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Executive Summary 

 

This Comparative Report (Deliverable 8.3 – First Version) sets out the conceptual, 

methodological, and data foundations for assessing how European criminal justice 

systems prevent, investigate, prosecute, and sanction corruption – domestically and 

across borders. It treats criminal law as a core component of broader integrity systems. 

The Deliverable therefore focuses on the conditions under which criminal-law tools 

contribute to credible, rule-of-law–compatible accountability – especially for high-level 

corruption and complex cross-border schemes. 

This is a first, design-oriented version. It does not present the full empirical results or final 

policy recommendations. Instead, it consolidates WP8’s analytical framework; defines the 

measurement strategy for criminal accountability and enforcement; introduces the main 

datasets and indicators being built across WP8; and outlines the comparative empirical 

programme (cross-national modelling and case studies). The final Deliverable 8.3 (M36) 

will integrate the completed legal mapping (D8.2), the full empirical analyses, and a 

critically assessed set of policy recommendations for EU and national actors. 

The Deliverable pursues three interrelated objectives: 

1) Define criminal accountability by clarifying the concept, locating it within integrity 

systems and anti-corruption approaches, and linking it to key actors and arenas 

(national, sub-national, EU, and transnational). 

2) Measure criminal accountability and enforcement through a multi-source strategy 

that captures outcomes (investigations/prosecutions/convictions), institutional and 

organisational conditions (governance, independence, resources, specialisation), 

and distortions (impunity and weaponisation). 

3) Explain variation in enforcement capabilities and performance across countries 

and over time, identifying how legal–institutional frameworks, organisational 

features, and political/integrity-system conditions shape enforcement trajectories 

and outcomes. 

The deliverable also prepares policy-relevant outputs that translate comparative 

evidence into usable tools: benchmarks on criminalisation and institutions; enforcement 
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indicators and dashboards; evaluation frameworks linking justice reforms to de facto 

enforcement; and monitoring resources to support oversight by EU bodies, civil society, 

and the media. 

It advances the WP8’s objectives by connecting legal and institutional design to 

observable enforcement while explicitly accounting for the risks of impunity and 

weaponisation.  

Its core research contribution is (i) an integrated framework of criminal accountability 

anchored in integrity systems, paired with (ii) a comparative measurement infrastructure 

that combines official statistics with original datasets on elite accountability and cross-

border/foreign bribery enforcement. It advances (iii) a comparative, multi-level research 

strategy that links observable enforcement outcomes to institutional design and change. 

By combining micro-level case trajectories, meso-level organisational features, and macro-

level cross-national indicators, the project models variation over time and across countries 

and evaluates how accountability is shaped both by domestic justice systems and by 

transnational enforcement dynamics. 

On the policy side, the Deliverable prepares (iv) comparable benchmarks of criminal-

law frameworks and enforcement conditions, along with (v) indicators and 

monitoring tools that can track investigations, prosecutions, and outcomes over time. 

Together, these outputs position the final M36 deliverable to provide (vi) evidence-based 

guidance on narrowing the gap between formal anti-corruption commitments and 

enforcement in practice, consistent with rule-of-law guarantees.  
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Research and Policy Objectives  

 

This Comparative Report (D8.3 – First Version) sets out the analytical, methodological 

and empirical roadmap through which Bridgegap examines how European criminal 

justice systems respond to corruption. It focuses on the “hard core” of integrity systems – 

criminal offences, prosecutors, courts and sanctions – and asks under what institutional, 

political and organisational conditions these instruments are actually used to hold powerful 

actors to account (Johnston 2021; Gloppen 2014). 

Compared to other streams in the anti-corruption literature, both research- and policy-

oriented – which have focused extensively on political competition, public administration, 

governance indicators or transparency reforms – the criminal law side has received 

relatively limited systematic empirical attention. Cross-national work often treats 

criminal justice institutions as a black box or proxies “enforcement” with simple conviction 

or prosecution statistics, without unpacking the institutional, organisational and political 

determinants of these outcomes (Alt and Lassen 2012; Ríos-Figueroa and Staton 2012). 

As a result, comparative knowledge about the causes and effects of criminal law 

frameworks and institutional designs – for example models of prosecutorial independence, 

judicial governance arrangements, or the creation of specialised prosecution offices and 

courts – remains partial and fragmented. 

This research gap contrasts sharply with the intensity of reform activity across Europe 

and at the international level over the past three decades. EU member states and 

associated countries have undertaken repeated reforms of judicial policies and institutions, 

and of criminal law instruments, both directly to enhance enforcement capacity against 

corruption and indirectly as part of broader agendas on organised crime, money 

laundering, terrorism financing or environmental crime (De Sousa 2002; Johnston 2021). 

Many of these reforms have been driven or shaped by European and international 

initiatives: the implementation of the United Nations Convention against Corruption and the 
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OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, the monitoring cycles of the Council of Europe’s GRECO, 

the EU’s acquis on money laundering and financial crime, the Cooperation and Verification 

Mechanism and, more recently, rule-of-law conditionality and justice scoreboards. These 

frameworks have stimulated successive “rounds” of legislative and institutional change, 

including the creation of specialised anti-corruption bodies, strengthening of asset 

recovery regimes, adjustments in statutes of limitation, and reforms to the organisation and 

governance of prosecution services and judiciaries (Mungiu-Pippidi and Dadasov 2017; 

Gutmann and Voigt 2020).  

At EU level, these domestic reforms are increasingly embedded in a supranational 

enforcement architecture centred on the protection of the Union’s financial interests and, 

more recently, on a broader anti-corruption agenda. The PIF Directive and the 

establishment of the European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO) have created a 

decentralised criminal prosecution mechanism for offences affecting the EU budget, 

operating alongside the administrative investigative and coordinative powers of the 

European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF). Building on this framework, the 2023 Commission 

proposal for an EU Anti-Corruption Directive seeks to harmonise definitions, sanctions and 

limitation periods for a wider range of corruption offences and to strengthen cross-border 

cooperation among national authorities (Bellingeri and Luppi 2023). Together, these 

instruments aim to reduce fragmentation in national legal regimes and reinforce 

expectations that politically sensitive corruption cases will be pursued impartially across 

the Union. 

At domestic level, reforms have frequently responded to major scandals or political 

crises, with an emphasis on strengthening institutional capacity against domestic forms of 

political and administrative corruption. In parallel, EU integration, cross-border economic 

activity and the internationalisation of criminal law have fostered a second layer of reform 

focused on transnational corruption and related offences. These measures aim to 

empower judicial policies and institutions to deal with cross-border bribery, transnational 

criminal networks and complex financial schemes, often through enhanced mutual legal 

assistance, joint investigation teams and closer interaction with EU-level actors such as 

Eurojust and the EPPO. In practice, this has progressively located criminal law within a 

broader legal and institutional architecture alongside civil, administrative and disciplinary 
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responses, in line with arguments that effective anti-corruption strategies rely on 

institutional redundancy and complementarity across legal domains (Da Ros 2019; Mota 

Prado 2024; Johnston 2021). 

However, despite this dense layering of European and international initiatives, a 

systematic mapping of institutional and policy changes in the enforcement of anti-

corruption norms is still lacking (see also D8.2), as is an empirical evaluation of how these 

reforms have been implemented and with what outcomes. We know that national systems 

have been repeatedly “reformed”, monitored and benchmarked, but we possess only 

partial, case-specific evidence on whether and how these reforms have altered 

enforcement capabilities, patterns of prosecution, or the distribution of accountability 

across political and economic actors. BridgeGap’s WP8 is designed precisely to address 

this gap by moving beyond formal compliance assessments and towards a deeper, 

empirically grounded understanding of enforcement performance against domestic and 

cross-border corruption in the EU. 

Against this background, the deliverables addresses three core questions that structure 

its contribution: how to define criminal accountability for corruption in a way that is 

analytically precise and policy-relevant; how to measure it with indicators that capture 

enforcement rather than formal compliance; and how to explain variation in accountability 

across countries and over time by identifying the institutional and political conditions under 

which anti-corruption rules translate into practice. It pursues five interrelated research and 

policy objectives (see Figure 1). 

First, it seeks to conceptualise and define “criminal accountability” for corruption as a 

distinct analytical lens within contemporary anti-corruption approaches, where the criminal-

justice dimension is often treated only implicitly. The proposed definition is designed to 

travel across jurisdictions and empirical strategies and to focus analysis on the functioning 

of the enforcement chain rather than on formal criminalisation alone or on isolated 

enforcement outputs. 

Second, the Deliverable introduces new measures of the criminal enforcement of 

corruption offences, developed by WP8 partners in two distinct universes of cases. On the 

one hand, it compiles and analyses data on the criminal accountability of high-ranking 

politicians in European countries for corruption-related offences in the period 2000–2025, 
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with a focus on the trajectories and outcomes of these cases. On the other hand, it 

examines cases of companies involved in violations of foreign bribery conventions and 

related enforcement actions by states as monitored by the OECD, in order to capture the 

transnational dimension of corruption enforcement. 

Third, it aims to explain when and why the observed institutional choices were made and 

how they have evolved over time. Institutional reforms in this field frequently reflect a 

mixture of domestic political conflict, functional pressures (e.g. caseload, complexity of 

investigations) and external conditionality or guidance from EU and international 

organisations (Gerschewski 2021). Locating those reforms in time and linking them to 

European and international monitoring rounds and policy cycles is a prerequisite for 

assessing their drivers and understanding how domestic and transnational factors have 

interacted in reshaping enforcement architectures. 

Fourth, the Deliverable presents an empirical strategy to assess cross-national and 

temporal variation in the criminal enforcement of anti-corruption frameworks at domestic, 

European and transnational level. It identifies institutional and organisational conditions 

that shape the performance of criminal justice systems and the effective implementation of 

judicial policies against corruption, including the design of prosecutorial and judicial 

governance, the presence of specialised bodies, resource allocation, and the interplay 

between national institutions and EU-level mechanisms. 

Fifth, the Deliverable prepares the translation of these analytical insights and empirical 

findings into concrete policy options for domestic, European and international actors. It 

explicitly addresses the recurrent gap between ambitious anti-corruption legislation and 

weak enforcement in practice, as documented in comparative work showing that many 

formal anti-corruption measures have limited impact in the absence of enabling conditions 

such as judicial independence, media pluralism and robust accountability mechanisms 

(Mungiu-Pippidi and Dadasov 2017; Gutmann and Voigt 2020). It also engages with policy 

debates on specialised anti-corruption institutions, prosecutorial independence, trial-

avoiding procedures and institutional redundancy, emphasising the need for context-

sensitive design, sequencing and implementation. 

Throughout, BridgeGap treats criminal law not as a self-sufficient solution but as one 

crucial component of a broader integrity system. Criminalisation and prosecution can 
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have expressive, incapacitating and deterrent effects; they can also be selectively 

deployed, instrumentalised or hollowed out. The central task of this Report is therefore to 

identify the institutional and political conditions under which criminal law contributes to 

sustainable control of domestic and cross-border corruption in the EU, and to distinguish 

these from contexts in which criminal justice reforms reinforce patterns of impunity or fuel 

cycles of selective justice. 

1.2 Scope of the First Version and Research/Policy Impact 

 

This report is the first version of Deliverable 8.3. The final M36 version will integrate, in 

consolidated form, the full set of WP8 legal and empirical studies – comparative findings, 

explanatory analyses, and policy implications. The present version establishes the 

conceptual and methodological foundations for that final output. 

Substantively, the Deliverable is coordinated with the criminal-law framework mapping 

produced under WP8 Tasks 1–2 and Task 8.4 (Deliverable 8.2). While the final M36 report 

will fully exploit that mapping, this version already defines how legal variation will be 

translated into comparable indicators (criminalisation, enforceability, sanctioning) and 

linked to enforcement outcomes in practice for both domestic corruption and cross-

border/foreign bribery. It also sets out the data programme: new measures on criminal 

proceedings involving high-ranking public officials, enforcement actions against firms 

implicated in foreign bribery, and institutional features of prosecution services and courts 

that condition anti-corruption performance.  

More specifically, WP8’s contribution – and the expected research and policy impact – 

builds on several novel advances made possible by this research design. First, the 

Deliverable provides a theory-driven framing of criminal accountability that treats 

enforcement capacity as a multi-stage process and explicitly incorporates two outcome-

relevant distortions – impunity (neutralisation) and weaponisation (selective or politicised 

use) – rather than treating them as distortions. Second, it lays the groundwork for the first 

systematic evaluation of institutional and political conditions of criminal 

accountability across European countries and over time, by linking reform trajectories and 

institutional configurations (governance, specialisation, resources, procedural tools) to 
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observed enforcement patterns using comparative modelling. Third, it extends the 

analysis beyond national averages by specifying the first WP8 strategy to study within-

country variation in enforcement and accountability, with Romania as a focal case for 

tracing how national reforms and EU pressures interact with sub-national organisational 

and political configurations to produce uneven enforcement outcomes. Fourth, it is the first 

WP8 design to treat both high-profile office-holders and firms as central 

accountability targets within a single comparative architecture, connecting elite 

corruption enforcement to corporate and cross-border bribery enforcement dynamics. 

Finally, the Deliverable anchors these advances in an explicitly interdisciplinary 

approach: legal analysis of offences, liability regimes and procedures is integrated with 

political and organisational explanations of enforcement behaviour, and with policy-

oriented evaluation tools that translate evidence into benchmarks, indicators, and reform-

relevant guidance. 

Taken together, these foundations position the M36 deliverable to deliver not only 

consolidated findings, but also a comparative evaluation framework that can pinpoint 

where enforcement breaks down, explain why those breakdowns occur across domestic 

and transnational dimensions, and support targeted recommendations consistent with rule-

of-law guarantees. 

1.3 Structure of this Report 

 

The structure of this first version of the Deliverable is aligned with the three core objectives 

of WP8 research tasks within Bridgegap: to define, measure and explain variation in 

criminal accountability and enforcement across European countries and beyond. 

The central chapters are organised accordingly. A second substantive section is devoted 

to conceptualisation and definition, clarifying how criminal accountability, enforcement 

capabilities and performance are understood within WP8, and situating these concepts in 

relation to broader debates on integrity, transparency and rule of law. A third section 

focuses on measurement, presenting the emerging indicators and data strategies for 

capturing criminalisation, institutional configurations and enforcement outcomes in 

domestic and cross-border corruption cases. A fourth section addresses explanation, 
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outlining the theoretical frameworks and empirical strategies through which WP8 will 

analyse cross-national and temporal variation in criminal accountability and enforcement, 

including both quantitative modelling and qualitative comparative and single-case studies. 

In the fifth and sixth sections, the designs of the main empirical analyses are presented, 

both cross-national and comparative, as well as in-depth case studies. 

In this first version of the deliverable, these building blocks are primarily developed in 

theoretical, empirical and methodological terms. They provide the analytical scaffolding 

and data infrastructure for the more fully empirical and results-oriented version of the 

Deliverable that will be finalised at M36, once all WP8 studies have been completed. The 

M36 version will consolidate and extend these sections by integrating the findings of the 

legal mapping, quantitative analyses and case studies, and by drawing out their joint 

implications.  
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FIGURE 1 WP8 RESEARCH ROADMAP ON CRIMINAL ACCOUNTABILITY 
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2.  Criminal Accountability and Enforcement: Concepts 
and Definitions 

 

2.1   Positioning Criminal Accountability within Anti-Corruption Approaches 
and Strategies 

 

This deliverable conceptualises criminal accountability for corruption as a distinct analytical 

lens within contemporary anti-corruption approaches. Over the last three decades, both 

scholarship and practice have been structured by broad frameworks such as good 

governance and quality of government, which foreground systemic features including 

impartiality, rule of law, and effective public administration (Mungiu-Pippidi 2015; Rothstein 

2021). In parallel, dominant policy repertoires have relied on transparency (access to 

information, disclosure regimes), integrity (ethics rules, conflict-of-interest regulation, 

integrity plans), and multiple forms of accountability (electoral, administrative, social). 

These components often converge in “integrity system” approaches (see BridgeGap 

D4.1), where corruption control is pursued through mutually reinforcing institutions and 

preventive measures rather than repression alone. 

A central objective of WP8 is therefore to conceptualise and define “criminal 

accountability” in a way that can travel across jurisdictions and empirical strategies. This is 

necessary because, despite the prominence of “accountability” in both political science 

and anti-corruption policy, criminal accountability has often remained either under-

theorised within integrity-system frameworks. Where it is addressed, it is typically treated 

indirectly, most commonly through the lens of its opposite, impunity, in legal scholarship 

(especially in relation to atrocity crimes and human rights violations) or through narrower 

debates on immunities in corruption cases. 

In this deliverable, and for the BridgeGap project, criminal accountability for corruption is 

defined as: 
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the capacity and willingness of criminal justice institutions to investigate, prosecute, 

adjudicate, and sanction corruption and related offences in a manner that is legally sound, 

effective, and even-handed across different categories of actors (public/private; elite/non-

elite; governing/opposition; domestic/foreign). 

This definition makes three clarifications that are essential for comparative analysis and 

policy evaluation. 

First, criminal accountability is not reducible to “criminalisation”. The mere presence of 

bribery or abuse-of-office offences in penal codes does not establish accountability, 

because enforcement depends on whether cases can be credibly built, sustained, and 

decided according to applicable legal standards. In this sense, criminal accountability 

captures an operational property of the enforcement system rather than a purely formal 

legal attribute. 

Second, criminal accountability is not captured by aggregate outputs (e.g., investigations 

opened, indictments filed, conviction rates) taken in isolation. Outputs may reflect 

underlying corruption, institutional capacity, reporting practices, or political incentives. 

What matters is whether the enforcement process produces credible exposure to criminal 

procedure and credible risk of sanction for relevant actors, under conditions of legality 

and procedural fairness. This includes the consistency with which evidentiary standards 

are applied, the extent to which proceedings are insulated from undue interference, and 

whether legal consequences (including disqualification, imprisonment, confiscation, and 

asset recovery where applicable) follow when wrongdoing is established. 

Third, criminal accountability is inherently distributive. A system may appear active while 

reproducing hierarchies of enforcement – by concentrating coercive action on low-level 

officials or politically marginal targets, while systematically avoiding, neutralising, or 

deflecting cases involving powerful actors. From this perspective, the core empirical 

question is not simply “how much enforcement?”, but who is credibly exposed to 

enforcement, through which stages, and with what outcomes. 

For the purposes of this deliverable, conceptualising criminal accountability in this 

autonomous way is necessary because it enables the project to analyse stage-specific 

bottlenecks (detection, investigation, prosecution, adjudication, sanctioning) and to 
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compare how legal rules, institutional design, organisational capacity, and political context 

jointly shape whether corruption cases move from allegation to sanction, or are delayed, 

derailed, or selectively advanced. It also makes it possible to distinguish criminal 

accountability from two distinct distortions that can coexist with high visibility and even high 

volumes of criminal activity: impunity and weaponisation. 

 

2.2 Institutional Architecture and Instruments of Criminal Accountability 

 

Within this deliverable, criminal accountability is conceptualised as an emergent property 

of a criminal justice system, understood as a set of interdependent institutions, rules and 

practices embedded in a wider governance and rule-of-law environment. Rather than a 

linear chain of events, criminal accountability results from the interaction of multiple 

organisational arenas – courts, prosecution services, investigative bodies and oversight 

structures – whose configuration in terms of competences, autonomy, coordination and 

resources shapes whether corruption cases move from allegation to sanction or are 

deflected, delayed or neutralised (Ríos-Figueroa 2012; Gloppen 2014). This systemic 

perspective is essential for comparative analysis because it foregrounds the 

interdependence of enforcement actors and the cumulative effects of bottlenecks that can 

arise at different procedural stages (Taylor 2018). To translate this conceptualisation into 

an empirical strategy, WP8 focuses first on the actors that constitute the enforcement 

system (Figure 2) and then on the dimensions along which criminal accountability (CA) 

varies – most notably the national and transnational configurations that structure exposure, 

jurisdiction, coordination, and sanctioning. 
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FIGURE 2: CRIMINAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTORS 

 
Note: Elaborated by the authors based on Da Ros (2019)  

 

 

Courts play a pivotal role within this configuration, interpreting offences, evaluating 

evidence, and imposing sanctions. Yet judicial contribution to CA depends on both de jure 

guarantees and de facto independence, which do not necessarily coincide (Ríos-Figueroa 

and Staton 2012; Melton and Ginsburg 2014; Gutmann and Voigt 2020). Variation within 

judicial systems – across tiers, career incentives, and proximity to political elites – can 

generate heterogeneous adjudication outcomes even within the same case (Da Ros and 

Gehrke 2025), and where courts are perceived as biased or subordinated, CA is 

weakened irrespective of formal legal sophistication (Gloppen 2014). 

Prosecution services constitute a second core arena, translating criminal norms into 

case-selection, investigative strategies, charging decisions, and plea negotiations. 

Institutional designs range from hierarchical systems under ministerial authority to models 

governed by councils and varied appointment arrangements (Tonry 2012; Hodgson and 

Soubise 2016). Cross-national research links prosecutorial independence to lower 

corruption but also shows that formal structures explain only part of the variation, with 

media freedom, legal traditions, and political competition shaping outcomes (Voigt and 

Wulf 2019; Gutmann and Voigt 2020; OECD 2020). Even formally independent services 

can reproduce impunity or selective enforcement through gatekeeping practices, internal 
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case allocation, jurisdictional conflict management, and interpretations of legality or 

opportunity principles (Gordon and Huber 2009; Manzi 2022; Whitehead 2024). 

WP8 also treats specialisation and institutional redundancy as key design features 

structuring CA. Specialised anti-corruption units and courts are often justified in terms of 

efficiency, integrity, and expertise (Stephenson and Schütte 2022; Garoupa 2024; Madeira 

and Gelinski 2024), but their performance is mixed and can be undermined when 

specialisation becomes politically contested or embedded in weak institutional ecologies, 

as illustrated by the Bulgarian specialised criminal justice experiment (Vassileva 2022). To 

situate this discussion empirically, Annex 4 provides an overview of specialised anti-

corruption investigative bodies, prosecutorial units, and courts across Eastern Europe. 

Redundancy across criminal, administrative, civil, and disciplinary tracks may enhance 

resilience to capture (Mota Prado 2024; Johnston 2021), but it can also dilute CA when 

parallel mechanisms systematically substitute for criminal responsibility or encourage 

fragmentation and forum shopping. 

Finally, CA is conditioned by substantive and procedural criminal law, including offence 

scope, limitation rules, and corporate liability regimes (De Sousa 2002), as well as 

procedural tools such as cooperation agreements, special investigative techniques, 

confiscation, immunity-lifting rules, and whistleblower protections. The diffusion of 

negotiated justice reshapes how cases are resolved; evidence from Italy highlights the role 

of plea bargaining and related mechanisms in the “disappearing trial” and the shift toward 

negotiated outcomes (Paolini 2025). Resource allocation and organisational capacity 

similarly matter: prosecutorial presence and resources correlate with greater anti-

corruption activity and improved governance indicators (Alt and Lassen 2014; Toral 2024), 

yet asymmetries may confine complex corruption and foreign-bribery enforcement to 

limited “islands of excellence” while routine practice remains uneven. 

For BridgeGap, the implication is that explaining CA – especially across national and 

transnational enforcement environments – requires an integrated institutional 

perspective. WP8’s comparative analyses and case studies therefore trace how 

configurations of courts, prosecutors, specialised bodies, legal instruments, and resources 

combine to generate effective enforcement, persistent impunity, or politicised patterns of 

criminalisation across EU member states (Ríos-Figueroa 2012; Gloppen 2014). 
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2.3  Defining Impunity and Weaponisation 

 

2.3.1 Impunity: under-enforcement, legal shielding, and the “accountability gap” 

 

In legal and policy debates on mass atrocities, impunity is commonly framed through the 

idea of an accountability gap: situations in which states and institutions fail to prevent, 

investigate, prosecute, and punish serious crimes, leaving victims without effective 

remedies and weakening deterrence (Le Clercq Ortega and Rodríguez Sánchez Lara 

2020; Penrose 1999; Meron 2018; Diaz Crego et al. 2022). This framing is analytically 

useful for corruption because it emphasises that impunity is not only “no prosecutions”, but 

also systematic failure across the enforcement sequence, including failures that occur after 

highly visible investigations begin. 

Applied to corruption, impunity therefore refers to systematic under-enforcement or non-

enforcement of criminal law against politically or economically powerful actors, even 

where formal legal frameworks and institutions exist. It can manifest through multiple, 

mutually reinforcing mechanisms, including: 

▪ Procedural attrition and case collapse: investigations that rarely mature into 

indictments; trials that stall; proceedings that expire due to limitation periods; or 

recurrent acquittals in high-level cases (De Sousa 2002). 

▪ Institutional incapacity: chronic deficits in expertise, resources, and coordination – 

often acute in complex financial, procurement, or cross-border schemes. 

▪ Legal and institutional shielding: forms of de jure protection that restrict 

justiciability or raise barriers to prosecution, including amnesties (in post-conflict 

settings), immunity rules, or special procedural gateways. 

