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ABSTRACT
After more than a decade of Capital Markets 

Union initiatives, the EU has established 

stronger foundations for financial integration, 

yet persistent structural barriers continue to 

constrain market development. This paper 

argues that the principal challenge is no 

longer simply identifying further reforms, 

but ensuring that legislation, institutions, 

and market initiatives function as a coherent 

system. It proposes treating the Savings and 

Investments Union as a permanent policy 

function supported by an operating model 

linking strategic coordination, rulemaking, 

implementation, performance monitoring, 

and accountability. The objective is to improve 

system-wide delivery and mobilize European 

savings for productive investment without 

creating another institutional layer.
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As a result, the article proposes an operational 
framework for the SIU. The novelty of this approach 
is not to argue for the importance of coordina-
tion, implementation, simplification, and supervi-
sion separately, but to propose a framework that 
integrates these functions into a comprehensive 
approach to governance. Under such an approach, 
the SIU should become a permanent policy func-
tion for Europe that will coordinate, implement, 
evaluate, and improve the financial ecosystem of 
Europe, and not just a collection of initiatives whose 
endpoint is the adoption of legislation.

Further reforms will of course be needed, but their 
success will increasingly depend on how well they 
fit the framework already put in place and whether 
they deliver measurable improvement in the 
degree of financial integration and efficient cap-
ital allocation. The next stage of European finan-
cial integration is thus not only about selecting fur-
ther reforms to be undertaken. It is about building 
institutional capacity to ensure that future reforms 
can work alongside the reforms already in place to 
mobilize savings, finance productive investment, 
and strengthen Europe’s competitiveness.

2.	Why the CMU 
governance model 
needs to evolve

The traditional CMU approach was necessary to 
build the legal and institutional foundations of 
more integrated European capital markets. Its 
limits have become more visible, however, as finan-
cial regulation, market structures, and institutional 
responsibilities have grown increasingly intercon-
nected. This article, therefore, examines what the 
first phase achieved, why the operating environ-
ment has become more complex, and why the 
next stage requires a more system-wide approach 
to governance.

2.1	 What the existing debate has 
established

The diagnosis underlying European capital-market 
reform is by now well developed. The Commission’s 
2015 CMU Action Plan identified fragmented mar-
kets, limited financing choices, barriers to cross-
border investment, and the need to connect sav-
ings more effectively with economic growth [EC 
(2015)]. The 2020 Action Plan retained much of this 

1.	Introduction:  
Europe moves into a 
new stage

Following years of initiatives aimed at the creation of 
a Capital Markets Union (CMU), Europe developed 
a much more robust financial legal, regulatory, and 
supervisory framework for deepening financial 
integration. Progress on increasing liquidity, depth, 
and integration of capital markets has, however, 
been uneven. While the presence of familiar hur-
dles does not suggest that the reform efforts under 
the CMU framework have failed, it does imply that 
the nature of the problem has changed.

The policy agenda has now widened with the 
launch of the Savings and Investments Union (SIU). 
In contrast to the previous effort, the SIU focuses on 
connecting Europe’s sizeable pool of savings with 
investments and improving capital market and 
banking mechanisms. The economic case is clear. 
Europe needs a financial system that can finance 
innovation, support growth companies, and sat-
isfy the investment requirements associated with 
green transition, digitization, defense, and eco-
nomic security. Europe also needs companies 
and investors to operate at European rather than 
national level. 

What is missing from the policy debate is no 
longer the diagnosis of the main factors preventing 
Europe from reaching these goals. What matters 
is how to turn the vast accumulated knowledge, 
legislation, and institutional development into 
better market outcomes. As the policy framework 
evolves, the success of the reforms increasingly 
depends on how the reforms complement each 
other, on how consistent the implementation is, 
and whether lessons learned from the process of 
implementation and market performance lead to 
improvement.

Existing attempts to address this challenge focus 
on the CMU and SIU as collections of concrete 
measures targeting savings, financing, market 
integration, and supervision. Instead of treating this 
problem as one of governance and delivery, this 
article addresses it from another perspective – the 
challenge of putting in place a policy framework 
that will allow delivering the desired economic 
results through the interaction between strategic 
objectives, rule-making, implementation, supervi-
sion, and market evidence-driven adjustment.
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the CMU has highlighted the differences among 
national financial systems, policy preferences, and 
institutional interests that shape the scope of polit-
ically feasible reform [Quaglia et al. (2016)]. Legal 
scholarship has similarly shown that harmonized 
rules do not necessarily produce integrated mar-
kets where supervision, enforcement, and national 
administrative practices remain fragmented [Gar-
gantini (2024), Thomadakis (2025), Demarigny 
and Thomadakis (2025)]. Even directly applicable 
EU regulations may generate different outcomes 
when interpreted and enforced by authorities oper-
ating within distinct national systems.

Research on EU financial governance also points 
to the growing importance of the institutions 
and processes surrounding legislation. The EU 
has developed a vast and densely detailed finan-
cial-market rulebook, supported by an increasingly 
influential technocratic and supervisory architec-
ture [Moloney (2023)]. This has strengthened its 
capacity to monitor risks, coordinate supervision, 
and adapt rules, but has also created greater com-
plexity and an almost continuous process of review 
[Thomadakis et al. (2019)]. The effectiveness of EU 
financial regulation, therefore, depends not only on 
the content of its foundational legislation, but also 
on the capacity to interpret, implement, monitor, 
and revise it over time.

