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CHAPTER 3

Strategy of Data Collection and Analysis for 
Comparing Policy Advisory Roles

Marleen Brans, Arco Timmermans, and José Real-Dato

3.1    Introduction

Given the mostly unknown status of the professional viewpoints and 
behavioral repertoire of political scientists outside their university home 
basis, the best approach to acquire a better understanding is a systematic 
empirical analysis across countries. In this chapter we present the structure 
and questions included in a large scale survey to assess whether, how and 
why political scientists take up advisory roles. Empirically measuring atti-
tudes and behavior with regard to the different possible roles of academics 
in their political and social environment not only requires good coverage 
of the types of activities and push or pull factors related to them, but also 
that relevant and valid indicators are used. Our strategy of data collection 
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and analysis in this comparative project builds directly on the conceptual-
ization of policy advisory systems and the boundary work roles performed 
by academic political scientists.

Linking theoretical elegance and empirical relevance is crucial for com-
ing to grips with a reality we want to assess and for drawing lessons about 
the theoretical lens used. The focus taken in this book is on how political 
scientists as a category of academics move in the policy advisory system. 
This is an empirical enterprise not undertaken thus far within political sci-
ence as a discipline. In other fields such as economics and law, engagement 
of academics has received some attention, but by and large, the boundary 
work between scholars based at universities and policy makers is still a 
mostly unknown territory in comparative research. The typology of advi-
sory roles developed here may apply to other scientific fields, not only in 
the social sciences, but also in other disciplines for which one central ques-
tion is tabled: do academics engage in policy advisory work? In this chap-
ter, we turn the simple model of advisory roles into measurement in order 
to enable empirical investigation of the occurrence, reasons, and various 
forms and content of advising.

In Sect. 3.2 we first present our survey design and the underlying pur-
poses developed within the broader COST Action on the Professionalization 
and Social Impact of European Political Science (ProSEPS) (COST Action 
CA15207). This project including 39 countries has organized the most 
complete and ambitious survey ever realized among political scientists in 
Europe, dealing with viewpoints on and experiences with advisory roles, 
media outreach (Real Dato & Verzichelli, 2021), institutionalization of 
the discipline of political science (Ilonszki & Roux, 2021), and interna-
tionalization of scholars. By Europe, we mean countries of the European 
Union and other countries such as Norway and Turkey. The dimensions 
of advising and advisory roles are covered by survey questions presented in 
this part of the chapter.

Next, we present our indicators in Sect. 3.3. How can we, when observ-
ing the daily reality of academic political scientists at work, distinguish 
pure academics from experts, opinionating scholars and public intellectu-
als? What makes a typical expert or a public intellectual, what thresholds 
must be used for classifying scholars in each of these roles? In Sect. 3.4 of 
this chapter we move on to presenting some basic elements of the response 
to the survey, such as the size of the scholarly community in the countries 
included, the level of participation in the survey, and implications of 
response for findings and conclusions to be drawn. Section 3.5 presents 
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more features of the sample of respondents that form the basis of the 
twelve country chapters in this book and the comparative analysis follow-
ing after it. These general features thus set the stage for part II of this book 
with the in-depth analysis of twelve countries, from Albania to the United 
Kingdom. Section 3.6 concludes the chapter.

3.2    A Large Scale Survey for Comparable Data 
Across Countries

While political scientists use surveys extensively in empirical research, it is 
rarer to see this method applied for mapping of and reflecting on the 
scholarly community itself. Political science is no exception here—enquiry 
into state of the art of the own discipline is no daily business in most aca-
demic fields. In fact, in political science, research on the state of the disci-
pline and the community of scholars does happen. A prominent example 
is the cross-national survey The World of Political Science (WPS) organized 
by Professor Pippa Norris and a team of leading scholars on the opinions 
on and experiences with career development of political scientists. This 
survey conducted in 2019 in conjunction with the European Consortium 
for Political Research (ECPR) and the International Political Science 
Association (IPSA) provides an up to date mapping of the scholarly com-
munity, focusing on academic career paths and perspectives. The WPS 
survey addresses activities and underlying motivations of political scien-
tists, but not engagement outside the university, such as advisory work. 
The COST Action on the Professionalization and Social Impact of 
European Political Science was developed synchronously to the WPS, but 
with a different focus. It deals with the institutionalization and interna-
tionalization of the discipline, but also with advisory work and media 
exposure. This pan-European survey is the most complete enquiry into 
external visibility and activity of political scientists employed at universities 
in European countries ever organized (ProSEPS 2019). The survey ques-
tions central to this book deal with the content of advice, frequency of 
advice, recipients of advice at different levels of government, the formality 
or informality of advice, channels and modes of advice, as well as with the 
normative views on engagements of political scientists and intrinsic and 
extrinsic incentives for policy advice, such as the professional world view, 
career perspective and incentives or disincentives for engagement.

