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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

According to the Work Programme for 2016-2019, ACN's main activities include the fourth round of country 
monitoring under the Istanbul Action Plan, thematic seminars and studies on corruption prevention in pub-
lic administration and on business integrity, Law-Enforcement Network (LEN) and criminalisation studies, 
and country projects.  

Regarding the inputs necessary for the Work Programme implementation, the total amount of funds that 
financed the ACN programme in 2018 was 1 541 312 EURO or 156 146 EURO above the estimated needs 
for this year. This included 1 065 235 EURO of voluntary contributions from donor countries for regional 
and country activities, including 34 813 EURO in annual fees from the ACN countries, that were collected 
for the first time during 2017-2018. The total spending in 2018 also included 330 451 EURO of in-kind con-
tribution by ACN member countries and partner organisations – which is an increase compared to the pre-
vious year, and 145 626 EURO from the OECD budget, which is less than in the previous year.  

Regarding the outputs of the Work Programme implementation, in 2018, the ACN has conducted all 
planned activities, including the monitoring (Kyrgyzstan and Armenia, and completion of the sector-spe-
cific review of Ukraine) and thematic seminars (one seminar on corruption prevention, two business integ-
rity seminars, and one meeting of the Law-Enforcement Network). In addition, the ACN continued the ac-
tivities under the country projects for Ukraine, contributed to the OECD project for Latvia and launched a 
new project for Uzbekistan.  

Regarding the results of the Work Programme implementation, in 2018, the Istanbul Action Plan countries 
have implemented around 62% of recommendations (compared to 75% in 2017).  

Data collected for this report confirms that ACN countries are well advanced in anticorruption policy, al-
most all countries (except for Ukraine) had anticorruption strategies or action plans in place in 2018. All 
reporting countries have state bodies responsible for their monitoring, however the amount of resources 
continues to vary greatly: only five countries report on the budget allocated to the strategies; amount of 
human resources dedicated to this task vary significantly from one in Serbia to 288 in Ukraine. Countries 
also reported significant anticorruption policy activities of line ministries, state agencies and local admin-
istrations and municipalities. While the level of activities in the area is high, monitoring reports for IAP 
countries often criticise anticorruption policy documents for lack of measurable indicators or strong moni-
toring mechanisms, and failure to use measurable indicators such as results of surveys and others as a basis 
for development and monitoring of anticorruption policies.  

Regarding integrity in the public administration, many countries had difficulties providing the data about 
civil service. For example, data was provided by ten countries, five countries did not have such data, there 
are discrepancies and contradictions in the provided data. Besides, collected data establishes that in a ma-
jority of countries, in which the data is complete, recruitment within the civil service is not strictly con-
ducted through competition; however, the severity of this issue varies greatly between countries. This in-
dicates the need for better coordination between anticorruption and civil service reforms. Collected data 
suggests that enforcement of asset and interest declarations systems needs further improvement, e.g. the 
number of published declarations remain very small, e.g. in Kazakhstan and Bosnia-Herzegovina 0 declara-
tions were published; the number of verified declarations also remains very low, e.g. in Ukraine only 447 
out of 337 097 submissions were subject to verification. On the positive side, ACN countries report a grow-
ing trend in enhancing whistle-blower protection with eight countries passing legislation on this topic. How-
ever, data on whistle-blower protection remains incomplete. Overall, countries have been performing well 
regarding open data, with Ukraine far in the lead, followed by Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan.   
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Data on business integrity is very mixed, which does not allow identifying trends. However, it is clear that 
in 2018, countries did not adopt legislative provisions that can provide incentives for companies to boost 
their compliance programmes, such as the possibility to use them as mitigation or defence in investigation 
or prosecution of legal entities for corruption. At the same time, several countries report that private sector 
took part in the development and monitoring of anticorruption policies, companies are engaged in business 
integrity initiatives and report about corruption through different reporting channels. The majority of coun-
tries report SOEs have their own anticorruption policies. In some, the number of SOEs that follow this prac-
tice are very high, for example in Kyrgyzstan where 6 050 SOEs have their own anticorruption policy. How-
ever, both the 4th round of monitoring of Kyrgyzstan and the seminar on integrity of SOEs that took place 
in Bishkek in 2018 demonstrated that effectiveness of anticorruption measures in SOEs is low, thus seri-
ously doubting the quality of such policies. On the positive side, a majority of ACN countries report to have 
public databases of beneficiary ownership; however, in some this information is still not open to the public.  

Regarding data on criminalisation and enforcement, 12 out of 15 countries noted that they have some 
form of a specialized anticorruption investigation and/or prosecution or anticorruption enforcement body; 
five have either 2 or 3 such bodies. These agencies differ in terms of their institutional placement (stand-
alone or within another authority, e.g. Prosecutor’s General Office) and level of autonomy. The statistics 
on the number of criminal proceedings in corruption cases at different stages (see figure below) indicate 
an uneven enforcement in 2018, but that has globally increased since 2017. Data on investigation and sanc-
tioning of high-level officials for integrity violations is very diverse as well, where Kyrgyzstan, Ukraine, Ser-
bia, Romania appear to show high performance. There are very few cases involving foreign bribery, only 
Latvia (one case opened) and Serbia (two cases opened). Most countries (eight in total) that replied re-
ported enforcement of confiscation measures in 2018 (see figures below). The amounts of confiscated as-
sets vary but remain significant. Only Kazakhstan reported that they had recovered assets from abroad. 
ACN countries have been active in requesting and providing mutual legal assistance in corruption cases 
(see figure below) but have struggled in certain circumstances to provide assistance to all requests. Latvia 
showed the best result in the level of reply to the incoming requests (assistance provided in 49 cases out 
of 61), while Ukraine had the highest number of its outgoing requests satisfied (74 out of 164 cases).  

Regarding the impact, nine countries in the region have improved their TI CPI scores, six remained un-
changed, and nine have declined. Regarding domestic surveys about corruption, ten out of 15 countries 
that submitted data for this report conduct at least one or several surveys about corruption. Some of these 
surveys are conducted or commissioned by the state bodies, others are conducted by the civil society and 
private sector groups. There are surveys that are conducted regularly, while others are one-off surveys. 
Samples of the responses from these domestic surveys are provided further in the report.  

In order to illustrate the above analysis with real-life examples, several anticorruption highlights from the 
region – both successes and failures - are presented below. 

Anticorruption ups and downs in Eastern Europe and Central Asia – highlights from 2018 
 
Armenia. The fourth round of monitoring of Armenia was conducted in exceptional circumstances. A series 
of anti-government protests from April to May 2018 led to resignation of the previous Prime Minister and 
new parliamentary elections. The leader of the protests, which is sometimes referred to as a velvet revo-
lution, was elected the new Prime Minister. Anti-corruption was one of the key elements of his Programme, 
and he promised to boost the anticorruption efforts of the newly formed government. 
 
Two large scandals allegedly involving billions of dollars laundered by non-resident clients through banks 
located in Latvia and Estonia have signaled the apparent weakness of their anti-money laundering systems. 
Both countries have started investigations into suspicious transactions and focused on improvement of 
their anti-money laundering rules. Upon the request of Latvian authorities, the OECD provided its assis-
tance in strengthening the country's anti-money laundering and countering the financing of terrorism 



5 

 

(AML/CFT) systems.1 ACN contributed to this work through providing a list of recommendations in the area 
of detection and enforcement of the money laundering offences. These examples prove the need for all 
countries of the region to pay more attention to addressing the problem of money laundering. 
 
Romania. The year 2018 has been difficult for the judicial and prosecutorial system and for the fight against 
corruption in Romania. Amendments introduced to the justice laws have undermined the independence of 
judges and prosecutors and the public confidence in the judiciary. 2  The amendments to the Criminal Codes 
reduce the scope of corruption offenses and the operational capacity of the investigators and prosecutors. 
The Venice Commission, GRECO, the European Commission and representatives of the judicial system ex-
pressed strong criticism but the legislators ignore them. The Government and the key political figures, sup-
ported by associated media, put an enormous pressure on the National Anticorruption Directorate (DNA) 
and lately on the General Prosecutor, creating the high risk of undermining the efficacy and credibility of 
the fight against corruption and a negative atmosphere in the society, which may bring serious drawbacks 
in the fight against corruption.   
 
In Ukraine many high- level corruption cases which had been finished by the by NABU and SAPO are stalled 
in courts demonstrating their inability to adjudicate them. To address the problem Ukraine finally took 
steps in 2018 to create High Anti-Corruption Court that would hear only most serious corruption cases. To 
contribute to transparent and impartial selection of the court’s judges a special advisory group – Public 
Council of International Experts – was established. The Council was composed of six experienced foreign 
judges and prosecutors nominated by a group of international organisations, including the OECD. In total, 
39 candidates were preliminary selected in March 2019 and the Court is expected to start its work in 2019.3 
 
In February 2019, the Constitutional Court of Ukraine decided that the offence of illicit enrichment, intro-
duced in the Criminal Code in 2011 and further amended in 2015, was not constitutional. This offence was 
incriminated in a large number of high-level cases that were started by NABU and SAPO, including many 
initiated on the basis of the e-declarations. There is a risk that many of these cases may now be abandoned, 
which is a serious blow to anti-corruption efforts and to the expectation of the citizens. 
 
Reform of State Owned Enterprises (SOEs) in Ukraine gathered speed in 2018 aiming to prove their eco-
nomic performance. The OECD Guidelines for management of SOEs provided a road map for the reform of 
Naftogaz, a giant oil and gas SOE. The ACN contributed to the reform efforts by reviewing integrity of the 
SOEs and adopting recommendations in this field, OECD Corporate Governance Division conducted a re-
view of SOEs reform in the energy sector of Ukraine. In March 2019, several weeks before the presidential 
elections and several months before the parliamentary elections, the Cabinet of Ministers decided not to 
continue contracts of the current board of reformist, questioning the future of the reforms. 
 
The new President of Uzbekistan, elected in 2016, announced an ambitious agenda of economic and polit-
ical reform, economic modernisation and increasing political openness. The fight against corruption also 

                                                           

1 https://www.oecd.org/daf/fin/financial-markets/combating-money-laundering-and-the-financing-of-terrorism-in-

latvia-overview.htm 

2 Among them: the setting up of a special prosecution section investigating offenses committed by magistrates; re-

strictions on freedom of expression for magistrates; as well as an attempt (rejected by the Constitutional Court) to 

extend the material responsibility of the magistrates for their decisions resulted in an unprecedented pressure on the 

magistrates, with the potential to undermine the independence of the judiciary. 

