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SELDI Corruption Monitoring System (CMS)

State Capture Assessment Diagnostics (SCAD)



Theory: SCAD Theoretical Approach

Stoyanov, A, A. Gerganov & T. 
Yalamov (2019) State Capture 
Assessment Diagnostics, Center for 
the Study of Democracy, Sofia



Theory: SCAD ESL Theoretical Approach

ÅSimplified model

ÅFocus on the Business State Capture Dimension

ÅExpert assessments

ÅTwo groups of indicators



Theory: Levels and content of 
anticorruption policies and approaches 
to corruption assessment

Policies/measures at public 
organization level

General and specific rules for 
operation in concrete situations

National policies
Standards (protocols) for the 

operation of the administration

Macro level policies

Principles of governance

AC Policies Corruption

Typical 
corruption 
monitoring 

tools

CMS

State 
Capture

MACPI



Theory/Goal: SceMaps Integrated Tool

SCAD

SCAD ESL

Big Data 
Analytics

MACPI 
Monitoring

MACPI Policy 
response

Investigations
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Quantitative indicators: indexes from the 
Corruption Monitoring System

Experiencebased 
corruption indexes

Corruption 
Pressure

Involvement 
in corruption

Attitude based 
corruption indexes

Awareness 
(identification 
of corruption)

Acceptance 
(tolerance to 
corruption)

Susceptibility 
to corruption

Perceptionsof 
corruption indexes

Likelihood of 
corruption 
pressure

Corruptness of 
officials

Feasibility of 
policy responses 

to corruption
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Quantitative indicators: State Capture: methodology

ÅState Capture Pressure
üAssessment of state capture 

vulnerability

ÅMACPI State Capture 
üCSDôs innovative tool

ü50+ experts per country

üAssessments instead of 

perceptions

üCompany data (Big data)

ÅAggregated indicators
ü3 media indicators

üRule of law

üEurobarometer

Å0 to 100 scale



Level one conceptInstitutional enablers Level three indicators

Level two 

indicators
Lack of Integrity Activities are not transparent

Not accountable for its actions

No checks and balances

Lack of Impartiality Often serves private interests

Would never sanction certain people/firms

Its rules of operation are violated often

Private Interest Bias

Ineffectiveness of Anti-corruption 

Policies
Estimated External Corruption Pressure

Estimated Pressure from Above

Estimated Involvement in Corruption

Quantitative indicators: Computation of 

State Capture indicators

Indicatorsandquestionsare formulatednegativelyin order to makeinterpretation of valueseasierςthe higherthe value,the
more unfavorablethe statusof the respectivecaptureaspectis.



Level one conceptBusiness State Capture 

pressure

Level three indicators

Level two 

indicators
General monopolization pressure Assessed overall level of monopolization of the sector

Ineffectiveness of antimonopoly 

laws

Laws regulating the sector help/hinder/not related to the formation of 

monopolistic, oligopolistic or cartel structures

Specific monopolization pressure
A specific company or a small number of companies win too many 

public tenders

Laws provide illegitimate competitive advantage 

Selective application of control and/or sanctions 

Concentration of public funds in the sector (euro funds, direct subsidies, 

etc.)

Indicatorsandquestionsare formulatednegativelyin order to makeinterpretation of valueseasierςthe higherthe value,the
more unfavorablethe statusof the respectivecaptureaspectis.

Quantitative indicators: Computation of 

State Capture indicators



Quantitative indicators: Computation of 

State Capture indicators

Level two indicators Computation:
General monopolization 

pressure

percentage of experts who believe there is any reason to suspect the existence of a 

monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in the sector.
Ineffectiveness of 

antimonopoly laws

percentage of experts who believe that the laws for the sector rather help the monopolization 

of the sector

Specific monopolization 

pressure

percentage of all experts who think that the sector suffers from at least one of the four specific 

problems: (1) a specific company or a small number of companies that win too many public 

tenders, (2) laws provide illegitimate competitive advantage, (3) control and/or sanctions are 

applied selectively which helps particular companies, and (4) a high concentration of grants 

and subsidies in the sector

Level one concept Level two indicators Score

Business State Capture Pressure, Italy, 

Wholesale of fuels = 57%

General monopolization pressure 85%

Ineffectiveness of antimonopoly laws 21%

Specific monopolization pressure 60%

Results: Italy, Wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels 



Results/analysis: Corruption pressure and involvement in 
corruption (201 6)
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Results/analysis: Corruption Dynamics: Difference
2016 - 2014, %

Albania
Bosnia and

Herzegovina Bulgaria Croatia Kosovo
North

MacedoniaMontenegro Serbia Turkey

Perceived likelihood of corruption pressure

Susceptibility to corruption

Corruption pressure

Involvement in corruption

WORSE

Source: SELDI Corruption Monitoring System, 2016
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Results/analysis: Corruption pressure in the region, % 
(2014 and 2016)

Source: SELDI Corruption Monitoring System, 2016
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Results/analysis: Corruption Pressure Bulgaria 1999 - 2018
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ÅSome improvement for the SEE region as a whole 
between 2001/2002 and 2014/2016 

ÅIndividual countries seldom show stable improvement 
over time.

ÅDecline in corruption pressure is typically followed by 
another increase with average levels of pressure 
remaining very high over a period of several years.

Conclusions



Analysis: Hidden Economy Indexes, Bulgaria
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Q3. DO YOU PERSONALLY HAVE A WRITTEN CONTRACT WITH THE EMPLOYER FOR YOUR MAIN JOB?  (answer "No")

Q5. IN THE PAST MONTH, WAS THE ACTUAL REMUNERATION YOU RECEIVED FROM YOUR MAIN JOB HIGHER THAN THE 
hb9 ²wL¢¢9b Lb ¢I9 /hb¢w!/¢ ²L¢I ¸h¦w a!Lb 9at[h¸9w ό¸h¦ w9/9L±95 !55L¢Lhb![ w9a¦b9w!¢LhbΧΦύΚ 
(answer "Yes")
Q7. DO YOU HAVE SOCIAL SECURITY COVERAGE ON YOUR MAIN JOB? (answer "No")

Q7A. WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY PAYMENTS ON YOUR MAIN JOB? (answers 1 and 3 - not the actual
remuneration)

Q8. DO YOU HAVE HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE ON YOUR MAIN JOB? (answer "No")

Analysis/Results/ Quantitative indicators:
Hidden Employment Index, components



Analysis of the results

Types of specific monopolization pressure in Construction. High 

procurement concentration in Bulgaria and Spain in this sector. 
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A specific company or a small number of companies win too many public tenders

Laws provide illegitimate competitive advantage

Control and/or sanctions are applied selectively which helps particular companies

Concentration of grants and subsidies in the sector (euro funds, direct subsidies, etc.)

Analysis:



Download from: 
https://seldi.net/publications/reports/anti-
corruption-reloaded-assessment-of-
southeast-europe/

Download from: 
https://seldi.net/cms-
data/cms-methodology/

https://seldi.net/publications/reports/anti-corruption-reloaded-assessment-of-southeast-europe/
https://seldi.net/cms-data/cms-methodology/
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