The design of the survey took place at several meetings between 
February and December 2017 (La Valetta, January 2017; Siena, March 
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2017; Leuven and Florence, September 2017; Brussels, December 2017). 
During 2017, the country experts collected the respective lists of political 
scientists who would constitute the population of the survey. The general 
criteria used to select the population were individuals working at academic 
research institutions (universities, research centers), who (a) held a PhD in 
political science or were affiliated to formal organizational units within 
universities (departments, areas, etc.) where the main specialization was 
political science or a related field (public administration, international rela-
tions, government, or public policy); and (b) individuals included in the 
list should mostly do research on topics directly related to political science 
or most of their teaching should be on political science subjects. Besides 
these general criteria, country experts could use alternative criteria in 
accordance with the demarcation of the discipline within their country. 
For instance, in Italy, country experts used the official list of political sci-
entists compiled by the Ministry of University and Research. Similarly, in 
France were included in the population (i) those full and associate profes-
sors affiliated to the legally recognized ‘section’ of political science at the 
National Council of Universities of the French ministry of Higher 
Education, Research and Innovation, (ii) political scientists at the National 
Center for Scientific Research (CNRS) pertaining to the ‘politics, power, 
organization’ section’, plus (iii) other individuals with a PhD in political 
science or/and a publication track in political science affiliated to private 
bodies (such as private universities or the National Foundation of Political 
Science [FNSP]) or public ones with a status different from (i) and (ii).

The survey structure and questions on advisory and related activities 
external to the university is based on the dimensions of advice presented 
and discussed in the previous chapter. In order to map views and activities 
of political scientists within and across countries, indicators for the four 
main roles types on each of the dimensions were identified and included in 
a set of survey questions. Thus, the questions in the survey cover variables 
on types of advice, frequency of advice-giving, the degree of formality of 
advice, the recipients (targets) of advice, and the channels used for dis-
semination of advice. Moreover, the survey questions include variables on 
the perception of the position of political scientists at the science-policy 
nexus and their normative views on professional (academic) role perfor-
mance. Below we present and discuss the specific survey questions, mov-
ing from motivational factors to the dimensions of advice and further to 
background variables to create analytical and comparative leverage for 
understanding patterns of advice by academic political scientists within 
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and across countries. The survey in which these questions are included 
contains a larger number of items, a total of 37 questions dealing also with 
developments in the discipline of political science and internationalization 
of the scholarly community. For this reason, the question numbers do not 
count simply from 1 onwards, but sometimes jump between parts of the 
ProSEPS survey relevant to the analysis in this book.

3.2.1    Survey Questions on Professional Role Perception 
and Visibility

First, a set of questions in the survey was formulated for mapping underly-
ing viewpoints on professional view and ‘duty’. Respondents were asked 
(Q14) whether or not they agree with a number of statements on involve-
ment, professional obligation, working on basis of evidence, and distanc-
ing from practice. The normative views were supplemented by some 
statements also touching on motivations and incentives (Q5d, Q17). 
Career advancement as a driving factor was examined separately by asking 
political scientists whether they are experiencing recognition (within the 
country or within their own university organization) for any external pro-
fessional activity. And finally, a survey question (Q1) was included for 
assessing visibility in the public arena: is the work of political scientists 
visible, and does it seem to matter? Table  3.1 presents the questions. 
Appendix 1  in this book contains all survey questions with the answer 
categories in detail.

3.2.2    Survey Questions on Dimensions of Advising

The previous chapter contained a discussion on the relevant dimensions of 
advising and on how these can be distinguished conceptually. Here we 
present the way in which these dimensions were turned into a set of survey 
questions. Table 3.2 presents the dimensions of advising.

We follow a sequence that begins with mapping frequency of different 
advisory activities and then moves on to topic content, recipients, and so 
on. Naturally, frequency of advisory activity comes with a specific kind of 
activity. Thus, survey question Q8 captures the repertoire of advising. For 
each of these activities, a frequency range was set between never and at 
least once a week. This combined question on types of advice and fre-
quency addresses the central dimension of policy advising. Recall from the 
discussion of underlying types of knowledge in Chap. 2 that the diverse 
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Table 3.1  ProSEPS survey: questions on views about roles and visibility of  
political scientists

Viewpoints on professional role Motivations for professional role 
and engagement

Estimation of 
visibility

Q14 How much do you agree?
(1) Political scientists should become 
involved in policy making.
(2) have a professional obligation to 
engage in public debate.
(3) should provide evidence-based 
knowledge outside academia, but not 
become involved directly.
(4) should refrain entirely from direct 
engagement with policy actors.
Q6 How much do you agree?
Participation of political scientists to 
public debate is recognized for career 
advancement.