3  This and some further developments, which took place already in 2019 were reflected during the finalisation of 

the report due to their importance for the anti-corruption landscape of the region.  

https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.oecd.org%2Fdaf%2Ffin%2Ffinancial-markets%2Fcombating-money-laundering-and-the-financing-of-terrorism-in-latvia-overview.htm&data=02%7C01%7COlga.SAVRAN%40oecd.org%7C4383dbb10d3341b63ff708d6a8a3cbf8%7Cac41c7d41f61460db0f4fc925a2b471c%7C0%7C0%7C636881818786102338&sdata=y6Y196CzVGBwTqN7cNVI82Tyaqk6ezuRyIaUWYvvOkE%3D&reserved=0
https://emea01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.oecd.org%2Fdaf%2Ffin%2Ffinancial-markets%2Fcombating-money-laundering-and-the-financing-of-terrorism-in-latvia-overview.htm&data=02%7C01%7COlga.SAVRAN%40oecd.org%7C4383dbb10d3341b63ff708d6a8a3cbf8%7Cac41c7d41f61460db0f4fc925a2b471c%7C0%7C0%7C636881818786102338&sdata=y6Y196CzVGBwTqN7cNVI82Tyaqk6ezuRyIaUWYvvOkE%3D&reserved=0
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received a boost, and many reform initiatives were launched in 2018. The donor community welcomed 
these efforts by offering to Uzbekistan bilateral assistance programmes. The OECD/ACN with the financial 
support of the US INL have launched their anti-corruption project for Uzbekistan in November. 

 
Regarding the impact of anticorruption activities on the level of corruption, in 2018, nine countries in the 
region have improved their TI CPI scores, six remained unchanged, and nine have declined. 
 

 
Among the Istanbul Action Plan (IAP) countries, Georgia continues to be the best performer in this group, 
while Azerbaijan has recorded a serious decline in CPI in 2018, as shown below. 
 

Table 2. Corruption Perception Index, Transparency International, Istanbul Action Plan countries 

 
 

Source: Transparency International, CPI, https://www.transparency.org/research/cpi. 

 
MAIN ACTIVITIES IN 2018 

 

ISTANBUL ANTI-CORRUPTION ACTION PLAN  
 

Monitoring  
 
The third monitoring meeting under the 4th round of Istanbul Action Plan took place on 3-4 July 2018 in the 
OECD headquarters in Paris. The meeting adopted monitoring reports on Armenia and Kyrgyzstan, and the 
sectoral chapter of Ukraine dedicated to integrity of State-Owned Enterprises. The meeting also adopted 
progress reports on Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, Tajikistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. The 
meeting page includes detailed information and all the adopted reports are available at the ACN website. 

 

http://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/anti-corruptionnetworkforeasterneuropeandcentralasiaseptember2017meetings.htm
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/istanbulactionplancountryreports.htm
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ACN Plenary Meeting, 3-5 July 2018, OECD Headquarters, Paris, France 
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Fourth Round of Monitoring of Armenia 

The fourth round of monitoring of Armenia was carried out from November 2017 until July 2018. The Gov-
ernment of Armenia submitted responses to the country-specific questionnaire in February 2018. Alterna-
tive replies were received from the NGOs: Transparency International Anti-corruption Center (TIAC),4 Pro-
tection of Rights Without Borders, Armenian Lawyers’ Association, Open Society Foundation (OSI) Armenia. 
Replies to the sector questionnaire for higher education were submitted by civil society organisations co-
ordinated by the OSI Armenia.5  
 
Ms Enery Quinones, Chair of the OECD/ACN IAP, led the monitoring team consisting of: Mr Wojciech 
Zieliński (OECD SIGMA); Ms Mary Butler (US Department of Justice); Mr Dirk Plutz (EBRD); Mr Davor Du-
bravica (Croatia); Ms Maja Baricevic (Croatia); Mr Nikoloz Chinkoralshvili (Georgia); Mr Mihaylo Milovanov-
itch (Center for Applied Policy); Ms Rusudan Mikhelidze (OECD/ACN Secretariat); and Mr Andrii Kukharuk 
(OECD/ACN Secretariat). Ms Mathilde Mesnard, Deputy Director for Financial and Enterprise Affairs, OECD 
has joined the on-site visit to Yerevan on 11-16 March 2018. The Armenian authorities organised thematic 
panels with representatives of public authorities; the OECD Secretariat arranged for separate meetings 
with representatives of civil society, business and international organisations. The session with the inter-
national community was hosted by the EU delegation, the session with civil society organisations by TIAC, 
a dedicated session with civil society on higher education was organised by OSI Armenia and the session 
with business representatives by Small and Medium Business Foundation and TI Armenia.  
 

 

 

On- site visit of the ACN monitoring team in Yerevan, March 2018 

The report, adopted on 4 July 2018 at the ACN Plenary Meeting, contains compliance ratings and 29 new 
recommendations. Out of 21 previous recommendations, Armenia was found to be partially compliant with 
10 recommendations, largely compliant with 8 recommendations and fully compliant with 3 recommenda-
tion. There have been no instances of non-compliance.6  

Key findings of the monitoring report 
 
Armenia has continued to reform its anticorruption legislation and institutions. A comprehensive legal 
framework for the civil service and public service integrity, including regulations on ethics and conflict of 
interests, was adopted; trading in influence and illicit enrichment criminalised; and laws on whistleblower 

                                                           

4 Included consolidated responses from 12 NGOs and an independent expert.  
5 Included consolidated responses from 12 NGOs and 2 independent experts.  
6 Two recommendations of the previous round (Pubic financial control and audit, political corruption) were not eval-

uated, as the fourth round of monitoring does not cover these topics. 
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protection and the Commission for the Prevention of Corruption introduced, as well as the legal provisions 
on asset declarations and public procurement enhanced. The introduction of various e-governance tools 
and services, a system for the publication and verification of asset declarations and the expansion of e-
procurement have been welcome developments.  
 
However, a lack of enforcement of anticorruption laws, together with a monopolised economy, remains a 
serious concern. The Report recommends, that Armenia should take bold measures to ensure judicial and 
prosecutorial independence and integrity, and step up efforts to detect, investigate and prosecute high-
profile and complex corruption cases using diverse sources of detection and analytical tools. The report 
further recommends that Armenia: 

 Ensure the transparent and objective selection of members of the Corruption Prevention Commission. 

 Implement in practice newly adopted laws on civil service, public service and whistleblower protection. 

 Provide systematic and objective scrutiny of asset declarations with a focus on high-level officials and 
a subsequent follow-up on violations. 

 Ensure a participatory and transparent process of the election of the Prosecutor General and increase 
the independence of individual prosecutors. 

 Introduce, without delay, corporate liability for corruption offences, ensure its effective enforcement 
in practice, and ensure that sanctions for corruption offences are proportionate. 

 Ensure the integrity of state-owned enterprises and promote business integrity. 

 Increase transparency and strengthen the monitoring of public procurement. Further reduce the use 
of non-competitive procurement procedure.  

 
The report also provides an analysis of the higher education sector with recommendations focusing on ant-
corruption policy, prevention of corruption and effective enforcement. 

The return mission to present the report took place on 26 January 2018 in Yerevan. A conference was 
organised including the government, civil society and donors to discuss the findings and the plans for the 
implementation of the recommendations. The report was presented by OECD/ACN Secretariat and two 
monitoring experts one of them joined the meeting by Skype. Upon the request of the Armenian authori-
ties, the ACN invited an expert to present the models of anticorruption institution to help make a decision 
on the issue. A press conference was also organised. 

Fourth Round of Monitoring of Kyrgyzstan 

The fourth round of monitoring of Kyrgyzstan was launched in November 2017. The authorities of Kyrgyz-
stan submitted their responses to the country-specific monitoring questionnaire in February 2018 and an-
swers to the additional questions – in March 2018.  

The country visit to Bishkek took place on 2-6 April 2018 and included 12 thematic sessions with represent-
atives of the state bodies. The OECD Secretariat, jointly with the OSCE Programme Office in Bishkek the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, organised separate meetings with representatives of 
the civil society, business community and international organisations.  

The Office of the Prosecutor General of the Kyrgyz Republic was the coordinating body on the side of Kyr-
gyzstan. The monitoring team for the fourth round of monitoring of Kyrgyzstan included: Mrs Jargalan 
Dashnyam (Mongolia); Mrs Aziza Umarova (Uzbekistan); Mr Evgeny Smirnov (European Bank for Recon-
struction and Development); Mrs Natalia Petrova (Ukraine); Mrs Māris Urbāns (Latvia); Mr Andriy Laktionov 
(Ukraine); Mr Dmytro Kotlyar (OECD ACN Secretariat, monitoring team leader) and Mrs Olga Savran (OECD 
ACN Secretariat). 
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The monitoring team prepared the report on the basis of the responses to the questionnaire and the find-
ings of the country visit, additional information provided by the Government of Kyrgyzstan and NGOs (in 
particular, NGO “Resultat”, CSR Central Asia), the desk research conducted by the monitoring team as well 
as the relevant information obtained in the course of the plenary meeting. World Customs Organisation 
provided comments on the in-depth study of the integrity in the customs service conducted within this 
monitoring round of Kyrgyzstan. 

 

Key findings of the monitoring report 

Kyrgyzstan has recently adopted important legislative reforms, in particular with regard to the civil ser-
vice, conflict of interests and asset disclosure mechanisms, as well as the criminalisation of corruption. 
However, most of the new measures have yet to be implemented in practice and have not had a signifi-
cant impact on reducing corruption. 

The report found that political instability in Kyrgyzstan is affecting anti-corruption policies. There was no 
single institution responsible for comprehensive and sustainable policy development and implementa-
tion. The government should also encourage a more active and meaningful role for civil society in the 
fight against corruption. The report further recommended that Kyrgyzstan significantly increase the 
transparency and accessibility of government-held information and open up government registers and 
other information that is of public interest. 

The report welcomed the adoption of new laws on conflict of interest and asset disclosure but the new 
legal framework lacked an effective enforcement mechanism. Furthermore, the scope of information 
from asset declarations that was required for publication should be extended to allow for closer public 
scrutiny as well as better detection of conflicts of interests and illicit enrichment of public officials. 

The report noted that far-reaching changes were required to improve the judiciary and public prosecu-
tion systems. The existing framework did not provide sufficient guarantees of independence and lacked 
effective tools to promote integrity. This was, in particular, due to the excessive role that political bodies 
played in the organisation of the judiciary and prosecution systems as well as in the careers of judges 
and prosecutors. The report recommended a number of important measures in this regard, including at 
the constitutional level. 

The report further recommended that Kyrgyzstan: 

 Continue expanding e-governance instruments to reduce corruption risks in the public admin-
istration. 

 Collect, publish and verify company beneficial ownership information on a central register. 

 Extend electronic procurement to all types and procedures of procurement; reduce non-com-
petitive procurement. 

 Set up a business ombudsman institution and promote the creation of compliance programmes 
in public companies. 

 Complete the alignment of criminal law with international standards and recommendations. 

 Extend the definition of politically exposed persons and ensure effective enforcement of the 
money laundering and illicit enrichment offences. 

 Ensure effective specialisation of law-enforcement authorities in the investigation and prosecu-
tion of corruption and prevent political influence on enforcement efforts through institutional 
reform. 

The report also included an in-depth study of the customs sector and recommended a set of measures 
to address high corruption risks in the sector. Kyrgyzstan was the first Istanbul Action Plan country where 
the customs sector was selected for the in-depth analysis. 
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The report was adopted at the plenary meeting of the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan on 4 July 2018 
in Paris in the OECD Headquarters. It contained the following compliance ratings for implementation of the 
recommendations of the Third Round of Monitoring: out of 26 previous recommendations Kyrgyzstan did 
not implement four recommendations, was partially compliant with 16 recommendations, largely compli-
ant with four recommendations and fully compliant with none of the recommendations. Two recommen-
dations of the previous round were not assessed, since the Fourth Round of Monitoring did not cover the 
relevant topics (state financial control and audit, political corruption). As the result of the Fourth Round of 
Monitoring 45 new recommendations were given to Kyrgyzstan and one previous recommendation was 
found to be still valid.  

