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Abstract. The article examines how trust is reflected in Lithuania’s national strategic documents. Adapt-
ing a signalling theory approach, the documents were analysed as instruments for expressing institutional
intentions and governance value commitments. While most research on public-sector trust focuses on citizens’
perceptions, this study shifts the perspective toward the signals governments themselves transmit. A qualita-
tive content analysis identified 37 trust-related signals, grouped under the dimensions of competence, benev-
olence, and integrity. The documents show a clear aspiration to strengthen trust-based governance through
commitments to collaboration, professional capacity, and value-driven decision-making. At the same time,
signals related to control, centralisation, and monitoring introduce a different perspective, creating a mixed
signalling environment. This coexistence suggests that trust-oriented rhetoric is moderated by established
administrative practices. The findings highlight the need to examine how such signals are interpreted and
implemented in practice, and how they shape broader trust dynamics in governance.
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Introduction

Public governance today operates under a combination of complex and overlapping pressures. Geo-
political tensions, social fragmentation, and rapid policy changes that exceed the capacity of traditional
hierarchical steering (Dunleavy et al., 2006; Serensen, Torfing, 2018). Under such conditions, control and
efficiency-oriented governance models, long associated with New Public Management, struggle to en-
sure responsiveness, coordination, and legitimacy (Funck, Karlsson, 2020). These conditions highlight the
need for approaches able to link different sectors, draw on varied competencies, and support joint action
in areas where one institution is no longer sufficient (Kinder et al., 2020; Liu, 2022).

Recent scholarship increasingly notes that relationship-based governance depends on trust as a central
enabling mechanism. Studies show that trust helps reduce administrative barriers, supports collaboration,
and strengthens the legitimacy of public decisions (Hult, 2018, Schillemans, Bjurstrem, 2020). Nordic
countries have become leading examples of such trust-based governance, where administrations rely more
on autonomy, dialogue, and professional judgement, and less on detailed control (Andreasson, 2017, Bent-
zen, 2022, Svare et al., 2023). Importantly, research also demonstrates that trust does not eliminate control.
Instead, trust and control work together: trust helps make regulatory tools more meaningful and easier to
accept within collaborative relationships (Bentzen, 2021; Siverbo et al., 2024).

Although trust is widely discussed, it often remains abstract and difficult to implement in practice.
This is why some authors describe it as a “magic concept” - attractive and widely supported, but hard
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to translate into concrete actions (Pollitt, Hupe, 2011; Bentzen et al., 2024). Research on trust in public
governance mainly examines citizens’ trust in institutions, public service quality, or corruption levels (Pe-
rez-Chiques, Meza, 2021; Robinson et al., 2021; Liu, Duarte, 2023, Potipiroon, 2024). Lithuanian studies
follow a similar pattern, focusing on societal trust trends and the reasons for low confidence in public
institutions (Gudzinskas, Bakutis, 2017, Cepeliauskaité, Petrauskiené, 2017).

Yet one important gap persists: we still know relatively little about how governments themselves at-
tempt to create trust. Little is known about how the state transmit its intentions, values, or capabilities to
the public, or how these signals influence citizens” willingness to trust. Six (2007) argued that trust-build-
ing in governance often develops through continuous signals that actors send and interpret, suggesting
that signalling processes play an important role in shaping trust relationships (Zavattaro et al., 2024). This
idea has rarely been developed in empirical studies, and signalling theory has not been applied to examin-
ing how governments communicate trustworthiness through their strategic documents.

To address this gap, this study uses signalling theory to examine how the state presents itself and sends
trust-related intentions in its strategic governance documents. Signalling theory explains how different
actors use signals to reduce uncertainty and decide whether the other side is trustworthy (Spence, 1973).
Seeing national strategic documents as signalling instruments offers a useful way to understand how gov-
ernments present — or attempt to present — trustworthiness.

The study analyses key documents from Lithuania’s strategic management system using qualitative
content analysis. Trust-building signals are interpreted through three well-established dimensions of
trustworthiness: competence, benevolence, and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995, Liu, 2022, Bentzen, 2022).
This method allows linking theoretical trust-based governance concept with the actual language used in
state strategies, supported by applying content analysis that first identifies signals inductively and then
refines them deductively (Mayring, 2000).

The results show that Lithuania’s strategic documents express a clear ambition to strengthen trust in
public governance, emphasising collaboration, professionalism, and a shift toward more value-driven ad-
ministration. Yet these trust-oriented messages coexist with signals linked to control, centralisation, and
risk management. This creates a rather ambivalent signalling environment: on the one hand, it promotes
trust-building ambitions; on the other, it reinforces structures that tend to limit them. Such tension raises
important questions about how trust-based governance can be realised in practice.

2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Trust, distrust and control

Although the academic literature does not offer a single agreed definition of trust, most scholars link
it to vulnerability and risk-taking, grounded in positive expectations about another party’s behaviour or
intentions (Verhoest et al., 2024). Governance research most often relies on the conceptualisation devel-
oped by Meyer et al. (1995), which frames trust as a deliberate decision based on logic, experience, and
its reflection (Messick, Kramer, 2001; Méllering, 2006). In this view, trust is relational: it does not stand
alone but develops within interactions between actors. Building on the logic of trust as a decision, Dietz
and Den Hartog (2006) define trust as an assessment of another party’s trustworthiness. Trustworthiness
is described as an internal judgement about whether another actor (individual or organisation) can rea-
sonably be trusted (Hasche et al., 2021). Trustworthiness is commonly analysed through three elements
- competence, benevolence, and integrity (Gill et al., 2005, Liu, 2022, Bentzen, 2022). At the institutional
level, competence is understood as the ability to operate effectively and professionally and to ensure the
implementation of agreed rules (Hult, 2018; Svare et al. 2019). In governance, competence also reflects
the capacity to provide public goods and generate collective welfare (Liu 2022). Benevolence directs ori-
entation toward societal wellbeing and the avoidance of opportunism (Popelier et al. 2021). In public
management, it is expressed through actions reflecting public interest and societal expectations, as well as
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cooperative relations between structures and organizations (Bentzen, 2019; Vento, 2023). Integrity refers
to consistent and values-based action, and alignment between words and deeds (Klimchak et al., 2020;
Hasche et al. 2021). Decisions and actions grounded in integrity reflect ethical principles, fairness, trans-
parency, equality, and orientation toward public good (Popelier et al. 2021). Perceived integrity is a critical
foundation of trust: citizens are more likely to accept even unfavourable decisions, and more inclined to
cooperate and follow rules, when processes appear fair and consistent (OECD, 2024).