The comparative literature on amnesties helps specify one important family of de jure 

shielding mechanisms: amnesties can be designed as blanket exclusions or as 

conditional and selective instruments, and they frequently operate as a pivotal site where 

political settlements trade off accountability, stability, and reintegration (Mallinder and 
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McEvoy 2011). While corruption contexts differ from post-conflict transitions, the 

conceptual point travels: impunity can be built into legal architecture through 

categorical exclusions, procedural hurdles, or institutional fragmentation that makes 

accountability practically unattainable. 

A related insight emerges from work on immunity and transnational accountability. When 

legal immunity forecloses ordinary criminal jurisdiction against certain officials, 

enforcement may shift toward alternative strategies, particularly asset-focused approaches 

precisely because person-focused prosecution becomes difficult or impossible. This has 

direct relevance for corruption and kleptocracy, where illicit assets and cross-border 

financial flows create both constraints and opportunities for accountability strategies that 

do not depend on criminal conviction (e.g., civil confiscation or in rem forfeiture) (Zabyelina 

2023). 

Finally, the literature on specialised anti-corruption institutions underscores that 

institutional reform can coexist with impunity. Specialised courts and units are frequently 

created to enhance efficiency, integrity, or expertise; yet comparative evidence highlights 

persistent risks of delay, implementation gaps, and dependency on prosecutorial capacity 

and broader institutional ecology (Stephenson and Schütte 2022). Even where specialised 

courts exist, the expected efficiency gains may not materialise, and delays can become 

structural features rather than exceptions. 

 

2.3.2 Weaponisation: selective over-enforcement and instrumentalised prosecution 

 

If impunity denotes systematic under-enforcement against powerful actors, 

weaponisation denotes a different distortion: the strategic activation of criminal 

investigations and prosecutions primarily to pursue political goals, with corruption 

control functioning as a secondary, or rhetorical, justification. This does not require 

denying that targeted actors may have engaged in wrongdoing; the defining feature is the 

selectivity and instrumental intent of enforcement. 

Within the corruption literature, this concern is captured in typologies of anti-corruption 

campaigns that distinguish genuine breakthroughs from frustrated or façade efforts, and 
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from “witch hunt” dynamics in which severe legal consequences are produced in a 

lopsided way, typically concentrated on political opponents (Popova 2024). Weaponisation 

is also anticipated by political-economy perspectives that treat prosecution as a domain 

where discretion, career incentives, and partisan competition can shape enforcement 

timing and target selection (Gordon and Huber 2009; Nyhan and Rehavi 2017; Pavlik 

2017). 

For this deliverable’s analytical purposes, weaponisation matters for two reasons: 

▪ It breaks the link between “more enforcement” and “more accountability”. Increased 

indictments or convictions can coexist with declining fairness, declining institutional 

legitimacy, and heightened incentives for political retaliation. 

▪ It complicates inference from outcome indicators. A rise in convictions may reflect 

genuine accountability, but it may also reflect partisan skew, strategic timing, or 

institutional capture operating in the opposite direction from impunity. 

 

Empirical work on public corruption prosecutions in consolidated democracies illustrates 

how prosecutorial discretion can be shaped by political incentives even where formal 

safeguards exist. Gordon’s political-economy model of U.S. federal prosecutions predicts 

that career-minded, partisan-biased prosecutors will pursue systematically weaker cases 

against opponents than allies, and he finds some evidence of partisan bias under both 

Democratic and Republican administrations (Gordon and Huber 2009). Nyhan and Rehavi 

show that federal corruption cases against opposition-party defendants are more likely to 

be filed immediately before elections and more quickly than cases against co-partisans, 

and that prosecutors’ career prospects are associated with filing more pre-election cases 

against opponents (Nyhan and Rehavi 2017). Pavlik finds that corruption convictions per 

capita are higher in politically important U.S. states, suggesting that enforcement intensity 

is responsive to electoral incentives, and that corruption convictions are an imperfect proxy 

for underlying corruption because prosecutions themselves are susceptible to political 

influence (Pavlik 2017). 

In more fragile democracies and hybrid regimes, weaponisation takes on additional forms. 

Studies of judicial anti-corruption campaigns in Eastern Europe and Latin America 
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describe how large-scale investigations can simultaneously advance criminal 

accountability and restructure the political field. Lava Jato in Brazil and Peru, for instance, 

has been interpreted both as a rule-of-law breakthrough and as an instance of 

“prosecutorial populism”, in which aggressive prosecutorial strategies, extensive pre-trial 

detention and media-driven narratives of moral renewal reallocate political power while 

also raising due process concerns (González-Ocantos et al. 2023; Da Ros and Gehrke 

2024; Pozsgai-Alvarez et al. 2024). Whitehead’s analysis of “lawfare” in contemporary 

Latin America similarly depicts sequences in which prosecutors and courts become arenas 

for repeated attempts by rival elites to criminalise one another, making it difficult to reach a 

stable rule-of-law settlement and leaving legacies of polarisation and institutional fragility 

(Whitehead 2024). 

Popova’s broader review of judicialisation stresses that high-profile campaigns can 

reinforce political cynicism, boost support for populists and nationalists, motivate politicians 

to manipulate elections as a defensive reaction to prosecutions, and even curtail civil rights 

when prosecutors become overzealous (Popova 2024; Mungiu-Pippidi 2018). Similarly, 

Gehrke and Yang show that in less democratic countries incumbents benefit politically 

from a predecessor’s corruption conviction by resorting to personalistic rhetoric. By 

contrast, in highly democratic countries – where weaponization is less frequent – such 

convictions neither prompt populism nor boost the government’s popularity (Gehrke and 

Yang 2025). Weaponised campaigns thus produce a paradox: they may increase the 

frequency and severity of criminal sanctions against some officials, but in ways that erode 

trust in institutions, reinforce punitive populism, and undermine the perceived fairness of 

criminal accountability. 

For BridgeGap’s purposes, the key implication is that more enforcement is not always 

better. Understanding criminal accountability requires differentiating between breakthrough 

campaigns, frustrated attempts, façades and witch hunts, and situating observed patterns 

of prosecution and sanction within broader political and institutional configurations. The 

deliverable’s empirical strategy – combining cross-national indicators of prosecutions and 

outcomes with detailed case studies of specialised institutions and high-level cases – is 

designed precisely to distinguish between effective accountability and weaponised 

enforcement in EU member states. 
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2.3.3 Configurations of Criminal Accountability between Impunity and 

Weaponization 

 

Building on the effort of this deliverable to theoretically capture and delimit criminal 

accountability, impunity, and weaponisation as analytically distinct phenomena, WP8 

advances a first stage-based framework to clarify how these dynamics may materialise 

within criminal justice responses to corruption. This conceptual work is necessary because 

the three terms are frequently used as shorthand in both policy and scholarly debates, 

while their meanings often remain either under-specified or implicitly inferred from single 

outcomes (for instance, from conviction rates or headline prosecutions). By contrast, WP8 

treats them as configurations that can only be understood by linking legal rules, 

institutional practices, and political strategies to the concrete points at which cases are 

enabled, filtered, or redirected. 

On this basis, the project contributes to the conceptualisation of impunity and 

weaponisation by systematically examining the bottlenecks of criminal accountability 

for corruption across Europe. By treating accountability as a sequential process, the 

framework identifies how distinct legal, institutional, and political constraints may operate 

at different stages – from detection and exposure, through formal investigation, charging 

decisions, adjudication, and sentencing/appeal – filtering cases out of the enforcement 

sequence in stage-specific ways (Figure 3). Figure 3 provides a concise mapping of these 

potential sites of distortion: it illustrates that impunity and weaponisation are not 

approached as uniform outcomes of a system, but as the product of distinct strategies and 

constraints that may be deployed at different moments by different actors – for example 

through the manipulation of exposure, selective initiation or suppression of investigations, 

strategic uses of prosecutorial discretion in charging, or instrumental judicial behaviour in 

adjudication and sentencing. The central purpose of the figure is therefore not to extend 

the substantive definitions already provided, but to translate the conceptual distinctions 

into a structured representation of where and how they may plausibly operate. 
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This stage-based approach is essential for WP8’s empirical design. It guides the 

selection of indicators and case-study protocols by specifying which observable traces are 

relevant at each stage, and by clarifying why aggregate metrics – such as the volume of 

investigations, indictments, or convictions – cannot be interpreted without attention to 

sequencing, attrition, and distribution across actor categories. At the same time, the 

framework is explicitly cautious in inference: the project does not claim to directly observe 

or definitively determine instances of impunity or weaponisation. Rather, it aims to identify 

institutional bottlenecks and patterns of behaviour that are consistent with these dynamics, 

while situating prosecutorial and judicial decisions within their broader socio-political 

contexts. 

Finally, this conceptual mapping contributes to BridgeGap’s broader theoretical objectives 

of clarification and integration across fields, including the project’s emphasis on cross-

border and jurisdictionally complex corruption. Precisely because transnational cases 

amplify problems of exposure, jurisdiction, coordination, evidentiary transfer, and 

procedural delay, a stage-sensitive analytical framework helps connect micro-level 

decisions within justice institutions to wider governance conditions. In this sense, Figure 3 

and the surrounding conceptual work are intended to offer not only an internal research 

architecture for WP8, but also a more stable reference point for policy makers and 

corruption scholars operating in a field where shared conceptual categories and 

comparable empirical baselines remain limited. 
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FIGURE 3 BOTTLENECKS IN CRIMINAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND SITES OF WEAPONIZATION AND 

IMPUNITY 

 

Note: Elaborated by the authors 

 

 

2.4 National and Transnational Dimensions of Criminal Accountability 

 

Criminal accountability and enforcement operate across national and transnational arenas. 

At the national level, patterns of domestic criminal accountability are shaped by 

constitutional arrangements, prosecutorial and judicial independence, party competition 

and media systems. Research on Eastern Europe shows how the same formal 

 

Detection & Exposure 

Media • Audits • Whistleblowers 

Formal Investigation 
Prosecutorial & Police Inquiries 

Indictment / Charges 
Decision to Prosecute 

Adjudication 

Sentencing 

Impunity 

• Non-detection 

• Suppression 

Weaponisation 

• Selective investigations 

Impunity 

• Instrumental case dismissal 

Impunity 

• Procedural delay 

Impunity 

• Lenient sanctions 

Weaponisation 

Impunity 

• Procedural delays 

Weaponisation 

• Manipulation of evidence 

Weaponisation 

Courts 

• Fabrication of allegations 

• Procedural delay 

• Lack of Jurisdiction 

• Electoral-cycles targeting 

• Dismiss case after political goals are met 

Weaponisation 

• Selective punishment 

• Politicized pretrial sanctions •Uneven burden of proof standards 

• Politically-motivated overturn of conviction 
Courts/Appeal 

• Electoral-cycles targeting 

• Strategic Leaks 

• Dismissals on procedural grounds 

• Weak charges 



 

31 

arrangements can produce divergent trajectories: in some countries, high-level 

prosecutions have contributed to partial ruptures with entrenched corrupt networks; in 

others, they have yielded either frustrated attempts or façade campaigns driven by EU 

monitoring requirements without real domestic commitment (Popova 2012, 2014, 2024; 

Popova and Post 2018). Work on judicial and prosecutorial independence suggests that 

institutional autonomy can support more impartial enforcement, but may also enable highly 

activist judiciaries whose interventions become part of political conflict (Van Aaken et al. 

2010; Gloppen 2014; Gutmann and Voigt 2020). 

At the transnational level, criminal accountability for corruption increasingly involves cross-

border offences, foreign bribery and mutual legal assistance. EU and global instruments – 

such as the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, UNCAC and EU mutual recognition 

frameworks – generate expectations that states will investigate and prosecute corruption 

that spans jurisdictions. Within the EU, this evolving architecture now also includes the 

European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO), which exercises supranational prosecutorial 

powers in relation to offences affecting the Union’s financial interests and, indirectly, to 

certain corruption-related schemes. EPPO’s hybrid structure and shared competence with 

national authorities raise important questions about allocation of cases, coordination, 

independence and accountability that are directly relevant to the analysis of criminal 

enforcement against corruption. An in-depth case study of EPPO’s operation and early 

practice will therefore form a central component of the transnational analysis in this 

report’s empirical phase. Sims’s work on “judges without borders” and transnational 

judicial networks shows how judicial and prosecutorial actors interact across borders in 

corruption, money-laundering and human-rights cases, sometimes reinforcing 

accountability but also raising questions about legitimacy, sovereignty and uneven 

enforcement (Sims 2011).  

Transnational enforcement also creates new opportunities and risks for weaponisation. 

Extra-territorial investigations, coordinated raids, cross-border plea agreements and the 

intervention of EU-level bodies can expose entrenched impunity in one jurisdiction, but 

they may also be perceived as selective, geopolitically motivated or biased against 

particular firms and political factions. BRIDGEGAP’s focus on foreign-bribery enforcement 

against companies, alongside domestic prosecutions of high-ranking officials and the 



 

32 

specific analysis of EPPO practice, is meant to capture this multi-level configuration of 

accountability and to examine whether EU member states and EU institutions apply 

criminal law consistently across domestic and cross-border corruption cases.  
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3. Measuring Criminal Accountability and Enforcement 

 

3.1 Locating Criminal Accountability within Corruption Measurement 

 

Having defined criminal accountability and mapped its institutional architecture, this 

chapter turns to the question of how criminal accountability and enforcement can be 

measured empirically. The measurement of CA is a core building block of WP8’s empirical 

strategy. Within BridgeGap, CA is assessed through a combined perspective that links (a) 

de jure criminalisation (see EUCAL) and legal and transparency-focused indicators (see 

BG Judicial Transparency Index), with (b) the extent to which criminal justice institutions 

translate these formal frameworks into credible enforcement in practice. This concerns 

whether corruption allegations can be detected, investigated, prosecuted, adjudicated and 

sanctioned impartially and effectively (Ríos-Figueroa 2012; Gloppen 2014). The 

deliverable therefore clarifies what existing data sources can and cannot capture, and 

specifying how WP8 will combine complementary indicators to study enforcement 

capacities and outcomes in the EU and beyond. 

International guidance converges on the view that enforcement measurement must cover 

both institutional integrity and institutional performance. The UNDP situates courts, 

prosecutors and police within a broader rule-of-law framework of “capability, accountability 

and responsiveness”, emphasising that these bodies may simultaneously constitute 

corruption risks and act as corruption controls (Trapnell & Recanatini 2017). Other 

initiatives similarly stress that reliable data on corruption and on the effectiveness of justice 

responses are a precondition for the rule of law, while acknowledging that comprehensive 

national frameworks remain rare (ACWG 2021). The most articulated template is provided 

by UNODC, which proposes an extensive indicator architecture spanning criminalisation, 

prevention and the “enabling environment”, including a specific focus on judicial 

independence and integrity and an explicit distinction between de jure and de facto 

dimensions (UNODC 2023). 
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Against this benchmark, the current international measurement landscape remains 

uneven. Most widely used cross-national indicators relevant to CA are, in practice, better 

at capturing corruption within justice institutions – especially the judiciary – than justice 

institutions’ effectiveness against corruption. Expert-coded measures such as V-Dem 

provide systematic, comparable assessments of corruption and undue influence in judicial 

decision-making and related institutional vulnerabilities (Coppedge et al. 2025). 

Composite rule-of-law indices, such as the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law 

measures, similarly incorporate judiciary-focused corruption components, typically 

embedded within broader “absence of corruption” dimensions. These sources are valuable 

for diagnosing integrity risks and constraints on impartial adjudication, but they do not 

directly observe the enforcement sequence for corruption offences, nor do they capture 

case-handling dynamics in a way that is comparable across legal systems. 

Survey-based instruments offer a different window, but with similar limitations for CA. 

Citizen and firm surveys can capture reported bribery, perceived corruption and trust in 

justice institutions, and are frequently used to triangulate expert indices. Yet they generally 

measure experiences of corruption in public services or perceptions of institutional 

corruption, rather than criminal accountability outcomes (Transparency International 2025; 

European Commission 2022). 

For WP8, three measurement dimensions are therefore prioritised, each linked to distinct 

source families and inferential limits. First, system integrity concerns corruption and 

undue influence within prosecution services, courts and law-enforcement agencies, and is 

central because compromised institutions cannot sustain credible CA. Here, cross-national 

research shows that de jure safeguards often diverge from de facto independence, and 

that appointment, removal and disciplinary rules shaping enforcement actors’ careers 

are key to understanding this gap (van Aaken, Feld & Voigt 2010; Ríos-Figueroa & Staton 

2012; Melton & Ginsburg 2014; Gutmann & Voigt 2019). Second, institutional capacity 

concerns whether justice institutions possess the resources, staffing, territorial presence 

and procedural tools required for complex corruption enforcement; evidence indicates that 

prosecutorial presence and resources correlate with higher levels of anti-corruption activity 

and related governance improvements (Alt & Lassen 2014; Toral 2024). Third, 

enforcement outcomes concern how corruption cases are handled in practice – 
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investigations opened and closed, charging decisions, conviction patterns, sanctions and 

appeals – with particular attention to high-level and politically salient cases (Popova & 

Post 2018; Da Ros & Gehrke 2024; Axbard 2025). 

Each dimension raises well-known constraints that WP8 must address explicitly. 

Corruption is a concealed crime; official statistics reflect only detected and processed 

cases and cannot measure underlying prevalence without triangulation (UNODC 2023). 

Enforcement outputs also reflect political and organisational incentives: higher volumes of 

prosecutions or convictions may indicate accountability gains, but may also be consistent 

with selective enforcement, strategic timing, or institutional obstruction in elite cases 

(Gordon & Huber 2009; Nyhan & Rehavi 2017; Manzi 2022; Ang 2017; Popova & Post 

2018). Cross-national comparability is further limited by differences in offence 

definitions, prosecutorial principles, negotiated justice mechanisms, and institutional 

organisation (De Sousa 2002; Hodgson & Soubise 2016; Paolini 2025; Stephenson & 

Schütte 2022). Even where classification standards exist, offence coding practices remain 

heterogeneous across countries, complicating the interpretation of “corruption case” and 

“corruption conviction” counts (ACWG 2021). 

These limitations reinforce the need for measurement strategies that are multi-source 

and analytically bounded. International frameworks recommend combining 

administrative records with surveys and contextual institutional indicators to enable 

triangulation, rather than relying on a single index (Trapnell & Recanatini 2017; UNODC 

2023). Cross-national research also supports separating de jure from de facto indicators of 

judicial and prosecutorial autonomy and integrity, in order to identify gaps between formal 

rules and enforcement practice (Ríos-Figueroa & Staton 2012; Melton & Ginsburg 2014). 

Finally, interpreting enforcement outcomes requires disaggregation by actor and case type 

– particularly distinguishing high-level political corruption and complex financial/corporate 

cases from routine administrative bribery – given evidence that low-risk cases may be 

prioritised for statistical, organisational or political reasons (Popova & Post 2018; Axbard 

2025; Da Ros & Gehrke 2024). 

 

A central gap remains, however: beyond a limited set of research programmes, there is 

still no widely adopted, systematic framework that tracks CA across the enforcement 



 

36 

sequence in a comparable way across jurisdictions, especially for high-level corruption. 

Notable exceptions include comparative work on judicial anti-corruption campaigns and 

their outcome profiles (Popova 2024; Popova & Post 2018), offence- and actor-focused 

mappings of high-level prosecution patterns (Dallara 2019; Da Ros & Gehrke 2024), and 

conviction-centred approaches that sharpen attention to sanctioning rather than activity 

alone (Axbard 2025). WP8 is positioned to contribute precisely here: by clarifying the 

scope conditions of existing indicators, combining integrity, capacity and outcome 

measures, and situating quantitative patterns within institutional and political context, the 

project uses measurement not as a stand-alone ranking device but as an input to 

explaining how justice systems may reinforce or reduce impunity for corruption (UNODC 

2023; OECD 2020; Johnston 2021). 

TABLE 1 COMPARATIVE MEASURES OF JUDICIAL CORRUPTION 

Database Focus Data Coverage 
Main limit for 

CA 

V-Dem Bribes/undue payments 
to influence or 
speed/slow judicial 
decisions 

Expert-
coded 

Global; 
annual; 
long 
series 

Integrity-
focused; not 
case-
flow/outcomes 

WJP Rule of 
Law 

Perceived absence of 
bribery/improper 
influence in courts 

Household 
+ expert 

Global; 
annual 

Composite 
perception; not 
offence-/actor-
specific 

TI Global 
Corruption 
Barometer 

Public 
experience/perceptions 
of corruption incl. courts 
(varies by wave) 

Citizen 
survey 

Multi-
country; 
wave-
based 

Often 
petty/service 
corruption; 
limited on 
enforcement 
outcomes 

EU Special 
Eurobarometer 

Perceptions/experience; 
views on institutions 
incl. judiciary (EU) 

Citizen 
survey 

EU; 
repeated 
waves 

Perception-
based; module 
continuity 
varies 

Note: Elaborated by the authors  



 

37 

 

3.2 A Threefold Strategy of Measuring Criminal Accountability and 

Enforcement 

 

In light of these methodological considerations, WP8 adopts a threefold empirical strategy 

for measuring criminal accountability and enforcement. This strategy reflects international 

guidance on combining administrative statistics, institutional information and detailed case-

level data, rather than relying on any single indicator (Trapnell & Recanatini 2017; ACWG 

2021; UNODC 2023; OECD 2020). The project therefore integrates complementary 

datasets that capture, respectively, overall patterns of corruption-related crime, 

enforcement directed at high-level political actors, and responses to foreign bribery and 

cross-border corruption. 

First, the project uses official crime and justice statistics on corruption-related 

offences, harmonised as far as possible with the International Classification of Crime for 

Statistical Purposes (ICCS) and with existing UNODC guidance on criminalisation and 

data collection (UNODC 2023; ACWG 2021). In the EU context, this work builds on 

Eurostat’s implementation of the ICCS, which defines a specific category for corruption 

(ICCS 0703) encompassing, inter alia, active and passive bribery, embezzlement, abuse 

of functions, trading in influence and illicit enrichment, and provides guidance for 

classifying police and court data accordingly (Eurostat 2017). Using this framework, WP8 

draws on national judicial and prosecutorial statistics in EU member states and associated 

European countries to construct baseline indicators of recorded corruption offences, 

prosecutions and convictions over time. At the same time, consistent with Eurostat and 

UNODC assessments, preliminary analysis confirms that variations in national criminal law 

and incomplete alignment with ICCS categories still limit comparability and contribute to 

persistent discrepancies in recorded corruption-related crimes across countries, 

underscoring the need for cautious interpretation and triangulation with other sources 

(Eurostat 2017; ACWG 2021; UNODC 2023). 

Second, WP8 develops disaggregated indicators of enforcement targeting high-level 

political actors, focusing on current and former members of cabinet in 39 European 
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countries. Building on existing work on ministerial indictments and elite prosecutions 

(Popova and Post 2018; Da Ros and Gehrke 2024; Axbard 2025), this component 

reconstructs, for the period 2000–2025, the initiation and outcome of criminal proceedings 

for corruption-related offences against former cabinet ministers. In addition, for a subset of 

four countries (France, Spain, Italy and Romania), the project undertakes a more granular 

mapping of the “criminal accountability system” by coding the full trajectory of cases, from 

investigation and charges/indictments to trial outcomes and sanctions. This allows the 

analysis to move beyond aggregate conviction counts and to examine where, within the 

enforcement process, cases involving former cabinet members progress, stall or are 

terminated, and which institutional, political and defendant-level characteristics are 

associated with these outcomes. 

Third, the project constructs a dataset on foreign bribery and cross-border corruption 

cases involving companies as well as public officials, drawing on the TRACE public 

database, OECD Working Group on Bribery monitoring reports and related sources 

(OECD 2020). This component identifies cases in which European companies or officials 

are implicated in foreign bribery or other corruption schemes with a transnational 

dimension, and records the domestic and foreign enforcement actions associated with 

these cases. By combining case-level information on corporate settlements, prosecutions 

of individuals and sanctions with country-level institutional data, this strand of 

measurement captures how European states respond to cross-border corruption 

pressures and how far enforcement practices align with international commitments under 

instruments such as the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention and UNCAC (OECD 2020; 

UNODC 2023). 

Taken together, these three empirical pillars (official statistics, elite-level domestic 

enforcement data, and foreign-bribery case information) operationalise the project’s multi-

source approach to measuring criminal accountability and enforcement. They will be 

integrated with institutional and legal indicators developed in other WP8 tasks to support 

the cross-national and in-depth case studies, and will be further refined and consolidated 

in the final M36 version of this deliverable. A full presentation of all datasets is provided in 

the Annex to this deliverable. The datasets will be shared publicly at M36, alongside the 

second and final version of the deliverable. In the meantime, the data are already being 
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used within WP8 and by other WP partners (e.g., WP3 on cross-border corruption) to test 

their empirical leverage, and will subsequently be made available for use by the wider 

research community. 

3.2.1 Measurement framework for impunity and weaponisation   

 

In the context of criminal accountability, impunity will be measured by examining 

systematic gaps between enforcement outcomes, rather than through isolated cases. 

