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OueHKa Ha Bb34eACTBMETO HA PeryaTtopHUTE pamKu:
basen Il u basen lll U aHTULUKANYHUTE MEepPKU

Ha BHB Bbpxy 6barapckata 6aHKoBa cuctema

MN3roTBun: bopaHa AHTOHOBa™

*3abenexkka: HayyHaTta cTaTvs e IMYeH TPy Ha aBTopa U He 0TpasnBa odpuLMaNHO cTaHoBULWe Ha BHB.
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I) BbBegenue

LUenta Ha HacToAwaTa pa3paboTKka e OueHKa Ha BAMAHMETO Ha PeryiaTopHUTE pPaMKM, NpuaaraHn B
6bnrapckata 6aHKoBa cuctema B nepuoga 2007-2014 r. u aHanu3 Ha npeacrosawmTe npomeHu. Mpes
pasrnexgaHus nepuog 8 6aHKoBaTa cuctema B bbarapusa Beye ca BbBeAEHWU MHOMECTBO aHTULMKANYHM
MepKu oT bbarapcka HapogHa 6aHKa. Tesn mepKu ca BbBeAEHU C NpeanasHa Len ¢ ornes Ha KpegutHua
pacTe), HabnwgasaH B cTpaHaTa oT 2002 r. B Hauyanoto Ha 2007 r. 3amoyBa npwuaaraHeTo Ha
MeXAyHapoaHaTa peryaaTopHa pamka basen Il, a npes 2014 r. 3ano4ysa npunaraHeTo Ha basen lll. Ob6eKT
Ha HacToAlaTa paspaboTKa ca MMEHHO MeXAYyHAapOAHWUTE U MECTHWUTe perynauuu, npunaraHv ot
perynatopHua opraH B bbnarapma — bvarapcka HapogHa baHka. MpeameT Ha aHanusa e 6barapckata
6aHKOBa cucCTeMa M B/IMAHMETO OT BbBEXAAHETO HA HOBUTE M3UCKBAHWUA BbPXY HeA. BanaHueTo Ha
perynatopHaTa MPOMAHA € BaKHA 4acT He camo OT DOaHKOBaTa CMCTEMA, HO U OT MKOHOMMWYECKOTO
pasBuTME Ha CTpaHaTa.

II) UcTopus Ha pery/j1aTOpHUTE PAMKHU U CPAaBHUTEJ/IEH AaHA/IN3 HAa IPOMEHHUTE BbB
BCAKa OT peryjanuure

BaHKUTe ca e4HU OT HAaN-PerynIMpaHnUTe MKOHOMMUYECKU cybekTU. MNpuunHaTa e poaaTa Ha KpeauTHUTe
WHCTUTYLUMU B MKOHOMMKKaTA. BaHKOBMAT CEKTOp UMa ponATa Ha npepasnpegennuten Ha cpeacTsa U
cnomara 3a MKOHOMMWYECKMA pacTeXx U passuTue. CbC 3aCMNBaHETO HA PONATA Ha BAHKOBUTE UHCTUTYLMN B
MKOHOMMKATA, HapacTBa HyX/JaTa OT ICHW MpaBuaa Npu yrnpaBaeHNeTo 1 geiiHoctta um. MNpes toan 1988
r., cnef nposefeHoTo obCbXAaHe Mexay ynpaBuTenuTe Ha UeHTpanHuTe 6aHku ot IN-10, BasenckusTt
KOMMUTET 32 6HaHKOB Hag30p Ny6AMKYBA CMUCHK OT MUHUMAJIHU KanuTanoBU U3NCKBAHMUA, U3BECTHU KaTo
cnopasymeHwueto oT basen', a B nocneactane kato basen . Llenta Ha perynauuuTe e Aa ce rapaHTvpa
CcTabunHocTTa Ha 6aHKoOBaTa CEKTOP M Ha WMKOHOMMKaTa KaTo LAMO 4Ype3 MMMIEeMEHTUPaHe Ha obLy
MEeXAYHAPOoAeH CTAaHZAPT 3a 33a4b/UKUTENHM MWUHUMAJHM HMBA HA KanWTanoBa afeKBaTHoCT. B
perynatopHUTE U3UCKBAHMA Ce BKAKOYBAT KONMYECTBEHU N KAUYEeCTBEHU XapaKTepPUCTUKM Ha NoAAbPKaHMA
OT 6aHKOBUTE WMHCTUTYLMM Kanutan. OcCHOBHUTE u3mepuTenn B basen | ca KoepUUMEHTHLT Ha obLWa
KanuTasoBa afeKBaTHOCT’ U KOEDULMEHTBLT Ha afeKBAaTHOCT Ha KanuTan oT MbpBu pes’. MUHUMaHO
M3MCKBAHOTO HUBO 3a NbpBMA MokKasaTen e 8%, a 3a sropua 4 %. MNpe3s 1992 r. gvprkasute ot -10
3ano4BaT NpuaaraHeTo Te3an MUHUMAHU PerynaTopHU U3UCKBAHMUA.

HecbBbplweHctBaTa B basen | n npomeHute B 6aHKOBaTa MHAYCTPUS BOAAT 4O Hy)KAaTa OT NPOMAHA
Ha perynauuuTe. baHKMTe yBe/sMyaBaT TbpryBaHETO C GMHAHCOBU WMHCTPYMEHTU U CNOXKHU GUHAHCOBMU
AepveaTtn. ToBa nopaxkaa HeEoBX0AMMOCT OT OTYMTAHE HA MA3aPHUS PUCK B U3UCKBAHUATA 38 MMHUMA/IEH
nogavpraH kKanutan. CbotrBeTHO npe3 1996 r. basen | ce NpomeHA, KaTo 3amo4ysa BK/IOYBAHETO Ha
KanuTanoBM U3NCKBAHMA 3a NasapeH pUCK, upe3 mogena Value at Risk.

Mpe3 2004 r. e npeactaseH basen Il. MMHMManHWUTE KannMTaN0BU M3NCKBAHWA 3ana3BaT HMBATA CU, HO
B PMCKOBO MpeTerneHnTe akTUBU Ce BKAIOYBA U OTYUTAHETO Ha ONepaunmoHHUA pUCK. CbLLO ce NPOMEeHAT
PUCKOBUTE Terla Ha akTUBUTE U KayeCTBEHUTEe XapaKTepPUCTUKM Ha KanuTtana. basen Il ce cbecTtom oT Tpu

! M3BecTHo owwe KaTo Basel Capital Accord

? KoepUUMeHTBT Ha 06LLa KanuTaoBa aAeKBaTHOCT € PaBEH Ha KanuTaa KbM PUCKOBO MPETErIEHN aKTUBM
* KoedMLMEHTBT Ha a€KBATHOCT Ha Kan1Tan OT MbPBY PeA € PaBEH Ha KanuTana oT MbPBU Pes KbM
pUCKBOMNpPEeTEr/1eHNTe aKTMBM





CTbN6A — MMHUMANIHU KanuTaNoBW U3NCKBAHWA, HAA30PEH Npernes W nasapHa guvcumnaunHa. Llenta Ha
NPOMAHATA Ha perynauuuTe e, OCUrypsABAHETO HA MO-TOYHO OTYMTAHE Ha PUCKOBETE WM KanuTasnosaTta
anokauma N yeaHakBABaHe Ha MeXKayHapoaHute ctaHaaptu. B basen Il ca onucaHn HAKONKO pas/iyHu
mMeTo4a 3a OTYMTaHe TPUTE OCHOBHU PUCKA — KpeauTeH, NnasapeH U onepaunoHeH. 3a KpeauTHUA PUCK
TaKMBa METOAM Ca: CTaHAAPTU3NPAHUAT NOAXOA U BbTPELIHOPENTUHIOBMAT NOAXOA, KOMTO OT CBOA CTPaHa
MoXe aa 6bae pasgeneH Ha 6asuceH noaxon (IRB - Foundation) u ycbebplieHcTBaH noaxon (IRB -
Advanced). Ma3apHUAT PUCK ce OTYMTa Ype3 CTaHAAPTU3MPAH Noaxoa uam noaxos 6asnpaH Ha BbTPELIHM
mogenn. OTYMTAaHETO Ha onepauMOHHUA PUCK Ce BKAKOYBA 3a NbpBU NbT B basen Il, Kato npeacraseHuTe
noaxoza ca: CTAHAAPTU3MpPaH, MNOAXOA HA OCHOBHUTE MOKAasaTe/M M YyCbBbPLUEHCTBAH MOAX04, 33
n3mepBaHe.

MpunaraHeTo Ha HOBATa peryfatopHa pamKka ce 3abaBA OT MHOIO AbpKaBW MOPaaAM PasiInUYHM
KPUTUKM KbM perynatopHata pamka basen Il. C HacTbneaHeTo Ha rnobanHata ¢MHaHCOBa Kpu3a npes
2007 - 2008 r., nopoaeHa rNABHO OT AEPUBATHU MHCTPYMEHTU 33 KpeauTeH ObAr U LEeHHW KHUXKA,
obe3neyeHn c MNOTEKM, BCE NOBeYE gbpKasM npuemat basen Il.

CbBpemeHHaTa 0OaHKOBaTa Kpu3a fAaBa OTPaXKEHWe BbPXY pPeryfauuuMte M MNOKasBa BCe oOlle
CbLLECTBYBALLM HEAOCTaTbLM HA METOAMTE 3a OTYMTaHe Ha pucKkoseTe B BaHkuTe. MNpe3 nepuoaa oam -
pekemspu 2009 r. ca nybauMKyBaHM nNpepioXKeHWs 3a NPOMEHW, KOWUTO CTOAT B OCHOBaTa Ha
perynatopHaTa pamka basen lll, npeacraseHa Ha 12 centemBpu 2010 r. OCHOBHMTE NPOMEHMU Ca B HAYMHA
Ha onpejenAHeTO Ha KanuTan OT MbPBUM W BTOPU pel, yBeAMYaBaHE HA PUCKOBOTO MOKpPUTME Ha
MUWHMMANHUA M3WCKBAH KanWuTaj, BbBEXAAHETO Ha KoedUUMEHTA HA /IMBBPUANK, BbBEKAAHETO Ha
M3MUCKBAHMA NO OTHOLIEHWE Ha JIMKBUAHOCTTA B KPAaTKOCPOYEH M OBATOCPOYEH Nepuos Ha GaHKoBUTe
MHCTUTYLMU U BB3MOMKHOCTTA BCAKA AbpXKaBa Aa onpegena pasmepa Ha AONBAHUTENHU KanuTanoBu
bydepun. B momeHTa Basen Il e B npouec Ha BbBeXAaHe B MHOXKECTBO AbPKaBU, KaTo Beve ce obcbaat
6baelmTe NPOMEHN U Cb3aaBaHeTo Ha basen IV.

Ha 14.12.2006 r. Bbarapcka HapogHa 6aHKa npvema Hapeaba No 8 3a KanuTanoBa afeKBaTHOCT Ha
6aHKoBUTE NHCTUTYUMU. HapenbaTa Bansa B cuna oT 1 AHyapm 2007 r. n Yypes Hea 3anoyBa NpuaaraHeTo
Ha perynaTopHUTe M3MCKBaHMA 3an0XeHu B basen Il. Hapeaba Ne 8 Bkatousa B cebe cu meToamute U
noaxoguTe 3a OTYMTAHE HA PUCKOBETE M ACHM M3UCKBAHMA KbM OaHKoBWUTe MHCTUTYUMU. C uen pa ce
CbXpPaHW KanuTafoBaTa YCTOMYMBOCT, KoeduumeHTUTe 3anoxKeHn B Hapepbata ca ¢ 50% no-BUCOKKM OT
N3UCKBAHWUTE OT basenickua KomUTeT 3a 6aHKOB HAaA30p. MUHUMANHUAT KoedULMEHT Ha 0bLWa KanuTaaoBa
afekBaTHoCT e 12%, a KoePUUMEHTBT Ha Kanutana oT NbpBu pes e 6%. Mo-BUCOKUTE MUHMMATHM Nparose
3a bbarapusa ca npunoxeHu cneg cornacysaHe Ha BHB c EBponelickaTa ueHTpasHa 6aHKa 1 AOKa3BaHe Ha
Hy)AaTa OT 3aBMLUEeHUTE USUCKBAHUA.

BbB Bpb3Ka Cc BAmM3aHeTo B ciia oT 01.01.2014 r. Ha JupeKTmBa 2013/36/EC4 n PernameHt 575/2013r.5
Ha EC oT Hayanoto Ha 2014 r. MMHMMAIHUTE KanWUTalioBU MU3UCKBaHWA B Bbarapua ce npomeHAaTt. OT
01.01.2014 r. KpeaOUTHUTE WUHCTUTYUMWU B Bbarapusa TpabBa Aa OTroBapAaT Ha cnegHUTE KanuTanoBwu
M3UCKBAHMA: CbOTHOLWEHME Ha 6a30BMA cOOCTBEH KanwuTan oT nbpsBu pen - 4,5%; CbOTHOLEHWE HA
Kanutana oT NbpBu pes - 6%; cboTHOWEHME Ha 06La KanutanoBa ageKkBaTHoOCT - 8%. Ha npakTuka ToBa
NpeAcTaB/fBa MOHWMKEHME HA M3UCKBAHMATA 33 MUHUMMANHUA NOAADbPXKAH KanuTan B ObArapckarta
6aHKoBa cucTema. ToBa HamaseHWe ce KOMMEHCUPA OT PasMepbT Ha AONbJAHMTE Kanutanosu bydepw,

4Ll,l/lpeKTl/lBa 2013/36/EC Ha EBponeickuna napaameHT M Ha cbBeTa oT 26.07.2013 r. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:1:2013:176:0338:0436:BG:PDF
> PernamenT EC 575/2013 Ha EBponeiickua napiameHT 1 Ha cbBeTa oT 26.07.2013 r. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:1:2013:176:0001:0337:BG:PDF




http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:176:0338:0436:BG:PDF

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:176:0338:0436:BG:PDF

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:176:0001:0337:BG:PDF

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:176:0001:0337:BG:PDF



KouTo ca npuetn oT BHB®. Kanutanosute Gydepn HaarpaskgaT MUHUMANHUTE M3UCKBAHUA C Orneg,
KanutanoBaTa Mo3vuusa Aa 6bfe yCTOMYMBA Ha UMKAMYHW KonebaHua (HabupaHu npes nepuoga Ha
MKOHOMMYECKU pacTelK, 3a Aa 6baaT nonssaHUs B nepuoamTe Ha cnaj) v 3a Aa oTpasAsaT cneunduyHuTe
CTPYKTYPHU 0COBEHOCTM Ha HaUMOHAHOTO BAaHKOBO NocpeaHmyecTBo. Tesn bydepu ca:

. npegnaseH Kanutanos 6ydep — Kanutanosuat bydep e oT 62308 KanuTan oT NbpPBU pes, B
pasmep Ha 2,5 % oT cymaTa Ha PMCKOBO NpeTEr/IEHUTE aKTUBY;

. cneumdmyeH 3a MHCTUTYUMATA aHTUUMKAWYEH KanutanoB b6ydep — TO3M 6Gydep e
WHAMBMAYAIHA BE/IMYMHA 33 BCAKA BaHKOBA MHCTUTYLMA U € paBeH Ha PUCKOBATa eKCno3snuma Ha 6baHKkaTta
YMHOK€eHa Mo cpeaHo npeTtersieHaTa Be/IMYMHA Ha aHTULMKANYHKUS Bydep, n3umcneH cnopes AelHocTTa U
XapaKTEPUCTUKUTE HA KOHKPETHATa UMHCTUTYLLUSA;

° b6ydep 3a rnobanHM CUCTEMHO 3HAYUMM WMHCTUTYLMWU WAU APYIM CUCTEMHO 3HAYMMM
MHCTUTYUMM — BCAKA 6aHKa KaacudpuumpaHa KaTo CUCTEMHO 3HauyMma TpsabBa ga noagbpika
3a4b/KUTENEH OOMbJHUTENEH KanuTanoB 6ydep oT KanuTan oT NbpBu ped. 3Ha4MMOCTTa Ha baHKoBUTE
WMHCTUTYLMKN ce Onpeaensa crnopes HAKOJIKO KpUTepus: pasmep, 3HaYMMOCT 3a MKOHOMMYEeCKaTa cUCTEMa,
3aMEeHAEMOCT Ha MnpeasiaraHUTe OT MHCTUTYLMATA GUHAHCOBWU YCAYrM, 3HAYMMOCT Ha TPaHCrPaHW4YHaTa
penHoct. Cnopen, Tesn KpUTepUM r106afHUTE CUCTEMHO 3HAYMMKU MHCTUTYUMM ce AenaT Ha net
noaKaTeropun. 3agb/IKUTENHUAT KanuTanos bydep 3a Hali-HWUCKaTa KaTeropusa e 1%, a bydepbT 3a BcsAKa
noakareropus ce ysesmyaBa ¢ 0,5% oT obuiata cyma Ha puUCKoBaTa €KCMo3uuMs. 3a Hal-BUCOKaTa
noaKaTeropma ce W3WCKBa KanutanoB bydep B pasmep Ha 3,5% oT obuwata cyma Ha PUCKOBaTa
ekcnosuuma. BHB moxe ga M3MCKBaA OT BCAKA CUCTEMHO 3HauMma 6aHKOBA MHCTUTYLMA OOMbAHUTENEH
Kanutanos bydep B pasmep 40 2% OT pasmepa Ha PUCKOBO NPETErNEHUTE aKTUBM.

