Slovakia's Whistleblower Protection Framework:
A National Compliance Analysis

A robust whistleblower protection framework is a strategic asset for any nation
committed to public integrity, anti-corruption, and good governance. By empowering
individuals to report wrongdoing without fear of reprisal, states can uncover misconduct,
enhance transparency, and build public trust. This document provides a two-part analysis
of Slovakia's whistleblower protection framework. The first part offers a summary of the
national law and the mandate of its dedicated enforcement agency. The second part
delivers a detailed National Compliance Analysis, evaluating the system's practical
effectiveness across five critical pillars: Legal Framework, Accountability, Protection,
Regular Evaluation, and Public Education.

Part 1. The Legal Framework for Whistleblower Protection in
Slovakia

1.1. Legislative Evolution

Slovakia's legal framework for whistleblower protection has undergone a significant
transformation, evolving from a largely symbolic system to one thatis more institutionally
grounded and aligned with international standards. This evolution reflects a growing
recognition of whistleblowing as a critical tool in the national anti-corruption strategy.

The legislative timeline began in 2014 with the adoption of the first comprehensive law on
the matter, Act No. 307/2014 Coll. This initial act was a foundational step, introducing
the concept of a "protected whistleblower" and requiring larger employers to establish
internal reporting channels. However, practical application revealed the law to be
cumbersome and insufficient in providing effective protection.

A pivotal reform occurred in 2019, fundamentally reshaping the national approach. This
reform had two primary achievements. First, it provided for the establishment of the
independent Whistleblower Protection Office (Urad na ochranu oznamovatelov,
"UO0Q0"), which became operational in March 2021. This moved the core responsibilities
from overburdened labor inspectorates to a dedicated institution. Second, the reform
served to align Slovakia's national legislation with the standards set by EU Directive
2019/1937, ensuring a more effective and harmonized system for reporting breaches of
EU law. This strategic shift signaled that the state no longer viewed whistleblowing as a
marginalissue but as a core component of its public integrity and anti-corruption policy.

1.2. Core Mandate and Powers of the Whistleblower Protection Office
(UOO)

The Whistleblower Protection Office (UOOQ) is the central institution responsible for
implementing and overseeing the national whistleblower protection law. To fulfill its



mission, the law grants the UOO a broad range of powers essential for protecting
individuals, ensuring employer compliance, and fostering a culture of transparency.

¢ Granting Protection: Deciding on applications for protected whistleblower status
and its termination.

¢ Compliance and Control: Monitoring employer adherence to the law and
conducting inspections of internal reporting systems.

e Advisory and Guidance: Providing methodological guidance to employers on
creating internal systems and offering consultations to potential whistleblowers.

e Public Education and Awareness: Conducting public information campaigns,
training, and outreach to promote the importance of whistleblowing.

¢ Legislative Input: Submitting proposals for legislative amendments based on
practical experience.

¢ International Cooperation: Engaging with counterpart institutions in the EU and
globally to exchange best practices.

The following analysis evaluates how these legally defined powers and responsibilities
translate into practical effectiveness and what challenges the system faces in its real-
world application.

Part 2: National Compliance Analysis

This part of the analysis assesses the practical effectiveness and systemic challenges of
Slovakia's whistleblower protection framework. The evaluation is structured around five
core pillars of afunctional compliance regime: the stability and independence of the legal
framework, the accountability of both employers and the oversight body, the
effectiveness of the protection afforded to whistleblowers, the system for regular
evaluation and performance monitoring, and the reach of public education initiatives.

2.1. Legal Framework: Stability and Independence

While Slovakia has established a specialized and independent institution for
whistleblower protection, the long-term stability and independence of its legal
framework face significant challenges rooted in political and financial vulnerabilities.

The framework's strengths include a high legal threshold for dismissing the head of the
UOO, which provides a degree of protection against arbitrary political interference.
Furthermore, the transparent public hearing process used in the selection of the UOQO's
first Chairwoman set a positive precedent for other state institutions.

However, the framework has two primary weaknesses that pose profound risks. First is
its lack of constitutional anchoring. The UOQ's existence is not protected by the
constitution, meaning it can be altered or abolished by an ordinary law, leaving it
vulnerable to the shifting priorities of any governing coalition. Second is its budgetary
dependence. The UOQO's budget is a component of the state's "General Treasury
Administration," which undermines its financial autonomy and exposes it to potential
fiscal pressures.



A July 2024 institutional independence assessment by Transparency International
Slovakia quantified these risks. The UOO scored 73% (27.1 out of 37.3 points), ranking it
seventh among the 28 evaluated institutions. The assessment identified its lack of
constitutional sovereignty and budgetary dependence as the most critical issues. This
vulnerability was starkly highlighted in early 2025, when the President of Slovakia vetoed
a law passed by parliament that was intended to transform the UOO.[*1] This event
underscores the framework's fragility in the face of political pressures and the ongoing
debate surrounding the Office's authority and independence.

2.2. Accountability and Transparency

Accountability within the whistleblower protection system is a dual concept: it requires
the UOO to effectively enforce compliance among employers while ensuring that the
Office itself operates with a high degree of transparency and is accountable to the public.

Employer Accountability

The UOO isresponsible for enforcing the law, including by sanctioning employers who fail
to comply with their obligations or take retaliatory action against whistleblowers. Its
enforcement actions have included both routine compliance fines and high-profile
sanctions against powerful state bodies.

