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Abstract 

 

The paper “European Banking Union: the impact on the Romanian banking supervision 

architecture” aims to analyze how transformations at European level have shaped the 

Romanian banking supervision architecture and to examine how ready is Romania to join 

the Banking Union. The recent experience of Bulgaria and Croatia has proved that accession 

to the new European construction has become a mandatory precondition in the process of 

adopting the single currency. In our research, we demonstrated that the options of Member 

States with a derogation regarding the accession to the Banking Union were significantly 

influenced by the level of social and political development, proved by the strong negative 

correlation between good state governance and the authorities' preference regarding the 

transfer of supervision prerogative to the supranational level. The process of joining the 

Banking Union is a long one, which requires the adjustment of the relevant legal framework 

and a comprehensive assessment of the banking sector. Based on the results obtained so far 

from the ECB's comprehensive assessment of banking sectors, we have demonstrated a 

statistically significant correlation between the capital shortfall and the non-performing 

loans ratio. We also showed that, in the hypothetical scenario in which Romania would have 

gone through a comprehensive assessment of the banking sector at the same time as Bulgaria 

(at the end of 2018), an estimated capital deficit could have been identified between 69 - 

114.45 million euros. Substantial declines in non-performing loans and recent measures to 

increase the capital of some major banks may be grounds for optimism for the future. On the 

other hand, Romania continues to record notable counter-performances on a number of 

indicators correlated with the capital deficit, such as good state governance, long-term 

interest on 10-year government securities and the CDS spread for medium-term public debt. 

 

Keywords: banking supervision, banking regulation, financial stability, banking resolution, 

macroprudential policy, European Banking Union, Single Supervisory Mechanism, Single 

Resolution Mechanism, comprehensive assessment, asset quality assessment, stress test 
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Introduction 

The global financial crisis of 2007-2010 that initially started as a liquidity crisis in the area 

of subprime mortgages in the US and later transformed into a sovereign debt crisis, has 

demonstrated - by its duration and magnitude - the limited ability of markets to self-regulate. 

It has also highlighted the need to rethink the perspective on the financial stability, by 

reforming and strengthening the regulatory and supervisory mechanisms of the financial 

system, which has become increasingly complex and interconnected. 

The huge economic, social and fiscal costs have transformed the problem of financial 

stability into a priority on political agenda both in the US and Europe. Consequently, 

comprehensive structural measures have been adopted in order to correct the vulnerabilities 

highlighted by the crisis by strengthening the capacity of relevant authorities and institutions 

to react quickly and coherently to systemic shocks and by developing a truly effective but 

fiscal-neutral financial "safety net". In this context, the Dodd – Frank Wall Street Reform 

and Consumer Protection Act was adopted in the USA, and in the European Union, a 

profound reform of the financial supervision architecture took place. This reform 

commenced with the establishment of the European Financial Stability Facility and the 

European System of Financial Supervisors, and continued at a later stage with the launch of 

Banking Union, as part of a larger project in the field of European economic governance. 

During this period, we were witnessing the establishment of bodies and institutions with an 

international vocation that will play a key role in formulating future directions for action to 

reduce systemic risk, limit contagion and strengthen the resilience of the global financial 

system. In this context, the new concept of "macro-prudential policy" become increasingly 

important as its the specific instruments complement the set of measures available to 

authorities to prevent and combat systemic financial imbalances (Borio, 2011).  

This paper aims to analyze in-depth the way that financial architectural transformations in 

the European Union have shaped the financial supervision landscape in Romania, at the 

micro and macroprudential level and, at the same time, to examine the extent to which 

Romania is prepared to participate in the Banking Union. 

This research topic was chosen due to its importance and urgency, in the current context in 

which joining the Banking Union is a mandatory step for reaching our country's strategic 

goal of adopting the euro and full integration into the Economic and Monetary Union. 
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The research is focused on the conceptual analysis of the financial-banking supervision 

architecture and on the comparative evaluation of its evolution at European and national 

level. In parallel, the applicative component aims at a series of aspects related to identifying 

and examining the main phases of participation process to the Banking Union, such as: i) 

identification of the factors influencing the decision of the Member States with a derogation 

to join the new European construction before the adoption of the euro; ii) estimating the 

results of a potential comprehensive evaluation exercise of the Romanian banking sector, 

using the regression method, as a preliminary step in the process of entering into the 

mechanism of close cooperation with the ECB; iii) estimating a feasible timetable for this 

process, as well as detailing preparatory measures in this regard. 

From the point of view of it structure, this PhD thesis is organized on four main chapters, as 

follows: 

 The first chapter is dedicated to the presentation of the concept of financial supervision 

architecture and to the analysis of the current global trends related to its organization and 

content. The next section discusses the process of institutional construction of the 

financial-banking supervision framework in the European Union and the transformations 

it has undergone in response to the global financial crisis, as well as the prospects and 

directions for future development. 

 Chapter two analyzes the structural components of the European Banking Union and the 

short- and medium-term development plans of this project. In addition, in parallel, the 

stage of implementation in Romania of some fundamental elements deriving from the 

unique regulatory framework is presented. A section of this chapter deals with the way 

in which the macroprudential component at the level of the European System of 

Financial Supervision influenced the implementation of the concept of “macroprudential 

policy” in Romania. 

 Chapter three contains an analysis of the positions adopted by the Member States with a 

derogation related to their participation in the Banking Union, with a focus on 

understanding the arguments and the social, political and economic context that 

underpinned their options. A section of this chapter examines, based on empirical data, 

the relationship between state governance, as a reflection of the political and social 

development, and the option of Member States with a derogation regarding their 

participation in the Banking Union. At the end of this chapter, we addressed several   
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practical issues related to the preparation, organization and conduct of the future process 

of Romania's accession to the Banking Union, based on the results of the analysis in 

previous chapters and recent experience in the field of Bulgaria and Croatia, including 

implications for the timetable for the adoption of the euro. We also estimated the level 

of supervision fees for 2019 that the first six credit institutions in Romania would have 

paid to the ECB in the counterfactual scenario in which our country would have 

participated in the Single Supervisory Mechanism 

 Chapter four deals with the issue of conducting a comprehensive evaluation exercise of 

the banking sector, a precondition for entering into the close cooperation procedure with 

the ECB and accession to the Banking Union. In this chapter we have conducted an 

empirical study (using data published by the ECB, following similar exercises to date) 

which aims to estimate the results that would have been obtained, in the scenario in which 

the Romanian banking sector would have gone through a such assessment together with 

the one in Bulgaria, respectively at the end of 2018. 

As regards the research methodology, the main instrument of this study was the comparative 

examination, respectively the method of qualitative-comparative analysis, synthesis, 

induction, deduction and analogy. We also used quantitative methods, such as statistical and 

mathematical analyzes. The empirical study was performed using the cross-section 

regression technique, in the Eviews program, based on information extracted from the 

databases of BankFocus / Moody's Analytics, Eurostat, the International Monetary Fund, the 

World Bank and the European Central Bank. 

The doctoral thesis is based on the theoretical and scientific support provided by the 

literature published by well-known authors in the financial-banking field, as well as by 

scientific research papers developed under the auspices of European and international 

financial institutions, such as the Bank for International Settlements, International Monetary 

Fund, European Central Bank and others.     
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Summary of Chapter I: The European financial & banking supervisory 

architecture ‒ construction, mechanisms and regulations 

 

The first chapter is dedicated to the concept of "financial & banking supervision 

architecture" and deals the analysis of the dilemmas that revolve around it. Thus, we have 

presented the models that globally prevailed in terms of the organization and allocation of 

responsibilities related to the financial sector, the factors that determine the choice of one 

model or another and their influence on developments in the real economy. 

Over time, the central bank represented a central pillar of all these formulas of financial 

architecture (Bordo & Siklos, 2018). Due to its position in the financial system, where it acts 

as a "commercial bank", the central bank enjoys privileged access to detailed information on 

the financial situation of credit institutions and has a comprehensive understanding of 

banking issues in general. For this reason, the central bank has long been considered the 

best-placed institution to exercise banking supervision. These institutions have also gained 

over time a high degree of autonomy and independence, authority and professional 

reputation, so that in some jurisdictions their supervisory powers have been extended to other 

segments of the financial system (e.g. on the capital market or on the insurance sector). 

The end of the 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s brought into the public debate the issue 

of the conflict of interests that appear when the central bank exercises both the monetary 

policy and the prudential supervision attributions. In the academia but also in the political 

discussion, the opinion that a “rebalancing” of the supervisory architecture is necessary, in 

the sense of detaching the prudential supervisory function from the central bank, in order to 

avoid the conflicts of interest that arise from such concentration of tasks got a lot of traction 

(Masciandaro & Quintyn, 2010). Against this background, the removal of prudential 

supervision from the Bank of England and their attachment to a new institution called the 

Financial Services Authority has inspired other countries to follow its path.  

A second wave of transformations in the financial supervision architecture has been 

triggered by the global financial crisis. Subsequent reforms added new functions to the 

financial supervision architecture. If traditionally, the prudential dimension referred to the 

microprudential perspective, i.e. the monitoring of financial institutions in order to limit the 

risks of loss to customers or their investors and a possible contagion to other institutions, in 

the post-crisis context this architecture integrated a new dimension - macroprudential policy, 
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called upon to resolve systemic problems caused by the pro-cyclical behavior of financial 

institutions (D’Hulster & Unsal, 2019). 

Another important trend is that central banks have acquired several prerogatives related to 

financial supervision. This finding is also supported by an IMF paper of 2010, which states 

that the role of central banks has been strengthened following the crisis amid the consensus 

that these institutions have played a key role in stabilizing financial systems and supporting 

economic recovery (FMI, 2010). 

The resolution function is another new component of the financial supervision architecture, 

designed as a solution for removing systemic or critical financial institutions from the market 

(previously considered "too big to fail"), without severe disruptions, using taxpayers' money 

as little as possible, while maintaining the continuity of vital economic functions, through 

mechanisms involving the participation of shareholders and creditors in absorbing losses 

(FSB, 2014). There is also a trend of closer cross-border cooperation between national 

authorities, especially in the field of banking supervision. (Beck et al., 2019). 

The most recent study in the area, developed in 2018 under the auspices of the Bank for 

International Settlements (Calvo et al., 2018) makes a significant contribution to 

understanding the models of financial architecture that have internationally prevailed and 

identifies the main changes caused by the global financial crisis. This study is based on a 

questionnaire completed by the competent authorities of 82 states and jurisdictions relevant 

to the world economy. Thus, globally three main types of institutional arrangements for 

financial supervision can be identified: i) the sectoral model (considered as the traditional 

model); ii) the integrated (or unified) model; iii) the partially integrated model, with two 

particular variants - "Twin Peaks" (proposed in 1995 by Michael Taylor) and the "two-

agencies authorities model". With the establishment of the Financial Supervision Authority 

(FSA) in 2013, Romania seems to have adopted the latter model, with two agencies: the FSA 

and the NBR. However, there is a big difference from the established model. Thus, the 

competence of the NBR does not include the responsibilities of supervising the business 

conduct of credit institutions, respectively of protection of consumers of banking services, 

this aspect being managed exclusively by the National Authority for Consumer Protection, 

Romania being the only state member in this situation. 