. bydep 3a cuctemeH puck — onpegeneHunsT ot BHB 3aabaxuteneH Kanutanos bydep e B
pasmep Ha 3% OT NpeTerneHnTe PUCKOBM EKCNO3ULMK Ha BCSIKA OT HaHKUTe B CTpaHaTa.

MpunaraHeTo Ha 3af4b/MKUTENHWUTE AOMbAHUTENHUTE Kanutanosu bydepu 3anoysa oT 1 okTOMBpU
2014 r. C BbBeXAaHETO Ha AONBAHUTENHUTE Bydbepyn MUHUMaNHUTE NOAABPMKAHU HMBA OT KanuTan oT
nbpeu pea TpAabsa Aa ca MMHUMYM 11,5% OT pUCKOBUTE €KCMO3MLMMK, KaTO B TOBA M3MUCKBAHEe HA BAU3aT
6ydepbT 3a CUCTEMHO 3HAYUMUTE UHCTUTYLMU U cneuMdUYHMAT aHTULMKAMYEH KanuTanos bydep. Taka
MWHUMANHWAT M3UCKYEeM KanuTan MoXe fa gocturHe 16% OT puCKoBWUTE eKCno3uumuu Ha baHKoBuTe
WMHCTUTYUUK B Bbnrapus.

III) OTYMTaHe Ha YYBCTBUTE/JIHOCTTA HA KOePUIMEHTUTEe HA KallMTa/JI0Ba aA€KBATHOCT
3anepuoga 2007 r.-2014r.

BaHKOBUTE MHCTUTYUMU B Bbarapua ca NoANOKEeHW Ha 3aCU/IeHU perynaumMm M BUCOKM MUHUMANHU
KanutasoBM M3WUCKBaHWA npe3 nepuoga 2002 — 2006 r. HabniogaBaHOTO B CTpaHaTa 3acu/iBaHe Ha
KpeantnpaHeto B nepmoga 2007 — 2009 r. BoAM [0 HaNaraHeTo Ha AONBAHUTENIHWM NpPaBuIa WU
OorpaHuYyeHMAa OT CTpaHa Ha LUeHTpasHaTa 6aHKa, C uen u3bsAresaHe Ha PUCKOBE WU YA3BUMMOCT OT
npekoMepHo KpeguTupaHe. Tesn perynaummn, Kakto U AMHAMMUKUTE Ha nasapa BoAAT A0 3abaBAHETO Ha
TeMnoBeTe Ha pacTe B nocseapawuTe roguMHuU. Taka 6aHKkuMTe B Bbarapua nocpewart rnobanHata

® Hapegba Ne 8 ot 24 anpwn 2014 r.3a KanuTanoBUTe b6ydepu Ha baHKKUTe, n3gageHa ot bbarapckata HapogHa
6aHKa, obHapoaBaHa B ,[lbpskaBeH BecTHUK", 6p. 40 oT 13 maii 2014 r.




http://www.bnb.bg/bnbweb/groups/public/documents/bnb_law/regulations_capital_buffers_bg.pdf



¢$U1HaHCOBa KpWU3a C BUCOKM KanuTanosu bydepu 1 3ana3BaTt cnocobHOCTTa 3a KpeantupaHe. B Npaduka 1
€ NoKasaHa AMHaMMKaTa Ha OCHOBHMTE KOMMOHEHTU 33 U3UNCAEHME HA KanuTanosaTa aAeKBaTHOCT.
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Fpaduka 1. [JMHaMMKa Ha KanuTana B Gbarapckata 6aHKoBa cuctema’

3abeneMmo HamanABa Temna Ha pacTteX Kanutana U Kanutanosute U3IUCKBaAHWUA B 6bnrapCKaTa

6aHKoBa cuctema cneg mapt 2009 r. ToBa ce AbAKM FNABHO Ha HAMAZIEHMETO Ha pacTeXKa Ha KpeautTute un
pPecneKkTMBHO Ha pacTe)a Ha PWUCKOBO NpeTerneHuTe akTMeu. [lo KpadA Ha HabnopasBaHuA nepuos,
noKasaTenuTe ocTaBaT CTabuHM c eaBa 3abenexmmmn npomeHu. B Npadumka 2 e NnokasaHa AMHAMMKaTa Ha
nogabpkKaHuTe KoePUUMEHTU HA KanuTaI0Ba afeKBATHOCT B HAaUMOHaNHaTa 6aHKoOBa cucTema.
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lpaduKa 2. [MHAMMKa Ha KoepULMEHTUTE HA KanuTasoBa afeKBATHOCT B 6barapckata 6aHKOBA

CMCTeN\a8

7 [aHHuTe ca 3a nepuoga ot 2007 o Kpas Ha 2013 r. Ha TpuMeceyHa 6asa B xun.n8. Nopaau NnpomsAHa BbB popmaTa

Ha Ny6/IMKyBaHMUTE AaHHW Ha Ca BK/OYEHM AaHHUTe 3a 2014 r. M3TouHuMK: BHB






KakTo ce 3abenssBa v gBata KoeduUMEHTA NOAADBPKAT NOCTOAHHO HUBA HaZ MUHUMAZHUTE AOPU U
cheg BbBeXgaHeto Ha basen Il ot 1 aAaHyapm 2014 r. MoxXe fa ce Hanpasu M3BOAA, Y€ AOPU U cneq,
BbBEXXAAHETO Ha AONBAHUTENHUTE KanuTanoBu 6ydepun, 6aHKOBUTE UHCTUTYUMMU B CTpPaHATa HAMa Aa
M3MNKUTAT 3aTPYAHEHMA A3 NOALBPXKAT 334 b/IKUTETHUTE MUHUMANHWN U3UCKBAHUA.

B Tabnuua 1. ca
obcbaeHNTe 4O MOMEHTA NOKasaTenn. M3umcneHnaATa ca HanpaBeHU Ha TpumeceyHa 6a3a 3a nepuog ot 7

npeacTaBeHN pesynTaTuTe OT MU3UUCAEHUTE KOPENALMOHHUTE BPDL3KU MeXay
roguHu ot mapt 2007 go gekemspu 2013 .

Tabnuua 1. KopenaymoHHa Tabanua’

Kopenauuun
MeXAy OCHOBHUTE
nokasatenu

Kanutan ot
nbpBeu pes (cnepq,
HamaneHus)

Kanutan ot BTOpM
pea (cneq,
HamaneHus)

Kanutanosu
MU3UCKBAHUA

KoeduumeHT Ha
obuwa
KanuTanosa
afleKBaTHOCT

KoedunumeHT Ha
KanuTanosa
afleKBaTHOCT OT
nbpsu pes,

Kanutan ot nbpsu

peq (cneq
HamaneHus) 1

-0,229210046| 0,584223715| 0,844727596| 0,890803709

Kanutan ot BTOpMU
peq (cneq
HamaneHus)

-0,229210046 1 0,53555472 | -0,038084698 | -0,46306601

Kanutanosu
M3UCKBAHMA

0,584223715 0,53555472 1| 0,415947557| 0,209553009

KoedpuumeHT Ha
obua KanuTanosa
afeKBaTHOCT

[EEN

0,844727596 -0,038084698 | 0,415947557 0,897262364

KoeduumeHT Ha
KanuTanosa
afleKBaTHOCT OT

MbPBU pes -0,46306601| 0,209553009| 0,897262364 1

0,890803709

OTpuuaTtenHaTa Kopenauma mMexay KanutanbT OT MbPBM M KanuTanbT OT BTOpPU pes ce obAcHABaA C
HY)X[aTa Aa ce noaabpKa o6l KoedUUMEHT U KOraTo eauHUA BUA KanuTan ce yBenuyasa HaHkosuTte
WHCTUTYUUM MOraT [a CM NO3BOJIAT HaMa/lieHMeTO Ha ApyrMa CTMra Aa ce Cnas3Ba CbOTHOLUIEHMETO
KanuTanbT OT BTOPU pef Aa He HagBuwasa 50% OT KanuTanbT OT NbpBuU pes. EcTecTBeHO e Hal-cunHaTa
Kopenauua fa ce Habnwogasa mexay KoeduUMeHTa Ha KanuTanoBa afeKBaTHOCT OT NbpBU pes u
Kanutana OT MbpBWM peA, Tbi KAaTo KanMTanbT OT MbPBM pes € B OCHOBATa Ha M3YMC/IEHWETO Ha
KoeduumeHTa.

C uen pa ce M34YUCAU UYBCTBUTENHOCTTA HA KoedULMEHTUTE Ha KanuTanoBa afeKBaTHOCT ca
HanpaseHW cnegHuTe msuncnenua. OT npesocTaBeHUTe AaHHWM Ca M3BAJEHU CTOMHOCTUTE Ha PUCKOBO
npeterneHWTe aKTMBM 33 nepuopa. [IpomeHeHW ca OCHOBHUTE MOKasaTenn W3Noi3BaHW nNpwu
M34YMCNABAHETO Ha KanuTanoBaTa afeKBaTHOCT. 3a Aa ce NOCTUTHE CPAaBHUMOCT Ha AaHHWUTE NoKasaTenute

ca npomeHeHun ¢ +/- 10 %. B aHanM3a He e OTYETEHA B3aMMOBPB3KATA MeXAY Kanutana oT MbpsBu U

8 OduumanHm nybanyHM AaHHM 3a 6barapckata 6aHKoBa cucTema 3a nepuoga ot mapt 2007 ao toHn 2014 1. Ha
TpumeceyHa 6asza. N3ToyHuk: BHB
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Kanutana oT BTOPWU ped, TbiA KaTo HMBOTO KanuTana OT BTOPMU pej B HaumoHanHata 6aHKoBa cucTema e
3HaUYUTE/IHO NO-MaJIKO M He A0CTMra rpaHuLaTta oT 50% OT HMBOTO Ha KanuTtana oT MbpBu pej.

C uen aa He ce HaTOBapBa TeKCTa pe3yaTaTuTe OT NMpomeHuTe ca 0606uieHn B Tabamum 2, 3 u 4,
KOWUTO Ca AOCTbMHU B NPUIOXKEHUATA KbM pa3paboTkaTa.

Haii-cunHa 3aBucMmocT KoeduumeHtTa Ha obuia Kanutanosa afeKksaTHOCT ce Habnwogasa oOT
nMpomsAHaTa Ha KanuTtasa OT MbPBM pej, Tbi KaTo TOBAa € Hail-3HaYMMMAT OT pasrnedaHute GakTopu.
CneapalimaT no BanaHne $GakTop ca pesepsute. BamaHmeto Ha paKkTopuTe € NpaBonponopLMOHaIHO Ha
MPOLEHTHOTO UM OTHOLLEHWE B OBLIMA KanuTaJl.

EcTecTBeHO NpoMAHaTa Ha Kanurasia oT MbPBU Pe UMa OLLe NO-roNam edeKT Bbpxy KoepuLMeHTa Ha
KanuTanoBa afeKBaTHOCT OT MbPBM pea, KaTo eAMHCTBEHATa MPUYMHA [a He CbBMajaT Hamb/JHO e
pasnnyHaTta AMHaMMKaTa Ha PUCKOBOMpPETErneHuTe akTMBM B BaHKoBaTa cuctema. Mpu pasrnexmaHus
KOoepULIMEHT BTOPUAT Hail-cuneH GpaKTop OTHOBO Ca PE3epBUTE, KaTo rosiiMa 4acT OT KanuTtajaa oT MbpBu
pea.

BAMAHMETO Ha M3MEHEeHMEeTO Ha KanuTana oT BTOPU pef BbpXy KoeduumeHTa Ha oblia Kanutaaosa
afleKBaTHOCT € noBeye OT 4YeTUPW NbTM MO-MaNKO OT TOBa Ha Kanutana oOT nbpeBM pesd. Tosa
pasnpeaeneHme ce Ab/XKU Ha NPOLLEHTHOTO OTHOLLEHME Ha Kanutana oT MbPBU M BTOPK pea,

Pesyntatmte Ha 4YyBCTBMTENHOCTTA MoOraT fAa ce OBACHAT M C MNPOLLEHTHOTO OTHOLWIEHWE Ha
n3cnefBaHNTE KOMMOHEHTU B Kanutana oT MbPBW M KanuTana oT BTopu ped. Haii-ronama yyBCTBUTENHOCT
Ha KoeduLMeHTa Ha KanuTanos afeKBaTHOCT MMa KbM KanuTana U pe3epBuTe, Tbid KaTo Te MMar Hal-

ronam gan.
JMHammKa Ha KanuTana oT NbPBU N BTOPU pes B XMA. 1B. chef, HamaneHua
10 000 000
9 000 000
8 000 000
7 000 000
6 000 000
5 000 000 M KanuTtan ot BTOpw pea (cnea
4 000 000 HamaneHus)
3000 000 B KanuTtan oT nbpBeu peg, (cnep,
2 000 000 HamaieHus)
1000 000
0
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I oottt R s e by by e by be Arbn behe e dn b
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Fpaduka 3. JMHamMMKa Ha KanuTana oT MbPBU 1 BTOPU pes, B XU, /1B. cies HamaneHua '
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KOMNOHeHTU Ha KanuTana oT NbPBU pea nNpean HaMmaneHUA B Xu. N8

B [pyru pesepsu c 060
npeaHasHayeHue

m OguTupaHa nedanba 3a Tekywata
roamHa

B Pesepsu

B ba3suceH kKanutan

lpadmka 4. KOMNOHEHTW Ha KanuTasa OT MbPBU pes npean HaManeHus B Xu. n.t

nek.13

1 Nog4mMHeH cpoyeH abAar

W [JobasbueH KanuTtan ot Bropu peg,

H VIHCTPYMEHTU C HeonpeaeneHa
Alopauma v apyrv nogo6Hu

MHCTPYMEHTH
H Pe3epBu OT NpeoLeHKa Ha

HeaABWXUMU MMOTU, B KOUTO Ce

nomelyasa 6aHkaTa
H XMBPUIAHN UHCTPYMEHTU

W basnceH Kanutan oT Bropu peg

KoMnoHeHTW Ha KanuTana oT BTOpPU pej npean HamasneHua B Xul. /1B.
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FpaduKka 5. KOMNOHEHTM Ha KanuTana oT BTOPU peJ, NpeAn HamManeHWsa B Xun. ne."

