

Note: N refers to the number of regulators in MENA who responded to a survey. Source: (CCAF and World Bank, 2019).

10% 20% 30% 40% 70%50% 80%60% 90% 100%0%
% of respondents

0QVG��6JKU�KU�DCUGF�QP�C�UWTXG[�QH�OCTMGV�RCTVKEKRCPVU�CPF�JGPEG�VJG�0�KU�VJG�PWODGT�QH�(KP6GEJ�ƂTOU�YJQ�TGURQPFGF�CPF�PQV�LWTKUFKEVKQPU��
“N/A” and “Unsure” responses have been omitted from this chart. Source: (CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 2020). 

'ZGORVKQP�VQ�1RGTCVG�0GY�(KPCPEKCN�5GTXKEGU�QT�
2TQFWEVU�
P���� 7% 59% 9%

4GIWNCVQT[�5WRRQTV�HQT�4GOQVG�1PDQCTFKPI�
P���� 13% 40% 20%

4GIWNCVQT[�5WRRQTV�HQT�G�-;%�
P���� 27% 33% 13%

(CUVGT�#WVJQTKUCVKQP�QT�.KEGPUKPI�2TQEGUUGU�HQT�
0GY�#EVKXKVKGU�
P���� 11% 54% 13%

5VTGCONKPGF�2TQFWEV�QT�5GTXKEGU�#RRTQXCN�
P���� 7% 47% 27%

�7TIGPVN[�0GGFGF� � �  Currently Using   �0GGFGF�KP�VJG�.QPI�6GTO

5KORNKHKGF�%WUVQOGT�&WG�&KNKIGPEG�
P���� 11% 42% 29%
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As we see in Table 7.1, limited technical 
expertise within the regulator (75%) has been 
KFGPVKƂGF�CU�VJG�OQUV�EQOOQP�KORGFKOGPV�
to the effective supervision of FinTech in 
MENA. Limited technical expertise is likely 
to hinder the development of regulatory 
frameworks and enabling regulations. 
The importance of cybersecurity and data 
protection has increased demands for 
technical expertise within MENA regulators. 
*CNH�QH�VJG�UWTXG[GF�TGIWNCVQTU�CNUQ�KFGPVKƂGF�
lack of coordination, resourcing and market 
size concerns as further impediments. A lack 
of resources can also have a profound impact 
on the ability of jurisdictions to enforce and 
implement regulations. On the other hand, 

only 25% of respondents consider uncertainty 
regarding the jurisdiction of the regulator 
CU�CP�KORGFKOGPV�s�UKIPKƂECPVN[�NQYGT�VJCP�
the global average of 55% (CCAF and World 
Bank, 2019). 

Challenges related to the COVID-19 
pandemic 
The impact of COVID-19 has increased 
internal challenges for many authorities. 
Figure 7.5 shows regulators’ perceived levels 
of preparedness, resilience and adaptability, 
and adequacy of resources in the wake of 
COVID-19 in the MENA region.

Figure 7.5: Perceived levels of preparedness, resilience and adaptability, and adequacy of resources in the wake of 
COVID-19 – MENA

Of the surveyed regulators, 55% perceived 
that they had high levels of preparedness, 
similar to the global average of 54%, while 
����KFGPVKƂGF�JKIJ�NGXGNU�QH�TGUKNKGPEG�CPF�
adaptability, similar to the global average 
of 80%. Finally, 55% consider they have high 
adequacy of resources to be able to respond 
to the challenges of COVID-19, near the 
assessment of regulators globally at 59% 
(CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 2020). 

The relative lack of resources and levels of 
resilience and adaptability may create delays 

in developing frameworks for the regulation 
of FinTech, particularly during the COVID-19 
pandemic. This is likely a result of resources 
being redeployed to deal with the immediate 
risks created by the pandemic, rather than 
spent on developing longer-term regulatory 
frameworks. 

Figure 7.6 exhibits the types of assistance 
TGIWNCVQTU�UWTXG[GF�KP�/'0#�JCXG�KFGPVKƂGF�
YJKEJ�VJG[�YQWNF�DGPGƂV�HTQO�OQUV�KP�
supporting their work on FinTech, in light of 
COVID-19.

Note: N refers to the number of regulators in MENA who responded to a survey. Source: (CCAF and World Bank, 2020).
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��}ÕÀi�Ç°È\�/Þ«iÃ��v�>ÃÃ�ÃÌ>�Vi�Ài}Õ�>Ì�ÀÃ�Ü�Õ�`���ÃÌ�Li�iwÌ�vÀ���Ì��ÃÕ««�ÀÌ�Ì�i�À�Ü�À��������/iV�������}�Ì��v�
"6���£��
–  MENA (N=14)

The vast majority (over 93%) of regulators that 
responded to the COVID-19 response survey 
in MENA considered skills development to be 
DGPGƂEKCN�VQ�UWRRQTV�VJGKT�YQTM�QP�(KP6GEJ�
in light of the pandemic. This contrasts to 
80% globally. Responding to developments 
within FinTech requires highly specialised 
knowledge and skills – particularly to 
understand emerging technologies and 
create appropriate regulatory responses 
and frameworks. A lack of these skills is likely 
to present a barrier for regulators seeking 
to create enabling frameworks for FinTech. 
Technical support was similarly highlighted 
by 71% of regulators as a type of assistance 
VJCV�YQWNF�DG�DGPGƂEKCN��KPFKECVKPI�C�PGGF�HQT�
OQTG�UWDLGEV�OCVVGT�URGEKƂE�GZRGTVKUG�CPF�
knowledge.