Two analytical approaches to trust and distrust dominate the literature. The first (and most prevalent)
treats them as opposing poles, where distrust inhibits trust (Latusek et al., 2020; Verhoest et al., 2024). The
second, analyses trust and distrust as interrelated elements that coexist within relationships and depend
on context (Bentzen, 2022). Authors note that effective relationships depend on a workable balance be-
tween trust and distrust, enabling both aspects to function productively (Oomsels et al., 2019). Important-
ly, this optimal balance is not a symmetrical midpoint. It is rather a context-specific ratio that maintains
the functionality of both: sufficient trust to enable cooperation and new initiatives, and a necessary degree
of distrust to preserve “healthy scepticism” and ensure accountability (Oomsels et al., 2019).

Literature identifies control as one of the key mechanisms to manage and reduce existing distrust in
governance. Control is also described as an institutional response to emerging risks and uncertainty about
potentially negative intentions or opportunism (Weibel et al., 2016). Control may take different forms.
In some cases, it compensates for existing distrust (Bentzen, 2021), while in others it reinforces trust by
supporting consistency and shared standards (Siverbo et al. 2024). In the latter case, control does not stem
from suspicion but rather contributes to trust-building. It supports behavioural consistency, goal stability,
adherence to shared norms, and ensures that actors operate under common standards (Schillemans, Bjur-
strom, 2020; Verhoest et al., 2024).

In public governance, trust and distrust operate within a multilevel governance structure. Institutional
actions at one level shape trust assessments at others and reinforcing-compensating dynamics emerge
across levels (Perrier et al., 2024). These dynamics suggest that trust should be seen less as an individual
attitude and more as an institutional and systemic process, where predictability, procedural fairness, and
the capacity to act in the public interest play a central role (Oomsels, Bouckaert, 2014). Within this system
of interdependencies, institutions continuously send signals of trustworthiness or control to each other
and to society. As a result, the logic of trust and distrust naturally shifts toward the interpretation of sig-
nals, forming the basis for applying signalling theory to governance analysis.

2.2. Signalling theory

Signalling theory offers a way to examine how actors communicate behaviour, information, values,
and intentions. Although the theory is most often applied to interpersonal relations (Fatima et al., 2021),
scholars have begun employing ST to analyse inter-organizational collaboration (Six, 2007; Fawcett et al.,
2017) and communication through organizational documents (Ching, Gerab, 2017).

Signalling theory focuses on information asymmetry within relationships. It emerges when one par-
ty (managers, institutions) holds more information and by this creates unfavourable conditions for the
less-informed party to adequately evaluate the situation or make decisions (Connelly et al., 2011). In the
public sector, the state and its institutions typically hold superior information regarding future and deci-
sion-making, generating uncertainty and tension for citizens and stakeholders and shaping the conditions
for (dis)trust formation (Raaphorst, Van de Walle, 2018).

Signals are observable signs (behaviour, communication, documents, structures) aimed at reducing
ambiguity and providing information on the sender’s trustworthiness, competence, and value orienta-
tion (Fatima et al., 2021). Signals may be direct or indirect, and their interpretation often depends on
how recipients view both the sender and the signal itself (Connelly et al., 2011). Interpretation is shaped
by the receiver’s existing “frames’, functioning as cognitive filters for assessing information and shared
purpose (Six, 2007). The normative frame (values, transparency, loyalty, competence, responsibility, and
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commitments) reduces opportunism and encourages cooperation and behaviour based on moral and so-
cial norms. Signals emphasizing control, evaluation, strict procedures, and ongoing monitoring reflect
the gain frame, oriented toward self-protection and behavioural regulation. Finally, the hedonic frame
prioritizes rapid comfort and short-term outlooks (Lindenberg, 1997). The normative frame facilitates
trust-building, while gain and hedonic frames foster distrust. Signalling theory thus shows that trust does
not emerge simply from the absence of distrust; it requires continuous normative signalling that aligns the
sender’s and receiver’s interests and supports a long-term relationship (Six, 2007).

Signals sent by the public sector (political commitments, performance indicators, procedural rules,
transparency practices, the tone and structure of documents) communicate the trustworthiness of institu-
tions and the potential for trust. For this reason, strategic and legal documents are suitable instruments for
assessing state-generated (dis)trust signals. They define the state’s vision, value orientation, and operating
logic, and shape the relationship between the state and society (Fatima et al., 2021; Giraudeau, 2008). The
provisions embedded in documents function as indicators revealing whether the state’s governance orien-
tation is driven by trust or by control, and they constitute the “frames” within which public sector actors
and society operate (Lindenberg, 2003; Zavattaro et al., 2024). Clear and values-based commitments usu-
ally signal trustworthiness, while more detailed or sanction-oriented mechanisms tend to reflect a logic of
distrust (Six, 2007; Hult, 2018).

Empirical research shows that the term “trust” is rarely used explicitly in documents. More often, trust
signals are communicated indirectly - through accountability, transparency, engagement, cooperation, or
“walk the talk” consistency. Integration of these principles serves as a core indicator of institutional efforts
to create a trustworthy administrative environment (Zavattaro et al., 2024; Rochel 2023). Strategic doc-
uments are therefore an appropriate instrument for assessing state-generated (dis)trust signals (OECD,
2024). Their language, declared principles, and embedded norms serve as indicators of how the state per-
ceives its role, what expectations it sets for institutions, and what type of relationship it seeks with society.
Strategic document analysis enables the identification of the architecture of trust and control signals and
the systemic assumptions underpinning public sector action (Hunt, 2003, Gunningham, Sinclair, 2009).

This theoretical approach provides the foundations for developing a signalling theory-based method-
ology and applying it to identify and interpret (dis)trust signals embedded in Lithuania’s planning doc-
uments. Using this approach, state strategic management documents are examined not only as formal
texts but also as structured communicative acts that reveal core assumptions, normative orientations,
and governance expectations (Zavattaro et al., 2024). Lithuania offers a relevant case for signalling-based
trust analysis because its public administration has long been rooted in control, legalism, and centralized
bureaucracy (Pivoras, 2013; Nakrosis, 2018). Such system consistently generates signals emphasising pro-
cedures and control rather than cooperation or citizen engagement. The literature confirms that public
institutions operate in fragmented ways, decisions are made within isolated structures, and mechanisms
for collaboration and participation function weakly (§iugidiniené et al. 2019; Jukneviéiené 2023). This
environment is reflected in low levels of public trust in government. According to Eurobarometer (2024)
data, 71% of citizens did not trust the National Parliament and 60% did not trust the Government. In-
dicators confirm a longstanding deficit of trust-related institutional signals. A turning point in the Lith-
uanian case was the approval of the State Progress Strategy “Lithuania 2050” (Seimas of the Republic of
Lithuania, 2023), which established trust as a strategic ambition for national development and governance
transformation. The document signals an effort to shift from control toward empowerment, inclusive
decision-making, and co-creation, thereby challenging a deeply embedded administrative culture. This
enables the analytical perspective of the article - the potential transformation of strategic documents into
instruments capable of shaping a new architecture of institutional signals.