A related body of governance research treats EU pol-
icymaking as a recursive rather than linear process. 
It emphasizes the interaction between common 
objectives, decentralized implementation, perfor-
mance reporting, peer comparison, policy learning, 
and periodic revision [Sabel and Zeitlin (2008, 
2010)]. Research on regulatory governance simi-
larly shows that legislation is more effective when 
implementation experience and ex-post evaluation 
feed back into subsequent policy design [Dunlop 
and Radaelli (2012)]. Although developed across a 
broader range of EU policy areas, these insights are 
directly relevant to the SIU. In a multilevel system 
characterized by uncertainty, institutional disper-
sion, and national diversity, effective governance 
requires mechanisms that identify differences in 
implementation, assess their consequences, and 
use that evidence to adjust common rules and pri-
orities over time.

Taken together, these strands of policy and aca-
demic analysis move the debate beyond the 
familiar catalogue of barriers to capital-market 
integration. They show that formal harmonization 
alone is insufficient and that policy effectiveness 

diagnosis while placing greater emphasis on sup-
porting the green and digital transitions, improving 
access to market financing, and making the EU 
a safer place for individuals to save and invest 
[E.C. (2020)]. The 2025 SIU strategy subsequently 
broadened the agenda by bringing together cap-
ital-market development, retail savings, banking 
capacity, and productive investment within a single 
policy framework [EC (2025b)].

The reports prepared by Enrico Letta and Mario 
Draghi reinforced this assessment [Letta (2024), 
Draghi (2024)]. Both connected financial frag-
mentation with the wider weakness of the Single 
Market and Europe’s difficulty in financing inno-
vation and investment at scale. The Draghi report 
estimated that the EU would require additional 
annual investment of €750-800 bln by 2030, while 
also highlighting the limited development and 
integration of European capital markets. The policy 
debate has consequently converged around a rel-
atively stable set of obstacles: fragmented taxa-
tion and insolvency regimes, nationally organized 
supervision, uneven household participation, insuf-
ficient growth financing, and fragmented market 
infrastructure.

The persistence of these obstacles is also visible in 
market outcomes. While retail savings in the EU 
remain high, household allocation to capital mar-
kets is low by international standards [Thomadakis 
(2026a)]. On average, European households allo-
cate about 32% of their financial assets to cash and 
deposits, compared to just 12% for U.S. households. 
In contrast, U.S. households invest nearly 50% of 
their savings in equity and investment funds, while 
their European counterparts invest about 30% 
[Arnal and Thomadakis (2024)]. In 2024, the capital-
ization of EU stock exchanges amounted to approx-
imately 64% of EU GDP, compared with 213% in the 
U.S. [Thomadakis and Calvo de Freitas (2025)]. The 
ECB’s most recent assessment also finds that the 
quality of euro-area equity-market integration has 
weakened since 2022, while intra-euro-area foreign 
direct investment (FDI) fell to historically low levels 
as FDI positions stagnated [ECB (2026)]. These com-
parisons should not be interpreted as implying that 
the EU should replicate the U.S. financial system 
[Thomadakis (2024)]. They do, however, demon-
strate that the development of the European legal 
framework has not yet produced capital markets of 
comparable depth, scale, or integration.

Academic analysis helps explain why progress has 
remained difficult. Political-economy research on 



PROJECTIVE GROUP INSTITUTE · JOURNAL OF FINANCIAL SERVICES · EDITION 3 · OCTOBER 2026

141

dential regulation, cross-border supervision, data 
management, and crisis resolution mechanisms. 
Regulation has had to adapt.

The result is a much more advanced legal and 
institutional framework than the one that existed 
at the time of creation of the CMU. Nevertheless, 
as demonstrated above by the indicators used, a 
more sophisticated legal framework has not led to 
equally important progress in market depth and 
integration. This does not mean that the reforms 
themselves were misplaced. It simply means that 
creating the building blocks of an integrated cap-
ital market is not enough to make them work 
together efficiently.

2.3	 An increasingly interlinked 
regulatory and market 
environment

Increasingly, the challenge arises at the junctions 
of these frameworks. Financial regulation can no 
longer be neatly contained within the old sec-
toral boxes. A financial institution can be required 
to comply with prudential, conduct, data protec-
tion, resilience, artificial intelligence, and sustaina-
bility requirements all at once. Each may have its 
justification, but they are not always harmonized, 
designed, implemented, and overseen having 
regard to how they work together.

Artificial intelligence serves as an obvious illustra-
tion of this phenomenon. The use of AI in credit 
evaluation, investment decision making, risk man-
agement, or algorithmic trading may cause the 
financial institution to come under the ambit of 
sector specific financial regulation, general AI leg-
islation, and data protection requirements. Such 
frameworks may have different definitions, docu-
mentations, governance provisions, and supervi-
sory mechanisms. The problem is not necessarily 
that any of them individually is an unreasonable or 
unnecessary burden. It is rather that the cumula-
tive framework may lack a hierarchy, consistency of 
interpretation, or single point of responsibility.

The problem of sustainable finance is analogous. 
Financial institutions depend upon information 
produced in the context of corporate reporting and 
sustainability taxonomies and disclosures. Defini-
tions, scope, concepts of materiality, and timing 
of implementation do not always correspond 
between such frameworks. Change of just one 
component may influence classification, distribu-
tion, risk management, and reporting of the finan-

also depends on the capacity to coordinate imple-
mentation across a multilevel system, learn from 
experience, and adapt rules and priorities over time. 
This provides the basis for examining the CMU and 
SIU not only as substantive reform agendas, but 
also as questions of governance and delivery.