The regulators surveyed were asked to 
evaluate the most severe challenges in 
undertaking regulatory responses to FinTech 
during the pandemic, presented in Figure 
7.7. The most severe challenges included 
coordination with other domestic agencies 
(69%) as well as internally (38%) as well as 
FKHƂEWNVKGU�KP�RGTHQTOKPI�EQTG�HWPEVKQPU�YJKNG�
working remotely (62%). Limited funding/
resources (38%), access to data (38%) and 
increased demand on resources due to the 
pandemic (31%) were also noted as challenges 
KP�TGURQPFKPI�VQ�ƂPVGEJ��#U�TGIWNCVQTU�YGTG�
required to devote greater time and effort 
to performing core supervisory functions, 
this would have left them with less time to 
develop frameworks addressing relevant 
FinTech verticals.

Figure 7.7: Internal challenges to developing regulatory responses to FinTech in light of COVID-19 – MENA (N=13)

10% 20% 30% 40% 70% 90%50% 80% 100%60%0%
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Note: N refers to the number of regulators in MENA who responded to a survey. Source: (CCAF and World Bank, 2020).
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Measures taken by regulators in response to COVID-19
Regulators in MENA have taken a variety of measures in response to the pandemic. A survey 
by CCAF and the World Bank captures COVID-19 related regulatory measures undertaken by 
MENA regulators (CCAF and World Bank, 2019).

As indicated in Figure 7.8, KYC/AML/digital identity and economic relief were the two most 
common measures pursued by regulators in the MENA region. Employment and talent was 
VJG�NGCUV�EQOOQP��RGTJCRU�TGƃGEVKPI�VJG�PGEGUUKV[�FWTKPI�VJG�RCPFGOKE�VQ�FKXGTV�TGUQWTEGU�VQ�
core functions.

Figure 7.8: Instances of regulatory measures taken by respondents – MENA (N=13)

The pandemic exacerbated the necessity of 
digital identity and e-KYC. With lockdowns 
and guidelines implemented globally 
requiring individuals to stay at home or 
KUQNCVG��VJGTG�YCU�C�TGCN�TKUM�QH�ƂPCPEKCNN[�
excluding people who could not overcome 
the obstacles associated with the traditional, 
in-person KYC and CDD process. DFS 
presented a natural solution, with the ability 
to scale being linked to onboarding clients 
electronically and ensuring adequate AML 
RTQXKUKQPU�JCXG�DGGP�HQNNQYGF��*GTG��VJG�
role of e-KYC as an enabler across many 
FinTech verticals is highlighted. As described 
in Figure 5.6, many MENA regulators in the 
sample allow for e-KYC, either through their 
existing KYC framework (25%), or through 
CP�G�-;%�URGEKƂE�HTCOGYQTM�
������YJKNG�
QPN[�����QH�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�URGEKƂECNN[�RTQJKDKV�
e-KYC. Recognising the importance of remote 
onboarding during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
46% of regulators in MENA have introduced 
URGEKƂE�OGCUWTGU�TGNCVKPI�VQ�-;%�#/.�FKIKVCN�
identity during the crisis, as Figure 7.8 shows.

The importance of AML and e-KYC as part 
of remote onboarding processes has been 
echoed by both regulators and market 
participants (CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 

2020). The increase in e-KYC frameworks is 
welcomed by market participants and also 
by FATF, which includes the introduction 
of technology in the KYC process in its 
recommendations (FATF, 2020b). While 46% 
of respondents have sought to address the 
need for e-KYC as Figure 7.4 shows, some 
of the most common request to regulators 
by market participants in light of COVID-19 
include greater and immediate regulatory 
support for e-KYC (33%) and regulatory 
support for remote onboarding (40%).

Financial sector cybersecurity evidently 
TGOCKPU�C�UKIPKƂECPV�TGIWNCVQT[�EJCNNGPIG��
Most jurisdictions across MENA have a 
national cybersecurity framework already 
in place (92%), and sectorial regulations, 
guidance and supervisory practices for the 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQT�JCXG�DGGP�KUUWGF�FWTKPI�
the pandemic. COVID-19 has accelerated 
efforts to strengthen cybersecurity efforts, 
with 23% of authorities in our sample having 
WPFGTVCMGP�URGEKƂE�E[DGTUGEWTKV[�CEVKQPU�KP�
light of the pandemic as indicated in Figure 
7.8. These actions, through measures and 
guidance notes, are intended to improve 
cyber resilience to help combat cyberattacks. 

