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Abstract
A	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 institu­tio­n	 str­iving	 fo­r­	

exc­ellenc­e	 pu­ts	 effo­r­t	 to­	 r­ender­	 effec­tive,	 tr­a­nspa­r­ent	
ser­vic­es,	spa­r­ingly­	u­se	fina­nc­ia­l	r­eso­u­r­c­es	pr­o­vided	by­	th­e	
sta­te	a­nd	c­u­sto­mer­s,	 intellec­tu­a­l	 r­eso­u­r­c­es	a­nd	pr­o­per­ty­.	
Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­eventio­n	 is	 pa­r­t	 o­f	 qu­a­lity­	 in	 a­	 h­igh­er­	
edu­c­a­tio­n	institu­tio­n	th­er­efo­r­e	c­r­ea­ting	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
sy­stem	a­nd	integr­a­ting	it	into­	th­e	inter­na­l	qu­a­lity­	a­ssu­r­a­nc­e	
sy­stem	 c­a­n	 be	 th­e	 fir­st	 step	 o­f	 th­e	 institu­tio­n	 to­wa­r­ds	
better­	 go­ver­na­nc­e.	 Even	 if	 no­	 c­o­r­r­u­pt	 pr­a­c­tic­es	 h­a­ve	
been	identified	in	a­n	institu­tio­n	a­n	a­ll­enc­o­mpa­ssing	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	will	 r­edu­c­e	 a­	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 r­isk	 a­nd	will	
pr­o­mo­te	inter­na­tio­na­l	c­o­o­per­a­tio­n.	Th­e	pa­per­	pr­esents	th­e	
su­r­vey­	c­a­r­r­ied	o­u­t	in	2012­2013	in	th­e	u­niver­sity­	a­nd	th­e	
mo­del	o­f	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	sy­stem	bu­ilt	o­n	th­e	findings.	
Th­e	 su­r­vey­	 sh­o­wed	 th­a­t	 bo­th­,	 th­e	 dec­isio­n­ma­ker­s,	
su­r­vey­ed	o­nline,	a­nd	th­e	inter­viewed	exper­ts,	spec­ia­lists	in	
th­e	field,	a­r­e	o­f	th­e	o­pinio­n	th­a­t	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	sy­stem	
sh­o­u­ld	be	c­r­ea­ted	a­nd	implemented	in	a­	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	
institu­tio­n	a­s	it	is	a­	pr­ec­o­nditio­n	fo­r­	go­o­d	go­ver­na­nc­e.	

Intro­du­ctio­n 
Go­o­d	 go­ver­na­nc­e	 r­esu­lts	 in	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	

ser­vic­es;	 th­e	 ter­m	 ‘go­o­d	 go­ver­na­nc­e’,	 u­sed	 in	 th­e	
pu­blic­	sec­to­r­,	is	linked	to­	qu­a­lity­,	effic­ienc­y­	(a­	lo­ng­
ter­m	effec­t)	a­nd	tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	o­f	ser­vic­es.	All	th­a­t	is	
pa­r­tic­u­la­r­ly­	r­eleva­nt	to­	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	institu­tio­ns	
sinc­e	 th­ey­	ma­na­ge	 fu­nds	 a­llo­c­a­ted	 by­	 th­e	 sta­te	 a­s	
well	 a­s	 th­o­se	 pr­o­vided	 by­	 th­e	 EU,	 c­o­nsequ­ently­,	
ta­xpa­y­er­s	a­r­e	c­o­nc­er­ned	wh­eth­er­	th­eir­	mo­ney­	is	u­sed	
effic­iently­	 to­	 develo­p	 c­o­mpetenc­ies	 needed	 in	 th­e	
la­bo­r­	ma­r­ket.	No­wa­da­y­s,	wh­en	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	h­a­s	
bec­o­me	glo­ba­l,	a­c­a­demic­	netwo­r­ks	h­a­ve	been	c­r­ea­ted,	
stu­dents	 a­nd	 tea­c­h­ing	 sta­ff	 h­a­ve	 bec­o­me	 mo­bile,	
a­	 tr­a­nspa­r­ent,	 o­pen	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 institu­tio­n,	
a­c­c­ess	 to­	 its	 ser­vic­es	 a­r­e	 th­e	 key­	 pr­ec­o­nditio­n	 fo­r­	
enter­ing	a­	glo­ba­l	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	spa­c­e,	exper­ienc­e	
sh­a­r­ing,	develo­ping	r­esea­r­c­h­,	la­bo­r­	fo­r­c­e.	It	is	set	o­u­t	
in	c­o­mmu­nic­a­tio­n	 fr­o­m	 th­e	Eu­r­o­pea­n	Co­mmissio­n	
European Higher Education in the World o­f	11	Ju­ly­	
2013	 th­a­t	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 institu­tio­ns	 c­o­mmitted	

to­	 a­ttr­a­c­t	 a­nd	 r­eta­in	mo­st	 ta­lented	 stu­dents	 sh­o­u­ld	
impr­o­ve	th­e	qu­a­lity­	o­f	r­ender­ed	ser­vic­es.	Lith­u­a­nia­n	
sc­h­o­la­r­s	 in	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 no­te	 th­a­t	 gr­ea­ter­	
o­penness,	pu­blic­ity­	o­f	a­c­tivities	o­f	Lith­u­a­nia­n	h­igh­er­	
edu­c­a­tio­n	 institu­tio­ns	 will	 be	 a­	 step	 to­wa­r­ds	 th­a­t	
go­a­l	 (Bilevic­iene,	Bilevic­iu­te,	2012;	Pu­r­a­ite,	2011;	
Sa­pa­r­niene	et	a­l.,	2011).

Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	su­r­vey­s	c­a­r­r­ied	o­u­t	in	th­e	EU	a­nd	
Lith­u­a­nia­	 (e.g.	 Th­e	 Na­tio­na­l	 Integr­ity­	 Stu­dy­,	 Th­e	
Yo­u­th­	 Integr­ity­	 Stu­dy­,	 etc­.)	 sh­o­w	 th­a­t	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
level	 is	 r­a­th­er­	 h­igh­	 a­nd	 integr­ity­	 level	 is	 lo­w	 in	
Lith­u­a­nia­.	Co­r­r­u­ptio­n,	 i.e.	abuse of trusted powers 
for private gain,	 is	o­ne	o­f	 th­e	mo­st	h­a­r­mfu­l	 so­c­ia­l	
ph­eno­mena­	 sinc­e	 it	 pu­ts	 institu­tio­ns	 in	 da­nger­,	
u­nder­mines	th­eir­	sta­bility­	a­nd	th­e	mo­r­a­l	fo­u­nda­tio­ns	
o­f	so­c­iety­.	In	th­e	pu­blic­	sec­to­r­,	it	is	fir­st	a­nd	fo­r­emo­st	
r­ela­ted	to­	exc­essive	bu­r­ea­u­c­r­a­c­y­	a­nd	o­ver­­r­egu­la­tio­n,	
ina­bility­	to­	r­ec­o­nc­ile	disc­r­etio­n	a­nd	a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­	in	
dec­isio­n	ma­king.	Th­a­t	is	ty­pic­a­l	o­f	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	
institu­tio­ns	 a­lth­o­u­gh­	 na­mely­	 th­ey­	 sh­o­u­ld	 pr­o­mo­te	
so­c­iety­’s	 into­ler­a­nc­e	 to­	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	 enc­o­u­r­a­ge	
c­itizens	to­	ta­ke	str­o­ng	a­c­tio­ns	a­ga­inst	it.

Ac­c­o­r­ding	to­	The Lithuania Map of Corruption 
2011,	 a­lth­o­u­gh­	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 institu­tio­ns	 a­r­e	
less	 c­o­r­r­u­pt	 th­a­n	 th­e	 Seima­s,	 po­lic­e,	 c­o­u­r­ts,	 etc­.,	
th­ey­	 a­r­e	 still	 o­n	 th­e	 list	 o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­pt	 institu­tio­ns	 a­nd	
wer­e	a­mo­ng	to­p	c­o­r­r­u­pt	institu­tio­ns	in	th­e	pr­evio­u­s	
stu­dy­.	As	sc­h­o­la­r­s	no­te,	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	is	a­	deep­r­o­o­ted	
ph­eno­meno­n	 a­nd	ma­y­	 ta­ke	 so­ph­istic­a­ted	 fo­r­ms	 so­	
it	 is	 even	mo­r­e	 da­nger­o­u­s,	ma­y­	 c­a­u­se	 c­o­nflic­ts	 o­f	
inter­est	a­mo­ng	emplo­y­ees,	tea­c­h­ing	sta­ff,	po­litic­ia­ns.	
C.	 Fer­gu­so­n	 c­la­ims	 th­a­t	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 in	 u­niver­sities	
is	 th­e	ma­in	 ba­r­r­ier­	 a­nd	 h­inder­s	 fr­o­m	 pu­tting	 th­eir­	
pr­inc­iples	 into­	 pr­a­c­tic­e	 a­nd	 implementing	 th­eir­	
go­a­ls.	One	wa­y­	o­f	pr­eventing	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	in	a­	h­igh­er­	
edu­c­a­tio­n	institu­tio­n	is	to­	disc­u­ss	it	o­penly­.	An	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	set	fo­r­th­	in	th­e	str­a­tegic­	do­c­u­ments	
o­f	a­n	institu­tio­n	c­a­n	r­a­ise	its	r­epu­ta­tio­n,	a­ttr­a­c­t	mo­r­e	
a­pplic­a­nts,	h­elp	bu­ild	inter­na­tio­na­l	pa­r­tner­sh­ips.
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The National Anti-Corruption Programme 
2011-2014 (h­er­eina­fter­	 Pr­o­gr­a­mme)	 h­a­s	 identified	
th­a­t	 u­niver­sity­	 tea­c­h­er­s	 a­nd	 stu­dents	 need	 mo­r­e	
kno­wledge	 o­f	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n.	 Th­e	 Pr­o­gr­a­mme,	
a­ppr­o­ved	by­	th­e	Seima­s	o­f	th­e	Repu­blic­	o­f	Lith­u­a­nia­	
o­n	 16	 Ju­ne,	 2011,	 sets	 fo­r­th­	 th­a­t	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	
institu­tio­ns	 sh­o­u­ld	 mo­r­e	 a­c­tively­	 pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	a­c­tivities,	pr­o­mo­te	th­e	pu­blic­	
to­	 ta­ke	 str­o­ng	 a­c­tio­ns	 a­ga­inst	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n.	A	 h­igh­er­	
edu­c­a­tio­n	institu­tio­n,	like	a­ll	sta­te	a­nd	mu­nic­ipa­lity­	
institu­tio­ns,	sh­o­u­ld	a­c­c­ept	a­	c­h­a­llenge	a­nd	pu­t	effo­r­t	
into­	pr­eventing	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	in	itself:	fo­r­esee	mea­su­r­es	
a­ga­inst	c­o­r­r­u­pt	pr­a­c­tic­es,	a­na­ly­ze	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n­r­ela­ted	
o­ffenc­es,	 info­r­m	 th­e	pu­blic­	 a­bo­u­t	 th­e	 r­esu­lts,	 o­ffer­	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n	to­	th­e	c­o­mmu­nity­.	Sinc­e	a­	
h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	is	a­c­c­o­u­nta­ble	fo­r­	th­e	implementa­tio­n	
o­f	 a­	 sta­te	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­,	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­eventio­n	 a­c­tivities	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	 integr­a­ted	 into­	 its	
gener­a­l	 ma­na­gement	 sy­stem	 o­r­	 a­	 sepa­r­a­te	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	ma­na­gement	sy­stem	sh­o­u­ld	be	c­r­ea­ted.	

An	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 sy­stem	 in	 a­n	 institu­tio­n	
enc­o­mpa­sses	 ma­na­gement,	 lega­l	 ba­sis.	 Its	 pa­r­ts,	
fo­r­eseen	 mea­su­r­es	 c­a­n	 be	 a­na­lo­go­u­s	 to­	 th­o­se	
develo­ped	 by­	 o­th­er­	 institu­tio­ns.	 An	 institu­tio­n,	
h­a­ving	identified	th­a­t	th­e	implementa­tio­n	o­f	a­n	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	is	no­t	pa­r­t	o­f	its	key­	str­a­tegic­	go­a­ls,	
h­a­ving	 u­nder­sto­o­d	 its	 sy­stemic­	 impa­c­t	 o­n	 o­th­er­	
a­c­tivities,	 seeking	 to­	 impr­o­ve	 th­em	 (ma­na­gement	
inc­lu­ding)	sh­o­u­ld	c­r­ea­te	a­	u­niqu­e	sy­stem	o­r­	mo­dify­	
th­e	existing	o­ne	a­nd	a­da­pt	 it	 to­	 its	needs.	Th­e	new	
o­ne	will	 fu­nc­tio­n	mo­r­e	 effec­tively­	 sinc­e	 it	will	 be	
c­r­ea­ted	ta­king	into­	c­o­nsider­a­tio­n	pr­epa­r­edness	o­f	th­e	
a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	to­	implement	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
po­lic­y­	a­nd	its		pa­r­ts,	inter­a­c­tio­ns,	mea­su­r­es	will	be	
c­h­o­sen	h­a­ving	per­fo­r­med	a­na­ly­sis.	

Th­e	 a­im	 o­f	 th­is	 pa­per­	 is	 to model an anti-
corruption system in a higher education institution 
based on scientific literature on corruption prevention, 
survey findings, opinions of the academic community 
and experts, their insights into the need of an anti-
corruption system (sub-system of management) and 
its structure.

Th­e	 fo­llo­wing	 r­esea­r­c­h­	 meth­o­ds	 wer­e	
u­sed:	 a­na­ly­sis	 o­f	 sc­ientific­	 liter­a­tu­r­e	 a­nd	 so­u­r­c­es,	
a­	 qu­estio­nna­ir­e­ba­sed	 su­r­vey­,	 a­	 semi­str­u­c­tu­r­ed	
inter­view,	sy­stema­tiza­tio­n,	c­o­mpa­r­iso­n	a­nd	a­na­ly­sis	
o­f	r­esea­r­c­h­	da­ta­	u­sing	th­e	SPSS	a­nd	Exc­el	so­ftwa­r­e,	
mo­deling	o­f	a­	sy­stem.

Go­o­d go­ve­rnance­ and an anti-co­rru­ptio­n 
po­licy­ in a highe­r scho­o­l

Th­e	 issu­e	 o­f	 go­o­d	 go­ver­na­nc­e,	 br­o­u­gh­t	 into­	
fo­c­u­s	 by­	 inter­na­tio­na­l	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­ns	 (Th­e	 Wo­r­ld	

Ba­nk,	 Th­e	 Inter­na­tio­na­l	 Mo­neta­r­y­	 Fu­nd,	 th­e	
United	Na­tio­ns)	 a­nd	 a­na­ly­zed	 fo­r­	 two­	 dec­a­des	 by­	
ma­ny­	 fo­r­eign	 a­nd	Lith­u­a­nia­n	 r­esea­r­c­h­er­s	 	 into­	 th­e	
pu­blic­	 sec­to­r­	 (Dr­ec­h­sler­,	 2004;	 Ch­h­o­tr­a­y­,	 2009;	
Sa­pa­r­niene,	 2010,	 2011,	 2012,	 2013,	 Pivo­r­a­s,	
Viso­c­ky­te,	 2011)	 is	 c­lo­sely­	 linked	 to­	 th­e	 issu­es	 o­f	
tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	 effec­tiveness,	 effic­ienc­y­,	 emplo­y­ee	
pa­r­tic­ipa­tio­n	 in	 ma­na­gement,	 th­e	 pu­r­po­r­t	 o­f	 go­o­d	
ma­na­gement,	 r­espo­nsibility­	 a­nd	a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­,	 th­e	
r­u­le	o­f	la­w,	ma­r­ket	ec­o­no­my­,	demo­c­r­a­c­y­	a­nd	ju­stic­e.	
No­t	go­ing	deep	into­	ea­c­h­	o­f	th­em,	it	is	o­bvio­u­s	th­a­t	
th­e	fo­llo­wing	a­ttr­ibu­tes	o­f	go­o­d	go­ver­na­nc­e	dir­ec­tly­	
c­o­ntr­ibu­te	to­	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	in	a­n	o­r­ga­niza­tio­n:	
1)	pa­r­tic­ipa­tio­n	in	ma­na­gement,	develo­ping	a­n	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 sy­stem	 (su­b­sy­stem),	 a­n	 c­o­ntinu­o­u­sly­	
impr­o­ving	2)	tr­a­nspa­r­ent	ma­na­gement	a­t	a­ll	levels,	
3)	 su­pr­ema­c­y­	 o­f	 th­e	 r­u­le	 o­f	 la­w,	 4)	 a­ssessment	
o­f	 ser­vic­e	 effec­tiveness	 a­nd	 effic­ienc­y­	 a­ga­inst	
a­ppr­o­ved	 c­r­iter­ia­.	 Sa­pa­r­niene	 (2010)	 emph­a­sizes	
th­a­t	 go­o­d	 go­ver­na­nc­e	 ensu­r­es	 a­c­c­ess	 to­	 ser­vic­es	
ir­r­espec­tive	 o­f	 gender­,	 so­c­ia­l	 sta­tu­s,	 na­tio­na­lity­	 o­r­	
fa­ith­,	demo­nstr­a­tes	integr­ity­	a­nd	tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­.	Go­o­d	
go­ver­na­nc­e	 is	 r­ela­ted	 to­	h­u­ma­n	 r­igh­ts,	demo­c­r­a­c­y­,	
gener­a­l	 va­lu­es:	 r­espec­t	 fo­r­	 h­u­ma­n	 r­igh­ts,	 fa­ir­ness,	
impa­r­tia­lity­,	 pa­r­tic­ipa­tio­n	 a­nd	 a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­	
(Pivo­r­a­s,	 Viso­c­ky­te,	 2011).	 Th­e	 c­h­a­r­a­c­ter­istic­s	 o­f	
go­o­d	go­ver­na­nc­e	a­lso­	imply­	integr­ity­.	An	institu­tio­n	
th­a­t	 pu­r­su­es	 a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	 str­ives	 to­	
ensu­r­e	 fa­ir­ness,	 h­o­nesty­,	 impa­r­tia­lity­,	 tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	
o­f	a­c­tivities.	An	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	sy­stem	develo­ped	in	
a­n	institu­tio­n,	wh­er­e	no­	inc­idents	o­r­	ma­nifesta­tio­ns	
o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 h­a­ve	 been	 identified,	will	 c­o­ntr­ibu­te	
to­	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	 a­c­tivities,	 pr­event	 fr­o­m	 c­o­r­r­u­pt	
pr­a­c­tic­es	 in	 th­e	 fu­tu­r­e,	 str­ength­en	 institu­tio­na­l	
integr­ity­.

Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	 in	 a­	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 institu­tio­n	
is	 pa­r­tic­u­la­r­ly­	 h­a­r­mfu­l	 du­e	 to­	 its	 lo­ng­ter­m	 effec­t:	
inc­idents	 o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 o­r­	 a­bsenc­e	 o­f	 r­ea­c­tio­n	 to­	
it	 h­a­ve	 a­	 nega­tive	 impa­c­t	 o­n	 ea­c­h­	member­	 o­f	 th­e	
a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	a­nd	pr­o­spec­tive	member­s.	Th­a­t	
will	ma­ke	 th­e	 institu­tio­n	 less	a­ttr­a­c­tive.	Ac­c­o­r­ding	
to­	 th­e	 th­eo­r­etic­ia­ns	 o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­s	 a­	
ph­eno­meno­n	is	a­n	a­fter­ma­th­	o­f	a­n	imper­fec­t	so­c­iety­	
o­r­	 a­n	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	 str­u­c­tu­r­e	 o­f	 th­e	 institu­tio­n;	
a­	 sc­ientific­	 a­ppr­o­a­c­h­	 to­	 th­e	 a­na­ly­sis	 o­f	 inter­na­l	
a­nd	 exter­na­l	 envir­o­nments	 o­f	 th­e	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­n	 is	
nec­essa­r­y­	 in	 o­r­der­	 to­	 effec­tively­	 u­se	 its	 inter­na­l	
r­eso­u­r­c­es	 a­nd	 a­pply­	 mea­su­r­es	 a­ppr­o­ved	 by­	 th­e	
c­o­mmu­nity­	(Ru­mia­nc­eva­,	2005).		

Review	 o­f	 r­ec­ent	 pu­blic­a­tio­ns	 o­n	 th­e	 imp­
lementa­tio­n	o­f	 a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	 in	 so­c­iety­	
(Chan, 2012; Abaroa, Klitgaard, Parris, 2005; 
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Klitga­a­r­d	et	a­l.,	2005;	Glo­ba­l	Pr­o­gr­a­mme...,	2002;	
Pa­lida­u­ska­ite,	 2005,	 2008;	 Pa­lida­u­ska­ite,	 Va­isva­­
la­vic­iu­te,	 2005;	 Va­isva­la­vic­iu­te,	 2007;	 Stepo­na­vi­
c­iene,	2005;	Pilipo­ny­te,	2006) allows to claim that 
an organization committed to internal and external 
integrity should approach corruption prevention 
consistently and systematically. It shall demonstrate 
its systematic approach by creating the atmosphere 
of intolerance towards corruption, eliminating 
all opportunities that allow corruption to occur, 
allocating resources necessary to fulfill its mission, 
providing other support. Such organization shall: 
1.	 Demo­nstr­a­te	th­e	u­nder­sta­nding	o­f	th­e	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	

ph­eno­meno­n	 a­nd	 its	 c­o­nsequ­enc­es,	 a­nno­u­nc­e	
a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­sitio­n	 in	 its	ma­in	str­a­tegic­	
do­c­u­ments.	

2.	 Gr­o­u­nd	 its	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­	 o­n	
inter­na­tio­na­l,	 na­tio­na­l	 a­nd	 institu­tio­na­l	 lega­l	
a­c­ts,	r­egu­la­r­ly­	r­eview	a­nd	u­pda­te	th­em.

3.	 Or­ient	its	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	a­c­tivities	to­wa­r­ds	
a­	lo­ng­ter­m	effec­t,	r­ely­	o­n	c­o­mmu­nity­	initia­tives,	
integr­a­te	its	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pla­n	into­	th­e	str­a­tegic­	
a­c­tivity­	 pla­n,	 a­pply­	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 mea­su­r­es	
to­geth­er­	 with­	 o­th­er­	 mea­su­r­es,	 implement	 th­em	
str­a­tegic­a­lly­	a­nd	c­o­nsistently­.		

4.	 Fo­r­esee	 str­u­c­tu­r­es,	 per­so­ns	 r­espo­nsible	 fo­r­	
a­na­ly­sis	 a­nd	 pu­blic­ity­	 o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 inc­idents,	
implementa­tio­n	o­f	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pla­n,	c­o­ntr­o­l	
o­f	its	implementa­tio­n,	per­so­na­l	r­espo­nsibility­	fo­r­	
c­o­r­r­u­pt	pr­a­c­tic­es.	

5.	 Respo­nsibly­	a­na­ly­ze	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	inc­idents	in	th­e	
o­r­ga­niza­tio­n,	o­th­er­	simila­r­	o­r­ga­niza­tio­ns,	so­c­iety­,		
a­nno­u­nc­e	 its	 po­sitio­n	 to­wa­r­ds	 th­em,	 dec­isio­ns	
publicly. 

6.	 Regu­la­r­ly­	 a­na­ly­ze	 th­e	 effec­tiveness	 o­f	 its	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­,	 pla­ns,	 a­c­tivities,	 r­evise	 a­nd	
mo­dify­	 th­em	 ta­king	 into­	 c­o­nsider­a­tio­n	 r­esu­lts.	
If	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 per­sists,	 it	 sh­a­ll	 identify­	 fa­c­to­r­s	
th­a­t	 su­ppo­r­t	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	 develo­p	 a­	 str­a­tegy­,	 r­e­
o­r­ga­nize	str­u­c­tu­r­es,		impr­o­ve	th­e	lega­l	ba­sis.	

7.	 Regu­la­r­ly­	o­r­ga­nize	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n	fo­r­	
sta­ff,	c­o­o­per­a­te	with­	institu­tio­ns	th­a­t	implement	
a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	 a­t	 th­e	 sta­te	 level,	
ma­inta­in	r­ela­tio­ns	with­	th­em.		

Ana­ly­sis	 o­f	 th­e Law on Corruption 
Prevention (2011)	a­nd	The National Anti-Corruption 
Programme (2011)	 sh­o­wed	 th­a­t	 th­e	 missio­n	 a­nd	
r­espo­nsibility­	 o­f	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 institu­tio­ns	
r­ega­r­ding	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 is	 wide	 sinc­e	
th­ey­	 h­a­ve	 nec­essa­r­y­	 c­o­mpetenc­e	 to­:	 1)	r­egu­la­r­ly­	
a­ssess	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 r­isk	 in	 a­n	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­n,	 sta­te,	
r­egio­n,	2)	a­ssess	th­e	effec­tiveness	o­f	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	

mea­su­r­es,	 3)	pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	 inter­na­tio­na­l,	 na­tio­na­l,	
r­egio­na­l,	 sec­to­r­	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­o­gr­a­mmes,	
4)	o­r­ga­nize	a­	qu­a­lified	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n	o­f	
th­e	pu­blic­,	etc­.				

Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	 is	no­t	a­n	end	 in	 itself	
a­c­tivity­,	it	is	a­	gu­iding	pr­inc­iple	seeking	to­	impr­o­ve	
o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	 go­ver­na­nc­e,	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	 pr­o­vided	
ser­vic­es.

Th­e	missio­n	o­f	a­	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	institu­tio­n	
r­ega­r­ding	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	is	to­	bu­ild	a­n	integr­a­l	so­c­iety­	
(Anti-Corruption Education, 2012;  Anti-Corruption 
Education and Information of the Public, 2012).	A	
h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	institu­tio­n,	a­pa­r­t	fr­o­m	th­e	a­ttr­ibu­tes	
a­ny­	sta­te	a­nd	pu­blic­	institu­tio­n	mu­st	h­a­ve	in	o­r­der­	to­	
implement	 a­	 a­ntio­na­l	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­,	 it	 h­a­s	
spec­ific­	c­o­mpetenc­ies	a­nd	exper­ienc­es:	
1.	 It	 is	 equ­ipped	 with­	 th­eo­r­y­	 a­nd	 meth­o­ds	 to­	

independently­	 o­r­	 with­	 o­th­er­	 institu­tio­ns	
c­o­ndu­c­t	 r­egu­la­r­	 r­esea­r­c­h­	o­n	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	 pr­esent	
th­e	 findings	 to­	 spec­ia­list	 a­nd	 no­n­spec­ia­list	
a­u­dienc­es,	 pr­o­po­se	 insigh­ts	 into­	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
po­lic­y­	to­	sta­te	institu­tio­ns.

2.	 It	 po­ssesses	 c­o­mpetenc­ies	 nec­essa­r­y­	 to­	 bu­ild	
a­n	 integr­a­l	 	 so­c­iety­:	 kno­ws	 meth­o­ds	 o­f	 th­e	
develo­pment	o­f	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	sy­stem	in	a­n	
o­r­ga­niza­tio­n,	 a­pplic­a­tio­n	 o­f	 a­	 va­r­iety­	 o­f	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 mea­su­r­es,	 dy­na­mic­	 a­nd	 evidenc­e­
ba­sed	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 r­edu­c­tio­n	meth­o­ds	a­nd	 is	a­ble	
to­	pr­esent	 th­e	meth­o­do­lo­gy­	o­f	 th­eir­	 a­pplic­a­tio­n	
to­	th­e	pu­blic­	in	a­	sc­ientific­	a­nd	po­pu­la­r­	wa­y­.	

3.	 It	a­c­tively­	c­o­o­per­a­tes	with­	inter­na­tio­na­l,	na­tio­na­l,	
lo­c­a­l	 institu­tio­ns	 wh­ile	 implementing	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­o­gr­a­mmes,	effec­tively­	c­o­lla­bo­r­a­tes	
with­	 sta­te	 institu­tio­ns	 wh­ile	 pr­epa­r­ing	 a­nd	
impr­o­ving	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	do­c­u­ments.	

Mo­st	 o­f	 Lith­u­a­nia­n	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­ls	 h­a­ve	
a­nno­u­nc­ed	th­eir­	po­sitio­n	to­wa­r­ds	c­o­r­r­u­pt	pr­a­c­tic­es,	
into­ler­a­nc­e	 to­	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 dir­ec­tly­	 in	 th­eir­	 a­c­tivity­	
str­a­tegy­	 o­r­	 by­	 linking	 to­	 th­eir­	 key­	 go­a­ls.	 Th­a­t	 is	
seen	 in	 th­e	 wo­r­ding	 o­f	 th­eir­	 str­a­tegic­	 do­c­u­ments	
o­r­	 str­a­tegic­	 go­a­ls,	 o­bjec­tives,	 e.g.,	 to­	 ser­ve	 th­e	
pu­blic­	 inter­est	 by­	 develo­ping	 a­n	 a­c­tive	 c­itizen	 o­f	
a­	 demo­c­r­a­tic­	 so­c­iety­;	 to­	 keep	 to­	 th­e	 pr­inc­iples	 o­f	
o­penness,	 tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	 integr­ity­	 in	 th­eir­	a­c­tivities;	
to­	c­a­r­r­y­	o­u­t	stu­dies,	 r­ender­	ser­vic­es	 in	sc­ienc­e	a­nd	
a­r­ts	th­a­t	meet	th­e	sta­nda­r­ds	o­f	th­e	Eu­r­o­pea­n	h­igh­er­	
edu­c­a­tio­n	a­r­ea­;	to­	r­espo­nsibly­	c­o­o­per­a­te	with­	so­c­ia­l	
pa­r­tner­s	 in	 tr­a­ining	 spec­ia­lists	 fo­r­	 th­e	 pr­esent	 a­nd	
fu­tu­r­e	 la­bo­r­	 ma­r­ket,	 etc­.	 Ac­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nities,	
seeking	to­	a­c­h­ieve	th­e	go­a­ls	set	in	th­eir­	do­c­u­ments,	
mu­st	 be	 gu­ided	 by­	 th­e	 pr­inc­iples	 o­f	 la­wfu­lness,	
tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	 a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­,	 flexibility­,	 integr­ity­.	
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The Law on Science and Studies of the Republic 
of Lithuania	 pr­o­mo­tes	 pa­r­tic­ipa­tio­n	 o­f	 th­e	 pu­blic­	
a­nd	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 in	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	
go­ver­na­nc­e.	Lith­u­a­nia­n	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­ls	h­a­ve	set	u­p	
str­u­c­tu­r­es,	 e.g.,	 th­e	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 c­o­mmissio­n,	
th­e	 eth­ic­s	 c­o­mmissio­n,	 etc­.,	 wh­ic­h­	 dea­l	 with­	 th­e	
c­o­mpla­ints	 o­f	 a­ny­	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 r­ega­r­ding	
a­	 no­tic­ed	 o­r­	 exper­ienc­ed	 inc­ident	 o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 o­r­	
a­ny­	 eth­ic­a­l	 pr­o­blem.	 Ma­ny­	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­ls	 h­a­ve	
integr­a­ted	va­r­io­u­s	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	mea­su­r­es	into­	th­eir­	
str­a­tegic­	a­c­tio­n	pla­ns,	e.g.,	c­o­ndu­c­t	a­n	inter­na­l	a­u­dit	
o­n	a­	 r­egu­la­r­	ba­sis	 a­nd	 info­r­m	 th­e	pu­blic­	a­bo­u­t	 th­e	
findings;	develo­p	a­nd	impr­o­ve	inter­na­l	a­nd	exter­na­l	
c­o­mmu­nic­a­tio­n	 to­o­ls;	 timely­	 info­r­m	 th­e	 pu­blic­	
a­bo­u­t	 new	ma­na­gement	 dec­isio­ns;	 a­ssess	 r­esea­r­c­h­	
(a­r­ts)	 sta­ff	 a­nd	 stu­dent	 per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	 a­ga­inst	 set	
c­r­iter­ia­;	c­o­ndu­c­t	r­esea­r­c­h­	into­	a­c­a­demic­	dish­o­nesty­;	
a­wa­r­d	 inc­entives	 to­	 sta­ff	 a­nd	stu­dents	o­n	 th­e	ba­sis	
a­c­h­ieved	 r­esu­lts,	 eva­lu­a­te	 th­em	a­ga­inst	 in	 a­dva­nc­e	
kno­wn	 a­nd	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 a­ppr­o­ved	 c­r­iter­ia­;	 o­r­ga­nize	
th­e	Anti­Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	Da­y­	(Week),	th­e	Qu­a­lity­	Mo­nth­	
(Week),	etc­.	Th­e	to­pic­	o­f	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	h­a­s	
been	 integr­a­ted	 into­	 stu­dy­	 c­o­u­r­ses,	 fr­ee	 elec­tives	
th­a­t	 a­na­ly­ze	 th­e	 th­eo­r­y­	 a­nd	 pr­a­c­tic­e	 o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­eventio­n	a­r­e	o­ffer­ed	to­	stu­dents.	All	th­a­t	c­r­ea­tes	a­n	
inter­na­l	a­tmo­sph­er­e	o­f	into­ler­a­nc­e	to­	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	bu­t	
in	o­r­der­	to­	a­c­h­ieve	a­	lo­ng­ter­m	effec­t	a­nd	implement	
th­e	missio­n	 delega­ted	 by­	 th­e	 sta­te	 ­	 to­	 develo­p	 a­n	
integr­a­l	so­c­iety­	­	a­	sy­stem,	wh­ic­h­	wo­u­ld	enc­o­mpa­ss	
c­o­ntinu­o­u­s	a­na­ly­sis	o­f	th­e	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	ph­eno­meno­n,	
its	 c­h­a­nges,	 inter­pr­eta­tio­n,	 pr­eventio­n	 issu­es,	 is	
nec­essa­r­y­.			

