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COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHUE COLIMATIbHOW CUTYALIUN MOJTOAEXMU
B EBPOMEMNCKOM COIO3E

CoyuanbHas nonumuka Eeponelickozo Coro3a nocrnedHux siem HanpaesieHa Ha yny4weHue coyuanbHbix ycrnoeuli monodexu e Eepone. Lje-
nblo daHHO20 uccriedoeaHusi siesisiemcsi cpagHUMeNbHbIU aHa/nu3 xapakmepucmuK MOJsI00exu U ux coyuasnbHbIX ycroeuli 8 cmpaHax EC-27 e
meyeHue 2006-2016 22. ¢ ucnonb3osaHueM credyrowux rnokasamersnel, cesi3aHHbIX C MO/I00exbio: o6pa3osaHue u oby4yeHue Mos100exu, ypos8eHb
3aHssmocmu u 6e3pabomuuybl, 300poebs], coyuanbHasi uHmezpayusi, KyJbmypa u meopyecmeo, yyacmue mosiodexu e yugpoeom mupe. Takwxke
paccmampueaemcsi enusiHue u 3ghghekmueHocmb coyuansHol nonumuku EC e coepeMeHHbIX 3KOHOMUYECKUX yCI108UsIX 8 80Mpocax ysydweHus
coyuanbHbIx ycroeuli mosniodexu. C amoli yesnbio 6bi1u UCMONbL308aHbI MOKa3amersiu 3aHSIMOCMU U CoyuasbHbIX YCroeuli, a makxe rnokasamesiu
cmpameauu "Eepona 2020".

AHanu3s nokasbigaem, 4mo co epeMeHeM MEHSIIOMCsl cmpeMJIeHUs1 U Mompe6HOcCMu Mosiodexxu emMecme € UX coyuasnbHbIMu ycrnoeusimu. B EC
oyegUOeH MPo2pecc 8 coeepuieHCmMe8o8aHuU coyuanbHoU MoaumMuKu, adpecogaHHol Mos100bIM J1H00sIM, 0OHaKko MexAy cmpaHaMu-4/leHaMu ece
euje 3aMemHbI Pa3nuYvusi, U MO3MOMY HYXHbl HO8ble He06X00UMbIe UHHOBAaUUOHHbIEe N00xo0bI 0151 pea2upo8aHusi Ha Mompe6HOCMU MOI00exu 8
ycnoeusix 6bICMpPo U3MEHSIIOWe20Cs1 3KOHOMUYECKO20 U MoJlumu4Yyecko2o KoHmexkcma e Eepone.

Knroueenie crnioea: Mmonodexs, coyuanbHasi noaumuka, coyuanbHble ycnoseusi, EC-27.
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF BANKING PERFORMANCE OF COMERCIAL BANKS GROUPS.
CASE STUDY: TURKEY VS. ROMANIA

The purpose of this article is to present a comparative analysis of performance between two commercial bank groups from
Turkey and Romania. In conducting the study we have considered evaluating financial performance achieved by a group of
commercial banks in Turkey and Romania in relation to the Eurozone during 1999-2016 and examine the level of liquidity of
assets acquired during these 18 years of activity of these two banking groups, in comparison with the Eurozone. In this analysis
there were tested three hypotheses based on the performance indicators used by the two banking trade groups and the
indicators used in the specialty literature. Results and interpretations from this study/ testing were presented and interpreted, in
the case of these two banking trade groups. The article ends with the authors' conclusions related to comparative analysis of

bank performance between the two commercial bank groups in Turkey and Romania.
Keywords. Commercial banks, banking performance, Turkey, Romania, Eurozone, ANOVA

Introduction. Recent developments in the euro area
banks, which have played an important role in the
allocation and global liquidity intermediation, are closely
monitored by the international financial markets. The most
important concern for Eurozone banks is the low rates of
return and this problem, if it persists, has the potential to
adversely affect their ability of intermediation. The
competition that comes from the state banks and the very
slow pace of involvement of the Banking Regulation and
Supervision Agencies suffocate the performance of private
banks and increase the likelihood of a banking crisis. So
far, the banking sector sustained the prosperity of the
countries that find themselves in growth and development,
but increasing the role of state banks, weakens the private
banks and therefore prevented private consumption. The
main objectives of the study were: (a) Evaluation of
financial performance achieved by groups of commercial
banks in Turkey and Romania in relation to the Eurozone
during the period 1999-2016; (b) Examination of the
liquidity level of assets acquired during the 18 years of
activity of the two banking groups compared with the
Eurozone; (c) The existence of significant differences in
profitability between the two groups of commercial banks
(Turkey vs. Romania). In this study they were tested three
hypotheses: Hoi1: There is no significant difference
between the two banking groups ROA; Ho2: There is no
significant difference between the two banking groups
ROE; Hos: There is no significant difference between the
two banking groups NIM.

