OPEN European
SOCIETY n Policies
INSTITUTE u [nitiative
SOFIA

(pen Society Institute - Sofia

Try harder

Findings of the European Catdlp Index 2017

&
R > T /7 ;i omaly
/ ROMARS % Dy S LS
Quality 2 ¢35 7 i X
s nesslcountries e~
S _ oA A

S T v e 0
S R S &,
BTS2 St e
SEUTODE < S inden-.cy &
S B e ot T
1= S o™ -
& \@%4\ /\S?":“\S:‘ \\ 2 { "

Marin Lessenski

Open Society Institute Sofia

May 2018



The CatchUp Index 2017

About EuPI

The European Policy Initiative (EuPIOgfen Society Institute Sofiaaimsto stimulate and assist new
European UniorMember States fronCentraland Eastern Europe to develop capacity for constructive
co-authorship of common European policies at both government and civil society level. As a priority area
of the European Policies Programtioé Open Societynstitute ¢ Sofia, EuPI will contribute to improving

the ability of new member states to effectively impact common European policies thrgogl quality
research, policy recommendations, networking and advocacy. The initiative operates in the ten new
member states from CEE through a network of experts and policy institutes.

Web-site http://www.eupi.eu

Web-site: http://www.TheCatchUplndex.eu

E-mail: eupi@osi.bg

Address:

Open Society Institute Sofia
European Policies Initiative (EuPI)
56 Solunska Str.

Sofia 1000

Tel.: (+359 2) 930 66 19

Fax: (+359 2) 951 63 48

www.TheCatchUplndex.eu


http://www.eupi.eu/
http://www.thecatchupindex.eu/
mailto:eupi@osi.bg

The CatchUp Index 2017

About the report

¢ KS NBriJpaxdér-Fiddingsof the European Cateblp Index 2017" presents the findings of the
European Catclyp Index project of the European Policies Initiative (EuPl) of the Open Society Institute
Sofia with funding provided by GSbfia. This product is for naaommercial use ogl

The views expressed in the report are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the
Open Society Institute Sofia.

© OSiSofia,May 2018

www.TheCatchUplndex.eu



The CatchUp Index 2017

Contents
ADOUL EUPLL ...ttt e e e e b e e e e b et e e e b e e e s snn e e e e e 2
Results of the Catellp INAEX 2007.......ooi e e e e e s aaes 6
ADOUL the INAEX 2007.....ceeeeeeie et e e e e s s n e e e e e e s snrrnreeeeeennd 6.
NOLES ON ThE CONTEXL.... ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s annnneeeeas 1.
1o L=y A Ve | o] e ] ] = 8
Scores Aad ranking in INAEX 20L7.......cccoo e e e e e aa e e e e e e e e e e s s e e e s e s s s ananeanne 9
The catchingup of the EU10+1: Estonia did it @gain............cccvvvviiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiecceeeceeeeee e, 11
Time and Space Of CAICHHUID .......ccoiiiiiiiiiie e e e 12
Chocolate andalues: is there a paradigm change in the catchip®..............cccccceeiiiiiiiiis 13
Categories, scores and ranks: About the methodology approach............cccccceeeviiiiiiieeeeenieee, 16
How is Europe doing: trends in the catchimm2011-2017..........coooiiiiiiiiii e 17
Trends by Overall Score from 2011 t0 201 7....c.ocvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 17
Trends in the Economy categoryf@011 t0 2017......ccocvviviiiiiiieiiie e 19
Trends in the Quality of Life category from 2011 10 2017.......uuvviiiiiiiiiiiinee e 20
Trends in the Democracy category from 2011 t0 2017.......cooiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiee e 21
Trends in the Governance category from 2011 t0 2017..........ccoooeiiiiiiccieiiiieree e 22
Putting the Index 2017 on the map: scores, rankBys CIUSIEIS.........vvviieiiiiiieiieiiieee e, 23
ADOUL the CIUSTEr @NAIYSIS........cco i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e aaaneanees 23
The Index 2017 results and clusters by Overall SCAre...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 24
The Index 2017 results and clusters by ECONOMY SCOIE.........cccoiiiiiiiiieiieeiiiiiiee e 26
The Index 2017 results and clusters by Quality of Life SCQIe...........ccvvviieeiiiiiiiiiieieen 28
The Index2017 results and clusters by DEMOCIACY SCOLE.........ocevviiieeieeiie e, 30
The Index 2017 results and clusters by GOVEIrNance SCOE.........cccoceeeiuuurunrrrnirrirrrrrreeeeeeeeeeeees 32
The ingredients of democracy: Methodology NOLES..........cccciviiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e e e e 36
The catchingip Of the EULO+L COUNTIES. ....cciiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ittt e e e e e e e 42
EU10+1 catchingp DY OVErall SCOTE........oouiiiiiiee ettt 42
Who is who in the catchingp: comparing across the four categories.........ccccccceeeeei e, 44
EU10+1 catchingp in the ECONOMY CAEQOLY........uuuiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiieee et 45
The Economy category: catching DY iNAICALOIS..........uuuiieiiiiiiiiiieiiiee e 46
The EU10+1 catchingp in the Quality Of Life Category........cooccooieiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeee e 51
The Quality of Life category: catching by indicators................oooo oo 52

4
www.TheCatchUplndex.eu


file:///C:/Users/marin/Documents/Office%20Q2%202018/Index2017_May2018/FINAL%20EDITED%20GS%2015May2016/CatchUpIndex2017_reportMay2018_.docx%23_Toc514167663

The CatchUp Index 2017

EU10+1 catchinrgp in the DEMOCIACY CABIY........coiiiurrrreeeeeeiiiiinrieee e s st e e e e e s e e e e e enneees 55
The Democracy category: catching by iNdiCAOrS...........ooviiiiiiiiiie e 56
EUL10+1 catchingp in the GOVErnance Cate€gOLY...........oouiiiiiiieiceecren e e er e e e e e e e e aaaaaas 59
The Governance category: catchimg by iNdiCators.............ccoooiiiiiiieee e 60
EU10+1 performance by country in the Catgiin Index 2017.......oovvvevieviiiiiiiiiiiieeee 64
We need to talk about the Balkans: how the caladé countries are catChiRgp ...............ccccceveeeennnne 67
The Balkans: the catchingp by country in the INndex 2017...........ooveeiiiiiiiieeeeee e 71
Supplement I: Country Scores by Indicators and Categories...........uuvvuviiiiireiiiiiieiiiiiiieieaeeaeeeeeeenn 73
Supplement 11: Country ADBDreviatiQnS.........ccccciiiiiie e 77
Supplement lll: About the CatchUp Index2 6 A & ( KISLI& / & $IIQK&ENSERK......... 78
The Economy category explained: MethOdM@ILES.............ooooiiiiiiiiciccccrre e 79
The ingredients of democracy: Methodology NOLES............oeiiiiiiiiimiiiiee e 81
Quality of Life: MethodoIOgY NOTES........cciiiiiiiiiiiie e 83
Governance category explained: Methodology NQLES............cccccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieereeeeeee e 85
Note on data sources, timeframe and replacing missing.data.........ccccccccviveve, 87
Employment as percentage of population, age groufBab................coooeiiiiiicciiiiiniiiineieereee e 89
Supplement IV: Methodology of the Statistical Analysis for the @agchdeX.......ccvvvvvviveeeeeeennnn. 94
The European Catdip INAEX PrOJECL.........coiiiiiiiiiiee et 101
ADOUL T8 @UENOK........eeeie e e e e e e s e e e e e e et rn e e e e e e eanns 102
ADOUL EUPLL ...ttt e et e e et e et e e e e e e e e e 103
5

www.TheCatchUplndex.eu



The CatchUp Index 2017

Results of the Catch-Up Index 2017

About the Index 2017

The Catch Up Indexeasures the performance of 35 countrieshe EU member states, the candidate
and potential candidate countries acrofsur categories- Economy, Quality oEife, Democracynd
Governance using 47 basic indicatar§here are scores for each categaind an Overall Score,
composed of thescores for the four categoriebased on a scale from 100 to 0, highest to lowest. The
standardized scores allow for rankirthe countries from 1 to 35, highest to lowest position.

The primary goal of the Catdhp Index is to measure how the newer EU member states (dubbed
EU10+1) frmm Central and Eastern Europe are catchipgwith their counterparts to the West, i.e. the

older member states (dubbed EU15+2 as Malta and Cyprus are incliithed}andidate countriesCCg

and the Potential Candidate CountriesPCCcg are also includedn the Index. It is easr to track
catchingup in the eonomy, but thelndex methodology allows for comparing the convergence in
additional, important areas of developmenin short, the Index attempts taneasure thed I @S NI 3 S
9dzNRB LISy f S @ &tfiedand ditikehsiin thie KeSver @entzer states aspire to reddte Index

results can serve the broader purpose of assessing the processes of convergence and divergence in
Europe across the four categories and the multiple indicat@@mpare countries andgroups of
countries and look for relationships between different factors.

This is the seventhdition of the CatcHJp Index, with the first report releasad 2011 and published
every year. This allows for mulgear comparisons and registering longerntetrends. As the current
Index is based mostly on data released in 2@4fh the latest available but not later than31 January
201& A G A& NBTFSNNBR ifliubliskedim2018 Ardl fhe namevcorientiof asikgdn
applied for all previas editions of the Index.

¢KS LYRSE dzaSa GKS ( Slesignatéhe SabintresSoVCES at fidet theSEU dvith( 2
the fifth wave of enlargement in 2004 and 2007 and Croatia, which joined in 2013. Despite that there is
considerablel Y2dzy & 2F GAYS LI &aaSR FyR Ylyeée O2dzyadNASa
common characteristic and trends of these countries as a group that make studying their experience
valuable.

It should also be noted that the Cattlp Index registers psrmance on per capita basishus
eliminating the size of a country (or the overalluotry GDP) as a factor. In case t@untrieshave
substantialintra-regional differencs, they are not takeninto account ast is the country average and

per capitathat matter in this caseThe Index does not register internal country regional differences due
to methodological and technical complexity, although that was considered when initially designing the
Index.

www.TheCatchUplndex.eu
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Notes on the context

The Index 2017 comes at an& when Brexit is at full swing and just a year aaagthas not proved to

be a fundamental dangeotthe EU as previously thought. Falt its negative consequences for both
Britain and the remaining member statesit could be a wakeip call for the Europan citizes and
politicians, presenting aopportunity to reinvigoratethe EU. The initial responses show a wide array
ranging from inspiringdeasfor reform, to reactionary retreats or more of the same inertia. But it is
clear that the recipe for EU rewal goes hand in hand witteliveringmore convergencand solidarity

to avoid new fault lines and divisions among the EU member states.

Differences and multiple division lines in the EU exist, North and South, big and small, etc. and including
those resirfacing between some former East and West governmdiitere leave aside the argument

whether the drive to break or weaken the EU is due to genuine sovereigntists, vested intdene, by

short-term political gain, etc. there are several lines of redsg. For example, there is clearly mutual
disappointment between at least part of the governments and societies of the former East and of the
former West. Many in the former East think that this is not ssmeWestfor whichthey have signed
upwithinthS G NB G dzNYy G2 9dzNBLIS¢ LINRPOSaa Igiyermsgdfvaiiesi2 NBR
etc. On part of the West, there are accusations thammenewer member states are not keeping the

promises they pledged to when joining the . EU

Another school of thoght is that other actualdifferences among EU member states cause frictions
These can be between net contributors to the budget and the rest, between debtors and creditors,
between countries who think newcomers come for their jobs and those countriesfedi@s suppliers

of labor force while they themselves experience demographic problems. These actual differences
further bring about perceptions and feelings that exacerbate the situation. Increasitglge tjaps
nurture ¢ or instrumentally used for populist mobilization®ither inferiority or superiority complexes

or relative depravatin as opposed to absolute deprivation. For example, citizens in CEE countries
compare themselves to their peers in the West countrieswithin the same clulg, the EUY which are by

far the most prosperous, wefjoverned, democratic countrie§his sets a very high comparison bar,
which s fine as long as high benchmarks are good for better performancewBen the delivery of
results is delayed or unsatisfactotiijs of coursebrings aboufrustration andbacklash with alternative
policy solutionghat see the EU rather as problem, not a solutidhe key here is to find the healthy
ratio between high performance benchmarkadaexpectations and achieving these goals in realistic
timeframes. This brings full circle about the need of catchipg

www.TheCatchUplndex.eu
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Index 2017 highlights

CLUSTERS IN EUROPE BY OVERALL SCORE
THE CATCH-UP INDEX 2017 EDITION ,

| Cluster 1]
[ Cluster 2]
[ Cluster 3]
[Cluster 5|
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Thebestperformersin Index 2017are concentrated in Northwestern Européth Denmark (1

place out of 35, Sweden (%), Luxemburg (%), the Netherlands (%) and Finland () atthe top

of the rankingwhile the underperformersare grouped irthe Southeast Europe with BiH {35

place out of 35), Turkey (8% Macedonia (33th), Albania (3pandSerbia (3%).

Estonia (18 overall place out of 35), the Czech Republi¢"flahd Slovenia (15 are the most

successful nevEUmember states (EU10+1) in the catching process, while Bulgaria (29

Romania (29) and Croatia (28 remain last in the group.

In regard to the fallout of the debt crisis in Europe, the collapgerefiously crisihit countries

such as Cyprus, Greece and Spain has stopped ahd saine time Ireland has made significant

progress in the ranking8™ place in 2017)

The catchingip of the EU10+1 countries with their counterparts to the West continugth

the change of scores and ranking pasits from 2011 to 2017 showing thetie new member

states as a group are those registering biggest improvements over the years

In general, he catchingup in the Economy remains the most successftiégoryand Quality of

Lifeis the worst category for the group, which includes wealth, public services as education and

healthcare. This could be interpreted fslure to translaé economic advancemeiinto better

standards of living.

A A new trend is emerging agveralEU10+1 countrieg e.g. the Visegrad 4are convergingvith
the older member statesn the Economy category, but diverging in the Democracy category
when their longterm Index results are compared.

A This may signal a new Easfest divide returning to Europe, in contrast in previous findings of
the Index where the Norttsouth divides were more pronounced.

A 1t is too early to say, but thisiay alsobe adeparture fromthe catchingup paradigm as now
economic development and democracy seem to be decoupling.