Q5d How much do you agree?
(1) Political scientists should 
engage in public debate since 
this is part of their role as 
social scientists.
(2) because this helps them 
expand their career options.
(3) engage in media or 
political advisory activities only 
after testing their ideas in 
academic outlets.
Q17 What are your reasons for 
engagement?
(a)Stay active minded, (b) It 
helps advancing my academic 
career, (c) It expands career 
options and funding sources,
(d) It is part of my professional 
duty, (e) I like to contribute to 
society.

Q1 How much is 
political science 
research visible in 
public debates?

advisory activities can be about what ‘is’ (episteme), what ‘works’ (techne), 
and what ‘must be done’ (phronesis) (Flyvbjerg 2001; Tenbensel 2008).

Next, a second central dimension of advising is the channel used for it. 
Here we based our conceptualization on work of Lindquist (1990), who 
distinguishes between direct and indirect convocational (interactive group 
or presentation) settings and between direct and indirect publications, to 
which dissemination modes social media may be added as a new and influ-
ential channel. Thus, possible channels of advising range from the more 
traditional publications to reports, blogs, and training courses. We 
extended the question on channels of advice to ask about specific com-
munication modes, from organized settings such as conferences, work-
shops and so on, to face-to-face personal contacts. These possibilities are a 
secondary aspect of the advisory channel dimension. Related to these 
forms is the distinction between formal and informal advice. This distinc-
tion captures also the extent to which political scientists based at the uni-
versity occupy structural positions in advisory bodies, councils and so on, 
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Table 3.2  ProSEPS survey: Questions on dimensions of advising

Dimensions of advising

Type and 
frequency 
of Advice

Channels 
of Advice

Communication 
modes

Media 
Exposure

Formality 
of advice

Recipients 
of advice

Levels of 
government

Topics 
of 
advice

Q8 Q13 Q12 Q2, 3, 
4, 5

Q11 Q9 Q10 Q15

Question
Q8 In advising, I provide
Data and facts about politics and political phenomena.
(a) Analysis and explanations of causes and consequences of policy problems.
(b) Evaluation of existing policies and institutions.
(c) Recommendations for policy alternatives.
(d) Forecasts and polls.
(e) Value judgments and normative arguments.
Q13 How frequently have you used any of the channels below?
(a) Publications, (b) Research reports, (c) Policy briefs, memos, (d) Traditional media 
articles, (e) Blogs or entries in social media, (f) Training courses for practitioners.
Q12 How frequently have you used these communication modes?
(a) Face to face, (b) Phone, (c) Email or post, (d) Workshop or conference.
Q2 Did you contribute to public debates in
(a) TV programs. (b) Radio programs. (c) Newspapers. (d) Online social media.
Q3 Did you make such contributions in
(a) Subnational, (b) National, or (c) Foreign outlets
Q4 What type of contributions did you make?
(a) Editorials or regular columns (b) Comments, opinion pieces (c) Interviews given (d) 
Letters or other interventions.
Q5 Did you participate in discussions about political issues through Twitter, Facebook, or 
professional/personal blogs?
Q11 Was your engagement in advising formal or informal, or some combination?
Q9 With what actors did you engage when advising?
(a) Executive politicians, (b) Legislative politicians, (c) Political parties, (d) Civil servants, 
(e) Advisory
bodies, (f) Think tanks, (g) Interest groups in the private sector, (h) Civil society 
organizations and citizen groups, (i) International organizations.
Q10 At which level of governance do you mostly engage?
(a) Subnational, (b) National, (c) European Union (d) International.
Q15 With which substantive policy areas is your advice concerned?
Choose all that apply from the list of main topics.
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Table 3.3  ProSEPS survey: questions on background variables

Field of specialization Gender Age Job status Experience in political or 
administrative office

Q16 Q18 Q21 Q23 Q22

Question
Q16 What is your field of specialization within political science?
Q18 What is your gender?
Q21 What is your age?
Q23 What is your current academic position—permanent or temporary contract?
Q22 Have you held political or administrative office outside academia before or during your 
academic position?

or rather do advisory work in ad hoc, unregulated, and off-the-record 
ways. In reality, political scientists may, when engaging, not only sit on the 
formal side or entirely on the informal side, but also practice both ways.