Literature review. Evaluating the financial perfor-
mance of banks in European countries was carried out in
the detailed research done by many specialists from
Greece [19, 18, 2, 27], Czech Republic [15], Switzerland
[10], Germany [12], Romania [22, 4], Great Britain [11].
Analyzing the main performance indicators of the first
Romanian banks we found that in 2003-2007, the
Romanian banking system registered a level of ROE
slightly above the average of European Union countries,
lower than the one in the former communist countries, but
above countries that have a developed banking system.
Also we have observed a downward trend in this indicator
due to increased competition in the banking system and
reduce inflation, which led to lower interest rates and thus
revenue banks. Although there has been a significant drop
in 2003-2007, the rate of return on assets of the Romanian
banking system remains much higher than the average
banking systems in the European Union, almost equal to
the level recorded in other former communist countries [3].

In Asian countries, assessing financial performance of
banks was carried out by specialists such as the ones above
mentioned, from Turkey [1], and from Pakistan [17], Malay-
sia [25, 23]. With the help of financial ratios, the relative per-
formance of Islamic banks varies being influenced by the
conventional financial indicators measured. Some specialists
have found that, on average, six Islamic banks in Bahrain
are as good as 15 homologous conventional parts in terms
of liquidity and profitability, and even present a performance
of lending better, using the financial indicators after the war
Gulf 1991-2001 [26]. Moreover, Islamic banks found them-
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selves less exposed to liquidity risk due to high liquidity and
the limitation of investment opportunities, with short-term
loans and investments, and a more conservative attitude
towards lending. Other specialists have found that a pioneer
Islamic bank which used financial indicators had greater
liquidity and was less exposed to risk than 8 other conven-
tional banks during 1984—-1997 [24]. This was due to high
intake of equity and assets and investments in government
securities, but found no significant difference in managerial
performance measured by ROA and ROE. Profitability per-
formance of Islamic bank in Malaysia was found to be signif-
icantly lower than that of conventional banks because of
reduced opportunities laid in stocks and securities due to
religious constraints. The same conclusions reached and
other specialists who have conducted comparative studies
on 12 Islamic private banks in different countries with con-
ventional banks and showed that Islamic banks have a
growth rate relatively high in terms of equity, deposits, in-
vestments and total assets, having a better organization of
resources and higher profitability in terms of return on in-
vestment (ROE) [16]. Changes in the macroeconomic and
regulatory environment, in the competitive landscape and in
the customer dynamics creates the need for transformation,
evolving and reshaping the banking sectors generally in Tur-
key and also in Romania, in particular.

Financial intermediation has continued to decline in the
first 6 months of 2016, Romania still having one of the low-
est values at the EU. Dynamic financial system was rela-
tively stable, given that the most notable advances were
given to private sector pension funds, insurance and non-
banking financial institutions. The main trends identified in
the previous Report on the Romanian banking sector re-
mained the same as in the first 9 months of 2016. Liquidity
remained adequate, aspect pointed out by the relevant
indicators for characterizing this phenomenon and also on
the results of stress testing. Banks have significant re-
sources to finance both the economy and to counter nega-

tive liquidity shocks. The continued consolidation of the
banking market through new bank acquisitions, the com-
pletion of the mergers being still ongoing. Currently, in Ro-
mania there are 37 credit institutions, of which 8 are sub-
sidiaries of foreign banks [8]. Compared with the Romanian
banking system in 2016, Turkish banks had to meet capital
supplement reserves under Basel Il to meet: (a) higher
minimum capital requirements; (b) high risk weights; (c)
continued depreciation will erode the capital adequacy rati-
os. In February 2016, the Agency for Banking Regulation
and Supervision of Turkey (BRSA) has issued 16 regula-
tions (some new, some have been changed) to make the
regulatory framework more in line with the standards of
Basel Il (these changes apply to internal systems banks,
the capital adequacy ratios, liquidity coverage ratio, equity
and all disclosures relating to techniques for reducing credit
risk and risk management).