A There are several peculiar patterns. E.g. there seems to be a specific timeframe of ecafrhing
as most of the changes of convergence or divergence happen until &@dwhich there is
mostly normalization of the trend lines.

A The Balka countries¢ as the candidate countries as well as their close EU neighbors such as

Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia and Greermmain a cause for concern #eey arelagging behind in

nearlyall four categories; Economy, Democracy, Quality of Life and Governance.

>\

>

>

>

>
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Scores and ranking in Index 2017 1

Catch-Up Index 2017

Economy Quality of Life  Democracy  Governance Overall Score Overall Rankin(
Score (100-0) Score (100-0) Score (100-0) Score (100-0) (100-0) ((15))
EU15+2 Denmark 70 68 75 72 71
EU15+2 Sweden 69 67 74 73 71
EU15+2 Luxembourg 74 70 67 71 70
EU15+2 Netherlands 68 70 71 72 70

Group Country

EU15+2 Finland

PCC__liceland —-ﬁ—_aa_aa‘

EU15+2 Germany

EU15+2 Ireland 68 65 66 65 66
EU15+2 Austria 61 66 62 68 64
EU15+2 UK 61 65 61 66 63
EU15+2 Belgium 55 66 62 61 61
EU15+2 France 56 65 52 57 58
EU10+1 Estonia 57 53 (]0) 56 56
EU10+1 Czech Republic 54 55 56 55 55
EU10+1 Slovenia 49 60 54 56 55
EU15+2 Malta 54 51 56 54 54
EU15+2 Spain 48 53 56 55 53
EU15+2 Portugal 41 510} (5]0] 59 53
EU10+1 Lithuania 52 46 52 49 50
EU15+2  Cyprus 43 53 49 50 49
EU10+1 Poland 46 50 48 47 48
EU10+1 Slovakia 48 46 48 48 48
EU10+1 Latvia 51 42 51 47 48
EU15+2 [taly 43 55 50 42 47
EU10+1 Hungary 44 44 36 44 42
EU10+1 Croatia 39 44 41 41 41
EU10+1 Romania 42 29 40 36 37
EU15+2 Greece 31 46 37 33 37
EU10+1 Bulgaria 40 28 35 35 35
CC Montenegro 32 33 27 27 30 30
CC Serbia 30 26 32 28 29 31
CC Albania 29 22 26 23 25 32
CC Macedonia 36 19 19 24 24 33
CC Turkey 39 25 9 16 22 34
PCC BiH 24 18 20 13 19 35

The ranking is based on the Index 2017 Overall Scores. The scores are from 100 to O, highest to lowest. The ranking

to 35, highest to lowest position. The groups of countries are: the EU15+2 are the fifteen old EU member states and
and Malta; the EU10+1 are the new EU member states from CEE and Croatia, which joined in 2004, 2007 and 2013. Th
candidate countries are designated as CC and the PCC are the potential candidate countries.

! Disclaimer: The latest used data in the Catghindex 2017 is as of 31 January 2018. Missing data was
replacal using imputation procedures as explained in the supplements of this report.

9
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The top five performers by Overall Score in the Gatphindex 2017 are Denmatk1® place with 71
points Overall Score, Sweden2™ place with identical score of 71 pointiie to minimal difference
before rounding the scorel.uxemburge 3 place with 70 points the Netherlandsc 4™ place with

identical score of 70 poinnd Finlandbn 5" place with 69 pointsfollowed closely byceland, Germany
and Ireland. All theseountries are old member stateswith the exception of Icelandand are located
in Northern and Northwestar Europe.

The lowest ranking countries are Bosnia and Herzegasinthe last,35" position with 19 pointsy
Overall Score, Turkey on™4lace with 22 points, Macedonia on 3®lace with 24 points, Albania
32" with 25 points and Serbig1* placewith 29 points preceded by Montenegro, Bulgaria, Romania,
Croatia and Hungary, i.e. the lowest scoring dden are candidate countries and are located in
Southeastern Europe and their closest neighbors.

In regard to the performance of the newer member sta(E$)10+1), the best performers among them
are Estonia; 13" position out of 35 with 56 pointby Ovell Score, the Czech Republic off pésition
with 55 points and Slovenia on "position with identical score of 55 points with jussmall difference
(before rounding the score to the decimal separatdripese three countries outperform 6 out of 17
older member states. Bulgara29" placewith 35 points, Romanig 27" in the rankingwith 37 points
and Croatia; 26" with 41 points are the last three among the newer member states.

About the EuropearCatch Up Index

The Catch Up Indexneasures the performance of 35 countriegshe EU member states, the
candidate and potential candidate countries acréssr categoriess Economy, Quality of Life
Democracyand GovernanceThere are scores for each categand anOverall Score, compose
of the scores for the four categories.

Each category is measured through selected indicators andnslitators. The various data fc
the indicators is converted into scores and weighted on the basis of the index methodoho;
standardized scores make possible different rankings, comparisons, benchmarking, monito
performance for countries and groups of countries across categories and indicBbersnetrics
is based on rescaling the raw data on a scale from 0 to 100 ({idwédéghest), giving the score
of a country, and positions from 1 to 35 (highest to lowest), giving the ranking of a country.

The CatchJp Indexhas been initially designed to capture the progress of the EUtOuntriesg
the EU memberfrom Central ad Eastern Europe, including Croatia in 20irBcatching up with
the rest of the E{EU15+2py measuring their overall performance across the four categaric
Economy, Quality of Life, Democracy and Governanb is the seventh edition of the inde
with previous editions in 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016. As the most of the data |
from 2017, the edition is referred to as Index 2017. The Index uses the latest available
possible but not later than 31 January 2018. Missing data wataged using imputation
procedures as explained in the supplements of this report.

10
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The catching-up of the EU10+1: Estonia did it again
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Changes in the Ranking of the EU10+1 Countries in the Index from 2011 to 2017
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13", 14" and 15" position out of 35 in total with Estonia having 56 points out of 100 and the other two
countries with identical scores of 55 points each. Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia are trailing behind,
occupying 28, 27" and 26" position with respectivel5, 37 and 41 points.
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Estonia is also the fastest catching country as it advanced five positiogérom 18" to 13" ¢ when its

2017 results are compared to those2011, when the firstidex was published. Similarly, fellow Baltic
countries of Lithuaia and Latvia progressed quickly by five and four positions in comparison to 2011.
The Czech Republic also made considerable gains by moving three notchéiseuganking.

Romania too joined the company of catchimg countries by advancing two positi® in comparison to

the baseline year 2011.
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EU10+1 Catching-Up by Overall Score: Change of Scores and Ranks

Rank Rank Rank
change vs| change vs| change vs|
2012 2011

Overall
V! Overall Rank changq Rank changq Rank chang

Group Country Score | 2
016 2015 2014
017 Rank2017 Vs s " 2013

Maximum 71 il
Euis+2_Javerage [ 60 |
EU10+1 Estonia 56 13
EU10+1 Czech Republic ) 14
EU10+1 Slovenia ) 15
EU10+1 Lithuania 50 19
EU10+1 Poland 48 21
EU10+1  Slovakia 48 22
EU10+1 Latvia 48 23
EU10+1 Hungary 42
EU10+1 Croatia 41
EU10+1 Romania 37
EU15+2 Minimum 37
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EU10+1 Bulgaria 35

Several countries decelerated and even regressed. Hungary has considerable drops both in the ranking
and the scores and has basically ground to a halt in the last couple of years. Poland has also been
steadilylosing positios in the ranking. Both Hungary and Poland had a goediormanceinitially, but

then lost momentum. Slovakia d a risk of a similadownwardtrajectory. Slovenia has lost both scores

and ranking positions, but it is still among thep positionedO2 dzy 4 NA S&a @ . dzf 3 NR | Q&
inconclusive with one step up and one step down initially, followed by stagnation in ranking with minor
improvement in scores. Croatia, the new member of the club of new member state, shows stagnation

both ranking and scores

Time and space of catching-up

There seems to be specific trends in regards to the time and geography of the catching up. The graph
shows that most countries slowed down their catchinmg process around 2014 2015 in terms of
ranking and scores. Standing out from the trend are Poldeteriorating, and Romania improving its
performance.

In regard to geography, while the overall convergence with the rest of the EU is most visible from
Central Europe to the Baltias along the Estonia on the Baltic Sea through the Czech Republic and
Slovenia in the Adriatic while the Balkansre fallingbehind.

12
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Changes in scores of EU10+1 countries 2017 vs 2011-2016
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However, in terms of trends, the Baltic countries, led by Estonia, has been the most dynamic in €atching

up. Most Visegradountries have started to slow down or regress, despite their initial strong showing in

they RSE® w2YlIyAl Qa4 | OKASOSYSyilia akKz2¢é | YOAGA2Y I 0 dz
results. In contrastthe fellow Balkan neighbors of Bulgaria antb&ia have stagnated as Bulgaria

moves back and forth and Croatia is at a standstill.

Chocolate and values: is there a par adigm change in the catching -up?

Oftentimes, the new EU member stategecto SAy 3 OFf f SR daySéé YSYWwm®NI adl i
like any other countrythat enough time has passed alreadince the enlargement and so this is no

longer a valid distinctionAt the same time, there are increasir@pases, whengovernmentsand

LR fAGAOALIYa FNRY (KS T 2NSYNI NI ziDdnSetiers poinidg to2heJERA A y I
West divisionsThere are indeeddifferences in interests among countries and varying coalitions. Such
F2NYSNI a9l adé 3INP dzLYeobr \dsegtabdradtivitEs aSdthaSr@nit gofetniments A (i K
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in Budapest and Warsaw taking the initiativut in many cases, th®le of such groupings and East
West divisions should not be overplayad there are also small vs big states, South vs Ntrtise in
favor of more market oriented approach and austerity more spending Now that the UK will be
missed analternative center to the other two big countries of France and Germany, the coalition
patternsis likely to bechangingtoo with bringing smaller stateg that is the majority of CEE often
closer togeher.

Anotherpart2 ¥ G KS FTya6SNJ Aa GKFEG LXFeAy3a F3IFAyald a. NMz&
some external center of control is safend beneficial in the shoterm, helping political mobilization.
As the populist appeal grows, so doeg thppeal of the tacticAnother possibleanswerwhy there are
more pronounced EadtVest differencess thatthere might be anéemancipatior effect. I.e. withtime
politicians and governments becomé2 NB S E LIS NA BitgraaBnrkings/ they be@dme more
confident inopposingd . NHza 84St &¢ 2NJ 20 KSNJ YSYOSNJ adl dSa

There two currentlebatesthat seem to confirm there ardivisionsin the EU¢ regardless whether they

are longstanding or a recent inventiogbetweenat leastpart of thed 9 I & lpartoftyfeR 2 S&A G ¢ @ ¢ KS
first oneis exemplified best by thaccusations of EU member states to the East about food quality sales

by big Western producers. They complain that, for example, the same brand chocolate brought to them

is of lowerquality and higher price than those destined for the West. The argument goes that there are

no differences whatsoever in taste and consumer demands between the East and the West to justify the
differences in qualityTo add insult to injury, the main conteis double standards and treating the East

as second class citizens, making it more about attitudes and respect thanqgieaily dispute A

coalition of member states wants Brussels to step in, create new regulations and institutions to deal

with the problem of double standards.

The second division mirrosor better say is aidentical but invertedmirror imageto the problem of

food quality. Western member states accuse several Eastern member states of breaching EU rule of law
and common values. THeastern counterargument is that there are unique and different enough and
O02YY2Yy y2N¥a YR @FftdzSa FINB y20 I00SLIitofSd ¢KSe
FFFFEANBR G6AGK Iy | O dderteiviag olitddelinterdehiienias éxsténtiaDthreatr A 3y

These patternsf divisioncan broadly beeflected in the Index result$:or example, when the Visegrad

4 longterm performance is compared across the two categookBEconomy and Demaocracthere are
several specificesults. Hmgary isa very good performer in the Economy, advancing by 4 positions
compared to 2011 and 2012 afy 2 positions compared to 2013. Likewise, Poland has advanced by 3
positions compared to 2011 and 2012, 1 position compared to 2013. The Czech Regmuiti are
similar to that of Hungary, 4 positions compared to the start of Index and 2 positions compared to
2013. Slovakia has been advancing by only 1 position, but more steadiigoresfrom 2011 to 2015
each year
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Hungary: change in Democracy and Economy ranking and scores 2017 vs 2011-2016

—

Vs ' vs 2014 vs 2013 vs 2012 vs 2011

—4—Democracy Rank
-5
o ~=Democracy Score
Economy Rank
-10
\. ===Economy Score
-15

-20

But the Democracy results shoslivergence in the catchirgp. Hungary has lost 6 positions compared

to the start of the Index in 2011, dropped by 4 positions compared to 2012 and BpBX,ompared to

Hamn FyYR 0@ M O2YLINBR (2 wnanmp I YR Hconpdredtto2 f ' Y RQ:
2011, a drop of 5 positions for three consequtive yea2912, 2013 and 2014 and a record drops of 7

and 8 positions compared to 2015 and 2016. The Czech Republic has a slower regress in DerBocracy
positions down compared to 2011, 3 compdr® 2012, 1 for each year in 2014 and 2013 and by 2 in

2016. Slovakia has dropped by 1 position compared to 2011, followed by a more substantil decrease of

5, 4, 5, 5 and 6 positions each year in the period 2012 to 2016.

In a sense, this is a significaseparture from the previous catchingp model, when Economy and
Democracy results were synchronic and closely related, while they seem to be decopling. It should be
noted that only Turkey had such model of catchiqmas indicated by the previous Indexsuds.

In addition, Governance scorés the Index 2017 for these countriegs some cases have similarly
decreased. Hungary and Poland has dropped by 2 positions in the ranking when the 2017 results are
compared to the period 2022014, as well as decreai pointsg from 1 to 4 in different yeardut the

Czech Republic and Slovakia are either respectively fluctuating or show no change.
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Categories, scores and ranks: About the methodology approach

The CatcHJp Index model is simple and is designedagsess the
performance of the selected countries across the four categor
Each country is ascribed a score in each category, and the O\
Score is the average of those in the four categories combined.
countries are then ranked according to thetore. Performance in
OV=NEE RO LARIRES  the broad categories is assessed on the basis of indicators and
SCORE CIE=R  indicators, each having a different weight assigned to it, depenc
on its importance in the Catebip Index model. The raw data fror
different sources is standardideon a scale of 0 to 100 points,
that comparisons or other processing of scores can be m
0SG6SSy O2dzy iNAS&E OF GS32NR¢
performance is measured relative to each another and not
external targets, because the standamibn method assigns the highest score to the best perform
country and vice versa. As mentioned above, the scores run on a scale from 0 (lowest) to 100 (highes
the ranks range from 1 (highest) to 35 (lowesthe numbe of countries includedh the hdex.

