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ABSTRACT 

This study is the first ever analysis of ministerial advisors in Slovakia. The survey examines who they are and 

how they became senior political advisors – by looking at the age, education, professional background, and the 

pre and post advisor career paths of personally appointed advisors to Slovak ministers under the last four 

governments between 2010-2019. The focus of this research was selected in order to indicate what resources, 

such as experience, knowledge, contacts and skills Slovak ministerial advisors bring to the job and what their 

recruitment patterns look like. Furthermore, such novel data collection will also enable others to conduct a 

large-scale comparative study on the topic. Firstly, ministerial advisors in Slovakia between 2010-2019 were 

mapped by using Freedom of Information requests. It was found that over the last nine years, there were 150 

people employed as advisors by the ministries and Prime Minister’s Office. The total number of advisor 
positions in the monitored period was 206 as some advisors were employed on multiple occasions or at several 

ministries. To collect the necessary data, the identified advisors were contacted with a survey questionnaire 

(response rate of 20%) and in case of no reply, missing data was supplemented by publicly available 

information gathered through desktop internet searches, LinkedIn profiles and media reports. Findings indicate 

that Slovak ministerial advisors differ from their counterparts in other European and in Anglo-Westminster 

countries, as Slovak advisors generally start their job at a later age, are more highly educated and usually serve 

as advisors for shorter periods of time. A lot of variation was detected among Slovak ministries themselves in 

the number of advisors they employ, length of their employment as well as in regard to their educational and 

professional backgrounds. An important sub-group of advisors was identified in the Slovak context, the Prime 

Minister’s Council of Advisors, which differs from the rest of the advisors thanks to several distinctive 

characteristics. Generally speaking, it follows that Slovak ministers appear to hire advisors that are highly 
specialised in their field, seeking people with significant professional experience, policy knowledge and 

technical skills. They, however, also resemble advisors in other countries in terms of the variety of their 

professional backgrounds and lack of a formalised recruitment process. 

POINTS FOR PRACTITIONERS 

The findings of this study can be used by Slovak ministers in order to evaluate their approach to hiring of the 

ministerial advisors in an informed manner, as the paper provides summarised information of similar studies 

from other countries for comparison purposes and to identify potential areas for improvement (e.g. the gender 

balance or the lengths of employment). It is also a useful source of information that shows the differences in the 

topic of ministerial advisors between the four last governments, hence it could be used to formulate a 

comprehensive and longer-term policy on the subject of ministerial advisors, based on up-to-date information, 
as no specific policies targeting ministerial advisors (such as the Code of Conduct for Special Advisers in the 

UK) were found in Slovakia. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Academic research on ministerial advisers has grown quickly in the last 20 years. Most studies have been 

undertaken in Western Europe (Brans, Pelgrims, & Hoet, 2006; Gouglas, Brans, & Jaspers, 2017), Anglo-

Westminster countries (Connaughton, 2010; Craft & Halligan, 2017; Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007a, 2010; 

Goplerud, 2015; King, 2003; LSE GV314 Group, 2012; Maley, 2011a; Maley & Van den Berg, 2018; Sellers, 

2014; Wilson, 2015; Yong, 2014a), and Scandinavia (Askim, Karlsen, & Kolltveit, 2017; Hustedt & 

Salomonsen, 2017). Fewer studies have examined Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC) (Cobârzan, 

2008; Keris, 2008) and to date, there has been no study examining ministerial advisers in Slovakia. This study 
rectifies this gap. It examines the profiles of these important actors working in four governments between 2010-

2019. Ministerial advisors are, unlike civil servants, generally exempt from political neutrality and this raises 

number of concerns (OECD, 2011). The OECD Survey on Ministerial Advisors from 2011 shows that the 

majority of the 27 respondent countries ‘have not developed a governance framework promoting transparency, 

integrity and accountability for ministerial advisors’ (OECD, 2011, p. 3) and according to the survey, on many 

occasions that leads to further problems, such as the Children Overboard affair in Australia3. These issues are 

often exemplified by the fact that so little is known about these advisors. Collecting as much information as 

possible about them has, therefore, become a crucial element in looking at all the related issues from an 

informed perspective. This paper aims to fill the gap as it is based on original empirical data collected about 

Slovak ministerial advisors between January – April 2019. 

Who is considered to be a ministerial advisor can be defined in several ways, ranging from more general 

definitions (Eichbaum & Shaw, 2006; Hustedt, Kolltveit, & Salomonsen, 2017; OECD, 2011) to more country 

specific legalistic definitions (Maley, 2011; Yong, 2014b). In the Slovak case, ministerial advisors are defined 

as expert agents carrying out tasks for a member of government or other constitutional actors according to §7(3) 

of Slovak Civil Service Act no. 55/2017, however, in this research we only focus on advisors serving individual 

ministers and the Prime Minister.  

Looking at the educational and professional backgrounds and the career paths of Slovak ministerial advisors is 

important for several reasons. Firstly, it provides empirical information in a field that is virtually non-researched 

in Slovakia and sheds more light on the topic of ministerial advisors from a perspective of a relatively small 

central European country. The second main reason is that such research indicates what resources (such as 

experience, knowledge, contacts and skills) the ministerial advisors bring to the job and therefore it is possible 

to describe what is it the ministers look for when recruiting them (Maley & Van den Berg, 2018). The first three 

resources are easier to define than the skills, as experience is directly connected to the professional backgrounds, 

knowledge relates both to the educational and professional backgrounds and contacts are an important resource 

which can come from a variety of positions (once again from both educational and professional backgrounds). 

Skills generally encompass different elements from the previous three categories of resources and relate to the 

ability of advisors to fulfil the expectations of their ministers, whether the skills required are related to policy 
analysis, formulation or to working effectively with the civil service (Maley & Van den Berg, 2018).  

Another reason for conducting this research is that the tracking of career paths approximates what the 

recruitments patterns for these positions look like in Slovakia and also illustrates how important the position of 

ministerial advisor can be in one’s career. It could potentially indicate whether the careers of advisors and civil 

servants overlap in Slovakia and if so, in what manner (Maley & Van den Berg, 2018). This research is 

therefore generally descriptive in its nature and intends to generalise information and detect trends from a 

sample of advisors from several most recent governments to the whole ministerial advisor population in 

Slovakia (Creswell, 2014).  

Ministerial advisors are researched by many scholars, but despite the fact that the research on ministerial 

advisors has recently gained momentum, it has so far ‘been limited to national studies or comparisons between 

administrative systems that are fairly similar’ (Maley & Van den Berg, 2018) and generally focused more on the 

roles and typologies of these advisors, rather than explaining who these people are. The main aim of this paper 

is to fill in the gap in Slovak context and to examine the collected data on the educational and professional 

backgrounds and career paths of these advisors, instead of focusing solely on their roles and typologies. 

Furthermore, a secondary aim of this project is to collect data that can support an international network of 
researchers operating under the working title, ‘Ministerial Advisors Research Group’, which is a joint project of 

several scholars from European and Anglo-Westminster countries. The group has been created in order to be 

                                                             
3 The Children Overboard incident was a political affair that took place in Australia in October 2001. It raised 
many questions about involvement of a former senior advisor in the allegations that asylum seekers had thrown 

children overboard in order to be secure passage to Australia, made by the government. 
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able to use numerous datasets about ministerial advisors, developed according to similar standards and using 

similar research questions, for a comparative study of a large number of countries.   

One such study contributing to the work of the group has already been conducted by Maley and Van den Berg 

(2018). In this study, Australia and The Netherlands have been examined and compared – two countries that 

have lots of differences when looking at their institutional designs and political-administrative cultures. The 

authors found many similarities, but also several significant differences between the two countries. The 

differences have been largely attributed to the structural and institutional factors which influence both systems, 

each in a different way. At the beginning of this research, there was an expectation that the Slovak case would 

bear, coming from yet another political-administrative culture and being influenced by another institutional 

design, resemblance to the Australian and the Dutch case in certain aspects (e.g. similar education levels as in 

the Netherlands or similar variety of previous career paths), but due to the differences detected in the Dutch- 

Australian case, it was expected that the practices and data would also differ from the two cases. The findings 

support these expectations, showing that Slovak ministerial advisors have both similarities and differences as 
compared to their counterparts elsewhere in the world. The research looked at former advisors from previous 

governments as well the current ones, collecting data about advisors from the last four Slovak governments, in 

order to provide as comprehensive information as possible and to identify possible trends and patterns.  

1.1. Research Question and Hypotheses  
The research which is largely descriptive in its nature is guided by the following research question: What are the 
educational and professional backgrounds and the career paths of the ministerial advisors in Slovakia?  

Four hypotheses about the situation in Slovakia were made.  

H1: Slovak ministerial advisors will be highly educated, as it is unlikely that ministers would hire someone less 
educated than civil servants. 

Firstly, it was expected that Slovak ministerial advisors would have a higher level of education than, for 

example, the Australian ones. In Slovak civil service, the level of education is relatively high as, historically, it 

was often connected to the paygrade (Staroňová, 2016b) and it is unlikely that a large proportion of ministerial 

advisors would be less educated than the civil servants that they have to work with.  