While informative, single cases are inherently difficult to interpret, as they may reflect 

idiosyncratic evidentiary, procedural, or political circumstances. Measurement therefore 

focuses on recurrent patterns across cases, identifying where corruption allegations fail 

along the enforcement chain: high attrition rates between investigation and indictment or 

between indictment and conviction, prolonged delays leading to the expiry of statutes of 

limitation, selective case dismissal, or weak or unenforced sanctions. Enforcement 

bottlenecks leading to impunity will be analysed across case progression, duration, and 

outcomes, with disaggregation by defendant characteristics (e.g. political alignment with 

incumbent government) and political–institutional settings (e.g. power alternations, 

changes in coalition composition). Persistent patterns in which certain categories of actors 

are rarely indicted or convicted, despite credible allegations and robust de jure 

criminalisation, or in which cases are systematically quashed during political periods 

characterised by specific institutional or political conditions, provide an empirical basis for 

identifying de facto impunity. 

Weaponisation of criminal justice, by contrast, is measured not by the absence of 

accountability but by its asymmetric and politically contingent application. Empirically, this 

involves identifying whether prosecution and enforcement activity is systematically skewed 

against particular actors – most commonly political opponents of the incumbent 

government – while similarly situated allies are less likely to be investigated, prosecuted, 

or sanctioned. Measurement strategies include comparing the timing, intensity, and 

outcomes of indictments across governing and opposition actors; analysing discontinuities 

around electoral cycles or changes in government; and examining whether prosecutorial 

and judicial actions respond selectively, without corresponding to case severity or 
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evidentiary strength. High enforcement activity combined with strong selectivity, procedural 

irregularities, or disproportionate sanctions can signal weaponisation rather than impartial 

accountability.  

In sum, measuring impunity and weaponisation requires moving beyond aggregate 

conviction counts to analyse patterns of prosecution across actors, time, and contexts. 

Cross-national and temporal variation in political and institutional configurations across 

Europe, combined with controlled comparisons in the case studies, provides the project 

with leverage to detect systematic patterns of selective enforcement and de facto non-

enforcement. 

 

3.3  Measuring Institutional Characteristics and Institutional Reforms 

 

To investigate cross-national and temporal differences in criminal accountability, WP8 

does not only measure enforcement outcomes, but also measures the institutional, 

political and judicial conditions that explain their variation. In other words, prosecutorial 

institutions and courts are analysed as key explanatory factors shaping how (and whether) 

corruption cases move through the enforcement process. 

Building on the comparative literature on judicial politics and prosecutorial governance, 

WP8 makes three main contributions to the comparative study of prosecutorial and judicial 

institutions in Europe. 

First, WP8 develops a substantially richer measurement of institutional 

characteristics by integrating existing expert-based indicators of prosecutorial powers 

and judicial independence with information drawn from administrative sources. Established 

cross-national measures of prosecutorial and judicial independence – such as those 

provided by the V-Dem and the World Justice Project – capture important dimensions of 

de facto independence. However, these measures rely largely on perception-based 

assessments and offer limited temporal coverage and institutional detail, particularly with 

respect to hierarchical control, appointment and dismissal procedures, career autonomy, 

and formal guarantees of independence. By complementing these indicators with detailed 
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administrative records – drawing inspiration from prior research (Voigt 2021; Voigt and 

Wulf 2017; Voigt, Gutmann, and Feld 2015) – WP8 moves beyond these limitations and 

provides a more precise and dynamic account of how prosecutorial and judicial institutions 

are organised and operate in practice. 

Second, WP8 undertakes an ambitious effort to systematically identify and code reforms 

affecting prosecutorial offices and courts across European countries since 2000. It traces 

legislative and constitutional changes that reshape institutional organisation and 

authority, including reforms to specialised prosecutorial bodies, changes in appointment 

procedures, and modifications to oversight and disciplinary arrangements. Reforms are 

coded at a fine-grained level, with systematic attention to both the scope of institutional 

change and the timing of adoption and implementation. This approach enables WP8 to 

distinguish clearly between incremental adjustments and major institutional 

transformations, and to identify more precisely how specific arrangements – such as the 

creation of prosecutorial and judicial councils – shape the institutional environment in 

which CA is pursued. 

Third, WP8 brings together a set of rich and underused administrative data reported to 

European institutions such as the Council of Europe’s European Commission on Judicial 

Efficiency (CEPEJ). These data provide detailed information on organisational structures, 

career systems, staffing levels, financial resources, and caseloads of prosecutorial offices 

and courts, often disaggregated by jurisdiction and year. Although routinely collected for 

monitoring and coordination purposes, these data have been somewhat overlooked in 

comparative research on corruption enforcement. WP8 also draws on complementary 

sources such as the Comparative Constitutions Project, which systematically codes 

national constitutions across countries over time (Elkins and Ginsburg 2025). By 

harmonising these sources across countries and over time, WP8 constructs systematic 

measures of institutional capacity, specialisation, and operational autonomy, and links 

them analytically to the CA outcomes measured through the project’s dependent-variable 

strategy. 

Together, these contributions allow WP8 to capture both formal institutional design and 

de facto institutional performance within a unified and comparable framework, and to 

connect variation in institutional conditions to variation in CA outcomes. This integrated 
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approach makes it possible to trace institutional change over time and to assess how 

reforms to prosecutorial and judicial systems interact with the processing of corruption 

cases. In doing so, WP8 substantially improves measurement validity and creates a strong 

foundation for rigorous analyses of the institutional determinants of criminal accountability 

across European countries. 
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4. Assessing and Evaluating Criminal Accountability 
and Enforcement in Europe  

 

4.1   Existing Strategies for Assessing Enforcement and Criminal 
Accountability  

 

This section sets out how the empirical strategy to evaluate the conditions of criminal 

accountability, that is, the institutional and political circumstances under which corruption 

allegations are more likely to be detected, pursued, adjudicated, and sanctioned in a 

legally sound and even-handed way (Gloppen 2014; Ríos-Figueroa 2012). The evaluation 

problem is policy-relevant and empirically demanding: enforcement is not a transparent 

“output” of a legal system, but the joint product of discretionary decisions, organisational 

routines, and institutional constraints. For this reason, the deliverable treats enforcement 

as a distinct empirical object, rather than reading enforcement data as a proxy for how 

corrupt a country is. 

Within this evaluation logic, existing scholarship can be organised around micro-, meso-, 

and macro-level perspectives, each illuminating different mechanisms through which 

criminal accountability is produced or filtered. At the micro level, studies explain 

enforcement outcomes through incentives and strategies of individual actors and the 

political stakes of prosecution. In domestic settings, research using convictions and 

prosecution data shows that enforcement intensity is associated with resources and 

incentives, but also responds to electoral and partisan dynamics (Alt and Lassen 2014; 

Nyhan and Rehavi 2017; Pavlik 2017). Elite datasets extend this logic to the apex of the 

executive, linking indictments and convictions of ministers and heads of government to 

party competition and institutional constraints (Popova and Post 2018; Da Ros and Gehrke 

2024). This perspective is essential for evaluation because it clarifies why criminal 

accountability can be simultaneously “real” and politically patterned: observed outcomes 

reflect both wrongdoing and strategic choices about which cases are pursued, when, and 

against whom. 
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At the meso level, the focus shifts from individuals to organisations – how prosecution 

services, courts, and specialised bodies allocate files, manage bottlenecks, and reproduce 

(or disrupt) impunity through routine gatekeeping. Socio-legal work highlights how 

prosecutorial services in civil-law systems sit at the intersection of executive authority and 

judicial status, and how managerial pressures and caseload constraints shape the 

handling of complex corruption cases (Hodgson and Soubise 2016; Tonry 2012). Process-

oriented research shows more sharply how internal hierarchies and jurisdictional rules can 

be mobilised strategically to suppress, divert, or delay sensitive investigations (Manzi 

2022). Comparative research on specialisation underscores that specialised anti-

corruption courts and units may concentrate expertise and reduce vulnerability, but their 

effects depend on how they are embedded in the broader institutional ecology – and may 

also open new channels of influence (Stephenson and Schütte 2022; Madeira and Gelinski 

2021; Vassileva 2022). 

At the macro level, studies link enforcement to broader institutional conditions such as 

judicial and prosecutorial independence, governance safeguards, and the rule-of-law 

environment in which enforcement actors operate. Cross-national research reports 

systematic associations between de facto independence and lower perceived corruption or 

stronger “control of corruption” outcomes (Van Aaken, Feld and Voigt 2010; Ríos-Figueroa 

2012; Gutmann and Voigt 2019), while also showing that de jure guarantees are often 

weak predictors of actual independence and behaviour (Ríos-Figueroa and Staton 2012; 

Melton and Ginsburg 2014). Within Europe, comparative institutional mapping documents 

variation in hierarchical control, councils, appointment structures, and internal allocation 

powers that can matter directly for how corruption cases are filtered and pursued (OECD 

2020; Voigt and Wulf 2018; Hodgson and Soubise 2016). For evaluation purposes, this 

macro perspective helps specify which institutional safeguards plausibly condition whether 

reforms translate into credible enforcement rather than symbolic compliance. 

Across these levels, the literature also shows why criminal accountability cannot be 

assessed only as a domestic phenomenon. In cross-border corruption and foreign bribery, 

enforcement becomes visible precisely when justice systems act, and international 

regimes shape both incentives and exposure. Case-based datasets have enabled a shift 

away from perception measures toward observed transnational enforcement patterns, 
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including the PACI approach and related analyses of cross-border corruption dynamics 

(Escresa and Picci 2015, 2017, 2016, 2020). At the same time, socio-legal research on 

transnational judicial and prosecutorial networks illustrates how cooperation can reinforce 

accountability while also triggering political backlash and legitimacy disputes (Sims 2011). 

Methodologically, these perspectives map onto a mixed repertoire – large-N outcome 

indicators and elite datasets (Alt and Lassen 2014; Popova and Post 2018; Da Ros and 

Gehrke 2024), cross-national institutional indices and comparative mappings (OECD 2020; 

Voigt and Wulf 2018), and qualitative/process-tracing approaches that reconstruct 

discretion and gatekeeping in practice (Manzi 2022; Hodgson and Soubise 2016; Tonry 

2012). For the deliverable’s evaluation aims, this pluralism is not optional: it reflects that 

criminal accountability is generated through interactions between individual strategies, 

organisational routines, and institutional constraints, increasingly under transnational 

enforcement conditions (Escresa and Picci 2016, 2020; Sims 2011). 

Read through this evaluative lens, existing research also highlights recurring gaps that the 

deliverable’s empirical strategy is designed to address. Much evidence relies on indicators 

that are informative but thin on institutional content, offering limited leverage on which 

organisational arrangements and safeguards drive observed enforcement patterns over 

time. Relatedly, studies often isolate outcomes (prosecutions/convictions) from institutions 

(independence/specialisation) rather than integrating them to track how institutional 

change reshapes case-handling and attrition. Domestic and cross-border enforcement are 

frequently analysed in separate literatures, even though major schemes increasingly 

combine national political dynamics with transnational corporate and financial structures 

(Escresa and Picci 2016, 2020). Finally, qualitative work richly documents mechanisms 

such as gatekeeping, managerial pressures, and networked cooperation, but is rarely 

connected to comparable indicators that allow systematic cross-country and over-time 

assessment (Manzi 2022; Sims 2011). These limits motivate the deliverable’s evaluation 

approach: combining outcome measures with institutional and organisational indicators, 

and using cross-national analyses alongside targeted case studies to identify where 

enforcement capacity is enabled, where it stalls, and under which conditions reforms 

translate into credible – rather than merely formal – criminal accountability 
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4.1 Empirical Strategy of the Research  

 

WP8 is designed to close these gaps by building a unified analytical architecture that 

links enforcement outcomes to the institutional and organisational conditions under which 

they are produced. The core contribution is an empirical strategy that allows enforcement 

to be assessed across levels and arenas, and that can support policy-relevant 

comparisons of institutional configurations. 

The strategy adopted in this deliverable is informed by the above approaches. Rather than 

privileging a single metric or level of analysis, the project combines cross-national, mixed-

method and legal-comparative components to capture different facets of criminal 

accountability. 

First, at the cross-national level, the project will develop two quantitative analyses 

focusing on criminal enforcement against political and corporate actors. The first analysis 

(CNS1) constructs a minister-level dataset for 39 European countries and models 

convictions of cabinet members for corruption-related offences as a function of reforms 

and changes in judicial and prosecutorial institutions, including the creation or reform of 

specialised courts and prosecution units and shifts in independence and self-governance. 

In doing so, it extends ministerial accountability studies such as Popova and Post (2018) 

and Da Ros and Gehrke (2024) to a broader set of European cases, and links 

enforcement outcomes directly to institutional trajectories as described in the literature on 

judicial independence and specialisation (Van Aaken, Feld and Voigt 2010; Ríos-Figueroa 

and Staton 2012; Stephenson and Schütte 2022). The second cross-national analysis 

addresses (CN2) foreign bribery enforcement worldwide, drawing on datasets of observed 

cross-border bribery cases and on information from OECD and UNCAC monitoring 

processes. Here, the dependent variable is the pattern of foreign bribery enforcement 

actions (investigations, charges, settlements and convictions) against domestic firms and 

nationals, while the main explanatory variables capture exposure to and engagement with 

international peer-review and follow-up mechanisms. This analysis builds on the 

measurement work by Escresa and Picci (2017, 2016, 2020) and connects it to the 

institutional design and practice of international anti-corruption regimes, thereby examining 



 

47 

whether monitoring and evaluation mechanisms translate into more robust criminal 

responses to foreign bribery. 

The case-study programme complements the cross-national analyses by providing 

within-case depth, fine-grained process tracing and cross-case comparison. The selection 

of cases is anchored in the new datasets and follows a clear comparative logic. A first 

study (CS1) compares criminal accountability of high-level political elites in France, Italy 

and Spain, three civil-law democracies with similar legal traditions and exposure to major 

corruption episodes but different trajectories of judicial and prosecutorial reform. Using the 

extended “full-chain” minister dataset, it reconstructs how cases involving former ministers 

move from investigation to final outcome and assesses how institutional arrangements and 

political dynamics affect those trajectories. A second study (CS2) focuses on Romania as 

a strategic outlier, combining strong formal anti-corruption institutions, territorially uneven 

enforcement and intense political contestation. It extends the high-ranked politicians 

framework to national and local elites and exploits a rich database of convictions by the 

National Anticorruption Directorate, combined with county-level indicators, to understand 

the geography and politics of enforcement at sub-national level. A third study (CS3) offers 

a legal-comparative analysis of corporate criminal liability for corruption in Europe. It 

examines how different models of corporate liability and instruments such as deferred 

prosecution agreements and French CJIPs allocate preventive responsibilities to firms, 

structure incentives for self-reporting and cooperation, and interact with EU-level 

frameworks. A fourth study (CS4) examines the European Public Prosecutor’s Office and 

judicial cooperation in the EU, adopting an interdisciplinary approach that combines legal 

analysis, institutional statistics and interviews with practitioners. It explores how EPPO’s 

design and practice interact with national prosecution services, and what this implies for 

the prosecution of complex cross-border corruption and related offences. 
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TABLE 2: COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF THE EMPIRICAL STUDIES 

Study Methods Case focus 
Time 
span 

Scope Main data utilised 

CNS(1) – 
Institutional 
Foundations 
of Criminal 
Accountability 
in Europe 

Cross-national 
panel; 
regression / 
DiD 

Effects of 
prosecutorial and 
judicial reforms on 
ministers’ corruption 
convictions in 
Europe 

2000–
2025 

National 
(cross-
national, 
30+ 
European 
countries) 

Minister–case 
conviction dataset; 
institutional reform 
coding; political and 
socio-economic 
indicators 

CNS(2) – 
Enforcement 
of Foreign 
Bribery and 
“Leakages” 
under the 
OECD ABC 

Cross-national 
panel; 
regression / 
DiD 

Foreign bribery 
enforcement and 
displacement of 
corrupt practices 
across jurisdictions 

2000–
2019 

Transnatio
nal / 
global 

Cross-border bribery 
enforcement 
database; 
OECD/UNCAC 
monitoring data; trade 
and macroeconomic 
data 

CS(1) – 
Compared 
Criminal 
Accountability 
in France, 
Italy and 
Spain 

Mixed-method 
(event-history + 
process-
tracing) 

Criminal 
proceedings against 
former ministers in 
France, Italy and 
Spain 

1990–
2025 

National 
(3-country 
compariso
n) 

Minister “full-chain” 
dataset; institutional 
variables; political 
and socio-economic 
context data 

CS(2) – 
Criminal 
Accountability 
at National 
and Sub-
national Level 
in Romania 

Mixed-method 
(multilevel/even
t-history + case 
studies) 

Proceedings against 
national and local 
elites; territorial 
patterns of 
enforcement in 
Romania 

Mid-
2000s–
2020s 

National + 
sub-
national 
(counties) 

High-ranked 
politicians database; 
DNA convictions 
dataset; county-level 
indicators; party 
control and 
contextual data 

CS(3) – 
Preventive 
and 
Repressive 
Functions in 
Corporate 
Criminal 
Liability 

Legal-
comparative 
and doctrinal 
analysis 

Corporate criminal 
liability for corruption 
in Italy, UK and 
France; role of 
DPAs/CJIPs and 
compliance models 

Early 
2000s–
2020s 

National 
(3-country 
legal 
compariso
n within 
EU) 

EU instruments (PIF, 
EU Anti-Corruption 
Directive proposal); 
national statutes (LD 
231/2001, UK Bribery 
Act, Sapin II); case 
law and settlements 

CS(4) – EPPO 
and Judicial 
Cooperation in 
the EU 

Legal-
institutional 
analysis; 
institutional 
statistics; 
practitioner 
interviews 

EPPO’s role in 
enforcing 
corruption/PIF 
offences and gaps in 
EU-level criminal 
enforcement 

1990s–
2020s 
(focus 
2021–
onwards) 

Transnatio
nal / EU-
level 

EPPO Regulation 
and PIF Directive; 
EPPO annual reports; 
Commission 
monitoring reports; 
practitioner interview 
material 
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4.3 Contribution of the Empirical Strategy 

 

Building on these studies, WP8’s contribution is not simply to assemble more indicators or 

more case narratives, but to connect outcomes to the conditions that plausibly produce 

them and to do so in a way that allows comparison across countries, time, and 

enforcement arenas. 

First, WP8 studies link elite-level outcomes to institutional trajectories. The cross-

national and comparative studies ground accountability in minister-level evidence and 

relate it directly to institutional features that the literature identifies as central – judicial and 

prosecutorial independence, governance safeguards, and specialisation (Popova and Post 

2018; Da Ros and Gehrke 2024; Van Aaken, Feld and Voigt 2010; Ríos-Figueroa and 

Staton 2012; Stephenson and Schütte 2022). This is the step that many outcome-based 

analyses cannot make: moving from “convictions rise/fall” to a structured assessment of 

which institutional arrangements plausibly account for those patterns and under what 

political conditions any effects endure. 

Second, WP8 studies increase institutional granularity beyond standard cross-national 

indices. Several contributions complement widely used indicators with administrative and 

institutional sources that are richer on organisational structure and operational autonomy – 

hierarchical control, file allocation powers, career systems, resources, and internal 

governance – dimensions that shape whether corruption cases are prioritised, delayed, 

diverted, or sustained. This builds on comparative institutional work on prosecution 

services (OECD 2020) and measurement efforts that distinguish more precisely between 

de jure rules and de facto independence over time (Voigt 2021; Voigt and Wulf 2017; 

Voigt, Gutmann, and Feld 2015). It also leverages underused reporting to European 

bodies and combines these data with reform and constitutional coding to track institutional 

change systematically (Elkins and Ginsburg 2025). 

Third, WP8 treats cross-border enforcement as a central test of accountability rather 

than a niche topic. By building on case-based approaches to transnational corruption and 

foreign bribery (Escresa and Picci 2015, 2016, 2017, 2020) and incorporating regime 

pressures and monitoring dynamics, the deliverable evaluates whether enforcement 
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reduces accountability gaps – or instead shifts them through uneven capacities, 

jurisdictional competition, and displacement across markets. This connects domestic 

enforcement performance to the transnational settings where many high-impact schemes 

are detected and contested. 

Fourth, WP8 incorporates procedural transformation and organisational practice into 

what counts as enforcement performance. Contemporary accountability increasingly 

operates through filtering and negotiated outcomes – charging choices, dismissals, and 

settlement-like procedures – that can change both the visibility and the substance of 

criminal responses (Paolini 2025). At the same time, formal institutional design does not 

automatically prevent internal gatekeeping or selective enforcement (Manzi 2022). The 

deliverable therefore combines comparable indicators with mechanism-oriented inquiry to 

identify where along the enforcement chain cases stall or are redirected, and which 

institutional choices narrow the space for impunity and weaponisation while maintaining 

rule-of-law guarantees. 

Across these contributions, the empirical studies share a common analytical orientation 

that makes the package cumulative rather than fragmented. The design is 

interdisciplinary (treating criminal accountability as simultaneously legal, political, and 

policy-driven), inter-organisational (treating outcomes as the product of interactions 

among executives and legislatures, prosecution services and courts, specialised bodies, 

EU actors such as OLAF/EPPO, and private gatekeepers), and cross-level (linking sub-

national variation to national reforms and EU conditionality; most-similar country 

comparisons to cross-national models; and national enforcement to EU and transnational 

cooperation dynamics). Taken together, this allows the studies to speak to the same 

evaluation question from different angles: not only whether enforcement varies, but how it 

is produced, where it breaks down, and which institutional configurations are most 

plausibly associated with credible criminal accountability for corruption. 
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5. Cross-National Evidence on Criminal Accountability 
for Corruption: Institutions and Enforcement  

 

5.1 CNS(1): The Institutional Foundations of Criminal Accountability for 
Corruption in Europe, 2000-2025 

 

5.1.1 Introduction and research objectives 

 

Within the broader deliverable’s goal of identifying gaps in the enforcement of anti-

corruption laws and norms across countries, this study focuses on the institutional 

foundations of criminal accountability for corruption. It examines how prosecutorial and 

judicial structures – and the reforms that have reshaped them – affect the likelihood that 

senior political officials are held criminally liable across 39 European countries. To do so, 

the analysis draws on original data collection covering reforms to core criminal 

accountability institutions, including the creation of specialised prosecutorial offices or 

courts, substantial changes to the rules governing prosecutorial and judicial appointments 

and career progression, and the adoption of prosecutorial tools such as plea bargaining. 

Crucially, the strategy rests on the production of original data both on the institutional 

design and on the outcome of interest, convictions on corruption charges, providing a 

foundation for genuinely novel empirical insights. Moreover, the use of modern causal-

inference tools applied to the universe of cases helps address concerns such as omitted-

variable bias and selection on the dependent variable. Because much of the existing 

literature on court-led anti-corruption focuses on episodes of intense enforcement, a 

universe-of-cases approach allows to balance this perspective and learn just as much from 

the many instances in which anti-corruption activity does not materialize. 

Building on a rich literature on criminal accountability for corruption and key but limited 

studies in Europe, we provide a comprehensive examination across countries since the 

beginning of the century. In addition to the main explanatory variables, the breadth of the 

cases provides us with significant variation that enables the study of key contextual 
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determinants as well. This includes the level of democracy, political turnover, coalitional 

dynamics, media investigative capacity and civil society mobilization. Together, this allows 

us to examine a set of questions that expand knowledge about the European context: 

under what conditions do prosecutors and courts hold  high-level politicians criminally 

accountable for corruption? And how do contextual factors interact with institutional design 

to produce different enforcement trajectories across countries and over time? To what 

extent are outcomes driven by characteristics of the defendant such as their political 

alignment with the government?  Besides generating evidence on the institutional 

foundations of enforcement, shedding light on these questions will illuminate debates on 

impunity and weaponization. 

5.1.2 Existing Evidence and Theoretical Framework  

 

A central concern in combating corruption through the courts has been the lack of 

specialized expertise and the weak coordination among judicial actors, which often 

undermines the consistency and effectiveness of accountability efforts. Cases are often 

incomplete, lack sufficient evidence (sometimes by design) and may result long in judicial 

procedures. At the same time, powerful defendants can draw on skilled lawyers and use 

the political networks they had build over time to protect them and avoid punishment. As a 

result, fail to meet the burden of proof, be halted within the prosecutorial hierarchy stops 

them, or be annulled by judges on procedural grounds or due to the expiration of the 

statute of limitations. 

This study addresses the lack of comparative evidence on the impact of major institutional 

reforms across Europe and examines how these reforms shape criminal accountability, 

building on the work by Popova and Post (2018). Their analysis offers a foundational 

contribution by examining an earlier generation of reforms, but it does not capture the 

second wave of anti-corruption reforms that emerged in the mid-2010s as well as a more 

recent reversal of these reforms in the current decade. 

By measuring concrete outcomes, we move beyond a purely formalistic analysis of 

institutions – an approach that does not necessarily reflect whether reforms translate into 

meaningful action (Ríos Figueroa & Staton 2014). While the specialized literature on the 
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topic informs important debates, many unresolved puzzles remain. On the one hand, 

examples from strongly autonomous prosecutors and judges can indeed deliver major 

criminal accountability outcomes (Della Porta & Vannucci 1999; Gonzales-Ocantos et al. 