The EU member states are dividedio four main groups; the EU10+%nd the EU15+2, the @QCcandidate

countries and PCE€the potential candidate countries. The E3lQyroup includes the ten postommunist

countries from Central and EasteEurope (CEE), which joined in 20Ra@07and Croatia in 2013The other,

the control group is the EU15+2the older member states plus Cyprus and Malta, which also joined in Z
but come from a different context and path of development, and thus arserlon characteristics to the
older EU members.

The model uses a set of several yardsticks benchmarks; against which to assess the progress or lagg
of the EU161 in meeting the standards of the rest of the EU. The benchmarks can be considebed
targets for the EU16L

The Yy RSE (1184 +a AdG&a YIAYy o6SYOKYIN)] GKS 49! mpt
countries in a given category or indicator as a component of the overall score. The average (or mear
d02NBa&0 61 & LINBTFSNNBR (1025 NEK S yY SR ANIYY BSi K25F  GaYO\2RN
LIN} OGAOFt NBlFazyaod ¢KS G9! mpbu ! SN IS¢ A& |
Sometimes, the median is also used and the corresponding score can be associated with @peactiuity.
¢CKS 20KSNJ (g2 AYLRNIFYG o6SyOKYIF NJ FNS GKS a9
FYR GKS da9! mpbH aAyAYdzYéz gKAOK A GKS t26Sai
minimum score can be associated with a resjive country.

hyO0OS GKS aYlIEAYdzYé> Gl @SNF IS¢ YR GYAYAYdzYé ||
their score, it can be easily observed if a particular country is above, below or near any of these bencl
and how near or far it i the target.

a
a

Other group scores, @ @S NI IS¢ FL2tN cahdidhtes Dt potential candidatescan be drawn
depending on the task of the comparison.

¢CKS 9! MmpbH ! §SNIF IS¢ Aa GKS YIAYy 06SyOKYIl NJ Zgeth
while setting the minimung the lowest score; as a goal would have no motivational value.
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How is Europe doing: trends in the catching -up 2011 -2017

The Index is updated annually and since the first edition came out in, 2@ked on data mostlffom
20092010 it allows for registering changes and trends over the years up teuhentIndex based on
datamostly released i2017.The section below shows tables with the information about the scores and
rankings of the countries by Overall Scaral the four different categories Economy, Quality of Life,
Democracy and Governance. The changes are presented in terms of differences in both the scores and
the positions in the ranking comparative to the all previous editions as differences in .pbirescolor
scheme presents positive change in gregncrease in score or ranking position, in red are the negative
changes with decrease in score or ranking position, yellow denotes no change.

Trends by Overall Score from 2011 to 2017
The Catch-Up Index: Changes by Overall Scores 2011 - 2017

Overall Overall Rank Rank Rank | Rank | Rank

Group Country Score  Rank change vs|change v change| change| change]
2017 2017 2015 2014 |vs 2014 vs 2012vs 2011

EU15+2  Austria 64 9 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2
EU15+2 Belgium 61 11 0 -1 0 -1 0
EU15+2  Cyprus 49 20 0 -1 2 6 6
EU15+2 Denmark 71 1 0 2 2 1 2 1
EU15+2  Finland 69 0 -1 0 -1 0
EU15+2  France 58 12 0 0 0 0 0
EU15+2 Germany 66 7 -1 -1 -1 -1 2
EU15+2 Greece 37 28 -1 -1 -1 -3 -3
EU15+2 Ireland 66 8 1 3 2 3 0
EU15+2 Italy 47 24 -1 -1 -1 -2 -4
EU15+2 Luxembourg 70 ] 0 -2 -1 0 -2 -2
EU15+2 Malta 54 16 -1 -3 -1 0 0
EU15+2 Netherlands 70 4 0 0 1 0 1 0
EU15+2  Portugal 53 18 0 3 2 3 1 1
EU15+2  Spain 53 17 0 0 0 0 0 -2
EU15+2 Sweden 71 2 0 0 -1 -1 0 1
EU15+2 UK 63 10 0 0 -1 -2 -1 0
EU10+1 Bulgaria 35 29 0 0 0 -1 0 -1
EU10+1 Croatia 41 26 0 0 0 0 0 0
EU10+1 Czech Republic 55 14 1 0 1 -1 1 3
EU10+1 Estonia 56 13 0 0 1 3 5] 5)
EU10+1 Hungary 42 25 0 0 0 -1 -2 -2
EU10+1 Latvia 48 23 7 1 1 1 2 4 4
EU10+1 Lithuania 50 19 5 1 0 3 & 5 5
EU10+1 Poland 48 21 -2 -3 -2 -1 -1 1 -2 -3 -3 -1 -1 1
EU10+1 Romania 37 27 1 1 3 3 2 5 1 1 3 2 1 2
EU10+1 Slovakia 48 22 -1 -1 -1 -2 -1 1 0 0 -1 -3 -1 -1
EU10+1 Slovenia 55 15 1 2 2 0 -1 -1 1 1 1 -1 -2 -2
CcC Albania 25 32 2 4 4 2 5 5 1 2 3 2 3 &
CC Macedonia 24 33 -1 -3 -1 -2 -3 -3 -1 -1 0 -1 -1 -1
CcC Montenegro 30 30 0 -2 -5 -4 -1 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0
CC Serbia 29 31 0 2 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
CcC Turkey 22 34 -1 -3 -4 -3 -3 -2 0 -1 -2 -1 -1 -1
PCC BiH 19 35 1 -1 -4 -3 -4 -3 0 0 -1 0 -1 -1
PCC Iceland 66 6 0 2 2 4 3 1 0 2 2 3 2 0
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The change a$cores and ranking positis from 2011 to 2017 show several main trends. First, the new
member states as a group are those registering biggest improvements over the years. That is, they are
catchingup with the rest. Second, the candidate countries areatandstill and not catchirgp. As

they are geographically concentrated in the Southeastern Europe, this is another serious problem for
the Balkans. Third, as most of the changes happen between 2011 and 2014, this may mean that the
catchingup process halargdy stagnated after this period.

Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania are the countries that have progressed most in the ranking and gainégd most

scores, especially in comparison to 2&014 period. Romania has joined the group of those catehing

up ambitiotsly, but its biggest achievements come later in the prod®@asHungary and Poland defy the

GNBYR ' a (GKSe& atAlLl R2sy GKS NIylAy3d FyR t2a8 LRAY
HAMME @gKAES t2fl yRQa& LISNF 2 NomengrOwhenRINPOLT résdits dre Y 2 NB
compared tathose in2014, 2015 and 2016.

Ireland, Iceland, Portugal have been advancing too. In conttaft, Cyprus and Greece have continued

to deteriorate, while Spain has remained mostly unchanged after a drop 2i0&7 and 2011 are
compared.Of the candidate countries, Albania has made a badly needed progress, especially compared
to its initial showingThe drop in ranking and scores of countries such as Austria and Luxemburg can be
noted, but it is not too worryig provided their othewise strong performance in thadex.

18
www.TheCatchUplndex.eu



The CatchUp Index 2017

Trends in the Economy category from 2011 to 2017
Economy: Changes in Ranks and Scores 2011-2017

Economy Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank | Rank | Rank

Group Country Score 2017 Change |Change [Change | change | change| change
2017 vs 2016 | vs 2015 [vs 2014 | vs 2013|vs 2014 vs 2011}

EU15+2  Austria 61 -1 -1 -3 -2 -2 0 0 -2 -2 -1 -1 0
EU15+2 Belgium 55 0 -2 -3 -1 -3 -1 0 -2 -3 -3 -3 -1
EU15+2 Cyprus k] 0 0 0 -6 -11] -12| 0 2 0 -5 -11] -10|
EU15+2 Denmark 70 0 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1
EU15+2  Finland 61 0 -1 -3 -2 -4 -1 -3 -5 -4 -5 -5
EU15+2 France 56 -1 -2 -2 -3 -2 -1 -1 -2 -3 -3 -3 -1
EU15+2 Germany 66 0 0 2 1 2 4 -1 -1 1 -1 1
EU15+2 Greece 31 0 0 -1 -1 -4 -9 0 0 0 2 1 -5
EU15+2 Ireland 68 5 7 11 12 12 7 2 5 7 8 5
EU15+2 ltaly k] 0 -2 -1 -1 -2 -3 0 -2 0 -1 -3 -2
EU15+2  Luxembourg 74 1 0 -1 0 -2 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0
EU15+2 Malta 54 0 1 3 7 8 4 -1 0 0 6 2
EU15+2 Netherlands 68 -1 0 0 1 0 -1 -2 -1 -1 -1 -3
EU15+2 Portugal 41 -1 -2 0 -1 -3 -7 0 -2 0 0 -3 -7
EU15+2  Spain 48 0 -2 0 -2 -5| -7 0 -1 0 -3 -5 -5
EU15+2 Sweden 69 0 0 -1 0 0 2 1 0 0 -1 1
EU15+2 UK 61 -1 0 -1 -2 1 -1 -2 -1 -1 -1 -3
EU10+1 Bulgaria 40 0 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 1 1 1
EU10+1 Croatia 39 0 -1 0 -4 -4 -3 0 -1 0 -3 -3 -3
EU10+1 Czech Republic 1 2 3 4 4 6 1 3 0 2 4 4
EU10+1 Estonia 57 0 0 1 3 5 5 1 2 2 2 5 5
EU10+1 Hungary 44 0 1 1 1 1 3 0 1 0 2 4 4
EU10+1 Latvia 51 -1 -2 2 4 6 7 0 -1 0 2 5 6
EU10+1 Lithuania 52 0 0 2 2 5 6 0 -2 0 -1 3 5
EU10+1 Poland 46 -1 0 0 1 2 4 0 0 0 1 3 3
EU10+1 Romania 42 0 1 3 3 3 5 0 1 2 2 2 4
EU10+1  Slovakia 48 0 0 1 1 1 2 -1 1 1 1 1 1
EU10+1  Slovenia 49 0 -1 0 -3 -5 -7 1 0 -1 -4 -5 -4
CC Albania 29 34 0 0 -2 -3 -1 2 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 1
CC Macedonia 36 30 0 0 1 1 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 3
CcC Montenegro 32 31 -1 0 -10| -7 -3 -2 0 0 -6 -2 1 1
CC Serbia 30 33 1 3 -1 -2 -3 -3 1 1 1 -1 0 -2
CC Turkey 39 29 2 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 1
PCC BiH 24 35| 0 -2 -5 -7 -2 -4 0 0 0 0 0 -1
PCC Iceland 62 7 2 4 5 5 8 3 3 5 5 4 7 3

The majority ofcountries which register higher ranking and scorae concentrated in the EU10+1
group. l.e. the majority of new member sias are catchingip with their counterparts. Ireland and
Iceland have been making substantial advancements.

The most serious regress the longerterm is registered by Cyprus, Greece, Portugal, Spain, Italy,
France, Belgium, and Finland though in marsesahe decrease is registered up to 2014 and after this
there is either a standstill or slight improvement. Tiweo neighbors of Slovenia and Croatia are
underperforming and thus breaking from the CEE trend of improveroeer the years
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Trends in the Quality of Life category from 2011 to 2017
Quality of Life: Change in Ranks and Scores 2011-2017

Score Rank Score Score | Score [ Score | Score Score Rank Rank Rank Rank | Rank | Rank

Group Country 2017 2017 change v4 change [ change| change |change vichange v{ Change v{Change v{Change v| change | change| change
2016 | vs 2015|vs 2014 vs 2013| 2012 2011 2016 2015 2014 | vs 2013|vs 2013vs 2011

EU15+2 Austria 66 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 -1 2 0 0 0
EU15+2 Belgium 66 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 -1 1 -1 -1 2
EU15+2 Cyprus 53 0 -2 -2 -4 -6 -5 1 -2 2 -2 -4 -3|
EU15+2 Denmark 68 0 2 2 2 1 1 1 3 2 2 0 0
EU15+2 Finland 70 0 0 0 -1 -1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
EU15+2 France 65 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 -1 -1 -3
EU15+2 Germany 68 1 0 -1 1 2 4 1 -1 1 1 3 6
EU15+2 Greece 46 -1 0 0 -3 -8 -10 0 0 1 -2 -5 -5
EU15+2 Ireland ) 0 1 1 0 0 -1 0 0 0 -1 -1 -5
EU15+2 ltaly 55 0 0 0 0 -2 -3 0 1 1 1 0 -2
EU15+2 Luxembourg 70 -1 -1 -1 0 0 -1 0 0 0 3 2 0
EU15+2 Malta 51 0 0 0 -3 0 1 0 0 1 -2 0 0
EU15+2 Netherlands 70 -1 -1 -1 -2 -2 -1 1 -1 1 -2 -2 -1
EU15+2 Portugal 50 1 2 4 4 B8 8 0 1 2 3 3 1
EU15+2 Spain 53 1 1 1 1 -1 -4 2 1 1 2 2 0
EU15+2 Sweden 67 -1 0 -1 -3 -2 -1 3 -1 2 -4 -3 -2
EU15+2 UK ) 0 0 0 3 3 2 1 0 0 2 2 2
EU10+1 Bulgaria 28 -1 -1 -1 0 -2 -2 1 0 0 0 1 0
EU10+1 Croatia 44 1 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1
EU10+1 Czech Republic -1 -1 -1 -3 0 2 0 -1 0 -1 2 4
EU10+1 Estonia 53 -1 1 2 5 4 4 1 0 1 3 2 2
EU10+1 Hungary 44 0 0 0 0 -4 -4 0 0 0 0 -4 -3
EU10+1 Latvia 42 1 0 3 5 7 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
EU10+1 Lithuania 46 0 0 0 1 7 5 0 -1 0 0 2 2
EU10+1 Poland 50 0 1 0 2 2 4 0 -1 1 1 3 2
EU10+1 Romania 29 1 -1 0 1 -3 2 1 0 0 2 1 2
EU10+1  Slovakia 46 0 2 0 -3 -1 1 0 1 0 -4 -1 1
EU10+1 Slovenia 60 0 4 1 3 2 2 0 1 0 1 1 2
CC Albania 22 33 1 4 5 2 1 0 1 2 2 2 1 0
CC Macedonia 19 34 -3 -4 -4 -4 -5 -6 1 -1 1 -1 -2 -2
cC Montenegro 33 28 0 -4 -4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1
CcC Serbia 26 31 =Al| 3 1 -4 -7 -6 0 1 1 -2 -3 -3|
CcC Turkey 25 32 0 -2 3 1 3 3 0 -1 1 0 1 2
PCC BiH 18 35| 1 -4 -4 -3 -1 0 0 -1 1 -1 0 0
PCC Iceland 69 4 2 1 1 2 2 0 3 1 2 1 1 0

The Quality of ife results show stagnation across all groups of countries. The only improvemants
they are limited in time and scopeare registered by Germany, Denmark, Spain, Portugal in the old
membess club. Several new membershe Czech Republic, Estonia, Poland, Lithuania, and Sloyenia
also have some improvements in varying degrees. Albania and Iceland too have mdgressa their
previous results are compared.