Methodology

The research focuses on the trust and distrust signals that the state conveys through its strategic plan-
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ning documents. The study draws on signalling theory (Connelly et al., 2011; Lindenberg, 1997), which ar-
gues that institutions influence how recipients perceive their competences, values, and intentions through
rhetoric, priorities, and decisions. In this context, strategic documents are analysed as sources of social
and institutional logic signals communicated by the state.

A qualitative content analysis was used and carried out in two coding cycles (Hsieh, Shannon, 2005).
The first reading followed an inductive logic, identifying meaningful segments and preliminary signals.
In the second cycle, the initial codes were revisited, merged, and refined deductively, during which the
initial codes were revisited, merged, renamed, and organised according to established dimensions of trust-
worthiness (competence, benevolence, integrity). Each coded segment was additionally assigned a signal
direction (positive, negative, or neutral). Coding was carried out in MAXQDA Analytics (version 24.11.0),
segmenting the text into meaningful units that reflected institutional intentions, value orientations, or
procedural logic. The coded material was then examined to identify dominant themes, the underlying
narrative logics, and how different signals pointed either toward trust or toward control.

The documents included in the analysis come from different levels of the national strategic manage-
ment system:

1. State strategy level: the State Progress Strategy Lithuania 2050 (hereafter LT2050, Seimas of the Repub-

lic of Lithuania, 2023);

2. Strategic level: the National Progress Plan 2021-2030 (hereafter NPP, Government of the Republic of
Lithuania, 2020);

3. Programming level: the Ministry of the Interior’s Public Governance Development Programme 2022-
2030 (hereafter Governance Programme, Ministry of the Interior, 2022);

4. Operational level - the Ministry of the Interior’s Strategic Activity Plan 2025-2027 (hereafter MOI
SAP, (Ministry of the Interior, 2025).

The language of strategic management documents is not strictly legalistic; rather, it reflects a formal
bureaucratic and strategic-planning discourse, which makes them suitable for analysing institutional sig-
nals. Their selection was guided by their function in articulating the state’s strategic vision, institutional
values, and intended logic of action.

The study has certain limitations, mainly because strategic documents describe intended rather than
implemented action and exhibit the level of abstraction characteristic of strategic language. Nevertheless,
this methodological approach enables a systematic identification of the trust signals communicated by the
state and reveals the underlying institutional narrative across the strategic planning hierarchy.

Analysis

The analysis looks at Lithuania’s strategic planning documents to identify the trust and distrust signals
the state conveys through its official strategic communication. The documents were analysed by identify-
ing text elements (word combinations, phrases, sentences or groups of sentences) that signal the creation
or strengthening of trust or distrust in public governance.

The coding scheme includes 37 trust and distrust codes (signals), which were grouped into three cat-
egories — competence, benevolence, and integrity (a full code list is provided in Annex 1). These catego-
ries are derived from recognised antecedents of trustworthiness in the trust literature and represent key
dimensions in the formation of trust. In total, 1,496 elements reflecting trust and distrust aspects were
identified. A broad analytical approach was used, and it was not limited to cases where trust or distrust was
mentioned explicitly (n=58). Most identified expressions were indirect (n=1438).

The ‘Competence’ category forms the largest share of the identified codes (n=775, 52%) and covers
technical, analytical, and strategic capabilities such as efficiency, evidence-based governance, multi-level
governance, risk prevention, governance improvement, leadership, and other elements of professionalism.
The category of ‘Benevolence’ (n=440, 30%) reflects the state’s intention to act for the benefit of society - to
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cooperate, build partnerships and engagement, maintain dialogue, and strengthen community-based and
social values. The category of ‘Integrity’ (n=281, 18%) encompasses responsibility, consistency, transparen-
cy, control, and mechanisms of monitoring and evaluation, procedural fairness.

The codes, along with the differences between individual documents, point to distinct dominant gov-
ernance logics. LT2050 stands out due to its ‘Benevolence’ (n=225) and ‘Competence’ (n=223) codes (val-
ues, cooperation, partnership, trust), reflecting the purpose of a visionary document - to set a normative
direction, foster a sense of collective purpose, and articulate the value framework for state action. The NPP
is dominated by ‘Competence’ (n=245), emphasising a practical orientation towards diagnosing existing
problems and planning implementation processes. Frequent codes such as challenges, efficiency and com-
petences and skills reaffirm a functional-technocratic governance logic.

The Government Programme is marked by a distinctly lower number of identified codes (n=91) and a
narrower range of them. This reflects the document’s operational and bureaucratic nature of the document
— it is oriented towards detailing NPP objectives, programming measures, and implementing performance
indicators. Due to this structure, the document constructs management procedures rather than relational
or value-based narratives.

The MOI SAP codes related to control, digitalisation, risk prevention and efficiency dominate, reflect-
ing the operational nature of the document and the specific functions of the Ministry. The categories of
‘Competence’ (n=254) and ‘Integrity’ (n=128) are particularly prominent, indicating a strong orientation
towards process efficiency, transparency, accountability, and institutional order.

Table No. 1. Most Frequently Occurring Codes Across the Documents

Governance
LT2050 NPP VRM SVP
Programme
B Challenges Consistency Efficiency

: Values (@=50) (n=50) (n-13) (n=43)

=]

e . Efficiency Multi-level governance Competencies and skills

2 C t =37 =

g ooperation (n ) @=31) (1=9) (=40)

g Partnership Challenges Risk prevention

= st (n=3

Z Trust (@=35) (n=22) (n=9) (n=40)

g L . B Efficiency Control

g Partnership (n=30) Cooperation (n=19) (n=8) (n=36)

o Competencies and skills Competencies and skills Engagement Governance Digitalization

=]

= (n=26). (n=18) (n=8) (n=33)