2.2	 Developing the legal and 
institutional foundations

During its first decade, the CMU was bound to 
be structured on the back of successive waves of 
legislation and institutional development. Capital 
markets in Europe were fragmented along sev-
eral axes, and no single change could remedy their 
structural flaws. Improvement, therefore. required 
a multi-track effort in relation to corporate finance, 
investment products, market infrastructure, taxa-
tion, supervision, investors’ protection, and access 
to information.

Such efforts have delivered considerable success. 
Indeed, the EU has reinforced the legal underpin-
ning of cross-border financial transactions, estab-
lished a unified rulebook in many areas of finan-
cial services, and intensified European coordina-
tion of supervision. It has simplified public markets’ 
access, made financial information more available, 
updated long-term investment vehicles, and taken 
action to reduce tax and post-trading frictions. The 
Banking Union has revolutionized the supervision 
of major banks in the eurozone, whereas the Euro-
pean Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) have worked 
out common regulatory standards and conver-
gence instruments in banking, securities, insur-
ance, and pensions [Lamandini and Thomadakis 
(2024), Thomadakis and Arnal (2024)]. It has also 
built sophisticated frameworks related to sustain-
able finance, digital operational resilience, and 
innovative financial technologies.

It would be both fortuitous and inappropriate to 
describe such an evolution as being purely acci-
dental or inherently excessive. Indeed, it has been 
caused by changes to the financial system itself. 
Markets have grown in scale and speed, and 
become more interdependent, while new instru-
ments, technologies, and forms of intermediation 
have brought new activities and risks which earlier 
legal and regulatory structures did not cater for. The 
use of exchange-traded funds, algorithmic trading, 
private credit, tokenization, crypto-assets, and 
automated investment advice has transformed the 
way capital is raised, allocated, and managed. The 
financial crisis has also revealed weaknesses in pru-
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cial institutions. The test is thus no longer simply 
whether the frameworks work individually. What 
matters now is whether they continue to work 
together as an integral whole in the same institu-
tion, product, or transaction.

Changes in market structure further complicate 
the picture. A growing share of financing and 
risk-taking has shifted beyond traditional banking 
towards investment funds, asset managers, pri-
vate markets, and other non-bank financial insti-
tutions. At the end of 2024, EU investment funds 
and other financial institutions held approximately 
€50.7 tln in assets, equivalent to 42% of total EU 
financial-sector assets [ESRB (2025)]. Banks are 
more resilient than before the global financial crisis, 
but the broader distribution of risk has become 
more complex [Thomadakis (2026b)]. Regulation 
and supervision remain organized largely around 
established institutional categories, even as activi-
ties increasingly cross their boundaries. Similar risks 
may, therefore, be treated differently depending on 
where they arise, while emerging vulnerabilities 
may fall between existing mandates.

2.4	 From project-based reform to 
system-wide governance

The institutional framework reflects the same 
coordination challenge. Responsibility for poli-
cies affecting the SIU is distributed among several 
Commission directorates-general, the ESAs, the 
European Central Bank (ECB), national authorities, 
and bodies responsible for competition, cybersecu-
rity, data, and digital regulation. Coordination takes 
place through formal committees, consultation 
procedures and informal cooperation, but it is fre-
quently organized around individual mandates or 
legislative files.

The EU already has a substantial set of governance 
mechanisms. The Commission’s Better Regula-
tion framework already provides for impact assess-
ments, evaluations, and fitness checks [EC (2021, 
2025c)], while the REFIT program examines oppor-
tunities to simplify legislation and reduce unnec-
essary burdens. The 2016 Interinstitutional Agree-
ment on Better Law-Making also recognizes the 
desirability of assessing substantial amendments 
introduced by the European Parliament or the 
Council [EC (2016)]. More recently, implementation 
dialogues and regulatory “reality checks” have been 
introduced to identify practical difficulties, examine 
the cumulative effect of EU rules, and inform sim-
plification initiatives [EC (2025a)].

Financial supervision has its own convergence 
mechanisms. The ESAs use a range of instruments, 
including guidelines, recommendations, peer 
reviews, and coordinated supervisory exercises, to 
promote more consistent application of the single 
rulebook [e.g., ESMA (2025)]. The 2025 SIU strategy 
also provides for continuous monitoring through 
a range of indicators, closer integration with the 
European Semester, engagement with Member 
States and stakeholders, and a mid-term review by 
the second quarter of 2027.

These mechanisms perform important functions, 
but they differ in scope, timing, and institutional 
ownership. Better Regulation processes generally 
assess individual initiatives or defined areas of legis-
lation. Implementation dialogues and reality checks 
identify operational problems but do not them-
selves create a permanent process for assigning 
and monitoring corrective action. ESA conver-
gence tools operate primarily within sectoral man-
dates, while SIU monitoring remains connected to 
the implementation of the current strategy and its 
scheduled review. What is missing is, therefore, not 
monitoring, evaluation, supervisory coordination, 
or simplification as such. It is a durable SIU-specific 
framework that connects these activities within a 
common cycle of diagnosis, ownership, corrective 
action, and public follow-up.

The limits of the traditional approach, therefore, 
lie less in the individual measures than in the way 
the overall agenda is organized. Project-based pol-
icymaking is well suited to identifying a specific 
problem, negotiating a legislative response, and 
assigning implementation tasks. It is less effec-
tive when outcomes depend on the interaction of 
numerous rules, authorities, markets, and data sys-
tems over time.