Cyprus, France, Greece are amdhg countries, which experienced decreasetheir Quality of lfe
performance, and to a lesser extent Ineth the Netherlands and Swedebut they still sty enviably
ahead in the rankingAmong the new member states only Hunghasslipped down substatially the
rankingand lost points when the 2017 results are compared to 2011 and 2012. Macedonia and Serbia
havealso lost points and slipped down the ranking.
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Trends in the Democracy category from 2011 to 2017
Democracy: Change in Ranks and Scores 2011-2017

Democracy Rank Rank Rank Rank | Rank | Rank

Group Country Score 2017 2017 Change v§Change v{Change v| change | change| change
2016 2015 2014 | vs 2013|vs 2012vs 2011

EU15+2 Austria 62 -2 0 -1 0 0 -3 1 0
EU15+2 Belgium 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0
EU15+2  Cyprus 49 2 -3 2 2 1 0 0 -3
EU15+2 Denmark 75 1 2 0 1 1 0 2 1
EU15+2 Finland 74 1 2 0 0 0 0 -2 1
EU15+2 France 52 0 -5 1 -7 -5 -6 -5 -6|
EU15+2  Germany 63 0 -1 1 0 0 -1 0 0
EU15+2 Greece 37 3 -6 1 -1 0 0 0 -1
EU15+2 Ireland 66 0 0 0 0 2 0
EU15+2 ltaly 50 1 8 1 1 1 2 2 3
EU15+2  Luxembourg 67 0 -2 0 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
EU15+2 Malta 56 -4 0 -2 0 -1 1 3 1
EU15+2 Netherlands 71 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 -1
EU15+2  Portugal 60 6 7 4 9 8 7 8 6
EU15+2  Spain 56 1 1 2 2 2 1 0 1
EU15+2 Sweden 74 1 -1 0 Al =l 0 0 Al
EU15+2 UK 61 0 2 0 0 0 1 0
EU10+1 Bulgaria 35 3 1 1 0 -1 -1 0 -1
EU10+1 Croatia 41 -1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
EU10+1 Czech Republic 56 -1 -1 -2 -1 -1 -2 -3 -2
EU10+1 Estonia 60 1 2 0 0 -1 -1 -2 -1
EU10+1 Hungary 36 -2 -1 -5 -6 -9 -15] -1 -1 -3 -4 -4 -6|
EU10+1 Latvia 51 2 4 8 11 10 7 B B 4 6 6 5
EU10+1 Lithuania 57) 0 0 1 8 2 1 8 0 3 8 3 2
EU10+1 Poland 48 -6 -7 -4 -4 -5 -3 -8 -7 -5 -5 -5 -2
EU10+1 Romania 40 2 4 6 7 5 9 0 2 3 3 2 3
EU10+1  Slovakia 48 -6 -4 -4 -3 -4 -1 -6 -5 -5 -4 -5 -1
EU10+1 Slovenia 54 1 3 1 0 0 0 2 3 -1 -1 0
CcC Albania 26 32 4 7 7 6 11] 0 1 0 2 2 2
CC Macedonia 19 34 -1 -1 0 -4 -8 -7 -1 -2 0 -2 -2 -2
CcC Montenegro 27 31 1 -3 -3 -6 -5 -2 0 0 -1 -1 -1 -1
cC Serbia 32 30 -1 -2 3 4 2 6 -1 0 1 1 1 1
CcC Turkey 9 35 -1 -2 -4 -5 -10 -5 0 0 0 0 0 0
PCC BiH 20 33 5 3 0 -1 -2 0 1 0 0 0 0
PCC Iceland 67 5 -2 2 0 3 2 1 1 1 3 1 1

In general, progress in theehocracy category is very limited. Only Portugal, Latvia, Lithuania and
Romania have registered substangmbgressand there is limitedmprovementby Cyprus, Italy, Spain,
Slovenia and Abnia.{ S@SNI f O2dzy iNASa KI @S NE@MNdEcE v@dened2 y &4 A R
compared to those in the period 2042015 with slight improvement in comparison to 2016. Hungary
has tanked both in the ranking and lost poimsntinuouslyfrom 2011 to 2016, though the rate of
decrease has slowed down. Poland is innailar position, but itacksliding in the democracy ranking

has beena more recentphenomenon Slovakia has followed a similar trend, thoughassmaller scale,

with worsening of democracy ranking and scores compared to -2018. The fellow igegrad4
member ¢ the Czech Republic has also worsened it performance, btd a lesser scal¢hat its
neighbors.In the case of Turkey, the country has not changed its position as it has occupied the last
place from 2011 to 2017, but the deterioration in scores t@astinued.
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Trends in the Governance category from 2011 to 2017
Governance: Change in Ranks and Scores 2011-2017

Governance  Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank | Rank

Group Country Score 2017 2017 Change | Change| Change| change | change| change|
vs 2016 | vs 2015]| vs 2014| vs 2013|vs 2017 vs 2011

EU15+2 Austria 68 -1 -1 0 -2 -2 -1 -1 -1 -2 -2 -1
EU15+2 Belgium 61 0 0 -3 -2 -2 0 0 0 -1 0 0
EU15+2 Cyprus 50 -2 -2 -5 -7 -6 -1 -2| 0 -2| -5 -3
EU15+2 Denmark 72 -1 -1 -4 -5 -5 -1 -1 0 -2 -2 -2
EU15+2 Finland 71 -1 -1 -2 -3 -2 -1 -3 -2 -1 -1 -1
EU15+2 France Y4 -1 -1 -3 -3 -2 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 0
EU15+2 Germany 69 1 1 2 2 1 & 2 2 1 1 1
EU15+2 Greece 33 -1 -1 -3 -4 -6 -1 -1 -2 -2 -2 -3
EU15+2 Ireland 65 -2 -2 0 2 0 0 -1 -1 -2 0 -1
EU15+2 ltaly 42 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 -2 -2
EU15+2 Luxembourg 71 -1 -1 8 0 0 -1 0 0 1 =il =il
EU15+2 Malta 54 -1 -1 -6 -6 -7 -4 -5 -5 -5 -5 -6|
EU15+2 Netherlands 72 0 0 0 2 1 & 2 2 2 4 3
EU15+2 Portugal 59 1 1 7 5 3 1 3 2 6 5 3
EU15+2 Spain 55 4 4 0 2 2 2 2 1 -2 1 1
EU15+2 Sweden 73 -1 -1 -2 -2 -2 0 2 0 1 1 1
EU15+2 UK 66 -1 -1 2 1 2 -1 1 1 0 1
EU10+1 Bulgaria 35 2 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
EU10+1 Croatia 1 1 8 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 1
EU10+1 Czech Republic 1 1 0 -1 0 0 0 0 -2, -1 1
EU10+1 Estonia 1 1 4 6 6 1 0 1 5 5} 5
EU10+1 Hungary 1 1 -4 -2 -2 0 0 -2 -2 -2 -2
EU10+1 Latvia 2 2 8 7 7 0 0 1 0 2 2
EU10+1 Lithuania 0 0 7 8 8 0 2 3 4 4 4
EU10+1 Poland -2 -2 -4 -2 -1 -1 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2
EU10+1 Romania 1 1 2 2 3 0 0 1 2 2 2
EU10+1 Slovakia 2 2 -2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
EU10+1 Slovenia 2 2 1 0 -2 2 3 2 1 1 -1
CcC Albania 8 8 7 3 3 0 1 2 2 0 0
CC Macedonia 24 32 -1 -1 -2 0 -2 -2 0 -1 0 0 -2 0
CcC Montenegro 27, 31 -2 -2 -2 -2 3 2 0 -1 -1 -1 1 -1
CcC Serbia 28| 30 -1 -1 6 6 10| 10| 0 2 8 3 4 4
CcC Turkey 16| 34 -4 -4 -11] -10| -10| -10| 0 -1 -3 -3 -3 -3
PCC BiH 13 35 -1 -1 -6| -6 -4 4 0 0 -1 -1 0 0
PCC Iceland 68| 8 -1 =L 0 6 2 2 =L Sl -1 3 0 0

Among the oldelEU member states there a@ermany, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and Sweden
among those registering impvement. The group of EU10+1 states also shows increasevieri@nce

scores and ranking in varying degrees. Hstolbatvia, Lithuania, Romania have improved the most and
Bulgaria has made a more modest advance compared to 2014, 2015 and 2016. Among the candidate
countries, Albania and Serbia have improved theifgrmance most.

There is a long list of countries with deteriorated performance, but the most serious decrease includes
Cyprus, Greece, and Malta among the old member states. Hungary and Poland lose governance points
and positions in the ranking amongetmew member states. In the candidate countries group, Turkey
experiences the most substantial regresshia Governance category.
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Putting the Index 2017 on the map : scores, rankings and clusters

The Catchup Index uses standardized scores from 0 to 100 (lbveekighest) to grade countries and a
scale of 1 to 35 (highest to lowest) for ranking them according to their scores as in all four categories
Economy, Quality of Life, Democracy and Governgrazwell as anwerall score. In addition, thedex

usesa cluster analysis ahe results whichdivides the countries in groups with identical characteristics.
The clusters are hierarchical, i.e. cluster number one containing the best performers and the last cluster
of the countries with the poorest performar. Some clusters are closer to each other so they can form
larger groupings. In general, thduster analysigesults in formingeither sixor five clusters. The
visualization of the clusters on the map of Europe identifies several patterns in the gpighprocess.

In this case, the results are based on the overall s¢avbich are the average of the Economy, Quality

of Life, Democracy anddvyernancescores

About the cluster analysis

The cluster analysis divisecountries in the Catebp Index into groups based on shar¢
characteristics. In addition, it also shows the proximity of the clusters to one anothel
some clusters are closer to each other and more distant from the rest. The clusters ar
hierarchical, with better performing countries in clusters of higher order.

The findings of the cluster analysis reveal divisions in Europe along the lines of s
characteristics as identified by the indicators of the Cdtch] LY RSE® ¢ KA ant
from the one that is usually perceived to be divided along political lines and by
arrangements.

The findings of the cluster analysis provide an alternative narrative about the divergenc
convergence processes in Europe. It can be arguedcthaitries within one cluster or those
clusters in closer proximity are more likely to forge common approaches or policies e
0KSe KIFI@gS RA&FANBSYSyda Ay GKS akK2NI G
9 dzNR-RkIShéapshot of similaritgnd dissimilarity, based on characteristics of countries,
political agreements or legally bindings. This allows to better track the proce
convergence and divergence on the continent.
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The Index 2017 results and clusters by Overall Score

Overall Score: Ranking and Clusters 2017

Overall
Score 2017

EU15+2 Denmark 71
EU15+2 Sweden 71
EU15+2 Luxembourg 70
EU15+2 Netherlands 70
EU15+2 Finland

Group

Country

EU15+2 Germany

EU15+2 |reland 66
EU15+2 Austria 64
EU15+2 UK 63
EU15+2 Belgium 61
EU15+2 France 58
EU10+1 Estonia 56
EU10+1 Czech Republic 55
EU10+1 Slovenia 55
EU15+2 Malta 54
EU15+2 Spain 53
EU15+2 Portugal 53
EU10+1 Lithuania 50
EU15+2 Cyprus 49
EU10+1 Poland 48
EU10+1 Slovakia 48
EU10+1 Latvia 48
EU15+2 Italy 47
EU10+1 Hungary 42
EU10+1 Croatia 41
EU10+1 Romania 37
EU15+2 Greece 37
EU10+1 Bulgaria 35

Overall Rank

2017

-ﬁ‘

Montenegro
CcC Serbia 29
CcC Albania 25
CC Macedonia 24
CcC Turkey 22
PCC (BiH 19

Cluster

24

In the 2017 Catclyp Index, the
Northwestern countries have the
highest overall scores. These include all
the Scandingian countries included in
the Index, as well as the Netherlands
and Luxemburg. The top performers
Denmark and Swedehave 71 points
on a scale from 0 to 100 (lowest to
highest). The Southeast European
countries are at the other end of the
ranking with the lowest scoring country
of BiH with 19 points anthe last 35"
place.

The best performing countries in the
first cluster of overall performancare
mainly in Northwesten Europe and
Austria in Central Europe. There are no
new EUmember states in this cluster.
However, the second cluster ofery
good performers already includes one
new member - Estonia ¢ following
France and Belgium in the rankiriche
third cluster of god to decently
performing countries includeshostly a
mix of South, Central European
countries as well as the two Baltic
states of Latvia and LithuaniaThis is
the gmoup with most new member
state(EU10+1).
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Cluster 1

Iceland N Malta Cyprus

The next clusters include Hungary, CrodBalgaria, Romania and the old member Greece in the fourth,
transitional cluster. Serbia and Montenegro form the fifth cluster and Macedonia, Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Turkey form the last, sixth cluster.