Returning to the study of Calvo et al., in addition to the classical tasks related to the 

supervision of the banking sector, some central banks have also begun to acquire 
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responsibilities related to the supervision of insurance companies and macroprudential 

policy. Regarding the latter, there is a global propensity to place macroprudential tasks either 

on the central bank or on dedicated, inter-institutional committees, which include 

representatives of the government, the central bank and the sectoral supervisors. Even in this 

case, the central bank has a key role to play in monitoring financial stability.  

Therefore, in the post-crisis period we are practically witnessing a reversal of the previous 

trend, when the supervisory function was detached from the central bank and transferred to 

another authority, while the problem of integrating the monetary policy and supervisory 

function of the microprudential bank at the central bank level has been re-evaluated. 

Probably an important influence in this respect was the experience of the United Kingdom, 

which in 2010-2011 took steps to transfer back to the Bank of England the function of 

prudential supervision, by creating the Financial Policy Committee within the central bank 

and setting up the Authority Prudential Regulatory Authority, a subsidiary of the Bank of 

England. A recent research published in 2019 (Ampudia et al., 2019) has shown that this 

unified formula, in which the supervisory and monetary policy functions are performed by 

the same authority, provides a better institutional framework than if they were separate, due 

to the following reasons: 

‒ Better coordination is ensured than in the alternative solution when two separate 

authorities pursue interdependent objectives. In the case of separate institutions, each of 

them will chase its own objectives, so that if they become conflicting, each authority will 

take measures that would counteract the other's measures, using specific instruments, 

that will eventually lead to a suboptimal implementation of financial policies;  

‒ Empirical data show that the likelihood of a credit expansion turning into a banking crisis 

when the central bank also handles the banking supervision function would be 

substantially reduced (by about 50%). The explanation is that in this situation, central 

banks have a greater propensity to use macro-prudential instruments, which could reduce 

the likelihood of a financial crisis;   

‒ It would reduce the disputes, frictions and costs that naturally arise when two separate 

authorities are required to exchange of confidential information; 

‒ The supervisory function would benefit from the independence and reputation of the 

central bank, being less exposed to political interference and external pressures; 
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‒ In less developed countries, financial issues have an important weight when assessing 

options for organizing the financial architecture. Having the prudential supervision under 

the wing of the central bank would be a solution to ensure financial resources for 

recruiting and retaining qualified staff resources. 

In a study conducted in 1999 based on the US supervisory architecture, Peek et al. (1999) 

demonstrated that there is a strong complementarity between banking and monetary policy 

responsibilities. The study showed that confidential data and information obtained by the US 

Federal Reserve (FED) were particularly useful for econometric modeling of key 

macroeconomic variables for monetary policy, such as inflation or unemployment, so that 

FED forecasts were significantly more accurate than those of other institutions that did not 

benefit from such information. 

At European level, the financial supervision architecture has undergone numerous 

adjustments to meet the new challenges, but it has long been anchored by the idea of 

maintaining prerogatives in the field at national level. Thus, between 1990 and 2000, the 

minimalist approach dominated its development, probably also because the Euro represented 

the priority on the agenda of decision-makers, while financial stability was not an important 

issue in the Maastricht Treaty. 

An important moment in this period is the introduction of the concept of "European passport" 

through the Second Banking Directive, adopted at the end of 1989 and with a transposition 

deadline at the end of 1992. Starting with 1 January 1993, the prudential supervisory 

authorities of the host State had the legal ground to rely on their counterparts in the home 

country of the banking institution in a system of mutual recognition. This new concept has 

become a principle of EU banking supervision, along with two others, namely: i) the 

principle of the prevalence of home authorities in the supervision of cross-border credit 

institutions, and ii) the principle of minimum harmonization of the national legal framework 

(Alford , 2006). 

Next, we analyzed from a historical perspective the main milestones of the transformation 

process that shaped the European Union's financial supervision architecture: 

‒ The Lamfalussy Process, launched in 1999, laid the groundwork for a new approach to 

the development and adoption of financial regulations. In the banking sector, a major 

achievement was the establishment, in November 2003 of the Committee of European 

Banking Supervisors (CEBS), an independent body made up of senior officials of 
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banking regulators and supervisors, that served as a forum for reflection, debate and 

coordination on issues of common interest in this field; 

‒ The Larosière Report launched a comprehensive reform process to strengthen financial 

supervision arrangements at European level. The ideas contained in this report laid the 

ground for the Commission's proposals towards the establishment of the European 

System of Financial Supervision. This system, which became operational in early 2011, 

is made of three micro-prudential and one macro-prudential components: i) the European 

Banking Authority (EBA); ii) the European Insurance and Occupational Pensions 

Authority (EIOPA); iii) the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA); iv) 

European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB) - the latter exercising macroprudential powers 

at European Union level. 

‒ The European Banking Union is the most ambitious European project after the euro 

and the most important step in deepening financial integration in the European context; 

‒ The CRD IV / CRR legislative package on capital requirements for banks, which entered 

into force on 1 January 2014, played a key role in shaping the European banking 

landscape, as it regulated in a unitary way key aspects of the banking activity and of the 

prudential supervision framework applicable to credit institutions. 

We also presented in detail the institutional framework of the European Union dedicated to 

banking supervision, both the microprudential component - represented by EBA and the 

macroprudential one - represented by the ESRB, describing the attributions, the governance 

structure, as well as the new amendments brought in 2019 to the legal statutes of the two 

institutions. 

As regards the prospects for further development of the financial supervision architecture in 

the European Union, we presented the main topics that are currently on the agenda of 

political discussions and negotiations: 

- The need to strengthen the Banking Union, also by completing the third pillar, the 

European Deposit Guarantee Scheme (EDIS); 

- Integration of capital markets through the creation of the Capital Markets Union, a 

project that was proposed in 2015 as a priority on the economic agenda of the European 

Commission, together with the Banking Union;  
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- The need to correct the weaknesses in the field of preventing and combating money 

laundering and terrorist financing, a topic which has become extremely worrying amid 

recent scandals. The proposed solution relates to the establishment of a specialized pan-

European agency, with an explicit mandate related to the coordination at European level 

of activities in this field. 

A longer-term vision is proposed by two important economists with influence in European 

decision-making forums, Dirk Schoenmaker and Nicolas Véron. In a 2007 study, they 

argued the need to move from the current model of sectoral supervision to the model " Twin 

Peaks”, in which one authority deals with integrated prudential supervision (focused on the 

health and soundness of all financial institutions), and another one supervises the business 

conduct, respectively market behavior and protection of consumers of financial services. 

Following the analysis, we appreciated that the current Romanian model is generally in line 

with these international trends in terms of organizing the financial supervision architecture. 

However, we pointed out a distinct issue related to the national institutional arrangement 

designed to ensure consumers protection in banking sector and to monitor the business 

conduct of credit institutions, which does not seem to be a rigorous solution, being in 

contradiction with European practice. 
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Summary of Chapter II: The European Banking Union and the Banking 

Supervisory Architecture in Romania - Comparative Analysis 

From 2009-2010, the European Commission launched a comprehensive reform process to 

capitalize on the experience of the global financial crisis as soon as possible, with a view to 

strengthening the financial sector, which needed substantial changes to become safer and 

stronger. In a first phase, the weaknesses of the banking sector were identified, where rapid 

intervention was needed to ensure the resilience of this key segment of the European 

financial system. As a result, the Commission's action has focused on reforming the 

regulatory framework and developing new rules to improve the supervision and governance 

of the banking sector so that taxpayers will no longer pay for banks' mistakes in the future.  

In response to a request from the European Council in June 12 September 2012, the European 

Commission published a package of three key documents for the construction of the Banking 

Union: i) the communication entitled “Roadmap to a banking union” (European 

Commission, 2012); ii) a proposal for a Council regulation, based on Art. 127, para (6) of 

the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, for the creation of the Single 

Supervisory Mechanism, with the ECB as its central axis; and iii) a proposal for a Regulation 

of the European Parliament and of the Council amending the 2010 Regulation establishing 

an EBA to adjust the powers of that institution to the new European construction. According 

to the first document ("Roadmap to a banking union"), the Banking Union project aims, inter 

alia, to "stop the trend of fragmentation of EU financial markets that is incompatible with 

the existence of an EMU and the single market, to strengthen financial stability, breaking 

the vicious circle of mutual negative influence between banks and government public debt, 

restoring the proper functioning of the monetary policy transmission mechanism and 

ensuring a single ECB oversight at the Eurozone level, a precondition for the direct 

recapitalization of troubled credit institutions with the help of the European Stability 

Mechanism” (European Commission, 2012).  

Originally, the Banking Union project was conceived as an ensemble supported on three 

pillars, based on a pre-existing foundation, as follows: 

a) The Single Rulebook is the pre-existing foundation of this construction that includes all 

regulatory acts that are supposed to be applied in a harmonized manner in the financial 

system throughout the European Union. It is not only specific to the Eurozone, but concerns 

the European Union as a whole, being developed in time, long before the birth of the Banking 
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Union project (the history of this concept is closely linked to the Lamfalussy process and the 

establishment of the Committee of European Banking Supervisors). In terms of content, the 

single regulatory framework in the banking sector is very broad and includes different types 

of acts that are organized in the following hierarchy: i) level 1 acts, respectively directives 

and regulations adopted in the co-decision procedure; the most important pieces in this 

category are those in the CRDIV / CRR package, the package on the establishment of the 

recovery framework and the resolution of credit institutions and the directive on deposit 

guarantee schemes; ii) level 2 acts are delegated and implementing acts, which take the form 

of European Commission regulations; iii) level 3 acts are the guidelines and 

recommendations issued by EBA, issued under the "apply or explain" mechanism (they are 

considered as "soft-law") . 

b) The Single Supervisory Mechanism (SSM) is considered the mainstay of the Banking 

Union, aiming to ensure the coherent and effective implementation of the common policy 

on banking supervision and the uniform and rigorous application of the Single Rulebook. At 

the heart of the new system of micro-prudential banking supervision is the European Central 

Bank (ECB), which works with the competent national authorities of the participating 

Member States that are an integral part of the mechanism. The legal basis for the 

establishment of the SSM was represented by Regulation (EU) no. 1024/2013 conferring 

specific powers on the European Central Bank with regard to policies relating to the 

prudential supervision of credit institutions, hereinafter referred to as the "SSM Regulation". 