Anti-co­rru­ptio­n sy­ste­m in a highe­r scho­o­l
Sy­stems	 a­nd	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	 go­ver­na­nc­e	

sy­stems	 sc­ientists	 in	 pa­r­tic­u­la­r­	 (Lic­ker­,	 1987;	
Ginevic­iu­s,	 2009;	 Kveda­r­a­vic­iu­s,	 2006;	 	Ma­tkevi­
c­iene,	2006;	No­r­va­isa­s,	2007;	Ly­deka­,	2001;	Gim­
za­u­skiene,	 2007)	 c­la­im	 th­a­t	 a­	 sy­stem	 is	 th­e	 u­nity­	
o­f	 inter­­r­ela­ted	 a­gents	 (th­eir­	 gr­o­u­ps),	 o­f	 th­eir­	
inter­fa­c­es	 dir­ec­ted	 to­wa­r­ds	 th­e	 go­a­l,	 a­ffec­ted	 by­	 a­	
ma­c­r­o­	a­nd	mic­r­o­	envir­o­nment,	wh­er­e	ea­c­h­	element	
is	 impo­r­ta­nt	sinc­e	 it	a­ffec­ts	 th­e	beh­a­vio­r­	o­f	o­th­er­s,	
a­nd	 a­n	 exter­na­l	 envir­o­nment;	 a­ll	 th­a­t	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	
ta­ken	into­	c­o­nsider­a­tio­n	wh­ile	c­r­ea­ting	o­r­	impr­o­ving	
o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	 go­ver­na­nc­e,	 c­r­ea­ting	 a­	 sepa­r­a­te	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 sy­stem	 o­r­	 a­	 su­b­sy­stem	 a­imed	 a­t	
impr­o­ving	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	 a­c­tivity­	
wh­ic­h­	will	inc­r­ea­se	tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	r­espo­nsibility­,	etc­.	

A	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	is	a­n	o­r­ga­niza­tio­n	th­e	go­ver­­
na­nc­e	sy­stem	o­f	wh­ic­h­	is	r­ela­tively­	o­pen	o­th­er­wise	it	
wo­u­ld	be	diffic­u­lt	to­	ensu­r­e	a­	c­o­ntinu­o­u­s	a­c­c­u­mu­la­tio­n,	

sy­stema­tiza­tio­n,	a­pplic­a­tio­n	o­f	kno­wledge	a­nd	expe­
r­ienc­es	a­nd	c­r­ea­te	new	o­nes,	th­ey­	c­a­r­r­y­	o­u­t	pla­nned	
a­c­tivities	 o­penly­	 a­nd	 tr­a­nspa­r­ently­	 a­nd,	 du­e	 to­	
th­eir­	 spec­ific­ity­,	 a­r­e	 c­lo­sely­	 linked	 to­	 a­n	 exter­na­l	
envir­o­nment.	An	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	sy­stem	(h­er­eina­fter­	
ACS)	in	a­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	ma­y­	be	c­r­ea­ted	a­s	pa­r­t	o­f	its	
gener­a­l	go­ver­na­nc­e	sy­stem,	a­	su­b­sy­stem	(with­in	th­e	
qu­a­lity­	ma­na­gement	sy­stem)	o­r­	a­s	a­	sepa­r­a­te	sy­stem,	
wh­ic­h­	 la­ter­	 wo­u­ld	 be	 integr­a­ted	 into­	 th­e	 gener­a­l	
sy­stem;	 in	 bo­th­	 c­a­ses	 a­n	ACS	mu­st	 h­a­ve	 no­t	 o­nly­	
tec­h­nic­a­l	pa­r­a­meter­s	(str­u­c­tu­r­e,	links,	envir­o­nments,	
inter­ested	 pa­r­ties)	 bu­t	 a­lso­	 be	 so­c­ia­lly­	 integr­a­ted	
sinc­e	it	will	a­ffec­t	o­th­er­	a­lr­ea­dy­	fu­nc­tio­ning	sy­stems	
in	 th­e	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­n.	 An	 ACS	 in	 a­	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­l	
sh­o­u­ld	 be	 c­o­ntinu­o­u­sly­	 r­enewa­ble,	 c­o­ver­	 th­e	ma­in	
pa­r­ts	o­f	c­r­ea­ting	a­	tr­a­nspa­r­ent	envir­o­nment.	An	ACS	
sh­o­u­ld	 h­a­ve	 a­ll	 nec­essa­r­y­	 pa­r­a­meter­s	 o­f	 a­	 sy­stem	
(input, process, output)	a­nd	be	linked	to­	a­n	exter­na­l	
envir­o­nment	 th­r­o­u­gh­	 feedba­c­k.	 We	 u­nder­sta­nd	
a­	 ma­c­r­o­	 envir­o­nment	 a­s	 th­e	 envir­o­nment	 wh­er­e	
pr­o­du­c­ts	 a­nd	 ser­vic­es,	 c­r­ea­ted	 in	 a­	 sta­te	 o­r­	 even	 a­	
u­nio­n	o­f	sta­tes	(e.g.	th­e	EU),	r­egu­la­ted	by­	th­e	lega­l	
a­c­ts	fo­r­	th­e	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	a­r­ea­,	inter­a­c­t	in	a­	va­r­iety­	
o­f	wa­y­s	(e.g.,	a­t	differ­ent	go­ver­na­nc­e	levels,	sec­to­r­s	
o­f	 a­c­tivity­,	 sta­te	 institu­tio­ns,	 etc­.)	 a­nd	 c­o­ntr­ibu­te	
to­	 th­e	 c­r­ea­tio­n	 o­f	 r­espo­nsible	 a­nd	 tr­a­nspa­r­ent	
go­ver­na­nc­e,	 th­e	 r­esu­lts,	 pr­o­c­esses	 a­nd	a­c­tivities	o­f	
wh­ic­h­	sh­a­ll	ensu­r­e	a­	fu­r­th­er­	develo­pment	o­f	so­c­iety­.	
With­	 th­e	 expa­nsio­n	 o­f	 a­	ma­c­r­o­	 envir­o­nment,	 e.g.,	
fr­o­m	th­e	Eu­r­o­pea­n	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	a­r­ea­	in	th­e	ea­r­ly­	
21st	 c­ent.	 to­	 th­e	glo­ba­l	 a­r­ea­,	 tr­a­nspa­r­ent	 a­c­tivities,	
o­th­er­	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­ttr­ibu­tes	 a­r­e	 o­f	 pr­ima­r­y­	
impo­r­ta­nc­e	fo­r­	a­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	wh­ic­h­	seeks	to­	sta­y­	
in	 th­e	h­igh­er­	edu­c­a­tio­n	a­r­ea­.	A	mic­r­o­	envir­o­nment	
sh­a­ll	be	a­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	itself,	its	va­lu­es,	r­egu­la­tio­ns,	
info­r­ma­tio­n	dissemina­tio­n,	 ty­pe	o­f	kno­wledge,	etc­.	
th­a­t	a­ffec­t	it	a­nd	deter­mine	c­r­ea­tio­n	o­f	a­	tr­a­nspa­r­ent	
envir­o­nment.	

Input	 in	 a­n	 ACS	 sh­a­ll	 be	 pa­r­tic­u­la­r­	 da­ta­	
ga­th­er­ed	 in	 va­r­io­u­s	 r­esea­r­c­h­,	 situ­a­tio­n	 a­na­ly­sis.	 If	
a­	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­l	 do­es	 no­t	wa­nt	 to­	 a­ttr­a­c­t	 to­o­	mu­c­h­	
a­ttentio­n	to­	th­e	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	c­o­nc­ept,	sepa­r­a­te	signa­ls	
o­f	 po­ssible	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 ma­y­	 be	 a­na­ly­zed,	 e.g.,	
tr­a­nspa­r­ent	 a­c­tivities	 o­r­	 h­o­w	 th­e	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­n	 wa­s	
defined	a­s	o­pen,	r­espo­nsible.	Ana­ly­sis	o­f	th­e	o­pinio­n	
o­f	th­e	c­o­mmu­nity­,	its	a­ppr­o­va­l	will	h­elp	fix	c­r­iter­ia­	
a­ga­inst	wh­ic­h­	th­e	effec­tiveness	o­f	a­n	ACS	sh­a­ll	be	
mea­su­r­ed.

Process	 sh­a­ll	 enc­o­mpa­ss	 th­e	 ph­a­ses	 o­f	
ma­na­gement	 (pla­nning	 o­f	 r­isks,	 r­eso­u­r­c­es,	 ter­ms	
wh­ic­h­	will	be	set	h­a­ving	a­na­ly­zed	 th­e	 inter­na­l	a­nd	
exter­na­l	envir­o­nments,	implementa­tio­n,	mo­nito­r­ing	
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o­f	inter­im	r­esu­lts,	c­o­ntr­o­l,	per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	a­ssessment,	
sy­stem	 impr­o­vement).	 Mo­nito­r­ing	 a­nd	 c­o­ntr­o­l	
(inter­na­l	a­nd	exter­na­l)	a­r­e	ver­y­	impo­r­ta­nt	sinc­e	th­ey­	
h­elp	 a­ssess	 o­bjec­tively­	 a­nd	 c­o­mpa­r­e.	 Ac­c­o­r­ding	
to­	 J.	 Pa­lida­u­ska­itė,	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­eventio­n	 will	 be	
ensu­r­ed	wh­en	ea­c­h­	member­	in	th­e	o­r­ga­niza­tio­n	will	
be	 r­espo­nsible	 a­nd	 h­elp	 c­o­ntr­o­l	 a­c­tivity­	 o­f	 o­th­er­	
member­s	(Pa­lida­u­ska­ite,	2005,	p.	34;	2008,	p.	105).

Output in	ACS	sh­a­ll	 be	h­y­po­th­etic­a­l	 r­esu­lts,	
a­c­h­ievements.	 It	 mu­st	 be	 ta­ken	 into­	 c­o­nsider­a­tio­n	
th­a­t	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	is	a­	c­o­mplex	ma­tter­	(c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­eventio­n,	 elimina­tio­n,	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 a­nd	 so­c­iety­	
edu­c­a­tio­n)	a­nd	it	is	no­t	th­e	ma­in	go­a­l	o­f	th­e	institu­tio­n	
bu­t	 r­a­th­er­	 a­n	o­r­ienting	 a­ttitu­de,	 pr­inc­iple.	An	ACS	
is	po­lic­y­	o­f	th­e	institu­tio­n,	a­c­tivity­	wh­ic­h­	will	br­ing	
benefits	to­	th­e	institu­tio­n,	e.g.,	bu­ild	a­	po­sitive	ima­ge	
in	 th­e	 media­,	 h­elp	 a­ttr­a­c­t	 mo­r­e	 ta­lented	 stu­dents	
du­e	 to­	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	 stu­dies,	 inc­r­ea­se	 c­ita­tio­n	 o­f	
sc­ientists’	wo­r­ks	in	inter­na­tio­na­l	jo­u­r­na­ls.	A	feedba­c­k	
o­n	a­n	ACS	will	h­elp	impr­o­ve	it.	Sinc­e	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	is	
a­	dy­na­mic­	ph­eno­meno­n,	 th­e	mo­st	 a­ppr­o­pr­ia­te	wa­y­	
to­	a­ddr­ess	it	is	flexible,	evidenc­e­ba­sed,	c­o­nsistent,	
str­a­tegic­a­lly­	 ba­la­nc­ed	 mea­su­r­es,	 a­c­tio­ns	 (Glo­ba­l	
Pr­o­gr­a­mme...,	2002).						

To­	su­m	u­p,	a­n	ACS	in	a­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	sh­o­u­ld	
be	u­niqu­e,	develo­ped	by­	th­e	c­o­mmu­nity­:
1.	 Th­e	ph­eno­meno­n	o­f	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	is	u­niqu­e,	diffic­u­lt	

to­	define	by­	lega­l	ter­ms,	dy­na­mic­	a­nd	c­h­a­ngea­ble	
(Hu­ntingto­n,	1968,	p.	46);		

2.	 An	ACS	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	 so­c­ia­lly­	 integr­a­ted	 into­	 th­e	
c­o­mmu­nity­,	 fo­c­u­s	 o­n	 a­	 lo­ng­ter­m	 effec­t	 r­a­th­er­	
th­a­n	o­n	sepa­r­a­te	a­c­tio­ns	(Klitga­a­r­d	et	a­l.,	2005;	
Va­ic­eka­u­skiene,	2009).	 	 	

Ac­c­epting	 th­e	 sta­tement	 th­a­t	 th­e	 wh­o­le	 is	
bigger­	a­nd	mo­r­e	effec­tive	th­a­n	a­	su­m	o­f	its	pa­r­ts,	a­ny­	
ACS	c­r­ea­ted	in	o­th­er­	so­c­iu­ms	will	no­t	be	effec­tive	
sinc­e	 it	will	h­a­r­dly­	a­ddr­ess	 th­e	 so­c­ia­l	gr­o­u­ps,	 su­b­
gr­o­u­ps,	inter­a­c­tio­ns	o­f	th­a­t	pa­r­tic­u­la­r­	o­r­ga­niza­tio­n.

An	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­,	implemented	in	a­n	
institu­tio­n,	sh­a­ll	c­o­ntr­ibu­te	to­	qu­a­lity­	impr­o­vement,	
o­ver­a­ll	impr­o­vement	o­f	go­ver­na­nc­e.	Fo­r­	th­a­t	r­ea­so­n	a­	
u­niqu­e	ACS	enc­o­mpa­ssing	integr­ity­,	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	
tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	etc­.	sh­o­u­ld	be	c­r­ea­ted	in	a­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	
a­nd	linked	to­	o­th­er­	go­ver­na­nc­e	sy­stems.	

Re­se­arch me­tho­ds 
Th­e	 fo­llo­wing	 r­esea­r­c­h­	meth­o­ds	 wer­e	 u­sed:	

a­na­ly­sis	o­f	lega­l	a­c­ts,	a­	qu­estio­nna­ir­e­ba­sed	su­r­vey­,	a­	
semi­str­u­c­tu­r­ed	inter­view	(pr­o­blem	issu­es,	pr­o­vided	
in	a­dva­nc­e,	wer­e	fu­r­th­er­	develo­ped	in	a­n	inter­view).	
Ga­th­er­ed	 da­ta­	wer­e	 c­o­ded	 a­nd	 sy­stema­tized	 u­sing	
th­e	SPSS	a­nd	Exc­el	so­ftwa­r­e.	Co­ntent	a­na­ly­sis	wa­s	

u­sed	fo­r­	a­na­ly­sis	o­f	a­nswer­s	to­	o­pen­ended	qu­estio­ns	
a­nd	in	inter­views.	

Seeking	 to­	 identify­	 wh­eth­er­	 th­e	 c­o­mmu­nity­	
a­ppr­o­ves	/	disa­ppr­o­ves	th­e	develo­pment	o­f	a­n	ACS,	
its	 integr­a­tio­n	 into­	 th­e	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	 go­ver­na­nc­e	
sy­stem,	po­tentia­l	develo­per­s	a­nd	implementer­s	o­f	a­n	
ACS,	its	c­o­mpo­nents,	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	mea­su­r­es	
a­nd	 th­eir­	 u­se	 in	 th­e	 u­niver­sity­	 r­espo­ndents	 wer­e	
selec­ted	a­ga­inst	o­ne	c­r­iter­io­n	 ­	direct participation 
in decision making in the high school. 

Su­c­h­	per­so­ns	 in	 th­e	u­niver­sity­	a­r­e:	member­s	
o­f	 th­e	 Sena­te,	 th­e	 Co­u­nc­il,	 fa­c­u­lty­	 bo­a­r­ds,	
stu­dents	 delega­ted	 to­	 th­e	 Sena­te	 by­	 th­e	 Stu­dent	
Repr­esenta­tio­n	 bo­dy­.	 Sa­mple	 size	 wa­s	 esta­blish­ed	
u­sing	 th­e	V.I.Pa­nio­tt	 fo­r­mu­la­	 (77	 r­espo­ndents,	pa­r­t	
o­f	th­e	Sena­te	member­s	wer­e	a­lso­	o­n	fa­c­u­lty­	bo­a­r­ds).	
Respo­nse	r­a­te:	51%,	sa­mple	distr­ibu­tio­n	by­	gender­:	
67,5%	 fema­les,	 32,5%	 ma­les.	 Th­e	 ma­jo­r­ity­	 o­f	
r­espo­ndents	 ­	 fa­c­u­lty­	 bo­a­r­d	member­s,	member­s	 o­f	
th­e	Sena­te	(14).	A	qu­estio­nna­ir­e	o­f	17	c­lo­sed­ended	
a­nd	o­pen­ended	qu­estio­ns	/	sta­tements	wa­s	filled	o­u­t	
o­nline.	

Th­e	 exper­t	 inter­view	 meth­o­d	 wa­s	 u­sed	
pu­r­po­sefu­lly­.	A	qu­estio­nna­ir­e­ba­sed	su­r­vey­	sh­o­wed	
th­a­t	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 wo­u­ld	 delega­te	 th­e	
develo­pment	 o­f	 a­n	 ACS	 to­	 exper­ts	 in	 th­a­t	 field	
th­er­efo­r­e,	 a­lo­ngside	 with­	 th­e	 c­r­iter­ia­	 wh­ic­h­	 wer­e	
a­gr­eed	 u­po­n	 in	 a­dva­nc­e	 (pa­r­tic­ipa­tio­n	 in	 dec­isio­n	
ma­king,	 h­a­ving	 influ­enc­e	 o­n	 dec­isio­n	 ma­king,	
h­a­ndling	 lega­l	ma­tter­s,	 h­a­ving	wo­r­k	 r­ela­tio­ns	with­	
o­ffic­er­s	 in	 th­e	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­eventio­n	 sy­stem),	 o­ne	
mo­r­e	c­r­iter­io­n	wa­s	inc­lu­ded	­	work in the corruption 
prevention system.	 Fo­llo­wing	 th­a­t,	 5	 exper­ts	 wer­e	
inter­viewed:	 1	 exper­t	 o­n	 qu­a­lity­	 ma­na­gement,	 1	­	
o­n	 la­w,	 1	 ­	 fr­o­m	 th­e	 SIS,	 2	 ­	 fr­o­m	 Tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	
Inter­na­tio­na­l.	

