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INTRODuCTION

This Toolkit outlines the State Capture Assessment Diagnostics Sectoral Level 
Integrated tool (SCAD-SlIt), which pioneers a three-dimensional approach 
for estimation and monitoring of state capture at the sectoral level, combin-
ing three mutually-complementary methodologies and their respective in-
struments:

• State Capture Assessment Diagnostics on Economic Sectors Level (SCAD-ESL)
o Assesses state capture symptoms and enablers at the national and 

sectoral level, as well as the levels of different sectors’ vulnerability to 
state capture. Provides policy advice to guide in-depth sectoral investi-
gations.

• Monitoring Anti-corruption Policy Implementation (MACPI)
o Evaluates the applicability, implementation, enforcement, and cover-

age of anti-corruption measures and policies on the level of individual 
public institutions, relevant to the high-risk economic sectors identified 
through SCAD-eSl. Discovers vulnerabilities and potential gaps in 
coverage of institutional activities exposed to high corruption pressure 
and provides policy advice to the institution’s management on improv-
ing the anti-corruption setup in the organization.

• Big-data analytics for risk assessment of corruption-related behaviour in public 
procurement
o the methodology develops and applies original “red flag” indicators, 

based on the analysis of linked open data, integrating public procure-
ment data, company financial and ownership information and a media 
alert system. Assessment is done on the basis of a combination of “red 
flags”, each of them indicating a risk situation, which might be the re-
sult of corruption or conflict of interests. A single red flag is not neces-
sarily a sign of suspicious behaviour but the accumulation of red flags 
for one particular company, contracting authority, sector or country 
indicates serious concerns about existing problems in the procurement 
processes respectively on the micro (single company or contracting en-
tity) or macro (sector, country) level.

the Methodological toolkit on State Capture Assessment at the Sectoral lev-
el is aimed to be used as a practitioners’ manual and primary training mate-
rial by non-governmental organisations (Ngos) and public institutions, in 
support of their efforts towards more transparent and efficient governance. 
the toolkit could also benefit policy-makers, business and media, by enhanc-
ing their understanding of the phenomenon of state capture, as well as what 
measures could be designed and implemented for its counteraction. Addi-
tionally, the toolkit could also be used to assess and monitor state capture 
vulnerabilities at the level of economic sectors comparatively among the eu 
member states. Its findings can also be used to develop appropriate policy 
responses and perform targeted investigations.
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State capture is a combination of different forms of corruption which have a 
single objective: to secure wholesale (by default) and long-term privileges to 
captors by exploiting the power of governments for private benefit.

The term state capture envisages a very particular scenario in which a coun-
try is both demonstrating very poor governance and strong private busi-
ness interests that have effectively monopolised key economic sectors. this 
leads to consequences such as: inefficient public spending, regulations that 
protect and pursue private interests, poor control over privileged business-
es, higher prices and lower quality of products and services, among many 
others issues.

the illegitimate interests and influences which exert pressure to achieve state 
capture scenarios are embodied in the term captor, i.e., an actor with a privi-
leged status enjoying undue advantages in economic and/or political terms.

this objective of the “captors” is achieved through a combination of bad gov-
ernance (institutional enablers and institutional capture), business capture 
(monopolisation of key sectors), political capture (clientelism and party fa-
vouritism), black market capture (led by organized crime groups violating 
the law on a large scale and laundering their profits) and environmental ena-
blers (media capture, judiciary capture and administrative corruption). All of 
these factors and elements would need to be identified and analysed, for state 
capture to be understood and tackled successfully.

SCAD-SlIt employs the following definition of state capture and the under-
lying theoretical and methodological framework:1

Since state capture is a deeply hidden phenomenon, most of the evidence for 
its presence is highly anecdotal and qualitative in nature (separate ad-hoc 
cases). reliable quantitative estimates are few and the ones that exist focus 
on vulnerabilities and symptoms of state capture rather than direct measure-
ment of the phenomenon which is considered impossible. however, the key 
characteristic of state capture is the public traces it leaves behind. Because 
it needs to affect public policy so as to bend it to its will, it is bound to leave 
public traces which can be discovered by suitable pattern-finding methods.

1 As developed by: Stoyanov, A., gerganov, A. and yalamov, t. State Capture Assessment 
Diagnostics, Sofia: Center for the Study of Democracy, 2019, p. 174.

1. State capture 
definition

“State capture is an organized nexus of institutions, which mimic the institutions of deliberative democracy but 
instead of public goods delivers systematically and permanently private goods to the captors (or privatizers) of the insti-
tutions. […] In its essence, state capture is the abuse of good governance rules (which is also an abuse of power) in the 
process of drafting, adoption and enforcement of the rules themselves (including the judiciary rules) in favour of a small 
number of captors at the expense of society and business at large. [...]

The functional nature of the capture process – the acquisition of privileged status in a given public sector – can be 
achieved not only by impacting on the adopted regulations and rules, but also through other mechanisms. Therefore, at 
a general level, State Capture could be described as virtual long-term privatization of the state functions which ensures 
a systemic privilege for captors….”

2. Measuring 
state capture

https://csd.bg/publications/publication/state-capture-assessment-diagnostics/
https://csd.bg/publications/publication/state-capture-assessment-diagnostics/
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At the level of economic sectors, state capture is marked clearly by the elements 
of business capture on the one hand and empowered by institutional enablers 
(transformed in the worst cases in institutional capture) on the other. While 
some sectors are the preferred target of captors in multiple countries (e.g. elec-
tricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply; telecommunications; wholesale 
of pharmaceutical goods; construction; wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous 
fuels and related products; gambling and betting activities, etc.), others are 
country-specific (e.g. wholesale of grain, unmanufactured tobacco, seeds and 
animal feeds and the manufacturing of tobacco products in Bulgaria; retail 
sale of automotive fuel in specialised stores in romania; financial service ac-
tivities, except insurance and pension funding in Spain; water collection, treat-
ment and supply in Italy etc.)2 and can be determined by the local economic 
and regulatory context, as well as by historical and even cultural factors.

While state capture assessment at the national level could prove invaluably 
insightful on vulnerable areas and hence direct the focus further assessments 

2 Stoyanov, gerganov and yalamov, State Capture Assessment Diagnostics, Sofia: Center for 
the Study of Democracy, 2019, p. 174.

Figure 1. State capture model

Source:	 Stoyanov,	Gerganov,	and	Yalamov,	State	Capture	Assessment	Diagnostics,	Sofia:	Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2019,	p.	174.

While state cature is essentially a hidden phenomenon and cannot be as-
sessed or measured directly, state capture assessments focus on its specific 
features: dimensions, enablers, drivers, effects and outcomes. evaluation of 
these specific features provides a notion of the different kinds of pressure 
that gradually push a state towards full captivity. the quantitative assess-
ment of state capture pressure provides easily understandable indicators, 
which in turn reveal potential sectoral or institutional vulnerabilities, as 
well as the overall potential susceptibility of a country to state capture.
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https://csd.bg/publications/publication/state-capture-assessment-diagnostics/
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of state capture diagnostics and a quantitative assessment of this phenom-
enon is the level of economic sectors. It is at the sectoral level where different 
sources of information could be combined to map different vulnerabilities 
and policy gaps and to expose symptoms of state capture, as well as red flags 
for activities of potential captors. this funnel-like approach (figure 2) ena-
bles the quantitative assessment and monitoring of the sectoral state capture 
status-quo. It also has the added benefit of being able to guide the efforts 
of responsible authorities and investigative journalists to unravel criminal 
schemes, as well as illegitimate and undemocratic processes which hamper 
competition and act contrary to the public good (e.g., legal corruption as de-
fined by Kaufmann and vicente).3

There are two general approaches to addressing state capture-related vulner-
abilities diagnosed by SCAD-SlIt: (1) improving the resilience to state cap-
ture pressure through better anti-corruption, anti-monopoly, and anti-lob-
bying policies and laws and (2) investigations by authorities and journalists, 
exposing unlawful activities of captor networks.

3.1. Policy approach: improving institutions’ resilience 
to state capture

Prevention of state capture through improving the anti-corruption policy 
setup of key public organisations and through simple and effective anti-mo-
nopoly and anti-lobbying laws is probably the easiest way to curb the phe-
nomenon. State capture pressure often takes advantage of weak institutions 

3 Kaufmann, D., and vicente, P., “legal corruption,” Economics & Politics, 23(2), 2011, pp. 195-219.

Figure 2. Funnel-like approach to state capture diagnostics

Source:	 Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2021.

3. Curbing 
state capture



IntroduCtIon 11

with ineffective anti-corruption procedures which open the path to institu-
tional state capture. therefore, diagnosing vulnerable public organisations 
with potential gaps in their internal anti-corruption procedures can lead to 
strengthening these weak spots and increasing the overall resilience to state 
capture pressure.

This can be achieved with the instruments described in the current toolkit, 
following the funnel model. this model starts from a more general assess-
ment of all the organisations relevant to a sector, it then identifies and selects 
the potentially weak public organisations and a more thorough audit is con-
ducted using MACPI. MACPI is a management tool for diagnosing corrup-
tion-related vulnerabilities and monitoring the implementation and effective-
ness of anti-corruption policies. the tool operates at the level of public organi-
sations and provides the best way for them to improve their anti-corruption 
setup and improve the overall resilience to state capture.

3.2. Investigative approach: exposing local state 
capture networks

the direct measurement of the prevalence of state capture is difficult or even 
close to impossible due to the hidden nature of capture relations. to achieve 
evidence-based exposure of state capture practices investigative techniques 
should be employed. this would mean access to confidential, hidden or secret 
information, specific investigative resources and methodologies, etc.

To reach this stage of investigations, however, one should rely on empirical-
ly-based research diagnostics of state capture. this is because they are best 
capable of identifying the probable spheres or sectors where state capture 
processes are likely to evolve.Namely, which elements of these processes are 
manifested with greater intensity and which sectors appear most vulnerable 
to state capture.

vulnerability assessments do not show which sectors/spheres have been cap-
tured nor how these sectors have been captured, but rather the level of vul-
nerability for particular sectors and the nature of their vulnerabilities; the lat-
ter would be the potential targets of concrete investigations. therefore, state 
capture research instruments are primarily vulnerability identification and 
diagnostics tools which show where attention should be directed. All sub-
sequent analytic and investigative work fully depends on existing institu-
tional and political capacity and will. the work of investigative researchers or 
journalistsalong these lines could serve as a catalyst for this process through 
the exposure of particular problems to the general public which in turn could 
exert pressure on institutions and political parties and demand action.

The starting point for investigations would be to identify and disclose ele-
ments of monopolisation (or cartel formation) and subsequently the identi-
fication of all participants in these processes. the next issue to investigate 
would be whether, based on objective criteria, such processes are effective 
in operation. It is possible that findings at this stage may point to a normal 
(or natural) evolution of companies and markets and not a result of deliberate 
activities aimed at achieving privileged status. the third investigation step 
would be to find documental evidence for the processes that have resulted in 
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state capture. the investigation should clarify whether the situation: 1) is a 
result of specific regulations, which have created privileges for specific actors; 
or, 2) is a result of systematic non-application of existing regulations to spe-
cific actors and situations; or 3) is a combination of scenarios 1 and 2. In the 
context of the first scenario, captors cannot be sanctioned, as their privileges 
are lawfully obtained; it is only possible to modify the regulations which 
have generated the capture process. this would, in the long term, deprive 
the captors of their privileges. In the second scenario, the captor could be 
sanctioned. furthermore, sanctions could be extended to include parts of the 
public administration who contributed towards this situation (i.e., have not 
implemented regulations or fulfilled their duties appropriately).

In addition, under the first scenario (existence of biased legislation) the inves-
tigation could find out how the adoption of such rules has become possible 
and whether this has been a result of deliberate activities due to specific in-
centivising efforts directed towards public authorities.



The methodological approach of this toolkit towards assessing state capture 
focuses exclusively on business capture and is based on a simplified model 
which features two level-one indicators of state capture: institutional enablers 
and business capture pressure (figure 3). the model interpretation is straight-
forward: state capture processes could be assumed if the values of the indica-
tors linked to phenomena symptomatic of state capture (like monopolisation, 
illegal lobbying, etc.) are high and/or unfavourable. furthermore, indicators 
(and respectively the processes they measure) tend to reinforce one another. 
Dynamically, unfavourable statuses in one dimension (level-one concept)can 
negatively impact values in the other dimensions.

MeThODOLOGy 1: STATe CAPTuRe ASSeSSMeNT 
DIAGNOSTICS AT eCONOMICSeCTORS LeveL 
(SCAD eSL)

Figure 3. State capture dimensions and indicators
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SCAD eSl is developed specifically for the assessment of some of the less 
available dimensions and enablers of state capture. It employs a large sample 
expert survey which provides assessment scores for two important groups of 
indicators:

• the first group focuses on public organisations regulating and/or con-
trolling the market. these organisations are assessed in terms of integ-
rity, impartiality, tendency to serve the public or on the contrary – demon-
strating private bias, and the effectiveness of their anti-corruption policies. 
organisations relevant to the assessed economic sector are listed in the 
questionnaire and experts indicate their level of familiarity with each or-

Source:	 Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2021.
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ganisation and then they assess only the organisation with which they are 
familiar.

• The second group focuses on the assessment of the economic sector. ex-
perts are initially asked if they have reasons to suspect the existence of a 
monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in the sector (see question S1 in Appendix 1). 
If a sector is assessed as monopolised by an expert, additional questions 
regarding the potential risks in this sector are asked. finally, experts as-
sess the quality of rules and regulations in the sector in the context of their 
anti-monopoly effectiveness.

here are the six main steps (figure 4) in implementing the SCAD eSl in-
strument:

1. Key steps and 
expected results

Figure 4. SCad eSl: key Steps

Source:	 Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2021.

• Step 1. Mapping report uses desktop research to outline the main players 
in the audited economic sector: public organisations which act as regula-
tors; controlling/sanctioning authorities or large buyers; relevant branch 
and Ngo organisations which have expert knowledge about the sector 
and; big companies (both public and private) holding large shares of the 
market and/or receiving often procurement contracts. the desktop research 
lists all different actors and provides information about their functions 
and relations. the output of this step is a mapping report which provides 
the background information needed for the following steps which could 
be complemented by a review of the media on sector-related articles.

• Step 2. Selectors of respondents and sector-relevant organisations draws 
upon the mapping report to compile a list of relevant public organisations 
to be assessed in the following experts survey and a comprehensive list of 
experts (both public officials and external experts) who should be invited 
to take part in the assessment. the expertise of the respondents is based 
on self-assessment scores and the survey relies on a very large sample 
of experts which allows the juxtaposition of scores provided by different 
groups of experts. the key vulnerability areas are those where the opin-
ions of all the experts converge.

• Step 3. SCAD eSL survey is conducted as an anonymous online survey 
among a large pool of experts (preferably over 50). rather than selecting 
a sample of experts based on subjective criteria, the survey’s goal is to 
achieve full coverage and exhaustive sampling of all the available experts 
on the topic. this approach to sampling aims at negating individual biases 
and, while laborious, it guarantees maximum objectivity of the computed 
indicator scores.
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• Step 4. Computation of the state capture indicators is the data process-
ing step whereby indicator scores from the SCAD ESL expert survey are 
computed together with complementary indicators used as weights and 
links with the other instruments. A summary of the main indicators and 
enablers of state capture are presented in

• figure 5 below.

Figure 5. SCad eSl: expected results

Source:	 Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2021.
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Step 5. Analysis of the results and integration with the other instruments 
is the analytical step where the indicator scores are interpreted and vulner-
abilities are outlined. this step also links the results to the findings from the 
other two instruments in a comprehensive assessment of the sector.

how to interpret the indicators:

• Lack of Impartiality – often serves private interests; would never sanction certain people/firms; its rules 
of operation are often violated;

• Lack of Integrity – activities are not transparent; not accountable for its actions; no checks and balances;
• General sector monopolisation – suspected existence of a monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in the sector;
• Ineffectiveness of anti-monopoly laws – perceptions that laws help the monopolisation of the sector 

rather than protect against it;
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

list all public organisations relevant to the sector.

Provide links to the organisations’ web pages.

Briefly outline the main activities of these organisations and why they are relevant to the sector.

list other players: branch organisations, big companies in the sector, etc.

list public registers relevant to the sectors.

Provide sources when referring to facts or allegations.

Step 1. Mapping report

the main goal of this first step is to outline the main actors in the sector, to 
provide background information for compiling the SCAD eSl questionnaire 
and select respondents. the mapping report is based on desk research. the 
main tasks of this step are outlined below:

• gather background information about the sector.
• List the main public organisations that are responsible for regulating the 

sector, as well as those responsible for control and sanctions. Within this 
step, a short outline of their functions and relations to other actors should 
also be provided.

• list Ngos and branch organisations.
• List the main companies in the sector based on market share and procure-

ment contracts.
• Provide a short and to the point review of potential state capture-related 

incidents, including allegations from reputable media outlets.
• Provide information about different registries relevant to the sector such 

as, local procurement registries, registries of subsidies, lists of approved 
products/companies (e.g., lists of medicines which are covered by the na-
tional healthcare plan; list of approved fuel storage facilities; other similar 
registries and lists, relevant to the sector).

• Provide additional quantitative information, if applicable and potentially 
useful for quantitative analyses.

• further qualitative information, if applicable, can provide insight into the 
mechanisms of state capture. however, it ought to be short, to the point 
and based on reputable sources.

Example: A template for the mapping report is provided in Appendix 5

• Specific monopolisation pressure – perceptions that a small number of companies win too many public 
tenders, laws provide an illegitimate competitive advantage, sanctions are applied selectively, or there is 
a concentration of grants and subsidies in the sector.

2. Key steps
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Step 2. Selection of respondents and sector-relevant organisations

Selection of respondents

unlike typical instruments relying on experts’ assessments, the SCAD eSl 
survey uses a large pool of both external experts and acting public officials 
who can participate in the assessment process with only one restriction – they 
have to be familiar with some of the regulatory and control bodies in the sec-
tor. Different views and opinions are represented through the large sample 
size and the high-pressure areas are those where the different experts’ opin-
ions converge. Discrepancies between public officials and external experts 
would actually contribute to yet another informative level of analysis, rather 
than decreasing the quality of the results. the two main groups of experts are 
outlined below:

Public officials: public officials are people currently working at the manage-
rial or expert levels from public administration, judiciary, prosecution, etc.

external experts:

• Ngo employees with expertise on corruption, conflict of interest, market 
competitiveness, etc.