2023).  Romania, the European country with the highest rates of high-profile convictions in 

the last decades is a case in point: it built a powerful specialized prosecution office 

capable of pursuing senior elites. Yet significant concerns have been raised about their 

excesses and lack of procedural integrity in high-profile cases (Mendelski 2021; Mungiu-

Pippidi 2018). On the other hand, the literature on the topic also offers important evidence 

that independent courts often shield outgoing elites from investigations and prosecutions, 

parly to prevent to prevent the incumbent government of weaponizing accountability 

institutions (Bahry & Kim 2021; Epperly 2013; Popova and Post 2018). 

Building on these findings and unsolved questions, this study examines diverse national 

experiences to assess the overall effect of institutional reforms on criminal accountability 

for corruption across Europe. We pay close attention to aspects such as the timing of 

decisions and timing of trials as well as the duration between indictments and trials. 

Criminal liability versus other types of liability. 

5.1.3 Hypotheses of the study 

 

This study investigates whether reforms to prosecutors’ offices and the judiciary increase 

the likelihood that former cabinet members are convicted for corruption. We hypothesize 

that reforms strengthening prosecutorial autonomy, expanding investigative capacities 

(including through specialized anti-corruption units), and enhancing judicial oversight – 

such as through more independent judicial councils – should raise the probability of 

conviction. We also expect these effects to vary systematically with political and 

institutional conditions. 

First, judicial independence should condition reform effectiveness: the impact of reforms is 

anticipated to be twice as strong where courts are more independent. 

Second, reforms may exert stronger effects during periods of political continuity, when 

governing elites have fewer incentives to shield their predecessors. In such contexts, there 
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is greater room for accountability and fewer opportunities for the political accommodation 

that is more common following turnovers. 

Third, that impact will differ depending on whether defendants are politically aligned with 

the incumbent government. Aligned ministers may benefit from stronger informal 

protection, whereas opposition or previously governing elites may face greater exposure, 

particularly in periods of political continuity. 

5.1.4 Data  

 

This study constructs reliable and comparable micro-data on all convictions involving the 

universe of former cabinet members in government between 1990 and 2025. The key 

dependent variable is the number of corruption convictions in each country over time. This 

is complemented by defendant’s characteristics such as their partisanship and the years 

when they served in office. This allows testing hypothesis of the. Overwhelming 

convictions and cycles of convictions related to political adversaries of the incumbent 

government.  

Rather than focusing only on a few episodes of criminal accountability, the study 

incorporates the complete universe of minister-level corruption convictions – and non-

convictions – across 39 European countries over a twenty-five-year period. 

The main explanatory variable in this study is the set of reforms to accountability 

institutions. These reforms encompass reforms to prosecutors’ offices, the judiciary, and 

specialized anti-corruption bodies, including measures that expand prosecutorial 

autonomy, enhance investigative capacity, strengthen judicial oversight, and create 

specialized prosecutors’ offices and courts. We treat these reforms as institutional shocks 

intended to alter the incentives and capabilities of criminal-accountability actors.  

In addition to the dependent and explanatory variables, we use comprehensive macro-

data from existing cross-national political datasets. This allow us to trace the political and 

institutional characteristics at the country-year level such as the level of democracy, 

political turnovers, and electoral results. For instance, while most of the countries in the 
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study are established democracies, there is still meaningful variation over time, including 

episodes of democratic backsliding into authoritarianism and subsequent recoveries. 

5.1.5 Research design and methodology  

 

By examining both the presence and the absence of enforcement with a cross-national 

quantitative assessment, the analysis avoids the bias may arise when scholarship 

concentrates disproportionately on cases of intense criminal accountability (Da Ros and 

Gehrke 2024: 969). This comprehensive design ensures that institutional explanations are 

evaluated against all possible outcomes, including the many situations in which criminal 

accountability does not materialise, thereby providing a more accurate assessment of the 

conditions under which the courts effectively punish politicians on corruption charges. 

By systematically capturing the timing and scope of these reforms across countries, the 

study assesses whether – and under what political and institutional conditions – they 

increase the likelihood that former ministers are formally charged and ultimately convicted. 

Specifically, we adopt a difference-in-differences approach which leverages variation in the 

timing of reforms across countries to isolate the causal impact of institutional changes from 

broader trends that affect all countries simultaneously. This empirical strategy also allows 

to construct reliable comparison units for countries experiencing reforms by comparing 

them to country-year units before the reform and accounts for the role that other time-

invariant country characteristics, both observable and unobservable, may have. 

5.1.6 Preliminary findings  

 

Despite repeated waves of reform intended to enhance judicial independence, 

prosecutorial capacity, and anti-corruption enforcement, many scholars argue that 

initiatives appear largely symbolic, failing to yield concrete outcomes such as the 

successful prosecution of high-level political actors.  

Preliminary findings suggest that this study’s comparative approach makes it possible to 

assess whether the reforms adopted across Europe have meaningfully strengthened 

accountability in practice, and to draw systematic lessons about their impact across 
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countries. For instance, the adoption of a specialized prosecution body increases country-

year convictions by 8 percentage points, what is equivalent to a 36% increase from 0.22 

conviction per year baseline. Judicial independence substantially amplifies the effects of 

specialized prosecution offices, with the impact on convictions roughly twice as strong in 

countries where courts enjoy higher levels of autonomy. Political dynamics also play a 

critical role: the effect of reforms is approximately four times larger when the same 

legislative majority remains in power, compared to periods of partisan turnover – 

highlighting the importance of continuity in political support for enforcement. Together, 

these findings suggest that reforms do not operate in a vacuum; their success depends 

heavily on the broader institutional and political environment in which they are 

implemented. 

5.1.7 Preliminary policy implications  

 

While the analysis is still ongoing and the full set of results will be presented in the final 

version of the deliverable, the emerging patterns already suggest a number of cautious 

policy-relevant implications. First, the evidence that specialised prosecutorial bodies are 

associated with higher probabilities of conviction, particularly when combined with stronger 

judicial independence, points to the value of targeted institutional design. Where countries 

consider creating or reforming specialised anti-corruption units or courts, the focus should 

not be solely on formal mandates or caseloads, but also on ensuring that these bodies 

operate within a framework of robust judicial guarantees and oversight. Specialisation 

appears most effective when prosecutors and judges enjoy sufficient autonomy to resist 

political pressure, while being accountable through transparent appointment procedures, 

professional evaluation and clear internal rules on case selection. 

Second, the finding that reforms have significantly larger effects when political majorities 

remain stable over time underlines the importance of sustained, cross-coalitional support 

for criminal accountability reforms. If institutional changes are perceived as partisan 

instruments or are systematically revised after elections, their impact on elite accountability 

is likely to be limited and reversible. This suggests that key elements of prosecutorial and 

judicial governance – such as the basic structure of specialised offices, independence 
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guarantees, and core procedural tools – should, as far as possible, be entrenched through 

broad parliamentary agreements and shielded from frequent politicised change. 

Third, the results confirm that institutional reforms do not operate in isolation from broader 

political and societal contexts. Strengthening prosecutorial and judicial capacities should 

therefore be accompanied by complementary measures in adjacent areas of the integrity 

system: transparency and access to information, party-finance regulation, whistle-blower 

protection, and support for investigative journalism and civil society monitoring. These 

surrounding conditions help generate and channel information about wrongdoing, reduce 

opportunities for selective enforcement, and increase the reputational and electoral costs 

of undermining accountability institutions. 

Finally, the study highlights the need for systematic monitoring of the effects of reforms on 

actual enforcement outcomes, beyond formal compliance with European or international 

standards. Regular collection and publication of data on investigations, indictments and 

convictions of high-level officials – disaggregated by offence type, office and political 

affiliation – would enable both domestic and European actors to assess whether 

institutional changes translate into effective and impartial criminal accountability. The final 

report will develop these preliminary implications into more concrete recommendations, 

drawing on the completed cross-national analysis and on the detailed case studies 

presented in the rest of the chapter. 

 

5.2 CNS(2): Enforcement of Foreign Bribery. Compliance and “Leakages” 

within the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention 

 

5.2.1 Introduction and research objectives 

 

Within the broader deliverable’s goal of identifying gaps in the enforcement of anti-

corruption norms across countries and levels of governance, this study focuses on the 

functioning of one of the most important international legal instruments targeting foreign 

bribery: the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention (ABC). While other components of the 
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deliverable examine regulatory and institutional gaps through qualitative case studies, 

legal analysis and organizational diagnostics, this study provides a large-N, cross-national 

quantitative assessment of how an international regime works in practice when compliance 

is partial and uneven. 

The central puzzle that motivates this work emerges from previous evidence at the country 

level, particularly Jensen and Malesky’s (2018) experimental study in Vietnam. Their 

findings suggest that when states strengthen enforcement of the ABC and related 

instruments, multinational corporations (MNCs) headquartered in those “regulated” 

countries tend to reduce bribery. At the same time, firms from non-signatory or weak-

enforcement countries appear to increase their use of bribes, seemingly filling the gap left 

by more compliant competitors. Chapman et al. (2021) formalize this dynamic as 

competitive leakage: stricter enforcement in some jurisdictions can, under certain market 

conditions, displace corrupt practices toward firms and countries that remain 

unconstrained. 

Against this backdrop, the present study has three main objectives. First, it aims to assess 

globally whether the intensification of ABC enforcement (especially through the 

Convention’s Phase 3 peer-review mechanism) reduces the propensity of firms 

headquartered in signatory countries to engage in foreign bribery. Second, it seeks to 

disentangle compliance and leakage, that is, to identify the extent to which reductions 

among regulated firms are offset by strategic increases in bribery among firms 

headquartered in non-signatory or not-yet-enforcing states. Third, it aims to embed these 

dynamics within the broader enforcement gap agenda of the deliverable, by showing how 

global market competition and uneven international legal commitments generate new 

spaces and opportunities for corruption, thereby connecting international treaty design to 

domestic and transnational enforcement outcomes. 

In doing so, the study contributes a core empirical pillar to the wider project. It tests, in a 

systematic way, whether existing international anti-corruption instruments close or instead 

reconfigure enforcement gaps, and offers a quantitative complement to the qualitative and 

institutional analyses developed in other chapters. 
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5.2.2 Existing Evidence and Theoretical Framework  

 

The study is grounded in, and aims to advance, three strands of literature that are directly 

relevant to the deliverable’s focus on enforcement gaps. First, it speaks to the broad 

literature on international regimes and compliance. Classic contributions conceptualize 

regimes as sets of principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around which 

actors’ expectations converge (Krasner 1982; Ruggie 1982). This work has shown that 

international legal commitments can influence state behaviour but has also highlighted the 

complexity of compliance, including the role of domestic institutions, capacity and politics 

in translating commitments into practice (Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom 1996; Von Stein 

2005; Simmons and Hopkins 2005; Lupu 2013; Jo and Simmons 2016). Much of this 

literature has focused on states as primary duty-bearers in areas such as human rights, 

environmental protection and financial regulation, with relatively less systematic attention 

to private-sector actors, even though many regimes, such as the ABC, are ultimately 

designed to regulate firms’ behaviour (Baradaran et al. 2012). 

Second, the study builds on research on regulatory leakage and displacement effects. 

Work on environmental governance has documented how stringent climate policies in 

some jurisdictions can generate “carbon leakage”, either through relocation of production 

or through shifts in market share toward less regulated producers (Babiker 2005; Konisky 

and Woods 2010; Dijkstra, Mathew, and Mukherjee 2011; Böhringer, Rosendahl, and 

Storrøsten 2017; Levinson 2023). Similar patterns are discussed in tax competition and 

base erosion (Arel-Bundock 2017), in international finance and money-laundering 

(Sharman 2010; Findley, Nielson, and Sharman 2013, 2015; Cooley and Sharman 2017; 

Morse 2019), and in corporate misuse of complex ownership chains to circumvent 

regulation. These literatures collectively underline a central concern for the deliverable: 

partial and uneven regulation can shift, rather than eliminate, harmful practices, creating 

new enforcement gaps even as others are narrowed. 

Third, the study engages with the more specialized anti-corruption literature on the ABC 

and the US Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA). Existing work shows that these 

instruments shape trade and investment patterns, for example by discouraging MNCs from 

investing in highly corrupt markets, or prompting them to redirect economic activity to less 
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risky environments (Cuervo-Cazurra 2008; D’Souza 2012; Spencer and Gomez 2011; 

Crippa 2023; Firth 2023). A smaller number of studies examine actual bribery behaviour 

through survey or list-experiment methods (Jensen and Malesky 2018; Brazys and 

Kotsadam 2020; Vuong, Nguyen, and Phan 2021). It is within this narrower body of work 

that the puzzle of increased bribery by non-signatory firms arises. Chapman et al. (2021) 

provide the main theoretical framework for this project. They show that when enforcement 

becomes more stringent in some headquarters countries, firms from non-enforcing 

countries, especially those that are less productive, may find it profitable to bribe more, 

because competition from compliant firms has weakened. Related arguments in the FCPA 

literature discuss “bribe switching” from US to foreign firms (Trautman and Kimbell 2018) 

and show how foreign firms may expand corrupt activities when highly productive US firms 

exit corrupt markets (Arbatskaya and Mialon 2020). 

5.2.3 Hypotheses of the study 

 

Building on the theoretical model developed by Chapman et al. (2021) and the broader 

literature on compliance and leakage, the study formulates a set of hypotheses that guide 

the ongoing empirical work and inform the policy-oriented questions of the deliverable. 

First, the project expects that the intensification of enforcement under Phase 3 of the ABC 

will exert a disciplining effect on firms headquartered in signatory countries that are subject 

to this phase. This leads to the expectation that, relative to firms headquartered in non-

signatory or not-yet-Phase-3 countries, “treated” firms will reduce their propensity to bribe 

abroad once their home state undergoes Phase 3 review. Formally, this is expressed as 

the hypothesis that the post-treatment difference in bribery between treated and untreated 

firms becomes more negative after Phase 3 entry. 

Second, the project hypothesizes that in markets where competition between treated and 

untreated firms is low, the effect of Phase 3 will primarily reflect compliance. In these 

markets, untreated firms have limited direct exposure to treated competitors, and thus 

limited incentives to adapt their behaviour. Any observed reduction in the treated–

untreated bribery gap can therefore be interpreted mainly as a compliance effect among 

treated firms. 
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Third, in markets where competition between treated and untreated firms is intense, the 

study expects leakage to play a significant role. As treated firms reduce bribery or exit 

particularly corrupt tenders, untreated firms are expected to increase bribery, taking 

advantage of the changed competitive environment. In these markets, the post-treatment 

difference in bribery should reflect both compliance by treated firms and strategic 

increases by untreated firms. The project therefore anticipates that the reduction in the 

treated–untreated gap will be larger in magnitude in high-competition contexts and may, in 

some cases, mask an underlying increase in aggregate bribery. 

These hypotheses are being tested through the combination of DID and moderation 

analyses described below, and they provide a conceptual link between the micro-

behaviour of firms and the macro-level enforcement gaps that the broader deliverable 

seeks to map. 

5.2.4 Data 

 

The empirical foundation of the study is a comprehensive dataset of cross-border bribery 

cases involving firms, updated to May 2025 (see Chapter 2). This dataset builds upon and 

extends earlier work by Escresa and Picci (2017) and Picci (2018), who systematically 

compiled information on international corruption cases to construct measures of the 

propensity of firms from different countries to bribe abroad. 

The current version used in the study includes 1,361 cases spanning the period 2000–

2019. For each case, the dataset records the country where the firm is headquartered, the 

foreign country where the bribe was allegedly paid, the jurisdiction that first enforced the 

case, and the legal outcome (conviction or equivalent, non-prosecution agreement, 

ongoing, or unclear). Of these 1,361 cases, 789 are classified as positive outcomes 

(convictions and equivalent admissions of guilt), while 436 are ongoing or lack definitive 

information at the time of coding. A majority of cases are first enforced in the home 

jurisdiction of the firm, but many are initiated in the country of the bribed official or in third-

country jurisdictions (notably the United States and a cluster of other enforcement-active 

states). 
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A central challenge for WP8 is how to construct indicators of enforcement and compliance 

that are not mechanically driven by domestic judicial activity. In line with this concern, the 

study adopts the “external viewpoint” approach suggested by Escresa and Picci (2017) 

and Picci (2018). In the main analyses, it excludes cases first enforced in the headquarters 

country and focuses on those initiated by foreign or third-country authorities. By counting 

these externally enforced cases per headquarters country and year, the study derives a 

proxy for firms’ propensity to bribe abroad that is less directly confounded by variation in 

home-country enforcement activism. 

The primary outcome variable is therefore a country-year count of exported bribery cases 

that are first detected and pursued outside the firm’s home jurisdiction. In some models, 

this is further disaggregated to the dyadic level (headquarters–host country pairs), 

capturing the number of bribes from firms in country i to public officials in country j in a 

given year. For robustness, the study also draws on the Bribe Payers Corruption Index 

(BPCI) developed by Picci (2018), which aggregates case data into a smoothed index of 

bribery propensity by headquarters country. Sensitivity analyses distinguish between all 

cases and conviction-only cases to assess whether results are driven by legal outcomes. 

To operationalize competition, the project combines the bribery dataset with trade data 

from UN Comtrade (HS92 classification) via CEPII’s BACI database (Gaulier and Zignago 

2010). For each pair of countries, it computes a similarity index for their export baskets, 

based on the correlation of product-level export vectors. This export-similarity measure is 

then weighted by the counterpart country’s share in a given third market’s total imports, 

yielding a measure of how strongly firms from a given headquarters country compete, in a 

particular foreign market, with firms from untreated countries. Aggregated appropriately, 

this generates a competition index between 0 and 1 that can be matched to the unit of 

analysis used in the DID models. 

The resulting dataset is a balanced panel of 195 jurisdictions (193 UN member states plus 

Hong Kong and Taiwan) over the period 2000–2019, with dyadic extensions where 

relevant. Standard macroeconomic controls (GDP, trade flows, etc.) are available for 

supplementary analyses and for integration with other components of the deliverable. 
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5.2.5 Research design and methodology 

 

Methodologically, the project exploits the institutional architecture of the OECD ABC and, 

in particular, the Phase 3 peer-review process as a leverage point. The Convention, 

adopted in 1997, requires signatory states to criminalize the bribery of foreign public 

officials and to enforce these provisions extraterritorially (Darrough 2010; Brewster 2014; 

Gutterman 2023). Implementation is monitored by the OECD Working Group on Bribery 

through successive phases of peer review. Phase 1 and 2 focus on legal frameworks and 

initial implementation. Phase 3, launched in 2010, places much greater emphasis on 

actual enforcement outputs (investigations, prosecutions and sanctions) and on follow-up 

to earlier recommendations (Spahn 2012). 

The study treats the entry of a signatory country into Phase 3 as the key moment when 

enforcement pressure becomes more credible and visible. Countries are thus grouped as 

“treated” when they are signatories that have entered Phase 3, and “untreated” when they 

are either non-signatories or signatories that have not yet reached this enforcement-

focused phase. Building on this staggered timing, the study employs a difference-in-

differences (DID) event-study framework to track how the propensity to engage in foreign 

bribery evolves over time among treated and untreated firms. 

In practice, the study estimates two-way fixed-effects models in which yearly counts of 

cross-border bribery cases attributable to firms from each headquarters country are 

regressed on country and year fixed effects, along with a full set of relative-time indicators 

(Roth 2024). These indicators capture the number of years before or after a country’s entry 

into Phase 3, allowing the project team to check pre-treatment trends and to trace the 

dynamic effects of intensified enforcement. 

Given recent methodological critiques of traditional two-way DID with staggered treatment 

(Goodman-Bacon 2021; Roth et al. 2023), the study does not rely on a single estimator. 

Instead, it applies a suite of more robust DID approaches (Borusyak, Jaravel, and Spiess 

2024; Gardner’s 2022) with errors clustered at the headquarters-country level. 

Importantly for the conceptual agenda of the deliverable, the study does not interpret the 

DID coefficients as simple “treatment effects” in the standard sense. Because the 
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theoretical framework explicitly anticipates spillovers from treated to untreated units 

(violating the usual no-interference assumption), the estimated effects are interpreted as 

changes in the gap in bribery propensity between treated and untreated firms, rather than 

as pure average treatment effects. This perspective is directly aligned with the broader 

project’s emphasis on intermestic enforcement gaps, that is, gaps that arise from the 

interaction of domestic enforcement actions with the behaviour of international 

competitors. 

To parse compliance and leakage mechanisms, the study then introduces a moderation 

analysis. It constructs a measure of the intensity of competition between treated and 

untreated firms in specific third-country markets, and interacts this competition metric with 

the treatment status. Following Hainmueller, Mummolo, and Xu (2019), the competition 

measure is discretized into terciles, and the interaction is estimated using a binning 

approach. This design allows the project team to compare enforcement effects under low, 

medium and high competition, which is key for understanding where and how leakage 

might emerge. 

5.2.6 Preliminary findings 

 

Although the analysis is ongoing, initial results from the DID event-study models, 

complemented by robustness checks using alternative estimators, are beginning to offer 

consistent patterns that align with the theoretical expectations. 

First, preliminary estimates indicate that entry into Phase 3 is associated with a reduction 

in foreign bribery by firms headquartered in treated countries relative to firms from 

untreated countries. Across the different DID estimators employed, the dynamic treatment 

effects appear close to zero in the years preceding Phase 3 entry, which supports the 

assumption of parallel pre-trends, and then become negative a few years after treatment. 

The emerging pattern suggests that, once enforcement pressure becomes more credible 

through Phase 3, firms headquartered in those jurisdictions are less likely to appear in 

externally enforced bribery cases. At this stage, the magnitude of this reduction appears 

substantively meaningful when benchmarked against pre-treatment average case counts, 
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pointing toward a non-trivial compliance response. These patterns will be refined and 

further validated as additional specifications and sensitivity analyses are completed. 

Second, the moderation analysis based on competition levels is starting to reveal 

important nuances. In dyads and markets where competition from untreated firms is low, 

the estimated post-Phase-3 reduction in bribery by treated firms appears sizable relative to 

the baseline bribery levels of untreated firms. Because competitive exposure is limited in 

these contexts, the project interprets these emerging effects as primarily capturing 

compliance rather than strategic reactions by untreated firms. 

In contrast, in markets where competition with untreated firms is high, preliminary 

estimates suggest a stronger reduction in the treated–untreated bribery gap. When the 

low-competition effect is treated as a baseline proxy for compliance, the additional 

reduction observed in medium- and high-competition contexts can be interpreted as 

arising from a combination of compliance and leakage. Early calculations indicate that in 

high-competition markets, the inferred leakage component (i.e. the increase in bribery by 

untreated firms) may be substantial, potentially approaching or even exceeding the 

compliance effect among treated firms in some configurations. While these inferences 

remain provisional and subject to further robustness checks, they already highlight the 

possibility that in strategic markets characterized by intense competition, enforcement 

gains may be partially or fully offset by displacement of corrupt practices. 

These preliminary results are being subjected to additional tests, including placebo 

analyses using Phase 2 entry as a pseudo-treatment, alternative timing assumptions to 

capture potential anticipation effects, and alternative outcome measures (e.g. conviction-

only cases and index-based measures). As these steps are completed, the project will be 

able to draw firmer conclusions on the balance between compliance and leakage and on 

the conditions under which the ABC contributes to closing or, inadvertently, restructuring 

enforcement gaps. 

5.2.7 Policy implications for future recommendations 

 

Even at this intermediate stage, the emerging findings carry significant implications for the 

policy debates that are central to the broader deliverable. They suggest that intensified 
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enforcement within a coalition of states can meaningfully change the behaviour of firms 

headquartered in those states, confirming the value of strong, peer-driven mechanisms 

such as the ABC’s Phase 3. At the same time, they indicate that where competition from 

firms headquartered in non-signatory or weak-enforcement countries is strong, 

enforcement gains may be compromised by leakage, as corrupt opportunities shift toward 

less constrained actors. 

For policymakers within the OECD system and beyond, these patterns point to a dual 

message. On the one hand, they reinforce the need to maintain and deepen enforcement 

mechanisms, rather than relax them on competitiveness grounds, as credible enforcement 

appears to trigger real behavioural change (Spahn 2012; Brewster 2014; Gutterman 

2023). On the other hand, they highlight that enforcement confined to a subset of countries 

risks creating new enforcement gaps in global markets, especially in sectors and 

jurisdictions where non-signatory firms are prominent. This echoes historical concerns 

around the unilateral operation of the FCPA (Hines 1995; Brewster 2014) and underlines 

the importance of multilateral solutions. 

Within the broader deliverable, this study will inform a set of policy-oriented 

recommendations along at least three axes. First, it supports arguments for broadening 

the membership and effective implementation of international anti-bribery regimes. If future 

analyses confirm that leakage is particularly pronounced where major exporting 

economies remain outside the ABC or fail to enforce it, this will strengthen the case for 

diplomatic and economic strategies aimed at expanding the coalition of genuinely 

enforcing states. 