As of 4 November 2014, practically one year after the entry into force of the specific 

regulation, the SSM became operational and the ECB began to use its new powers of 

prudential supervision of Euro Area credit institutions. The SSM automatically applies to 

Member States that have adopted the euro and is optional for those with a derogation, which 

may participate through the close cooperation procedure. So far, only Bulgaria and Croatia 

have taken concrete steps to join this mechanism before adopting the euro. 

In principle, all credit institutions based in the Eurozone countries fall within the scope of 

the SSM, but only those considered "significant", based on specific criteria, are directly 

supervised by the ECB. With regard to banks considered less significant, the competent 

national authorities will continue to exercise their supervisory powers under national law, 

but in accordance with the guidelines and instructions issued by the ECB (this is considered 

„indirect supervision”). Even so, the ECB ultimately remains the institution responsible for 

the effective and unitary functioning of the SSM, receiving clear coordination powers in this 
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regard. However, the ECB may also decide at any time to take direct supervision of any of 

the less significant credit institutions in order to ensure the consistent application of high 

supervisory standards. The financing of the SSM is done by charging an annual supervision 

fee, which must be paid to ECB by all entities in the scope of the supervision of the SSM, 

both the significant and the least significant.  

A recent study highlights a number of positive results obtained in the 5 years of operation of 

the SSM (Angeloni, 2020): i) the banking sector in the Eurozone has become stronger and 

more secure, as reflected by the gradual consolidation of the average level of CET 1 for 

credit institutions under the direct supervision of the ECB, a substantial reduction in the 

average non-performing loans and an improvement in the level of CDS for a sample of 

countries for the period 2012-2018; ii) the efficiency with which banks in the Eurozone, as 

measured by „Return on Assets” (ROA), have improved, and an extensive process of 

consolidation through acquisitions and mergers has begun; iii) the banking sector in the 

Eurozone has gradually become more integrated, as evidenced on the one hand by the 

gradual increase in the volume of cross-border loans and on the other hand by the 

convergence of interest rates; iv) the transparency of banking supervision has increased, as 

the ECB publishes much more detailed information on its prudential supervision activities 

compared to national authorities. 

b) The Single Resolution Mechanism, the second most important pillar of the Banking 

Union, was designed to complement the Single Supervisory Mechanism and ensure the 

restructuring and, ultimately, the orderly exit from the market of large credit institutions 

which are facing major difficulties and therefore cannot continue to operate, while the 

application of the common insolvency procedure would jeopardize financial stability and 

entail far too high costs for the economy and society. The institution of the resolution is 

relatively new in the European legal landscape and has emerged as a reaction to the massive 

interventions, based on public funds, launched by the Member States of the European Union 

to save large credit institutions (considered „too big to fail”). 

The Financial Stability Board (FSB) set the principles and standards for banking resolution 

at the international level in 2011, in the document "Key Attributes for Effective Resolution 

Regimes". Subsequently, these principles and standards were incorporated within the Single 

Rulebook by adopting Directive 2014/59/EU, known as the “BRRD” (Bank Recovery and 

Resolution Directive). Thus, according to the provisions of BRRD, the resolution can be 

made by using the following tools: i) sale of business; ii) bridge bank; iii) asset separation; 
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iv) bail-in. This harmonized framework represents the foundation on which the second pillar 

of the Banking Union was subsequently built, namely the Single Resolution Mechanism by 

issuing Regulation (EU) No 806/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 

July 2014 laying down uniform rules and procedures for the resolution of credit institutions 

and certain investment firms under a single resolution mechanism and a single resolution 

and amendment fund of Regulation (EU) no. 1093/2010, hereinafter referred to as the SRM 

Regulation. This normative act establishes the Single Resolution Board, the central European 

resolution authority, and a special fund (Single Resolution Fund) that will finance the 

resolution process in the Banking Union. It is financed by contributions from credit 

institutions covered by the SRM, according to the principle that the banking sector must bear 

the cost of "solving" troubled banks and not taxpayers. A preoccupied issue for Member 

States has been the identification of a fiscal-neutral solution to ensure a "backstop" for the 

Single Resolution Fund, or an additional source of funding if the Fund's available resources 

are not sufficient for the resolution of large banking groups. In this regard, the Eurogroup 

meeting in June 2019 reached a consensus on the use of the European Stability Mechanism 

(ESM) as a "backstop" for this fund. From a technical point of view, in case the Fund's 

resources are exhausted, the ESM will borrow the Fund with the necessary amounts for the 

resolution, through a revolving credit line, the costs to be borne by the banking sector. For 

Member States with a derogation that will join the Banking Union, this "backstop" tool will 

not be available. These states will have to provide, in parallel with the ESM, revolving credit 

lines from the state budget. 

c) The European Deposit Insurance Scheme (EDIS), which should be the third pillar of 

the Banking Union, is not currently operational. EDIS would be the mechanism of the 

Banking Union to ensure a high level of protection for depositors of banks within the 

supervision perimeter of the SSM.  

At European level, the first common rules on the establishment and operation of deposit-

guarantee schemes were introduced more than 30 years ago by Recommendation 87/63 /EEC 

of 22 December 1986 on the introduction of deposit-guarantee schemes in the European 

Economic Community. In 2012, the European Commission initiated a reform process in this 

area to align with international best practices, which was completed in 2014 with the 

adoption of Directive 2014/49/ EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 

April 2014 on guarantee schemes deposits (DGS). The new directive takes a different 

approach, pursuing maximum harmonization in all Member States of the European Union. 
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The main vulnerability of national deposit guarantee schemes is related to their limited 

capacity to deal with bankruptcy of major credit institutions. Due to the size of large cross-

border banking groups, in the event that such an institution goes bankrupt, the resources of 

the national schemes would not be sufficient to cover and offset the losses for all insured 

depositors. The answer to this problem is to centralize them at the supranational level, by 

setting up a single European Deposit Guarantee Scheme. The advantages of this solution are 

multiple in terms of repayment capacity, cost effectiveness and operational efficiency.  

In this regard, using the support that Banking Union enjoyed, on 24 November 2015, the 

European Commission published its proposal on the establishment of a European Deposit 

Guarantee Scheme (EDIS). The Commission's draft provided for the establishment of a 

European Deposit Guarantee Fund, administered by the Single Resolution Committee and 

financed by contributions of credit institutions participating in the Banking Union. The main 

problem with the European Commission's proposal is that it is built on the idea of "risk 

sharing", whereas the national banking sectors of the EU Member States have different risks, 

accumulated in the balance sheets of credit institutions before the establishment of the Single 

Mechanism. This situation is highlighted both by the different level of non-performing loans 

and by the results of the comprehensive evaluation exercises carried out by the ECB. In 

addition, sharing the resources accumulated by national deposit guarantee schemes does not 

seem to be a fair solution given that some states had set up such protection systems long 

before the DGS, so that the level of available resources was already consistent (e.g. 

Romania), while other states were just beginning (e.g. Luxembourg). As such, from the very 

beginning the Commission's proposal confronted the reluctance of northern Members States, 

with stronger banking systems, which blocked negotiations.  

The following section of the research, we described in detail the institutional framework of 

micro-prudential banking supervision in Romania with its central axis, represented by the 

NBR. In addition, we presented the main milestones of the transformational process that the 

banking supervision activity went through: 

a. Gradual alignment with EU instruments and practices, ensured in particular through the 

participation of NBR’s representatives in European working structures, initially CEBS 

and later EBA. 

b. Participation in the colleges of supervisors for the realization of the supervision at 

consolidated level of the banking groups.  
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c. Adoption and implementation of primary and secondary legislation ensuring the 

implementation of the requirements of the Single Rulebook, in particular those related 

to Basel III, reflected in the CRD IV / CRR legislative package. 

From the perspective of the concrete ways of exercising supervision, in order to obtain a 

more accurate picture of the viability and soundness of each bank, the risk profile assumed 

and the adequacy of the measures adopted to address the risks, the NBR uses the same tools 

as the ECB. These tools could be grouped into the following categories: i) off-site 

supervision activities; ii) on-site supervision activities; iii) thematic reviews; and iv) the 

application of supervision measures. Thus, the NBR annual reports show that the SREP 

methodology used by the ECB is also applied in its supervision activity, and the approach is 

a risk-based one, which involves on the one hand concentrating efforts and resources to 

verify the areas where significant risks, and on the other hand a forward-looking vision, 

which aims to identify and prevent problems before they materialize. 

An extremely valuable source of information on the NBR's supervisory activity is the 

financial-banking system evaluation reports, prepared and published following the Financial 

Sector Assessment Program (FSAP) missions carried out by the International Monetary 

Fund and the World Bank. The last of these (conducted in 2017-2018) highlights the positive 

developments in the Romanian financial sector, which has strengthened significantly in 

recent years, including against the background of supervision measures adopted by the NBR 

regarding non-performing loans. 

From this perspective, it was highlighted that Romania managed to achieve a remarkable 

performance, being one of the five EU Member States that did not resort to the use of public 

funds or other government support schemes to save the banking system. (Eurostat, 2019).  

Next, we presented the national framework in the field of banking resolution, that is based 

on Law no. 312/2015 on the recovery and resolution of credit institutions and investment 

firms, transposing the relevant European Directive (BRRD). This law designated the 

National Bank of Romania as the resolution authority and established a Bank Resolution 

Fund, administered by the Bank Deposit Guarantee Fund (FGDB). The resolution 

instruments are those provided in BRRD, respectively: a) sale of business; b) bridge bank; 

c) asset separation; d) bail-in. 

Regarding the deposit guarantee scheme, Romania has a relatively consistent experience in 

this field gained in the 24 years of continued operation of FGDB. The current legal basis is 
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represented by Law no. 311/2015 on deposit guarantee schemes and FGDB, which 

transposes Directive 2014/49 / EU and partially repeals Government Ordinance no. 39/1996 

on the establishment and operation of FGDB. The law designates the NBR as the competent 

administrative authority that determines whether deposits from a credit institution have 

become unavailable.  

It is noteworthy that the available financial resources of FGDB are very high, compared to 

the minimum target level provided by the relevant European Directive (DGS) of 0.8% of the 

value of covered deposits, but also with the situation in neighboring countries with which 

Romania usually compare in international statistics. Thus, based on data published by 

FGDB, we estimated that a coverage level is 2.95% of the total value of covered deposits at 

the end of 2019. For comparison, neighboring states recorded the following levels of this 

indicator (author's calculations based on data published by the European Banking 

Authority): Bulgaria - 1.18%; Czech Republic - 1.28%, Croatia - 2.87%; Hungary - 0.2%; 

Poland - 1.8%. 