• Academia representatives with expertise on corruption, conflict of inter-
est, market competitiveness, etc.

• ex-public officials who are familiar with at least some of the public organi-
sations included in the survey

• heads of large businesses who are familiar with at least some of the public 
organisations included in the survey

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Don’t try to do a qualitative analysis.

Don’t make descriptions too long.

Don’t forget organisations which are relevant to all economic sectors (e.g., Customs or tax authorities).

use the mapping report to select respondents. try to select a balanced group of respondents that 
includes all types listed above. Check your organisation’s contacts for additional experts you 
could add to the list. Ask your contacts to recommend more experts.

Selection of organisations

The selection of organisations is a harmonized process in order to ensure 
cross-country comparability:

• The organisation is an agency which possesses control functions through-
out the sector.

• the organisation has some degree of regulative influence on the sector.
• the organisation is a big client of goods/services from the sector.
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

test carefully the online implementation of the survey for mistakes.

Monitor the progress during the fieldwork and take actions if the progress is too slow.

use an anonymous survey to guarantee honest answers.

have at least one reminder, but preferably two (to send out to prospective respondents).

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Don not be content with a low response rate, go back to step two and add more experts to the list.

Do not use mass mailing unless you are sure it will not be treated as spam.
At least one point of contact with the listed experts should be over the phone, preferably one of the reminders.

A table form (table 1. below) is filled in with all relevant cells marked to show 
the relations between organisations and all their various sectoral functions 
(e.g. regulation, control, big client). the table is complemented with a more 
detailed explanation for each organisation. examples of filled-in tables for ro-
mania, Italy, and Spain are available in Appendix 2.

table 1. types of influences of selected public organisations on the assessed economic sector

Institution name
Sector name

Regulation Control Big client
Public organization 1 x
Public organization 2 x x
….. x

Step 3. SCAD eSL survey

once the list of public organisations is compiled, the survey is programmed 
online (questionnaire available in Appendix 1) and experts are invited to fill it 
in. the survey should be implemented using specialized software which can 
automatically filter unnecessary questions based on the respondent’s answers 
(e.g., limesurvey, SurveyMonkey or similar).

Step 4. Computation of the state capture indicators

the SCAD eSl includes three levels of indicator operationalisation (table 2) 
and combines data obtained from the assessment instrument, as well as data 
from external sources.

Business state capture pressure

Business capture indicators have been constructed to reflect those elements of the 
business sector environment which would have unfavourable statuses if capture 
processes exist or are evolving (in varying degrees). the existence or absence of 
these elements would prove the existence or absence of state capture processes.
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4

Businesses are the most common captor, forming the business dimension of 
state capture. to achieve a privileged status would mean that a given busi-
ness entity (company) has managed to influence lawmakers to adopt favour-
able legislation which enhances its market position (biased legislation). More 
concretely, this would mean that the government does not interfere in cases of 
established market concentration of different forms. for example, this would 
mean that the business is able to impose a price structure for its products or 
services that favours a specific company or group of companies or that the 
company tends to dominate the procurement market in a specific sector.

the business capture dimension is defined by a classical state capture sce-
nario: the so-called “captors” are business entities that use different forms of 
corruption in order to:

• influence lawmakers to adopt favourable legislation which enhances its 
market position (biased legislation);

• prevent the relevant government agencies from interfering in cases of es-
tablished market concentration of different forms;

4 Indicators and questions are formulated negatively in order to make interpretation of val-
ues easier – the higher the value, the more unfavorable the status of the respective capture 
aspect is.

table 2. measured concepts, indicators and sources of information of SCad eSl

Level one concept Business state capture 
pressure Level three indicators4

Level two indicators general sector monopolisation Assessed overall level of monopolisation
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 monopolisation 
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.)

Level one concept Institutional 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
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• achieve a long-term dominant position in the procurement market in its 
sector not through innovation and competition but through wholesale cor-
ruption deals (usually very high-level corruption);

• accumulate illegitimate government help through concentration of direct 
subsidies or other forms of direct help from the government.

Business captors could use some or all of the mechanisms listed above to 
achieve and retain a dominant position in one or more key economic sectors. 
Successful business capture eventually leads to a high market concentration 
of potentially privileged local players which are not prominent internation-
ally nor are they innovative and efficient companies that could achieve their 
dominant position through regular market mechanisms.

Antitrust laws and state regulations are supposed to prevent monopolisation 
and promote competition; however, these laws and regulations are typically 
fictitious and ineffective in a business capture environment. they can even be 
used as tools to facilitate the goals of captors.

The business capture dimension is measured as a combination of high mo-
nopolisation pressure and ineffective antimonopoly laws. Monopolisation 
pressure is the primary indicator, however, there are some scenarios where 
it could be argued that high market concentration results from valid market 
mechanisms. hence, the effectiveness of antimonopoly laws is also estimated. 
A scenario with high monopolisation pressure and ineffective antimonopoly 
laws would strongly suggest business capture.

the effectiveness of the anti-monopoly laws should include practical results, 
not just legal framework analysis which is somewhat common in law assess-
ment. State capture sometimes can exist within a perfect legal framework. 
Indeed, such ‘perfect legal frameworks’ could be even used by captors to their 
business advantage. therefore, the instrument measuring this component 
should recognise the difference between applicability, implementation (for-
mal and real) and effectiveness of a policy/law and should therefore also be 
able to estimate all of these adequately.

The business state capture pressure indicators are based on the following 
questions in the SCAD eSl questionnaire:

Level three indicator name Related question from the 
questionnaire (Appendix 1)

general sector monopolisation S1
Ineffectiveness of antimonopoly laws S3
Specific monopolisation pressure S2

General sector monopolisation is based on question S1 (see this and all sub-
sequent questions in Appendix 1) and represents the percentage of experts 
who believe there is any reason to suspect the existence of a monopoly/oli-
gopoly/cartel in the sector.

The ineffectiveness of antimonopoly laws is based on question S3. this 
question asks whether the laws regulating the assessed sector hinder the for-
mation of monopolies/oligopolies/cartels in the sector or help the monopoli-
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sation of the sector. Ineffectiveness of antimonopoly laws is computed as the 
percentage of experts who believe that the laws for the sector rather help the 
monopolisation of the sector.

The third component “Specific monopolisation pressure” is computed as 
the percentage of all experts who think that the sector suffers from at least 
one of the four specific problems listed in question S2: (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 concen-
tration of grants and subsidies in the sector (euro funds, direct subsidies, 
etc.). While natural monopolies do exist and monopolisation can be con-
sidered a naturally occurring phenomenon despite the efforts of anti-trust 
authorities, the “specific monopolisation pressure” indicator focuses on 
arguably non-market mechanisms which provide illegitimate competitive 
advantage and, when occurring systemically, are a strong signifier of state 
capture in the sector.

the final level-one indicator of business state capture pressure is computed 
according to the following formula which reflects the importance of the spe-
cific monopolisation pressure indicator:

Business state capture pressure = (Specific monopolisation pressure*2 + 
general sector monopolisation + Ineffectiveness of Antimonopoly laws) /4

Institutional enablers

The Institutional enablers’ indicators are based on the following questions 
from the SCAD eSl questionnaire (Appendix 1).

Level three indicator name Related question from the 
questionnaire (Appendix 1)

Estimated External Corruption Pressure Q8
Estimated Pressure from Above Q10
Estimated Involvement in Corruption Q41
often serves private interests Q42
Would never sanction certain people/firms Q43
Its rules of operation are violated often Q44
Activities are not transparent Q45a
Not accountable for its actions Q45b
No checks and balances Q45c
Private Interest Bias (a level 2 indicator 
which doesn’t have sub-indicators) Q57c

The ineffectiveness of Anti-corruption policies. The indicator is computed 
as the simple average of three level-three indicators:

• The average percentage from all public organisations of answers “high” 
and “medium” external pressure (estimated external Corruption Pres-
sure) to question Q8;

• the average percentage of answers “very likely” or “rather likely” (for a 
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superior to exert pressure from above) to question Q10 (estimated Pres-
sure from Above)

• the percentage of experts who answer Q41 with the sentiment that the 
corresponding organisation would “rather increase corruption with their 
activity” (estimated Involvement in Corruption).

each of the indicators is first computed at the sectoral level as the average 
percentage of the corresponding answer for all public organisations listed 
in the survey. then the “Ineffectiveness of Anti-corruption policies” is com-
puted based on the average of these three indicators.

Lack of Impartiality follows the same algorithm and is the average of the 
following three indicators:

• The average percentage from all public organisations of answers “It hap-
pens often” to question Q42. “In your opinion, are there cases when the 
listed organisations protect private interests in violation to their formal 
rules of operation?” (Indicator Often serves private interests);

• the average percentage of answers “there are some companies/individu-
als” or “there are many companies/individuals like this” to question Q43 
“In your opinion, are there companies or individuals that this institution 
would never sanction?” (Would never sanction certain people/firms)

• the average percentage of answers “they are often violated” to question 
Q44 “In your opinion, how often are the laws or rules governing the op-
erations (regulating the activity) of each of the listed organisations vio-
lated?” (Its rules of operation are violated often).

Again, each of the indicators is first computed at the sectoral level as the aver-
age percentage of the corresponding answer for all public organisations listed 
in the survey. the “lack of Impartiality” is the average of the three indicators.

Lack of Integrity follows the very same logic and is the average of the follow-
ing three indicators:

• The average percentage from all public organisations of answers “No” to 
question Q45a. “Its activity is transparent” (indicator Activities are not 
transparent);

• the average percentage of answers “No” to question Q45b “It is account-
able for its actions (activity)” (Not accountable for its actions)

• the average percentage of answers “No” to question Q45c “there are 
other public organisations that could exercise effective control over its 
activities” (No checks and balances).

once again each of the indicators is first computed at the sectoral level as the 
average percentage of the corresponding answer for all public organisations 
listed in the survey. the “lack of Integrity” is the average of the three level-3 
indicators.

finally, the indicator “Private interest bias” is based on the percentage share 
of respondents who answer that “[t]he control and the imposition of sanc-
tions are done selectively, and the choice of whom to control/sanction fol-
lows private interests” to question Q57C: “In your opinion, how effective 
is the control and punitive activity of the following organisations?” Again, 
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this percentage is gathered for all public organisations listed in the survey 
and then an average is computed from all organisations, giving the score for 
Private Interest Bias.

The weighted average of Ineffectiveness of Anti-corruption Policies, lack of 
Impartiality, Lack of Integrity, and Private Interest Bias provides the score for 
Institutional enablers. these weights are empirically derived from experts’ 
assessments of the importance of each of the public organisations for regulat-
ing, controlling, and (more generally) influencing market processes in a given 
economic sector within a particular country (see question Q61 in Appendix 1).

the weighting scale is from 3: “very important” to 0: “Not important at all” 
and weights for each organization are the mean values from the experts’ an-
swers to the question.

Step 5. Analysis of the results and integration with the other instruments

This group of indicators characterise the institutional environment in which 
businesses in a specific sector operate, with respect to the ability of the environ-
ment to ensure the neutrality of the administration and equal opportunities 
for each economic actor. these factors affect all actors in a sector and therefore 
their values should be measured at the sectoral level. this would mean that 
assessments refer to public organisations which have an operational mandate 
to regulate businesses in a specific sector. Some organisations, however, regu-
late all sectors and business (e.g., tax administration, customs, etc.)

The enablers of state capture denote institutions and processes that produce 
an environment that is favourable to state capture. these elements of the en-
vironment cannot be directly linked to state capture as a whole or to specific 
state capture forms but enhance or reinforce most state capture mechanisms. 
unfavourable values/status of these processes make the organisations vulner-
able to different corruption influences and create favourable conditions for the 
realisation of state capture mechanisms. In this respect, the expectation for 
the empirical findings is that high business capture pressure would be corre-
late with the characteristics of an unfavourable institutional environment.

Direct capture enabling statuses/situations in organisations explored include:

• effectiveness of anti-corruption policies in the organisations;
• Integrity of the organisations;
• Impartiality in the decision-making processes (to specific interest and/or 

cases) in the organisation;
• existence (or lack of) bias towards private interests.

how to interpret the rankings:

• Areas where vulnerability indicators are higher than 50 require immediate policy interventions, as they 
might produce negative spill over effects in other areas in the future if these levels persist over time.

• Although scores below 30 suggest that the vulnerability threats are manageable, these still deserve pol-
icy attention.
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Example of analysis of the Institutional enablers

pressure from above: how likely would it be for a superior to order his/her staff members to perform unauthorised 
activities in the following public organizations?

Source:	 Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2021.

Example of business capture analysis

The pilot implementation of SCAD shows that Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Italy, 
Romania and Spain are all exposed to state capture vulnerabilities, but the sources 
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of risk and intensity levels are different. Bulgaria’s Business State Capture Pressure 
(BSCP) index is 26, the highest among the five countries, closely followed by Romania 
with 21. Spain and the Czech Republic perform relatively better with a BSCP index 
of 15 and 12, respectively. Each with significant differences in terms of the most af-
fected institutions, in need of intervention. Bulgaria stands out with vulnerabilities in 
tax and audit institutions, procurement bodies and pharmacy, forestry and gambling 
business regulators. Italy stands out with labour inspectorates and mobility and trans-
port institutions. Additionally, Romania is notable for itsenvironmental regulation 
and control, agriculture and tourism business regulators, health and social security 
and, surprisingly, science and education regulators. There are, of course, common 
problem areas such as local authorities and customs (even though, after EU accession, 
the situation in Bulgarian and Romanian customs has significantly improved) and 
construction, linked to large-scale infrastructure projects.5

Example of analysing the overall SCAD ESL results

Although indexes below 30 suggest that the vulnerability threats are manageable, Bul-
garia ranks worst in terms of monopolisation pressure (index of 27), amplified by the 
ineffectiveness of antimonopoly laws (index of 25), as such appropriate policy actions 
are needed immediately. Similarly, Romania needs to take further measures to cope 
with administrative corruption (while an index ranking of 18 is low enough, it is still 
the worst out of the five EU countries studied), as well as reforms to tackle private 
interest bias (index of 33) and lack of impartiality (index of 44).

5 Stoyanov, gerganov and yalamov, State Capture Assessment Diagnostics, Sofia: Center for the 
Study of Democracy, 2019.

State capture vulnerability summary results

Indicator Bulgaria Italy Czech 
Republic Romania Spain

Business state capture pressure 26 17 12 21 15
Assessed monopolization pressure 27 13 7 22 13

Ineffectiveness of antimonopoly laws 25 23 20 21 19

Business state capture pressure and State capture enablers

Source:	 Stoyanov,	Gerganov	and	Yalamov,	State	Capture	Assessment	Diagnostics,	Sofia:	Center	for	the	Study	
	 of	Democracy,	2019,	p.	174.

https://csd.bg/publications/publication/state-capture-assessment-diagnostics/
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Example for analysis of vulnerabilities at sectoral level

Adding up the medium- to high-risk sector positions, Bulgaria is the most vulnerable 
country in terms of monopolisation pressure. This is both concerning the spread (27% 
of turnover in the economy is realised by those two sector risk levels) and the number 
of sectors (14 sectors). Bulgaria also hosts the sector with the highest assessment of 
monopolisation pressure of 85% – this sector is the wholesale of solid, liquid and gase-
ous fuels and related products, followed by the high risks associated with wholesale of 
pharmaceuticals (70%). Retail prices of medicines are often higher than in the neigh-
bouring countries, and at least several organizsd crime groups dealing in medicines 
(including grey export) are caught by law enforcement units annually. Although the 
Bulgarian Commission for Protection of Competition (CPC) has formally concluded 
on several occasions that there is no cartel on the fuel retail market, 80% of licensed 
tax fuel warehouses are owned by one company. This leads to relatively more expen-
sive fuel sold to gas stations and an effective monopoly in the sector. In 2018, several 
amendments to the legislation regulating fuel retail limited the ability of smaller play-
ers to compete in the market, effectively providing legal privileges to the largest players 
under the guise of combating the informal economy.

Italy‘s most vulnerable economic sectors, in terms of monopolisation pressure, are 
the supply of electricity, gas, steam and air-conditioning, telecommunications and 
the wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels and related products. There have been 
numerous resignations and trials convicting high-profile executives for corruption 
and attempts of state capture related to the oil industry. One of them is the resig-
nation of the former Italian Minister of Economic Development Federica Guidi for 
(allegedly) pressuring the Italian Parliament to pass an amendment in favour of her 
partner Gianluca Gemelli, owner of an oil company with a strong relationship with 
Total. Another example is the high-profile conviction of an Eni executive for bribing 
Nigerian officials in 2011 for an oil block acquisition by Eni and Shell.6

6 raval, A., “Nigeria ‘lost Billions’ on oil Deal with Shell and eni,” Financial Times, Novem-
ber 26, 2018.

State capture vulnerability summary results (continued)

Indicator Bulgaria Italy Czech 
Republic Romania Spain

State capture enablers 41 30 27 38 28
Institutional enablers 42 35 31 43 33

Lack of integrity 44 38 44 38 54
Lack of impartiality 39 40 30 44 32
Private interest bias 27 10 12 33 9

Ineffectiveness of anticorruption policies 57 53 36 56 38
environmental enablers 41 24 24 33 23

Media capture 51 37 39 48 36
Administrative corruption 16 10 13 18 2

Judiciary capture 55 24 19 33 29

Source:	 Stoyanov,	Gerganov	and	Yalamov,	State	Capture	Assessment	Diagnostics,	Sofia:	Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2019,	p.	174.

https://www.ft.com/content/f0713292-f16b-11e8-ae55-df4bf40f9d0d
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“There are a lot of similarities between countries in terms of vulnerable sectors, but 
with important differences in their causes and effects. There are high vulnerabilities 
in the sectors of electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply, and telecom-
munications. They have an average level monopolisation pressure of 55. Medium 
vulnerability risk sectors are: wholesale of pharmaceutical goods (49), wholesale of 
solid, liquid and gaseous fuels and related products (45), construction (40), land 
transport and transport via pipelines (31), and gambling and betting activities (31). 
The other sectors (13 in total) have a lower risk, with an average assessment of 
under 30. Yet, even among these 13 sectors, there are some with higher risks in 
some of the countries. Financial services, except insurance and pension funds, and 
holdings is a sector of high risk for Spain. The wholesale of wood, construction 
materials and sanitary equipment is a medium risk for Bulgaria and Romania. And 
at least one of the remaining 11 sectors is a medium risk for either Bulgaria, Italy 
or Romania.”

high and medium monopolization pressure sectors/relative share in the national economy

Nace 
Rev. 2 
Code

Nace Rev. 2 Name
% Monopolization pressure % of total country turnover

N of countries 
with medium 
or high MP.