Second, the study speaks directly to the need for intermestic policy instruments that 

operate along supply chains and through cross-border regulatory linkages. If firms from 

signatory states respond to enforcement by outsourcing corrupt interactions to 

intermediaries or suppliers located in non-signatory jurisdictions, then even robust 

domestic enforcement will be insufficient to reduce aggregate corruption. Policy levers 

such as mandatory due diligence, beneficial ownership transparency, stricter regulation of 

intermediaries, and conditionality in export credits and public procurement will therefore 

need to be considered in tandem with traditional criminal enforcement (Sharman 2010; 

Findley, Nielson, and Sharman 2015; Cooley and Sharman 2017; Morse 2019). 
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Third, the emerging results highlight the importance of systematically monitoring spillovers 

and displacement effects as part of the evaluation of anti-corruption regimes, much as the 

climate policy community has done with carbon leakage (Babiker 2005; Konisky and 

Woods 2010; Levinson 2023). For the purposes of this deliverable, the study demonstrates 

that indicators of enforcement success should not focus solely on reduced bribery by firms 

in enforcing states, but should also consider whether corrupt practices are being shifted to 

other firms, sectors or jurisdictions. This will inform the design of a broader measurement 

and monitoring framework across the project, integrating quantitative case data, 

institutional diagnostics and qualitative evidence. 

As the analysis progresses, the study will provide more granular insights (by sector, region 

and type of enforcement actor) that can feed into concrete policy proposals in the final part 

of the deliverable. These proposals will be aimed at helping international organizations, 

national governments and regulatory authorities close enforcement gaps rather than 

simply move them, ensuring that international anti-corruption law not only reshapes 

competition, but also delivers genuine reductions in corruption across the global economy. 
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6. Comparative Case-Study Evidence on Criminal 
Accountability for Corruption across Levels and 
Arenas  

 

6.1 CS(1): Comparing Criminal Accountability across France, Italy and 
Spain  

 

6.1.1 Introduction and research objectives 

 

Within the broader aims of the deliverable, this case study undertakes an in-depth analysis 

of how criminal proceedings against political elites unfold in France, Italy, and Spain. By 

pairing broad comparative evidence with detailed country studies, the research benefits 

from both generalizability and depth. The cross-national design highlights common 

patterns and causal relationships, while the case studies expose the nuances, 

contingencies, and political dynamics that drive variation in accountability.  

In addition to identifying the mechanisms that connect institutional reforms to enforcement 

outcomes and enabling a closer examination of the political context, this case study 

complements existing research on Eastern Europe by analysing a set of most-similar 

European cases (Popova and Post 2018). France, Italy, and Spain are consolidated 

Western European democracies with civil-law traditions, comparable judicial and 

prosecutorial architectures, and shared exposure to major corruption episodes, yet with 

enough institutional variation in the timing and scope of reforms to illuminate why 

accountability outcomes differ. Differently from the case study on Romania (see CS2) it 

focuses exclusively on former members of cabinet, that is, on prominent national-level 

officials. 

The most similar design is based on Spain, Italy, and France shared continental (civil-law) 

criminal law tradition centered on comprehensive codification and the principle of legality. 

In all three systems, criminal liability is defined almost exclusively by written statutes 

contained in unified criminal codes, and courts are formally constrained from creating 
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crimes or penalties through precedent. Core doctrinal concepts – such as intent and 

negligence, individual responsibility, proportionality of punishment, and non-retroactivity – 

are articulated in highly systematic and abstract terms, reflecting shared Roman-law 

foundations and a long tradition of legal scholarship. This codified architecture produces 

similar methods of legal reasoning, with an emphasis on doctrinal coherence and statutory 

interpretation rather than case-based lawmaking. 

Procedurally and institutionally, the three systems also converge around a judge-centered 

model of criminal justice. Professional, career judges play a central role in managing 

proceedings and establishing the facts, particularly in the pre-trial phase. While some 

reforms have introduced adversarial elements, the underlying logic remains oriented 

toward the search for material truth under judicial supervision, with a comparatively limited 

role for juries. Criminal law in all three countries is further shaped by strong constitutional 

constraints and by European human-rights standards, reinforcing shared guarantees of 

due process, judicial independence, and equality before the law. 

In addition to sharing similar judicial traditions, the three countries also display broadly 

comparable levels of de facto institutional characteristics over the period under analysis 

(2000–2025), which may independently affect criminal accountability (Table 3). These 

characteristics include the level of electoral democracy, overall constraints on government 

authority (understood as the extent to which the executive is effectively constrained by 

other branches of government), constrains of government power by the legislature, and 

the level of high court independence. Moreover, across all dimensions considered, the 

three countries exhibit values close to the median of the 39-country sample, which 

strengthens both the internal and external validity of the study. Internal validity is enhanced 

insofar as this design facilitates isolating the effects of prosecutorial institutions on criminal 

accountability, while external validity is strengthened by the countries’ representativeness 

within the broader comparative context. This, in turn, allows the findings from these cases 

to be interpreted in perspective and meaningfully integrated with insights from the broader 

cross-national analysis covering all countries. 
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TABLE 3: COUNTRY COMPARABILITY ACROSS KEY INDICATORS  

Key Indicators France Italy Spain 
Median (39 
countries) 

Level of Electoral Democracy 0.88 0.85 0.87 0.85 

Overall Constrains on 
Government Powers 

0.76 0.70 0.72 0.69 

Government Powers 
Constrained by Legislature 

0.75 0.72 0.73 0.73 

Level of High Court 
Independence 

1.56 1.47 1.61 1.61 

Anti-Corruption Specialization 
Reform (year) 

2014 NA 1995 NA 

Note: Measures of electoral democracy and high court independence are drawn from the Varieties 
of Democracy (V-Dem) Project and report average values for the period 1990–2025. Indicators of 
overall constraints on government powers and legislative constraints on the executive are taken 
from the World Justice Project and report average values for the period in which data are available 
(2012–2024). 

 

While the countries are comparable across other dimensions, differences in the 

organization of specialized prosecutorial bodies illustrate meaningful over time variation in 

the study’s explanatory variable. In Spain, the Fiscalía Anticorrupción (Anti-Corruption 

Prosecutor’s Office) was established in 1995; in France, a specialised office for complex 

financial and corruption crimes was created only in 2014; and in Italy, corruption cases 

have remained within the remit of the ordinary prosecutor’s office, while relying heavily on 

anti-mafia/anti-corruption units. This design allows us to compare countries while also 

leveraging variation in the timing of reforms. Moreover, none of the three countries has 

dedicated anti-corruption courts comparable to those found in countries such as Slovakia. 

Over the period under study, the three countries saw frequent changes in governing 

majorities and varying coalition configurations. 

The data covers the full period from 1990 to 2025 and include all individuals who served 

as ministers between 1990 and 2023, the last year for which the WhoGov dataset 

compiled by Nyrup and Bramwell (2020) provides information. Between 1990 and 2025, 

the dataset records 120 indictments of cabinet ministers for corruption-related offences 
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across France, Italy, and Spain. Of these, 51 occurred in Italy, 30 in Spain, and 39 in 

France. Approximately 60 percent of all indictments resulted in a conviction. 

6.1.2 Methodology and data  

 

Similarly, to the case of Romania (CS2), this case study adopts a mixed-method approach, 

combining quantitative analysis of case-level and county-level datasets with qualitative 

process-tracing of high-profile cases and institutional reforms. Combining these methods 

allows the case study to capture both the structural determinants of accountability and the 

micro-level dynamics through which prosecutions unfold, producing a more robust and 

nuanced understanding than either method could offer alone. 

The study focuses on criminal proceedings relating to corruption and corruption-adjacent 

offences (bribery, trading in influence, abuse of office, fraud on public funds, money 

laundering linked to corruption, and similar) involving former cabinet ministers  

The temporal scope is broader than the other case studies, spanning 1990 to 2025 and 

capturing major episodes such as Italy’s Mani Pulite (Clean Hands) operation as well as 

more recent developments. This longer timeframe also increases the number of 

comparable cases, including allowing us to understand criminal accountability in Spain 

before the creation of specialised prosecutorial office in 1995, for instance. 

Similarly, to CS2, the analysis will integrate complete micro-data on indictments and 

convictions (and defendants’ characteristics) and institutional changes with contextual data 

on national and county-level governing coalitions, drawing on existing classifications of 

counties by political control, economic conditions, and partisan entrenchment. This 

combined dataset will enable both over-time and cross-sectional comparisons. The study 

will first describe how the volume and profile of individuals facing indictment – whether 

opposition or governing coalition members – evolve across electoral cycles and changes 

in government. It will then employ event-history techniques to examine how different cases 

progress through the criminal justice system, from indictment to conviction or acquittal, 

appeals and possible overturn, and to pinpoint the procedural stages at which cases 

involving political elites are most prone to delay or discontinuation.  
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6.1.3 Preliminary findings 

 

At this stage, the case-level dataset on criminal accountability is complete for France, Italy, 

and Spain, while the collection and coding of institutional and organisational variables 

within the criminal justice systems (for example, specialisation, hierarchies, appointment 

rules and resources) is still ongoing. The results presented here are therefore descriptive 

and primarily aim to map the temporal distribution of indictments of cabinet ministers. They 

will be further refined and formally tested once the institutional dataset is integrated. 

Figure 4 displays, for each country, the annual number of indictments of cabinet ministers 

for corruption-related offences over the period covered by the study. The total of 120 

indictments is unevenly distributed over time and across countries, occurring in identifiable 

waves rather than as a steady flow. This confirms that high-level corruption enforcement is 

characterised by phases of intense activity interspersed with long periods of relative 

quiescence, rather than by stable, routine prosecution. 

In France, indictments are relatively few but recur in small clusters. The late 1990s and 

early 2000s show a first group of cases, followed by a quieter phase and then a renewed, 

moderate increase in the 2010s and early 2020s. The pattern suggests intermittent 

activation of criminal proceedings against ministers, often linked to specific episodes or 

scandals, with long periods of low activity in between. This intermittence is consistent with 

the idea that prosecutorial initiatives against political elites may depend on specific 

combinations of political competition, media attention and internal dynamics within the 

judiciary. 

Italy presents a more pronounced cyclical profile. The early 1990s are characterised by a 

strong concentration of indictments, corresponding to the Mani Pulite investigations, when 

double-digit numbers of ministers were indicted in some years. In subsequent decades the 

annual figures decline but remain non-negligible, with smaller waves in the 2000s and mid-

2010s. Italian criminal accountability thus appears marked by an initial peak followed by 

recurrent but more contained cycles of activity. From a comparative perspective, this 

suggests that a major foundational shock can have long-lasting effects in sustaining a 

higher “baseline” probability that ministers will be investigated and indicted, even after the 

original window of opportunity has closed. 
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In Spain, the figure shows a delayed but sizeable increase. After isolated cases in the 

1990s, a significant rise occurs in the late 2000s and first half of the 2010s, with several 

consecutive years registering between three and five indictments. This wave coincides 

with the politicisation of large party-finance and procurement scandals and with the 

consolidation of specialised prosecutorial structures. The later period suggests a reduction 

in new indictments, although levels remain above those of the early years, indicating a 

partial normalisation of prosecutions of high-level actors. 

Overall, the three series underline that criminal proceedings against cabinet ministers are 

temporally clustered and country-specific. Similar formal commitments to anti-corruption 

coexist with markedly different enforcement trajectories. In the next phase of the research, 

the institutional and organisational data currently being collected will be used to examine 

more systematically how prosecutorial autonomy, specialisation, resources and procedural 

rules relate to these observed patterns, and to what extent electoral turnover, coalition 

configuration and partisan control of key institutions help explain the timing and intensity of 

indictment waves. 

 

FIGURE 4: NUMBER OF INDICTMENTS BY YEAR IN FRANCE, ITALY AND SPAIN (2000-2023) 
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6.1.4 Preliminary policy implications  

 

Even though the analysis of institutional determinants is still in progress, some initial 

policy-relevant considerations emerge. First, the concentration of indictments in limited 

periods indicates that opportunities to pursue high-level corruption may be sporadic and 

sensitive to political shocks. This reinforces the need for prosecutorial bodies equipped 

with safeguards against short-term political interference, with clear mandates to investigate 

corruption involving sitting and former ministers, and with stable resources that are not 

easily retrenched when political attention to corruption declines. 

Second, the Italian and Spanish experiences point to the limits of one-off enforcement 

“campaigns” if they are not accompanied by durable reforms in ordinary prosecutorial and 

judicial structures. Large waves of prosecutions can reshape expectations and reveal 

systemic problems, but their long-term impact on criminal accountability depends on 

whether they are followed by institutional changes that routinise the investigation and 

prosecution of similar cases in the future. Strengthening permanent specialised units, 

clarifying jurisdictional rules and ensuring coherent case-selection criteria appear crucial in 

this respect. 

Third, the relatively modest but recurring French pattern suggests that criminal law should 

be embedded within a broader integrity framework, including transparency, party-finance 

and conflict-of-interest regulation, so that elite accountability does not depend solely on 

exceptional judicial initiatives. Where the prosecutorial response is more incremental, 

complementary preventive and administrative instruments can help maintain pressure on 

political elites and provide alternative avenues for sanctioning misconduct. 

These preliminary implications remain tentative and will be revisited in the final version of 

the deliverable, once the institutional and organisational data have been fully analysed. 

The final report will translate the comparative findings into more concrete 

recommendations on how prosecutorial design, court organisation and broader integrity 

regimes can be adjusted to enhance the credibility, continuity and fairness of criminal 

accountability for corruption at the highest levels of government. Discontinuation 
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6.2 CS(2): Criminal Accountability at National and Sub-national level in 
Romania  

 

6.2.1 Introduction and research objectives 

 

Within the broader aims of the deliverable, this case study proposes an in-depth analysis 

of criminal proceedings against political elites in Romania, focusing on indicted and 

convicted politicians at both national and sub-national levels. Romania is a particularly 

relevant case because it combines the presence of a specialised anti-corruption 

prosecution office (DNA), an unusually dense record of investigations and convictions 

against high-ranking officials, and strong political contestation of prosecutorial power. 

Existing research on Romania has shown that corruption and its prosecution are strongly 

shaped by partisan competition and territorial political control: corruption is not 

homogeneous across the country but varies qualitatively across time, space and party 

networks, with county bosses acting as principals of corruption and the central government 

behaving more like an agent. The study therefore has four main objectives. First, it seeks 

to reconstruct systematically the trajectory of corruption-related proceedings involving 

political actors – ministers, members of Parliament, county council presidents and mayors 

– from investigation and indictment through to final judicial outcomes, situating them within 

the evolution of DNA and broader anti-corruption policies. Second, it aims to analyse how 

political factors such as party affiliation, incumbency at national and county level, and the 

existence of party “strongholds” affect who is investigated, indicted and convicted, and at 

which stages cases tend to stall or be terminated. 

Third, it intends to situate these patterns in the context of institutional developments in the 

Romanian anti-corruption architecture, including the consolidation and later contestation of 

DNA, the rise and decline of its so-called “golden age” of indictments, and the impact of 

leadership changes and justice reforms. Fourth, it will embed the Romanian experience in 

the comparative framework of WP8 by aligning indicators on elite prosecutions in Romania 

with the cross-national database on former cabinet members, using Romania as a “most-
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likely” case to explore under what conditions specialised prosecution enhances or distorts 

criminal accountability of political elites. 

6.2.2 State of the Art 

 

Research on corruption and anti-corruption in Romania sits at the intersection of broader 

comparative debates on how societies develop control of corruption and more country-

specific analyses of institutional design and political competition. At the general level, work 

on governance regimes and “control of corruption” has stressed that formal criminalisation 

and specialised agencies are not sufficient to secure impartial enforcement: durable 

progress requires constraints on political discretion, transparency in public resource 

allocation and empowered non-state oversight (Johnston 2005; Mungiu-Pippidi 2015). 

Within this perspective, the Romanian trajectory is often treated as a critical case of an EU 

member state that has adopted extensive anti-corruption legislation and institutions under 

external conditionality, yet continues to struggle with entrenched patronage and 

politicisation of enforcement (Mungiu-Pippidi and Dadasov 2017; De Sousa 2002). 

A second body of work looks more closely at how political and institutional reforms have 

reshaped anti-corruption enforcement in Central and Eastern Europe, with Romania 

featuring prominently as an example of strong formal powers concentrated in a specialised 

prosecution service. Studies of “15 years of anti-corruption” underline phases of 

augmentation, aberration and acceleration in Romania, in which DNA’s activism has 

alternated with attempts to roll back its competences and to reconfigure prosecutorial 

governance (Mendelski 2018). This literature connects to broader analyses of government 

favouritism and institutional anticorruption strategies in Europe, which document how high-

visibility campaigns can coexist with persistent biases in the allocation of public contracts 

and state resources (Mungiu-Pippidi 2015; Dávid-Barrett and Fazekas 2020). In parallel, 

legal and constitutional assessments – including opinions of the Venice Commission and 

European Commission country reports – have warned that repeated reforms of criminal 

and procedural law in Romania risk weakening the effectiveness of corruption offences 

and undermining the perceived impartiality of prosecutors and courts (Venice Commission 

2018; European Commission 2020). 
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More specifically on Romania, a growing empirical literature has examined how EU funds, 

public procurement and territorial politics structure both corruption risks and enforcement. 

Analyses of the management of EU funds and sectoral procurement show systematic 

vulnerabilities to partisan favouritism and clientelistic allocation, particularly where county 

councils and prefects control key levers of project selection and contract award 

(Dimulescu, Doroftei and Pop 2013; Doroftei and Dimulescu 2015; Pustan 2019). 

Complementary work produced by the Romanian Academic Society, including the Map of 

County Corruption 2010–2014, uses convictions for corruption-related offences as 

observable traces of where enforcement actually bites, revealing stark regional disparities 

that correlate with patterns of political dominance and economic structure (Dimulescu et al. 

2015). These findings resonate with comparative studies of grand corruption and 

government change, which show that shifts in governing coalitions can significantly alter 

who benefits from public contracts and who is exposed to investigation (Dávid-Barrett and 

Fazekas 2020). 

Finally, several contributions emphasise the political and social consequences of 

Romania’s anti-corruption drive. Work on “anticorruption populism” conceptualises the 

Romanian experience as one in which the fight against corruption becomes a central axis 

of political mobilisation, simultaneously constraining governing elites and providing them 

with opportunities to frame opponents as corrupt or to criticise prosecutors as 

overreaching (Mendelski 2018; Mungiu-Pippidi 2015). Media and political science studies 

examine large protest waves against proposed changes to the Criminal Code and justice 

laws, highlighting how highly publicised prosecutions of senior politicians – including party 

leaders and local barons – can both bolster public support for anti-corruption institutions 

and fuel counter-narratives about selective justice and “administrative paralysis” (Marinas 

and Ilie 2017; Venice Commission 2018). 

Taken together, this literature provides a rich backdrop for the proposed case study. It 

shows that Romania combines strong formal anti-corruption institutions, politically salient 

prosecutions of elites, and territorially uneven patterns of corruption and enforcement. Yet, 

despite detailed work on EU funds, procurement and county-level corruption maps, there 

is still relatively little systematic, comparative evidence on the full criminal trajectories of 

indicted and convicted politicians across offices and territories. The planned study of 
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indicted and convicted politicians in Romania is designed precisely to fill this gap, by 

aligning elite-level data with these existing insights on institutional design, territorial politics 

and patterns of government favouritism. 

6.2.3 Methodology and data 

 

The case study adopts an integrated mixed-method design, combining quantitative 

analysis of elite-level and county-level datasets with qualitative process-tracing of selected 

high-profile cases and institutional reforms. The definition of the universe of cases follows 

the WP8 strategy for high-ranking politicians but extends it to sub-national elites. 

The quantitative component begins by defining the set of political actors and time frame. 

The study focuses on criminal proceedings relating to corruption and corruption-adjacent 

offences (bribery, trading in influence, abuse of office, fraud on public funds, money 

laundering linked to corruption, and similar) involving former cabinet ministers, current and 

former MPs, county council presidents and mayors. The temporal scope runs from the 

mid-2000s – following the reorganisation of the National Anti-Corruption Prosecution Office 

into the DNA and Romania’s EU accession – to the most recent years for which reliable 

information is available, thus covering both the build-up of DNA, its “golden age” of intense 

indictments and the subsequent period of contestation and reform. 

The core quantitative data will come from three sources. First, the Romanian entries in the 

WP8 High-ranked Politicians and Corruption database will be used to identify all 

proceedings against former ministers and to reconstruct their stages (investigation, 

charges or indictment, trial, appeal and final outcome). Second, the rich national dataset 

on corruption convictions, compiled from DNA press releases and covering 4,828 entries 

corresponding to 1,692 cases over the peak years of DNA activity, will be exploited and 

extended. This dataset already records office type, territorial jurisdiction and, where 

available, political affiliation, although information on party membership and switching is 

patchy and drawn from electoral registers and local media. Third, county-level indicators of 

DNA convictions per 100,000 inhabitants and absolute numbers of convictions, including 

annexed breakdowns by office type, incumbency and electoral performance, will be used 

to capture the territorial distribution of proven corruption cases. 
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These data will be merged with contextual information on party control at national and 

county level, ruling coalitions, electoral turnover and party strongholds, drawing on the 

work’s existing classification of counties by governing party, GDP per capita and 

stronghold status. The resulting dataset will allow longitudinal and cross-sectional 

analyses. Descriptively, the study will trace changes in the number and composition of 

indicted decision-makers and lower-level officials over time, linking peaks and troughs in 

elite indictments to electoral cycles and changes in government. Event-history models will 

be used to examine the timing of transitions between stages of proceedings – from 

investigation to indictment, from indictment to conviction or acquittal – and to identify 

where along the process cases involving elites are more likely to stall. 

Multilevel models will then relate the probability of indictment and conviction for ministers, 

MPs and county executives to county-level indicators such as the intensity of DNA activity, 

whether the county is a party stronghold or competitive, and incumbency at county and 

national levels. For mayors, the analysis will replicate and extend existing chi-square tests 

that show no significant relationship between national incumbency and the probability of 

indictment, but a significant relationship with county incumbency, and will incorporate 

separate modelling for cases involving EU funds versus those that do not. Special 

attention will be paid to the subset of 48 mayors convicted in cases involving EU funds, 

where oversight by bodies such as OLAF and DLAF appears to eliminate incumbency 

bias, in contrast to domestically driven cases. 

The qualitative component will consist of process-tracing of selected emblematic cases 

and reforms. High-profile convictions – such as early DNA cases against senators and 

mayors, or later proceedings against county council presidents and national party leaders 

– will be reconstructed in detail, using judicial decisions, media reports and existing 

qualitative accounts to understand how prosecutorial strategies, political reactions and 

institutional constraints interacted. These case narratives will be contextualised with 

evidence on administrative paralysis, public signalling effects of televised arrests, and 

subsequent legal and constitutional responses. In parallel, institutional developments such 

as the territorial organisation of DNA bureaus and their uneven performance across 

neighbouring counties will be analysed to clarify why resource-based explanations cannot 

account for observed disparities. 
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Throughout, coding choices for offence types, office categories and outcome variables will 

be harmonised with the WP8 ministerial dataset and with the project’s broader 

measurement framework, so that the Romanian case can be directly compared with 

France, Spain and Italy in the in-depth country studies. 

6.2.4 Preliminary findings 

 

Although the case study is at the design and data-construction stage, existing empirical 

work and exploratory re-coding already suggest several patterns that are central for the 

deliverable’s analysis of enforcement gaps, politicisation and weaponisation risks. 

First, Romania stands out for the intensity and reach of anti-corruption enforcement 

directed at political elites during DNA’s “golden age”. The number of people indicted in a 

six-year interval was 81% higher than in the previous six years following DNA’s reform, 

and the number of high-ranking officials among them – including ministers, MPs, mayors, 

prefects and county council presidents – increased by 72%. A dataset compiled from DNA 

press releases and analysed by the Romanian Academic Society documented that 9 

former ministers, 13 MPs, 18 local and county councillors (including 3 county council 

presidents) and 67 mayors were convicted on corruption charges between 2010 and 2015. 

These figures underscore how specialised prosecutorial institutions, when fully mobilised, 

can dramatically increase the probability that political elites face criminal sanctions. 

Second, the territorial and political distribution of convictions is highly uneven. County-level 

data on convictions per 100,000 inhabitants reveal large disparities across the 41 counties, 

with some recording extremely high conviction rates while others, including well-known 

party strongholds such as Teleorman and Sălaj, display very low figures despite sharing 

the same territorial DNA bureau with neighbouring high-conviction counties. This suggests 

that resource constraints alone cannot explain the pattern. Detailed analysis concludes 

that political variables – the affiliation and incumbency status of county bosses, and 

whether counties are strongholds or competitive – provide a better explanation for 

differential indictment and conviction probabilities. 

Third, elite prosecutions appear to be shaped by incumbency relationships at different 

territorial levels and by the type of case. A systematic analysis of 120 convicted mayors for 
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2010–2017 finds no significant association between national incumbency and mayoral 

indictments, but a statistically significant relationship with county incumbency: mayors 

whose party controls the county are indicted less often than opposition mayors. When 

attention is restricted to the 48 mayors convicted in cases involving EU funds – where 

investigations are monitored by EU-level bodies such as OLAF – there is no significant 

difference in indictment frequencies between incumbents and opposition, and no evidence 

of bias. By contrast, among the 72 mayors convicted in cases not involving EU funds, 

county incumbency is significantly associated with lower indictment probabilities for 

mayors whose party controls the county, suggesting that domestic investigative and 

denouncement channels are more susceptible to local political capture. 

Fourth, the interaction between DNA activity and county-level politics creates complex 

patterns in which anti-corruption efforts both constrain and are used by political actors. 

