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1. 	Methodology, Organisation and Conduct  
of The Survey

The aim of the study is to determine how the Lithuanian academic community perceives various 
ethical aspects.

The respondents include teaching staff (assistants, associate professors, lecturers, professors), 
research fellows, doctoral students and other researchers, as well as administrative staff of higher 
education and research institutions. The report is based on responses from 725 respondents.

Research method – a quantitative online survey (self-administered).

Research instrument. A questionnaire consisting of 48 questions regarding attitudes toward various 
ethics-related issues was used for the survey. Research design, all research questions – except for 
three questions concerning public trust in science (as noted in the analysis section) – were developed 
by dr. Rima Sinickė without the use of information sources, literature review, or artificial intelligence 
tools. The author’s approach to formulating the questions was practical and experience based. In 
general, the idea behind this study is to explore and assess how members of the academic community 
in Lithuania observe and evaluate various ethical aspects.

For many of the evaluative statements, a five-point scale Likert (“strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “neither 
agree nor disagree”, “agree”, “strongly agree”) or four-point scale („definitely agree“, „rather agree“, 
„rather disagree“, „definitely disagree“) were used.

The survey questions were formulated in Lithuanian, generally using the masculine gender form.

The socio-demographic questions covered the respondent’s age, gender, type of (primary) workplace, 
field of science or art, highest qualification, teaching qualification, and position (managerial/non-
managerial).

Data collection. An invitation to participate in the survey was sent to the general email addresses of 
higher education and research institutions. The email requested recipients to forward the invitation to 
members of their academic communities. The survey was conducted online using Microsoft Forms.

Participation in the survey was anonymous (a general link to the survey was distributed rather than 
unique links for each respondent) and voluntary – respondents could decide on their own whether to 
participate. They could also skip any question they did not wish to answer (there were no mandatory 
questions) or exit the survey at any time. This was an opinion survey—respondents were asked about 
their views, experiences, and attitudes toward various situations.

Data analysis. The study results in the report are presented not in the order of the questionnaire 
questions but grouped by thematic categories. The results were analysed using descriptive and 
comparative statistical methods.

For the sake of linguistic conciseness and to ensure the anonymity of open-ended responses, 
authentic participant answers are presented in the masculine (e.g., “I have not heard” [feminine form] 
was changed to “I have not heard” [masculine form]).

The appendices of the report contain the authentic responses from participants related to the survey 
questions. The language of the open-ended responses has not been edited, with only significant 
input, spelling, and punctuation errors corrected.

We hope this report will be interesting and encourage reflection, and perhaps even more active 
discussion and participation in future surveys to share the opinions. We sincerely thank all who took 
part in the survey and dedicated their time to responding.

Enjoy your reading!
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2.	 Survey Results

2.1.	 Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents

Gender
Man

Woman

Age
<=30

31–40
41–50
51–60

> 60

Primary workplace
Public university

State Research Institute
State College

Private College
Private university

Private Research Institute
Other

Field of Research (Science/Arts)
Social Sciences

Natural Sciences
Humanities

Technological Sciences
Medical and Health Sciences

Agricultural Sciences
Visual Arts

Performing and Screen Arts

Highest Education
Bachelor

Master
Doctoral Degree/PhD

Habilitated Doctor

Teaching Qualification
Assistant Lecturer

Lecturer
Associate Professor

Professor
None

You are:
Student/Doctoral Student

Lecturer
Researcher

You work:
Managerial work

Non-managerial work

  30%

  10%
  25%

  28%
  27%

  11%

  38%
  34%

  18%
  5%

  3%
  0%

  2%

  26%
  21%

  18%
  13%

  11%
  6%

  2%
  2%

  5%

  2%

  5%
  26%

  21%
  12%

  37%

  11%
  43%

  32%

  24%
  76%

  37%
  57%

  70%

Fig. 1. Sociodemographics (n=725)

Figure 1 shows the sociodemographic data of the respondents.

70% women and 30% men took part in the survey.
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The age distribution indicates that the largest share of respondents is aged 41–60 years (55%). 
Additionally, 10% of respondents were under 30 years old, and one quarter were aged 31–40 years.

Most respondents reported their primary workplace as public universities (38%) and public research 
institutes (34%). A smaller proportion of survey participants were from private institutions. No 
respondents working at private research institutes participated in the survey, although invitations 
and subsequent reminders were sent to them. Under “other”, the following were noted: healthcare 
institution (2); company; state-owned enterprise; government institution; not willing to reveal; private.

Regarding research fields, most respondents represent the social sciences (26%), followed by natural 
sciences (21%) and humanities (18%). Under “other”, the following were noted: physical sciences (2); I 
do not conduct research; technology and natural sciences; I am not a researcher; non-academic staff; 
natural sciences but not exact sciences; administrative staff; administration; prefer not to say; do not 
wish to specify.

The highest obtained qualification was most commonly a doctoral degree (57%) and masters (37%).  
Additionally, 2% of participants held a habilitated doctoral degree.

Thirty-seven percent of respondents indicated they do not have pedagogical qualifications, 21% held 
associate professor positions, and 12% were professors. Under “other”, the following were noted: 
research staff (3), practitioner lecturer (2), held professor positions at another university; can work in 
teaching; methodologist; prefer not to specify; specialist in practical student training; intern; initially 
said you would not collect data, so such questions are unethical.

The survey included 43% lecturers and 32% researchers. Students and doctoral candidates accounted 
for 11% of respondents.

Twenty-four percent of respondents held managerial positions. Under “other”, the following were 
noted: mixed, depends on perspective; I have an informal group; supervised students; unethical 
question; prefer not to specify.
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2.2.	 Trust in science and attitudes toward artificial intelligence

Q1. People usually trust science

Q2. People tend to trust individual scientists 
more than scientific institutions

Q3. People trust publicly funded scientific 
research more than privately funded research

9% 64% 20% 5%

11% 44% 34% 11%

10% 36% 43% 10%

  Totally agree       Agree       Neither agree, nor disagree       Disagree       Totally disagree

* These three questions are adapted from another questionnaire; however, the author of the report does not recall the exact source.

Fig. 2. Respondents’ opinion on public trust in science

As shown by the survey results (Fig. 2), the majority (73%) of academic community members 
believe that society and individuals generally trust science. Additionally, more than half of the 
respondents (55%) indicated that society tends to trust individual scientists more than scientific 
institutions. Opinions are more divided regarding the statement about research funding – 46% of 
respondents agree that people have more trust in research funded by public sources. Meanwhile, 
43% of participants had no clear opinion on this matter and selected the neutral response option 
“neither agree nor disagree”.

Opinions on the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on trust in science were divided into two 
groups.

48% of respondents believe that the pandemic had a positive impact – people began to trust 
science and scientists more. However, as many as 52% of survey participants indicated the 
opposite: the pandemic had a negative effect on public trust in science (Fig. 3).

Has the COVID-19 pandemic contributed to people’s trust in science and scientists?

  Definitely yes, people started to trust science and scientists much more
  Rather yes, people started to trust science and scientists more
  Rather no, people started to trust science and scientists less
  Definitely no, people started to trust science and scientists much less

Fig. 3.  Has the COVID-19 pandemic contributed to people’s trust in science and scientists?

5% 43% 44% 8%
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When analyzing the responses to the question about the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
trust in science, no significant differences were found between genders or between respondents in 
managerial and non-managerial positions, as well as between those working in private and public 
institutions. However, younger respondents were more likely to believe that the COVID-19 pandemic 
had a negative effect on public trust in science and scientists compared to older respondents. 
Representatives of social sciences, technological sciences, and agricultural sciences viewed the 
impact of the pandemic on trust in science relatively more positively than those from natural sciences, 
medical sciences, or the humanities (Fig. 4).

Respondents had the opportunity to comment their responses. The opinions varied. Some spoke 
about societal division (e.g., the pandemic split society into those who believe in science and those 
who do not, or Society was divided into different camps: those whose views on science remained 
unchanged and who continued working in the field; then there were fanatics who believed in science –  
a) science will save us, b) scientists are creating viruses and vaccines to destroy us; and finally, 
science-deniers claiming that scientists lie and steal public funds). Others mentioned a decrease in 
trust due to the actions of politicians or the media, the spread of disinformation, and the rise of so-
called “experts” (e.g., Science cannot keep up with defending itself against the easy, fast-spreading 
lies and propaganda on the internet. This was especially clear regarding the benefits and potential 
harm of COVID-19 vaccines or We discussed this in a philosophy of science course – the situation 
with self-proclaimed scientists spreading conspiracy theories worsened public trust in science). All 62 
respondents’ answers and comments are presented in Annex 1.

Has the COVID-19 pandemic contributed to people’s trust in science and scientists?

Fig. 4. Did the COVID-19 pandemic contribute to people’s trust in science and scientists?  
(Comparisons by groups: universities/colleges vs. research institutes, scientific fields, age)

  Definetely yes       Rather yes       Rather no       Definetely no

All respondents

≤35 years old

>35 years old

Universities/Colleges

Research Institutes

Social

Technological

Agricultural

Natural

Medical and Health

Humanities

Performing and Screen; Visual 

5% 43% 44% 8%

3 % 35% 56% 6%

6% 45% 40% 9%

6% 47% 39% 8%

4% 35% 51% 10%

7% 49% 39% 5%

9% 42% 41% 8%

49% 38% 13%

5% 41% 45% 9%

6% 39% 41% 13%

3% 39% 50% 8%

41% 44% 15%
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I trust AI solutions, e.g., in medicine, 
finance, transportation

I trust ChatGPT or other similar AI tools

24% 36% 34% 4%

21% 39% 33% 5%

  Totally agree       Agree       Neither agree, nor disagree       Disagree       Totally disagree

Fig. 5. Respondents’ trust in artificial intelligence

26% of respondents stated that they trust decisions made by artificial intelligence, while 38% 
expressed distrust. 36% of participants neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. A similar 
distribution of opinions was observed regarding ChatGPT and other AI tools. It is worth noting that 
only a small number of respondents selected “strongly agree”. Men were more likely than women 
to trust artificial intelligence, ChatGPT, and similar products.

Have ChatGPT or other AI tools made your work easier or more difficult?

  Definitely made it easier       Rather made it easier       Rather made it more difficult    
   Definitely made it more difficult       I don’t use it/I don’t know what it is

Fig. 6. Have ChatGPT or other AI tools made your work easier or more difficult?

Almost two-thirds (62%) of respondents indicated that AI tools have made their work easier. Another 
10% disagreed with this statement, while 29% of survey participants either do not know what AI tools 
are or simply do not use them (Fig. 6.).

8% 29%22% 40% 2%

  Totally agree       Rather agree       Rather disagree       Totally disagree       Don‘t know what it is

Fig. 7. Trust in companies developing artificial intelligence, the need for regulation,  
and the importance of open-source development

Do you personally trust companies that develop AI?

Do companies developing AI should be regulated?

Should AI tools, such as ChatGPT, be open source?

5% 58% 32% 5%

45% 43% 10% 3%

21% 45% 16% 15%3%
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Survey participants evaluated several statements about companies developing artificial intelligence 
tools (Fig. 7.). According to the results, 63% of respondents trust companies that develop AI. Most 
respondents (88%) believe that such companies should be subject to regulation. When asked whether 
AI tools should be open source, two-thirds responded positively, while 15% stated that they do not 
know what “open source” means.

More than half (57%) of respondents stated they would not accept a doctoral thesis if the candidate 
used artificial intelligence for data analysis. In addition, 40% of survey participants would prohibit the 
use of ChatGPT or similar tools for writing student theses (Fig. 8.).

  Totally agree       Agree       Neither agree, nor disagree       Disagree       Totally disagree

Fig. 8. Attitudes toward students’ use of artificial intelligence tools

A PhD student used AI to conduct the data analysis 
for the thesis. Should this work be considered as the 

student‘s original work?

ChatGPT and similar tools should be prohibited for 
writing students‘ final theses 15% 25% 30% 23%

6% 23% 15% 27%30%

7%

  Totally agree       Rather agree       Rather disagree       Totally disagree       Don‘t know

Fig. 9. Are ethical standards being followed when using artificial intelligence in studies and academic work?

Do you think that the EMPLOYEES of your institution 
adhere to ethical standards when using AI?

Do you think that STUDENTS adhere to ethical 
standards when using AI for their studies?

5% 47% 11% 35%

1% 15% 43% 17%

2%

24%

From an ethical standpoint, respondents tend to view employees‘ use of AI tools more positively 
(52%) than students‘ use (16%) (Fig. 9.).
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2.3.	 Attitudes toward various academic ethics violations and situations

Respondents were presented with seven statements, which they were asked to evaluate from an 
ethical perspective, ranging from “nothing wrong” to “serious violation”. The respondents’ choices are 
shown in the chart.

In your opinion, how should the following situations be evaluated from an ethical perspective?

  Serious violation       Moderate violation       Minor violation       Nothing wrong

Fig. 10. Assessment of various situations from an ethical perspective

A researcher falsifies data and  
publishes it in a journal

A higher-status person (e.g., professor, supervisor) 
demands to be listed as an author on a student’s 

publication without contributing

A student cheats during an exam

While presenting results, the researcher fails 
to disclose that the study was funded by an 

organization with a direct interest in the outcome

A colleague is added as an author out of 
“collegiality“, even though they did not contribute 

to the publication

A researcher conducts a study without the required 
approval from a bioethics committee

A researcher publishes multiple articles from a 
single dataset to increase the publication count

95% 3%

68% 20% 7% 4%

67% 24% 8%

62% 27% 7%

50% 28% 5%

48% 27% 8%16%

22% 34% 22% 22%

3%

17%

According to the survey results, a vast majority of respondents consider the situation in which a 
researcher falsifies study data and publishes it in a journal to be a serious ethical violation (95% – 
serious, 3% – moderate).

The situation where a higher-status person demands to be listed as an author without contributing 
to the publication is viewed as a serious violation by 68% of respondents, and as a moderate one by 
an additional 20%.

When it comes to students cheating during exams, 67% of respondents consider it a serious ethical 
breach, while 24% see it as a moderate violation.

Regarding the statement about gift authorship – when colleagues include each other as authors on 
publications out of “collegiality” – 50% of respondents see it as a serious ethical violation, 17% as a 
minor one, and 5% view it as ethically insignificant (“nothing wrong”).

The act of conducting research without the required approval from a bioethics committee is seen as 
a serious violation by 48% of respondents. Nearly a quarter do not consider it a serious (16% – minor, 
8% – “nothing wrong”).

From an ethical perspective, respondents consider the publication of the same research data in 
multiple articles to be the least problematic. 44% of survey participants view this as a minor ethical 
violation (half of them see it as entirely insignificant). Meanwhile, 22% consider it a serious violation, 
and 34% rate it as a moderate one.
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Evaluation of five hypothetical situations

The first situation

The survey presented five hypothetical situations. Respondents were asked to express their opinion 
on how each situation should be handled by selecting one of the response options provided or by 
writing their own.

Imagine a situation where a supervisor instructs a student to list them as the first author of  
a publication, even though they did not contribute to it. The publication is published.  

Once this situation becomes known, what actions should the institution

Fig. 11. Evaluation of situations where the supervisor is listed as the first author of a publication

Disclose/discuss this situation within the institution

Impose a disciplinary sanction on the supervisor

Do not punish the supervisor in any way

Talk to the supervisor and/or the student, but do not 
disclose the situation more broadly

Talk to the supervisor and/or the student, but do not 
disclose the situation more broadly

Other

  51%

  39%

  24%

  6%

  1%

  8%

When evaluating the situation in which a supervisor instructs a student to list them as the first 
author of a publication without having contributed to it, 51% of respondents believe that the matter 
should be discussed and disclosed within the institution, and 39% agrees that the supervisor should 
receive an official disciplinary sanction. Meanwhile, 24% of respondents stated that the supervisor 
should not be punished in this case, and 6% believe the supervisor should be dismissed for such 
behavior.

Under the “Other” option, respondents provided various comments regarding the supervisor’s 
contribution and actions in such a situation. Some noted that it is important to first clarify the extent 
of the supervisor’s involvement in the preparation of the publication, as any sanctions or decisions 
should be based on that. Others suggested that if the contribution was minimal, an internal 
investigation should be conducted and appropriate disciplinary measures taken.

Some respondents emphasized the need to establish clear authorship and supervision rules to 
prevent such situations in the future. A few also stressed that institutions should explicitly state that 
such actions violate academic ethics principles.

In total, 58 responses were submitted under “Other”, all of which are presented in Annex 2.
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The second situation

Imagine the following situation: a researcher has falsified their study data and published  
a scientific article. Once this situation becomes known, what actions should the institution take  

regarding the researcher’s behavior?

Fig. 12. Evaluation of the situation when a researcher falsifies data and publishes it

Impose a disciplinary sanction on the researcher

Disclose/discuss this situation within the institution

Dismiss the researcher from his position

Discuss the situation with the researcher,  
but do not disclose it

Do not punish the researcher in any way

Other

  51%

  44%

  29%

  10%

  0,4%

  5%

In another scenario, respondents were asked what actions an institution should take upon learning 
that a researcher had falsified study data and published a scientific article. Three respondents stated 
that the researcher should “not be punished in any way”. The most commonly chosen responses were 
“Impose a disciplinary sanction on the researcher” (51%) and “Disclose/discuss the situation within the 
institution” (44%). Additionally, 29% of respondents believed that the researcher should be dismissed 
for such misconduct. 10% indicated that the situation should not be made public, but that “a talk” 
with the researcher is necessary.

The open-ended responses complemented the closed answer options. Most respondents emphasized 
the importance of first discussing the situation privately with the researcher and taking action to have 
the publication retracted. Some survey participants suggested dismissal only if this is a repeated 
behavior. Additionally, respondents proposed investigating the researcher’s motives, assessing their 
suitability for the position, and implementing preventive measures to avoid similar cases in the future. 
Several respondents also mentioned involving the ethics committee in the evaluation process and 
applying stricter oversight going forward. One respondent noted the importance of reviewing the 
researcher’s previous studies and taking steps to ensure the reliability of scientific data. All 37 open-
ended responses are presented in Annex 3.
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Survey participants were presented with two situations related to exam-taking. The only difference 
between them was that in one case, the student gave the lecturer a box of chocolates and flowers, 
and in the other – 500 euros: 

•	 This question is about your OPINION, not about existing regulations. Imagine the 
following situation: before an exam, a lecturer accepts an “appreciation” – a box of 
chocolates and flowers – from a student in exchange for a passing grade. Once this 
situation becomes known, what actions should the institution take regarding the 
lecturer’s behavior?

•	 This question is about your OPINION, not about existing regulations. Imagine the 
following situation: before an exam, a lecturer accepts an “appreciation” – €500 – from 
a student in exchange for a passing grade. Once this situation becomes known, what 
actions should the institution take regarding the lecturer’s behavior?

Higher education and research institutions may have established procedures for how to handle 
such situations, and the giving of bribes is regulated by Lithuanian law. However, the purpose of 
this question, like others in this survey, was to understand respondents’ opinions on what types of 
penalties they consider fair and appropriate. The following chart presents the respondents’ answers 
related to these two scenarios.

The third and fourth situations

This question is about your OPINION, not about existing regulations. A lecturer accepts an  
“appreciation” from a student before an exam in exchange for a passing grade.  
Once this situation becomes known, what actions should the institution take?

Fig. 13. Evaluation of situations where a student expresses appreciation for an exam result

Issue a formal warning to the student

Disclose/discuss the situation within the 
institution

Impose a disciplinary sanction on the lecturer

Discuss the situation with the lecturer and/or 
the student, but do not disclose it

Punish the lecturer

Punish the student

Dismiss the lecturer from their position

Remove the student from the study program

Do not punish either of them

Other

  38%
  25%

  38%
  30%

  36%
  32%

  31%
  9%

  17%
  29%

  16%
  23%

  6%
  41%

  6%
  45%

  6%
  0%

  7%
  0%

  When “a box of chocolates and flowers”      When “500 Euros“
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This hypothetical situation shows that respondents judged the case involving a 500 euros 
“appreciation” for an exam more strictly than the one involving “a box of chocolates and flowers”. The 
open-ended responses further reveal that flowers and chocolates are often seen simply as a gesture 
of gratitude and are not necessarily considered unethical.

In the first case (where the student gives the lecturer a box of chocolates and flowers), respondents 
are most inclined to impose penalties on both the student (issue a warning – 38%) and the lecturer 
(impose a disciplinary sanction – 36%), as well as to disclose/discuss the situation within the institution 
(38%). In contrast, in the second case involving a 500 euros bribe, respondents favor stricter 
opinions – dismissing the lecturer from their position (45%) and removing the students from their 
studies (41%). It is evident that in this scenario, both parties are seen as equally responsible and equally 
should take responsibility for their actions.

Based on respondents’ open-ended answers (all of which are presented in Annex 4) regarding the 
situation where a student gives flowers and chocolates, it is clear that the issue is viewed in different 
ways. Some respondents emphasize the importance of prevention, noting that it is crucial to inform 
students in advance about the rules and procedures. Some participants suggest that such a situation 
should be examined more thoroughly, while others do not consider gifts like flowers and chocolates 
to be a form of bribery. Overall, it is proposed that such cases should be assessed individually, taking 
all circumstances into account, and that responsibility lies with both parties involved.

All respondents’ open-ended comments related to the question: “Imagine the following situation: 
a lecturer accepts an ‘appreciation’ – a box of chocolates and flowers – from a student before an 
exam in exchange for a passing grade. Once this situation becomes known, what actions should the 
institution take regarding the lecturer’s behavior?” are provided in Annex 4.

In the open-ended responses, the situation in which a student gives a lecturer 500 euros in willing to 
pass an exam is judged more strictly. Overall, reactions to this scenario are more severe. Respondents 
suggest that the situation should be investigated and that both the lecturer and the student should 
be punished accordingly (some believe that only the student should be the one to take responsibility). 

Some participants thought the situation should be handled not so strictly – they suggested finding 
out the details and giving the student a chance to retake the exam. Others said this kind of thing 
probably wouldn’t happen in real life, or that it depends on who started it – did the lecturer ask for 
the money, or did the student offer it. In general, the answers show different views about honesty 
and how to deal with unfair behavior. All 40 responses are presented in Annex 5.
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Respondents were asked to evaluate a situation in which a student is caught cheating during an 
exam. What should the lecturer do? Respondents could choose more than one answer. The majority 
(71%) believe that the student should be removed from the exam and 38% indicated that the student 
should receive a warning.

The fifth situation

28% of respondents suggested that the situation should be discussed within the institution without 
making it public. 6% stated that a student caught cheating during an exam should be removed from 
the university. Three respondents believed that the student should not be punished at all in such a 
case.

The open-ended comments reflect a variety of views. Some respondents supported strict measures — 
such as removing the student from their studies or even banning them from studying at any higher 
education and research institutions. Others emphasized the importance of considering the specific 
circumstances and whether the cheating was a repeated offense.

It was also noted that clear rules regarding academic honesty should be established and communicated. 
A few respondents mentioned that if students prepare cheat sheets (“špurgės”), it still indicates that 
they studied in some way — and that this should be taken into account.

All respondent comments are presented in Annex 6.

This question is about your OPINION, not about existing regulations. 
Imagine the following situation: a lecturer catches a student cheating during an exam. 

In your opinion, what actions would be appropriate?

Fig. 14. Evaluation of situations where a student is caught cheating during an exam

Remove the student from the exam

Issue a warning to the student

Discuss the situation with the student and/
or lecturer, but do not disclose it further

Only disclose/discuss the situation within 
the institution

Remove the student from the university

Do not punish the student in any way

  71%

  38%

  16%

  12%

  6%

  1%
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This chart presents various situations along with respondents’ choices to dismiss a lecturer/researcher 
or remove a student from their studies. The situation that received the most responses in favor of 
removing a student was cheating during an exam, followed by the hypothetical case in which a 
student gives a  500 euros to pass an exam.

Regarding lecturers and researchers, the highest number of respondents (45%) supported dismissing 
a lecturer who accepted a 500 euros in exchange for a student passing the exam. In comparison, 
fewer respondents (34%) supported dismissal in the case of a researcher falsifying data.

Respondents were also asked whether they had ever cheated or behaved dishonestly during an 
exam in their own studies. The answers are shown in the chart below.

Fig. 15. Situations in which respondents would remove a student from studies or dismiss 
a lecturer/researcher from their position (summary chart based on evaluations of situations 1–5)

 Dismiss the lecturer (for accepting a 500 euros  
from a student in exchange for a passing exam)

Dismiss the researcher for falsifying their research data  
(and publishing the article)

Dismiss the thesis supervisor for insisting the student to list him as 
the first author of a publication, even though he did not contribute

Dismiss the lecturer (for accepting flowers and chocolates from a 
student in exchange for a passing exam)

  45%

  34%

  7%

  6%

Remove the student from their studies for giving a 500 euros to a 
lecturer in exchange for passing an exam

Remove the student from their studies for giving flowers and 
chocolates to a lecturer in exchange for passing an exam

Remove the student from their studies  
for student cheating during an exam

  41%

  6%

  6%

The survey results show that more than half of the respondents (58%) have never cheated during an 
exam in their studies. 16% reported having done so “once”, and 23% said “a few times”. Nine respondents 
indicated that they had cheated “more than a few times”.

Respondents were also given the opportunity to comment on this question and their selected answer 
(all responses are presented in Annex 7). The open-ended answers reflect a range of experiences and 
attitudes toward cheating. Some respondents said they did not cheat due to the nature of the exams, 
personal integrity, or simply a lack of ability to do so, while others admitted cheating once or twice. A few 
participants justified cheating as something insignificant or acceptable only in certain types of exams.

During your studies, have you ever cheated or taken an exam in a dishonest way?

Fig. 16. Have respondents ever cheated or taken an exam dishonestly during their studies?

  1%

Yes, more than a few times

Yes, a few times

Yes, once

No

Other

  1%

  23%

  16%

  58%
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2.4.	 Academic and freedom of speech

Do you feel you have academic freedom? (n=670)

Fig. 17. Do you feel you have academic freedom?

  Definitely yes       Rather yes       Rather no       Definitely no

25% 50% 20% 5%

75% of respondents reported feeling academically free. Women tend to feel slightly more academic 
freedom than men, as do younger employees. No significant differences were found between 
universities/colleges and research institutes. Managers are more likely to agree that they have 
academic freedom compared to those not in managerial positions. By scientific fields, those in social 
sciences feel the most academic freedom, while respondents in agricultural sciences and medical and 
health sciences report the least (Fig. 18.).

Do you feel you have academic freedom?

  Definitely yes       Rather yes       Rather no       Definitely no

Fig. 18. Do you feel you have academic freedom? 
(Comparisons by groups: scientific fields, managerial vs. non-managerial positions)

All respondents

Public

Private

Managerial work

Non-managerial work

Social

Performing and Screen; Visual Arts

Natural

Humanities

Technological

Medical and Health

Agricultural

25% 50% 20% 5%

28% 57% 12% 2%

35% 42% 19% 4%

21% 55% 17% 7%

28% 45% 23% 4%

25% 43% 23% 9%

20% 48% 27% 6%

16% 47% 29% 8%

28% 56% 11% 5%

23% 48% 23% 5%

24% 51% 20% 5%

34% 47% 16% 3%
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A total of 150 open-ended comments related to this question were received; all are presented in  
Annex 8. In summary, some respondents link the lack of academic freedom to external pressures, 
especially related to securing funding, performance metrics, and “trendy” research areas. For 
example, one respondent noted: Research directions are regulated by funding aimed at supporting 
one or another trend. This forces many researchers to ‘repaint’ their work according to dictated 
fashions, which are often completely inadequate to the definition and goals of science. The result 
is meaningless but ‘trendy’ research. Another problem is that institutions are funded based on the 
quantity of ‘scientific’ output rather than quality, leading to an exponential increase in publications 
with practically no meaningful results. Other respondents pointed out that academic directions are 
shaped by funding priorities rather than researchers’ personal or scientific interests. For instance: 
National or EU strategic documents, funding priorities, or thematic programs (e.g., Horizon Europe, 
Lithuanian R&D policy) shape academic research directions. We are thus encouraged to work on 
topics that align with political or economic priorities, possibly at the expense of other interests.

Respondents also criticized the pressure to publish as many scientific articles as possible. Examples 
include: Scientists face specific qualification requirements (e.g., a certain number of publications in 
high-impact journals over five years), so to meet these, researchers sometimes behave unethically, 
such as splitting one study’s results into several articles; The requirement to have a certain number of 
publications for certification leads to partially engaging in less interesting activities that can generate 
more results; Bureaucratic attitudes toward project evaluation, which force researchers to have 
preliminary results before even submitting a project proposal to ensure success. This discourages truly 
innovative but riskier projects. According to the Research Council of Lithuania (LMT), such risks are not 
allowed; for example, if a postdoctoral project fails, postdocs must repay funds from their personal 
resources (the LMT claims money from research institutions, which in turn reclaim it from postdocs 
according to their rules). Overall, a critical viewpoint dominated – positive or neutral comments were 
few among the open responses.

  Definitely yes      Rather yes      Rather no       Definitely no

Fig. 19. Does experience pressure regarding the results of academic work?