Another extension of the question on channels of advice is specifically 
on exposure in the media. While this is a category of activity that may 
not be strictly speaking about delivering advice to policy makers, media 
exposure, certainly when initiated by political scientists, is a relevant part 
of visibility. It can belong to advisory role performance. But scholars also 
need visibility for more purely academic activities, such as ability to dem-
onstrate impact and relevance when submitting fundamental research pro-
posals. For this reason, we consider the frequency and nature of activity in 
media, from public debates to news interpretations, and from television to 
social online media forums such as Twitter and Facebook. We also tap 
whether such activity is in national, subnational, or international media.

A next dimension is the receiving end of advisory work. We argued in 
Chap. 2 that better than the dichotomy of supply and demand is to speak 
of sender and receiver. This not only follows the terminology of commu-
nication, but it also expresses that initiative for advisory activity can lay at 
either side. Particularly when engaging in advisory activities with a strong 
normative message and aiming for advocacy, political scientists are not just 
moving on the supply side, but also organize their own calls for knowledge 
transfer and dissemination. Receivers, or targets, have their own position 
and usually also their specific responsibilities in the policy advisory process. 
When orienting on categories of receivers, it is important to distinguish 
those with often formal competencies for policy making and delivery from 
actors involved in the policy process, but with an influence role rather than 
decision-making responsibilities. Thus, receivers of political science advice 
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may be inside political and administrative institutions, or outside them. In 
Chap. 2 this was represented in the locational model of the policy advisory 
system. Next to executive and legislative politicians and civil servants 
within administrative organizations, also advisory bodies and think tanks 
can sit at the receiving end, as well as political party organizations, NGOs, 
corporate interest organizations or individual businesses, civil society 
organizations and grassroots citizen groups, and international or suprana-
tional organizations and institutions. Along with these different categories 
comes the level of governance, capturing also geographical scope: this may 
be national, but also subnational or international.

The final dimension of advising we include in the survey is the content, 
the topic on which political science scholars deliver advice. The question 
on topics of advice is extended to the specific area of research and expertise 
of respondents. Within the discipline of political science several subfields 
can be distinguished, both related to a substantive domain (social welfare, 
migration, environment, etc.) and to a broader subdisciplinary orientation 
and object of study, such as public administration and public policy, which 
themselves may have institutionalized as a field of research and education.

In categorizing the substantive content of advice, we use the topic clas-
sification system of the Comparative Agendas Project (www.compara-
tiveagendas.net), an ongoing international research program with scholars 
from different continents (see for example Baumgartner et al., 2019). The 
topic classification system consists of 21 main categories, from macroeco-
nomics to civil rights, agriculture and food, public works and water man-
agement and cultural issues. The structure and operation of government 
and international affairs including the EU also are main topic categories. 
The survey includes a question on which of these substantive policy area(s) 
academic political scientists deliver advice. Given the central object of 
research in this scholarly community, the general expectation is that the 
structure and operation of government and international or EU affairs are 
prominent topics.

3.2.3    Background Variables for Analytical Leverage

In order to further analyze patterns of activity within the scholarly com-
munity, also background variables are included in the survey design. Thus, 
respondents are asked to indicate their field of specialization within the 
broader discipline of political science (Q16), gender (Q18), age (Q21), 
the status of employment (Q23), and (Q22) experience in past or present 
with political or administrative office outside academia.
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3.3  C  onnecting Dimensions of Advice 
to Measuring Role Types

To reiterate from Chap. 2, the pure academic does not engage with advice-
giving activities, and thus this role type barely touches any of the dimen-
sions of advice. The pure academic thus also is the easiest to recognize 
empirically. It will go with rejective or ignorant viewpoints on engagement 
of political scientists in the political or social environment of the university. 
The only exposure factor of the pure academic may be some visibility in 
the media to research findings and discoveries made—but not connected 
to engagement with stakeholders.

Our next task is to operationalize the relevant dimensions of advice and 
relate these to the typology of advisory roles for distinguishing experts 
from opinionating scholars and public intellectuals. Given the explorative 
nature of this comparative project on engagement of political scientists 
outside their university home basis, we apply a simplified two-dimensional 
model for measurement and for linking respondents to one of the ideal 
types of advisers. The central dimension of advising we use are the various 
kinds of advisory activity and their frequency of use, as presented in Chap. 
2 when conceptualizing advisory work.