Methodology of research. Through this study we tried
to make a comparative analysis of financial performance
and liquidity of assets acquired by commercial banks
groups in Turkey and Romania in relation to the Eurozone
during the period 1999-2016. The study was based on a
quantitative research in which they resorted to simple
random sampling method based on random number tables.
The list included all community banks in Turkey and
respectively, Romania, which conducted financial and
banking activities during 1999-2016. Respecting the steps
and the general rules regarding the selection process,
resulted in a sample of 20 banking organizations. Ensuring
the incidentally natural character of the transaction, there
have been extracted 10 numbers from the list of banks in
Turkey and 10 other numbers from the banking
organizations in Romania, building the two banking groups
for the study (see Table 1).

Secondary data and information (ROA, ROE and NIM)
needed for the quantitative study was taken from the banks'
financial reports selected and prepared for their analysis.

Table 1. The list of commercial banks in Turkey and Romania
Randomly selected commercial banks

Turkey Romania
1 Halk Bank Carpatica Commercial Bank
2 Takasbank Pyraeus Bank S.A.
3 Emlak Bank Romanian Commercial Bank
4 Akbank BRD — Groupe Societe Generale
5 Kogbank Transilvania Bank
6 Disbank Raiffeisen Bank
7 Turkish Bank UniCredit Bank
8 Citibank Turkey Alpha Bank
9 Egebank Bancpost Bank
10 Yapi Kredi Babkasi Garanti Bank

Source: www.tcmb.gov.tr and www.bnr.ro

Measurement, description and disclosure of bank per-
formance level obtained by the two banking groups in the
Eurozone compared to the period 1999-2016, was carried
out base d on two methods: a descriptive analysis of the
research variables and analysis of the variance (ANOVA).

In order to highlight the differences between environ-
ments and characterization indicators ROA, ROE and NIM
recorded in the two countries during the period 1999-2016,
we opted to use variance analysis, examining the cause-
effect links between the research variables. Based on data
in the tables ANOVA, stati stical significance was tested on
the influence of the independent variable "home country of
the banking groups" on the dependent variable "Media
ROA, ROE and NIM" recorded in the period 1999-2016.
Testing the hypothesis using ANOVA test reveals whether

there are significant differences between the average ROA,
ROE and NIM obtained by the two banking groups in
Turkey and Romania.

In the studied population, testing the significance as
defined above was performed using the Fisher test type,
which is based on the following assumptions:

H, :7“_1 = 7‘_2
H,: 7\_1 * k_z
where x_l is the means on (ROA, ROE and NIM) Turkish

banks group, A, is the means on (ROA, ROE and NIM)
Romanian banks group.

(1
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To test the hypothesis calculate the size of Fcare. Using
the formulas from the Table of ANOVA variance analysis,
the calculated values are compared with the critical ones
from the Fisher law of distribution table and are selected
according to the level of significance set and to the two
degrees of freedom — Fq; of; o2 as follows:

By comparing the minimum level of significance P.vaie

with the value a = 0.05

e If Pvae 2 @, a nule hypothesis is accepted — Ho,

e If Pvawe < 0, an alternative hypothesis is accepted — H1.

The originality of this study lies in the fact that so far in
Romania there wasn't any compared analysis conducted

dfi = ¢ — 1, the degrees of freedom in the numerator,
df2 = n — ¢, the degrees of freedom in the denominator.
The rule of decision can be taken in two ways:

By comparing th value Fcarc. with the critical value Fq; of1; a2
o If Feac.= Fo; df1; a2, @ Nule hypothesis is accepted — Ho,

o If Feac> Fo drt; dr2,
accepted — Hi.

Table 2. Th

between the examining of the indicators of bank perfor-
mance (ROA, ROE and NIM) over a period of time and
research of the dependence relations of the three variables
linked to the provenance site of the banking groups using
ANOVA test.

Theoretical aspects regarding the indicators used in
this quantitative study are presented in Table 2.

an alternative hypothesis is

e list of indicators for financial performance and for the banking liquidity of assets

1 Profitability Performance

— Return on Assets (ROA)

The indicator reflects the net income of the 10 commercial banks in Turkey and Romania, relative to the
average annual total assets recorded in each country.

— Return on Equity (ROE)

The indicator highlights levels of net revenue from banking groups in Turkey and Romania at an average
of capitals annual used [fred.stlouisfed.org].