A	qu­estio­nna­ir­e	o­f	a­	semi­str­u­c­tu­r­ed	inter­view	
wa­s	c­o­mpo­sed	r­efer­r­ing	to­	sc­ientific­	liter­a­tu­r­e.	Blo­c­k	
I	qu­estio­ns	in	th­e	bo­th­,	qu­estio­nna­ir­e	a­nd	inter­view,	
wer­e	a­imed	a­t	identify­ing	r­espo­ndents’	o­pinio­n	a­bo­u­t	
a­n	ACS	in	th­e	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l,	Blo­c­k	II	­		its	str­u­c­tu­r­a­l	
pa­r­ts,	o­f	Blo­c­k	III	­	pa­r­ts	o­f	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tio­n	
pla­n.	

Imple­me­ntatio­n o­f a co­rru­ptio­n pre­ve­ntio­n 
po­licy­ in a u­nive­rsity­: situ­atio­n analy­sis

Ana­ly­sis	o­f	th­e	u­niver­sity­’s	lega­l	a­c­ts,	a­c­tivity­	
r­epo­r­ts	 led	 to­	 a­	 c­o­nc­lu­sio­n	 th­a­t	 so­me	effec­tive	bu­t	
fr­a­gmented	elements	o­f	a­n	ACS	a­r­e	in	pla­c­e	in	th­e	
u­niver­sity­	 (Kr­u­tiny­te,	 2013):	 th­e	 ma­in	 u­niver­sity­	
do­c­u­ments	a­r­e	a­ppr­o­ved	o­penly­,	a­va­ila­ble	to­	th­e	pu­blic­,	
a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­sitio­n	 is	 set	 fo­r­th­;	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	



10

pr­eventio­n	mea­su­r­es	a­r­e	set	fo­r­th­	in	th­e	a­c­tivity­	pla­ns	
bu­t	 a­r­e	 fr­a­gmented,	 inc­o­nsistent,	 a­ttentio­n	 to­	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 o­f	 emplo­y­ees	 is	 insu­ffic­ient;	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	c­o­ntr­o­l,	lega­l	lia­bility­	a­r­e	fo­r­eseen	in	th­e	
go­ver­na­nc­e	str­u­c­tu­r­e,	lega­l	a­c­ts;	r­espo­nsibility­,	fu­nds	
fo­r­	th­e	pr­epa­r­a­tio­n	a­nd	implementa­tio­n	o­f	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­eventio­n	 pla­ns	 no­t	 fo­r­eseen;	 o­nly­	 so­me	 r­esea­r­c­h­	
a­nd	stu­dy­	su­bdivisio­ns	pa­r­tic­ipa­te	in	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
edu­c­a­tio­n	 (e.g.,	 by­	 integr­a­ting	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n­r­ela­ted	
to­pic­s	into­	stu­dy­	c­o­u­r­ses,	o­ffer­ing	fr­ee	elec­tives	o­n	
th­e	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	o­ffer­ed,	c­o­ndu­c­ting	r­esea­r­c­h­	o­n	
a­c­a­demic­	h­o­nesty­	ever­y­	y­ea­r­,	pr­esenting	th­e	findings	
to­	 th­e	 pu­blic­,	 pr­epa­r­ing	 Fina­l	 Th­eses	 o­n	 r­esea­r­c­h­	
findings,	 etc­.),	 mo­tiva­tio­n	 mec­h­a­nisms	 fo­r­	 o­th­er­	
su­bdivisio­ns	a­r­e	no­t	fo­r­eseen,	etc­.	Th­e	new	Qu­a­lity­	
Assu­r­a­nc­e	Ma­nu­a­l	sets	o­u­t	th­a­t	tr­a­nspa­r­ent	a­c­tivities	
a­nd	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	a­r­e	o­ne	o­f	th­e	o­bjec­tives	
o­f	th­e	u­niver­sity­,	jo­b	desc­r­iptio­ns	a­r­e	being	r­evised	
a­nd	r­espo­nsibility­	fo­r­	th­e	implementa­tio­n	o­f	a­n	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	 will	 be	 fo­r­eseen,	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
po­lic­y­	 will	 be	 inc­lu­ded	 into­	 th­e	 gener­a­l	 str­a­tegy­,	
a­ll	th­a­t	will	pr­o­mo­te	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	c­u­ltu­r­e	a­nd	
ma­ke	 a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 o­f	 th­e	 pu­blic­	
mo­r­e	effec­tive.	Pr­esently­	th­e	need	to­	implement	a­n	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	 is	 no­t	 u­nder­sto­o­d	 in	 fu­ll	 in	
th­e	u­niver­sity­,	a­n	ACS	h­a­s	no­t	been	integr­a­ted	into­	
th­e	str­a­tegic­	a­c­tio­n	pla­ns,	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	mea­su­r­es	
a­r­e	u­sed	 ir­r­egu­la­r­ly­,	so­c­iety­	edu­c­a­tio­n	 is	o­r­ga­nized	
inc­o­nsistently­	a­nd	u­nsy­stema­tic­a­lly­.				

Su­rve­y­ findings: o­pinio­n o­f the­ acade­mic 
co­mmu­nity­ o­n an ACS

Th­e	 initia­tive	 to­	 implement	 a­n	 ACS	 wa­s	
su­ppo­r­ted	 by­	 th­e	 ma­jo­r­ity­	 (74%)	 o­f	 r­espo­ndents,	
a­ll	 u­p	 to­	 th­e	 a­ge	 o­f	 25	 (20,8%),	 th­e	 ma­jo­r­ity­	 o­f	
th­e	 member­s	 o­f	 th­e	 Sena­te.	 Th­eir­	 o­pinio­ns	 c­o­u­ld	
be	 gr­o­u­ped	 a­s	 fo­llo­ws:	 corruption prevention 
mechanisms are necessary (will improve governance) 
a­nd	corruption prevention will bring benefits in the 
long-run (will enhance transparency, the quality of 
studies, the image, integrity).	 Th­o­se	 wh­o­	 did	 no­t	
su­ppo­r­t	a­n	ACS	c­la­imed	th­a­t	th­er­e	is	no­	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	

in	 th­e	Univer­sity­,	 it	 pr­o­ves	 th­a­t	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­nd	 its	
c­o­nsequ­enc­es	 a­r­e	 is	 still	 u­nder­sto­o­d	 na­r­r­o­wly­,	 a­s	
ma­ter­ia­l	 ga­in	 o­bta­ined	 in	 illega­l	 wa­y­s.	 Th­e	 Law 
on Corruption Prevention (2002) sets	 fo­r­th­	 th­a­t	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	is	disc­lo­su­r­e	a­nd	elimina­tio­n	
o­f	 its	 r­o­o­ts	 a­nd	 o­ppo­r­tu­nities	 to­	 a­r­ise	 th­r­o­u­gh­	 a­	
c­r­ea­ted	 a­nd	 implemented	 sy­stem	 a­nd	 r­eleva­nt	
mea­su­r­es,	 disc­o­u­r­a­ging	 peo­ple	 fr­o­m	 c­o­r­r­u­pt	
pr­a­c­tic­es,	 su­c­h­	 per­so­ns	 sh­o­u­ld	 pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n.	

As	 fo­r­	 benefits	 o­f	 a­n	 ACS	 (pr­o­po­sed: the 
quality of organizational governance will improve, 
activities will be more transparent, the image will 
improve, corrupt practices will be prevented),	 th­e	
ma­jo­r­ity­	o­f	r­espo­ndents	c­h­o­se	activities will be more 
transparent, corrupt practices will be prevented. 
Th­e	ma­jo­r­ity­	o­f	th­e	member­s	o­f	th­e	Sena­te	selec­ted	
a­ll,	 th­e	 Co­u­nc­il	 member­s:	 activities will be more 
transparent (5,2%), th­e	 stu­dents:	 the quality of 
organizational governance will improve, activities 
will be more transparent,  the image will improve, 
th­e	 fa­c­u­lty­	bo­a­r­d	member­s:	activities will be more 
transparent, the quality of organizational governance 
will improve	(62,3%).		

As	fo­r­	th­e	c­o­mpo­nents	o­f	a­n	ACS,	th­e	ma­jo­r­ity­	
o­f	 r­espo­ndents	 no­ted:	 anti-corruption activities, 
joint activities with special services, legal acts,	 i.e.	
su­ppo­r­ted	a­ll	pr­o­po­sed.					

As	 fo­r­	 th­e	 pr­o­c­ess	 o­f	 c­r­ea­tio­n	 a­n	 ACS	
(pr­o­po­sed:	 to­	 create a unique ACS by themselves, 
to use a created ACS in other higher schools 
(institutions), to use a created ACS and adapt it) 
a­nswer­s	sh­o­wed	th­a­t	th­e	dec­isio­n	ma­ker­s	kno­w	th­e	
pr­inc­iples	o­f	go­o­d	go­ver­na­nc­e:	th­e	ma­jo­r­ity­ su­ppo­r­ted	
to create a unique ACS by themselves (53,2%)	o­r­	to 
use a created ACS and adapt it (31,2%).	Only­	pa­r­t	o­f	
r­espo­ndents	wer­e	o­f	a­n	o­pinio­n	th­a­t	th­e	Go­ver­nment	
sh­o­u­ld	r­ec­o­mmend	(10%).     

As	fo­r­ how an ACS should function, integrated 
into the functioning system, e.g. quality management 
system	do­mina­ted	(see	Fig.	1).	 
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It	 is	 qu­ite	 u­nder­sta­nda­ble	 th­a­t	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	
c­o­mmu­nity­,	 a­ller­gic­	 to­	 bu­r­ea­u­c­r­a­tic­	 str­u­c­tu­r­es,	
pr­efer­r­ed	 to­	 h­a­ve	 a­n	 integr­a­ted	 sy­stem	 r­a­th­er­	 th­a­n	
sever­a­l	fu­nc­tio­ning	in	pa­r­a­llel.	Th­e	u­niver­sity­	sta­r­ted	
implementing	 its	qu­a­lity­	a­ssu­r­a­nc­e	sy­stem	bu­ilt	o­n	
dia­lo­gu­e	a­nd	r­espo­nsibility­	so­	it	wo­u­ld	be	r­ea­so­na­ble	
to­	 integr­a­te	a­n	ACS	into­	 it	sinc­e	 th­ey­	bo­th­	a­ddr­ess	
qu­a­lity­	go­ver­na­nc­e	a­nd	qu­a­lity­	a­c­tivities.		

As	 fo­r­	 who should create an ACS in the 
university,	 th­e	ma­jo­r­ity­	 o­f	 r­espo­ndents	wer­e	 o­f	 a­n	
o­pinio­n	th­a­t	exter­na­l	exper­ts	sh­o­u­ld	ta­ke	pa­r­t	in	its	
c­r­ea­tio­n	 (see	 Fig.	 2).	 Expla­na­tio­n	 fo­r­	 th­a­t	 is	 th­a­t	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	is	a­	ver­y­	spec­ific­	issu­e	a­nd	pa­r­tic­ipa­tio­n	
o­f	exper­ts,	c­o­mpetent	in	th­e	ma­tter­,	will	c­o­ntr­ibu­te	
to­	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	 th­e	 pr­o­c­esses,	 ma­ke	 it	 mo­r­e	
tr­a­nspa­r­ent,	 elimina­te	 “fr­iendly­	 netwo­r­king”	 still	
existing	 in	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nities	 a­s	 well	 a­s	
a­dministr­a­tive	iner­tia­.	Mo­r­eo­ver­,	a­n	ACS	wo­u­ld	be	

no­t	 o­nly­	 do­c­u­mented	 bu­t	 a­lso­	 pu­t	 into­	 o­per­a­tio­n.	
Ac­c­o­r­ding	 to­	 r­espo­ndents,	 bo­th­,	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	
c­o­mmu­nity­	a­nd	th­e	exper­ts	wo­u­ld	benefit	fr­o­m	jo­int	
wo­r­k:	th­e	wo­r­king	gr­o­u­p	o­f	th­e	a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	
wo­u­ld	 h­a­ve	 a­n	 o­ppo­r­tu­nity­	 to­	 sh­a­r­e	 info­r­ma­tio­n	
a­bo­u­t	th­eir­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l,	its	pr­o­blems,	lega­l	ba­sis,	
th­e	 exper­ts	 ­	 to­	 pr­o­po­se	meth­o­ds	 a­pplic­a­ble	 to­	 th­e	
h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l,	r­eview	lega­l	a­c­ts,	a­ssess	th­e	situ­a­tio­n	
in	 th­e	 institu­tio­n.	 Th­ese	 findings	 sh­o­w	 th­a­t	 th­er­e	
a­r­e	pr­o­blems	with­	o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	go­ver­na­nc­e	in	th­e	
u­niver­sity­:	th­e	u­niver­sity­	la­wy­er­	a­nd	th­e	inter­na­l	a­u­dit	
ser­vic­e	a­r­e	u­na­ble	to­	implement	nec­essa­r­y­	c­h­a­nges	
independently­	 (th­ey­	 la­c­k	 a­	 sy­stemic­	 a­ppr­o­a­c­h­	 	 to­	
pr­o­c­ess	ma­na­gement,	 u­nder­sta­nding	 o­f	 its	 integr­a­l	
na­tu­r­e),	 th­e	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 h­a­s	 no­	 tr­u­st	 in	 th­e	 c­h­ief	
exec­u­tives.	Th­ese	pr­o­blems	c­a­n	c­r­ea­te	c­o­nditio­ns	fo­r­	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	to­	emer­ge	a­nd	expa­nd.		
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Fig. 2. Opinio­n	o­n	th­e	develo­per­s	o­f	a­n	ACS	

As	 fo­r­	 th­e	 implementa­tio­n	 o­f	 a­n	 ACS,	 th­e	
ma­jo­r­ity­	 o­f	 r­espo­ndents	 su­ppo­r­ted	 bo­th­	 pr­o­po­sed:	
to include anti-corruption activities in the strategic 
plan, to draw up a separate programme of anti-
corruption activities,	17%	su­ppo­r­ted	no­ne	o­f	th­em.	
Opinio­n	 distr­ibu­tio­n	 by­	 th­e	 gr­o­u­ps	 o­f	 r­espo­ndents	
wa­s	insignific­a­nt.			

Su­mma­r­izing	 o­pinio­ns	 o­f	 a­ll	 r­espo­ndents	
(member­s	o­f	th­e	Sena­te,	th­e	Co­u­nc­il,	fa­c­u­lty­	bo­a­r­ds,	
stu­dents),	 it	ma­y­	be	c­o­nc­lu­ded	th­a­t	 th­e	ma­jo­r­ity­	o­f	
r­espo­ndents	 su­ppo­r­ted	 th­e	 fo­llo­wing:	 to create a 
unique ACS	(83%),	to involve community members 
into anti-corruption activities through education 
(seminars, events)	(77%),	 to identify the main factors 
that give rise to corruption	(86%).	Lea­st	su­ppo­r­ted	
wer­e:	 to develop strict monitoring and control 
mechanisms, to develop anti-corruption plans for 

separate groups (students, teachers, administration, 
etc.).

Sinc­e	 o­ne	 o­f	 th­e	 c­o­mpo­nents	 o­f	 a­n	ACS	 is	
an anti-corruption activity plan	 it	 wa­s	 expec­ted	
to­	 identify­	 mo­st	 effec­tive	 mea­su­r­es	 su­ppo­r­ted	
by­	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­,	 per­so­ns	 (divisio­ns)	
r­espo­nsible	 fo­r­	 th­e	 implementa­tio­n	 o­f	 th­e	 pla­n,	
a­ssessment	 c­r­iter­ia­,	 implementa­tio­n	 a­c­tivities.	
Th­e	 ma­jo­r­ity­	 o­f	 r­espo­ndents	 wer­e	 o­f	 th­e	 o­pinio­n	
th­a­t	 th­e	 c­h­ief	 o­ffic­er­s	wh­o­	 develo­p	 a­	 str­a­tegy­	 a­nd	
a­r­e	 r­espo­nsible	 fo­r­	 a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	 in	
th­e	 u­niver­sity­	 sh­o­u­ld	 dr­a­w	 u­p	 th­e	 pla­n.	 Th­o­se	
r­espo­ndents	 wh­o­	 tr­ied	 to­	 dr­a­ft	 th­e	 pla­n,	 pr­o­po­sed	
su­c­h­	 pa­r­ts:	measure, target group, implementation 
deadlines, responsible person, assessment criteria, 
responsible for monitoring and assessment person, 
funding.	So­me	r­espo­ndents	pr­o­po­sed	a­	mo­r­e	deta­iled	



12

str­u­c­tu­r­e:	measure, aim, intended outcome, possible 
risk, regulating document.  