 

Discussion of the Kyrgyz report during the ACN plenary, July 2018 

The return mission to present the report took place on 1 November 2018. The Office of the Prosecutor 
General extended invitations to the state bodies and non-governmental and international partners and 
media; the OSCE office in Bishkek provided the venue. The novelty of this return mission was the use of 
skype: while one representative was in Biskhek, other monitoring experts the meeting via, which worked 
well, allowed saving of time and finance, and can become a new good practice for the ACN. Following 
presentation of each recommendation participants discussed how to ensure effective implementation. A 
cross-cutting challenge that was identified was the lack of a clear allocation of responsibilities among vari-
ous agencies and of a central coordination body for anti-corruption efforts.  
 

Fourth Round of Monitoring of Ukraine:  Integrity of State-Owned Enterprises 

In 2017, the ACN decided that information provided during the fourth round of monitoring process was not 
sufficient for the in-depth review of the sector in Ukraine. Subsequently, a special follow up procedure - 
bis-monitoring on prevention and prosecution of corruption in state-owned enterprises (SOEs) - was ap-
plied to Ukraine to ensure proper completion of the fourth round of monitoring. 

This bis-monitoring procedure was launched for Ukraine in 2018. The monitoring questionnaires were sent 
out to all relevant stakeholders, including the Government and the selected SOEs. Civil society, private 
sector and international partners have been also consulted. 

The on-site visit took place on 16-20 April 2018 and was primarily organised with the assistance from State 
Property Fund of Ukraine, which provided the venue, helped set up meetings and invite key interlocutors. 
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In total 16 sessions were held with various government agencies, SOEs, civil society, auditors and other 
representatives of private sector and international organisations and embassies. 

The monitoring team comprised Mr Arto Honkaniemi, former Senior Counsellor of the Ownership Steering 
Department at the Prime Minister's Office of Finland and a former delegate of Finland to the OECD Working 
Party on State Ownership and Privatisation Practices, Ms Tanya Khavanska, Legal and Policy Analyst and 
Project Manager, Anti-Corruption Division, OECD, and Ms Antonina Prudko, Anti-Corruption Advisor, OECD 
Anti-Corruption Project for Ukraine. The report has benefited from comments from colleagues of the Cor-
porate Affairs Division of OECD, in particular, Ms Sara Sultan, Policy Analyst, Corporate Affairs Division, 
OECD. 

Main findings of the report 
Corruption is one of the main obstacles to carrying out long-awaited reforms of state-owned enterprises 
(SOEs) in Ukraine. SOEs make up a substantial part of the Ukrainian economy, provide key public services, 
and represent the largest employer in the country. However, most operate at a loss and the biggest are 
mired in corruption and political graft scandals. SOEs are often quoted as the main price in the elections to 
be divided by quotas after the elections. Members of the SOEs’ management, officials of the relevant own-
ership entity or political elite members, which have control over the relevant sector, industry, ministry or 
enterprise, are often either affiliated to or own intermediary firms used in corrupt schemes or receive a 
part of the profits through kick-backs. 
 
While the government recently announced major SOE reform, it has so far failed to ensure a clear role of 
the state as owner and proper supervision to protect them from political interference. 
 
Recognising these challenges, the report recommends that Ukraine: 

‒ Reduce the large number of SOEs. 
‒ Issue a state ownership policy, reduce the number of ownership entities, and find a way to exercise 

ownership rights through a single entity staffed with professional civil servants and shielded from un-
due political interference. 

‒ Abandon corporate forms reserved for SOEs only. In particular, eliminate unitary enterprises, most of 
which are still not obliged to have supervisory boards or undergo external independent audits, which 
opens them up to corruption. 

‒ Establish supervisory boards and select chief executive officers through an independent and competi-
tive process, and protect them from outside pressure and improper interference in their activities. 

‒ Provide for effective financial control over SOEs ensuring that audit functions are not used for political 
or other improper interference in their operations. 

‒ Rigorously implement the new law on privatisation, properly resource pre-privatisation and privatisa-
tion processes and ensure its full transparency and integrity. 

‒ Introduce tailor-made anti-corruption programmes in SOEs. Appoint Anti-Corruption Commissioners 
through open competitions, and ensure they are properly trained and have sufficient resources. 

‒ Ensure that the Law on Prevention of Corruption, including the requirement to declare assets, clearly 
and consistently applies to supervisory boards and management of SOEs. 

The report was adopted at the ACN meeting on 4 July 2018 at the OECD in Paris and completed the fourth 
round of monitoring of Ukraine. The report assesses the general framework of the SOEs governance and 
looks into examples of four select SOEs (Naftogaz, Ukrenergo, Turboatom and Khmelnytskoblenergo) at-
tempting to describe how all issues covered in the first general sections find their implementation in each 
of these SOEs. These four companies are among top 25 SOEs but represent different forms of incorporation, 
operate in several industries and have different ownership entities, which allowed for a comparative over-
view of reviewed issues in these various contexts. The report includes 18 recommendations. 
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The return mission to Ukraine took place on 26 September 2018. The National Agency on Corruption Pre-
vention, with substance and organisational support from the State Property Fund of Ukraine, convened a 
large conference to present the findings of the report to the government agencies, the concerned and 
other SOEs, the civil society, private sector and the international community. The ACN Secretariat made a 
presentation followed by interventions and questions from the audience. Read the full report on Ukraine 
and the OECD/ACN press release. 

 

Presentation of the report 
“Prevention and Prosecution of Corruption in State-Owned Enterprises in Ukraine” 

 

THEMATIC STUDIES  

Corruption Prevention at Local Level  

Prevention of corruption at local level has been in focus of the ACN’s work on prevention of corruption 
starting 2017. A regional seminar New Approaches and Practical Tools to Prevent Corruption at the Local 
Level is the second seminar devoted to this topic among the corruption prevention seminar series that will 
feed into the OECD/ACN thematic study on the subject be published in 2019. 

A two-day expert seminar organized in partnership with the Office of the Coordinator of OSCE Economic 
and Environmental Activities (OCEEA) in Vienna on 5 and 6 November 2018 gathered over 70 practitioners 
and experts from around 30 ACN and OSCE countries. The participants mainly were local level practitioners 
responsible for integrity and corruption prevention in cities and regions and responsible representatives 
from central administration, experts from international organizations and civil society. Several deputy 
mayors took part. Experts from the UK, Norway, Spain, Estonia, Ukraine, Romania, Latvia, Georgia, Lithua-
nia, FYROM, Serbia, EBRD, UNDP, World Bank, ICC, RAI, ODHIR and others shared their experiences of ad-
dressing local level corruption challenges, including innovative practices in planning and executing local 
budgets to minimize corruption risks in procurement at the local level; improving business climate; trans-
forming local integrity plans into practical tools for achieving change; reducing corruption risks in regulatory 
activities. A practical workshop focused on a hypothetical case in which participants worked in thematic 
groups to come up with concrete solutions to rid a corrupt city of malpractices and effectively prevent 
corruption. The seminar was another excellent example of fruitful cooperation between the OSCE and 
OECD for combined efforts to help countries in the region to prevent corruption.  

 
 

http://www.oecd.org/corruption/anti-bribery/OECD-ACN-Ukraine-4th-Round-Bis-Report-SOE-Sector-2018-ENG.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/corruptionobstructinglong-awaitedreformofstate-ownedenterprisesinukraine.htm
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/preventionofcorruption/
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Regional expert seminar New Approaches and Practical Tools to Prevent Corruption at the Local Level 
6-7 November, 2018, Vienna, Austria  

 
Business Integrity  

 
During 2018 the ACN Secretariat together with the EBRD, and with the participation of the UNDP organised 
two sub-regional seminars in the framework of their joint project on Business Integrity for Eastern Europe 
and Central Asia that was launched in January 2017 in the regional conference in Kyiv, Ukraine. The first 
seminar under this project took place in July 2017 in Belgrade and was focused on the Western Balkan 
countries. 
 
Sub-regional seminar for Eastern Europe and Caucasus was the second seminar in the series, it was organ-
ised on 13-14 March 2018 in Tbilisi and focused on integrity in small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs). 
The seminar was opened by the Deputy Prime Minister of Georgia, who is also Minister of Economy, Head 
of the Parliamentary Committee, Mrs Mathilde Mesnard, DAF Deputy Director, Director of the EBRD Office 
for Caucasus, and UNDP. The seminar brought together about 40 participants from Moldova, Belarus, 
Ukraine, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey. Each country was represented by a delegate from the 
government, an SME and a business association. Speakers came from the US, Estonia, Turkey, UK and from 
the region, as well as from the ACN and GRS. The agenda included plenary with presentations and mini-
lectures and 3 working groups with practical exercises. Active participation of SMEs has clearly demon-
strated the growing demand in knowledge about compliance related issues among this type of companies. 
 
The third and last in this series of seminars focused on integrity of SOEs in Central Asia and took place on 
30-31 October 2018 in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan. The purpose was to introduce the international standards and 
good practices of general SOE governance as the pre-condition for integrity, and some of the key elements 
of integrity measures. Speakers from the OECD Secretariat, OECD and ACN member countries (Croatia, 
Finland, Latvia, Hungary, UK and Ukraine), as well as from TI made presentations that were actively dis-
cussed in plenary sessions. Two working groups allowed the participants to discuss how they can apply 
these standards and good practices at home.  
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Opening of the regional seminar on business integrity by the co-organisers, 30-31 October 2018, Bishkek 

 

Upon the completion of the first phase of the joint project, the ACN and EBRD agreed to develop is second 
phase that will build on the awareness raising efforts conducted through sub-regional seminars, and will 
offer more technical and practical training to individual countries that can be provided on demand, condi-
tional to co-funding by the host. The project will be developed in 2019. 

In addition to the above seminars that were organised by the ACN and EBRD in cooperation with the UNPD, 
they also contributed to other events. On 25 May 2018, both partner organisations took part in a meeting 
in Sarajevo organised by the Balkan Compliance and Ethics Forum. This association was eager to learn about 
private sector good practices to promote integrity and protect themselves from solicitation, such as Ukrain-
ian business ombudsman and the UNIC, as well as about the EBRD compliance rules. It appeared from the 
discussions that the sectoral approach might be useful for the region, as there are already some examples 
of such efforts, e.g. in the pharma industry.  
 
Throughout the year, the ACN also continued its support to the UNIC, Ukrainian Network for Integrity and 
Compliance. As the member of the Executive Committee, the ACN Secretariat continued to the general 
development of this initiative. The Secretariat also contributed to the first meeting of UNIC since its crea-
tion in 2017 that took stock of the work done and set out key directions for further work.   
 
Among the achievement is that UNIC now enjoys 56 private companies who commit to operate corruption-
free, to promote integrity, who pay fees and contribute to various activities. Besides, UNIC Secretariat be-
came operational, together with the main governing bodies, including executive and ethics committees. 
UNIC members have adopted the methodology for external evaluation inspired by ISO 3700 and are pre-
paring to undergo this procedure during the summer. In addition, UNIC has organised various promotional 
activities during the past year, including the first business integrity week in May 2018.  
 