This creates several recurring governance weak-
nesses. When reforms are developed file by file, 
their interaction with other requirements may be 
assessed only partially. When political attention 
moves elsewhere following adoption, operational 
problems may emerge too late to be addressed 
before application. When responsibilities are dis-
tributed across institutions, cross-cutting problems 
may remain unresolved because no authority owns 
the issue as a whole. Moreover, when progress is 
measured mainly through legislative completion, 
disappointing market outcomes do not necessarily 
trigger an assessment of whether the problem lies 
in regulatory design, implementation, supervision, 
or a persistent national barrier (see Table 1).
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3.	 The missing link: an 
operating model for 
the SIU

The previous section argued that the next phase of 
the SIU is no longer defined primarily by the identi-
fication of new barriers, but by the ability to govern 
an increasingly complex and interconnected policy 
framework. The question, therefore, becomes what 
kind of governance model is required.

In organizational practice, an operating model 
describes how a strategy is translated into delivery. 
As applied to the SIU, it can be defined as the 
institutional arrangement through which stra-
tegic objectives are translated into regulatory and 
supervisory action, coordinated across responsible 
authorities, monitored during implementation, 
and revised in response to evidence on outcomes. 
It, therefore, covers not only who is involved, but 
also how decisions, implementation, information, 
and accountability are connected over time.

An operating model is distinct from the SIU strategy 
itself. The strategy establishes the economic objec-
tives and substantive priorities to be pursued. Nor is 

These mechanisms help explain why the adoption 
of individually justified reforms does not neces-
sarily produce an integrated financial system. The 
problem is not simply a shortage of rules or policy 
initiatives. It is the lack of an integrated SIU-spe-
cific feedback process capable of identifying where 
delivery is failing, distinguishing among the pos-
sible causes, and assigning responsibility for cor-
rective action.

Further reforms will remain necessary, particularly 
in taxation, insolvency, and supervision. But their 
effectiveness will increasingly depend on how they 
interact with the existing framework and how con-
sistently they are implemented. The challenge is, 
therefore, no longer only to fill remaining regula-
tory gaps, it is to govern a financial system in which 
rules, institutions, markets, and technologies have 
become deeply interdependent.

Table 1: How governance weaknesses affect SIU delivery

Existing weakness Effect on delivery Consequence

File-by-file rulemaking Interactions with other rules are 
assessed only partially

Inconsistent definitions, 
duplicative requirements, and 
misaligned implementation 
timetables

Political attention shifts after 
adoption

Operational and supervisory 
problems become visible only 
during implementation

Delays, uncertainty, and uneven 
application across Member 
States

Responsibilities are dispersed 
across institutions

Cross-cutting problems lack a 
clearly identified owner

Issues that fall between 
mandates remain unresolved

Progress is measured mainly 
through legislative completion

Weak market outcomes do not 
systematically trigger diagnosis 
and correction

Additional initiatives may 
be proposed without 
establishing the source of 
underperformance

National barriers are treated 
as part of a general SIU 
assessment

Responsibility for politically 
sensitive obstacles remains 
unclear

Persistent tax, insolvency, and 
supervisory barriers receive 
insufficient follow-up

Source: Author’s analysis
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of the required task. They nevertheless remain dis-
tributed across different institutions, policy pro-
cesses, and time horizons. What is missing is not 
the individual mechanisms themselves, but an 
SIU-specific operating layer that connects their 
findings, identifies cross-cutting problems, assigns 
responsibility for corrective action, and monitors 
whether that action has been delivered. The oper-
ating model would, therefore, build on existing 
instruments rather than replace or duplicate them.

This requires a shift in perspective. Rather than 
viewing the SIU as a sequence of legislative initia-
tives, it should be managed as an integrated system 
whose overall performance matters more than the 
successful completion of any individual reform. Five 
shifts characterize this operating model, which con-
nects strategic objectives, regulatory design, imple-
mentation, market outcomes, and corrective action 
within a continuous feedback cycle (see Figure 1).

3.1	 From governing legislative files to 
governing the system

In the past, financial integration has been driven 
through individual legislative proposals each with 
its own goals, negotiation processes, and imple-
mentation deadlines. It made sense at the time 

it another action plan, which normally identifies a 
set of initiatives to be completed within a particular 
period. The EU’s institutional architecture, mean-
while, determines the formal mandates and powers 
of the Commission, the ESAs, the ECB, the co-leg-
islators, and national authorities. The operating 
model does not replace any of these elements. It 
provides the process through which they are con-
nected and directed towards common outcomes.

It also goes beyond ordinary interinstitutional coor-
dination or performance monitoring. Coordina-
tion generally takes place within particular man-
dates, committees, or legislative processes, while 
a dashboard records whether selected indicators 
are moving in the desired direction. An operating 
model connects these activities within a contin-
uous feedback process: strategic priorities inform 
regulatory design, regulatory design anticipates 
implementation, implementation and supervi-
sion are monitored, market outcomes are evalu-
ated, and the resulting evidence informs corrective 
action and future priorities.

Many of these functions already exist within the 
EU framework. Impact assessments, evaluations, 
implementation dialogues, supervisory-conver-
gence tools, and SIU monitoring each perform part 

Figure 1: The SIU operating model

Source: Author’s analysis
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Market  
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RulemakingEvaluation  
and correction



PROJECTIVE GROUP INSTITUTE · JOURNAL OF FINANCIAL SERVICES · EDITION 3 · OCTOBER 2026

145

rules are also key elements for delivering the inte-
gration.