Source: Author

When examining how the codes relate to one another across documents, it becomes clear that the
categories function as an interconnected network of governance elements. The co-occurrence analy-
sis highlights how different components of trust interact across the texts. The most frequent code pairs
(multi-level governance & governance improvement (n=9), multi-level governance & efficiency (n=9),
efficiency & competences and skills (n=9)) indicate that governance is conceptualised as a coherent system
of collaboration, professionalism, and institutional capacity, linking multiple governance levels and sec-
tors. Efficiency, grounded in human capabilities, reflects a results-oriented logic built on innovation and
capacity strengthening rather than strict oversight. Co-occurrences of control & multi-level governance
(n=8) signal an aspiration to disperse centralised management through a multi-level system, strengthen-
ing distributed responsibility. The pairing of evidence-based governance & evaluation and monitoring
(n=8) indicates a move towards data-driven governance, where evaluation plays a dual role - informing
decision-making while also reinforcing oversight and control.
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The explicit use of the trust code (n=58) shows that trust functions as a multi-layered and gover-
nance-relevant concept, operating at both interpersonal and institutional levels. Its identified expressions
encompass interpersonal trust, trust in institutions, democratic procedures, and the state. Trust is framed
both as a component of social capital ([...] progress objectives will contribute to building an open, free, and
self-confident society [...]’, NPB, , Annnex 5, p. 14) and as a precondition for governance quality (‘Voter
turnout and trust [...] constitute key characteristics of a democratic state; NPB, Annnex 5, p. 10) and resil-
ience (‘[...] Trust in oneself, in one another, and in state institutions becomes one of our essential existential
aspirations’, LT2050, p. 21). The institutional and governance dimension is especially visible in strategy
documents, where trust acquires a normative and value-based character (‘Citizens and public authorities
are linked by a relationship of mutual trust and openness’, LT2050, p. 23).

There are clear differences in how trust is expressed across the documents. LT2050 frames trust as a
normative foundation for the functioning of the state and democracy (‘Citizen-created democracy: reli-
able, open, inclusive’, LT2050, p.21), acting as a condition for systemic transformation and a component
of the social contract. In the NPP, trust acquires a functional meaning and is understood as an indicator of
social capital (‘Attention should also be paid to people s trust in one another. [ ...] only a small share of the
population trusts others’, NPP, Annex 5, p. 6), shaping social well-being, civic responsibility, and public
sector effectiveness. In contrast, the Government Programme and MOI SAP reduce trust to an indicator
(‘Share of residents who trust institutions’, MOI SAP, p. 68), with limited conceptual elaboration. In
these documents, trust is applied mainly as a measure of institutional reputation and administrative per-
formance. These differences suggest a tension between the strategic vision and the realities of operational
governance. High-level documents construct trust as a holistic direction for public governance, whereas
operational documents fragment it and do not integrate it consistently into everyday governance practic-
es. Nonetheless, a common narrative runs across all documents — trust is understood both as a condition
for modern governance and as an outcome of it.

A closer look at the codes for control, centralisation, and evaluation and monitoring proved espe-
cially informative, as the academic literature often treats them as the opposite to trust — mechanisms
defining hierarchical, rule-based, and oversight-driven governance (Latusek et al., 2020). In the analysed
documents, these codes are the only ones directly signalling regulatory or distrust-oriented logic. This
represents an attempt to assess how governance architecture aligns with trust-building ambitions and
what signals the documents send about prevailing governance orientations.

Across the documents, these codes appear consistently and are closely interlinked. LT2050 presents
evaluation and monitoring as tools for responsibility, transparency, and adaptability, while also acknowl-
edging their potential to strengthen control (‘The deployment of advanced technologies in governance
systems may reinforce inclusive democracy and transparency, [...] but they may also be used for in-
creased societal control and surveillance’, LT2050, p. 9). In the NPP, evaluation and monitoring and con-
trol are oriented towards efficiency, risk management, and performance, while centralisation is justified
by crisis management, competence disparities, and financial stability (‘7o mitigate the consequences of
the COVID-19 crisis, it was necessary to mobilise state resources’, NPP, Annex 5, p. 5). In the MOI SAP
and the Government Programme, these codes become administrative functions — monitoring, checking,
regulating, and consolidating decisions — with decentralisation largely remaining rhetorical.

Looking at how these codes relate to #7ust shows a more ambiguous connection. Strategic documents
frame trust as a value-based direction for state development, yet at the implementation level the structures
of evaluation and monitoring, control, and centralisation dominate. This does not indicate opposition
but rather co-existence: trust operates as a normative aspiration, while control and monitoring function
as practical instruments for ensuring predictability, reliability, and risk management. In programmatic
documents, these functions are further strengthened: control becomes a guarantee of external trust, eval-
uation and monitoring establishes the basis for efficiency and consistency, and centralisation serves as a
coordination mechanism.

Taken together, the documents outline a dual, hybrid governance paradigm. On the one hand, the state
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identifies the importance and necessity of trust; on the other, real governance effectiveness is associated
with discipline, coordination, and risk management. This points to a broader assumption—also reflected
in empirical trust data—that commitments to inclusiveness and decentralisation remain largely declara-
tive, while actual governance is grounded in centralised authority and monitoring instruments.

Results

The analysis showed a consistent intention to move away from the control- and efficiency-oriented
logic of New Public Management and toward a more trust-based approach that emphasises inclusion,
value-driven dialogue, and cooperation. Across all documents, trust is presented broadly, covering insti-
tutional reliability, elements of social solidarity, and aspects of democratic system stability. In these doc-
uments, trust appears at several levels: as a normative principle, a strategic state objective, and also as an
instrument for reinforcing system resilience, citizen engagement, and governance quality. This trust-ori-
ented discourse is particularly pronounced in a context where public confidence in institutions has his-
torically remained low.

Using signalling theory, the documents were examined as state-issued trust signals that point to the
declared logic of institutional action, the prevailing normative frame, and the intended trajectory toward
a trust-based governance model. A total of 1,496 segments were assigned to 37 signal codes and grouped
into three trustworthiness dimensions: competence, benevolence, and integrity. The results demonstrate
a clear imbalance among these categories: competence accounted for 52% of all signals (775 segments),
benevolence for 30% (440 segments), and integrity for 18% (281 segments). This distribution shows a con-
tinued emphasis on professionalism, evidence-informed decision-making, elements of risk management,
and various efficiency-related practices as the primary mechanisms through which trust is constructed.

Competence as a central part of the trust architecture

Competence-related codes reflected commitments to efficiency, strategic capacity, risk prevention,
leadership, process improvement, and evidence-based governance. These signals convey the state’s aspira-
tion to build a professional public sector capable of managing complexity and uncertainty. In this framing,
trust is constructed primarily through institutions’ ability to operate professionally, consistently, and ra-
tionally. Such a logic continues the long-standing administrative tradition in which legitimacy is closely
linked to performance and effectiveness.

Benevolence and the shift toward value-driven governance

The benevolence dimension, most prominent in vision-level documents, signals the state’s aim to fos-
ter a partnership-based, dialogic relationship with society. This category foregrounds community soli-
darity, democratic participation, partnership, and inclusion. Particularly strong trust-enhancing signals
appear in the LT2050 vision, where trust is articulated as a moral foundation of the relationship between
the state and society. This dimension reinforces the communicative message that the state seeks not only
to act efficiently but also to align governance with shared values and the broader public good.