H2: Slovak ministerial advisors are drawn from various sectors of previous employment. 

Secondly, it was expected that the professional backgrounds would also include a variety of jobs, like in all of 

the previously examined cases, ranging from positions in private sector, political jobs, civil servant jobs to even 

think tanks and NGOs. From some preliminary research it appeared to be the case that the main task Slovak 

ministerial advisors have, is to advise their minister on the policy-related issues and their appointment is left 

entirely to the minister’s discretion. Therefore, it is doubtful that these advisors would come from a 

homogenous group of previous employment as the ministers would look for the candidates with various skills 

and experience, inevitably widening the number of sectors from which advisors are to be drawn. 

H3: A significant proportion of Slovak ministerial advisors will move to private sector after being an advisor. 

Thirdly, corresponding to the examples of New Zealand, the Netherlands and Australia, it appeared likely that 

significant number of Slovak advisors would move to a private sector after finishing in their position of advisor, 

thanks to the skills and contacts acquired, which can be considered very valuable by private companies.  

H4: The length of Slovak ministerial advisor’s employment will be generally the same as the time ‘their’ 
minister spends in office. 

Lastly, it was expected that the length of employment of the advisors would correlate with the time the minister 

who hired them spent in office, as the §37(d) of Slovak Civil Service Act no. 55/2017 provides for tying of their 

employment length with the time the minister who hired them spends in office.  

The structure of this paper is designed as follows: firstly, the background is presented and the methodology 

described. The paper then looks separately at the general data about the advisors, such as their overall 

population uncovered during the mapping phase, the gender balance, their age, the differences in their 

employment lengths and the varying numbers of them present at different ministries. Then the educational 

backgrounds are examined, looking at the highest achieved level of education and the field of such education. 

Lastly their professional backgrounds and career paths are analysed before drawing more general conclusions.  
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2. BACKGROUND 

It can be seen that in the last decades, a broadening of sources of advice occurred (Blum & Brans, 2017; 

Halligan, 1995). The policy advice can either come from mandarins, ministerial cabinets (which consist of the 

direct personal advisors to ministers and sometimes some civil servants) or external experts, although the 

externalisation thesis that has been on rise over the last years often ‘lacked solid empirical evidence’ (Vesely, 

2013, p. 207). According to the data from European Public Administration Country Knowledge (EUPACK), 

Slovakia is an example (with Belgium being the only other EU country in the same category) of a state where 

most of the advice comes from the ministerial cabinet (Thijs, Hammerschmid, & Palaric, 2017, p. 32) and that 
makes the importance of studying ministerial advisor even more pronounced. As the report puts it in the country 

specific file on Slovakia  ‘[o]ne country-specific feature is the existence of comprehensive legislation requiring 

government to consult on all [policies] with stakeholders, but with limited real involvement of all social actors’ 

(Nemec, 2018, p. 905) as the policy advice is considered to be coming mainly from the centre, despite this 

legislation. 

2.1. Ministerial Advisors in Slovakia 
When asked who is considered to be a ministerial advisor by the OECD, Slovak officials provided the following 

definition: ‘[ministerial] advisors are constitutional expert agents who fulfil tasks for the member of government 
or the President’ (OECD, 2011, p. 26). It is clear that the definition is left purposely vague and Slovakia did not 

provide any specific legal basis used for establishing a framework for these advisors. It was found to be a simple 

translation of the definition of an expert agent in §7(3) of Slovak Civil Service Act no. 55/2017 which states 

that: 

‘A citizen who is an expert agent fulfilling tasks for the President of the National Council, Vice-President 

of the National Council of the Slovak Republic, President, Member of the Government or for the Judge of the 

Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic (hereinafter referred to as the “constitutional expert agent”) is considered 

to be a state employee as well. The constitutional expert agent performs civil service without appointment of the 

Civil Service Department.’ (own translation from Slovak) 

These expert agents are not, according to §7(9) of the same Act, subject to passing an official entry exam for 

civil servants and they can even be named a Head of Department according to §20. They should be officially 

employed on a basis of temporary civil service contracts (§36) which were introduced in 2002 with the aim ‘to 

bring professional experts close to the ministers into the government, aiming to attract young qualified 

candidates’ (Staroňová, 2016a, p. 30). Their employment duration is either tied to the person they advise or is 

determined otherwise, in cases when they are needed to fulfil tasks related to the civil service in general (§37) 

and the maximum time should not exceed five years. Their salaries are decided by the ministers they advise 

(§154), unlike in the case of ordinary civil servants whose salaries are calculated according to official 

paygrades. Debatably, the introduction of temporary civil service solved the problem of advisors who before 

2002 often did not officially belong to the civil service and therefore did not have to obey the standard rules, 
such as conflict of interest procedures (Staroňová, 2016a), however the ministers can still hire external advisors 

on the basis of Labour Code, thus escaping all these rules and also public scrutiny (due to the Freedom of 

Information Act (FOIA) not being applicable to any information about these advisors). Furthermore, advisers 

are de jure obliged to be politically neutral just like civil servants. However, in practice the high level of 

politicisation within the Slovak civil service when compared with Western European civil services (Ketelaar & 

Turkisch, 2007; Matheson, Weber, & Manning, 2007) supports the notion of ministerial advisors being de facto 

exempt from the principle of political neutrality. Lastly, it is interesting to see that only Slovak citizens can 

become ministerial advisors under this provision, effectively banning foreigners from becoming an advisor. 

2.2. Defining Ministerial Advisors 

Ministerial advisors can be defined in a number of different ways. A good general definition is proposed by 

Hustedt, Kolltveit and Salmonsen, stating that a ministerial advisor is a ‘person appointed to serve individual 

minister, recruited on political criteria, in a position that is temporary’ (2017, p. 300). Yong defines the special 

advisers in the UK in a similar manner, stating that they are technically temporary civil servants, but ‘they are 

also personal appointments of government ministers [and] may be asked to carry out ‘political’ tasks that career 

civil servants cannot’ (2014b, pp. 3–4). Furthermore, he states that they are also subject to a specific ‘Code of 

Conduct for Special Advisers’. This research has adopted the definition provided by the OECD which states that 

even though there is no uniform understanding of who is considered to be a ministerial advisor, there are certain 

distinctive features which consistently appear among many countries and the advisors are best understood when 

one looks at the relations they have with the two groups that they have to work with – ministers and civil 
servants (OECD, 2007, 2011). These three features are: being exempt from civil service entry exams (as the 

appointment is done by the minister directly), standing outside the usual hierarchy of the ministry and being 
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exempt from the requirement of political neutrality (OECD, 2007, pp. 8–9). Moreover, there are three possible 

organisational models concerning the relations of advisors with the ministers and the civil service presented by 

the OECD.  In the first model, the advisors work alongside strong neutral civil service. That means that the role 

of the advisor is to provide separate political advice and the civil service is usually dominant. In the second 

model, ‘[m]inisterial advisors work alongside a public service whose top tier is also made up of political 
appointees’ (OECD, 2011, p. 23) and this results in a more mixed system and in the third model, the advisors 

belong into a ministerial cabinet which comprises of both advisors and civil servants on temporary contracts and 

the whole cabinet is more distant from the rest of civil service (OECD, 2007, 2011). Slovakia fits best into the 

second category, as Slovak ministerial advisors work alongside civil service which is headed by political 

appointees – the state secretaries, and the turnover of staff in civil service after election is very high (more than 

50%) (Nemec, 2018). 

 

2.3. Features of Slovak Political System 

Aside from clarifying the definition, it is also important to look at the particular features present in Slovak 

political system, as this topic has not been studied in Slovak context yet and it is useful to be aware of the 

differences between Slovakia and other countries. Slovakia is a unitary parliamentary state where the 

government is almost always a coalition. Since Slovakia became an independent state in 1993, there has been 
only one single-party government in 7 elections (2nd Fico government in 2012-2016). Given their shared 

geographic position and the post-communist past, Slovakia is often considered within the context of the CEEC 

countries. It is important to bear in mind that Slovakia has, since its accession to the EU, reversed its laws 

concerning the civil service and this change moved the top level of bureaucracy from neutral civil service 

positions to political appointments. This really calls into question the neutrality of the civil service as such as 

well as, arguably, redefined the political-administrative nexus (Meyer-Sahling, 2009, p. 18) placing Slovakia in 

the second OECD category mentioned above. It has also been argued that the Slovak civil service, ‘cannot be 

identified as a professional, impartial, politically neutral, efficient and flexible system’ (Nemec, 2018, p. 902). 

As the Slovak civil service is already politicised, more studies would be needed in order to determine what is the 

nature of advisors’ jobs to see if they politicise the politico-administrative relations even more or if they are 

rather technical experts or impartial specialists. 