Do you feel pressure from your institution regarding the 
results of your academic work? (n=672)

Do you feel external pressure (from the European 
Commission, the Government of Lithuania, the Research 

Council of Lithuania, etc.) regarding the direction or results of 
your academic work? (n=645)

29% 38% 18% 15%

20% 29% 29% 21%

67% of respondents agree with the statement that they “feel pressure from their institution 
regarding the results of their academic work”, while 49% agree that they feel pressure from external 
organizations, such as the European Commission, the Research Council of Lithuania, and others.
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No significant differences were found between men and women or between younger and older 
respondents. Employees working in research institutes tend to report feeling more pressure from 
their institutions compared to respondents from universities and colleges; similarly, those in public 
institutions report more pressure than those in private institutions. Differences are also observed 
between scientific fields – those in agricultural, natural, and technological sciences reported 
experiencing the most pressure from their institutions, while respondents in performing and screen 
arts, as well as visual arts, reported the least.

Respondents also tended to comment on this question, with all 147 responses provided in Annex 9. 
Some participants reported experiencing strong pressure from their institution regarding academic 
work results. For example: 

• 	 Where are the scientific articles? Where is the research? These questions are constant. 
There’s no time to prepare lectures and teach. You’re always thinking about it and 
getting stressed.

Do you feel pressure from your institution regarding the results of your academic work?

  Definitely yes       Rather yes      Rather no      Definitely no

Fig. 20. Do you feel pressure from your institution regarding the results of your academic work? 
(Comparisons by groups: universities/colleges vs. research institutes, 

private vs. public institutions, scientific fields)

All respondents

Universities/Colleges

Research Institutes

Public

Private

Agricultural

Natural

Technological

Social

Medical and Health

Humanities

Performing and Screen;  
Visual Arts

29% 38% 18% 15%

25% 38% 20% 17%

37% 37% 15% 11%

30% 38% 17% 14%

19% 32% 26% 23%

59% 20% 12% 10%

39% 35% 14% 12%

33% 38% 18% 11%

21% 43% 20% 16%

27% 34% 20% 19%

20% 41% 21% 18%

12% 38% 27% 23%
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• 	 If you are a practitioner, you are still required to conduct scientific work and publish 
articles. Yet not all researchers do this, or they do it minimally.

• 	 A new evaluation system for researchers’ output was introduced at the institution. 
On the surface, it seems harmless, but it includes a ‘motivation’ system that vaguely 
states that if a researcher produces more academic output, they will receive a salary 
bonus. Unfortunately, this bonus is neither motivating nor fair, as it remains a display of 
power by the administration (the director). It is manipulated like waving bacon in front 
of a cat. The bonus is taken back through added responsibilities, so you work a lot just 
to work even more. Sadly, there is no system for evaluating the performance of the 
administration. 

Some respondents admit to feeling pressure not from their institution, but from external sources. For 
example: I am glad that my institution does not yet pressure or obsessively control me, but there are 
signs that this may happen because the pressure comes from outside. How can representatives of 
the Research Council of Lithuania fail to recognize a publication in a high-level journal just because 
the reviewer thinks it’s not worthy? In my opinion, this is unethical, an abuse of power, a position 
of authority, and favoritism toward certain universities... Others say they feel no pressure at all. For 
example:

I am happy that my supervisor trusts me and encourages me to participate in conferences and write 
articles. There is no pressure, only friendly suggestions. From those suggestions comes positive 
progress. I believe the perception of ‘pressure’ depends on the relationship with the supervisor.

As with other questions, there is a problem with pressure to publish as many scientific publications 
as possible. For example:  

•	 According to the new regulations, I will not receive a scientific position if I do not defend 
myself within a year; that is, it is more beneficial for me to write 3 low-quality articles in 
poor Chinese journals than to try for one article in Nature.

•	 Lecturers are certified every five years if elected for a five-year term. Their certification 
results depend on the number and importance of publications indexed in ISI Web 
of Science, not on teaching quality. Such regulations do not motivate being a good 
lecturer and block career paths for good lecturers.

•	 I have to publish only in certain journals and write exactly as many articles; I cannot 
freely write wherever I want.

How would you characterize your institution’s relationship with other Lithuanian higher  
education and research institutions: more collaboration or more competition?

  Definitely more collaboration
  Rather more collaboration
  Rather more competition
  Definitely more competition
  Don’t know/hard to say

9% 29% 14% 14%

Fig. 21. Assessment of relationships with other Lithuanian higher education and research institutions:  
collaboration or competition

35%
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No significant differences were found between the opinions of representatives from universities/
colleges and research institutes, nor between those working in managerial and non-managerial 
positions. Respondents from public institutions tend to perceive more competition compared to 
participants from private institutions. By scientific fields, those in agricultural, technological, and 
natural sciences experience the most competition, while representatives from performing and screen 
arts as well as visual arts experience the least (Fig. 22).

How would you characterize your institution’s relationship with other Lithuanian higher education  
and research institutions: more collaboration or more competition?

  Definitely more collaboration       Rather more collaboration
  Rather more competition      	      Definitely more competition
  Don’t know/hard to say

Fig. 22. Assessment of relationships with other Lithuanian higher education and  
research institutions: collaboration or competition  

(Comparisons by groups: universities/colleges vs. research institutes, public vs. private institutions,  
managerial vs. non-managerial positions, scientific fields)

All respondents

Universities/Colleges

Research Institutes

Public

Private

Managerial work

Non-managerial work

Natural

Humanities

Medical and Health

Social

Performing and Screen;  
Visual Arts

Technological

Agricultural

9% 29% 35% 14%

9% 29% 35% 14%

7% 30% 36% 13%

8% 29% 37% 14%

12%8% 37% 18% 25%

8% 39% 10% 11%

9% 34% 15% 15%

5% 33% 26% 12%

9% 27% 12%40% 13%

7% 34% 37% 9%13%

11% 27% 14%35% 14%

6% 32% 32% 15%16%

14%

14%

14%

12%

32%

28%

24%

11% 29% 12%32% 16%

6% 25% 25% 32%7%
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Open-ended responses from respondents are presented in Annex 10. Some respondents indicate 
that there is competition between institutions, especially due to limited resources such as project 
funding, student quotas, and publications. This competition is often described as unfair, artificially 
encouraged, or even harmful to the quality of science and collaboration. For example:

•	 The share of the Lithuanian budget allocated to research institutions is distributed 
based on scores for achievements and international evaluation results. Therefore, it is 
understandable that competition is intense.

•	 Everyone is struggling for additional funding for science.

•	 All universities compete for students.

•	 Institutions in Vilnius and Kaunas in the same fields often compete, as do scientific and 
academic societies.

•	 Competition is encouraged not only between organizations but also within departments. 
Internal competition among researchers exists because department funding depends 
on it. 

Other respondents note that collaboration is often fictitious or artificial. For instance: Institutions 
fight for funds from the same source, and under such funding distribution logic, they must compete. 
‘Collaboration’ is often forced—for example, consortia of institutions are required in calls. The process 
is simple: after receiving a grant, partners are often told goodbye until the report is due. Some also 
suggest that collaboration should be encouraged more strongly: I dislike one aspect of publication 
evaluation... Why is collaboration encouraged only with foreign institutions? Publications with 
Lithuanian colleagues receive lower scores. Why? I want to collaborate with colleagues from Lithuania. 
This is beneficial for FTMC too. So, a big WHY?

Respondents were asked whether they feel able to express their personal opinions within their 
institutions, as well as to assess how freely students can express their views. Survey participants 
tend to believe that students have more freedom of speech than they themselves do; for example, 
78% think students have freedom of speech, while 66% say they themselves do (Fig. 23). Those in 
managerial positions are more likely to believe that both they and students have greater freedom of 
speech compared to those not in managerial roles.

  Definitely yes       Rather yes       Neither yes nor no       Rather no       Definitely no

Fig. 23. Freedom of speech for students and academic employees

Are students at your institution free to express their views openly 
in academic discussions without fear of consequences?

Are you personally free to express your own opinions openly and 
freely without fear of consequences when teaching students, 

as well as in academic discussions and meetings within your 
department or organization?

36% 42% 9% 10%

25% 41% 8% 8%18%
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Are students at your institution free to express their views openly 
in academic discussions without fear of consequences?

Are you personally free to express your own opinions openly  
and freely without fear of consequences when ...?

  Definitely yes, rather yes       Hard to say      Definitely no, rather no

  Definitely yes, rather yes       Hard to say      Definitely no, rather no

Fig. 24. Freedom of speech for students (comparisons by groups:  
universities/colleges vs. research institutes, management vs. non-management, fields of science)

Fig. 25. Freedom of speech among academic employees (comparisons by groups:  
universities/colleges vs. research institutes, managers vs. non-managers, scientific fields)

All respondents

Universities/Colleges

Research Institutes

Managerial work

Non-managerial work

Social
Performing and Screen;  

Visual Arts

Humanities

Technological

Natural

Medical and Health

Agricultural

All respondents

Universities/Colleges

Research Institutes

Managerial work

Non-managerial work

Social

Humanities

Performing and Screen;  
Visual Arts

Natural

Agricultural

Technological

Medical and Health

78% 13%9%

82% 11%6%

72% 17%11%

85% 10%4%

76% 14%10%

85% 8%6%

82% 7%11%

76% 10%14%

78% 16%6%

74% 18%7%

73% 19%9%

71% 19%10%

66% 26%8%

68% 28%4%

64% 23%13%

75% 20%5%

63% 29%8%

73% 23%4%

67% 23%10%

67% 33%

65% 26%9%

62% 31%7%

60% 31%9%

59% 32%10%
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Figures 24 and 25 show the distribution of responses by ssociodemographic groups. Individuals 
in managerial positions tend to evaluate both their own and students’ freedom of speech more 
positively. Additionally, relatively more freedom of speech is reported at universities and colleges 
compared to research institutes (regarding opinions on students’ freedom of speech).

By scientific fields, there is a tendency for greater freedom of speech in the social sciences and 
humanities than among members of other scientific disciplines. Nearly one-third of respondents in 
the medical field disagree that they can openly express their opinions (in response to the question: 
“Can you freely and openly express your personal opinion when teaching students, during academic 
discussions, or in your department’s or organization’s meetings without fear of consequences?”), 
while 23% of social sciences and humanities representatives hold this view.

Respondents had the opportunity to comment on their choice by providing open-ended answers 
(Annex 11 contains authentic open responses to the question, “Can students at your institution 
openly express their opinions in academic discussions without fear of consequences?”). Some survey 
participants indicated that their institutions definitely grant students academic freedom – they can 
engage in discussions, receive feedback, and more. For example:

•	 Narrowly focusing on academic discussions about scientific issues, these are quite 
open, and students do not feel afraid to express their opinions. I can say this based on 
my department, where democracy, understanding of duties and rights, and personal 
respect prevail. I cannot give a firm opinion about how academic communication is in 
other departments.

•	 Yes, our students are members of the academic community and are highly respected.

•	 Students simply have complete freedom to express their opinions, dissatisfaction, etc. 
Sometimes perhaps even too much.

•	 Student participation in various levels of discussions (senate, council, dean’s office, etc.) 
is ensured.

Other respondents emphasize that context matters, depending on the lecturer’s attitude, institutional 
culture, or other factors. For example: I believe students can express themselves freely, but everyone is 
a product of one university or another, so it is difficult to overcome established traditions. The problem 
in universities is that students are dependent. In other research institutions, academic freedom is much 
more pronounced. Some participants indicate that students do not truly have academic freedom. For 
instance:

•	 If a student expresses their opinion on scientific matters with reasoned arguments and 
is surrounded by adequate people, everything will be fine. But if they voice the same 
opinion in a discussion with a few unreasonable individuals in positions of power, they 
might not finish their studies or might have to look for another place.

•	 I experienced a situation where I was directly threatened that I would not defend my 
thesis if I continued to argue.

•	 I would like to see how a student can express their opinion without facing consequences. 
Please invite me to such a demonstration.

All respondents’ open-ended answers related to the question, “Can you freely and openly express 
your personal opinion when teaching students, during academic discussions, or in your department’s 
or organization’s meetings without fear of consequences?” are provided in Annex 12. Although the 
responses varied, the majority expressed having little freedom to voice their opinions for various reasons –  
pressure from management, fear for their job and career, ideological restrictions, or fear of being reported 
by students. The last group was particularly prominent in the open responses. For example:
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In your opinion, would the possibility to report violations of academic ethics  
anonymously encourage more people to do so?

  Definitely yes       Rather yes       Rather no       Definitely no       Hard to say/don‘t know

29% 44%

Fig. 26. Would the possibility to report violations of academic ethics  
anonymously encourage more people to do so?

2%9% 15%

•	 It has become difficult to publicly express one’s views due to excessively leftist attitudes 
regarding gender, cultural differences, and so on.

•	 Freedom to express my opinion is frightening not because of the institution but because 
of the attitudes of today’s students. There have been cases when students complained 
about a lecturer to the study department for expressing their opinion during a lecture 
because the opinion was not to the students’ liking.

•	 Consequences can be long-lasting; for the sake of peace, it’s better to remain silent.

•	 One cannot publicly express opinions on controversial LGBT and gender ideology issues.

•	 Words are not sparrows, and speaking ill about poor administrative decisions reflects 
badly on the speaker

73% of respondents believe that the possibility to report academic ethics violations anonymously 
would encourage more people to do so (Fig. 26). All open-ended comments related to this question 
are presented in Annex 13. Some survey participants noted that anonymity could motivate more 
people to report violations by reducing the fear of potential consequences (e.g., Perhaps anonymity 
would encourage people. But honestly, I think most people don‘t care. I once reported an ethics 
violation to a supervisor—someone added themselves to two serious publications—and I got scolded: 
‚Did it break your arm?‘ There should be a centralized system that ensures the reporter‘s anonymity).

Nevertheless, the majority of respondents indicated that such a practice would be flawed and 
harmful, as it could promote a culture of denunciation and lead to negative consequences (e.g., The 
option for anonymous reporting would only increase mistrust, suspicion, and unhealthy competition, 
which we already have too much of; Anonymous snitching does not reflect well on an honorable 
person; No one listens to anonymous people, and that’s a good thing –innocent people would suffer. 
A violation is serious and must be proven; otherwise, it becomes a way to settle scores, which is worse 
than silence).
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2.5.	 Transparency in the election of unit/institution heads

How transparent are the elections for the head of your unit/institution?

Are you satisfied with the current head rotation procedure in your unit/institution?

  Completely transparent       Somewhat transparent      Somewhat non-transparenti       Completely non-transparent

  Completely satisfied      Rather satisfied       Rather dissatisfied       Completely dissatisfied

32%

33%

45%

42%

Fig. 27. Perceptions of transparency in unit/institution head elections

Fig. 28. Perceptions of unit/institution head rotation

6%

7%

16%

18%

Respondents had the opportunity to comment on both questions. All open-ended responses 
regarding the appointment of heads are presented in Annex 14, and those related to leadership 
rotation are presented in Annex 15.

Open-ended comments related to the question about leadership appointments can be divided into 
two groups: those who agree and those who disagree with the statement that the elections are 
transparent (Annex 14). However, there were more comments indicating a lack of transparency in 
the election process (e.g., It’s obvious that candidate selection and the outcome are determined by 
unofficial decisions “from above”; I’m not even informed when elections for my direct supervisor 
take place — you just show up in September and find someone already in the role; Regulations are 
changed during the election process to ensure that a particular person is selected; When the same 
person remains in power for 40 years, they become attached to the chair and feel omnipotent; The 
institution itself operates transparently, but heads of departments are appointed, not elected — so 
there is no choice or transparency at all; First, a person is selected internally, then the job ad is tailored 
specifically to them and only then publicly posted. Very transparent indeed).

As for the open-ended comments on leadership rotation (Annex 15), it is worth noting that most of 
them expressed dissatisfaction with the current rotation practices. Respondents shared a wide range 
of views and experiences: in some cases, rotation does not happen at all or is purely formal — leaders 
remain in their positions for many years (e.g., Only the director changes; department and lab heads 
are “eternal”; In over 20 years of my career, the department head has never changed — there’s no way 
to even assess the rotation procedure. Elections for the institution’s head have almost always taken 
place behind closed doors).

In some cases, rotation is merely simulated, and flawed appointment procedures fail to ensure 
meaningful rotation; employees are not involved in leadership selection processes (e.g., At the 
moment, it‘s acceptable, but after changes to the university‘s Statute, the procedure will be much less 
democratic — department heads will be appointed unilaterally by the rector; If the question concerns 
the rotation of department/lab heads — completely unsatisfactory, because there is no rotation, 
even though there should be; Leaders in higher education institutions should be elected by staff, 
but that’s science fiction — no one even consults with employees; In my department — completely 
unsatisfactory. At the institutional level — rather satisfactory).
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No significant differences were found in respondents’ perceptions of the transparency of head 
elections between those in managerial and non-managerial positions (Fig. 29). Representatives from 
universities and colleges tend to view head elections more objective than respondents working in 
research institutes. Participants from private institutions are also more likely to perceive the elections 
of their unit or institution heads transparent compared to those in public institutions.

The lowest levels of perceived transparency were reported by representatives of the agricultural 
sciences – 45% of them rated head elections as non-transparent. Similarly, 30% of respondents from 
the performing, screen, and visual arts fields considered head elections to be non-transparent. The 
highest levels of perceived objectivity in head elections were reported by representatives of the 
respondents from humanities and social sciences.

How transparent are the elections for the head of your unit/institution?

Fig. 29. Perceptions of transparency in unit/institution head elections (comparisons by groups:  
universities/colleges vs. research institutes, private vs. public institutions,  

managerial vs. non-managerial positions, fields of science)

All respondents

Universities/Colleges

Research Institutes

Public

Private

Managerial work

Non-managerial work

Humanities

Social

Technological

Medical and Health

Natural

Performing and Screen;  
Visual Arts

Agricultural

32% 45% 16%

37% 44% 15%

23% 47% 20%

32% 42% 19% 8%

44% 44% 12%

40% 16% 5%

31% 18% 7%

45% 9% 4%

40% 44% 5%12%

27% 52% 14% 8%

31% 43% 5%21%

18% 53% 20% 9%

6%

4%

10%

38%

43%

42%

26% 44% 4%26%

21% 34% 29% 16%

  Completely transparent       Somewhat transparent       Somewhat non-transparent       Completely non-transparent
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2.6.	 Trust in Ethics committees and their activities

Fig. 30. Overall assessment of the institution from the perspective of academic ethics

Do you trust your institution’s ethics commission/representatives/committees? (n=608)

  Definitely yes       Rather yes       Rather no       Definitely no

33% 44%

Fig. 31. Trust in institutional ethics committees

7%16%

33% of respondents rated their current institution 8 out of 10 in terms of academic ethics (Fig. 30), 
while nearly a quarter gave a score of 9 or 10. The average rating was 7.4, with both the mode and 
median at 8.

A total of 14% of respondents rated their institution 5 or below.

The vast majority (77%) of respondents trust the ethics committees of their institution (Fig. 31). 
(Responses such as “have not encountered this/not relevant” were excluded from the analysis.)

Respondents had the opportunity to provide open-ended comments regarding their trust in the 
ethics commission, representatives, or committees within their institution. All responses are presented 
in Annex 16. There were several positive or neutral responses (e.g., Well-known misconduct by 
institutional leaders/employees is swept under the rug and ignored; Representatives are elected by 
the community members, and those appointed by position are also competent to carry out their 
functions; I’ve dealt with them in relation to a research issue and I trust them), but a greater number of 
comments were negative in nature. Examples of negative comments include: Crows don’t peck out 
each other’s eyes; The ethics committee is composed of community members, meaning colleagues — 
it can’t be objective or impartial; Some committee members are themselves academically unethical; 
They’ve divided up the positions among themselves; I’ve never had to approach them, but from 
what I know, in every institution the ethics committees side with the leadership, so no one bothers 
turning to them. Some respondents didn’t even know such representatives or committees existed 
in their organizations (e.g., I guess (but really don’t know) we don’t even have an ethics committee/
representatives/commission; I’m not sure such a body exists at our institution).

If your ideal institution in terms of academic ethics is rated 10,  
how would you rate your current institution?

	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10

  1%   1% 1% 2%

9%

18%

34%

15%

9%9%

Mode=8
Median=8
Average=7,4
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Three-fifths (61%) of respondents indicated that obtaining the necessary ethics approvals for 
conducting research is difficult (Fig. 32). By field of science, respondents in the natural sciences 
report the greatest difficulty in obtaining ethics approvals (82%), followed by those in medical and 
health sciences (68%), technology (60%), social sciences (52%), humanities (48%), performing, screen 
and visual arts (44%), and agricultural sciences (38%) (Fig. 34).

Respondents were invited to share their views by providing open-ended responses to the 
question about the difficulty of obtaining ethics approvals. In most of the responses, participants 
indicated that obtaining such approvals is challenging for various reasons. Respondents pointed 
to bureaucratic procedures that require significant time and effort, and noted that decisions are 
sometimes subjective or delayed. For example:

•	 We recently had a case with a student who had great difficulty obtaining a bioethics 
permit for a bachelor’s thesis. In my view, the rejections were dry and unreasoned. I’ve 
never seen anything like it before.

•	 The procedures are clunky and bureaucratic, inflexible.

•	 They nitpick over minor statements, delay decisions, and lose sight of the core idea or 
its innovativeness. This hinders scientific progress.

•	 If there is disagreement with the ethics committee, the bioethics application may get 
bogged down in bureaucracy and delayed without objective justification.

The complexity of the approval process also depends on the research topic or scientific field. For 
instance:  

•	 If it’s bioethics, then it’s definitely complicated. For other fields, not so much.

•	 Fish research in the wild is highly bureaucratized. The absurdity is that the Environmental 
Protection Agency itself announces calls and signs research contracts, and then later the 
same agency refuses to issue the required permits, essentially sabotaging the research 
it initiated.

Some respondents, however, considered the procedures relatively simple:

•	 The process is fairly clear—what’s left is to plan and describe the study according to the 
requirements.

•	 Permits are issued according to the university’s procedure, which is straightforward and 
transparent 

One respondent admitted to being unaware of such requirements: This is the first time I’m hearing 
about ethics permits. No one has ever informed or explained that they’re necessary.

All respondent comments are presented in Annex 17.

How difficult is it to obtain the necessary ethics approvals for research (e.g., from an ethics or bioethics 
committee)? (n=299, respondents who answered ‚not relevant‘ were excluded from the analysis)

  Not difficult at all      Rather easy       Rather difficult       Very difficult

7% 31%

Fig. 32. Is it difficult to obtain the necessary ethics approvals for research?

13%49%
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49% of respondents agree that the requirements set by bioethics committees for conducting research 
are excessive (Fig. 33). 

Respondents’ views on the requirements imposed by ethics and bioethics committees vary (see 
Annex 18). Some survey participants believe the requirements are indeed excessive – especially when 
applied to non-invasive studies or research not involving vulnerable groups – and that the burden 
depends on the field of science or the research topic. For example:

•	 In some fields and in certain cases, they are excessive—for instance, when interviewing 
adult (non-vulnerable) individuals about a topic that’s not sensitive or relevant to the 
general public.

•	 Recently, the process has become much more complicated, inconsistent, and prolonged.

•	 There is a lack of clear explanations or specific recommendations.

•	 There is a lack of supportive guidance.

•	 The requirements are necessary but should be more flexible and adapted to specific 
studies.

•	 An unethical researcher will always find a way to cheat, while formal requirements often 
limit creativity. 

One respondent stated that the requirements are not excessive: If the rules are clearly stated, it is not 
logical to interpret them as excessive or non-excessive.

Are the requirements of bioethics committees excessive? 
(n=344, respondents who answered ‚not relevant‘ were excluded from the analysis)

  Definitely yes       Rather yes       Rather no       Definitely no

11% 38%

Fig. 33. Are the requirements of bioethics committees excessive?

16%35%

How difficult is it to obtain the necessary ethics approvals for research  
(e.g., from an ethics or bioethics committee)?

  Not difficult at all, rather easy      Very difficult, rather difficult

Fig. 34. How difficult is it to obtain the necessary ethics approvals for research? 
(Comparisons by scientific fields)

All respondents

Natural

Medical and Health

Technological

Social

Humanities

Performing and Screen; Visual Arts

Agricultural

38% 62%

18% 82%

32% 68%

40% 60%

48% 52%

52% 48%

56% 44%

63% 38%
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The view that the requirements set by ethics and bioethics committees for conducting research are 
excessive was most commonly expressed by representatives of the performing, screen and visual arts 
(67%), natural sciences (63%), and medical and health sciences (56%) (Fig. 35). 

Are the requirements of bioethics committees excessive? 

  Definitely yes, rather yes      Definitely no, rather no

Fig. 35. Are the requirements of bioethics committees excessive? (Comparisons by scientific fields)

All respondents

Performing and Screen; Visual Arts

Natural

Medical and Health

Technological

Humanities

Social

Agricultural

49% 51%

67% 33%

63% 37%

56% 44%

47% 53%

45% 55%

38% 62%

30% 70%

Does your institution have a clear system  
for reporting potential breaches of academic ethics?

  Definitely yes        Rather yes        Rather no        Definitely no       Don‘t know

Fig. 36. Does institution have a clear system for reporting potential breaches of academic ethics?  
(comparisons by groups: private vs. public institutions, universities/colleges vs. research institutes,  

managerial vs. non-managerial positions)

All respondents

Public

Private

Universities/Colleges

Research Institutes

Managerial work

Non-managerial work

27% 33% 16% 19%

25% 34% 17% 19%

48% 28% 13%

31% 37% 14% 3%

10%20% 26% 20% 25%

39% 10% 6% 11%

24% 18% 5% 21%

5%

6%

10%

15%

33%

33%

19% of respondents do not know how to report potential breaches of academic ethics at their 
institutions (Fig. 36). However, it is noteworthy that 57% of respondents indicated they are aware of the 
reporting procedures. Awareness is more common among respondents from private institutions as 



37

Survey Results

well as universities and colleges, compared to members of research institutes (e.g., 68% of respondents 
working at universities and colleges reported awareness, compared to 46% in research institutes). 
Leaders and managers are also more likely to be informed about how to report ethics violations—72% 
of respondents in managerial positions reported being aware of the system, compared to 57% of 
those in non-managerial roles. Among employees of research institutes, 30% reported not knowing 
about any reporting system for academic ethics breaches, and one in ten explicitly stated that they 
“definitely do not know”.

In summary, based on the open-ended responses provided by participants (all comments are included 
in Annex 19) regarding the question “Does your institution have a clear system for reporting potential 
breaches of academic ethics?”, it can be said that while such a system may formally exist, it is often 
perceived as ineffective in practice. Examples include:

•	 	 “The system exists, but that doesn’t mean it works.”

•	 “It looks good on paper, but in reality, the issue is handled by the most biased people, 
who either cover up the situation or make life difficult for the whistleblower.”

•	 “It’s formally regulated, but doesn’t function in practice. I had experience with this at a 
previous institution. The violators stayed, and I had to leave. I won’t try again.” 

Other respondents expressed a general lack of trust in the system and a fear of reporting violations 
due to potential negative consequences. For example:

•	 •	“People know who to report to, but members of the academic community are afraid 
to do so—especially when it involves higher-level staff, such as students reporting 
inappropriate behavior by instructors, or instructors reporting on managers. Reports 
only tend to come from those higher up—lecturers reporting student misconduct, or 
managers reporting unethical behavior by lecturers, and so on.”

•	 “In my organization, there is no clearly designated person responsible for academic 
ethics violations. I’ve asked colleagues who the right person would be, and I was directed 
to one of the deputy directors. But because of close ties within the organization, I’m 
afraid to report anything for fear that information meant to remain anonymous will be 
leaked to my direct supervisor.”

•	 “Everyone just stays quiet and says things like ‘nothing will change anyway’ or ‘don’t 
waste your energy.’ No one wants to stir things up or attract an audit. So by default, the 
attitude is ‘everything’s fine.’”

Would you feel safe reporting ethics violations in your institution?

  Definitely yes       Rather yes       Rather no       Definitely no

20% 37%

Fig. 37. Would you feel safe reporting ethics violations in your institution?

14%29%
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43 proc. respondentų jaustųsi nesaugiai, pranešdami apie etikos pažeidimus savo institucijose (37 pav.). 
Dažniau tai mokslo institutų darbuotojai, lyginant su respondentais iš universitetų ar kolegijų, taip pat 
apklausos dalyviai iš valstybės institucijų, palyginti su privačiomis įstaigomis, ir nevadovaujamą darbą 
dirbantys asmenys. Tam tikrų skirtumų nustatyta tarp lyčių ir amžiaus. Mažiau saugūs linkę jaustis 
vyresnio amžiaus asmenys, taip pat labiau moterys nei vyrai (38 pav.).

43% of respondents would feel unsafe reporting ethics violations in their institutions (Fig. 37.). This is 
more common among employees of research institutes compared to those working at universities 
or colleges, as well as among respondents from public institutions compared to private ones, and 
among employees who do not hold management positions. Some differences were also found 
between genders and age groups. Older respondents and women tend to feel less safe than younger 
respondents and men (Fig. 38.).

Some survey participants provided comments to explain their answers. All open and authentic 
responses are presented in Annex 20. In summary, although formal systems for reporting ethics 
violations exist, they do not always function as intended. Respondents refer to fear, hierarchical 
structures, organizational culture, or lack of action:

•	 •	Reporting cases where deans, rectors, or other high-ranking officials are listed as co-
authors on papers without contributing to the work would be truly frightening.