— Net Interest Margin (NIM)

The indicator displays the amount of net interest income from bank accounts as part of the total return
obtained by the two banking groups or from the average interest-bearing assets [fred.stlouisfed.org]

2. Liquidity assets

— Liquid Assets to Deposits
and Short Term Funding for
Romania

The indicator is obtained by dividing the value of liquid assets (easily converted into cash) in the amount of
short-term funding and total deposits. In the category of liquid assets there were included: cash, amounts
due to other banks, income from traded securities at fair value, loans and advances to other institutions,
eligible collateral (such as cash in deposits, debt securities issued by banks, equity or convertible bonds),
repo and reverse repo operations. In the bank deposits category, were included all customer deposits, ie
amounts of current accounts, savings and loan term. In the group of short-term financed money market
instruments, were included: certificates of deposit, treasury bills, bonds and other deposits) [www.

fred.stlouisfed.org].

Source: Authors contribution.

Studies regarding the evaluation of financial
performance in the various sectors of banking groups of
different countries were made by many specialists as: [20,
21,9,13,7,14, 5, 6].

Results and discussions. Measurement, description
and disclosure of the financial performance and liquidity of
assets made by banking groups in Turkey and Romania in
relation to the Eurozone was performed through the
indicators: Return on Assets (ROA), Return on Equity
(ROE) Net Interest Margin (NIM) and Liquid Assets to
Deposits and Short Term Funding (LA).

5.00
|

3.00 |
1.00 -
(1.00) 156
(3.00) +
(5.00) =

During 1999-2016, the annual average rate of return on
assets (ROA), calculated as a ratio between net income
and the average value of the total assets at the level of the
group of Turkish banks, there was a recorded peak of
4.57% in 2006 and a minimum of -4.82 in 2001. The profit-
ability of the Turkish banking sector, measured by ROA
was positive even if there was a downward trend in 2007—
2016. As can be seen in figure 1, since 2002 the medium
of achieved ROA in the group of Turkish banks, were
above the euro area average. In 2016, ROA was 1.65%,
lower by 50.01% from the average ROA in 2007 and
61.77% higher than the average one in the Eurozone.

® Turkey
B Romania

Euro Area

Fig. 1. Return on Assets (ROA %) on banks in the period 1999-2016

Source: https://ffred.stlouisfed.org/

In Romania, the annual average ROA recorded a con-
stant decline from 60.23% to 1.34% in 2016 in comparison
with 3.37% in 1999. Compared with the annual average
ROA recorded in the Eurozone, those in Romania were
much higher, except in 2012 and 2013 when there were

negative values of -0.94% and -0.11% respectively. During
2003-2016, the average of ROA calculated for the group of
banks in Turkey was on average 30-50% higher compared
with those of the group of commercial banks in Romania.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics results on ROA% 1999-2016

Turkey Romania Euro Area

Mean 1.33 1.38 0.54
Standard Error 0.52 0.26 0.07
Standard Deviation 2.22 1.10 0.31

Sample Variance 4.92 1.20 0.09
Kurtosis 3.29 0.01 (1.41)
Skewness (1.63) (0.20) 0.12
Range 9.39 4.31 0.94
Minimum (4.82) (0.94) 0.08
Maximum 4.57 3.37 1.02
Sum 23.94 24.89 9.77
Count 18 18 18

Source: Made by author.

The group of commercial banks in Turkey have
achieved in the period under review an average ROA of
1.33% and a standard deviation of 0.52, while those in
Romania have an average ROA of 1.38% and a higher
standard deviation of 0.26. The highest annual average
ROA in 2006 are recorded in Turkey (4.57%), in 1999 in
Romania (3.37%) and in 2016 in the Eurozone (1.02%).
The amplitude obtained by the group of banks in Romania
(4.31) is half of the one obtained by the banks in Turkey
(9.39), calculated as the difference between the maximum
and minimum of the average ROA. Asymmetry index
(Skewness) calculated for the group of banks in Turkey has
negative value (-1.63), indicating an asymmetry to the left
that departs significantly from the normal distribution form.
The group of banks in Romania has an asymmetry index of
0.22 indicating a slight negative asymmetry to the left. In

3000
15.00

1999
(15.00) +

(30.00)

the Eurozone there is a positively skewed to the right, due
to positive Skewness index of 0.12. Boltirii indicators (Kur-
tosis) for the group of banks in Turkey and Romania have
positive values of 3.29 and 0.01 respectively showing a
leptocurtik distribution, while Eurozone indicator has a val-
ue of -1.41, indicating platicurtik distribution.