Table 1. General features of the Slovak political system 

Slovakia 
State structure Unitary state with a relatively high level of decentralisation 

Electoral system Proportional representation (electoral threshold 5%) 

Nature of the executive 
Often multi-party coalitions (with the exception of a single party 2nd Fico 

government 2012-2016)  

Type of democracy Majoritarian democracy 

Ministerial autonomy Autonomous ministers 

Politico-administrative 
relations 

Separate and politicised, often CEEC legacy and traditions used for describing the 
relations 

Administrative culture Rechtsstaat (with some New Public Management influences) 

(Source: partly based on Nemec, 2018) 

2.4. Literature on Profiles of Ministerial Advisors 
The topic of ministerial advisors has gained a lot of importance in academic circles in recent years and there 

have been numerous studies produced within the field so far. Generally, most of the literature has focused on 

single country cases through which academics looked at the nature of the phenomenon, their responsibilities and 
roles and also on what are the very reasons behind the increases in their numbers, but ‘surprisingly little 

attention has been given to establishing the personal background and profile of ministerial political advisors’ 

(Wilson, 2015, p. 456) with some exceptions that will be discussed below.  There have been studies that looked 

at the way they affect political-administrative relationships, raised questions of their accountability, pointed to 

their impact on public service politicisation and considered their roles (Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007b, 2008, 2011; 

Keris, 2008; King, 2003; Peters & Pierre, 2004). In general, they are considered to have become an important 

policy actor in many states (Dahlstrom, Peters, & Pierre, 2011; Eichbaum & Shaw, 2010; OECD, 2007) and 

there have been different approaches to this phenomenon with differences visible even in the way academics 

have referred to them, ranging from policy advisors, special advisors, ministerial advisors, partisan advisors, etc. 

(Craft, 2015; Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007a, 2007b, 2008, 2010; Gains & Stoker, 2011; Maley, 2000, 2011; OECD, 

2007).  

Maley and Van den Berg (2018) even point to the fact that there is now developing interest in the study of the 

locations where the advisors are found and the reasons behind the development of different institutional norms 
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(for more information, see (Shaw & Eichbaum, 2018)). However, there is not much academic literature relating 

to the personal data on the people who actually perform these jobs as ministerial advisors (aside from the 

information on their job descriptions, tasks they perform, scope of influence, and so on). As this research was 

interested in collection of new data on the educational and professional backgrounds and career paths of Slovak 

ministerial advisors, several articles that look at similar data from Australia, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, 
Norway, the Netherlands, Romania and the UK were important for this study (Askim et al., 2017; Cobârzan, 

2008; Connaughton, 2010; Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007a; LSE GV314 Group, 2012; Maley & Van den Berg, 2018; 

Sellers, 2014; Wilson, 2015; Yong, 2014a). 

2.5. International Examples of Ministerial Advisors  
Education levels between ministerial advisors and their pre-adviser employment vary from country to country. 

Connaughton (2010, p. 354) shows in her study that Irish advisors come from a variety of backgrounds (a mix 

between public and private sector or even from NGOs) and the highest education that advisors had was Master’s 

level (29%) and post-graduate diploma (7%), while (43%) held a Bachelor’s degree. In contrast to that, in New 
Zealand, Eichbaum and Shaw found that 64.5% of the surveyed advisors had at least one post-graduate degree 

and ‘23.3% of respondents had been employed in a government department, 13.3% in the wider state or public 

sector and 43.3% in the private sector’ (Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007a, p. 98) and the biggest group of former 

advisors finds their later job in private sector (83.3%). Sellers looks at ‘where special advisers go after they 

leave government and to what extent their subsequent careers reflect trends towards the ‘professionalisation’ of 

politics’ (2014, p. 229) in the case of British advisors. Yong (2014a, pp. 35–60) provides a very good overview 

of their educational backgrounds, showing that the median age at which they become advisors is in their early 

30s, they are generally well educated and the main education fields include Social Sciences and Humanities. He 

also looks at the gender balances, showing that women are a growing minority, representing 28.4% of the 

special advisers between 1979-2013. Goplerud (2015) provides further information on the backgrounds of the 

British special advisers, focusing on their experience from being a party member. Wilson (2015) provides a 
detailed study of their backgrounds in Canada, however, he is only examining the senior ministerial advisors, 

therefore limiting the possibility to generalise the data for the whole population and does not consider the way 

the role of being an advisor might affect their future careers. Snagovsky and Kerby (2018) focus on the gender 

division of political labour in Canada, showing that men generally dominate legislative roles and women are 

seriously underrepresented in working in a legislative capacity. In the section concerning recruitment and 

qualifications of the advisors, Cobârzan (2008, pp. 302–303) shows that in Romania, the recruitment process is 

generally random and unsystematic and most of the advisors are educated in Law (22%) followed by 

Politics/Public Administration (20%) and Economics (16%).  

The article examining political appointees in executive governments in Norway by Askim et al. (2017) worked 

with a large-N sample of more than 200 political appointees. However, it does not provide separate data on 

political advisors and state secretaries in the analysis, instead, the data is aggregated, and this limitation has to 

be considered while evaluating the findings. They propose three models/roles of the political appointees and 

these are classified as being either a stand in, a media advisor or a political coordinator (Askim et al., 2017, p. 

349). Main differences are then found between these three groups, rather than looking at the overall picture. The 

stand in group has longer government experience and generally higher education with approximately half of 

them having master’s degree or a doctorate as they are generally more involved with the policy-substance 

advice and formulation, than, for example, the media advisors. Having government experience is also important 

for the political coordinators and age turned out to be the only significant control variable, showing that the 

younger group of appointees were more likely to be media advisors (Askim et al., 2017, pp. 351–352).  

Maley and Van den Berg (2018) provide a remarkable analysis of the Dutch and Australian advisors’ 

backgrounds  and several trends are detectable. On average, both Dutch and Australian ministerial advisors start 

their job as an advisor in their early thirties, but their education levels differ a lot. While in Australia the number 

of advisors who had a master’s degree or a doctorate was 20% (in 2010) and 38% (in 2014), in the Netherlands 

the lowest recorded percentage was 77% in 2007 and the highest reached number was 92% in 2010. Regarding 

the education subjects, the most common subjects for both cases were Law, Arts/Social Science/Humanities, 

Politics and International Relations. The career backgrounds category presented quite diverse results, however it 

is clearly visible that in Australia there is a stronger tendency to come from ‘public service’ or ‘political advisor 
executive’ groups than in the Netherlands, where the biggest groups of previously held employments was 

located in the ‘political advisor legislative’ group. Private sector generally remained popular source of advisors 

among both countries. After termination of the job of a ministerial advisor there are clearly more Dutch advisors 

going to the public service than Australian ones. This is possibly due to the fact that in the Netherlands there is a 

transition period of half a year granted to the ministerial advisors after they are done in their position and giving 

them a possibility to look for job in the public sector ‘from the inside’. Overall, a large proportion of advisors 

moved to private sector, ‘suggesting the skills, experiences and contacts they developed while working as 
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advisers were valuable for private companies’ (Maley & Van den Berg, 2018, p. 23). In New Zealand, that is 

also the case, but it is visible on an even bigger scale. There, a vast majority move into the private sector and 

their usual destination was in consultancy field (Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007a, p. 98). 

2.6. Studies of Ministerial Advisors and Their Conceptualisation 
To give a general overview of the topic of ministerial advisors, further literature related to them is briefly 

mentioned here. There is a number of comparative studies that compared the ministerial advisors in countries 

with similar administrative cultures/traditions, good examples of which would be a study of Belgium, Greece 

and the European Commission (Gouglas, Brans, & Jaspers, 2015), a study of Belgium and the Netherlands 

(Brans et al., 2006), a study of the UK, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Ireland and the US (Eichbaum & 

Shaw, 2010) or a study of Denmark and Sweden (Hustedt & Salomonsen, 2017). There are also studies that look 

at one particular country/institution in order to provide more in depth explanations for a particular context, such 

as (Askim et al., 2017) for Norway, (Gouglas, 2015) for Greece or (Gouglas et al., 2017) for European 

Commission. It is clear, that the best picture of the different systems that apply to ministerial advisors would be 
provided by a large-scale comparative study, for which, however, good quality data from a big number of 

countries would be needed. 

The literature has on many occasions also focused on the conceptualisation of the phenomenon as such. In order 

to better understand these advisors (looking at them as policy workers), it is necessary to consider the different 

conceptual frameworks used for that. Craft (2015) provides a very good overview of the conceptual approaches 

that have been developed thus far and presents his own framework as well. Connaughton (2010) offers a 

distinction between four different types of advisors, more specifically the Expert, Partisan, Coordinator and 
Minder and yet another approach was formulated by Zussman (2009) in his work for the OECD where he 

proposed ‘four potential configurations to assess the ‘fit’ of political advisers within elite political-

administrative arrangements’ (Craft, 2015, p. 138) – collaborative, gatekeeper, triangulated and hybrid variants. 

He based his work on the dynamics that exist between the ministers, their advisors and the civil service. From 

Zussman’s conceptualisation, Slovakia therefore has to be classified as a hybrid variant, as it contains elements 

from all the three main options and the data from this study also supports positioning the Slovak advisors in the 

Expert group according to Connaughton’s classification. However, further research would be necessary to 

unequivocally confirm it.  Lastly, one more way of conceptualising the phenomenon of the ministerial advisors 

can be seen in the work of Maley (2000) where she proposed the typology to be based on the roles they perform, 

including agenda setting; linking ideas, interests and opportunities; mobilising; bargaining and delivering. 