•	 I wouldn’t report them, because it wouldn’t change anything. I feel safe when reporting 
student violations, but if I reported suspicious behavior of colleagues, I would risk facing 
unpleasant consequences or retaliation. This is especially true if the report concerned 
people in managerial positions.

•	 If it involved members of the administration, I don’t think anyone would dare to report it.

•	 Since heads of departments are appointed for life, any conflict with a direct supervisor 
may lead to losing one’s job. In our institution, inconvenient people are simply dealt 
with.

Would you feel safe reporting ethics violations in your institution?

  Definitely yes, rather yes      Definitely no, rather no

Fig. 38. Do people feel safe reporting ethics violations in their institution?  
(Comparisons by groups: universities/colleges vs. research institutes, public vs. private institutions, 

managerial vs. non-managerial positions, gender and age)

All respondents

Universities/Colleges
Research Institutes

Public
Private

Managerial work
Non-managerial work

Man
Woman

≤45 y/o
>45 y/o

61%
53%

39%
47%

57% 43%

56%
78%

44%
22%

68%
55%

32%
45%

66%
54%

34%
46%

54%
62%

46%
38%
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2.7. Preparation of publications and authorship 

Do you use artificial intelligence tools (e.g., ChatGPT) for preparing publications? (n=611)

  Yes       No

27%

Fig. 39. Use of artificial intelligence tools, such as ChatGPT, to prepare publications

73%

27 percent of respondents indicated that they use artificial intelligence tools to prepare publications 
(Fig. 39); younger individuals do so more frequently (Fig. 40).

  Yes       No

Fig. 40. Use of artificial intelligence tools, such as ChatGPT, to prepare publications (comparison by age)

Do you use artificial intelligence tools (e.g., ChatGPT) for preparing publications? 
(by age: 35 years of age and younger and older than 35)

35 years of age and younger

Over 35 years

39%

23% 77%

61%

How often have you encountered situations where authors were added  
to publications without proper contribution? (n=633)

  Very often       Often       Rarely      Never

19% 38%

Fig. 41. How often have you encountered situations where authors were added  
to publications without proper contribution?

16%27%

How often have you encountered situations where authors were added to  
publications without proper contribution?

  „Very often“        All respondents

Fig. 42. How often have you encountered situations where authors were added to publications  
without proper contribution? (Comparison by scientific field) [“Very often” and all respondents]

Natural Sciences

Technological Sciences

Medical and Health Sciences

Social Sciences

Agricultural Sciences

Humanities

Visual Arts

Performing and Screen Arts

  33%
  24%

  19%
  13%

  19%
  12%

  16%
  25%

  9%
  6%

  4%
  16%

0%
  2%
0%
  1%
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19% of respondents indicated that they have “very often” observed cases of inappropriate authorship 
inclusion in publications (Fig. 41). Such cases were more frequently reported by respondents from 
the natural sciences, technology, and medical sciences, and less frequently by those from the social 
sciences and humanities (Fig. 42). Respondents from the visual and performing arts did not report 
any cases of inappropriate authorship inclusion.

How often have you noticed that the order of authors in a publication was incorrect? (n=528)

  Very often       Often       Rarely      Never

13% 34%

Fig. 43. How often noticed that the order of authors in a publication was incorrect?

23%30%

13% of respondents indicate that they have „very often“ observed cases where the order of publication 
authors is listed incorrectly (Fig. 43.). In this regard, medicine and health sciences stand out more – 
nearly one-third of respondents have observed incorrect author order in publications (Fig. 44).

How often have you noticed that the order  
of authors in a publication was incorrect? (n=528)

  „Very often“       All respondents

Fig. 44. How often noticed that the order of authors in a publication was incorrect?  
(Comparison by scientific field) [“Very often” and all respondents]

Natural Sciences

Humanities

Medical and Health Sciences

Visual Arts

Social Sciences

Technological Sciences

Performing and Screen Arts

Agricultural Sciences

  23%
  25%

  6%
  15%

  30%
  14%

 0%
  1%

  18%
  24%

  15%
  14%

0%
  2%

  8%
  6%
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Optimal Number of Publications

What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher in your  
scientific field should produce over five years?

What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher  
in your scientific field should produce over five years?

Fig. 45.  What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher 
in your scientific field should produce over five years?

Fig. 46. What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher  
in your scientific field should produce over five years? (Q1, Q2  and Q3, Q4 journals)?
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13%

37%

29% 28%
30%
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Fig. 47. What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher  
in your scientific field should produce over five years? (Q1, Q2  and Q3, Q4 journals), boxplot

Fig. 48. What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher in your scientific 
field should produce over five years? (Comparisons by scientific fields, boxplots)
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The figure 48 (“What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher in your scientific field 
should produce over five years? (By scientific field”) do not present the average values. Due to the 
presence of outliers, the median was chosen. Median values range from 3 publications (in medicine, 
technology, and visual, performing, and screen arts) to 4 publications in natural sciences, and 5 
publications over five years in the fields of humanities and social sciences. The largest differences 
between minimum and maximum values are observed in the fields of humanities, social sciences, 
natural sciences, medicine, and visual arts. For example, representatives of medicine and health 
sciences indicate that they may prepare 0 publications over five years, while the maximum value is 35 
publications over the same period.

The figure 49 presence maximum values with extreme outliers removed. After removing the largest 
outliers, the maximum number of publications ranges from 8 to 12 publications over five years (8 in 
performing and screen arts, 10 in visual arts, technology, medicine and health sciences, and natural 
sciences, and 12 in agriculture, social sciences, and humanities).

Respondents actively provided comments on this question. All of them are presented in Annex 21. 
Most of the answers are critical of the requirement to publish as much as possible. When discussing 
this, respondents often emphasize the importance of quality over quantity or note that the number 
of publications depends on the scientific field. Survey participants are dissatisfied with unrealistic 
requirements, considering workload and available funding. A few examples of authentic respondents‘ 
comments:

What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher in your scientific  
field should produce over five years? (By scientific fields)

 Min. value       Median      Max. value, original data     Maximum values after outlier removal

Fig. 49. What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher in your scientific  
field should produce over five years? Min. value, median, max. value, outliers (By scientific field)
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•	 It is physically impossible to publish more than one high-quality paper per year. The entire 
submission and peer-review process often takes up to 1.5 years. Recently, institutional 
pressure focused on quantitative indicators (the higher the number of publications, the 
better) is becoming more and more apparent, which contradicts scientific ethics and 
the theoretical possibilities of researchers.

•	 Over five years, it is completely realistic to produce two Q1 publications, but no one 
does it, because five publications are required for employment as a researcher, and 
no one cares about their quality. A system where the number of publications, not their 
quality, is evaluated is a shitty system.

•	 Currently, we are facing a situation where university professors often have only a 
few publications. However, since no one wants to teach, these issues are overlooked. 
Another problem is that writing publications is often not evaluated at all. It is a time-
consuming process, appreciated only by university administrators and professors (who 
do not write but are added as co-authors). The actual author is just a fool who works 
hard but is left empty-handed in every sense.

•	 For field research and monitoring, it takes 3 to 5 years to collect data for one article, 
across different seasons and locations. These are not 96-hour experiments, so how can 
you publish every six months?

•	 The entire science policy related to preparing publications and the resulting evaluation 
of research institutions is highly flawed. It leads to mass production of publications at 
the expense of quality. Most publications are just „white noise.“ Many publications, even 
in Q1 journals, have no real scientific value and simply describe experimental results, the 
main goal of which was to obtain data for publication. Preparing a publication with 
thorough analysis summarizing the results of many experiments requires at least 2 years 
or more (depending on the nature of the research). Currently, many researchers produce 
10–20 publications per year, but this conveyor-belt model brings no real benefit.

The respondents comment that trying to increase the number of publications harms the quality of 
research, and such requirements may even lead to unethical behavior. For example: 

•	 Preparing one high-quality publication per year as the main author is normal. When 
people focus only on the number, the quality of publications becomes very low, and 
publishing too much can cause more harm than not publishing at all. 

•	 I don’t really believe that a researcher writes dozens of publications. This often means 
that a famous name is added as co-author. I think that three publications would be a 
reasonable number, so that at least one could be published in a high-level journal.

•		 Publishing only to increase the number is not worth it. Then the quality drops, people 
write just to write something. This can lead to adding extra authors, using artificial 
intelligence, or even falsifying data. High demands for many publications cause the 
same problems — adding authors, manipulating results, lowering quality, and destroying 
CREATIVE FREEDOM.
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Number of open comments

Fig. 50. Number of open comments by corresponding question

What is the optimal number of scientific publications a researcher  
in your scientific field should produce over five years?

Do you feel you have academic freedom?

Do you feel pressure from your institution  
to deliver academic results?

How transparent are the elections for the head of your unit/institution?

Are you personally free to express your own opinions openly and freely without 
fear of consequences when teaching students, as well as in academic discussions 

and meetings within your department or organization?
How would you characterize your institution’s relationship with other Lithuanian 

higher education and research institutions: more collaboration or more competition?

Are students at your institution free to express their views openly in academic 
discussions without fear of consequences?

Has the COVID-19 pandemic contributed to public trust in science and scientists?

If there is something important we haven’t mentioned  
or asked about, you can write it here

Assessment of a situation where a supervisor instructs a student to list them as the 
first author on a publication, despite not having contributed to its preparation.

Do you trust your institution’s ethics commission/representatives/committees?

Assessment of a situation where a lecturer accepts an “appreciation” – a box of 
chocolates and flowers – from a student before an exam in exchange for a passing it

In your opinion, would the possibility to report violations of academic ethics 
anonymously encourage more people to do so?

Are you satisfied with the current head rotation procedure in your unit/institution?

Does your institution have a clear system for reporting  
potential breaches of academic ethics?

Assessment of a situation where a lecturer catches  
a student cheating during an exam

Assessment of a situation where a lecturer accepts an „appreciation“ – 500 euros – 
from a student before an exam in exchange for a passing it

Assessment of a situation where a researcher falsified data  
and published it as a scientific article

How difficult is it to obtain the necessary ethics approvals for research  
(e.g., from an ethics or bioethics committee)?

 Would you feel safe reporting ethics violations in your institution?

Have you ever cheated or used dishonest  
means during an exam in your studies?

Are the requirements of bioethics committees excessive?

  151

  150

  147

  84

  80

  70

  65

  62

  62

  58

  58

  56

  54

  53

  46

  42

  40

  37

  31

  31

  27

  24

2.8. Summary of Open-Ended Questions 

Respondents also had the opportunity to comment on their answers in an open-text field labeled 
“You may comment on your answer”. Some questions received more open comments than others, 
which likely reflects the importance of the respective topics. The following chart shows the questions 
and the number of comments received.

According to the survey data, the three most frequently commented questions were: the optimal 
number of publications to prepare, whether the respondent feels academically free, and whether 
the respondent experiences pressure from their institution regarding academic performance. In 
total, 1,428 comments were received in response to the survey questions. All authentic responses are 
presented in the annexes to this report.
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Respondents. The report presents the results of an online quantitative survey conducted 
between December 2024 and February 2025. The participants were members of the academic 
community: teaching staff (assistants, associate professors, lecturers, professors), researchers, 
PhD students, and other scientists. The data analysis is based on responses from 725 respondents.

In the survey, 70% of the participants were women and 30% were men.

More than half of the respondents were 41–60 years old (55%), 10% were under 30, and one 
quarter were 31–40 years old.

Most respondents worked in public universities (38%) and public research institutes (34%) as 
their main workplace. A smaller number worked in private institutions. Most respondents 
represented the fields of social sciences (26%), natural sciences (21%), and humanities (18%). The 
survey included 43% teaching staff, 32% researchers, and 11% PhD students. 24% of respondents 
held management positions.

Trust in science and attitudes toward artificial intelligence. The majority (73%) of academic 
community members believe that people generally trust science. 55% of respondents say that 
the public trusts individual scientists more than scientific institutions. 46% of survey participants 
agree that people trust research funded by public sources more. 48% of respondents think that 
the COVID-19 pandemic had a positive impact — people started to trust science and scientists 
more (52% think the opposite).

26% of respondents say they trust artificial intelligence solutions. Men are more likely than women 
to trust artificial intelligence and tools like ChatGPT. Almost two-thirds of survey participants say 
that AI tools have made their work easier; another 10% disagree, and 29% either don’t know what 
AI is or simply don’t use it. 63% of respondents trust companies that develop artificial intelligence. 
A large share of participants (88%) believe that companies developing AI should be regulated. 
When asked whether AI tools should be open source, two-thirds of respondents answered “yes”.

More than half (57%) of survey participants would not recognize a PhD student’s work as 
completed if they used artificial intelligence for data analysis. In addition, 40% of respondents 
would forbid using ChatGPT or similar tools for writing student theses.

The results show that, according to the respondents, employees follow ethical standards when 
using AI tools more often than students — 52% agree in the case of employees, and 16% in the 
case of students.
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Attitudes Towards Various Academic Ethics Violations and Situations. 95% of respondents 
rated the statement “a researcher falsifies research data and publishes it in a journal” as a 
serious ethics violation. 86% of survey participants consider it a serious violation when a higher-
ranking person demands to be listed as an author without contributing to the publication. 67% 
see student cheating during an exam as a serious ethics violation, 50% – gift authorship, 48% – 
conducting research without approval from a bioethics committee, and 22% – splitting data from 
one study into several publications.
Assessment of Five Hypothetical Situations:
1) 	 In the situation where a supervisor tells a student to list them as the first author of a publication, 

even though they did not contribute to it, two most common answers were given: the situation 
should be discussed and/or made public inside the institution (51%), and the supervisor should 
receive a disciplinary sanction (39%).

2) 	 In the situation where a researcher falsifies research data and publishes a scientific article, the two 
most common suggested actions were: a disciplinary sanction (51%) and making the situation 
public and/or discussing it inside the institution (44%).

3) 	 In the situation where a teacher accepts a „thank you“ gift — a box of chocolates and flowers — 
from a student before an exam in exchange for a passing grade, most respondents said both 
the student (38% suggest giving a warning) and the teacher (36% suggest a disciplinary sanction) 
should be punished. 38% also suggest discussing or making the situation public within the 
institution.

4) 	In the situation where a teacher accepts a „thank you“ gift — 500 euros — from a student before 
an exam for a passing grade, most respondents would support dismissing the teacher from work 
(45%) and expelling the student from studies (41%).

5) 	How to react when catching a student cheating during an exam? 71% of respondents think the 
student should be removed from the exam, 38% think the student should receive a warning, and 
28% suggest the situation should be discussed within the institution without making it public.

Academic and freedom of speech. 75% of respondents say they feel academically free. Women 
tend to feel slightly more academic freedom than men, as do younger employees. No significant 
differences were found between universities/colleges and research institutes. Managers are more 
likely to agree that they have more academic freedom than non-managers. By scientific field, 
respondents from social sciences feel the most academic freedom, while those from agriculture 
and medical and health sciences feel the least.

67% of survey participants agree with the statement that they „feel pressure from their institution 
regarding academic work results.“ Also, 49% of respondents say they feel pressure from external 
organizations, such as the European Commission, the Research Council of Lithuania, and others.

38% of respondents say that, when evaluating relations with other higher education and research 
institutions, they see more cooperation, while 49% see competition.

Survey participants tend to think that students have more freedom of speech than they do 
themselves. For example, 78% say that students have more freedom of speech, while 66% say 
that they themselves do. Almost one-third of respondents from the field of medicine disagree 
with the statement that they can express their personal opinion openly (the question was: „Can 
you freely and openly express your personal opinion while teaching students, in academic 
discussions, or in your department‘s or organization‘s meetings without fear of consequences?“). 
Among respondents from social sciences and humanities, 23% also disagreed.

Almost three-quarters of respondents believe that anonymity when reporting academic ethics 
violations would encourage more people to report them.



48

Conclusions

Transparency in the election of academic leaders. 77% of respondents are satisfied with the 
system of appointing managers, and 75% are satisfied with the rotation system. However, 22% of 
participants say that manager elections are not transparent, and one-fifth say that the rotation 
system is not good. Respondents from universities and colleges tend to see manager elections 
as more objective than respondents from research institutes. Representatives of agricultural 
sciences see manager elections as the least transparent (45% consider them non-transparent). 
The most positive evaluations of manager election objectivity come from members of the 
humanities and social sciences communities. 

Trust in Ethics committees and their activities. One-third of respondents rate their current 
institution 8 points in terms of academic ethics, and almost one-quarter give a score of 9 or 10. 
The average rating is 7.4.

77% of respondents trust their institution’s ethics committees. 19% of respondents do not know 
how to report possible academic ethics violations in their institutions. 43% of participants 
would feel unsafe reporting ethics violations in their institutions. This is more common among 
employees of research institutes compared to universities or colleges, among staff in public 
institutions compared to private ones, and among non-managers.

61% of respondents say that obtaining ethics approvals required for research is complicated (most 
complicated in natural sciences – 82%, medical and health sciences – 68%, and technology – 60%; 
least complicated for agricultural sciences). 49% of respondents agree that the requirements of 
bioethics committees for conducting research are excessive.

Preparation of publications and authorship. 27% of respondents say they use artificial 
intelligence tools to prepare publications. 19% of survey participants say they have „very often“ 
noticed cases where an author was incorrectly included in a publication. This was more often 
mentioned by respondents from natural sciences, technology, and medical sciences, and less 
often by those from social sciences and humanities. Respondents from visual and performing 
arts did not notice such cases.

13% of respondents say they „very often“ notice that the order of authors in publications is 
incorrect. In this regard, medicine and health sciences stand out compared to other scientific 
fields.

The optimal number of publications. The median values range from 3 publications over five 
years in medicine, technology, and visual, performing, and screen arts, to 4 in natural sciences, 
and 5 in humanities and social sciences. After removing the largest outliers, the maximum 
number of publications ranges from 8 to 12 over five years (8 in performing and screen arts, 10 in 
visual arts, technology, medicine and health sciences, and natural sciences, and 12 in agriculture, 
social sciences, and humanities). The outliers are: 35 publications over five years in medicine and 
health sciences, 30 publications in natural and social sciences, 25 publications in humanities, 
and 20 publications in visual arts. Many open comments and opinions were provided on this 
question, which are presented in the report.

Respondents provided 1429 open-ended comments. The three questions that received the 
most open comments were: on the optimal number of publications (151), the feeling of academic 
freedom (150), and institutional pressure regarding academic work results (148). All authentic 
respondents‘ answers are presented in the annexes of this report.
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Annex 1. 
Authentic respondent comments related to the question “Has the COVID-19 pandemic contributed 
to public trust in science and scientists?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.	 This period revealed how, in some countries, political elites instrumentalized a deadly 
crisis for their own benefit, ratings, and to divide society into “opposing” groups, using 
science and scientists either as promotional figures or scapegoats. They imposed 
restrictions they themselves ignored (e.g., the UK case). Unfortunately, this caused 
immense damage to the name and integrity of science, as Western societies began to 
question the independence of scientists from financial or political influence.

2.	 I trust science, but a large part of the population is so ignorant that they deny scientific 
achievements. COVID-19 made such idiots visible—both in Lithuania and globally. For 
example, U.S. President Donald Trump and his supporters.

3.	 The problem is that there was a lot of lying about COVID, and now the truth is starting 
to come out. People (in my circle, not scientists) don’t trust the government, and sadly, 
trust in science has decreased significantly. Lies about the origin of the virus and the 
vaccines contributed to this. Scientific institutions, both in Lithuania and abroad, never 
apologized for spreading misinformation.

4.	 Very little, because the pandemic also helped spread pseudoscience.

5.	 Society was divided, and gullible people were more likely to believe radical narratives.

6.	 There was a lot of disinformation, and contradictory opinions fractured part of society.

7.	 During the COVID pandemic, social media gave a platform to „experts“ with no real 
competence, which reduced trust in science.

8.	 COVID-19 highlighted how much people still lack basic knowledge. Many don’t 
understand how vaccines work. Fear and ignorance created „like-minded bubbles.“

9.	 The wide range of opinions and manipulations during COVID, in my view, reduced trust 
in science.

10.	 Sadly, trust in science declined because, from personal experience, it wasn’t as scary as 
claimed.

11.	 Maybe not more people started distrusting science, but those who already didn’t 
began to speak out and demand action.

12.	 There’s constant lying in every aspect of life—how can we trust anything?

13.	 Extremely rapid vaccine development did not boost trust in science.

14.	 Honestly, I don’t have a clear answer. People started searching more online, but I’m 
unsure whether their critical thinking improved.

15.	 The whole situation was turned into a political “show,” which hurt trust in science. When 
state policy is represented not by the most competent people but by those willing to 
„sell out,“ it damages both the state and science.
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16.	 Science offered multiple interpretations of the same phenomena.

17.	 Some people definitely started trusting science less, but overall, the situation remained 
unchanged. Too bad the questionnaire is poorly designed—there should’ve been an 
option like “no effect.” Probably the same AI generated these clunky questions.

18.	 Communication about COVID-19 was poor. Instead of proper answers and explanations, 
people were told to „believe in science“ and ridiculed for asking questions. This will 
have long-term consequences for vaccine uptake and trust in scientists.

19.	 I think COVID didn’t change trust in science, but it exposed the part of society that 
already distrusted it—and their views are nearly impossible to change.

20.	 Trust declined due to political factors and changing information environments caused 
by media evolution.

21.	 I don‘t think public opinion toward science changed much—what changed was how 
authorities used the pandemic to help business pocket public funds.

22.	 In my opinion, ordinary people want one clear explanation and a recommendation. 
But COVID-19 was a new virus with many symptoms and side effects. Because of this 
uncertainty, I heard all sorts of “legends”: “it‘s an Asian disease,” “masks do nothing,” 
“can the virus come through an open window?” “tanned people don‘t get sick,” and of 
course, “vaccines are to microchip us.” The worst part was hearing doctors say it’s better 
to catch the virus than to get vaccinated because it gives broader immunity—despite 
having watched many patients die from COVID.

23.	 Science can’t keep up with combating misinformation and online propaganda. This 
was especially clear regarding the benefits and risks of COVID-19 vaccines.

24.	 In my philosophy of science course, we discussed how the proliferation of self-declared 
“scientists” spreading conspiracy theories damaged public trust in science.

25.	 Science should not be absolutized—it’s always based on the best knowledge available 
at the time.

26.	 Anti-vaxxers are a direct example of declining trust in science. Sadly, there are many of 
them.

27.	 I can‘t say—people are divided on this issue.

28.	 Neither yes nor no. There was a lot of research and discussion, which caused divisions 
in the community. After the pandemic, everyone kept their prior beliefs.

29.	 Neither yes nor no. Those who trusted science still do, and those who didn’t weren’t 
easily persuaded.

30.	 Because there were mistakes.

31.	 Because there was too much dishonest information, too many inadequate articles and 
discussions—that’s what fuels distrust. Many things remain unclear. “Thanks” to the 
media and some politicians.

32.	 Personal opinion loudspeakers thrived, overshadowing scientists who based their 
claims on logic and research.

33.	 I wouldn’t blame COVID-19. It’s just a symptom of a larger issue. People are trusting 
institutions less in general, largely due to unreliable media (especially social networks), 
and this trend will only worsen. The pandemic was just a catalyst.

34.	 It showed that there are even more people with very different worldviews than we 
thought.
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35.	 Doubts about the future of the world grew, as did belief in conspiracy theories, 
predetermined political actions, and the use of science to maintain political power.

36.	 The vaccine wasn‘t effective enough, changing views on masks also confused people.

37.	 The pandemic further fractured society. In my opinion, educated people began to trust 
science more, while others went in the opposite direction.

38.	 Poor, unclear, delayed, and sometimes unprofessional communication reduced trust in 
science.

39.	 Some scientists adopted the claims of charlatans and helped spread them, so fact-
checking became more important than ever.

40.	 Depends on who you ask. Those who trusted science still do; those who didn’t weren’t 
convinced.

41.	 Propaganda pressure and institutional coercion—amplifying the views of some „experts“ 
while ignoring or canceling others—greatly damaged the prestige of science and trust 
in scientists.

42.	 Intelligent people had access to enough scientific information.

43.	 The results now show that those who trusted science ended up disappointed—those 
who defied it seem to have had better health outcomes.

44.	 Same comments here about the ethics of this question. The context is missing: „people‘s 
trust in science“ is a very generic statement that greatly differs from a community to 
another. I would not answer this question the same way depending on the context/
geography/community reference, including scientific topic.

45.	 Conspiracy theories, anti-vaxxers, and similar movements significantly damaged the 
reputation of scientists in society.

46.	 The management of the situation and its resolution (I mean the vaccines) showed 
what science is capable of—how much can be achieved in a relatively short time by 
combining knowledge, resources, and funding.

47.	 Vaccines raised doubts.

48.	 I suppose those who didn’t trust science before still don’t. Those who did trust it 
continue to look forward to new scientific discoveries.

49.	 The vaccines that were developed are now showing their results.

50.	 Hard to say. For example, the vaccines—are they truly harmless? Many questions arise...

51.	 A clearly defined layer of society emerged that distrusts science and speaks out against it.

52.	 The sheer amount of disinformation and made-up stories proves it. Also, the vaccine 
was rolled out quickly, before its effects were fully studied, so the frequent side effects 
didn’t help build trust.

53.	 It strongly divided society and revealed the views of those who distrust science. Ongoing 
debates about the need for vaccines have even started to raise doubts among people 
who had previously fully trusted science.

54.	 It split society into those who trust science and those who don’t.

55.	 Those who trusted science still do, but among the less trusting, confidence decreased 
even further.

56.	 Those who are more trusting tend to be more educated. But it’s normal that even 
among the educated, there are people who think critically and have their own opinions.
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57.	 Because conspiracy theorists (anti-vaxxers) were given a lot of media exposure and 
naturally attracted the attention of confused people.

58.	 I have a mixed answer. I’ve personally heard both perspectives. Some people trust more 
now due to increased visibility of science. Others trust less because of all the conspiracy 
theories, which not everyone filters using common sense.

59.	 COVID-19 hit hard, and the negative, unbalanced spread of information didn’t build 
trust. Time will show the real consequences in everyday life. (Example: 86-year-old man 
dies from COVID).

60.	 Society split into several camps: those whose view of science didn’t change and who 
continue to work in science, and then the fanatics—some who believe science will save 
us, others who claim scientists invent viruses and vaccines to destroy us, and still others 
who say scientists lie and embezzle public funds.

61.	 The number of anti-vaxxers increased significantly. Decisions made by officials were 
attributed to scientists, even though many scientists actually opposed them. This 
undermined trust in science and scientists. Officials and “Maritė from the apartment 
next door” always seem to know better. Opinions are treated as equal to facts, 
regardless of actual knowledge. Anyone can declare themselves an expert nowadays. 
Proof? President Nausėda awarding environmental medals to the Paškauskaitės (an IT 
doctoral student—environmental value: zero).

62.	 People are very different—some became more entrenched in their beliefs, others 
changed their minds. I hope there are now more people who trust science.
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Annex 2. 
Respondents’ authentic comments on a situation where a supervisor instructs a student to list them 
as the first author on a publication, despite not having contributed to its preparation.

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.	 Cancel the supervisor’s publication (2).

2.	 The description doesn‘t reveal the supervisor‘s contribution — maybe all ideas and 
methods came from the supervisor, and the student just carried them out. Each case 
needs a deeper investigation.

3.	 Suspend the supervisor from working with students for a certain period.

4.	 Conduct an internal investigation to see if this was a one-time incident or repeated. 
Sanctions should be applied accordingly. Identify any benefits the supervisor may have 
gained and whether that was the reason for such behavior.

5.	 The answer choice only fits the first part of the sentence. The community should have 
a lecture on ethical publishing and authorship.

6.	 The authors’ contribution to the publication must be clearly identified before publishing.

7.	 The supervisor evaluates the order of authors and student contributions.

8.	 The order of authors isn’t very important internally since contributions are usually 
considered equal, but PhD students typically need publications with their names listed 
first for their dissertations. The matter should be discussed within the institution.

9.	 Take preventive measures.

10.	 Establish clear rules for supervision and cooperation in doctoral studies to prevent such 
situations.

11.	 Institutions would not react.

12.	 This is a common practice, especially in medical universities.

13.	 The supervisor‘s contribution is unclear, so further actions would depend on that.

14.	 The situation should be clarified through a discussion and decisions made accordingly.

15.	 The question is unclear about the supervisor’s actual input.

16.	 All circumstances should be clarified, preferably by the institution’s ethics committee.

17.	 Publish information about the authorship of the publication.

18.	 If the student just collected data and the supervisor wrote the article, then everything 
was done correctly.

19.	 If the supervisor became first author for payment reasons — no penalty. If it was to steal 
authorship — discuss with the supervisor and institution.

20.	 If the student did all the work with supervisor consultations, why shouldn’t the student 
be first author?

21.	 How can a supervisor not contribute? Even planning the idea and methodology is a 
crucial stage. The author of the question probably doesn’t understand science…

22.	 The question is vague — the supervisor‘s and student’s contributions are unclear.

23.	 The question is too brief to give a definite answer.

24.	 The supervisor’s input is not described.
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25.	 What was the supervisor’s contribution to the work?