At this point, we stress that for empirical measurement of the role types, 
we thus also delimit the operationalization of dimensions of advising and 
determine how respondents to the survey fit any of the four role types, 
from the pure academic to the public intellectual. This is important for 
two reasons. First, as the number of analytical dimensions and, therefore, 
variables, increases, there will be more missing observations, since one 
missing value in one variable implies that one observation cannot be clas-
sified. For instance, combining the variables in Q8, the main dimension in 
our analysis indicating type and frequency of advice, with the variables in 
Q13 on channels of advice would already lead to a significant loss of 
observations needed to determine the role type of respondents. A second 
and related reason is, as the number of dimensions increases, the greater 
likelihood of finding ‘orphan cases’—that is, those that do not meet all the 
requirements for inclusion in one of the theorized typologies. In order to 
avoid these complexities and loss of observations, we follow a simpler 
model and use a strategy of operationalization that allows us to link 
respondents to any of the four role types. Then, the information on the 
other dimensions contained in responses to the survey questions con-
nected to them serve to draw up the empirical picture of orientations and 
activities of academic political scientists, enabling the authors of country 
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chapters to provide a more specific analysis of all aspects of advising by 
political scientists within their country.

Having decided to use the central dimension of advising—corresponding 
to the six Q8 options in the ProSEPS survey presented in Table 3.2—we 
must now establish thresholds for measuring and determining whether the 
political scientists responding to the survey can be qualified as a pure aca-
demic, an expert, an opinionating scholar or a public intellectual. First, in 
order to maximize the number of usable observations, non-responses to any 
Q8 variable on advisory activities are considered equivalent to never offering 
the respective type of advice.1Second, we develop the first type of the pure 
academic including in this category the respondents who had no advisory 
activity in the last three years (‘never’ to all Q8 variables). Third, the other 
three types are elaborated taking into account both the frequency and type 
of advisory tasks respondents say they have been involved in the last three 
years before the survey. The public intellectual type has been constructed 
considering the all-round nature of their involvement in advisory activities. 
It includes those individuals participating very frequently (at least once per 
month) in at least four different types of advisory activities, one of them 
being ‘making value judgements or normative arguments’ (Q8_f).

1 A Kruskal-Wallis test can be used to compare the effect of including and not including 
missing cases in the composition of the typologies. The test result is notstatistically significant 
at the conventional level of p.

Table 3.4  Measurement of types of advisory roles in ProSEPS survey questions

Types of advisory 
role

Types of advisory activities Frequency of advisory activities 
(answer)

Pure academic No advisory activities Never in all Q8 questions 
(including missing observations)

Public intellectual Q8_f (value judgments) + at least 
three other types of advisory 
activity (Q8_a to Q8_e)

At least once a month in at least 
four types of advisory activities 
(Q8_f among them)

Opinionating 
scholar

Q8_f (value judgments) + any 
other type of advisory activity 
(Q8_a to Q8_e)

Any frequency above the threshold 
of pure academics and below that 
of public intellectuals

Expert Any type of advisory activity 
among Q8_a to Q8_e, but not 
Q8_f (value judgments)

Any frequency above the threshold 
of pure academics and below that 
of public intellectuals

Note: See Table 3.2 for the specific content of the different types of activities (Q8 questions).
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The two remaining types include those respondents with a degree of 
involvement in advisory activities in between those of the pure academic 
and the public intellectual. Therefore, experts and opinionating scholars 
may participate in a great variety of activities, but at a lower frequency than 
public intellectuals; or, they may simply participate in a more limited set of 
activities. The difference between experts and opinionating scholars is set 
by the participation of the latter in activities involving the delivery of nor-
mative arguments or value judgments. This is made under the assumption 
that this kind of normative activity trespasses the usually admitted bound-
aries of purely technical experts (who focus only on facts and evidence).

3.4  T  he Political Science Community 
in the Survey

The population list of potential respondents to the ProSEPS survey was 
initially formed by more than 12,600 individuals from 37 European coun-
tries plus Israel and Turkey, so in total 39 countries. This population was 
depurated during the survey, excluding those individuals not active in aca-
demia anymore (some of them were deceased), those who did not work in 
European academic or research institutions during the survey period as 
well as those who had been misclassified as political scientists (in most of 
these cases, the individuals themselves communicated this to the survey 
managers). At the end of the survey, the population list was formed by 
12,442 individuals (34.5 percent of whom women).

The questionnaire originally was formulated and edited in English, but 
in several countries (France, Greece, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, 
Russia, Spain, and Turkey) it was translated into the main official language 
in order to enhance access to the survey. Respondents also were given the 
choice to fill out the questionnaire in English or their national language. 
The questionnaire was administered online using the Limesurvey software 
(limesurvey.org) and hosted at the Epolls.eu website (epolls.eu), and 
responses were collected from March to December 2018 (some late 
responses were received up until February 2019), with specific timings 
varying across countries. Everyone in the population list was invited to 
participate up to four times (one initial invitation plus three reminders).