M3BoabT, KOWTO MOXe Aa Cce Hanpasu €, 4e BANAHNMETO Ha pPas/IMYHUTE KOMIMOHEHTUN e

npaBonNponopLMOHANIHO Ha TEXHUA AN B KanKUTana.
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IV) OTuuTaHe Ha epeKTa HA yBeJIMYEHUETO HA USUCKBAHUSATA 32 KallUTA/J10Ba
aJeKBaTHOCT IpU NpeMruHaBaHeTO KbM baseu 111

EOVMH OT OCHOBHUTE BbNPOCKM NOCTaBEHU NPU NPemMUHaBaHETO KbM MPOMEHUTE Ha perynauuuTe e
B/IMAHMETO HA TE3U MPOMEHM, KAaKTO BbpXy DaHKoBATa CMCTEMA M TaKa M BbPXY peasiHaTa MKOHOMMKA.
CobulecTBYBaT MHOXECTBO aHanAW3M, KaTto eauH OT OcCHOBMTe Mu3nonssaHn e ,OueHKa Ha
MaKpPOMKOHOMMYECKUA ePeKT OT NPEMUHABAHETO KbM 3aCUIEHN KAanMTas0BU U NNKBUAHWU U3UCKBAHMA"
HanpaseHa oT MakpoumKoHOMMYecKaTa rpyna 3a oueHKa Kbm basenckmsa komuteT. B aHanusa ca
M3MNOM3BaHU PasIMYHU CUEHapuM 33 NPOMEHU B KanuTanoBuTe U JIMKBUAHUTE U3MCKBAHWA, KOUTO Ca
OLeHEeHM Ype3 MOLENN, Cb3AAAEHN OT LEHTPANHM BaHKM U MeXAYHapOAHW OpraHM3aumMn, 3a OLLEHKA Ha
NPOMEHU B NPOBEKAAHUTE NAPUYHU U MAKPOUKOHOMMUYECKN MOENN.

AHanM3bT NOKa3Ba, Ye yBeMYeHNETO Ha MUHUMANHUTE perynaTopHN U3NCKBAHUA e NOoBAUAE Ypes
yBE/IMYaBaAHETO HA KpeauTHUA cnpes B OaHKoBaTa cucTema c npubausmutenHo 0,16%, KoeTo OT cBOA
CTpaHa We goseae 40 NOTEHLMANHO HaManeHWe Ha TEMNOBETE Ha KpeanTupaHe. EQekTbT Ha npomeHuTe
Ha KpeaAUTHUTE HUBaA B MaKPOMKOHOMMYECKATa CUCTEMA Ce OLLeHABa Ha roguLHO HamaneHune Ha BBl npu
pasrnexgaH yetupurogvweH nepuos cbe cpegHo 0,32% 3a BCAKa eaAMHUUA, C KOATO ce ysenuyar
perynatopHuUTe U3UCKBAHUA.

MoaobHU pesynTaTv ca NOAYYEHU B M3cnenBaHeTo ,MaKpOMKOHOMMYECKO Bb3aelncTeue Ha basen
" wa OpraHusaumaTa 3a MIKOHOMWYECKO CbTPYAHMYECTBO M pa3BuTUTe. N3cnensaHeTo e HanpaBeHOo
Bb3 OCHOBAa Ha JAaHHW 3a 6aHkosuTe cuctemmn B CALL, AnoHnMAa wn EBpo3oHaTta. BausaHmMeTo Ha
NoBUWLIABaHETO Ha perynatopHute usnckBaHuA basen Il Bbpxy KpeguTHUTE cnpefoBe ce OueHABa uypes
CYETOBOAHWM MOZENN 32 OTYUTAHE Ha arpernpaHmTe 6anaHcM Ha GaHKOBUTE MHCTUTYUMWU. AHaNM3aTopuTe
LOCTUraT 40 CegHUTe pe3yaTaTu: 3a 4OCTUTaHeTO Ha perynaTtopHmute nanckeBaHma go 2015 r. kpegutHute
cnpenose B 6HaHKOBUTE CUCTEMM Le ce yBeamdaT ¢ npubamsmutenHo 0,15%, KOeTo OT CBOA CTpaHa LWe
nosege 40 roavwHo HamanenHume Ha BBIM mexagy 0,05 — 0,15%. 3a goctvraHeTo Ha KanuTanosute
M3NUCKBaHUA, KOMTO TPAbBa Aa ca epekTnBHM npe3 2019 r., KPeAUTHUAT Cnpes, We ce YBeMUYN C MeXay
0,30 - 0,80%.

HamaneHveto Ha BBl cnopep ,MeXguMHHUA [OKNAL 3@ KYMy/AaTUMBHOTO Bb34ENCTBME BbPXY

rnobanHaTa MKOHOMMKA Ha NPeAsoKeHUTe NPOMeHV B GaHKoBaTa perynaTopHa pamka’

Ha WHcTutyTa
33 MeXAyHapoaHN GUHAHCK LLe € NO-FOJIAMO OT YCTaHOBEHOTO BbB BeYe CNOMeHaTUTe aHanusn. EGektsvT
B TO3U LOKNAJ, Ce OLLeHABA KaTo roAMLIHO HamaneHue Ha BBl mexay 0,5 — 0,6%.

Tpabsa fa ce B3MMa NpenBua, Ye pasriefaHuMTe aHaAM3M Ce OCHOBABAT HA CpeAHUTE HUBA Ha
noAaAbp}KaHWUTe 3a4b/KUTENIHM KanuTanu u ankengHoct B CALL, AnoHuA, KaHaga, EBponenckmaA cbio3 u
Apyrn. KoHKkpeTHO B 6barapckata 6aHKoBa cucTtema, NnogabprKaHUTe HMBA Ha KaNMTaOBa afeKBaTHOCT ca
3HAUYMTENIHO Hapg cpeaHuTe 3a EBponeiickua cblo3 M Hag HanaraHute ot basen lll. MpuynHaTa 3a ToBa ca
Ha/IOXKEHUTE MO-BUCOKM MUHMMANHWU U3MUCKBaHUA OT BHB. Mpu npuemaHeTo Ha NO-BUCOKUTE MUHUMANHM

HMBa B HayanoTo Ha 2007 r. ce HabntogaBa 3abaBsAHe Ha pacTerka Ha KpeauTupaHe, He camo nopagu

 Macroeconomic Assessment Group - Assessing the macroeconomic impact of the transition to stronger capital
and liquidity requirements - 2011

14 Slovik, P. and B. Cournede (2011), “Macroeconomic Impact of Basel IlI”, OECD Economics Department Working
Papers, No. 844, OECD Publishing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5kghwnhkkjs8-en

" |nstitute of International Finance- Interim Report on the Cumulative Impact on the Global Economy of Proposed
Changes in the Banking Regulatory Framework - June 2010
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aHTULUMKNUYHUTE MEPKM, NpeanpueTM C npeanas’Ha Len, HO U Nopagu BbBeXAaHEeTO Ha MNO-BUCOKM
W3UCKBAHMA U M3rPaXKAaHETO Ha AOMbAHUTENIHM KanuTaau.

MNpomeHuTe B HaHKOBaTa CUCTEMA B CTPaHaTa MOraT Aa HacTbMNAT OT Pas/NMKUTE B M3NCKBAHMATA 33
NIMKBUAHOCT U HauyMHWUTE 33 U3YMCNABAHE Ha KanuTanoBa afeKBaTHOCT, HO 3a pPas/iMka OT MHOMEeCTBO
Yy3KAECTPaHHN BaHKOBM CMCTEMM HAMA [ia Ce Hasara 3HauuTe/IHO YBe/IMYeHNe Ha pesepsBuTe U pecypcurte
oTAensAHu oT 6aHKOBUTE MHCTUTYLMM 33 NOKPUBAHE HA perynatopHuTe mancksaHuna. CieaosaTesiHO MoXKe
0a ce Kaxke, ye edeKT BbpXy KpeaUTHUTE HMBA U PECNEKTUBHO BbPXY MaKPOMKOHOMUYECKOTO CbCTOAHUE B
CTpaHaTa NoYTu He ce OYaKBa.

V) OTuyMTaHe HA BPpb3KaTa MeXKAYy KaluTaJ0BaTa aleKBaTHOCT U JUHAMHKAaTa Ha
KpeAUTHHUTE NO3UIMUA B 6AHKOBATA CUCTEMA - AHTULMK/IUYHU MEPKH, NpeAnpUueTH
ot BHB B nepuoga 2007 r. - 2010 r. ¥ TAXHOTO BJIMSIHUE BbPXY HUBATA HA
KalnuTaJioBaTa aJeKBaTHOCT.

BMCOKMTE HMBA Ha KanuTasioBaTa aLEKBATHOCT B bbarapua ce AbkKaT, KaKTO Ha MO-BUCOKMUTE
KanuTasoBM M3MUCKBaHUA nocTtaBeHn oT BHB npea 6aHKoBUTE MHCTUTYUMM cneq 6aHKoBaTa Kpusa npes
1997-1998 r, Taka M Ha aTUUMKAMYHUTE MEPKM NpeanpueTn OT LeHTpasHaTa b6aHKa B nepuoaa Ha
KpeauTeH 6ym, a MNO-KbCHO M MO BpemMe Ha NposBAeHWETO Ha edeKTa Ha CBeTOoBHATa PUHAHCOBA KpWU3a
BbpXy ObArapckata MKOHOMMKa. [pegnpuemaHeTo Ha [OMNBAHUTENHU MEPKUM € MNPOLMKTYBaHO OT
MOTMBaUMA 33 NOAADBPY!KAHE HA AAEKBATHN HMBA Ha KanuTanoBu U NnKBMAHM Bydepun. OcHoBHaTa Len Ha
Te3n MEepKU e noaabpKaHeTo Ha ¢MHaHCOBa CTAaOMNHOCT 4ype3 M3rpaxkaaHe Ha yCTOMYMBOCTTa Ha
6aHKOBaTa cMCTEeMA, KOETO A3 e NPeAnocTaBKka 3a HOPManHO PYHKLMOHUPAHE Ha KpeauTHaTa AENHOCT U
BPb3KATa M C HaUMOHANHATa MKOHOMMKaA. [MpegnpueTnte NPOMeHU NO3BO/IABAT MBKABOCT Ha HaHKOBUTE
WHCTUTYLLMKN YCBOABAHETO Ha NOTEHLMaHKN 3arybu OT BIOLIABaHETO Ha KPeaAUTHUTE UM NopTdeinnu.

BHBE npuema npomeHn B Hapepba No21 3a 3aAb/KMTENHUTE MUHUMANHUM pPe3epBu, KOUTO
TbProBcKMTe 6aHKM Noagbpikat. [poMeHUTEe BKAOYBAT HAMAIEHMETO Ha 3a4b/IKUTEHUTE MUHUMAJHU
pe3epsu NO BCUYKM NpuBaeyeHu cpeactsa oT 12% o 10%. Ta3m npomsaHa BAM3a B cuna oT 1 centemspu
2007r., B TO3M MOMEHT NpuUBAeYeHnTe cpeactsa B 6aHKoBaTa cuctema ca 44 425 014" nB. HamansBaHeTo
Ha M3MCKBAHMATA 33 3ab/IKUTENHN MUHUMANHU pe3epBn ocBoboxaasa 888500,28 ne, komTo Aa 6bAaT
n3snonseaHn ot 6GaHkoBaTa cuctemMa. HamanaBaT ce M MUHUMANHUTE 33a4b/DKUTENHU pe3epsBu 3a
npuBAevYeHn cpeacTsa ot Apyrn abprKasu ot 10% Ha 5%.

Lpyra npomaHa e, 4ye cuntaHo ot 1 aHyapu 2009 r. He e Hy*KHO HaymcneHmeTo Ha M3P 3a cpeacTea
NPUBAEYEHN OT OOLMHCKM U AbprKaBHU OroAXKeTU. Ypes Tesn NpomeHu ce LiesM ocBoboXaaBaHe Ha
JOMbAHUTENEH GUHAHCOB pecypc, KOWTO e oLeHeH Ha 1,2 mapa,. ns'’.

B Hapenba No21 e BKAOYEHO M NpuemMaHeTo Ha 50% OT KacoBUTE HANIMYHOCTU, BKAOYMTENHO B ATM
YCTpOIiCTBaTa Ha BaHKUTE 3@ YaCT OT TEXHUTE MUHUMANHKU pe3epBu. JONbAHUTENHO € YAeCHEeH AOCTbMbT
Ha 6aHKOBUTE MHCTUTYLMW A0 cpeacTBaTa No cMeTkuTe um B BHB, KaTo aKo ce u3nonssat Hag 50% ot M3P
no cMeTKaTa, TbproBcKaTa baHKa 3an/aLa IMXBa BbPXy CYyMaTa, C KOATO Haasuwasa 50%.

B HauyanoTo Ha 2009 r. BHB npuema nsmeHeHua B Hapenba Ne 9 B cboTBeTCTBME C NpeanpuetTuTe
AHTULMKAMYHN MepKWU. B npomeHuTe B Hapeaba Ne 9 ce npuema muHumaneH npar ot 100 000 nB., Hag,

16 OduumanHm nybanMYHN faHHM 33 NpUBAEYEHUTe cpeacTBa B 6aHKoBaTa cuctema Kbm 31.08.2007 r. N3TouHMK: BHB
Y roamweH otyer Bbarapcka HapoaHa 6aHka 2009 r. - cTp. 12- ISSN 1313-0633
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KOWTO PMCKOBATa €KCNo3numaA ce oueHsBa HAMBMAyanHo. MNog To3u npar pUckoBUTE €KCNo3nLmMm morat
na ce obeAuHABAT NO CXOAHW XapPaKTEPUCTUKM B noptdennn u Kateropun. lNpomeHUTe CblLLO TaKa
NnpeaBuXaaT U WM3MUCKBAHUA 33 cneumduuHu npoBmsum 3a KpeauteH puck (CMKP). Cneuyuduynute
NPOBMU3NN 33 KPeaWUTEeH PUCK ce OonpeaensT, KaTo MNOJIOKUTeNHaTa CTOMHOCT Ha pasfiMKaTa mexay
6anaHcoBaTa M pUCKOBaTa CTOMHOCT Ha AageHa eKkcnosuuma. B 3aBucMmocT OT KnacuduKaumoHHaTa
rpyna, Kbm KOATO eKCno3uuuATa MpUHAANEXW, OYaKBaHUTE MOCTbM/IEHUA NO HeA Ce HamManAT CbC
CbOTBETEH NpoLeHT 3a 3arybu. Mpe3s 2010 r. ce NpomMeHA No-CypoOBOTO TPETMPAHE Ha PUCKOBM Terna 3sa
HAKOW K/lacoBe PMUCKOBKM eKcrnosuumm B Hapeaba Ne 8. Hanpumep puckoBuTe Tersa 3a eKCnosuuMm Ha
apebHo ce HamanasaT oT 100% Ha 75%, a Te3n 3a ekcnosnumm obesnedyeHun ¢ HegBUKMMM MMOT OT 50% Ha
35%.

EaHa oT npomeHuTe B HapeabaTa 3a KanuTanoBa afeKBATHOCT € BbBEKAAHETO HA HOBM PUCKOBM
€KCNOo3nLMN, YacT OT KOUTO ca: CEeKpPUTUIMpALLM MO3MUMM, B3eMaHMA MO MNOKPUTU obaurauum,
KPaTKOCPOYHU B3EMAHMA OT MHCTUTYLUMWN U NPeanpuatma n apyrn. Mo 1031 HaYMH ce OTYMTA NPOMAHATA B
pasnpefeneHNeTo Ha Kanutaaute Ha 6aHKaTa M M3NON3BAHETO Ha Pa3IYHM PUHAHCOBU MHCTPYMeEHTU. C
npomeHnte B Hapepba Ne 8 ca KOMOMHMPaAHM AHTULMKAUYHU MEPKWU, BOAELM OO NPOMsAHA npu
M3YNCNABAHETO Ha KanuTana Ha GaHKOBUTE MHCTUTYLUMM, Ype3 KOEeTO Ce W3rpaxaaT AOMb/HUTENHM
KanuTtanosu bydepu.

BcuYKM Te3N MepKuM ca B3eTU C Len ga ce 3anasm ctabmuaHoctTa B 6aHKOBaTa cuctema, Ypes BUCOKOTO
HMBO KanuTanoBu bydepun, KOUTO afleKBaTHO [a NOKPMBAT cTeneHTa Ha puck. Kakto ce Buxaa ot Mpaduka
4 npean [OCTUraHETO Ha CBeToBHaTa ¢MHAHCOBA Kpu3a A0 bbarapua HapacTBaHeTO Ha HMBATa Ha
KpeauTMpaHe e 3HaYMTENIHO M A0PU MOXKe fa Ce TOBOPM 3a pa3BUBaLL, ce KpeauTeH 6aioH.
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paduKka 4.Temn Ha pacTeXk Ha KpeauTute 3a nepmoga 2007-2013 r. 18

MmeHHO B nepuoga Ha crnajga Ha pacTeXa Ha KpeguTUpaHeTo OTHOLWEHWEeTOo cobcTBeH
KaI'IMTaI'I/erp,MTM MMa Hali-BUCOKa cpegHa CTOMHOCT.