3. METHOD OF RESEARCH 

This single country case study collected original qualitative bibliographical data between January–April 2019 on 

individuals whom served as ministerial advisors in Slovakia between 2010-2019. A 10-question survey was sent 

to 122 of the 150 current and former advisers. It was not possible to find contact details of 28 advisors. We 

received a response rate of 20% (n=31)). This data was further supplemented by information collected from 

online sources, such as LinkedIn, google searches and media articles. This increased the amount of complete 

data on individuals to n=112, representing 75% of the monitored population. The survey was chosen as it has 

been previously used in similar studies that also examined profiles of ministerial advisors (Connaughton, 2010; 

Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007b; Goplerud, 2015; Gouglas, 2015; Maley & Van den Berg, 2018). However, as it was 

rightly pointed out by Maley and Van den Berg (2018), surveys alone often yield low response rates, as can be 

seen in this case as well. As the ‘results from a survey with a large non-response rate could be misleading and 

only representative of those who replied’ (Kelley, Clark, Brown, & Sitzia, 2003, p. 264) data was also drawn 
from numerous other online sources to include data on as many advisors as possible to allow for generalisation 

of the data for the whole population.  

3.1. Mapping of Slovak Ministerial Advisors 
Firstly, during the mapping phase, the ministerial advisors working during the four last governments (Radičová 

government 2010-2012, 2nd Fico government 2012-2016, 3rd Fico government 2016-2018 and Pellegrini 

government from 2018 onwards) were identified. As in Slovakia there is no central registry or a comprehensive 

list of the ministerial advisors, this was done by sending Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests to all the 

ministries and the Prime Minister’s Office. After the first round of FOIA requests, the majority of ministries 
replied stating that a position of an ‘ministerial advisor’ does not exist in Slovakia but clarified that Slovak 

advisors were merely called differently under Slovak law. The definition of a ‘constitutional expert agents who 

fulfil tasks for the member of government’ according to §7(3) of the Slovak Civil Service Act no. 55/2017 was 

used since then, as public bodies are obliged to provide the requested data on people employed under this basis. 

Furthermore, several ministries indicated that they also employed external advisors, but they are not required to 

give out names or any other data of all these personnel, as these external advisors were employed under the 
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Labour Code. Under the FOIA, the ministries are required to provide the names of the constitutional expert 
agents, their academic titles and the length of their employment. The Prime Minister’s Council of Advisors was 

also included in this research, as their names are regularly published on official governmental website and they 

fit perfectly this paper’s chosen definition of a ministerial advisor. Several FOIA requests were made to each 

ministry, as the ministries reacted in different manners (e.g. initially refused to provide the data, asked for a 
signed permission by the advisors, whose names we did not have yet, to provide us their names, etc.) and it was 

often necessary to clarify the request and persuade them to provide the data. Only the Ministry of Defence 

refused to provide any data on former advisors, citing national security reasons. Overall, 150 individuals who 

worked as advisors during the monitored period were identified. To further clarify, 206 positions were counted 

in total as several advisors held the position of advisor multiple times, or at several ministries. 

 
3.2. Data Collection 

In the second phase of the research, the contact details of the advisors were searched for online. It was not 

possible to find contacts for all of the advisors, but a significant number of contact details was found - 122 out 

of 150. Furthermore, as the ministries use a standardised system of email addresses for their employees 

(firstname.surname@ministryportal.sk), all of the current advisors’ work email addresses were constructed 

according to this model as well. A survey questionnaire comprising 10 questions inspired by the Maley and Van 
den Berg’s (2018) study was sent out to the advisors. The response rate at the time of writing of this paper was 

20% (n=31). As the response rate was low, publicly available information about the advisors was collected to 

fill in the gaps. LinkedIn profiles (only 28 out of the identified advisors have LinkedIn account) were used, as 

well as other publicly available online sources, such as university records, media reports, articles and websites 

of private companies.  

3.3. Bibliographical Data 
By reviewing their names, it was possible to establish the gender balances, as the surnames of women carry a 
specific appendix in Slovakia. Furthermore, it was also possible to establish individual levels of education of the 

advisors from official FOIA replies, as the academic titles contain this information. Additionally, sometimes the 

academic titles in Slovakia clearly indicate the education field as well (JUDr. is awarded only to lawyers, 

MUDr. only to doctors, etc.). Hence, in the absence of a survey reply or when no information could be found 

online, some of the advisors’ educational field were deduced from their titles. The length of advisors’ 

employment was calculated based on the dates of employment provided in the FOIA replies from ministries.  

In some cases when no reply to the survey was recorded, the age of advisors was calculated on the basis of the 

year when they started their higher education, as people in Slovakia usually start their university studies at the 
age of 18 or 19. This determination process carries the risk of inaccuracies (+/- 1-3 years) as some individuals 

might have started their education earlier/later or taken a gap year, but the technique was tested on several 

advisors that provided their age in the questionnaire, compared to the estimations, and proved to be within the 

mentioned error margin. Despite this testing, the data on age should be regarded as indicative only. 

More specifically, the biographical data collected which was necessary to answer the research question includes: 

the age at time of starting the job of a ministerial advisor (n=152), highest level of completed education 

(n=199), the education subject area (n=172), all the previous jobs held before becoming a ministerial advisor 

(n=169), the role held immediately prior to the advisor position (n=167), the role held immediately after serving 
as an advisor (n=155) and all the following jobs held by former ministerial advisors (n=150). Future 

comparative projects can benefit from this study as the survey was drawn from research conducted by Maley 

and Van den Berg (2018), therefore making it easily comparable. 

The collected information was analysed and is presented in subsequent sections. The data was not aggregated to 

make it possible to see the differences between the different governments. As it is a single case study, more 

attention was paid to the details specific to political and administrative conditions in Slovakia. In saying that, 

however, the data can be easily used for comparative purposes in future studies.   

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

4.1. Differences Between Ministries 
Findings indicate no uniform recruitment method as the number of advisors employed varied between 

ministries. The biggest group of advisors was found in the Prime Minister’s Office, with 74 advisors working 

there during the monitored period. However, it has to be pointed out that this was due to including the PM’s 

Council of Advisors, where there is one person per each policy field present each year (mirroring the number of 

ministries). There were no advisors found at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defence, Ministry of 

Environment and Ministry of Health. There is no way to be certain as to why some ministries have no advisors, 
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but the reason appears to be that the ministers have different approaches when seeking policy advice. For 

example, there were 27 people who worked as external experts providing advice to the minister of health 

between 2010-2019, but they were not classified as constitutional expert agents. This was possible as they were 

all employed on the basis of Labour Code instead of Civil Service Act, making it legally impossible to obtain 

their names from the Ministry due to protection of privacy. As mentioned earlier, we could not collect data on 
advisers in the Ministry of Defence due to security reasons. On average, there were 21 advisors per ministry 

during the monitored period. Excluding the PM’s Office, the average decreases to 15 advisors per ministry.  

4.2. Prime Minister’s Council of Advisors  
The Council of Advisors advising the Prime Minister represents a particular sub-group of advisors with several 

distinctive characteristics worth mentioning. All Slovak PMs during the monitored period had a Council of 

Advisors which comprised numerous experts - one per each ministry. They are each assigned to a specific field, 

advising exclusively in their own area (finance, health, foreign policy, etc.). This Council bears similarities to 

the international examples in the UK or Australia where the Prime Minister’s Office has established internal 
specialist ‘policy units’. The PM’s advisors are extremely highly educated, with number of people with a PhD. 

or even higher level of education, such as professors (in Slovakia the title of professor can be attributed to 

individuals who are the top specialists in their fields only by the President) accounting for 62% of them and the 

remaining 38% often having specialised master’s degrees. Their specialisation is always directly related to the 

field in which they advise the PM, so that, for example, the person advising on health matters is always a Doctor 

of Medicine. Concerning the gender balance, the inequality is very high, with 95% of these advisors being male. 

Most of them have worked and continue working in academia and many of them preside over important public 

bodies, such as the Electoral Council, or controlling boards of public enterprises. Consequently, they are 

generally older than the rest of advisors (their average age at the time when they started their first position of 

advisor being 54 years) and as most of them carry out their job of being an advisor on external basis, they stay 

in their position of an advisor longer, being able to keep their regular positions and do this job “on the side”. 

4.3. Gender Balance 
In Slovak civil service, women account for 64% of all civil servants (Sedlačko & Staroňová, 2018, p. 9), but the 

population of ministerial advisors showed a completely opposite trend. As it can be seen from the data, on 

average, women represent only 25% of the advisory positions, with the highest proportion of male advisors 

(79%) recorded under 2nd Fico government. According to Gender Equality Index4, Slovakia is the second worst 

in terms of gender equality from the EU member states and the score achieved in 2017 has not changed since 

2005 (European Institute of Gender Equality, 2017). The proportion of female MPs in the Slovak parliament has 

floated around 20% since the beginning of 2000s and the current number of female ministers (5) is a historical 
record, as in early 2016, all the ministries were headed by men (Torrabala, 2018). This data confirms this gender 

inequality, as it clearly shows that despite the generally higher proportion of females in civil service, the group 

of ministerial advisors working alongside this service is strongly dominated by men. In this aspect, Slovak 

ministerial advisors are similar to their Irish counterparts, where 71% of the advisors population is made up of 

males (Connaughton, 2010, p. 354). Other similar gender divisions can be found in the case of the British 

special advisers (Yong, 2014a) and the political staff working in legislative/political capacity in  Canada 

(Snagovsky & Kerby, 2018). 