BG RO eS IT CZ BG RO eS IT CZ

35
Electricity, gas, 
steam and air 
conditioning supply

43% 52% 73% 69% 39% 2% 3% 4% 3% 4% 5

61 Telecommunications 48% 54% 33% 67% 73% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 5

4646
Wholesale of 
pharmaceutical 
goods

70% 56% 29% 56% 33% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 4

f Construction 45% 44% 53% 36% 24% 5% 6% 6% 4% 5% 4

4671

Wholesale of solid, 
liquid and gaseous 
fuels and related 
products 

85% 23% 47% 50% 20% 3% 1% 2% 2% 3% 3

49
Land transport
and transport
via pipelines

17% 58% 18% 38% 22% 3% 4% 2% 1% 2% 2

92 gambling and 
betting activities 40% 21% 24% 48% 22% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 2

4673

Wholesale of 
wood, construction 
materials and 
sanitary equipment

37% 42% 2% 5% 8% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 2

Source:	 Stoyanov,	Gerganov	and	Yalamov,	State	Capture	Assessment	Diagnostics,	Sofia:	Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2019,	p.	174.
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Sectors with a high-risk of monopolisation

Source:	 Stoyanov,	A.,	Gerganov,	A.	&	Yalamov,	T.	(2019)	State	Capture	Assessment	Diagnostics,	Sofia:	Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	pp.	174.



Public organisations which are responsible for controlling or/and regulating 
the sector, as well as large institutional clients for the target sector can be 
assessed and monitored in terms of their anti-corruption policies and expe-
rienced corruption pressure through a tool called MACPI (Monitoring Anti-
Corruption Policy Implementation). MACPI Institutional is created as a self-
diagnostic tool to be used by the management of public organisations. the 
tool helps to improve the anti-corruption policy setup in all types of insti-
tutions through an initial benchmarking scan. this benchmarking scanpro-
vides insight into different vulnerabilities and policy coverage gaps, which is 
then followed by long-term monitoring of the effect of improved anti-corrup-
tion policies.7

MACPI combines traditional corruption measurement approaches with the 
monitoring and assessment of the state’s anti-corruption response. MACPI is 
applied at the level of public organisations as the most relevant level of as-
sessment of the coverage of anti-corruption policies, the levels of corruption 
pressure and potential corruption vulnerabilities, as well as providing a com-
prehensive overview of the gaps in coverage of an organization’s anti-corrup-
tion framework. MACPI consists of two surveys: (1) among employees of the 
monitored public organisations as well as (2) among external experts, familiar 
with the organisation, its activities, and its anti-corruption policies. MACPI has 
been implemented in various public organisations, including municipalities 
(in Bulgaria and Italy), health organisations (Italy), border police and traffic po-
lice (Bulgaria), а labour inspectorate (Bulgaria), tax authorities (Montenegro), a 
public procurement agency (Bosnia and herzegovina), and even the Bulgarian 
Ministry of Defence, yielding consistently meaningful and helpful results de-
spite the wide range of public organisations to which it has been applied.

MACPI provides a periodic assessment of the applicability, the implementa-
tion and the effectiveness of anti-corruption policies by assessing the policies 
themselves through quantitative surveys among officials and experts who 
are the people most familiar with the actual policies and their potential faults 
and shortcomings. the answers of different groups of respondents are exam-
ined against each other, providing important additional information about 
the assessed public organisation.

MACPI consists of two main tools, named after their target groups: MACPI 
Officials and MACPI Experts.

the first MACPI implementation is called a “benchmarking scan” and its 
main goal is to set a baseline on the one hand and to expose different vul-

7 Stoyanov, A., gerganov, A., Di Nicola, A. and Costantino, f., Monitoring Anti-Corruption in 
Europe. Bridging Policy Evaluation and Corruption Measurement. Sofia: Center for the Study of 
Democracy, 2015.

MeThODOLOGy 2: MONITORING ANTI-CORRuPTION 
POLICy IMPLeMeNTATION (MACPI)

https://csd.bg/publications/publication/monitoring-anti-corruption-in-europe-bridging-policy-evaluation-and-corruption-measurement/
https://csd.bg/publications/publication/monitoring-anti-corruption-in-europe-bridging-policy-evaluation-and-corruption-measurement/
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nerabilities in the anti-corruption setup on the other. recommendations are 
given after the benchmarking scan in order to strengthen the anti-corruption 
policy setup of the organization. the biggest added value of MACPI, however, 
comes when the process is repeated periodically as this helps to monitor the 
implementation and effect of new anti-corruption policies and to make the 
necessary policy changes needed to reduce corruption in the organisation. 
Still, even a single run with MACPI has proven to be extremely informative 
not only as a benchmark but, also, for finding problems in the anti-corruption 
setup of the assessed organisation.

A MACPI monitoring process typically starts with MACPI officials, the most 
critical of the three survey instruments included in MACPI (MACPI officials, 
MACPI experts, MACPI Clients).

Setting up of indicators to be analysed/methods to be used

More information and practical examples:	Stoyanov,	Gerganov,	Di	Nicola	and	Costantino,	Monitoring	Anti-Corruption	in	Europe.	Bridging	Policy	Evaluation	
and	Corruption	Measurement,	Sofia:	Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2015.

MACPI 
In-depth 
interview

MACPI 
Officials

MACPI
experts

MACPI 
Clients

MACPI 
Desk 

research
Corruption interest X X X
Corruption pressure x x
Involvement in corruption x
Corruption attitudes x
Corruption reputation of sectors/officials x
Applicability of anti-corruption policies x x
Implementation of anti-corruption policies x x
estimated effectiveness of anti-corruption 
policies x x

Cases of corruption reported by investigative 
journalists and other complementary 
information

x

1. Key steps

Figure 6. maCpi: key Steps

Source:	 CSD/SceMaps	2021.

https://csd.bg/publications/publication/monitoring-anti-corruption-in-europe-bridging-policy-evaluation-and-corruption-measurement/
https://csd.bg/publications/publication/monitoring-anti-corruption-in-europe-bridging-policy-evaluation-and-corruption-measurement/
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Step 1. Preparation

the first step is to get familiar with the audited organisation, in the case of 
an external audit (if the organisation is using MACPI for self-assessment, this 
step is skipped). the organisation is invited to participate in the MACPI audit 
and a person is designated as the main contact who will cooperate with the 
MACPI expert team. If the organisation is willing to cooperate, a prelimi-
nary meeting is organised between the MACPI expert team and the manage-
ment of the organisation or/and the person designated by the management 
as the organisation’s representative contact. A preliminary list of the main 
activities and the structure of the organisation should be prepared by the 
experts before this meeting. the meeting starts with introducing MACPI and 
explaining the different steps of the audit, as well as the outcomes: the tech-
nical report which is provided to the management and the analytical report 
which would be published only after the approval of the management. After 
the introductory phase, the list of activities prepared by MACPI experts is 
discussed and edited and a draft of the list is provided to the organisation for 
review and final approval.

Step 2. In-depth interview

An in-depth interview8 with representatives from the audited organisation 
(the designated contact person or someone else appointed by the manage-
ment) is conducted. the goal of this interview is to describe the possible 
types of corruption which could happen in theory while the organisation 
performs their activities. During the interview, potential corruption inter-
est zones are analysed for all the activities and different corruption types. 
Table below is filled in based on the answers of the representative(s) of the 
organisation.

After the table is filled in, the representatives of the organisation are asked, 
according to each cell, where the potential corruption interest lies. they are 
then also asked whether they have any anti-corruption measures trying to 
prevent each type corruption within each type ofactivity. through this proc-
ess, a draft list of the anti-corruption measures is compiled, together with the 
mapping of how different measures correspond to different types of corrup-
tion interest, as viewed by the organisation’s management.

8 A detailed in-depth interview guide was published in Appendix 3, p. 155 in Stoyanov, 
gerganov, Di Nicola and Costantino, Monitoring Anti-Corruption in Europe. Bridging Policy 
Evaluation and Corruption Measurement, Sofia: Center for the Study of Democracy, 2015.

table 3. Zones of potential corruption interest. p = “present”

Activity/Type of corruption 
interest

Abuse of 
Power

Abuse of 
Property Nepotism Clientelism Conflict of 

interest
1. Activity 1. P P P P
2. Activity 2. P P P P

…. P P P P
N. Activity N. P P P P

https://csd.bg/publications/publication/monitoring-anti-corruption-in-europe-bridging-policy-evaluation-and-corruption-measurement/
https://csd.bg/publications/publication/monitoring-anti-corruption-in-europe-bridging-policy-evaluation-and-corruption-measurement/
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Example: An initial draft list of anti-corruption policies and their cov-
erage as discussed with the management on the Bulgarian tax authori-
ties during an in-depth interview

1. Division of responsibilities of database administrators, access control in the data-
base, registration of logs. Addresses activities “database maintenance” and “man-
agement and access to information systems”

2. Provision of services electronically and provision of documents electronically (ad-
dresses all activities)

3. Control of access (addresses all activities)
4. Rotation of employees in the performance of control functions (addresses control 

activities)
5. Electronic Public Procurement Portal (CEIS) (addresses public procurement)
6. Automated random distribution of audits and inspections, as well as enforcement 

cases (addresses all activities)
7. Anti-corruption training of employees (addresses all activities).
8. Code of ethics and the client’s charter (addresses all activities)

After the in-depth interview, the draft list of policies is sent to the organisa-
tion’s management for review and editing. Step 2 ends with the finalisation of 
two lists – (1) relevant activities and (2) anti-corruption policies/measures.

Key issues discussed during the interviews with public officials:

• potential corruption interest;
• theoretical likelihood corruption to occur;
• most likely mechanisms of such a transaction;
• real-life cases of corruption to verify the existence of corruption;
• outside pressure (by a citizen or client);
• inside pressure (by an official).

expected outputs:

• 1. list of activities.
• 2. Matrix of activities and corresponding forms of corruption.
• 3. list of anti-corruption policies associated with each risk zone.

Example: Lists of activities and lists of policies/measures

Main activities:

• Human Resources
• Public procurement
• Traffic control & organisation
• Administrative and punitive activities
• Piloting and escort
• Processing violations registered by automated systems
• Cross-border information exchange
• Registration and technical control of vehicles
• Registration and control of drivers
• Reporting and analysing road accidents
• Prevention activities



methodology 2: monItorIng antI-CorruptIon polICy ImplementatIon (maCpI) 33

General policies/measures:

• Asset declarations
• Conflict of interest declarations
• Awareness campaigns
• Civic control mechanisms like mailboxes for reporting corruption cases, websites 

for collecting feedback by users and citizens, complaint procedures, etc.
• Anti-corruption training
• Specific testing of job applicants

Quick definitions

• Nepotism: the exploitation by a public official of his/her power and authority to procure jobs or other 
favours for relatives (family members and close friends), which can take place at all levels of government, 
from low-level bureaucratic offices to central government ministries.

• Clientelism (patronage): the informal relationship between people of different social and economic sta-
tus (and not relatives): a ‘patron’ (boss) and his ‘clients’ (dependents, followers, protégés). the relation-
ship includes a mutual but unequal exchange of corrupt favours.

• Abuse of power by a public official (not included in the previous cases): intentional abuse of functions 
or position, by performing or failing to perform an act in violation of law by a public official for the pur-
pose of obtaining an undue advantage for himself/herself or for another person or entity.

• Abuse of property by a public official (not included in the previous cases): intentional misappropria-
tion or other diversion of any property, public or private funds or securities or any other items of value 
entrusted to the public official by virtue of his/her position, by said public official for his/her benefit or 
for the benefit of another person or entity.

Step 3. MACPI Officials survey

MACPI officials is an anonymous representative online survey among em-
ployees of the public organisation. the preferred sample size for larger or-
ganisations is at least 400 employees, whereas for a smaller organisation ex-
haustive sampling is an acceptable option.

MACPI should be implemented online using software that handles filters 
(questions that are shown or hidden based on previous answers).

the questionnaire (Appendix 3) is a standardised instrument tested rigorously 
and validated through multiple implementations. the indicators are construct-
ed and verified by taking into consideration both the validity and reliability 
of the measurement. therefore, the questionnaire is not subject to changes or 
editing and should be translated as close to the original as possible. Additional 
questions, if such are needed, can be added at the end of the questionnaire, 
however, this should not increase the length of the survey too much.

the lists from Step 2 are the only part of the questionnaire which changes for 
every audited organisation. these lists are inserted according to the instruc-
tions in Appendix 3. It is recommended that the activities are between 5 and 
10 and anti-corruption policies – no more than 15. In case the lists from step 2 
are longer, some of the similar activities or policies could be merged together 
in broader categories.
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

Collect at least 400 respondents or at least 50% of all employees in smaller organisations.

Make sure there are enough respondents for each of the activities.

Monitor the progress during the fieldwork and take actions if the progress is too slow.

use an anonymous survey and inform respondents of their anonymity.

Make backup copies of your data.

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Do not change questions in any way, only the activities and policies are different for each organisation.

Do not do surveys longer than 30-40 minutes on average; if needed some of the activities/policies should 
be merged together.

Step 4. (Optional) MACPI experts and MACPI Clients surveys

MACPI experts uses the same questionnaire (with a few minor changes in the 
questions) as MACPI officials, but the target for this tool are external experts 
familiar with the audited organisation. the results from MACPI experts are 
used as a reference point which allows for a critical view and analysis of the 
results from MACPI officials. typically, even a sample of 20-30 experts can 
provide enough information, provided they are familiar with all the activities 
of the organisation.

Step 5. Computation of MACPI indicators

Based on this survey(s), several indicators are computed for each activity 
and each anti-corruption policy from the lists: corruption pressure (both ac-
tual and estimated) for the different activities; applicability, formal and real 
implementation and effectiveness for the different anti-corruption policies. 
the analyses include assessment of the different policies and their potential 
shortcomings, assessment of the corruption pressure of different activities 
and whether higher-risk activities are covered adequately by effective and 
real anti-corruption policies.

• Activities: ranking by corruption pressure
• Anti-corruption policies: ranking by applicability, implementation and 

effectiveness
• vulnerability zones: finding gaps in the anti-corruption policies coverage 

of key risk activities
• Discrepancies analysis (if applicable): comparisons between different 

groups – employees with and without management functions, external 
experts, clients, etc.

• Assessment of possible systematic deviations/discrepancies compromis-
ing the whole anti-corruption set-up in the public organisation

MACPI relies on several quantitative and qualitative indicator, described in 
Table 3. below.
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table 4. maCpi indicators

MACPI indicators
Survey questions 
(see Appendix 3) 
or source of data 

What does the indicator measure 

I. Corruption interest Theoretical types of corruption possible (%, base=4)
Abuse of power Theoretical Present/Absent
Abuse of property Theoretical Present/Absent
Nepotism Theoretical Present/Absent
Clientelism Theoretical Present/Absent
II. Anti-corruption policy 
coverage of activity
II. Effectiveness of associated 
anti-corruption policies
(average %)
Number of associated
anti-corruption policies Theoretical Number of policies which theoretically could cover 

the activity’s AC risks

AC policy coverage per activity Q32. 

for each activity – number of policies which are very 
applicable to the activity (>80% of the respondents 
answer it is applicable) and number of policies
which are with medium coverage for this activity 
(>50% and <=80%)

effectiveness of the AC policy 
setup per activity

Policy 1 Coverage for this activity x Policy 1 
effectiveness + Policy 2 Coverage for this activity x 
Policy 2 effectiveness … Policy N Coverage for this 
activity x Policy N effectiveness 

Specificity of AC policy Q32 Policies directed at one or several particular activities 
vs. more “general” policies

estimated potential effectiveness 
(average %) Q24 Average of all applicable “Estimated potential 

effectiveness of policy”,
estimated real effectiveness 
(average %) Q25 Average of all applicable “estimated real effectiveness 

of policy”

III. (Actual) Corruption pressure A12.

% of people who answered that at least in some cases 
they were offered (directly or indirectly) a bribe
or were threatened during the last year.
A12A = 1 or A12A = 2 or A12A = 3 or A12B = 1 or 
A12B = 2 or A12B = 3 or A12C = 1 or A12C = 2
or A12C = 3

Iv. estimated Corruption 
pressure Q8, Q9, Q10, Q12

1. outside pressure associated
with activity Q8. 

% of people who answered that there is some level
of pressure (high, medium or low)
Q8 = 4 or Q8 =3 or Q8 =2

2. Susceptibility to pressure
from above Q10. 

% of people who answered with very/rather likely
to Q10
Q10 = 4 or Q10 = 3

3. Susceptibility to pressure
from outside Q9. 

% of people who answered that staff members
are likely to accept (or ask for) a bribe
Q9 = 4 or Q9 = 3
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table 4. maCpi indicators (continued)

MACPI indicators
Survey questions 
(see Appendix 3) 
or source of data 

What does the indicator measure 

4. Avoidance of regulations Q12. 
% of people who answered citizens/companies
are likely to try to evade the rules
Q12 = 4 or Q12 = 3

v. Applicability Q23, Q26

5. Ease of implementation Q23. 
% of people who answer that the policy is
(very/rather) easily applicable
Q23 = 1 or Q23 = 2

6. Difficult to avoid Q26. 
% of people who answer that the policy is
(rather/very) difficult to avoid
Q26 = 3 or Q26 = 4

No cases of violation Q29. 