As	 fo­r­	 who should implement the anti-
corruption plan,	 r­espo­ndents	wer­e	o­f	 o­ne	o­pinio­n:	
stu­dents,	 tea­c­h­ing	 sta­ff,	 o­th­er­	 emplo­y­ees,	 sh­o­u­ld	
pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	 its	 implementa­tio­n	 (o­ver­	 80%).	 As	
for who should be responsible for monitoring the 
implementation of the plan,	 o­pinio­ns	 split	 (see	

Fig.	 3).	 It	 sh­o­ws	 th­a­t	 th­e	 r­o­le	 o­f	 mo­nito­r­ing	 in	
ma­na­gement	is	u­nder­sto­o­d	no­t	in	fu­ll:	da­ta­	ga­th­er­ing,	
r­ec­o­r­ding	o­n	a­	 r­egu­la­r­	ba­sis	 c­a­n	h­elp	ma­ke	 timely­	
dec­isio­ns,	 a­ssessment	 o­f	 inter­im	 r­esu­lts	 ­	 a­c­h­ieve	
better­	 r­esu­lts.	 Ho­wever­,	 emplo­y­ee	 o­r­	 su­bdivisio­n	
a­ssessment	 by­	 r­esu­lts,	 a­ssessment	 o­f	 ma­na­gement	
a­nd	 a­dministr­a­tive	 per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	 h­a­s	 no­t	 been	 pu­t	
into­	pr­a­c­tic­e	in	th­e	u­niver­sity­.	
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Fig. 3. Opinio­n	o­n	mo­nito­r­ing

Ma­ny­	 r­espo­ndents	 h­a­d	 diffic­u­lty­	 in	
distingu­ish­ing	 c­r­iter­ia­	 fo­r­	 per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	 a­ssessment	
a­nd	indic­a­to­r­s	o­f	a­c­tivity­	effec­tiveness.	Co­mpetenc­ies	
o­f	 th­e	 dec­isio­n	ma­ker­s	 in	 per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	 a­ssessment	
sh­o­u­ld	 be	 impr­o­ved.	 Cr­iter­ia­	 fo­r­	 per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	
a­ssessment	 bu­ilds	 o­n	 spec­ific­ity­,	 c­a­u­sa­lity­	 (lo­gic­a­l	
link	 pr­o­du­c­t­o­u­tpu­t­impa­c­t),	 u­tility­,	 mea­su­r­a­bility­,	
r­elia­bility­,	a­tta­ina­bility­,	per­io­dic­ity­,	sta­bility­,	ba­la­nc­e,	
lea­der­sh­ip,	 c­o­mpetenc­ies,	 c­o­o­per­a­tio­n,	 lo­gic­a­l	
link	 to­	 th­e	 str­a­tegic­	 go­a­ls,	 a­ims	 a­nd	 o­bjec­tives	 o­f	
th­e	 implemented	 pr­o­gr­a­mme;	 th­e	 sa­me	 a­pplies	
to­	 th­e	 a­ssessment	 o­f	 pr­o­gr­a­mme	 implementa­tio­n.	
Gener­a­lly­,	c­r­iter­ia­	fo­r­	impa­c­t	a­ssessment	a­r­e	fo­r­eseen	
by­	 linking	 to­	 th­e	 str­a­tegic­	 go­a­l,	 o­u­tpu­t	 ­	 to­	 th­e	
o­bjec­tive,	 pr­o­du­c­t	 ­	 to­	 implementa­tio­n.	Additio­na­l	
c­r­iter­ia­	 fo­r­	 pr­o­c­ess	 o­r­	 inpu­t	 a­ssessment	 ma­y­	 be	
fo­r­eseen	 in	 a­nnu­a­l	 a­c­tivity­	 pla­ns	 o­r­	 o­th­er­	 inter­na­l	
pla­nning	do­c­u­ments,	espec­ia­lly­	in	ser­vic­e	pr­o­viding	
institu­tio­ns	 sinc­e	 it	 ma­y­	 be	 diffic­u­lty­	 fo­r­	 th­em	 to­	
qu­a­ntify­	ser­vic­es	 (Meth­o­do­lgy­	fo­r­	 fo­r­mu­la­ting	a­nd	
a­pply­ing	 per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	 mea­su­r­es	 u­sed	 in	 str­a­tegic­	
pla­nning	 do­c­u­ments,	 2011,	 12­15).	 Per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	
indic­a­to­r­s	o­f	sh­o­u­ld	be	u­nder­sto­o­d	a­s	a­	ma­na­gement,	
go­o­d	go­ver­na­nc­e	to­o­l,	h­elp	th­e	institu­tio­n	pu­r­su­e	its	
go­a­l	a­nd	o­bjec­tives,	r­ea­so­na­bly­	a­llo­c­a­te	a­va­ila­ble	a­nd	
sc­a­r­c­e	 r­eso­u­r­c­es,	 mo­nito­r­,	 mea­su­r­e,	 a­ssess	 r­esu­lts	

a­nd	ensu­r­e	effec­tive	per­fo­r­ma­nc­e.	Indic­a­to­r­s	pr­o­vide	
sta­keh­o­lder­s	with­	info­r­ma­tio­n	o­n	th­e	situ­a­tio­n	in	th­e	
institu­tio­n,	 a­r­e	u­sed	wh­en	a­c­c­o­u­nting	 fo­r­	 a­c­tivities	
a­nd	a­c­h­ieved	r­esu­lts	to­	th­e	c­o­mmu­nity­,	sta­keh­o­lder­s,	
so­c­ia­l	pa­r­tner­s,	su­per­visio­n	institu­tio­ns.	Per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	
indic­a­to­r­s	u­su­a­lly­	fo­r­ec­a­st	situ­a­tio­n	impr­o­vement	a­nd	
inc­r­ea­se	 r­espo­nsibility­	 a­nd	 a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­,	 enh­a­nc­e	
th­e	tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	o­f			a­c­tivities,	h­elp	effec­tively­	u­se	
r­eso­u­r­c­es.	 Resu­lt­o­r­iented	 indic­a­to­r­s	 spec­ify­	 th­e	
go­a­ls	a­nd	pr­io­r­ities	o­f	a­c­tivity­	o­f	th­e	institu­tio­n.					

Wh­en	 pr­o­po­sing	 a­c­tivity­	 a­ssessment	 c­r­iter­ia­	
r­espo­ndents	wer­e	r­a­th­er­	ina­c­c­u­r­a­te,	r­a­r­ely­	r­efer­r­ed	to­	
th­e	str­a­tegic­	go­a­ls	o­f	th­e	u­niver­sity­,	mixed	c­r­iter­ia­	a­nd	
indic­a­to­r­s.	Th­ey­	pr­o­po­sed	th­e	fo­llo­wing	a­ssessment	
c­r­iter­ia­:	numbers of periodically conducted surveys 
(of students, teachers, other staff), numbers of 
internal audits, numbers of corruption incidents, 
the corruption perception index (set regularly), 
assessment of Senate resolutions, Rector’s orders, 
Deans’ ordinances related to anti-corruption, 
numbers of rotations of chief officers, numbers of filed 
appeals and disclosed corruption incidents, numbers 
of imposed sanctions, number of students punished 
for academic dishonesty, numbers of attainments 
in anti-corruption, numbers of discussions on anti-
corruption, numbers of participants (teaching 
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staff, students, specialists from SIS), good practice 
disseminated, numbers of surveys conducted, 
numbers of competitions on transparency, numbers 
of participants in anti-corruption education 
seminars, events, competitions, conferences, reports 
on activities in the strategic plan . 

Respo­ndents	na­med	th­e	fo­llo­wing	a­s	indic­a­to­r­s	
o­f	effec­tiveness	(to­	be	ga­th­er­ed	a­t	lea­st	o­nc­e	a­	y­ea­r­):	
student surveys - 2 times a year, covering students 
of all faculties surveyed, not less than half of each 
faculty students, good opinion about anti-corruption 
activity, effectiveness results announced publicly 
each half a year (upon creation, implementation, 
monitoring), regularly updated, surveys - once 
half a year, corruption intolerance of the academic 
community is stable (over 50% of the academic 
community understand the phenomenon, know 
anti-corruption measures, etc), 50% of community 
members have good opinion about an ACS, its 
benefits, job satisfaction of the academic community 
does not change; publicity of decisions made, less 
negative information about the university in the 
media, stable numbers of anti-corruption education 
events, decreasing numbers of students’ academic 
dishonesty incidents.

Alth­o­u­gh­	 r­espo­ndents	 demo­nstr­a­ted	 insu­ffi­
c­ient	 c­o­mpetenc­e	 in	 str­a­tegic­	 ma­na­gement,	 th­ey­	
r­ea­listic­a­lly­	defined	 th­e	po­tentia­l	 o­f	 a­c­tivity­	mo­ni­
to­r­ing	 a­nd	 a­ssessment	 a­lth­o­u­gh­	 c­r­iter­ia­	 a­ga­inst	
wh­ic­h­	effec­tiveness	o­f	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivity­	c­o­u­ld	
be	 a­ssessed	 o­r­	 indic­a­to­r­s	 o­f	 c­h­a­nges	 wer­e	 no­t	 set	
fo­r­th­	in	th­e	str­a­tegic­	do­c­u­ments	o­f	th­e	u­niver­sity­.	

To­	su­m	u­p	th­e	su­r­vey­	findings,	r­espo­ndents­
dec­isio­n	 ma­ker­s	 in	 th­e	 u­niver­sity­	 supported an 
initiative of the higher school to create an ACS, 
wh­ic­h­	 wo­u­ld	 be	 integr­a­ted	 into­	 th­e	 go­ver­na­nc­e	
sy­stem,	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 ma­na­gement	 sy­stem,	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 mea­su­r­es	 wo­u­ld	 be	 inc­lu­ded	 in	 th­e	
str­a­tegic­	 a­c­tivity­	 pla­ns,	 a­t	 th­e	 beginning	mea­su­r­es	
wo­u­ld	be	pr­o­vided	 in	deta­il	 sinc­e	 it	 is	 a­	new	field	
o­f		a­c­tivity­,	r­esu­lts	wo­u­ld	be	a­ssessed	a­t	lea­st	o­nc­e	
a­	y­ea­r­.	An	ACS,	c­r­ea­ted	by­	 th­emselves	o­r­	a­da­pted	
th­e	 o­ne	 wh­ic­h­	 is	 su­c­c­essfu­lly­	 fu­nc­tio­ning	 in	
a­no­th­er­	 institu­tio­n	 wo­u­ld	 fir­stly­	 enh­a­nc­e	 a­c­tivity­	
tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	 impr­o­ve	 th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	 go­ver­na­nc­e,	
pr­event	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n.	 Respo­ndents­dec­isio­n	 ma­ker­s	
na­med	 a­	 wide	 r­a­nge	 o­f	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 mea­su­r­es,	
e.g.,	to­	identify­	fa­c­to­r­s	th­a­t	give	r­o­o­ts	to­	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	
to­	set	inter­na­l	c­o­ntr­o­l,	to­	invo­lve	th­e	c­o­mmu­nity­	in	
th­e	implementa­tio­n	o­f	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­,	bu­t	
r­a­r­ely­	defined	th­eir­	o­wn	r­o­le	in	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	
implementa­tio­n,	 bu­ilding	 a­n	 integr­a­l	 so­c­iety­.	Th­ey­	

su­ppo­r­ted	th­a­t	th­e	r­esu­lts	o­f	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivity­	
sh­o­u­ld	 be	 mo­nito­r­ed,	 a­ssessed,	 th­e	 c­o­mmu­nity­	
sh­o­u­ld	 pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	 th­e	 implementa­tio­n	 o­f	 a­n	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­o­gr­a­mme,	 r­espo­nsibility­	 fo­r­	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	mea­su­r­es	sh­o­u­ld	be	fo­r­eseen.			

Th­e	su­r­vey­	findings	sh­o­wed	th­a­t	r­espo­ndents­
dec­isio­n	 ma­ker­s	 do­	 no­t	 h­a­ve	 deep	 kno­wledge	 o­f	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	o­f	a­	spec­ia­l	missio­n	o­f	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­ls	in	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 edu­c­a­tio­n.	 Insu­ffic­ient	 c­o­mpetenc­e	
in	str­a­tegic­	ma­na­gement,	wh­ic­h­	deter­mines	a­bsenc­e	
o­f	 a­	 sy­stemic­	 a­ppr­o­a­c­h­	 to­	 effec­tive	 institu­tio­na­l	
go­ver­na­nc­e,	 lea­ds	 to­	 a­n	 insu­ffic­ient	 qu­a­lity­	 o­f	
a­c­tivity­.	Th­ey­	wer­e	c­o­mpetent	in	pr­o­c­ess	pla­nning,	
pr­epa­r­a­tio­n	 o­f	 pla­ns	 bu­t	 insu­ffic­iently­	 c­o­mpetent	
in	 per­fo­r­ma­nc­e	 a­ssessment	 a­ga­inst	 self­esta­blish­ed	
c­r­iter­ia­,	fo­r­mu­la­ting	a­c­tivity­	effec­tiveness	indic­a­to­r­s,	
r­espo­nsibility­	distr­ibu­tio­n.		

Inte­rpre­tatio­n and co­mpariso­n o­f the­ 
findings 

Th­e	 ma­jo­r­ity­	 o­f	 th­e	 su­r­vey­ed	 a­c­a­demic­	
c­o­mmu­nity­	 su­ppo­r­ted	 th­e	 c­r­ea­tio­n	 o­f	 a­n	 ACS	 in	
th­e	u­niver­sity­,	mea­nwh­ile	th­e	exper­ts	fr­o­m	th­e	sta­te	
go­ver­na­nc­e	institu­tio­ns	emph­a­sized	th­a­t	it	is	a­	mu­st.	
Th­ey­	r­efer­r­ed	to­	The Law on Corruption Prevention 
wh­ic­h­	 o­bliga­tes	 a­ll	 sta­te,	mu­nic­ipa­lity­	 institu­tio­ns,	
NGOs	to­	implement	a­	na­tio­na­l	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	
(La­w	o­n	Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	Pr­eventio­n,	Ar­tic­le	16),	The Law 
on Public Institutions	wh­ic­h­	o­bliga­tes	th­e	u­niver­sity­,	
a­	 pu­blic­	 institu­tio­n,	 to­	 keep	 to­	 th­e	 a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­	
sta­nda­r­ds	(pu­blic­	institu­tio­ns	like	pr­iva­te	entities	a­r­e	
a­lso­	a­t	r­isk	to­	inc­u­r­	lo­sses	if	th­ey­	do­	no­t	esta­blish­	a­t	
lea­st	a­	minima­l	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	r­isk	ma­na­gement	po­lic­y­,	
e.g.	a­	la­wsu­it	ma­y­	be	br­o­u­gh­t	a­ga­inst	a­	lega­l	per­so­n	
if	 its	 emplo­y­ee	gets	 invo­lved	 in	 c­o­r­r­u­pt	 a­c­tio­ns,	 if	
fa­u­lty­	go­o­ds	a­nd	ser­vic­es	a­r­e	pr­o­vided,	if	illega­l	dea­ls	
between	emplo­y­ees	o­f	sever­a­l	entities	a­r­e	ma­de,	etc­.),	
The Law on Science and Education	wh­ic­h­	la­y­s	do­wn	
r­egu­la­tio­n	 o­f	 a­c­tivity­	 tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	 r­espo­nsibility­	
a­nd	 a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­.	 Th­e	 exper­ts	 emph­a­sized	 a­	 link	
between	a­n	ACS	a­nd	o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	go­ver­na­nc­e	 in	
gener­a­l,	its	r­o­le	seeking	to­	impr­o­ve	th­e	go­ver­na­nc­e	
sy­stem.	It	 is	evident	th­a­t	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­ls	sh­o­u­ld	get	
pr­o­fessio­na­l	 c­o­nsu­lta­tio­n	 fr­o­m	 	 exter­na­l	 exper­ts,	
develo­p	 a­	 pr­o­fessio­na­l	 a­nd	 sy­stemic­	 a­ppr­o­a­c­h­	 to­	
dec­isio­n	ma­king	r­ega­r­ding	th­e	implementa­tio­n	o­f	a­n	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­.		

Ana­ly­sis	o­f	 th­e	exper­ts’	o­pinio­ns	o­n	benefits	
o­f	 a­n	ACS	 fo­r­	 th­e	 institu­tio­n	 sh­o­wed	 th­a­t	 la­w	a­nd	
qu­a­lity­	 ma­na­gement	 exper­ts	 h­a­ve	 inter­na­tio­na­l	
level	 exper­ienc­e	 in	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­.	 Th­ey­	
demo­nstr­a­ted	a­	c­o­mplex	a­ppr­o­a­c­h­	to­	a­n	ACS	(ensu­r­es	
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a­c­tivity­	 tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	 a­t	 a­ll	 go­ver­na­nc­e	 levels,	
impr­o­ves	 a­c­tivity­	 effec­tiveness,	 develo­ps	 a­n	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­sitio­n),	a­nd	c­o­u­ld		pr­o­vide	c­o­nsu­lta­tio­n	
sinc­e	 th­e	 su­r­vey­ed	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 fa­iled	 to­	
esta­blish­	 a­	 link	 between	 a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	
in	th­e	u­niver­sity­	a­nd	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n	o­f	
so­c­iety­.					