1 OduumanHm nybanMyHM gaHHM 33 6barapckaTa 6baHKoBa cucTema 3a nepuoga ot 2007 go Kpasa Ha 2013 r. Ha
TpumeceuHa 6asza. N3TouHuk: BHB
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OTHoOwWweHMe Ha KpeauTn B baHKoBaTa cMcTtema Ha bbarapms Kbm
cobcTBeHUA KanuTan B baHKoBaTa cuctema 3a nepmoaa 2007-2013
r.
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-007% / ===13.63%

12.00% 2.36%
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8.00%
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lpaduk .5.0THOWIEHNE HA KpeauTu B DaHKoBaTa cucTema Ha bbarapua Kbm cobCcTBEHMA KanuTan B
b6aHKoBaTa cucTema 3a nepuoga 2007-2013 r. 9

Cnen 3HAYNTENHOTO MOHUMEHME HAa MKOHOMWYECKMA pacTe) M HaBAM3aHe B eTana Ha cnag Ha
6M3HeC UMKbAa, UeHTpanHaTa 6aHKa npomeHA perynaummute cbobpasHo. ToBa HeCbMHEHO OKa3Ba
6naronpuaTeH edeKkT BbpXy HMBATa Ha KpeauTupaHe M crnomara 3a no-6bp3oTo npeogonssaHe Ha
MKOHOMMYECKMUTE MNOCNEACTBMA OT KpM3aTa, KaTo CblUEeBPEeMEeHHO ce 3amna3Ba BWCOKaTa KanuTanosa
afleKkBaTHoCT B 6baHKoBaTa cuctema.

VI) OTyHTaHe Ha BPb3KATAd MEXKAY KallUTA/IOBATA aA€KBATHOCT U nevya/ja6ara B
6aHKoOBaTa cMuCcTeMa

MHOECTBO U3CnenBaHva™ 1 aHaNu3M TBBLPAAT, Ye YBENMYEHUETO Ha KanuTasoBUTE U AUKBUAHM
M3WCKBAHWUA, HEMMHYEMO LEe A0BeAe A0 HamaseHMe Ha npuxoaute Ha 6aHKOBUTE MHCTUTYUMU M
Bb3BPbLLAEMOCTTA OT KanuTana B KpaTKocpouyeH nepuog. Cnopep aHanumsa ,Edekta Ha Basen | Bbpxy
JIOXOAHOCTTa Ha GaHKkuTe” *, HanpaBeH 3a WecTHajeceT Abpasu oT OpraHM3aLMATa 33 MKOHOMMUYECKO
CbTPYOAHWYECTBO WM Pa3sBUTUTE, YBE/NIMYABAHETO Ha KanuTaNoBWUTE M3UCKBaHMA B CTbAb egHO MMma
HeratueeH edeKT BbpXy Neyanbata Ha 6aHKUTE, HO KanuTanoBuTe 6ydepn OKasBaT NONOKUTENEH ePEKT B
AbArocpoyeH nepuod. 3a Aa YAOBAETBOPAT MOCTaBEHUTE M3UCKBaHMA 6aHKkuTe TpabBa Aa oTaenart
AOMbAHUTENEH KanuTan. Mo TO3W HauuMH Te ce AMWasBaT OT NPUXOAMTE, KOMTO TO3U AOMBAHUTENHO
3a4e/leH KanuTas MOKe Aa aKyMy/iMpa MNpu BAOXKEHMETO My B AeMHOCTTa Ha bHaHkaTa. T.e, 33 Aa ce
MOKPUAT M3UCKBAHUATA, BAHKOBUTE MHCTUTYLMU LLE YBeAMYaT AeNbT Ha HeAOXOAOHOCHWMA CU U HUCKO
AOoXoZeH KanuTan. MMeHHO TakbB € M e(deKTbT OT YBEe/NMYEHWETO Ha /AUKBUAHUTE W3UCKBAHMA —
yBeAMYEHME HAa HAIMYHOCTUTE 33 CMETKa Ha M3M0A3BaHUTE 3a AeiHOCTTa Ha baHKaTa cpeacTBa. KoskoTo

9 OduumanHm nybanuHu gaHHKM 3a 6barapckata 6aHKoBa cuctema 3a nepuoga ot 2007 Ao Kpad Ha 2013 1. Ha
TpumeceyHa 6asza. N3ToyHuk: BHB

% slovik, P. (2011), “Systemically Important Banks and Capital Regulation Challenges”, OECD Economics - Working
Papers, No. 916, OECD Publishing.

L siljestrom, A. (2013) “The effect of Basel regulation on banking profitability: A cross---country study on 16 OECD
countries”, KHT Industrial Engineering and Management
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noseye KanuTtan TpsabBa ga oTaenat 6aHKUTe, TOoNKOBa NO-ronsim e edeKTbT BbpXy AOXOAHOCTTa. Ha
NpaKkTUKa obaye NOBULLIEHNETO Ha U3NCKBAHUATA B basen Il e MUHUMANHO N ePEeKTHT LEe € HE3HAUYUTENEH.

B abnrocpoyeH nepuon ce A0Ka3Ba, Ye YBE/IMYEHUTE peryiaTopHU U3UCKBAHMA AoBexaaT A0 Mo-
ronsima CUrypHoOCT U CbOTBETHO MO-BMCOKW nevyanbu B 6baell nepuos Ha MKOHOMUYECKU 3acTOM MU
6aHKOBM Kpu3W. HaTpynaHUTe KanuTasoBM pe3epBuM BOAAT A0 MNO-rofiAMa MbBKABOCT Ha bOaHKoBUTE
MHCTUTYLMM B Nepnoam Ha 3aTpygHeHua. CbOTBETHO MOXKe [a Ce 3aKJ/04K, Ye B AbArocpoyeH nepmog no-
BUCOKUTE KaMUTAJIOBM W3UCKBAHUA WMMAT MNONOXKUTENEH edeKT BbpXy cpegHaTa Bb3BPbLLAEMOCT OT
penHoctTa Ha 6aHKkuTe. Cobllo TaKa ce ovakBa H6aHKOBUTE MHCTUTYUMM A3 Ce NPUCNOCOBAT KbM HOBUTE
perynaTopHUTE pamKu, C Lien Bb3BpblaHe Ha nevanbaTa HA HMBATA Npegu NPOMEHUTE B perynauuuTe.
ToBa MoKe fa CTaHe, Ype3 NpeHacsHe Ha NO-BMCOKATa LLeHa Ha KanuTana KbM KIMEeHTUTe Ha baHKaTa, T.e.
ha ce npuberHe go egHa OT HAaNOXUAUTE Ce B Na3apHATa MKOHOMMKA 3aBUCUMOCTM — NPU YBENNYEHUE HA
pa3xoauTe, ce yBeaMYaBa M LLeHaTa Ha NPOAYKTA, 3a Aa Ce 3anasu HMBOTO Ha neyanba. Makap 1 ga ca ot
ronsiMoO 3HayeHWe Ha MKOHOMWYEcKaTa cucTema, He Tpsbea Oa ce 3abpasdA, Yye BaHKUTE ca 4YacTHU
MHCTUTYLMKN Cb3434EHM C Len nevanba.

Bbarapckute 6aHKM Beye OTrOBapAT Ha HOBUTE M3MCKBAHMA M MaKap 4a MMA NPOMEHW B HaYMHa Ha
npunaraHe Ha perynaunumte, HAMa ga € HyXKHO 4a ce OTAEeNAT AOMbAHUTENHU KanuTanum, CbOTBETHO He ce
OYaKBa M edeKT BbpXy TAXHaTa neyanba. [Jopy MOXKe Aa ce O4vakBa MpPWU MpUaraHeTo Ha HOBUTE
M3NUCKBAHMA Aa Ce NOCTUFHEe ONTUMM3MpPAHe Ha neyvanbata. EAHA OT BH3MOXKHOCTUTE € NPOMEHUTE B
HauMHa Ha OTNyCKaHe Ha KpeauTu U HamasieHMe AEenbT Ha NolWunTe KpeauTu B noptdeiina Ha baHKara. Mo
TO3M HA4YMH LWe ce ONTMMM3NPA KauyecTBOTO Ha KpeauTHUA nopTdeinn u we ce cb3aaLe Bb3MOMKHOCT 33
pa3BMBaHE Ha HOBW MPOAYKTOBU NANHUM. TaKa ce NOCTUra 6anaHC MeXXAy *KenaHusaTa Ha perynatopHuTe
OpraHu 3a Bb3MOXKHO Hal-rofiiMa CUIYPHOCT M LenTa Ha 6aHKOBUTE WMHCTUTYLMM 32 Bb3MOXKHO Hali-
e(dEeKTMBHO M3M0A3BaAHE HA TEXHUTE pecypcu.

V) OneHKa Ha Bb3/eMCTBHMETO Ha KallMTaJIoBUTe U3MCKBaHus B baseu 11l Bbpxy
KpeAUTHATa AeWHOCT U Cpe/iCTBaTa N0JI3BaHU 3a KpeJUTHUPAHe.

[JaHHWTe 3a NbPBOTO TPMMECEUYMNE CNeq BbBeXAAaHETO Ha HOBUTE NpPaBK/Ia 338 MUMHUMAIHW KanuTanu
B8 bbarapma ot mapt 2014 r. ca noBeye OT MOJIONKUTENHN KaTo ce HabatogaBa PA3KO NOKayBaHe Ha
KoedMUMEHTUTE HA KanuTanoBa afeKBAaTHOCT. CXO4HO € U pa3BUTMETO Ha KoedpuuMeHTa 3a JIMKBUAHOCT,
KouTto gocTtura 27,1 %%,

MUMaiku npeasua, aHTULMKINYHUTE MEPKU BbBEAEHM OT LLeHTpasiHaTa 6aHKa B NeprMoaa Ha KpeauTex
6yM 1 NO-BUCOKUTE MUHMMAJTHU U3NCKBAHWUA 33 6barapckaTa 6aHKOBa cMCTEMA B MOMEHTA HE MOXKe Aa ce
roBOpPM 3a NOBMLUEHME HA TEXKECTTA HA peryaaununTe, a Camo 3a NPOMAHA B HaYMHA UM Ha npuaaraHe.

Cnopep, nscnepsaHnatTa Ha MaKpOMKOHOMMYECKaTa rpyna 3a OLeHKa Kbm basenckua KomuteT u
OpraHusaumaTa 3a MKOHOMMYECKO CbTPYAHWYECTBO U Pa3BUTUTE CMOMEHATM NO-rope B pa3paboTkaTa,
0YaKBaHMAT edEeKT OT BbBeXKAAHETO Ha basen lll B noBeveTo AbpKaBu e pecTpukTMBeH. Cnopes NbpBOTO
n3cnefBaHe KpeguUTHUAT cnpeg, we ce yeeanum ¢ mexay 0,3-0,8 npoueHTa, a cnopeg, BTopoTo ¢ 40 1,5%,
KOeTo Le pedneKkTmpa Bbpxy BBl 1 makpoMKOHOMMKaTa KaTo LANOo.

Tbli KaTo B MOMeHTa 6barapckata 6aHKoBaTa CMCTEMA MMa AOCTaTbYyHO KanuTaauM UM MUHUMaNHUTE
M3MCKBAHMA 3a KanWTasoBa ageKBaTHOCT U AOMbAHUTENHUTE Bydepu ca noKputu ¢ noytm 50% Hag

2 U3TouHuk: BHB
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MUWUHUMANIHUTE U3UCKBAHMA, MOXe A3 npuemem, 4ye BaHKOBUTE MHCTUTYLMM Ca BUCOKO KanuTanmM3MpaHu.
OT cBos CTpaHa, TOBa € MNpeAnocTaBKa 3a HOPMANHOTO (YHKLUMOHMPAHE Ha OCHOBHATa MM BUCOKO
[OXO[IHa AEeMHOCT — KpeaAuTupaHeTo. YnpasneHnetTo Ha GyHKUMATa KanuTan — AoxoaHocT obadye octasa
pelleHne Ha MeHUAXKMbHTA Ha BAHKOBUTE UMHCTUTYLUK. [pU eBEeHTya/HO pelleHMe 33 noaabprKaHe Ha
No-masiko OT CeralHOTO HMBO Ha KanwuTanoBa aAeKBaTHOCT, T.e. Aa Ce NoAAbp’Ka CaMO MUHUMAHUTE
WU3UCKBAHUA, Bb3MOXHUAT ePeKT e He3HAUYMUTEIHO HaMaleHMe Ha JIMXBEHUTE MPOLLEHTM NO OTMNyCKaHuUTe
Kpeautu n enBa 3abenexumo yBeNMYeHUe Ha OTMycKaHuTe KpeauTu. TakaBa peaKkums OT cTpaHa Ha
6aHKuMTe B BbArapus He ce o4akBa 0cOBEHO B HACTOALMA MOMEHT Ha HanpeXeHne Ha 6aHKOBMA CEKTOP.

VI) OieHKa Ha Bb3/4eMCTBUETO HA KANIUTAa/I0BU U3UCKBaHUA BbpXyY B baseu 111 BBII Ha
CTpaHaTa

Bpb3kaTa mexay BBl 1 KpeantMpaHeTo e Heocnopuma. Mpu nogem Ha MKOHOMUKAaTa NoKasaTensT,
KOMTO OTpa3nBa MOMOXMUTENHUTE TeHAEHUMN, € MMEHHO pacTebT Ha BBIl. Mo Bpeme Ha pacTex ce
yBe/iMYaBa CbBKYMHMA [0XO4 Ha AOMaKMHCTBATa M CbOTBETHO Te OT CBOA CTpaHa 3a4enAaT nosevye
cpeacTsa, KOUTO MPU MaNKO anTepHaTUBHU MHBECTULMOHHM Bb3MOMHOCTM BAaraT B 6aHKoBaTa cdepa. Ot
CBOA cTpaHa 6aHKWUTe MoJsyyaBaT AOMbAHMTENEH Pecypc, KOMTO M3Non3BaT, 3a Aa M3BbPLUBAT CBOATA
OCHOBHA [AEWHOCT - KpeauTupaHe. Moxe Ja ce Kaxe, ye Bpb3KaTa Mexay TAX e ABYMNOoCco4YyHa -
NoBMLLIABaHETO Ha KpeauTupaHeTo ce obycnasa OT Nodem Ha uanaTa MKOHOMMYEecKa cucTema, a OT CBOS
CTpaHa Ypes KpeauUTUPaHETO ce Cromara 3a Cb3faBaHe Ha AOMb/AHUTENHA CTOMHOCT OT MKOHOMMWYECKUTE
cybekTun.

BAnaHMeTO Ha HOBUTe perynauum B 6aHKOBaTa CUCTEMa € B PaMKUTe Ha NpeHebpeXkMMOoTo, Thil KaTo
3a bbarapusa npomeHuTe 3an0xeHn ot basen Ill ca No-cKOpo B HaUMHA Ha U3YMCAABaHE Ha NoAAbPKaHaTa
MWHMMas/IHA KanuTasoBa afeKBaTHOCT, HO He W B noaAbpKaHuTe HuBaTa. CbOTBETHO Mopagu Mo-
PECTPUKTUBHUTE perynauuun, HanoxeHu oT LleHTpanHaTa 6aHKa B Mno-paHeH nepuod, B HaCTOAWMAT
MOMEHT HauuoHanHaTa baHKoBa cCUCTeMa W MaKPOMKOHOMMKaTa Ha CTpaHaTa HAMa Aa wusnuTtaT
HeraTMBHUTE ePeKTU, OUYaKBaHWU B APYTU AbPXKaBU.

VII) 3ak/iouyeHue

BbarapckaTa 6aHKoOBa cucTema e efHa OT Hal-u3pAAHUTE MO OTHOLWEHME Ha Cna3BaHeTo Ha
npasunata Ha basen Il. MUmeHHO 3ano)KeHUTe MNO-BUCOKM MWUHMMANHM PaBHULIA Ha KanuTanosa
a[leKBATHOCT, NpMeMaHeTO Ha peanua aHTULUKANYHU U CTUMYANPALLM MEPKK OT cTpaHa Ha BHB cnomarar
33 NpeofoNABaHETO Ha BAMSHMETO Ha PUHAHCOBATA KpM3a BbPXYy OAHKOBUS CEKTOP M MKOHOMMWKATA Ha
CTpaHarTa.