% of the respondents who answered “2 – there are 
no such cases” or 3 – I don’t know if there are such 
cases or not
Q29 = 2 or Q29 = 3

vI. Implementation Q27A, Q27B, 
Q27C, Q27D

7. Awareness Q27A. 
% of people who (rather/completely) agree that
the policy is well known
Q27A = 4 or Q27A = 5

8. Strict implementation Q27B. 
% of people who (rather/completely) agree that
the policy is applied strictly
Q27B = 4 or Q27B = 5

9. Strict control Q27C % of people who (rather/completely) agree that there 
is strict control
Q27C = 4 or Q27C = 5

10. Strictly applied sanctions Q30. 

% of respondents who answers “In all cases the 
responsible people were sanctioned”. Base for this 
% – respondents who answered “1 – there are such 
cases” to Q29. “Are there cases of violation of (or non-
compliance with) the requirements of this policy?”

VII. Effectiveness Q24, Q25
11. Estimated potential 
effectiveness Q24 % of people who answered “Could reduce cases

of corruption” (Q24 = 1 or Q24 = 2)

12. estimated real effectiveness Q25 
% of people who answered
“yes, reduces the corruption risk a lot”
(Q25 = 1 or Q25 = 2)

13. Preventive power Q31 % of people who answered that the number of 
corruption cases would increase without this policy

Step 6. Analysis of the data and presentation to the management

The indicators above are computed for the following groups of respondents:

• officials with management functions
• officials without management functions
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• experts (if applicable)
• Clients (if applicable)

In smaller organisations, where the number of respondents per activity/policy 
is too low, an alternative formula for the computation of the indicators is pos-
sible, using mean values instead of percentages. for computing mean values 
at least three respondents should have answered the questions. Mean values 
are typically presented together with a standard error or standard deviation 
measures.

Setting up of indicators to be analysed/methods to be used

Indicator

All em-
ployees 
familiar 
with this 
activity

ex-
perts

Cli-
ents

employees 
with 

manage-
ment 

functions

employees 
without 
manage-

ment 
functions

Rank 
(1-10)
empl

Rank
(1-10)
exp

Corruption 
interest (risk 
recognized 
by the man-

agement)

Abuse of power Present - - - -

- -
Abuse of property Absent - - - -

Nepotism Present - - - -
Clientelism Present - - - -

Number of 
respondents

Number of respondents 
answering the questions 27 5 NA 25 2 -

Actual 
corruption 
pressure 

(experience-
based)

Actual corruption pres-
sure for this activity (% 
of respondents having 
actual experiences with 
this activity who were 
offered a bribe during 

the year preceding 
the survey)

22.2% - NA 3 -

estimated 
corruption 
pressure 

(assessment 
based)

Outside pressure asso-
ciated with activity

(external pressure for 
bribes: on a scale from 

1 to 4, where 1 is no 
pressure at all, 4 is high 

pressure)

1.7
(0.2)

3.2
(0.4) NA 1.6

(0.1) - 7 4

Susceptibility to 
pressure from outside

(how likely are 
employees involved 
with this activity to 
accept bribes: scale 
from 1 to 4, where 1 

is not likely at all, 4 is 
very likely)

1.4
(0.1)

1.6
(0.2) NA 1.4

(0.1) - 2 8

Example. Activity table presenting mean scores and standard errors
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the scores above are self-explanatory, but the MACPI team could summarise 
the result by commenting on the rank of the activity (a higher rank means 
higher corruption pressure), on the actual indicator scores (high or low) and 
on discrepancies between the assessments of different groups in case such are 
observed in the results. finally, the coverage and quality of anti-corruption 
policies is discussed. If there are differences between the empirical scores 
for the policies’ coverage and the management’s own views of their coverage 
(which will be uncovered through the in-depth interviews), these could be 
further discussed as well.

Activity 4 and Activity 9 have insufficient coverage considering the actual corruption 
pressure linked to these two activities.

Indicator

All em-
ployees 
familiar 
with this 
activity

ex-
perts

Cli-
ents

employees 
with 

manage-
ment 

functions

employees 
without 
manage-

ment 
functions

Rank 
(1-10)
empl

Rank
(1-10)
exp

Pressure from the 
above likelihood

(how likely is be for 
a superior to order 

his staff members to 
perform unauthorized 
activities: scale from 
1 to 4, where 1 is not 
likely at all, 4 is very 

likely)

1.2
(0.1)

1.6
(0.2) NA 1.2

(0.1) - 4 8

evasion of regulations
(how likely are citizens 
or companies to try to 

evade the existing rules: 
scale from 1 to 4, where

1 is not likely at all,
4 is very likely)

2.6
(0.2)

2.6
(0.2) NA 2.5

(0.2) - 3 6

*			mean	scores	and	standard	errors	of	the	mean	in	brackets.

Example: Actual corruption pressure and coverage with anti-corruption policies for different activities

Policies/Activities
Bulgarian Ministry 

of Defence A
ct

iv
ity

 1

A
ct

iv
ity

 2

A
ct

iv
ity

 3

A
ct

iv
ity

 4

A
ct

iv
ity

 5

A
ct

iv
ity

 6

A
ct

iv
ity

 7

A
ct

iv
ity

 8

A
ct

iv
ity

 9

A
ct

iv
ity

 1
0

Actual corruption 
pressure 27% 13% 20% 29% 17% 17% 17% 19% 26% 16%

AC Policy 1 14% 83% 58% 15% 15% 48% 17% 25% 17% 23%
AC Policy 2 7% 92% 65% 17% 27% 45% 19% 35% 16% 34%
AC Policy 3 32% 79% 59% 25% 43% 49% 24% 46% 29% 50%



methodology 2: monItorIng antI-CorruptIon polICy ImplementatIon (maCpI) 3�

Policy 1 Indicator

All 
employees 

familiar 
with this 
activity

experts

employees 
with 

manage-
ment 

functions

employees 
without 
manage-

ment 
functions

Rank 
(1-10)
empl

Rank 
(1-10)
exp

Number of 
respondents

Number of respondents 
answering the questions 

Applica-
bility

ease of implementation
(scale from 1 – “impossible 
to apply” to 4 – “very easily 

applicable”)
Difficult to evade

(scale from 1 – “it is very easy 
to evade” to 4 – “it is very 

difficult to evade”)

Implementa-
tion

Awareness
(scale from 1 – “completely 

disagree” to 5 – “completely 
agree” that “this policy/ policy 

tool is well-known to the 
employees whom it concerns”)

Strict implementation
(scale from 1 – “completely 

disagree” to 5 – “completely 
agree” that “this policy/ policy 

tool is applied strictly”)
Strict control

(scale from 1 – “completely 
disagree” to 5 – “completely 
agree” that “there is strict 

control for the enforcement
of this policy”)

Policies/Activities
Bulgarian Ministry 

of Defence A
ct

iv
ity

 1

A
ct

iv
ity

 2

A
ct

iv
ity

 3

A
ct

iv
ity

 4

A
ct

iv
ity

 5

A
ct

iv
ity

 6

A
ct

iv
ity

 7

A
ct

iv
ity

 8

A
ct

iv
ity

 9

A
ct

iv
ity

 1
0

AC Policy 4 8% 85% 55% 14% 52% 46% 17% 32% 43% 31%
AC Policy 5 50% 61% 42% 35% 39% 44% 38% 48% 41% 53%
AC Policy 6 56% 70% 56% 36% 40% 57% 42% 55% 40% 58%
AC Policy 7 85% 13% 9% 9% 10% 11% 62% 7% 6% 27%
AC Policy 8 62% 54% 41% 16% 25% 22% 79% 29% 22% 42%
AC Policy 9 60% 82% 62% 40% 53% 60% 48% 58% 49% 53%
AC Policy 10 4% 92% 50% 16% 15% 39% 16% 28% 15% 28%
AC Policy 11 5% 86% 35% 18% 9% 35% 18% 24% 9% 14%

Example. Anti-corruption policy table presenting mean scores and standard errors
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Again, the scores in the table above are self-explanatory, the MACPI team 
only summarises the result focusing on the rank of the policies, the mean 
scores and discrepancies between the assessments of different groups (in case 
such are observed in the results). A good policy has high effectiveness and is 
characterised by strict enforcement of the policy (both in terms of implemen-
tation and control). Control of the enforcement is one of the critical indicators 
as without strict control there is no guarantee that the procedures are actually 
followed by the employees.

Step 7. (Optional) desk research and publishing an analytical report

finally, it is recommended that a MACPI report is made public to demon-
strate a high level of transparency. Analytical reports could focus on the main 
findings in a shorter, more easily readable format. these reports are usually 
complemented by additional desk research showing other relevant data like 
corruption levels in the country, perceptions of citizens or businesses about 
the levels of corruption in the organisation, legal analysis of the relevant leg-
islation and the assessed policy tools, good practices and proven anti-corrup-
tion policies from similar public organisations, etc.

Policy 1 Indicator

All 
employees 

familiar 
with this 
activity

experts

employees 
with 

manage-
ment 

functions

employees 
without 
manage-

ment 
functions

Rank 
(1-10)
empl

Rank 
(1-10)
exp

Effectiveness

estimated potential 
effectiveness

(scale from 1 – “ the number 
of corruption cases would 

remain the same, regardless 
of the implementation of the 

policy/policy tool” to 3 – “yes, 
it could greatly reduce them”)

estimated actual 
effectiveness

(scale from 1 – “the corruption 
risk remains the same as 
without these measures”

to 3 – “reduces
the corruption risk a lot”)

Practical effectiveness
(scale from 1 – “the number of 
corruption cases will remain 
the same, if this policy/policy 

tool is gone” to 3 –
“the number of corruption 

cases will increase a lot, if this 
policy/policy tool is gone”)



the SceMaps online platform features the first three-dimensional state capture 
monitoring platform based on the innovative integration of media, corporate 
and public procurement data. the test version of the big data platform includes 
various filters, buyer and supplier profiles, red flags and market sizing metrics. 
The available options enable researchers, civil society, policymakers and inves-
tigative journalists to check and monitor suspicious procurement behaviour of 
contracting authorities, suppliers or even whole sectors. they could also obtain 
information about longitudinal trends (e.g., if the value of public procurement 
contracts awarded to a company or a group of companies increases during the 
term of a specific government or for a specific sector and/or country).

Public procurement is assessed as one of the “riskier” societal areas, vulner-
able to corruption and conflicts of interests, together with taxation, customs 
activities and regulatory functions.9 Moreover, in procurement, corruption 
is seen as common in all its forms – from petty or administrative corruption 
to political corruption and state capture.10 Privileged access to procurement 
is one of the elements of the “business capture” dimension in the analytical 
model of state capture phenomenon, as described above and as applied by 
the current methodologies, presented in this toolkit.11 following this model, 
“captors” in public procurement could be defined as economic actors, repre-
sented by private business enterprises, which use different forms of corrup-
tion to influence both the legislative process and the implementation of legis-
lation, rules and institutional procedures, in order to acquire non-competitive 
advantages over their market competitors. the captured institutions include 
all kinds of legal entities that spend public funds through public procure-
ment procedures, e.g., national, regional and local public administrations, 
educational, health and social service institutions, as well as state-owned en-
terprises obliged to comply with the respective national public procurement 
regulations. Beyond these institutions, the captors also target regulatory and 
control institutions, related to the implementation of public procurement and 
more general competition rules, as well as the justice system. the purpose of 
this is to guarantee a successful outcome in case of possible control over or 
objections against the achieved results. these processes are assessed by other 
components in the SceMaps methodological framework, namely SCAD eSl 
and MACPI, as presented in previous chapters of the toolkit.

9 organization for economic Cooperation and Development, (2020). Anti-corruption reforms 
in eastern europe and Central Asia: Progress and Challenges 2016 – 2019.

10 See Deyong, M. et al, Corruption and public procurement. In: ferguson, g. (ed.) global cor-
ruption: law, theory and practice, 3-rd edition, university of victoria, 2018; hellman, J., Jones, 
g., and Kaufmann, D., Seize the State, Seize the Day: State Capture, Corruption, and Influence in 
Transition, Policy research Working Paper No. 2444. Washington, DC: World Bank, 2000.

11 Stoyanov, gerganov and yalamov, State Capture Assessment Diagnostics, Sofia: Center for the 
Study of Democracy, 2019, pp. 35, 174.

MeThODOLOGy 3: BIG-DATA ANALyTICS fOR RISK 
ASSeSSMeNT Of CORRuPTION-ReLATeD BehAvIOuR 
IN PuBLIC PROCuReMeNT

1. Methodological 
approach

https://analytics.scemaps.eu/
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/19784
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/19784
https://csd.bg/publications/publication/state-capture-assessment-diagnostics/
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the methodology applies big-data analytics, based on artificial intelligence 
(AI) and machine learning – an approach that has gained popularity over the 
last years.12 It overcomes the major weakness of the usage of red flag indica-
tors before the advancement of modern computational technologies. Namely, 
the systemic focus on analysing atypical samples, i.e., containing only cases 
of previously detected fraudulent activities, which are consequently seen to 
suffer from a systemic selection bias problem.13 the SceMaps methodology 
follows this novel approach of developing big-data analytics, introducing a 
full-scale integration of three types of data – procurement data from the teD 
database,14 company financial and ownership information from public and 
proprietary sources15 and media articles, referring to suspicious behaviour 
of a particular contracting authority or company. the innovativeness of the 
piloted methodology is twofold,on one hand, it offers red-flag indicators and 
buyers’ and suppliers’ profiles, based on calculations of integrated and linked 
data, and on the other hand, it offers an additional level of verification of sus-
picious behaviour through media information.

the online platform and the analytics, offered by it, are not easily replicable 
as they require highly specialised technical expertise in the field of data sci-
ence, AI and machine learning. however, as the other two methodologies 
presented in the toolkit (SCAD eSl and MACPI), the methodology behind 
SceMaps online platform is intended to be:

• replicable and scalable across other economic sectors, countries and sets of 
data

• applicable for providing results in real-time, if it is integrated into the e-
procurement systems of a country

• applicable for both designing preventive measures and investigating par-
ticular misbehaviour

• valuable and usable for a broad group of stakeholders – policymakers, civ-
il society, watchdog organisations, investigative journalists, law enforce-
ment officials, and researchers.

1.1. Linked data

the methodology behind the filters, rankings and red flags, computed on the 
basis of the linked data in the online platform, is derived theoretically from a 
list of indicators, possibly indicating state capture and corruption processes. 
The same indicators are included also in the SCAD ESL methodology with 
the aim for the results from both methodologies to be mutually verifiable and 
complementary. the presence of each of these indicators reveal a particular 
risk of corruption or state capture and the accumulation of more indicators, 
related to a particular sector or country, indicates serious concerns about ex-

12 fazekas, M., and Szalai, B., Corruption risk assessment of the public procurement in Kosovo. 
Report, Project against Economic Crime, Council of europe, 2017.

13 ferwerda, J., Deleanu, I., and unger, B., “Corruption in Public Procurement: finding the right 
Indicators,” In: European Journal of Criminal Policy Research, vol. 23, 2017, pp. 245-267, p. 248.

14 European Commission, Tenders Electronic Daily (data are available at the eu open data 
portal).

15 Company ownership information is used to cluster the data related to subsidiaries and 
shareholders into a single “parent” company. this allows for a more realistic picture of the 
behaviour of economic conglomerates to be established despite looking at their separate le-
gal entities (subsidiaries).

https://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data/dataset/ted-csv
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isting problems in the public procurement and the general competition rules. 
The indicators include:

1. tenders are won by very few companies/ultimate owners.
2. tenders are often won by very new, unknown companies.
3. Companies’ success in tenders is proportional to or follow the election 

terms.
4. tenders are often won by companies with unclear or non-transparent 

ownership (offshore companies).
5. Disproportionate ratio of the company’s turnover and number of employ-

ees as compared to peer companies in the given sector.
6. one company or few companies have a very large percentage of the turno-

ver in the sector.
7. one or few companies tend to very often win tenders issued by a single 

contractor organisation (e.g., a particular ministry, municipality, etc.).
8. A single company participates very often in winning consortia.

1.2. Red flags based on linked data

for risk assessment of suspicious corruption-related behaviour in public 
procurement, original “red flag” indicators have been developed, based on 
the analysis of linked open data, which integrates public procurement data, 
company financial and ownership information and a media alert system. As-
sessment is done on the basis of a combination of “red flags”, each of them in-
dicating a risk situation, which might be the result of corruption or a conflict 
of interests. A single red flag is not necessarily a sign of suspicious behaviour 
but the accumulation of red flags for a particular company, contracting au-
thority, sector or country, indicates serious concerns about existing problems 
in the procurement processes respectively on the micro (single company or 
contracting entity) or macro (sector, country) level. the list of elaborated red 
flags is presented below (see figure 9), while a list of definitions and computa-
tion models for filters, rankings and red flags is presented in Annex 4.

Figure 7. Scemaps analytical platform – filters and red flags

Filters

Contracting entities
(buyers)

Awarded companies
(suppliers)

International	company	ranking
per	industry	(construction,	wholesale

of	fuels,	wholeslae	of	pharmaceuticals)

Local	company	ranking	(by	location)

Local	company	ranking	per	industry		
(construction,	wholesale	of	fuels,
wholesale	of	pharamaceuticals)

International	company	ranking

Sub-filters

Total	value	of	contracts

Average	value	of	contracts

Contract	awards	frequency
for	last	12	months

Total	value	of	contracts
for	last	12	months

Contract	awards	frequency

CategoriesType of analyzed entity
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Figure 7. Scemaps analytical platform – filters and red flags (continued)

Red Flags

Red flags FiltersType of analyzed entity

Analytics of Awarded 
Companies

International	company	ranking	per	country,	
per	industry	and	per	time	period

Local	company	ranking	per	country,
per	industry	and	per	time	period

Local	company	ranking	per	country
and	per	time	period

International	company	ranking	per	country	
and	per	time	period

Most	notable	recent	success
per	tender	count

Most	notable	recent	success
per	value	of	contract

Most	notable	recent	success	per	
contracting	entity	(tender	count)

Most	notable	recent	success	per	
contracting	entity	(value	of	contract)

Analytics of Contracting
Entities

Recent	award	activity	increase
per	tender	count

Recent	award	actvity	increase
per	value	of	contract

Supplier	concentraiton	index

International	institutional	ranking

International	institutional	ranking
per	industry

International	and	local	institutional	ranking	
per	country/location

Procurement	exposure	ration
per	net	income

Procurement	exposure	ratio
by	number	of	employees

Procurement	exposure	raiton
per	revenue

Procurement	exposure	ration
by	total	assets

Incorporation	time
proximity	index

Suspisious	activity	news

Government	terms	volatility

Buyer	concentration	index

Company	ranking	per	location

Most	notable	recent	success	per
tender	location	(tender	count)

Most	notable	recent	success	per
tender	location	(value	of	contract)

Company	ranking	per	contracting	entity

Buyer and Supplier Profiles

Institutional  Profile for Buyer/SupplierProject (tender) History for Buyer/Supplier

• Contact	information

• List	of	contracts,	description,	value,	industry	code,	location,	
name	of	awarded	company/contracting	entity,	publication	
date	and	date	of	award,	contract’s	start	and	end	date,	type	of	
contracting	entity,	type	of	contract,	type	of	procedure,	award	
criteria,	etc.