A special section was dedicated to the presentation of the institutional framework in the field 

of macroprudential supervision in Romania. Thus, at national level, in 2007 the National 

Committee for Financial Stability was established, based on a cooperation agreement in the 

field of financial stability and financial crisis management, concluded between the Ministry 

of Economy and Finance, NBR, National Securities Commission, Supervisory Commission 

of Insurance and the Supervisory Commission of the Private Pension System. This structure 

had a transitory character until the adoption of Law no. 12/2017 on the macroprudential 

supervision of the national financial system, establishing the National Committee for 

Macroprudential Supervision (NCMS), an inter-institutional cooperation structure that 

exercises the macroprudential mandate in Romania.  

According to the “NCMS Strategy”, most of the intermediate objectives of the 

macroprudential policy in Romania are within the competence of the NBR. Thus, as sectoral 

supervisory authority, the NBR aims to prevent excessive growth of lending and borrowing, 

reduce excessive mismatch of maturities and illiquidity in the market, limit the concentration 

of direct and indirect exposures, limit the systemic impact of incentives misaligned to reduce 

moral hazard, strengthen the resilience of financial infrastructure and increase the financial 

intermediation and inclusion. The NBR will identify, monitor and assess systemic risks and 

will identify the institutions and structures of the financial system that are systemically 

important. At the same time, the NBR will periodically establish, monitor and review the 
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intermediate objectives of the macroprudential policy and its instruments in order to reduce 

the risks to the stability of the national financial system.  

In the European Union, the ESRB had the great merit of acting as a catalyst, mobilizing 

Member States through its recommendations towards shaping and then implementing a clear 

and unified strategic framework in the field of macroprudential policy. Among the ESRB's 

recommendations, two have a special relevance in this matter, having an important impact 

on the financial architecture in Romania: 

‒ The ESRB Recommendation of 22 December 2011 on the macroprudential mandate of 

national authorities (ESRB/2011/3), which I mentioned earlier, and 

‒ The ESRB Recommendation of 4 April 2013 on intermediate objectives and macro-

prudential policy instruments (ESRB/2013/1).  

In Romania, instruments of the nature mentioned in recommendation ESRB/2013/1, namely 

debt-service-to-income (DSTI) and loan-to-value (LTV), have been used since 2004 to 

temper exaggerated increase in retail credit (Neagu et al., 2015). From this perspective, 

Romania has had a pioneering mission in this field at EU level. 

Afterwards, we presented the main macroprudential instruments and detailed the manner 

they were calibrated and implemented by the NBR, respectively:  

a) Loan/value ratio (LTV) requirements and loan /income ratio and debt (debt service) / 

income ratio requirements; 

b) The set up for a more prudent treatment of the solvency indicator of credit institutions; 

c) The capital conservation buffer, the anti-cyclical capital buffer, the systemic risk buffer 

and the capital buffer related to other systemically important institutions. 
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Summary of Chapter III: Approaches of the Member States with a 

derogation as regards participation in the Banking Union. The case of 

Romania 

 

The Banking Union was imagined from the beginning as a project dedicated to the Eurozone, 

the participation of the Eurosystem member states being mandatory. For Member States that 

have not yet adopted the common currency, the option of joining this creation has been left, 

on a voluntary basis, through the close cooperation procedure. This open approach, which is 

in fact a reflection of the new concept of "Europe with variable geometry", has the advantage 

of taking into account the different stage of economic and financial development and the 

different degree of convergence of Member States with a derogation, while maintaining the 

premises for Single Market in the banking sector.  

In a first phase, when the reflection process on this project was launched, namely June - 

September 2012, all Member States, including those with a derogation, expressed their open 

and enthusiastic support for this project. Subsequently, after the details of the edifice were 

settled, the statements of the official representatives of the Member States became more 

nuanced and some of the Member States with a derogation distanced themselves from this 

project, the main reason being related to differences in treatment. 

In this chapter of the paper, we presented the positions adopted by the eight Member States 

with a derogation regarding their future participation in the Banking Union. To this aim, we 

examined the specificities of each national banking sector, in order to fully understand the 

context and arguments that laid the ground for these options. Thus, it was observed that the 

states with banking systems most affected by the global financial crisis (Romania, Bulgaria 

and Croatia) were also those that firmly expressed their desire to join the Banking Union.  

In the second part of this chapter, an empirical study was conducted in order to investigate 

whether there is a correlation between the option of states with a derogation to participate or 

not in the Banking Union and their level of political and social development, based on the 

model proposed by Méró and Piroska (2016). In this sense, a composite index of “good 

governance” was used as an explanatory variable, calculated based on four relevant 

indicators, which reflect a dimension of the state's capacity to apply good public 

administration measures, selected from the Bank's database. World Bank - The Worldwide 
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Governance Indicators, namely “Government Effectiveness”, “Regulatory Quality”, “Rule 

of Law” and "Control of Corruption". 

The graphs representing the dynamics of these indicators highlight the following aspects: i) 

the two Nordic states (Denmark and Sweden) stand out at a great distance from the rest of 

the group, as an example of good governance, being clear that they are part of another league; 

ii) at the opposite pole, Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia constantly occupy the places at the 

bottom of the ranking; iii) in the case of Hungary there is a gradual but persistent 

deterioration of the four indicators that reflect the dimensions of the state's capacity. 

The options of Member States with a derogation concerning the Banking Union was 

reflected by a dummy variable, which received the value 1 in the case of states in favor of 

participating in the Banking Union in the near future and 0 for the others. Thus, a Pearson 

correlation coefficient of -0.73 was obtained between the composite index of good state 

governance and the options vis-à-vis the Banking Union. In conclusion, we can appreciate 

that there is a strong, negative correlation, statistically significant, between the intention to 

participate in the new European project and the quality of the governance in the Member 

States. Thus, the lower the quality of the governing act, the greater the inclination of national 

authorities to be part of the supranational structure of the Banking Union. The explanation 

for this phenomenon lies in the fact that the Banking Union is perceived as an anchor of 

stability and credibility, and the decision makers in these states understand that the transfer 

of supranational powers in terms of supervision and, if necessary, resolution of credit 

institutions, provides better results than maintaining and exercising them at national level.  

As shown in the previous section, Romania has expressed interest in participating in the 

Banking Union since the launch of this project. In the decision-making process related to the 

participation in the Banking Union before the adoption of the euro, both the advantages and 

the disadvantages, the problems / risks must be taken into account. Among the arguments in 

favor of rapid integration into the Banking Union are the following:   

a. "Having a seat at the table"- The Banking Union has produced and will continue to 

produce effects on the banking sector in Romania, regardless of our country 

membership in this "club". Consequently, it is preferable and rational to participate as 

an active player in the decision-making process that will fully affect the Romanian 

banking sector anyway (Cărămidariu, 2015). In addition, the Banking Union is not a 

fully completed project. Pillar III – EDIS is still being under construction, while the 
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other components are being continuously improved. From this point of view, it is 

preferable to participate actively in the construction of a mechanism that you will have 

to join at some point. In addition, UK's exit from the European Union (Brexit) has 

substantially weakened the influence of the group of states with a derogation within 

the Union, increasing the danger of their marginalization, which could soon be 

considered the "periphery of the EU"; 

b. The Banking Union would be a key step towards the adoption of the euro. The 

experience of Bulgaria and Croatia proved that accession to ERM II, which is the 

antechamber to the adoption of the euro, is also conditioned by the entry into the close 

cooperation procedure with the ECB (Eurogroup, 2019); 

c. Membership in the Banking Union is expected to represent an anchor of stability for 

the Romanian banking sector, that could strengthen the confidence of financial markets 

in the financial system and implicitly in our country's economy, contributing to 

supporting a sustainable growth of credit and economic activity.; 

d. It could remove a possible incentive for disintermediation from the part of large 

European banking groups and lead to a more competitive market by reducing 

distortions and barriers to market entry; 

e. Stronger supervision of the large banking groups, in line with the highest relevant 

standards (performed from a stronger ground). Participation in the SSM could lead to 

more effective supervision, by improving access to information, reducing friction 

between supervisors and eliminating parallelism in the supervision of banking groups 

considered significant, originating in the Eurozone, and by eliminating the possibility 

of regulatory and supervisory arbitrage.  

However, the membership in the Banking Union alone does not guarantee superior results 

in the banking sector, just as the adoption of the euro does not automatically lead to an 

increase in economic performance. Disadvantages and risks include the following:   

a. Reducing the importance and relevance of the responsibilities preserved at national 

level in the area of prudential supervision and banking resolution. Additionally, there 

is a fear of national authorities of becoming irrelevant. Given that the banking sector 

in Romania is extremely small compared to the countries that make up the core of the 

Eurozone, namely Germany, France, Italy, Spain and the Benelux countries, it is 
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possible that the ECB will focus more on large banking groups in located in the core 

of Eurosystem and give less importance to banks in Member States with a derogation; 

b. Possible pressure to transform subsidiaries into branches; 

c. Possible erosion in the medium term of the prudential indicators in non-euro area 

Member States, which are now above the levels recorded in the home states of the 

parent banks; 

d. New costs for banks operating in Romania, related to supervision fees, which will 

eventually be transferred to customers.  

In order to have a hint regarding the level of these supervision fees, we estimated them 

for the first three most important banks in Romania (according to the assets  value for 

2019), that could have qualified as “significant”, respectively: 1) Banca Transilvania 

SA - 1,078,597 euro; 2) BCR S.A. - 953,854 euro and 3) BRD - Groupe Société 

Générale S.A. - 821,015 euro. Next, the supervision fees were calculated for the 

following three banks that, assuming Romania's participation in the Banking Union, 

would have been part of the category of “less significant” credit institutions: UniCredit 

Bank - 117,698 euro, Raiffeisen Bank - 106,498 euro and CEC Bank - 72,818 euro;  

e. Increasing the administrative burden for the NBR, as well as the complexity of the 

decision-making process for the activities regarding the supervision, recovery and 

resolution of credit institutions. The analysis carried out regarding the variation of the 

staff employed in the national competent authorities responsible for prudential 

supervision in the Eurozone shows that the organizational structure of these authorities 

did not decrease after the operationalization of the SSM, but on the contrary it 

increased significantly, by an average of 7%; 

f. The existence of an imbalance in terms of rights and obligations between Member 

States that have adopted the euro and those with a derogation. Thus, states with a 

derogation are not represented on the Governing Council of the ECB, the supreme 

decision-making body of the SSM, nor do they have access to the ECB's Emergency 

Liquidity Assistance Facility (ELA), in the hypothetic situation that banks operating 

in their territory face euro liquidity difficulties;  

g. It is possible that the Romanian banks that will be considered significant will reduce 

their lending activity in order to reduce their balance sheet and thus improve their 
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prudential indicators of capital adequacy, this phenomenon being observed in the 

Eurozone as well;  

h. Entry into the close cooperation procedure with the ECB is conditional on the prior 

comprehensive evaluation, which involves additional costs and efforts for both the 

NBR and the selected credit institutions to fall within the scope of the evaluation. 