26.	 I think the institution cannot act without a complaint from the student. Maybe they 
agreed on this.

27.	 It’s unclear whether “self” refers to the student or the supervisor. Either way, the 
supervisor might have objective reasons — i.e., it reflects their evaluation of their 
contribution.

28.	 It’s not stated whether the supervisor contributed. Authors should be only those who 
genuinely contributed to the work.

29.	 The supervisor’s contribution is not specified.

30.	 Do not punish the supervisor. If they wrote the paper together, the supervisor is also an 
author.

31.	 Do not punish the supervisor. Have a joint discussion with both supervisor and student, 
and make a decision together.

32.	 Follow internal procedures.

33.	 Develop and approve a clear authorship policy defining how authorship should be 
assigned.

34.	 Have a discussion with the supervisor and student and apply sanctions if necessary.

35.	 If repeated — dismiss the supervisor.

36.	 Publish this nationally, preferably via LRT (Lithuanian national broadcaster).

37.	 The last position in the author list is the most prestigious — I don’t understand the question.

38.	 Publicize the situation outside the institution. Hiding it would be covering up the 
supervisor’s behavior and a missed opportunity for prevention nationwide.

39.	 Don’t punish for the first time but warn about consequences for repeat offenses. The 
reasons for such behavior should be clarified.

40.	 Depends on the institution’s ethical standards.

41.	 Depends on whether it’s a first-time or recurring situation — but this shouldn’t happen 
at all.

42.	 Depends on the supervisor’s contribution to the publication (3).

43.	 Rationally examine whether the supervisor did the work for the student.

44.	 More details are needed.

45.	 Rarely does a student write a publication alone.

46.	 The situation can be seen differently. If the supervisor significantly helped, they should 
be second author and request this from the student.

47.	 The situation seems “confused.” Usually, the supervisor writes the paper, and the 
student handles technical parts. Often the student lacks the expertise to write a paper.

48.	 A matter of agreement.

49.	 The idea matters most, not who physically writes the paper. If the supervisor proposed 
the idea or advised on its implementation — no punishment. But if the supervisor 
contributed nothing, then only if the student requests, the supervisor should be 
sanctioned.

50.	 This or similar situations happen often — students are treated as cheap labor. Students 
are often happy just to be included as authors.
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51.	 This and previous questions lack context. Economically informed models can make 
such questions “obsolete”.

52.	 The supervisor can be first author.

53.	 Mutual respect is needed. More cooperation, less competition.

54.	 It should be made clear that such things are unacceptable and violate research ethics. 
If repeated, dismissal may be considered.

55.	 Authorship should be agreed on before writing the publication.

56.	 Ensure such situations don’t happen again.

57.	 The supervisor is both the research leader and student’s leader — they create the idea 
and ensure success (a true supervisor) — so they should lead the team.

58.	 The supervisor’s contribution may be greater than the student’s. Situations vary.



56

Annexes

Annex 3. 
Respondents’ authentic comments on a situation where a researcher falsified data and published it 
as a scientific article

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.	 Discuss privately, impose a sanction, and share the case anonymously ously for review.

2.	 Discuss the situation with the researcher and inform the journal editor.

3.	 Whether to dismiss or sanction depends on the extent of falsification and its 
consequences.

4.	 Retract the publication from the journal.

5.	 Retract the publication.

6.	 Discuss with the researcher. Publicizing or not might depend on the nature of the 
research and its potential impact, albeit caution is necessary as to evaluating impact.

7.	 Not all data are the same. When a large-scale study is divided into separate articles, you 
often cannot use shared information about the informant, so the system itself forces 
researchers to enter different data.

8.	 Falsification can be of two types – intentional or due to methodological errors. So, it’s 
not always straightforward.

9.	 GDPR and retracting the publication. How many times has the researcher violated the 
rules?

10.	 Take steps to have the publication retracted.

11.	 Take preventive action. Clearly and publicly regulate the rules, and have written 
agreements for supervisors and students.

12.	 The institution must consult reviewers and the research supervisor to determine how 
falsified data passed their checks (whether there was collusion or negligence, which are 
both punishable).

13.	 Investigate the researcher’s motives, review the case in the ethics committee, and find 
a solution to prevent similar cases in the future.

14.	 Evaluate whether the researcher is fit to continue in their position or perform certain 
duties.

15.	 If similar incidents happen again, then I would also support dismissal.

16.	 If it happens again – dismiss from work.

17.	 Why would a researcher falsify data? Who can prove that the data are falsified? What 
are the falsification criteria?

18.	 In my opinion, public exposure is the harshest punishment in any situation and can be 
even worse than dismissal.

19.	 The situation is unclear. How was this discovered? Is it true? What is the extent and 
percentage of falsified data? What influenced the researcher’s decision?

20.	 I don’t understand how data can be falsified — what is the value of such research?

21.	 Not enough information to make a decision.

22.	 According to internal procedures.
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23.	 Usually, the publication is retracted. This is the worst evaluation for a researcher.

24.	 Publish the case similarly and display it on the institution’s “hall of shame.”

25.	 Invalidate the publication and investigate the researcher’s misconduct.

26.	 Publish a retraction.

27.	 Make the case public outside the institution. Hiding it is covering up the supervisor’s 
actions and missing a chance to prevent such cases nationwide.

28.	 Review the researcher’s previous studies and place them under stricter supervision.

29.	 First, retract the publications and determine why it happened, then impose an 
appropriate penalty.

30.	 Notify the journal if falsified data were published. In general, it is very hard to prove; 
students are more likely to falsify data and should be monitored.

31.	 Force the researcher to retract the publication.

32.	 Usually, articles have multiple authors and go through the group leader. It’s unlikely the 
supervisor didn’t know, so they should also be sanctioned.

33.	 Contact the journal to remove or limit access to the article.

34.	 Contact the publisher to retract or cancel the article.

35.	 It depends on an agreement.

36.	 Follow internal rules.

37.	 Again, not enough information for a clear judgment. First, report the errors in the 
publication, then investigate internally and decide on further action.
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Annex 4. 
Respondents’ authentic comments on a situation where a lecturer accepts an “appreciation” – a box 
of chocolates and flowers – from a student before an exam in exchange for a passing it.

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.	 Punish both sides equally.

2.	 The academic community — both students and teachers — must clearly identify 
unethical behavior. Prevention is key.

3.	 Such matters (like gifts) should be clarified beforehand or regulated in institutional 
agreements.

4.	 Discuss the situation and organize training on unethical conduct at work and in academia.

5.	 Discuss the situation with both the student and teacher, assess whether this was a 
first offense or a misunderstanding; consequences can range from warning to strict 
punishment.

6.	 Responsibility and penalties for both parties.

7.	 Punish both equally.

8.	 Punish both student and teacher.

9.	 The term „punish“ is too vague, but both parties should face consequences.

10.	 Share anonymously as a case study.

11.	 The ethics committee should review both sides.

12.	 Perhaps it was simply gratitude for great lectures, not a bribe.

13.	 Flowers are not a bribe but a polite gesture and should not affect grades.

14.	 The institution should clearly communicate its no-gift policy.

15.	 The question doesn’t clarify whether the teacher raised the grade because of the gift. 
Accepting gifts is possible, but grades must not be influenced.

16.	 Determine whether the „gift“ affected the exam outcome — perhaps it didn’t.

17.	 If students want to give thanks, they can do it after the exam or offer treats to the 
department. It should not influence grades.

18.	 It must be proven that the gift influenced the grade. The teacher may not have agreed 
to any arrangement, and the gift may have had no effect.

19.	 What does „accepting“ mean? Could it be a provocation? Like free pens during elections. 
I see flowers as a sign of respect.

20.	 The question is odd; such situations don‘t always mean the gift influenced the grade.

21.	 Why is “gift” in quotes? Maybe the student simply wanted to show appreciation.

22.	 Where does this happen? I’ve never heard of such a case.

23.	 Such cases should be punished and made public within the institution to show it‘s 
unacceptable.

24.	 I don’t believe this would affect the grade.

25.	 Flowers are not bribery. They can be given after the exam. I doubt any teacher would 
change grades over flowers.
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26.	 Don’t underestimate teachers — it’s offensive to even ask such a question.

27.	 I don’t believe this happens.

28.	 If a teacher compromises their integrity for a box of chocolates, both sides should be 
warned and face stricter measures if repeated.

29.	 If grades are based on knowledge, chocolates and flowers shouldn‘t be questioned. 
Otherwise, all business would work like “you give — I give”.

30.	 Check if the grade matches the student’s knowledge. If yes — no action; if not — punish 
both.

31.	 Refer the case to corruption investigators under the anti-corruption law.

32.	 Assign criminal penalties to both.

33.	 First offense – warning; if repeated – harsher penalties depending on harm done.

34.	 Clarify the situation and inform the community of the rules to prevent future cases.

35.	 Accepting a gift is one thing; institutional action depends on whether the student truly 
passed.

36.	 Depends on whether it was the first offense or repeated.

37.	 Depends if the grade was actually influenced, which isn’t clear from the question.

38.	 Depends whether it was a one-time event or repeated.

39.	 Discuss and set clear rules and examples for ethical behavior; establish review 
procedures for both students and staff.

40.	 Students may give small gifts after the exam. But would a flower really affect the grade? 
I doubt it.

41.	 Use Sweden’s prostitution law as an example — punish the „buyer“ (teacher), not the 
„seller“ (student) to encourage reporting.

42.	 Give a warning to both.

43.	 Have the student retake the exam with a different teacher.

44.	 Hard to imagine this happening — let the ethics committee review the case.

45.	 Eat the chocolates and enjoy the flowers together.

46.	 Eat the chocolates together.

47.	 If the chocolates contain only sweets — no punishment, just an internal discussion. If 
money is involved — refer to law enforcement for bribery.

48.	 Consider dismissal of both.

49.	 This is just your interpretation of why the gift was given.

50.	 Investigate and punish both student and teacher accordingly.

51.	 Clearly communicate the rules; dismissals don’t solve the problem. Clear agreements 
are needed for both staff and students.

52.	 Should be regulated by internal procedures.

53.	 No one sells grades for chocolates and flowers.

54.	 Poor teacher if their reputation is ruined over flowers.

55.	 If made clear that this behavior is not tolerated, such cases would decrease. In my 
experience, students don‘t pressure teachers with gifts.

56.	 It depends on the circumstances. If repeated, both should face strict punishment.
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Annex 5. 
Respondents’ authentic comments on a situation where a lecturer accepts an “appreciation” –  
500 euros – from a student before an exam in exchange for a passing it.

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  Return the 500 EUR to the student and give the student an administrative penalty 
(should follow the relevant law).

2.		 Punish both equally – it’s not just one person’s fault.

3.		 All of the above as long as a clear code of conduct is published including references to 
regulations in & outside the university.

4.		 Similarly strange is the claim that the gift helped the student pass the exam.

5.		 Everyone eventually finds out about bribery. If it happens again, the person should be 
fired.

6.		 Share the case anonymously for discussion.

7.		  The teacher must return the 500 EUR to the student.

8.		 The teacher should explain that they are paid a salary and exams are not for sale. Both 
should only be punished if the money was accepted.

9.		  The ethics committee should review both people. That must have been one tough 
exam :)

10.	 Strictly punish both the student and the teacher.

11.		 Take action according to the Corruption Prevention Law.

12.	 Make them return the „gift“, check if it was a one-time thing and why it happened, then 
decide on action.

13.	 Find out who started the “gift” idea. Remind the community about the rules. If it 
happens again – tougher measures.

14.	 If a not-so-smart student passed – punish both, or give the teacher a raise.

15.	 If it‘s the first time, handle it one way. If it happens again, the punishment should be 
strict and public.

16.	 If it happens again – remove the student from studies or the teacher from their job.

17.		 Confiscate the money for the state.

18.	 My reputation is more important than a failing student. It’s their choice not to study and 
try this route.

19.	 Pay teachers fairly so students won’t feel the need to give “gifts.”

20.	 Don‘t count the exam as passed.

21.	 Raise teachers’ salaries to at least the national average.

22.	 Follow the rules in place.

23.	 If it happens again – remove both from the institution and make it public.

24.	 Remove both the student and the teacher.

25.	 Report to law enforcement.
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26.	 Take the matter to court.

27.	 Have the student retake the exam in front of a committee.

28.	 Donate the money to charity.

29.	 After full investigation, give the strictest penalties to both.

30.	 Report the corruption to the Labor Inspectorate.

31.	 Report the possible bribe to the police.

32.	 Depends if it’s a first-time or repeated offense.

33.	 Update the institution’s ethics code.

34.	 Suggest following Sweden’s example in prostitution laws – punish the buyer, not the 
seller. The idea is to expose more cases.

35.	 Discuss in the ethics committee.

36.	 Let law enforcement handle it.

37.	 This situation doesn’t seem realistic.

38.	 Again, it all depends on whether the teacher asked for it or the student decided to do 
it on their own.

39.	 Again, it depends on whether the teacher actually raised the grade or not.

40.	 See the earlier response: The academic community — both students and teachers —  
must clearly recognize behavior and situations that go against academic ethics. 
Prevention!
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Annex 6. 
Respondents’ authentic comments on a situation where a lecturer catches a student cheating during 
an exam.

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  The teacher should warn students before the exam about what actions will be taken if 
someone is caught cheating. The “penalty” should depend on the situation.

2.		 Grade the exam as failed and schedule a retake.

3.		 Exams shouldn’t only test memorization. What matters is whether the student 
understood what they copied. Oral exams should be mandatory, allowing all 
resources (Google, AI tools, etc.), as understanding would be clear during oral 
questioning.

4.		 Grade the exam as 0.

5.		 Inform administration.

6.		 Require the student to retake the exam, evaluated by a commission.

7.		  There are different levels of cheating; the penalty should correspond to the severity.

8.		 If the student prepared cheat notes, at least they studied while preparing them.

9.		  If it‘s a first offense, discuss it with the student and issue a warning.

10.	 If the student cheats from self-prepared notes (not books, phones, or media), discuss 
the subject matter with them during the exam.

11.		 If it’s repeated, the student should be expelled.

12.	 If cheating continues, cancel the exam and require a retake.

13.	 They are still learning.

14.	 Cheating is less concerning than doctoral students refusing to engage in online lectures 
and discussions despite being reminded that participation may affect grades.

15.	 Require the student to pay for retaking the course.

16.	 Refer the case to the ethics committee.

17.		 Do not allow the student to retake the exam during the same academic year; require 
them to repeat the course.

18.	 Follow the institution’s existing regulations.

19.	 Work with the student outside class to address their lack of interest and motivation.

20.	 If repeated, expel the student from the university.

21.	 Publicize the case outside the institution to set a public precedent.

22.	 Mark the exam but note the violation; if cheating repeats, expel the student.

23.	 Too abstract — evaluate the level of cheating first.

24.	 Refer the case to the appropriate university body.

25.	 Require a retake.

26.	 Retake the exam.

27.	 First time — keep it internal; second time — treat more seriously.
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28.	 Depends whether it was the first offense and whether the teacher clearly stated the 
rules beforehand.

29.	 Depends whether it’s a first or repeated offense.

30.	 Regulate through institutional policies.

31.	 The entire exam system needs review — its purpose, rules, and fairness should be 
rethought. Cheating is often a symptom of system flaws.

32.	 Include some multiple-choice questions.

33.	 Issue a warning first; if repeated, remove from the exam.

34.	 After an initial warning, if cheating continues, remove the student from the exam.

35.	 Follow institutional regulations regarding academic integrity.

36.	 Design exams that make cheating unnecessary or impossible.

37.	 Reduce the final grade.

38.	 Consider expulsion depending on institutional rules.

39.	 Require the student to retake the exam later, with consequences.

40.	 Include clear policies in university contracts.

41.	 Ban the student from higher education.

42.	 Follow Vilnius University’s Code of Ethics.
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Annex 7. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Have you ever cheated or used dishonest 
means during an exam in your studies?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  I tried, but I wasn’t good at it, so it didn’t work out : )

2.		 I usually prepared cheat sheets, but I never actually used them. Just felt calmer knowing 
I had them : )

3.		 The exam tasks were practical.

4.		 Maybe a couple of times, more out of fear of making a mistake than fear of failing.

5.		 I don’t really remember, but I think I didn’t cheat.

6.		 If the teacher isn’t professional and the subject doesn’t really matter, then who cares.

7.		  As far as I remember – no.

8.		 I think none of us are angels. Even if everyone says “no” to this question, I think it would 
be a lie. Life happens – family issues, or not understanding something. It’s not such a 
big deal in life. In real jobs, grades don’t matter that much – it’s about who you are, how 
much you try, and how responsible you are.

9.		  I studied honestly. I don’t remember doing anything wrong, but it was a long time ago…

10.	 Maybe once or twice in school.

11.		 No, but I’ve asked a neighbor during an exam just to make sure I understood the 
question right.

12.	 No. Exams were taken with checked stationery, on official university sheets, with no 
tech allowed and students sitting far apart.

13.	 I didn’t know how and never tried.

14.	 I don’t remember.

15.	 I don’t remember, but maybe it happened.

16.	 Can’t remember clearly, but there might have been a few such cases.

17.		 During online exams.

18.	 During the pandemic, I used course material during an online exam, even though it was 
“not allowed.”

19.	 I added a few formulas to the formula sheet that were supposed to be memorized.

20.	 It happened.

21.	 I graduated almost 20 years ago and had all kinds of teachers...

22.	 I didn’t cheat during university, but I did a couple of times in school – in math and chemistry.

23.	 I had a cheat sheet with some dates and facts a few times, but I don’t think I ever 
actually used it.

24.	 I cheated a few times during online exams.

25.	 Only when the teacher allowed us to use any materials.

26.	 Courses like the history of the Communist Party, political economy, and scientific 
communism were so pointless that there was no reason to waste time trying to 
understand those “truths.”

27.	 I looked at a cheat note to remember something that slipped my mind.
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Annex 8. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Do you feel you have academic freedom?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  There is more interest in trendy research than in serious, long-term studies.

2.		 “Pressure” is mostly felt through project funding and similar things. You could call it 
funding priorities. But I don’t feel direct pressure in my academic work at the university.

3.		 The performance requirements for a full-time lecturer are „unrealistic“ in a bad way.

4.		 It always feels like it’s not enough.

5.		 Higher-level institutions don’t really care about my work.

6.		 We were warned that if we don’t deliver results on time, we’ll have to return the grant 
from the Research Council of Lithuania.

7.		  There are many demands we need to meet or follow.

8.		 Submitting research projects to the Research Council again and again and not getting 
funding shows that what matters most isn’t how relevant your research is (even if you 
explain it well) or how determined you are. Especially when you see what kinds of 
projects did get funding—it’s disappointing. Some of my bachelor students do better 
research. And that’s the result we get.

9.		  There’s often pressure for results, but to get those results, we sometimes have to forget 
the goals and priorities set by the research institution or ministry.

10.	 Usually, „the seniors“ decide whether my research topic is good or not.

11.		 About academic work results: in projects funded by the Research Council, natural 
sciences projects are expected to produce 2–3 publications in 3 years with a budget 
of €150,000. Because of the monopoly on research tools and chemicals in Lithuania, 
prices are so high that only a small amount of research can be done. So, to meet the 
publication target, one study is often split into three parts. This inflates the number of 
publications, but such papers are not suitable for high-impact journals.

12.	 Because of the global situation, certain research topics are very popular. The EU‘s 
encouragement of these topics is understandable and not really controversial. But 
the Research Council still favors certain groups, who always get funding no matter 
how poorly their project is written. Even if projects are reviewed by foreign experts, in 
the end the same internal group divides the money. It’s a farce. Also, the Council still 
accepts papers published in MDPI journals, while European-level projects do not allow 
them.

13.	 Because of science funding policies, I have to focus on „acceptable“ research topics, not 
the ones I’m truly interested in.

14.	 About the set research priorities – yes, there’s pressure to work on specific topics. If not, 
you have to find other ways to get funding. But right now, I don’t think anyone sees me 
as an important researcher whose work needs to be directed or pressured.

15.	 A lecturer must publish a set number of papers in high-level journals. Since publishing 
can take up to a year, there’s constant stress about meeting the deadlines.

16.	 The biggest problem and pressure is the bureaucracy and endless paperwork. It wastes 
time and lowers the quality of all work. The administrative system is bloated. It needs 
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to be reduced. Small purchases should be made easier. And we need to stop forcing 
every project to include “climate change” – because the pressure is right there. If your 
research doesn’t mention climate change or sustainability, you have a lower chance of 
getting funding.

17.		 God has already planned everything. We should enjoy life and love each other as we are. 
If a school manages to turn someone lost into a good person – that’s the real success. 
Perfectionists who always get top grades already have everything.

18.	 In some scientific fields (like taxonomy or biodiversity), funding and evaluation are 
worse, because they’re judged by the same standards as general natural sciences and 
medicine.

19.	 PhD program requirements often change.

20.	 There are requirements, but they don’t really limit my freedom much.

21.	 In the current research programs, the researcher decides on the exact research direction 
themselves, so there’s no pressure. Pressure may appear because of competition – 
trying to plan for more results to increase the chances of getting funding.

22.	 I was ranked third from the top in the Research Council of Lithuania competition for 
my study results, but I didn’t get the grant because I was only in my second year, while 
students in their third or fourth year with lower scores did. I felt very discriminated against 
because of my „study age.“ It didn’t seem fair. But I had to swallow the disappointment 
and work even harder.

23.	 I’m one of those people who really benefit from a little “push.” Having to “report back” 
helps me stay productive.

24.	 I feel free in my scientific work.

25.	 The European Commission sets the rules, and everyone has to follow them.

26.	 The European Union shapes science policy, and based on that, project calls are 
announced. To get funding, researchers need to focus on topics that matter to the EU 
or their country. I’m disappointed with LMT’s funding and expert evaluations, so now I 
focus more on EU calls, where I see more professionalism in how ideas and projects are 
reviewed, and more opportunities to submit both top-down and bottom-up types of 
projects.

27.	 Funding more often goes to “popular” topics of the moment. For example, during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, projects with “Covid” in the title got much more attention and 
funding.

28.	 Funding is given only to certain directions, and it’s impossible to get funding for others – 
even if they might be more important.

29.	 Projects that match the planned direction of the institutions get funding. This prevents 
other, still important but less recognized, research fields from growing.

30.	 Only specific topics or directions are funded. If your direction doesn’t match the 
funder’s vision, you won’t get funding. (This is less relevant in the humanities, but in 
experimental sciences, which are expensive, it matters a lot.) I agree that not every wild 
idea should get money, but overall, external pressure through funding does exist.

31.	 The formal requirement to publish only in foreign journals and only in foreign languages 
(to get more points) may increase international visibility, but it also limits the ability to 
share results and apply them nationally. It also disrupts the development and use of 
Lithuanian scientific terminology.
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32.	 It could be said that the decision to fund or not fund a project is sometimes used to 
influence research direction.

33.	 I can deepen my work in my field by doing various related activities.

34.	 The deputy director of the Nature Research Centre downplays my existing scientific 
results and pushes me to switch to another research direction.

35.	 In the humanities, the Research Council of Lithuania funds only ideologically biased 
projects – for example, on topics like “political homophobia”.

36.	 I would not say “pressure”! I think there are operational constraints which derive from 
the models being applied: for example, R&D grants are competitive with a very low 
conversion rate (I would suggest below 10% or less), however this is a fundamental 
misunderstanding about how wisdom & knowledge economics shall work, partly 
based on ill-founded monetary policies, and a greater misunderstanding of how 
money, currencies and value representation indeed function. So, rather than “pressure”, 
I firmly believe such “operational gaps” are grave “missed opportunities” for Europe  
if left unaddressed. This is not an easy topic and solutions to these gaps require 
interdisciplinary empowerment at the highest levels.

37.	 The institution expects results, but in my field, they don’t come quickly. So we’re forced 
to publish interim findings that aren’t high quality. It’s exhausting, but there’s no other 
way to meet the standards.

38.	 Institutions set very strict research directions, and some topics are simply not funded.

39.	 Institutions focus on quantity, not quality, and this harms the results. They also 
create unequal conditions for participating in projects – usually the same people win. 
Without a strong “supervisor”, it’s almost impossible to break in. Strong supervisors 
keep getting funded, and it becomes a closed circle. Funders look at the supervisor’s 
name first, even if that person barely contributes to the actual project work done by 
regular researchers.

40.	 Inside the institution, I’m not given the chance to work on what I want.

41.	 There is strong pressure from the Research Council and Ministry of Education to evaluate 
humanities and social sciences (HSS) researchers using the same methods as STEM fields. 
They expect the same economic (not cultural or social) impact and cooperation with 
the private sector. National-level research is also undervalued. Of course international 
work matters, but not all research can be turned into an “international project”.

42.	 Some research areas are more trendy and popular, and others are seen as unnecessary.

43.	 There’s pressure to increase output and publish in “prestigious” journals.

44.	 There’s a tendency to expect that hypotheses are confirmed. If they’re not, the 
hypothesis is said to be poorly made. There are also some over-the-top restrictions – 
like those related to gender.

45.	 There’s the saying “publish or perish”. Researchers everywhere are pushed to publish 
more to get funding or better positions. Personally, to earn a PhD I must publish three 
research papers. I can’t work on what I find useful or interesting, I have to focus on what 
brings fast results (not necessarily correct or helpful ones). Supervisors expect this too, 
often because they have their own obligations.

46.	 There are high expectations from external sources.

47.	 External evaluations by institutions and accreditation agencies.

48.	 Various laws and legal regulations.
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49.	 There’s pressure to publish only in specific (“prestigious”) journals and publishers 
listed in certain databases. This discriminates against research done at the national 
level.

50.	 I feel responsible for spending other people’s money.

51.	 I feel strong pressure to publish most of my work in non-Lithuanian languages, even 
though its value and impact matter most to the Lithuanian-speaking community 
and to shaping national identity, awareness, citizenship, and patriotism. There is no 
balance between trying to fit into the international academic world and contributing 
to Lithuanian science and culture.

52.	 I feel pressure to publish a lot.

53.	 I feel pressure about the number and type of publications—especially that they must 
be in a foreign language. I also feel the field of education research is undervalued, 
especially qualitative studies. Education researchers are not heard by the Research 
Council. It’s painful. Politicians aren’t interested in research results or using them to 
improve education. There’s no openness to discuss problems or time for reflection.

54.	 I feel pressure in choosing where to publish. Requirements are often based on journal 
rankings, not on whether the research reaches the right audience.

55.	 I feel pressure to work more, reduce my official workload, and lower my salary. When 
I reach the highest performance category, I constantly hear that the faculty is in debt 
because of such high-ranked positions. Leaders only pressure and demand, but never 
ask, “How can we support you?”

56.	 I feel pressure from outer space – gravity exists.

57.	 I feel pressure to write as many articles as possible.

58.	 If your PhD was in a certain field and you work in a department in that field, then you’re 
expected to write articles only in that same field.

59.	 If there’s no funding for a topic, there won’t be any research. Some research areas are 
evaluated more favorably than others.

60.	 We’re expected to produce research output written during personal time, and often 
much more than what’s expected for our job position. But even published articles or 
monographs don’t impact career progress, because academic titles are assigned based 
on the number of staff in the department.

61.	 I research what I want.

62.	 In some cases, state institutions express dissatisfaction when articles are published that 
expose their incompetence or cause them extra work.

63.	 Some project calls are targeted at specific fields, so to get funding, you have to adjust 
your research direction.

64.	 Some research areas or results are unfavorable to ministries or don’t match the beliefs 
of people in leadership positions, so the results are downplayed or their visibility is 
reduced—for example, by not including them in reports or announcements.

65.	 Certain trends encouraged by university (or program) leaders suggest this might be 
true.

66.	 There is pressure to provide open access to research data.

67.	 Sometimes it feels like we have to follow choices or opinions that are pushed from 
above, even if they don’t fit our work.
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68.	 Sometimes the Research Council follows “scientific trends” too much, creating a 
fake sense of prestige instead of focusing on real academic value, especially in the 
humanities. We’ve moved from Soviet rules to superficial “science careers”.

69.	 Not everyone can research climate change or biodiversity loss, but these are now the 
dominant topics...

70.	 At the moment, my research is unrestricted by rules, and any pressure comes from 
myself striving for the best result.

71.	 Funding controls the research agenda, pushing researchers to follow certain “trends”, 
which often don’t fit the true definition or goals of science. The result—pointless but 
“fashionable” research. Another issue is funding based on quantity rather than quality, 
leading to an explosion of publications with almost no value.

72.	 Project calls are often strictly regulated, and funding is given only for specific areas—
which may not interest all researchers.

73.	 Very strict structure and citation rules. I understand that academic work needs proper 
citation and must avoid plagiarism. But maybe final papers at the bachelor level 
could be treated more flexibly. Also, it would help to have a universal structure for all 
universities—currently, each city’s university has different standards.

74.	 Publication requirements for researchers are becoming stricter (in terms of outlets, 
number of papers, etc.).

75.	 Projects and papers on “trendy” topics like tolerance or sustainability get more support.

76.	 Winning a project changes your research direction. Since it’s easier to get funding in 
certain areas, this influences your focus.

77.	 There’s an expectation to deliver “desired results”, based on prior assumptions.

78.	 In Lithuania (and likely elsewhere), there’s pressure to “churn out” publications. 
Researcher qualification requirements focus on number of publications, not quality 
(which is hard to measure). With 10,000 papers published daily worldwide, it’s hard to 
believe they’re all original. Probably over half is just “white noise”.