UOO Accountability

The UOO demonstrates a strong commitment to its own transparency, although some
technical shortcomings persist. The Office's positive practices include the clear and
accessible publication of key documents on its website in both Slovak and English, such
as:

e Annual Reports
e« Financial data, including invoices and purchase orders
¢ Keyadministrative decisions

Despite these positive measures, the UOQ's practices have some flaws. A review of its
published contracts revealed that some are uploaded in non-machine-readable formats
(e.g., scanned PDFs), which hinders automated analysis. Furthermore, many contracts
are published with incomplete metadata, such as listing the contract value as €0, with
the actual value only mentioned in the document text. These practices complicate the
ability of civil society and researchers to conduct efficient, data-driven oversight of the
Office's financial management.

2.3. Effectiveness of Protection

The ultimate measure of a whistleblower protection system is its ability to provide real
and effective protection to individuals who report wrongdoing. In this critical area, the
Slovak framework has demonstrated both functional mechanisms and significant
failures.



Key statistics from 2024 illustrate the system's activity levels:

¢ New Protected Statuses Granted: 29 individuals were granted protected status,
with the vast majority (78%) of these decisions made by prosecutors.

¢ Employer Actions Against Whistleblowers: The UOO received 10 requests from
employers for consent to take employment action against a protected
whistleblower. It denied consent in 8 of these cases, demonstrating its role as a
protective gatekeeper.

¢ Retaliatory Measures Suspended: The UOO received 15 requests from
employees to suspend employment actions they believed to be retaliatory. The
Office approved 8 of these requests.

The system's most significant stress test has been the "Curillovci" case, involving a
group of police investigators who were granted protected status. This case revealed a
central paradox: the UOO successfully demonstrated its capacity to sanction a powerful
government ministry—the Ministry of the Interior—for taking illegal action against the
whistleblowers. However, the system ultimately failed to prevent the retaliatory action
from occurring in the first place. This outcome eroded public trust in the effectiveness
of the protection offered. Furthermore, this case highlights a structural weakness in the
accountability framework: financial sanctions against state bodies often represent mere
budgetary transfers, limiting their effectiveness as a deterrent for powerful government
actors.

Crucially, experimental research conducted by the UOO validates this concern. The
study found that fear of retaliation is the primary barrier to reporting, with almost 70% of
respondents citing negative consequences at the workplace as a deterrent. The research
concluded that the option of anonymous reporting was a more powerful motivator for
potential whistleblowers than financial rewards or compensation schemes,
demonstrating that procedural safeguards are more critical to fostering a reporting
culture than post-facto remedies.

2.4. Regular Evaluation and Performance Monitoring

Continuous evaluation and performance monitoring are essential for adapting and
improving the whistleblower protection system and building public trust. The UOO
engages in both formal and informal evaluation activities.

The Office utilizes public opinion surveys to measure public awareness of its existence
and mission. The results of these surveys serve as a key performance indicator for its
outreach efforts. However, the data reveals a significant challenge:

e A 2024 survey found that only 39% of respondents were aware of the UOO's
existence.

This low figure is particularly noteworthy given that it was measured after a period of
intense media attention on the Office, including a major public awareness campaign and
its involvement in high-profile political cases. This suggests that despite its efforts, the
UOO has not yet achieved broad public recognition.



As a formal mechanism for performance reporting, the UOO publishes comprehensive
Annual Reports on its website. These reports provide quantitative and qualitative data
on its activities, offering a basis for public scrutiny and legislative oversight.

2.5. Public Education and Outreach

Public educationis a core statutory duty of the UOO, aimed at fostering a societal culture
that understands and supports whistleblowing. The Office has invested significant
resources in public outreach, with mixed results.

The UOQO’s most significant public awareness initiative was the "Not being silent is
golden" (Nemléat je zlato) campaign. With a budget of €400,000, the campaign used
online media, television, and billboards to reach the public. It had a measurable impact,
increasing public awareness of the UOO from 12% to 23%.

In 2024, the UOOQ's training activities included 13 sessions for 557 participants from both
the public and private sectors. However, this represents a slight decline in activity
compared to the 616 people trained in 2023 and 1,137 in 2022.

The UOO maintains an active presence on social media to engage with the public. As of
2024, its follower counts included:

e Facebook: 8,700
¢ Instagram: 1,800
¢ LinkedIn: 1,000

While the UOO maintains a high volume of online activity, its tangible impact on
nationwide awareness remains limited, as evidenced by the broader public opinion data.

Conclusion

Slovakia's whistleblower protection system embodies a fundamental paradox. On one
hand, the country has a well-designed legal framework and a dedicated, independent
institution committed to its mission with a high degree of transparency. On the other
hand, this robust structure is consistently undermined by political fragility, budgetary
dependence, and significant challenges in its practical application.

The critical failure highlighted in the high-profile "Curillovci" case—where the system
could sanction retaliation but could not prevent it—exposed the limits of its power and
eroded public confidence. This incident demonstrated that even a functional legal
mechanism is insufficient when powerful actors choose to defy it. Beyond this high-
profile failure, core mechanisms such as the system for financially rewarding
whistleblowers have also proven to be insufficiently functional, further widening the gap
between the law's intent and its practical effect.



After four years of operation, the UOO has established itself as a professional and
transparent body. However, its core mission—to transform a robust law into an effective
and trusted system in practice—remains only partially fulfilled.