Governance should, therefore, start taking imple-
mentation as a specific policy objective. Progress 
should not be measured merely by the fact that leg-
islation is adopted but by its ability to deliver com-
parable results in all Member States and reduce 
obstacles to cross-border transactions in practice.

3.5	 From legislative outputs to market 
outcomes

Probably the most important shift here concerns 
the way progress is measured. Progress in the con-
text of the CMU has been traditionally measured 
through the legislative activities: action plans pro-
duced, legislation adopted, or transposition of 
directive completed. These are important mile-
stones but not the measure of success of the policy.

Governance of the SIU should be done using eco-
nomic outcomes instead. More households partici-
pating in capital markets, more efficient financing 
of firms, increased cross-border investments, Euro-
pean equity markets deepening and liquidity, 
reduction in issuance, and post-trade costs. Only 
such indicators can properly assess whether the 
SIU delivers its main purpose of channeling savings 
into productive investments.

All together, these five shifts define the move from 
a legislative program to a permanent policy func-
tion. These principles define the basic tenets of 
the SIU governance model. What is left to do now 
is how to convert these principles into actual gov-
ernance arrangements to support the SIU develop-
ment in the long run.

4.	What should the 
operating model 
contain?

The five shifts described above set the principles 
for the SIU operating model. Implementation of 
this model requires the development of a delivery 
mechanism based on those principles through 
existing mandates of institutions rather than by 
substitution of these mandates. Such a mecha-
nism should include four key capabilities: strategic 
coordination, integrated rulemaking and delivery, 
performance management, and ownership and 
accountability.

since the main objective was to establish the 
building blocks of the CMU.

However, as the policy framework grew, it would 
mean that governance will have to focus more on 
how the building blocks work together as a system. 
Legislative files should, therefore, not only be 
judged on their individual merit, but also for how 
they fit in relation to the overall objectives of the 
SIU. Governance, therefore, moves from optimizing 
individual legislative files to optimizing the perfor-
mance of the financial system as a whole.

3.2 From legislation to lifecycle 
management

Governance of legislation usually means a series of 
political events: proposal, negotiations, adoption, 
and implementation. Once a legislative file has 
entered into force, political attention usually goes 
somewhere else.

A mature policy framework needs to have a longer 
term horizon. Governance of legislation implies 
evolution through technical standards, supervi-
sory practices, market experience, and review. The 
SIU should, therefore, move to a lifecycle approach 
where policy design anticipates implementation, 
implementation is continuously monitored, results 
are measured, and legislation is reviewed and 
updated if needed in light of experience.

3.3	 From managing the flow of regulation 
to managing the stock

It is natural for policy debate to be centered on 
new legislative proposals. However, it is the existing 
body of legislation that affects financial institu-
tions.

The governance structure of the SIU should, there-
fore, pay as much attention to the stock of legisla-
tion as to the flow of new proposals. Every impor-
tant proposal should, therefore, take into account 
not just what it introduces, but what it simplifies, 
consolidates, or makes redundant. The goal is not 
deregulation, but ensuring that the legislation con-
tinues to remain coherent and proportionate as it 
evolves [Thomadakis (2026d)].

3.4	From adoption of legislation to 
implementation

Adoption of legislation is only a starting point for 
achieving an integrated market. Implementation, 
supervisory convergence, preparation, and the 
ability of market participants to make use of new 
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In the proposed model, these contributions are 
organized around common priorities and a pro-
cedure of identification of systemic barriers to the 
SIU implementation, alignment of implementa-
tion timetable, and assessment of coherence of the 
whole portfolio of reforms with economic goals of 
the SIU. The high-level SIU delivery forum assisted 
by a permanent technical secretariat could do this 
job. The forum should incorporate the main con-
tributors, but preserve their mandates and chan-
nels of accountability (see Figure 2).

4.1	 Strategic coordination

The SIU needs a delivery mechanism able to secure 

a systemic overview of the SIU reform agenda. Cur-

rently, such responsibility lies with the European 

Commission, the ESAs, the ECB, national govern-

ments, national supervisors, as well as national 

authorities dealing with the matters of taxation, 

insolvency, competition, cybersecurity, data, and 

digital policies. Such division of labor corresponds 

to the institutional set-up of the EU and cannot be 

overcome by centralization.

Figure 2: Proposed governance structure for SIU delivery

Source: Author’s analysis
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Democratic scrutiny remains the prerogative of 
the European Parliament and the Council, but not 
the task of the forum. The Commission can present 
annual SIU assessment to both institutions, giving 
them an opportunity to assess progress, question 
relevant authorities, and discuss the issues needing 
political resolution. In this way, the separation 
between the operational coordination, executive 
responsibility, and democratic control is preserved.

The structured stakeholder input can supplement 
the institutional process. Market participants, con-
sumers’ associations, investors, issuers, and other 
relevant stakeholders will contribute to the forum 
via targeted consultations, implementation dia-
logues, and periodic evidence sessions. The forum 
will get information about practical implementa-
tion problems and new market developments, but 
responsibility for assessment and action will rest 
upon public authorities.

Periodic strategic review will integrate all these 
components by reviewing implementation pro-
gress, cross-border frictions, market developments, 
and overlapping regulatory/supervisory responsi-
bilities. Its results will go into annual SIU delivery 
report describing achievements, persistent prob-
lems, relevant institutions, and priorities for the 
actions.