• Number	and	amount	of	awarded	tenders	(total,	per	industry,	
per	entity,	per	year)

• Awarded	amounts	per	buyer	or	supplier	and	per	location

• Names	of	awarded	(or	contracting)	companies,	by	sector	
and	amount
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Figure 7. Scemaps analytical platform – filters and red flags (continued)

Source:	 Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2021.

Market Sizing

Single metrics:	Number	of	tenders,	value	of	contract,	
number	of	awarded	companies	and	number

of	contracting	entities

Ratio metrics:	value	of	contract/number	of	tenders;	
number	of	tenders/number	of	awarded	companies;	
number	of	tenders/number	of	contracting	entities;
value	of	contract/number	of	awarded	companies

Country	or	location	filter

Industry	filter

Time	unit

Metrics

Time	range

Metrics

Industry

Geographics

Example: SceMaps online platform – Ranking   
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four main sources of information are used for the state capture assessment at 
the level of economic sectors:

1. SCAD eSl – a tailor-made instrument used for the state capture assess-
ment diagnostics. It is based on a diagnostic survey among experts (both 
government officials and external experts) which relies on the assessments 
of at least 20 public officials and 20 external experts.

2. MACPI – a tailor-made instrument used for assessing the effectiveness of 
anti-corruption policies and measures on the institution’s level and de-
signed to support the management of the institution

3. Big-data analytics for risk assessment of corruption-related behaviour 
in public procurement – indicators based on linked data from company 
registers which include financial and ownership information and teD 
(tenders electronic Daily) records of public procurement data.

4. Media content – the suspicious activity of companies from the sector as 
mentioned in the media. Media content to be analysed could be extracted 
from the respective red flag (Suspicious activity news) or could be based 
on additional desk research, revealing already identified cases of journal-
istic investigations or using general search techniques with designated 
keywords.

PRePARING INTeGRATeD ANALySIS BASeD 
ON ALL MeThODOLOGIeS

1. Sequencing 
of the tools. 
Complementary 
elements and 
synergies

SCad policy making model

Source:	 Center	for	the	Study	of	Democracy,	2021.
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

Define the exact scope of the problem and put limitations on the additional desktop research that you 
will need.

verify information and conclusions, derived from media analysis, in order to avoid speculations and 
biases.

try to identify sector/country-specific characteristics of the problem and highlight their policy implica-
tions.

refer to international sources in order to have a benchmark for your assessments.

the integrated analysis aims at presenting the major findings and conclu-
sions, derived through the application of all methodologies as described 
above and based on all sources of data and information. If the analysis is 
made on more than one sector or country, it could be prepared as a compari-
son between them. the integrated analysis should be designed according to 
the target group – if the target group consists of policymakers, then the analy-
sis could focus on policy implications of results; if the target group consists of 
experts or researchers, then the analysis could focus on results from a more 
technical perspective.

The expected results from the integrated analysis are mainly actionable pol-
icy recommendations for countering corruption and state capture, including 
through the implementation of improved policy tools for assessment and 
monitoring such as the ones, presented here.

2. expected results 
and key steps

Figure 8. key Steps: Combining the three methodologies in one integrated analysis

Step 1. explain the context/historical and political roots of the problem

Based on desktop research and media analysis, the historical and political 
roots of the problem are described. It is important to reveal the main insti-
tutional and regulatory framework, focusing on their governance and how 
it refers to the countering of state capture. Additionally, it is crucial that the 
recent developments and major trends are identified, as well as any expected 
future trends.
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

Identify major findings from the results, derived from the application of each methodology.

Describe the context of these findings and try to link them to broader social, economic and political develop-
ments, including as described in Step 1 and Step 2.

Derive conclusions from the findings, referring to important social, economic and political developments 
and what do the results mean for these developments.

       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

Identify the various manifestations of state capture and explain how each of them deteriorates democratic 
institutions and the free market.

try to be specific when you mention a particular impact on the economy or society, including through giv-
ing real-life examples.

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Avoid generalisations and biases.

Step 2. explain why tackling this problem is important –  
 how it influences the economy and the society

Based on your own expertise, explain why the tackling of state capture and 
corruption is important, in terms of the negative results that it has produced for 
the economy, politics, civil society, business, public sector and citizens. Provide 
limited but important real-life examples that highlight your major points.

Step 3. State the specifics of the problem, its manifestations and trends

Based on the results from the application of SCAD eSl, MACPI, big data ana-
lytics, and media analysis (real-life examples), as well as on own expert opin-
ion, describe the specifics of the problem, its manifestations and trends. link 
particular results, based on analysed data and information, with the argu-
ments for why tackling the problem is important (as described in the previous 
step). try to create links between the results from the different methodologies 
and to verify the conclusions from one methodology with the conclusions 
derived from another.

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Avoid generalisations and biases

Do not go deeply into a specific feature of the problem, as this would be done in the next steps.
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

Avoid speaking about “government(s)”, “CSos” or “business” in general, and refer to specific institutions, 
organisations or regulatory mechanisms that have had an influence on or are related to the state capture 
processes and identified problems.

Include in the analysis all branches of power – executive, legislative and judiciary.

look at the budget and manpower constraints when assessing the efficiency and work of specific organisa-
tions, especially if it refers to budget subsidised institutions.

Step 4. What has been done so far and by whom – by the government, 
 CSOs, business, investigative media

Neither the problem nor your activities existing within a vacuum. using 
desk research and media sources, analyse what has been done so far for 
solving the problems related to the various aspects of state capture Iden-
tify who the relevant actors are, i.e. who has worked on tackling the issues 
surrounding state capture in its various forms (government institutions, 
CSos, business, investigative media, etc. ). follow the description of insti-
tutional and regulatory frameworks (as set out in Step 1), this time focus-
ing the analysis on the strengths of these actors, regarding the governance 
and decision-making processes. try to identify key milestones or turning 
points in the activities of the actors and how they have contributed to the 
tackling of state capture. Sometimes, there is a specific person (or group) 
who drives the positive developments in the work of a particular institu-
tion or area of society; give credit to such actors. Analyse the work of each 
of the actors but also how they cooperate with eachother in solving com-
plex problems. try to link this analysis to the findings and conclusions 
from your own study.

Make a synthesis of the conclusions related to the findings from different methodologies, where possible.

Create visualisations to present findings in an easy-to-understand and engaging manner.

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Do not analyse the results and finding from each methodology separately, but put them in a broader context 
and in relation to the findings and conclusions from the application of the other methodologies.

Do not use too many visualisations. try to create visualisations in an “infographic” style which explains 
complex concepts via a combination of images and charts.

Do not use too many (nor too big) tables of data. use only a limited number of tables and, if possible, high-
light or mark the important and meaningful data (or table cells).

Avoid a detailed description of the data, presented in visualisations or tables; rather focus on a few impor-
tant results and putting them in context.
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

Identify and use measurable indicators for assessing the impact of counter-measures. If not possible, think 
about “proxy-indicators”, i.e., a variable, used to stand in for one, which is difficult to be measured directly.

When assessing the efficiency of a particular measure, make the distinction between its efficiency as imple-
mented and as designed, i.e., if the inefficiency lies in its design or its improper implementation.

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Do not assess a particular measure as a stand-alone issue but place it in its broader institutional and regula-
tory context.

Step 5. What was the impact of the counter-measures, are they effective?

When assessing the impact of specific counter-measures, always combine infor-
mation from official evaluations (either presented in respective documents or 
publicly reported by the respective officials) and unofficial ones, shared by other 
experts or organisations. refer to the view of international organisations or for-
eign experts that have shared their opinions and assessments for the respective 
counter-measures, as they tend to be independent from national biases. how-
ever, be careful, as some international or foreign actors could express an opin-
ion, based on hidden personal interests, which may not be aligned with public 
interest. Based on your own expertise, look at the reported results and devel-
opments and try to evaluate them irrespective of the existing evaluations and 
opinions in order to formulate your own conclusions about the efficiency of the 
implemented counter measures. Analyse the applicability of proposed counter-
measures and if possible – the results, they have produced. often the necessary 
information and data are not readily available but you could collect them from 
existing sources, e.g., annual institutional reports, public registers or databases, 
related to the work of specific institutions, etc. last but not least, do not forget 
that this is just a single step in your broader analysis and the assessment of the 
impact should be related to the results from your study. Additionally, ensure 
that you prioritise the assessment of measures, enacted and implemented by the 
institutions and organisations, from which you have collected information.

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Do not focus mainly on the weaknesses in the work of the actors but identify positive developments that 
need to be supported and strengthened.

Do not rely only on a single media source for any particular information; always try to verify the data and 
conclusions, presented by the media in order to avoid biased opinions.

Step 6. What still needs to be done (Policy recommendations)

The formulation of policy recommendations is usually considered the most 
important part of each policy research. however, often the policy recom-
mendations could be as important as the findings evidence. thus, preparing 
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       Checklist of DOs and DON’Ts:

  WhAT TO DO:

ensure the legality of your recommendations.

The proposed action should be relevant to the characteristics and interests of the targeted stakeholder and 
its scope for action.

limit the number of recommendations.

list the recommendations according to the priority, i.e., put the most important first, and if possible – indi-
cate the level of priority.

group the recommendations by topic and target stakeholders.

Where you provide an opinion, i.e., that which is not supported by your research, make this clear.

Do not forget that the policymakers also have their own (political) interests, so recommendations address-
ing these particular interests would be more accepted by decision-makers.

Keep recommendations short.

  WhAT NOT TO DO:

Do not formulate generalised recommendations but specific ones.

Do not write long and complex recommendations; try to keep them clear and concise.

a synthesis of the major findings and conclusions from your research, with 
a focus on possible actions and measures to be implemented, could give a 
solid ground for your policy recommendations. A policy recommendation is 
a form of advice, that targets a particular group, which has the authority to 
make decisions and to implement measures. In this respect, the first step is 
to properly identify the different target groups for your policy recommenda-
tions and to formulate them according to their needs and functions. Writing 
a policy recommendation is a process of problem-solving. for that reason, a 
good and workable policy recommendation should:

• identify and clarify the policy issue;
• be evidence-based;
• identify the alternatives but propose the best policy option (as per your 

opinion);
• focus on a specific problem and its possible decision (i.e., not be general);
• be practical and actionable, i.e., be very clear about which change you are 

suggesting, which policy it targets and which institution is responsible;
• ensure it is cost-effective and socially acceptable;
• make sure that your research results support your recommendation.

Last but not least, you have to remember, that even the best policy recommen-
dation may not be accepted for a long time. for that reason, do not be afraid 
to repeat your message and recommendations over several publications or 
cases. furthermore, it is important to show that your latest research confirms 
the validity of and feasibility of your past policy recommendations. refer also 
to similar recommendations by other stakeholders, as this would increase the 
reliability of your own recommendations.



The methodologies, described above, would achieve the most impact if used 
in practice to improve the anti-corruption policies, counter-measures, rules 
and procedures. for that reason, it is important that the civil society organi-
sation’s structure and summarise its policy recommendations in a consistent 
and logical way, and present them to the main stakeholders.

• MACPI detailed results are intended to be presented to the managerial 
staff of the analysed individual public organisation, while the overall con-
clusions could be useful to a wider range of policy-makers;

• the state capture Assessment Diagnostics (SCAD) tool provides data, rel-
evant to the policies applied at the macroeconomic level and thus the key 
messages need to target: a) the authorities responsible for regulating the 
economy and the free competition; and b) the legislative power in the gov-
ernment, responsible for correcting any corruption risks or gaps in the 
current legal base.

• the red flags, based on company and procurement big data, as well as the 
media analysis, provide evidence and practical cases that could support 
the key findings of the other two methodologies. Ideally, all three tools 
should be used in parallel.

the CSos could play a key role in advocating for legal and procedural 
change, utilising all research and outreach tools at their disposal. they could 
collaborate with reformist minded local politicians and state institutions at 
the national and European level, by focusing on anti-corruption monitoring, 
prevention and prosecution. the CSo initiatives, as well as the individual 
researchers, investigative journalists and citizens, can contribute to the good 
governance and anti-corruption policy debate at the See and eu level in vari-
ous forms.16,17

16 SELDI, Civil Society Strategy and Joint Strategic Programme for Good Governance and Anti-Corrup-
tion in SEE 2020, 2016.

17 uNCAC Coalition, transparency International, Using the UN Convention against Corruption to 
Advance Anti-Corruption Efforts: A Guide, 2014.

ADvOCACy AND IMPACT

1. CSOs role 
in presenting 
the results 
and advocating 
for change

CSOs could:

• Support the new rule of law mechanisms of the eu by writing shadow reports and provision of feed-
back, factual information and statements;16

• Provide recommendations and comments to the eu accession process reports (chapters 23 and 24);
• Perform monitoring of the implementation process of the united Nations Convention against Corrup-

tion – uNCAC (see using the uN Convention against Corruption to Advance Anti-corruption efforts: 
A guide);17

• Collaborate with other international stakeholders active in the region, such as uNoDC, uNDP, oSCe, 
the regional Cooperation Council (rCC), the regional Anti-Corruption Initiative (rAI), etc.

https://seldi.net/publications/publications/civil-society-strategy-and-joint-strategic-programme-for-good-governance-and-anti-corruption-in-see-2020/
https://seldi.net/publications/publications/civil-society-strategy-and-joint-strategic-programme-for-good-governance-and-anti-corruption-in-see-2020/
file:///D:/WORK/2021/CSD/KREMLIN_BLUE/Given_Materials/Text/../../../../../../OneDrive - CSD/Projects_CSD_Implemented/2018.09_SCE_Maps_DG_Home/Implementation_official_activities/A2.2.-D2.6. Toolkit/uncaccoalition.org/resources/uncac-guide/uncac-advance-anti-corruption-efforts-guide-en.pdf
file:///D:/WORK/2021/CSD/KREMLIN_BLUE/Given_Materials/Text/../../../../../../OneDrive - CSD/Projects_CSD_Implemented/2018.09_SCE_Maps_DG_Home/Implementation_official_activities/A2.2.-D2.6. Toolkit/uncaccoalition.org/resources/uncac-guide/uncac-advance-anti-corruption-efforts-guide-en.pdf
file:///C:\Users\Alex\Desktop\uncaccoalition.org\resources\uncac-guide\uncac-advance-anti-corruption-efforts-guide-en.pdf
file:///C:\Users\Alex\Desktop\uncaccoalition.org\resources\uncac-guide\uncac-advance-anti-corruption-efforts-guide-en.pdf
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National and grassroots civil society organisations that specialise in anti-
corruption measures should be able to identify with one another, as they 
aim to convey the awareness and the significance of fighting against corrup-
tion in the most effective and efficient manner. By collaborating and build-
ing institutional frameworks, an endorsement of anti-corruption measures 
can be put in place. Collaboration, thus, results in enhanced transparency, 
accountability and effectiveness due to the agreed agenda for action. this 
can be implemented by changing the internal structure or modus operandi 
of CSos to increase their openness and, consequently, their cross-border in-
fluence. Collaboration will increase social capital alongside community ties, 
thus contributing to a dynamic civil society.18

Collaboration between national and grassroots civil society organisations is 
vital in order to facilitate a greater focus on tackling corruption at the central 
and local level. Corruption cannot be explained by national circumstances 
alone, as a number of region-wide causes need to be taken into account in 
order to comprehend the depth of corruption and its effects. Adopting a hori-
zontal structure would increase the capacity of CSo representatives through 
the exchange of practical knowledge.19

Civil society organisations can use ‘chains of influence’ in order to collabo-
rate with other CSos, as well as the general public, thus efficiently spreading 
the message. Importance should be given to identifying other CSos with the 
same policy influencing objectives, as well as using the resulting collabora-
tion for increasing the sphere of influence through joint networking, lobby-
ing, campaigning, education and awareness raising.20 Presentations at ex-
ternal events and joint policy briefs, media notes, or one-pagers, combined 
with targeted mailing, articles in the media, interviews and new media 
outputs (e.g., info- or video-graphs) should all be based on CSo collabora-
tion to increase the legitimacy of the policy recommendations. When giving 
equal attention to both the content and the relationship at the same time, an 
initiative can start to grow and create a shared ambition aimed at finding 
ways to tackle corruption.

18 oeCD, “What is social capital?,” OECD Insights: Human Capital, 2009.
19 tACSo, CSO Management, Practical tools for organisational development analysis, 2011.
20 uNCAC Coalition, transparency International, Using the UN Convention against Corruption to 

Advance Anti-Corruption Efforts: A Guide, 2014.

2. Building coalitions 
between CSOs 
and policy-makers

CSOs are advised to focus on:

• Institutional development: improving relations between organisations;
• Organisational development: how internal capacity is developed in order for the staff to improve their 

output and performance;
• Initiating a ‘quick scan’ for potential partners by making an overview of their mission, main target 

groups, sources of income and main donors.