A total of 2,403 completed questionnaires were received. The resulting 
dataset was subject to quality control, identifying problematic cases 
(Andreadis, 2014)—those with very short response times (below 50 per-
cent of the average), a high number of missing responses (above 50 
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percent) or systematic ‘flatliners’, that is, repeating the same response 
across blocks of questions. After quality control, the final number of com-
pleted questionnaires was 2,354. Of the respondents, 33 percent self-
identified as women, 63.9 percent as men, and 3.1 percent either preferred 
not to disclose their gender or did not answer the corresponding question.

As Fig. 3.1 shows, the average response rate was almost 26 percent, 
though this varied widely between countries, from 7 percent in Turkey to 
70 percent in Albania. Due to this highly differentiated response rate 
among countries and given the inevitable risk of self-selection in the 
responses by more publicly involved political scientists, some caution 
applies to presenting the survey findings as fully representative of the pol-
icy advisory activities and views of the population of political scientists. 
Note also that in most countries, targeted respondents were not in their 
earliest career stage, given the selection criteria of an obtained PhD or at 
least a position involving substantive research and education tasks within 
the department of employment. Below we will see that the average age of 
respondents in almost all countries is above 40 years, which increases the 
likelihood of some level of orientation and activity in advising compared 
to younger scholars who often are still underway in their PhD project.
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Fig. 3.1  ProSEPS survey response rate in European countries. Source: ProSEPS 
survey data
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Figure 3.1 not only displays response rates, but also the weight of the 
country in the total population of political scientists. This is a factor taken 
into account when analyzing patterns across countries.

3.5  T  owards Country Analysis

In order to provide a background for the analyses in the subsequent chap-
ters, in this final section we offer some basic information about the sub-
sample of political scientists responding to the ProSEPS survey in the 
twelve countries analyzed in the book. We also show that information in 
the context of the general sample of the survey.

Figure 3.2 shows the distribution of respondents to the ProSEPS sur-
vey by declared gender, including those respondents that preferred not to 
disclose it. We observe that there is very little variation in the distribution 
of responses between the average for the 12 countries subsample analyzed 
in the book (hereafter called ‘the book 12-country subsample’) and the 
average for all countries.

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Female Male Prefer not to disclose

Fig. 3.2  Distribution of responses by gender. Note: In parentheses, the total 
number of valid responses. The total missing responses in the survey were 25. 
Source: ProSEPS survey data
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Thus, the corresponding proportions of those ticking the answer 
‘female’ were 32.2 and 35.2 percent, while those responding to the ‘male’ 
option were 65.7 and 63.5 percent. Regarding the countries in the sub-
sample, the only country where proportions differ significantly2 is 
Denmark, were the percentages of women (21.3) and men (75.4) are 
substantially below and above, respectively, of the general averages. In this 
respect, the analyses in the following chapters will explore to what extent 
gender constitutes a factor affecting variance across different degrees and 
types of involvement in advisory activities.

Given that advice-seeking actors would probably resort to experienced 
scholars, it can be presumed that these are found more frequently among 
those admitting having participated in any advisory activities. Since experi-
ence is correlated with seniority, the relationship between age and advisory 
activities will be also explored in some of the chapters to come. In this 
respect, Figure  3.3 shows the information concerning the age of the 
respondents.

The average age of the book’s subsample (45.6 years-old) is quite simi-
lar to that for all countries (46.1). Nevertheless, for the twelve countries 
analyzed in the book, we observe some differences, visible in Fig.  3.3. 
There does not seem to be any geographical impact on this variable, as the 
relatively older respondents are in Norway, France, Denmark, and Spain, 
and countries with on average somewhat younger respondents are Albania, 
Germany, and Hungary. The other countries are in the middle.

There also is a clear association in our data between the gender and age 
variables. As Fig. 3.4 shows, a significantly higher proportion of women 
are concentrated in the younger cohorts (under 45 years of age) compared 
to men. Therefore, in case there is a ‘gender bias’ in advisory activities, it 
may reinforce the presumed age bias mentioned above. We note that for 
the 12-country subsample the young age category was somewhat larger 
compared to the whole sample in the survey. Given the likelihood of a 
career effect on advising, this means that our findings on advisory activities 
for the countries presented in this book may somewhat underrepresent the 
whole sample from all 39 countries.