Next, we detailed the process for a Member State to enter in the close cooperation procedure 

with the ECB. Before making the procedural steps to initiate this process, the Romanian 

authorities must prepare legislative changes in order to transfer some prerogatives to the 

supranational level. This effort is expected to be complicated and time-consuming, given the 

complexity of the national legislative framework, as well as the large number of institutions 

and authorities involved. Following the analysis performed on the primary legislation, we 

identified the following legislative acts that need to be amended in order to adjust them to 

the SSM: 

- Law no. 312/2004 on the Statute of the National Bank of Romania (NBR Statute); 

- GEO no. 99/2006 on credit institutions and capital adequacy, with amendments and 

completions brought by Law no. 227/2007; 

-  GEO no. 98/2006 on the additional supervision of credit institutions, insurance and / or 

reinsurance companies, financial investment services companies and investment 

management companies in a financial conglomerate, as amended and supplemented by 

Law no. 272/2013; 

- Law no. 311/2015 on deposit guarantee schemes and the Bank Deposit Guarantee Fund; 

- Law no. 312/2015 on the recovery and resolution of credit institutions and investment 

firms, as well as for amending and supplementing normative acts in the financial field; 

- Law no. 12/2017 on the macroprudential supervision of the national financial system; 

- Law no. 129/2019 for preventing and combating money laundering and terrorist 

financing, as well as for amending and supplementing some normative acts. 

 

In addition to the legislative acts mentioned above, the regulations that make up the 

secondary legislation will have to be identified and amended. This whole process can take 

several years, as shown by the case of Bulgaria, where at the end of 2019, this process of 

amending secondary legislation had not been completed yet, given that Bulgaria applied to 

participate in the SSM in July 2018.  
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Based on the outline of the indicative calendar, presented by the NBR in 2014 (Georgescu, 

2014), and taking into account the experience of Bulgaria and Croatia, a series of 

considerations were presented regarding the chronology of the accession process to the 

Banking Union through the close cooperation procedure: 

‒ The scenario of the NBR's entry into the close cooperation procedure with the ECB over 

a two-year period, although it can be considered ambitious, is still feasible, provided that 

all the institutions involved are adequately mobilized and there is a strong political will; 

‒ As regards the duration of the comprehensive assessment, a reasonable period could be 

12 months. In Bulgaria it actually lasted 9 months, but one must not forget that Bulgaria 

had previously gone through such an exercise, so that both the national supervisory 

authority and the credit institutions already had relevant experience in this kind of 

exercise, and the banking sector in Bulgaria is smaller than the Romanian one; 

‒ Two other aspects should be taken into account, which do not appear on the calendar 

sketch of the NBR: i) the preparation period of the comprehensive evaluation exercise; 

and ii) the post-assessment period, which is important if capital deficits are identified for 

banks within the scope of the assessment exercise. 

We also made some recommendations for adjusting in the near future the "National Plan for 

the adoption of the euro", assumed by the Romanian Government in December 2018, to 

explicitly highlight the fact that joining the Banking Union is one of the essential stages of 

the technical process of adoption of the euro by Romania.  
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Summary of Chapter IV: Comprehensive assessment of the banking sector 

– preliminary condition for participation in the Banking Union 

 

According to the provisions of Art. 33, para. (4) of the SSM Regulation, before taking on 

direct supervisory tasks, “the ECB may request the competent national authorities to provide 

all relevant information to enable the ECB to carry out a full assessment, including on the 

balance sheet, of credit institutions in participating Member State”. This assessment exercise 

referred to in the regulation is now known as the "Comprehensive Assessment" and its main 

objective is to provide a true and fair view of the health of the banking sector in question, 

but especially of credit institutions that ECB is to take over in direct supervision, considered 

"significant" (a form of "due diligence"). By the time of writing this thesis  (June 2020), the 

ECB had completed five such exercises: the first and most important in 2013-2014, two in 

2015, one in 2016 and one in 2018-2019, the results of which were presented in detail in this 

chapter of the paper. 

From the methodological point of view, the comprehensive evaluation process comprises 

two components, as follows:  

a) An Assets Quality Review (AQR) component designed to identify any hidden problems 

related to the real value of assets recorded in banks' balance sheets, including those 

related to non-performing loans; 

b) A stress test exercise aimed at verifying the ability of credit institutions to deal with 

hypothetical macroeconomic situations, represented by two common macroeconomic 

scenarios, one baseline scenario and one adverse scenario.  

The results of the evaluations are materialized in potential capital shortfalls, calculated by 

reporting the CET1 ratio to three minimum thresholds: in the case of AQR and the stress test 

on the baseline scenario credit had to maintain a CET1 rate of at least 8%, and in the case of 

the adverse scenario of at least 5%. 

In total, the comprehensive assessment exercise in 2013-2014 identified a capital shortfall 

of EUR 24.6 billion concentrated in 25 participating banks. From the perspective of the way 

in which this capital deficit was distributed to banks and countries, the following can be 

noticed: 
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- In nominal terms, most of the capital deficits identified as a result of the comprehensive 

assessment process was concentrated in Italy (EUR 9.7 billion), followed by Greece 

(EUR 8.7 billion) and Cyprus (EUR 2.4 billion); 

- However, in relation to the value of banking assets (relative value), Cyprus ranks first 

(6.1% of total risk-weighted banking assets), Greece second (4.1%), Portugal third 

(0.9%), and Italy in fourth place with 0.8%; 

- In terms of the number of banks that were identified as having capital deficits, Italy is in 

first place (9 banks), Greece and Cyprus in second place (3 banks each), Slovenia and 

Belgium in third place (2 banks) every). 

The first comprehensive evaluation exercise significantly improved the transparency of the 

financial situation of euro area banks and succeeded in harmonizing the definition of non-

performing loans and highlighting the hidden losses behind these exposures (De Groen, 

2014). According to the study of Homar et al. (2015), the comprehensive assessment and in 

particular its AQR component has the merit of applying for the first time precise and 

objective measures for the identification and assessment of problem loans, which, however, 

were not classified as non-performing.  

In 2015, two exercises of comprehensive evaluation took place, but on much smaller scale. 

The first exercise took place between March and November 2015 and included nine banks 

operating in the Eurozone, which had recently become or were to become “significant” credit 

institutions, according to the criteria of Art. 6, para. (4) of the SSM Regulation, and thus 

qualified to come under the direct supervision of the ECB. The second exercise of 2015 

included four significant banks in Greece, with total assets of EUR 296 billion, representing 

90% of total banking assets in the Hellenic Republic. In this case, the comprehensive 

evaluation process was triggered by the political decision taken by the Heads of State and 

Government at the Eurozone Summit on 12 July 2015, when Greece's request for financial 

support for the recapitalization of the banking sector was discussed.  

Between March and November 2016, the ECB conducted another comprehensive evaluation 

exercise involving four Eurozone banks, that were about to enter the ECB's direct 

supervisory scope. Of these, one did not give its consent for the publication of the results of 

the evaluation. For the other three banks, which agreed to publish the results, no capital 

deficits or significant asset valuation issues were identified. 
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As mentioned in the previous chapter, dedicated to the positioning of Member States with a 

derogation vis-à-vis the Banking Union, Bulgaria has been taking steps to participate in this 

European project since the summer of 2018, when it applied to the ECB to enter the close 

cooperation procedure. Based on this request, the ECB launched in November 2018 a 

comprehensive assessment of the Bulgarian banking sector. In the scope of this exercise, six 

credit institutions were included. The results indicated the existence of a capital deficit 

totaling EUR 314.7 million, concentrated in two of the banks assessed. 

Although most authors considered the comprehensive evaluation exercises launched by the 

ECB since 2013 to be remarkable progress, much more credible than the stress tests 

previously coordinated by EBA, there were many critical voices challenging the 

methodology and results of these evaluations. 

In their study related to the lessons learned during the comprehensive evaluation from 2013-

2014, Barucci et al. (2018) concluded that a double standard was used, respectively that 

AQR was more severe for banks operating in countries outside the hard core of the Eurozone, 

an opinion shared by other authors. Vestergaard (2014) argued that the results of the 2014 

comprehensive assessments projected an unrealistic picture of the soundness and health of 

the banking sectors in Germany and France, which would in fact proved to be 

undercapitalized if instead of CET1 rate  ECB would had been used an indicator relating to 

the level of equity and total assets. In a 2013 paper, Vestergaard and Retana appreciated that 

many euro area credit institutions had been using strategies to optimize the “risk-weighted 

assets” indicator, and European supervisors had been very tolerant in allowing banks to 

extend the scope of CET1 (Vestergaard & Retana, 2013).    

In addition, although De Groen (2014) appreciated the overall benefits of the comprehensive 

assessment, he disapproved the ECB’s approach. Namely, he criticized the solution of 

relying exclusively on a single capital indicator, namely the basic Tier 1 capital ratio, that 

had proved over time to have a very limited predictive capacity in terms of bank failures and 

that had been to some extent dependent on internal rating models. This was likely to raise 

suspicions about the application of sufficiently high standards for rigorous diagnosis and 

problems in the banking sector. According to his estimates, if the valuation had been based 

on an alternative indicator, namely on the leverage ratio (which is not calculated based on 

risk-weighted assets), capital deficits would had been more substantial and evenly 

distributed in the Eurozone. 
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Moreover, the issue of the exclusive use of the CET1 rate and the extent to which this 

indicator is appropriate as a basic benchmark in assessing the European banking sector was 

also raised by Acharya and Steffen (2014). They showed, based on data published by the 

ECB following the first comprehensive assessment exercise, that there is a high degree of 

heterogeneity between European banks in terms of the risk weighting assets. Thus, while in 

the case of German banks almost 84% of assets are considered and reported as not being 

affected by any risk, in France this level was only 24.5%. Such differences in methodological 

approach, which are to some extent at the discretion of national regulators, may compromise 

the statistical and even prudential significance of the notion of "total risk exposure" of credit 

institutions and implicitly of other indicators that are calculated on its basis, as is the case 

for CET1. In a 2014 paper, Mariathasan and Merrouche showed, based on the analysis of a 

panel of 115 credit institutions in OECD member states, that the value of risk-weighted 

assets declined as soon as banks received permission from the national competent authority 

to move from the standard approach to internal rating models for the calculation of the capital 

requirement related to the loan portfolio, without any change in the structure of the balance 

sheet. In the opinion of the two researchers, this phenomenon proves that there are consistent 

red flags related to the possibility of manipulating the indicator “total risk exposure” 

(Mariathasan and Merrouche, 2014). 

Based on the results of these evaluations, in the second part of this chapter two types of 

quantitative analyzes were performed, in order to identify the determinants of capital deficits 

and to make an extrapolation to the situation in Romania. 

The first analysis was conducted at the macroeconomic level, at the country level, and aims 

to determine the correlations between the features of the banking sector and the aggregate 

level of capital deficits. In the second analysis, we examined these relationships at the 

microeconomic level, from bank to bank.  