During the annual meeting, UNIC members proposed priority activities for the next year, including UNIC 
meetings in the regions of Ukraine, discussing with the government possible advantages for UNIC certified 
companies, such as accepting this certification as one of the criteria during risk assessment by tax admin-
istration for their checks of companies.  
 
In 2018, UNIC benefited from the financial support from EBRD and Dutch MATRA programme; it also ap-
plied to the Siemens grant to finance a compliance academy.  
 

Independence of prosecutors 
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In the framework of the ACN thematic studies and on the demand of the Law-Enforcement Network, the 
ACN Secretariat prepared a study that examines how the ACN countries implement in practice the interna-
tional standards and good practices in the area of independence of prosecutors. Some Asia-Pacific coun-
tries participated in the study, while WGB and other countries shared relevant good practices. The study 
also provides regional recommendations. The work was based on desk research of publicly available mate-
rials and information provided by 17 ACN governments, as well as 9 Asia-Pacific and 8 WGB countries. The 
preliminary findings of the study were discussed during the 9th ACN Law Enforcement Network Meeting. 
The draft study will be finalised in 2019  on the basis of these discussions and after incorporating the final 
round of comments from the ACN countries.  

 
LAW-ENFORCEMENT NETWORK 

The 9th Law Enforcement Network (LEN) meeting took place in November 2018 in Prague, Czech Republic, 
back-to-back with the International Bar Association (IBA) Central and Eastern Europe and Central Asia Anti-
Corruption Enforcement and Compliance Conference. The meeting discussed the following issues: modern 
methods for detecting domestic and foreign bribery; importance and challenges of access to financial data, 
assets and beneficial ownership disclosure; challenges and solutions for ensuring independence of prose-
cutors; effective international cooperation in corruption cases; and good practices for IT investigations and 
the role of cryptocurrencies. The LEN participants continued discussion on ways to further develop the 
Network through on-line communication tools (with possible use of blockchain technology) and priority 
areas for future work (high-level corruption, role of NGOs and investigative journalists, corruption in spend-
ing foreign financial aid and implementation of projects financed by official development assistance, finan-
cial investigations, IT investigations and analytical tools, asset recovery and management). The meeting 
was an excellent opportunity for the anti-corruption practitioners from the region to establish professional 
contacts that are vital for effective international cooperation on cross-border corruption cases. The agenda 
and the list of participants of the meeting are available upon request.  
 

COUNTRY PROJECTS  

Anti-Corruption Project for Ukraine  

In 2018, OECD Anti-Corruption Project for Ukraine received new funding support from the United States 
and Poland, which contributed to in-depth capacity building to address high profile corruption. This capac-
ity building applied the training methodology that was developed by the previous phases of the project. 
The methodology is based on the simulation of a complex corruption case; it was updated and now contains 
over 58 evidentiary pieces based on real-life documents and systems. All procedural steps (from detection, 
to investigation and filing of charges), which are being undertaken by the trainees, were further updated 
following changes into Ukrainian criminal and criminal procedural law, as well as taking into account prac-
tical lessons learnt during the trainings in 2017.  
 
The Project, in cooperation with the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine (OPDAT and INL), organised two trainings in 
2018, one of which was held at the premises of the International Law Enforcement Academy (ILEA) in Bu-
dapest, Hungary. The use of the national expertise further expanded: one of the NABU analysts served as 
one of the eight permanent trainers; experts from FIU, the Supreme Court, the State Property Fund, TI 
Ukraine, and national academia contributed in their respective areas of the module. Training course con-
tinued to incorporate all members of the criminal process involved in investigating high-profile corruption 
in order to improve inter-agency cooperation, which is vital for the success of these cases.  
 
The trainings were complimented by two practical seminars to discuss qualification of corruption offences 
and quantification of damages from corruption, with guidelines on quantification of damages from corrup-
tion being the end-product. The Project also helped delve into going after one of the new and difficult 



17 

 

offences – the illicit enrichment. In particular, business process of the detection of this crime has been 
documented.  
 
The Project continued to support NABU, SAPO and other law enforcement agencies in their international 
cooperation efforts, ensuring they are well represented at relevant international forums, build networks 
and foster relationships to help them on individual cases. In particular, to this end, in 2018 with the support 
of Polish CBA, NABU was able to delve into detection and investigation of corruption at local level, including 
in customs and border guard services at the Ukrainian-Polish border. This had dual effect, firstly cross-
border cooperation between law enforcement agencies of Ukraine and Poland dealing with corruption was 
enhanced, and secondly capacity building ceased to be exclusively focused on the central offices of the law 
enforcement agencies – NABU’s Lviv regional office was the main beneficiary of these activities. 

 

 

Opening of the training seminar in Lviv, Ukraine 

Throughout the first half of 2018, the Project, in partnership with the UNDP, EU Anti-Corruption Project 
and the USAID, continued its support to donor coordination meetings dedicated to different essential as-
pects of implementation of the anti-corruption reform in the country. From there on, this initiative has 
been taken over by the OECD international partners operating in the country.  

Anti-Corruption Project for Uzbekistan  

The project funded by the US Department of State's Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforce-
ment Affairs (INL) and implemented by the ACN was officially launched in November 2018. Several activities 
were organised back-to-back: donor co-ordination meeting with the participation of international organi-
zations and donors of anti-corruption and governance projects in Uzbekistan was attended by heads and 
deputies of 16 organizations. The participants discussed future collaboration and agreed to establish regu-
lar donor consultations led by the OECD/ACN. 
 
On 28 November, a roundtable discussion on prevention of corruption and building integrity in law-en-
forcement was held with participation of representative of law-enforcement and prosecution authorities. 
Experts of the OECD shared experience of Romania and Georgian and discussed various approaches to 
prevent corruption in this sector with the focus on police reforms. Discussions were held on tailor-made 
approach in the context of Uzbekistan. The ACN team also held a meeting with the national stakeholders 
of the project to plan the activities of the project. 
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The official launch of the project took place on 29 November at a high-level conference attended by na-
tional authorities, NGOs and international organizations. Along with the project, international anti-corrup-
tion standards and mechanisms were presented by the OECD experts. National counterparts also high-
lighted the Government’s efforts so far and future plans in the anti-corruption area. 

 
Participants of OECD/ACN high-level conference on project launch in Uzbekistan 

Tashkent 29 November 2018 

 
 

STEERING GROUP 

The 23rd Steering Group Meeting was held on 5 July 2018 back-to-back to the 19th Monitoring Meeting of 
the IAP. Ms Gabriela Ramos, OECD Chief of Staff and Sherpa opened the meeting. The Steering Group dis-
cussed the Activity Report 2017 and new indicators, updates of the implementation of the fundraising 
strategy, membership fees, and approved the changes to the 4th round of monitoring methodology. Fur-
ther discussion was held on the scope and procedures of the 5th round monitoring. The meeting featured 
a Tour de Table on anti-corruption reforms in security sector and the presentations of methodology for the 
assessment of integrity in education sector, as well as thematic studies on Prevention of Corruption at Local 
Level, on Confiscation and on Independence of Prosecutors. The meeting also provided an opportunity for 
various part of the OECD and international organizations to present their updates relevant to the work of 
the ACN. The agenda and further details are available here. The Summary Record will be posted on the ACN 
website7 after its adoption at the next meeting. 

 
FUNDING OF ACTIVITIES IMPLEMENTED IN 2018  

 
The ACN activities, like other activities involving OECD non-Members, are financed largely through volun-
tary contributions provided by Member countries. ACN also benefits from a limited funding from the OECD 
core budget and co-funding by ACN countries and partners.  
 
In order to improve the sustainability of the ACN funding and to ensure sufficient resources to implement 
the Work Programme in full, the Steering Group in September 2016 adopted the ACN Fundraising Strategy, 
which includes annual fees for member countries. In 2018, the Steering Group reviewed the implementa-
tion of the Fundraising Strategy, and noted that only one country – Lithuania – had paid the fees for that 
year, while others continued preparatory work for the payment or decided to self-finance their participa-
tion in the ACN instead of fees. By the end of 2018 Lithuania, Mongolia and Uzbekistan have paid their 

                                                           

7 Steering group summary records are published at https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/aboutthenetwork/  

http://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/anti-corruptionnetworkforeasterneuropeandcentralasiajuly2018meetings.htm
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/aboutthenetwork/
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fees; by March 2018 Georgia and Kazakhstan have also paid their fees, with payments by Azerbaijan and 
Moldova being in the pipeline. The total amount of ACN countries financial contributions has reached the 
amount of 58.7 KEUR with 17.5 KEUR in the pipeline.  
 
Overall, the funding raised by the ACN Secretariat was sufficient to implement all key activities foreseen by 
the Work Programme for 2018. The total amount spent for the 2018 Work Programme activities was at 1 
541 312 EURO, compared to estimated needs of 1,358,166 EURO, creating a surplus of 156 146 EURO.  

 
The table below summarises ACN funding in 2018 

Voluntary contributions by donors 
Target countries/programme Year grant was received  

(and OECD ref. no) 

Spent in 2018 

(Euros) 

ACN regional work 
 

  

Switzerland ACN (2016-19 programme) 2016 (DI160526) 218 425 

United States ACN (2017-19 programme) 2017 (D00189) 149 717 

United States ACN (2018-19 programme) 2018 (D01082) 115 032 

Liechtenstein ACN (2018-19 programme) 2018 (D01455 & D02468) 50 746 

ACN countries (Lithuania, Mongolia, Uz-

bekistan) 

ACN (2018-19 programme) 2018 (DP00093) 34 813 

Sub-total:   568 733 

ACN country projects 
 

  

Lithuania Ukraine 2016 (D00032) 11 117 

Sweden Ukraine 2016 (D00075) 202 426 

United States Ukraine 2018 (D01246) 30 378 

Poland Ukraine 2018 (D01449) 46 315 

United States Uzbekistan 2018 (D01244) 206 266 

Sub-total:   496 502 

OECD core funding Type of Expenditure  

 

OECD Budget Part I Staff (ACN project manager, budget officer) 75 369 

OECD Budget Part I Operational (translations and conference room rental) 70 257 

Sub-total:   145 626 

In-kind contributions Target programme Location and timing Estimate by the 

Secretariat 

Co-funding    

EBRD, UNDP 2 Central Asia Regional Experts 
Seminar on Business Integrity 

March, October, 2018 125 800 

OSCE and RAI Seminar on Prevention of Cor-
ruption at Local Level 

November 2018 62 585 

Azerbaijan, Tajikistan, Ukraine 9th ACN Law Enforcement Net-
work (LEN) Meeting 

November 2018 6 241 

Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Ukraine, Mongolia, Uzbekistan 

Monitoring and return visits, Is-
tanbul Anti-corruption Action 
Plan 

January-December 2018 41 952 

ACN Countries, NGOs and international 
organisations participating in the Net-
work self funding 

19th ACN Plenary Meeting July 2018 92 167 

NABU, Poland Ukraine Country project, vari-
ous events and trainings 

January-December 2018 1 706 

    

Sub-total:   330 451 

TOTAL  1 541 312 
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OUTPUTS, RESULTS AND IMPACT  

Performance indicators in 2018 

Performance indicators were revised following the guidance from the 2017 Steering Group meeting. The 
objective was to align them with the performance indicators that the ACN member countries are using 
domestically, to simplify data collection and to ensure long-term comparability of data. Results provided 
below are based on these updated performance indicators. 