¥

The map shows that the main division Hurope is between the Balkans and the rest. In st
previous editions of thendex showed how the old Eagest divisions were giving way to a Neffouth

gap. But already with the 2016dex edition, there was a visible trend of a lagging Southeadferope
separated from the rest. The Balkans, in this case includes also Hungary, which is part of Central Europe
neighboring SE&nd Greece; an old member statelt should be noted that in 2016 both Hungary and
Croatia were in the transitional, fourtHuster but in 2017, they missed a chance to progiass joined

the lower ranking group
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The Index 2017 results and clusters by Econ omy score

Economy Scores: Ranking and Clusters 2017

Group Country SZ'%T;}
EU15+2 Luxembourg

EU15+2 Denmark

EU15+2 Sweden

EU15+2 |reland

EU15+2 Netherlands

EU15+2 Germany

EU15+2 Austria
EU15+2 UK
EU15+2 Finland
EU10+1 Estonia
EU15+2 France
EU15+2 Belgium
EU10+1 Czech Republic
EU15+2 Malta
EU10+1 Lithuania
EU10+1 Latvia
EU10+1 Slovenia
EU10+1 Slovakia
EU15+2 Spain
EU10+1 Poland
EU10+1 Hungary
EU15+2 Cyprus
EU15+2 [taly
EU10+1 Romania
EU15+2 Portugal
EU10+1 Bulgaria
EU10+1 Croatia
Turkey

74
70
69
68
68

61
61
57
56
55
54
54
52
51
49
48
48
46
44
43
43
42
41
40
39

Rank 2017

__

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Macedonia

Montenegro
Greece
Serbia

EU15+2

CcC Albania

29

PCC |BiH

24

Cluster

26

The Eonomy clustersn Europe revolve
around a circle of the best performing
Northwestern countries- Luxemburg,
Denmark, Sweden, Germany and
Ireland. They are followed immediately
by the second cluster, which includes
the EU15+2 countries oUK, France,
Belgium, Austria andvalta and three
EU10+1states ¢ Estonia (ranked 19,
the Czech Republigl4™) and Lithuania
(1eM.

The third cluster is composed of a mix of
old and new member states in Southern
and CEE Europe, which includes also
Romania. The fourth and fiftielustas
include countries from Southeastern
Europe and Portugal, which are at the
end of the ranking.
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ECONOMY CLUSTERS IN EUROPE
CATCH-UP INDEX 2017 EDITION

Cluster 1

[ Cluster 3|
 Cluster 5|
v : é\
oy
F\\,/J/\l N
L
lceland Y Malta Cyprus

The map of clusters in tHeconomy categorghows the division of Southeastern Europe and
the rest of the continent.
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www.TheCatchUplndex.eu



The CatchUp Index 2017

The Index 2017 results and clusters by Quality of Life s core

Group

EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2

EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU10+1
EU10+1
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU10+1
EU15+2
EU15+2
EU10+1
EU15+2
EU10+1
EU10+1
EU10+1
EU10+1
EU10+1

EU10+1
EU10+1

Country

Luxembourg
Finland
N EERIS

Germany
Denmark
Sweden
Belgium
Austria
UK
France
Ireland
Slovenia
Czech Repuk
Italy
Spain
Cyprus
Estonia
\EE
Portugal
Poland
Greece
Slovakia
Lithuania
Hungary
Croatia
Latvia

Romania
Bulgaria

Score 2017

70
70

PCC____Jiceland -@_

68
67
66
66
65
65
65
)
55
55
53
53
53
51
50
50
46
46
46
44
44

___

28

Rank 2017

1
2

Cluster

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

30

Serbia
CcC Turkey 25
CC Albania 22
CcC Macedonia 19
PCC BiH 18

28

ONEN WA AN RS SR EN N NGV okiyd  Most of the European countries

have very high or decent quality of
life as27 out of 35are part of the
first three clusters. The
Scandinavian countries, the big
three of Germany, France and the
UK and close neighb® of the
Netherlands, Belgium, Ireland and
Austria are in the first cluster. The
second cluster consists  of
Southern and CEE countries such
as Slovenia, the Czech Republic,
Estonia and Poland. The third
cluster also consists of several new
member states ¢ Slovakia,
Hungary, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania
and the old member state of
Greece.

In the fourth and fifth clustes and
at the bottom of the ranking are
the countries of Southeastern
Europe, with Romania, Bulgaria
and Montenegro in the fourth
cluster andthe rest are in the last
cluster.
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QUALITY OF LIFE CLUSTERS IN EUROPE
CATCH-UP INDEX 2017 EDITION

Cluster
Cluster

Cluster ]

¥
i

&

Iceland o Malta Cyprus
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The Index 2017 results and clusters by Democracy score

The ranking in Bmocracycategory in
Index 2017 shows that the North and

Democracy Scores: Ranking and Clusters 2017

Democracy

Group Country Score 2017 Rank2017 - Cluster Northwestern countries are the top
EU15+2 Denmark 75 performers in the first and.second
U2 | Sl 74 cluste.r. Thet:ecor.l(.j cluster includes
EU15+2 Finland 74 Estoniag 13" position ¢ as the best

EU15+2 Netherlands performing in the group of EU10+1.

_— The rest of the other EU new member

EU15+2 Luxembourg states are in third and fourth cluster.

EU15+2 |Ireland 66
EU15+2 Germany 63
EU15+2 Austria 62
EU15+2 Belgium 62
EU15+2 UK 61
EU15+2 Portugal 60
EU10+1 Estonia 60
EU15+2 Malta 56
EU15+2 Spain 56
EU10+1 Czech Republic 56
EU10+1 Slovenia 54
EU10+1 Lithuania 52
EU15+2 France 52
EU10+1 Latvia 51
EU15+2 [taly 10)
EU15+2 Cyprus 49
EU10+1 Poland 48
EU10+1 Slovakia 48
EU10+1 Croatia 41
EU10+1 Romania 40
EU15+2 Greece 37
EU10+1 Hungary 36
EU10+1 Bulgaria 35

Serbia
CcC Montenegro 27
CC Albania 26
PCC BiH 20
CC Macedonia 19
CcC Turkey 9
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The map of the Democracy clusters shows a clear divisiondegtthe Balkans (with Hungary included)

and the rest of Europe. Turkey is the big outlier as it is alone the last sixth cluster. The close neighbors of
BiH, Albania and Macedonia are in the second to last cluster. They are surrounded by the rest of the
Souheast European countrieg a mix of old, new and candidate member states including Greece,
Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia and Serbia. The laggards in democracy are joined by Hungary too.

In contrast, the best performing countries are on the other side ofrtlag. The Northwestern European
countries Denmark, Sweden, Finland and the Netherlands are in the first cluster. They are immediately
followed by the second cluster of wéiinctioning democracies including Germany, UK, Belgium as well
as the new member ate Estonia. The third cluster is the most numerous and is composed of states
from Southern and CEE Europe

DEMOCRACY CLUSTERS IN EUROPE
CATCH-UP INDEX 2017 EDITION

Cluster 1
Cluster 2

Cluster ]

u

Iceland - Malta Cyprus
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The Index 2017 resu Its and clusters by Governance s core

TNV RIS R EN A I RO TS il  The countries with the highest
Governance governance scores are in the
Grou Countr Rank 2016 Cluster ] )

P J Score 2016 Western part of the continent with
EU15+2 Sweden 73 Scandinavian countries at the
EU15+2 Netherlands 72 helm, followed by the
EU15+2 Denmark 72 Netherlands, Germany, UK, Ireland
EU15+2 Finland 71 and Austria.  France, Spain,
EU15+2 Luxembourg 71 Belgium, Portugal are in the
EU1S+2  Germany 69 second cluster of@pd governance
EUL5+2  Austria and are joined by three new

EU15+2 . .
Czech Republic and Slovenia.
EU15+2 Ireland 65 10

EU15+2 Belgium 61 11
EU15+2 Portugal 59 12
EU15+2 France 57 13
EU10+1 Estonia 56 14
EU10+1 Slovenia 56 15
EU10+1 Czech Repuk 55 16
EU15+2 Spain 55 17
EU15+2 VEE 54 18
EU15+2 Cyprus 50 19
EU10+1 Lithuania 49 20
EU10+1 Slovakia 48 21
EU10+1 Poland 47 22
EU10+1 Latvia 47 23
EU10+1 Hungary 44 24
EU15+2 Italy 42 25
EU10+1 Croatia 41 26
EU10+1 Romania 36 27
EU10+1 Bulgaria 35 28
EU15+2 Greece 33 29

Serbia
cC Montenegro 27
CcC Macedonia 24
CC Albania 23
CcC Turkey 16
PCC BiH 13
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GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS IN EUROPE
CATCH-UP INDEX 2017 EDITION

Cluster 1
Cluster 2

<

Iceland o Malta Cyprus

Cluster

¥

The third cluster runs from Latvia in the north, through Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Hungary in the
center and Croatia and Italy to tls®uth.

The last three clusters include the Balkan countries with Croatia the exception as it narrowly escapes to
the third cluster. The three member states of Greece, Romania and Bulgaria are the relatively better
performing fourth, transitional clusterThe close neighbors of Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia and
Albania are in the fifth cluster and Albania and Turkey are in the last, sixth cluster.
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The Economy category explained:athodology notes

The Economy category measures the economic performandepoential of the countries in thenbex. Each
of the four categories in the Catch Up Index 8 ONA 6 SR SljdzZt f AYLERNIIyOS A
overall score.

The Economy category is measured through a set of nine indicators, each ofoaptahes a different aspect
of economic performance. Some indicators gauge more than one aspect of economic performance.
metrics of the indicators are based on 14 sobicators, of varying weightings. The specific indicators and tt
weightings assiged to the subindicators reflect the uniqgue model of the Catch Up Index.

The raw data used for the indicators (e.g. GDP per capita or other composite indicator scores or coeffic
are converted into a Cateblp Index score on a scale of 0 to 100 (lovteshighest) to allow for a standardized
score that can be compared across countries or categories and indicators. Each of the indicators has dil
weight assigned to it, according to its importance in the Catch Up Index model.

Economy Indicators Subindicators

GDP per CapitéPPS with EW8100 basis, Eurostat) remains the most important indicator of economic activ
and is assigned 25% weight in the total Economy category.

Government Debt measured as a % of GDP, is second in importance with 12.5%. The global ecor
calamities of recent years, and especially the ongoing debt crisis in Europe, have clearly demonstrate
critical importance of government debt as a factor for the ecormowitiality of a country.

The Sovereign Credit Ratingg or creditworthiness and level of investment riskof a country are also
attributed high importance in thentex, with a 12.5% weighThe hdex uses a composite, rescaled score ¢

34
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the ratings of theif KNBS YI 22NJ | 3SyOASa 6CAGOKEI az22ReéQa | yF

Employment ¢gAGK | 6SAIKG 2F y::X Ad + YSFadaNB 2F vy
much as possible of the labor force in the labor market; this is measured througshtre of workingage
people in employment.

Energy Intensitfy | £ a2 FAaONKOSR |y yi» ¢gSAIKIGAYIZT Aa | Y
SySNHe O2yadzYLIiA2y RAGARSR o0& D5t & {(Aft23INIY
AYLRNIFyYy (G YSFE&d2NBE 2F Fy SO02y2yYeQa O2YLISGAGA@SY
production and services.

Research and Developmentgain with a weight of 8%, is a measure of the level of development and -
Gljdz £ AGeé & Bcordmigsliiritingizhbid- competiveness. Thadex uses two suindicators. The
first is the number of patents registered from a country with the United States Patent and Trademark O
(USPTO) annually on a per capita basis. The second indic#terskare of highi SOK S E LJ2 NI &
manufactured exports.

TheMarket Developmentindicator (also 8%) is the composite score of two-Buticatorsc i K S 2 2 NI F
Ease of Doing Business ranking and the Heritage Foundation/Wall Street Jodemabf Economic Freedom.
The latter defines the highest form of economic freedasiéan absolute right of property ownership, fully
realized freedoms of movement for labor, capital, and goods, and an absolute absence of coercic
constraint of economi€ A 6 SNIié o6Sé2yR (KS SEGSyid ySOS&aal NBE ¥

The Transport Infrastructure Indicatoro y:’2 0 A a | YSF&adaNB 2F | O2dz/i

potential for economic activity. Thendlex uses four sumdicatas, based on calculating coefficients of
motorways and other roads on a per capita and country area basis.
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The ingredients of democracy: Methodology notes

Catching up in Democracy is essential for the pashmunist member states of the EU, particularly
given that the Copenhagen accession criteria for EU membership primarily focused on democ
But although EU membership has often been perceived as a watershed in the political transitic
the EU10 group, or even the end of that transition, it now agugethat the newer members may not
have achieved parity with more developed European nations in their progress in building democ
institutions and societies.

The CatcHJp Index was designed to analyse several aspects of democracy that are of parti
significance for the newer member states, and those that are aspiring to be.

The Democracy category has equal weighting with the other three categories in the@fatclalex
(Economy, Quality of Life and Governance). This category is measured throsgthod seven
indicators, which use nine stibdicators. The raw data drawn from opinion polls and othe
composite indicator scores are converted into the Cdtighindex score on a scale of 0 to 100 (lowe:
to highest) to give a standardized score that wBofor comparison across countries, categories ar
indicators. Each of the indicators has a different weight assigned to irdiogoto its importance in
the Index model.

Democracy Indicators Subindicators

The first indicator used to measure democracy is composed of two establisbetbosite
democracy indexeg, those of Freedom Housend theEconomist Intelligence Unit (EIUEEach was
attributed very high imortance in the Democracy category with 20% weight (or 40% for bo
because they assess the overall democracy in a country. The Freedom of the World index was
from Freedom House, rather than the specialized po® YYdzy A adG & il G S aexpb |
because it does not encompass the Western European states. The EIU Democracy Index wa
because its scores are more nuanced than the Freedom of the World scores, which allows for t
distinction between the quality of democracy in the Europstates.

Media Freedomwas attributed special attention in the Cattlp Index because the media is
essential to the democratic procegsespecially in the postommunist states. The Catdbp Index
relies again on two established media freedom indexeef Freedom House and ofeRorters
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without Borders. Each is assigned 10% weight, giving the Media Freedom indicator a 20% c
weight.

Satisfaction with Democracyneasures the attitude of citizens towards the democratic systems
governance in their countries. This is one loé bnly two indicators (along with Trust in People) tha
relies on public opinion surveys (in this case the main source is Eurobarometer), and the score
0F&aSR 2y (GKS LINRBLRNIAZ2Y 2F OAGAT Sya 6Kz | LIL

Trustin Peple YS I 4dzZNBa& GKS fS@St 27F LIS2LJ) SQa Nz
family or close friends. Literature abounds on the importance of trust for democratyve all
CNJ yOA & Cdz] dzole¥onani and theNshzae$stuborganizatidrsaociety. In this case, the
CatchUp Index employs the measure of Trust in People as a proxy for civil society developr
given the limitations of available data on similar indicators for allctentries in therdex.

