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Goals of the Integrity Project
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• To prevent corruption – dissemination of 
integrity

• To change administrative culture and 
officials’ attitude

• To innovate
• To measure budgetary organs 

(benchmarking)
• To ‘open public sphere’ (transparency, 

accountability)
• To develop audit methodologies
• To train the civil servants
• To help governmental bodies
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Why the Integrity Project?

• New role of the SAO of Hungary 

• European financial support

• Corruption situation 

• Prevention-based approach in the 

fight against corruption (integrity)
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EU-funded Twinning Light 
project

Partner: Netherlands Court of Audit

Result: Final comprehensive study

Corruption risk assessment  

methodology

Objectives: Encourage the anti-corruption measures of 

the government

Duration: Six months (2007 autumn - 2008 spring)
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Lessons we learned

• Concept of Integrity 

• Integrity approach 

• Focus on prevention

• Integrity risk 

• Vulnerabilities

• Mapping integrity risks
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Project features
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• Project owner: State Audit Office of 
Hungary (SAO)

• Start of implementation: 01. 12. 2009.

• End of Project: 30. 04. 2012. (+5 years)

• Project budget:  1,05 million euro 

• Ratio of EU subsidies: 100%

• EU funding: National Development Plan
2007-2013
(European Social Fund)
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Project’s milestones
1. Preparation (project organization, preliminary communication)

2. Project administration 

3. Ensuring Transparency 

4. Development of a multi-purpose electronic data collecting and 
processing application platform framework

5. Data collection 

6. Data processing and analysis 

7. Organization of programs for target groups, interested third parties 
and the public 

8. Development of methodology 

9. Publication 

10. Professional and executive education 

11. Drafting proposals for state intervention 

12. Horizontal measures (upon the EU requirements) 

13. Follow-up period (5 years after 2012) 

14. Closing of the Project
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The Integrity Survey
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• Target groups of the survey: public sector, 
budgetary institutions (proportional sampling)

• Adapting Self Assessment INTegrity (SAINT) method 
into the Hungarian circumstances

• 2011-2017: yearly surveys with questionnaire 
consisting of 155 questions (digital, voluntary)

• Risk analysis: vulnerability profile vs. maturity of 
control measures

• Complex indexes (defined algorithms, automated 
system)

• Geo-information System (GIS) for publication: ‘Risk 
Map’
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Methods used

• Voluntary based data collecting (personal anonymity)

• Using smart, digital form via Internet

• Automated data processing

• Summing up risk points

• 3 indexes are calculated:
o Inherent Vulnerability Index (IVI)

o Enhanced Factors Index (EFI)

o Lack of Controls Index (LoCI) (in 2013 existence of controls 
index)

• Scale of results: 0-100 points

• Visualisation of results on digital map (search & 
compare)
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Results until now
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• The 3rd Integrity Survey was completed in 2013

• Elaborated corruption risk methodology

• Corruption Risk Map available via Internet

• Geoinformatics System

• Integrity appears in the education materials of public 
servants

• Training methodology & materials

• Project proposals for public administration 
organizations

• Trained public servants and trainer candidates

• Professional contacts with NGOs and Government
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Technical developments

• Integrity website

• Digital questionnaire (revised and improved in 
2013)

• System for data reception and processing 
(TiiiR)

• Digital map
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Countrywide 
participation
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Survey participation figures 
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Significant participation
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Participation in the survey by institution types (2011-2013) 
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Identification of risk areas
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• EU financial support 

• Public procurement

• Authority activities 

• Experts’ activity 

• Organizational changes

• Fluctuation

• Changes in the regulatory environment
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Inherent Vulnerability 
Index

Inherent Vulnerability Index

(2011-2012)
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Enhanced Factors Index
Enhanced Factors Index

(2011-2012)
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Lack of Controls Index
Lack of Controls index

(2011-2012)
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Ethics-related questions 
from the 2013 survey

(preliminary results)
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Does your institution have 
a Code of Ethics?

• Independent organs of the state: Yes: 83%; No: 17% 

• Judiciary: Yes: 48%; No: 52% 

• Governmental bodies: Yes: 38%; No: 63% 

• Day nurseries and kindergartens: Yes: 35%; No: 65%

• Sport & leisure institutions: Yes: 20%; No: 80

• Local authorities: Yes: 18%; No: 82%
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How does your institution 
regulate conflicts of interest?

• Judiciary: 4%, 96%, 0%

• independent organs of the state: 4%, 96%, 0%

• Governmental bodies: 0%, 88%, 12%

• Local governments: 3%, 81% 17%

• Sport & leisure institutions: 0%, 67%, 33%

• Day nurseries and kindergartens: 1%, 51%, 48%

2013 survey:
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Does your institution have a 
published strategy?
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• Day nurseries and kindergartens: Yes: 63%; No: 37%

• Governmental bodies: Yes: 63%; No: 37%

• Judiciary: Yes: 57%; No: 43%

• Local governments: Yes: 53%; No: 47%

• Sport & leisure institutions: Yes: 47%; No: 53%

• Independent organs of the state: Yes: 33%; No: 67%

2013 survey:
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If your institution has a published strategy, does it 
contain the following topics: strengthening of 

integrity, fighting against corruption and 
improving administrative culture?
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• independent organs of the state: Yes: 100%; No: 0%

• Judiciary: Yes: 92%; No: 8%

• Police & Army: Yes: 92; No: 8%

• Local governments: Yes: 48%; No: 52%

• Sport & leisure institutions: Yes: 43%; No: 57%

2013 survey:
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Does your institution regulate the 
acceptance of gifts, travels and 

invitations?

• Judiciary: Yes: 43%; No: 57%

• Governmental bodies: Yes: 25%; No: 75%

• Sport & leisure institutions: Yes 21%; No: 79%

• Day nurseries and kindergartens: Yes: 13%; No: 87%

• independent organs of the state: Yes: 13%; No: 87%

• Local governments: Yes: 11%; No: 89%
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Future tasks
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• Analysis of the 2013 survey’s data

• Integration of the results of the integrity 
surveys into the SAO audit programs/special 
emphasis on soft controls

• Long term (5-year) partnership agreements 
with public sector institutions for participation

• Operating a Forum for the survey’s 
participants on the Integrity website of SAO
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Thank you for your kind 
attention!

‘Integrity Website’:
http://integritas.asz.hu

E-mail: info.integritas@asz.hu