2 In the rest of the chapter, when we refer to a ‘significant difference’, we mean a statisti-
cally significant difference based on either (1) for nominal variables, adjusted standardised 
residuals of the cross tabulations equal or higher to 2 standard deviations or equal or lower 
than -2 standard deviations; or (2) for continuous variables, ANOVA F-test and post-hoc 
additional tests (Games-Howell and Hochberg’s GT2 tests).
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Fig. 3.3  Age of respondents. Note: In parentheses, the total number of valid 
responses. The total missing responses in the survey is 39. Source: ProSEPS 
survey data

The job position occupied by the respondents also can affect their par-
ticipation in advisory activities. Younger scholars aiming at building an 
academic career and stabilizing their positions in universities or public 
research centers might prioritize those outputs that best contribute to 
such goal, such as publishing their research in peer reviewed journals, 
teaching or participating in research networks with other colleagues, while 
neglecting policy advisory work, which might be not so valued for aca-
demic purposes.3

Figure 3.5 reveals that most respondents in both the book’s 12-country 
subsample and the general sample hold a permanent contract, with no 
significant differences between both groups (the proportion of permanent 
contracts were for the first group 75.4 percent, while the country average 

3 However, we must note that in the recent years, the ‘impact agenda’ in research funding 
and evaluation set into motion in many countries by public authorities might be changing 
this view of policy advisory work (see Bandola-Gill et al., 2021).
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Fig. 3.4  Respondent age groups by gender. Note: In parentheses, the total num-
ber of valid responses. The total missing responses in the survey is 58. Source: 
ProSEPS survey data
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Fig. 3.5  Respondents job status. Note: In parentheses, the total number of valid 
responses. The total missing responses in the survey is 108. Source: ProSEPS 
survey data
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for the whole sample was 74.3). However, the figure also reveals remark-
able differences between the countries analyzed in this book. Some of 
these differences are presumably attributable to the specific definition of 
the population used in some countries (see above), as in France, where the 
national experts used a legal criterion to identify most of the survey popu-
lation (see above). And in other countries, such as Germany, country 
experts included PhD researchers in the sample since they have a formal 
employment relationship with the university.

In other cases, differences may to some extent reflect the underlying 
characteristics of the country’s academic labor market. Thus, we observe 
the highest proportion of temporal contracts in Germany (65.9 percent), 
a country where doctoral graduates experience ‘a potentially long period 
of insecure employment following the PhD’ (Afonso, 2016: 817). In con-
trast, the same proportion amounts to just 7.3 percent in the United 
Kingdom, a country with higher levels of job security for junior academics 
(ibid: 818). The same applies to other countries in the book, such as 
Denmark, Hungary, Norway, and the Netherlands (Eurydice_
Network, 2020).

The field of specialization is another characteristic that may affect the 
propensity of academic political scientists to participate in policy advisory 
tasks. In this respect, we could expect that the involvement in this type of 
activities is more frequent among those scholars whose field of specializa-
tion is somehow related to a specific policy field or to the operations of 
actors involved in the policy process (governments, public administration, 
political parties, interest groups, etc.).

Figure 3.6 shows that the fields of specialization of respondents in the 
12-country subsample and the whole sample again are quite similar, with 
the exception of political theory (included in the ‘other fields’ category in 
Fig. 3.6), public policy, and public administration. The most frequent cat-
egory of specialization is comparative politics, where the average country 
percentage of respondents claiming this specialization is 27.3 for the 
book’s subsample and 29 percent for the whole sample. It is followed by 
the field of international relations (18.3 and 20.7 percent, respectively). 
The other fields with important representation in the 12-country sub-
sample (above 10 percent) are public policy (15.7 percent), public admin-
istration (15.3), EU studies (13.3), and political institutions (12.6 
percent). Political theory is lower key in the 12-country subsample, with 
9.6 percent against 15 percent for all countries.
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Fig. 3.6  Respondents fields of specialization. Note: In parentheses, the total 
number of valid responses. Source: ProSEPS survey data

When looking at variation between the twelve countries, some differ-
ences in prevalence of fields of specialization occur. For instance, in Italy, 
42 percent of the respondents are specialized in comparative politics, while 
this is below 20 percent in Denmark. In public administration, there is a 
stark contrast between on the one hand Denmark, Norway, and The 
Netherlands, where some 30 percent of respondents are specialized in this 
field, and on the other hand countries with only a small fraction of the 
respondents declaring such specialization, as in the cases of United 
Kingdom (3.1 percent), France (4.5 percent), Italy (4.6 percent) and 
Germany (6.2 percent). Another point of difference is international rela-
tions, where the prevalence of this field in Turkey and the United Kingdom 
(30.9 and 27.8 percent, respectively) significantly contrasts with Spain 
(only 5.7 percent). In Spain, the difference mostly is a reflection of the 
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traditional estrangement of international relations studies from political 
science in favor of international law scholars (Jerez Mir, 2010). The coun-
try chapters present these specific national developments in the broad dis-
cipline of political science and in this way, they provide the context of 
advisory activities of political scientists.