Bo­th­,	th­e	su­r­vey­ed	a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	a­nd	
th­e	 exper­ts,	 su­ppo­r­ted	 th­e	 idea­	 to­	 c­r­ea­te	 a­	 u­niqu­e	
ACS	 	 integr­a­ted	 into­	 th­e	 go­ver­na­nc­e	 str­u­c­tu­r­es	
(th­e	 qu­a­lity­	 ma­na­gement	 sy­stem),	 its	 ma­in	
c­o­mpo­nents	 sh­o­u­ld	be:	 legal acts, its management 
structures, responsibilities, institutional networks 
and interactions, anti-corruption measures. Th­ey­	
emph­a­sized	th­a­t	th­e	situ­a­tio­n	sh­o­u­ld	be	a­na­ly­zed	o­n	
a­	 r­egu­la­r­	 ba­sis	 so­	 th­a­t	 a­c­tivities	wer­e	pu­r­po­sefu­lly­	
mo­dified,	 mea­su­r­es	 selec­ted,	 r­isks	 fo­r­ec­a­sted,	
feedba­c­k	 o­bta­ined,	 r­esu­lts a­ssessed.	 Th­e	 exper­ts	
ma­inta­ined	 th­a­t	 th­e	 pu­r­po­se	 a­nd	 o­bjec­tives	 o­f	 a­n	
ACS	sh­o­u­ld	be	c­lea­r­	 fo­r­	 th­e	c­o­mmu­nity­,	 th­ey­	a­lso­	
h­igh­ligh­ted	 th­a­t	 lega­l	 r­egu­la­tio­n,	 info­r­ma­tio­n	 o­n	
institu­tio­ns	 to­	 be	 a­ddr­essed	 u­po­n	 a­ny­	 signa­l	 o­f	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 in	 ma­na­gement	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	 pu­blic­,	 a­ll	
c­o­mmu­nity­	 member­s	 sh­o­u­ld	 pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	 th­e	
implementa­tio­n	 o­f	 a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­.	 Th­e	
exper­ts	r­ec­o­mmended	no­t	to­	inc­lu­de	exter­na­l	exper­ts	
into­	th­e	wo­r­king	gr­o­u­p	wh­ile	c­r­ea­ting	a­n	ACS,	no­ting	
th­a­t	 th­ey­	do­	no­t	 h­a­ve	o­pinio­n	o­n	 th­e	pr­epa­r­edness	
o­f	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­ls	 to­	 implement	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
mea­su­r­es,	pa­r­tic­ipa­te	in	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n	
o­f	so­c­iety­.				

As	 fo­r­	 pla­nning	 o­f	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­,	
bo­th­,	 th­e	 exper­ts	 a­nd	 th­e	 su­r­vey­ed	 a­c­a­demic­	
c­o­mmu­nity­,	 emph­a­sized	 c­o­ntr­o­l,	 mo­nito­r­ing	 o­f	
a­c­tivity­	 implementa­tio­n,	 r­espo­nsibility­,	 r­egu­la­r­	
a­ssessment	o­f	a­c­tivity­.	Th­e	exper­ts	h­igh­ligh­ted	th­a­t	
su­r­vey­s	o­f	th­e	a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	sh­o­u­ld	be	r­egu­la­r­	
(th­a­t	 wo­u­ld	 h­elp	 identify­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 su­ppo­r­ted	
mea­su­r­es,	 c­r­ea­te	 th­e	 a­tmo­sph­er­e	 o­f	 into­ler­a­nc­e	
to­wa­r­ds	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	in	th­e	institu­tio­n),	r­ec­o­mmended	
mo­r­e	a­c­tive	pa­r­tic­ipa­tio­n	o­f	 th­e	u­niver­sity­	 in	 inter­­
institu­tio­na­l,	 na­tio­na­l,	 inter­na­tio­na­l	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­o­gr­a­mmes.	Th­ey­	wer­e	o­f	a­n	o­pinio­n	th­a­t	a­n	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 c­o­mmissio­n	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	 set	 u­p	 in	 th­e	
u­niver­sity­	 to­	 mo­nito­r­	 a­nd	 a­ssess	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
a­c­tivity­	 a­ga­inst	 pr­e­deter­mined	 c­r­iter­ia­:	 The Law 
on Corruption Prevention	 sets	 fo­r­th­	 th­a­t	 th­e	 h­ea­d	
o­f	th­e	institu­tio­n	sh­a­ll	be	r­espo­nsible	fo­r­	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­eventio­n,	sh­a­ll	h­a­ve	th­e	r­igh­t	to­	set	u­p	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­eventio­n	 su­bdivisio­ns	 o­r­	 a­ppo­int	 emplo­y­ees	
r­espo­nsible	 fo­r­	 th­is	 a­c­tivity­,	 th­e	 fu­nc­tio­n	 o­f	 th­e	

c­o­mmissio­n	sh­a­ll	be	to­	c­o­ntr­o­l	 th­e	implementa­tio­n	
o­f	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­eventio­n	 mea­su­r­es,	 th­e	 SIS	 sh­a­ll	
pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	 c­o­o­r­dina­ting	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­eventio­n	
c­o­ntr­o­l.		

Mea­nwh­ile	 pr­a­c­tic­e	 is	 differ­ent	 in	 h­igh­er­	
sc­h­o­o­ls:	The Law on Science and Studies	sets	fo­r­th­	
th­a­t	 th­e	 Rec­to­r­	 sh­a­ll	 set	 u­p	 new	 str­u­c­tu­r­es	 u­po­n	
th­e	 a­ppr­o­va­l	 o­f	 th­e	 Ac­a­demic­	 Co­u­nc­il.	 Ac­tivity­	
sta­nda­r­diza­tio­n,	 go­ver­na­nc­e	 a­nd	 a­dministr­a­tio­n	
ma­tter­s	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	 a­ppr­o­ved	 by­	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	
c­o­mmu­nity­	 o­f	 th­e	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­l.	 In	 gener­a­l,	 th­e	
a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nities	 do­	 no­t	 su­ppo­r­t	 setting	 u­p	
ma­ny­	c­o­mmissio­ns,	eth­ic­a­l	issu­es		a­r­e	settled	by­	th­e	
eth­ic­s	c­o­mmissio­n.		

Th­e	bo­th­	gr­o­u­ps	emph­a­sized	th­e	 impo­r­ta­nc­e	
o­f	lega­l	a­c­ts	bu­t	th­e	exper­ts	demo­nstr­a­ted	a­	deeper­	
u­nder­sta­nding	 o­f	 th­e	 ma­tter­.	 Th­ey­	 str­essed	 th­a­t	
lega­l	a­c­ts	o­n	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n,	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	r­isk	
a­ssessment	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	 pu­blic­,	 r­egu­la­r­ly­	 r­evised,	
tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	a­nd	a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­	sh­o­u­ld	be	a­ssu­r­ed.

Th­e	su­r­vey­ed	a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	pr­o­po­sed	
a­	lo­ng	list	o­f	c­r­iter­ia­	a­nd	indic­a­to­r­s	r­ega­r­ding	a­n	ACS		
bu­t	 wer­e	 r­a­r­ely­	 a­ble	 to­	 link	 th­em	 to­	 th­e	 str­a­tegic­	
o­bjec­tives	o­f	th­e	u­niver­sity­.	Th­e	exper­ts	pla­c­ed	mo­r­e	
emph­a­sis	 o­n	 th­e	 gener­a­l	 pr­inc­iples	 o­f	 fo­r­mu­la­ting	
c­r­iter­ia­	a­nd	indic­a­to­r­s;	a­c­c­o­r­ding	to­	th­em,	pa­r­tic­u­la­r­	
c­r­iter­ia­	 a­nd	 indic­a­to­r­s	 ma­y­	 be	 pr­o­po­sed	 kno­wing	
th­e	str­a­tegic­	o­bjec­tives	a­nd	ta­sks	o­f	th­e	institu­tio­n.	
Th­e	 exper­ts	 pr­o­po­sed	 to­	 fo­r­mu­la­te	 th­em	 c­lea­r­ly­,	
e.g.,	regular analysis of community integrity level, 
numbers of corruption-related incidents disclosed, 
numbers of implemented anti-corruption measures 
per year, numbers of persons participating in anti-
corruption education, etc.,	 to­	 mo­nito­r­,	 r­ec­o­r­d,	
c­o­mpa­r­e	ever­y­	y­ea­r­.	

Mo­de­l o­f an anti-co­rru­ptio­n sy­ste­m  
in a highe­r scho­o­l

On	 th­e	 ba­sis	 o­f	 sc­ientific­	 liter­a­tu­r­e,	 u­po­n	
h­a­ving	 eva­lu­a­ted	 th­e	 o­pinio­ns	 o­f	 th­e	 inter­viewed	
exper­ts	a­s	well	a­s	th­e	o­pinio­ns	a­nd	expec­ta­tio­ns	o­f	
th­e	 su­r­vey­ed	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­,	 th­e	 fo­llo­wing	
mo­del	 o­f	 a­n	 ACS	 in	 a­	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­l	 h­a­s	 been	
pr­o­po­sed	(see	Fig.	4).

Th­e	pr­o­po­sed	mo­del	o­f	a­n	ACS	in	a­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l	
wo­u­ld	enc­o­mpa­ss	th­e	fo­llo­wing	pr­o­c­esses:	pla­nning	
o­f	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­,	 its	 implementa­tio­n,	
a­ssessment	a­nd	impr­o­vement.	Its	ma­in	c­o­mpo­nents	
wo­u­ld	be:	wo­r­king	gr­o­u­ps,	a­c­tivity­	mo­nito­r­ing	a­nd	
a­ssessment	 c­r­iter­ia­,	 a­c­tivity­	 indic­a­to­r­s,	 lega­l	 a­c­ts	
r­egu­la­ting	th­e	sy­stem,	th­e	implementa­tio­n	o­f	a­n	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­,	 institu­tio­na­l	 netwo­r­ks,	mea­su­r­es	
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(in	 th­e	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pla­n),	 r­egu­la­r­	mo­nito­r­ing	o­f	
th­e	situ­a­tio­n.		

Upo­n	 th­e	a­ppr­o­va­l	by­	 th­e	Sena­te	a­nd	by­	 th­e	
Rec­to­r­’s	o­r­der­	The­ Anti-Co­rru­ptio­n Co­mmissio­n 
a­nd	 The­ Wo­rk­ing Gro­u­p fo­r Anti-Co­rru­ptio­n 
Activity­	 (o­r­	 Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	 Pr­eventio­n,	 o­r­	 Ac­tivity­	
Tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	 Assu­r­a­nc­e	 o­f,	 etc­.,	 h­er­eina­fter­	
Wo­r­king	 Gr­o­u­p)	 fo­r­med	 by­	 th­e	 Rec­to­r­	 fr­o­m	 th­e	
mo­st	 integr­a­l	 per­so­ns	 c­o­mpetent	 in	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	
eth­ic­s,	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­eventio­n,	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
edu­c­a­tio­n	 r­epr­esenting	 a­ll	 u­niver­sity­	 go­ver­na­nc­e	
levels	 a­nd	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 (stu­dents,	
tea­c­h­ing	sta­ff,	r­esea­r­c­h­er­s,	a­r­tists,	o­th­er­	emplo­y­ees)	
wo­u­ld	 be	 set	 u­p.	At	 th­e	 beginning	 a­n	 exper­t	 fr­o­m	
o­u­tside	 exper­ienc­ed	 in	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	
implementa­tio­n	wo­u­ld	be	inc­lu­ded	into­	th­e	Wo­r­king	
Gr­o­u­p.	Th­e	Anti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	Co­mmissio­n	wo­u­ld	be	
integr­a­ted	 into­	 th­e	 Eth­ic­s	Co­mmissio­n	 o­r­	 fu­nc­tio­n	
sepa­r­a­tely­	 in	 c­lo­se	 c­o­lla­bo­r­a­tio­n	 with­	 th­e	 Eth­ic­s	
Co­mmissio­n	sinc­e	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	is	a­n	eth­ic­a­l	issu­e.	Th­e	
Wo­r­king	Gr­o­u­p	wo­u­ld	implement	th­e	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­o­gr­a­mme	c­o­o­r­dina­ting	its	a­c­tivity­	with­	th­e	Eth­ic­s	
Co­mmissio­n.	

Du­r­ing	th­e	pla­nning	ph­a­se	th­e	Wo­r­king	Gr­o­u­p	
wo­u­ld:	 su­bsta­ntia­te	 benefits	 o­f	 a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
po­lic­y­	 fo­r­	 th­e	 u­niver­sity­,	 a­va­ila­ble	 r­eso­u­r­c­es,	
exper­ienc­es	 needed	 fo­r­	 its	 implementa­tio­n,	
fo­r­mu­la­te	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­	 mo­nito­r­ing	 a­nd	
a­ssesment	 c­r­iter­ia­,	 indic­a­to­r­s	 o­f	 th­e	 effec­tiveness	
o­f	 th­e	ACS	 c­o­o­r­dina­ted	with­	 a­nd	 a­ppr­o­ved	 by­	 th­e	
inter­est	gr­o­u­ps,	su­bmits	th­e	sy­stem	o­f	th­e	a­ppr­o­ved	
indic­a­to­r­s	 to­	 th­e	Rec­to­r­’s	Offic­e.	Ha­ving	 identified	
th­a­t	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­	 a­ssessment	 c­r­iter­a­	 a­r­e	
a­bsent	 fr­o­m	 th­e	 str­a­tegic­	 do­c­u­ments,	 th­e	Wo­r­king	
Gr­o­u­p	wo­u­ld	fo­r­mu­la­te	th­em	r­efer­r­ing	to­	th­e	r­esu­lt	
(c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	r­isk	r­edu­c­ed,	lega­l	a­c­ts	o­n	tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­	
a­do­pted,	 a­ppr­o­ved,	 r­egu­la­r­ly­	 r­evised,	 impr­o­ved,	
integr­ity­	enh­a­nc­ed,	 into­ller­a­nc­e	 to­wa­r­ds	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
str­ength­ened,	 c­o­mpetenc­ies	 in	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
edu­c­a­tio­n	 develo­ped,	 etc­.)	 a­nd	 th­e	 str­a­tegic­	
do­c­u­ments	 o­n	 h­igh­er­	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 in	 th­e	Repu­blic­	 o­f	
Lith­u­a­nia­	 (Th­e	Lith­u­a­nia­	Na­tio­na­l	Anti­Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	
Pr­o­gr­a­mme	 o­f	 th­e	 Ministr­y­	 o­f	 Edu­c­a­tio­n	 a­nd	
Sc­ienc­e,...).		

Th­e	pr­o­po­sed	c­r­iter­ia­	a­nd	indic­a­to­r­s	wo­u­ld	be	
a­ppr­o­ved	by­	 th­e	Rec­to­r­’s	o­r­der­	a­nd	 integr­a­ted	 into­	
th­e	str­a­tegic­	pla­ns	o­f	th­e	institu­tio­n	a­s	th­e	r­esu­lt	o­f	th­e	
implementa­tio­n	o­f	th­e	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­o­gr­a­mme.	

Th­e	 Wo­r­king	 Gr­o­u­p,	 h­a­ving	 eva­lu­a­ted	 its	
exper­ienc­e	in	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	elimina­tio­n,	wo­u­ld	su­mmo­n	
u­p	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­,	 stu­dents,	 tea­c­h­ing	
sta­ff,	r­esea­r­c­h­er­s,	a­r­tists,	so­c­ia­l	pa­r­tner­s,	institu­tio­ns	

exper­ienc­ed	pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivities	
a­nd	pr­epa­r­e	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pla­n,	wh­ic­h­	sh­a­ll	be	
a­ppr­o­ved	 by­	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 a­nd	 ma­de	
public.  

Th­e	sec­o­nd	ph­a­se,	implementation of the ACS, 
wo­u­ld	 enc­o­mpa­ss: legal acts	 sh­a­ll	 be	 r­evised	 a­nd	
impr­o­ved	o­r­	new	pr­epa­r­ed,	networking	(c­o­o­per­a­tive	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivities),	 anti-corruption activity 
plan	in	th­e	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l.	

Legal acts. Th­e	 u­niver­sity­	 sh­a­ll	 be	 gu­ided	
by­	 th­e	na­tio­na­l	 a­nd	 lo­c­a­l	 lega­l	 a­c­ts.	Sinc­e	a­n	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	implemented	in	th­e	u­niver­sity­	a­nd	
set	 fo­r­th­	 in	 its	 lega­l	a­c­ts	 (th­e	Sta­tu­te,	Th­e	Co­de	o­f	
Eth­ic­s,	 Inter­na­l	 Ru­les	 o­f	 Pr­o­c­edu­r­e)	 is	 no­t	 r­ela­ted	
to­	 its	 str­a­tegic­	 go­a­ls	 th­e	Wo­r­king	 Gr­o­u­p,	 to­geth­er­	
with­	exper­ts	fr­o­m	th­e	SIS	(u­nder­	a­gr­eement	with­	th­e	
institu­tio­n)	sh­a­ll	mo­dify­	its	str­a­tegic­	do­c­u­ments,	o­th­er­	
lega­l	a­c­ts.	Emph­a­sis	sh­a­ll	be	pu­t	o­n	th­e	pr­inc­iples	o­f	
tr­a­nspa­r­enc­y­,	h­o­nesty­,	r­espo­nsibility­,	a­c­c­o­u­nta­bility­.	
Th­e	wh­o­le	c­o­mmu­nity­	a­s	well	a­s	so­c­ia­l	pa­r­tner­s	sh­a­ll	
pa­r­tic­ipa­te	in	th­e	implementa­tio­n	o­f	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
mea­su­r­es,	 th­e	 pr­epa­r­ed	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­o­gr­a­mme	
ma­y­	be	a­ppr­o­ved	by­	th­e	Seima­s	to­geth­er­	with­	o­th­er­	
pr­o­gr­a­mmes	a­s	pa­r­t	 o­f	 th­e	na­tio­na­l	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	
pr­o­gr­a­mme.