Output indicators 

The output indicators for 2018 (table below) show that the ACN activities planned under the Work Pro-
gramme were fully implemented. The monitoring under the Istanbul Action Plan was completed as 
planned. Thematic seminars on corruption prevention, business integrity and LEN meetings were also or-
ganised, supported by the co-funding of partner organisations and host countries. 
 

Output indicators Delivered 
Istanbul Action Plan   

number of monitoring reports 3: Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, Ukraine (chapter on SOEs) 

number of progress updates 7: Azerbaijan, Georgia, Mongolia, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan 

number of shadow reports 12: 2 NGOs from Ukraine, 2 from Tajikistan, 1 from Kazakhstan and 3 from Geor-
gia and 4 from Armenia provided inputs for the monitoring reports and progress 
updates 

number of on-site visits 3 

number of return missions 3 

number of plenary meetings 1: July 2018 

number of summary reports 0 

Law-Enforcement Network  

number of meetings 1: November in Prague 

number of countries 23 countries  

number of experts 38 experts  

number of reports 0 

Corruption prevention   

number of meetings 1: November in Vienna 

number of countries 36 countries  

number of experts 69 experts  

number of reports 0 

Business Integrity  

number of meetings 2: May in Tbilisi and November in Bishkek  

number of countries 10 countries in Tbilisi, and 6 in Bishkek 

number of experts 53 experts in Tbilisi, and 41 in Bishkek 

number of reports 1 

Results indicators 

At the time of the preparation of this report in the run up to the ACN Steering Group meeting on 22 March, 
only 9 ACN countries provided their data; 6 more countries submitted their data after the meeting.  The 
findings below are therefore based on information provided by 15 ACN countries.



 

 

 

Results indicators submitted by ACN countries in the field of anti-corruption policy and institutions 

 
ANTI-CORRUPTION POLICY 

 

AL 
 
AZ 

 

BiH 
 
CR 

 
ES 

 
KZ 

 
KR 

 
LV 

 
LT 

 
MC 

 
MNGR 

 
RO 

 
SE 

 
UA 

 
UZ 

Anti-Corruption Strategy/ Plan in force 
(# of documents) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 

Budget for Strategy/Plan, EURO 
(N/A – every responsible institution and/or measures have/haven’t their own budget, so can’t be calculated; 0 – no budget; or pro-

vided total amount by country) 

1632321 0 0 N/A 7000 355804 N/A 0 1009432 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 1771479 

 
Monitoring of Strategy/Plan 

(from 0 (NO) to 1(YES)) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 

 
Permanent secretariat Strategy/Action Plan 

(number of institutions) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Number of staff of permanent secretariat 
(estimated number of staff in the above institutions that are responsible for anti-corruption strategy and action plan, N/A-no 

information) 

4 5 N/A 4 2 136 N/A 5 19 3 46 11 1 288 43 

 
Number of ministries/ agencies with internal corruption risk 
(N/A – no information; 0 – no ministries; total # of ministries/agencies) 

4 1 N/A N/A 1 3 14 1 4 0 N/A 0 0 1 27 

 
Number of ministries/ agencies with internal a-c action plans 
(N/A – no information; 0 – no ministries; total # of ministries/agencies) 

0 2 3 N/A 1 All 38 13 10 N/A 55 N/A All 86 0 

 
Number of local authorities with internal corruption risk assess- ments 

(N/A – no information; 0 – no local authorities; total # of local authorities) 

84 All 38 3 0 All 38 13 12 N/A 55 763 All 86 47 

 
Number of local authorities with internal a-c action plans 

(N/A – no information; 0 – no local authorities; total # of local authorities) 

0 N/A 130 4 N/A 17 13 109 49 N/A 151 535 79 43 0 

 
Number of corruption surveys conducted/used for Strategy/ Plan (N/A – no information; 0 – no corruption sur-

veys; total # of corruption sur- veys) 

0 N/A 15 4 N/A 17 9 109 57 N/A 151 797 79 43 14 

 
Number of NGOs active in Strategy/ Plan or members of related councils 

(N/A – no information; 0 – no NGOs; total # of NGOs) 

20 40 5 8 1 29 3 22 5 26 7 7 N/A 7 20 

 

Number of anti-corruption public awareness raising campaigns (N/A – no information; 0 – no campaigns; total # of 

campaign (campaign does not mean individual events like a conference or a video, it means a comprehen- sive project that iden-

tifies a target group, includes varioussessing knowledge gaps and needs, raising awareness though different means like meetings, 

media adds, practical instructions, pilot activities, competitions, etc, and assessing 

the impact of these activities, a campaign normally has its own budget and dedicated implementation team) 

6 2 40 26 0 4000 6 1 5 0 4 5 1 12 34086 

 
Number of public officials that received a-c integrity training 

 

1023 

 

450 815 206 323 326 1462 5818 6382 385 650 68509 1002 39119 9130 

file://///main.oecd.org/sdataDAF/Data/DAF-AC/Global%20Relations/Anti-Corruption%20Network/ACN%20activity%20reports/ACTIVITY%20REPORT%202018/drejtesia.gov.al/strategjia-ndersektoriale-kunder-korrupsionit/
http://antikorrupsiya.gov.az/view.php?lang=az&menu=49
https://anticorruption.kg/
http://www.eu.me/en/23/23-documents
http://sna.just.ro/Rapoarte+de+monitorizare
http://www.acas.rs/izvestaji/godisnji-izvestaj/


 

 

 

Data regarding anti-corruption policy and institutions, presented in the table above, indicates the follow-
ing: 

 ACN countries are well advanced in the development of anti-corruption policy. Almost all countries 
(in 2018, Ukraine remained the only ACN countries that did not have an anti-corruption strategy) 
now have anti-corruption strategies or action plans in place. 

 Almost all countries report that they have monitored the implementation of the anti-corruption 
policies in 2018. However at the time of drafting of this report a number of countries have stated 
that they have not yet completed their respective monitoring reports. 

 All ACN countries have state bodies responsible for the monitoring of anti-corruption policy devel-
opment, coordination and monitoring. However the amount of resources continues to vary greatly: 
only 5 countries report on the budget allocated to the strategies; amount of human resources ded-
icated to this task also vary significantly from 1 in Serbia to 288 in Ukraine.  

 ACN countries report significant activity of line ministries, state agencies and local administrations 
and municipalities in anti-corruption policy, e.g. all state bodies in Kazakhstan and 535 municipali-
ties in Romania appear to have anti-corruption action plans. 

 All countries report civil society participation in the elaboration and implementation of their anti-
corruption strategies. However the number of civil society organisations participating varies signif-
icantly between countries; 6 countries with high level participation, with the remainder involving 
less than 10 NGOs (the lowest being Estonia with only 1 NGO participating). 

 The majority of countries conduct anti-corruption surveys with Romania, Latvia and Serbia being 
clear leaders in this field.  

 Finally, data regarding public awareness raising and anti-corruption education for public officials 
provided very diverse results, e.g. with Central Asian countries (Uzbekistan: 34 086 and Kazakhstan: 
4  000) reporting very high numbers may suggest that the term of a campaign was not clear. 
 

Data on integrity in the public administration, presented in the table below, indicates the following: 

 Not all countries were able to provide all elements of data on integrity in public administration; 
e.g. data on civil service was provided by 10 countries, 5 countries did not have such data. Further-
more in countries where this data was provided there are missing elements that make it difficult 
to use the data. Additionally, there are discrepancies and contradictions in the provided data, e.g. 
in the data about number of public officials and asset declarations the numbers do not add up.  

 Data establishes that in a majority of countries, in which the data is complete, recruitment within 
the civil service is not strictly conducted through competition. However, the severity of this issue 
varies greatly between countries. 

 The data establishes that in some countries, the number of published declarations remain very 
small, e.g. in Kazakhstan and Bosnia-Herzegovina 0 declarations were published or in the case of 
Lithuania which only published 48 491 out of 127 900 declarations. Furthermore in most countries 
the number of verified declarations remains very low, e.g. in Ukraine only 447 out of 337 097 sub-
missions were subject to verification. 

 ACN countries report a growing trend in enhancing whistle-blower protection with 8 countries 
passing legislation on this topic. However, data on whistle-blower protection remains incomplete.  

 Data on investigation and sanctioning of high-level officials for integrity violations is very diverse 
as well, where Kyrgyzstan, Ukraine, Serbia, Romania appear to show high performance.  

 Over all, countries have been performing well regarding open data, with Ukraine far in the lead, 
followed by Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan.   

 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 

PUBLIC SECTOR INTEG- RITY 
(N/A – no information, infor- mation for 

other reporting period (e/g 2016), web-

link, unclear data, blanc space, 0 – 

none/no, total #) 

AL AZ BiH CR ES KZ KR LV LT MAC MN RO SE UA UZ 

Vacancies published 1218 N/A 280 490 N/A 19912 1909 1358 4269 N/A 612 N/A 732 55146 N/A 

Civil servants hired 1073 N/A 356 N/A N/A 12663 2756 1026 2249 N/A 520 N/A N/A 45351 N/A 

Hired through competition 1073 N/A 232 N/A N/A 12537 1904 1026 1813 N/A 520 N/A 484 28114 N/A 

Average salary of a civil 
servant, EURO 

N/A N/A N/A 1223 N/A 398 215 1103 1123.81 N/A N/A 1001 N/A 438 N/A 

Fixed part (%) N/A N/A N/A 90% N/A N/A 71% 78% 69% N/A N/A N/A N/A 70.00% 60 

Variable parts (%) N/A N/A N/A 10% N/A N/A 29% 22% 30% N/A N/A N/A N/A 30.00% 40 

Officials must declare as- 
sets/inter, 

3201 0 1923 2158 4640 N/A 50966 57676 N/A N/A 5769 350 000 32979 214937 0 

Submitted declarations 3679 0 350 941 3796 506,408 49688 57652 127900 4802 8004 538454 5505 337097 0 

Published declarations 10489 0 0 859 3796 0 1072 57652 48491 6651 8004 538454 N/A 337097 0 

Late submissions 63 0 N/A N/A 843 1110 1931 1183 N/A N/A N/A  N/A 17000 0 

Failures to submit 18 0 235 55 N/A N/A 1278 4773 N/A 7 368 1210 45 149 0 

Verified declarations 1675 0 348 26 N/A N/A 45095 2174 N/A 1650 854 2077 282 447 0 

Conflict of interest identi- 
fied/sanctioned 

12 0 5 41 N/A N/A N/A 251 N/A N/A 9 25 N/A 13 0 

Intentional false information identi-

fied/sanctioned 
112 0 0 26 N/A 3375 4366 345 N/A 2 45 6 29 197 0 

Illicit enrichment, identi- 
fied/sanctioned 

N/A 0 N/A N/A 283 N/A 1 18 N/A N/A 0 6 N/A 71 0 

Staff working on declarations 70 0 5 12 N/A N/A 100 20 27 5 4 48 17 20 0 

New legislation on whistle- blowers 

adopted or amended 
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 

Number of whistle-blowers' re-

ports received 
20 N/A 2 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 2 110 N/A 52 1392 0 