Finally, the institutional form is less important than 
the function. What matters is the presence of an 
ongoing process through which the SIU will be 
assessed as one economic project rather than sev-
eral sectoral initiatives.

4.2	 Integrated rulemaking and 
delivery

The second capability is an end-to-end process 
covering regulatory design, legislative negotia-
tion, and delivery. While most of the required tools 
are already included in the EU’s Better Regulation 
framework, the challenge lies in applying them 
more systematically to the interaction between SIU 
initiatives and sustaining this process throughout 
the regulatory life cycle.

For major SIU initiatives, there should thus be an 
additional step of the impact assessment process 
focused precisely on the interaction between var-
ious legislative proposals. This step would address 
the relation of the proposed measure to the existing 
financial services rule-book, whether the new reg-
ulation repeats any reporting or disclosure require-
ments, whether definitions used in the new file 

The proposed delivery forum will not replace 
existing committees, supervisory convergence 
mechanisms, and SIU mid-term review. It should 
provide an ongoing delivery process that connects 
all of them. Impact assessments, implementation 
dialogues, ESA convergence work, Commission 
monitoring of the implementation, and European 
Semester can provide evidence for the forum’s 
assessment, while the forum itself identifies issues 
requiring action across institutional or sectoral 
boundaries. In turn, the scheduled SIU mid-term 
review can use the results of this ongoing process, 
thus monitoring relevant evidence, responsibilities, 
and institutional responses during the implemen-
tation period, rather than collecting them just prior 
to the review.

The delivery forum leadership could be undertaken 
by the European Commission. It is the leading 
body for launching of legislation, monitoring of 
the implementation process, and coordination 
of the whole SIU agenda. Joint support of the DG 
FISMA and the Secretariat-General of the Commis-
sion would ensure the combination of the finan-
cial sector expertise and coordination skills across 
Commission departments. Small technical secre-
tariat staffed with the help of existing administra-
tive resources will monitor SIU performance dash-
board, organize meetings, monitor agreed actions, 
and prepare the annual assessment.

The main participants should include relevant 
Commission departments, the three ESAs, the 
ECB, and senior representatives of the Member 
States. Other authorities can join the discussion of 
the issues related to their mandate: competition, 
taxation, insolvency, data protection, cybersecurity, 
and digital regulation. Participation of the ECB and 
ESAs will not be in contradiction with their inde-
pendence and mandates because the forum will 
not dictate any supervisory decisions or change the 
allocation of the regulatory responsibilities.

It will be a coordinating and advisory forum 
without decision-making powers. The forum will 
not launch the new legislation, issue supervi-
sory instructions, or violate the mandates of par-
ticipating institutions. Rather, it will identify sys-
temic barriers to delivery, establish which institu-
tion or political body is responsible for their resolu-
tion, and monitor the subsequent actions. In case 
of disagreement with respect to the diagnosis or 
response to certain issues, it can be recorded in 
the annual assessment and referred to the relevant 
institution.
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allocation of savings towards productive invest-
ments should be considered.

4.3	Performance management

Performance monitoring and a mid-term review 
of the SIU strategy have already been promised as 
part of the Commission’s approach and are fore-
seen for the second quarter of 2027. The new oper-
ating model would embed this promise in a com-
pact and continuous performance management 
structure that would integrate implementation 
indicators and market development indicators. Its 
objective would be to collect relevant information 
that is already being collected by the Commis-
sion, the ESAs, the ECB. and national authorities 
and give an idea of how reforms are being imple-
mented and where further attention is needed.

An SIU dashboard could be divided in three dimen-
sions.

➔	 Capital mobilization: potential indicators in 
this dimension could be the participation rate 
of households in capital markets, the allocation 
of financial assets to investment products, 
pension, and insurance investment and the 
share of equity financing of corporates.

➔	 Market depth and integration: could include 
cross-border investments, venture capital 
and growth finance, IPOs, secondary-market 
liquidity, issuance costs, and the use of markets 
different from the one in which the issuer or 
investor is located.

➔	 Operational delivery dimension: could 
include timelines for authorization and 
approval, implementation delays, differences in 
supervisory practices, reporting burden, post-
trade transaction costs, and settlements.

The dashboard should not be comprehensive 
and should rely as much as possible on the use of 
existing indicators. There is greater value in having 
a limited number of reliable and comparable indi-
cators than in having a lengthy list that create 
additional reporting requirements. The same goes 
for distinguishing between those indicators that 
measure implementation and those measuring 
market developments that also depend on macro-
economic conditions and public policies.

The dashboard should inform the process of peri-
odic strategic review. Where progress is low, the 
review should identify the reason behind this issue 
and recommend follow-up actions accordingly. It 
could either require legislative change, supervisory 

coincide with definitions in other legislative files, 
and whether its implementation schedule is com-
patible with other measures. This step should also 
help to determine what elements of the existing 
regulatory framework can be aligned, streamlined, 
or removed.

As the 2016 Interinstitutional Agreement on Better 
Law-Making states, the necessity of such interac-
tion check becomes especially acute when sub-
stantial changes to legislative text are proposed 
through amendments by the European Parlia-
ment or the Council in the course of legislative pro-
cedure. This principle should thus be applied more 
systematically in the context of major SIU initiatives, 
as the goal should be to assess not just the orig-
inal proposal but the package that will eventually 
be adopted.