The more limited articulation of integrity

Integrity-related codes (monitoring, evaluation, procedural consistency, risk governance) were con-
centrated in operational-level documents. While these elements signal transparency and accountability,
their comparatively low intensity reveals an important gap. Institutional durability, rule adherence, and
procedural stability are essential sources of trust, yet they are not prominently communicated as strategic
commitments. This suggests that the procedural foundations of trust are less strongly articulated than the
aspirations related to competence or value-driven collaboration.
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Differences across documents

The analysis also identified marked differences between documents depending on their purpose and
target audience. The LT2050 vision emphasises value-based and benevolence-related signals aimed at
strengthening public trust. The NPP translates these normative aspirations into strategic priorities, fo-
cusing on capacity building, efficiency, and quality of governance. Operational documents (Governance
Programme and the SAP MOI) are primarily directed at internal governance actors. Consequently, they
contain a higher concentration of integrity-related, control-oriented, and procedural accountability sig-
nals. Their orientation focuses less on cultivating public trust and more on maintaining administrative
functioning and operational standards.

Signal direction and ambivalence

Although trust-enhancing signals dominate, the overall signalling environment still appears somewhat
ambivalent. Problem and risk-oriented codes (challenges, threats) reinforce perceptions of fragility, while
neutral or ambiguous signals (control, centralisation, multilevel governance) underline the continued re-
liance on centralised oversight. This tension is further illustrated by the pairing codes of evidence-based
governance with evaluation and monitoring, where tools intended to support improvement function as
mechanisms of hierarchical control. Taken together, these patterns point to a hybrid governance model in
which aspirations for trust, engagement, and decentralisation coexist with signals emphasising discipline,
coordination, and risk management. This corresponds with the growing scholarly view that trust and
control can coexist and may even reinforce one another within governance arrangements (Oomsels et al.,
2019, Bentzen, 2022; ).

However, empirical trust data indicate that commitments to engagement and cooperations remain
largely declaratory, while core governance practices continue to reproduce centralised control structures.
This dynamic aligns with research showing that strategic documents frequently function as rhetorical
instruments that signal desirable values but are not consistently translated into administrative practice
(Gunningham, Sinclair, 2009; Zavattaro et al., 2024). This contributes to a persistent gap between the
strong emphasis on trust in official documents and citizens’ lived experience as a the primary foundation
upon which institutional trust is formed.

Conclusion and Discussion

Contemporary governance relies increasingly on collaboration, shared responsibility and various
forms of cross-institutional coordination. In such settings, trust often becomes central to how public gov-
ernance functions. The scientific literature shows that trust-based governance emerges when institutions
demonstrate competence, benevolence, and integrity. These dimensions play a major role in how actors
judge trustworthiness. The study shifts the usual focus on citizens’ trust in government by looking instead
at how the state attempts to signal trustworthiness through its strategic documents. Using signalling the-
ory, the research analysed national documents as communicative instruments that transfer institutional
intentions, values, and governance logic. The results indicate that Lithuania’s strategic documents mostly
send positive trust signals, especially those related to competence and benevolence. These signals demon-
strate a shift from control-oriented administrative traditions toward more participatory and value-driven
governance.

However, the documents also include another layer of signals focused on control, centralisation and
monitoring. These elements do not undermine the idea of trust, but they do create a more ambivalent sig-
nalling environment, where normative commitments coexist with mechanisms aimed at ensuring predict-
ability, discipline and risk management. This pattern is consistent with the literature on the coexistence of
trust and control. It also points to a structural challenge: trust-oriented ambitions appear much stronger
in vision-level documents than in day-to-day operational practice.

This divergence may partly explain why public trust in institutions remains low, even though strategic
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documents place strong rhetorical emphasis on trust. Strategic texts signal intentions, but they reach only
a limited audience and, on their own, cannot reshape how people experience governance in practice. Fu-
ture research should therefore examine: 1) how these signals are interpreted by civil servants and citizens;
2) how declared commitments translate into administrative practice.

Taken together, the findings suggest that strategic documents operate as important trust signals from
the state, yet they convey a hybrid message: trust appears mainly as a normative aspiration, while control
remains embedded in everyday operating logic.

Data Availability Statement

The data used to support the findings of this research are available from the corresponding authors
upon request.
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Eglé Stonkeé

PASITIKEJIMO SIGNALAI: KOKYBINE LIETUVOS STRATEGINIU VALDYSENOS
DOKUMENTUY ANALIZE

Anotacija. Straipsnyje analizuojama, kaip pasitikéjimas konstruojamas Lietuvos nacionaliniuose stra-
teginiuose dokumentuose. Taikant signaly teorijos prieigg, dokumentai vertinti kaip instrumentai perteikti
valdysenos institucinius siekius ir vertybines nuostatas. Nors dauguma tyrimy pasitikéjimqg analizuoja per
visuomenes poziiirj j valdyseng, Siame straipsnyje fokusas perkeliamas j valdymo struktiras ir jy siunciamus
signalus.

Atlikta kokybiné turinio analizé dokumentuose identifikavo 37 su pasitikéjimu susijusius signalus, su-
skirstytus j kompetencijos, geranoriskumo ir sqZiningumo kategorijas. Dokumentai atskleidé siekj stiprinti
pasitikéjimu grindziamgq valdyseng, skatinant bendradarbiavimg, profesines kompetencijas ir vertybémis
gristg sprendimy priémimg. Tuo pat metu, kontrolés, centralizacijos ir stebésenos signalai atskleidé kitg pers-
pektyvg, kuri kuria dviprasmiskq signaly aplinkg. Abiejy pozicijy egzistavimas leidZia daryti prielaidg, kad
i pasitikéjimo kiirimg orientuota retorika yra veikiama nusistovéjusiy administraciniy praktiky. Tyrimo re-
zultatai isryskina poreikj toliau analizuoti, kaip tokie signalai interpretuojami bei jgyvendinami praktiskai,
taip pat kaip jie formuoja platesne pasitikéjimo dinamikg valdysenoje.
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Annex 1
Code Name Code Description Code Trust Signal Direction Illustrative Quote
Frequency
Category COMPETENCE
1. | Governance Improving the efficiency 56 Positive »Tobulinti vieSojo
improvement of the public sector Indicates awareness and | valdymo sistemg,
through better planning, ownership of existing didinti jos efektyvumg
optimization of resources systemic problems, ir atvirumg*“ (NPB,
and networks, fostering accompanied by a Annex 1, p. 12)
cooperation between clear commitment to
institutions, reduction of addressing them.
regional disparities, and
greater public involvemen
2. | Evidence-based | The ambition to 63 Positive »Sukurti sglygas
governance transform existing Emphasises the jtraukiam, visuomeneés
governance culture by ambition to ensure dalyvavimu ir
grounding planning more effective, duomenimis gristam
documents, objectives, transparent, teisékiiros procesui‘
and decisions in accountable, and (Valdymo programa,
clear data, evaluation citizen-oriented state p12)
indicators, and analytical action.
evidence.