Note: N refers to the number of regulators in MENA who responded to a survey. Source: (CCAF and World Bank, 2020).
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8.  Concluding remarks and future 
research

This study has explored the regulatory 
approach to FinTech in MENA across a sample 
QH�LWTKUFKEVKQPU�VQ�FTCY�TGIKQP�URGEKƂE�KPUKIJVU�
KPVQ�UGEVQT�URGEKƂE�(KP6GEJ�TGIWNCVKQP��
cross-cutting regulatory frameworks and 
TGIWNCVQT[�KPPQXCVKQP�KPKVKCVKXGU��6JG�ƂPFKPIU�
demonstrate that although the importance of 
FinTech in the region has increased, propelled 
further by the COVID-19 pandemic, there are 
still areas to be addressed. 

One important observation is that the 
variation in FinTech regulation across MENA 
is closely related to World Bank income 
levels. Early indications are that this has had 
an impact on regulation, with lower-income 
jurisdictions, and therefore greater resource 
constraints, being less likely to have in place 
clear mandates, frameworks and supporting 
regulatory innovation initiatives than those 
ENCUUKƂGF�CU�nOKFFNGo�QT�nJKIJo�KPEQOG��6JKU�
suggests that regulatory gaps are primarily in 
NQY�TGUQWTEG�GPXKTQPOGPVU��+FGPVKH[KPI�ƂV�HQT�
purpose regulatory approaches that FinTech 
markets in resource-constrained environments 
can adopt is an additional area for exploration 
for future research. Although middle or 
higher-income jurisdictions may have their 
own resource challenges, especially with 
regard to availability of technical expertise 
at a domestic level, they are typically able to 
address this by attracting talent to bridge 
the gap. This may not be an option for low-
income jurisdictions. Further underscoring 
this resource challenge, a lack of technical 
expertise was most frequently cited as an 
impediment to the effective supervision of 
FinTech in MENA.

Despite the variation in regulation, the 
ƂPFKPIU�FGOQPUVTCVG�VJCV�TGIWNCVQTU�KP�
MENA have taken measures to advance the 
regulation of FinTech and are continuing to do 
UQ��6JG�UVWF[�KFGPVKƂGF�HQWT�UCORNGF�/'0#�
jurisdictions with plans to introduce a further 
seven regulatory frameworks across the 
FinTech verticals considered. Additional areas 

that indicate regional progress is that most 
sampled MENA jurisdictions are planning 
open banking regulatory frameworks. 
Nonetheless, some gaps remain with respect 
to frameworks in areas such as P2P lending, 
where the region has proportionally less 
regulatory frameworks in comparison to the 
APAC region – although MENA is still ahead 
of SSA in this regard. 

The mapping of regulatory innovation 
initiatives reveals a rapid increase since the 
mapping undertaken by CCAF in 2019, as 
discussed in Chapter 6. An initiative that is 
of particular interest to MENA regulators 
is digital infrastructure, where many are 
observed to be accelerating initiatives. 
*QYGXGT��HWTVJGT�TGUGCTEJ�KU�TGSWKTGF�KP�
MENA, and echoed across APAC and SSA, on 
the interplay between digital infrastructure 
and efforts to create enabling regulatory 
frameworks (particularly requirements relating 
to digital identity, e-KYC and open banking), 
and in turn how this links to FinTech market 
development. 

The study further suggests the need for 
a follow-up evaluation examining the 
effectiveness of the frameworks applicable to 
FinTech, and how regulators should sequence 
the introduction of new FinTech regulatory 
approaches. This remains an important 
information gap for regulators seeking to 
balance competing regulatory objectives 
against challenges such as limited resources.

Finally, a presently small but rapidly 
expanding area where further research is 
TGSWKTGF�KU�VJG�(KP6GEJ�URGEKƂE�CURGEVU�
QH�VJG�+UNCOKE�ƂPCPEG�UGEVQT��6JG�UVWF[�
ƂPFKPIU�CNTGCF[�KPFKECVG�VJCV�UQOG�/'0#�
jurisdictions have introduced bespoke 
regulation for Sharia-compliant products, thus 
creating a more enabling environment for 
the burgeoning FinTech initiatives in Islamic 
ƂPCPEG�
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9.  The regulatory approach to 
FinTech in Egypt