In the period 2006-2016, annual average ROE of the
Group banks in Turkey have fluctuated, decreasing grad-
ually from 28.43% in 2006 to 1.38% in 2013, but subse-
quently increased to 13.79% in 2016. Despite the global
crisis and the economic crisis in the Eurozone, banks in
Turkey have maintained high levels of profitability. At the
end of 2016, the group of banks in Romania recorded an
average annual ROE of 12.06%, with 56.25% lower than
that obtained in 2008 and 12.06% higher than the aver-
age ROE in 2011.

® Turkey
® Romania

B Euro Area

Fig. 2. Return on Equity (ROE %) on banks in the period 1999-2016

Source: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/

In the same period, annual average ROE achieved in
the Eurozone fluctuated between 1.81% minimum and a
maximum of 15.92%, ROE being rarely higher than the
annual average of Turkey (1.38% in 2013) and of Romania
(between -8.55% and 2.42% 2012-2014).

Overall, return on assets of the Turkish banking sector,
as measured by annual averages, ROE was higher than that

of the commercial banks in Romania or in the major financial
centers in Eastern Europe and the Eurozone. With a stand-
ard deviation of 11.94 the bank group in Turkey had a dou-
ble ROE risk than that of the commercial banks in Romania
(St. Dev. — 8.07) and a triple one than the risk in the Euro-
zone banks whose standard deviation were of only 4.49.

Source: Made by author.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics results on ROE% 1999-2016

Turkey Romania Euro Area

Mean 11.13 10.89 8.30
Standard Error 2.81 1.90 1.06
Median 11.99 12.66 7.59
Standard Deviation 11.94 8.07 4.49
Sample Variance 142.54 65.11 20.19
Kurtosis 2.05 0.56 (1.17)
Skewness (0.83) (0.86) 0.25
Range 50.18 30.97 14.11
Minimum (21.13) (8.55) 1.81
Maximum 29.05 22.42 15.92
Sum 200.31 196.09 149.48
Count 18 18 18
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Banks in Turkey and Romania have Skewness nega-
tive indices of -0.83 and respectively, -0.86, developing a
slight asymmetry to the left. Meanwhile, Eurozone bank
group recorded an asymmetry index of 0.25, indicating a
slightly positive asymmetry to the right of the ROE averag-
es. Kurtosis negative indicator of -1.17 for the Eurozone,
signals a platicurtik distribution, different than the normal
one. Kurtosis indicators calculated for an annual average
ROE for the banking groups in Turkey and Romania, have

15.00

|
5.00 4
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obtained positive values of 2.05 and 0.56, drawing a lepto-
curtik distribution.

Banks in Turkey recorded a maximum amplitude of
50.18, calculated as the difference between a maximum
ROA of 29.05% achieved in 2004 and a minimum ROA of -
21.13% in 2001. With reference to the situation in Turkey,
banks in Romania obtained amplitude of less than 1.62
times and the Eurozone by 3.56 times.

B Turkey
® Romania

Euro Area

Fig. 3. Net Interest Margin (NIM %) on banks in the period 1999-2016

Source: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/

In the context of implementing the Basel Il standard
for credit risk assessment, the evaluation indicator of an-
nual profitability assessed by the Net Interest Margin
(NIM) in banks in Turkey, Romania and Eurozone has
been positive during the period 1999-2016. Annual aver-
ages pf NIM for the group of Turkish banks had a strongly
fluctuating evolution, alternating between maximums of
12.11% in 2001 to minimums of 1.58% in 2005, above the
average NIM in the Euro Area.

Although the profitability of Romanian banks, appreci-
ated by NIM, continued to decrease from 6.32% in 2009 to
1.50% in 2016, it was still above the levels achieved by the
commercial banks in Turkey and in the Eurozone. In Ro-
mania, the banks present a greater risk to NIM indicator,
having a standard deviation of 3.61, superior to those of
Turkey (2.83) and of the "Eurozone" (0.33).

Table 5. Descriptive statistics results on NIM% 1999-2016

Turkey Romania Euro Area

Mean 6.09 6.11 1.73
Standard Error 0.67 0.85 0.08
Median 5.49 5.60 1.72
Standard Deviation 2.83 3.61 0.33
Sample Variance 8.01 13.03 0.11

Kurtosis (0.25) 3.69 (1.44)
Skewness 0.64 1.45 0.18
Range 10.53 15.35 0.96
Minimum 1.58 1.50 1.28
Maximum 12.11 16.85 2.24
Sum 109.59 109.93 31.22
Count 18 18 18

Source: Made by author.