MUMmalku npeasus npwunaraHute Ao Hadvanoto Ha 2014 r. No-BMCOKM M3UCKBAHUA W HMBATA Ha
nogabpkKaHuTe KoedUUMEHTM HA KanMTanoBa aAEeKBAaTHOCT M JIMKBMAHOCT B OaHKoBaTa cucTema B
CTpaHaTa, npemunHaBaHeTo KbM basen lll HAMa ga npeacTaBnsaBa TPYAHOCT M HAMA A MMA HeraTUBHUTE
epeKTn, KOMTO ce O4YaKBaT B APYrM AbPKaBU A0 NPUEMAHETO Ha BCUMYKU KAMUTaNOBM M3UCKBAHWUA U
bydpepn go 2019 r., KoraTo e KpalHMAT CPOK 3a BbBEXAAHETO Ha BCMYKM npaBuna B basen Il
BnaropapeHve Ha AucuunavMHaTa M pasUYHUTE M3UCKBAHWA B CTpaHata A0 HadvanoTo Ha 2014 r.
HaLMOHaNHaTa 6aHKOBA CUCTEMA LLLe U3MPEBAPU 3HAUYUTENHO CPOKOBETE.

15





B Bbarapma BCMUKKM KanUTaI0BM M3NUCKBAHMA Ca BeYe NPUETU U NOCIeAHUTE NPOMEHM Ca BIN3aHETO B
CM/1a Ha AONb/IHUTENHUTE KanuTanoBu bydpepu Ha 1 oktomBpu. o Kpas Ha 2014 r. B H6barapckaTta
6aHKOBa cUCTEMA HaMb/HO We 6bAaT BbBEAEHM BCUUKM KanuTaoBU U IMKBUAHN U3NCKBAHUA 3a/10XKEHMU

B HOBaTa perynatopHa pamka basen lll.

VIII) H3mnoJsi3BaHa iuTepaTypa

e [mpektusa 2013/36/EC Ha EBponeiickma napaameHT U Ha cbBeTa oT 26.07.2013 r. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2013:176:0338:0436:BG:PDF

e PernameHT EC 575/2013 Ha EBponeiickua napaameHT 1 Ha cbBeTa oT 26.07.2013 r. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2013:176:0001:0337:BG:PDF

e Hapeaba Ne 8 ot 24 anpwua 2014 r.3a Kanutanosute 6ydepun Ha baHKUTe, 3ganeHa ot

BbarapckaTa HapoaHa 6aHKa, obHapoaBaHa B, [lbprkaBeH BECTHUK”, 6p. 40 oT 13 main 2014 .

e Macroeconomic Assessment Group - Assessing the macroeconomic impact of the transition to
stronger capital and liquidity requirements — 2011

e Slovik, P. and B. Cournéde (2011), “Macroeconomic Impact of Basel IlI”, OECD Economics
Department Working Papers, No. 844, OECD Publishing.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5kghwnhkkjs8-en

e |Institute of International Finance- Interim Report on the Cumulative Impact on the Global

Economy of Proposed Changes in the Banking Regulatory Framework - June 2010
e [oaumuweH otyeT bbarapcka HapoaHa 6aHka 2009 r. - cTp. 12- ISSN 1313-0633

e Slovik, P. (2011), “Systemically Important Banks and Capital Regulation Challenges”, OECD
Economics - Working Papers, No. 916, OECD Publishing.

o José Filipe Abreu, Mohamed Azzim Gulamhussen “The relationship between capital requirements
and bank behavior: A revision in the light of Basel II”

e Bernhard Babei Daniela Guis, Alexander Grawert and others — “Capital management — Banking’s
new imperative”, McKinsey Working Papers on Risk, Number 38, November 2012

e Rafael Repullo and Javier Suarez — “The procyclical effects of Basel II”, CEMFI Working Paper No.
0809, June 2008

e Gert Wehinger, “The Financial Industry in the New Regulatory Landscape”, OECD Journal:
Financial Market Trends, Volume 2011 — Issue 2

e James R. Barth, Gerard Caprio Jr., and Ross Levine, “Banking Systems around the Globe: Do
Regulation and Ownership Affect Performance and Stability?”, University of Chicago Press, ISBN:
0-226-53188-0, January 2001

o Juliusz Jablecki, “The impact of Basel | capital requirements on bank behavior and the efficacy of
monetary policy”, International Journal of Economic Sciences and Applied Research 2 (1): 16-35,
Bureau of Monetary Policy, National Bank of Poland

e J. Barth, G. Caprio, J. & R.Levine, “Bank Regulations are Changing:For Better or Worse?”,
Symposium Paper, Comparative Economic Studies, 2008, 50, (537-563), ACES

e L. Jacobo Rodriguez, “Banking stability and the Basel capita standards”, Cato Institute

e Rym Ayadi, Sami Ben Naceur, Barbara Casu, Barry Quinn — “Does regulatory compliance impact
bank profitability and efficiency?”- July 2013
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o Asli Demirglic-Kunt, Enrica Detragiache, and Thierry Tressel — “Banking on the Principles:
Compliance with Basel Core Principles and Bank Soundness”- World Bank Policy Research
Working Paper 3954, June 2006

e Siljestrom, A. (2013) “The effect of Basel regulation on banking profitability: A cross---country
study on 16 OECD countries”, KHT Industrial Engineering and Management

e Jonathan Ward — “The new Basel accord and developing countries: problems and alternatives” -
ESRC Centre for Business Research, Working paper Ne04

e (Co-Pierre Georg — “Basel lll and Systemic Risk Regulation - What Way Forward?” - Working
Papers on Global Financial Markets No. 17, January 2011

IX) [puinoxeHus

Tabnuua 2. PesynTaTM OT aHanM3 Ha YyBCTBMTE/IHOCTTa Ha KoedpuuUMeHTa Ha oblWa KanuTtanosa
a[leKBaTHOCT NpW NpomsaHa ¢ +/- 10% Ha: KanuTana OT MbpBM pea, obLy KanwuTan, pesepsu, nevan6a,
npeoLeHKaTa Ha KanuTana’>

Edekrta Bbpxy |+ 10% -10%
KoebuUMEHTa | KanuTan | KanuTan

Ha obuwa oT oT +10% -10% +10% -10%
Kanutanosa nbpsu nbpsu o6y obuy, +10% -10% +10% -10% npeo- npeo-
afeKBaTHoOCT pes peg c KanuTan | KanuTan | pesepsu | pesepsu | neyanba | neyanba | LeHKa LeHKa

map.07 | 8,09% | -8,09%| 3,50%| -3,50% | 3,99%| -3,99%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,07%| 0,07%

toHn.07 | 8,08% | -8,08% | 3,34%| -3,34% | 4,93%| -4,93%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,08%| 0,08%

cen.07| 8,13%| -8,13%| 3,68%| -3,68% | 4,65%| -4,65%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,08%| 0,08%

nek.07| 7,82%| -7,82%| 3,83%| -3,83% | 4,22%| -4,22%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,09%| 0,09%

map.08 | 7,52%| -7,52%| 3,42%| -3,42% | 4,26%| -4,26%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,11%| 0,11%

toHn.08 | 7,61%| -7,61%| 3,28%| -3,28% | 4,60%| -4,60%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,22%| 0,22%

cen.08| 7,69%| -7,69%| 3,37%| -3,37% | 4,50% | -4,50%| 0,12%| -0,12%| -0,22%| 0,22%

nek.08| 7,51%| -7,51%| 3,47%| -3,47% | 4,37%| -4,37%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,25%| 0,25%

map.09| 7,68%| -7,68%| 3,58%| -3,58% | 4,37%| -4,37%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,26% | 0,26%

oHn.09 | 7,87%| -7,87%| 3,50% | -3,50% | 4,67%| -4,67%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,33%| 0,33%

cen.09| 8,19%| -8,19%| 3,76%| -3,76% | 4,78% | -4,78% | 0,06%| -0,06% | -0,43%| 0,43%

nek.09| 8,24%| -8,24%| 3,81%| -3,81% | 4,84%| -4,84%| 0,08%| -0,08%| -0,49%| 0,49%

map.10| 8,34%| -8,34%| 3,83%| -3,83% | 5,10%| -5,10%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -0,63%| 0,63%

tonn.10| 8,44%| -8,44%| 4,01%| -4,01% | 4,71%| -4,71%| 0,02%| -0,02%| -0,84%| 0,84%

cen.10| 8,57%| -8,57%| 4,08% | -4,08% | 4,83%| -4,83%| 0,14%| -0,14%| -1,02%| 1,02%

nek.10| 8,72%| -8,72%| 4,19%| -4,19% | 5,07%| -507%| 0,14%| -0,14%| -1,22%| 1,22%

map.11| 8,70% | -8,70%| 4,16% | -4,16% | 5,23%| -5,23%| 0,03%| -0,03%| -1,31%| 1,31%

toHn.11| 8,76% | -8,76% | 4,28% | -4,28% | 5,20%| -5,20%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -1,31%| 1,31%

cen.11| 8,81%| -8,81%| 4,23%| -4,23% | 5,32%| -5,32%| 0,08%| -0,08% | -1,39%| 1,39%

fek.11| 8,98%| -8,98% | 4,38%| -4,38% | 5,29%| -5,29%| 0,08%| -0,08%| -1,34%| 1,34%

map.12| 9,05%| -9,05%| 4,43%| -4,43% | 5,49%| -549%| 0,03%| -0,03%| -1,53%| 1,53%

tonn.12 | 9,07%| -9,07% | 4,55% | -4,55% | 5,64%| -5,64%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -1,77%| 1,77%

23
[aHHWTe M3NoN3BaHM 33 aHaAU3a ca obLwM faHHK 3a 6barapckata 6aHKoBa cuctema 3a nepuoga ot mapt 2007 o
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cen.12| 9,11%| -9,11%| 4,60%| -4,60% | 5,71%| -5,71%| 0,04%| -0,04%| -1,89%| 1,89%
aek.12| 9,10%| -9,10% | 4,58% | -4,58% | 5,61%| -5,61%| 0,04%| -0,04%| -1,78% | 1,78%
map.13| 9,16%| -9,16%| 4,60% | -4,60% | 5,80%| -580%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -1,93%| 1,93%
toHn.13| 9,20%| -9,20%| 4,63%| -4,63% | 5,68%| -568%| 0,00%| 0,00%| -1,79%| 1,79%
cen.13| 9,24%| -9,24%| 4,67%| -4,67% | 5,73%| -5,73%| 0,05%| -0,05%| -1,89%| 1,89%
fek.13| 9,52%| -9,52%| 4,75%| -4,75% | 5,86%| -586%| 0,05%| -0,05%| -1,85%| 1,85%

Ta6m4u,a 3. Pe3y}'ITaTM OT aHa/M3 Ha YyBCTBUTE/IHOCTTA Ha KOE(I)VILI,MGHTa Ha KanmtanoBa aAeKBATHOCT OT

MbpBM pesd npu npomaHa c +/- 10% Ha: KanuTana oT MbpBM ped, obl, KanuTan, pesepsu, nedanba,

npeoL,eHKaTa Ha Kanutana>’

EdekTa BbpXY

KoedbuumeHTa -10%

Ha KanuTtanosa [+ 10% Kanutan ot |+ 10% -10% +10% -10%

a[eKBaTHOCT OT [KanuTan oT |NbpBu pea, |obuy, obuy, +10% -10% +10% - 10% npeo- npeo-

nbpsu pes, nbpBu pej |c KanuTtan |kanutan |pe3epBu |pesepBu [neyanba |nevanba  |ueHka LeHKa
map.07| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,33%| -4,33%| 4,93%| -4,93%| 0,00% 0,00% | -0,09%| 0,09%
toHn.07 | 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,13%| -4,13%| 6,11%| -6,11%| 0,00% 0,00%| -0,10%| 0,10%
cen.07| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,53%| -4,53%| 5,72%| -5,72%| 0,00% 0,00%| -0,10%| 0,10%
aek.07| 9,9999%|-9,9999% | 4,89%| -4,89%| 5,40%| -5,40%| 0,00% 0,00%| -0,11%| 0,11%
map.08| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,55%| -4,55%| 5,67%| -5,67%| 0,00% 0,00%| -0,15%| 0,15%
toHn.08 | 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,30%| -4,30%| 6,04%| -6,04%| 0,00% 0,00% | -0,28%| 0,28%
cen.08| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,36%| -4,36%| 5,83%| -5,83%| 0,16% -0,16% | -0,29%| 0,29%
0ek.08 | 9,9999%|-9,9999% | 4,62%| -4,62%| 5,81%| -5,81%| 0,00% 0,00%| -0,34%| 0,34%
map.09| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,65%| -4,65%| 5,69%| -5,69%| 0,00% 0,00%| -0,34%| 0,34%
toHn.09| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,45%| -4,45%| 5,93%| -5,93%| 0,00% 0,00%| -0,42%| 0,42%
cen.09| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,59%| -4,59%| 5,83%| -5,83%| 0,07% -0,07%| -0,52%| 0,52%
aek.09| 9,9999%|-9,9999% | 4,62%| -4,62%| 5,86%| -5,86%| 0,10% -0,10% | -0,59%| 0,59%
map.10| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,60%| -4,60%| 6,11%| -6,11%| 0,00% 0,00% | -0,76%| 0,76%
toHn.10| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,75%| -4,75%| 5,58%| -5,58%| 0,03% -0,03%| -1,00%| 1,00%
cen.10| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,75%| -4,75%| 5,63%| -5,63%| 0,16% -0,16% | -1,18%| 1,18%
aek.10| 10,000% | -10,000% | 4,79% | -4,79%| 5,80%| -5,80%| 0,16% -0,16% | -1,39%| 1,39%
map.11| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,79% | -4,79%| 6,01%| -6,01%| 0,03% -0,03% | -1,50%| 1,50%
toHn.11| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,89%| -4,89%| 5,93%| -5,93%| 0,00% 0,00% | -1,50%| 1,50%
cen.11| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,80%| -4,80%| 6,03%| -6,03%| 0,10% -0,10% | -1,58%| 1,58%
aek.11| 9,9999%|-9,9999% | 4,87%| -4,87%| 5,89%| -5,89%| 0,09% -0,09% | -1,49%| 1,49%
map.12| 9,9999% | -9,9999% | 4,90% | -4,90%| 6,08%| -6,08%| 0,03% -0,03%| -1,69%| 1,69%
toHn.12| 10,000% | -10,000% | 5,02%| -5,02%| 6,22%| -6,22%| 0,00% 0,00% | -1,96%| 1,96%
cen.12| 10,000% | -10,000%| 5,05%| -5,05%| 6,27%| -6,27%| 0,05% -0,05% | -2,08% | 2,08%
aek.12 | 9,9999%|-9,9999% | 5,03%| -5,03%| 6,16%| -6,16%| 0,05% -0,05% | -1,95%| 1,95%
map.13| 10,000% | -10,000% | 5,03%| -5,03%| 6,34%| -6,34%| 0,00% 0,00% | -2,11%| 2,11%
toHn.13| 10,000% | -10,000% | 5,04%| -5,04%| 6,19%| -6,19%| 0,00% 0,00%| -1,95%| 1,95%
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cen.13