79.	 The Research Council sets qualification requirements for academic staff, which 
influence research output. But academic results can’t always be measured within those 
rigid frameworks—it limits academic freedom.

80.	 The Research Council rejects or does not fund research on chronic disease risks (e.g., 
smoking, alcohol use) that affect public health. This is a form of pressure not to choose 
these topics.

81.	 My research output is counted by quantity, and I’m expected to publish in certain 
journals (based on citation metrics). I don’t see it as a tragedy, but there are great 
journals without high citation indexes where I’d gladly publish. I think Web of Science, 
and especially Scopus, are overrated.

82.	 My scientific creativity is pressured to fit into norms—like article counts or “points.” 
Imagine asking a writer or painter to produce a set number of books or portraits.

83.	 In my opinion, these institutions encourage researchers to split results artificially to 
increase publication numbers, since they care more about the count than about citation 
impact.

84.	 Minimum qualification rules: for example, artists need to perform in concerts to 
become professors. One required category is international student development, but 
because there aren’t enough students, performance remains the main option. With 
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age, performance declines, and stepping back is a value—yet the best teachers are 
penalized.

85.	 In MIP projects, one of the unofficial requirements is to have published articles just to 
pass the initial evaluation. Isn’t that pressure?

86.	 Science is publicly funded, so freedom isn’t absolute—it must benefit society.

87.	 Science isn’t independent—it’s often politicized. Certain topics or outcomes are pushed 
because they’re convenient for institutions.

88.	 Researchers must meet specific qualification standards (like article counts in top 
journals within 5 years). To meet these, some feel forced to act unethically, like splitting 
one study into multiple papers.

89.	 A researcher should feel free in their work. Then results come easier. But when the 
Council or institute sets strict requirements, it feels like slavery—tasks that are sometimes 
impossible. We can all write proposals, but to win and meet requirements, you need to 
be sure you’ll succeed—which is rarely the case.

90.	 Funding institutions set research priorities, which researchers must follow in their 
project proposals. Later, they demand appropriate results. Taken literally, that is a kind 
of pressure.

91.	 Research directions are shaped by politics. For example, winning projects often match 
political priorities like circular economy or sustainability.

92.	 Research results are judged by publications and monographs in “recognized” journals. 
We end up contributing very little to our own professional community. In the last 5 
years, I haven’t published a single Lithuanian article, and it hurts. The outside pressure 
is real.

93.	 National or EU strategies, funding priorities, or thematic programs (e.g., Horizon Europe, 
Lithuania’s R&D policy) shape academic research directions. We’re pushed to focus on 
topics matching political or economic goals—at the cost of other interests.

94.	 Not all laws, decisions, or policies suit all types of work. Too many top-down orders shift 
responsibility away from institutions and onto lower-level staff.

95.	 There’s no support for diversity of research or researchers. The same names and topics 
keep showing up in successful projects. The Research Council fails to meet expectations.

96.	 There’s no room to breathe.

97.	 I can’t choose how many hours I teach.

98.	 I love my job and want to grow in my field.

99.	 Before doing research, I must get ethics approval from the Social Science Ethics 
Committee.

100.	 I don’t understand the question—what exactly does “external pressure” mean?

101.	 I have nothing specific to say, but all kinds of pressure usually don’t benefit regular 
citizens.

102.	 To get funding, you have to choose certain „preferred“ research directions.

103.	 To stay in a research institution, get a salary that matches your qualification, and buy 
equipment, you have to write research projects. To win, you often need to „adapt“ your 
research to trendy topics like green energy, defense, or quantum tech. Less trendy 
topics usually don’t get funded, so scientists often compromise instead of doing what 
truly interests them.
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104.	 In theory, we have academic freedom to choose our research topics. But larger 
projects depend on external funding, which is awarded based on the funder’s internal 
evaluation. This limits freedom—you must match their criteria and present proposals in 
a persuasive way, which many excellent researchers struggle with.

105.	 Constant pressure for quantity over quality.

106.	 Ongoing pressure to publish more and more—what counts is the number of publications, 
not their quality or the researcher‘s real contribution.

107.	 Strict yearly and 5-year requirements are set for how many and what kind of publications 
researchers must produce.

108.	 Current rules push for quantity, not quality. But quality takes time. So when asked why 
researchers split one study into multiple articles—it’s often just survival under current 
conditions.

109.	 Role-related performance requirements force you to do research, even when the topic 
is uninteresting or irrelevant—just because it’s „required.“

110.	 New policy documents force researchers to change or review their research direction.

111.	 Under the guise of democracy, staff are overloaded with tasks, endless reforms, and 
an out-of-control administration—change after change. Work with students is pushed 
aside while administrators seek recognition at the expense of teaching staff. Everyone 
knows about mobbing in healthcare—we also need to talk about mobbing in higher 
education.

112.	 Research is judged not by its true value, but by where it‘s published. Long-term 
research programs shape topics and goals—you carry out plans, not research what’s 
newly important.

113.	 When writing a dissertation, you must „align“ with professors’ opinions about what’s 
appropriate to study and what’s not.

114.	 There’s pressure to publish more and more, but long-term research continuity is lost. 
Institutions care only about the number of results, not quality. Funding depends on 
quantity. They claim to support international cooperation, but if a paper has too many 
co-authors, you get fewer points.

115.	 The requirement to publish only in high-quartile journals (Q1–Q2) is absurd!

116.	 The rule to have a certain number of publications for evaluation forces researchers to 
take on less interesting work that produces more results. The bureaucratic approach to 
evaluating projects and results leads to writing proposals after partial results are already 
known. That discourages truly innovative or risky projects. According to the Research 
Council, failed projects are unacceptable. For example, if a postdoc project fails, the 
researcher must repay the funds from personal money (the Council takes the money 
back from the institution, which then takes it from the postdoc).

117.	 Requirement to publish only in Q1–Q2 Web of Science journals.

118.	 Even in priority areas, I need to raise a lot of money for research. The institution doesn’t 
fund it—I only get a salary.

119.	 Any planned or ongoing research must be adjusted to fit the focus of current funding 
calls.

120.	 There’s social and economic pressure.

121.	 The pressure comes from projects and priority research areas—there’s no funding for 
other topics, or only very little.
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122.	 There’s pressure to conduct applied scientific research.

123.	 Pressure due to the funding priorities—if you want funding, you have to follow the 
“trends,” even if you’d prefer to study something else.

124.	 In doctoral studies, there‘s pressure to focus on quantity over quality. There‘s no room 
for personal life or needs.

125.	 There‘s pressure to meet publication quotas per researcher because of the funding 
model.

126.	 Pressure is felt when LMT evaluates projects. The same project submitted by one 
institution is rejected with harsh and disrespectful feedback, but if submitted by 
another, more politically favored institution, the tone is polite and the feedback softer—
even with the same authors and content. The LMT peer review system is flawed, with 
too few experts who are often biased and represent their own institutions’ interests.

127.	 Pressure comes from current research trends—since publication is the main success 
metric, researchers must follow what‘s popular.

128.	 The pressure is indirect but shows through the topics chosen for funding. For example, 
Horizon Europe keeps reducing funding for pure research actions, and shifts it to 
innovation-focused actions, making fundamental research harder to fund.

129.	 Pressure appears through tolerance of some topics and ignorance of others. If a 
researcher’s views differ from the dominant political line, their work gets ignored and 
unfunded.

130.	 I haven’t personally felt pressure yet, but I can‘t be sure I won’t accidentally step into a 
“forbidden” area someday.

131.	 We’re stuck in an endless loop of reforms.

132.	 The Ministry of Education constantly demands research activities.

133.	 It probably depends on the specific field of science.

134.	 These are not commissioned projects or product-oriented studies, but fundamental 
research. I don‘t feel any external pressure.

135.	 Some research fields have only a few reviewers, who may have negative attitudes 
toward certain topics they find “boring” or “not worthy,” so researchers are forced to 
change their direction just to have a chance.

136.	 The biggest pressure comes from the national level.

137.	 There’s no direct pressure about topic choice, but it‘s influenced by current events and 
environment.

138.	 Targeted funding is limited. You can’t continue the same research because it’s no longer 
“100% new.” Funding is episodic, not long-term. The focus is shifting to funding private 
companies for labs instead of academic institutions.

139.	 I feel only internal pressure.

140.	 Research must be relevant and create added value for the state, society, the organization, 
or the researcher.

141.	 Funding comes from selected institutions that choose topics important to them. So 
research plans are based on their priorities, not personal interest.

142.	 Topics not matching EU or national priorities are considered “irrelevant” or “uninteresting” 
and won’t be funded. So while I’m technically free to choose a topic, in reality, some 
topics are trendy and others are not.
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143.	 We can’t do the work we love in the direction we want—we must choose topics that are 
“needed,” that are currently a priority.

144.	 I work just to meet qualification requirements, not to truly research something 
meaningful.

145.	 The system focuses only on high results, without considering human factors.

146.	 Research must produce positive and publishable results. Also, LMT is a highly biased 
institution.

147.	 Requirements for professor, associate professor, and other positions are getting stricter 
and stricter.

148.	 There is always pressure—qualification reviews require a specific number of publications. 
Some fields can’t realistically meet those demands. If you’re starting a new topic or the 
research is “stuck” due to funding or other reasons, you won’t meet the requirements.

149.	 All science is expected to be in English. Even accreditation experts demand English 
from both students and lecturers. We’re forced to combine Lithuanian and international 
students in the same classes for better evaluation scores. But students often complain 
that it’s hard to understand the content in English. Most Lithuanian journals publish only 
in English. I understand the need to know a foreign language—but we’re Lithuanians. 
Where is Lithuanian-language science?

150.	 I know my project submitted to the Research Council was rejected as “irrelevant to 
today’s society.”
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Annex 9. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Do you feel pressure from your institution 
to deliver academic results?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  The administration’s self-importance, unrealistic demands, pressure on staff, and 
bullying are part of everyday life in higher education. A lecturer is expected to sit by their 
email from 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. – constant messages, emails, demands. The administration 
acts as if they were working for a space agency. It’s shameful.

2.		 Academic results are tied to approved projects.

3.		 Academic work – yes, in terms of things like improving modules, responding to student 
feedback, etc. Research work is another story.

4.		 Academic performance influences one‘s position and job responsibilities.

5.		 Academic results must meet specific requirements during hiring or accreditation 
processes.

6.		 I’m glad my supervisor trusts me and encourages me to attend conferences and write 
articles. There’s no pressure – only friendly suggestions. These suggestions create a 
positive momentum. I believe the perception of ‚pressure‘ depends on the relationship 
with the supervisor.

7.		  As a student, I do what I’m told.

8.		 I don’t feel it.

9.		  Accreditation is based on scientific output indicators, which must meet certain 
standards.

10.	 Accreditation requires you to demonstrate your work, but no one cares about the 
conditions under which you’re doing it.

11.		 Accreditation requirements, annual activity reports, and “inspiring” speeches from the 
rector’s or dean’s office.

12.	 Salary depends on academic performance.

13.	 Poorly paid work – you‘re paid only for contact hours, but not for methodology 
development. It’s a blatant mockery of a lecturer’s work (SMK University of Applied 
Sciences, Klaipėda).

14.	 As a PhD student, you’re required by statute to publish at least two research articles in 
journals indexed in the Web of Science database. However, most faculty departments 
have an internal, unwritten rule demanding three publications. This often stems from 
supervisors’ desire to boost their own publication count and retain their academic 
status by being listed as co-authors.

15.	 The expectations for researchers are unclear – are we supposed to focus on 
internationalization, collaboration with other institutions, remain closed-off, or do 
everything on our own (write projects, articles, conduct experiments)? Leadership says 
one thing, while accreditation requirements suggest something else entirely.

16.	 A lot of pressure, very little encouragement.

17.		 There are frequent reminders to publish more articles – even if they don’t present 
high-quality findings. Quantity is valued more than quality. Any suggestion to provide 
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additional justification or evaluate the reliability of results is treated as “overstepping 
your role.”

18.	 The quantity of scientific articles often matters more than the quality of research.

19.	 Strict commitments and deadlines for completing research, project alignment, and so on.

20.	 Lecturers are evaluated every five years, if appointed for a five-year term. Their evaluation 
is based on the number and significance of ISI Web of Science publications, rather than 
on the quality of their teaching. This system discourages good teaching and hinders 
the career growth of capable educators.

21.	 As a lecturer (associate professor), I teach 900–1000 academic contact hours, but I‘m 
evaluated based on research activity – for which there is no actual time left and no 
funding allocated (not even for students’ experimental thesis work).

22.	 We are required to submit an annual report.

23.	 I’m glad that my institution doesn’t exert pressure or obsessive control – yet. However, 
there are signs this might change, as pressure is mounting externally. For instance, how 
can Lithuanian Research Council (LMT) representatives disregard a high-level journal 
publication just because an evaluator personally finds it unworthy? In my view, that’s 
unethical, an abuse of authority, and favoritism toward certain universities.

24.	 We are under pressure to publish more.

25.	 Internal funding directly depends on output quantity, but institutional management 
changes are already visible.

26.	 The institution ‘requires’ compliance with the norms set by the Research Council in 
order to remain viable.

27.	 The institution strongly pressures staff to engage in research, even if not everyone is 
equipped for it – and the return (morally or financially) often does not justify the time 
and effort.

28.	 Every year, the institution demands a specific number of publications, without regard 
for quality. One good publication is better than several mediocre or poor ones.

29.	 The institution reacts to pressure from ‘above’.

30.	 The institution is merely following directives from higher authorities, although it does 
try to balance between bureaucratic demands and realistic capabilities or human 
resources.

31.	 The institution cares about the quantity of work output, not the content.

32.	 In this institution, you’re evaluated solely on academic achievements and publications.

33.	 Work performance is assessed based on publication quantity, regardless of funding 
availability or research infrastructure (lack of equipment/reagents).

34.	 The institution’s budget funding depends on all of our work results – so there is a natural 
kind of ‘pressure’.

35.	 There are accreditation requirements.

36.	 Goals are set, and if they’re not met, we’re constantly moralized and told our performance 
is poor.

37.	 We are expected to follow set plans.

38.	 There is pressure to publish as much as possible, to file patents, and to participate in 
and submit projects.
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39.	 There are requirements, but no irrational level of control.

40.	 There is a minimum number of publications we’re expected to produce within a specific 
time.

41.	 A new research output evaluation system was introduced. On the surface it seemed 
harmless, but it included a so-called ‚motivation‘ system – suggesting that higher 
academic output may earn you a salary bonus. Unfortunately, the bonus is neither 
motivating nor fair. It’s more of a demonstration of administrative (director’s) power 
and is used manipulatively – like dangling bacon in front of a cat. The bonus is offset by 
additional responsibilities, so in the end you work more only to work even more. There 
is no real evaluation system for productivity.

42.	 The deputy director for experimental activities pressures us to conduct lab-based 
experiments and disrespects field-based or natural environment research.

43.	 There’s no immediate pressure, but if you don’t produce anything, your study or 
research field might soon be eliminated. We’re already expected to generate more 
research output relative to our numbers – and the situation keeps dragging on.

44.	 The pressure comes from the faculty administration.

45.	 The only institutional requirement is to have as many articles/patents as possible in 
formally indexed journals. It makes sense – funding from the Ministry of Education and 
Science depends on this.

46.	 I feel a sense of responsibility, and the results are evident – they must meet higher 
education standards.

47.	 I feel tremendous pressure and hostility from the department I was assigned to study 
in. It‘s my first year in the PhD program, but I’m being shuffled between departments 
and my study plan hasn’t been approved.

48.	 I don’t feel pressure, but rather expectations – which are fully reasonable and justified. 
However, they are not always achievable due to a lack of time or energy (in a general sense).

49.	 I feel pressure to publish more.

50.	 I feel pressure to periodically increase my workload.

51.	 Even if you‘re a practitioner, you‘re still required to engage in research and produce 
scientific publications – while some researchers do minimal work or avoid it altogether.

52.	 When research institutions are forced to compete with each other, it naturally results in 
increased pressure on academic staff.

53.	 As previously mentioned, we are compelled to write as many academic publications as 
possible.

54.	 The department head constantly asks us to attend conferences, give presentations, 
and write scientific articles.

55.	 We‘re always rushing somewhere, and the student gets lost in the process.

56.	 Quantity and institutional needs are prioritized over the researcher‘s needs or 
capabilities.

57.	 Quantitative results are essential for job security and maintaining an academic position.

58.	 Everyone offers commentary based on their own views and knowledge, dictating what 
must be changed in the work, and even who must be cited – often disregarding the 
researcher’s own goals or vision. While this doesn’t always happen, I’ve experienced it 
firsthand.
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59.	 Everyone learns for themselves, not for the institution. Enough with pro-Kremlin-style 
collectivism – a person is, first and foremost, an individual.

60.	 Everyone achieves what they can, based on their own effort and independence – both 
students and lecturers – regardless of the institution’s expectations.

61.	 Each student’s or researcher’s results are defined by the institution.

62.	 Every meeting brings pressure to submit projects and applications – even if the topics 
are unsuitable. There’s constant pressure to increase both the quantity and quality of 
research output, which is very stressful.

63.	 What pressure? Who’s pressuring whom, and in what direction? About results, 
conclusions, or workload? Is this even pressure we’re talking about? Bureaucratic 
pressure just raises your blood pressure.

64.	 Qualitative evaluation criteria that require a researcher to complete 30 different tasks 
during their term are unacceptable. Every researcher has their own style of contributing 
to science. If someone doesn’t want to serve on an international committee, why force 
them? The contribution to science should be recognized in flexible and equivalent ways. 
If someone dedicates themselves to research and makes a meaningful contribution, 
that’s what should matter – not how they do it.

65.	 There are specific criteria that must be met to retain an academic position.

66.	 Where are your publications? Where’s your research? These are constant questions. 
There’s no time left to prepare lectures or teach. You think about it all the time – and it 
makes you anxious.

67.	 Job qualification requirements are unjustifiably high, focused on quantity over quality, 
and measured with abstract indicators. The requirements for different positions vary 2–3 
times in strictness, but the pay difference is just €100 after taxes. There’s no incentive to 
pursue a higher position.

68.	 It’s hard to give a clear answer to this. On the one hand, the institution has requirements 
for the student’s work. On the other hand, the PhD student chooses how to complete 
it, and the outcome is binary: the dissertation is defended or not.

69.	 Expectations for academic work outcomes are clear and realistic.

70.	 It works for me. I’m a bit lazy. A “nudge” before accreditation helps me stay productive.

71.	 I think it’s fair – if you work at a university, you should be involved in research. It’s not 
just pressure – I see it as a duty of a scholar.

72.	 In my opinion, it‘s unfair to evaluate scientific publications only from the past five years. 
I’m an example of that. I believe scientific articles, like educational diplomas, are factual 
achievements that don’t expire over time – accumulated knowledge is always an asset.

73.	 What’s being seen is not the person, but the output.

74.	 A scientist should aim for results, visibility, and collaboration. Stronger individual 
results benefit the entire institution. If the institution rewards good results, motivated 
researchers will perform even better.

75.	 Outside of teaching hours, we’re expected to put in unpaid overtime – time we don’t 
have.

76.	 It’s not so much pressure as it is a set of requirements, which are natural if you want to 
keep your job. I like that my institution has clear expectations for each position, and that 
there are no exceptions that could allow dishonesty.

77.	 Strict standards for meeting performance benchmarks are viewed negatively.
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78.	 There are no proper tools or materials provided for conducting experiments. 
Communication is lacking.

79.	 I‘m not sure I understand the question. I do feel pressure to publish more – it’s part 
of every academic employee’s evaluation. In that sense, it’s like the pressure to show 
up for work – it’s in the contract. I don’t feel pressure regarding research direction or 
specific outcomes.

80.	 I don’t understand the question – what kind of “pressure”?

81.	 Without enough publications, it’s nearly impossible to get a job at an institution. 
Productivity is linked to job security, high competition, and constant pressure.

82.	 To complete a PhD, you usually need to publish 2–3 academic articles, depending on 
the program‘s regulations. Afterward, to continue working as a researcher, you must 
win a competition that requires five publications. This effectively drives many post-PhD 
researchers into the private sector – unless everything during the PhD went smoothly, 
and they managed to publish five papers, which is often not the case for many young 
researchers.

83.	 To hold a researcher position, you must meet specific quantitative criteria.

84.	 Many factors depend on your results.

85.	 Financial compensation depends on it.

86.	 We’re constantly responsible for the decline in student numbers.

87.	 There’s a constant need for more research publications – quantity outweighs quality.

88.	 There’s constant pressure to increase scientific output, while the teaching load continues 
to grow.

89.	 Under the new policy, I won’t get a research position if I don’t defend within a year. 
So it’s more beneficial for me to write three low-quality articles in mediocre Chinese 
journals than to work hard on one article for Nature.

90.	 I switched research groups because of the pressure. Writing and publishing articles is a 
crucial part of research, but there’s a difference between being encouraged to publish 
and being personally pressured to write low-quality articles, then forced to add the 
entire group (who didn’t contribute) as co-authors.

91.	 There are specific qualification requirements for each academic position.

92.	 The requirements to obtain a position are very high. Requirements for publication 
writing are reasonable, but expectations for project applications and leadership are less 
dependent on the individual researcher – especially leadership roles. That makes such 
criteria very burdensome.

93.	 In recent years, quantity – not quality – has been incentivized.

94.	 There’s an excessive emphasis on internationalization, which devalues research focused 
on national issues.

95.	 Mandatory accreditation is required.

96.	 Publication standards implicitly dictate the language and venues in which we must 
publish.

97.	 Publish or perish.

98.	 We’re required to conduct research, but the conditions make it nearly impossible – 
you can’t purchase unplanned items mid-academic year, and managing international 
projects is complicated by rules that forbid budgeting based on pro forma invoices. 
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There are many problems, but the main one is excessive bureaucracy. We’ve become 
hostages of the system. People make the rules – people could change them – but 
nothing happens. Lecturers are overwhelmed with administrative paperwork and 
have no time to properly prepare lectures. The same applies to schoolteachers. As a 
result, some university students don’t even know basic multiplication. The quality of 
education is suffering. Yes, a lecturer can be required to submit a yearly plan and report, 
but shouldn’t be ordered by the administration to fill out pointless templates, copy-
paste text into systems, and do clerical tasks that a simple administrator or secretary 
could handle.

99.	 We are required to publish a specific number of papers (depending on the position) 
within a set time frame. If the results don’t meet the expectations, you‘re dismissed. The 
number of required outputs keeps increasing, yet this is never linked to any increase in 
salary.

100.	 There’s a demand to improve – but that’s normal.

101.	 There are requirements, but I don’t really feel pressure. If you don’t meet them, you’ll 
be dismissed – but how exactly would they ‘pressure’ me? I don’t see how that would 
work.

102.	 The position’s requirements don’t seem entirely reasonable within the accreditation 
period.

103.	 It’s all for the institution’s rankings.

104.	 You have to deliver more, and quickly. The requirements increase at least every three 
years, but salaries don’t necessarily follow.

105.	 Results are reviewed after each semester; if outcomes are mediocre, problems are 
discussed and solutions sought to improve results.

106.	 Results are discussed publicly in meetings. Although individuals aren‘t named, in a 
small group, it’s obvious who’s being referred to.

107.	 Performance is more often demanded and threatened than encouraged.

108.	 Only rankings and indexes matter.

109.	 They track when I come to work, when I leave. Whether I’m there, where I am. Since 
I have an associate professor position but receive the highest category salary, I’m 
constantly reminded, “you’re getting a professor’s salary, national projects are no longer 
enough, you need to submit Horizon and other applications.” When an international 
project is won — no words of praise. Instead, “the number of teaching hours has 
decreased, we’ll have to think about reducing your position,” etc. Why, while doing 
hundreds of activities, do we receive a salary barely above the national average? Why 
are we constantly required to participate in doctoral seminars, departmental defenses, 
but receive zero teaching hours for that??? Why do you find out that a doctoral student 
who wanted to study with you was not allowed, because they needed “a professor”??? 
Sometimes you just want to know nothing, because often you’re ashamed to say where 
you work and what the qualification requirements are for such a salary.

110.	 Performance is linked to publications and other indicators. It doesn’t feel like pressure, 
more like striving to meet the position’s requirements.

111.	 The aim is to boost the institution’s evaluation score and funding quotas, so we’re 
“pushed” to produce more research and projects.

112.	 We’re encouraged to publish as much as possible, regardless of quality. And we have 
to find our own funding to pay for publication fees. There‘s also pressure to write grant 
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proposals just to generate money for the administration – even if the lab or department 
needs equipment, furniture, etc.

113.	 The department head dictates what must be included in next year’s work plan.

114.	 Doctoral studies are focused on quantity, not quality. Personal life and needs are ignored 
or minimized.

115.	 Pressure revolves around the quantity of results and making sure they‘re published 
internationally.

116.	 The pressure comes not from the institution itself, but from national science policy – 
qualification requirements focused on quantity over quality. Requiring top-level 
researchers to lead projects is meritocratic on paper but doesn’t reflect true research 
quality.

117.	 Some pressure comes from less significant subjects – especially if the topic is outdated 
or technologically obsolete (as in some courses at KTU MIDF).

118.	 The institution doesn’t directly apply pressure – it stems from evaluation criteria imposed 
on all research institutions. These criteria reduce the presence of certain specialists (e.g., 
taxonomists in zoology and botany).

119.	 There’s pressure to deliver maximum output.

120.	 There is no pressure. Strategic goals are clearly defined, and we are responsible for 
delivering results ourselves.

121.	 There is pressure when results are lacking.

122.	 You try harder for your own sake.

123.	 The student dropout rate is directly linked to university funding.

124.	 Regulations have been put in place to allow time for research and to provide incentives 
for active and productive academic work.

125.	 I agree – it’s fair to have expectations, but it’s important to consider the type of research 
each academic conducts. A researcher cannot be doing fieldwork, writing grants and 
articles, and attending conferences all at the same time – these things often overlap. 
Institutions aim to meet their own targets, but sometimes reality doesn’t match 
expectations.

126.	 Overall, the institution is loyal to its staff and supports decent working conditions and 
a healthy work environment. However, the institution itself is under pressure to show 
academic results. Since funding depends on results, the institution is forced to push 
staff for better outcomes.

127.	 Officials at the Ministry of Education and Science (ŠMSM) seem biased against regional 
universities.

128.	 Šiauliai University was transformed into Šiauliai Academy.

129.	 This is a requirement to follow the work plan.

130.	 That’s how it should be.

131.	 It’s difficult when you’re expected to publish articles, but your regular workload already 
takes up all your time.

132.	 Yes – every academic must meet qualification standards, but this doesn‘t feel like 
negative pressure.

133.	 The claim that Web of Science publications are “better” than Scopus.
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134.	 There’s reasonable freedom to choose your research direction and lecture content 
based on your field of expertise.

135.	 Both my supervisor and the rector give me full autonomy. They support and assist but 
never push or interfere with creative work. They help ensure tasks are completed on 
time.

136.	 This is only relevant when it comes to accreditation.

137.	 I don’t feel direct pressure, but I understand that retaining students is important.

138.	 My immediate supervisor discriminates based on performance – they demand I exceed 
even the standards for higher positions, while showing favoritism to weaker researchers 
who don‘t meet their own basic responsibilities.

139.	 You are required to present your research theme, planned goals, and expected 
outcomes.

140.	 We have formal incentive mechanisms, and informal encouragement to get more 
involved in research activities.

141.	 We are given annual work plans, and we must carry them out regardless of circumstances.

142.	 I’m required to publish in a specific journal and write a specific number of articles – I 
can‘t freely choose where or how much I publish.

143.	 The evaluation system measures productivity by quantitative indicators, but in 
my research, what matters are transformations in business organizations and the 
communities they serve.

144.	 Sometimes I get feedback based on student complaints – like that it’s “too hard,” “too 
much information,” or “too much math” (I teach economics and marketing).

145.	 There’s always some pressure from leadership to deliver results. Some employers 
provide the tools to achieve them; others just apply pressure.

146.	 Everything is measured in terms of articles and how many you’ve published.

147.	 It’s all about evaluations and requirements. You can’t feel free – going to work often 
feels stressful because you know that during the year you need to write X articles, give 
Y presentations, generate added value, teach in a way that students rate you at least 8 
out of 10, be a visible ‚academic influencer‘, etc. But there are only 24 hours in a day.



82

Annexes

Annex 10. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “How would you characterize your 
institution’s relationship with other Lithuanian higher education and research institutions: more 
collaboration or more competition?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  “Everyone for themselves”.

2.		 Naturally, there’s competition – we share the same target audience and funding sources.

3.		 Collaboration happens in pursuit of shared goals and joint projects.

4.		 When collaborating, the credit (or points) is split in half.

5.		 Collaboration with international partners – within Lithuanian institutions, perhaps more 
competition.

6.		 Collaboration.

7.		  There isn’t much collaboration, but it’s not really competition either – more like 
comparison.

8.		 Joint research with other institutions.

9.		  Collaboration occurs in joint projects, though generally there‘s a bit more competition.

10.	 Most work is planned internally within the institution, but when possible, there is 
collaboration with colleagues from other institutions.