3. Collaboration 
between CSOs

https://www.oecd.org/insights/37966934.pdf
http://www.civilsocietylibrary.org/CSL/398/CSO-Management-Practical-Tools-for-Organisational-Development-Analysis
file:///D:/WORK/2021/CSD/KREMLIN_BLUE/Given_Materials/Text/../../../../../../OneDrive - CSD/Projects_CSD_Implemented/2018.09_SCE_Maps_DG_Home/Implementation_official_activities/A2.2.-D2.6. Toolkit/uncaccoalition.org/resources/uncac-guide/uncac-advance-anti-corruption-efforts-guide-en.pdf
file:///D:/WORK/2021/CSD/KREMLIN_BLUE/Given_Materials/Text/../../../../../../OneDrive - CSD/Projects_CSD_Implemented/2018.09_SCE_Maps_DG_Home/Implementation_official_activities/A2.2.-D2.6. Toolkit/uncaccoalition.org/resources/uncac-guide/uncac-advance-anti-corruption-efforts-guide-en.pdf


advoCaCy and ImpaCt ��

CSos should first and foremost begin by approaching a journalist with 
relevant experience who has previously written articles on similar top-
ics. CSos should also feed specific information to the media and not rely 
on journalists to pick up the key messages from general presentations or 
events.

When drafting policy reports, CSos should keep in mind that journalists 
and policymakers focus on the executive summary, so it should highlight 
the main findings and recommendations. the communication team could 
also develop a set of standard key messages to be included in a CSo’s main 
communication strategy, further reinforcing the key network of relations. In 
addition, a successful online presence can increase a CSo’s role in capacity 
building and advocacy. Social media is embodied by different channels of 
dynamic online mediums that comprise of four core themes. these are net-
working (facebook, linkedln), blogging (WordPress, Blogger), video shar-
ing (youtube, vimeo) and photo sharing (flickr, Pinterest). through these, 
CSos can provide the citizens with short, simple, visually engaging mes-
sages and pieces of valuable information that can foster citizens’ demand 
for more transparency. the most important aspect in social media policy 
and strategy is to provide frequent messages that are posted regularly, re-
peated, if necessary, with follow ups on recent developments.

• high-quality and easily-digestible content is key to the dissemination of 
findings to the public. In light of this, the following guidelines should be 
considered:use pictures, graphics, infographics and timelines to explain 
the issue;

• develop relevant and dynamic content to inspire the audience to read and 
share;

• share powerful but short quotes or relevant statistics;
• test different versions of a post early in a campaign;
• repeat a successful post that gets good engagement;
• be spontaneous and convey your enthusiasm for your work, while captur-

ing the right moment to present new information.

Moreover, CSos need to deliberate the positioning of their brand, e.g., the 
organisation symbol in order to connect your endeavours with the CSo’s 
identity.21, 22

the effectiveness of CSos in addressing good public governance issues de-
pends to a great extent on their capacity to maintain their own governance. 
They need to provide for their own self-regulation by adopting codes of con-
duct. CSos need to also have a better understanding of the importance of 
being more transparent and accountable.

the risk of CSo capture by special interests, corrupt public officials or elected 
politicians stems from the opportunity to exploit a number of vulnerabilities 
of the non-profit sector in the region:

21 uSAID, Social Networking: A Guide to Strengthening Civil Society through Social Media, 2014.
22 SELDI, Civil Society Strategy and Joint Strategic Programme for Good Governance and Anti-Corrup-

tion in SEE 2020, 2016.

4. Working with 
investigative 
journalists and 
having a successful 
social media 
presence

5. Leading 
by example

http://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1866/SMGuide4CSO.pdf
https://seldi.net/publications/publications/civil-society-strategy-and-joint-strategic-programme-for-good-governance-and-anti-corruption-in-see-2020/
https://seldi.net/publications/publications/civil-society-strategy-and-joint-strategic-programme-for-good-governance-and-anti-corruption-in-see-2020/
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• absence of mandatory transparency procedures;
• ineffective compliance with financial regulations;
• lack of an auditing culture;
• low level of self-regulation and coordination of efforts.

hence, countering civil society capture as part of national anti-corruption 
efforts in europe should be on the top of the reform agenda in the region. 
Although CSos differ in terms of size, budgets and funding sources, all of 
them to strive to provide a good transparency example, to the extent that their 
financial and management capacities allow. for example, undergoing regular 
auditing, disclosure of financial statements, explicit and transparent corporate 
governance procedures and measures against capture by special interests.

CSos can aim to promote transparency. this in turn can improve the preci-
sion of data, by publishing financial data, annual reports and funding. they 
can then utilise Transparify23 which provides the global rating of the finan-
cial transparency of major think tanks.

the overall CSos impact on the anti-corruption policies depends on their in-
ternal strategic planning. Such planning includes the identification of target 
groups and collaborators, enhancing the internal experience and capacities 
and securing donor funding. An example model of Strategic Planning Metric 
for Anti-Corruption CSos is presented below.

23 Transparify website.

6. Building a Strategic 
Planning Metric for 
Anti-Corruption 
CSOs

table 5. Strategic planning metric for anti-Corruption CSos

1. Target groups 
(customers/
beneficiaries 
of the anti-
corruption 
initiatives’ 
products and 
services)

Target groups

• Government bodies, including:
o Anti-corruption and prevention 

of conflict of interest commissions 
to the Parliament

o Ministries of Interior, Justice, 
finance, Public Administration, etc.

o Anti-corruption agencies
o the judiciary and prosecution
o National regulatory and law 

enforcement bodies (e.g. National 
Revenue Agencies, Customs 
Agencies, food Safety, Construction 
Control Agencies; financial 
Supervision Commissions; 
Commissions or Agencies for 
Protection of Competition and 
Protection of the Environment, 
Central Banks, Public Procurement 
office, etc.)

o Tax, revenue, labour, health, energy, 
water and other inspectorates.

target groups (continuation)

• CSOs, including:
o Community-serving

 foundations, sponsoring programs 
and events

 think-tanks or policy institutes 
(performing research and advocacy)

 charitable organisations
o Member-serving, e.g., business, trade 

and industry associations
o Defined by geographic coverage

 international
 national
 grassroots

• Researchers and their respective 
educational institutions

• Businesses and the private sector
• The media (reporting economic, business, 

and anti-corruption developments)

Needs of the identified groups
• analytical and statistical information
• policy recommendations
• corruption risk analyses
• training and awareness

http://www.transparify.org/get-five/
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table 5. Strategic planning metric for anti-Corruption CSos (continued)

2. Product 
description

Example products

• State Capture Assessment Diagnostics 
(SCAD) results

• Monitoring Anti-Corruption Policy 
Implementation (MACPI) results

• Big data results and red flags rankings 
(based on company and public 
procurement data)

• Media analysis
• Specific area-oriented analysis 

and policy briefs
• Policy recommendations and advocacy 

outreach to local governments
• Annual events
• Website and social media sites
• Newsletters, facebook, Blog posts
• Press releases and media notes 

future/Prospective products

• Custom made corruption risk analyses
• Support to grassroots CSos
• Access to, or consolidation of statistical 

databases
• Development of anti-corruption manuals 

and handbooks
• Collaboration with investigative journalists
• Building open format databases relating 

to understudied/under-tackled sectors 
(It, energy, etc.)

3.Partnership/
synergies for 
joint action

Possible synergies and joint actions can be 
sought with:

• other CSos, implementing similar 
actions in the area of anti-corruption 
and state capture

• International initiatives and 
international organisations

• government institutions specialised 
in anti-corruption policies

• Businesses and corporations
• Research institutions
• Individual researchers
• Media and the investigative journalists 

existing synergies with current projects

• Add names of relevant projects

Possible synergies with international 
organisations

• Add names of relevant international 
organisations, e.g. Council of europe; 
greCo; uNDP and uNoDC; rAI, CeI, 
SEECP; Transparency International; the 
World Bank and eBrD, transparify

4. financial 
description

financial assistance can be sought by:

In descending order of availability:
• international and eu donors
• bilateral assistance
• national governments
• businesses and corporations
• foundations/other CSos
• individuals

Possible methods of funding or engagement

• grants or tenders by donors
• annual/monthly membership fee from:
o network internal (members of the initiative)
o network external (other organisations 

and contributors)
o organisational
o individual (including students)
• developing consulting capacity
• volunteering 

5. Risks • lack of private sector financial capacity and private donations tradition
• political antagonism, deterring cooperation between stakeholders
• civil society and media capture (creation of government-friendly media and CSos)
• fear of consequences and the usage of results and findings for political purposes
• low capacity to mobilise and train human resources
• lack of information (access to databases or policy documents)

Source:	 Based	on	SELDI	Civil	Society	Strategy	and	Joint	Strategic	Programme	for	Good	Governance	and	Anti-Corruption	in	SEE	2020	and	Eval-Inno	Sustainability		
	 Business	Plan,	November	2012,	2016.

https://seldi.net/publications/publications/civil-society-strategy-and-joint-strategic-programme-for-good-governance-and-anti-corruption-in-see-2020/




ANNeX 1. SCAD eSL QueSTIONNAIRe

[programming instructions in brackets]

Part 1. General information

Q1. Are you:
1. A public official working currently in the administration
2. employed or owner in the private sector, academia, civil society or Ngo, investigative journalist, etc.

Q60. how familiar are you with each of the following economic sectors?
(Please, for each of the following sectors choose the answer which best describes how familiar you are with it. One answer per 
each row.)

[random order of presentation of sectors]

very familiar 
with this 

sector

Somewhat 
familiar with 

the sector

Not so familiar 
with the sector

Not familiar 
at all

A. Wholesale of solid, liquid
and gaseous fuels* 1 2 3 4

B. Wholesale of pharmaceutical
and medical goods ** 1 2 3 4

C. Construction *** 1 2 3 4

* Includes wholesale of solid and liquid fuels (e.g. coal, fuel wood, crude petroleum and oil, diesel, gasoline, liquefied petro-
leum gases, propane, etc.), lubricating oils and greases, and other refined petroleum products.

** This sector does not include manufacture of pharmaceutical products.
*** Includes construction of buildings, civil engineering (e.g. construction of roads, railways, utility projects, etc.), and spe-

cialised construction activities (e.g. demolition and site preparation; electrical, plumbing and other activities on site).

[to be added for each country: list of public organizations (Po) with regulatory and control functions or relevant 
in other ways (e.g. large investors) with respect to these three sectors:

 Wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels.
 Wholesale of pharmaceutical and medical goods.
 Construction.]

[Insert the list for your country here
1. Public organization 1
2. Public organization 2
3. ...]

ANNeXeS
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Part 2. Public organizations

Q7. Now, you will see several questions about different public organizations, state agencies, and control bodies in 
[country]. Please indicate how familiar you are with each of them.

(One answer per each row)

[random order of presentation of organizations]

[Insert PO List below (rows)]
very familiar 

with this 
sector

Somewhat 
familiar with 

the sector

Not so familiar 
with the sector

Not familiar
at all

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3 4
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3 4
[3. …] 1 2 3 4

[Ask Part 2 (Q8 – Q57C) only for the public organizations with codes between 1 and 3 in Q7.]

Q8. Would you say that the external pressure for corruption transactions (bribes, lobbying, etc.) for the following 
public organizations is: high, medium, low or no pressure at all?

External pressure means people outside the organization (regardless whether citizens, members of other institutions, etc.) of-
fering bribes or/and asking for favours

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below (rows)] high
pressure

Medium 
pressure

Low
pressure

No pressure 
at all

[1. Public organization 1] 4 3 2 1
[2. Public organization 2] 4 3 2 1
[3. …] 4 3 2 1

Q10. how likely would it be for a superior to order his/her staff members to perform unauthorised activities in the 
following public organizations?

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below (rows)] very
likely

Rather
likely

Rather
unlikely

Not likely
at all

[1. Public organization 1] 4 3 2 1
[2. Public organization 2] 4 3 2 1
[3. …] 4 3 2 1
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Q41. In your opinion, how do the following public organizations affect corruption risk and cases of corruption in 
[country] with their activity?

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below (rows)]  They rather reduce 
corruption 

Do not affect 
corruption levels 

 They rather increase 
corruption 

[1. Public organization 1] 2 3 4
[2. Public organization 2] 2 3 4
[3. …] 2 3 4

Q42. In your opinion, are there cases when the listed organizations protect private interests in or without violation 
to their formal rules of operation?

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below (rows)] No such
cases exist

There are
individual cases

It happens
often

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3
[3. …] 1 2 3

Q43. In your opinion, are there companies or individuals that these institutions would never sanction?

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below (rows)]

No such 
companies/
individuals 

exist

There are some 
companies/
individuals

There 
are many 

companies/
individuals

like this

Not
applicable

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3 9
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3 9
[3. …] 1 2 3 9

Q44. In your opinion, how often are the laws or rules governing the operations (regulating the activity) of each of 
the listed organizations violated?

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below (rows)] They are never 
violated

They are 
sometimes 

violated

They are often 
violated

Not
applicable

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3 9
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3 9
[3. …] 1 2 3 9
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Q45A. Please indicate for each of the listed public organizations whether its activity is transparent;
Q45B. Please indicate for each of the listed public organizations whether it is accountable for its actions;
Q45C. Please indicate for each of the listed public organizations whether there are other public organizations that 
could exercise effective control over its activities.

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below (rows)] А. Its activity is 
transparent

B. It is accountable 
for its actions 

(activity)

C. There are other 
public organizations 
that could exercise 

effective control
over its activities

[1. Public organization 1] yes/No yes/No yes/No
[2. Public organization 2] yes/No yes/No yes/No
[3. …] yes/No yes/No yes/No

Q57C In your opinion, how effective is the control and/or punitive activity of the following organizations?

One answer per each row

[Insert PO List below 
(rows)]

They carry 
out effective 
control and/

or impose 
sanctions 

Their 
control and/
or sanctions 
are sporadic 

and rare 

They don’t 
actually 

carry out any 
control and/

or impose 
any sanctions

The control and/or the 
sanctions are done 
selectively, and the 
choice of whom to 

control/sanction follows 
private interests

Not 
applicable

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3 4 9
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3 4 9
[3. …] 1 2 3 4 9

[Ask Q61A only to respondents familiar with the sector (answers 1-3 to Q60A)]
Q61A. how important is each of the organizations below for regulating, controlling, and for the overall influenc-
ing of market processes in the economic sector “Wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels”?

(One answer per each row)

[Ask only for organizations the respondent is familiar with (marked from 1 to 3 in Q7)]

[random order of presentation of organizations]

[Insert PO List below (rows)] very
important

Somewhat 
important

Not so 
important

Not important 
at all

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3 4
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3 4
[3. …] 1 2 3 4
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[Ask Q61B only to respondents familiar with the sector (answers 1-3 to Q60B)]
Q61B. how important is each of the organizations below for regulating, controlling, and for the overall influencing 
of market processes in the economic sector “Wholesale of pharmaceutical goods”?

(One answer per each row)

[Ask only for organizations the respondent is familiar with (marked from 1 to 3 in Q7)]

[random order of presentation of organizations]

[Insert PO List below (rows)] very
important

Somewhat 
important

Not so 
important

Not important 
at all

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3 4
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3 4
[3. …] 1 2 3 4

[Ask Q61C only to respondents familiar with the sector (answers 1-3 to Q60C)]
Q61C. how important is each of the organizations below for regulating, controlling, and for the overall influencing 
of market processes in the economic sector “Construction”?

 One answer per each row)

[Ask only for organizations the respondent is familiar with (marked from 1 to 3 in Q7)]

[random order of presentation of organizations]

[Insert PO List below (rows)] very important Somewhat 
important

Not so 
important

Not important 
at all

[1. Public organization 1] 1 2 3 4
[2. Public organization 2] 1 2 3 4
[3. …] 1 2 3 4

Part 3. economic sectors

[Ask S1A only to respondents familiar with the sector (answers 1-3 to Q60A) else go to S1B]
S1A. In your opinion, is there any reason to suspect the existence of a monopoly / oligopoly / cartel in “Wholesale 
of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels” in [country]?

(One answer only)

1. there are strong indications for monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in this sector.
2. there are some indications for monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in this sector.
3. there is no indication whatsoever for monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in the sector.

[If answer 1-2 ask next question]
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S4A. What would you say is the situation in “Wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels” in [country]?

(One answer only)

1. Monopoly
2. oligopoly.
3. Cartel.
4. Not sure

S5A. Do you think that the following indicators could be linked with the existence of an illegitimate (not devel-
oped naturally monopoly / oligopoly / cartel in “Wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels”?

This indica-
tor is very 
linked to 

monopoly/
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This indica-
tor is some-
what linked 
to monopoly/

oligopoly/
cartel in this 

sector in 
[country]

This indica-
tor is not so 

linked to
monopoly/
oligopoly/

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This indica-
tor is not 

linked at all 
to monopoly/

oligopoly/
cartel in this 

sector in 
[country]

tenders are won by very few companies/ 
ultimate owners. 1 2 3 9

Tenders are often won by very new,
unknown companies. 1 2 3 9

tenders are often won by offshore companies. 1 2 3 9
Largest companies in the sector are often 
mentioned negatively in the media in 
the context of corruption (administrative 
corruption, high corruption, nepotism)
and other scandals.

1 2 3 9

Largest companies in the sector have
very few employees for the turnover. 1 2 3 9

one company or few companies have a very 
large percentage of the turnover in the sector. 1 2 3 9

one company or few companies have a large 
percentage of sector-specific permits
(like building permits in construction, 
approved drugs in pharmaceuticals, registered 
excise warehouses in wholesale of fuels, etc.).

1 2 3 9

one or few companies tend to win very 
often tenders issued by a single contractor 
organisation (e.g. particular ministry, 
municipality, etc.) 

1 2 3 9

Number of additional documents
(e.g. Annexes to the contract) after the tender 
contract is signed

1 2 3 9

A single company participates very often
in wining consortia 1 2 3 9
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[Ask S1B only to respondents familiar with the sector (answers 1-3 to Q60B) else go to S1C]
S1B. In your opinion, is there any reason to suspect the existence of a monopoly / oligopoly / cartel in “Wholesale 
of pharmaceutical goods” in [country]?

(One answer only)

1. there are strong indications for monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in this sector.
2. there are some indications for monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in this sector.
3. there is no indication whatsoever for monopoly/oligopoly/cartel in the sector.

[If answer 1-2 ask next question]

S4B. What would you say is the situation in “Wholesale of pharmaceutical goods” in [country]?