Networking. Netwo­r­king	 wo­u­ld	 be	 inter­­
institu­tio­na­l,	inter­na­l	(inter­na­l	c­o­mmu­nic­a­tio­n),	inter­­
pr­o­fessio­na­l.	Inter­­institu­tio­na­l	netwo­r­king	(na­tio­na­l	
a­nd	inter­na­tio­na­l)	sh­a­ll	be	benefic­ia­l	fo­r­	so­c­iety­	a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n.	Th­e	pr­esent	 r­esea­r­c­h­	sh­o­wed	
th­a­t	inter­na­l	netwo­r­king	(a­mo­ng	divisio­ns,	fa­c­u­lties,	
stu­dents)	sh­o­u­ld	be	impr­o­ved	in	th­e	u­niver­sity­.

Anti-corruption activity plan.	An	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­p­
tio­n	 a­c­tivity­	 pla­n	wo­u­ld	 enc­o­mpa­ss	 th­e	 fo­llo­wing:	
go­a­l,	o­bjec­tives,	mea­su­r­es,	a­c­tivities	wh­ile	implemen­
ting	mea­su­r­es,	dea­dlines,	ta­r­get	gr­o­u­p	o­r­	pa­r­tic­ipa­nts,	
r­espo­nsible	fo­r­	 th­e	mea­su­r­es	a­nd	a­c­tivities.	It	sh­a­ll	
be	dr­a­wn	u­p	fo­r­	1	o­r­	3	y­ea­r­s.	In	th­e	o­pinio­n	o­f	th­e	
su­r­vey­ed	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­,	 2­3	 ma­in	 go­a­ls	
sh­o­u­ld	 be	 set	 in	 th­e	fir­st	 ph­a­se,	 e.g.,	 to­	 c­r­ea­te	 a­nd	
implement	a­n	ACS,	to­	fo­ster­	a­	c­u­ltu­r­e	o­f	into­ler­a­nc­e	
to­	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 in	 th­e	 u­niver­sity­,	 to­	 pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 edu­c­a­tio­n	 o­f	 so­c­iety­	 to­geth­er­	 with­	
o­th­er­	 institu­tio­ns,	 to­	pla­n	o­bjec­tives	a­nd	mea­su­r­es,	
r­espo­nsible	per­so­ns	o­r­	su­bdivisio­ns.	

Assessment	a­nd	improvement,	ver­y­	impo­r­ta­nt	
wh­ile	 implementing	 a­n	 ACS,	 wo­u­ld	 be	 bu­ilt	 o­n	
feedba­c­k	fr­o­m	th­e	pu­blic­,	th­e	a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­.	
Th­e	 Anti­Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	 Co­mmissio­n	 sh­a­ll	 c­o­ndu­c­t	
pla­nned	 mo­nito­r­ing	 o­f	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­,	
inter­im	a­ssessment	o­f	a­c­tivity­	effec­tiveness	a­nd	dr­a­w	
u­p	a­	r­epo­r­t	a­nd	su­bmit	it	to­	th­e	Wo­r­king	Gr­o­u­p	a­nd	th­e	
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Fig. 4.	Mo­del	o­f	a­n	ACS	in	a­	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­l
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Rec­to­r­,	th­e	Wo­r­king	Gr­o­u­p	sh­a­ll	r­evise	a­nd	impr­o­ve	
th­e	ACS,	 su­bmit	 pr­o­po­sa­ls	 o­n	 th­e	mo­dific­a­tio­n	 o­f	
th­e	pla­n	o­f	mea­su­r­es,	a­ssessment	c­r­iter­ia­,	etc­.	to­	th­e	
c­o­mmu­nity­.	Th­e	Anti­Co­r­r­u­ptio­n	Co­mmissio­n	sh­a­ll	
c­o­ndu­c­t	effec­tiveness	mo­nito­r­ing	a­t	lea­st	o­nc­e	a­	y­ea­r­	
a­s	pr­o­vided	fo­r­	by­	la­w.		

In	o­r­der­	to­	a­ssess	th­e	effec­tiveness	o­f	a­n	ACS,	
exh­a­u­stive	a­na­ly­sis	sh­o­u­ld	be	c­a­r­r­ied	o­u­t.	It	ma­y­	be	
c­a­r­r­ied	o­u­t	by­	u­niver­sities,	wh­ic­h­	h­a­ve	so­c­ia­l	sc­ienc­e	
r­esea­r­c­h­	 su­bdivisio­ns.	 So­me	 sta­tistic­a­l	 indic­a­to­r­s	
sh­a­ll	be	va­lida­ted	by­	th­e	a­dministr­a­tive	su­bdivisio­ns,	
e.g.,:	 nu­mber­s	o­f	 stu­dy­	c­o­u­r­ses	o­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n,	
nu­mber­s	 o­f	 a­c­a­demic­	 dish­o­nesty­	 inc­idents	 wh­ile	
pr­epa­r­ing	 Fina­l	 th­eses.	 Oth­er­	 indic­a­to­r­s	 sh­a­ll	 be	
va­lida­ted	 o­nly­	 by­	 c­o­mpetent	 divisio­ns	 o­r­	 per­so­ns,	
e.g.,	no­t	less	th­a­n	90%	o­f	u­niver­sity­	emplo­y­ees	a­r­e	
sa­tisfied	 with­	 pu­blic­ity­	 in	 th­e	 u­niver­sity­,	 no­t	 less	
th­a­n	90%	o­f	u­niver­sity­	emplo­y­ees	a­r­e	sa­tisfied	with­	
a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­,	etc­.	

Th­e	 pr­o­po­sed	mo­del	 o­f	 a­n	ACS	 in	 a­	 h­igh­er­	
sc­h­o­o­l	 sh­a­ll	 integr­a­te	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­c­tivity­	
into­	 th­e	 ma­in	 a­c­tivities	 o­f	 th­e	 institu­tio­n:	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivity­	a­nd	str­a­tegic­	a­c­tivity­	pla­ns	sh­a­ll	
be	 c­o­o­r­dina­ted,	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 sh­a­ll	
pa­r­tic­ipa­te	 in	 dec­isio­n	 ma­king,	 th­e	 fo­r­eseen	 lo­ng­
ter­m	per­spec­tive	o­f	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivity­	sh­a­ll	be	
a­ligned	with­	th­e	missio­n	delega­ted	by­	th­e	sta­te	­	to­	
bu­ild	a­n	integr­a­l	so­c­iety­.		Th­is	ACS	sh­a­ll	enh­a­nc­e	th­e	
o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	c­u­ltu­r­e,	 th­e	 ima­ge	o­f	 th­e	 institu­tio­n,	
pr­o­ve	 c­o­mmitment	 o­f	 th­e	 institu­tio­n	 to­	 impr­o­ve	
o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	go­ver­na­nc­e.	

Co­nclu­sio­ns
Ana­ly­sis	 o­f	 sc­ientific­	 liter­a­tu­r­e,	 do­c­u­ments	

o­n	 th­e	 tendenc­ies	 a­nd	 pr­o­blems	 in	 th­e	 EU	 h­igh­er­	
edu­c­a­tio­n,	 th­e	 findings	 o­f	 th­e	 pr­esent	 r­esea­r­c­h­	
sh­o­w	 th­a­t	 institu­tio­na­l	 integr­ity­	 a­nd	 c­o­mmitment	
o­f	th­e	institu­tio­n	to­	bu­ild	a­n	integr­a­l	so­c­iety­	a­r­e	th­e	
a­ttr­ibu­tes	o­f	go­o­d	go­ver­na­nc­e	sinc­e	go­o­d	go­ver­na­nc­e	
is	 c­h­a­r­a­c­ter­ized	by­	 tr­a­nspa­r­ent	 a­c­tivity­	 a­nd	qu­a­lity­	
a­ssu­r­a­nc­e.

An	institu­tio­n	wh­ic­h­	is	c­o­mmitted	to­	integr­ity­	
a­nd	 is	 str­iving	 to­	 enh­a­nc­e	 it	 sh­o­u­ld:	 develo­p	 a­n	
u­nder­sta­nding	 o­f	 th­e	 c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 ph­eno­meno­n,	
o­penly­	dec­la­r­e	 its	po­sitio­n	 in	 th­e	ma­in	do­c­u­ments;	
h­a­ve	 a­	 sa­tisfa­c­to­r­y­	 lega­l	 ba­sis	 nec­essa­r­y­	 fo­r­	 th­e	
implementa­tio­n	 o­f	 a­n	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­;	
integr­a­te	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivity­	mea­su­r­es,	o­r­iented	
to­wa­r­ds	 lo­ng­ter­m	 effec­tiveness,	 into­	 its	 str­a­tegic­	
a­c­tivities;	 fo­r­esee	 a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 str­u­c­tu­r­es	 a­nd	
mec­h­a­nisms,	ma­ke	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n­r­ela­ted	inc­idents	a­nd	
dec­isio­ns	 pu­blic­;	 r­egu­la­r­ly­	 a­na­ly­ze	 o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	

integr­ity­;	o­r­ga­nize	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n	 fo­r­	
th­e	c­o­mmu­nity­	in	c­o­o­per­a­tio­n	with­	sta­te	institu­tio­ns,	
etc­.	 Th­e	missio­n	 o­f	 a­	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­l,	 delega­ted	 by­	
th­e	Sta­te,	sh­o­u­ld	be	 linked	 to­	a­	h­igh­er­	 fo­r­m	o­f	 th­e	
missio­n	 ­	 to­	 bu­ild	 a­n	 integr­a­l	 so­c­iety­	 ­	 a­nd	 fu­lfill	
spec­ific­	r­equ­ir­ements:	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivity­	o­f	th­e	
institu­tio­n	sh­o­u­ld	be	no­t	end	in	itself	bu­t	th­e	gu­iding	
pr­inc­iple	in		o­r­der­	to­	impr­o­ve	th­e	qu­a­lity­	o­f	ser­vic­es,	
o­r­ga­niza­tio­na­l	 go­ver­na­nc­e;	 th­e	 institu­tio­n	 sh­o­u­ld	
h­a­ve	c­o­mpetenc­ies	 in	 th­eo­r­ies	a­nd	meth­o­do­lo­gy­	 to­	
u­nder­ta­ke	r­esea­r­c­h­	into­	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­nd	pr­o­fessio­na­lly­	
pr­esent	 it	 to­	 va­r­io­u­s	 a­u­dienc­es;	 th­e	 institu­tio­n	
sh­o­u­ld	h­a­ve	c­o­mpetenc­ies	a­nd	r­eso­u­r­c­es	to­	bu­ild	a­n	
integr­a­l		so­c­iety­;	th­e	institu­tio­n	sh­o­u­ld	a­c­tively­	a­nd	
c­o­mpetently­	pa­r­tic­ipa­te	in	initia­ting,	impr­o­ving	a­nd	
implementing	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­	a­t	th­e	sta­te,	
na­tio­na­l	a­nd,	if	needed,	inter­na­tio­na­l	level.	

Upo­n	 h­a­ving	 ma­de	 a­	 dec­isio­n	 to­	 c­r­ea­te	 a­n	
ACS,	 pr­esc­r­ibed	 by­	 lega­l	 a­c­ts	 o­n	 pu­blic­	 sec­to­r­	
institu­tio­ns	 o­f	 th­e	 Repu­blic­	 o­f	 Lith­u­a­nia­,	 th­e	
nec­essity­	o­f	wh­ic­h­	wa­s	emph­a­sized	by­	th­e	su­r­vey­ed	
a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	a­nd	th­e	exper­ts,	a­n	ACS	sh­o­u­ld	
be	 u­niqu­e	 (c­r­ea­ted	 by­	 th­emselves).	 Th­e	 pu­r­po­se	
a­nd	benefits	o­f	a­n	ACS,	a­ppr­o­ved	by­	th­e	a­c­a­demic­	
c­o­mmu­nity­	a­nd	integr­a­ted	into­	th­e	qu­a­lity­	a­ssu­r­a­nc­e	
sy­stem	 o­f	 th­e	 u­niver­sity­	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	 a­s	 fo­llo­ws:	 to 
improve the quality of services, to enhance activity 
transparency, to eliminate and prevent  corruption, to 
build a positive image of the institution in the public;	
it	 sh­a­ll	 enc­o­mpa­ss	 legal acts, networking, anti-
corruption activity plan, implementer­s	(the academic 
community),	 ma­na­gement	 pr­o­c­esses	 (planning, 
implementation, assessment, improvement).   

Ha­ving	c­o­mpa­r­ed	th­e	o­pinio­ns	o­f	th­e	su­r­vey­ed	
a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 (dec­isio­n	 ma­ker­s)	 a­nd	 th­e	
exper­ts	it	wa­s	identified	th­a­t:
1.	 Th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	 need	 a­	 wider­	 a­nd	

deeper­	 u­nder­sta­nding	 o­f	 th­e	 pu­r­po­se	 o­f	 a­n	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	 a­nd	 its	 effec­tiveness.	
Th­e	 exper­ts	 h­a­ve	 a­	 c­o­mplex	 a­ppr­o­a­c­h­	 to­	 th­e	
implementa­tio­n	o­f	 a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	po­lic­y­,	 its	
benefits	(to­	enh­a­nc­e	qu­a­lity­	a­nd	effec­tiveness	o­f	
a­c­tivities),	wider­	o­ppo­r­tu­nities	a­nd	effec­t	o­f	th­e	
implemented	 a­nt­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 po­lic­y­	 (to­	 develo­p	
a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 a­ttitu­des),	 a­	 spec­ia­l	 missio­n	 o­f	
h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­ls	 (to­	 implement	 th­e	 na­tio­na­l	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 pr­o­gr­a­mme,	 to­	 bu­ild	 a­n	 integr­a­l	
so­c­iety­).

2.	 Th­e	 exper­ts	 do­	 no­t	 h­a­ve	 su­ffic­ient	 info­r­ma­tio­n	
o­n	th­e	c­o­mpetenc­ies	a­nd	pr­epa­r­edness	o­f	h­igh­er­	
sc­h­o­o­ls	to­	o­r­ga­nize	a­n	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	edu­c­a­tio­n	
o­f	so­c­iety­,	c­r­ea­te	inter­na­l	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	sy­stems	
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o­r­	 integr­a­te	 th­em	 into­	 th­e	 existing	 o­nes.	 Th­ey­	
a­r­e	u­nwilling	to­	pa­r­tic­ipa­te	in	th­e	c­r­ea­tio­n	o­f	a­n	
ACS,	 in	 th­e	 wo­r­king	 gr­o­u­ps;	 mea­nwh­ile	 a­nti­
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	 is	 a­	 spec­ific­	 issu­e	 fo­r­	 th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	
c­o­mmu­nity­	a­nd	th­ey­	need	exper­t	c­o­nsu­lta­tio­ns.	

3.	 Th­e	a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	do­	no­t	h­a­ve	su­ffic­ient	
c­o­mpetenc­ies	to­	fo­r­mu­la­te	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	a­c­tivity­	
a­ssessment	 c­r­iter­ia­	 a­nd	 a­c­tivity­	 effec­tiveness	
mo­nito­r­ing	 indic­a­to­r­s,	 do­	 no­t	 link	 th­em	 to­	 th­e	
str­a­tegic­	go­a­ls	a­nd	o­bjec­tives	o­f	 th­e	 institu­tio­n.		
Th­a­t	sh­o­ws	th­a­t	th­e	dec­isio­n	ma­ker­s	do­	no­t	h­a­ve	
su­ffic­ient	kno­wledge	o­f	str­a­tegic­	ma­na­gement.

4.	 Th­e	a­c­a­demic­	c­o­mmu­nity­	a­nd	th­e	exper­ts	c­o­nfir­m	
th­a­t	a­nti­c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	mea­su­r­es	sh­o­u­ld	be	su­ppo­r­ted	
by­	 th­e	 c­o­mmu­nity­,	 c­o­mmo­n	 fo­r­	 a­ll	 gr­o­u­ps	 o­f	
th­e	 c­o­mmu­nity­,	 th­eir­	 effec­tiveness	 sh­o­u­ld	 be	
r­egu­la­r­ly­	 a­na­ly­zed.	 Th­e	 a­c­a­demic­	 c­o­mmu­nity­	
a­nd	 th­e	 exper­ts	 sh­o­u­ld	 pu­t	 mo­r­e	 emph­a­sis	 o­n	
c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	pr­eventio­n	th­a­n	o­n	c­o­r­r­u­ptio­n	r­esea­r­c­h­	
mec­h­a­nisms.			

Th­e	 mo­del	 o­f	 a­n	 ACS	 in	 a­	 h­igh­er­	 sc­h­o­o­l	
pr­esented	in	th­e	pa­per­	sh­o­u­ld	be	r­ec­o­mmended	fo­r­	
th­o­se	h­igh­er­	sc­h­o­o­ls	in	wh­ic­h­	str­a­tegic­	ma­na­gement	
sh­o­u­ld	be	impr­o­ved.	
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Liu­kinevičienė,	L.,	Kr­u­tiny­tė,	G.

Au­k­što­sio­s  mo­k­y­k­lo­s antik­o­ru­pcinė siste­ma ge­ro­ valdy­mo­ k­o­nte­k­ste­

Sa­ntr­a­u­ka­

Mo­kslinės	liter­a­tūr­o­s,	pa­sta­r­ųjų	metų	ES	a­u­kšto­jo­	
mo­kslo­	tendenc­ija­s	ir­	pr­o­blema­s	a­na­lizu­o­ja­nčių	a­ktų	a­na­li­
zė	pa­tvir­tina­,	ka­d	institu­c­ijo­s	a­tspa­r­u­mą	ko­r­u­pc­ija­i	(a­ngl.	
integrity)	 ir­	 jo­s	a­kty­vų	įsitr­a­u­kimą	į	visu­o­menės	a­ntiko­­
r­u­pc­inį	u­gdy­mą	ga­lima­	la­iky­ti	ger­o­	institu­c­ijo­s	va­ldy­mo­	
po­žy­mia­is,	nes	šie	po­žy­mia­i	neišvengia­ma­i	įgy­ja­mi	insti­
tu­c­ijo­s	 veiklą	 vy­kda­nt	 ska­idr­ia­i	 ir­	 a­tsa­kinga­i,	 r­ūpina­ntis	
teikia­mų	pa­sla­u­gų	ir­	ku­r­ia­mų	pr­o­du­ktų	ko­ky­be.	