11.		 There is often competition between institutions in Vilnius and Kaunas working in the 
same field, or between academic and scientific associations.

12.	 Unfortunately, certain national character traits do more harm than good. I personally 
support sincere collaboration over unnecessary and stressful competition.

13.	 Due to funding.

14.	 Due to project grant competition.

15.	 I work in a very narrow field where competition doesn’t really exist. However, it‘s difficult 
to find collaborators from other institutions, even though my outputs could easily be 
applied and extended in other fields.

16.	 There is fierce, aimless, and completely artificial competition – but also many great 
examples of collaboration.

17.		 EU-COneXUS and other such initiatives are great collaboration platforms.

18.	 It’s more about envy than actual competition.

19.	 The institution is always inclined to collaborate with other Lithuanian research 
institutions. If everything depended solely on internal policy, without external 
„pressure“, the answer would definitely be “more collaboration.” However, 
external pressure regarding academic output creates an artificially competitive 
environment.

20.	 There’s a real lack of collaboration within the institution – it could be much better.

21.	 Institutions compete for the research budget, so if several institutions work in similar 
scientific fields, competition arises. Collaboration happens when they can complement 
each other‘s missing competencies.
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22.	 Institutions fight for funding from the same source. With the current logic of funding 
distribution, they’re forced to compete. „Collaboration“ is often forced – project calls 
require institutional consortia. In practice, once the grant is secured, partners are often 
told “see you at the final report stage.”

23.	 There is competition too. No matter how friendly the relationships, everyone worries 
about the student funding “basket.”

24.	 The law of the jungle is starting to dominate among higher education institutions – and 
that’s disheartening.

25.	 Feels like there are no relationships at all.

26.	 In essence, collaboration only happens with the institution coordinating the doctoral 
program. Even within the consortium, others are competitors – let alone those outside 
of it. Moreover, Vilnius University generally doesn’t collaborate, probably because they 
don’t see potential in you.

27.	 You can sense it in colleagues’ conversations – who does more, better, etc.

28.	 A joint doctoral program fell apart (Vytautas Magnus University withdrew).

29.	 Since our institution specializes in a field with very few specialists in other institutions, 
there’s not much competition – rather more collaboration.

30.	 As researchers – the “lowest caste of staff” – we maintain communication and 
collaboration, but due to the childish relations between administrations, our 
collaboration is made difficult in every possible way.

31.	 Sometimes you have to compete, sometimes you collaborate.

32.	 Each institution seeks to attract as many student „baskets“ (funded seats) as possible.

33.	 Every publication equals state budget money. Collaboration happens only when 
unavoidable, usually at the scientists’ own initiative—when an experiment can‘t be 
done in-house or must be done abroad. Scientists would gladly collaborate for the sake 
of publications and their quality.

34.	 Colleagues from other institutions would rather work with anyone abroad than with 
more competent researchers from similar domestic institutions.

35.	 Competition is felt at every level—from state-set expectations down to everyday 
communication in the workplace.

36.	 Competition is often unfair. „Experts“ favor their own institutions without objectively 
evaluating content.

37.	 Competition in a positive sense: my institution promotes original research and classic 
academic work, unlike others that focus more on public engagement, elite networking 
(political, cultural, financial), and idea promotion.

38.	 One thing I dislike in publication evaluation: why is collaboration only rewarded when 
it‘s with foreign institutions? Points are reduced if the co-authors are from Lithuanian 
institutions. Why? I want to collaborate with Lithuanian colleagues—it benefits us and 
FTMC. So, a big WHY?

39.	 I believe my institution is open to collaboration.

40.	 My institution wants to lead.

41.	 It seems Vytautas Magnus University (VDU) offers or imitates similar programs, which 
creates anxiety—especially when you see colleagues there initiating similar modules.

42.	 Universities are ranked based on scientific output.
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43.	 People hide their ideas so they don’t get stolen. They don’t invite others into projects, 
fearing they’ll get a smaller share of funding.

44.	 There’s competition even within institutions and departments.

45.	 I’m not aware of any cases of collaboration.

46.	 I wish there was more collaboration. Currently, when people write projects, they hide 
the fact from others to avoid being outcompeted or „outwritten.“ They could write 
together and submit stronger proposals. Collaboration usually starts after the grant is 
won—then you go looking for help.

47.	 Though collaboration is praised, there‘s pressure not to co-author publications with 
other institutions—even when it would improve research outcomes.

48.	 Despite widespread collaboration, there‘s also a fair amount of competition—especially 
when it comes to inter-institutional evaluation results.

49.	 We are constantly compared to our „competitors.“

50.	 We constantly feel competition, which undermines educational sciences. The problem 
isn’t individual researchers—it’s the administration.

51.	 There’s ongoing pressure from VU (Vilnius University) lobbyists threatening 
“optimization.”

52.	 There is constant external antagonism—not from our institution—between universities 
and colleges, social and engineering sciences, natural and other fields.

53.	 Based on achievement scores and international evaluation results, parts of the national 
budget are distributed to institutions—so naturally, competition is fierce.

54.	 Check LMT regulations: they don’t even define “competing institutions” as a conflict of 
interest, only stating that experts can‘t come from the same institution. In Horizon, both 
same and competing institutions are considered conflicts. When I raised this during 
training, I was told Lithuania is too small and lacks specialists. But we do have enough 
researchers abroad. Right now, it’s just insider financing. I was invited by a competing 
institution to collaborate on a project—when I declined, my project wasn’t funded. But 
it was a good project. I even contacted the ethics officer but ended up being blamed 
myself.

55.	 A case from FTMC and VU Faculty of Physics: researchers on the ground collaborate, 
but at the leadership level, there’s strong—even dishonest—competition.

56.	 Depends on the institution. The VU community tends to compete rather than collaborate.

57.	 Depends on the other institution. Some we collaborate with, others we compete 
against.

58.	 Depends on research focus. If another institution works in the same or similar field, 
there’s more competition. If it‘s in a different field, collaboration is more likely.

59.	 Competition is encouraged not only with other organizations but even internally—
between departments. Funding depends on department-level performance, so 
internal competition arises.

60.	 Competition is encouraged, and joint projects—especially joint publications—are 
viewed skeptically. There’s always inter-institutional fighting over publication credit: if 
a researcher publishes a paper with multiple affiliations, only partial credit (e.g., half the 
points) is granted.

61.	 Competition is encouraged because the amount of funding is limited. The more points 
we collect, the more funding we receive.
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62.	 It varies across levels and departments, but overall, competition is felt more strongly 
than a willingness to collaborate.

63.	 We collaborate with some, but feel competition from others.

64.	 Honestly, I don’t have a strong opinion. I personally collaborate, but I don’t know how 
things work institutionally.

65.	 We currently belong to a University Alliance, which has created even more tools for 
collaboration. No competition—just pleasant, healthy cooperation.

66.	 It depends on the group leader and their relationships with other groups. I left a group 
that was very competitive and even banned certain research because of rivalry. My 
current supervisor is realistic, doesn’t restrict me from building connections with other 
institutions, and, as he says, his personal relationships shouldn‘t dictate mine.

67.	 There’s no single answer, since “Lithuanian institutions” is a broad concept. With other 
higher education institutions, there’s a balance between collaboration and competition. 
If there are no overlapping study programs, there’s more collaboration. With other types 
of institutions – businesses, NGOs, etc. – the relationships are mostly collaborative.

68.	 In public discourse, we mostly see examples of collaboration.

69.	 Everyone is choking over the same limited pot of research funding.

70.	 All higher education institutions compete for students.
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Annex 11. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Are students at your institution free to 
express their views openly in academic discussions without fear of consequences?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  I do express myself :) but I can’t speak for others. Do I face consequences? Maybe? :) I 
could come up with various hypothetical scenarios or conspiracy theories—but I don’t 
feel like it.

2.		 In the public sphere, if non-”leftist” views are expressed, there‘s a high risk of public 
condemnation (“cancel culture”). Academia doesn’t necessarily offer shelter from this 
phenomenon—though it should be a place that leads by example in providing such 
protection.

3.		 People are afraid it might affect their grades—“I need to get my diploma.”

4.		 Some senior staff like to demonstrate that they are superior or more intelligent. That 
makes others reluctant to share their views.

5.		 The subject I teach is part of the exact sciences—there’s no room for discussion.

6.		 Most lecturers have their own ways of doing things and are not open to compromise.

7.		  We appreciate the students’ openness—it helps identify areas that need improvement.

8.		 Unfortunately, what’s said “to your face” often doesn’t match what happens afterward.

9.		  I hope they can! They certainly do in my are of academic responsibilities and within 
strict ethical principles such as respect for others, non-discrimination, etc.

10.	 You can express your opinion at the institution, but not within the department.

11.		 There are some lecturers you’re better off not opposing—but their numbers are decreasing.

12.	 There are official policies regulating this, and in practice, it‘s generally allowed.

13.	 There are student councils, but the issue is that they‘re passive and disengaged.

14.	 If you don’t know how to respect others, you’ll end up using fear as a tool.

15.	 If a student expresses a well-argued opinion on a scientific topic among reasonable 
people, everything will be fine. But if the same opinion is voiced in a discussion with 
irrational individuals in positions of power, it might cost the student their place or force 
them to transfer.

16.	 They can express their opinions, and there won’t be consequences—but some still carry 
fear from past experiences in other institutions where they were punished for speaking 
up.

17.		 They can even propose thesis topics.

18.	 Students can express opinions at roundtables, but they can also anonymously trash 
lecturers after a course ends. Faculty input is ignored, with the explanation: “Students 
are the weakest link.” Not this generation. Because of such students, a colleague lost 
their module without warning after refusing a late student into class. That student then 
turned other cohorts against him until he was pushed out—despite previously receiving 
great reviews like “awesome lecturer.”

19.	 In one-on-one conversations, students freely share their thoughts and say they feel 
comfortable expressing themselves.
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20.	 From what I’ve seen, they can express opinions—but rare exceptions happen.

21.	 They’re allowed to.

22.	 I think they can, but most choose to remain silent.

23.	 I think they’re free to express themselves, but everyone’s a product of their institution. 
It’s hard to break away from ingrained traditions. Universities have this problem—
students are dependent. Other research institutions show more academic freedom.

24.	 I’d say yes, but I’m not sure they actually do.

25.	 In my courses, absolutely.

26.	 They can in my classes—I don’t know about others.

27.	 Definitely in my courses. I can‘t speak for other instructors.

28.	 At our institution, student expression has no limits. Unfortunately, that sometimes 
crosses the line of academic ethics and respectful communication.

29.	 Our programs have great students and great relationships.

30.	 Depends on the topic and context. There are all kinds of personalities and reactions.

31.	 I’ve never heard of a case where a student wasn’t allowed to speak up. Unless it was to 
avoid doing work.

32.	 I’ve never seen a situation where it wasn’t allowed or had negative consequences.

33.	 I’ve never seen anyone punished… but maybe opinions are silenced early or quietly 
suppressed.

34.	 Sometimes too much. Every student’s opinion is taken into account for student-
centered learning—even if it’s childish or unreasonable.

35.	 Never seen a student who couldn’t express their opinion—unless it was to dodge 
responsibility.

36.	 I’d like to see a student freely speak their mind without consequences. Please invite me 
to such a demonstration.

37.	 Students can express their views directly to program heads or at organized meetings 
with department or institutional leaders.

38.	 Our institution gives the appearance of academic freedom, but consequences can be 
harsh. Administrative staff doing research sometimes take credit for others’ work or 
push out “inconvenient” colleagues by blocking them from projects, etc.

39.	 Depends on the topic. Everyone can express opinions, but institutional leadership rarely 
listens.

40.	 Depends on the department.

41.	 In my division, academic discussions—especially scientific ones—are open, and students 
don’t feel afraid to contribute. There’s mutual respect and democratic values. I can’t 
speak for other departments.

42.	 I encourage discussion—even if I personally disagree, as long as it’s a personal opinion 
and not a factual claim, it doesn’t affect grades.

43.	 Students (from bachelor to PhD) are often treated as task executors rather than 
autonomous decision-makers. Even when allowed to choose their own research topic, 
if it fails, the blame falls on them. Supervisors complain about students being too 
independent—or too dependent. Seems like no student is ever “just right.”
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44.	 Students rarely face consequences for spreading false claims about lecturers. They 
forget their responsibilities.

45.	 Students can express opinions but often hesitate—afraid something might happen 
later.

46.	 Students can speak up, but their input often goes nowhere. For example, raising the 
issue of unequal pay brings no action.

47.	 Students can do everything—lecturers can‘t.

48.	 Students are more free; they rarely think about consequences.

49.	 Students have academic freedom.

50.	 Students are treated like customers—and are always “right.” Unfortunately, they lack 
the experience to evaluate lecturers using our institutional questionnaires. We need to 
elevate lecturers’ authority, not treat them like service workers. You don’t ask a market 
vendor to judge NASA’s space plan.

51.	 This freedom is guaranteed for students.

52.	 Students’ opinions are often silenced angrily—just like lecturers’ voices.

53.	 They technically can, but often don’t—out of fear of seeming ignorant. Older students 
sometimes mock them: “Don’t say that out loud,” “Read before asking,” etc.

54.	 Lecturers suffer from student “freedom”—afraid to give failing grades lest they be 
accused of poor teaching. Students prioritize their jobs; studies come second. Lecturers 
who dare to issue low grades face threats and persecution. Administration always sides 
with students.

55.	 But our institution doesn’t have students—only PhD candidates.

56.	 But they come from school already afraid to speak up.

57.	 There should be limits. Free expression doesn’t mean insults or abuse. I don‘t think it‘s 
acceptable for a student to say “that lecturer is an idiot/crazy/fraud/etc.” (even if they 
might be right).

58.	 That’s the responsibility of the student council.

59.	 Our students are respected members of the academic community.

60.	 Students have complete freedom to express opinions and dissatisfaction—maybe even 
too much.

61.	 In one real situation, I was directly threatened: “If you argue again, you won’t defend 
your thesis.”

62.	 Students are guaranteed participation in discussions at all levels (senate, council, dean’s 
office, etc.).

63.	 Again, depends on the group leader. In my old group, I had to stay silent—the leader 
constantly mocked us. In my current group, students can openly ask questions and 
have real discussions.

64.	 Some old-school people still act like they wear rank insignia.

65.	 The older generation dislikes hearing young people’s opinions.
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Annex 12. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Are you personally free to express 
your own opinions openly and freely without fear of consequences when teaching students, as 
well as in academic discussions and meetings within your department or organization?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, 
which is not alphabetical in English.

1.		  In academic discussions and organizational meetings – definitely yes, but not when 
teaching students. The student body is very diverse – some are serious about their 
studies, others just want to “slip through,” and many are only here for the diploma. Out 
of a hundred students in the auditorium, there are always one or two who run to report 
you if they feel the teacher requires too much and won’t let them easily pass the exam.

2.		 Personal opinions that do not align with the institution‘s leadership are seen as disloyalty. 
Sometimes, this even leads to dismissal from work.

3.		 During a general meeting, the director once told me: „Maybe you should better stay 
quiet.“

4.		 I can express my opinion.

5.		 At the highest level, you cannot always express your opinion fully openly.

6.		 It’s scary to say anything, because only negative things are recorded.

7.		  You become a second-class person, you have to adapt to the environment, even if it 
goes against yourself.

8.		 This question is too abstract. If it‘s about work-related matters, then yes.

9.		  In my current group, I can raise questions and discuss freely. In the institution, I have to 
be mindful of who is around and know which professors I can talk openly to and which 
I cannot.

10.	 When working with students – definitely yes. At the organizational level, there’s always a 
risk of becoming an „inconvenient“ lecturer, especially when you point out problematic, 
unresolved issues.

11.		 Often these matters are discussed behind one’s back, and sometimes you are called in 
to explain yourself.

12.	 Unfortunately, scientific discussions are increasingly politicized, ideologized, and 
formalized, limiting freedom.

13.	 I have suffered professionally for my opinions when they didn’t align with my 
supervisor‘s. Sadly, this greatly affected my academic career.

14.	 Teachers are persecuted.

15.	 I am at an age where I no longer have to be afraid.

16.	 The code of ethics limits researchers and lecturers, so everything is discussed 
professionally.

17.		 Was this question inspired by Soviet mentality?

18.	 Except for today’s sensitive topics.

19.	 There is a general atmosphere of insecurity in Lithuania when it comes to expressing 
moral or religious beliefs while teaching.

20.	 Only possible in anonymous surveys.
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21.	 The question is about personal opinion, but it can be expressed on many topics – so 
both yes and no.

22.	 There are topics people are afraid to ask about, especially when those in higher positions 
are involved. Some topics cannot be raised for ethical reasons to avoid offending 
minorities.

23.	 It has become difficult to publicly express opinions due to overly leftist views on gender, 
cultural differences, etc.

24.	 I feel free to express my opinion, even if it may be „inconvenient.“

25.	 If the discussion does not concern the person in a leadership position.

26.	 If my views contradicted ideological doctrines, such as feminism or genderism, I would 
likely avoid expressing my opinion.

27.	 If your opinion conflicts with management, your work will become more difficult.

28.	 If I have arguments, I freely express my opinion because I’m not afraid of consequences. 
I can always change jobs.

29.	 When someone asks and listens... usually no one cares, or you are only asked through 
surveys.

30.	 Some comments that colleagues don’t like can affect future collaboration.

31.	 As long as it fits general values and the university‘s positions and values.

32.	 Every student is important and right because they are the customer.

33.	 The fear of expressing one’s opinion is not because of the institution, but because of 
students’ attitudes. There have been cases where students complained to the study 
department because they didn’t like a teacher’s opinion expressed in class.

34.	 In scientific discussions, one should not be afraid to challenge beliefs if they raise 
fundamental questions. Being a scientist means you will have to question certain views, 
opinions, and falsehoods, master methodology, and argue based on facts.

35.	 I am not allowed to participate in any defense committees or councils because, as the 
dean said, „you always blurt something out.“ I simply cannot stand hypocrisy.

36.	 Nobody controls me.

37.	 My personal nature is such that I don’t complain or wait around.

38.	 I am too small a person for my opinion to matter.

39.	 In scientific discussions, it’s easy to mix „scientific truth“ with „personal opinion.“ Poorly 
communicated personal opinions have negative consequences for students.

40.	 In our institution, the culture is slowly changing, and people are getting used to the idea 
that it’s okay if voting results are not unanimous and some have differing opinions. In 
the past, my comments were met negatively; now everyone knows what to expect. But 
I notice that newer, less experienced colleagues still avoid expressing their opinions.

41.	 Not because you have to consider equality and non-discrimination.

42.	 I am not afraid to speak because I am confident in my achievements and meet the 
requirements. Most people remain silent because they are afraid of being fired, don‘t 
perform well, and prefer to stay unnoticed.

43.	 I am not afraid to express my opinion.

44.	 You can‘t say what you think because leftists won‘t understand and will twist your 
words, so you have to speak neutrally.
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45.	 You cannot openly express opinions on controversial LGBT and gender ideology 
topics.

46.	 I cannot. Students don’t understand personal opinions; they see them as mockery or 
insults, don’t get humor or healthy jokes, and are overly sensitive. Among colleagues, 
it’s fine, but the leadership doesn’t like my opinion. (Even though my rhetoric may be 
quite gentle and kind...)

47.	 I don’t express much.

48.	 It’s not specified which topics we‘re talking about.

49.	 I wish I had opinions so interesting that I couldn’t express them. But I feel quite neutral 
in this regard.

50.	 Why would your personal opinion be needed when teaching? If you‘re teaching 
physical sciences, personal opinion doesn’t really matter.

51.	 In department meetings – yes; on the organizational level – not quite.

52.	 So far, I haven‘t felt any restrictions.

53.	 It seems that „the student is always right.“

54.	 The consequences can be long-lasting; for the sake of peace, it’s better to stay silent.

55.	 In lectures, yes. In meetings, not really, because instructors depend directly on the 
administration, and if you say the wrong thing, you might lose workload, etc.

56.	 Practically everyone who expresses a differing opinion is harshly criticized by the 
leadership, sometimes even yelled at.

57.	 Depends on the topic.

58.	 Expressing personal opinions to students is not prohibited.

59.	 Based on my experience, I can express my opinion while respecting ethical standards 
(both general and academic).

60.	 I express my opinion regardless of the consequences. Sometimes there are 
consequences, sometimes not.

61.	 In discussions within my department.

62.	 An appearance of freedom is created for discussions, but decisions are already made in 
advance.

63.	 Not always in meetings.

64.	 Some subordination is felt from certain researchers.

65.	 Nowadays, it’s very dangerous to express any opinion on any topic. There is growing 
intolerance and disrespect for differing opinions, which has intensified after COVID-19. 
I usually try to remain polite and silent, unless it concerns job security or welfare.

66.	 Yes, inside my own lab; publicly – no.

67.	 On topics where you can’t offend anyone, you can discuss. Empathy is important.

68.	 Sometimes I have to withhold my opinion on trendy “human rights” topics. I know 
colleagues who face the same.

69.	 There’s a risk of being reported because some students want to please the administration 
by doing so.

70.	 I naturally think before speaking, but I haven’t yet received any complaints about myself.
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71.	 I have a fear of speaking in public, so I often stay quiet to avoid saying something 
wrong.

72.	 There are certain topics I don‘t discuss with students or colleagues – war, gender 
identity, elections.

73.	 I’ve always expressed my opinions.

74.	 I always follow ethical principles and carefully consider everything with common sense.

75.	 Whenever I express my opinion, people say it‘s „naive youth“ and that corporate 
principles (openness, communication) don’t apply to the academic world.

76.	 It always backfires on the person.

77.	 You always need to express opinions carefully and evaluate whether your opinion will 
be heard or responded to.

78.	 There is academic totalitarianism and censorship. It’s likely tied to leadership raised in 
the Soviet Union and now firmly settled in their positions.

79.	 Depends on the meeting, but most events are recorded, so probably not.

80.	 A word is like a bird — a bad word about poor administrative decisions will reflect badly 
on the one who spoke it.
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Annex 13. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “In your opinion, would the possibility to 
report violations of academic ethics anonymously encourage more people to do so?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  I doubt the anonymity.

2.		 Obvious.

3.		 Anonymous reports — you don’t know who reports or what they are reporting.

4.		 The option to report anonymously would only increase mistrust, suspicion, and 
unhealthy competition, which we already have too much of.

5.		 Facts provided anonymously are hard to verify, but it might help...

6.		 Anonymous “snitching” doesn’t look good for an honorable person.

7.		  No one listens to anonymous reports, and that’s good, because innocent people might 
suffer. A violation must be serious and proven; otherwise, it turns into personal revenge, 
which is worse than silence.

8.		 Likely, only a small group of people would know about the violations, so even 
anonymously reporting would carry a high risk of being identified.

9.		  Come on, why are you promoting a culture of snitching? What kind of questionnaire is 
this? Clearly, no pilot test was done.

10.	 Of course. But there would also be additional risks.

11.		 But I don’t support anonymity.

12.	 But it opens up the possibility of abuse.

13.	 But there’s a risk of wrongful accusations (e.g., against disliked lecturers).

14.	 But attention should be paid that this option isn’t used for manipulation, slander, or 
stopping research or harming a researcher’s productivity or career — I’ve already seen 
such cases.

15.	 What would be the purpose? Might it not be used to get rid of another researcher?

16.	 This is Lithuania, a small country. I don’t trust anyone. Personal experience.

17.		 I’m against anonymous complaints.

18.	 It’s a pity that a culture of reporting is being promoted.

19.	 Maybe anonymity would encourage people. But honestly, I think no one really cares. 
Once I reported an ethics violation to my boss — a colleague added themselves to two 
serious publications — and I got scolded: “Did it break your arm?”

20.	 Anonymous reports may be untrue.

21.	 It can be slander or personal revenge. Reports should not be anonymous.

22.	 I haven’t encountered such issues and hope I never will.

23.	 There is an option to report anonymously, but there’s no full guarantee that the report 
will be considered.

24.	 I think it’s already possible to report anonymously. But I might be wrong.

25.	 It seems to me that intellectual courage and the free debating of ideas in respectful 
ways and without fear shall be central to any code of academic conduct institutions 
might formulate. We‘d otherwise incur the major risk of becoming another corporate 
(rather than academic) institution.
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26.	 What does anonymity even mean in the age of information technology?

27.	 Since there are few people involved, it’s easy to figure out who reported it, so anonymity 
doesn’t really exist.

28.	 Those who see themselves as civic-minded would report openly — for them, anonymity 
isn’t a value at all.

29.	 It’s very easy to identify who submitted the report, even without a signature.

30.	 I think many people see what‘s happening but don’t want to harm colleagues or 
damage relationships.

31.	 I think the number of reports would increase, but there would also be abuse of anonymity.

32.	 People don’t trust the system to truly protect anonymity.

33.	 There’s no need to create a culture of reporting.

34.	 I don‘t know if real anonymity is even possible. Lithuania is small — a few details are 
enough to figure out who complained and about what. As I’ve mentioned, secretaries 
freely spread information and gossip.

35.	 Although anonymity might encourage more reports, it could also lead to slander. The 
academic ethics bodies can already review anonymous complaints.

36.	 De-personalizing complaints could help reveal mistakes if the goal is to understand the 
situation, not to punish immediately. A consistent system is needed.

37.	 Why isn’t this option already available? Is that even possible? This is an unethical 
question — not the first one here.

38.	 It might encourage reporting, but it could also start witch hunts and settle personal 
scores... universities already have internal self-regulation.

39.	 It would lead to retaliatory reports.

40.	 It wouldn’t improve the internal climate in institutions.

41.	 Both sides should respect each other‘s opinions, not insult or judge, nor take drastic 
actions. Instead, they should sit together and talk it through, not divide into two sides.

42.	 Only a small number of people usually know about violations — anonymous reporting 
basically doesn’t exist and cannot exist.

43.	 It would be hard to investigate anonymous reports — you can‘t verify facts, ask clarifying 
questions, or gather full information.

44.	 The academic community doesn’t believe true anonymity is possible.

45.	 Still, every report must be checked because anonymous reports can contain false 
accusations.

46.	 Even if anonymity is officially promised, in practice it’s not always protected.

47.	 I don’t support it, because it opens the door to abuse.

48.	 Then we Lithuanians would all become informers.

49.	 It could fuel slander and gossip aimed at unfair competition.

50.	 It’s technically possible in our institution, but it doesn’t encourage people to report.

51.	 Yes, but there would be more baseless reports, since no one would be personally 
responsible.

52.	 Yes, because the issue of managers staying too long in their positions is relevant for 
students.

53.	 There should be a centralized system that automatically hides the reporter‘s identity.

54.	 It would give people something to think about.
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Annex 14. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “How transparent are the elections for the 
head of your unit/institution?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  It’s clear that the selection and winning of candidates is decided behind closed doors 
“from above.”

2.		 I’m not even informed when my direct supervisor is being elected. You just show up in 
September and find out who it is.

3.		 I don’t take part in these things; I’m more involved in production, not the academic 
community.

4.		 Voting used to be open. Voting in front of the candidate is not very transparent. But 
recently, voting has been secret.

5.		 Now people are appointed, so a certain person is “hand-picked.”

6.		 The current head, who is running for a second term, tries to manipulate the administration 
so that colleagues cannot run in the elections.

7.		  Usually, we only hear the final decision — no one asks for opinions or suggestions.

8.		 Unfortunately, the department head is not elected by staff but is appointed.

9.		  Deans and vice-deans are selected without informing lecturers. There’s not even an 
announcement. Only positions like college director are announced when a term ends. 
I’ve never participated in any election or discussion in 25 years.

10.	 Since it’s a private institution, the procedure is different.

11.		 Formally transparent, but with behind-the-scenes deals and intrigues.

12.	 I’ve heard that not everyone was consulted about the appointment of the new lab 
head.

13.	 There are no elections for department heads; they are appointed. The director’s election 
may be transparent.

14.	 The institution has experienced open Ministry manipulations — requirements were 
set so certain people couldn’t run, while others could. Three out of five commission 
members officially recorded these issues.

15.	 Institution-level is more transparent, department-level — not at all, because the head is 
appointed, not elected.

16.	 There are no elections for either institutional or department heads. The Ministry appoints 
the institution head, and the institution head appoints department heads. Employees 
have no say.

17.		 Institution-level is transparent; departments — all appointments, no real choice or 
transparency.

18.	 The founders appoint the leaders; they’re not elected.

19.	 The institution head is elected publicly. Department heads are appointed by the 
institution head. No discussions, no term limits — people stay until retirement or death.

20.	 The institution head election was very transparent, surprisingly so. But if someone had 
been elected in the first round, it would have looked like a Soviet-style appointment 
because some candidates were shockingly unqualified. In department elections, I 
haven‘t participated, but I have no complaints about the results.
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21.	 Leaders are appointed politically, not really elected. They try to simulate democracy for 
show. In any case, elections may not be the best model for academic institutions.

22.	 Usually, there’s only one candidate, sometimes two, so no procedural violations occur.

23.	 The leadership is pre-decided, so there are rarely other candidates.

24.	 Unless higher-level interference happens, it‘s okay.

25.	 When someone holds a leadership position for 40 years, they become glued to the 
chair and feel untouchable.

26.	 If there’s only one candidate, it’s hard to judge transparency.

27.	 There are no competitions.

28.	 Competitions are announced only in the institution‘s internal newspaper, so the public 
isn’t informed. For 15 years, there’s been one candidate per election.