Egypt is often cited as a jurisdiction with 
exciting potential in the MENA region, both 
in terms of market potential and with regards 
to the efforts it has demonstrated to develop 
a robust FinTech ecosystem (CGAP, 2020; 
Egyptian Banking Institute, 2020). The main 
FinTech regulators in Egypt – the Central Bank 
of Egypt (CBE) and the Financial Regulatory 
Authority (FRA) – have been supportive of 
KPPQXCVKQP�KP�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU�UKPEG�CV�NGCUV�
2019, when the CBE launched its FinTech 
and Innovation Strategy and a FinTech and 
Innovation Department. This strategy also 
seeks to address the needs of the unbanked 
and underserved segments of its population 
(bank account ownership in Egypt is only 
23% of the population and as much as 40% 
of Egypt’s GDP derives from the informal 
economy) and on regulatory innovation 
initiatives such as a regulatory sandbox 
(World Bank, 2020a; Arab Monetary Fund, 
2020a; Egyptian Banking Institute, 2020; The 
FinTech Times, 2021). Egypt’s vision, as per 
their FinTech and Innovation Strategy, is to 
DG�pC�TGIKQPCNN[�TGEQIPKUGF�(KP6GEJ�JWD�KP�
the Arab world and Africa, home to the next 
IGPGTCVKQP�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��VCNGPV�CPF�
innovation development” (CBE, 2021). The 
Egyptian authorities are supporting this vision 
YKVJ�VJG�ETGCVKQP�QH�C�(KP6GEJ�*WD��C�(KP6GEJ�
Fund, KYC initiatives, and the establishment 
of a FinTech Sandbox. 

The supportive regulatory environment led to 
the rapid development of sector and activity-
URGEKƂE�TGIWNCVKQP��DQVJ�VJTQWIJ�PCVKQPCN�
legislation and by issuance of regulation by 
the CBE and FRA. These include regulations 
HQT�OQDKNG�RC[OGPVU��UKORNKƂGF�-;%�CPF�
customer due diligence (Egyptian Banking 
Institute, 2020). In addition to this, CBE and 
FRA have recently made other major reforms 
VJCV�CKO�VQ�URGGF�WR�VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP�
industry , such as the Egyptian Banking Law 
(Arab Monetary Fund, 2020; The FinTech 

Times, 2021) and the new draft law on FinTech 
for non-banking activities that was recently 
approved in principle by the Egyptian 
parliament (Grace, 2021).

The government has been supportive of some 
of these efforts and included the FinTech 
sector in its Egypt Vision 2030 programme, 
as it endeavours to upgrade Egypt’s payment 
systems to enable it to become a cashless 
society. As such, the CBE received a mandate 
to improve segments such as digital payment 
services, mobile money and e-wallets (Kheira, 
2021). Equally, the National Payments Council 
– created by Presidential Decree No. 89 of 
2017 – aims to ease the transition towards 
a cashless society. In 2019, decree No. 18 
passed and requires public institutions and 
private companies to make all payments of 
salaries, suppliers, insurance, subsidies, and 
leases in electronic form. These provisions 
CTG�VQ�DG�GPHQTEGF�D[�ƂPGU��YJKEJ�GUUGPVKCNN[�
mandates the adoption of e-payments (a 
ƂTUV�HQT�VJG�/'0#�TGIKQP���+P�CFFKVKQP��VJG�
government is in the process of installing 
point-of-sale machines at 22,000 government 
QHƂEGU�
4KNG[�GV�CN���������

Investment in the FinTech sector has also 
ramped up, including initiatives that the 
CBE itself has spearheaded. In 2020, for 
instance, the CBE announced a dedicated 
fund of up to USD 100 million, as well as the 
intention to invest as much as USD 60 million 
into technological parks across Egyptian 
universities (Global Ventures, 2020).

Figure 9.1 demonstrates the regulatory 
approach to FinTech across key FinTech 
verticals. While Egypt’s regulatory frameworks 
for the sectors examined are largely similar to 
the MENA region’s most common regulatory 
HTCOGYQTMU��KV�JCU�URGEKƂE�RTQXKUKQPU�HQT�
the FinTech sector in its general regulatory 
frameworks.
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Figure 9.2 illustrates Egypt’s regulatory frameworks for the selected cross-sectoral areas, with 
'I[RV�RNCPPKPI�CP�QRGP�DCPMKPI�HTCOGYQTM��#OQPI�'I[RVoU�GHHQTVU�VQ�UWRRQTV�VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�
services and FinTech sectors, it is noteworthy that it received approval for the Cybersecurity 
Law as early as 2018 and the Consumer Finance Law No. 18 was introduced in 2020. 

Figure 9.2: Egypt cross-sectoral regulatory frameworks

DATA PROTECTION CYBERSECURITY CONSUMER 
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FinTech related regulatory developments

Regulatory innovation initiatives
The CBE and the FRA have historically been 
supportive of regulatory innovation initiatives. 
In June 2019, the CBE initiated the pilot phase 
of its regulatory sandbox and published a 
FinTech Sandbox Framework, introducing a 
mandate to review the framework at a later 
date (Central Bank of Egypt, 2019a). For the 
ƂTUV�EQJQTV��VJG�%$'�FGEKFGF�VQ�CFQRV�C�
thematic approach, inviting companies to 
provide e-KYC for customer mobile wallet 
onboarding (Arab Monetary Fund, 2020a).