Whistle-blowers asked for / were 

awarded protection 
3 N/A 2 0 N/A 88 N/A N/A 0 N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A 0 

Number of complaints to a cen-

tralised channel 
N/A N/A 26 0 N/A N/A N/A 7353 1977 89 110 0 583 0 787 

Complaint received by: law- en-

forcement agencies 
N/A 8058 N/A N/A N/A N/A 946 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1513 5510 105446 625 

Disciplinary cases: Minister 

and Deputies, MPs ,Prosecu- tors, 

Judges 

0 58 33 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A 1 0 10 0 

Administrative cases opened and 

sanctions: Minister and Deputies, 

MPs ,Prosecutors, 
Judges 

112  N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 8 0 256 0 

Criminal cases opened/ sanc- tions: 

Minister, Deputies, MPs ,Prosecu-

tors, Judges 

6 2 N/A 6 0 4 122 2 6 N/A N/A 52 84 90 19 

Data sets added on open data 

portals (both # data sets, por- tals 

and documents) 

N/A 650 N/A 576 N/A 3114 377 264 N/A N/A 57 26 132 23600 4200 

http://www.hidaa.gov.al/ligji-nr-602016/
https://likumi.lv/ta/id/302465-trauksmes-celsanas-likums
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/2986b360db3611e7910a89ac20768b0f
http://www.antikorupcija.me/media/documents/Law_on__Prevention_of_Corruption.pdf
http://www.pravno-informacioni-sistem.rs/SlGlasnikPortal/reg/viewAct/12877ada-f40b-42cb-8acf-9dbc93eb15e2
http://lex.uz/ru/docs/4159922


 

 

 

Data on business integrity is also unreliable. However, it indicates the following trends: 

 In 2018, legislative provisions that can provide incentives for companies to boost their compliance 
programmes, such as the possibility to use them as mitigation or defence in investigation or pros-
ecution of legal entities for corruption, are still underused.  

 In 2018, several countries report that private sector took part in the development and monitoring 
of anti-corruption policies. Companies engaged in business integrity initiatives and reported about 
corruption through different reporting channels. 

 The majority of countries report SOEs have their own anti-corruption policies. In some the number 
of SOEs that follow this practice are very high. For example in Kyrgyzstan where 6 050 SOEs have 
their own anti-corruption policy, this data could necessitate further verification. 

 A majority of ACN countries report to have databases of beneficiary ownership. However, in some 
this information is still not open to the public.  

 
 

BUSINESS IN- 

TEGRITY 
(N/A – no infor- 

mation, information 

for other reporting pe- 

riod (e/g 2016), web 

link, unclear data, 

blanc space, 0 – 

none/no, total #) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AL 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AZ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BiH 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CR 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

KZ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

KR 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LV 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MAC 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MN 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RO 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

UA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

UZ 

Effective compli- 
ance programme as 

mitigation/defence 
from prosecution 

1 0 N/A N/A 1 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 0 N/A 0 0 

Private sector par- 

ticipating in anti- 

corruption policies 
(incl. events and # of 

companies) 

55 N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A 1 N/A 5 N/A 0 11 N/A N/A 0 

State-owned enter- 

prises with a-c pro- 

grammes 
38 N/A N/A 106 N/A 6050 127 65 58 N/A 51 72 N/A 35 22 

Active private sec- 

tor business integ- 

rity initiatives 
N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A 2 N/A 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A 

 

Reports from com- 

panies received 

through the official 

channels for re- 

porting corruption 

N/A 48 N/A N/A N/A 0 1 186 N/A N/A 5 0 N/A 422 6 

Public data base of 

beneficiary owner- 

ship 

0 0 N/A 

1 (not 

open to 

public 

1 1 1 1 

1 (not 

open to 

public) 

N/A 0 0 N/A 1 

1 (not 

open to 

public) 

 
 
Data on criminalisation and enforcement provided the following results. Out of the ACN countries that 
provided replies to the questionnaire, 12 out of 15 noted that they have some form of a specialized anti-
corruption investigation and/or prosecution or anti-corruption enforcement body. Out of the ACN coun-
tries five have either 2 or 3 such bodies. These agencies differ in terms of their institutional placement 
(stand-alone or within another authority, e.g. Prosecutor’s General Office) and level of autonomy. 
 
The statistics on the number of criminal proceedings in corruption cases at different stages (see figure 
below) indicate an uneven enforcement in 2018, but that has globally increased since 2017, with Kyrgyzstan 
recording the highest number of cases. 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.pp.gov.al/web/ligj_pergjegjesia_penale_e_personave_juridike_38.pdf
https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/eli/509012018005/consolide
https://ariregister.rik.ee/index?lang=eng
https://opi.dfo.kz/p/
http://register.minjust.gov.kg/register/home.seam
https://www.ur.gov.lv/lv/sanem-informaciju/pieprasi-informaciju/informacijas-abonesana/
http://stirna.info/
http://stirna.info/
http://stirna.info/
http://data.gov.ua/
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Figure 1. Number of criminal corruption cases in selected ACN countries in 2017 and 2018 

 
Figure 2. Total number of criminal corruption cases in ACN countries having submitted data in 2017 and 2018 

 
Table 1. Number of criminal corruption cases in ACN countries having submitted data in 2017 and 2018 
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2017 2018

Criminal Cases Opened and Sanctioned: Minis-
ters and deputies, MPs, Prosecutors, Judges 2017 2018 

Albania N/A 6 

Azerbaijan 2 2 

Bosnia N/A N/A 

Croatia 40 6 

Estonia 0 0 

Kazakhstan 7 4 

Kyrgyzstan N/A 122 

Latvia 0 2 

Lithuania 2 6 

Macedonia 0 N/A 

Montenegro N/A N/A 

Romania 15 52 

Serbia 6 84 

Ukraine 151 90 

Uzbekistan 14 19 

Total 237 393 
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Figure 3. Corruption cases involving legal persons in ACN countries having submitted data in 2017 and 2018 

 

Table 2. Corruption Cases involving legal persons in ACN countries having submitted data in 2017 and 2018 

Countries 2017 2018 

 Opened Sent to 
Court 

Sanctioned Opened Sent to 
Court 

Sanctioned 

Albania    n/a n/a n/a 

Azerbaijan 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bosnia    382 226 172 

Croatia 548 1328 n/a 0 1 1 

Estonia n/a n/a 0 n/a n/a 0 

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kyrgyzstan 32 15 0 186 186 n/a 

Latvia 1 2 n/a 0 1 n/a 

Lithuania 1 0 6 1 7 11 

Macedonia n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Montenegro n/a 46 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Romania n/a 91 47 n/a 65 10 

Serbia 15 0 0 4 0 0 

Ukraine 3 2 0 n/a 4 n/a 

Uzbekistan n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Total 600 1484 53 573 490 194 

 
There are very few cases involving foreign bribery, only Latvia (1 case opened) and Serbia (2 cases 
opened). 
 
Most countries (8 in total) that replied reported enforcement of confiscation measures in 2018 (see 
figures below); the amounts of confiscated assets vary but remain significant. Only Kazakhstan re-
ported that they had recovered assets from abroad.  
 
Figure 4. Number of corruption cases that involved confiscation (2018) 
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Figure 5. Total confiscated value, EUR 

 
 
ACN countries have been active in requesting and providing mutual legal assistance in corruption cases 
(see figure below) but have struggled in certain circumstances to provide assistance to all requests. Latvia 
showed the best result in the level of reply to the incoming requests (assistance provided in 49 cases out 
of 61), while Ukraine had the highest number of its outgoing requests satisfied (74 out of 164 cases).  

Figure 6. Incoming and outgoing MLA requests in corruption cases in ACN countries (2018) 
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Impact Indicators 

Table 1. Corruption Perception Index, Transparency International, Eastern and Central Eu-

rope and Central Asia 

Global 
Country 
Rank 2018 

Country CPI 2018 

Score 

CPI 2017 
Score 

CPI 2016 
Score 

CPI 2015 
Score 

CPI 2014 
Score 

CPI 2013 
Score 

CPI 2012 
Score 

CPI 2008 
Score** 

CPI 2003 
Score** 

18 Estonia 73 71 70 70 69 68 64 66 55 

36 Slovenia 60 61 61 60 58 57 61 67 59 

36 Poland 60 60 62 62 61 60 58 46 36 

38 Lithuania 59 59 59 61 58 57 54 46 47 

38 Czech Repub- 

lic 
59 57 55 56 51 48 49 52 39 

41 Latvia 58 58 57 55 55 53 49 50 38 

41 Georgia 58 56 57 52 52 49 52 39 18 

57 Slovakia 50 50 51 51 50 47 46 50 37 

60 Croatia 48 49 49 51 48 48 46 44 37 

61 Romania 47 48 48 46 43 43 44 38 28 

64 Hungary 46 45 48 51 54 54 55 51 48 

67 Montenegro 45 46 45 44 42 44 41 34 23 

70 Belarus 44 44 40 32 31 29 31 20 42 

77 Bulgaria 42 43 41 41 43 41 41 36 39 

78 Turkey 41 40 41 42 45 50 49 46 31 

87 Serbia 39 41 42 40 41 42 39 34 23 

89 Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 
38 38 39 38 39 42 42 32 33 

93 Kosovo3 37 39 36 33 33 33 34 - - 

93 FYR Macedo- 

nia 
37 35 37 42 45 44 43 36 23 

93 Mongolia 37 36 38 39 39 38 36 30 - 

99 Albania 36 38 39 36 33 31 33 34 25 

105 Armenia 35 35 33 35 37 36 34 29 30 

117 Moldova 33 31 30 33 35 35 36 29 24 

120 Ukraine 32 30 29 27 26 25 26 25 23 

124 Kazakhstan 31 31 29 28 29 26 28 22 24 

132 Kyrgyzstan 29 29 28 28 27 24 24 18 21 

138 Russia 28 29 29 29 27 28 28 21 27 

152 Azerbaijan 25 31 30 29 29 28 27 19 18 

152 Tajikistan 25 21 25 26 23 22 22 20 18 

158 Uzbekistan 23 22 21 19 18 17 17 18 24 

161 Turkmenistan 20 19 22 18 17 17 17 18 - 

Notes: A higher score means ‘less corrupt’. Until 2013, the CPI score was calculated differently (on 0-10 

scale); to enable comparison, the CPI 2003 and 2008 scores were converted to 0-100 scale. 

Source: Transparency International, CPI, https://www.transparency.org/research/cpi. 

Samples from surveys "How serious is corruption among other problems" 

Estonia According to the corruption study (2016) 57% of respondents thinks that corrup-

tion is a serious problem. Compared to other fields it is less worrying. 

Croatia Corruption is not on the top of the threats to society: but remain threat to repu-

tation of public institutions, that citizens estimate important for functioning of the 

democratic society.  

Lithuania “The Lithuanian Map of Corruption” is a periodical national survey of residents, 

civil servants and business representatives, which is coordinated by the Special 

http://www.transparency.org/research/cpi
http://www.transparency.org/research/cpi
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Investigation Service of the Republic of Lithuania (STT) and is conducted every 

two-three years. The latest domestic survey was conducted in late 2018 – early 

2019.  