10,000%

-10,000%

5,06% | -5,06%

6,20% | -6,20%

0,06%

-0,06%

-2,04%

2,04%

aek.13

10,000%

-10,000%

5,00% | -5,00%

6,17%| -6,17%

0,06%

-0,06%

-1,94%

1,94%

Ta6nmu,a 4, PE3yﬂTaTM OT aHa/n3 Ha YyBCTBUTE/NIHOCTTA Ha I-(OG(I)MLI,MEHTa Ha 06u.|,a Kanutanaosa

afleKBaTHOCT Npu npomsHa ¢ +/- 10% Ha: KanuTana oT BTOPWU pea, XMOBPUAHM UHCTPYMEHTH, pe3epBu oT

npeoLeHKa>
EdekTa Bbpxy [+ 10% |-10% +10% 10%
KoedbuumeHTa | KanuTan | Kanutan | + 10% -10% e3e OBM e31: B
Ha obLwa oT ot XnbpuaHu XMbpuaHun ZT P ET P
Kanutanosa |BTOpWU BTOPU | MHCTPYMEHTU | UHCTPYMEHTU
npeoLeHKa | npeoLeHkKa
ageKkBaTHOCT |peg, pea,
map.07| 1,91%| -1,91% 0,00% 0,00% 0,58% -0,58%
toHn.07| 1,92%| -1,92% 0,00% 0,00% 0,49% -0,49%
cen.07| 1,87%| -1,87% 0,00% 0,00% 0,46% -0,46%
nek.07| 2,18%| -2,18% 0,00% 0,00% 0,40% -0,40%
map.08| 2,48%| -2,48% 0,00% 0,00% 0,37% -0,37%
toHn.08 | 2,39%| -2,39% 0,00% 0,00% 0,34% -0,34%
cen.08| 2,31%| -2,31% 0,43% -0,43% 0,33% -0,33%
nexk.08| 2,49%| -2,49% 0,41% -0,41% 0,30% -0,30%
map.09| 2,32%| -2,32% 0,36% -0,36% 0,27% -0,27%
toHn.09| 2,13%| -2,13% 0,34% -0,34% 0,25% -0,25%
cen.09| 1,81%|( -1,81% 0,23% -0,23% 0,26% -0,26%
nexk.09| 1,76%| -1,76% 0,23% -0,23% 0,32% -0,32%
map.10| 1,66%| -1,66% 0,23% -0,23% 0,32% -0,32%
toHn.10| 1,56% | -1,56% 0,24% -0,24% 0,32% -0,32%
cen.10| 1,43%| -1,43% 0,24% -0,24% 0,33% -0,33%
nexk.10| 1,28%| -1,28% 0,24% -0,24% 0,31% -0,31%
map.11| 1,30%| -1,30% 0,24% -0,24% 0,31% -0,31%
toHn.11| 1,24%| -1,24% 0,24% -0,24% 0,30% -0,30%
cen1l| 1,19%| -1,19% 0,24% -0,24% 0,29% -0,29%
pek.11| 1,02%| -1,02% 0,24% -0,24% 0,29% -0,29%
map.12| 0,95%| -0,95% 0,24% -0,24% 0,29% -0,29%
toHn.12| 0,93%| -0,93% 0,24% -0,24% 0,29% -0,29%
cen.12| 0,89%| -0,89% 0,24% -0,24% 0,29% -0,29%
nek.12| 0,90%| -0,90% 0,24% -0,24% 0,30% -0,30%
map.13| 0,84%| -0,84% 0,24% -0,24% 0,30% -0,30%
toHn.13| 0,80% | -0,80% 0,23% -0,23% 0,30% -0,30%
cen.13| 0,76%| -0,76% 0,23% -0,23% 0,30% -0,30%
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nex.13| 0,48%

-0,48%

0,31%

-0,31%

0,15%

-0,15%

Tabnunua 5. Pe3yatatm OT aHanAM3 Ha YyBCTBUTE/IHOCTTa Ha KoeduumeHTa Ha obuwa KanuTasnoBsa

afleKBaTHOCT Npu NpomsHa ¢ +/- 10% Ha: UHCTPYMEHTM C HeomnpeaeseHa Atopauns, NoAYMHEH CpoyeH

AbAr, NpeoueHKa Ha KanuTasia OT BTOpU pea, 6asuceH Kanutan ot BTOpPMH |f)eﬁ|,26

Edekra Bbpxy |+ 10% -10% +10% 10% +10% -10% +10% -10%
cpoueH cpoueH
:zzl:l(:‘::z; :foopnaielieneHa :Jeoopr;iem,u;eneHa g g g;ﬂsmpm g;ZTopm (;';ABTOpVI g;:mpm
map.07 0,94% -0,94% 0,47% -0,47% -0,07% 0,07% 1,53%| -1,53%
toHn.07 0,74% -0,74% 0,79% -0,79% -0,08% 0,08% 1,24%| -1,24%
cen.07 0,71% -0,71% 0,79% -0,79% -0,08% 0,08% 1,17%| -1,17%
nek.07 0,61% -0,61% 1,22% -1,22% -0,07% 0,07% 1,03%| -1,03%
map.08 0,23% -0,23% 1,67% -1,67% -0,07% 0,07% 0,93%| -0,93%
toHn.08 0,21% -0,21% 1,66% -1,66% -0,17% 0,17% 0,98%| -0,98%
cen.08 0,20% -0,20% 1,50% -1,50% -0,16% 0,16% 0,97%| -0,97%
nek.08 0,21% -0,21% 1,83% -1,83% -0,19% 0,19% 0,92%| -0,92%
map.09 0,18% -0,18% 1,68% -1,68% -0,19% 0,19% 0,82%| -0,82%
toHn.09 0,17% -0,17% 1,61% -1,61% -0,25% 0,25% 0,77%| -0,77%
cen.09 0,17% -0,17% 1,50% -1,50% -0,34% 0,34% 0,65%| -0,65%
nek.09 0,17% -0,17% 1,45% -1,45% -0,40% 0,40% 0,72%| -0,72%
map.10 0,17% -0,17% 1,46% -1,46% -0,51% 0,51% 0,71%| -0,71%
toH1.10 0,17% -0,17% 1,48% -1,48% -0,65% 0,65% 0,73%| -0,73%
cen.10 0,17% -0,17% 1,53% -1,53% -0,84% 0,84% 0,74%| -0,74%
nek.10 0,17% -0,17% 1,45% -1,45% -0,90% 0,90% 0,73%| -0,73%
map.11 0,17% -0,17% 1,41% -1,41% -0,83% 0,83% 0,72%| -0,72%
toHn.11 0,17% -0,17% 1,38% -1,38% -0,85% 0,85% 0,71%| -0,71%
cen.11 0,17% -0,17% 1,37% -1,37% -0,87% 0,87% 0,70%| -0,70%
nek.11 0,17% -0,17% 1,25% -1,25% -0,92% 0,92% 0,69%| -0,69%
map.12 0,17% -0,17% 1,23% -1,23% -0,96% 0,96% 0,69%| -0,69%
toHKn.12 0,17% -0,17% 1,26% -1,26% -1,03% 1,03% 0,70%| -0,70%
cen.12 0,17% -0,17% 1,25% -1,25% -1,06% 1,06% 0,71%| -0,71%
nek.12 0,17% -0,17% 1,20% -1,20% -1,01% 1,01% 0,71%| -0,71%
map.13 0,17% -0,17% 1,17% -1,17% -1,04% 1,04% 0,71%| -0,71%
toHn.13 0,17% -0,17% 1,15% -1,15% -1,04% 1,04% 0,69%| -0,69%
cen.13 0,17% -0,17% 1,14% -1,14% -1,08% 1,08% 0,70%| -0,70%
nek.13 0,15% -0,15% 0,87% -0,87% -1,01% 1,01% 0,62%| -0,62%
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1 INTRODUCTION

1 Introduction

The term ”corruption” - as understood by the appropriation of public funds for private
gain, has widely been accepted as a detriment to nations’ prosperity and international
organizations have stated their willingness to fight corruption worldwidd’] Nonetheless,
solid consensus on the effects of corruption on economic activity has not yet been reached
among economists.

Méon and Sekkat| (2005) hold an expansive summary of the theories and findings with
regard to the economic effects of corruption. Their central message is that the effects
of corruption on economic performance seem to be conditional on the quality of the
institutions. This conclusion reflects the fact that the notion of ”corruption” implicitly
incorporates many unknowns such as: ease of embezzlement of public funds or need for
bribery (i.e. how efficient the institutional environment is); efforts dedicated to corrupt
activities (i.e. levels of corruption); probability of getting caught being corrupt and the
severity of the punishment (i.e. control of corruption). In the theoretical analysis to follow
I strive to reflect all of these facets of corruption.

In that literature, on one hand, some scholars claim that in an ill-functioning bureau-
cracy corruption may indeed be beneficial for the business environment. Their hypothesis
about the effects of corruption is widely referred to as ” greasing the wheels”. The intuition
lies in corruption allowing to circumvent slow or cumbersome bureaucratic procedures and
policies through bribing the public officialf’} What is more, Leff| (1964)) claims that bribes
can play the role of auctions by inciting the most efficient provider of a good or service
to pay the highest bribe.

On the other hand, there are economists who advocate that corruption ”sands the
wheels” of economic development. In particular, at the micro-level corrupt bureaucrats
can cause delays or heavy administrative burden. |Kurer| (1993) argues that corrupt offi-
cials may have incentives to create distortions even on the aggregate level in the economy
as to preserve their illegal source of income. Thus, while bribes can improve someone’s
own situation, corruption is anything but beneficial in the aggregate. Moreover, Mauro
(1998) found that corruption leads to unproductive use of public investments, contrary
to the "greasing” idea that the winning bribe comes from the most efficient firm. Finally,
the illegal act of stealing public funds involves a significant amount of risk-taking and
may contribute to the political instability in a country, hence deterring investors.

In the present study I narrow down my focus to the effect that corruption related
to embezzlement of public funds has on the inflows of foreign direct investment (FDI)
in a particular country. This relationship is intriguing in light of the higher mobility

of multinational capital which makes it more sensitive to structural deficiencies, as well

le.g. UN’s ”Contention against Corruption”; OECD’s Anti-Bribery Convention; World Bank’s Gov-
ernance & Anti-Corruption projects

Zsee Leys| (1965), Huntington| (1968)) and [Leff (1964) among others for the original theories and evidence
in favour of the ”greasing the wheels” hypothesis
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as it’s vital importance for the development of small open economies. The literature
so far has been broadly separated between macro evaluations and individual (micro)
surveys and studies of the effects of corruption on investment and growth, with most
of the contributions being empirical in nature. Given my interest in the behaviour of
aggregate FDI, I take the macro approach and develop a Neo-Classical real business cycle
model which endogenizes the decision of public officials to partake in corruption as well
as the decision of multinational enterprises (MNESs) to invest in the domestic economy.
Following the "greasing” versus ”sanding” the wheels debate, I study the occurrence
of endogenous corruption and its effects on FDI inflows at various levels of structural
parameters: control of corruption and governmental (or institutional) efficiency. In doing
so I reflect the diverse underpinnings of corruption as previously outlined, which allows
me to gain a better understanding of the driving forces of aggregate corruption. The
developed theoretical model shows that there is a critical threshold of corruption control
beyond which the latter affects negatively FDI inflows, but stimulates them for more
moderate corruption levels. This result, however, holds only for countries with poorer
institutional efficiency, while those at the high end of the efficiency ladder never surpass
the point beyond which corruption has negative impact on FDI. These findings are later
confirmed empirically in a rolling window exercise. The disclaimer of omitted variables in
the use of aggregate data regressions (Aidt, 2009) does apply here and it may be possible
that, for example, high governance effectiveness is correlated with higher taxes for MNEs
or that more outward investment is taking place, all of which could bias the results.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] briefly reviews the theoretical
literature on the effects of corruption on investment and development. Then the analytical
model and its results are presented. Section |3 summarizes the empirical findings of the
literature on the topic and conducts an empirical analysis to test the findings of the model.
Finally, Section [ concludes.

2 Theory

The literature on analytical modelling of the effects of corruption on the state of the
economy has focused on various aspects of the aftermaths of corruption, ranging from
bribes and administrative delays to embezzlement of public funds and growth effects of
corruption.

Some scholars focus on the effects that endogenous bribes have on development or in-
vestment and model the trade-offs in game-theoretical frameworks. [Kaufmann and Wei
(1999) consider rent-seeking by government officials in the form of ”harassment or bureau-
cratic delay in order to maximize bribe intake”, which they represent in a Stackleberg game
where the official moves first. [Field et al| (2003) construct a one-shot Nash-bargaining
game to model the negotiation process between foreign firms and corrupt domestic offi-
cials. Although they show that the nature and magnitude of the required bribes affects

the firm’s decision whether to invest or not, they only consider this binary decision and
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are not concerned with the aggregate level of FDI in a country, which is the focal point
of the present study.

Another strand of the literature is concerned with direct growth effects of corruption
studied through Neo-Classical growth models. |Del Monte and Papagni| (2001) employ
a model of growth with asymmetric information between the government on one hand
and the bureaucrats and entrepreneurs who engage in illegal agreements on the other,
and find empirical evidence of a negative effect of corruption on public investment. From
their work I preserve the assumption that bureaucrats and households (and respectively
entrepreneurs) share the same budget constraint and utility as a representative agent who
spends a portion of his time working in the private sector and the rest - working in the
public sector. This approach allows me to abstract from redistribution issues which are
not the focus of the analysis.

Barreto| (2000) allows for endogenous corruption in the price setting for the sale of the
public good in a growth model. He, however, finds no a priori negative effect of corrup-
tion, but a significant redistribution effect. I tend to stick closely to this literature, yet
however being concerned not with growth effects, but level effects at the Steady States.
Thus, I rely on a standard Neo-Classical real business cycle theory. In this context, [Black-
burn et al. (2011]) examine level effects in economic development with various corruption
characteristics. They, however, use ad-hoc assumptions of a portion of corruptible and
non-corruptible bureaucrats as well as an exogenous optimal quality of public services
(which enter the private firm’s production function). I elaborate more on the effects of
corruption on public goods provision by allowing public workers to choose endogenously a
portion of their working time which they spend embezzling. This action, in turn, depletes
the public budget, hence less public capital can be accumulated for the Cobb-Douglas
production of the public firm, therefore endogenizing the supply of the productive public
good.

Finally, Litina and Palivos| (2011)) and |Acconcia and dAmato (2006]) combine corruption
with tax evasion in a game theoretical static and a dynamic model, respectively. Although
it is practically justified to consider embezzlement of tax revenues (the particular form of
corruption I focus on) and private tax evasion together as counterparts, I abstract from
tax evasion issues in my focus on disentangling the interplay between corruption and FDI,
thus leaving the issue for further research.

The main contribution of the following analytical model then is the full endogenization
of embezzlement in the presence of exogenous governance efficiency and control of cor-
ruption indices, as well as the endogenization of the decision of foreigners how much to
invest in the domestic economy. To the best of my knowledge there is only one paper that
studies similar FDI inflows decision, albeit not being concerned with corruption. Namely,
Maliar et al.| (2008) study ”the effect of sovereign risk on capital flows from rich to poor
nations” while assuming that FDI creates technology spill-overs, a topic I later touch

upon. One of their special cases - of perfect capital mobility, does indeed correspond to
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the Steady State (SS) comparative statics analysis performed here.

2.1 Households

The economy is populated by a representative infinitely lived agent (household) who gains
utility from consumption, where I assume that labour is inelastically provided and is thus
normalized to one (i.e. n; = 1 for all ¢), then also no utility is assumed to be gained from
leisure. This is done since I am not interested in the intratemporal consumption-leisure
choice of the agents, but rather in their capital accumulation and embezzlement decisions.
The agent spends a fixed exogenous portion of his time working at the private (h) and
public firms (1—h), respectively. Note that this may be interpreted as having a continuum
of agents fixed proportion (h) of whom work in the private sector. The household (HH)
then chooses its optimal consumption level, investment and embezzlement rate (as % of
working time in the public firm) faced with a standard intertemporal budget constraint.
The problem of the household accounts to:

o) 1-
max {Z BtlctTn} s.t. (1)
=0

Ctyly ,€t n
P kY,.P1.D PP g g g
¢ty < (1—77)riki + wing +3Ut(1 - P(et))ntl +  Uemi)T, (2)
vV
net pay earned in portion of embezzled
public sector public funds

nt = hny, ny = (1 — h)ny, n, =1, Vt (3)
ki =i + (1= 0")k{ (4)
ple)) = pe? probability that a public servant is fired for being corrupt (5)
e; €10,1], pe0,1] = p(e;) € [0,1] (6)
(7)

l(en]) = (exp {lemnf} — 1) €[0,1] embezzlement function

where n} and w! denote labour and wage in the private sector, while n and w{ - the
ones in the public sector. Additionally, workers in the public sector can spend a portion
e; of their working time in rent seeking (i.e. embezzling public tax revenues for personal
benefit), so that they can appropriate a fraction I(e;ny) = (exp {le;nf} — 1) of T; - total
taxes collected by the government. Note that [ > 0 is an ”ease of corruption” weight that
will later be exogenously varied as to represent different governmental efficiency levels with
its highest value set such that max.,l(e;n]) = 1. Also, I[(0) = 0, I'(-) > 0 and I"(-) > 0,
implying that if no time is spent on rent seeking, no embezzlement occurs, and that the
embezzlement efficiency function is convex in the time spent rent seeking. Nonetheless,
there is a p(e;) = pe? probability that a public servant is caught during embezzlement and
is hence fired - that is, receives no salary. Where p € [0, 1] is the auditing effectiveness
of the government which will later be exogenously varied in order to illustrate the effects

of stricter and looser governmental auditing on the economy, proxied by the corruption
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perception indices in the empirical section. Thus, in expectation the public worker’s
net salary is wj(1 — p(e;))ny. Observe also that similarly to the embezzlement function
p(0) =0, p'(-) >0, and p"(-) > 0. Finally, 7" is the proportional tax on capital.