Analyses of counties with power turnover show that indictments leading to conviction are 

more common in counties that are not party strongholds, and that when the party 

controlling the county is also in national government, there is a higher number of proven 

corruption cases involving both decision-makers and lower-level civil servants. This 

supports a model in which rival networks exploit prosecutorial instruments to weaken 

opponents and consolidate their own control over public resources, especially in 

competitive counties. 

Finally, temporal dynamics link elite enforcement closely to institutional change and 

political backlash. DNA indictment figures grow steadily from the mid-2000s, peak around 

2016 and then decline sharply after the 2016 elections, with the proportion of elected 

officials among those indicted also falling, even though the agency’s budget remains 

broadly stable. Following the replacement of DNA’s chief prosecutor in 2018, annual 

indictments drop to roughly half of the previous year’s level. These developments have 

been accompanied by growing political narratives about “administrative paralysis”, fear of 

prosecution among civil servants, and attempts to restrict prosecutorial discretion, as 

documented in public interventions by national and European political figures and in the 

critical opinions of bodies such as the Venice Commission. 

In the next stages of WP8, the Romanian case study will build on this evidence by 

completing the elite-level dataset, refining the quantitative models and deepening the 
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qualitative analysis of key episodes and reforms. The aim is to provide a nuanced account 

of how a powerful specialised prosecution agency interacts with partisan competition and 

multi-level governance, clarifying when elite prosecutions contribute to impartial criminal 

accountability, when they risk sliding into selective enforcement or weaponisation, and 

how EU-linked oversight can help mitigate – or, in some configurations, exacerbate – 

these tensions. 

6.2.5 Preliminary policy implications and recommendations  

 

The Romanian case already suggests a number of preliminary policy-relevant lessons, 

which will be further specified as the quantitative and qualitative analyses are completed. 

A first implication concerns the design and governance of specialised prosecution. DNA’s 

“golden age” shows that a powerful, well-resourced and insulated anti-corruption office can 

substantially raise the probability that high-ranking politicians face indictment and 

conviction. At the same time, the subsequent backlash and attempts to curb its powers 

point to the need for clearer guarantees of both independence and accountability. This 

includes transparent and merit-based appointment procedures for senior prosecutors, 

stable mandates protected from ad hoc political interference, and robust internal rules on 

case allocation and prioritisation, so that high-profile investigations are not easily framed 

as selective or politically driven. 

Second, the pronounced territorial disparities and incumbency-related patterns in 

indictments indicate that strengthening central institutions is not sufficient. Policies are also 

needed to reduce the scope for local capture of investigative and denouncement channels. 

This points to the importance of consistent territorial coverage of DNA bureaus, common 

investigative protocols across counties, and periodic external reviews of county-level 

performance that take into account political context as well as resource constraints. 

Enhancing whistle-blower protections, opening additional complaint channels independent 

of county-level actors, and improving cooperation between DNA and other oversight 

bodies (Court of Accounts, DLAF, ANI) could help counterbalance the influence of county 

bosses over local law enforcement and administrative structures. 
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Third, the contrast between cases involving EU funds and purely domestic cases 

underscores the disciplining role of external oversight and multi-level monitoring. Where 

OLAF and other EU bodies are involved, patterns of incumbency bias largely disappear. 

This suggests that extending similar transparency and monitoring standards to 

domestically funded projects – for example through standardised electronic procurement, 

randomised audits and public disclosure of risk indicators – could help align domestic 

enforcement with the more impartial patterns observed in EU-linked cases. Strengthening 

Romania’s reporting obligations within EU rule-of-law and anti-corruption mechanisms, 

while ensuring that data on investigations and convictions are systematically collected and 

published, would further increase the reputational and political costs of selective 

enforcement. 

Finally, the experience of administrative “paralysis” and political polarisation around anti-

corruption highlights the importance of integrating prosecutorial activism with broader 

integrity and public-administration reforms. To prevent excessive risk aversion among civil 

servants, governments should complement criminal enforcement with clear administrative 

guidance, ex ante control mechanisms and training on conflict-of-interest and procurement 

rules, so that officials can distinguish between acceptable discretion and unlawful 

behaviour. Communication strategies by justice institutions should emphasise predictability 

and legality rather than punitive spectacle, and dialogue with professional associations and 

local authorities should be institutionalised to address unintended consequences without 

diluting accountability. These recommendations remain preliminary; the final version of the 

deliverable will refine them in light of the full empirical analysis and will situate them within 

a comparative set of proposals on how specialised prosecution can enhance, rather than 

destabilise, criminal accountability of political elites. 
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6.3 CS(3): Between Preventive and Repressive Functions Against 
Corruption in the Sphere of Corporate Criminal Liability  

 

6.3.1 Introduction and research objectives 

 

This case study seeks to assess the effectiveness of domestic legal frameworks governing 

the criminal accountability of legal entities involved in corruption-related offences. In line 

with the overarching research rationale of the BridgeGap Project, the study adopts a 

comparative and cross-jurisdictional perspective to explore how different legal systems 

combat corruption through mechanisms targeting legal persons.  

The analysis focuses on Italy, the United Kingdom, and France, jurisdictions that share 

comparable legal traditions, have enacted relevant reforms in this field, and display 

consolidated frameworks for attributing criminal accountability to legal entities.  

The Italian paradigm under Legislative Decree No. 231/2001, the UK’s corporate criminal 

liability regime reinforced by the Bribery Act 2010 and the subsequent introduction of 

deferred prosecution agreements (Crime and Courts Act 2013), and the French model 

established by the Loi Sapin II together with the convention judiciaire d’intérêt public offer 

fertile ground for assessing distinct yet converging approaches within Europe. Their 

similarities and divergences allow for a nuanced understanding of how legal cultures, 

institutional designs and enforcement practices shape the effectiveness of anti-corruption 

mechanisms. 

The structure of the case study reflects three main analytical dimensions.  

The first concerns the EU legal system, analysing how European Union acts (particularly 

the EU Anti-Corruption Proposal Directive) and policy initiatives increasingly require 

Member States to adopt clear mechanisms for attributing liability to legal entities, thereby 

promoting greater harmonisation in the anticorruption field. 

Second, the analysis outlines the fundamental models of liability applied to legal persons 

in the selected jurisdictions, outlining their primary features. 
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Third and final, the study examines the functioning of innovative enforcement tools, 

notably deferred prosecution agreements and convention cudiciaire d’Intérêt public, 

assessing their contribution to incentivising corporate cooperation, promoting internal 

remediation, and enhancing the overall efficiency of anti-corruption enforcement. 

6.3.2 State of Art: Corporate Criminal Liability Models and Enforcement 
Mechanisms across Europe. 

 

The issue of corporate liability for corruption-related offences has gained renewed 

prominence following the presentation of the European Commission’s Proposal for a 

Directive on Combating Corruption in March 2023.  

Article 16 of the proposal requires Member States to establish liability regimes for legal 

persons in relation to corruption-related offences committed within their organizational 

structure, reflecting the attribution model already set out in Article 6 of the PIF Directive 

(Directive (EU) 2017/1371).  

The Directive Proposal also acknowledges the role of compliance programs in preventing 

corruption; however, it frames them solely as a mitigating circumstance, together with 

voluntary self-reporting and remedial measures. Such an approach underscores the EU’s 

preference for an incentive-based cooperation rather than for a full compliance-based 

defense.  

Article 17 of the Directive Proposal outlines a comprehensive sanctioning regime, including 

disqualification from commercial activities or even the judicial winding-up of the legal 

person. Should the Directive be adopted, it will inevitably require Member States to 

reassess and, where necessary, adapt their existing corporate liability frameworks to 

ensure full alignment with the new EU standards, both in terms of attribution criteria and 

the severity and variety of sanctions. 

Against this evolving EU regulatory landscape, this case study observes three domestic 

legal framework: Italy, the United Kingdom, and France.  

Italy represents one of the most developed European approaches to corporate liability for 

corruption. With Legislative Decree No 231/2001, the policy maker abandoned the 

societas delinquere non potest principle and introduced a model based on organisational 
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fault. Legal persons may be held liable for corruption offences committed by senior 

managers or subordinates acting under their direction, provided that the conduct was 

carried out in the entity’s interest or to its benefit and that it can be traced back to 

organisational failure. 

Compliance programmes lie at the core of this attribution system. An effective 

organisational model implemented before the offence exempts the company from liability. 

Although voluntary, these models structure the entity’s capacity to prevent risks, detect 

misconduct, and cooperate proactively with enforcement authorities.  

Italy thus offers an archetype of corporate criminal liability paradigm. As for the United 

Kingdom, in 2010, as part of a broader effort to align domestic legislation with international 

anti-corruption obligations and addressing the criticalities of the so called identification 

principle, the Bribery Act introduced a far-reaching reform of the criminal law on corruption. 

Particularly relevant for this case study is section 7 of the Act, which created a specific 

form of corporate liability, shaped on a failure to prevent paradigm. This applies where a 

person associated with a commercial organisation commits bribery intending either (i) to 

obtain or retain business, or (ii) to secure a business advantage for the organisation.  

A defining feature of Section 7 is the compliance defence set out in subsection 2, which – 

for the first time within the UK’s corporate liability system – allows an organisation to avoid 

criminal responsibility by demonstrating that, prior to the commission of the offence, it had 

implemented adequate procedures to prevent bribery. This places the compliance 

programme at the heart of the liability assessment, in a manner broadly comparable to the 

organisational models envisaged by Italian Legislative Decree No. 231/2001. As in the 

Italian system, however, the Bribery Act does not provide a detailed statutory definition of 

“adequate procedures”. Instead, interpretative guidance is supplied by the Ministry of 

Justice, which sets out the principles that should inform the design and implementation of 

preventive measures. 

Preventative compliance measures may also be invoked by commercial organizations at 

an earlier procedural stage, outside and prior to trial. Drawing inspiration from US practice, 

the 2013 Crime and Courts Act introduced deferred prosecution agreements (“DPAs”) in 

England and Wales. A DPA is a voluntary agreement between the public prosecutor and a 

corporation under investigation which, once approved by a judge, results in the suspension 
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of the criminal proceedings. Under such an agreement, the organization undertakes to fulfil 

a series of obligations, which may include, among others, the payment of financial 

penalties, disgorgement of profits, the implementation or enhancement of a compliance 

program, and cooperation with ongoing investigations. If the organization complies with 

these conditions, the prosecution is discontinued; failure to comply, however, triggers the 

resumption of criminal proceedings. 

Eventually turning to France, compliance programs have assumed a central role since the 

Loi Sapin II came into force. Unlike the Italian model, France has opted to mandate the 

adoption of compliance measures for companies meeting the thresholds set out under 

Article 17 of the Law. The same provision specifies the essential components of the 

programme de mise en conformité, thereby providing a statutory definition of the required 

corporate compliance architecture. 

A key institutional actor is the French Anti-Corruption Agency (“Agence française 

anticorruption”, “AFA”). The Sapin II Law entrusts the AFA with a dual mandate: on the 

one hand, it performs an advisory function, issuing guidelines and recommendations on 

the interpretation and implementation of anti-corruption legislation; on the other, it 

exercises supervisory powers to monitor the effectiveness and quality of corporate 

compliance system. The advisory role does not diminish the Agency’s authority to conduct 

audits and impose corrective measures where deficiencies are identified. 

From a criminal law perspective, the Loi Sapin II also introduced innovative measures, 

including the so called peine de mise en conformité. Under Article 131-39-2 of the French 

Criminal Code, companies convicted of corruption offences may be ordered to implement 

a compliance program under AFA supervision, ensuring that adequate anti-corruption 

measures are adopted and effectively applied. 

As in the United Kingdom, France has also developed incentive-based enforcement tools, 

leading to the introduction of the convention judiciaire d’intérêt public (“CJIP”). The CJIP is 

a negotiated settlement between public prosecutors and legal entities – subject to judicial 

approval – designed to facilitate the early resolution of corruption cases. One of the 

obligations that may be imposed through a CJIP is the requirement to adopt, under AFA 

oversight, a programme de mise en conformité aimed at strengthening the organization’s 

capacity to prevent corruption. During the execution of the agreement, the statute of 
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limitations is suspended. If the company fails to comply with the terms of the CJIP, the 

public prosecutor is required to resume criminal proceedings. Conversely, successful 

completion of the agreed measures results in the extinction of the public action, thereby 

closing the case without a conviction. 

In conclusion, the comparative examination of the Italian, UK, and French models 

illustrates how different legal systems calibrate the interplay between preventive 

compliance structures and enforcement tools in the fight against corporate corruption. 

These insights support the rationale of the research, offering a solid theoretical basis for 

assessing the effectiveness of domestic instruments in light of emerging EU standards.  

6.3.3 Methodology 

 

The research adopts a composite and multilayered methodological approach, grounded 

primarily in a comparative analysis of the jurisdictions under examination.  

The selection of Italy, France, and the United Kingdom is guided both by the comparability 

of their legal traditions and by the maturity of their corporate liability regimes for corruption 

offences. These jurisdictions provide articulated models to support an in-depth comparison 

of enforcement tools and compliance mechanisms. Their evolution over the past two 

decades also offers valuable insight into how legal systems progressively refine the 

balance between preventive and repressive functions in the corporate criminal liability 

sphere. 

Although the United Kingdom is no longer part of the European Union, its investigation 

remains methodologically justified. The UK has developed one of the most influential 

corporate criminal liability frameworks in Europe, particularly through the Bribery Act 2010 

and the introduction of deferred prosecution agreements, which have served as reference 

models for other Member States (e.g. France) and continue to shape European 

discussions on corporate liability and anti-corruption enforcement. Including the UK 

therefore allows the analysis to capture regulatory trajectories that extend beyond the EU 

acquis and to better understand convergences, divergences, and potential influences on 

future EU reforms. 
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Moreover, drawing on the data collected for the project’s dataset [D8.1: Online 

Comparative Regulation Database and Map: EUCAL], the research design remains 

flexible. The scope of the analysis may be expanded to include any additional jurisdictions 

already covered by the dataset, particularly where the data may enrich the comparative 

assessment. 

The first methodological stage involves an analytical examination of statutory frameworks 

of the selected jurisdictions, as well as of relevant EU legal sources, in order to identify the 

core features of each legal model and to assess how corporate liability for corruption is 

defined, attributed, and enforced. The comparative analysis enables the identification of 

key analogies and divergences across systems at EU level. Furthermore, examining the 

content and objectives of the Directive Proposal allows the research to evaluate the extent 

to which it may reshape the existing regulatory landscape and to assess its potential 

impact on national corporate liability regimes. This step is essential for understanding 

forthcoming harmonization trends and identifying areas where Member States may need 

to adjust their domestic frameworks to comply future EU standards. 

A further methodological stage concerns the examination of relevant case law, particularly 

decisions relating to pre-trial diversion mechanisms, most notably deferred prosecution 

agreements and convention judiciaire d’intérêt public. The objective is to assess the 

practical effectiveness of these instruments in combating corruption, as well as their ability 

to incentivize corporate cooperation and reparation.  

Overall, this combined methodological structure ensures a robust assessment of existing 

models and provides a foundation for further investigating inefficiencies, structural 

weaknesses and gaps within the European anti-corruption framework. 
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6.4 CS(4): Assessing Criminal Enforcement against Corruption at 
Transnational level. EPPO and Judicial Cooperation within the European 
Union.  

6.4.1 Introduction and research objectives 

 

This case study aims to investigate the functioning of the European Public Prosecutor's 

Office (“EPPO”) in combating corruption affecting the financial interests of the Union, in 

light of the Directive (EU) 2017/1371 on the fight against fraud to the Union’s financial 

interests by means of criminal law (“PIF Directive”), and to identify and analyse any 

inefficiencies, structural weaknesses and gaps concerning the European anti-corruption 

system. The analysis focuses in particular on three interconnected problem areas.  

First, the disparities in the transposition and implementation of the PIF Directive in national 

legal systems, which generate significant inconsistencies in the definition of offences, 

penalties, limitation periods and, therefore, the collection of evidence, thus hindering 

investigative and procedural coordination at European level.  

Second, the impact of the non-participation of some Member States in the EPPO 

mechanism (like Denmark, Ireland, Hungary and Sweden; Poland became a member of 

the EPPO mechanism in 2024), which creates territorial gaps in the network protecting the 

Union's financial interests and forces the use of traditional and less efficient instruments of 

judicial cooperation.  

Thirdly, the structural limitations of the EPPO resulting from a lack of human and financial 

resources, the complexity of operating simultaneously in different criminal procedural 

systems, and the need to comply with the lex loci principle in the collection of cross-border 

evidence, which are reflected in concrete difficulties in the management of complex 

investigations, particularly when they involve sophisticated forms of corruption linked to 

organised crime. The EPPO's lack of material jurisdiction – which does not cover “pure 

institutional” corruption (as emerged in the Qatargate case) – represents a further 

limitation on the European system’s ability to provide consistent and comprehensive 

criminal protection of the EU’s public interests.  
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The investigation therefore aims to critical assess the effectiveness of the European anti-

corruption system, also in view of the (future) entry into force of the new Proposal for a 

Directive on the fight against corruption (EU Anti-Corruption Directive Proposal 2023/0135 

(COD), 3.5.2023), considering both the progress made compared to the previous 

fragmented structure and the persistent weaknesses that require further regulatory and 

operational action. 

6.4.2 State of the Art: Criminal investigation and prosecution at transnational level 

 

Corruption affecting the European Union budget is often a transnational phenomenon, the 

fight against which requires an integrated systemic approach, borrowed from the main 

international conventions developed since the 1990s. Three conventions form the pillars of 

this international regulatory architecture: the 1997 OECD Convention on Combating 

Bribery of Foreign Public Officials, the 1999 Council of Europe Criminal Law Convention 

on Corruption and the 2003 United Nations Convention against Corruption. Although they 

start from different perspectives, all three consider law enforcement and international 

cooperation measures as an essential tool for combating corruption  

Within this international framework, the European Union has developed a specific and 

innovative system for the protection of financial interests through the PIF Directive and the 

establishment of the EPPO through Regulation (EU) 2017/1939. This system represents a 

further step forward in the supranational coordination of the fight against corruption, as it 

combines substantial regulatory harmonisation with the creation of a centralised 

investigation and prosecution body, which is operational from June 2021.  

The PIF Directive (2017/1371) replaces the previous PIF Convention of 1995 and 

represents the central text of EU criminal legislation on fraud and corruption affecting the 

EU budget. The Directive establishes common minimum rules for the definition of offences 

affecting the Union’s financial interests, as well as for the penalties and limitation periods 

applicable in all Member States. Relevant conduct includes: fraud affecting the EU 

budget's revenue and expenditure, active and passive corruption of national or EU officials 

where the conduct affects or is likely to affect the EU budget, misappropriation in the public 
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sector (where there is damage to the EU's financial interests), serious VAT fraud and 

laundering of the proceeds of such offences. 

The definition of corruption adopted by the PIF Directive echoes the provisions of the main 

international conventions, yet diverging from them in one crucial aspect: not all forms 

corruption falls within its scope, but only that which affects, in concrete or abstract terms, 

the financial assets of the Union.  

The PIF Directive is not confined to the criminalisation of natural persons misbehaviour, 

but extends its scope to the liability of legal persons, requiring the application of effective, 

proportionate and dissuasive criminal and non-criminal sanctions. 

Despite the binding nature of the PIF Directive – as an instrument of European Union law 

– the national transposition of its obligations has resulted in notable inconsistencies in the 

classification of corruption and other PIF offences.  

According to the European Commission's September 2021 Report on the implementation 

of the PIF Directive [COM(2021) 536 final] , although all bound Member States formally 

notified transposition by the deadline (in 2019), the Commission identified compliance 

issues in about half of the Countries concerning the transposition of primary aspects of the 

Directive. Critical issues, for instances, were found in relation to jurisdictional rules and 

limitation periods, as some Member States have set terms for the enforcement of penalties 

that are shorter than the five years required by the EU act.  

In a globalised world, the management, disbursement and control of European funds often 

involve individuals, companies, public and private entities operating in several Member 

States, with cross-border exchanges of goods, services and information. This increase in 

economic and administrative interconnection not only makes corruption more difficult to 

detect and prosecute, but also amplifies the risk of “grey areas” where national authorities 

– due to limitations of jurisdiction, regulatory differences or lack of resources – are unable 

to ensure effective protection of European financial interests.  

The establishment of the EPPO responds precisely to this need to overcome territorial and 

jurisdictional barriers, offering a supranational investigative and procedural channel that 

allows for the coordination of investigations, the gathering of evidence and the promotion 

of criminal proceedings when there are transnational elements or when several Member 
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States or third countries are involved, or when corrupt behaviour causes damage to the 

EU budget through mechanisms that circumvent individual jurisdictions. The central 

function of the EPPO therefore lies in its ability to 'create a system' on a European scale, 

ensuring that the fight against corruption and other PIF crimes is carried out with common 

tools and a high level of uniformity, without the limitations and inefficiencies of isolated 

national proceedings. 

The EPPO – established by Regulation (EU) 2017/1939 in application of Article 86 TFEU 

and in accordance with the enhanced cooperation mechanism – is the first supranational 

Public Prosecutor's office with direct investigative and prosecutorial powers. Its structure 

combines a central level (with its head office in Luxembourg) and a network of European 

Delegated Prosecutors (“EDPs”) integrated into the national systems of the participating 

States. This configuration means that the EPPO investigates while maintaining central 

control, whereas the actual operations are carried out at national level in accordance with 

local procedural rules.  

Once the investigations are complete, the EPPO prosecutes the case before the national 

court of the competent Member State, in accordance with the applicable national 

procedural rules in criminal matters. This hybrid system, which combines European rules 

with national procedures, creates complexity in the management of cross-border evidence 

and in ensuring uniform standards of protection, as the EPPO must navigate between 

different procedural systems while maintaining central direction. 

Coordination with national magistrates often remains complex, as not all legal systems 

fully recognise the primacy of the EPPO’s action, leading to conflicts of jurisdiction and 

procedural delays. These issues are compounded by structural shortages of staff and 

resources, which make it difficult to keep up with the growing volume of complaints and 

ongoing cases, while procedural differences between the various national legal systems 

further complicate the coordinated management of cross-border investigations. 

The European system for the criminal protection of the Union's financial interests therefore 

has an innovative and ambitious structure, built on decades of developments in 

international conventions on corruption (OECD, COE, UN). However, its effectiveness 

depends on three interrelated factors: (i) the uniform implementation of the PIF Directive in 

national legal systems, which still shows significant inconsistencies; (ii) broad participation 
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in the EPPO, as the non-participation of some States creates territorial gaps in the 

protection network (for Member States not participating in the EPPO and for third 

countries, investigations into PIF offences cannot benefit from the direct coordination of 

the European Public Prosecutor’s Office, but must resort to traditional instruments of 

judicial cooperation); and (iii) the availability of adequate resources at the EPPO and 

national authorities, which are necessary to handle the growing volume of complaints and 

investigations. 

A significant limitation of this architecture has emerged with recent scandals of European 

scope, such as the so-called Qatargate, which involved European officials and 

parliamentarians in alleged acts of corruption linked to the interests of third countries. The 

EPPO did not exercise investigative powers in this case, as the corruption of European 

Parliament officials does not directly affect the Union's budget and therefore does not fall 

within the definition of a PIF offence. This case shows that the EPPO, while a powerful 

body for PIF crimes, is not yet a “European public prosecutor” in the full sense, leaving 

areas of institutional crime of transnational relevance uncovered. 

The European anti-corruption system is set to evolve further with a new anti-corruption 

Directive Proposal, presented by the Commission on 3 May 2023. If adopted, the EU act 

will represent a qualitative leap in criminal harmonisation, moving beyond PIF 

specialisation to embrace general protection against corruption. This reform will make the 

framework more complex for the EPPO – which will have to coordinate with potentially 

conflicting new national rules – but also more effective, as it could fill some of the gaps that 

have emerged, particularly those related to inconsistencies between legal systems.  

6.4.3 Methodology: an interdisciplinary and mixed approach in assessing EPPO 

 

The research adopts a composite methodological approach, combining three 

complementary lines of investigation in order to provide a comprehensive and 

multidimensional assessment of the functioning of the EPPO and the critical issues in the 

fight against corruption.  

Firstly, the research is based on an in-depth examination of the primary international and 

EU legal sources. This analysis enables to map the legal framework, identify the 
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obligations and powers attributed to the EPPO, and highlight the regulatory gaps and 

ambiguities that characterise the European system for the protection of financial interests.  

Secondly, the research makes use of a critical analysis of the EPPO’s annual reports 

(2021-2024), the European Commission's reports on the transposition of the PIF Directive 

(2019 and 2021) and additional institutional documents in order to acquire any relevant 

empirical data. These reports provide a quantitative and qualitative picture of the actual 

situation, revealing both the progress made (e.g. volume of investigations, number of 

indictments, frozen assets) and persistent inefficiencies (e.g. gap between estimated 

damage and recovered assets, underutilisation of reporting by EU institutions, coordination 

problems with national authorities).  

Thirdly, the research involves conducting qualitative interviews with European Delegated 

Prosecutors (EDPs) and other EPPO operators working in various participating Member 

States, as well as with Public Prosecutor of the non-participating States, in order to gather 

first-hand accounts of the critical issues encountered in day-to-day investigative and 

procedural practice. Through these interviews, the research empirically verifies whether 

the issues documented in the Reports correspond to the real operational obstacles 

encountered by professionals involved in combating PIF crimes.  