3. | Opportunities Positive, data-informed 33 Positive. ,Siltesnis klimatas ir
aspects of national Reinforces the view ankstesnis pavasaris
development (economic, that the state possesses Lietuvoje gali sudaryti
social, institutional) that the necessary potential sglygas anksciau
provide the foundation to achieve its future pradéti séjos darbus,
for implementing the objectives. padidinti Salies
stated ambitions. rekreacinj potencialg“

(LT2050, p. 7)

4, Challenges Negative, problematic, or 100 Negative. »Lietuvos eksporto
risk-inducing economic, Identifies weaknesses in | struktiroje jau
social, and governance national development ilgg laikg vyrauja
factors that threaten goal and governance, maZesnio ir vidutinio
attainment and indicate highlighting deficiencies | sudétingumo gaminiai,
the need for change. and problems. todél ilgalaikéje

perspektyvoje tai gali
riboti eksporto plétrg“
(NPB Annex 5, p. 4)
5. | Public Sector A shift in public 25 Positive. WValdymo efektyvumas
Openness and sector governance Demonstrates the ir kokybé labai
Innovation culture that reflects state’s intention to priklauso nuo viesojo
the system’s capacity to respond to a changing valdymo institucijy
embrace technological, environment, adapt, orientacijos j
organisational, and maintain high-quality inovacijas.“ (NPP,
cultural innovations performance, and meet Annex 5, p. 44)
aimed at enhancing citizens' needs.
efficiency and quality.
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Code Name Code Description Frequency Trust Signal Direction Illustrative Quote
Category COMPETENCE
6. | Ecosystem An understanding of 27 Positive. »Sumazinti gamtiniy
the state as a holistic Shows that the ekosistemy ir
system in which societal state is committed Salies iikio sektoriy
needs and activities to maintaining pazeidziamumg,
align with principles the quality of the sustiprinti gebéjimg
of sustainability living environment prisitaikyti ir padidinti
and environmental and fulfilling its atsparumaq klimato
protection. international kaitos pokyciams*
obligations. (NPP, Annex 5, p. 40)
7. | Security Strengthening state 48 Positive »Stiprinti partnerystes
resilience and the Highlights the state’s su artimiausiais
necessary capacities to capacity to identify sgjungininkais, siekiant
address geopolitical, existing threats and igyvendinti uzsienio
cyber, infrastructural, and respond to them by politikos, saugumo
social security threats. strengthening the jtvirtinimo, ekonominio
necessary competences | saugumo, ekonominio
and capabilities. konkurencingumo ir
kitus uzdavinius“ (NPB,
Annex 5, p. 47)
8. Risk prevention | The state’s capacity to 61 Positive »Nuosekliai visuose
anticipate and manage Emphasises the Svietimo lygmenyse
a wide range of external state’s responsible ugdant kritinj
and internal risks and preparedness — mgstymg, visuomené
threats. defined actions, tampa vis atsparesné
preventive measures, dezinformacijai ir
and partnerships — to kitoms informacinéms
manage risks. manipuliacijoms®
(LT2050, p. 28)
9. | Innovations A focus on technological | 17 Positive. »Kartu turi
and economic Shapes the notion of bati stiprinama
transformation, a forward-looking, konkurencinga
collaborative creative adaptive state oriented mokslo ir inovacijy
solutions, and towards progress sistema, jgyvendinama
experimentation.. and technological socialiai atsakingos
advancement. ir ekologiskai tvarios
ekonomikos plétra,
vykdoma subalansuota
ir tvari teritoriné plétra“
(LT2050, p. 46)
10. | Governance A direction of 50 Positive. »Sukurti ir jdiegti
digitalisation state governance Expresses the skaitmeninj jrankj
transformation focused state’s ambition to vieSyjy paslaugy
on digitalisation modernise by focusing | prieinamumui jvertinti,
and technological on improving the kai inicijuojami teisinio
advancement.. accessibility and reguliavimo pokyciai“
effectiveness of (VRM SVP p. 14)
governance processes.
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Code Name Code Description Fre(c:l(l)ifl cy Trust Signal Direction Illustrative Quote
Category COMPETENCE

11. | Efectiveness Optimisation of state 99 Positive. Sistemingai atlickama
governance competences Emphasises the ambition | viesojo saugumo biiklés
and processes aimed to strengthen governance | analizé, rengiami
at improving existing professionalism, improve | pasiulymai, teisés akty
performance outcomes. performance outcomes, | projektai viesajam

and modernise public saugumui stiprinti

administration. ir kriziy valdymui
gerinti, ...jstaigy
veiklos efektyvumui ir
veiksmingumui didinti*
(VRM SVE,p. 8).

12. | Competence and | Improvement of the state’s | 95 Positive. »Stiprinti paciy
skills human resources and Indicates the state’s gyventojy gebéjimus
institutional capacities. intention to continuously | visavertiskai

develop and strengthen | pasinaudoti naujomis

its existing base of technologijomis,

professional knowledge, | didinti supratimg

abilities, and skills, while | apie ateinancius

fostering motivation technologinius pokycius

and a commitment to ir jgalinti valstybe prie

promoting the common | jy prisitaikyti“ (NPP,

good. Annex. 5, p. 19)

13. | Future planning | The state’s efforts to 14 Positive. »Lietuva 2050 parengta
anticipate and shape Indicates the state’s kaip Valstybés pazangos
long-term development ability to plan national tarybos ir bendrakiiréjy
trajectories by assessing progress and to shape pastanga apmgstyti
global trends and coherent public ir ateinantiems
modelling future scenarios governance oriented desimtmeciams nubrézti
and alternatives. towards the achievement | valstybés raidos

of long-term goals. kontirus“ (LT2050,
p-3).
14. | Multi-level The distribution of state 55 Neutral. »Viena esminiy sglygy

Governance

powers and functions
across national, regional,
and local structures,
reinforcing subsidiarity
and inter-institutional
cooperation.