29.	 Laboratory head selections are closed — the director decides without clear criteria.

30.	 The principle of openness is followed.

31.	 We don’t elect; a competition is announced.

32.	 The institution’s leader is appointed; staff don’t participate in elections.

33.	 We don’t take part in elections.

34.	 I can‘t judge because I don’t take part in elections.

35.	 I can‘t say for sure, I’m not on the election committee.

36.	 I can‘t say exactly, I don’t participate.

37.	 I haven’t looked into it. But I’m satisfied with both the process and the outcome.

38.	 I don’t think it’s very transparent.

39.	 I don’t want to comment. It’s obvious.

40.	 I haven‘t noticed any conflicts.

41.	 There’s little competition because few people want to lead. So, one candidate is usually 
chosen. But that’s not really about transparency.

42.	 There’s no public announcement for candidates.

43.	 The leader is appointed, not elected.

44.	 Institutional leaders are appointed by the Ministry; department heads are appointed by 
the institution leader.

45.	 I’m new here, so I don’t know the system well.

46.	 I haven’t looked into it, just guessing.

47.	 Haven’t seen any elections yet — I’m new here.

48.	 Haven’t encountered this situation.

49.	 In private institutions, leaders are appointed by order, not elected.

50.	 I don’t know any facts, but I feel like it’s how I described.

51.	 I don’t know how it works. But watching candidate debates was interesting. :)

52.	 I don’t know — no elections happen, competitions are announced for positions and 
some board decides; departments heads are appointed from above. Elections are only 
for various councils.

53.	 You never know all the “behind-the-scenes” stuff, but from what I see, it seems transparent.

54.	 No one ever publicly announces that a leader will be elected. The academic community 
should be involved in choosing the leader.
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55.	 No one wants the job, so everyone’s happy if someone volunteers. The workload is 
huge, the pay doesn’t match the responsibility, and demands are very high.

56.	 Department — transparent. Institution — voters are selected based on loyalty to 
leadership.

57.	 Department — directly appointed by director; institution — elected or appointed by 
ministry commission.

58.	 Department — no elections. Institution — fully transparent.

59.	 Department head is not elected but appointed by the rectorate.

60.	 Department elections are fully transparent; institution elections are not.

61.	 Department head elections are transparent, but appointing the institution head raised 
many doubts.

62.	 Department elections are not public, not discussed, and the criteria are unclear.

63.	 There is an election regulation in place.

64.	 They just appoint someone.

65.	 A candidate is first chosen internally, and then specific requirements are set, and a 
public job ad is posted. Very transparent.

66.	 The election rules were changed to ensure a certain person could be elected chair.

67.	 Elections are staged — everything is pre-decided.

68.	 I haven’t participated in any elections.

69.	 Transparent. (x2)

70.	 Couldn’t be more transparent.

71.	 They appoint someone, no discussion.

72.	 In my time, no leader was ever elected — it’s always been the same leader.

73.	 Sometimes you know in advance who will win even before elections start.

74.	 Recently, department head elections were fully transparent — based on candidates, it 
felt democratic.

75.	 Only appointments.

76.	 We had a great dean, but the rectorate didn’t like him, so he was dismissed. Pity.

77.	 The leader was appointed because only one candidate volunteered.

78.	 The leader is appointed by the Ministry.

79.	 No elections have ever been held — the leader is appointed, then selects their own 
administrators. If a relative needs a job, a position is created for them. There are multiple 
such positions in our institution.

80.	 The appointment is made at the institution leader’s initiative without consulting staff; 
we find out after the appointment.

81.	 Deals are made at higher levels; the predetermined candidate always wins.

82.	 Completely hidden information.

83.	 Everything follows the rules.

84.	 Everything runs according to procedure.
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Annex 15. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Are you satisfied with the current head 
rotation procedure in your unit/institution?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  13 years in a row, 8 years in a row…

2.		 Two terms are an acceptable limit for institution heads. For department heads, it 
depends on the department‘s size and level of independence. Rotation is needed 
where leadership is mostly administrative, but not where scientific leadership is key.

3.		 From what I hear from leaders, it’s mostly about raising requirements.

4.		 A clear hierarchy is felt.

5.		 Once they get the position, it’s always for the full two terms.

6.		 There is no rotation.

7.		  It doesn’t exist at all.

8.		 In some departments, rotation should happen more often because some heads stay 
for 15–20 years and don’t allow younger colleagues to grow. I strongly oppose the rule 
where only the current head can allow someone to apply for a higher position — some 
prevent this out of fear of competition, even when the candidate fully qualifies. This 
demotivates younger active researchers.

9.		  Only the director changes — department and lab heads stay forever.

10.	 Lab heads are not rotated.

11.		 I don’t like rotation just for the sake of rotation.

12.	 In my opinion, the Academy Council has too much power — they make decisions and 
only inform the rest afterward. All staff should participate in decision-making.

13.	 Few people want to take leadership roles because of the bureaucracy.

14.	 I don’t understand the question.

15.	 Even if transparency is questionable, more frequent elections or rotation wouldn’t 
change that.

16.	 I’m dissatisfied because some come and stay “forever,” with one team rotating between 
themselves.

17.		 I don’t know how it works, or if it happens at all.

18.	 Honestly, I have no opinion; I’d rather see less of these managers anyway.

19.	 I’ve never worried about it.

20.	 No rotation is done — they work around it by transferring to another institution.

21.	 There should be clear rules for appointing department heads and introducing term 
limits.

22.	 Department heads are not rotated.

23.	 Little opportunity for rotation in departments.

24.	 In my department — completely unsatisfactory; at institution level — somewhat 
satisfactory.
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25.	 There is no rotation here.

26.	 “Useful” people are appointed, even through public competitions.

27.	 In 20+ years, the department head never changed. Institutional leadership elections are 
held behind closed doors.

28.	 After 20/10 years of one-person rule, finally some democracy and positive change.

29.	 A decision is made after an annual interview.

30.	 The position is held for life.

31.	 Rotation is part of democracy, so I support it — but those rotated often act cheap and 
disrespectful to others and even themselves.

32.	 No rotation happens. Heads often stay with ministry approval. If needed, they even 
change the institution’s legal status to reset term limits.

33.	 Rotation applies to some positions but not others — reasons are unclear.

34.	 Rotation happens only among the director‘s friends and supporters.

35.	 Almost no rotation. Heads usually stay until retirement.

36.	 No rotation for 15 years. No elections at any level.

37.	 Rotation is followed.

38.	 No rotation seen.

39.	 No rotation (x3).

40.	 No rotation, and none planned.

41.	 Currently satisfied, but after recent university statute changes, the procedure became 
much less democratic — department heads will be appointed directly by the rector.

42.	 These are decisions made by the institution’s founders; employees have no influence.

43.	 Satisfied — turnover happens every 5 years, maximum 2 terms.

44.	 It would be good to rotate deans at faculties, not necessarily because they’re doing 
badly, but new people bring fresh ideas and enrich the institution.

45.	 Term limits should be restricted to 2.

46.	 The rules are whatever the director says.

47.	 Leaders rarely change; there’s a lot of personal bias. Young people struggle to prove 
themselves and move up, especially if their views differ from leadership.

48.	 Heads stay as long as they want to.

49.	 In theory, employees should elect university leaders, but that’s pure fantasy. No one 
consults with staff.

50.	 Hard to give one answer. If we talk about the institution’s head — it’s fine. For department/
lab heads — completely unsatisfactory, as there is no rotation, but there should be.

51.	 One department head has been in place for 16 years (now retired age) — we feel stuck, 
no rotation.

52.	 Everything’s fine, even in government – leadership could rotate more often.

53.	 Moving people from one institution to another isn’t very clear to me, and I don’t really 
get into the details.
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Annex 16. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Do you trust your institution’s ethics 
commission/representatives/committees?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  The academic ethics committee reviewed a case of data falsification and concluded 
that everything was fine, even though the data were clearly falsified. All the evidence 
was available, but the committee didn’t even bother to review it and made its decision 
after one meeting.

2.		 Does a crow poke out another crow’s eye? (i.e., they protect each other.)

3.		 Members are elected by the community, and those who join ex officio are also 
competent to perform their assigned functions.

4.		 In my experience, I’ve never had any conflicts with anyone; all problems were solved in 
a friendly and timely way.

5.		 There have been various situations: both pressure and cover-ups.

6.		 There was a case of possible data falsification. Everything was silenced, and everyone 
just moved on as if nothing happened.

7.		  There was a conflict, but the ethics committee’s conclusion was meaningless.

8.		 The committee itself has done a lot of work in this area.

9.		  Most committees work properly. However, in the joint doctoral committee, there is a 
growing practice of appointing committee members as supervisors for new doctoral 
students, even when the candidate has prepared a project with another supervisor. 
This kind of corruption and abuse of power needs to be eliminated systematically — 
committee members should not be supervisors or at least not propose supervisors 
during the admission process.

10.	 You need to go through bureaucracy to get approval, but if I wanted to do something 
unethical, they probably couldn’t stop me.

11.		 I work at a state institution in a post-Soviet country...

12.	 I have been a member of the institution’s academic ethics committee. The committee 
includes impartial members of the academic community who are not tied by 
„friendships“ with top management. Decisions are impartial, but there is pressure from 
the management.

13.	 The ethics committee consists of community members, meaning colleagues, so it 
cannot be fully objective or impartial.

14.	 The ethics committee is made up of people who have received comfortable positions 
and are fully loyal to the non-rotating administration and its leaders.

15.	 The ethics committee always supports the institution’s interests rather than defending 
the employee who was harmed.

16.	 The administration has a strong influence on the ethics committee.

17.		 I cannot comment much as I am unaware of the terms of reference for such committee.

18.	 It’s not entirely clear what the ethics committee actually does. I have never heard of any 
cases where it resolved issues for affected teachers.
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19.	 The institution‘s ethics committee gives in to the administration’s pressure and opinions.

20.	 I especially do not trust the ethics committee because when a complaint is filed, 
everything is covered up, and no penalties are given to violators, who are usually in 
higher positions. At best, the rector might issue a written warning that goes into a 
drawer and is forgotten.

21.	 If they were independent, then yes. But since we all work in the same institution, what 
trust can there be? It will be as the leadership says.

22.	 If the director and deputy directors are on every committee, how can we trust it?

23.	 Since my supervisor has close ties with the administration, I can’t trust that my report 
about ethical violations wouldn’t be leaked to my boss, which could put me at risk.

24.	 Sometimes the committee‘s decisions seem illogical.

25.	 From my experience, the procedure is too complicated and should be simplified so 
as not to discourage research entirely. Often they require multiple revisions and extra 
documents for formality, even when it changes nothing. Sometimes getting ethics 
approval takes longer and requires more effort than the research itself.

26.	 Why shouldn’t we trust them?

27.	 The committee has just been formed this year. We’ll see how it works. Before that, we 
had nothing similar, only a dysfunctional union.

28.	 Some committee members are themselves academically unethical.

29.	 Committees have no real power. Their opinions are often not even heard or considered. 
When rules are changed in the institution, input is formally collected but never taken 
into account. The leadership always decides.

30.	 There’s a lot of nepotism in our institution, so I cannot be sure the committee members 
represent public interest and aren’t friends or family members.

31.	 I had no reason not to trust them.

32.	 I haven’t dealt with them.

33.	 Because they are favorites (protected people).

34.	 Committees avoid contradicting the leadership.

35.	 I haven’t checked if one exists, and even if it does, it’s made up of the same staff and 
driven by personal relationships.

36.	 I’m not sure if we have one.

37.	 Haven’t dealt with it before, but now it has become relevant.

38.	 I haven’t dealt with it, so it’s hard to judge.

39.	 They don’t have the time or means to properly examine each case. They lack tools to 
get full information.

40.	 I don’t know which committees we have. I’m a PhD student, and for me, the doctoral 
committee is excellent — they always help and advise.

41.	 I don’t know if there is such a committee. When I faced a situation, my interests were 
not protected.

42.	 I don’t know what they do.

43.	 I never needed to go to them, but as far as I know, in all institutions, ethics committees 
always side with the leadership, so no one goes to them.
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44.	 I don’t even know if such a committee exists.

45.	 They will decide as the administration wants because they are dependent on it.

46.	 I trusted them, but personally faced a case of verbal insult from a student and was 
advised to stay silent because it would be “too much trouble” for such a small matter.

47.	 We elect them ourselves.

48.	 I am the chair of my department‘s academic ethics committee.

49.	 Positions are divided among the same people.

50.	 I guess (but I’m not sure) we don’t even have an ethics committee or representatives.

51.	 It’s subjective.

52.	 Hard to say if the institution even has such an ethics committee.

53.	 The same few people serve on all committees and are usually interested in protecting 
their friends.

54.	 Purely formal, subordinate to the leadership.

55.	 I dealt with them on a research matter — I trust them.

56.	 Well-known violations by managers and staff are swept under the rug while pretending 
everything is fine.

57.	 All committees exist only formally because it’s required by national law.

58.	 All committees and similar bodies are loyal to the administration.
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Annex 17. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “How difficult is it to obtain the necessary 
ethics approvals for research (e.g., from an ethics or bioethics committee)?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  The requirements are high, and the committee carefully evaluates applications. This 
takes time and resources to prepare good applications and reports. I think it’s fair, but 
difficult.

2.		 But it’s very hard to get other permits.

3.		 Any kind of bureaucracy is difficult for me.

4.		 Bureaucracy, nothing more.

5.		 You have to plan your time because every permit is a bureaucratic process.

6.		 Maybe complicated for sensitive topics, but generally there are no problems.

7.		  Complex documents are required, especially for GDPR.

8.		 In humanities and social sciences, GDPR restrictions and their retroactive application to 
old documents create problems, applying today’s ethical standards to times when they 
did not exist. For example, it’s unclear after how many years (25, 50, 75?) you can use 
court and prison data without hiding names.

9.		  The procedure is quite clear, so you just need to plan and write the research according 
to the rules.

10.	 For bioethics — definitely complicated; for other fields — not really.

11.		 If there is disagreement with the ethics committee, the bioethics application can be 
buried in bureaucracy and delayed without objective reasons.

12.	 They focus on small, unimportant details and lose the main innovative idea. This slows 
down scientific progress.

13.	 Once you know the system, it’s not complicated.

14.	 As long as there’s a priest on the ethics committee, it’s more of a joke than a real 
committee.

15.	 The committee has too much freedom to express unfounded opinions instead of 
reviewing applications formally and objectively. Personal preferences affect decisions 
and speed.

16.	 Too much bureaucracy.

17.		 It greatly delays the start of the research.

18.	 Permits are issued according to the university’s procedure, which is simple and 
transparent.

19.	 We belong to another city, where waiting times are long, and applications are often 
rejected because of competition.

20.	 I haven’t done such research, but from lectures I understand it’s not easy, but possible.

21.	 This is the first time I’ve heard about ethics permits. No one ever informed or taught me 
about them.
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22.	 Depends on the type. Clinical studies — harder. Preclinical — not complicated.

23.	 A huge number of documents must be prepared.

24.	 The procedures are heavy, bureaucratic, and inflexible.

25.	 It seems that both verbal and written approvals are used.

26.	 Complicated.

27.	 It’s difficult if the research involves people and their samples.

28.	 Submitting an ethics application properly is not simple, but necessary.

29.	 These committees are not for technology sciences — no animals, humans, or similar 
subjects.

30.	 We recently had a case where a student had great difficulty getting bioethics approval 
for a bachelor’s thesis. In my opinion, the rejections were dry and not justified. I 
encountered such a situation for the first time.

31.	 Fish research in nature is highly bureaucratic. The absurdity is that the Environmental 
Protection Agency itself announces tenders and signs research contracts, but then 
refuses to issue permits for its own research projects, ruining its own initiatives.
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Annex 18. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Are the requirements of bioethics 
committees excessive?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  In addition to bioethics, there are other permits that are illogical and excessive.

2.		 The formal requirements for getting permission are complicated, but after that, ethics 
control of the research does not exist. So it’s important to prepare the application 
properly, and after that, you can do whatever you want.

3.		 Maybe not really excessive, but there should be an agreement on which topics or 
scientific fields actually need these permits. For example, I don’t think they are needed 
for all social sciences. Also, it would be helpful if committees offered advice and 
consultations on research ethics.

4.		 In nature, harsh killing, especially between species, is normal and universal. Restrictions 
on „cruelty“ in research are not really about protecting experimental species (except 
rare or endangered ones — for them restrictions are necessary), but about mistrust 
of scientists and suspicion that cruelty toward animals might lead to cruelty toward 
humans.

5.		 If the rules are clearly written, it is not logical to call them excessive or not.

6.		 If the research is retrospective, I think no permission should be needed. If the research 
is international and the lead institution has given permission, that should be enough. 
Contracts with other institutions about data are unnecessary. These are usually 
international contacts made through researchers‘ own efforts, conferences, and working 
groups, not through institutional cooperation. Forms should be simplified or pre-filled, 
because there are often specific requirements, for example, how long and where data 
must be stored. If the researcher doesn’t give the “right” answer, the permission is not 
granted.

7.		  They are necessary, but should be more flexible, depending on the research specifics 
and requirements.

8.		 In some fields and cases, they are excessive. For example, when interviewing adults 
(not vulnerable people) about topics that are not sensitive or important to society.

9.		  The leftists are leading humanity off the right path...

10.	 Referring to non-invasive research on the human body (no blood, mucus, muscle, or 
skin samples).

11.		 Referring to research involving people.

12.	 In specific cases, such things happen.

13.	 In cultural studies, research results lose value because of requirements to destroy 
original sources (audio recordings or photographs).

14.	 The problem is not only with the committees, but with overall excessive regulations.

15.	 A dishonest researcher will always find ways to cheat, while these rules often limit 
creativity.

16.	 Not relevant — I haven’t faced it (technology sciences).

17.		 The forms could be simpler, with only what is needed for the research.



106

Annexes

18.	 Recently the process has become very complicated, inconsistent, and long; there is a 
lack of clear explanations and specific guidelines; helpful support is missing.

19.	 Too many bureaucratic safeguards; some research methods are difficult or impossible 
to use because of this.

20.	 It depends on the competence of the committee experts. According to the rules, they 
are not excessive.

21.	 The specifics of the research are important. Requirements should be better differentiated.

22.	 They are definitely excessive if the procedures were well-regulated, but there are many 
ways to bypass them and unjustified rejections.

23.	 I have very strict requirements for myself, so I don’t care about external ones.

24.	 In business-related research, there should be more self-regulation.
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Annex 19. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Does your institution have a clear system 
for reporting potential breaches of academic ethics?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  It exists on paper, but in reality, the most biased people handle the cases, hiding the 
situation or causing harm to the person who reported it.

2.		 You have to stay silent about violations by people in high positions, otherwise you will 
be punished.

3.		 This system is not really emphasized.

4.		 It’s not very effective.

5.		 Nobody reports when managers (called „leaders for life“) violate ethics.

6.		 Many people see that supervisors, PhD advisors, and lab heads are listed as authors 
without contributing, but it’s unclear how and to whom to report. There is also strong 
pressure to do this; in some labs, it’s even seen as normal that the lab head is included 
in all publications.

7.		  It’s regulated on paper, but in reality, it doesn’t work. I had experience at another 
institution — the violators stayed, and I had to leave. I won’t try again.

8.		 It’s possible to submit reports through an electronic form or email. Anonymous reporting 
is also available.

9.		  One can report directly to the ethics committee and/or submit complaints through a 
suggestion box.

10.	 Probably there is a system, but I would need to check.

11.		 The administration is informed, and then it makes the decisions. There is no point in 
appealing to the ethics committee, as it consists of the administration.

12.	 The institution has an ethics committee, but it is not competent in these matters. They 
avoid solving problems, and decisions seem ungrounded. It looks like they just try to 
avoid scandals and public attention, so problems are covered up rather than solved.

13.	 There are many different documents in the institution, so it’s confusing what to do and 
when.

14.	 There is an academic ethics committee that can be contacted directly.

15.	 There is an ethics committee, but I have never used it.

16.	 Contact details and procedures for the ethics committee are available.

17.		 The system is regulated by documents.

18.	 It is known whom to contact, but people are afraid to report, especially if it involves 
higher-level members of the academic community, for example, students reporting 
teachers or teachers reporting managers. Reports usually come only from higher 
levels — teachers reporting student violations, managers reporting teachers‘ unethical 
behavior, etc.

19.	 As I wrote earlier, in my organization there is no designated person responsible for 
academic ethics violations. I asked colleagues who to approach, and they pointed me 
to one of the deputy directors. However, because of close ties in the organization, I’m 
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afraid that information I would like to keep anonymous would be leaked to my direct 
supervisor.

20.	 Whatever system exists, I wouldn’t expect confidentiality.

21.	 Such cases are very rare, so we have no experience.

22.	 I think the system is clear, but since such cases are rare, one might forget. If needed, I 
would check with my supervisor or colleague.

23.	 I think I could find out how, but if it involved the management, I wouldn’t know.

24.	 There are no regulations.

25.	 I have never written such a report, but I know the rules and think the system is clear.

26.	 I don’t know how to report and haven’t tried to find out.

27.	 I don’t know if we have an academic ethics committee.

28.	 I wouldn’t know what to do; I would need to search and read the regulations.

29.	 I’ve never faced such a situation, so I can’t comment.

30.	 Nobody talks about this.

31.	 There is no culture of open discussion in the organization.

32.	 Usually, we report to the direct head of the department.

33.	 There is an approved regulation that must be followed.

34.	 The reporting system is simple; it’s not like a farm, where maybe even there it wouldn’t 
be complicated to report.

35.	 The system exists, but it works poorly and is not encouraged to be used.

36.	 The system exists, but that doesn’t mean it works.

37.	 The procedure is clear for the study process, but I have no experience with unethical 
research cases.

38.	 A clear system exists, but employees are afraid to speak up.

39.	 I haven’t faced such situations.

40.	 But everyone stays silent and says: „You can’t change anything,“ or „Don’t waste your 
energy.“ No one wants conflicts or audits. By default, „everything is fine.“

41.	 I once faced such a situation but didn’t know where to turn and didn’t get support from 
my manager.

42.	 I have had complaints about sexual harassment and unethical data publishing, but 
there is no person in the institution to handle these complaints. I also believe that if I 
reported them, I would be fired instead of the violator, since they hold a high position.

43.	 I have other work to do than engage in Soviet-style reporting.

44.	 There is some kind of procedure, but unless you face it, you don’t know if it works or can 
be trusted.

45.	 There is an academic ethics committee.

46.	 Still, everyone is afraid to report, because you’ll be blamed.
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Annex 20. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “Would you feel safe reporting ethics 
violations in your institution?”

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  I would not report it, because nothing would change.

2.		 But can we really be sure about unintentional mistakes like forgetting to cite, calculation 
errors, incorrect paraphrasing, or wrong order of authors? I don’t consider these serious 
violations. In such cases, I would feel unsafe, because colleagues wouldn’t understand 
why the formal procedure is needed. It would be better to simply talk, point out the 
mistake, and suggest how to correct it. I’m not talking about clear serious violations.

3.		 Probably yes, but I think I would feel anxious.

4.		 In the institution, it is very obvious how senior staff protect each other against students.

5.		 If you have to report someone higher in rank, it would not be easy. In the end, it would be 
clear who reported it, and the higher-ranking person could cause problems (especially 
if they are already violating ethics).

6.		 There have been situations where someone responsible for handling issues got 
annoyed even when asked simple questions. If the problem were serious, it would 
probably be worse. The problem may not be with the institution’s management, but 
with the support staff’s attitude towards researchers and students. When you learn not 
to ask or disturb in everyday situations, it becomes hard to speak up when facing real 
violations.

7.		  I feel that there could be consequences. What institution wants a „difficult“ employee?

8.		 I feel safe reporting student violations, but if I reported a colleague’s suspicious behavior, 
I could face trouble or negative consequences, especially if it involved someone in a 
managerial position.

9.		  If it could be done anonymously, it would feel safe.

10.	 If it involved administrators, I don’t think anyone would dare.

11.		 Informing the administration feels safe. But if I had to go directly to a large committee, 
there would be many problems.

12.	 Since committees consist of people with their own interests, I don’t believe the rights 
of an ordinary teacher would be defended.

13.	 I’ve never had to report anything, so there is still doubt.

14.	 Since department heads are appointed for life, any conflict with a direct supervisor 
could lead to losing the job.

15.	 I think anonymity does not really exist in our institutions. The management would find 
out everything if they wanted.

16.	 I haven’t tried and won’t try.

17.		 I don’t think anything needs to be reported. Everything can be solved personally.

18.	 Nothing would change; people protect each other, and you would be the only one to 
suffer.

19.	 What is there to fear? The Soviet Union is over, right?
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20.	 Usually, everyone knows everything, and anonymity cannot be guaranteed.

21.	 In our institution, they get rid of inconvenient people.

22.	 Violators always have „protection“; why harm yourself?

23.	 Gossip spreads very quickly in Lithuanian research institutions. Secretaries easily share 
emails with sensitive information. Once I sent a complaint by email, and everyone was 
talking about it for a month, so I learned to stay silent.

24.	 I would report it only if it affected me personally.

25.	 Reporting deans, rectors, or other high-ranking people for being listed as authors 
without contributing would be very frightening.

26.	 Relationships with colleagues would be over.

27.	 They would find out who reported anyway. But let them know. You cannot really feel 
safe anywhere.

28.	 You report to your immediate supervisor, who then tells everyone else. In the end, 
everyone knows.

29.	 That’s just the organizational culture.

30.	 I have such experience. But I cannot ignore colleagues’ or managers’ ethics violations, 
as a former member of the academic ethics committee. Because of this, I feel economic 
and psychological pressure from management.

31.	 It depends on the problem. 
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Annex 21. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “What is the optimal number of scientific 
publications a researcher in your scientific field should produce over five years?”

1.		  It is possible to prepare one publication per year.

2.		 I answered formally, because the question reflects a bureaucratic, not a scientific 
approach. The journal quartile has nothing to do with publication quality.

3.		 Publications in high-quartile journals are very expensive. Moreover, writing scientific 
publications is an additional task besides teaching or practical work and is very time-
consuming. Publishing in high-quartile journals is often a heavy burden.

4.		 High-level publications require more time and funding.

5.		 Publishing in high-level journals takes more than a year.

6.		 In higher education institutions, there are research and teaching positions. Which ones 
are being referred to?

7.		  Q3 and Q4 publications should be limited to Lithuania or other Baltic countries. If only 
Q1 and Q2 publications are required, Lithuanian and Baltic journals will eventually 
collapse.

8.		 This applies if the researcher is genuinely involved in research and prepares the main 
part of the publication, not just added as a team member or as a formality — in that 
case, the number could even be tripled.

9.		  I consider publications here as research articles, not monographs or studies. If publishing 
a monograph or study, the number would naturally be lower.

10.	 This is just my opinion. Some colleagues are researchers, others mainly work in teaching, 
but everyone is still required to publish. The indicated numbers apply to colleagues 
whose primary work is teaching.

11.		 Currently, quantity is encouraged over quality. Field research allows only 2–3 publications 
per year, while laboratory research allows 5–7 publications. Quantity is prioritized, even 
though fieldwork often requires repeated studies over several years.

12.	 Much depends on the novelty and relevance of the research and the time dedicated 
to writing publications. Right now, I could prepare the indicated number, but under 
different circumstances, likely fewer.

13.	 Most high-level journals are expensive and commercial, and their quality isn’t always 
high. Additionally, connections matter — if you know someone, it‘s easier; otherwise, 
even a high-level paper may be rejected.

14.	 A teacher works like a teacher but is evaluated like a researcher.

15.	 Working in an active research group with fair task-sharing, it is indeed possible to 
prepare up to 5 publications per year and publish them in Q1–Q4 journals.

16.	 I work in agriculture, where many studies may be valuable locally but not interesting 
internationally.

17.		  In fields like ecology, taxonomy, and biodiversity research, collecting material for 
Q1 or Q2 publications takes 3 to 5 years (sometimes longer if tracking trends), plus 
processing large amounts of data. This takes much longer than lab experiments, 
especially considering seasonal fieldwork. Evaluation criteria do not take this into 
account.

18.	 At such numbers, I would say the researcher is quite productive.
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19.	 It is physically impossible to publish more than one high-quality publication per year. 
The submission and peer review process often takes up to 1.5 years. Recently, there 
is increasing institutional pressure focused on quantity, which conflicts with research 
ethics and theoretical possibilities.

20.	 Local publications should also be recognized, as they may be more important for our 
country than publishing in American journals and paying huge fees.

21.	 One high-quality publication per year is achievable.

22.	 It is possible to produce 5 Q3–Q4 level publications, or combine all data into one or two 
Q1 publications.

23.	 Considering high-level journals and studies that require at least two years of observation 
and assessment.

24.	 It is better to publish fewer papers but in higher-level journals.

25.	 In the humanities, preparing scientific publications takes time, so five years is quite a 
short period for conducting and publishing new research.

26.	 This question is irrelevant for the humanities, so I just entered something. Also, the 
number of publications does not determine research quality.

27.	 In the humanities, primary research takes a lot of time, papers are usually lengthy, and 
editorial work takes time as well.