6JG�%$'�CNUQ�NCWPEJGF�C�(KP6GEJ�*WD�KP�
Cairo. The stated purpose of the FinTech 
*WD�KU�VQ�pEQPPGEV�CNN�(KP6GEJ�GEQU[UVGO�
stakeholders, including FinTech start-ups, 
ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU��TGIWNCVQTU��UGTXKEG�
providers, mentors and investors”, as well as 
VQ�DGEQOG�pC�QPG�UVQR�UJQR�VJCV�KU�GUUGPVKCN�
for collaboration and networking for FinTech-
FTKXGP�UVCTV�WRU��OGPVQTU�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�
institutions” (Central Bank of Egypt, 2021).

Financial inclusion, payments, and mobile 
wallets
Financial inclusion through payments and 
mobile wallets is a a priority for the CBE 
and the FRA, which have often relied on 
the technical assistance of institutions such 
as The World Bank’s Financial Inclusion 
Global Initiative and Alliance for Financial 
Inclusion (AFI) (Riley et al., 2020). In 2013, the 
ƂTUV�OQDKNG�YCNNGV�UGTXKEGU�YGTG�NKEGPUGF�KP�
'I[RV��KP�EQQRGTCVKQP�YKVJ�VJG�*QWUKPI�CPF�
Development Bank and the National Bank 
of Egypt (Egyptian Banking Institute, 2020). 
As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the 
regulatory authorities in Egypt have also 
eased some of the requirements to facilitate 
CEEGUU�VQ�ƂPCPEKCN�UGTXKEGU��(QT�KPUVCPEG��
facilitating the onboarding process for mobile 
wallets through self-registration, waiving 
domestic transfer fees between mobile wallet 
accounts, and increasing daily and monthly 
payment transaction limits for mobile wallets 
and prepaid cards (Clifford Chance, 2019).
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In 2018, in the context of the National 
Strategy for Non-Banking Financial Activities, 
CBE launched a national payment scheme 
enabling digital payments for P2P, G2P 
and eCommerce called Meeza. Meeza is 
accessible via a mobile phone and digital 
cards using its payment gateway called 
PayFort (Riley et al., 2020). The initiative was 
impactful in expanding the use of mobile 
payments, which grew 30% between 2017 
and 2018, with as many as 4 million Meeza 
cards issued as of December 2019 (Egyptian 
Banking Institute, 2020; Riley et al., 2020). 
Moreover, the CBE mandated service 
interoperability between service providers 
and introduced a virtual wallet meant to 
EQPXGTV�CPF�TGEGKXG�OQPG[�HTQO�CHƂNKCVGF�
bank accounts and mobile companies called 
Ta7weel which is jointly managed by the 
Central Bank of Egypt, the Ministry of Finance, 
and national and commercial banks (Riley 
et al., 2020). Financial inclusion has been 
included in the recent reforms in the Egyptian 
Banking Law as one of the CBE’s major 
VCUMU��GORQYGTKPI�VJG�%$'�VQ�NGCF�ƂPCPEKCN�
inclusion efforts in Egypt and develop the 
National Financial Inclusion Strategy (NFIS) in 
preparation for its launch (Enterprise, 2020).

e-KYC
The CBE’s focus on improving KYC is 
GPVYKPGF�YKVJ�KVU�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�KPKVKCVKXGU��
It has focused on facilitating e-KYC and made 
KV�VJG�VJGOG�QH�KVU�ƂTUV�TGIWNCVQT[�UCPFDQZ�
cohort. Valify, for instance, is an Egyptian 
digital identity solution that was part of the 
ƂTUV�EQJQTV��+VU�UQNWVKQP�HQEWUGU�QP�FKIKVCN�
onboarding via a three-step solution of 
information extraction, facial recognition and 
authentication (CGAP, 2020). The CBE also 
launched an e-KYC solution to facilitate the 
electronic opening of bank accounts, which 
also responded to consumer needs during 
Covid-19 (CCAF, WEF and World Bank, 2020; 
CCAF and World Bank, 2020).

The CBE has also introduced risk-based 
due diligence procedures for prepaid 
cards and for mobile payments to expand 
ƂPCPEKCN�CEEGUU�CPF�VQ�JGNR�GPUWTG�G�-;%�

solutions have broad impact (Central Bank 
of Egypt, 2019b, 2016). This includes tiered 
KYC measures – to reduce documentation 
requirements for small account holders – 
and broadens the group that can access 
the services (Riley et al., 2020). This also 
underscores the value-added of Meeza, 
which allowed debit cards, prepaid cards, 
and digital wallets to integrate into the switch 
(Global Ventures, 2020). 