Table 2. Gender balance of ministerial advisors in Slovakia 

 Radičová 
government 

2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico 
government 

2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico 
government 

2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini 
government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

Gender balance (M/F) 

of advisory positions 

67%/33% 

(28/14) 

79%/21% 

(48/13) 

75%/25% 

(43/14) 

76%/24% 

(35/11) 

75%/25% 

(154/52) 

Gender balance (M/F) 

of individual advisors 

 

71%/29% (107/43) 

4.4. Length of Employment  
According to the nature of the advisor job, it was expected that the average length would correlate with the time 

that the ministers who hired them spent in their office, however, this appears to be the case only in the PM’s 

Council of Advisors. In the rest of the ministries, the generally shorter periods of employment imply that the 

                                                             
4 The Gender Equality Index is a composite indicator that measures the complex concept of gender equality and, 
based on the EU policy framework, assists in monitoring progress of gender equality across the EU over time. 

For more information see https://eige.europa.eu/gender-equality-index  
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advisors were most likely hired for a specific project/task and that they do not, in most cases, serve as personal 

‘general’ advisors to the ministers. There were quite a few extremes recorded in the data, with some people 

holding the position of an advisor for merely 5-7 days (n=3) and others being advisors for more than seven 

years. The long periods can be explained by linking the employment lengths to the leader of the ruling party that 

has been in power (either alone or as a leader of coalition) for the seven years in the monitored period. However, 
after email communication with one of the advisors from the Ministry of Education, it emerged that he was 

employed as an advisor ‘only on the paper’ as he was recorded to be an advisor only for a month and according 

to his own words: 

‘That was probably a pure formality. Since they [the ministry’s administration] did not have a specific 

position available, they probably temporarily placed me in a different position. However, I have only been 

working on the communications department all the time and nowhere else. The content of my work did not 

change.’ (own translation of email communication with a survey respondent not wishing to be identified) 

The average length of employment of an advisor was 23.6 months, however after excluding the PM’s Council of 

Advisors, the average length dropped to 15.8 months. However, as it was mentioned above, due to the extremes 

present, median calculations appear to be more interesting to look at. The median length of employment of an 

advisor was 19.3 months and after exclusion of the PM’s Council of Advisors, it went down to 12.5 months. 

Therefore, it is clear that half of the advisors (excluding the PM’s Council) served for only one year or less. 

Sometimes, the employment dates showed that the employment overlapped between two different governments 

(or ministers) which could be potentially attributable to tying of the advisors to longer projects, rather than to a 

specific minister. That would also be supported by the fact that many advisors were employed for shorter 
periods during the administration of one minister, implying they were employed for a specific task or project, 

rather than being a generalist advisor. The fact that some advisors were employed for longer periods under 

governments comprising opposing parties indicates that the reason for their employment was that they were 

valued as impartial experts, rather than political actors. 

4.5. Age at the Beginning of Advisor Job 
The average age of Slovak advisors at the beginning of being an advisor was 46 and half years. This is higher 

than the average age of advisors in the UK - mid 30s according to (LSE GV314 Group, 2012; Yong, 2014a), 

and also higher than in Australia or the Netherlands where both averages move around early 30s (Maley & Van 
den Berg, 2018, p. 14). It is possible to observe that the age progressively increased and while under Radičová 

government the average advisor was in his early forties, under Pellegrini government the average went up to 50. 

It indicates that being an advisor is not a starting position in one’s career and that the people advising ministers 

must have had quite a lot of experience already before taking the job. For some people, especially in the PM’s 

Council of Advisors, the advisor job came at the end of their career, when they already retired from their 

profession, supporting the idea that they are highly skilled experts, providing lots of experience to the ministers 

in their respective fields. 

 

Table 3. Age of advisors at the beginning of their first advisor position 

 Radičová 
government 

2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico 
government 

2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico 
government 

2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini 
government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

Age 41.17 years 

(n=35) 

45.63 years 

(n=41) 

48.72 years 

(n=40) 

50.54 years 

(n=35) 

46.55 years 

(n=151) 

5. EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUNDS 

5.1. Highest Level of Education 
The hypothesis about Slovak ministerial advisors having a high level of education was confirmed by the data. 

As the ministries are required by law to provide information about academic titles of the constitutional expert 
agents if they have them, this data comprises information about 199 out of 206 advisors in the monitored period. 

From the first look it is obvious that more than 95% (n=191) of the advisors between 2010 – 2019 had a 

master’s degree or even higher education at the time when they were hired to be an advisor. Only one person 

from the whole population had no university education and seven advisors had only bachelor’s degree. What is 
very interesting to see is the unusually high proportion of people with a PhD. or an even higher education 

(docents or professors) which accounted on average for 31% of the population. Under Pellegrini government, 
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this group reached 42% and for a large part, this significant proportion of extremely highly educated people can 

be attributed to the PM’s Council of Advisors.  

These numbers show, that Slovak ministerial advisors are closer to the example of the Dutch advisors where the 

number of advisors having a masters or higher degree moved between 77% to 92% and show a sharply 

contrasting situation when compared with Australia (between 20% and 38%) (Maley & Van den Berg, 2018, p. 

15). In Ireland the proportion of advisors with a master’s degree or higher was only 29% (Connaughton, 2010) 

and New Zealand and Greece these numbers moved around 65-68% (Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007a; Gouglas, 

2015). This, together with the higher average age at the beginning of advisory job, shows that Slovak ministerial 

advisors are most likely experts in their field, bringing lots of field-specific knowledge and 

professional/academic experience to the ministries. 

Table 4. Highest level of education achieved at the time of becoming a ministerial advisor 

 Radičová 

government 

2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico 

government 

2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico 

government 

2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini 

government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

High school  2.63% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.50% (n=1) 

Higher education 1 

(Bachelor’s degree) 

2.63% (n=1) 1.66% (n=1) 3.57% (n=2) 6.66% (n=3) 3.51% (n=7) 

Higher education 2 

(Master’s degree) 

78.94% (n=30) 63.33% (n=38) 67.85% (n=38) 51.11% (n=23) 64.82% (n=129) 

Higher education 3 

(PhD. or higher) 

15.78% (n=6) 35.00% (n=21) 28.57% (n=16) 42.22% (n=19) 31.15% (n=62) 

No information 4 1 1 1 7 

5.2. Educational Field  
In general, the education field of Slovak ministerial advisors relates to the topic area of each ministry. The data 
shows a big variety of education fields, with the main dominant areas on average being law, economics and 

technical sciences. Natural sciences came fourth, closely followed by advisors with education in communication 

or journalism and those educated in humanities. Interestingly, politics, international relations and public 

administration did not account for much among the advisor’s population. The individual data also showed that, 

for example, at the Ministry of Transport, Construction and Regional Development there was a majority of 

advisors with engineering degrees while at the Ministry of Justice the majority comprise of lawyers and at the 

Ministry of Finance of people educated in economics. The argument of Slovak ministerial advisors being 

specialised in the specific fields of ministries where they serve is further supported by the fact that advisors on 

health are always Doctors of Medicine. This distinguishes them from British advisors, who are mainly educated 

in politics and history (Yong, 2014a), indicating that their positions are more generalist.  

Only one significant outlier in the data can be found under Radičová government, when there was only one 

person educated in law (PM’s legal advisor), but that can be explained by Ministry of Justice having only one 

advisor at this time as compared to other years, about whom it was not possible to find any information. 

Furthermore, it appears to be the case that the minister’s spokesperson is generally a communication or 

journalism graduate, and in some cases, they are classified as advisors as well, although it was found not to be a 

very common practice.  