The survey showed that banks in Turkey and Euro ar-
ea, achieved positive Skewness indices of 0.64 and of
0.18, developing a slightly positive asymmetry to the right.
At the same time, commercial banks in Romania have
achieved a Skewness index of 1.45, indicating a mismatch
to the right that departs significantly from the normal distri-
bution form. Kurtosis indicators for groups of banks in Tur-
key and in the Eurozone took negative values of -0.25 and
respectively, 1.44, indicating a platicurtik distribution, much
more different from a normal one. Banks in Romania have

achieved a Kurtosis index of 3.69, showing a strong lepto-
curtik distribution (curved vaulted more than normal).

Liquid Assets to Deposits and Short Term Funding
(LA), registered by the banks in Turkey had an average of
24.62%lyear, lower by 32.73%/year in comparison with the
one in the Eurozone and most notably, the one from Ro-
mania- by 38.26%/year. In the period under review, the
positive Skewness indices were 0.77 and respectively,
0.14, developing a slightly positive asymmetry to the right,
similar to that of the Eurozone.
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics results on LA% 1999-2016

Turkey Romania Euro Area

Mean 24.62 38.26 32.73
Standard Error 3.16 5.01 0.83
Median 20.13 37.99 32.13
Standard Deviation 13.41 21.25 3.52
Sample Variance 179.76 451.39 12.40
Kurtosis (1.05) (1.69) (0.38)
Skewness 0.77 0.14 0.37
Range 39.20 56.05 13.46
Minimum 10.13 12.75 26.71
Maximum 49.33 68.80 40.17
Sum 443.16 688.69 589.12
Count 18 18 18

ISSN 1728-3817

Source: Made by author.

Kurtosis indicators of banking groups are negative:
-1.05 -1.69 in Turkey and respectively, Romania, indicating
a platicurtik distribution, different from the one in the Euro
Area (see table 5). The analysis of annual averages of

distribution in the two countries and in the Euro Area was
represented using the "box plot" chart type (see Figure 4).
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Romania

Euro Area

Fig. 4. Box plot — Liquid Assets to Deposits and Short Term Funding in the period 1999-2016

Source: Made by author.

According to the chart we can see that the on Romani-
an banking market, assets can be most easily converted
into cash. At the opposite pole lies Eurozone, where assets
become liquidities much harder. This is due to the acceler-
ated growth of incomes from interest and due to the com-
missions granted to individual customers and organiza-
tions, the income from trading securities or the income from
repurchase agreements (repo), in relation to the incomes
from the placement of deposits, savings accounts or selling
money market instruments.

Results of statistic testing
Testing the HO1 Hypothesis: There is no significant
difference of ROA between the two banking groups.

In the second part of the research we proceeded to test
the significant differences on the level of profitability meas-
ured by ROA, ROE and NIM registered in the period of
1999-2016, by the groups of commercial banks in Turkey
and Romania. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the de-
pendent variables — ROA, ROE and NIM is presented in
Tables 6, 7 and 8. If the dependent variable Return on As-
sets (ROA), size Fcac=0.008 (Levene statistics) is less than
the critical value Foos:1;3¢ = 4.13, thus accepting the null
hypothesis that averages of ROA achieved at the level of
the two banking groups are not so different. Analyzing the
level of minimum significance P-value (0.928) of Table 6,
we can observe that it is higher than a = 0.05, so the null
hypothesis Ho, is accepted.

Table 6. ANOVA-ROA

Source of variation SS df | MS F P-value F crit
Between Groups 0.03 1 10.03 | 0.008 0.928 4.130
Within Groups 104.17 | 34 | 3.06
Total 104.19 | 35

Source: Made by author.

Testing the HO2 Hypothesis: There is no significant
diference of ROE between the two banking groups

In the case of the variable Return on Equity (ROE), Fcaic
= 0.005<Fo.05:1:3¢ = 4.13 and Pawe < a = 0.05=0.94, so it
supports the null hypothesis Ho, therefore the independent

variable "country " doesn't have any significant influence on
the dependent variable "ROE averages" obtained by the
banking groups in Turkey and Romania for the period of
1999-2016.
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Table 7. ANOVA-ROE

Source of variation SS df MS F P-value | F crit
Between Groups 0.49 1 0.49 0.005 0.945 4.130
Within Groups 3,529.90 | 34 | 103.82
Total 3,530.39 | 35

Source: Made by author.