Regulatory challenges
There are a number of challenges that are still 
associated with the development of FinTech 
in Egypt. Among the most frequently cited, 
ƂPCPEKCN�KNNKVGTCE[�CPF�FKIKVCN�ƂPCPEKCN�KNNKVGTCE[�
still seem to be obstacles to the growth of 
the FinTech sector. As the population aged 
between 20 and 30 comprises the vast 
majority of FinTech users, there is very little 
market penetration in older age groups, with 
services such as crowdfunding recording no 
usage in the 40 to 50 age range (Deloitte 
Digital, 2020). Likewise, consumers still have 
C�UKIPKƂECPV�FGITGG�QH�OKUVTWUV�KP�FKIKVCN�
services, as they fear fraud and loss of privacy 
arising from their lack of familiarity with the 
medium. This is combined with the long-
standing cultural preference for cash (Riley et 
al., 2020).

Regarding the gender gap, much progress 
has been made and the CBE has produced 
OWNVKRNG�KPKVKCVKXGU�VQ�RTQXKFG�ƂPCPEKCNN[�
underserved households and female MSME 
owners with an opportunity to be part of 
VJG�HQTOCN�ƂPCPEKCN�U[UVGO��6JKU�JCU�DGGP�
achieved through working on a number of 
pillars, some of which have been described 
above, that include: enabling the legal and 
regulatory framework conditions, modernizing 
VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�KPHTCUVTWEVWTG��CPF�DWKNFKPI�C�
comprehensive gender-disaggregated data, 
complemented with the supply side data from 
ƂPCPEKCN�KPUVKVWVKQPU�
#(+������D���'I[RV�UVKNN�
faces a need to address a gender gap when 
KV�EQOGU�VQ�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP��CU�YQOGP�
CTG�����OQTG�NKMGN[�VQ�PQV�JCXG�C�ƂPCPEKCN�
account.
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In addition to the CBE, institutions such as 
the National Council for Women and the Arab 
Monetary Fund are active and continue to 
YQTM�QP�KUUWGU�TGNCVGF�VQ�YQOGPoU�ƂPCPEKCN�
access (Riley et al., 2020).

With regards to the regulatory innovation 
initiatives, there is potentially still some 
streamlining left to do, while the CBE 
regulatory sandbox still has a small number of 
cohorts and limited adoption by companies. 
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10.  The regulatory approach to 
FinTech in Jordan

Jordan has been adapting its regulatory 
framework to create an enabling environment 
HQT�KPENWUKXG�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP��GURGEKCNN[�KP�
TGNCVKQP�VQ�GZRCPFKPI�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP��6JG�
main regulatory initiatives concerning FinTech 
have been deployed by the Central Bank of 
Jordan (CBJ), which has received a mandate 
from the government – in the context of the 
National Financial Inclusion Strategy (NFIS) 
launched in 2018 – to reduce the amount of 
cash in circulation and help in the transition 
to greater use of DFS (Central Bank of Jordan, 
2021b; Riley et al., 2020; Egyptian Banking 
Institute, 2020). The CBJ has engaged 
YKVJ�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP�UKPEG�CV�NGCUV������
when it became a member of the Alliance 
for Financial Inclusion (AFI) and launched 
regulatory innovation initiatives such as a 
regulatory sandbox in 2018 (Egyptian Banking 
Institute, 2020).

+P�OCP[�UGPUGU��,QTFCP�GZGORNKƂGU�UQOG�
of the common challenges that many 
other MENA countries face. Jordan is still 
a primarily cash-based society, with a large 
unbanked population, and, additionally, 
hosts a large refugee population. Such 
demographic factors have increased the need 
for coordination between Jordan’s different 
regulatory authorities and with international 
organisations (Central Bank of Jordan, 2021b). 
To respond to such challenges, the CBJ has 
ETGCVGF�C�UGTKGU�QH�ƂPCPEKCN�CPF�DCPMKPI�
literacy programmes that are also supported 
by partnerships in the FinTech sector (Central 
Bank of Jordan, 2021c). Likewise, partnerships 
YKVJ�VJG�70*%4�CPF�VJG�)CVGU�(QWPFCVKQP�
have focused on fostering innovation in DFS 
to service refugees that have settled in Jordan 
through the use of biometrics (Riley et al., 
2020).

The broad mandate and the initiatives 
spearheaded by the CBJ have also led to 
the introduction of several bespoke rules 
and regulations that have facilitated the 
development of the FinTech sector and eased 
the friction in some FinTech verticals. The 
CBJ’s recent regulation concerning third-party 
payment processors include provisions for 
the protection of e-payment users’ data and 
RGTUQPCN�KPHQTOCVKQP��+V�CNUQ�KUUWGF�URGEKƂE�
regulation for cybersecurity and guidelines for 
cloud computing (Egyptian Banking Institute, 
2020). Other examples of recent changes are 
e-KYC regulation (Central Bank of Jordan, 
����D��CPF�VJG�/KETQƂPCPEG�KPUVKVWVKQPU�
D[NCY��YJKEJ�ENCTKƂGU�VJG�TGIWNCVKQP�CPF�
supervisory framework for the segment 
(Central Bank of Jordan, 2021b). 