28.	 Publishing in Q3–Q4 is not worthwhile. The numbers (+2) reflect how many I, as the first 
author, write. I work a lot with ecologists. Some years are good, some bad — you don‘t 
always get the expected results. You depend on colleagues. You can work hard, but if a 
colleague doesn’t do their part, the publication gets delayed. I’ve been struggling with 
the latest one for a year already — nothing helps.

29.	 The review, consideration, and queue processes take a long time. In one case, it took 
more than two years for a Q2 journal to publish due to long queues.

30.	 I entered 0 because the number and level of publications depend on the research field 
(writing a monograph in technology sciences is extremely difficult).

31.	 I entered numbers only because I could not leave a comment. The number itself means 
little, as topics vary greatly. In five years, one may publish 3 articles or as many as 15.

32.	 If an author has many publications, the most common scenarios are: (1) they are added 
as a co-author without actual contribution, or (2) publications are „sliced“ from the same 
results by slightly changing the focus.

33.	 If a researcher actively participates in research, they can publish one original article per 
year based on their own results. If involved in several team projects where another 
researcher coordinates publication preparation, an additional 1–2 articles may be 
published.

34.	 Without ChatGPT assistance, there would be fewer publications; with it, there might 
be more. In any case, the most important thing is that the work brings satisfaction 
not only to the author but also that research databases are not filled with redundant 
statistical publications for the sake of personal metrics. Less is more; simplicity allows 
for originality.

35.	 If science is treated as a business, then numbers matter — the bigger, the better. Not all 
lecturers need to be researchers.

36.	 If a monograph (or a study) is written within five years, then the total number of 
publications will naturally be much lower.
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37.	 If it were properly funded (because writing scientific articles requires time, money, and 
energy), more publications would be possible.

38.	 Since Q1–Q2 are valued the most, we do not target lower-quartile journals.

39.	 Since there are very few specialists in my field in Lithuania (only three including myself), 
the work progresses slowly, it is impossible to secure funding, and a lot of time is spent 
trying to collect high-quality data with minimal resources for high-ranking publications.

40.	 Since, at the same time, we also prepare source collections (which are one of the 
institution’s priorities) requiring highly meticulous and time-consuming work, it is 
impossible to prepare many publications. We also prepare scientific monographs 
simultaneously.

41.	 The number depends on the level of publication. One monograph or five serious articles 
over five years is optimal. What matters is not the journal but the paper itself — whether 
it offers solutions or new scientific knowledge. Serious research should not focus on 
journal rankings but on presenting innovative knowledge relevant to society.

42.	 The number depends on one’s position.

43.	 The question is inaccurate, as senior researchers have higher requirements than junior 
ones.

44.	 The question does not specify other conditions — whether the researcher works full-
time, their teaching load, duties, etc. I indicated a lower number to allow the researcher 
to focus on quality over quantity.

45.	 In the group of questions about academic freedom to publish, the division into high 
and low levels is discriminatory. In essence, there is no real freedom.

46.	 Preparing and publishing high-quality articles (e.g., Q1 or Q2) takes time. One year is 
not enough for a single quality publication. Moreover, this strongly depends on the 
researcher’s academic rank. Associate professors or assistants may need even more time 
(more than one year) if they do not work under a professor who supports publication 
preparation.

47.	 Since Q1–Q2 numbers are evaluated in competitions, we do not analyze Q3–Q4 journals.

48.	 How is this related to academic freedom, ethics, and experience? Since my bachelor’s 
studies, professors have stated that three articles are required — perhaps that is the 
correct number.

49.	 Where is the inclusion of authors in publications monitored and controlled? Where can 
these processes be observed?

50.	 The teaching workload has a major influence. If I work full-time (which has always been 
the case), the output should be divided by 3 — and that’s in the best-case scenario.

51.	 The question is very vague — I work in several scientific fields and collaborations, so the 
number of publications may vary. It depends whether you are asking about publications 
where I am the first or last author, or just a co-author.

52.	 It greatly depends on the size of the research group and topic. It’s not always possible to 
conduct research quickly or successfully, so sometimes there is nothing to publish. One 
should consider the overall picture — not just publication quantity but also quality and 
other research activities. Currently, since only quantity matters, additional co-authors 
are often added.

53.	 It greatly depends on the research subject. Some topics are nationally significant but 
are undervalued within the country.
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54.	 I believe quality matters more than quantity.

55.	 My answer would be 1–2 high-quality international publications per year. Quartiles are 
irrelevant, as peer review in high-quartile journals is often absurd, unscientific, ego-
driven, and can drag on for years without results.

56.	 In my field, journals indexed in Clarivate Analytics Web of Science databases are 
accessible only through interdisciplinary research, and the quantity strongly depends 
on the size of the funding received.

57.	 Insufficient funding.

58.	 Preparing a publication takes a lot of time, especially for researchers who also teach. Doing 
everything at a high level simultaneously is very difficult. Workloads vary across institutions.

59.	 Our institution does not recognize publications in Q3 and Q4 journals.

60.	 In our institution, publications are very important, and we must write them every year. 
All publications must be in high-level Q1 and Q2 journals.

61.	 A higher journal ranking does not always mean a „better“ or „deeper“ study.

62.	 Not all conference presentations are converted into articles published in WOS-indexed 
journals.

63.	 It’s unclear what is meant in question 43 — is it about a single person doing everything 
from idea to research and writing, or about a team?

64.	 The question is unclear — is a scientific publication considered to be both an article and 
a monograph?

65.	 I won’t answer this question — it shouldn’t be reduced to just numbers. Researchers 
prepare more than just articles. A lot also depends on the quality. Some write fewer 
articles because they are preparing a monograph, participating in conferences or public 
events, and presenting their research in other ways.

66.	 The level of the researcher is not reflected in this question — a senior and junior 
researcher cannot work equally efficiently.

67.	 The questions are too vague — it depends on the field of science.

68.	 I don’t really believe when someone claims to have written a dozen or more publications. 
That sounds more like adding a well-known name as co-author. I think three publications 
would be a reasonable average — at least one should be published in a high-level journal.

69.	 I don’t think there should be a strict publication quota.

70.	 I don’t think publishing in low-quartile journals is worthwhile, and the number of articles 
should depend on the academic degree.

71.	 The question is unclear, as in our field publications are usually prepared by groups, and 
most of the work is done by the first author. So, does the question refer to the number 
of first-author papers?

72.	 The level of the journal is less important than the quality of the research. If the research 
is meaningful, it will be cited, even if published in a lower-ranked journal.

73.	 I don’t know what criteria are used to determine the number of publications over five 
years. Research can vary greatly in terms of time. Some studies take a long time but are 
very significant — and result in just one publication.

74.	 Collecting data can take years, and if the material is not split up according to formal 
requirements, there may be only one article in five years. Some journals also have page 
limits, forcing researchers to divide content.
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75.	 The number I indicated is optimal, but more is required. When working part-time, I am 
expected to meet full-time criteria. Publications in low-level journals are considered 
worthless.

76.	 According to current requirements for my position, I must prepare seven Q1–Q2-
level publications in five years. This pushes us to publish in paid journals like MDPI. 
This „assembly line“ logic severely diminishes the quality of published scientific 
results.

77.	 It depends on research possibilities, the significance of the results, and the financial 
ability to pay publication fees.

78.	 Serious research takes time — results cannot be rushed!

79.	 Preparing a good Q1–Q2-level publication takes time.

80.	 Preparing the article is one thing, but getting it published is something else entirely.

81.	 My recent experiences with paid journals showed that journal quartiles (especially Q1, 
Q2) often do not reflect article quality.

82.	 Publishing one high-level article as the main author per year is normal. Chasing quantity 
lowers quality and leads to negative outcomes — in some cases, no publications would 
be better.

83.	 Over five years, it is completely realistic to produce two Q1 publications, but no one 
does it, because five publications are required for employment as a researcher, and 
no one cares about their quality. A system where the number of publications, not their 
quality, is evaluated is a shitty system.

84.	 Q3 and Q4 journals are gradually becoming undesirable.

85.	 It depends heavily on the team and the projects involved. Without projects, preparing 
publications is very difficult. Funding is also critical — most journals charge high 
publication fees. Scientists often struggle to afford these. Despite the criticism MDPI 
journals receive, they offer fast, fairly rigorous peer review, and you can earn “vouchers” 
by reviewing, which can later be used to pay for your own publications. This is a good 
opportunity for researchers to grow professionally and fund their work, even without 
external financial support.

86.	 It depends on the researcher‘s category. If only non-paid journals are used, there would 
be fewer Q1–Q2 publications.

87.	 It depends on the researcher, their teaching load, and other factors.

88.	 It depends on the scientific field and access to high-ranking journals.

89.	 It depends on the position — for junior researchers, 1–2 publications may be enough, 
but for senior researchers, 10+ may be expected.

90.	 It depends on luck.

91.	 It depends on whether the researcher also teaches full-time or not.

92.	 It depends on what is being studied, the scope, and the composition of the research.

93.	 It depends on the researcher‘s workload.

94.	 It depends on who is involved in the team.

95.	 Depending on the researcher’s position (academic or research staff), the number of 
publications may vary.

96.	 I do not consider papers with 100 or 500 authors, where the list of names is as long as 
the entire article, to be real publications. A proper publication has 1, 2, 5, 8 authors — 
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sometimes up to 15–20. Anything beyond that is window dressing and a violation of 
academic ethics.

97.	 Publications are extremely expensive. Science, as I learned after starting my PhD, is 
extremely costly and accessible only to the privileged (and wealthy). We write about 
social inclusion, but the socially vulnerable groups we study have no access to research 
data, nor the ability to understand them.

98.	 Publications cannot be evaluated only by numbers — research can be longitudinal, 
relevant to Lithuania, and journal rankings change over time. The pressure on quantity 
leads to lower quality. Universities should be trusted to assess value, not external 
controls.

99.	 Publications should not be mandatory; they should be written by inspiration — when 
the author is motivated.

100.	 According to institutional criteria, Q3 and Q4 journal publications are worthless.

101.	 Publications should only be prepared for top-level journals.

102.	 Publishing for the sake of numbers is not worthwhile. Quality suffers, and people 
publish just for the sake of publishing, leading to added authorship, AI use, or even data 
falsification. Searching for information, we see there are huge numbers of publications 
on one topic. It’s important not only to publish in top journals, but also to share useful 
local knowledge.

103.	 The publication numbers provided are averaged according to senior researcher 
qualification requirements, where large works (monographs, studies, dictionary parts) 
are written alongside articles (e.g. monograph + study + dictionary section + 5 articles 
over 5 years).

104.	 The number of publications and quartiles depends heavily on the researcher’s level —  
whether they are early-career or advanced. But on average, each researcher could 
publish 1–2 papers per year.

105.	 The number of publications depends on the topic. If the topic is new, it takes time 
to absorb knowledge from other fields and apply it, which makes preparing valuable 
publications much slower. If the topic is well known, publications are easier to “produce.”

106.	 The number of publications depends on the position. Which position is being asked 
about? It’s difficult to answer.

107.	 The number of publications should differ between researchers and teaching staff. I 
provided numbers for teaching staff because working full-time in teaching leaves little 
capacity for substantial research output.

108.	 Naturally, the number of publications depends on their quality — on the originality and 
novelty of the research.

109.	 Research for Q1 or Q2-level journals may take several years, so fewer publications result 
(also depending on the number of co-authors).

110.	 Q3 and Q4 levels are too low for certification.

111.	 Q3 and Q4 journals should only be used when publishing in higher-level journals is not 
possible.

112.	 Requiring publications in certain ranked journals degrades researchers‘ work and 
pulls them into commercial interests. Yes, it‘s convenient for bureaucrats to count 
publications, but why should researchers be degraded for their convenience? We’ve 
discussed this extensively. In our field, research takes a long time because we don’t only 
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work in libraries or labs — we depend on various conditions, seasons, etc. So preparing 
3 articles in 5 years is a major achievement.

113.	 We should support non-WOS journals and simpler publishing opportunities. Otherwise, 
there will never be new WOS journals with an impact factor if no one publishes 
elsewhere first.

114.	 The goal should always be to write the best possible publications.

115.	 Experimental work takes a lot of time — at least 2.5 years out of 5. After submitting a 
manuscript, editorial decision times are unpredictable. Journals may promise 30 days 
but often respond after 3 months or more. That also takes time.

116.	 Ranked journals are expensive, and the publishing process is complex and lengthy. To 
publish Q1-level articles, strong empirical data are needed. In social sciences, collecting 
empirical data is especially difficult, as few people participate in surveys.

117.	 We are not creating the theory of relativity.

118.	 Same comments as before. These are in my opinion wrong measurements. Context 
is also lacking. 1 piece of fundamental research might be all that any scientist needs 
providing its impact, scope, topic is fundamental enough. Stating preferred or 
mandatory number of research publications is narrow-minded and dangerous for both 
the University and society at large.

119.	 In order to create high-level publications, it is important to conduct thorough analyses, 
which require a great deal of time and resources. Data processing and systematization 
also take time. This is especially true in emerging scientific fields, where failures are 
common, and extensive repetition is necessary to verify results. Inflated publication 
quotas artificially create the appearance of productivity, even though the content 
of these articles may be of low value. Evaluation should focus on research content, 
relevance, and quality, not just the number of publications produced over five years.

120.	 The numbers are arbitrary. High publication requirements lead to authorship inflation, 
manipulation of results, and poor-quality output, which crushes creative freedom.

121.	 The numbers provided are for first authorship. If counted as a co-author, the numbers 
could be twice as high.

122.	 The number depends greatly on individual abilities and circumstances. It could be 2 or 
5, especially if the person is experienced and faces no major obstacles.

123.	 The number depends on the researcher’s role, e.g., whether they are a lecturer or a 
research scientist.

124.	 The number of articles depends on the desired level of quality, research field, and 
experience over the years. A fixed number cannot be defined. For the first question: 1–2 
articles; for the second: up to 10 publications are possible.

125.	 Too many articles are written, and 99% of them would be better left unpublished. 
Current requirements lead to mass production of „junk“ publications.

126.	 The number of articles depends on position: for research staff, 2–4 articles in 5 years 
may be normal; for senior researchers, 4–6; for chief researchers, 8–12.

127.	 It’s hard to say. Moreover, it depends on whether researchers have funding. It’s difficult 
to publish research articles if there’s no funding for research. Some work, such as 
cell culture studies or international collaborations, takes years. There may be several 
years without publications, followed by several articles at once. However, review-type 
publications can always be written.
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128.	 It’s hard to say. There are many different kinds of research, and sometimes research 
takes a long time.

129.	 These results are possible when you already have some experience and a small team.

130.	 This question is very broad. Separate surveys and discussions could be conducted on 
this topic.

131.	 We are now facing a situation where some full professors at universities have only a 
few publications. However, since no one wants to teach, such things are overlooked. 
Additionally, in many cases, writing publications is not properly recognized. It is a time-
consuming process that primarily benefits university administrators and professors 
(who don’t write but are added as authors). The actual author is just a fool who tries 
hard but is left with nothing.

132.	 The number of publications depends heavily on the researcher’s additional activities 
and responsibilities, such as administrative work, commissioned projects, grant 
applications, etc.

133.	 It depends on the specific topic or scale, complexity, and scope of the research. Long 
review processes sometimes delay publication, and there is often a negative or reserved 
attitude toward certain sectors (e.g., colleges).

134.	 It depends on the research, experiments, and evaluation periods. Some studies require 
years to obtain results — for example, genetics, inheritance traits, and biological or 
economic traits in animals, where full maturity may take several years.

135.	 It depends entirely on the field of science. If the work is not „cosmopolitan“ (global), 
but regional, publications in Q4 and Q3 journals should be sufficient. Claiming that 
publishing in Q2 and Q1 journals automatically improves research quality is absurd. This 
is a real limitation of academic freedom.

136.	 This affects institutional funding.

137.	 The number of publications could be higher, although it all depends on the publication 
time, i.e. how long the whole process takes.

138.	 Only Q1–Q2 publications are recognized.

139.	 This applies only to universities.

140.	 Research takes a long time.

141.	 Conducting research and publishing takes several years. Moreover, most working hours 
are devoted to teaching and working with students. Research often remains something 
done during free time or after lectures. With such a workload, it is difficult to carry out 
systematic, high-level research.

142.	 These should be the requirements for senior research positions.

143.	 Lack of funding — if you don’t have money for reagents, how can you produce Q1-level 
work?

144.	 The peer-review process often takes a long time. Especially in free journals, editors do 
not even bother to inform authors when the article will be published, even after positive 
reviews. This is one of the best business models ever created. Although it is declared 
that the system moves toward quality evaluation, in reality only higher quartiles are 
considered, whether for study program evaluation, research field evaluation, or doctoral 
studies compliance. This is very unfair to researchers.

145.	 Even designing and formulating the topic and methodology takes a great deal of time. 
Then comes conducting the experiment, data analysis, manuscript preparation, peer 
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review, and acceptance. Not all co-authors actively contribute — the process takes 
much longer.

146.	 For field studies and monitoring, it takes 3 to 5 years to collect data for one article, 
across different seasons and locations. These are not 96-hour experiments — how could 
anyone publish every six months?

147.	 The entire science policy related to publication output and subsequent research 
institution evaluation is highly flawed. It leads to mass production of publications at 
the expense of quality. Most publications are just „white noise.“ Even many Q1 journal 
articles lack real scientific value — they simply present experimental results obtained for 
the sake of publishing. Preparing a publication that provides a comprehensive analysis 
summarizing multiple experiments takes at least 2 years or more, depending on the 
research type. Currently, it’s common for researchers to produce 10–20 articles per year, 
but this conveyor-belt model brings no real benefit.

148.	 Everything depends on the balance between teaching and research intensity.

149.	 Everything depends on the research group size. If the group is larger, broader research 
can be conducted and up to 2–3 publications per year produced, but not more.

150.	 Everything depends on the position held.

151.	 A total of 3 publications, of which at least 1 should be in any Q quartile journal.
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Annex 22. 
Respondents’ authentic comments related to the question “If there is something important we 
haven’t mentioned or asked about, you can write it here”.

Note: The following statements are translations of authentic respondents‘ comments. In the 
Lithuanian version, they were arranged alphabetically; here, they appear in the original order, which is 
not alphabetical in English.

1.		  :)

2.		 Thank you for addressing such a relevant topic.

3.		 Thank you.

4.		 Thank you for the opportunity to participate in answering the questionnaire. To properly 
answer the questionnaire and assess open-source AI solutions, clear definitions of key 
concepts are important. For example, it is unclear what exactly is meant by artificial 
intelligence.

5.		 Thank you for the interesting questions.

6.		 Thank you, it was interesting to reflect before answering the questions.

7.		  Thank you for doing this.

8.		 Thank you.

9.		  Regarding the part about republishing parts of previous work — how much can be 
changed or not changed? For example, when a text is republished in another language 
(e.g., originally in English, and now translated into Lithuanian without changes and 
without referencing the original): is this considered self-plagiarism?

10.	 Do you really believe that such surveys are useful? If so, you should hire a specialist to 
prepare a professional questionnaire. It is not clear what exactly is being studied or why 
such questions are being asked. The questions themselves are illogical and unethical. I 
think even a bachelor’s student could create a better questionnaire.

11.		 My personal experience at foreign universities differs greatly from experiences at 
Lithuanian research institutions. (Lithuanians living abroad.)

12.	 While answering the questionnaire, I encountered questions designed for teaching 
staff. The specifics of research institutes were not considered, and no option was 
provided to evaluate dual employment — both at an institute and at a university.

13.	 My answers have some degree of uncertainty, as many questions contain various 
nuances.

14.	 Fundamental changes are necessary, not just surveys. Action is needed now.

15.	 There was a question about the use of ChatGPT in preparing articles. I believe an 
additional question is needed to clarify how researchers actually use it. It can be used in 
both acceptable and unacceptable ways, but also in ways permitted by scientific journals.

16.	 Thank you for relevant questions. Where will the results be available? My advice: when 
sending the questionnaire, ask respondents to reply as quickly as possible.

17.		 Thank you for the excellent questionnaire.

18.	 Artificial intelligence in my field is completely incompetent. It had no understanding of 
the data I wanted to check. Zero points.

19.	 I am glad that questions about academic ethics are being raised, discussed, and 
addressed.
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20.	 The phrase “trust in science” is meaningless. Science is not to blame if scientists are 
dishonest or unethical.

21.	 Some questions were difficult to answer due to a lack of detail.

22.	 An interesting and well-thought-out survey.

23.	 If the questionnaire had asked about the scientific field at the beginning, the answers 
regarding how many publications a researcher should prepare in five years would have 
been more precise.

24.	 You asked about AI usage in preparing publications and student work, but it’s not a 
uniform issue. The answers would differ greatly depending on the specific use — for 
example, using AI for information search and initial orientation in a new research area 
is acceptable, while using AI to fully write a text is completely unacceptable. Therefore, 
my answers in those questions were somewhat mixed, because it was unclear what 
kind of AI use you had in mind.

25.	 Since the university has become large, like a concert hall or agro-complex with many 
employees, we don’t know each other. There’s a sense of alienation. It’s just work–
home, home–work. There’s fear about whether there will be a job position next year, 
whether enough students will enroll. You feel guilty if there aren’t enough students. The 
number of students determines the funding. You have to overwork. What research or 
articles? These questions limit freedom and put you into a cage. Too much experience 
creates self-restraint. It forces you to view and evaluate your work differently. FEAR. Is 
this freedom?

26.	 Some questions don’t have appropriate answers such as “other” or “I don’t know” (e.g., 
“do students follow the codes”), which distorts the survey because you have to select 
something even if you‘re unsure. That’s why I marked 9 under whether I answered 
honestly, because sometimes I simply chose what seemed most appropriate but had 
to choose something.

27.	 Some questions lacked the option “not applicable,” so I had to select inaccurate answers.

28.	 How will we be able to see the survey results?

29.	 Regarding academic ethics. While defending my PhD thesis, one of the committee 
members represented a company that had conflicts with my supervisor’s company. 
A few weeks before and during the defense, this member tried to influence the other 
committee members to prevent me from successfully defending. After four hours, I 
did defend my dissertation because the other members voted in favor. It’s difficult to 
verify such things, but I suspect I became a victim of internal company conflicts, and 
the defense may not have been completely objective.

30.	 Sometimes I missed a “neutral” option, as there were questions where I had no strong 
opinion.

31.	 In questions about AI tools like ChatGPT, there was no option to explain why I chose 
a particular answer. AI can be very helpful for researchers if used ethically and with 
the right tools. I have participated in a special course on ethical AI use and believe it 
is important to spread this knowledge widely among researchers. If AI is banned in 
Lithuania, the gap between our researchers and those in developed countries will only 
grow in project success and publications.

32.	 The questions about violations were very categorical. I haven’t directly encountered 
yes-or-no situations; the cases presented are extreme and don’t always reflect reality. 
For example, I don’t believe a supervisor wouldn’t contribute to a PhD student’s work 
and yet demand first authorship. In international programs, it’s often the student who 
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is first author, followed by the supervisor, reflecting teamwork. The issue of including 
authors who didn’t contribute is also complicated: perhaps some contributed a little, 
but we evaluate contributions differently. Ethics is a slippery slope — it’s hard to measure 
how much is enough to avoid violations. Shouldn’t the ethics office consider creating 
a universal academic ethics code to reduce subjective interpretations? However, a 
code that is too strict may also hinder science: including a slightly contributing author 
shouldn’t necessarily lead to dismissal. Where are the limits, and how long should they 
apply? A national-level academic ethics code (distinct from work ethics) is needed for 
consistent evaluation.

33.	 The question about age seems discriminatory — do responses really depend on age?

34.	 In questions about AI tools like ChatGPT, there were no questions about the purpose 
of use. For example, it’s one thing when instructors generate entire reports with AI, and 
another when they use it to correct language or find ideas. This applies to students too. 
As an instructor, I sometimes ask students to use AI tools and then critically evaluate 
and adapt the results. Therefore, even the question about whether I trust AI developers 
is more nuanced — I know how AI works and can judge when to trust the results. The 
last part of your questionnaire should be more detailed and nuanced.

35.	 The AI questions in the questionnaire didn’t allow comments. I would have noted that I 
found AI answers often false or hallucinatory, and therefore unreliable. Also, I found that 
when AI is asked questions in Lithuanian, it only uses Lithuanian sources.

36.	 The questionnaire is very biased, assuming that everyone around is unethical and 
requiring more regulation and punishment. It shows a lack of trust in scientists and 
their work.

37.	 Where will we be able to see the survey or study results? It would be good if you sent 
them to the same contacts used for the survey invitation. Thank you!

38.	 Very strong pressure from editors. There was even a recent event at FORUM PALACE 
on this topic.

39.	 It would be nice to see the survey results somewhere. Please publish an article on LRT 
or similar media — it would also help promote science.

40.	 I look forward to seeing the study results.

41.	 I wish you success in doing work that will improve life in Lithuania.

42.	 It is disappointing that monographs published in Lithuania (and in Lithuanian) with 
institutional or private funding are no longer included among evaluated publications. 
They are important for local readers, specialists in other fields, and students.

43.	 Scientific research should be conducted by scientists (professors, PhDs), not lecturers, 
especially in technology fields where one is not involved in the design and creation of 
technology, but only uses it. Also, lecturers do not see the real-world application of the 
produced items.

44.	 I love LSD <3

45.	 Not all study programs have the possibility to conduct research. In general, research 
should be done by those with PhDs or professorial rank, but now everyone is being 
forced to do it. Lithuania still lacks the capacity for all study programs to conduct 
research: there are no labs, no proper funding. Laws are passed without considering 
actual possibilities. They want to make researchers out of everyone, but some decisions 
make no sense. Instead of logic, we have showcase-level work and constant pressure: 
“You must.” Workload calculations are unrealistic, having a full workload is nearly 
impossible. Given the salaries, it’s surprising anyone still works as a lecturer. They already 
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work overtime to prepare lectures and improve their qualifications, often at their own 
expense, which affects family wellbeing. The working conditions don’t allow people 
to feel safe and dignified in their jobs. One cannot oppose decisions without risking 
dismissal. In some cases, the authorities’ attitude is clearly unethical. I don’t believe that 
researchers in Lithuania can effectively defend their rights in cases of ethical violations 
like mobbing. On the contrary — I have personally experienced this, and career-blocking 
mobbing continues.

46.	 Some questions were phrased unethically.

47.	 I have no trust in LMT’s ethics or research funding processes. Research funding depends 
on nepotism, and corruption is widespread in Lithuania’s academic community. If LMT 
seriously wanted to stop nepotism, they would involve international reviewers — but 
that would stop the money flowing to their friends.

48.	 The main problem with anonymity in the digital world is the questionable guarantee of 
privacy, leading to distrust in anonymous reporting systems.

49.	 The final questions allow identifying the respondent, so I did not answer them — thus 
the survey loses anonymity.

50.	 When asking to fill out such a serious questionnaire, it should be stated that it will 
take much longer than 20 minutes because of many open questions that require 
detailed answers. Giving a misleading estimate of time is already an ethical violation. 
Participants should also be motivated by explaining the purpose of the questionnaire 
and how it will benefit them. Moreover, there were not 50 questions as shown in 
the progress indicator, but 69 according to numbering — another case of misleading 
participants.

51.	 Please only help where needed. I was surprised by the collection of demographic data. 
Based on all the criteria, it would not be difficult to identify individuals. The confidentiality 
promised at the beginning is not entirely real. I didn’t want to indicate my age, but I did. 
I don’t believe age matters — personal qualities and maturity are far more important.

52.	 Excellent questionnaire — I filled it out with interest.

53.	 Changes are urgently needed in student academic ethics. There are no clear boundaries; 
only teachers face restrictions (e.g., students who skip lectures still evaluate teachers 
and courses), which seriously affects study quality. This has been discussed in the 
media.

54.	 An urgent unified agreement is needed on AI use in higher education — for example, 
for assignments or exams where instructors do not recommend such assistance. The 
same applies to exams held in the SEB (Safe Exam Browser) environment. Otherwise, 
knowledge assessments will soon become meaningless. Unfortunately, my institution 
doesn’t yet see this as a major problem.

55.	 Good luck!

56.	 Good luck, we await changes.

57.	 Best of luck.

58.	 Today there is a great lack of dialogue between creators and end users. A lot has been 
created, both useful and useless — let’s not drown each other in endless requirements 
that take away too much of our precious life time.

59.	 I hope the answers will contribute to creating a better academic environment.

60.	 Such topics should be discussed in open public debates, involving various stakeholders.
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61.	 The question assessing institutions from an ethics perspective was not very appropriate. 
Institutions do not formally promote violations — actions happen in labs or departments, 
where people work in small groups.

62.	 Instead of fighting windmills by creating endless ethics committees and regulations, it 
would be better to change the system of student assessments. Written papers (theses, 
coursework, etc.) should be phased out as outdated. AI writes better texts than 99% of 
my students. Why teach writing? We should teach how to work with AI. Just like we 
no longer require people to hand-milk cows. Personally, I feel my work is becoming 
meaningless — I always know when AI was used, but there’s no legal proof, nor will 
there ever be. We cannot put the genie back in the bottle, but we can change the 
assessment system — for example, in my time, 80% of exams were oral. Even final 
theses could be replaced by live interviews with a committee.
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