This principle also applies to significant level 2 and 3 
measures, in particular technical standards, guide-
lines, and supervisory expectations. Being respon-
sible for the operational details of legislation, level 
2 and 3 measures form the part of the same reg-
ulatory delivery chain and thus should be subject 
to the same checks on their cumulative effects and 
implementation requirements.

Operational planning should be started earlier too. 
Essential technical standards, reporting taxono-
mies, data requirements, and supervisory arrange-
ments should be determined before the applica-
tion date is set. Where companies are unable to 
develop their systems until the final text is deter-
mined, the deadline of implementing new require-
ments should depend on the regulator’s prepara-
tion rather than on the legislative adoption date.

Each major SIU initiative should also provide an 
assessment of its consequences for the stock of 
regulations. This could include simplification of 
provisions, consolidation of reporting require-
ments, alignment of definitions, and removal 
of obsolete obligations. The new requirements 
should not be imposed automatically on top of 
the existing framework without consideration of 
opportunities for replacing some other elements 
of regulation.

Finally, the existing competitiveness check should 
be applied consistently in relation to each major 
SIU initiative and taken into account at the port-
folio of reform stage as well as in relation to a single 
proposal. It means, in particular, that the cumula-
tive effect of the framework on market entry, inno-
vation, cross-border scalability, financing, and the 
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Responsibility for particular areas should rest with 
individual institutions, according to their mandate. 
Their responsibilities can be stated in terms of spe-
cific implementation commitments, including 
milestones, deliverables and time frames.

The annual assessment should report not only on 
progress made, but also on what objectives and 
milestones set out in the implementation plan 
have not been fulfilled. Each such obstacle should 
be accompanied by identification of the institution 
to which it relates, recommended course of action, 
and timeline for taking this action. This would 
enable identification of the obstacle as arising due 
to EU legislation, differences in supervisory prac-
tices, national implementation, enforcement, lack 
of data, or market factors.

The framework should operate on a comply-or-ex-
plain basis. The forum’s recommendations would 
not be legally binding, but the institution or 
Member State identified as responsible should 
either set out how it intends to respond or explain 
publicly why it does not consider the proposed 
action appropriate. This would preserve existing 
legal mandates while making inaction and disa-
greement more visible.

convergence, better data collection, clarification of 
technical issues, enforcement, or addressing a spe-
cific national barrier. The goal is to have focused fol-
low-up actions rather than a general action plan.

4.4	Clear ownership and 
accountability

The final requirement is clear ownership of delivery.

There are many institutions involved in delivery of 
the SIU, but there is no clarity about who is respon-
sible for its delivery as a whole. This makes it diffi-
cult to establish who is supposed to take action if 
implementation is delayed, supervisory practices 
differ, or market outcomes continue to disappoint.

Ownership of delivery does not mean that one 
institution should be responsible for all elements 
of the SIU. What it means is that clear responsi-
bilities should be assigned to the relevant institu-
tions within the SIU delivery framework. In par-
ticular, the designated coordinating forum should 
take responsibility for updating the dashboard, 
organizing the strategic review, issuing the annual 
assessment, and addressing any cross-cutting 
obstacles that arise.
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within the current institutional structure without 
substituting administrative procedures for political 
decisions or suggesting that all market outcomes 
can be regulated through public policies.

➔	 Political constraints: mean that some 
instances of fragmentation are not necessarily 
due to problems in regulatory design and 
implementation. Certain difficulties could 
arise from differences in national preferences, 
economic situation, and readiness to cede 
power to the EU level. Taxation, insolvency, 
and some aspects of financial regulation are 
politically sensitive because any changes can 
affect national revenues, creditor and debtor 
rights, powers of the institutions, and the 
distribution of risks among Member States. 
An SIU delivery forum could detect such 
obstacles, estimate their economic effects, and 
bring the issues into the spotlight. But it would 
not be able to solve certain disagreements, 
which require legislative negotiations or 
changes in the division of competences.

➔	 Causal attribution: requires the model to 
differentiate between different reasons for 
poor market performance. A poor market 
outcome could be caused by flaws in the 
regulatory design, delayed implementation, 
divergence in supervision, low enforcement 
capacity, and even a persistent national barrier. 
It could also stem from the conditions that 
are beyond the scope of the SIU policy. The 
activity of IPOs, market liquidity, households’ 
investments, and cross-border capital flows 
are influenced by interest rates, economic 
growth, characteristics of firms, preferences 
of investors, and developments in the global 
market. Thus, the proposed dashboard 
could only help diagnose the causes of the 
problem, but it should not imply a simple 
causality between every reform and the 
market outcome. Indicators could show where 
additional analysis is needed, whereas the 
evaluation would identify whether public 
policy could impact the result.

➔	 Coordination costs: mean that coordination 
could itself become a new problem. A new 
forum could add value only if it consolidated 
monitoring activities, reduced duplications, 
and established a credible mechanism 
to assign and follow up on the necessary 
corrections. Otherwise, it would only create 
additional meetings, reporting procedures, 
and another stage of review. Hence, its success 
would depend on a narrow mandate, selective 

Different problems would require different routes 
of escalation. These routes would rely on existing 
institutional powers, including Commission mon-
itoring and enforcement, ESA supervisory-conver-
gence tools, and the established responsibilities 
of national authorities, rather than creating par-
allel enforcement arrangements. Technical imple-
mentation issues should be referred to the rele-
vant Commission department, ESA, or national 
authority. Divergent supervisory practices should 
be addressed through the convergence tools avail-
able to the ESAs and, where relevant, the ECB. Ques-
tions requiring legislative amendment should be 
referred to the Commission and the co-legislators. 
Obstacles arising from taxation, insolvency, or other 
politically sensitive national rules should be brought 
to the attention of the Council and the European 
Parliament rather than remaining embedded in a 
general assessment of SIU progress.