Such a triangulated approach allows the formal regulatory framework and institutional data 

to be integrated with the perceptions and concrete experiences of the actors in the system, 

thus providing a multi-layered understanding of the effectiveness and limitations of the 

EPPO as an enforcement tool in the fight against corruption affecting the financial interests 

of the Union.  
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7. Conclusions and Outlook 

 

This first version of Deliverable 8.3 has laid the conceptual, methodological and empirical 

foundations for a systematic assessment of how European criminal justice systems 

respond to corruption. It has clarified the core research questions of WP8, defined key 

concepts such as criminal accountability and enforcement, and situated them within 

broader debates on integrity systems, rule of law and the role of criminal law in anti-

corruption strategies. It has also mapped the main institutional configurations through 

which corruption offences are investigated, prosecuted and adjudicated across EU 

member states, and has sketched how these will be translated into indicators of 

criminalisation, enforceability and sanctioning in the subsequent phases of the project. 

On the empirical side, the deliverable has specified the data architecture through which 

BridgeGap will measure enforcement in practice. It has reviewed the strengths and 

limitations of existing statistical infrastructures – particularly Eurostat series on corruption-

related offences and judicial proceedings – and has outlined how these will be 

complemented with original datasets on criminal proceedings against high-ranking public 

officials and on enforcement actions against firms involved in foreign bribery. The 

identification of gaps, inconsistencies and asymmetries in available data is itself an 

important achievement of this first version, as it highlights where criminal justice systems 

make corruption visible and where the phenomenon remains statistically opaque. 

Even at this preliminary stage, the analysis points towards some tentative policy-relevant 

directions. First, the diagnosis of fragmented and heterogeneous statistical reporting 

suggests the need for more systematic, disaggregated and comparable data on corruption 

offences and proceedings at EU level, including harmonised categories for high-level 

political corruption and cross-border cases. Second, the institutional mapping underlines 

the importance of prosecutorial and judicial governance arrangements – including 

specialisation, resource allocation and safeguards for independence – for credible and 

effective enforcement. While it is too early to endorse specific institutional models, the 

deliverable points to the value of carefully designed specialisation (e.g. in anti-corruption 

units or courts) combined with robust safeguards against politicisation and selective 
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justice. Third, the analysis of foreign bribery enforcement hints at the need to better 

integrate domestic criminal justice responses with EU and international mechanisms, 

ensuring that bodies such as OLAF and EPPO can interact effectively with national 

prosecution services and courts in complex cross-border cases. 

These preliminary insights are not intended as a definitive set of policy recommendations, 

but rather as hypotheses and lines of inquiry to be tested in the next stages of the project. 

The full list of recommendations will only be developed, and critically assessed, in the final 

version of the deliverable at M36, once the quantitative analyses and case studies have 

generated a solid empirical base on patterns of enforcement, institutional performance and 

risks of impunity or instrumentalisation. The final report will integrate the legal mapping, 

the new enforcement indicators and the qualitative investigations to evaluate the feasibility, 

desirability and potential side-effects of different reform options. In this sense, the present 

document should be read as a research and policy roadmap: it identifies where the main 

gaps lie, sets out how BridgeGap will measure and explain them, and prepares the ground 

for empirically grounded, context-sensitive proposals to strengthen criminal accountability 

for corruption in the European Union. 
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Annex 1: Enforcement Statistics on Corruption-related 
Crimes in Europe 

 

 

For the quantitative component of WP8, the principal harmonised source of information on 

corruption-related crime and bribery in Europe is the statistical infrastructure developed by 

Eurostat, which builds on the International Classification of Crime for Statistical Purposes 

(ICCS) and associated UNODC guidance (Eurostat 2017; UNODC 2023). Within this 

framework, national authorities report annual data both on recorded offences and on 

persons brought into contact with the criminal justice system for bribery and related 

conduct. These data do not offer a complete or fully comparable picture of criminal 

enforcement against corruption across countries, but they provide a common statistical 

baseline that can be systematically integrated into the WP8 measurement strategy. From 

the standpoint of BRIDGEGAP, three broad dimensions of the available information are 

particularly relevant. 

First, Eurostat disseminates police-recorded offences classified according to ICCS 

categories. For the analysis of corruption-related criminalisation, five categories are 

central: corruption, bribery, fraud, money laundering and participation in an organised 

criminal group. Inspection of the extracted series indicates that, for almost all European 

countries covered, non-missing values for these categories become available only from 

2016 onwards, with earlier years largely characterised by structural missingness for the 

corruption-related categories. In practice, this implies that the 2016–2023 period 

constitutes the effective temporal window for cross-national analysis based on these 

variables. Within this window, data on corruption and bribery offences are relatively 

complete for EU member states and several neighbouring countries, whereas fraud and 

money-laundering offences are reported in a more irregular fashion and therefore 

classified as “partial” for most jurisdictions. Participation in an organised criminal group is 

available for a majority of countries but not reported at all by a subset of Nordic and 

smaller states. These patterns are consistent with the gradual adoption of ICCS categories 

and with the persistence of national differences in legal definitions and coding practices, 
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which Eurostat and UNODC identify as key constraints on the comparability of crime 

statistics, especially in the corruption domain (Eurostat 2017; UNODC 2023). 

Second, Eurostat provides criminal justice information on bribery that traces the 

progression of individuals through the system. Specifically, national authorities report the 

annual number of persons recorded as suspected, prosecuted or convicted of bribery. The 

usable temporal window is essentially 2016–2023, but coverage varies systematically by 

legal status. The series on persons suspected of bribery is the most complete: the majority 

of European countries report continuous data for the full 2016–2023 period. By contrast, 

information on persons prosecuted for bribery is generally available only from 2020 

onwards, and a non-negligible group of states does not report prosecution data at all. The 

series on persons convicted of bribery occupies an intermediate position: many countries 

report convictions from 2016 onwards, but others do so only from 2020, and several have 

short or fragmented time series. These asymmetries are in line with the diagnosis of 

international reviews that, while administrative data on bribery prosecutions and 

convictions have expanded, they remain uneven and only partially harmonised across 

jurisdictions (ACWG 2021; UNODC 2023; OECD 2020). 

Taken together, the Eurostat information thus provides two complementary vantage points 

on criminal accountability for corruption-type conduct: one centred on recorded offences 

(criminalisation in practice), the other on the recorded movement of persons through the 

criminal process in bribery cases (enforcement outputs). Neither dimension is sufficient on 

its own to infer levels of impunity or effectiveness, but both offer indispensable building 

blocks for a comparative assessment of criminalisation and enforcement. 

To document the empirical basis available for WP8, Table 1 summarises, for 38 European 

countries, the availability of data across eight key variables derived from the Eurostat 

series: five police-recorded offences variables: corruption, bribery, fraud, money 

laundering, participation in an organised criminal group (all expressed as); and three 

enforcement-based variables: persons suspected, prosecuted and convicted for bribery. 

This compact representation makes it possible to visualise where the Eurostat 

infrastructure provides robust time series, where it offers only fragmentary information, and 

where statistical gaps remain. Three implications follow for the BridgeGap measurement 

strategy. 
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First, almost all countries report complete series for corruption and bribery offences, 

whereas fraud and money-laundering offences are systematically partial. This suggests 

that Eurostat offence data can be used to describe and compare trends in core corruption-

type categories from 2016 onwards, while more complex financial crimes should be 

treated with caution and primarily deployed in descriptive or robustness analyses. 

Second, for enforcement, persons suspected of bribery provide the broadest coverage and 

are the most suitable variable for cross-national descriptive work and baseline modelling. 

By contrast, data on prosecutions and convictions are more limited in both temporal and 

country coverage and are therefore best interpreted in conjunction with case-level 

information and institutional context, rather than as stand-alone performance indicators. 

Third, the pattern of missing or partial data is itself substantively informative. Countries that 

consistently report across all offence and enforcement variables differ systematically from 

those that provide no information on prosecutions or convictions for bribery, raising 

questions about statistical capacity, internal recording practices and the salience assigned 

to corruption within national criminal justice statistics. 

 In accordance with international recommendations favouring multi-source statistical 

architectures over reliance on single indicators (Trapnell & Recanatini 2017; UNODC 

2023), WP8 uses Eurostat information as one component of a broader empirical strategy. 

The Eurostat variables will be integrated with: (i) the new datasets on criminal proceedings 

against former cabinet members; (ii) the foreign-bribery case database; and (iii) the 

institutional and legal mapping developed in Tasks 1–2. This integrated design allows 

patterns observed in Eurostat statistics to be situated within the organisation, capacity and 

incentives of national criminal justice systems, and ultimately to be related to the broader 

phenomena of impunity and weaponisation of anti-corruption enforcement that the 

BridgeGap deliverable seeks to analyse.  
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TABLE 4: ENFORCEMENT STATISTICS AND DATA AVAILABILITY FOR EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 

Country 
Police-recorded offences by offence 

category 
Bribery by legal status 

 Corruption Bribery Fraud ML 
Organized 

Crime 
Suspected Prosecuted Convicted 

Albania F F P P F F P F 

Austria F F P P F F P F 

Belgium F F P P F F P P 

Bosnia & Herz. F F P P F F P F 

Bulgaria F F P P F F  –  F 

Croatia F F P P F F P F 

Cyprus F F P  –  F F  –   –  

Czechia F F P P F F P F 

Denmark F F P P  –  F P F 

Estonia P P P P P  –  P P 

Finland F F P P F F P F 

France F F P P F F P F 

Germany F F P P F F  –  P 

Greece P P P P F F P P 

Hungary F F P P  –  F P F 

Iceland  –   –  P P  –   –  P  –  

Ireland F  –  P P  –  F  –   –  

Italy F F P P F F  –  P 

Kosovo* F F P P F P P P 

Latvia F F P P  –  F P F 

Liechtenstein F F P  –  F  –  P  –  

Lithuania F F P P F F P F 

Luxembourg F F P P F P P P 

Malta F F P P F P  –  P 

Montenegro F F P P F F P F 

Netherlands F  –  P P  –   –  P F 

North Maced. P P  –   –   –   –  P P 

Norway F  –  P P  –   –   –   –  

Poland F F P P F F P P 

Portugal F F P P F F P F 

Romania F F P P F F P F 

Serbia F F P P P F P F 

Slovakia F F P P F F P P 

Slovenia F F P P F F P F 

Spain F F P P F F  –  F 

Sweden F F P P  –  F P F 

Switzerland F F P P F F  –  F 

Türkiye P P P P P P P F 

Note: For each country–variable combination, the table indicates whether a full continuous series is 
available for 2016–2023 (“F”), whether data are partial (at least one non-missing year but not a full 
2016–2023 span; “P”), or not reported (“ – ”). Elaboration of authors based on EUROSTAT (2025).  
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Annex 2: Judicial Responses to High-Level Corruption in 
Europe Dataset 

 

Dataset Overview 

 

This dataset provides a systematic mapping of judicial responses to high-level political 

corruption in Europe by tracing criminal proceedings against former cabinet ministers. It 

constitutes the high-level corruption component of WP8’s broader measurement strategy, 

alongside official crime statistics and cross-border bribery data, and is designed to capture 

how often, and under which institutional conditions, criminal law is effectively mobilised 

against top executive politicians. 

The starting point is the complete universe of individuals who have held cabinet-level office 

(prime minister, deputy prime minister, and ministers with or without portfolio) in 35 

European countries between 1990 and 2023, as identified by the WhoGov project (version 

3.0). On this basis, the project identifies all instances from 2000 onwards in which former 

ministers become defendants in corruption-related criminal proceedings and, in particular, 

all cases that culminate in a final criminal conviction. In line with a consolidated strand of 

research that employs convictions of public officials as a “hard” output of enforcement (e.g. 

Alt and Lassen 2014; Popova and Post 2018; Da Ros and Gehrke 2024; Axbard 2025), 

the dataset treats the imposition of a criminal sanction after trial and appeals as the 

benchmark for effective criminal accountability. 

It is important to underline that, in its comparative architecture, the dataset is structurally 

conviction-based. For the full set of countries and years, each observation corresponds to 

a former minister who has been finally convicted, in a criminal court, for corruption, bribery, 

embezzlement, abuse of office, trading in influence or closely related offences. 

Proceedings that end in acquittal, dismissal, or that remain pending are not counted in 

these cross-national indicators. This conservative design reduces measurement noise 

arising from differences in investigative practices, prosecutorial thresholds and 
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opportunities for purely symbolic indictments, and aligns the project with other attempts to 

construct cross-country datasets of proven high-level corruption. 

At the same time, the project recognises that convictions are only the endpoint of a longer 

chain of enforcement. For this reason, for four core case-study countries – France, Italy, 

Spain and Romania – the dataset goes beyond convictions and reconstructs the entire 

trajectory of proceedings from formal charge or indictment to final judgment. For these 

jurisdictions, the project codes the timing and outcome of each stage (charge, first-

instance decision, appeal), drawing on detailed national reconstructions of high-level 

corruption proceedings such as those available for Italy and on the broader literature on 

elite prosecutions in Eastern Europe. 

The dataset is therefore explicitly conceived as complementary to existing elite-level 

resources. It builds on and extends the global dataset compiled by Da Ros and Gehrke on 

criminal proceedings against heads of state and heads of government, which records 

indictments and convictions of presidents and prime ministers worldwide, by adding 

systematic coverage of all cabinet ministers in Europe and by including more fine-grained 

procedural information. It also resonates with Popova and Post’s mapping of prosecutions 

of top officials in Eastern Europe, while providing unified coverage of Western and 

Southern Europe under a consistent coding scheme. 

Scope, case definition and data collection  

The unit of observation in the comparative conviction dataset is the minister–case, defined 

as a distinct criminal proceeding in which a former cabinet member is finally convicted of at 

least one corruption-related offence. When a single judicial case involves several 

ministers, each convicted defendant is coded as a separate observation. When a minister 

is convicted in more than one unrelated case, each case generates a separate entry. For 

the four case-study countries, an extended version of the dataset retains all formally 

charged ministers, regardless of outcome, and codes each key stage of the process 

(charge or indictment, first-instance decision, appeal, final result). This “full-chain” 

component is used in the country chapters to analyse where proceedings tend to stall, how 

often appeals overturn convictions, and how reforms of prosecutorial or judicial institutions 

affect the life cycle of cases. 
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Case identification follows a two-step procedure. First, researchers reconstruct the 

universe of former cabinet members using WhoGov and national government registers. 

Second, they systematically search for evidence of criminal proceedings involving these 

individuals. Standard protocols combine targeted queries in international and national 

news archives, online repositories of court decisions, press releases issued by prosecution 

services, and reports by NGOs or academic studies on major corruption cases. In addition, 

the project has experimented with AI-assisted discovery. An AI interface (ChatGPT Plus / 

Copilot) is used as a search assistant to identify potential cases, alternative spellings of 

names and additional media or judicial sources that may not surface through conventional 

keyword searches alone. AI-generated outputs are treated strictly as leads: a case is 

included in the dataset only when at least one verifiable source – such as a court 

judgment, an official prosecutorial communiqué, or reporting from reputable national or 

international media – confirms the existence, outcome and core characteristics of the 

proceeding. Unconfirmed suggestions are discarded. All inclusion decisions are recorded 

in an internal coding log, and human coders remain responsible for the final coding and 

classification of cases. 

 

country  name  date_indictment  

Spain  Jaume Matas  2012-03-20  

Spain  Rodrigo Rato Figaredo  2012-07-04  

Spain  Rodrigo Rato Figaredo  2014-10-16  

Spain  Virgilio Zapatero  2014-10-16  

 

TABLE 5: SNAPSHOT OF THE JUDICIAL RESPONSES TO HIGH-LEVEL CORRUPTION IN EUROPE  

 

Dataset structure, variables and external validation  

 

The dataset is organised in a flat country–year–case format. Key variables include: 

▪ Identification variables, such as the country of prosecution and the former minister’s 

full name, complemented, where available, by year of birth, gender and information 

on whether the individual ever served as head of government. 
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▪ Political background, including the portfolio held at the time of the alleged conduct 

and party affiliation. 

▪ Procedural timeline, consisting of the date (or year) of the formal charge and the 

date (or year) of the final decision. For the four case-study countries, additional 

dates for first-instance and appellate decisions allow the computation of the lag 

between time in office and prosecution and the duration of proceedings. 

▪ Legal characterisation, through a variable that records the main type of offence 

(corruption/bribery, embezzlement, abuse of office, trading in influence, illicit 

enrichment, money laundering related to corruption, or other) and a short factual 

description of the scheme. 

▪ Outcomes, captured by a binary variable indicating whether the minister is 

ultimately convicted on at least one corruption-related count, together with a 

categorical variable specifying the type of final decision (conviction upheld on 

appeal, conviction overturned, plea bargain, suspended sentence, amnesty or 

pardon, etc.) and, where known, basic information on sanctions. 

▪ Source documentation, providing references to the main judicial and media sources 

used for each observation, so that entries can be traced back and independently 

verified. 

To enhance comparability and minimise omissions, the dataset has been benchmarked 

against existing elite-prosecution databases. Cross-checks with Da Ros and Gehrke’s 

global dataset of proceedings against heads of state and government ensure that 

overlapping cases are consistently coded and highlight the added value of ministerial 

coverage for assessing enforcement beyond the very top of the executive. For post-

communist Europe, the country lists employed by Popova and Post provide a further 

reference point, helping to verify that landmark cases are not missed and that outcome 

coding remains aligned. For Italy, coding has been informally compared with detailed 

national mappings of high-level political corruption proceedings, ensuring that major 

operations leading to convictions of ministers are accurately captured and dated. Any 

discrepancies emerging from these exercises are resolved through renewed consultation 

of primary sources and, where necessary, input from country experts. 
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Preliminary descriptive findings  

 

Even in its first release, the conviction-based dataset reveals substantial cross-national 

and temporal variation. The map in Figure 5 shows Romania as a clear outlier, with more 

than twenty convicted former ministers between 2004 and 2025, reflecting the intense 

activity of specialised anti-corruption institutions during the most active phase of the DNA. 

A second tier of countries – notably Italy, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Spain and 

France – also records repeated convictions of former cabinet members. By contrast, many 

Western and Northern European states display only isolated convictions or none at all. 

These patterns may reflect genuinely low levels of grand corruption, but they may equally 

indicate that high-level wrongdoing is addressed outside the criminal justice system or that 

criminal enforcement against political elites is particularly difficult to trigger and sustain. 

The annual series of ministerial convictions suggests that enforcement is punctuated 

rather than monotonic. Convictions rise sharply in the early 2010s, peak around 2013–

2014, decline in the second half of the decade, and increase again from 2020 onwards. 

This configuration is consistent with qualitative accounts of “waves” of judicial activism and 

anti-corruption campaigns, often linked to specific institutional reforms, external 

conditionality or domestic crises, rather than with a gradual, linear strengthening of 

accountability. It also resonates with case-based studies showing that phases of intense 

enforcement can be followed by political backlash, institutional restructuring or strategic 

adaptation by political and judicial actors. 
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FIGURE 5: MEMBERS OF CABINET ACROSS EUROPE CONVICTED BY COUNTRY (2000-2025) 

 

Note: The figure reports the distribution of the total number of cabinet-level officials convicted by domestic 
courts in each European country between 2000 and 2025. The data are drawn from an original dataset of 
finalized convictions and exclude ongoing cases and indictments that did not lead to conviction. Differences 
reflect cross-national variation in the level of anti-corruption enforcement. 
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FIGURE 6: MEMBERS OF CABINET ACROSS EUROPE CONVICTED BY YEAR (2000-2025) 

 

Note: The figure reports the annual number of cabinet-level officials convicted by domestic courts across 
European countries between 2000 and 2025. The data are drawn from an original dataset of finalized 
convictions and exclude ongoing cases and indictments that did not lead to conviction. Annual fluctuations 
reflect the timing of judicial rulings and temporal differences in the level of anti-corruption enforcement. 

 

Data utilisation  

 

Within this deliverable, the ministerial convictions dataset serves three main purposes. 

First, it provides a comparative benchmark for criminal accountability of cabinet-level 

politicians across Europe, complementing official statistics on corruption-related offences 

and the cross-border bribery enforcement data presented in previous sections. Second, it 

underpins the descriptive figures in this section – the map and time series of convictions – 

and informs the selection and design of the four in-depth case studies, where conviction 

patterns are interpreted in light of institutional reforms and political developments in 

France, Spain, Italy and Romania. Third, the extended “full-chain” version for these four 
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countries is used to model the progression of cases from charge to final outcome, thereby 

identifying the points in the enforcement process at which proceedings involving former 

ministers most frequently stall or collapse. 

Beyond the immediate scope of WP8, the dataset is conceived as a reusable resource for 

scholars and practitioners working on corruption, judicial politics and executive 

accountability. Quantitatively, it can be linked to cross-national indicators of judicial and 

prosecutorial independence or to broader governance measures (such as V-Dem or the 

World Justice Project) to examine how institutional configurations shape the likelihood that 

ministers are ultimately convicted. It can also be combined with electoral and party-system 

data to revisit questions about the political determinants of corruption prosecutions, 

focussing specifically on the European executive level. 

For qualitative and mixed-methods research, the dataset offers a structured entry point for 

the selection and reconstruction of emblematic cases, the assessment of the impact of 

institutional reforms (for example, changes in prosecutorial governance or the creation of 

specialised courts) on elite accountability, and the comparison of trajectories of ministers 

prosecuted under different legal and political regimes. Because coding rules and sources 

are explicitly documented, the dataset can be incrementally updated and extended – for 

instance by adding systematic coverage of indictments or of non-cabinet elites in further 

countries – thus providing a flexible platform for future empirical work on the judicialisation 

of high-level corruption in Europe. 
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Annex 3: CBB Enforcement Database 

 

Dataset Overview 

 

The dataset provides a systematic record of reported cases of cross-border corruption 

involving firms and public officials located in different countries. It is designed to capture, in 

a comparable way, how such incidents are defined, detected and pursued across 

jurisdictions, with each entry corresponding to a single corrupt event irrespective of the 

number of individuals implicated or proceedings initiated1. We counted as one case of 

international corruption a single incident that involves a public official and a firm from two 

different countries. This is regardless of the actual number of individual respondents 

involved and whether there are separate cases filed by multiple enforcement agencies that 

refer to the same incident. The scope of what constitutes a corrupt act and what is 

considered as legally liable varies across countries.  Our dataset exclusively focuses on 

alleged violations of legal standards.   

We record the enforcement agency (or agencies) involved in each case. For instance, in 

the US, a single incident of cross-border corruption can be simultaneously pursued, at the 

Federal level, by the Department of Justice and by the SEC as a criminal and civil offense. 

In other jurisdictions, the offense may be civil or administrative. In some countries, a 

special anti-graft court exists such as the Philippines Office of the Ombudsman. Local 

differences typically also affect the rate of discovery of the act and the zeal with which 

these are pursued.  The same incident of corruption may also be pursued in more than 

one country. However, strictly speaking, they may not be simultaneously initiated among 

these countries. We are particularly interested in identifying the jurisdiction that acted first 

and initiated a given case, because this information is needed in several of the uses of the 

cases, such as Escresa and Picci 2016, 2017, Picci 2018, Escresa and Picci (2020), and 

 
1 Previous releases of this dataset have been used in the following publications or working papers: Crippa 
(2023); Crippa, Malesky, and Picci (2025a); Crippa, Malesky, and Picci (2025b); Escresa and Picci (2016); 
Escresa and Picci (2017); Escresa and Picci (2020); Picci (2018); (2024). 
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Crippa, Malesky and Picci (2025a).  Whenever it is possible, this important information is 

explicitly reported. 

The mode of discovery also varies. Come cases are self-reported by the firms in an 

exercise of due diligence. Self-reporting often happens in the course of a merger, the 

acquisition of foreign subsidiaries or in cases of whistleblowing within the company.  In 

some cases, alleged bribers are caught by regulators through enforcement of competition 

rules. Other forms of discovery are mediated not through formal legal institutions but 

through whistleblowing activities, for example by present and former employees, partners 

of the firm, firm competitors, media, victims of the firm, NGOs and other anticorruption 

advocates. In some cases, the country where the corrupt act was first discovered is 

different from the country where the formal legal action was first enforced. This especially 

happens when there are relatively poor laws or poor enforcement. 

Occasionally, there are more than two countries involved in the same corrupt event and 

hence more than one cross-border bribe. Since we are interested in tracking the incidence 

of cross-border corruption “flows,” as they are represented by bribes, we count single 

events of bilateral corruption. For instance, if the same incident of bribing a public official 

involves two firms headquartered in two different countries, then these are counted as two 

separate cases of cross-border corruption.  Similarly, if the same incident involves one firm 

bribing officials in two different countries, these are also counted separately. Since a 

variable indicates whether different records pertain to the same overall episode of 

corruption, users of this dataset may decide to aggregate such cases as they deem fit. 

Some cases involve repeated practices such as the bribery of customs official before they 

are discovered. This is coded as one event. A huge one-shot corruption case involving a 

huge sum of money is also coded as one event. 