The CBJ has been led the development of 
the national payments system – starting with 
the Mobile Payments System (JoMoPay), then 
the deployment of the electronic person to 
government system of presenting and paying 
DKNNU�
'�(CYCVGGT���CPF�OQTG�TGEGPVN[�p%NK3q�C�
new system for instant payments that will help 
facilitate greater scale of digital payments 
and interoperability, which is a strategic goal 
for JoPACC (Central Bank of Jordan, 2021d). 
The Jordan Payments and Clearing Company 
(JoPACC) is a private shareholding company 
owned by the Central Bank of Jordan (CBJ) 
and commercial banks in Jordan that has 
been established in 2017 (JoPACC, 2021).

Figure 10.1 demonstrates the regulatory 
approach to FinTech in Jordan across key 
(KP6GEJ�XGTVKECNU��,QTFCPoU�(KP6GEJ�URGEKƂE�
HTCOGYQTMU�TGƃGEV�VJG�CHQTGOGPVKQPGF�
mandate given to the CBJ and the efforts that 
have been made across multiple segments to 
HQUVGT�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�CPF�KPPQXCVKQP�
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Figure 10.2 indicates Jordan’s regulatory frameworks for the selected cross-sectional areas, 
with very similar results to the MENA region’s most common regulatory approaches. Like the 
rest of the MENA region, Jordan has yet to introduce any measures related to open banking.

Figure 10.2: Jordan cross-sectoral regulatory frameworks
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FinTech related regulatory developments

Regulatory innovation
The CBJ launched its FinTech Sandbox 
in 2018 organised across eight different 
thematic areas: electronic payments and 
money transfer, including cross-border 
TGOKVVCPEGU���UCXKPI��ƂPCPEKPI�CPF�ETGFKV�
services; consumer protection services; 
OKVKICVKPI�TKUMU�CPF�ƂPCPEKCN�HTCWF�FGVGEVKQP�
UGTXKEGU��DWKNFKPI�C�FKIKVCN�ƂPCPEKCN�KFGPVKV[��
KPPQXCVKXG�FKIKVCN�XGTKƂECVKQP�HQT�ENKGPVU��
cryptocurrencies, blockchain and DLT 
platforms and RegTech services (Central Bank 
of Jordan, 2020).

Unlike other sandboxes in the region, the 
CBJ’s FinTech Sandbox includes express 
RTQXKUKQPU�VJCV�CKO�VQ�HQUVGT�pNQECN�CPF�
international cooperation amongst regulatory 
and FinTech sandboxes in the banking and 
ƂPCPEKCN�UGEVQTUq��DQVJ�VQ�UWRRQTV�UECNKPI�QH�
local Jordanian FinTechs, as well as to attract 
applicants from abroad (Central Bank of 
Jordan, 2020).

It is also worth noting that the CBJ provides 
an example of modifying a regulatory 

innovation initiative in light of the pandemic 
through their regulatory sandbox. In response 
to the pandemic, the CBJ sought to explicitly 
VCTIGV�CPF�GPEQWTCIG�CRRNKECPVU�HTQO�ƂTOU�
YJQUG�KPPQXCVKQPU�OKIJV�URGEKƂECNN[�JGNR�
address COVID-19 related challenges under 
VJG�DCPPGT�QH�p(KP6GEJ�KP�%18+&����CPF�
Beyond” (CCAF and World Bank, 2020).

Financial inclusion and payments
Most regulatory initiatives with regards to 
ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP��RC[OGPVU�CPF�G�OQPG[�
have arisen in the context of the steering 
committee – headed by the CBJ – in charge 
of developing and implementing the NFIS 
(2016–2018). In 2016, the steering committee 
launched six hubs – electronic payment 
U[UVGOU��OKETQƂPCPEG��ƂPCPEKPI�UOCNN�
CPF�OGFKWO�UK\GF�EQORCPKGU��ƂPCPEKCN�
NKVGTCE[��ƂPCPEKCN�EWUVQOGT�RTQVGEVKQP��CU�
well as the collection and analysis of data 
and performance indicators – and started 
implementing the necessary reforms to 
UWRRQTV�ƂTOU�KPVGTGUVGF�KP�VJQUG�UGIOGPVU��
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WUWCNN[�YKVJ�UVTQPI�ƂPCPEKCN�KPPQXCVKQP�
aspects (Central Bank of Jordan, 2021b). 
The NFIS includes targets for digitising 
government payments, enhancing the 
regulatory oversight of agents, expanding 
cross-border remittances, automating dispute 
resolution, and publishing comprehensive 
rules (Riley et al., 2020). The NFIS report 
issued in 2021 showed the NFIS succeeded 
KP�KPETGCUKPI�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�KP�,QTFCP�VQ�
reach 50% (from 33.1% in 2017) aand reducing 
the gender gap to 29% at the end of 2020 
(from 53% in 2017) (Central Bank of Jordan, 
2021a).

