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SELDI Corruption Monitoring System (CMS)

State Capture Assessment Diagnostics (SCAD)




SCAD Theoretical Approach

ST LA Lack of Lack of Private
transparency impartiality interest bias

and AC Monopolization
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capture

Privileged legal
status (control
and sanctions are
applied selectively)

State C Eﬁ;

Environmental enablers

Concentration of
direct subsidies

Institutional
capture

Ineffectiveness of
antimonopoly laws

Administrative Judiciary
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Stoyanov, A, A. Gerganov & T.
Yalamov (2019) State Capture
Black market Assessment Diagnostics, Center for

capture the Study of Democracy, Sofia




AC policy Lack of Lack of Private
ineffectiveness integrity impartiality interest bias
:::-:—
Institutional enablers
Privileged access to
\—|— procurement
Business
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o Lobbyist laws
. Privileged legal
status

Concentration of
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A Simplified model

AFocus on the Business State Capture Dimension

AExpert assessments

ATwo groups of indicators

antimonopoly laws

| Ineffectiveness of




Levels and content of

anticorruption policies and approaches

(0] corruption assessment

Macro level policies

Principles of governance

National policies
Standards (protocols) for the

operation of the administration

Policies/measures at public
organization level ‘
General and specific rules for

operation in concrete situations

AC Policies

N

Corruption

Typical
corruption
monitoring
tools
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Indexes from the
Corruption Monitoring System

Perceptionsof
corruption indexe
Corruption
Pressure
Involvement
In corruption

Likelihood of
corruption
pressure

Awareness
(identification
of corruption)

Acceptance Corruptness of

officials

(tolerance to
corruption)

Feasibility of

Susceptibility
to corruption

policy responses
to corruption
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State Capture: methodology

A State Capture Pressure
U Assessment of state capture

vulnerability
High State Capture AMACPI State Capture
Pressure Zone U CSDOs l nnovat.

Medium State Captu

Pressure Zone 0 Company data (Big data)
Low State Capture A Aggregated indicators
Pressure Zone U 3 media indicators

U 50+ experts per country
U Assessments instead of
perceptions

U Rule of law
U Eurobarometer




Level one concep Institutional enablers

Level two
indicators

Lack of Integrity

State Capture indicators

Computation of

Level three indicators

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 Antcorruption
Policies

Estimated External Corruption Pressure

Estimated Pressure from Above

Estimated Involvement in Corruption

Indicatorsand questionsare formulated negativelyin order to makeinterpretation of valueseasierc the higherthe value
more unfavorablethe statusof the respectivecaptureaspectis.




State Capture indicators

Level one concep Business State Capture

Level two
indicators

pressure

General monopolization pressure

Computation of

Level three indicators

Assessed overall level of monopolization of the sector

Ineffectiveness of antimonopoly
ES

Laws regulating the sector help/hinder/not related to the formatic
monopolistic, oligopolistic or cartel structures

Specific monopolization pressure

A specific company or a small number of companies win too ma
public tenders

Laws provide illegitimate competitive advantage

Selective application of control and/or sanctions

Concentration of public funds in the sector (euro funds, direct g
etc.)

Indicatorsand questionsare formulated negativelyin order to makeinterpretation of valueseasierc the higherthe value
more unfavorablethe statusof the respectivecaptureaspecitis.




Computation of
State Capture indicators

Level two indicators Computation:

General monopolization percentage of experts who believe there is any reason to suspect the existence of a
pressure monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in the sector.

Ineffectiveness of percentage of experts who believe that the laws for the sector rather help the monopoliz:
antimonopoly laws of the sector

percentage of all experts who think that the sector suffers from at least one of the four sg
problems: (1) a specific company or a small number of companies that win too many pul

Specific monopolization s " :
P P tenders, (2) laws provide illegitimate competitive advantage, (3) control and/or sanctions

Pressure applied selectively which helps particular companies, and (4) a high concentration of gra
and subsidies in the sector
Italy, Wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels
Level one concept Level two indicators Score
General monopolization pressure 85%
Business State Capture Pressure, [taly, Ineffectiveness of antimonopoly laws 21%

Wholesale of fuels = 57%

Specific monopolization pressure 60%




Corruption pressure and involvement in
corruption (201  6)

% of the population 18+ who have been asked to give and have given a bribe

(money favour, gift) in the last year
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Croatia 9

m Pressure (have been asked for a bribe) ® Involvement (have given a bribe)

Source: SELDI/CSD Corruption Monitoring System, 2016




Corruption Dynamics: Difference

2016 - 2014, %

WORSE _
Bosnia and North

Albania Herzegovina Bulgaria  Croatia Kosovo MacedoniaMontenegro Serbia Turkey

m Perceived likelihood of corruption pressure
B Susceptibility to corruption

BETTER mcorruption pressure

B Involvement in corruption

Source: SELDI Corruption Monitoring System, 2016




Corruption pressure in the region, %
(2014 and 2016)

m2014 m2016 + Difference

34
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20 33
30 26 27
29 23 23 23
13 1 0
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-12

-15

Albania Bulgaria  Montenegro Serbia North Kosovo Bosnia and Turkey Croatia
Macedonia Herzegovina

Source: SELDI Corruption Monitoring System, 2016




Corruption Pressure Bulgaria 1999

%of the population 18+, who have been asked to make

an informal payment (money, giftavour)
39%

34%
31%
28%

m Corruption pressure




ASome improvement for the SEE region as a whole
between 2001/2002 and 2014/2016

AlIndividual countries seldom show stable improvement
over time.