The first analysis showed a series of correlations between the aggregate nominal level of 

capital deficits and a number of explanatory variables. Of these, the following correlations 

had an important statistical significance: 

 strong, positive correlation between the relative level of capital deficit (calculated by 

relating the aggregate nominal level of capital deficits to the aggregate value of banking 

sector capital) and the level of non-performing loans; 



 

 

33 
 

 

 a correlation of moderate intensity, of negative sense, with the level of CET1, which 

shows that a high level of own funds is associated with a lower value of capital deficits;  

 a correlation of moderate intensity, of negative sense, with the profitability indicators, 

which means an association between the low profitability and the high level of capital 

requirements; low-intensity, negative correlation with real GDP developments, 

indicating that the economic recession is associated with a high level of capital deficits.  

A novelty element of this paper is related to the fact that it identified a statistically significant 

correlation, of negative meaning, between the capital deficits in the banking sector and the 

indicators of good governance of the home state. This finding, which was also confirmed by 

the analysis at the microeconomic level, shows that the political and social development of 

a state is ultimately reflected in the balance sheet of its banks, and the propensity of the 

authorities regarding on the quality of regulations, law enforcement and corruption control 

creates the preconditions for a stable and healthy banking system. 

Subsequently, two regression equations were estimated, based on which the capital deficit 

for Romania was predicted, in a counterfactual scenario, assuming that our country would 

have entered the comprehensive evaluation exercise in the same time with Bulgaria in 

November 2018, and the assessment would have taken into account the financial statements 

of banks as of December 31, 2018. Thus, based on the two regressions, the capital deficit for 

the Romanian banking sector for 2018 was estimated to be between 69 and 114.45 million 

euro. Therefore, the capital deficit would have been insignificant. This result is primarily 

due to the substantial reduction in the level of non-performing loans, the increase in the 

profitability of the banking sector and the reduction in the spread to CDS 5Y, on the 

background of the robust economic growth registered by Romania in the last five years. 

The second analysis is focused on the examination of the individual situation of each bank 

that has been the subject of a comprehensive assessment from 2014 to the present (individual 

data from 152 credit institutions were used), aiming to investigate whether there is typology 

of credit institutions with capital shortage, starting from the model used by Barucci et al. 

(2018). Thus, the statistical analysis showed that there is a low correlation, not statistically 

significant, between the level of capital deficits and the capitalization and solvency 

indicators (nominal value and ratio of CET1, leverage ratio, total value of risk exposure, 

total level of assets). 
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However, there is a significant, positive correlation between capital deficits and the stock of 

non-performing loans, both at the level of individual credit institution and on the banking 

system of the home state as a whole. In addition, we identified statistically significant 

correlations between these deficits and real GDP, long-term interest rate (reflected by the 

yield of 10-year government bonds), the spread of CDS on 5-year benchmark government 

bonds issued by the home state, and the index of good governance. In the next stage of the 

analysis, two regression equations were determined, based on which we tried to estimate the 

capital deficit for the top 10 banks in Romania by asset value (situation at the end of 2018), 

in the counterfactual scenario that our country would have been subject to a comprehensive 

assessment together with Bulgaria (end of 2018). Since both the R-squared and adjusted R-

squared for the two regression equations are relatively low, we need to look with caution at 

the values obtained from the extrapolation, as they have rather the ability to give some 

guidance and indicate the banks that could face a higher deficit in the event of a potential 

comprehensive assessment. From this perspective, the regression equations pointed to Banca 

Transilvania S.A., UniCredit Bank S.A. and CEC Bank S.A. These estimates were confirmed 

by recent developments in real life, for all these three credit institutions being launched 

capital increase operations in the period 2019-2020. In 2019, Banca Transilvania increased 

its capital by about 84.4 million and CEC Bank with almost EUR 200 million, UniCredit 

Bank announcing that it intends to allocate part of the profit obtained in 2019, respectively 

about EUR 20 million, in order to consolidate its capital and improve its solvency rate). 

The conclusion that emerges from the two analyzes is that in 2018 there is a very high 

probability that a possible comprehensive evaluation exercise will identify additional capital 

needs in the Romanian banking sector. However, the downward trend in non-performing 

loans, as well as the above-mentioned measures to increase the capital of some major banks, 

may be a reason for optimism for the future. On the other hand, Romania records negative 

results for a number of other indicators that have been proved to be correlated with capital 

deficits, such as the public governance, the long-term interest rate on 10-year public debt 

and the CDS spread for medium-term government debt.  

The research was also of an practical nature, aiming to identify concrete, pragmatic elements 

that authorities should take into account when preparing the process of accession to the 

Banking Union, such as the logistical and financial aspects involved in the comprehensive 

evaluation exercise. For example, in its 2016 activity report, the ECB explicitly stated that 

the fees paid for external consultants who participated in the comprehensive assessment of 
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that year (only four credit institutions) reached EUR 8.2 million (ECB, 2016). A journalistic 

investigation by the Financial Times in 2014 (Financial Times, 2014) concluded that the 

ECB and the national authorities involved in conducting the comprehensive assessment 

2013-2014 paid a total of approx. EUR 487.7 million for consultancy services. The largest 

contributions were made by Germany - EUR 240 million, France - EUR 80 million, the 

Netherlands - EUR 61.7 million, Austria - EUR 31 million, Ireland – EUR 18.3 million, 

ECB – EUR 14 million. 

Therefore, the costs of the comprehensive assessments are significant and those amounts 

must be planned in the budgets of the competent national authority. In the case of Romania, 

the respective authority is the NBR. Considering that, according to Law no. 312/2004 on the 

Statute of the NBR, it is a public institution, it must follow the procedures provided by the 

public procurement legislation, and therefore the entire procurement process should be 

thought out in advance and rigorously planned.  

Regarding the impact of comprehensive assessment on the banking sector, Sahin & De Haan 

(2015) showed that neither the share price of the banks assessed nor the spread of CDSs 

reacted significantly to the disclosure of the results, not even in the case of banks with capital 

deficits. This finding indicates that much of the information on the results were already 

incorporated in investment decisions, in line with financial market expectations. The same 

conclusion emerged from our analysis. We showed that capital deficits are correlated with 

the spread of CDS for 5 years benchmark government bonds with the yield of long-term 

government bonds (10 years) of the Member State where banks operate. Therefore, we 

concluded that investors have a deep understanding and realistic expectations as regards the 

financial and prudential situation of the credit institutions. 

However, the comprehensive assessment exercise is not bulletproof, nor is the Single 

Supervisory Mechanism a panacea. The fact that most banks have gone through this 

evaluation process without any problems, without identifying capital deficits, is not a 

guarantee of their financial health. An eloquent example is the case of Banco Popular 

Español S.A. (Banco Popular) from Spain. This credit institution entered the perimeter of 

the first comprehensive assessment because of its large balance sheet (it had at the end of 

the financial year 2013 assets of EUR 147 billion, being the sixth bank in Spain by value of 

assets). According to the detailed results of the assessment, published by the ECB, Banco 

Popular was not identified as having a capital deficit, although the level of non-performing 

loans was quite high (14.31%) and the bank had significant exposures to the Spanish 



 

 

36 
 

 

residential sector, which was collapsing. Three years later, on 7 June 2017, the bank entered 

into resolution procedure and it was sold for 1 euro to Santander. 
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Conclusions and research perspectives 

 

There are several models for organizing the architecture of financial supervision that 

emerged at the global level, and the preferences of states for one variant or another are 

determined by tradition, the legal system and the level of economic, political and social 

development. All these models have a solid theoretical foundation and they are well 

represented, including at the level of the European Union. However, when we talk about the 

European architecture we refer to the Union option as a whole, and this is based on the 

sectoral model, with distinct authorities for the banking, insurance and capital market 

sectors. 

The global financial crisis has highlighted the need to strengthen the financial regulation and 

supervision framework, leading to important changes in the European financial supervision 

architecture, by adding new components to prevent systemic risk (macroprudential policy) 

or reduce its impact, with the aim of creating a "financial safety net" (resolution function, 

bank deposit guarantee schemes or investor compensation schemes, in the case of the capital 

market). As a result, banks have become more resilient and the authorities have effective 

tools at their disposal, covering a number of gaps that have proven to be sources of 

vulnerabilities. 

Following the analysis, we consider that the current model in Romania is generally in line 

with these trends. Nevertheless, we pointed out a distinct issue related to the national 

institutional arrangement to ensure the consumer protection for banking services and to 

monitor the business conduct of credit institutions. From this perspective, we consider that 

the option of allocating these complex responsibilities exclusively to an authority that is not 

specialized on banking issues is not an optimal solution, being in contradiction with the 

practice in the European space. 

The construction of the Banking Union is considered the most ambitious European project, 

being obviously a key milestone in the process of deepening financial integration at 

European level. The Single Supervisory Mechanism remains the most important pillar of 

this building, its proper functioning being a precondition for the efficiency and effectiveness 

of pillars two and three, which represent the "financial safety net" of the Eurozone banking 

sector. However, it is precisely this idea of a "safety net" that has given rise to dilemmas 

about the appropriateness of these mechanisms, as it is associated with a problem of moral 

hazard that encourages riskier behavior on the part of credit institutions. A greater focus on 
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prevention is the solution to mitigate that risk and it could be achieved throughout prudential 

supervision. Prudential supervision will reduce the likelihood of banks going bankrupt and 

the need for deposit guarantee schemes to compensate depositors. However, if a large credit 

institution faces major difficulties that jeopardize financial stability, early intervention and 

resolution are required to avoid the risk of a disastrous bankruptcy that could disrupt the 

financial system and the real economy. The new resolution procedure aims to limit the moral 

hazard and to address the problem of credit institutions considered too big to be allowed to 

go bankrupt (too big to fail). Through the resolution mechanism, any banking institution, 

regardless of its size and network of interdependencies, will be able to be removed from the 

market without undermining the financial system, while preserving the claims of small 

depositors who have deposits secured up to the level of EUR 100,000. When resolution 

measures are applied, the financial contribution of the Deposit Guarantee Scheme will not 

be higher than in the case of ordinary insolvency proceedings. Normally, the interventions 

of deposit guarantee schemes will be substantially diminished, taking place only to 

compensate depositors in the event of the insolvency of a small bank for which no resolution 

is required or in the context of the resolution procedure by partially financing the resolution 

costs.  