Lithuanian residents place corruption on the 4th place among the most acute 

problems, after low-wages, rising prices and emigration, i.e. 40% of the popula-

tion indicated corruption as a very serious problem. This percentage is lower in 

comparison with 2016 (5th place – 56%). In addition, 31,6% of respondents be-

lieve that they are affected by corruption in their daily lives. 

According to EY “Global Fraud Survey” 2018, 44% of CEOs state that bribery/cor-

rupt practises are widespread in Lithuania, which is 22th highest rate among 53 

countries surveyed.   

Kazakhstan The proportion of persons who experienced corruption is 13,3 %. 

Montenegro The majority of respondents (42.6%) considers that the level of corruption re-

mained the same as in the previous year, while 11.3% deems that the level of 

corruption has somewhat increased, and 20.2% of the respondents believes that 

the level of corruption is lower than in the previous year. 

Romania According to the last DGA survey regarding corruption within MoIA, only 2% of 

MoIA respondents consider corruption as a main problem for the institution. In 

their opinion, the main problems at the MoIA level are considered personnel is-

sues, wages and legislation.  

However, the analysis of the data obtained after 2012 allowed to observe the 

constant pressures of corruption found at the level of the institution (6-7%). 

Uzbekistan According to the opinion poll "Fighting corruption in the mirror of public opinion 

– 2018", conducted by CIOM "Izhtimoiy Fikr" (public opinion research center), the 

concept of "corruption" for the citizens of our country has a very negative conno-

tation. According to Uzbek citizens, corruption offenses not only inflict financial 

damage on the state, but also hinder the preservation of stability in society and 

threaten the security of the country, the implementation of systemic reforms in 

all spheres of state and public construction. 

In general, according to the poll, respondents believe that negative phenomena 

for society, such as corruption, bribery and extortion, are prevalent in certain ar-

eas of public life. 

Kyzgyzstan It is a serious problem impeding the development of the country. 

 

Samples from surveys "Most corrupt and most trusted/distrusted state institutions" 

Estonia Most trusted state institution is Rescue Board (96%), Emergency center (88%) and 

Police and Border Guard Board (86%). Most distrusted states institutions are par-

liament (55%) and government (55%) 

Croatia According to Eurobarometer 2017 survey with the EC European Semester Report 

political parties, local politicians and MPs are among the most corrupt officials. 
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Lithuania According to “The Lithuanian Map of Corruption”, in an open-ended question 

about the most corrupt state institutions, the residents most frequently men-

tioned health care institutions – 50% (2016 – 51%), the Seimas (Parliament) – 32% 

(2016 – 42%), the courts – 27% (2016 – 37%), municipalities – 24% (2016 – 22%), 

and political parties – 23% (2013 – 22%). Public perception of the corruptness of 

the Seimas (Parliament) and the courts had improved significantly, while percep-

tion towards other institutions remained the similar as in the previous survey.   

According to the Market and Opinion Research Centre “Vilmorus Ltd.” opinion poll 

of Lithuanian residents on the trust in state institutions, January 2019 the mostly 

trusted state institutions were the fire service – 88,2% (January 2017 – 90,8% ), 

police – 66,87% (2017 – 59,8%), military – 58,5% (2017 – 57%), church – 55% (2017 

– 52,4%), and the President – 54,4% (2017 – 58,9%).   

The mostly distrusted institutions were considered to be political parties – 61,8% 

(2017 – 60,1%), the Seimas – 57,1% (2017 – 46,5%) and the government – 33,4% 

(2017 – 29,9%). These institutions are more likely to be perceived as not trustwor-

thy that trustable by the residents. The results show that during this period public 

distrust towards the Seimas increased the most – by 10,6% . 

Kazakhstan Customs service, education, construction and housing and communal services. 

Montenegro The majority of respondents (20.2%) considers there is corruption in health care, 

the second place is the state administration with 13.9%, while the third are inspec-

tion control offices (11.7%). According to the respondents, corruption is least pre-

sent in culture, sports and media. 

When it comes to the trust, the majority of respondents (35.4%) would report cor-

ruption to the Agency for Prevention of Corruption, then to the Police Administra-

tion (24.3%), and then the media (11.2%). 

The survey is available in Montenegrin here: http://www.antikorup-

cija.me/me/biblioteka/arhiva-novosti/1812281120-istrazivanje-javnog-mnjenja/ 

Romania There is no available data regarding the perception of corruption and the most 

trusted/distrusted state institution. 

Regarding the self-perceived spread of corruption at the level of the structures of 

the MAI, by field of activity, the data provided reveals results relatively similar to 

the ones from the previous studies. The highest level of corruption spreading is 

recorded in the areas of public procurement and driving permit and vehicle regis-

tration (29% of the respondents have indicated a very large or large measure), 

border police (27% of the sample) and Romanian police (21%). On the opposite 

side are the areas of emergency situations and the keeping of records and the ad-

ministration of databases. 

Uzbekistan The study identified the areas of life of the State and society which, according to 

citizens, are most susceptible to corruption, in which they are most frequently en-

countered with cases of corruption and bribery. 

http://www.antikorupcija.me/me/biblioteka/arhiva-novosti/1812281120-istrazivanje-javnog-mnjenja/
http://www.antikorupcija.me/me/biblioteka/arhiva-novosti/1812281120-istrazivanje-javnog-mnjenja/


31 

 

As it was found out in the poll, according to citizens, cases of corruption and brib-

ery are common in many spheres of society, however, are most often encountered 

in the education, health care systems, in areas related to law enforcement agen-

cies and other organizations. 

Kyzgyzstan According to the results of the population surveys conducted by the National Sta-

tistical Office of the Kyrgyz Republic in 2018, the IDN in the 2nd half of the year fell 

in comparison with the corresponding period of 2017 for 5.4 points and amounted 

to + 25.2 points ( The value of the population Trust index and their constituents 

varies between-100 and + 100 points). 

The index of "Personal trust of citizen to the state" amounted to + 36.0 points and 

decreased in comparison with the 2nd  half of 2017 on 4.6 points. At the same time 

the greatest trust is expressed to the Ministry of Youth, Physical culture and sports 

at the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic (+ 51.8 points), the local State admin-

istration (+ 51.6), the State Committee of Information Technologies and commu-

nications (+ 50.7), the Ministry of Emergency Situations (+ 50.2). At the end of the 

list of the Personal Trust index of citizens  is the State Customs Service at the Gov-

ernment (+ 21.8 points), the State Pentitentiary Service (+ 24.6), the State Inspec-

torate for Environmental and Technical Safety  (+ 26.1), the State Service for Com-

bating Economic Crimes under the Government (+ 27.1), the State Inspectorate for 

Veterinary and Phytosanitary Safety at the Government (+ 27.2), the State Service 

for Regulation and Supervision of the Financial Market at the Government (+ 27.4). 

The index "Personal perception of the level of corruption in the state bodies of 

executive power and local self-government" amounted to + 12.4 points and de-

creased in comparison with the 2nd half of 2017 for 7.8 points. At the same time, 

according to the personal opinion of the population, the lowest level of corruption 

is noted at the local State administration (+ 38.4 points), the Ministry of Youth, 

Physical culture and sports (+ 37.8), the Office of Plenipotentiary representatives 

of the KR government  in the regions  (+ 33.0), State Committee of Information 

Technologies and Communications of KR (+ 32.4), Ministry of Emergency Situa-

tions of KR (31.3). At the same time, according to the personal opinion of the pop-

ulation, the highest level of corruption has been noted in the State Customs Ser-

vice  (-13.4 points), the State Penitentiary service in the Kyrgyz Republic (-9.1), the 

Ministry of Health (-8.5), the Ministry of Internal Affairs KR (-8.3), Ministry of 

Transport and Roads of KR (-0.5) points. 

 

Samples from surveys “level of corruption as perceived by public opinion surveys about 

experience of corruption” 

Albania The Law No. 9723, date 06/05/2007, “On business registration”, amended, and other 

legislation into force, do not stipulate the legal obligation for the registration of the 

beneficial owners in the commercial register. 
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Based on the Law No. 9723/2007, in the commercial register, among other infor-

mation, it is recorded the information about the shareholders of the legal entities 

registered in the commercial register. 

Estonia According to the 2017 Transparency International Global Corruption Barometer sur-

vey 8% of respondents consider public service corrupt, 9% parliament, 13% courts 

and  3% police. 

Croatia According to the 2017 Special Eurobarometer survey on corruption tolerance to cor-

ruption in Croatia is increasing, with only 45 % of the respondents finding corruption. 

The share of people who think that corruption is at 91 % and those who report having 

been involved or having knowledge of bribery cases is 28 %  

Lithuania Concerning the level of corruption, the results of the latest “The Lithuanian Map of 

Corruption 2018” showed the following trends: 

a) Experience of corruption 

Experience of corruption among residents has decreased: 11,6% of respondents had 

paid a bribe in a last 12 month at least once, compared with 16% in 2016 and to 24% 

in 2014. In a period of five year 24,4% respondents had given a bribe, compared to 

33% in 2016 survey. 

In regards to indirect corruption experience, 46,6% of residents stated that they 

know at least one person who gave a bribe in a last 12 months and 54,3% know a 

person who gave a bribe in the last 5 years. At the same time, 30,8% of respondents 

know someone who had taken a bribe in the last 12 months.  

b) Perception of corruption attitudes 

61,3% of residents believed that corruption is an obstacle in their personal lives (com-

pared to 65% in 2016) and 80,7% stated that corruption is an obstacle of society’s 

well-being (compared to 78% in 2016). Just a few percent of respondents sees cor-

ruption as a positive aspect of their personal or society’s well-being.  

In addition, when evaluating how widespread is corruption in a country, 24,8% of 

respondents believe that the level of corruption increased in the last five years while 

the same part (25,2%) believe that level of corruption has diminished in the last five 

years. This positive-negative evaluation ratio is significantly smaller than in a previ-

ous surveys, i.e. in 2016 46% of respondents believed that level of corruption in-

creased and just 14% believed that the level of corruption decreased in the same 

period. What is more, there are more residents (27,8%) who believe that level of 

corruption will drop down in upcoming three years in comparison to those who be-

lieve that corruption will be more widespread in the same time period (11,4%). This 

is a radical changes in the attitudes compared to the previous survey: in 2016 pessi-

mists accounted for 20% and optimists for 18% of respondents.  

c) Tolerance of corruption 

Although the level of residents who believe that corruption help to solve a problem 

remains high it’s slightly diminishing: 62,8% in 2018 in comparison to 68% in 2016. 

The willingness to give a bribe in order to solve some potential future remains high 
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as well: 17,5% residents would give a bribe to solve their problem and 39,7 stated 

that they may give a bribe according to the circumstances. As in the previous surveys 

in 2016 and 2014, almost one in four (23,3%) residents state that they wouldn’t pay 

a bribe as it is against their values.  