(One answer only)

1. Monopoly
2. oligopoly.
3. Cartel.
4. Not sure

S5B. Do you think that the following indicators could be linked with the existence of an illegitimate (not developed 
naturally monopoly / oligopoly / cartel in “Wholesale of pharmaceutical goods”?

This 
indicator is 
very linked 

to monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 

rather linked 
to monopoly/ 

oligopoly/ 
cartel in this 

sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 
somewhat 
linked to 

monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 

not linked to 
monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

tenders are won by very few companies/ 
ultimate owners. 1 2 3 9

Tenders are often won by very new,
unknown companies. 1 2 3 9

tenders are often won by offshore companies. 1 2 3 9
Largest companies in the sector are often 
mentioned negatively in the media
in the context of corruption (administrative 
corruption, high corruption, nepotism)
and other scandals

1 2 3 9

Largest companies in the sector have
very few employees for the turnover 1 2 3 9

few companies or one company have a very 
large percentage of the turnover in the sector 1 2 3 9
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This 
indicator is 
very linked 

to monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 

rather linked 
to monopoly/ 

oligopoly/ 
cartel in this 

sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 
somewhat 
linked to 

monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 

not linked to 
monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

one company or few companies have a large 
percentage of sector-specific permits
(like building permits in construction, 
approved drugs in pharmaceuticals, registered 
excise warehouses in wholesale of fuels, etc.)

1 2 3 9

one or few companies tend to win very 
often tenders issued by a single contractor 
organisation (e.g. particular ministry, 
municipality, etc.)

1 2 3 9

Number of additional documents
(e.g. Annexes to the contract) after the tender 
contract is signed

1 2 3 9

A single company participates very often
in wining consortia 1 2 3 9

[Ask S1C only to respondents familiar with the sector (answers 1-3 to Q60C) else go to S2]
S1C. In your opinion, is there any reason to suspect the existence of a monopoly / oligopoly / cartel in the following 
sub-sectors of “Construction” in [country]?

(One answer per each row)

There are strong 
indications 

for monopoly/ 
oligopoly/cartel

in this sector

There are some 
indications 

for monopoly/ 
oligopoly/cartel

in this sector

There is no 
indication 

whatsoever 
for monopoly/ 

oligopoly/cartel
in the sector

Construction of buildings of all kinds yes/No yes/No yes/No
Civil engineering yes/No yes/No yes/No
Specialised construction activities yes/No yes/No yes/No

[If answer 1-2 ask next question]
S4C. What would you say is the situation in the following sub-sectors in [country]?

(One answer per each row)

Monopoly Oligopoly Cartel Not sure
Construction of buildings of all kinds yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No
Civil engineering yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No
Specialised construction activities yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No
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S5C. Do you think that the following indicators could be linked with the existence of an illegitimate (not devel-
oped naturally monopoly / oligopoly / cartel in “Construction”?

This 
indicator is 
very linked 

to monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 
somewhat 
linked to 

monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 

not so linked 
to monopoly/ 

oligopoly/ 
cartel in this 

sector in 
[country]

This 
indicator is 

not linked to 
monopoly/ 
oligopoly/ 

cartel in this 
sector in 
[country]

tenders are won by very few companies/ 
ultimate owners. 1 2 3 9

Tenders are often won by very new,
unknown companies. 1 2 3 9

tenders are often won by offshore companies. 1 2 3 9
Largest companies in the sector are often 
mentioned negatively in the media
in the context of corruption (administrative 
corruption, high corruption, nepotism)
and other scandals

1 2 3 9

Largest companies in the sector have
very few employees for the turnover have 1 2 3 9

few companies or one company have a very 
large percentage of the turnover in the sector 1 2 3 9

one company or few companies have a large 
percentage of sector-specific permits
(like building permits in construction, 
approved drugs in pharmaceuticals, registered 
excise warehouses in wholesale of fuels, etc.)

1 2 3 9

one or few companies tend to win very 
often tenders issued by a single contractor 
organisation (e.g. particular ministry, 
municipality, etc.)

1 2 3 9

Number of additional documents
(e.g. Annexes to the contract) after
the tender contract is signed

1 2 3 9

A single company participates very often
in wining consortia 1 2 3 9
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[S2 is asked only for the sectors selected in Q60C (answers 1-3)]
S2. Please indicate for each of the following economic sectors whether there are any of the problems listed by 
columns:

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.)

Other

Wholesale of solid,
liquid and gaseous fuels yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No

Wholesale of
pharmaceutical goods yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No

Construction yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No yes/No

S3. In your opinion, the laws regulating the following sectors rather help or rather hinder the formation of mo-
nopolistic, oligopolistic or cartel structures in the sector?

One answer per each row

[S3 is asked only for the sectors selected in Q60C (answers 1-3)]

The laws rather 
help the formation 

of monopolistic, 
oligopolistic or cartel 

structures

The laws rather 
hinder the formation 

of monopolistic, 
oligopolistic or cartel 

structures

The laws are 
not relevant to 
the formation 

of monopolistic, 
oligopolistic or cartel 

structures
Wholesale of solid, liquid
and gaseous fuels 1 2 3

Wholesale of
pharmaceutical goods 1 2 3

Construction 1 2 3
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ANNeX 2. SCAD eSL QueSTIONNAIRe INPuT: COuNTRy-SPeCIfIC PuBLIC 
ORGANIZATIONS INvOLveD IN CONTROL, ReGuLATION AND LARGe 
CONTRACTING IN The ThRee SeCTORS

Appendix 2.1. Spain

  
Wholesale of solid, 
liquid and gaseous 

fuels

Wholesale
of pharmaceutical
and medical goods

Construction

ID Name of the organization Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

3 National Commission on 
Markets and Competition x x x

4 Spanish Tax Agency x x x
5 National Securities Market 

Commission x x x

6  Independent office for 
regulating and Monitoring 
Procurement

x x x x x x

8  Spanish Agency of 
Medicines and Medical 
Devices

x x

10 State Company for Land 
Transport Infrastructures 
(SeItt)

x

11 Railway Infrastructure 
Manager x

12 Regional Consumer 
Agencies x x

13 Institute of Accounting
and Audit of Accounts x x

15 Ministry of health, 
Consumer Affairs
and Social Welfare

x x

16 Ministry for the ecological 
Transition x x

17 Ministry of Development x x x
19 Ministry of Industry,

Trade and Tourism x x x x x x

20 Catalan Anti-fraud office x x
21 valencia Anti-fraud Agency x x
22 Balearic anti-Corruption 

office x x

23 local Anti-fraud and
Anti-Corruption offices x x
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Wholesale of solid, 
liquid and gaseous 

fuels

Wholesale
of pharmaceutical
and medical goods

Construction

ID Name of the organization Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

24 Regional administrative 
tribunal for public 
procurement

x x

25 Central Administrative 
Tribunal of Contractual 
Appeals

x x

29 Autonomous and Regional 
governments x x x x x

30 Regional Energy Agencies 
and Authorities x

31 Inter-ministerial 
Commission on the Prices 
of Medicines and health 
Products

x

Italy

Wholesale of solid, 
liquid and gaseous 

fuels

Wholesale
of pharmaceutical
and medical goods

Construction

ID Name of the organization Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

1 Italian Antitrust Authority x x x
2 National Anti-corruption 

Authority x x x

3 National Commission 
for the Society 
and the Stock Market

x x x x x x

4 Bank of Italy x x x
5 Italian national roads 

authority x

6 Customs and Monopolies 
Agency x x x x x x

7 Italian Revenue Agency x x x x x x
8 National Social Security 

Institute x x x

9 Supreme Audit Court x x x
10 Italian Regulatory Authority 

for energy, Networks 
and Environment

x x

11 Regional commission on 
urbanism and landscape 
protection

x x



annexeS 71

Wholesale of solid, 
liquid and gaseous 

fuels

Wholesale
of pharmaceutical
and medical goods

Construction

ID Name of the organization Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

12 National healthcare Agency x x
13 local health Agency x
14 Regions x x x
15 Provinces and Municipalities x x x
16 Italian Patent

and trademark office x x x x x x

17 Italian Drug Agency x
18 Chamber of Commerce x x x
19 Ministry of economic 

Development x x

20 Ministry of economy and 
finance x x x x x x

21 Ministry of health x x x
22 Ministry of Infrastructures 

and Transport x x x

23 Ministry for the 
Environment and the 
Protection of Land and Sea

x x x

24 finance guard x x x
25 Institute for the Supervision 

of Insurance x x x

26 Consip spa x
27 hospitals x x

Appendix 2.2. Romania

  
Wholesale of solid, 
liquid and gaseous 

fuels

Wholesale of 
pharmaceutical and 

medical goods
Construction

ID Name of the organization Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

1 Municipalities x x x
2 County councils x x x
3 National Agency

for Public Procurement x x x x x x

4 Romanian Court of Accounts x x x
5 National Council

for Solving Complaints x x x

6 National Integrity Agency x x x
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Wholesale of solid, 
liquid and gaseous 

fuels

Wholesale of 
pharmaceutical and 

medical goods
Construction

ID Name of the organization Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

Regula-
tion

Con-
trol

Big 
client

7 Competition Council x x x
8 fight against fraud 

Department x x x

9 National Customs 
Directorate

10 National Agency for fiscal 
Administration x x x

11 National Anti-corruption 
Directorate x x x

12 Ministry of european funds x
13 Ministry of energy x x
14 Ministry of economy x
17 Ministry of health x x x
18 National Agency for 

Medicines and Medical 
Devices of Romania

x x

19 Ministry of regional 
Development and Public 
Administration

x x

20 Ministry of transport x
21 National Company for 

Road Infrastructure 
Administration

x x x

22 National Investments 
Company x x

23 State Inspectorate
in Constructions x

25 hospitals x
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ANNeX 3. MACPI INSTITuTIONAL QueSTIONNAIReS 
(PuBLIC OffICIALS AND eXPeRTS)

Appendix 3.1. MACPI Officials

(questionnaire for public organizations)
[programming instructions in brackets]

this is an anonymous survey, your individual answers will remain strictly confidential and will be used only for 
statistical analyses of collected data.

Part 1. General information

Q1. Are you a:
2. Staff member with management functions.
3. Staff member without management functions.

Q7. Is your job in [name of organisation] connected with one or more of the following activities?
(Please check all that apply)

[Please fill in your organisation’s activities. Please use a level of generalisation which produces no more than 10 
activities (you can aggregate similar activities). human resources and public procurement are common activities 
for most public organisations and usually should be left the same.]

1. Activity 1
2. Activity 2
3. Activity 3
4. …..

Part 2. Activities

[Asked for relevant activities checked in Q7]

Q8. Would you say that the external pressure for corruption transactions (bribes, lobbying, etc.) for the following 
activity/activities is: high, medium, low or no pressure at all?

External pressure means people outside the institution (regardless whether citizens, members of other institutions, etc.) offering 
bribes or/and asking for favours

high Medium Low No pressure at all
Activity 1 4 3 2 1
Activity 2 4 3 2 1
Activity 3 4 3 2 1
….. 4 3 2 1
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Q9. Would you say staff members involved in carrying out the following activity/activities are likely to accept 
(or ask for) something in return, in order to do a particular service? (very likely… not likely at all)

very likely Rather likely Rather nlikely Not likely at all
Activity 1 4 3 2 1
Activity 2 4 3 2 1
Activity 3 4 3 2 1
….. 4 3 2 1

Q10. how likely would it be for a superior to order his staff members to perform unauthorised activities or services 
in the following areas?

very likely Rather likely Rather unlikely Not likely at all
Activity 1 4 3 2 1
Activity 2 4 3 2 1
Activity 3 4 3 2 1
….. 4 3 2 1

Q12. In your opinion, how likely are citizens or companies to try to circumvent (evade) the existing rules in the fol-
lowing areas (that is, to try to evade due payments to the state; to try to receive special privileges during hiring/promotions; 
to evade inspection/investigation/penalties, etc.)

very likely Rather likely Rather unlikely Not likely at all
Activity 1 4 3 2 1
Activity 2 4 3 2 1
Activity 3 4 3 2 1
….. 4 3 2 1

Part 3. Policies

Now, you will see described several anti-corruption policies or policy tools. Please answer several questions about 
each policy.

Q13. Are you familiar with each of the following anti-corruption policies/policy tools?

(Please, for each of the following policies/policy tools choose the answer which best describes how familiar you are with the 
policy. One answer for each row.)

[Please add policies relevant to the analysed public institution.]
[random order of presentation of policies]



annexeS 7�

yes, I know 
everything

about it

yes, I am 
relatively 

familiar with it

I know that there 
is such a policy 

(policy tool),
but I don’t know 

any details

I have never 
heard of this

anti-corruption 
policy/policy tool

AC Policy 1 1 2 3 4
AC Policy 2 1 2 3 4
AC Policy 3 1 2 3 4
… 1 2 3 4

1. [Name of policy – AC Policy 1]

Q32.1. In your opinion, to which of the following activities is this policy applicable? Please check all that apply.
1. Activity 1
2. Activity 2
3. Activity 3
4. …

Q23.1. how would you rate this policy/policy tool on the following scale?
1. very easily applicable.
2. rather easily applicable.
3. rather difficult to apply.
4. Impossible to apply.

Q24.1. In your opinion, could the implementation of this policy/policy tool reduce the cases of corruption in [name 
of organisation]?

1. yes, it could greatly reduce them.
2. yes, it could reduce them a little.
3. No, the number of corruption cases would remain the same, regardless of the implementation of the 

policy/policy tool.
4. the number of corruption cases would increase as a result of the implementation of the policy/policy 

tool.

Q25.1. Do you think that this policy/policy tool reduces the corruption risk in [name of organisation]?
1. yes, reduces the corruption risk a lot.
2. yes, reduces the corruption risk a little.
3. the corruption risk remains the same as without these measures.
4. No, the corruption risk increases a little because of this policy/policy tool.
5. No, the corruption risk increases a lot because of this policy/policy tool.

Q26.1. In your opinion, is it easy to circumvent (evade) this policy/policy tool – not to fulfil what the measure re-
quires from the employees without any consequences for them?

1. It is very easy to circumvent.
2. It is rather easy to circumvent.
3. It is rather difficult to circumvent.
4. It is very difficult to circumvent.
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Q29.1. Are there cases of violation of (or non-compliance with) the requirements of this policy?
1. there are such cases
2. there are no such cases
3. I don’t know if there are such cases or not

[Ask Q30 only if Q29 = 1, else skip to Q27]

Q30.1. In the cases when there were violations of (or non-compliance with) this policy, what were the consequences 
for the people responsible for the violations?

1. In all cases the responsible people were sanctioned
2. In some of the cases the responsible people were sanctioned
3. I don’t know of anyone who was actually sanctioned for violating (not complying with) this policy

Q27.1. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Completely 
agree

Rather
agree

Neither agree 
nor disagree

Rather 
disagree

Completely 
disagree

A. this policy/policy tool
is well-known to the 
employees whom it concerns

5 4 3 2 1

B. this policy/policy tool
is applied strictly when
it is applicable

5 4 3 2 1

C. there is strict control for
the enforcement of this policy 5 4 3 2 1

Q31.1 In your opinion, will the number of corruption cases increase, if this policy/policy tool is gone?
1. the number of corruption cases will increase a lot
2. the number of corruption cases will increase a little
3. the number of corruption cases will remain the same
4. the number of corruption cases will rather decrease

[repeat Q23 to Q31 for each of the following policies]
2. AC Policy 2
3. AC Policy 3
4. …

Part 4. (actual) Corruption pressure

A12. Whenever you have worked with citizens or employees of other institutions, how often in the last year 
they have:

One answer for each row.
1 In all cases
2 In most of the cases
3 In isolated cases
4 In no cases
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A12A Directly offered something to you (money, gift, favour) in return
for you doing some service for them. 1 2 3 4 9

A12B Not offered directly, but showed that they would give something 
(cash, gift or favour) in return for you doing some service for them. 1 2 3 4 9

Appendix 3.2. MACPI experts

(questionnaire for experts, external to the analysed public organization)

this is an anonymous survey. your individual answers will remain strictly confidential and will be used only for 
statistical analyses of collected data.

[INSTRuCTIONS: Please use the same questionnaire as the questionnaire for public organizations, and make the 
following changes:

1. Delete questions Q1 and Q3.

1. Delete question A12 “Whenever you have worked with citizens or employees of other institutions, how often in 
the last year they have ….”

2. Replace question “Q7. Is your job in [name of organisation] connected with one or more of the following 
activities?” with the following: “Q7. Are you familiar with one or more of the following activities in [name of 
organisation]?”]
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ANNeX 4. ReD fLAGS AND fILTeRS

1. filters menu

1.1. Analytical features – filtering Awarded Companies

Contract Award frequency

● International Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the total number of contract 
awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the total number 
of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by the total 
number of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● Local Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by 
the total number of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

Method of calculation: the contract awards filtering/ranking options are ordered by the number of contract 
awards aggregated on company level (per company ID) and then ranked based on extra filters (country, loca-
tion, industry, etc.)

Total value of Contracts

● International Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the total sum value of contract 
awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the total sum 
value of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by the total sum 
value of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● Local Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by 
the total sum value of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

Method of calculation: the number of contracts filtering/ranking options are ordered by the total value 
of contracts in eur aggregated on company level (per company ID) and then ranked based on extra filters 
(country, location, industry, etc.)

Average value of Contracts

● International Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the average value of contracts 
awarded to a single company. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the average value 
of contracts awarded to a single company. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by the average 
value of contracts awarded to a single company. It can be filtered further by region or country.
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● Local Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, by the 
average value of contracts awarded to a single company. It can be filtered further by region, country and 
industry.

Method of calculation: the average value of contracts filtering/ranking options are ordered by the result of 
the total value of contracts in eur aggregated on company level (per company ID) divided by the number of 
contracts by the same company and then ranked based on extra filters (country, location, industry, etc.)

Contract Awards frequency for the Last 12 Months

● International Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the total number of contract 
awards in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the total number 
of contract awards in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by the total 
number of contract awards in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● Local Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by 
the total number of contract awards in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region, country and in-
dustry.

Method of calculation: the contract awards frequency for the last 12 months filtering/ranking options are 
ordered by the total number of contract awards received in the last 12 months aggregated on company level 
(per company ID) and then ranked based on extra filters (country, location, industry, etc.)