Table 5. Main educational field of the ministerial advisors 

 Radičová 

government 

2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico 

government 

2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico 

government 

2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini 

government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

Economics 22.85% (n=8) 22.91% (n=11) 14.58% (n=7) 14.63% (n=6) 18.60% (n=32) 

Humanities 11.42% (n=4) 4.16% (n=2) 6.25% (n=3) 12.19% (n=5) 8.13% (n=14) 

Communication 

/Journalism 

11.42% (n=4) 6.25% (n=3) 8.33% (n=4) 7.31% (n=3) 8.13% (n=14) 

Management  8.57% (n=3) 4.16% (n=2) 6.25% (n=3) 2.43% (n=1) 5.23% (n=9) 

Medicine 2.85% (n=1) 2.08% (n=1) 4.16% (n=2) 4.87% (n=2) 3.48% (n=6) 

Inter. Relations 2.85% (n=1) 4.16% (n=2) 2.08% (n=1) 2.43% (n=1) 2.90% (n=5) 

Politics  5.71% (n=2) 6.25% (n=3) 2.08% (n=1) 2.43% (n=1) 4.06% (n=7) 
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Law 2.85% (n=1) 25.00% (n=12) 22.91% (n=11) 21.95% (n=9) 19.18% (n=33) 

Natural Sciences 5.71% (n=2) 8.33% (n=4) 10.41% (n=5) 12.19% (n=5) 9.30% (n=16) 

Technical Sciences 20.00% (n=7) 12.50% (n=6) 20.83% (n=10) 19.51% (n=8) 18.02% (n=31) 

Art 5.71% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 1.16% (n=2) 

Public Admin. 0.00% (n=0) 4.16% (n=2) 2.08% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 1.74% (n=3) 

No information 7 13 9 5 34 

6. PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUNDS AND CAREER PATHS 

6.1. All Previous Employment 
When it comes to the employment categories, they were drawn from the work of Maley and Van den Berg 

(2018) in order to be comparable, however, in order to account for the particularities of Slovakia, they were 

adjusted to better reflect some of the sectors in the country. For example, in Slovakia there is no official 
lobbying sector as such – officially there is no legislation on lobbying, nor any definition of a lobbyist or 

lobbying activities (Riapošová & Klingová, 2015), in the same context as in other western countries, so this 

category was left out. The public sector was split into four different sections, based on the classification of 

Slovak civil service provided by Slovak scholars (Staroňová, Staňová, & Sičáková-Beblavá, 2014, pp. 15–16). 

Firstly, the central level refers to the civil service positions related to central government (people working at the 

ministries on planning and implementing of policies) and it includes also the executive ministry employees as 

well as political appointees which can be found at the ministries, such as State Secretaries and Chiefs of Staff. 

Secondly, the regional level of public sector refers to the implementing local bodies of the central level. Thirdly, 

the public sector – local government refers to the autonomous, self-governing regions or municipalities and 

lastly, the fourth category (‘other’) encompasses those state employees that provide the services directly to the 

citizens, such as the police, doctors working in public hospitals, teachers at public schools (with the exception of 
higher education which is under the ‘Academic Sector’), judges and people working in or sitting on controlling 

Boards of state owned enterprises. In order to make the comparison easier, it can be simply aggregated under a 

summary heading of a ‘Public Sector’.  

In this part of data, it is more useful to look at the ‘n’ of each specific category, rather than at the percentages as 

there were individual advisors with multiple previous positions that were all included, therefore distorting the 

average calculations. However, what is interesting to see is how many people out of the general population 

already had experience in certain field in general, before becoming an advisor. For example, in the UK, more 

than 90% of special advisors have been party members for considerable time before becoming an advisor (LSE 
GV314 Group, 2012) which does not appear to be the case in Slovakia. Instead, it is clear that 54 people that 

occupied an advisor position had already had some experience with public sector at a central level, and 91 

people had had an experience from the wider ‘other’ category of public service.  

Furthermore, people with experience from private sector also appear to be desired by the ministers, as they 

formed between one third and one half of the population of advisors under all four governments. For example, 

from the total number of 42 advisors under Radičová government, 21 of them had previous experience from 

private sector. In general, academic sector was well represented as well, arguably due to the high number of 

people with PhD. and higher education, as getting of such high classifications in Slovakia generally entails work 
in the academic sector.  Overall, it is possible to see that the ministerial advisors were drawn from a wide variety 

of backgrounds, in line with the other aforementioned studies with data on the subject. 

Table 6. All previous employment of ministerial advisors 

 Radičová 

government 

2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico 

government 

2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico 

government 

2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini 

government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

Public sector - 

central level 

10.23% (n=9) 13.87% (n=19) 14.42% (n=15) 13.92% (n=11) 13.24% (n=54) 

Public sector - 

regional level 

0.00% (n=0) 0.73% (n=1) 0.96% (n=1) 1.27% (n=1) 0.74% (n=3) 

Public sector –  

local gov. 

4.55% (n=4) 1.46% (n=2) 1.92% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 1.96% (n=8) 

Public sector – other  22.73% (n=20) 23.36% (n=32) 22.12% (n=23) 20.25% (n=16) 22.30% (n=91) 

Private Sector 23.86% (n=21) 16.79% (n=23) 21.15% (n=22) 21.52% (n=17) 20.34% (n=83) 

NGO 4.55% (n=4) 5.11% (n=7) 5.77% (n=6) 3.80% (n=3) 4.90% (n=20) 
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Academic Sector 10.23% (n=9) 14.60% (n=20) 16.35% (n=17) 20.25% (n=16) 15.20% (n=62) 

Politics – elected 

politician 

4.55% (n=4) 4.38% (n=6) 4.81% (n=5) 5.06% (n=4) 4.66% (n=19) 

Politics – work in 

political party  

4.55% (n=4) 3.65% (n=5) 2.88% (n=3) 3.80% (n=3) 3.68% (n=15) 

Politics - advisor 2.27% (n=2) 5.11% (n=7) 2.88% (n=3) 2.53% (n=2) 3.43% (n=14) 

Media  7.95% (n=7) 6.57% (n=9) 3.85% (n=4) 2.53% (n=2) 5.39% (n=22) 

Think Tank 1.14% (n=1) 2.92% (n=4) 0.96% (n=1) 1.27% (n=1) 1.72% (n=7) 

Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.96% (n=1) 1.27% (n=1) 0.49% (n=2) 

No previous jobs 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 

Other 3.41% (n=3) 1.46% (n=2) 0.96% (n=1) 2.53% (n=2) 1.96% (n=8) 

No information  5 13 12 7 37 

6.2. Last Employment Prior to Becoming Advisor 
The last position held before becoming an advisor shows, at which sectors do the ministers look in order to find 

their advisors. In here, only one position per person was included in the calculation, therefore the averages 

clearly reflect the differences in last jobs the advisors have had before. Public sector, when combining all four 

subcategories, accounts for one third of the overall population, indicating that the ministers are most likely to 

pick their advisors from people that already work in the public service in one way or another as they bring 

experience, are knowledgeable in the functioning of public sector and already have contacts directly within the 

sector. Second most populous category is the private sector, showing that the ministers welcome fresh ideas 

coming from outside (the experience and new skills) and appreciate input of professionals from related fields 

and the third biggest category is academic sector, indicating once again that the specialisation and specific 

knowledge acquired in academia are both valuable to the ministers. Interestingly, people who were elected 
politicians immediately prior to starting advisor position constitute the next most populous category, in this case 

including MPs from Slovak parliament, former ministers or local councillors. This can mean that they are 

valued as people with lots of knowledge, contacts and experience in their respective fields, or, simply, that them 

being an advisor was a purely political decision. 

Table 7. Last job before becoming an advisor 

 Radičová 

government 

2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico 

government 

2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico 

government 

2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini 

government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

Public sector - 

central level 

10.81% (n=4) 8.16% (n=4) 9.09% (n=4) 21.62% (n=8) 11.98% (n=20) 

Public sector - 

regional level 

0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 

Public sector –  
local gov. 

5.41% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 2.27% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 1.80% (n=3) 

Public sector – other  16.22% (n=6) 36.73% (n=18) 15.91% (n=7) 13.51% (n=5) 21.56% (n=36) 

Private Sector 29.73% (n=11) 16.33% (n=8) 25.00% (n=11) 18.92% (n=7) 22.16% (n=37) 

NGO  5.41% (n=2) 4.08% (n=2) 6.82% (n=3) 5.41% (n=2) 5.39% (n=9) 

Academic Sector 5.41% (n=2) 14.29% (n=7) 22.73% (n=10) 29.73% (n=11) 17.96% (n=30) 

Politics – elected 

politician 

5.41% (n=2) 8.16% (n=4) 9.09% (n=4) 5.41% (n=2) 7.19% (n=12) 

Politics – work in 

political party  

2.70% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.60% (n=1) 

Politics - advisor 0.00% (n=0) 6.12% (n=3) 2.27% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 2.40% (n=4) 

Media  10.81% (n=4) 4.08% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 3.59% (n=6) 

Think Tank 0.00% (n=0) 2.04% (n=1) 2.27% (n=1) 2.70% (n=1) 1.80% (n=3) 

Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.27% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.60% (n=1) 

No previous jobs 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 

Other 8.11% (n=3) 0.00% (n=0) 2.27% (n=1) 2.70% (n=1) 2.99% (n=5) 

No information  5 12 13 9 39 

6.3. First Job Immediately After Being an Advisor 
In this category, once again, only one position per advisor was included, therefore the percentages are well 

indicative of possible patterns. Data on the last positions before becoming an advisor and first position 
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immediately after becoming and advisor was compared as well, to see whether people who served as advisors 

tend to return to the same field where they worked immediately before. It was found that more than half of the 

people who served as an advisor went back to the exact same field as they used to work in before. More 

specifically, under Radičová government it was 18 advisors out of 37 (not accounting for those without 

information), under 2nd Fico government it was 20 out of 43, under 3rd Fico government it was 19 out of 40 
and under Pellegrini government it was 22 out of 35 advisors. 

