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is important to explain why the develop-
ments in Bulgaria and Romania in the field 
of Rule of law (RoL), which are monitored 
by the European Commission’s Cooper-

ation and verification mechanism (CVM) in the 
course of their EU-membership in an effort to 
help the local governments curb the systematic 
corruption, should be considered a single typo-
logical case. 

The reason for this is not only the fact that both 
countries appeared similar, seen through the prism 
of the EC’s political evaluations throughout the 
course of their EU accession, and, respectively, 
that they both became Union’s members in 2007 
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on common, harder terms three years later than the 
other post-communist countries of the CEEC group. 
These facts are important, of course, but there is a 
deeper reason for the political decision made by the 
EU – initially to postpone their EU accession and, 
later on, to implement the unprecedented post-ac-
cession conditionality. What could be the serious 
political arguments?

The answer is at hand if we use a new empirical 
quantitative method for measuring the socio-po-
litical differences and distances between 35 EU 
member and candidate states. It is based on 34 sep-
arate social indicators, concerning a broad variety 
of aspects of social life. Its implementation results 
in a division of these European societies into three 
distinctive clusters (Haralampiev et al. 2016)1.  This 
clustering persists over time pointing some substan-
tial typological differences between the European 
countries. The empirical analysis reveals that both 
Bulgaria and Romania not only form a separate part 
of the lower cluster (which includes also Albania, 

1 It is noteworthy that the initial data set of the European Catch-
up index, we uded, is comprised of 47 different indicators (http://
www.thecatchupindex.eu/TheCatchUpIndex/). However, only 34 
of these proved to have a systemic quality and a strong correlation 
with the overall ranking of the countries (a strong correlation ex-
ists if Pearson r≥0.665). The set of these indicators is sufficiently 
representative of the respective national societies’ social system. It 
is quite telling that very different indicators, such as employment 
as percentage of population (age group 15-64), trust in 
people, PISA scores, infant mortality by the age of five, 
political instability, rule of law, e-government develop-
ment, etc. are included in the set of indicators.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Monte-
negro, Serbia, and Turkey). They remain also 
invariably closest to each other and share similar 
directions of divergence - from the center of the 
(conventional) European multi-dimensional so-
cio-political space. 

Even more to that, if we change the data source 
and use the anti-corruption profiles provided by 
the EC (in its Anticorruption Report of 2014 on all 

EU member states) we will find again that Bulgaria 
and Romania form a separate common cluster while 
standing afar from all the rest countries (Haralamp-
iev/Dimitrov 2016). 

Figuratively speaking, the two countries are so-
cio-political twins. This fact should be taken into 
account when studying their capacity for full-
fledged integration in the EU.  

of all couple of countries. Nevertheless, not the col-
ours but the clustering is more important because 
it demonstrates the conventional “structuring” of 
groups of countries in terms of their typological 
socio-political similarity/closeness.

The colour of the cells illustrates the resemblance 
type – the paler the colour the worse the anti-cor-
ruption performance of the country; the darker the 
colour – the better the anticorruption profile of the 
country. Thus, the colour intensity of a crossing 
cell demonstrates the level “closeness/distance” 

Figure 1. Distance map and clustering with ordered leaves among EU member states by their anti-corruption profiles

Source: The European Commission: Anti-corruption Report (https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/organ-
ized-crime-and-human-trafficking/corruption/anti-corruption-report_en). The pale boxes demonstrate week anti-corruption 
record, the dark – strong record. The lines reveal the cluster structure, while the length of lines within the clusters represents 
the level of similarity of the cases. This is why it is important that Bulgaria and Romania form a single cluster, different from 
the other clusters, and, yet, they are not far too much similar. 
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Now we see that Bulgaria is “closest” to Greece 
and is diametrically opposite from Finland. At the 
same time, Bulgaria is quite distant from Roma-
nia, not because our northern neighbour is any 
closer to a conventional European core of the EU 
social-economic and political space, but because 
Romania is even further very far and aside from 
the abstract centre of this socio-political space. 

These empirical findings do not stand alone. Look-
ing at the long-term tendencies outlined by some 
other data, supplied by Transparency International, 
on the perception of corruption, we see distinctive 
dynamic trends (Table 1 and Figure 3)2. 

Figure 2. Multidimensional scaling of anti-corruption performance

Source: The European Commission: Anti-corruption Report (https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/organ-
ized-crime-and-human-trafficking/corruption/anti-corruption-report_en).The size and the intensity of blackness of a country’s 
bullet together demonstrate the strength of its anticorruption record.

2 It is worth noting that other international comparative surveys pre-
senting data on the social-political processes in the two countries, for 
instance that of the Fraser Foundation, provide very similar results 
regarding the differences and similarities between the two countries.
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Table 1.Post-communist countries, EU member states’ Corruption Perception Scores 2000-2016.

Source: Transparency International  (https://www.transparency.org/research/cpi/overview.).  The average score of the rest 
countries is substantially higher than the scores of Bulgaria and Romania which are very close.
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Here is the visualization of the trends presented 
by the data in the table: 

has not shown significant progress; starting from a 
score of 35 points, it reached 41 out of the maxi-
mum 100 points. The line of positive development 
is much more marked in Romania, which started 
with 29 points and reached 46 out of 100, i.e. about 
three times more overt advancement.

Third, the line of change in Romania’s results is 
isomorphous to the average result of the other 
post-communist countries in the EU that are not 
subject to the impact of CVM. Worse, Bulgaria, 
which is under CVM together with Romania, does 
not show a record of sustained improvement. 

These empirical facts make the effectiveness of 
CVM really questionable: the changes in the two 

The key tendencies observed may be summarised 
in three major points:

First, despite the positive shift of results across 
the whole 16-year period from the beginning of 
negotiations for EU membership and until 2016, 
Bulgaria and Romania have persistently obtained 
lower results than the average for the other Cen-
tral and Eastern European countries (CEEC). 
Hence, their exclusion from the first wave of the 
‘Big Bang Enlargement’ of 2004 is not out of an 
arbitrary political decision.

Second, the dynamic trends in each country are, 
in general, unstable although overall positive di-
rections of change are evident. Bulgaria, however, 

Figure. 3. Dynamics of development of Corruption Perception in Bulgaria and Romania compared to the average of the 
rest post-communist countries EU member states.
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countries, subjected to it, are differently struc-
tured. While, on the other hand, the positive trend 
in Romania is closely in line with the trends in the 
other countries that are not subject to the impact 
of CVM – the correlation between the Romanian 
trend and the one in the rest of CEECs is 0,963 
(while the correlation between the Bulgarian and 
the Romanian trends is 0,31). 

To put it bluntly, the influence of CVM does not 
conduce the somewhat positive difference be-
tween Bulgaria and Romania. 

Let’s emphasize that CVM was planned to achieve 
its goals in 3-4 years, at maximum, as many of 
those who conjured it up recall. Failing to do so is 
a serious reason to consider the political approach 
of EU enlargement (embodied in this policy 
mechanism) a failure. It is high time the ineffec-
tive instrument for enforcing the RoL in Bulgaria 
and Romania to be replaced by a finely tuned 
more powerful one – the Pan-European mecha-
nism for safeguarding democracy, rule of law and 
fundamental rights which is to be announced in 
November again this year at EU level.