As a no-arbitrage condition it is imposed that the private hourly wage is equal to the
expected benefits per hour of working in the public sector (i.e. public hourly wage net
of probability of being caught for corruption, plus the potential embezzled tax revenues).

That is:
l(e;n])T;

wf = wf(1 - pler)) +

(8)
2.2 Private sector

There is a representative private firm that acts as a price taker (due to aggregation of
identical perfectly competitive firms) and hires domestic private capital, foreign capital
and labour. It also utilizes and ”rents” the public good. The idea of a productive public
spending was first introduced by Barro| (1991) who considered government expenditures
per se to be a productive input to the private firm. Instead, I assume that the private
firm benefits from using a complete public good - g, which in turn is produced by a public
firm using a classical Cobb-Douglas production function and is financed by taxation on
private returns on capital. One could think of the public good as infrastructure, more
efficient administration, better universities or practical education, etc., where the firm has
to pay for its use (think of vignettes, administrative costs and so on). The "renting” of
the public good is a necessary component in this analysis since it allows the price of the
public good to vary according to the demand of the private sector, which is respectively
affected by the FDI inflows. Additionally, the public good both attracts foreign investors
by boosting the private firm’s productivity and may compensate in the private production
their lack. All of this create an inherent interdependence between the public, private and
foreign sectors.

I assume that the private production function is homogeneous in aggregate private
capital k and private labour n? for a given provision of the public good, and the latter
enters as labour-augmenting with elasticity v = 1 — o, creating externalities. This
implies, additionally, that there are also constant returns to scale in public input and
domestic aggregate capital (Barro (1991), Blackburn et al.| (2006) and [Hashimzade and
Myles| (2010)). The problem of the private firm then is:

e { (1) (k)" (00)” — whnf — rERY — /K]~ plg.} )

k?’ktfan?ygt

o A+b)(s=1) 7 527

where I impose k; = {kf s+ k0 as a CES aggregation function of the two

private types of capital, with foreign capital (k{ ) being more productive. The parameter
b > 0 stands for a technological advantage that the foreign capital has over the domestic

(e.g. through foreign know-how and good practices); s € (0,+00) measures the sub-





2.2 Private sector 2 THEORY

stitutability between domestic and foreign private capital with s — oo implying perfect
substitutes and s — 0 perfect complements. Although not standard, the CES aggregation
of domestic and foreign capital - hence, the separate choices of the firm for renting each
of them, were need in order to avoid the indeterminacy of the decomposition of aggregate
capital into domestic and foreign that occurs if a linear aggregation k; = k¥ + k:f , which
implies perfect substitutability, is used. Note that if b = 0, there is again an indeterminacy
in disaggregating k; into kY and k’{ as both carry the same weights in the CES function
(i.e. they enter symmetrically the capital aggregation function). Thus, I assume that
the private firm internalizes the technological advantage that FDI provides over domestic
investment. The FOCs show that the firm rewards the multinationals with a separate
competitive rate of return r{ = a(1 + b)k{whl’akff%gf, which in transition to
SS is bigger than the competitive domestic rate of return rf = ozk‘f_%hlfo‘k:taf%gf, yet
in Steady State they, naturally, level out’] This approach to modelling the internalized
technology advantage of FDI is in accordance with [Streeten (1971), who claims that ”the
higher returns earned by foreign subsidiaries reflect exploitation, not of the [receiving]
country, but of the opportunities which the firm [the MNE] itself discovers or creates”.
Observe also that modelling the externalities of FDI as TFP-augmenting (A4; = (1+ uk{ b)
with g > 0, b > 0) as in Maliar et al.| (2008) would result in indeterminacy here because
kf is more productive than k? and due to their perfect substitutability in k = kP 4+ k7, the
optimum is to use no domestic private capital, hence the need to use the complementarity
of kP and kf introduced above.

With the price of the private good being the numeraire, the relative price of the public
good is equal to its marginal benefit to private production - p{ = vh!=*kdg; ¥

The current set-up implies that HHs can only invest domestically, while MNEs can
choose their investment location. This, of course, is an extreme assumption which,
nonetheless, is useful for this particular analysis. Then, the inflow of FDI is decided
vis-a-vis the international Steady State interest rate r* = <% -1+ 5> ﬁ The foreign
investors decide to invest in the host country if and only if (1 —¢)r{ > r*. Here ¢ € [0, 1]
is a portion of the after-tax returns on investment that the multinationals have to forego,
which can be thought of as transaction costs associated with dealing with the domestic
administration or moving their business across borders. The cost ¢ is indented to reflect
the imperfect (yet high) mobility of international capital and its potential endogenization
is an interesting endeavour which would be related to the degree of openness and ease
of doing business in the domestic country. For the present exercise I have chosen an

exogenous € = (.10.

3That is, with respect to the transaction costs € incurred by MNEs when moving capital cross borders
and the Steady State rate r* as will soon be explained.
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Thus foreign investors solve the following problem:

Hﬁx (1 —Tk) (1 —¢)r —r*)k:tf (10)
;

Given that the infinitesimal competitive foreign investors do not internalize the effect their
investments have on the rate of return, the prior problem yields the following indifference
condition r! = 17": Note that due to the contemporaneous interdependence between k‘tf
and 7; (as shown by the FOCs of the private firm’s problem) when r, > 7 k:tf will not
go to infinity, but increase until r, = r*. When r, < r*, k{ = 0. Observe also that
higher ¢ implies higher 7/ in SS, leading to more FDI inflows. That administrative costs
raise the inflow of FDI reflects the fact that domestic firms compensate multinationals
through higher returns when transaction costs are high, since the former need the foreign
capital for their production. Here I assume that the same capital tax is present in the
host country and in rest of the world, hence abstracting from the study of potential effects
of different tax systems on FDI inflows.

The equilibrium condition for r/ implies that once the economy is opened for foreign
investment, there will be so much foreign capital inflows that the rate of return foreign
investors face will be driven down to the Steady State rate over the transaction costs.
Given that in equilibrium all markets clear, FDI inflows increase with the public good
provision indirectly from the interest rate foreigners face (r/ is increasing in g). The public
provision, however, will depend on the level of endogenous corruption as will later become
obvious. This constitutes the main channel through which corruption and governance
efficiency affect FDI. The other channel, naturally, comes through the response of the
other endogenous variables - especially the choice of kP due to its complementarity with
k/. Note that if one was to focus on the transition path of the economy, modelling the FDI
decision with convex adjustment costs would ensure identical SS, but a smooth transition,
rather than a discrete jump. For the current exercise in comparative SS statics, however,

adjustment costs are not needed.

2.3 Public sector

No choices are being made by the government in this model. The following equations
show that the governmental variables are determined simply through the accounting of a
balanced governmental budget, incorporating exogenous auditing expenditure. The differ-

ent scenarios of control of corruption (corruption perception) and governmental efficiency
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occur through variations in the parameters p and [, respectively.

Governmental budget: il + Euf(l - p(et))ng +ar =pig+ [1 —1(em))| T, (11)
" b seon st
Provision of public good: g = ((1 —e)nd) = (k)™ (12)
Law of motion of public capital: Kl =i +(1—06")k{ (13)
Auditing expenditures against corruption: a; = p*[1 —1(eni)| T, (14)
Total tax collected: T, =" <7’fkf + r{k{) (15)

The auditing expenditures are a linear increasing function in p® 88‘%1 > O) - a weighted
p

average of corruption perception/control (p) and government efficiency (1) s.t. p* € [0, 1].

This illustrates that higher corruption control and better efficiency are more costly for
the government. The auditing costs are assumed to be fully absorbed by the audit itself

and to have no other productive function.

2.4 Solving the model

In equilibrium at the Steady State all markets clear and prices are set competitively. The
model results in 14 FOCs and indifference conditions which determine the equilibrium
values for the 14 endogenous variables - y, ¢, e, k, kP,rP, kI v wP, w9, g, k9, p9, T. The
model was solved for grids of 40 values for both [ and p, resulting in 3D plots for the
equilibrium level of each of the 13 endogenous variables in the space of (I, p). The grid
for { ranges from 0.1, reflecting the fact that some opportunities for embezzlement are
possible even in the best governed country, to arg max;{exp {l_(l — h)} — 1} = 1 which
implies that given inelastically supplied labour n = 1, hence nY = (1 — h), the most a
public official can embezzle when being corrupt all the time (e = 1) is 100% of T". Thus
[mer — 110%,3. The grid for probability of getting caught - p, ranges from 0.05 to 0.95,
standing for the fact that there is always some small chance a fraud is exposed and that
not all frauds will eventually be. The weighted average of those two used in the auditing
technology is defined as: p*(i) = 3 (mal;S)l(i) + mai(f%(i)> € [0.048, 1].

The parameter values used in the solutions are calibrated for annual data as presented

below:
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Parameter Description Source Value
g Discount Factor Chari et al.7(1993)77 0.98
0P, 69 Capital Depreciation Rate Chari et al.| (1993)) 0.08
af, af Capital Production Share Chari et al.| (1993) 0.34
v Public Good Production Share Barro (1991) 1—aoP
h Portion of Private Workers de Castro et al.| (2013) | 0.7
[maz Highest value of government inefficiency = % 2.0753
S Elasticity of Substitution for k? and k/ imposed 20
€ Transaction costs for MNEs imposed 0.10
Tk Capital Income Tax Rate arbitrary 0.20

The elasticity of substitution between k? and k7 - s, is set to 20 in order to introduce some
complementarity between the two types of capital, yet similar results were obtained with
s = 10 as well. The value of s must indeed be properly calibrated and this cumbersome
task is far beyond the reach of this study. Capital income taxes were set to a standard
value of 7% = 0.2.

For the sake of clarity, I present 2D cross-sections of the 3D plots, the latter being
available in the Appendix. Figure[l]plots the embezzlement rate (e) and private output (y)
of the economy as a function of the control of corruption (as represented by the probability
of getting caught - p) at different governance efficiency levels (different values for 7). It
is clearly seen that lower control of corruption decreases aggregate output and stimulates
endogenous corruption. This findings support the conclusion of the meta-analyisis of
Campos et al.| (2010) that as a whole corruption is adverse to economic development.
Since the behaviour of all real variables in the model (apart from k') is very similar to
that of output 1] in Figure [1} corruption is always detrimental to aggregate welfare.

Figure [2| plots the behaviour of k? - (blue dashed line), and k7 - (red solid line). It
shows that at very high governance (low [) more corruption (low p) is beneficial for FDI,
while for poorer governance it transits from beneficial to detrimental at higher structural
corruption levels. This effect occurs because of the ratio between domestic and foreign
capital at the different grid points. In particular, at poor governance (high /) domestic
capital declines very steeply and the portion of foreign capital in the economy increases
and even surpasses the former. Note that for better governance domestic capital decreases
less. With p € [0.1,0.3] the complementarity of &? and k/ in k incites higher inflows of
FDI given the low domestic capital. Yet, for poor governance an additional increase
in corruption (even lower p) would dangerously lower domestic capital and hence the
attractiveness (productivity) of the entire country, thus driving foreign capital down as
well. This last decline of FDI is less pronounced or even does not happen in better

governance cases (I low) since domestic capital does not decrease as drastically in the face

4a rough average over EU27 excluding Sweden

5Hence only the latter is presented
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Figure 1: Two dimensional cross-section of private output (blue dashed line) and embez-
zlement rate (red solid line)
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3 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

of corruption. Therefore, it could be conjectured that for countries with better governance
(which have higher output y in Steady State and are likely to be richer according to the
data) corruption may in fact be beneficial for attracting inward FDI.

The relatively flat behaviour of FDI in with p > 0.5 may not be of particular importance,
since such high levels of corruption control may not even be realistic. It is, in fact, more
likely that the administration is set in such a way that the ease of embezzling is hampering
endogenous corruption (I small), not the control of it (5 big).

It was also found that the relative price of the public good - p9, is around 0.778 and
tends to be positively correlated with the foreign capital - k/. In particular, p? declines
to 0.7 when control of corruption and government efficiency are low (as does FDI), hence
increasing the attractiveness of the public good for private production, yet decreasing the
public revenues needed for accumulation of public capital - thus introducing a trade-off.
However, as FDI does not fall when government efficiency is high, regardless of the control
of corruption, the public good price remains constant.

In the following section I employ an empirical exercise studying the relationship between
the broad concept of corruption and FDI inflows. Later, stemming from Figure [2] I
compare an analytical regression of FDI on control of corruption (p) across all values of

governemtal efficiency (/) with a similar empirical one.

3 Empirical analysis

The empirical study of the growth effects of corruption was pioneered by Mauro| (1995))
who found that on average corruption lowers investment and ”thereby economic growth”.
Later Mo| (2001) and Méon and Sekkat| (2005) came up with similar results confirming
the adverse effect of corruption. The latter study even finds that the harm from corrup-
tion becomes accentuated as the quality of governance deteriorates. Egger and Winner
(2006) also provide evidence in support of such conclusion as they find that corruption
is generally negatively related to bilateral outward FDI, but this effect critically depends
on the receiving country’s development.

Nonetheless, despite the aggregate negative relationship between corruption and devel-
opment the literature is far from reaching a consensus on whether corruption is efficiency-
enhancing or not. For instance, by studying the effects of regulation (i.e. "red tape”) on
firm entry Dreher and Gassebner| (2013) find that corruption in highly regulated economies
does increase the entrepreneurial activity by allowing firms to circumvent the cumbersome
official practices for doing business. Additionally, using aggregate panel data and disen-
tangling the short- and long-term effects of corruption Egger and Winner| (2005) find that
corruption is beneficial for FDI inflows. Another recent work by Méon and Weill| (2010)

finds evidence for both weak ”greasing the wheels” hypothesig’| and its strong counter-

6Corruption is less detrimental to efficiency in countries where institutions are less effective
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part[]. They do not focus on GDP (per capita) growth as is common in the literature but
study the effects of corruption on the efficiency of the economy as measured by a ”techni-
cal frontier” calculated from the aggregate productive resources of the countries. Despite
their innovative approach their results are rather sensitive to the choice of corruption
perception indices.

In a broad meta-analysis of existing literature |(Campos et al. (2010) find that the general
message is that on average corruption is detrimental to economic prosperity, yet there
is also a publication bias in the academic literature as mainly negative and significant
effects of corruption are being reported. They state that the average empirical study
does not control for endogeneity and that no satisfactory procedure to cope with this
issue has been identified so far. Moreover, the average study uses large multi-region
samples and does not control for institutional quality. Indeed, most of the aforementioned
studies use large pools of both developed and developing countries, but omit the transition
economies of Eastern Europe. The lack of long enough time-series forced the use of
averaged data across a diverse pool of countries as a cross-section. Yet, authors often
argue against the use of such data due to an inherent impossibility of controlling for
everything relevant in explaining a particular macroeconomic phenomenon; due the strong
endogeneity of governance indicators and the lack of proper instruments for corruption
and administration efficiency, leading to an impossibility of a clear causal interpretation;
due to the measurement error, bias and persistence in the perception-based corruption
indiceﬂ In fact, Anghel (2005) examines precisely the effect of institutions (including
corruption) on FDI, yet her analysis suffers from the prior problems. What is more,
in regressions she considers institutional variables one by one, not accounting for their
interdependence, and further does not include proper controls for market size for FDI.