More than 45% went to work in the public service, while 20% went to academic sector. Only 7.74% went 

directly into private sector, showing that despite more than 22% of the advisors being drawn from the private 

sector, only one third of them returned directly back. More people came from the political sector than the 

number of those who went there after they finished being an advisor, indicating that the contacts from political 

sector were more useful to become an advisor, rather being an advisor helping them to get into politics. In the 

UK, it has been argued that the contacts and skills that the special advisers acquire during their position are 

considered to be attractive ministerial qualities and some authors even start to question ‘whether the position of 
‘special adviser’ is now seen as an inevitable stepping stone in the route to power’ (Goplerud, 2015, p. 332) 

however, as Sellers points out, it might be the case that ‘those who were elected might have been elected even if 

they had not been special advisers’ (Sellers, 2014, p. 235). According to the data, in Slovakia, the position of an 

advisor certainly does not seem to be the stepping stone to political career. 

Table 8. First job after being an advisor 

 Radičová 

government 

2010 – 2012 

2nd Fico 

government 

2012 – 2016 

3rd Fico 

government 

2016 – 2018 

Pellegrini 

government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

Public sector – 

central level 

16.22% (n=6) 9.30% (n=4) 5.00% (n=2) 14.29% (n=5) 10.97% (n=17) 

Public sector – 
regional level 

0.00% (n=0) 2.33% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.65% (n=1) 

Public sector –  

local gov. 

5.41% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 1.29% (n=2) 

Public sector – other  24.32% (n=9) 48.84% (n=21) 32.50% (n=13) 22.86% (n=8) 32.90% (n=51) 

Private Sector 16.22% (n=6) 6.98% (n=3) 5.00% (n=2) 2.86% (n=1) 7.74% (n=12) 

NGO  5.41% (n=2) 2.33% (n=1) 7.50% (n=3) 2.86% (n=1) 4.52% (n=7) 

Academic Sector 10.81% (n=4) 16.28% (n=7) 25.00% (n=10) 28.57% (n=10) 20.00% (n=31) 

Politics – elected 

politician 

0.00% (n=0) 2.33% (n=1) 10.00% (n=4) 5.71% (n=2) 4.52% (n=7) 

Politics – work in 

political party  

0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 

Politics – advisor 5.41% (n=2) 4.65% (n=2) 2.50% (n=1) 2.86% (n=1) 3.87% (n=6) 

Media  10.81% (n=4) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.58% (n=4) 

Think Tank 2.70% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.65% (n=1) 

Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 

No next employment 0.00% (n=0) 6.98% (n=3) 7.50% (n=3) 17.14% (n=6) 7.74% (n=12) 

Other 2.70% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 5.00% (n=2) 2.86% (n=1) 2.58% (n=4) 

No information  5 18 17 11 51 

6.4. All Subsequent Employment 
The information on all subsequent employment includes all the declared or found sectors in which the advisors 

worked after finishing on their position of advisor. This data is however a little bit limited, as many of them 

finished only recently or still work as advisors, so the possibility to identify any significant patterns in the next 
career developments of former advisors is lower. Percentage-wise, it closely reflects the data in Subsection 6.3., 

with the public sector being the most popular destination of advisors. The private sector has increased, showing 

that even though the advisors do not move to private sector immediately after their job is finished, a bigger 

number of them moves there eventually. Interesting examples of the ‘Other’ category would be getting a place 

on the board of European Investment Bank or International Monetary Fund, becoming a student again to get a 

higher academic degree or serving jail time due to corruption affairs that were uncovered after serving as 

advisor. Further studies identifying whether being an advisor had an effect on, hypothetically increasing the 

level of seniority in subsequent employment of individuals would be useful in describing the impact of being an 

advisor on one’s career path. 
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Table 9. All subsequent employment of the ministerial advisors 

 Radičová 

government 

2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico 

government 

2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico 

government 

2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini 

government 

2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisors 42 61 57 46 206 

Public sector - 

central level 

8.00% (n=6) 7.14% (n=5) 7.02% (n=4) 14.58% (n=7) 8.80% (n=22) 

Public sector - 

regional level 

1.33% (n=1) 2.86% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 1.20% (n=3) 

Public sector – local 

gov. 

6.67% (n=5) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.08% (n=1) 2.40% (n=6) 

Public sector – other  22.67% (n=17) 41.43% (n=29) 33.33% (n=19) 29.17% (n=14) 31.60% (n=79) 

Private Sector 20.00% (n=15) 12.86% (n=9) 8.77% (n=5) 2.08% (n=1) 12.00% (n=30) 

NGO  5.33% (n=4) 1.43% (n=1) 10.53% (n=6) 4.17% (n=2) 5.20% (n=13) 

Academic Sector 9.33% (n=7) 17.14% (n=12) 19.30% (n=11) 25.00% (n=12) 16.80% (n=42) 

Politics – elected 
politician 

4.00% (n=3) 2.86% (n=2) 5.26% (n=3) 4.17% (n=2) 4.00% (n=10) 

Politics – work in 

political party  

2.67% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 1.75% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 1.20% (n=3) 

Politics - advisor 5.33% (n=4) 5.71% (n=4) 3.51% (n=2) 2.08% (n=1) 4.40% (n=11) 

Media  6.67% (n=5) 1.43% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.40% (n=6) 

Think Tank 5.33% (n=4) 1.43% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.00% (n=5) 

Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 

No next employment 0.00% (n=0) 2.86% (n=2) 5.26% (n=3) 14.58% (n=7) 4.80% (n=12) 

Other 2.67% (n=2) 2.86% (n=2) 5.26% (n=3) 2.08% (n=1) 3.20% (n=8) 

No information  4 19 20 13 56 

7. CONCLUSION 

This paper contributes to widening the knowledge about politico-administrative relations in Slovakia, more 

specifically by shedding more light on the topic of ministerial advisors, thanks to the new data collected. The 

data shows that Slovak ministerial advisors are different from their counterparts in other countries in many 

aspects, but also that they resemble them in certain ways. They are highly educated, their education fields 

generally relate to the fields of the ministries where they serve, demonstrating that they bring substantial 

knowledge to the job. On average the position of advisor comes later on in their careers, indicating considerable 

level of experience and skills. Most of them stay on advisor position for shorter periods than the minister who 

hired them stays in office, and their backgrounds include variety of sectors. Many of them return to their 
previous field, but it is possible to observe more shifting towards the public sector jobs immediately after being 

an advisor. An important sub-group was identified (PM’s Council of Advisors) which has many distinctive 

characteristics, setting it apart from the rest of the advisors.  

First two hypotheses (advisors’ high level of education and coming from a variety of previous employment 

fields) were confirmed by the data and the second two (significant number of advisors moving to private sector 

afterwards and their employment lengths being the same as those of ‘their’ minister) were disproven. As this 

paper forms part of an ongoing research for the author’s dissertation project, the currently presented outcomes 
will be supplemented in the next months by more qualitative data (to be obtained by interviewing advisors who 

agreed to be contacted in the survey) approximating in more detail the recruitment procedures and providing 

clarifications for certain questions that arose from the collected data. Further research on the topic is needed, in 

order to provide a comprehensive overview of these actors. Studies looking at the content of their jobs, their 

powers and the relations between them and ministers or civil servants would be useful to conceptualise the 

phenomenon of a ministerial advisor in Slovak context. The relations between them and the civil service would 

be particularly interesting to study to show whether they compete for power and minister’s attention in a zero-

sum game or whether their relationship is of a more collaborative and positive nature, such as in the case of 

New Zealand (Eichbaum & Shaw, 2006). Furthermore, a large-scale comparative study comparing data from 

various countries would be very well positioned to explore common patterns and the possible differences 

between countries with different politico-administrative traditions. Collecting and analysing information about 

ministerial advisors is, after all, a crucial element in looking at issues related to this group of actors from an 

informed perspective, in order to increase transparency and accountability of governing in modern world. 
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APPENDIX 1. 