-G[�RCTVU�QH�,QTFCPoU�GHHQTVU�QP�ƂPCPEKCN�
inclusion are the introduction of the Electronic 
Transactions Law in 2015 which provided 
the initial regulation for e-payment and 
other forms of online payment services and 
the evolution of Jordan’s national payment 
scheme (Clifford Chance, 2019). After the 
Jordan Mobile Payment switch (JoMoPay) 
was incubated at CBJ, scheme ownership 
and operation were transferred to the 
public–private entity, JoPACC. This allows 
all payment services providers to interface 
with a single system, (CGAP, 2021, Central 
Bank of Jordan, 2021d; Egyptian Banking 
Institute, 2020). Like other regulators in the 
MENA region, the CBJ started to embed 
FinTech solutions into governmental services 
to encourage adoption by the public and 
enable initiatives in the private sector (Clifford 
Chance, 2019).

The regulators also enacted measures 
to respond to the pandemic to embrace 
opportunities in digitising payments and 
mitigate the potential costs and challenges 
arising therein. For instance, the CBJ utilised 
mobile wallets to distribute government aid 
and salary payments. The payments were 
VCTIGVGF�CV�URGEKƂE�FGOQITCRJKEU�YJQUG�
mobility would be particularly challenged, 
such as army personnel and the retired. 
6JG�%$,�JCU�CNUQ�NCWPEJGF�VJG�p%18+&����
Response Challenge Fund” to encourage the 
acceptance and usage of digital payments 
through digital wallets. The fund encourages 
payment services providers, merchants 
and users (particularly vulnerable groups) 

to shift from using cash to DFS (CCAF and 
World Bank, 2020). The CBJ already had 
a track record of leveraging DFS to make 
payments to marginalized communities such 
as low-income Jordanians and refugees and 
has done so in partnership with the World 
Food Programme (WFP) using biometric 
KFGPVKƂECVKQP�CPF�ECTF�DCUGF�UQNWVKQPU�VQ�
FGNKXGT�DGPGƂVU�HQT�9(2�DGPGƂEKCTKGU��

Mobile wallets are a useful tool for facilitate 
P2P payments remotely and can also be used 
to withdraw cash from ATMs or pay bills, 
and do not require access to a smartphone 
or a bank account (rather relying on local 
telecom operators and licensed agents and 
cards) (Clifford Chance, 2019). There are 
also a number of FinTech initiatives aimed 
at the refugee population. For instance, 
EyePay operates using Ethereum to support 
VJG�ƂPCPEKCN�KPENWUKQP�QH�5[TKCP�TGHWIGGU�KP�
Jordan, creating a digital identity based on a 
scan of their iris (World Bank, 2020a). 

e-KYC
The CBJ has also deployed some measures 
to facilitate access to bank accounts, in 
the context of the NFIS. In 2019, the CBJ 
KPVTQFWEGF�TWNGU�HQT�UKORNKƂGF�FWG�FKNKIGPEG�
procedures for opening bank accounts and 
mandated that no minimum balances shall be 
required. Recently, the CBJ has issued a new 
regulation for e-KYC and digital onboarding. 
The CBJ has also created measures for self-
registration and issued several circulars to 
facilitate onboarding through QR codes (Riley 
et al., 2020).

Regulatory challenges
Financial and digital literacy are also 
OGPVKQPGF�CU�UKIPKƂECPV�EJCNNGPIGU��/WEJ�NKMG�
other jurisdictions in the MENA region, there 
is a sense that most Jordanians still believe in 
RCRGT�OQPG[�CPF�ƂPF�VJG�VTCPUKVKQP�VQ�FKIKVCN�
RC[OGPV�UGTXKEGU�FKHƂEWNV��9JKNG�RTQITGUU�JCU�
been made by the programmes launched by 
the CBJ, such as the DFS Financial Literacy 
Strategy, there still is much to be done (Riley 
et al., 2020). Behavioural change will take time.
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Finally, the current efforts have produced 
highly uneven effects throughout Jordan,  
with DFS still largely concentrated in Amman. 
The lack of substantial agent networks 
and the slow deployment of structures for 
mobile payment providers has left out rural 
populations and women from the FinTech 
advances that have been rolled-out in more 
central areas (Riley et al., 2020). Uneven 4G 
coverage in some regions also slows the 
pace of the transition and requires concerted 
efforts between regulators and other 
government entities (Kheira, 2021).

Jordan’s regulators still face a series of 
challenges. When it comes to supervising 
e-wallets and emerging FinTech business 
models, there a need for greater capacity 
building – especially considering that some 
QH�VJG�ƂTOU�CTG�VJGOUGNXGU�TGNCVKXGN[�PGY�CPF�
under-resourced to scale up and deal with 
all the regulatory requirements. Moreover, 
regulators continue to struggle to attract 
and retain talent that could ease some of 
these issues (Kheira, 2021; The FinTech Times, 
2021). Such issues in capacity building are 
suggested to have led to some gaps in the 
regulation of DFS (Riley et al., 2020).
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