We considered bilateral corruption flows between the firm´s headquarter country and the 

public official´s country even in the frequent cases when it is a foreign subsidiary of the 

firm that is actually involved in the corrupt transaction. In most of these cases, the firm´s 

foreign subsidiary located in the foreign public official is the one engaged in the 

transaction. In some cases, it is a foreign subsidiary located in another country which is 

involved.  These distinctions are recorded in the database. 
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Data Collection 

 

The cases are culled from various sources. The main source is TRACE Compendium,2 a 

compilation of case summaries of anti-bribery enforcement, US DOJ and SEC documents, 

and the FCPA Blog. 3 We also use Shearman and Sterling database of cases,4 OECD 

Country Reports, Transparency International and the World Bank Stolen Asset Recovery 

Initiative corruption case database.5 We also cross-checked and verified our dataset with 

other studies on cross-border corruption made by Leung, Rau and Stouraitis (2012) and 

McLean (2012) for any inconsistencies. The current version of the dataset was also cross-

checked using Garrett and Ashely's 2018 version of the Corporate Prosecution Registry6. 

By cross-border corruption, we mean any corrupt transaction that involves a firm 

headquartered in each country, and at least one public official from a foreign country.  We 

only include cases where the alleged bribery is a company of some type, and the bribee is 

a public official, a category which we consider to include politicians.7 That is, we do not 

consider cases where the alleged briber is a public official (or a state), nor is an individual 

not acting on behalf of some company, nor cases where the bribee is not a public official. 

We also contemplate a limited number of cases when alleged bribees are members of 

international organizations. 

The reporting of these cases was facilitated by the OECD Anti Foreign Bribery Convention 

(henceforth, “Convention”) that made the bribery of a foreign public official a criminal 

offense in the respective member countries. This led to the systematic reporting of cases 

through periodic peer evaluation by the OECD as well as the initiation and conclusion of 

such cases. To date, the Convention has 44 signatories – all OECD member countries and 

eight non-OECD countries.8 

 
2 http://www.traceinternational.org/Knowledge/Compendium.html 
3 http://www.fcpablog.com/  
4 http://fcpa.shearman.com/?s=matter&mode=list&tab=list.  
5 http://star.worldbank.org/corruption-cases/?db=All 
6 http://lib.law.virginia.edu/Garrett/corporate-prosecution-registry/index.html 
7In fact, the data include some cases where the alleged briber is an individual, but they are flagged (by the 
variable “is_individual” – see below). 
8 Picci 2024: 22-23 

http://www.traceinternational.org/Knowledge/Compendium.html
http://www.fcpablog.com/
http://fcpa.shearman.com/?s=matter&mode=list&tab=list
http://star.worldbank.org/corruption-cases/?db=All
http://lib.law.virginia.edu/Garrett/corporate-prosecution-registry/index.html
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The cases gathered reflect those acts that are within the scope of what is legally liable in 

all countries. A corrupt transaction may also be held liable under criminal, civil, 

administrative or regulatory law with different legal standards. This information is also 

reflected in the government agencies that are pursuing the case and are included in the 

dataset. It also reflects cases at various stages of development from accusation, 

investigation, trial, conviction, acquittal and dropped cases. 

Dataset Structure 

 

We adopted a broad definition of cross-border corruption to include cases at the 

accusation stage. These cases are coded as “ongoing” even if they are still at the 

investigation stage and there are no formal charges yet. They are updated as new 

information on the status of the case appears. Alleged cases of corruption events are 

eventually coded as “dropped” if the investigation is closed by all the agencies concerned 

without any ensuing enforcement action. However, there are other factors that may lead to 

the closure of the case such as the death of a defendant or the delisting of a firm from the 

US SEC. These are likewise coded as dropped. 

If an enforcement action has been concluded, it is coded as positive. We again took a 

broad definition of enforcement action that includes the payment of civil fines, deferred 

prosecution agreements, and non-prosecution agreements.9 We stress that our coding of 

cases in no way reflects a statement of guilt. We welcome any communication by any 

party which could lead to a refinement of our classification of cases, or to the correction of 

any coding error which we may have made.  

Apart from the national agencies, we also considered other enforcement agencies such as 

the World Bank that might damage firms, and other fact-finding bodies. 

included information on the industrial sector of the firm, particularly the object of the 

corrupt transaction. Likewise, we have also coded the public sector involved in the incident 

of corruption. We have also included information, if available, on the public sector based 

on the nature of the public service that the government enjoys a monopoly of. For 

 
9  We also coded as positive those cases where the defendant is not found guilty of an FCPA violation but of a 
minor offense related to the corrupt act (see the variable “detail_ind”). 
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instance, regulatory activities such as the granting of license and permits are differentiated 

from public goods or service provision. Revenue generation is also differentiated such as 

customs and tax authorities. Also, we record information on whether the official is from the 

executive, legislative or judicial branch.   

We also provide information on the amount of the bribe, the cost of the service, 

infrastructure or project that was the object of the illicit act, the revenue and the profit, the 

date or period when the corrupt transaction took place, and more. Whenever precise 

information on a given variable was not available, we occasionally inferred it using rules 

that in all cases are explicitly declared (for a detailed description of all variables collected 

see Appendix). 

Exploratory Analysis 

 

This database is at the company level, thus offering a high level of granularity and 

temporal extension for a total of 1,015 cases of corruption involving 996 firms. The cases 

range from 1968 – 2024 and have an average duration of 3.4 years. The following series 

of preliminary analyses has been included for demonstration purposes only (it should be 

noted that the version used to produce this database has been updated to May 2025). 

Firstly, it is evident that the number of enforcement actions has increased exponentially 

since 2000 (see Fig. 1). The database facilitates the analysis of this temporal trend 

through the differentiation of outcomes (i.e. it is enforced, ongoing, or dropped).  
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FIGURE 7: ENFORCEMENT CASES OVER THE YEARS BY TYPE OF OUTCOME (2000-2025) 

 

 

The analysis can be further broken down by country to ascertain whether certain countries 

differ in terms of performance (Table 6). The following section presents a list of the top 10 

countries in terms of the number of enforcement cases initiated. 

 

TABLE 6 TOP 10 COUNTRIES FOR NUMBER OF ENFORCEMENT AND BY TYPE OF OUTCOME 

country n enforced 
(%) 

ongoing 
(%) 

dropped 
(%) 

NA (%) 

US 1216 0.66 0.22 0.09 0.03 

GB 220 0.62 0.23 0.07 0.07 

DE 110 0.51 0.35 0.08 0.06 

BR 91 0.33 0.52  0.14 

CH 66 0.47 0.47 0.02 0.05 

FR 59 0.38 0.52 0.04 0.07 

AU 49 0.35 0.53 0.06 0.06 

IT 49 0.24 0.55 0.14 0.06 

AR 42 0.17 0.83   

CN 36 0.58 0.39 0.03  

 

 

The same type of analysis can be applied to countries that serve as headquarters for 

companies involved in international corruption cases (Table 7). 
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TABLE 7 TOP 10 COUNTRIES IN WHICH COMPANIES ARE MOST FREQUENTLY ESTABLISHED AS 

HEADQUARTERS. 

country_hq n 

US 754 
GB 170 
DE 135 
FR 113 
CH 75 
CN 54 
NL 50 
BR 49 
IT 49 

AU 47 
 

The database can also be used to identify the types of industrial sectors most commonly 

involved in international corruption cases (Table 8). 

 

TABLE 8 TOP 5 INDUSTRY MOST FREQUENTLY INVOLVED IN CORRUPTION CASES. 

Industry (naics) n 

extractive 
industries/mining/oil 
& gas 

285 

pharmaceuticals 
/medical devices 
/health 

225 

NA 205 
aerospace / defense 
/ security 

181 

engineering / 
construction 

177 

 

A range of additional relevant variables have been collated in the database, encompassing 

the duration of enforcement actions – in average is 1.6 years - and the country of origin of 

the initial action. The amount of bribes, profit and sanction commuted are also collected. 

Moreover, there is information available pertaining to the agencies that were responsible 

for the execution of the enforcement actions. In conclusion, the nomenclature and coding 
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systems employed by the implicated corporate entities, in conjunction with the potential 

role of political actors, are hereby delineated (for details see Appendix). 

Research Utilization and Dissemination 

 

The high level of granularity and temporal extension allows for a very large number of 

potential applications. The main application is the construction of relative indices of 

transactional corruption following the methodology described in Escresa and Picci (2020). 

The authors use the database to investigate the determinants of corruption. As mentioned 

above, previous releases of this dataset have been used in the following publications or 

working papers: Crippa (2023); Crippa, Malesky, and Picci (2025a); Crippa, Malesky, and 

Picci (2025b); Escresa and Picci (2016); Escresa and Picci (2017); Escresa and Picci 

(2020); Picci (2018); (2024). Other possible applications focusing on corruption flows and 

the amount of bribes are currently being developed by other work packages within this 

project. In general, the available data allows us to analyze the dual relationships between 

countries and investigate whether differences in enforcement (if any) reflect or are 

mutually influenced by power or economic relations between countries. 

  



 

123 

Annex 3: OECD Compliance Database 

 

 

Dataset Overview 

 

The dataset provides a cross-national, longitudinal mapping of the enforcement and 

compliance record of the Parties to the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention. It systematically 

organises information on how 46 countries – all 38 OECD member states and 8 non-

member participants – criminalise, detect, investigate and sanction foreign bribery, as well 

as how they respond to institutional and legal reform recommendations over time. 

Substantively, the dataset captures both the “supply side” of transnational corruption, as 

defined by the Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International 

Business Transactions (in force since 1999), and the evolving efforts of Parties to align 

their domestic frameworks and enforcement practices with international standards. 

The underlying source material consists of publicly available documents issued by the 

OECD Working Group on Bribery (WGB), the cornerstone monitoring body for the 

Convention and related instruments, including the 2021 Recommendation for Further 

Combating Bribery. The WGB’s mandate is to assess the adequacy of national legislation 

and, crucially, to evaluate the effectiveness of enforcement across all 46 Parties. The 

dataset draws on the WGB’s official Peer Review Reports, which constitute a unique 

repository of longitudinal performance data produced across the Convention’s four 

mandatory monitoring cycles: Phase 1 (evaluating the adequacy of national legislation), 

Phase 2 (assessing the practical application of the laws), Phase 3 (focused on 

enforcement, jurisdiction, and statute of limitations), and Phase 4 (a deeper examination of 

specific enforcement challenges, institutional effectiveness, and thematic issues). 

The primary objective in constructing this novel dataset is to move beyond simple 

aggregate enforcement statistics by directly linking the WGB’s detailed qualitative 

assessments of legal and institutional compliance with measurable prosecutorial and 

judicial outcomes at the country level. 
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Dataset Collection 

 

The data was collected through a rigorous process of manual extraction, coding, and 

quality control, transforming narrative qualitative information into a structured quantitative 

format suitable for statistical analysis. The raw material comprised all official WGB 

monitoring documents, including the main Phase 1–4 reports and subsequent written 

follow-up reports, for every Party to the Convention. The process involved several steps: 

Manual Search and Extraction: A systematic approach was adopted for the identification 

and extraction of specific passages from the voluminous reports, detailing enforcement 

actions (e.g. indictments, convictions, settlements, closures) and detailed evaluations of 

compliance. 

Coding: The transition from qualitative to quantitative coding is a significant aspect of data 

analysis that warrants careful consideration. The textual information that was extracted 

was then translated into a series of defined, structured variables. A key step was to 

standardize the highly variable and country-specific terminology used by the WGB to 

describe legal procedures and case dispositions. 

Verification: In order to guarantee data accuracy and contextual integrity, the coded data 

was cross-referenced against the original source text. The dataset meticulously includes 

metadata such as the specific OECD document reference, the date of the review, the 

monitoring phase, and the names and home countries of the lead examiners who 

conducted the review. This comprehensive traceability is essential for maintaining the 

academic rigor and replicability of the findings. 

Dataset Structure 

 

The resulting dataset is organised into two primary, interconnected sections. The first of 

these is the Descriptive (Enforcement) Section, the purpose of which is to facilitate cross-

sectional analysis between legal commitment and practical effectiveness. The second is 

the Compliance (Recommendations) Section. For a detailed description, please refer to 

Table 9. 
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The Descriptive (Enforcement) Section: This component meticulously tracks the practical 

application of anti-bribery laws across the 46 Parties. Key variables include the total 

number of cases recorded within the specified reporting period, their progression status 

(which is categorized into distinct categories such as ongoing investigation, closed, 

convicted, expired due to statute of limitations, or archived), and the disposition type (e.g., 

criminal conviction, civil settlement). This detailed structure facilitates the calculation of 

critical policy metrics, including conviction rates, the utilisation of non-trial resolutions, and 

the average duration of complex proceedings across various jurisdictions and monitoring 

phases. 

The Compliance (Recommendations) Section: This component quantifies national legal 

and institutional responsiveness to WGB advice. Each specific recommendation issued by 

the WGB throughout all four monitoring phases is coded and categorised based on its 

functional focus. The categories are either prevention-oriented (e.g. compliance programs, 

accounting standards) or prosecution-oriented (e.g. investigative powers, judicial 

independence). Each recommendation is linked to the relevant Article of the Convention it 

seeks to enforce. The dataset documents the level of implementation reported in 

subsequent reviews, systematically coded using the official WGB scale (fully implemented, 

partially implemented, not implemented). This facilitates the generation of longitudinal 

compliance profiles for each nation. 
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TABLE 9 OECD COMPLIANCE DATABASE. LIST OF VARIABLES NAMES AND DESCRIPTION 

Section Variable name Description 

Document data 
identification  

country_name country analysed 

ccISO2 2 letter country code 

phase phase of the investigation  

doc_type status of the phase (base or follow-up) 

date data of the document 

revc_* name of the reviewer country (with number) 

rev_*_revc_* name and surname of investigator (with number) of the relative 
country 

Investigation_data year_beg year from which the analysis begins 

year_end year to which the analysis ends 

inv_started total number of investigations that have been initiated between 
year_beg and year_end (sum of inv_completed + inv_ongoing + 
inv_expired+lack of evidence) 

inv_completed number of investigations completed out of the total number of 
investigations initiated 

inv_completed_notes typology of completion and relative number (where available). 
The sum is the number of investigations completed 

inv_ongoing number of investigation ongoing out of the total investigation 
initiated 

inv_expired number of investigations expired without reach a trial (e.g., filed, 
time barred, dismissed) out of total number of investigations 
initiated 

inv_expired_notes typology of expiration and relative number (where available). The 
sum is the number of investigations expired 

inv_lackev number of investigations expired without reach a trial because of 
lack of evidence out of total number of investigations initiated 

inv_exactinfo if investigations are detailed case by case in the document (yes); 
or they are given as approximate/aggregate (e.g.at least/ca.) 
(no) 

inv_pageref pages of main document in which there is a summary of the 
cases 

inv_annex annexes or tables with further details  

inv_notes small portion of the text (from the document) with relevant 
information 

inv_additional other investigation out of the count because signalled but not 
considered by authorities 

Compliance_data rec_kind type of recommendation: if about detection or prosecution 

rec_emb if there are other adding types of recommendations included in 
that category 

rec_articles number of the articles of that typology 

rec_implsatis total number of recommendation (of a determinate typology) 
satisfactory implemented 

rec_implpart total number of recommendation (of a specific typology) partially 
implemented 

rec_implnot total number of recommendation (of a determinate typology) not 
implemented 

rec_total total number of recommendations 

rec_comments comments about recommendations 
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Data Utilization 

 

The unique, structured nature of this dataset – which links qualitative policy critique directly 

to quantitative enforcement outcomes – enables several advanced research applications 

well-suited for policy and academic discourse. The analytical potential can be leveraged 

across three primary areas: 

▪ Longitudinal and Trend Analysis: The phase-based structure of the data 

facilitates the mapping of temporal trends in enforcement activities. Analyses can 

assess whether the implementation of specific WGB recommendations (e.g., 

strengthening investigative resources) leads to a demonstrable increase in case 

openings, conviction rates, or the average duration of proceedings within the 

subsequent review period. This addresses the critical policy question of whether 

compliance leads to performance. 

▪ Cross-Sectional and Comparative Analysis: The twin datasets support 

sophisticated comparative analysis across the 46 Parties. Researchers can 

correlate the type of recommendations received (distinguishing between prevention-

focused and prosecution-focused advice) with the actual success of enforcement 

measures. For example, one can test the hypothesis that states facing persistent 

challenges in implementing prosecution-focused recommendations tend to exhibit 

consistently lower conviction rates, irrespective of their adherence to prevention-

focused measures. This process culminates in the construction of a robust 

Compliance Index for each nation. 

▪ Development of the Implementation Gap Index: The primary analytical objective 

is the construction of an Anti-Bribery Implementation Gap Index. This metric is 

designed to quantify the structural discrepancy between a country's formal 

commitment (high score in the Compliance Section) and its practical output (low 

conviction rate in the Descriptive Section). The index, colloquially referred to as the 

“Bullshit Index” in policy discussions, is used to identify jurisdictions where the de 

jure framework is robust, yet de facto enforcement remains inadequate. It is a 

powerful tool for pinpointing where political will gives way to institutional weakness. 
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The findings derived from this quantitative framework are intended for wide dissemination 

to academics, policymakers, and civil society organizations, with the explicit goal of 

fostering evidence-based policy debate and targeted advocacy for more stringent and 

effective international anti-bribery measures. 
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Annex 4: Specialised Anti-Corruption Enforcement 
Bodies in Eastern Europe 

TABLE 10: MAPPING OF SPECIALISED ANTI-CORRUPTION INVESTIGATIVE BODIES, 
PROSECUTORIAL UNITS, AND COURTS/CHAMBERS 

Country  Specialised investigative 
body/unit  

Specialised prosecutorial 
body/unit  

Specialised court/chamber  

Albania  National Bureau of 

Investigation of the Special 

Special Anti-Corruption 

Structure (SPAK) Special 

Prosecution Office 

Special Courts against 

Corruption and Organised 

Crime 

Armenia  Anti-Corruption Committee  Department for Supervision 

over Legality of Pre-Trial 

Proceedings the  

Anti-Corruption Committee, 

Prosecutor  

General’s Office  

Anti-Corruption Court  

Anti-Corruption Court of 

Appeal  

Anti-Corruption Chamber of 

the Court of Cassation  

Azerbaijan  The Anti-Corruption 

Directorate,  

Prosecutor General’s Office  

    

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina  

Section for Prevention and 

Detection of Financial Crime 

and Corruption, Criminal 

Investigation Department,  

State Investigation and 

Protection  

Agency  

Special Department for 

Organized Crime, Economic 

Crime and  

Corruption, Prosecutor’s 

Office  

  

Bulgaria  Anti-Corruption Commission      

Croatia  National Police Office for 

Suppression  

of Corruption and Organised 

Crime (PNUSKOK)  

Office for the Suppression of  

Corruption and Organised 

Crime (USKOK)  

Regional USKOK Courts in 

Zagreb, Osijek, Rijeka and 

Split  

Estonia  Corruption Crime Bureau, 

Police and Border Guard Board 

    

Georgia  Anti-Corruption Agency, State 

Security  

Service  

Anti-Corruption Unit, 

Prosecution Service  

Anti-Corruption Unit, 

Prosecution Service  

  

Kosovo  Special Investigation Unit, 

Kosovo Police  

Financial Crime Department, 

Special Prosecution Office  

  

Latvia  Corruption Prevention and 

Combatting Bureau (KNAB)  

Prosecution Office for 

Investigation of  

Public Office Holders 

Misconduct  

Offences  
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Division for Co-ordination of 

the Fight against Corruption, 

Prosecutor  

General’s Office  

Lithuania  Special Investigation Service 

(STT)  

Organised Crime and 

Corruption  

Investigation Department, 

Prosecutor  

General’s Office  

  

North 

Macedonia  

Department for Serious and 

Organised  

Crime, Ministry of the Interior  

Public Prosecutor’s Office for  

Prosecuting Organised Crime 

and  

Corruption (OCCPPO), Public  

Prosecutor’s Office  

  

Public Prosecutor’s Office for  

Prosecuting Organised 

Crime and  

Corruption (OCCPPO), 

Public  

Prosecutor’s Office  

Organised Crime and 

Corruption  

Department, Criminal Court 

in Skopje  

Moldova  National Anti-Corruption Centre  Anti-Corruption Prosecution 

Office  

  

Montenegro  Department for the Fight 

against  

Organized Crime and 

Corruption,  

Criminal Police Sector, Police  

Directorate  

Special Prosecution Office  Special Department for 

Organised  

Crime, Corruption, Terrorism 

and War  

Crimes, High Court of 

Podgorica  

Romania  National Anti-Corruption Directorate (DNA)   

Serbia  Prosecutor’s Office for Organised Crime  

  

Organised Crime Court in 

Belgrade Organised Crime 

Department of the Appellate 

Court.   

Smaller corruption cases, 

are heard at the Corruption 

Departments that are part of 

the High Courts in Belgrade,  

Kragujevac, Niš, and Novi 

Sad 

Slovenia  National Bureau of 

Investigation  

Specialised State 

Prosecutor’s Office  

  

Ukraine  National Anti-Corruption Bureau 

(NABU)  

Specialised Anti-Corruption  

Prosecutor’s Office (SAPO)  

High Anti-Corruption Court 

(HACC)  

Note: Source: OECD (2024): 41-42. 


	Executive Summary
	1. Introduction
	1.1 Research and Policy Objectives
	1.2 Scope of the First Version and Research/Policy Impact
	1.3 Structure of this Report

	2.   Criminal Accountability and Enforcement: Concepts and Definitions
	2.1   Positioning Criminal Accountability within Anti-Corruption Approaches and Strategies
	2.2 Institutional Architecture and Instruments of Criminal Accountability
	2.3  Defining Impunity and Weaponisation
	2.4 National and Transnational Dimensions of Criminal Accountability

	3. Measuring Criminal Accountability and Enforcement
	3.1 Locating Criminal Accountability within Corruption Measurement
	3.2 A Threefold Strategy of Measuring Criminal Accountability and Enforcement
	3.2.1 Measurement framework for impunity and weaponisation
	3.3  Measuring Institutional Characteristics and Institutional Reforms

	4. Assessing and Evaluating Criminal Accountability and Enforcement in Europe
	4.1   Existing Strategies for Assessing Enforcement and Criminal Accountability
	4.1 Empirical Strategy of the Research
	4.3 Contribution of the Empirical Strategy

	5. Cross-National Evidence on Criminal Accountability for Corruption: Institutions and Enforcement
	5.1 CNS(1): The Institutional Foundations of Criminal Accountability for Corruption in Europe, 2000-2025
	5.1.1 Introduction and research objectives
	5.1.2 Existing Evidence and Theoretical Framework
	5.1.3 Hypotheses of the study
	5.1.4 Data
	5.1.5 Research design and methodology
	5.1.6 Preliminary findings
	5.1.7 Preliminary policy implications
	5.2 CNS(2): Enforcement of Foreign Bribery. Compliance and “Leakages” within the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention
	5.2.1 Introduction and research objectives
	5.2.2 Existing Evidence and Theoretical Framework
	5.2.3 Hypotheses of the study
	5.2.4 Data
	5.2.5 Research design and methodology
	5.2.6 Preliminary findings
	5.2.7 Policy implications for future recommendations

	6. Comparative Case-Study Evidence on Criminal Accountability for Corruption across Levels and Arenas
	6.1 CS(1): Comparing Criminal Accountability across France, Italy and Spain
	6.1.1 Introduction and research objectives
	6.1.2 Methodology and data
	6.1.3 Preliminary findings
	6.1.4 Preliminary policy implications
	6.2 CS(2): Criminal Accountability at National and Sub-national level in Romania
	6.2.1 Introduction and research objectives
	6.2.2 State of the Art
	6.2.3 Methodology and data
	6.2.4 Preliminary findings
	6.2.5 Preliminary policy implications and recommendations
	6.3 CS(3): Between Preventive and Repressive Functions Against Corruption in the Sphere of Corporate Criminal Liability
	6.3.1 Introduction and research objectives
	6.3.2 State of Art: Corporate Criminal Liability Models and Enforcement Mechanisms across Europe.
	6.3.3 Methodology
	6.4 CS(4): Assessing Criminal Enforcement against Corruption at Transnational level. EPPO and Judicial Cooperation within the European Union.
	6.4.1 Introduction and research objectives
	6.4.2 State of the Art: Criminal investigation and prosecution at transnational level
	6.4.3 Methodology: an interdisciplinary and mixed approach in assessing EPPO

	7. Conclusions and Outlook
	References
	Annex 1: Enforcement Statistics on Corruption-related Crimes in Europe
	Annex 2: Judicial Responses to High-Level Corruption in Europe Dataset
	Dataset Overview
	Scope, case definition and data collection
	Dataset structure, variables and external validation
	Preliminary descriptive findings
	Data utilisation

	Annex 3: CBB Enforcement Database
	Dataset Overview
	Data Collection
	Dataset Structure
	Exploratory Analysis
	Research Utilization and Dissemination

	Annex 3: OECD Compliance Database
	Dataset Overview
	Dataset Collection
	Dataset Structure
	Data Utilization

	Annex 4: Specialised Anti-Corruption Enforcement Bodies in Eastern Europe