Voice and Accountability ¢A GK F ¢SAIKIG 2F mm:> Aa | 0O2Y
Governance Indicators (WGI). This inclupesceptions of the extent to which a country's citizens ar
able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom of egjme, freedom of
association, and a free medizhe WGIscoresalsouseWorld Bank assessments and reports that ar
not publicly available.

Absence oPolitical terroris also deemed essential for a functioning democracy and carries a weit
10%. The scores are based @Giobal Peace IndesPolitical terro€ indicator, e.g. identifying state
terror, or violations of physical and personal integrity rights carried ouhbystate

Eparticipation (2%) measures the level of participation in decisioaking, governance or similar
activities that is enabled by Information and Communication Technologies. For example,
FIOAtAGLIEGARZY 27F ORA (A du§hyidednet lak2 delllér keGtindlogidsliwithlin xh®
ONRB I RBEYHBIGNI Oe¢ O2yOSLIi® cCl 0S6221 FR@20!I 0@
examples of similar phenomena.
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Quality of Life: Methodology notes

Quality of Life is the category mokty ¥ f dzSy OSR amE & KEINRd DK( A Y ndde Thé
metrics of the category have been designed to establish how wealthy people are and to what degree
issues affect them, such as income inequality, risk of poverty andt&sngunemployment. The indicators
also aim to assess levels of acctsdigher education and the quality of education available, as well
whether people are living longer, healthier lives with access to good quality healthcare services.

These criteria are prerequisites for individuals to have good quality of life aNd fal KS & K S
successful development of society at large. It does not come as a surprise that the majority of the citiz
the newer member states (and the candidates) associate EU membership above all with improved qu
life, at least closeto that of their more established EU counterparts.

The raw data used for the indicators (e.qg. life expectancy in years, and other composite indicator scc
coefficients) are converted into the standardized CaltiffhIndex score, on a scale from 0 f@01(lowest to
highest), to allow for comparison across countries, categories and indicators. As was the case in the
categories, each of the indicators has a different weight assigned to it, reflecting its importance i
CatchUp Index model

Quality of Life Indicators Subindicators

Welfare of Consumerd & | G GNAG6dzi SR wm> ¢SAIKE Ay (K
Individual Consumption dataset, which is calculated ongEUZnn ol &A & 6
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fraction of the EU mean).

The Social Issues indicatowith a total weight of 21%, comprises three subicators that measure
different aspects of social problems in a society. The first assesses social inequality using the Gini co
¢ the greater the inequality, thé 2 6 SNJ | O2 dzy (ind@& The sécn? dkiBdicatof is bakes onl
9dzNR &l G Q& NXEiskiofipavértg gal Sidcatbry The: third sdbdicator measures lorterm
unemployment in society, which signals the existence of more dsgped social problems that the basi
unempbyment rate.

The Educationindicator has been designed to reflect primarily the quality of education, rather than
quantity, given that the GDP share of education or the number of teachers or students do not a
correspond to good outcomes. This specially valid with regard to the new member states, where oft
inefficient and unreformed systems produce poor results, notwithstanding the funds or manpc
channeled into them.

As is the case with many of thedex indicators, their data can also heeful in assessing other aspects i
the same category or, in this case, other categories. For example, as well as being a key indicator for
of life, education is relevant in assessing economic potential, democracy and good governance.-Tt
indicator on early schodeavers assesses the share of young people giving up education and tre
prematurely; this may also help to gauge broader social problems. The secosmadstdtor is the share of
the population that hold university degrees. Thexhéhree educatiorrelated subindicators are based on
the results of the Organisation for Economic-£aJSNJ G A2y | y R Préggamfé Fdr)
International Student AssessmenPISA)The PISA scores go beyond the performance of-bigiool
students andd dzNI3Se& (G KS o0 NRI RSNJ & isedd, forekample qDaifitaficn Nebels &
teachers and the quality of universities.

The Health indicator is likewise designed to focus more on the outcomes than on less indicative cr
such as sharef GDP or the number of medical workers. One-sulicator is life expectancy, measurin
how many years a person is expected to live, while another is healthy life expectancy, specifically taki
account life without major illness. The indicator fofant mortality is also indicative of the broader state ¢
health services or social services in a country (or even the state of society more broadly) because it a
the likelihood of children surviving to the age to 5. The fourth -gwicator is acomposite of the

EuroHealth Consumer Index by the Health Consumer Powerhouse, which measures the qua
healthcare systems in a country (including by outcome).

¢ KS | yA i SHman bevélopnfeaatndeis a composite index measuritife expectancyliteracy,
education and standards of living for countries worldwide. It has similar dimensions to the Qatictdex,
but includes additional data and methodology, which complements the other indicators but does
overlap with them.
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Governancecategory explained: methodology notes

The newer and aspiring members typically perceive established EU member states to be
governed, politically stable, have low levels of corruption, effective governance, a successful rul
law, and an absence ofilsstantial tensions, conflicts and crime. Indeed, from a wider perspective tk
impression is accurate. The EU is truly an oasis of stable andavelined states by comparison with
some of the more unstable or failing states in other parts of the wdFlte EU is very much geared
026 NR AyadAtftAay3a a322R 32 GSNY I yaofiscommiindiaizs K

But comparisons between EU members and aspiring candidates reveal differences even ar
relatively homogenous groups. Some of $bkedifferences are made strongly apparent, as in the cas
2F (GKS 9! Q& Y2yAl2NARAy3a 2F (GKS LINRPINBaa 27
organized crime and judicial reform, and the conditionality imposed on candidates.

The CatcHJp Indexmeasures the quality of governance in a country through seven indicators bas
on ten subindicators.

Governance Indicators Subindicators Weight

TheCorruptionindicator is essential for gauging the quality of governance because corruption affec
aspects of the decisiemaking and implementation process. The Corruption indicator has a weightin
16% in the Governance category, divided between two-isdicators ¢ ¢ NI y & LI} NSy O@

/ 2NNHzZLIGA 2y t SNOSLIWiA2ya LYRSE FyYyR (GKS [/ 2yiNE
Governance Indicators. The first indicator measures public perceptions of the level of corruptior
country. The seconchdicator as defined by its authorscaptures perceptions of the extent to whict
public power is exercised for private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as w
"capture” of the state by elites and private interests.

The secondh Y RA O 2 NJ Y S| a dzNBRolitidal stébgitgzgsiinNtBeQhireatfoSgov@rhmest

destabilization through social unrest or unconstitutional or violent means through tweirgliators.

40
www.TheCatchUplndex.eu



The CatchUp Index 2017

These are theEconomist Intelligence Ugkt#olitical Instablity Index and thePolitical Stability and
Absence of Violencdimension2 ¥ (1 KS 2 2\dilldGoverhayick Rdicatots ¢ KS 9 khow
the level of threat posed to governments by social protest. ¢ KS 2 2 NI R . | y 1 thd
perceptions & the likelihood that the government will be destabilized or overthrown |
unconstitutional or violent means, including domestic violence and terrsigm ¢ KS f S@¢
stability indicates any flaws in governance. Although this indicator alscesetatdemocracy, in terms
of the channeling of discontent through the process of representation and problem sajvypoditical
atlroAfAde Aa Y2NB 2F | YSIF&ada2NBE 2F I20SNYyIl yO
subrindicators.

Governmenteffectivenessis an indicator of whether governance is being conducted well; the Wc
.yl aidl captaresipétdentiond af thexquality of public services, the quality of the civil ser
and the degree of its independence from political pressurthe quality of policy formulation and
implementation, and the credibility of the government's commitment to such policies.D2 @S N
effectiveness also has a weighting of 16% in the Governance category.

Regulatory qualityA & | y2 G KSNJ 2 2 NI R D2 eaptiNgsIpsfoddiond of tRek adilitylio;
the government to formulate and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and pron

private sector developmert. ¢ KA & AYRAOFG2NJ (22 KlIa | wmMc: 6

Ruleof law is essential for good governance, as the newest EU members and candidates have fou
0KS KIFENR gleéd ¢KS AYRAOFG2NJ Aa F3IFLAYy ol &asSR
captures perceptions of the extent to which agents haveficence in and abide by the rules of societ
and in particular the quality of contract enforcement, property rights, the police, and the courts, as
as the likelihood of crime and violenée.

Conflict, tensions and crimés a composite indicator, badon two subA Y RA OF (2 NA NIt
crime levels and conflicts and tensions. The conflicts and tensiongndidator is based on selectec
data from the Global Peace Index (Institute for Economics and Peace/Economist Intelligence Uni
homicide rate on a per capita basis serves as a proxy for measuring the crime levels in a c«
because data pertaining to other reported crimes is less easily comparable (different definitiol
practices for registering crimes) or country data is unavaio f S® ¢ KS Ay RAOI (2N
between the two sukindicators.

TheEgovernmentA Y RA OF (2 NJ A & @overnent funfeysiaksBores. b i€ @clu@ed in thadex
because it is a measure of government efficiency and delivergreices to citizens, and because it facilitate
transparency and accountability as the world grows more connected. Moreoygoyernment indicates the
level of development of contemporary societies. As the UN survey has identified, the scores compris
basic aspects of-govenment, W32 @SNy YSy i (2 OAGAT SyQ 6D G2 /0
gAGK I &avYlftfSNI StSYSyid 27F w32 @S Nigoeyinient isandidatizs df
many aspects of good governance, but notigpegnsable, it is ascribed a weight of 4%.

41
www.TheCatchUplndex.eu



The CatchUp Index 2017

The catching -up of the EU10+1 countries

EU10+1 catching-up by Overall score

The EU10+2 countriesuccess ircatchingup can be assessed by comparing their scores against the
background of three benchmarks. These are respectively the maximum score of the EU15+2 group,
which corresponds to the best performing country in the group, and often in the index; then the
minimum of the EU15+2 group, corresponding to the worst performing country in the group; and finally

0KS GRSAANBR 9dzNRBLISIY | SN 3IASésx GgKAOK Aa GUKS | @S
states.

EU10+1 Catching-Up by Overall Score 2017
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The CatciUp Index 2017 results show thab mewmember state of the EU10+1 group has reached the
desired benchmark, which is the average score of the old merstages (EU15+2) and are far from the
best performing countries. However, three countries come close to the benchmark as they are eatching
up faster than the others. Estonia is"1$ the overallranking with 56 points followed immediately by

the Czech Republic and Slovenia, which afeail 18" in the ranking with identical scores of 55 points.

Hungary and Croatia with similar scores ofatftl 41 respectively, and Romania and Bulgaria with 37
and 35 points are at the end of the catching process. The rest of the countries occupy the middle
ranking positions amonie 35 countries included thediex.
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EU10+1 Catching-Up by Overall Score: Change of Scores and Ranks

Overall
Overall Rank chang

Group Country Score | 2016 2014
Jo17 Rank2017 L= A 2013

Rank Rank Rank
change vs| change vs| change vs|
2012 2011

Maximum 71 1
[Eul5+2 [Average | 60 |
EU10+1 Estonia 56 13
EU10+1 Czech Republic
EU10+1 Slovenia
EU10+1 Lithuania
EU10+1 Poland
EU10+1 Slovakia
EU10+1 Latvia
EU10+1 Hungary
EU10+1 Croatia
EU10+1 Romania
EU15+2  Minimum
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EU10+1 Bulgaria

When the latest 2017 results areropared to the results of the first edition of the Index in 2011, there

are several visible trendst KS OK I Y LIA Begtdp&rformiexsEsfonia? the @&ch Republic and
Sbvenia has remained in the same formatiomer the years, but they swapped placestdiia has
earned it first position in the catchiagp by being the most dynaim one. It managed to advance 5
positionscompared to 2011. The Czech Republic also managed to advance by 3 positions compared to
2011.

Lithuania and Latvia are also among tlogimtries that have been making considerable gains in both the
ranking and the scores for several years in a rowbié. and 4positionsup from 2011 to 2017. Croatia
has been at a standstill since 2011 with Bulgaria in a similar positionswitlil flu¢uations in the
performance.

Slovenia lostsome places in the ranking ammbints, but managed to stay firmly in the top trio. In
contrast, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia have been slipping down the ranking and losing points. In the
case of Hungary, it log positions compared to 2011 and 2012, 1 down compared to 2013, with the
respective loss ithe scoringg down by4 points compared to 2011.

Romania is an interesting caseanodest, yetstill improvementin the catchingup process. Second to

last inthe Index, in previous years it has been just swapping plagdsBulgaria. In the currenhtex, it

has pulled ahead, advancing by 2 positions and 5 points compared to 2011 and further advancement
compared to all next years. It should be seen whetheait continue its winning streak.

There are certain geographic trends to the catchiipgprocess. The Balkan countries are lagging behind
and are slow to catchp, although Romania is trying to break the mold. The Baltics are the most
dynamic with Estonideading in the ranking, but Lithuania and especially Latvia should keep up the
speed to converge more successfullfie rest in Central Europahichincludesbasically the Visegrad 4

is somewhat of a letdown. Slovakia, Rwold and especially Hungary haveeln backsliding and losing
their initially good showing and tempo in the catchimg process.
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There is also anothgseculiarpattern the timing asmost of the changesccur largely until 2014 when
the results from 2017 are compared to those in the per&id 1-2016. After 2014there is a slowdown
in both progress and regress, wijtlst few exceptions.

Who is who in the catching -up: comparing across the four categories

When the performance of the different EU10+1 countries is compared across theedtffeategories;

Economy, Quality of Life, Democracy and Governagribere are several distinct pattas. For example,

Estonia, the Czech Repubdind Slovenia are the top overall performers among the EU10+1 countries

but they R 2 yp@ribrm equally stronly in every categorand t is worth delving into the details and
O2YLI NB G(G(KS O2dzyiNRAS&EQ NIXylAy3a IyR a0O2NBa I ONR&a

Estonia is the top performer in CEE in #hreut of the four categories Economy, Democracy and
Governance and is first in theverall catchingup ranking. It has a very good showing when coragdo
all 35 countries in thendexc it is 13" by overall score, Tin the economy categoryl,3th in democracy
and 14" in governance. However, Estonia backslides to tHesfot in Qualty of Life among the new
member states and is f&mong all 35 countries.