As far as we are concerned, following the analysis undertaken, we appreciate that the 

Banking Union has already demonstrated its viability, and its contribution to the 

consolidation of the financial edifice of the Eurozone is indisputable. However, there are a 

number of vulnerabilities that, if not corrected in time, could weaken the new institutional 

construction. One of these stems from the fact that although the supervision of credit 

institutions has been transferred to the ECB, the burden of managing the banks in difficulty 

or even bankruptcy has remained at national level. This generates a disconnection of 

responsibilities between the supervisor and the one who bears the costs of supervisory errors, 

which over time could undermine the legitimacy of the Banking Union. The second is related 

to the fact that the current crisis management framework makes micro-prudential supervision 

more difficult. Typically, when dealing with troubled banks, supervisors are forced to make 

a compromise, balancing between strict enforcement of the rules and threatening the 

financial stability for which they are responsible. In the absence of a fully functioning bank 

resolution mechanism, including from the perspective of funds availability, supervisors may 

be tempted to delay the application of the necessary measures, which could aggravate long-

term problems. As Ignazio Angeloni, a former member of the ECB's Supervisory Board, 
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argued, there is a functional dependence between the supervisory and the resolution function, 

in the sense that rigorous supervision should be supported by a strong crisis management 

framework. If the latter is vulnerable, the supervisor's approach should be more tolerant to 

avoid creating instability at the system level through his actions (Angeloni, 2020). However, 

at this moment, the Single Rulebook has a number of weaknesses that could compromise the 

rigorous application of the Single Supervisory Mechanism. 

The initiative to build the European Banking Union was initially welcomed by all Member 

States, but as the technical details became available and it was clear that there would be 

differences between the Eurozone and the countries with a derogation, some of the latter 

became more reluctant to participate in the new project. The hesitations come mainly from 

countries that have overcome the global financial crisis and enjoy a high quality of public 

governance. As shown in the paper, there is a strong, negative correlation between public 

governance and the option of transferring the prerogatives of banking supervision to the 

supranational level.  

As for Romania, the authorities have explicitly expressed their desire to join the Banking 

Union before adopting the common currency. The experience of Bulgaria and Croatia on 

this path shows us that participation in the Banking Union will in any case be a mandatory 

condition for the adoption of the euro, which must be met simultaneously with the entry into 

ERM II. 

In our opinion, the arguments in favor of participating in the Banking Union are more 

numerous and more consistent than those against this option. However, authorities must be 

realistic in their approach; they must be aware that the accession process, through the close 

cooperation procedure with the ECB, is a lengthy one, which requires adjusting the relevant 

legal framework and conducting a comprehensive assessment of the banking sector. The 

results obtained so far from the ECB's similar exercises show that there are statistically 

significant correlations between capital deficits and indicators that characterize the 

performance of the credit institutions, such as non-performing loans and CET1. It has also 

been shown that there is a certain degree of correlation with a number of macroeconomic 

indicators of the home state, such as GDP, the long-term interest rate on 10-year government 

securities, the CDS spread for medium-term government debt, but also indicators of good 

public governance. 
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In the hypothetical situation where Romania would have gone through a comprehensive 

assessment of the banking sector at the same time with Bulgaria (at the end of 2018), it is 

very possible that additional capital needs would have been identified. However, the 

downward trend in non-performing loans, as well as recent measures to increase the capital 

of some major banks, may be cause for optimism in the future. On the other hand, Romania 

has notable counter-performances in terms of several indicators that are correlated with the 

capital deficit, such as good public governance, long-term interest on 10-year government 

bond and the CDS spread for public debt on medium term. 

The final conclusion that emerges from the research is that the national prudential 

supervision architecture is in full accordance with the new European vision in this area 

and all the preconditions are created for Romania's successful accession to the Banking 

Union. 

Regarding the research perspectives, I propose to continue the study in the direction of 

analyzing the opportunity to change the current institutional framework related to consumer 

protection of banking products and services, taking into account the new responsibilities 

recently acquired by EBA, but also the fact that Romania is the only EU Member State where 

the micro-prudential supervisory authority does not exercise any powers in this field. 

  



 

 

41 
 

 

Selective bibliography 

Books  

 

1. Angeloni I. (2020). Beyond the Pandemic: Reviving Europe’s Banking Union, CEPR Press 2020, ISBN: 

9781912179329 

2. Boccuzzi G. (2016). The European Banking Union: Supervision and Resolution. Palgrave Macmillan 

Studies in Banking an Financial Institutions, 2016, ISBN:9781-137555649 

3. Bordo M. și Siklos P. (2018) Central Banks: Evolution and Innovation in Historical Perspective, În R. 

Edvinsson, T. Jacobson & D. Waldenström, Sveriges Riksbank and the History of Central Banking (pg. 

26-90), Cambridge University Press, ISBN: 978-1107193109 

4. Brunnermeier M., James H. & Landau J.P. (2016). The Euro and the Battle of Ideas, Princeton 

University Press, ISBN: 9781400883332 

5. Cocriş V., Sireteanu E. & Andrieș A. (2013) Activitatea Bancară și Integrarea Monetară Europeană, 

Iași, Editura Universității „Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, ISBN: 978-9737038715 

6. Cocriș V. & Roman A. (2015). The Dynamics of European Banking Integration, Iași, Editura 

Universității „Alexandru Ioan Cuza”,  ISBN: 9786067141993 

7. Cărămidariu D. (2015). Uniunea Bancară Europeană și România: conceptul, cadrul legal, consecințele, 

Editura ASE București, ISBN: 9786065059689 

8. Epstein R. (2017). Banking on Markets. The Transformation of Bank-State Ties in Europe & Beyond, 

Oxford University Press, ISBN: 9780198809968 

9. Erdélyi O. (2016). Twin Peaks for Europe: State-of-the-Art Financial Supervisory Consolidation. 

Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2016, ISBN 9783319 307060 

10. Eichengreen B. (2018). The Two Eras of Central Banking in the United States, În R. Edvinsson, T. 

Jacobson & D. Waldenström, Sveriges Riksbank and the History of Central Banking (pg. 361-388), 

Cambridge University Press, ISBN: 9781107193109   

11. Gujarati, D. (2004). Basic Econometrics, Fourth Edition, The McGraw−Hill Companies, ISBN: 

9780072335422 

12. Goldstein M. (2017), Banking’s final exam: stress testing and bank-capital reform, Washington D.C., 

Peterson Institute for International Economics, ISBN: 9780881-327052 

13. Goodhart C. (2018). The Bank of England,1694 – 2017, În R. Edvinsson, T. Jacobson & D. 

Waldenström, Sveriges Riksbank and the History of Central Banking (pg. 143-172), Cambridge 

University Press, ISBN: 9781107193109  

14. Howarth D. & Macartney H. (2018). The Politics of Supranational Banking Supervision in Europe, 

Routledge, ISBN: 9781138637009 

15. Howarth D. & Quaglia L. (2016). The Political Economy of the European Banking Union, Oxford 

University Press, 2016, ISBN: 9780198727927 

16. Huang R. & Schoenmaker D. (2015). Institutional Structure of Financial Regulation: Theories and 

International Experiences, Routledge, ISBN: 9780415726870 



 

 

42 
 

 

17. Matolcsy G. (2019). The American Empire vs. The European Dream. The Failure of the Euro, Pallas 

Athéné Publishing House, ISBN: 9786155884528 

18. Mizen P., Rubio M. & Turner P. (2018). Macroprudential Policy and Practice Cambridge University 

Press, ISBN: 9781108419901 

19. Mügge D. (2014). Europe and the Governance of Global Finance, Oxford University Press, ISBN: 

9780199683963 

20. Mutu S. (2012). Contagiunea pe piața bancară europeană, Cluj-Napoca, Casa Cărții de Știință, ISBN: 

9786061702398 

21. Scott J. & Quaglia L. (2020). The UK and Multi-Level Financial Regulation: From Post-Crisis Reform 

to Brexit, Oxford University Press, ISBN 9780198828952 

22. Trenca I. & Balogh P. (2013). Macroprudențialitate bancară, Cluj-Napoca, Casa Cărții de Știință, 

ISBN: 9786061703494 

23. Trenca I. & Bolocan D. (2011). Performanță și risc în bănci, Cluj-Napoca, Casa Cărții de Știință, ISBN: 

9789731339931 

24. Trenca I. & Corovei E. (2015). Stabilitatea bancară europeană, Cluj-Napoca, Casa Cărții de Știință, 

ISBN: 9786061708079 

25. Wooldridge J. (2010), Econometric Analysis of Cross Section and Panel Data, MIT Press Ltd, Second 

Edition, ISBN: 9780262232586 

 

  

  



 

 

43 
 

 

Research papers and articles 

 

1. Acharya V., Engle R., Richardson M. (2012). Capital Shortfall: A New Approach to Ranking and 

Regulating Systemic Risks, American Economic Review, Vol. 102, No. 3, May 2012, Pages. 59-64 

2. Acharya V. & Steffen S. (2014)  Falling short of expectations? Stress testing the European banking 

system, CEPS Policy Brief, No.315, January 2014 

3. Alter A. & Schüler Y. (2012). Credit spread interdependencies of European states and banks during 

the financial crisis. Journal of Banking & Finance, Volume 36, Issue 12, December 2012, Pages 3444-

3468 

4. Alford D. (2006). The Lamfalussy process and EU bank regulation: preliminary assessment and future 

prospects. Journal of International Banking Law and Regulation 2006, 21 (2), 59 

5. Ampudia M., Beck T., Beyer A., Colliard J., Leonello A., Maddaloni A., Ibanez D. (2019). The 

architecture of supervision, ECB Working Paper Series No 2287, May 2019 

6. Angeloni I. (2015). Single Supervisory Mechanism, Single Supervision and Cross-Border Banking, 

European Economy, Banks, Regulation, and the Real Sector, 2015.3 

7. Arnould G. & Dehmej S., (2015). Is the European banking system more robust? An evaluation through 

the lens of the ECB's Comprehensive Assessment, CES Working Papers, Université Paris 1 Panthéon 

Sorbonne 

8. Barucci E., Baviera R. & Milani C. (2018). The Comprehensive Assessment: What lessons can be 

learned?, The European Journal of Finance  

9. Beck T., Silva-Buston C., Wagner W., (2019). The effectiveness of cross-border cooperation in banking 

supervision, VOXEU.org CEPR Policy Portal, 04 September 2019 

10. Bellia M., Girardi G., Panzica R., Pelizzon L. and Peltonen T. (2019). The Demand for Central 

Clearing: To Clear or Not to Clear, That Is the Question, Leibniz Institute for Financial Research, 

SAFE Working Paper Series No.193, June 06, 2019 

11. Bichi C. (2016). Obiectivul rezoluției bancare este salvarea băncilor sistemice sau a funcțiilor critice 

ale acestora?, OpiniiBNR.ro, 21 octombrie 2016,   

12. Bichi C. (2019) Zece mituri despre BNR care mor greu, OpiniiBNR.ro, 28 februarie 2019 

13. Brunnermeier M., Bénassy-Quéré A., Enderlein H., Farhi E., Fratzscher M., Fuest C. Gourinchas P., 

Martin P., Pisani-Ferry J., Rey H., Schnabel I., Véron N., di Mauro B., Zettelmeyer J. (2018). 