Indicates an ambition to
strengthen subsidiarity,
expand regional
powers, and enhance
municipal autonomy;,
while emphasising

the importance of
inter-institutional
cooperation. At the
same time, it highlights
persistent issues such as
power concentration,
lack of subsidiarity, and
overlapping functions.

siekiant uztikrinti
paslaugy prieinamumag
ir pasiekiamumg,

o drauge optimaly
tinklg - savivaldybiy

ir kity paslaugy

teikéjy regioninis
bendradarbiavimas“
(NPP, annex. 5, p. 42)




90 Eglé Stonké. Signalling Trust: A Qualitative Analysis of Lithuania’s Strategic Governance Documents.
Code Name Code Description %) Trust Signal Direction Illustrative Quote
Frequency
Category COMPETENCE

15. | Visions The state’s capacity 13 Positive. »Lietuva, jgyvendinusi
to define long-term Indicates that the savo ateities vizijg
development directions visions are coherent 2050-aisiais, yra
and formulate a and oriented towards atspari ir klestinti
coherent plan for their strengthening societal valstybé, kurios Zmonés
implementation. and institutional - pilietiski ir jaucia

capacities, enhancing gyvenantys gerg bei
national well-being, and | prasmingg gyvenimg“
fostering community (LT2050, p. 16)
cohesion.

16. | Leadership Individual, institutional, 12 Positive. »Kurdama ir
and state-level capacities Emphasises the eksportuodama Zinias
to inspire, take initiative, strengthening of bei inovacijas, Lietuva
mobilise others, and drive individual, institutional, | uzima unikalig lyderio
necessary change. and state-level leadership | pozicijg strateginése

capabilities, focusing on | tarptautinése vertés
the ability to mobilise, grandinése (LT2050,
provide direction, p.33)

and make responsible

decisions..

17. | Consultations Implementation of state 7 Positive. Atvirumo ir jtraukimo
processes through the Indicates a mode of principas: vizija
involvement of diverse state action grounded in | jgyvendinama
stakeholders and the open dialogue and value | sprendimy priémimo
provision of practical creation. procesus jtraukiant visas
support aimed at suinteresuotgsias Salis
improving the quality of ir konsultuojantis su
activities. visuomene, socialiniais

ir ekonominiais
partneriais“ (LT2050,
p.48)

Category BENEVOLENCE

18. | Values A set of broadly accepted | 65 Positive. »Lietuva - tai jg
state governance Emphasises the state’s kuriantys Zmonés.
principles, moral and orientation towards Valstybés pazanga
ethical standarhds, and every individual, the jmanoma tik kurianciy
norms that underpin and adoption of inclusion ir iSsilavinusiy Zmoniy
advance societal well- and co-creation déka“ (LT2050, p. 15)
being. principles, and the

articulation of a positive
vision for the future.
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Code Name Code Description Fr:c:l(l)iflcy Trust Signal Direction Illustrative Quote
Category BENEVOLENCE
19. | Social Openness | A commitment to 16 Positive. »Atviros ir pilietiskai
and Equality ensuring the inclusion Conveys a commitment aktyvios visuomenés,
of all societal groups, to include diverse kurioje uztikrinamos
guaranteeing equal societal groups, reduce lygios galimybes,
opportunities and inequality, ensure stiprinamas
equitable conditions for equal rights, and create | nevyriausybinis
full participation in public favourable conditions sektorius, skatinama
life. for all.. savanorysté bei
gerinama uZsienieCiy
integracija, stiprinimas“
(VRM SV p. 25)

20. | TRUST The relationship between | 58 Positive »Jos pilie¢iai pasitiki
society and the state (its Emphasises the state’s savimi, vienas kitu ir
institutions) grounded in long-term ambition to savo valstybe, pasizymi
shared values and built purposefully shape a auksta mokestine
on mutual assessments of positive, value-driven morale ir yra aktyviai
trustworthiness. governance culture, isitrauke j bendrg
The code captures explicit declaring a clear reikalg — savo valstybés
references to trust or objective to build and valdymg ir kiirimg*
trustworthiness in the strengthen trust.. (LT2050, p. 16)
text.

21. | Communication | Consistent, professional, 26 Positive. »Institucionalizuota
and coordinated provision Information exchange, profesionali viesoji
of information to the inclusion, and the komunikacija
public and international promotion of dialogue suprantama kaip
partners, aimed at indicate openness and valdZios institucijy
fostering engagement and convey an invitation to pareiga bendrauti su
ensuring transparency. trust. Zmonémis, isklausyti

ir atliepti pilie¢iy
lizkescius® (LT2050,
p-23)

22. | Dialogue Purposeful inclusion 19 Positive. »Stiprinti socialinj
of diverse societal Emphasises the ambition | dialogg ir gerinti darbo
stakeholder groups, to strengthen inclusive viety kokybe“ (NPP,
state institutions, and and open dialogue with Annex 1, p.3)
international partners diverse stakeholder
in joint discussions, groups.
consultations, and
processes of shaping the
future.
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23. | Partnership Strategic and purposeful 79 Positive. »Ateityje Lietuvai
strengthening of the state’s Emphasises Lithuania’s bus ypac svarbu
position and collaboration integration and active isitraukti j Europos ir
within the international engagement in the Jungtiniy Amerikos
arena. international arena, Valstijy (toliau - JAV)

indicating strengthened | bendradarbiavimg
partnerships and the ir jj palaikyti ginant
associated benefits and ir atnaujinant
opportunities. demokratinémis
vertybémis grindziamg
pasaulio tvarkg*
(LT2050, p. 10).

24. | Cooperation Unified and purposeful 77 Positive »Lietuva aktyviai
collaboration among Emphasises the ambition | bendradarbiauja
representatives of different to work collaboratively | su jai palankiais
sectors, optimising in addressing public visuomeniniais
existing knowledge and problems and future partneriais ir
resources to advance challenges. suinteresuotomis Salimis
national progress. kitose valstybése*

(LT2050, p. 39)

25. | Enagement Ensuring that all 64 Positive. “Svarbu tinkamai
societal groups have the Emphasises the pasinaudoti vietos
opportunity to participate ambition to create an plétros, bendruomeniniu
in social, cultural, and environment in which pagrindu kylanciomis
political life and to citizens, communities, iniciatyvomis, jtraukti
influence public decision- NGOs, the diaspora, nevyriausybinj sektoriy j
making. and vulnerable groups paslaugy teikimg* (NPB,

are seen, heard, and Annex. 5, p. 42)
genuinely empowered to
participate.

26. | Co-creation The formulation of public | 14 Positive. »Lietuvos pilieciai
policy in collaboration Emphasises the ambition | tampa valstybés uZsienio
with diverse societal to encourage society politikos bendrakiiréjais
stakeholder groups, to become co-creators ir jos savininkais“
sharing responsibility for in state-building and (LT2050, p. 19)
the state’s future and the governance, thereby
common good. fostering openness

and improving policy
quality..