Furthermore, the research also showed the lessening number of the society mem-

bers who would report corruption incidents. In 2018 16,5%  residents would report 

corruption, in comparison to 23% in a previous 2016 survey. At the same time, the 

attitudes towards whistle-blowers in general remain very positive: majority believes 

that whistle-blowers are active citizens (87,5% in 2018, 86%  in 2016) or are coura-

geous (87,4% in 2018, 86% in 2016).  

Kazakhstan The perception level of corruption is 69%, the proportion of people who have expe-

rienced corruption is 13.3%. 

Montenegro In the part of the survey concerning the public opinion on corruption, the highest 

percentage of respondents (74.0%) said that in exercising their rights with state or 

local government bodies, they were not conditioned by the request for a gift or 

money by any employee. 

The majority of citizens (79.7%) stated that they had never offered any kind of gift or 

money to exercise their legal rights. 

It is also important to note that the highest percentage of respondents believe that 

it is never fair to give money (91.6%), gift (71.8%), or make a favor (71.4%) to a public 

sector employee in order to exercise their rights. 

The presence of corruption in the state administration decreased compared to 2017 

according to 26.5% of respondents, while it increased according to 18.4% of respond-

ents compared to the previous year. 

The survey is available in Montenegrin here: http://www.antikorupcija.me/me/bib-

lioteka/arhiva-novosti/1812281120-istrazivanje-javnog-mnjenja/  

Uzbekistan In 2018, the same study revealed the index of the overall assessment of corruption 

in the Uzbek society.  

As a result of quantitative answers to these questions-indicators was determined 

their average value, and this figure was calculated in the interval from "0"-the ab-

sence of corruption in society-to "1"-a very high level of corruption. 

The Corruption Perception Index (CPI) obtained in this way amounted to-0.38, which 

corresponds to the low estimation of citizens perception of the prevalence of corrup-

tion in society, taking into account the world experience. 

The monitoring revealed an increase in the index of corruption perception in 2018 in 

comparison to the results of the survey conducted in 2017. This is due to the increase 

of public awareness of corruption in general and anti-corruption measures taken by 

the State, as well as a more critical assessment by citizens of this negative social phe-

nomenon which is corruption. As illustrated by public opinion, Uzbeks do not find 

any objective reasons justifying officials, resorting to extortion and bribery. 

http://www.antikorupcija.me/me/biblioteka/arhiva-novosti/1812281120-istrazivanje-javnog-mnjenja/
http://www.antikorupcija.me/me/biblioteka/arhiva-novosti/1812281120-istrazivanje-javnog-mnjenja/
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Sample of Surveys “Ethical competence among civil servants according to surveys among civil servants 

experience and attitude to corruption and integrity problems” 

Estonia According to the corruption survey (2016) 15% of civil servants have experienced the 

corruption and in theoretical situation 5% of the civil servants would act corruptly. 

Lithuania To our knowledge there are no specialized national surveys concerning the ethical 

competence of civil servants. The main changes in the attitudes, experience and tol-

erance towards corruption among civil servants were presented by providing the 

results of the “The Lithuanian Map of Corruption” in Questions 38–40. 

Kazakhstan 70% of respondents are satisfied with integrity and professional ethics of  public 

servants 

Romania According to the last DGA survey, there appears to be a strong rejection of all non-

ethical behaviors under assessment, especially if they occur In relation with fulfilling 

the tasks at MoIA personnel. 

Attitudes to corruption change when it comes to health or education, the level of 

acceptance increases up to 15%-!8%. 

Modus operandi of those who are willing to provide rewards for the services re-

ceived are not predetermined, previously known by citizens, being in a continuous 

process of transformation / refinement. In most cases, it is citizens who have the 

initiative to "reward", in most cases when they have the confirmation that their 

problem has been solved. 

When it comes to people outside the MoIA, there similarities with the previous stud-

ies. Thus, in more than one third of the cases, pressure was posed by rich people, 

those who have influence and connections (34%), one third of the cases involved 

politicians (32%), and almost a quarter (22% ) of ordinary citizens (ordinary people). 

The attitude towards the need to report corruption shows consistency and even a 

slight increase compared to previous years; the need to sanction the entire range of 

violations in the field of professional ethics is highlighted by almost three-quarters 

of respondents to the present study. 

If they decide to report possible corruption offenses, more than half of the respond-

ents (54%) would address DGA's structures and staff with confidence, and three out 

of ten (29%) would address one of the superiors. 

Uzbekistan According to participants of the survey, the problem of corruption is mainly eco-

nomic-legal and moral-ethical. The main reasons leading to corruption crimes are, 

according to citizens, weak public control over the work of public  officials by the civil 

society; insufficient knowledge by citizens of laws and their rights, lack of legal prac-

tice in the fight against corruption crimes;  lack of openness and transparency of the 

authorities; lack of transparency and openness of the anti-corruption campaign in 

the country and of  its media coverage. 

 

Respondents noted that the overly wide range of powers of the officials, their ability 

to influence the decision-making, on which depend the development of business and 

the welfare of citizens themselves; insufficient level of openness and transparency 
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in the work of admintsrative and government structures– all this also increases the 

risks of corruption crimes. 

 

Survey samples other domestic corruption surveys 
 

Lithuania The main surveys used by STT for the evaluation of the changes in the national anti-

corruption environment and the assessment of the effectiveness of corruption con-

trol and prevention are:  The Lithuanian Map of Corruption, Eurobarometer, Global 

Corruption Barometer, The Global Competitiveness Index, EY Global Fraud Survey. 

Kazakhstan Sociological studies on corruption are also being conducted at the regional level. 

 

Latvia KNAB hasn't performed a public corruption survey 2018 

Uzbekistan During 2018 have been conducted  27 sociological, special, scientific and other re-

searches in the field of counteraction of corruption by more than 20 government 

bodies (MIA, State Customs Committee, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Jus-

tice, the Ministry of Innovative Development, the High Attestation Commission, the 

Academy of Public administration under the president of the republic of Uzbekistan, 

the Banking and Finance academy of the republic of Uzbekistan). Thus, the Inde-

pendent Institute for Monitoring of  the Formation of Civil Society (NIMFOGO) con-

ducts 4 major sectoral studies. In particular, there are two monitoring of the level of 

population satisfaction with municipal services provided by relevant organizations 

and institutions and of the existence of corrupt facts in the system, as well as of  the 

exercise of public control over government bodies in the field of counteraction to 

corruption. At the national level, the interaction between the government bodies 

and civil society institutions in countering corruption is being explored, especially  

through the conduct of surveys based on innovative approaches. 
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ANTI-CORRUPTION NETWORK FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND CENTRAL ASIA 

Established in 1998, the Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia (ACN) is one of global 
relations programme of the OECD Working Group on Bribery. The Secretariat serving the ACN is provided 
by the OECD Anti-Corruption Division. The ACN covers 25 countries in the region and in addition involves 
the OECD member countries. Government representatives, international organisations, as well as civil so-
ciety organisations, and business representatives take part in the ACN activities. The ACN is guided by its 
Steering Group composed of National Coordinators from all participating countries as well as of represent-
atives of partner organisations.  

The ACN provides its members with a regional forum for the promotion of anti-corruption reforms, ex-
change of experience, and elaboration of good practices. In 2003, the ACN launched the Istanbul Anti-Cor-
ruption Action Plan (IAP) to support anti-corruption reforms in nine ACN countries through country peer 
reviews. In 2009, the ACN started the programme of thematic peer learning, including expert seminars and 
cross-country studies on prevention and criminalisation of corruption, and later in 2012, a study on busi-
ness integrity. In 2010, the ACN established the Law-Enforcement Network for investigators and prosecu-
tors dealing with corruption cases. In 2007 the ACN started its first country programme in Ukraine. Country 
project for Kyrgyzstan and for Romania were implemented in 2016-2017. 

The ACN activities are funded by voluntary contributions from OECD countries and other donor countries 
and co-funded by countries and organisations that participate in the ACN. The ACN fundraising strategy 
adopted in 2016 foresees also annual fees from member countries. The OECD provides the core funding 
for general supervision, management, and a part of administrative support.  

Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia 

Istanbul Anti-Corrup-
tion Action Plan 

Donors  Partners 

Albania 
Armenia 

Azerbaijan 
Belarus 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Bulgaria 
Croatia 

Estonia* 
Georgia 

Kazakhstan 
Kosovo**** 
Kyrgyzstan 

Latvia* 
Lithuania** 

FYRO Macedonia 
Moldova 
Mongolia 

Montenegro 
Romania 

Russia 
Serbia 

Slovenia* 
Tajikistan 

Turkmenistan 
Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Armenia 
Azerbaijan 

Georgia 
Kazakhstan 
Kyrgyzstan 
Mongolia 
Tajikistan 
Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 
 

United States 
Switzerland 

United Kingdom*** 
Lithuania  

Latvia***  
Liechtenstein 

Slovak Republic*** 
Sweden 

 

UNODC 
UNDP 
OSCE  
EBRD 

World Bank 
Council of Europe/GRECO 
Regional Anti-Corruption 

Initiative (RAI) 
EU/SIGMA 

Transparency Interna-
tional  

National NGOs and  
business associations 

* These countries are also members of the OECD 
** This country is a candidate for accession to the OECD 
*** These countries provided financing for the current ACN Work Programme in previous years 
**** This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with United Nations Security Council Resolution 
1244/99 and the Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice on Kosovo’s declaration of independence. 
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ACN Secretariat 

Mrs Olga Savran 
ACN Manager 

Phone: +33 (0)1 45 24 13 81  
E-mail: Olga.SAVRAN@oecd.org  

Ms Tanya Khavanska  
ACN Project Managers, Manager of Ukrainian Project 

Phone: +33 (0)1 45 24 91 39 
E-mail: Tanya.KHAVANSKA@oecd.org  

Mr Andrii Kukharuk 
Consultant, Deputy Manager of Ukrainian Project 

Phone: +33 (0)1 45 24 94 43 
E-mail: Andrii.KUKHARUK@oecd.org  

Mr Dmytro Kotliar 
Consultant, ACN Project Manager 

Phone: +38 (050) 31 068 66 
E-mail: dmytro.kotliar@gmail.com  

Mrs Rusudan Mikhelidze 
Consultant, Project Manager, Manager of Uzbek project 

Phone: + 44 (0) 7495516286 
E-mail: rmikhelidze@gmail.com  

Mr Simone Rivabella 
Junior Anti-Corruption Analyst 

Phone: +33 (0)1 45 24 99 64 
E-mail: simone.rivabella@oecd.org 

Mr Murod Khusanov 
Consultant, Local Advisor in Uzbekistan 

Phone : +99890 3705720 
E-mail: murod.khusanov@gmail.com 

Ms Tamara Shchelkunova 
Administrative Assistant 

Phone: +33 (0)1 45 24 91 05 
E-mail: Tamara.SHCHELKUNOVA@oecd.org  

Ms Thea Chubinidze 
Administrative Assistant 

Phone: +33 (0)1 85 55 64 44 
E-mail: thea.chubinidze@oecd.org 

Mr Noel Merillet 
Intern 

E-mail : noel.merillet@oecd.org 

 
Postal address 

 
Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia (ACN) 

Anti-Corruption Division (ACD) 
Directorate for Financial and Enterprise Affairs (DAF) 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
2, rue André-Pascal, 75775 Paris Cedex 16, France 

 

www.oecd.org/corruption/acn  
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