The Czech Republic is second among the EU10+1 countries in ttadl oseking as well as in the
Economy, Quality of life, Democracy and third imv&nance. Slovenia is third loyerall score in the
catchingup process and it excels @Quality of Life, being first among CEE countries. It {5i/ the
EU10+1 &bnomy ranking (18among all 35 states in thadex), &' in democracy and”in governance.

Bulgaria, Romania ar@roatia are mostly at the bottom of the rankings with few exceptions. Latiria |
GKS f 1 33FNRaQ iftldné@Huhgdry i§ $eSnduodastiinidémbceragyf respectilieywing
Croatia toreach highelpositions. But Romania shows an upwarenid and if it manages to keep up the
pace, it might outgrow its surroundings.

Hungary registered the most substantial decline, losing positions compared to 2011, 2012 and 2013 in
the overall raking. It has also regressed in Quality ib¢ by 3 and 4 pdsons conpared to 2011 and

2012, and in @vernance by 2 positions compared to the period 2@014. The biggest decline of the
country is in [mocracy, where it slipped by 6 positions compared to 2011, pladescompared to

2012 and 2013, by Blacescompared to 2014, and by 1 spot compared to 2015 and 2016. But it
managed to keep up comparatively better economic performag®@' among the CEE countries {22
among all 35n the Index 201y¢ andadvancing by 4 spots compared to 2011 and 2012.

Central European and fellow isegrad4 members Poland and Slovakia have a sintilgectory of
developmentto Hungary Both started in the middle of the rankings in 2011, began to gain speed and
improve but then lost momentum and started to regress after 2@034. They are currently"5and 6"
respectivelyin the overall catchingip ranking of the EU10+1 countries! &nd 7" in economy, 8 and
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7" in Quality of life, 8" and 7" in Democracy and Band 6" in Governance. In thecBnomy category,
Polandmana§R G2 AYLINRZS 20SNJ AlAd HAMMIE HAMH FYR HAMO
more gradual, butmodest gains. In Quality offé, both Slovakia and Poland improve over their 2011

2012 performance, but then lose their advantage.

Lithuania and &tvia has proved to be among the most dynamic in the catebmgimprovingtheir

overall scores and rankings, advancing by 5 and 4 positions respectively from 2011 to 2017. They have
improved their performance in the Economy, Democracy anodeBhancecategories in varying degrees.

But they have been lassuccessful in catching up in Quality Ldé with only Lithuania improves
moderately¢ by 2 spots up in the ranking when 2017 and 2011 are considered.

EU10+1 catching-up in the Economy category

EU10+1 Catching-Up in Economy 2017
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The Eonomy is the ridex category where the EU10+1 countries are catching up relatively most
successfully. Estonia, the Czech Republic and Lithuania are the best performers. Estonia stands out as it
is positioned 11 out of 35 countries and has identicatore of 57 points @1the desired average
benchmark of the EU15+2 grouphe majority of countries have made significant gains compared to
previous years, jumping by 4, 5 or even 6 notches in the ranking. The exceptions are Slovenia and
Croatia, which havavent down the ranking by respectively 4 and 3 positions compared to 2011.
Slovakia and Bulgaria have modest performance, but there are still catapitap.
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EU10+1 Catching-Up in Economy: Change of Scores and Ranks
Economy Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank
Group Country Score Change vs |Change vs |Change vs | change vs| change vs| change vs

2017 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

Maximum 74 1
Evis+2 |average | 57 |

Estonia 57 11

Czech Republic 54

(i VETIEY 52

Latvia 51

Slovenia 49

Slovakia 48

Poland 46

Hungary 44

Romania 42

Bulgaria 40

Croatia 39

Minimum 31
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But there is a slowdown in the catchiug process, beginning around 2014. Nearly all cdestare
affected by it, save for some progress by Estonia and the Czech Republic and regress of Lithuania.

The Economy category : catching -up by indicators

The following tables present the ranking and scores of the EU10+1 countries by the basioisdicat
which are used to measure the Economy category.

GDP The Czech Republic and Slovenia have the highest GDP per
Country Score 2017 Rank 201 IRGLLE! among. the new mgmber states, but even their scares
Maximum EUL5+2 100 ‘| 49 and 47 points respectivetyare far from the average score

Average EU15+2] 61 | of 61 points and are nearly half of the best performer among

Czech Republic 49 28l the old memberstates (Luxemburg).
Slovenia 47 17

Slovakia 44 24 On the upside, 6 out of 11 new member states have higher GDP
Lithuania 43 21

: per capita than the minimum of the old members group.
Estonia 43 22

Poland 41 23
Minimum EU15+2 40 24
Hungary 40 25
Latvia 39 26
Romania 36 28
Croatia 36 29
Bulgaria 32 K{0]
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Employment Four new member stateg, Estonia, the Czech Republic,
Country Score 2017 Rank 2017 Lith . d Latviah bett I t f
R == ithuania an. atviahave better employment performance
Estonia 67 than the desirechveragebenchmark.

Czech Republic 66
Lithuania 61
Latvia 59

Average EULS+2| 55 |

Hungary 55 13
Slovenia 53 15
Slovakia 51 18
Poland 51 21
Bulgaria 48 23
Romania 45 25
Croatia 35 28
Minimum EU15+2 24 31

The research and development indicator uses data of Research and Development
subindicators- patents granted byJnited States Patent ang Country Score 2017 Rank 2017
Trademark OfficéUSPTPper capita andhigh-tech exports as [T EU15+7

a percentageof manufactured exportsThe Czech Repubh

. — . Czech Republlc
Latvia and Hungary are leading in the group, but still bel Latvia 47

the desired benchmark. Hungary 47
Estonia 45
Lithuania 43

Slovakia 41
Croatia 39

Poland 39
Slovenia 38
Bulgaria 38
Romania 38
Minimum EU15+2 35
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Energy Efficiency Energy efficiency reflects the energy intensity of the
Country S WA IAR=E '@ hd cconomy. This is the worst indicator for the new member
Maximum EU15+2 73 ] states as they are below the average and the minimum

Average EU15+2] 65 | score of the old member states. Slovenia and Croatia fare

Minimum EU15+2 54 18 . L. .
S relatively better at 18 and 19" positions. Estonia and
Slovenia 54 19

e 52 | Bulgaria ardrailing behind with 3% and 32¢ position out

Lithuania 50 il of 35.
Latvia 49 22
Slovakia 48 23
Romania 46 25

Poland 46 26
Hungary 45

Czech Republic 43

Estonia 25

Bulgaria 10

The transport infrastructure indicator uses data from four s Transport Infrastructure
indicatorsgq length of roads and highwaymth per population Country Score 2017 Rank 2017
and per the country size. Slovenia, Hungary and Estonia feitis Eot = 1

. h h .. Slovenia 71 2
very well, occupying™, 6" and 7" position out of 35 and are Hungary 59 E
7

abovethe average score. Croatia and Lithuania are close to £sionia

goal too. Poland, and especially Bulgaria and Romaai@rage EU15+2] 55| |

underperform. Croatia
Lithuania 52 15

Czech Republic 45 21
Latvia 45 22
Slovakia 41 26
Minimum EU15+2 41 27
Poland 41 29
Bulgaria 35 32
Romania 34 34
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Most of the new member states excel in their performance as
Government Debt iais 4
Country  Score 201 Rank 2017 they hfslve very low government _debiEsj[onla. |§ among 35
Estonia 83 countries, followed by Bulgaria, which is" 4among all
Maximum EU15+2 76 countries in the ndex. All EU10+1 countries are above the

Bulgaria 72 average benchmark.
Czech Republic 67
Romania 67
Lithuania 66

Latvia 65 10

Slovakia 59 13
Poland 58 15
Hungary 46 23
Slovenia 44 PAS)
Croatia 41 26

Average EU1S+2 ___41] |

Minimum EU15+2 0] 35

This indicator consists of two stihdicators ¢ of Doing Market Development

Business and Index of Economic Freedom. ristexcels in - Country Score 20718‘ Rank 2017
.. . . . . . stonia

this indicator as it is first among all 35 countries. Latvia g

. . . ) h Maximum EU15+2 76
Lithuania are not that far behind beind' @nd 8. The Czechji 71
Republic and Poland are also above average performjEERyE) 68

Hungary, Slovenia and Croatia are last in the group. Czech Republic 60
Poland 54

Average EU15+2] 53] |

Romania 48 17
Bulgaria 46 19

Slovakia 44 20
Hungary 40 25
Slovenia 35 28
Croatia 32
Minimum EU15+2 34
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el R cer@ | he Information and Communication Technology index of
Country I WA VANER P4 the United Nations measures the level of development of

Maximum EU15+2 80 2 the information society in a countrfstonia is first among
Estonia 67 10

: + th
Average EUL5+2] 62 | its peers of the EU10+1 group and™1ih the overall

Czech Republic 50 ranking and scores abouwhe average benchmark. In the
Slovenia 50 Index 2017, Iceland ranks first and Denmark is second (first
Lithuania 47 in the EU) with 80 points.

Latvia 47

Croatia 46

Slovakia 44

Hungary 39

Bulgaria 39

Poland 38

Minimum EU15+2 35

Romania 30

The Credit Indices is the average score of the soverquss F———

. . . . . . . redit Rating
rating .I’ISkS of the three big crgdlt agencres.z 2ZReéQa Country Score 2017 Rank 2017
and Fitch.The Czech Republic and Estonia both perfof V=i =tk 2 79 2
just above average with identical score of 60 points, eF=IeaRzE olle][l® 60 11
bellow the best performing country with score of 79 pointiESiilE! 60 12

Average EULS+2 | 60 |

Slovakia 57 13
Slovenia 52 17
Latvia 51 18
Lithuania 51 19
Poland 51 20

Bulgaria 42
Hungary 39
Romania 39
Croatia 31
Minimum EU15+2 10
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The EU10+1 catching-up in the Quality of Life category

EU10+1 Catching-Up in Quality of Life 2017
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Slovenia is the closet EU10eduntry to the desired quality of life benchmark with 60 points andf 13
position in the ranking of 35 countrie§he Czech Republic and Estonia are second and third among the
CEE countries. However, Estonia is a distaﬁtalﬁong all countries in the leat. Latvia, Romania and
Bulgaria are the last in quality of life catchimg of CEE countries.

EU10+1 Catching-Up in Quality of Life: Change of Scores and Ranks

. B _ SEER Rank Chang{Rank Chang{Rank Chang [RETY IR IRES
Group Country SR WERELQ2l0kl change vs| change vs| change vs| change vs| change vs| change vs| Vs 2016 Vs 2015 Vs 2014 change vs| change vs| change vs|
2016 2015 2014 2013 2011 2013 2012 2011
Maximum 70 1
Evis+2 JAverage | 62 |
EU10+1 Slovenia 60 13
EU10+1 Czech Republic
EU10+1 Estonia
EU10+1 Poland
EU15+2 Minimum
EU10+1  Slovakia
EU10+1 Lithuania
EU10+1 Hungary
EU10+1 Croatia
EU10+1 Latvia
EU10+1 Romania
EU10+1 Bulgaria

The catchingip in the quality of life is the slowest compared to the othategories. With the exception

of Slovenia and the Czech Republic, the reshefdountries do not have particularly good performance,
starting from 18 position (Estonia) to 30(Bulgaria) on a scale from 1 to 35. The old EU member states
maintain higher quality of life with even the lowest ranking EU15+2 country is not laggiagtsshind,

as for example in economy ranking.

Hungary is the country, which suffered the biggest regress, dropping by 3 and 4 positions compared to
2011 and 2012 respectively.
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In terms of longetterm trends, most of the countries have improved theirfoemance in comparison

to 2011. The Czech Republic advanced significantly by 4 positions compared to 2011, but then began to
slowdown in 2013. Estonia and Romania have sustained progress over three years, e.g. when the 2017
results are compared to thosa 2011, 2012 and 2013.

The data shows also there are not many changes after 2013, e.g. the caiphiraye stalled and the
countries rather retain their results.

The Quality of Life category: catching -up by indicators

The onsumption indicator is used for comparing the relative
welfare of consumers between countries. Thedex 2017
T .

country SR S 201' resultsshow that the nenEUmember states are stithr from
Maximum EU15+2 86 . L .
_— reaching the older member states this indicator ¢ with
Lithuania nearly 34 points below #h best performer and below the
Czech Republic 46 average benchmark. Only Lithuania, the Czech Republic and
Minimum EU15+2 45 several other countries have relatively better results. Unlike
Slovakia 45 — .
Poland 43 many other indicators, the worst performing old member
Slovenia 43 state is still better off than the majority of me member

Estonia 40 states.
Latvia 37
Hungary 34
Romania 34
Croatia 31
Bulgaria 27

Consumption per capita
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Social Issues is a composite indicator that includes three s
indicators on |nequal.|ty, risk of poverty gnd lotegm Country T G
unemployment. Slovenia, the Czech Republic and HungfFEFmsssu=irrses 72
perform above the desired average benchmayk.e. the [SEVERIE! 66
average score of the old member states. Slovakia and PollgllglE:1sY 64
also come very close to the goal. Czech Republic 63 11

Average EU15+2] 57| |

Slovakia 56 17
Poland 55
Croatia 50
Estonia 50

Social Issues

Latvia 46
Lithuania 42
Romania 33
Bulgaria 29
Minimum EU15+2 28

The Education indicatorsia composite of several sub
- indicators¢ share of people with university education, share
Country Score 2017Rank 2017 ; | hool | d theSA ItsE L 1
Maximum EUL5+2 72 0 _eary schoo gavgrs z?m t resu ts. stonia is just :
Estonia 71 point short of being first in the overall ranking and along with
Slovenia 65 Slovenia and Poland it performs above the average. Lithuania
Poland 62 and Latvia also perform strongly and are close to the average

Average EULs+2 | 5ol | 0

Lithuania 58 15
Latvia 57 16
Czech Republic 55 18
Croatia 52 21
Hungary 47 24
Slovakia 45 26
Minimum EU15+2 39 27
Bulgaria 37 28
Romania 29 31

Education
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The Health indicator uses several stibdicators: life
expectancy, healthy life expectancy, quality of the healthcare

Country SCUCVASLCUSN system and the infant mortalityOnly Slovenia is close to the
Maximum EU15+2 71

average benchmark. And unlike t.he majori.ty_ of cases, thg old
Slovenia 62 member states worst perfoner with the minimum score is
Czech Republic 54 still in much better shape than the others in the group.
Minimum EU15+2 54

Estonia 50

Croatia 46

Poland 39

Slovakia 39

Hungary 32

Latvia 32

Lithuania 29

Bulgaria 22

Romania 20

Health

The Human Development Index of the United Nations if
summary measure of average achievement in key dimensi
of human development: a long and healthy lifeging

Human Development Index

Country Score 2017‘ Rank
Maximum EU15+2

knowledgeable and have a decent standard of livieigvenia Average EUL5+2 _—

is closest to the average score of the old member statESRVa

followed by the Czech Republic. Bulgaria and RomamiglelzE sl 58 16

underperform. Estonia 53 18
Poland 49 21
Lithuania 47 Ly
Slovakia 46 23
Minimum EU15+2

Hungary 42 25
Latvia 40 26
Croatia 39 27
Romania 29 29
Bulgaria 27 {0]
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EU10+1 catching-up in the Democracy category

Estoniathe Czech Republic and Slovenia are the countries closest to the desired goal of eapcimng
the democracy category. Moreover, Bsta occupiesl3" position out of 35, surpassing many other
member states and is just one point below the-ol@mber aveage score.