Given the Neo-Classical theoretical framework based on first-principles utilized in this
paper, I strive to minimize the structural differences within the panel of countries and
hence use the EU28 member stated”] The entry requirements and supervisory mechanisms
of the European Union are likely to ensure a closer comparison among the selected coun-
tries (Dunning, 2008) than highly multinational pools allow foﬂ. The literature using
broad country pools finds that political stability (Mol [2001) and ethnolinguistic fraction-
alization (Mauro, 1995) are key factors in unveiling the effect of corruption on economic
development. Hence, the selected sample of closely comparable countries may provide new
insights on the consequences of corruption and diminishes the need for experimenting with
such obscure instruments. Additionally, I take advantage of the updated corruption and
governance indicators and extend the timeseries horizon compared to studies using short-

term averages. [ also strive to take into account the institutional environment of the

"Corruption is beneficial in the presence of highly ineffective governance

8See |Aidt| (2009); Razafindrakoto and Roubaud (2010)

9Yexcluding Luxembourg due to exceptionally high levels of FDI

10Del Monte and Papagni (2001) use a similar intuition and conduct a panel study on Italian regions
rather than separate countries.
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countries by examining both the individual marginal effects of corruption and governance
efficiency as well as the effects of their interaction - an approach first introduced by Méon
and Sekkat| (2005) and also employed by Méon and Weill (2010). Regarding the relevance
of corruption within the EU28, a recent work by the European Commission (2014) reveals
that 76% of Europeans think corruption is widespread within the EU; 40% business share
that view; and it is estimated that corruption costs the EU up to €120bn per year.

To study the effects of corruption and the quality of governance on FDI inflows I first
undertake a simple regression model incorporating explanatory variables and controls. I
use Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index (CPI) and World Bank’s
index of Control of Corruptio@( ContrCorr) as indicators of the level of corruption in a
country. When a general regression model is described, either of them is denoted as Cor.
I always control for the level of governance efficiency through the use of Government
Effectivenes{?] (GovEff) data provided by the World Bank (WB). I also consider the
interaction terms between CPI and ContrCorr on one hand, and GovEff on another as
suggested by [Méon and Sekkat| (2005). The data spans from 2000 to 2012 with ContrCorr
and GovEff being unavailable for 2001. C'PI ranges from 0 to 10, where 70 means that a
country is perceived as highly corrupt and 10 means it is perceived as very clean”; while
ContrCorr and GovEff "range from approximately -2.5 (weak) to 2.5 (strong) governance
performance”. Note that due to the underlying non-linearity in corruption parameters
in the analytical model, in the regressions I use natural logarithms of FDI, CPI and
ContrCorr, and some of the controls in levels. To accommodate the negative values
of ContrCorr and CPI for some countries, I add 3.5 to every observation so that the
minimum theoretical logarithm of either of them would be log(1) = 0.

The use of appropriate controls is nicely summarized by Habib and Zurawicki| (2002]).
Among others, I choose the total population of a country and its GDP per capita as
controls for market size and consumption potential. The latter also controls for the idea
that poorer countries should attract more FDI. I also include the growth rate of GDP
which may be used by investors as a signal for the future of the returns on their investment.

The regressions and economic data used in the analysis are as follows:

1» Reflects perceptions of the extent to which public power is exercised for private gain, including both
petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as ”capture” of the state by elites and private interests.”

127 Reflects perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service and the degree
of its independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation and implementation, and
the credibility of the government’s commitment to such policies.”
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Variable | Description Source
FDI | FDI inflows: millions of USD at constant prices(2005) and | UNCTADstat
constant exchange rates (2005). Deflated manually by the

Consumer Price Index fom the Federal Reserve Economic
Data (FRED®)

POP | Total population: Absolute value in thousands UNCTADstat
GDPcap | Nominal GDP per capita: USD at constant prices(2005) | UNCTADstat
and constant exchange rates (2005) per capita
GDPgr | Real GDP growth rate: Annual average growth rates UNCTADstat

log(FDI) =5y 4 B11og(Cor) + 2 [log(Cor) x log(GovE f )] + Bslog(GovEff) (16)
B4log(POP) + 5 log(GDPcap) + sGDPgr

All variables from regression (16| were tested for stationarity as a panel using the Im-
Pesaran-Shin (IPS) test which allows for heterogeneous autoregressive coefficients among
the series of different countries and, hence, for an unbalanced panel, which given some
missing data points is needed herd™ The null hypothesis - Hy, of the test is that ”all
panels contain unit roots”, while the alternative states that ”some panels are stationary”.
The TIPS test rejects Hy at 1-5% confidence for log(FDI) and GDPgr, and at 10% for
log(GovEf f). The IPS test cannot reject Hy with at least 10% confidence for rest of the
variables in regression . To the best of my knowledge, previous panel data studies
of the effects of corruption have been ignorant of such an analysis, yet it is likely that
the lack of stationarity in the pooled corruption indices renders such pooling estimation
approaches unreliable. Indeed, Méon and Sekkat| (2005), whose approach I extend here,
appeal (based on some descriptive evidence) ”against the pooling of countries regardless
of the quality of their institutions”. Unfortunately, with the presently available macro
data on corruption and governance no better procedure could be implemented. Further
research on the topic is certainly welcome.

Table [1] presents the pooled regression results for all combinations of explanatory vari-
ables. Although the coefficients on the corruption indices are always positive (meaning
that lower corruption is beneficial for FDI inflows), only the one of [CPI is significant, and
that is only with no interaction term. Nonetheless, the F-test for the joint significance of
the institutional variables (and their interaction if present) reveals that when CPI is used
as a proxy for corruption, ICPI, IGovEff and their interaction are jointly different from
zero at 5% confidence. The results with Control of Corruption as a proxy for corruption
do not reject the null hypothesis for the coefficients of the institutional variables being
jointly zero. Overall, the corruption and governance indicators have a very small explana-
tory power over FDI (as measured by their contribution to the R?). This likely points to

13Note that exactly the weakly unbalanced panel and the missing values of the WB indicators for 2001
did not allow me to conduct the |Westerlund| (2007) ECM-approach test for panel data cointegration.
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Table 1: Regression over entire sample: log FDI inflows in millions of dollars

0 @ ®) @
1CPI 1.219%* 1.102
(0.011) (0.515)
ICP_GE 0.0750
(0.941)
1ContrCorr 1.097 0.623
(0.215) (0.874)
ICR_GE 0.281
(0.899)
1GovEff -0.360 -0.485 0.484 0.117
(0.723) (0.790) (0.654) (0.968)
IPOP 0.824***  (.824%**  (.807*** 0.806%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
1GDPcap 0.516%**  Q.517***  (.589*** 0.593%**
(0.005) (0.005) (0.001) (0.001)
GDPgr 6.393%**  §.391%F*  6.095*** 6.111%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)
Constant -11.40%%*  _11.21%F%  _12.59%** -12.00**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.011)
Observations 302 302 306 306
R-squared 0.676 0.676 0.672 0.672
F-test p-value 0.0113 0.0299 0.1117 0.2248

p-value in parentheses K p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Note: ”1” stands for natural logarithm; [CP_GE = [CPI x IGovEff
ICR.GE = [ContrCorr x lGovEf f

an omitted variables problem, which is common in such regressions. In fact, in Chapter 3
of Dunning] (2003)) it is concluded that there are numerous types of investments by MNEs,
all of which are differently motivated and could hardly be understood with a single theory.
Note that due to the pooling of different countries, I take heteroskedasticity into account
by presenting robust standard errors. The significance of the regressors, however, does
not change even under homoskedasticity.

Given the lack of any consistent results using the sample as a whole, I undertake a
rolling window estimation suggested by Méon and Sekkat| (2005). In particular, I order
the observations by GovEff in an ascending progression and then estimate the four re-
gressions of Table [l on a window (i.e. sub-sample) of the entire sample E] The window
is then moved one observation further towards the high end of GovEff with its length
kept constant. The length of the window must be small enough so that the sub-samples
are being categorized intuitively on the small-medium-high scale of government efficiency
and no overlaps occur in their extremes, but at the same time large enough so that they

include more than one country and contain enough observations for a reliable estimation.

14 Observe that due to the minimal time variation of the Governance Efficiency and Corruption indices
reordering the observations w.r.t. GovEff does not break the time series properties of the data. In fact,
ordering first w.r.t. GovEff and then sorting by country did not alter the results of the rolling estimation.
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Given the total number of observations of [GovEff - N = 324, and the time series of 12

N

observations per country three different window sizes have been tested - namely, %, T

and % The results presented below appear robust to the different window sizes and

hence % = 81 was selected as a representative maximum sub-sample size (due to data

limitations the actual sample sizes vary within 71-81 observations).

Figure 3: Rolling window estimation on [FDI with [CPI and [ContrCorr
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Figure 4: Analytical Rolling window estimation on [F'DI
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Thus, one would expect an initially positive line for the coefficients of ICPI or [Contr-
Corr with decreasing slope if corruption is "sanding the wheels” for FDI inflows - that
is, corruption is more detrimental to FDI inflows at low levels of government efficiency.
And an initially low positive or even negative line with increasing slope if it is ” greasing”
them - corruption is less detrimental or even beneficial for FDI inflows at low governance
levels. Figure 3| shows the results for using [CPI or [ContrCorr as corruption indica-

tors in regressions without an interaction term. The blue lines represent the regression
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3 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

coefficient for the particular variable in a sub-sample regression on [F DIE Confidence
intervals were deliberately omitted for sake of intelligibility of the graphs. Instead, the red
dots stand for the regressions where the regressor was statistically significant at least 90%
confidence level - again taking into account heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors. In
their original report Méon and Sekkat| (2005) find evidence of "sand in the wheels” effect
of corruption. Nonetheless, they do not include controls for government efficiency in the
regressions and given the extremely high correlation between the corruption indices and
the efficiency one (corr(ContrCorr,GovEf f) = 0.9434, corr(CPI,GovEff) = 0.9255)
it is expected that including the efficiency measure would alter their results. What is
more, Méon and Sekkat| (2005) do not report the significance levels of their rolling regres-
sions, which renders their result unreliable. Note also that they study the responses of
growth and total investment to corruption, and not that of FDI.

Figure [4] plots a similar analytical regression of log(F DI = k') on log(p) conducted
using an identical rolling window approach over government efficiency (i.e. over ) with
window size %. This is possible due to the two dimensional grid, then the model’s Steady
States over the grids can be thought of as a cross-section of different countries. Remember
that p corresponds to the indices of C'PI and ContrCorr, so a positive coefficient means
that corruption is detrimental to FDI inflows. Therefore, for this comparison I treat the
model as the data, so that Figure [4| is comparable to the figures in the left column of
Figure [3]

Figure[3reveals that both indices of perceived corruption produce very similar dynamics
across the different sub-samples, which signifies for the robustness of the results even at
different window sizes, yet no obvious pattern emerges in the general slope of the coefficient
lines for [CPI and [ContrCorr. It seems that with the regressions with no interaction
between corruption and government efficiency ((1) and (3)) corruption has a mild negative
total effect on FDI in the low-to-medium governance countries, but exhibits a beneficial
total effect for the countries at the high end of the governance efficiency scale. Recall
that Figure [2] shows that in the analytical model up to a certain point corruption does
indeed foster FDI, but always depresses output and domestic capital formation (Figure
. Additionally, Figure [4] depicts that in the model at high government efficiency (i.e.
low 1) corruption attracts FDI on average, but for poorer governance (high [) it deters it.
As previously described this is consistent with the ”sand in the wheels” of FDI inflows
hypothesis. The results for the regression specifications (2) and (4) (i.e. using interaction
terms) produced highly inconclusive results from which no general pattern was established
and, therefore, they are added to the Appendix (Figures [20] and .

It is important to note that the analytical model reveals a non-liner behaviour of FDI
with respect to the corruption index for a given government efficiency. Figures [3] and [4]

however, show an average effect of corruption for each efficiency sub-group of countries (as

I5Note that the numbers in the titles correspond to the specification of the regressions in Table
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defined by the rolling window). Therefore, empirical country- or policy-specific studies
might help uncover if the non-linear relationship is true in the data as well. Future in-
depth studies would also need to specify where the data-based estimates of the parameters
[ and p lie on the theoretically-based grids used in this model. Such calibration will allow
us to "zoom in” the parameter space and possibly eliminate uninteresting areas such as
the flat regions for & in Figure . Although quantitatively off, the theoretical model is
qualitatively consistent with the empirical findings and captures the government efficiency

threshold after which corruption appears beneficial for FDI inflows.

4 Concluding remarks

This paper develops a theoretical model of the economy with endogenous corruption
and FDI inflows. Overall, corruption proves welfare-decreasing. The main results of the
study point to a "sanding” average effect of corruption on FDI inflows for countries with
poor governance, yet to an average positive effect for countries at the high end of the
governance efficiency scale. The results were also supported by the empirical rolling-
window estimation. Additionally, corruption was found to be detrimental to FDI inflows
over the entire sample, yet the results were very sensitive to the regression specification
(Table . No robust empirical conclusion on the interaction between corruption and
government efficiency a la|Méon and Sekkat| (2005) was identified.

The focus on corruption as embezzlement of public funds in this paper sets the path
for more in-depth modelling of other aspects of corruption. In particular, the present
aggregate approach to corruption, governmental efficiency, and firms’ dynamics which
omits firms’ entry and exit of markets as well as the transaction costs associated with
doing business in a particular administrative environment are areas where more decen-
tralization and endogenization are needed. Thus, for instance, dynamic models with firms
entry or negotiations between the government and entrepreneurs may incorporate ”speed
money”, strategic delays or bribes. Even though it is likely that such features will add
some " greasing” effects of corruption, it is important to keep in mind that the individually
rational illegal behaviour may create in the long-run a detrimental culture of bribing and
opportunism that deters future investors and development. In terms of the developed
analytical model this phenomenon may be understood as an inherent endogenous depen-
dence between the embezzlement rate e and the corruption (p) and government efficiency
(I) characteristics.

Future research on modelling the broader effects of corruption on economic development
would need to be motivated from micro (i.e. firm or individual level) data that uncovers
all the facets of corrupt behaviour. It is also recommended that such studies focus on a
single country or a region due to the diverse institutional and cultural norms across the

world.
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Appendix

Analytical Appendix
The following three dimensional plots present the Steady States of the endogenous vari-
ables with regard to the ease of corruption - [, and the probability of getting caught - p.

Figure 5: Three dimensional plot of Output - y

Output

0.4

lrseasemistedling rho - prob. of getting caught

Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption
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Figure 6: Three dimensional plot of Consumption - ¢

Consumption

04

Ibremsechstenling rtho - prob. of getting caught

Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means

higher corruption

Figure 7: Three dimensional plot of Embezzlement Rate - e

Embezzlement rate

embezz

Ibar - ease of stealing

rho - prob. of getting caught

Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption
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Figure 8: Three dimensional plot of the Portion of Embezzled Public Tax Revenues -

l(en9)T

Total portion embezzled taxes

Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption

Figure 9: Three dimensional plot of Aggregate Capital - k

Total private capital

0.4

Ibar - ease of stealing rho - prob. of getting caught

Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption
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Figure 10: Three dimensional comparison plot of Domestic Private Capital and Foreign
Capital - k7 and kf
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Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption
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ional plot of Domestic Private Capital - k?
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Three dimensional plot of Foreign Capital - k'
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Figure 13: Three dimensional plot of Public Capital -k¢

Public capital
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Ibar - ease of stealing rho - prob. of getting caught

Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption

Figure 14: Three dimensional plot of Public Good - ¢

Public Good provision
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Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption
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rho - prob. of getting caught

rho - prob. of getting caught
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Figure 15: Three dimensional plot of Relative Price of the Public Good - p
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Figure 16: Three dimensional plot of Private Wage
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Figure 17: Three dimensional plot of Public Wage
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Note: lower lbar means more government efficiency; lower rho means
higher corruption

Figure 18: Three dimensional plot of Private minus Public Wage
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Figure 19: Three dimensional plot of Total Tax Collected - T
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Figure 20: Rolling window estimation on [FDI with [CPI

(1) ICPI marginal effect with no interaction (1) IGovEff marginal effect with no interaction
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Figure 21: Rolling window estim

(3) IContrCorr marginal effect with no interactic
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