Testing the HOs Hypothesis: There is no significant
diference of NIM between the two banking groups

Table 7 presents the analysis of the profitability vari-
ances measure as Net Interest Margin NIM. P.vaue = 0.986
being higher the level of minimum significance (0.05),

therefore the null hypothesis Ho is accepted, the hypothesis
stating that there isn't a significant difference between the
average NIM obtained by the banking groups in Turkey and
Romania (see table 7).

Table 8. ANOVA-NIM

Source of variation SS df | MS F P-value | F crit
Between Groups 0.00 1 0.00 | 0.000 0.986 4.130
Within Groups 357.69 | 34 | 10.52
Total 357.70 | 35

Source: Made by author.

The same result was obtained with the Leneve test, a
Fisher type of test, that allows the comparison of size Fcarc
(0.0003) with the critical value from the table of Fisher dis-
tribution law, chosen for a level of significance of a = 0.05
and dfi =1, df2= 34, meaning Fo.o5;1;34 (4.13). Since Feac =
0.0003 < Fo.05;1;3¢ = 4.13, it means that the alternative hy-
pothesis is rejected, and the null hypothesis is accepted
(see table 8).

Conclusions. In this study we analyzed financial
performance and liquidity of assets acquired by some of
the commercial banks groups in Turkey and Romania in
relation to the Eurozone during the period of 1999-2016.

The results of descriptive statistics show that the
profitability of the Turkish banking sector has witnessed a
downward trend in 2007—2016. This is the adverse effect of
regulations on financial intermediation and regulatory
constraints of capital, raising real barriers to Turkish
commercial banks in issuing loans to all sectors of national
economy. They have contributed to the decline in
profitability: increase of interest expenses generated by
higher financing costs, decrease in net interest income and
gains arising from banking diminishing because of the
increase of swap rates currency. Knowing a peak of 4.57%
in 2006, the average Return on Assets (ROA) was gradual-
ly deteriorated, reaching in 2016 a level of 1.65%. Return
on Equity (ROE) has fluctuated, the average decreasing
from 28.43% in 2006 to 1.38% in 2013, but subsequently
increased to 13.79% in 2016. In the past 18 years, the Net
Interest Margin Indicator (NIM) conducted by the Turkish
commercial banks had a historical minimum and maximum
of 1.58% in 2005 and 12.11% in 2001. However, during
2015-2016, wunder the impact of macro-prudential
measures that had as effect: increase in net interest in-
come, a sharp decline in losses from securities transac-
tions, derivatives and other foreign exchange transactions
and increase in the volume of mortgage and consumer
sales, there was a recovery in profitability. In this context,
at the end of 2016, Turkish banks have been registering
much more improved annual averages: 1.65% ROA, ROE
of 13.79% and 3.20% NIM.

In Romania, the assessment of profitability indicators
have been positive in the last 18 years, higher than in the
Eurozone, except the years of 2012 and 2013. Return on
equity (ROE) recorded a historic high of 22.42% in 1999
and two minimums of -8.55 % in 2012 and -1.01% in 2013.
Meanwhile, the rate of return on assets (ROA) recorded a

peak of 3.37% in 1999 and a minimum of -0.94% in 2012.
In the same period, Net Interest Margin indicator (NIM) has
fared of peer to that achieved by Turkish banks. NIM max-
imum was recorded in 1999 (16.85%) and the minimum
NIM of 1.50% was recorded in 2016.

Profitability and liquidity in the banking sector recov-
ered significantly in the Romanian system, in recent
years, with the introduction of quantitative liquidity re-
quirements under Basel Il package, amending the regu-
lation of and supervision of commercial banks as the Eu-
ropean Union requested and also once with the opera-
tionalization of macro-prudential policy strategy. Since
2015, profitability had positive rates, much higher than
previous years, as follows: ROA was 1.34%, ROE of
11.80% and 1.66% NIM. In the period under review, the
evaluation indicators of financial performance achieved
by the groups of banks in Turkey and Romania were
higher than the level recorded in the Eurozone. In gen-
eral, the liquidity of assets is subject to peripheral debt
resulting from operations (non-core Liabilities) on short-
term and deposit rates. In Romania and Turkey, the Lig-
uid Assets to Deposits and Short Term Funding (LA) ex-
ceeded legal limits by significant margins in the last two
years. In these circumstances, the assets of the Romani-
an banking market remains the most easily converted into
cash, compared with those in Turkey and the Eurozone.
Banks prefer to convert excess liquidity through credit.
Current monthly rates within legal limits drawn by banks
increase lending capacity of the banks and the liquidity
possibility to act in the opposite constitution deposits or
significant increase in the amounts needed to finance
short term. ANOVA test results indicate that there are no
significant differences between the average ROA, ROE
and NIM obtained by the two banking groups in Turkey
and Romania.
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NOPIBHANBLHUA AHANI3 PEANI3ALIT KOMEPLIMHUX BAHKIBCbKUX MPY:
TYPEYYUHA TA PYMYHIA