EU10+1 Catching-Up in Democracy 2017
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Bulgaria (29) and Hungary (29 are at the bottom of the ranking with negligible difference in the
scores

In terms of longer term development, Hungary has regressed significantly by losing 6 positions in the
ranking in comparison to 2011 and has minus 15 points in the score, respectively. Similarly, Poland and
Slovakia have been backsliding too, going down rdweking and losing score points, especially in
comparison to 2012. Poland has slipped 5 positions down the ranking.

Latvia and Romania have climbeg in the ranking, making considerable gains with respectively 5 and 3
positions up compared to 2011. Iremeral, the Baltic countries have stayed on course to democracy
gains, all Central European countries of the V4 have regressed compared to their initial strong showing,
the Balkan countries have stagnated with Romania as the exception from these geogatpirics.

EU10+1 Catching-Up in Democracy: Change of Scores and Ranks

Rank Rank Rank
Group Country Z:g:gczrgg Rank 2017 Ras:z(;hla;g Ra\?:;]hla;g‘ Rac:gﬁqg change vs| change vs| change vs|
2013 2012 2011
EU15+2 Maximum 1
Euis+2 JAverage | 61l |
EU10+1 Estonia 60 13 1 1 0 2 0| =1 =1 -2| -1
EU10+1 Czech Republic: 56 16 =1 0| 0 =1 =2 -1 -2 -3| 2
EU10+1 Slovenia 54 17 1 3 1 0 2 =1 0 =0 0
EU10+1 Lithuania 52 18 0 0 1 1 3 3 3 3 2
EU10+1 Latvia 51 20 2 4 8 7 3 A e e 5
EU10+1 Poland 48 23 -6 7| -4 -3 -8| -5 -5| -5| -2|
EU10+1  Slovakia 48 24 -6 -4 -4 -1 -6 -5 -4 -5| -1
EU10+1 Croatia 41 25 -1 -1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
EU10+1 Romania 40 26 2 4 6 9 0 3 3 2 3

EU15+2  Minimum 37 27
EU10+1 Hungary 36 28

EU10+1 Bulgaria B85 29
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The Democracy category: catching -up by indicators

Satisfaction with Democracy The Satisfaction with Democradgdicatoris based on results
Country STl El @kl  of public opinion surveygEurobarometer) In general, the
Maximum EU15+2 89 new member states are far from the best performing old

Average EU15+2 | 60 member state with over 30 points difference, but the Czech
Czech Republic 58 Republic, Poland and Estonia are closest to the average

Poland o6 benchmark. Romania, Lithuania and Croatia are most

Estonia 52 . . . . .
Latvia 47 dissatisfied wittthe way democracy works in their country.

Hungary 45
Slovakia 36
Slovenia 35
Bulgaria 33
Romania 27
Lithuania 26
Croatia 20
Minimum EU15+2 16

Trust in People is a proxy indicator for civil socig
development. It measures to what extent people tru
others that are not their immediate friends and relative

Trust in People

Country Score 2017 Rank 2017

This is a fundamental measure for a degratic societyln QLIRSS 100
general, the new member states have lower trust in othe ;‘Ii;z:‘nia 22
compared to the best performers in the Index. LatvisSsssss 64

Slovenia, Romania and Lithuania are above the averjlinehE!

and Poland is close to it. Bulgaria is the worst performefAverage EU15+2 _—

Estonia 53 16

Slovakia 53 17
Czech Republic 43 24

Hungary 43 25
Croatia 40 26
Minimum EU15+2 28 28
Bulgaria 23 30
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The Democracy Indices is a composite score of Freedom

House and Economist Intelligence Unit repoAscording to
Country SCUCANEELLRZUY]  these results, all new member states are below the average

Maximum EU15+2 74 {0 benchmark and far from the best performer among the old

Average EU15+2| 63| | member states. @I, Estonia is 18 among 35 countries and

Estonia Sl &1 first among its peers, followed by the Czech Republic and

Czech Republic 55 . . . h
Slovenia 54 Slovenia. Hungary is the worst performing courgrg9"” out

Lithuania 52 of 35- with Bulgaria and Romania close by.
Slovakia 49
Latvia 48
Minimum EU15+2 47
Croatia 43
Poland 42
Bulgaria 42
Romania 40
Hungary 33

Democracy Indices

Media freedom is measured through thEreedom House Media Freedom

Freedom of the Press score and the Reporters withg Country Score 2017 Rank 2017
Borders Press Freedom Index. Estonia has the highest levjVExiltiE =0kEsH 76 1
media freedom among new EU member states. It has a W=2ES

high score of 67 points, close to the best performer with __

. - . Czech Republic
h
points andit is 8" among all 35 countries. The Czech RepulfSEetes 59 14

and Slovakia are just slightly below the average benchniiieEnr 56 16

0{t201 1Al Q& R ( IdeathJbESoOrBaisSlan (EWE! 56 17
Kuciak). Bulgaria is the worst performing country or" 2fSlaGlE! 54 19
position among 35 counts and is close to the bottom of thd ;gﬁg‘:ﬂa jg ;;‘
ranking, preceded by Hungary {)7and Croatia (28. = = o6

Hungary 33 27

Minimum EU15+2 31 28
Bulgaria 28 32
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Civil and Political Rights This indicator is based on two sirixlicators- Voice and
Accountability of the World Bank and the Political Terror
: indicator of the Global Peace Indexst&nia and the Czech
'\E/'gxo'rr:;:m EDESud! 22 ; Republic are slightly above the average benchmark with

Czech Republic 60 k| several other countries close by it.

Average EU15+2] 60

Slovenia 59 14
Lithuania 58 15
Poland 56 17
Croatia 52 22
Latvia 49 23
Slovakia 42 25
Hungary 40 26
Romania 36 28
Bulgaria 34 29
Minimum EU15+2 31 31

Country Score 2017 Rank 2017

The Eparticipation indicator measures the "IGUpported E-participation
participation in processes involde in government and Country Score 2017 Rank 201"
32 Q.S NI yO8§ etoZ. C‘ItIZN:lB Fagididstory in the -Maximum EUL5+2 88
According to the UN-Barticipation Index used, Poland, Lithuang=ssea 71

and Estonia perform above the average benchmark. Lithuania 64
Estonia 61
Average EU15+2| 58 |
Croatia 57 15
Slovenia 49 18
Bulgaria 45 21

Romania 35 26
Czech Republic 26
Slovakia 23
Latvia 21
Minimum EU15+2 21
Hungary 16
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EU10+1 catching-up in the Governance category

EU10+1 Catching-Up in Governance 2017

80

o, B B ®B ®B B ®B B ®B B B ®

60 —— —

50

M Governance Score 2017
40 B Maximum EU12+1
30 7 Average EU12+1
20 1 B Minimum EU12+1
10 -
0 : ; : : ; : ; : ; :

Bulgaria Croatia Czech  Estonia Hungary Llatvia Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia Slovenia
Republic

Estonia, Slovenia and the Czech Republidtarebest performing countries with identical scores 56, 56
and 55 respectively on a scale from 0 to 100. They are close, but still below the average benchmark with
61 score. The three top performers are™45" and 16" in the ranking out of 35 counts.

The countries that lag behind the most are Bulgarid"{28d Romania (2% with identical scores of 35
and 36 points. The rest of the countries have average performance in the middle of the ranking.

EU10+1 Catching-Up in Governance: Change of Scores and Ranks

Governance | Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank

Group  Country Score 2017 Rank 2017 Change vs| Change vs| Change vs| change vs| change vs| change vs|
2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

EU15+2 Maximum 73 1
Euis+2 |average | 61 |
EU10+1 Estonia 56 14
EU10+1 Slovenia 56
EU10+1 Czech Reg 55
EU10+1 Lithuania 49
EU10+1  Slovakia 48
EU10+1 Poland 47
EU10+1 Latvia 47
EU10+1 Hungary 44
EU10+1 Croatia 41
EU10+1 Romania 36
EU10+1 Bulgaria 85
EU15+2  Minimum 33

N ek kv ol v -
NN NN NN RN
rlolo|olo|b|k|olo|v]|e
rlolololo|nv|o|v]|o|w]|o
Pl loN]r|N]|ofw]lo]n |-
olvo|v|o|v|ofa|d]e|a
o|v|oN|nvNv]|os]s ] |a
olnv |k [N vIN]|ols ]k ]s|a

In regard to longeterm trends, only Estonia and Lithuania have made the most considerable gains,
advancing in comparison to several consecutive years from 2011 to 2017. Their neighbor Latvia has less
impressive gains in the ranking, but has comparablesga scores. Romania, though lower down the
ranking, have made gains in both the ranking and the scores.
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Hungary and Poland have regressed the most and for several years in a row, when their 2017 results are
compared to those of 2011 and later, right tgp2016 for Poland.

The governance table shows that there are not many changes and, similarly to other categories, there is
generally a slowdown of the catchipgocess after 201-2015.

The Governance category: catching -up by indicators

The orruption indicatoruses the Transparency International
VR 2 = . 4 08 3 16 3 & &

Country Score 2017 Rank 2017 by Rt' ZI_N_‘I R - Ild)'[ 1 }\Ity R }\'to Sa ¢g§‘ 2L u a S S
S —— = = i 0 c:)rrup |;)3n5 po.ltcr:es are y|ef 4Lngrjmroecs)u ; ?s .I .oc;:hupll :
Average EULs+2| 63 | P1ace (235) With a score of $(1000). Bstonia s the leas
Estonia 61 | corrupt countries in CEE witnscore just below the average

t .

Poland 52 15 benchmark and 18place out of 35 countries. The rest.of .the
Slovenia 52 iI)| countries have good to decent performance. Bulgaria is by
Ll 49 | far the worst performing country among the new EU
e 44 | member states with 26 points and 8@osition out of 3.

Corruption

Czech Republic 43 22
Slovakia 39 23
Croatia 37 24
Hungary 36 25
Romania 34 27
Minimum EU15+2 31 28
Bulgaria 26 30

60
www.TheCatchUplndex.eu



The CatchUp Index 2017

The political stability indicator uses two sirgicators -
Political instabilityof the Economist Intelligence Unit and
Political Stallity and Absence of Violence of thé/orld
Slovenia — 4 Governarlf:e IndicatorsSlovenia, the Czech Republic gre
Czech Republic 62 W more politically stable than the rest of the CEE countries

JEpm—— EU15+ and there S(?c.)re is above the average benchmark. Poland is

Ringary 53 14 the least politically stable country in its group.

Slovakia 54 17
Lithuania 52 19
Romania 51 20
Estonia 50 21
Croatia 49 22
Latvia 49 23
Bulgaria 39 27
Minimum EU15+2 38 28
Poland 36 30

Political Stability
Country Score 2017 Rank 2017

Maximum EU15+ 77 1

Slovenia, Estonia and Lithuania have the most effect Government Effectiveness
governments in CEE. Thaye close, yet below to the Country Score 2017 Rank 2017
average benchmark. Bulgaig2 7" place and Romania [l =biip
34" - have the least effective governments in the grou o__
Slovenia
Estonia 57 16
Lithuania 56 17
Czech Republic 53 18
Latvia 52 19
Slovakia 49 22

Poland 46 23
Croatia 41 25
Hungary 40 26
Bulgaria 35 27
Minimum EU15+2 32 28
Romania 14 34
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Estonia has better scores in Regulatory Quality than the
average of the old member and is off osition out of 35.
Croatia, the newest new member state has the lowest score
and position within its group in this indicator.

Regulatory Quality
Country Score 2017 Rank 2017
Maximum EU15+2 78 1
Estonia 70 8

Average EUI5+2| 62l

Lithuania 57 14

Latvia 56 15
Czech Republic 52 19

Poland 50 20
Slovakia 49 21
Bulgaria 41 24
Slovenia 40 25
Hungary 38 26
Romania 37 27
Croatia 30 29
Minimum EU15+2 20 33

In the Rule of Law indicator, the CEE countries perfd Rule of Law
under the desired average benchmark, but Estonial Country Score 2017 Rank 2017
closest to thegoal with 13 position among 35 countries [ luts = 0REFH:

Croatia, Romania and Bulgag@5", 26" and 29°in the _-

rankingq have the lowest scores in the group. Estonia
Czech Republic 59 15

Slovenia 57 16
Lithuania 56 18
Latvia 55 20
Slovakia 49 22

Poland 48 23
Hungary 44 24
Croatia 39 25
Romania 34 26
Minimum EU15+2 31 28
Bulgaria 26 29
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This indicator is composed of two sirgicators- Conflicts and
tensions in the country¢ by selected Global Peace Index
indicators and the Homicide rates per 100,000 people. The
Czech Republic is the only one performing above the average
benchmark and it has very high" 6positon among 35
countries. Three countrieg Estonia, Latvia and Lithuang
underperform and are under the minimum score of the old
member states.

The EH2 @SNy YSyld AYyRAOFG2NI A& olFaSR 2y (G(KS ! bQa
government surveys andcores. It is included in thendex

because it is a measure of government efficiency and delivery

of services to citizensEstonia is leader in the CEE group of

countries with 69 points and™7place in the ranking, but it is

far from the best performer among the old member states

with 85 points.
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