Summary table of the collected data 
  

 

 Radičová government 
2010 - 2012 

2nd Fico government 
2012 - 2016 

3rd Fico government 
2016 - 2018 

Pellegrini government 
2018 -  

Overall  

N of advisor positions 42 61 57 46 206 
N of individuals advisors  150 
Gender balance (M/F) of advisors pos. 67%/33% (28/14) 79%/21% (48/13) 75%/25% (43/14) 76%/24% (35/11) 75%/25% (154/52) 
Gender balance (M/F) of individuals   71%/29% (107/43) 
Age 41.17 years (n=35) 45.63 years (n=41) 48.72 years (n=40) 50.54 years (n=35) 46.55 years (n=151) 
Length of employment (average)*  23.6 months 
- excluding PM’s advisory board*  15.8 months 
Length of employment (median)*  19.3 months 
- excluding PM’s advisory board*  12.5 months 
Education 
High school  2.63% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.50% (n=1) 
Higher education 1 (Bachelor’s degree) 2.63% (n=1) 1.66% (n=1) 3.57% (n=2) 6.66% (n=3) 3.51% (n=7) 
Higher education 2 (Master’s degree) 78.94% (n=30) 63.33% (n=38) 67.85% (n=38) 51.11% (n=23) 64.82% (n=129) 
Higher education 3 (PhD. or higher) 15.78% (n=6) 35.00% (n=21) 28.57% (n=16) 42.22% (n=19) 31.15% (n=62) 
No information 4 1 1 1 7 
Education field 
Economics 22.85% (n=8) 22.91% (n=11) 14.58% (n=7) 14.63% (n=6) 18.60% (n=32) 
Humanities 11.42% (n=4) 4.16% (n=2) 6.25% (n=3) 12.19% (n=5) 8.13% (n=14) 
Communication/Journalism 11.42% (n=4) 6.25% (n=3) 8.33% (n=4) 7.31% (n=3) 8.13% (n=14) 
Management  8.57% (n=3) 4.16% (n=2) 6.25% (n=3) 2.43% (n=1) 5.23% (n=9) 
Medicine 2.85% (n=1) 2.08% (n=1) 4.16% (n=2) 4.87% (n=2) 3.48% (n=6) 
International Relations 2.85% (n=1) 4.16% (n=2) 2.08% (n=1) 2.43% (n=1) 2.90% (n=5) 
Politics  5.71% (n=2) 6.25% (n=3) 2.08% (n=1) 2.43% (n=1) 4.06% (n=7) 
Law 2.85% (n=1) 25.00% (n=12) 22.91% (n=11) 21.95% (n=9) 19.18% (n=33) 
Natural Sciences 5.71% (n=2) 8.33% (n=4) 10.41% (n=5) 12.19% (n=5) 9.30% (n=16) 
Technical Sciences 20.00% (n=7) 12.50% (n=6) 20.83% (n=10) 19.51% (n=8) 18.02% (n=31) 
Art 5.71% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 1.16% (n=2) 
Public Administration  0.00% (n=0) 4.16% (n=2) 2.08% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 1.74% (n=3) 
No information 7 13 9 5 34 
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All previous employment  
Public sector - central level 10.23% (n=9) 13.87% (n=19) 14.42% (n=15) 13.92% (n=11) 13.24% (n=54) 
Public sector - regional level 0.00% (n=0) 0.73% (n=1) 0.96% (n=1) 1.27% (n=1) 0.74% (n=3) 
Public sector – local gov. 4.55% (n=4) 1.46% (n=2) 1.92% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 1.96% (n=8) 
Public sector – other  22.73% (n=20) 23.36% (n=32) 22.12% (n=23) 20.25% (n=16) 22.30% (n=91) 
Private Sector 23.86% (n=21) 16.79% (n=23) 21.15% (n=22) 21.52% (n=17) 20.34% (n=83) 
NGO  4.55% (n=4) 5.11% (n=7) 5.77% (n=6) 3.80% (n=3) 4.90% (n=20) 
Academic Sector 10.23% (n=9) 14.60% (n=20) 16.35% (n=17) 20.25% (n=16) 15.20% (n=62) 
Politics – elected politician 4.55% (n=4) 4.38% (n=6) 4.81% (n=5) 5.06% (n=4) 4.66% (n=19) 
Politics – work in political party  4.55% (n=4) 3.65% (n=5) 2.88% (n=3) 3.80% (n=3) 3.68% (n=15) 
Politics - advisor 2.27% (n=2) 5.11% (n=7) 2.88% (n=3) 2.53% (n=2) 3.43% (n=14) 
Media  7.95% (n=7) 6.57% (n=9) 3.85% (n=4) 2.53% (n=2) 5.39% (n=22) 
Think Tank 1.14% (n=1) 2.92% (n=4) 0.96% (n=1) 1.27% (n=1) 1.72% (n=7) 
Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.96% (n=1) 1.27% (n=1) 0.49% (n=2) 
No previous employment 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 
Other 3.41% (n=3) 1.46% (n=2) 0.96% (n=1) 2.53% (n=2) 1.96% (n=8) 
No information  5 13 12 7 37 
Last job immediately before becoming advisor  
Public sector - central level 10.81% (n=4) 8.16% (n=4) 9.09% (n=4) 21.62% (n=8) 11.98% (n=20) 
Public sector - regional level 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 
Public sector – local gov. 5.41% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 2.27% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 1.80% (n=3) 
Public sector – other  16.22% (n=6) 36.73% (n=18) 15.91% (n=7) 13.51% (n=5) 21.56% (n=36) 
Private Sector 29.73% (n=11) 16.33% (n=8) 25.00% (n=11) 18.92% (n=7) 22.16% (n=37) 
NGO  5.41% (n=2) 4.08% (n=2) 6.82% (n=3) 5.41% (n=2) 5.39% (n=9) 
Academic Sector 5.41% (n=2) 14.29% (n=7) 22.73% (n=10) 29.73% (n=11) 17.96% (n=30) 
Politics – elected politician 5.41% (n=2) 8.16% (n=4) 9.09% (n=4) 5.41% (n=2) 7.19% (n=12) 
Politics – work in political party  2.70% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.60% (n=1) 
Politics - advisor 0.00% (n=0) 6.12% (n=3) 2.27% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 2.40% (n=4) 
Media  10.81% (n=4) 4.08% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 3.59% (n=6) 
Think Tank 0.00% (n=0) 2.04% (n=1) 2.27% (n=1) 2.70% (n=1) 1.80% (n=3) 
Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.27% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.60% (n=1) 
No previous employment 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 
Other 8.11% (n=3) 0.00% (n=0) 2.27% (n=1) 2.70% (n=1) 2.99% (n=5) 
No information  5 12 13 9 39 
First job immediately after being an advisor 
Public sector - central level 16.22% (n=6) 9.30% (n=4) 5.00% (n=2) 14.29% (n=5) 10.97% (n=17) 
Public sector - regional level 0.00% (n=0) 2.33% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.65% (n=1) 
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Public sector – local gov. 5.41% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 1.29% (n=2) 
Public sector – other  24.32% (n=9) 48.84% (n=21) 32.50% (n=13) 22.86% (n=8) 32.90% (n=51) 
Private Sector 16.22% (n=6) 6.98% (n=3) 5.00% (n=2) 2.86% (n=1) 7.74% (n=12) 
NGO  5.41% (n=2) 2.33% (n=1) 7.50% (n=3) 2.86% (n=1) 4.52% (n=7) 
Academic Sector 10.81% (n=4) 16.28% (n=7) 25.00% (n=10) 28.57% (n=10) 20.00% (n=31) 
Politics – elected politician 0.00% (n=0) 2.33% (n=1) 10.00% (n=4) 5.71% (n=2) 4.52% (n=7) 
Politics – work in political party  0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 
Politics - advisor 5.41% (n=2) 4.65% (n=2) 2.50% (n=1) 2.86% (n=1) 3.87% (n=6) 
Media  10.81% (n=4) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.58% (n=4) 
Think Tank 2.70% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.65% (n=1) 
Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 
No next employment 0.00% (n=0) 6.98% (n=3) 7.50% (n=3) 17.14% (n=6) 7.74% (n=12) 
Other 2.70% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 5.00% (n=2) 2.86% (n=1) 2.58% (n=4) 
No information  5 18 17 11 51 
All jobs after being an advisor 
Public sector - central level 8.00% (n=6) 7.14% (n=5) 7.02% (n=4) 14.58% (n=7) 8.80% (n=22) 
Public sector - regional level 1.33% (n=1) 2.86% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 1.20% (n=3) 
Public sector – local gov. 6.67% (n=5) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.08% (n=1) 2.40% (n=6) 
Public sector – other  22.67% (n=17) 41.43% (n=29) 33.33% (n=19) 29.17% (n=14) 31.60% (n=79) 
Private Sector 20.00% (n=15) 12.86% (n=9) 8.77% (n=5) 2.08% (n=1) 12.00% (n=30) 
NGO  5.33% (n=4) 1.43% (n=1) 10.53% (n=6) 4.17% (n=2) 5.20% (n=13) 
Academic Sector 9.33% (n=7) 17.14% (n=12) 19.30% (n=11) 25.00% (n=12) 16.80% (n=42) 
Politics – elected politician 4.00% (n=3) 2.86% (n=2) 5.26% (n=3) 4.17% (n=2) 4.00% (n=10) 
Politics – work in political party  2.67% (n=2) 0.00% (n=0) 1.75% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 1.20% (n=3) 
Politics - advisor 5.33% (n=4) 5.71% (n=4) 3.51% (n=2) 2.08% (n=1) 4.40% (n=11) 
Media  6.67% (n=5) 1.43% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.40% (n=6) 
Think Tank 5.33% (n=4) 1.43% (n=1) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 2.00% (n=5) 
Unions 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 0.00% (n=0) 
No next employment 0.00% (n=0) 2.86% (n=2) 5.26% (n=3) 14.58% (n=7) 4.80% (n=12) 
Other 2.67% (n=2) 2.86% (n=2) 5.26% (n=3) 2.08% (n=1) 3.20% (n=8) 
No information  4 19 20 13 56 

* all the employment lengths were calculated on 5 April 2019 