lMpedcmaeneHo nopieHsANbHUU aHani3 egpekmusHocmi deox KoMepyiliHux 6aHkiecbkux 2pyn i3 TypeyduHu ma PymyHii. 1i0 yac npoeedeHHs
docidkeHHs1 po3anstHymo ¢hiHaHcosy eghekmueHicmb, 0ocsi2Hymy 2pynoro KomepuiliHux 6arHkie Typey4uHu ma PymyHii nopieHsiHO 3 €8pPO30HOI0
npomsizom 1999-2016 pp. Bue4eHo pieeHb nikeidHocmi akmueie, npudbaHux npomsizom 18 pokie disnbHocmi yux deox bGaHKi8CLKUX 2Py,
nopieHsIHO 3 €8po30HOK. B aHanisi 6ynu nepeesipeHi mpu 2imome3u Ha OCHO8i MoKa3HuUKie eghekmueHOCMI, siKi sukopucmosyrombcsi deomMa
epynamu 6aHkiecbkoi mopezieni, ma iHOukamopu, wo eukopucmoeyrmbcsl y crneyianbHil nimepamypi. Pesynbmamu i mayma4yeHHs] 4bO20
docnidxeHHs1 / mecmyeaHHs1 6ynu npedcmasesieHi ma iHmepnpemosaHi iGHOCHO yux deox 6aHKiecbKux mopzoeesnbHux 2pyn. HaegedeHo sucHOBKU
aemopie wjodo nopieHsAIbLHO20 aHani3y dissnbHocmi dsox 2pyn komepuyiliHux 6aHkie Type44yuHu ma PymyHil.

Kntouoei cnoea. Komepuitini 6aHku, 6aHkiecbka disinbHicmb, TypeuyduHa, PymyHisi, Eepo3oHu, ANOVA.
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CPABHUTEJNbHbIA AHANN3 PEANU3ALIMM KOMMEPYECKUX BAHKOBCKUX MPYMN:
TYPUUA U PYMbIHUA

lpedcmaenen cpasHumenbHbIl aHanu3 3ggpekmusHocmu 0O8yx KoMmepyeckux 6GaHkoeckux epynn u3 Typyuu u Pymsbinuu. [llpu
nposedeHuu uccredosaHusi paccMompeHa ¢uHaHcosasi aghghekmusHocmb, AocmuaHymasi 2pynnol kKommep4deckux 6aHkoe Typuyuu u
PymbIHUU 8 cpasHeHuUuU ¢ eepo30Hol 8 mevyeHue 1999-2016 22. U3yyeH ypoeeHb JTukKeUGHOCMU aKmueoe, NpuobpemeHHbIx 8 meyeHue 18 nem
dessmenbHocmu amux d8yx 6aHKO8CKUX 2Py, N0 CPagHEeHUl ¢ eepo30Hol. B aHanu3e npoeepeHbl mpu 2unome3bl Ha OCHoge rokazameneul
aghgpekmueHocmu, ucnonb3lyembix 08ymsi 2pynnamu 6aHKoeckoli mopzoesnu, u UHOUKamopbl, ucrnosb3eMbie 8 crneyuanbHol aumepamype.
Pe3synbmambi u monkoeaHusi amozo uccnedoeaHusi / mecmupoeaHusi 6binu npedcmaesieHbl U UHMeprnpemuposaHbl 8 cJy4ae 0syx
6aHKoeCcKUX mopzoebix 2pynn. B 3aknro4umensHol Yyacmu npedcmaesieHbl 8bie00bl CPa8HUMENIbHO20 aHanu3a dessmenbHocmu deyx 2pynn
komMMepyeckux 6aHkoe Typyuu u PymbiHuu.

Knroyeenie cnoea. Kommepyeckue 6aHku, 6aHkoeckasi dessmenbHocmb, Typyusi, PyMmbiHusi, Eepo3oHbl, ANOVA.