Reconciling risk sharing with market discipline: A constructive approach to  euro area reform. Centre 

for Economic Policy Research,  Policy Insight No 91, January 2018 

14. Busch D., Rijn M. & Louisse M. (2019). „How Single is the Single Resolution Mechanism?”, European 

Banking Institute, Working Paper Series 2019, European Business Law Review, Volume 30, Issue 4, 

pages 577 – 615 

15. Calvo D., Crisanto J.C., Hohl S., Gutiérrez O. (2018). Financial supervisory architecture: what has 

changed after the crisis?, Financial Stability Institute,  GFSI Insightson policy implementation No 8, 

April 2018 

16. Clement P. (2010). The term “macroprudential”: origins and evolution, BIS Quarterly Review, March 

2010 



 

 

44 
 

 

17. Colaert  V. (2015). Deposit Guarantee Schemes in Europe: Is the Banking Union in need of a third 

pillar?, European Company and Financial Law Review, 2015, vol. 12, issue 3, 372-424   

18. Cosmescu A. (2015). Supravegherea bancară - evoluție, principii, instrumente, prezentare susținută la 

BNR cu ocazia conferinței „Reglementarea și supravegherea bancară - principii, rol și provocări”, 19 

februarie 2015   

19. Crockett A. (1997). The Theory and Practice of Financial Stability, GEI Newsletter Issue No. 6 (United 

Kingdom: Gonville and Caius College Cambridge), 11–12 July 1997 

20. De Groen W. (2014). Was the ECB's Comprehensive Assessment up to Standard?, CEPS Policy Briefs 

No. 325. 10 November 2014 

21. DellʼAriccia G., Laeven L., Marquez R. (2014). Real interest rates, leverage, and bank risk-taking, 

Journal of Economic Theory, Elsevier, vol. 149(C), pages 65-99 

22. Dincer N. & Eichengreen B. (2012). The Architecture and Governance of Financial Supervision: 

Sources and Implications, International Finance, Wiley Blackwell, Volume 15, Issue 3, Pages 309-325, 

December 2012 

23. D’Hulster K. & Unsal D. F. (2019). Governance of Financial Sector Policies in the Post-Crisis Era, 

World Bank, Working Paper, May 2019 

24. Ejsing J. & Lemke W. (2011). The Janus-headed salvation: Sovereign and bank credit risk premia 

during 2008–2009, Economics Letters, Volume 110, Issue 1, January 2011, Pages 28-31 

25. Enria A. (2018). What we have learnt from EU-wide stress tests?, discurs susținut la BNR pe data de 

15 noiembrie 2018, disponibil pe website-urile ABE și BNR 

26. Ferrarini G. (2015). Cross-border Banking and the SSM, Single Supervision and Cross-Border Banking, 

European Economy, Banks, Regulation, and the Real Sector, 2015.3 

27. Fiordelisi, F., Ricci O., Stentella F. (2017). The Unintended Consequences of the Launch of the Single 

Supervisory Mechanism in Europe. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 52(6), 2809-2836  

28. Georgescu F. (2014). Aderarea României la Uniunea Bancară și ajustarea sectorului bancar, 

prezentare susținută în cadrul Forumului - dezbatere "Academica BNR" 2014, ediția a IV-a, Constanța, 

4 septembrie 2014, disponibilă pe website-ul BNR  

29. Georgescu F. (2018), Discurs în deschiderea conferinței „Noi tendințe în reglementare cu focus pe 

protecția consumatorului”, 12 martie 2018, disponibil pe website-ul BNR  

30. Goodhart C. și Schoemaker D. (1993). Institutional Seperation Between Supervisory and Monetary 

Agencies, London School of Economics, Financial Markets Group, Special Paper 52, April 1993 

31. Goodhart C.(2000). The Organisational Structure of Banking Supervision, Financial Stability Institute, 

Occasional Papers No. 1, November 2000 

32. Gren J. (2019). Building responsive supervision over smaller banks in Europe: an insight from the 

Principal-Agent perspective, Journal of Economic Policy Reform, Taylor & Francis Journals, vol. 

22(3), pages 242-256, July 2019 

33. Hampl M. (2015). Banking Union: The Czech Perspective, prezentare susținută cu ocazia reuniunii FSB 

Regional Consultative Group for Europe, May 5-6, 2015, Berlin 

34. Holobiuc A. & Mihai B. (2018). Real Convergence in the European Union: Myth or Reality?, 

Romanian Society for Economic Science, Revista OEconomica, issue 03-4, 2018 

https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/jpolrf/v22y2019i3p242-256.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/jpolrf/v22y2019i3p242-256.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/taf/jpolrf.html


 

 

45 
 

 

35. Holobiuc A. & Mihai B. (2019). Was Euro the magic wand for economic growth? An analysis of the 

real benefits of Euro adoption for the New Member States. Proceedings of the International Conference 

on Business Excellence, Volume 13, Issue 1, 2019 

36. Homar T., Salleo C.& Kick H. (2015). What drives forbearance - evidence from the ECB 

Comprehensive Assessment, Working Paper Series 1860, European Central Bank  

37. Isărescu M. (2014). România, adoptarea euro și Uniunea Bancară, disertație susținută la Conferința 

Științifică Anuală ERMAS 2014, Universitatea Babeș-Bolyai Cluj-Napoca, 18 august 2014, disponibilă 

pe website-ul BNR 

38. Issaev S. & Stoyanov K. (2016). Bulgarian National Bank publishes results of asset quality reviews and 

stress tests of the Bulgarian banking system, Kinstellar Report 

39. Jiménez G,. Ongena S., Peydró J., Saurina J., (2014), Hazardous times for monetary policy: what do 

twenty-three million bank loans say about the effects of monetary policy on credit risk-taking?,  

Econometrica, Volume 82, Issue 2, Pages 463-505, March 2014 

40. Johnson J. & Barnes A. (2015). Financial nationalism and its international enablers: The Hungarian 

experience, Journal Review of International Political Economy, Volume 22, 2015 - Issue 3 

41. Jordan C. (2010). The Dangerous Illusion of International Financial Standards and the Legacy of the 

Financial Stability Forum, San Diego International Law Journal, Forthcoming, Legal Studies Research 

Paper No. 508 

42. Lefterov A. (2015). The Single Rulebook: legal issues and relevance in the SSM context, ECB Legal 

Working Paper Series, No 15, October 2015 

43. Masciandaro D. & Quintyn M.(2010). Institutions matter: financial supervision architecture, central 

bank and path-dependence, general trends and the South Eastern European countries. South-Eastern 

Europe Journal of Economics 1 (2010) 7-5 

44. Masciandaro D., Quintyn M., Taylor M. (2008). Inside and outside the central bank: Independence and 

accountability in financial supervision: Trends and determinants, European Journal of Political 

Economy, 24, issue 4, p. 833-848 

45. Mazzaferro F.& Dierick F. (2018). The ESRB and macroprudential policy in the EU, Focus on European 

Economic Integration, Oesterreichische Nationalbank (Austrian Central Bank), issue Q3-18, pages 131-

140 

46. Méró K. & Piroska D. (2016). Banking Union and banking nationalism —Explaining opt-out choices 

of Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic, Policy and Society, Policy and Society Associates, 35(3), 

pages 215-226 

47. Mihai B., Curiman M., Țenea A. (2018). Considerations regarding the Financial Stability and the 

Macroprudential Policy, Annals of the „Constantin Brâncuși” University of Târgu Jiu, Economy 

Series, Issue 1/2018, pages 130-138, February 2018 

48. Montanaro E. (2016). The process towards the centralisation of the European supervisory architecture: 

The Case of the Banking Union,  September 2016, PSL Quarterly Review, vol. 69 n. 277 

49. Montesi G. & Papiro G. (2018). Bank Stress Testing: A Stochastic Simulation Framework to Assess 

Banks’ Financial Fragility, Risks MDPI, Open Access Journal, vol. 6(3), pages 1-54, August 2018 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/toc/14680262/2014/82/2


 

 

46 
 

 

50. Mariathasan M. & Merrouche O. (2014), The manipulation of basel risk-weights, Journal of Financial 

Intermediation, Volume 23, Issue 3, July 2014, Pages 300-321 

51. Neagu F., Tatarici L. & Mihai I. (2015). Implementing Loan-to-Value and Debt Service-To-Income 

measures: A decade of Romanian experience, MPRA Paper 65988, University Library of Munich, 

Germany. 

52. Neagu F. (2017). Operaționalizarea cadrului de monitorizare a stabilității financiare:mult a fost, mult 

a rămas, prezentare susținută la evenimentul „Academica BNR”, UBB-FSEGA, Cluj, martie 2017 

53. Panetta F., Faeh T., Grande G., Ho C., King M., Levy A., Signoretti F., Taboga M., Zaghini A. (2009). 

An assessment of financial sector rescue programmes, BIS Papers No 48 

54. Peek J, Rosengren E. & Tootell G., (1999). „Is Bank Supervision Central to Central Banking?, The 

Quarterly Journal of Economics, Volume 114, Issue 2, May 1999, Pages 629–653 

55. Sahin C. & De Haan J. (2015). Market reactions to the ECB’s Comprehensive Assessment, DNB 

Working Paper, No. 463, February 2015 

56. Schaeuble W. (2012). New European bank supervisor should focus on major banks, The Associated 

Press,  

57. Schoenmaker D. & Gros D. (2014). European Deposit Insurance and Resolution in Banking Union, 

JCMS Journal of Common Market Studies. 52. 10.1111/jcms.12124. 

58. Schoenmaker D. & Véron N. (2017). A „twin peaks” vision for Europe, Bruegel Institute, Policy 

Contribution Issue no. 30, November 2017 

59. Sgherri S. & Zoli E. (2009). Euro Area Sovereign Risk During the Crisis, IMF Working Paper, 

WP/09/222, October 2009 

60. Szombati A. & Kisgergely K. (2014). Banking union through Hungarian eyes - The MNB’s assessment 

of a possible close cooperation, MNB Occasional Papers 2014/115, Magyar Nemzeti Bank (Central 

Bank of Hungary) 

61. Stoiciu V. (2012). Austerity and Structural Reforms in Romania, International Policy Analysis, 

Friedrich Ebert Foundation 

62. Taylor M. (1995). «Twin Peaks»: A regulatory structure for the new century, Centre for the Study of 

Financial Innovation, London 

63. Trenca I., Mihai B., Curiman M. (2015), The Compliance of the Romanian Leu with the Exchange Rate 

Stability Criterion: A Hypothetical Assessment. Procedia Economics and Finance, Volume 32, 2015, 

Pages 1178-1187 

64. Vestergaard J. & Retana M. (2013), Behind smoke and mirrors on the alleged recapitalization of 

Europe’s Banks, Danish Institute For International Studies, DIIS Report 2013:10 

65. Vestergaard J. (2014), Stress tests now as tough in Europe as in the US? Not exactly, Global Economic 

Governance Watch, 29 November 2014  