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




Hidden Economy Indexes, Bulgaria

2002 2003 2004 1 2004 11 2008.00 2009 2010 2012 2013 2015

--Hidden Employment (% of all employed)
-o-Hidden Turnover (% of all transactions)




Hidden Employment Index, components

35.00%
30.00%
25.00%

“abababalalat Lol ol

2002 2003 2004 2008 2009 2010 2012 2013 2015
B Q3. DO YOU PERSONALLY HAVE A WRITTEN CONTRACT WITH THE EMPLOYER FOR YOUR MAIN JOB? (

m Q5. INTHE PAST MONTH, WAS THE ACTUAL REMUNERATION YOU RECEIVED FROM YOUR MAIN JOB HIC
hb9 2wL¢¢9b Lb ¢19 /hbe¢ew!/ ¢ 2L¢I ,h}lw al'lLb 9at[h, 9
(answer "Yes")

Q7. DO YOU HAVE SOCIAL SECURITY COVERAGE ON YOUR MAIN JOB? (answer "No")

B Q7A. WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY PAYMENTS ON YOUR MAIN JOB? (answers 1 and
remuneration)

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




Analysis of the results

Types of specific monopolization pressure in Construction. Hig
procurement concentration in Bulgaria and Spain in this sector.

Types of specific monopolization pressure
25 A% %
2% [[20% .  26%
26% [L81% 1 19%

e 2%

23%

Bulgaria

Spain

Romania

Italy

B A specific company or a small number of companies win too many public tenders
Laws provide illegitimate competitive advantage

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

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

/




anticorruption
reloaded

Assessment of Southeast Europe

Download from:
https://seldi.net/publications/reports/antt
corruptionreloadedassessmenof-
southeasteurope/

METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX
CORRUPTION MONITORING SYSTEM -

he Corruption Monitoring System (CMS)
was designed and developed by CSD in
1998.% Introduced at a time when corruption
measurement was confined to public percep-
tions, the CMS launched a measure of the corrup-
tion wictimisation of individuals by public officials
accounting for their direct experience with variou
corruption patterns. Based on CMS diagnostics,
assessments could be made about the dynamics of the
prevalence of corruption patterns in a society.

The CMS methodology allows comparability of data
across countries and registers the actual level and trends
of direct involvement in administrative corruption,
as well as the public aftitudes, assessments and
expectations relating to carruption. CM5 diagnostics
have been applied in Bulgaria since 1998, in Southeast
Europe in 2001, 2002 and 2014, and occasionally in
Georgia and Moldova. Some CMS concepts have also
been modified and included in the Eurcbarometer
surveysan corruption; this makes CMS data comparable

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Most academic and policy analyses on corruption
usually start with the assertion that corruption is a
multifaceted phenomenon that is difficult or impossible
to measure ** The measurement problem of multi-facet
phenomena as corruption boils down to definition and
perationalisation of the underlying concept. Defining
what is being d scopes the interpretations of
data and the types of conclusions that could be made.

The CMS is one of the possible measurement approach-
es to corruption. Its main objective is to provide statis-

{Center for the Study of Democracy, 1098, pp. 64.91)

1l Carruption Ascessment Report 1998 are available at the
Anti-carruptian” section of CSD's webpage hitp:fwwue.csd by
(SELD, 2002}

{TNS Political & Sacial, March 3118) and {TNS Opinion & Sacial,
February 2014,

Summaries of discussians in this area can be found in: (Disch.
Vigeland, Sundet, Hussmann, & O'Meil, 2009 (Jain, 2001)
{Johnson & Masan, July 2013 (Reinikka & Svensson, |, 20

tical estimates of the prevalence of the most common
incidents of corruption and has diagnostic and descrip-
tive functions.

In the CMS5 context, corruption is conceptualised as
a specific type of social behaviour which includes
specific forms of interaction between actors, attitudes
associated with these interactions and a set of
perceptions which relate to the interactions (serving
both as reflections of the interaction and prerequisites
which define the behaviour strategy of the actors)
Corruption refers to a specific group of interactions:
the public is provided with services by government
institutions, in the process of which it deals with
officials who are employed by these institutions.
Corruption is described through the “principal-agent
model™ members of the public {clients) interact with
government institutions (principal) through officials
(agents); agents act on behalf of the principal who
defines their rights and obligations and entrusts them
with certain discretionary power. Corruption is an
interaction in which officials in government institu-
tions (agents) abuse the discretionary power they have
been entrusted with by these institutions (principal)
in their interaction with the public (clients).

This definition has two key elements which need to be
further operationalised: "abuse” and “benefit”. Both
should be present for certain behaviour to be categorised
as corruption. The relation between these concepts
could be defined as a "form-content” relationship.
The “benefit” is the form of the transaction, while the
“abuse” refers to the content of the transaction - the
type of resource that is being offered in exchange for a
benefit. Varieties of corruption behaviour arise because
of the variation in both form and content: of the benefits
that are being supplied by clients 1 agents and of the
types of abuse of public power are the content of the
exchange. The most common word used to label the
forms of corruption is "bribe” Regarding content,
variations in corruption behaviour could be numerous
but they depend on what is being done, how it is done
and who is the perpetrator. In more concrete terms
the abowve variation in corruption behavicur could be
summarised in four sub-concepts:

= Form. Bribe is the common label of the private benefit
that is being exchanged. The most common forms

Download from:
https://seldi.net/cms

data/cmsmethodoloqy/



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

Iceland D}[ﬂj EF[!

Liechtenstein Norway
Norwaygrants grants

Theory and literature review
Operational definition(s)

Quantitative indicators
Instrument(s) for measurement
Data collection

Calculations, results

Analysis, conclusions