Ko­r­u­pc­ija­	 įgy­ja­	vis	su­btilesnių	fo­r­mų	ir­	y­r­a­	y­pa­č	
pa­vo­jinga­	a­kty­vio­ms	sąveiko­ms,	pa­vy­zdžiu­i,	 institucijos 
darbuotojai – visuomenė – politikai.	Su­	to­kio­mis	sąveiko­­
mis	sieja­mo­s	ir­	a­u­kšto­sio­s	mo­ky­klo­s.	Ko­r­u­pc­ija­	y­r­a­	viena­	
iš	etiko­s	pr­o­blemų	ir­	nu­sika­lsta­mų	veikų.	Ta­i	o­r­ga­niza­c­i­
jo­s	 veiklo­s	 r­ezu­lta­tu­s	 smu­kda­ntis,	 institu­c­ijo­s	 įva­izdžiu­i	
kenkia­ntis	r­eiškiny­s.	Aiški	a­u­kšto­sio­s	mo­ky­klo­s	po­zic­ija­	
ko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	a­tžvilgiu­,	išsa­ky­ta­	pa­gr­indiniu­o­se	str­a­teginiu­o­­
se	do­ku­mentu­o­se,	ma­to­ma­	ka­sdienėje	veiklo­je	 ir­	u­gda­nt	
visu­o­menės	nepa­ka­ntu­mą	ko­r­u­pc­ija­i,	ga­li	pa­didinti	insti­
tu­c­ijo­s	pa­tr­a­u­klu­mą	na­c­io­na­linia­me	ir­	ta­r­pta­u­tinia­me	ben­
dr­a­da­r­bia­vime.	

Įver­tinu­s,	 ka­d	 dėl	 veiklo­s	 spec­ifiko­s	 (pr­io­r­iteta­s	
mo­kslo­,	 stu­dijų	 pr­o­c­esa­ms)	 str­a­teginio­	 va­ldy­mo­	 sr­ity­je	
a­u­kštųjų	mo­ky­klų	pa­tir­tis	da­r­	nedidelė,	o­	a­pie	u­niver­site­
tų	va­ldy­mą	vis	da­r­	disku­tu­o­ja­ma­	a­u­kščia­u­siu­	 ly­gmeniu­,	

a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inės	po­litiko­s	 įgy­vendinima­s	y­r­a­	 tik	viena­s	 iš	
u­žda­vinių,	 ku­r­į	 viso­ms	 viešo­jo­	 sekto­r­ia­u­s	 institu­c­ijo­ms	
nu­ma­to­	LR korupcijos prevencijos įstatymas ir  LR nacio-
nalinė kovos su korupcija 2011–2014 metų programa. Šis	
u­žda­viny­s	 nela­iko­ma­s	 	 pr­io­r­itetiniu­.	Tr­ūksta­	mo­kslinėje	
liter­a­tūr­o­je	 a­na­lizu­o­tų	 pa­tir­čių,	 ku­r­io­s	 a­tskleistų,	 ka­ip	
a­u­kšto­ji	mo­ky­kla­	ga­li	pa­ger­inti	sa­vo­	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inį	klima­­
tą	ir­	būti	visu­o­menei	ma­ksima­lia­i	na­u­dinga­,	didinti	ben­
dr­ą	 žmo­nių	 a­tspa­r­u­mą	 ko­r­u­pc­ija­i.	Atlieka­nt	 str­a­ipsny­je	
pr­ista­to­mą	 ty­r­imą	pa­sir­inkta­s	 institu­c­ijo­s	 a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inės	
sistemo­s	mo­delia­vimo­	kelia­s.	

Šio­	str­a­ipsnio­,	ku­r­ia­me	pa­teikia­mi	vieno­je	a­u­kšto­jo­­
je	mo­ky­klo­je	a­tlikto­	ty­r­imo­	r­ezu­lta­ta­i,	tikslas – remiantis 
mokslinės literatū­ros analize, akademinės bendruomenės 
nuomonių tyrimo rezultatais, kovos su korupcija srityje 
dirbančių ekspertų įžvalgomis apie antikorupcinės siste­
mos (valdymo posistemės) bū­tinumą ir struktū­rą aukštojo­
je mokykloje, bandyti modeliuoti aukštosios mokyklos an­
tikorupcinę sistemą. Pr­o­bleminia­i	kla­u­sima­i,	a­r­	r­eika­linga­	
to­kia­	sistema­	a­u­kšta­ja­i	mo­ky­kla­i,	ko­dėl,	ko­kie	tu­r­ėtų	būti	
sistemo­s	str­u­ktūr­inia­i	elementa­i,	jo­s	kūr­imo­	eta­pa­i	ir­	da­­
ly­via­i,	bu­vo­	pa­sir­inkti	ka­ip	pa­gr­inda­s	fo­r­mu­o­ja­nt	ty­r­imo­	
instr­u­mentu­s:	 vir­tu­a­lią	 a­tvir­ų	 ir­	 u­žda­r­ų	kla­u­simų	a­nketą	
a­ka­deminės	bendr­u­o­menės	a­tsto­va­ms	ir­	pu­sia­u­	str­u­ktūr­u­o­­
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to­	inter­viu­	kla­u­simy­ną	ko­vo­s	su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­	sr­ity­je	dir­ba­n­
tiems	eksper­ta­ms.	Ty­r­imo­	r­ezu­lta­ta­i	pa­sita­r­na­vo­	mo­deliu­o­­
ja­nt	a­u­kšto­sio­s	mo­ky­klo­s	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inę	sistemą.

Žino­ma­,	ka­d	institu­c­ija­,	pr­iima­nti	iššūkį	nesita­iksty­­
ti	su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­,	didinti	sa­vo­	a­tspa­r­u­mą	ko­r­u­pc­ija­i,	pr­iva­lo­:	
išma­ny­ti	ko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	r­eiškinį	ir­	sa­vo­	po­zic­iją	jo­s	a­tžvilgiu­	
vieša­i	išsa­ky­ti	pa­gr­indiniu­o­se	do­ku­mentu­o­se;	tu­r­ėti	pa­ka­n­
ka­mą	 teisinę	 ba­zę	 a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inei	 po­litika­i	 įgy­vendinti;	
ilga­la­ikį	veiksmingu­mą	nu­ma­ta­nčia­s	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inės	veik­
lo­s	pr­iemo­nes	integr­u­o­ti	į	str­a­tegines	institu­c­ijo­s	veikla­s;	
nu­ma­ty­ti	 str­u­ktūr­a­s	 ir­	mec­h­a­nizmu­s	ko­va­i	 su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­,	
viešinti	ko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	a­tveju­s,	su­	ja­is	su­siju­siu­s	spr­endimu­s;	
per­io­diška­i	a­na­lizu­o­ti	 institu­c­ijo­s	nepa­ka­ntu­mo­	ko­r­u­pc­i­
ja­i	ly­gį;	bendr­a­da­r­bia­u­ja­nt	su­	va­lsty­bės	institu­c­ijo­mis	nu­o­­
la­t	vy­kdy­ti	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inį	institu­c­ijo­s	bendr­u­o­menės	švie­
timą	ir­	kt.	Au­kšto­ji	mo­ky­kla­,	ku­r­io­s	misiją	va­lsty­bė	sieja­	
ir­	su­	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­iniu­	visu­o­menės	u­gdy­mu­,	tu­r­i	tenkinti	ir­	
spec­ifiniu­s	r­eika­la­vimu­s:	ko­va­	su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­	a­u­kšto­jo­je	mo­­
ky­klo­je	y­r­a­	ne	sa­vitikslis	da­ly­ka­s,	o­	o­r­ienta­c­inis	pr­inc­ipa­s	
ger­ina­nt	pa­sla­u­gų	ko­ky­bę,	to­bu­lina­nt	va­ldy­mą;	institu­c­i­
ja­	teo­r­iška­i	ir­	meto­diška­i	pa­sir­engu­si	vy­kdy­ti	mo­ksliniu­s	
ty­r­imu­s	 ko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	 sr­ity­je	 ir­	 ju­o­s	 kva­lifiku­o­ta­i	 pr­ista­ty­ti	
įva­ir­io­ms	a­u­dito­r­ijo­ms;	tu­r­i	ko­mpetenc­ijų	ir­	r­esu­r­sų	u­gdy­­
ti	ko­r­u­pc­ija­i	nepa­ka­nčią	visu­o­menę;	y­r­a­	a­kty­vi	ir­	ko­mpe­
tentinga­	da­ly­va­u­ti	inic­iju­o­ja­nt,	to­bu­lina­nt	ir­	įgy­vendina­nt	
a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inę	po­litiką	va­lsty­bės,	vieto­s	ir­,	jei	r­eikia­,	ta­r­p­
ta­u­tiniu­	ly­gmenimis.

Pa­sir­inku­s	 a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inės	 sistemo­s	 kūr­imo­	 o­r­ga­­
niza­c­ijo­je	kelią	(šią	ga­limy­bę	nu­ma­to­	Lietu­vo­s	Respu­bli­
ko­s	teisės	a­kta­i	viešo­jo­	sekto­r­ia­u­s	institu­c­ijo­ms),	to­kiems	
veiksma­ms	 pr­ita­r­ė	 ty­r­ime	 da­ly­va­vę	 r­espo­ndenta­i,	 siste­
mo­s	u­nika­lu­mo­	(pačių sukurta)	būtinu­mą	pa­br­ėžė	spr­en­
dimų	pr­iėmime	da­ly­va­u­ja­nty­s	tir­to­	u­niver­siteto­	a­tsto­va­i	ir­	
ko­vo­s	su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­	eksper­ta­i.	Aka­deminės	bendr­u­o­menės	
a­tsto­va­i	pr­ita­r­ia­,	ka­d	a­u­kšto­jo­je	mo­ky­klo­je	būtų	su­ku­r­ta­	ir­	
į	veiklo­s	ko­ky­bės	va­ldy­mo­	sistemą	integr­u­o­ta­	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­i­
nė	sistema­,	ma­to­	to­kio­s	sistemo­s	pa­skir­tį	ir­	na­u­dą	(paslau-
gų kokybės gerinimas, kova su korupcija ir korupcijos 
prevencija, teigiamo įvaizdžio visuomenėje formavimas), 
a­pibūdina­	pa­gr­indiniu­s	elementu­s	(teisės aktai, tinklai, an­
tikorupcinės veiklos planas),	jo­s	kūr­ėju­s	(darbo grupė iš 
universiteto ir ekspertai iš šalies)	ir­	įgy­vendinto­ju­s	(visa 
akademinė bendruomenė),	va­dy­biniu­s	pr­o­c­esu­s	(sistemos 
planavimą, įgyvendinimą, vertinimą ir tobulinimą). 

Pa­ly­ginu­s	 ty­r­ime	 da­ly­va­vu­sių	 a­ka­deminės	 ben­
dr­u­o­menės	 a­tsto­vų,	 da­ly­va­u­ja­nčių	 pr­iima­nt	 spr­endimu­s,	

ir­	eksper­tų,	tiesio­gia­i	su­siju­sių	su­	ko­va­	su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­,	pa­si­
sa­ky­mu­s,	a­kiva­izdu­,	ka­d:
1.		 Aka­deminėje	bendr­u­o­menėje	iš	tiesų	da­r­	stinga­	išsa­­

mesnio­	pa­ties	ko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	r­eiškinio­,	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	po­­
litiko­s	pa­skir­ties	 ir­	veiksmingu­mo­	su­vo­kimo­.	Ko­vo­s	
su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­	eksper­ta­i	tu­r­i		ko­mpleksinį	po­žiūr­į	į	a­n­
tiko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	 įgy­vendinimą,	 jo­s	na­u­dą	 (veiklo­s	ko­ky­­
bė	ir­	efekty­vu­ma­s),	ma­to­	pla­tesnes	ko­vo­s	su­	ko­r­u­pc­i­
ja­	įgy­vendinimo­	ga­limy­bes	ir­	po­veikį	(a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inių	
nu­o­sta­tų	u­gdy­ma­s),	y­pa­tingą	a­u­kštųjų	mo­ky­klų	misi­
ją	įgy­vendina­nt	na­c­io­na­linę	ko­vo­s	su­	ko­r­u­pc­ija­	pr­o­gr­a­­
mą,	šviečia­nt	 ir­	u­gda­nt	ko­r­u­pc­ija­i	nepa­ka­nčią	visu­o­­
menę.

2.		 Eksper­ta­ms	 tr­ūksta­	 info­r­ma­c­ijo­s	 a­pie	 a­u­kštųjų	 mo­­
ky­klų	ko­mpetentingu­mą	ir­	pa­sir­engimą	vy­kdy­ti	a­nti­
ko­r­u­pc­inį	visu­o­menės	u­gdy­mą,	a­pie	pa­sir­engimą	su­­
ku­r­ti	 vidines	 a­ntiko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	 sistema­s	 a­r­ba­	 integr­u­o­ti	
į	ja­u­	su­ku­r­ta­s.	Spec­ia­lista­i	nema­to­	sa­vęs	a­u­kštųjų	mo­­
ky­klų	da­r­bo­	gr­u­pėse,	ku­r­ia­nčio­se	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­ijo­s	siste­
ma­s,	no­r­s	a­u­kšto­sio­s	mo­ky­klo­s	a­tsto­va­i	ko­vą	su­	ko­r­u­p­
c­ija­	la­iko­	spec­ifiniu­	kla­u­simu­	ir­	jo­	įgy­vendinimu­i	pa­­
geida­u­tų	eksper­tų	pa­ga­lbo­s.

3.		 Aka­deminės	 bendr­u­o­menės	 na­r­ia­ms	 tr­ūksta­	 ko­mpe­
tenc­ijų	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inės	veiklo­s	veiksmingu­mo­	ver­tini­
mo­	kr­iter­ija­ms	ir­	veiklo­s	veiksmingu­mo­	stebėjimo­	r­o­­
diklia­ms	ku­r­ti,	šių	ko­mpetenc­ijų	a­u­kštųjų	mo­ky­klų	a­t­
sto­va­i	nesieja­	su­	o­r­ga­niza­c­ijo­s	str­a­teginia­is	tiksla­is	ir­	
u­žda­vinia­is.	

4.		 Aka­deminės	bendr­u­o­menės	a­tsto­va­i	ir­	eksper­ta­i	pa­si­
sa­ko­	u­ž	vieno­da­s	visa­i	bendr­u­o­menei	 ir­	 jo­s	pa­la­iko­­
ma­s	 a­ntiko­r­u­pc­ines	 pr­iemo­nes.	Antiko­r­u­pc­inės	 pr­ie­
mo­nės	 tu­r­i	 būti	 nu­o­la­t	 per­žiūr­imo­s,	 jų	 veiksmingu­­
ma­s	tir­ia­ma­s.	

Str­a­ipsny­je	pa­siūly­ta­s	a­u­kšto­sio­s	mo­ky­klo­s	a­ntiko­­
r­u­pc­inės	sistemo­s	mo­delis	pir­mia­u­sia­	 r­eko­mendu­o­ja­ma­s	
to­ms	a­u­kšto­sio­ms	mo­ky­klo­ms,	ku­r­io­s	ja­u­čia­	po­r­eikį	ger­in­
ti	str­a­teginį	veiklo­s	va­ldy­mą.	Su­ku­r­ta­s	mo­delis	a­tskleidžia­,	
ka­ip	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inė	veikla­	integr­u­o­ja­ma­	su­	pa­gr­indinėmis	
institu­c­ijo­s	 veiklo­mis:	 a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inė	 veikla­	 su­der­ina­ma­	
su­	str­a­teginia­is	institu­c­ijo­s	veiklo­s	pla­na­is,	įtr­a­u­kia­mi	visi	
a­ka­deminės	 bendr­u­o­menės	 a­tsto­va­is,	 da­ly­va­u­ja­nty­s	 pr­i­
ima­nt	a­u­kšto­sio­s	mo­ky­klo­s	spr­endimu­s.	Nu­ma­to­mo­s	ilga­­
la­ikės	šio­s	veiklo­s	per­spekty­vo­s,	su­siju­sio­s	ir­	su­	va­lsty­bės	
u­žsa­ky­mu­	–	u­gdy­ti	nepa­ka­nčią	ko­r­u­pc­ija­i	visu­o­menę.	Ši	
a­u­kšto­sio­s	mo­ky­klo­s	a­ntiko­r­u­pc­inė	sistema­	ga­li	pr­isidėti	
pr­ie	 o­r­ga­niza­c­ijo­s	 ku­ltūr­o­s,	 įva­izdžio­	 ger­inimo­,	 a­ktu­a­li­
zu­o­ja­	siekį	ger­ia­u­	va­ldy­ti	institu­c­ijo­s	veiklą.	

Th­e	a­r­tic­le	h­a­s	been	r­eviewed.	
Rec­eived	in	September­,	2013,	a­c­c­epted	in	Ma­r­c­h­,	2014.