27. | Accessibility The state’s efforts to ensure | 22 Positive. ~Gerinti viesojo valdymo
that public services and Empbhasises the institucijy teikiamy

opportunities are easily
reachable, of high quality,
and accessible to all
residents.

state’s commitment

to removing existing
barriers and creating
conditions for equal
opportunities and social
justice.

paslaugy kokybe, didinti
Jy prieinamumg ir
patrauklumg® (NPB,
Annex 1, p. 12)
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Code Name Code Description Fr:j;:ifl cy Trust Signal Direction Illustrative Quote
Category INTEGRITY
28. | Evaluation and | Systematic observation, 52 Positive. »Ivertinti galiojanciy
Monitoring analysis, and assessment Emphasises the Lietuvos tarptautiniy
of public policy state’s commitment sutarciy atitiktj
implementation to identify to responsibility and nacionalinio saugumo
risks, evaluate progress, accountability, and its interesams ir, jeigu
and adjust ineffective ambition to establish baty nustatyta
decisions.. more transparent, nacionalinio saugumo
effective, and data-driven | interesy neatitinkanciy
governance. sutarciy, inicijuoti jy
nutraukimg“ (VRM
SVE p. 23)

29. | Incentives Measures designed to 4 Neutral. ~Vidaus tarnybos
enhance the attractiveness Although a positive sistemos patrauklumo
of the public sector and to ambition is emphasised | ir vidaus tarnybos
motivate and encourage - strengthening public sistemos pareigiiny
both new and existing sector competences and | motyvacijos didinimas
employees. motivation through bei centralizuotos ir

financial incentives - efektyvios pareigiiny
public sector employees | rengimo ir kvalifikacijos
are primarily motivated | tobulinimo sistemos

by contributing to sukirimas“ (VRM SVB,
societal well-being, p9).

signalling a potential

mismatch between the

incentive logic and

actual motivational

drivers.

30. | Decentralisation | The redistribution of 8 Positive. »Perziiirés valdymo
central government Aimed at empowering sistemos ir jos institucijy
authority, strengthening and transferring veikimg, stiprins
subsidiarity, local self- responsibility to atskaitomybeés principy
government autonomy;, institutions at different veikimg, mazins
and the inclusion of levels, while involving valdZios centralizacijg,
diverse groups. relevant stakeholder stiprins subsidiarumo

groups in governance principo vaidmenj ir
processes.. daugiapakopj valdymg*“
(LT2050, p. 22)

31. | Responsibility The commitment of state | 23 Positive. »Bendruomeniskumas
institutions, organisations, Strengthening apima ir atsakomybe
communities, and responsibility is ateities kartoms — savo

individuals to act with
integrity, transparency,
and efficiency.

emphasised as an
essential condition

for fostering more
effective, transparent,
and expectation-aligned
public governance.

vaikams ir jy vaikams
turime perduoti
issaugotq ir turtingesnj
praeities karty paveldg,
nenuskurdintg aplinkg,
pasaulj, saugesnj ir
geresnj gyventi, negu jis
yra Siandien” (LT2050,
p- 16).
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32. | Threats A set of long-term, 38 Negative »Lietuvos nacionaliniy
complex external Highlights an unstable interesy uztikrinimas,
actions—primarily by and insecure external politinis stabilumas,
Russia and Belarus— environment that socialiné ir ekonominé
such as military, hybrid, generates constant geroveé tiesiogiai
nuclear, migratory, and threats. Although priklauso nuo
cyber activities that actions to mitigate these | Ryty kaimynystéje
endanger state security, threats are indicated, vykstanciy procesy
political stability, and the measures presented | ir Ryty partnerystés
socio-economic order. function as reactions to | valstybiy euroatlantinés

continually escalating integracijos reformy
risks rather than igyvendinimo rezultaty*
evidence of a stably (LT2050, p. 16)
controlled situation.

33. | Transparency The pursuit of open, 26 Positive. »Lietuvos gyventojy
honest, and accountable Emphasises an dalyvavimas rinkimuose
governance, grounded in orientation towards ir pasitikéjimas
clear standards, evidence, strengthening more vykdomos politikos
and equal access to open, accountable, ir jos jgyvendinimo
information. and corruption-free skaidrumu yra vieni

governance. esminiy demokratinés
valstybés pozymiy“
(NPB, Annex 5, p. 10).

34. | Control The set of governance 48 Neutral. »Pazangiosios
mechanisms—including Control mechanisms technologijos gali biiti
regulation, oversight, are presented as panaudotos ir didesnei
coordination, standard- “soft” or process- visuomeneés kontrolei
setting, and process oriented instruments bei stebésenai, siekiant
evaluation and (coordination, oversight, | suvarzyti zodzio laisve
management. regulation, etc.), ar net peraukléti

serving as responses visuomeng* (LT2050,
to existing risks rather p. 10)
than strict constraints.
Nevertheless, ambiguity

remains, as certain

elements highlight

power concentration

and problem-

focused framing, the
interpretation of which

depends on context.
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35. | Justice An effective system that 10 Positive. »MaZinti pajamy
safeguards individual Reinforces the rule of nelygybe, kuri
rights, grounded in the law, promotes social didina visuomenés
rule of law, transparency, justice, and supports susipriesinimg,
and social justice. efforts to reduce emigracijg,

inequality. nusikalstamumg,
mazina socialinio
teisingumo jausmg,
todél neigiamai veikia
visuomenés socialing
gerove® (NPB, Annex 5,
p.24)

36. | Consistency Systematic alignment 58 Positive. »2021-2030 mety
of the state’s strategic Reveals the coherence Nacionalinio paZangos
visions, indicators, and alignment of state plano sgsajos su
and institutional documents. Valstybés pazangos
responsibilities to ensure strategija ,Lietuvos
continuity. ateities vizija , Lietuva

2050 ir darnaus
vystymosi tikslais“ (NPB
Annex 3, p. 1)

37. Centralisation | Concentration of 14 Neutral. »Stiprinami ateities
authority at the national Emphasises the valdysenos centrai
level, consolidating ambition to ensure istatymy leidZiamojoje
state-managed resources, coordinated and valdZioje (tobulinant
strategic decision-making, consistent governance, Seimo Ateities
and their coordinated particularly during komiteto veiklg) ir
implementation. crises and complex vykdomojoje valdzioje,

situations. At the same Vyriausybés kanceliarija

time, the strengthening | pertvarkoma

of the “centre” highlights | (evoliucionuoja)

problems at lower levels | is teisékiiros

and signals reluctance to | administratorés j

decentralise authority. strateginiy reformy
valdymo centrg
(LT2050, p.50).