The last characteristic in the book’s subsample we examine is whether 
respondents have ever held any position outside academia. This is a vari-
able that is also considered in some of the following country chapters in 
this book. This kind of experience may be related to or have impact on the 
advisory activities of political scientists—these positions may act as a nexus 
linking respondents more tightly to policy-making networks.

Figure 3.7 shows that, on average, 43.5 percent of the respondents in the 
book’s subsample occupies any position or has worked outside academia at 
any moment. This average is clearly marked by the outlier case of Albania, 
also the smallest of the countries in this book. Without this country, the 
average is 39.7 percent, which is below the average for all countries in the 
ProSEPS survey with 47.9 percent. The proportions are above 50 percent 
in Hungary and Norway, but only some 30 percent in Italy and France. 
Most countries in this book are somewhere between 35 and 45 percent.
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Fig. 3.7  Respondents holding positions outside academia (%). Note: In paren-
theses, the total number of respondents. Source: ProSEPS survey data
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Fig. 3.8  Types of positions outside academia (%). Note: In parentheses, the total 
number of respondents. Percentages amount to more than 100, since respondents 
could declare positions in more than one sector. Source: ProSEPS survey data

With respect to the specificities of these positions, Figure 3.8 shows 
that, on average, they tend to be evenly distributed between positions in 
the public sector—either in government, parliament or public administra-
tion (22.8 percent in the book’s subsample) and organizations or groups 
externally to government, such as interest groups or firms, including those 
owned by academics themselves (23.6 percent).

In counties where a relatively high proportion of respondents have 
experience in an external position, this position often is some affiliation to 
civil society organizations or groups, interest groups, or the private sector. 
There is some tendency for such affiliations in civil society to become rela-
tively more frequent when countries have a high proportion of external 
positions. We have considered separately the experiences of those having 
occupied any position in political party organizations, which amounts to 
an average of 9.1 percent in the book’s subsample—clearly only a small 
proportion of all external affiliations of academic political scientists.
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3.6  C  onclusion

This chapter presented the research design of this comparative project. 
Targeting the scientific political science community in Europe with tem-
porary or permanent employment in research and education in this field, 
a large scale survey allows for data collection on advisory activities. Such 
an extensive empirical assessment of viewpoints and activities was not car-
ried out before, and it makes it possible to place scholars in the field within 
the policy advisory system of their country of employment. Advisory work 
and the role of scientific knowledge in it have become a debated phenom-
enon. The focus in this project can help better understand the nature of 
boundary work between knowledge producers and stakeholders in the 
policy process. Thus, the questions included in the survey cover the rele-
vant dimensions and indicators of advising and a number of background 
variables to make sense of the patterns within and across countries. With 
the simple model of four advisory role types as the basis, thresholds were 
set in order to empirically distinguish each of the advisory roles.

Overall, the respondents from the countries included in this book show 
background characteristics that are similar to the larger sample of respon-
dents in the ProSEPS survey project. Most of the findings on gender, age, 
and academic job status are representative of the overall sample. 
Respondents are mostly not in the earliest stage of their academic career, 
with almost twice as many men than women, and a vast majority have a 
permanent position. There are two exceptions. The first is that respon-
dents working in any of the twelve countries analyzed more in-depth in 
this book are more often specialized in public administration and public 
policy analysis, and less in political theory compared to the overall sample. 
If this difference has any effect on advisory roles, it may be that this leads 
to some over-representation of advisory activities in the twelve countries 
compared to the other countries, as public administration and public pol-
icy may be at a shorter distance from the advisory ‘demand’ side than 
political theory.

The second exception is that the respondents from the countries in this 
book have previous or ongoing positions outside the university less often 
than in the broader sample. While the effect of this could be contrary to 
the prevalent types of specialization, in that fewer external positions may 
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go with less engagement in advising, this is first and foremost an empirical 
question. Engagement in advising may also be initiated and organized 
without any previous or ongoing position outside the university; it may 
even be a substitute for it. Hence, we have no strong reasons a priori to 
think that the book sample misrepresents the overall sample of 39 coun-
tries in the ProSEPS project.

The set of countries in this book is quite diverse—about as diverse as 
the complete number of 39 countries in the ProSEPS project. And this 
diversity is both important and necessary for the analyses that follow. 
Differences between the countries in this book in the properties of the 
scientific community may have impact on how much and how advisory 
roles are perceived and taken up. In fact, our general expectation is that 
patterns of advising vary between countries. This will be examined in the 
country analyses in the next part II of this book.
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