Total value of Contracts for the Last 12 Months

● International Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the average value of contracts 
awarded to a single company in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies ordered by the average value 
of contracts awarded to a single company in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region, country and 
industry.

● Local Company Ranking – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, ordered by the average 
value of contracts awarded to a single company in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region or 
country.

● Local Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of awarded companies, from a specific location, by the aver-
age value of contracts awarded to a single company in the last 12 months. It can be filtered further by region, 
country and industry.

Method of calculation: the average value of contracts for the last 12 months filtering/ranking options are 
ordered by the result of total value of contracts in eur received in the last 12 months the aggregated on 
company level (per company ID) divided by the number of contracts received by the same company for the 
same period and then ranked based on extra filters (country, location, industry, etc.)

News-related

● filter as per most mentions in Media News Articles (as per suspicious activity reporting)
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1.2. Analytical features – filtering Contracting entities

Contract Award frequency

● International Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the total number of contract 
awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the total 
number of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered by the total 
number of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● Local Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered 
by the total number of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

Method of calculation: the contract awards filtering/ranking options are ordered by the number of contract 
awards aggregated on contracting entity/buyer level (per buyer ID) and then ranked based on extra filters 
(country, location, industry, etc.)

Total value of Contracts

● International Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the total sum value of con-
tract awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the total sum 
value of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered by the total sum 
value of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● Local Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered 
by the total sum value of contract awards. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

Method of calculation: the number of contracts filtering/ranking options are ordered by the total value of 
contracts in eur aggregated on contracting entity/buyer level (per buyer ID) and then ranked based on extra 
filters (country, location, industry, etc.)

Average value of Contracts

● International Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the average value of contracts 
awarded by an institution. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the average 
value of contracts awarded by an institution. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered by the average 
value of contracts awarded by an institution. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● Local Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, average 
value of contracts awarded by an institution. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

Method of calculation: the average value of contracts filtering/ranking options are ordered by the result of 
the total value of contracts in eur aggregated on contracting entity/buyer level (per buyer ID) divided by the 
number of contracts by the same buyer and then ranked based on extra filters (country, location, industry, etc.)

News-related
• filter as per most mentions in Media News Articles (as per suspicious activity reporting)
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2. Red flags menu

2.1. Red flags for Awarded Companies

Most Notable Recent Success per Tender Count

● International Company Ranking – ranking of companies ordered by the percentage increase of the number of 
awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average number of awarded tenders per year. It can be 
filtered further by region or country.

● International Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of companies ordered by the percentage increase of 
the number of awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average number of awarded tenders per 
year. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Company Ranking – ranking of companies, from a specific location, ordered by the percentage increase 
of the number of awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average number of awarded tenders 
per year.

● Local Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of companies, from a specific location, ordered by the per-
centage increase of the number of awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average number of 
awarded tenders per year. It can be filtered further by industry.

Method of calculation: the most notable success red flags options ranks companies ordered by the percent-
age increase (comparing % values) of the number of awarded tenders for the last 12 months aggregated on 
company level (per company ID) compared to the average number of awarded tenders awarded to the same 
company with the extra filtering options per country, location, industry, etc. the following calculation pattern 
(formula) is being used:

formula

Z% x y =x-y (Z/100 x y = x-y)

where

x = number of awarded tenders to a company (aggregated per ID) for the last 12 months

y= average number of tenders per year (equal to total number of tenders devided to number of years the 
company has participated in tenders since the date of first tender award)

*- / = divided by

Most Notable Recent Success per value of Contract

● International Company Ranking – ranking of companies ordered by the percentage increase of the sum value 
of contract awards for the last 12 months compared to the average value of contract awards per year. It can be 
filtered further by region or country.

● International Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of companies ordered by the percentage increase of 
the sum value of contract awards for the last 12 months compared to the average value of contract awards per 
year. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Company Ranking – ranking of companies, from a specific location, ordered by the percentage increase 
of the sum value of contract awards for the last 12 months compared to the average value of contract awards per 
year.

● Local Company Ranking per Industry – ranking of companies, from a specific location, ordered by the per-
centage increase of the sum value of contract awards for the last 12 months compared to the average value of 
contract awards per year. It can be filtered further by industry.
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Method of calculation: the most notable success red flags options ranks companies ordered by the percentage 
increase (comparing % values) of the value of the contract awards (in eur) received for the last 12 months 
aggregated on company level (per company ID) compared to the average value contracts (in eur) awarded to 
the same company with the extra filtering options per country, location, industry, etc. the following calculation 
pattern (formula) is being used:

formula

Z% x y =x-y (Z/100 x y = x-y)

where

x = eur total value of contracts to a company (aggregated per ID) for the last 12 months

y= average contract size in eur (equal to total eur value for all tenders ever awarded divided to number of 
years the company has participated in tenders since the date of first tender award)

*- / = divided by

2.2. Red flags for Contracting entities

Recent Award Activity Increase per Tender Count

● International Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the percentage increase of 
the number of tenders awarded in the last 12 months compared to the average number of tenders awarded per 
year. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the percentage 
increase of the number of tenders awarded in the last 12 months compared to the average number of tenders 
awarded per year. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered by the per-
centage increase of the number of awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average number of 
awarded tenders per year.

● Local Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered 
by the percentage increase of the number of awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average 
number of awarded tenders per year. It can be filtered further by industry.

Method of calculation: the most notable success red flags options ranks contracting entities (buyers) ordered 
by the percentage increase (comparing % values) of the number of awarded tenders for the last 12 months 
aggregated on buyer level (per buyer ID) compared to the average number of awarded tenders awarded to 
the same buyer with the extra filtering options per country, location, industry, etc. the following calculation 
pattern (formula) is being used:

formula

Z% x y =x-y (Z/100 x y = x-y)

where

x = number of awarded tenders to a buyer (aggregated per ID) for the last 12 months

y= average number of tenders per year (equal to total number of tenders divided to number of years the 
company has participated in tenders since the date of first tender award)

*- / = divided by
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Recent Award Activity Increase per value of Contract

● International Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the percentage increase of 
the sum value of tenders awarded in the last 12 months compared to the average value of tenders awarded per 
year. It can be filtered further by region or country.

● International Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities ordered by the percentage 
increase of the sum value of tenders awarded in the last 12 months compared to the average value of tenders 
awarded per year. It can be filtered further by region, country and industry.

● Local Institutional Ranking – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered by the per-
centage increase of the sum value of awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average value of 
awarded tenders per year.

● Local Institutional Ranking per Industry – ranking of contracting entities, from a specific location, ordered 
by the percentage increase of the sum value of awarded tenders for the last 12 months compared to the average 
value of awarded tenders per year. It can be filtered further by industry.

Method of calculation: the most notable success red flags options ranks contracting entities (buyers) ordered 
by the percentage increase (comparing % values) of the value of the contract awards (in eur) received for the 
last 12 months aggregated on buyer level (per buyer ID) compared to the average value contracts (in eur) 
awarded to the same company with the extra filtering options per country, location, industry, etc. the following 
calculation pattern (formula) is being used:

formula
Z% x y =x-y (Z/100 x y = x-y)
where
x = eur total value of contracts to a company (aggregated per ID) for the last 12 months
y= average contract size in eur (equal to total eur value for all tenders ever awarded divided to number of 
years the company has participated in tenders since the date of first tender award)
*- / = divided by

News-related

• filer as per most mentions in Media News Articles (as per suspicious activity reporting)

2.3. Red flags based on company indicators

• Procurement exposure index by revenue – total value of contracts awarded to the company (aggregated on 
company ID level) as a percentage of last year’s revenue of the same company (both in eur values). the per-
centage result is compared to all other companies from the same peer group (with filtering options for custom-
ized time period and country/location selection) and then ordered in percentile groups and five red-flag levels 
as per the percentile grouping (the higher the percentile, the higher red-flag levels).

• Procurement exposure index by net income – total value of contracts awarded to the company (aggregated on 
company ID level) as a percentage of last year’s net income (profit) of the same company (both in eur values). 
the percentage result is compared to all other companies from the same peer group (with filtering options for 
customized time period and country/location selection) and then ordered in percentile groups and five red-flag 
levels as per the percentile grouping (the higher the percentile, the higher red-flag levels).

• Procurement exposure index by total assets – total value of contracts awarded to the company (aggregated 
on company ID level) as a percentage of last year’s total assets of the same company (both in eur values). the 
percentage result is compared to all other companies from the same peer group (with filtering options for cus-
tomized time period and country/location selection) and then ordered in percentile groups and five red-flag 
levels as per the percentile grouping (the higher the percentile, the higher red-flag levels).
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• Procurement exposure index by number of employees – Total value of contracts awarded to the company 
(aggregated on company ID level) divided by the number of employees for the last financial year providing 
the eur value of total awards per employee. the eur values are compared to the corresponding values for all 
other companies from the same peer group (with filtering options for customized time period and country/lo-
cation selection) and then ordered in percentile groups and five red-flag levels as per the percentile grouping 
(the higher the percentile, the higher red-flag levels). 

• Incorporation time proximity index – Shows if a company received its first tender in the same year of incorpo-
ration or in the following year. All other values are disregarded as not being classified as a red flag indicating 
suspicious behavior.

• Buyer concentration Index – Indicates high exposure/dependency of a supplier to a single buyer in relation to 
large amount of one or multiple awards given by the same buyer to the same supplier. In order to calculate it, a 
concentration percentage (%) of eur awards value provided by the buyer with highest eur values given to the 
same company is used.

the concentration percentage is calculated by following the pattern (formula):

x = eur amount received by the supplier from the buyer with highest eur amount of contract awards 
provided to the same supplier

y = total eur value of contract awards received by the supplier

Z% = x/y

• Government terms volatility – red flag is calculated by comparing the eur values received from government 
contracting by a given company during a government term compared to the previous/following government 
terms (official election dates are used to determine start/end dates of different terms in Spain, Italy, romania, 
Bulgaria)

• Suspicious activity news red-flag – The total number of news related to suspicious activity in public procure-
ment (suspicions for corruption in contract awards) compared to companies from the same peer group (with fil-
tering options for customized time period and country/location selection) and then ordered in percentile groups 
and five red-flag levels as per the percentile grouping (the higher the percentile, the higher red-flag levels).

3. Individual profiles (profiling options)

3.1. Supplier Profiles / Companies Overview

● Annual Revenue/Aggregated Annual Awarded Contracts value – indicator calculated as the ratio between 
the company’s annual revenue divided by the total value of the contracts the company has been awarded for 
last 12/24/36 months.

● Annual Net Income/Aggregated Annual Awarded Contracts value – indicator calculated as the ratio between 
the company’s annual net income divided by the total value of the contracts the company has been awarded for 
the same year.

● Date of Incorporation/first Tender Activity – indicator defined by the time period between the company in-
corporation date and the date of its first tender award.

● Procurement exposure Index – index derived from the annual net income/aggregated annual awarded con-
tracts value indicator, classifying the company in one of six categories showing how active the company is on 
the procurement market compared to the private sector.

● Percentage of Awarded Tenders in Primary Industry of Operation – index showing the percent of contracts 
awarded to a company that correspond to the main industry that the company is operating in.
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● Percentage of Awarded Tenders in Other Industries of Operation – index showing the percent of contracts 
awarded to a company that are in different industry from the main industry that the company is operating in.

● Immediate Owner – the legal entity that has direct control over the company.
● Primary Industry of Company Awards – the sector in which the company has got most of its contract 

awards in.
● Offshore Involvement – yes/No indicates whether the company is engaged in offshore business processes (out-

side of from the company’s home country).
● Contract Activity/Local Government Terms – index defined by the number of contracts awarded to a single 

supplier during the current local government’s term, compared to the number of contracts awarded during 
previous local government terms.

● Contract Activity/Central Government Terms – index defined by the number of contracts awarded to a single 
supplier during the current central government’s term, compared to the number of contracts awarded during 
previous central government terms.

● Media Profile Index (ranking ad per participation in any news stories classified as per Category 1/2)
● General Background

o Type of entity – indicates the legal entity types of the company.
o Primary Industry – the industry that the company is operating in.
o Other Industries – the industry or industries, beside the main industry, that the company is operating in.
o year of Incorporation – the year in which the company has been established
o year of first Tender Award – the year in which the company has been awarded a public contract for the 

first time.

3.2. Buyer Profiles / Contracting Entities Overview

● year of first Award – the year in which the contracting entity has awarded a contract to a supplier for the first 
time.

● Most Awarded Contracts in a Single year – the highest number of contracts that have been awarded in a single 
year by the contracting entity.

● Most Awarded funds in a Single year – the highest sum of contract awards that have been awarded in a single 
year by the contracting entity.

● Media overview: Link to all related news stories if any (news stories in listing interface)
● exposure to Supplier Index – index defined by the number of awarded contracts and the total number of dif-

ferent suppliers awarded by the contracting entity, showing the diversity of suppliers awarded by the contract-
ing entity

● Market Access Index – index defined by the country of the suppliers that have been awarded contracts by the 
contracting entity and its own home country, showing the tendency of choosing foreign or home suppliers.

● ‘Suspicious’ Activity Index – index defined by the exposure to suppliers plus abnormal recent activity in-
crease.

● Media Profile Index (ranking ad per participation in any news stories classified as per Category 1/2)
● Contract Activity / Local Government Terms – index defined by the number of contracts awarded by a single 

contracting entity during the current local government’s term, compared to the number of contracts awarded 
during previous local government terms.

● Contract Activity / Central Government Terms – index defined by the number of contracts awarded by a 
single contracting entity during the current central government’s term, compared to the number of contracts 
awarded during previous central government terms.
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ANNeX 5. MAPPING RePORT [COuNTRy TeMPLATe]

Each country report should follow the exact structure and page limits, as described below, in order to facilitate the 
proper aggregation of the information and data in the joint final report.24

Each country report should map the policy, market, institutional, technical and data availability aspects, related 
to the three pre-selected NACe rev.2 economic sectors (wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels; wholesale of 
pharmaceutical goods; and construction). the information and data for the preparation of the country reports will 
be collected mainly through desk research, and if necessary – through limited number of informal interviews with 
relevant stakeholders or experts.

1. Policy, market and institutional aspects

Page limit: 3-5 pages

Summary: the chapter should present information about the three sectors regarding:

• Public authorities playing important role in the regulation and/or control of the three sectors – here all major 
regulatory, control, and licensing bodies should be identified and briefly described with their main functions. 
Particular attention should be paid to their responsibilities regarding anti-corruption and anti-trust issues. the 
review must include regulatory, control and licensing bodies that cover the whole economy (e.g. anti-trust bod-
ies, custom and tax authorities, etc.), as well as particular bodies, responsible for each of the three sectors.

• Major branch and/or business associations – here only sector-specific associations should be included. If there 
is a national-wide association, which covers also other economic sectors, but it is active in one or more of the 
sectors under consideration, it should be included also.

• Major market players – based on public information and where possible, available company data (e.g. from an-
nual financial reports, etc).

• Anti-corruption and anti-trust policies and laws – the review should start with a description of general anti-
corruption and anti-trust laws and policies with regard to the whole economy and should continue with sector-
specific laws and policies in the respective sub-chapter. Particular attention should be paid to anti-corruption 
and anti-trust issues, discussed in the last three years publicly, even if they are not covered by the existing 
legislation and policies. text-boxes, presenting specific case study, related to the topic, could be included. each 
text-box must be up to 1-page length and must be not counted against the chapter’s page limit.

• Important internal (sector-specific) regulations, rules or code of conducts, which address anti-corruption or 
anti-trust issues, if any – the review should cover both official regulations and self-regulations, incl. activities 
and initiatives of major market players or branch/business associations. Particular attention should be paid 
to anti-corruption and anti-trust initiatives and issues, discussed publicly in last three years, even if they are 
launched by external stakeholders.

• Independent think-tanks / expert / watch-dog organisations – the review should include either sector-specific 
or national-wide organisations (or even single experts), that are well known for their anti-corruption and anti-
trust work, incl. in the three sectors.

Provide link to every source or name of organization, which is referred to in the text.

1.1. General policy, market and institutional aspects

the chapter should start with a review of the common (national-wide) organisations and policies, related to the 
three sectors and then to continue with a review of sector-specific organisations and policies.

24 the Mapping report template was developed for the preparation of D2.1 Mapping report: State Capture estimation and Monitoring of 
Anti-corruption Policies at the Sectoral Level

https://scemaps.eu/mapping-report-state-capture-estimation-and-monitoring-fo-anti-corruption-policies-at-the-sectoral-level-in-europe-scemaps/
https://scemaps.eu/mapping-report-state-capture-estimation-and-monitoring-fo-anti-corruption-policies-at-the-sectoral-level-in-europe-scemaps/
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1.2. Wholesale of solid, liquid and gaseous fuels and related products

Sector-specific analysis

1.3. Wholesale of pharmaceutical goods

Sector-specific analysis

1.4. Construction

Sector-specific analysis

2. Data availability

Page limit: 3-5 pages

this chapter should include a review of major existing public registers (national-wide, regional, or sector-specific), 
which include data, relevant to the assessment of the sectors. these could be:

• business or company register
• public procurement register
• public available registers of specific regulatory, licensing or controlling authorities
• register of financing of political parties, etc.

Sometimes, the necessary information or data could be stored in unstructured format or could be not named of-
ficially as a “registry”. If the source has english version, please, provide also a link to it together with a link to the 
local-language version.

The review of each public registry should include a short description of:

• The institution, which maintains it
• the major types of data, included into it
• An expert assessment how comprehensive the registry is and what are the main data gaps or problems

Special attention should be paid for the identification of data sources or registers that could be available only “by 
request” following the relevant national “request for access to public information” act.

In addition to the review of major existing public register, please create as comprehensive as possible list of sourc-
es, where information about the companies and public procurement bids in the three sectors could be found, e.g. 
“yellow pages”, “who is who” books, company-profiles databases, etc.

3. Conclusions

Page limit: 1-2 pages

this chapter should include conclusions regarding major developments in terms of tackling state capture, anti-cor-
ruption and anti-trust measures, that have affected the relevant policies and corresponding organisations.
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