Accountability should extend to follow-up. The 
technical secretariat should maintain a public 
record of agreed actions and report on their status 
in the following annual assessment. Items that 
remain unresolved should not disappear from the 
agenda: they should be reassessed, together with 
any explanation provided by the responsible insti-
tution and the effect of continued inaction on the 
objectives of the SIU.

This approach would not compel national authori-
ties or independent supervisors to act outside their 
legal responsibilities. Its effect would instead come 
from transparency, political scrutiny, and the sys-
tematic attribution of ownership. At present, dif-
fuse responsibility makes it difficult to determine 
why an obstacle persists. A public follow-up mech-
anism would make clearer whether the cause is a 
technical delay, institutional disagreement, insuf-
ficient enforcement, or the absence of political 
agreement.

These arrangements would not add another layer 
of regulation or transfer all responsibility to the 
European level. They would provide the coordina-
tion, evidence, and ownership needed to make 
the existing institutional architecture work as a 
coherent delivery system.

4.5	The limits of governance reform

An integrated operating model would enhance 
governance of the SIU, but it would not solve 
every problem of financial integration. Its goal is 
to improve diagnosis, coordination, and delivery 
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This is a question of institutional maturity. The 
mature policy systems are not defined by the 
volume of reforms implemented. What distin-
guishes them is their ability to implement the pol-
icies consistently, to monitor the impact of legisla-
tion, to learn from experience, and to respond to 
the changing conditions. They acknowledge that 
legislation is just one of the instruments of policy 
and that implementation is equally important as 
legislation itself.

This is increasingly becoming a crucial issue. The 
European financial system is rapidly evolving due 
to technological changes, shifting demographics, 
geopolitical challenges, and emerging forms of 
finance. Simultaneously, Europe finds itself in 
need of unprecedented investments in innovation, 
defense, digitalization, energy transition, and resil-
ience of the economy. To meet these needs, it will 
require not only more capital, but also a well-func-
tioning financial system capable of allocating the 
capital efficiently.

In such conditions, the SIU cannot be viewed as yet 
another legislative initiative that will eventually be 
completed. It has to become a permanent frame-
work for the management of the evolution of the 
European financial ecosystem. Just like any other 
successful strategy, it has to include continuous 
monitoring, occasional adjustments, and clearly 
defined responsibility for implementation, rather 
than sequential rounds of legislative expansion.

This does not mean that there will be more regu-
lation. This does not necessarily imply the creation 
of new institutions. The key point is to improve the 
existing institutional framework through improved 
coordination, better implementation, and evalu-
ation of progress not only in legislative terms, but 
in terms of tangible market outcomes. Through 
improved governance we could achieve better 
diagnosis of the problems and, therefore, identify 
problems requiring legislative intervention and 
those caused by implementation gaps, supervisory 
divergence, regulatory overlap, and national bar-
riers.

The success of the SIU cannot be judged by the 
number of action plans published, regulations 
adopted, and directives transposed. It will be 
assessed by the ability of Europe to convert its sav-
ings into investments more effectively, allow inno-
vative companies to grow using European capital 
markets, and offer households opportunities to 
participate in the wealth creation process.

dashboard, use of existing institutional 
capacities, and links with the decision-making 
and supervisory procedures.

➔	 Policy trade-offs: would not be eliminated 
by system-wide governance. Any measures 
aimed at increasing depth of the market 
and enhancing its competitiveness should 
still be compared with respect to financial 
stability, market integrity, and protection of 
investors [Thomadakis (2026c)]. The objective 
of the operating model is not to prioritize 
any of them, but to bring trade-offs to light 
and estimate how they are managed in the 
different components of the SIU.

Such limitations do not undermine the relevance 
of the model. They define its role. Improved govern-
ance will not secure deep capital markets or solve 
the problem of lacking political agreement. Nev-
ertheless, it can find out whether poor progress is 
caused by the flaw in policy-design, its poor imple-
mentation, supervisory divergence, a difficult polit-
ical choice, or market conditions. This differentia-
tion is necessary to ensure that the EU responds 
to underperformance with the right instrument 
instead of adopting another legislative initiative.

5.	 Conclusion:  
From legislative 
ambition to 
institutional maturity

More than ten years have passed since the EU 
identified the challenges standing in the way of a 
deeper and more integrated capital markets envi-
ronment. This process has significantly changed 
the regulatory landscape. Unlike the CMU, which 
had been established on quite shaky grounds, 
the SIU is currently based on a much more robust 
legal and institutional framework. While further 
reforming efforts are still necessary - including tax 
reform, improvements in insolvency law, and super-
visory convergence - the debate is now taking place 
in a totally different environment.

The main task today is not to define how Europe 
should act. It is to ensure that the expanding leg-
islation, institutions, and policy proposals work 
together and help achieve better economic out-
comes.
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Europe has already created the necessary building 
blocks of a well-integrated financial system. The next 
step is to integrate them into a whole. This is the 
transition from legislative ambition to institutional 
maturity, and it might become the most important 
step towards achieving the goals of the SIU.

�
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